
ᓇᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ: ᐃᔾᔪᔪᓂᐅᖃᓪᓚᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ

9:00 AM to 9:05 AM 1 ᑲᑎᒪᒋᐊᓕᕐᓂᖅ/ᒪᑐᐃᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 5 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

9:05 AM to 9:10 AM 2  ᒪᑐᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓇᒃᑰᓂᓐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 5 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

9:10 AM to 9:15 AM 3 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 1 ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 5 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ - ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ: ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ

9:15 AM to 10:45 AM 4 ᐸᕙᓐ ᐸᐃᒧᐊᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ 2
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
90 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

10:45 AM to 11:00 AM ᕿᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅ 15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

11:00 AM to 11:45 AM 5 Kane Basin -ᒧᐊᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ 3
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

11:45 AM to 1:15 PM ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒻᒥᑕᕐᓇᖅ
ᐃᑲᕐᕋᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ: ᐱᔾᔪᑎᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ

1:15 PM to 1:30 PM 6 ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ 4 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

1:30 PM to 2:00 PM 7 ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᖏᑦ 5 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

2:00 PM to 2:30 PM 8
ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 2018/19-ᒥ 

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᐊᕐᓇᕐᒥ
6 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ: ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ  

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᖏ

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ: ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 001-2018

 ᐱᖓᔪᐊᓐ, ᒫᔾᔨ 7th, 2018

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᐊᓂ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ



 ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᓐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᖏ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ: ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᖏ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

2:30 PM to 3:15 PM 9  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 7 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑦ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

3:15 PM to 3:30 PM ᕿᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅ 15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

3:30 PM to 4:00 PM 10
ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑰᑕᖓᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᖕᒥᑦ: 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑐᐃᓇᕐ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ 30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

4:00 PM to 4:05 PM 11 ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 5 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓇᐃᓘᖅᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ 

 

 

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ:        ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ: X 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ:  ᓇᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑎᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:  

 ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓯᐅᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᖃᑎᖃᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᓛᑦᖠᒥᐅᓂᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 1994 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1997. 1997 ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᒪᓇᑎᒋᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 2074 

(95% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᖁᓚᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ = 1,544-2,604) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓇᐅᓂᐊᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᓛᑦᖠᒥᐅᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐃᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑕ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓᑕ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ-ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2010 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2014 

ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 105-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥ 2010-ᒥ, ᐃᒪᓇᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 65 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥ 2014-ᒥ. 

 ᑲᓇᑕ-ᖃᓚᑦᖠᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (JC) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᓕᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅᑖᖅᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᒥᒐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ; ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒥᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐱᔭᕇᒃᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ-ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 2014-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᕇᒃᓯᔪᑎᒥᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓄᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ (JC) ᔪᓚᐃ 2016-ᒥ.  

 ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᒃᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑎᖏᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑎᖏᑎᒍ. 

 ᔪᓚᐃ 2017-ᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓄᑦ (JC) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (JC).  
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 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ (GN) ᐊᐱᕐᓱᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2017-ᒥ 

ᐱᔭᕇᒃᓯᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦᑐᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕋᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓪᓚᕆᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᒃ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᓲᖑᔪᐊᓘᖕᒪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕐᓗᒍᑎᖃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖅᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓗᒍ, ᐊᖑᑎᖏᑕ 

ᐆᒪᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᔮᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᑯᒥ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᖃᓯᐅᑎᖕᒥᖕᒪᑦ.  

 ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔪᑎᑦ, ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ 2011-

2014−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ, ᐃᒪᓇᑎᒋᐅᒡᒪᑕ 2,826 95% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᖁᓚᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ = 

2,059-3,593) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓕ 1997-ᒥ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓇᑎᒋᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ 2074 

(95% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᖁᓚᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ = 1,544-2,604) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦᑎᐊᖁᔨᖕᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 

1990-ᒥ ᓈᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓂᖅᓯᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᖑᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᙳᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᐊᓗᓂᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᓕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓯᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᖏᒻᒪᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓗᒍ, ᐃᓘᓇᓕᒫᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖕᒪᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦᑐᓄᑦ (BB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᕋᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᓯᓚᑖᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 2010-ᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᐅᖅᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐅᖅᓰᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖅᑎᓗᒋᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓛᑦᖠᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᒪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᓱᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  

 ᐱᐅᓇᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᔪᑎᒋᓂᐅᓴᖏᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᐅᖅᓯᖅᑕᐃᓕᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ 

ᔪᓚᐃ 1, 2017-ᒥ. ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 2013-ᒥ ᑎᑭᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 2017 ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᖅᓯᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᕐᓂᓴᐅᓛᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂ ᐱᓇᓱᒡᕕᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ.  

 



ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 3 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 4 

NWMB RM-001 2018 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ: 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒥᒐᖏᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᑕᐅᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᐃᑯᓇᓂ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᓂ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᕈᑎᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕌᖑᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ 

(JC). 

 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᔨᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓯᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᕆᒡᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᑕᕈᐅᑉ-ᓯᑯᖓᑕ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒨᓇ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍ. 

 ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ-ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᔪᑦ 

ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 

 ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) ᓂᕈᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᓇᑎᒋ 70% 

ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕋᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐱᓗᐊᙳᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ (BB) ᑐᑭᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᐸᑕ 

ᐃᒪᓇᑎᒋᑦ 5.7% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ 160 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓛᑦᖠᒥ, 

ᐊᕕᒡᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓪᓗᐊᖃᑎᒋᒡᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓘᓐᓇᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ ᐅᓄᓕᕇᒡᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓇᑎᒋᐅᓗᑎᒃ 1:1. ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᖏᖔᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᓗᐊᖏᓐᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒐᔭᖅᐸᑕ 4.3% 

ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓱᖑᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) ᓂᕈᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᔪᓂᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒪᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐅᓄᓕᕇᒡᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᓇᓪᓗᐊᑎᒋᐸᓗᖕᒪᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂᐸᓗᒡᓗᑎᒃ 70% 

ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᓂᖅᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB). ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕆᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓗᐊᙳᐊᕐᒪᑕ 

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᖅ, ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᖑᒃᐸᑕ ᐅᓄᓕᕇᓂ 

1 ᐅᖑᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ. 

 ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᒐᔭᖅᐊᑕ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ (BB) ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ 

ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᓪᓗᐊᖅ ᐅᓐᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᑕᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᕋᐃᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓇᑎᒃ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᓕᒫᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦᑐᓂ (BB) ᒫᓐᓇ ᓲᖑᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᕐᓘᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖅᑖᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑎᒍ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᒪᑕ 

ᑕᐃᑯᓂᖓᓪᓗᐊᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᓱᖑᒪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᖅᓯᔪᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ 
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ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 15-ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑐᒥᓂᐅᒃᐸᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖓ, 

ᐆᒪᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᓂᖏᑦ (ᐱᓗᐊᙳᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ), ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᓕᕇᒡᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᖁᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓇᔪᒪᔪᑦ (ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑎᓗᒍ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ). 

ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓃᑦ:  

 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᓂᑦ (HTO) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᑦ 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒑᐱᖕᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 9-15, 2017-ᒥᑦ, 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓃᖓᖅᑐᑦ (NTI) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᒃᑕᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑕ (HTO) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᓇᖓᑦᑕᐃᓐᓈᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓗᒍ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖅ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2018−ᒥ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᒍᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑎᑦ  

 ᐃᓘᓇᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓵᓕᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦᑐᓂ (BB) ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ (TAH) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓅᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ (NWMB), ᓯᕗᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕆᐊᑐᖃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ. 

ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᑦᖤᐅᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕇᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ (GN) 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐱᔭᐅᖁᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑎᓂᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᔨ 2018−ᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᓱᖓᓂ 

(RM001-2018).  

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ:  

1. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖕᒪᑕ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

(TAH) ᐃᒪᓇᑎᒋᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓗᒋᑦ 65 ᐃᒪᓇᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 80 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ. 

2. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᓕᕇᒡᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᒪᓇᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 1:1 ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐅᓄᓕᕇᒡᓂᖏᓐᓂ (1 ᐊᖑᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᖃᒃᑎᓗᒍ 1 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᕌᖓᑦ) 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᖃᑦᓰᓇᕈᒃᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

3. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᒻᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑕᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓂᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᓈᒪᒃᑎᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖏᖔᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑎᑦ.  

4. ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓂᖅ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑲᓛᑦᖠᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓪᓗ = 160 (80 ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ). 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 We briefly present the history of the different polar bear management systems in 

Nunavut/Canada and Greenland to provide the background and context on the current assessment 

of the status of the polar bear subpopulations in Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB). We 

summarize the results of the previous assessment of the BB and KB subpopulations in the 1990s 

and the framework established in 2009 for the Canada-Greenland joint management of these 

shared subpopulations. We describe the process leading to the decisions on major objectives of a 

re-assessment and the subsequent development of a research plan for re-assessing the status of 

the polar bear subpopulations in Baffin and Kane Basin. Finally, we present the schedule of the 

completion of the study. 

 

1.1.  History of Polar Bear Management in Canada and Greenland related to Baffin Bay 

(BB) and Kane Basin (KB) 

 Wildlife legislation in Canada did not address polar bear harvesting until 1935, when a 

hunting season from 1 October through 31 May was imposed.  In 1949, hunting was restricted to 

native people.  Arbitrary quotas for polar bears were introduced in Canada in 1967 that were 

based largely on the fur records from several preceding years (Lee and Taylor 1994, Prestrud and 

Stirling 1994). 

 Through a delegation of authority from the federal government, ultimate responsibility 

for the management of polar bears in Nunavut lies with the Government of Nunavut, as 

represented by the Minister of Environment (Lunn et al. 2010).  However, this responsibility is 
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subject to the terms of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA) that established a system 

of ‘co-management’ for wildlife.  Under the NLCA, the Minister’s decision-making authority for 

wildlife management is shared with the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board and is subject to 

strict requirements for consultation with Regional Wildlife Organizations and community-based 

Hunters and Trappers Organizations.  The intent of this co-management system is to ensure that 

decisions are based on the best available science and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (Inuit traditional 

knowledge), and that these decisions consider not only conservation as a founding principle but 

also take into account the values, beliefs, views and needs of Inuit.  The system is also designed 

to ensure that Inuit are involved in all aspects of wildlife management including research, 

monitoring, and harvest management. 

 Polar bears occur in relatively discrete subpopulations and are managed as such in 

Canada.  The annual polar bear harvest in Nunavut is within the estimated sustainable yield of 

females and controlled through a male-biased, sex-selective quota system (Taylor et al. 1987, 

2008b).  Females accompanied by cubs, cubs, and bears in or constructing dens are protected by 

law (Lunn et al. 2010).  Currently, the quota year in Canada runs from 1 July through 30 June of 

the following year. 

 In Greenland, regulations for the catch of polar bears in the entire country were enforced 

beginning 1 January 1975 (prior to 1975 regulations in NE Greenland had existed since the 1937; 

Born 1995 and references therein).  The regulations prior to the introduction of quotas in 

Greenland in 2006 to reduce hunting effort and protect females with cubs and also involved a 

closed season in July-August (ibid).  Furthermore, hunting of polar bears was restricted to 

Greenlandic citizens who had hunting as their main occupation.  Quotas for the Greenlanders´ 
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catch of polar bears were introduced in 2005 and took effect 1 January 2006 (Lønstrup 2006).  

The quota year in Greenland is between 1 January and 31 December. 

 The management history and harvest monitoring in Nunavut and Greenland are described 

in more detail in Chapter 8. 

 

1.2.  Previous Delineations and Assessments of the Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) 

Subpopulations 

 Delineation of the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations (Figure 1.1) was largely 

based on movements of collared bears and the recapture or harvest of tagged animals and has 

been well documented (PBSG 1998, SWG 2010).  The BB subpopulation is bounded by the 

North Water Polynya to the north, Greenland to the east and Baffin Island (Nunavut, Canada) to 

the west (Taylor et al. 2001).  A relatively distinct southern boundary at Cape Dyer, Baffin 

Island, and the entrance to Kangerlussuaq/Søndre Strømfjord, Greenland, is evident from the 

movements of collared or tagged bears (Stirling et al. 1980, Taylor et al. 2001). 

 A study of microsatellite genetic variation based on biological samples collected during 

the first half of the 1990s revealed significant genetic variation between polar bears in BB and 

neighboring Davis Strait (DS) and Lancaster Sound (LS), but not between BB and KB (Paetkau 

et al. 1999). 

 The BB, KB and DS subpopulations are shared between Greenland and Canada (Taylor 

et al. 2001).  Population inventories involving physical mark-recapture, in combination with 

satellite telemetry, were conducted jointly by Nunavut/Canada and Greenland during 1991-1997 

with the objective to estimate the size of the BB and KB subpopulations.  These resulted in an 
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estimate for BB of 2074 bears (95% CI: 1544-2604; Taylor et al. 2005, PBSG 2006) and for KB 

of 164 bears (95% CI: 94-234; PBSG 2006, Taylor et al. 2008). 

 Due to concerns with respect to the reported harvest occurring in BB, modelling was used 

to project how many bears there would be in 2004 based on the 1997 BB estimate and associated 

vital rates plus the reported annual catches in Nunavut and Greenland.  The results suggested that 

BB would have experienced a decline to 1546 polar bears in 2004 (95% confidence interval: 

690-2402; PBSG 2006).  Although a similar modeling exercise was not done for KB, both 

subpopulations were thought to be declining as a result of overharvest (PBSG 2006, 2010, 2015). 

 

1.3.  Canada-Greenland Joint Commission (JC) on Polar Bear and the Scientific Working 

Group (SWG) 

 The Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on Polar Bear (JC) was established with the 

signing of a “Memorandum of Understanding between the Government of Canada, the 

Government of Nunavut, and the Government of Greenland for the Conservation and 

Management of Polar Bear Populations” (MOU) on 30 October 2009 (Anon. 2009).  Primary 

objectives of the MOU are to: “(1) to manage polar bear within the Kane Basin and Baffin Bay 

management units in order to ensure their conservation and sustainable management into the 

future, and, (2) establish an effective system of management which will include adhering to the 

principles of conservation”. 

 The JC subsequently established a 5-member Scientific Working Group (SWG) to 

provide it with scientific advice and recommendations with respect to the conservation and 

management of the BB and KB polar bear subpopulations.  Two of the SWG´s members shall 

represent Canadian and two Greenlandic research institutes/agencies, whereas the fifth member 
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is appointed by the SWG co-chairs from a research institute that is independent of both Canada 

and Greenland. To assist the SWG in providing the best scientific advice, external experts can be 

invited to participate in its work.   

 

1.4.  Subpopulation Re-Assessment 

 After an initial meeting in Ottawa, Canada in January 2010, the JC tasked the SWG with 

using the best available scientific information to: 

(1) Propose Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels for the Kane Basin and Baffin Bay 

subpopulations and provide the Joint Commission with a written report of its 

recommendations; and, 

(2) Provide science advice to the Joint Commission for monitoring the effects of habitat 

changes on polar bears. 

 The SWG provided a report to the JC at the 2nd meeting of the JC in Ilulissat, Greenland, 

in May 2010 (SWG 2010).  The SWG noted that 100% of simulations using population viability 

analysis and current harvest levels showed that both the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin 

subpopulations declined after 10 years (PBSG 2010).  The SWG also noted that simulations to 

assess the estimated risk of subpopulation decline are typically run 10-15 years into the future 

from the point in time at which data were last collected to estimate abundance and vital rates.  

Furthermore, it was noted that there was uncertainty surrounding the magnitude of impacts of 

environmental change on polar bears and that demographic rates could have significantly 

changed since the last inventories of these subpopulations in the 1990s. 

 The SWG also noted that a common Canada-Greenland management goal for the BB and 

KB subpopulations had not yet been specified in detail.  Accordingly, the SWG assumed that a 
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recommended TAH for BB and KB should ensure that each subpopulation remained at the 

accepted science-based estimate (PBSG 2010) until new scientific inventories had been 

conducted and management goals established. 

 Acknowledging the fact that considerable uncertainty existed about the status of the BB 

and KB subpopulations in 2010 and that clearly defined management goals had not been 

identified, the SWG estimated the sustainable TAH from the BB subpopulation to be 90 

bears/year and to be 1-2 bears/year from the KB subpopulation (SWG 2010). 

 In order to address the second question posed by the JC, the SWG summarized items that 

should be monitored in BB and KB together with the possible monitoring approaches.  A list of 

general scientific areas where monitoring is required, the rationale for the monitoring, and the 

potential methods that can help gather data under each topic were presented.  Furthermore, the 

SWG indicated, where possible, how monitoring can be conducted by scientists and local users 

concomitantly. 

 Based on consideration of the key parameters that should be monitored in order to 

determine the effects of climate change on the BB and KB polar bear subpopulations and the 

need to ensure that harvesting of the two subpopulations is sustainable in a changing 

environment, the SWG recommended that the following research needs were given priority:  

(1) Subpopulation size 

(2) Distribution and movements 

(3) Physical condition of individual bears 

(4) Vital parameters (survival and reproduction) 

 The SWG also noted that other data useful for determining the effects of habitat change 

in polar bears should be collected routinely.  Collection of these data involves the active 
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participation of users through the submission of information and samples from harvested polar 

bears.  Sampling from the harvest will provide important information on age and sex structure of 

the harvest, body condition, reproduction, and levels of pollutants in polar bears. 

 However, given the age of the data on abundance and vital rates (PBSG 2010) combined 

with large-scale environmental changes in Baffin Bay during the last decades, the SWG strongly 

recommended that new estimates of subpopulation abundance, subpopulation delineation, and 

vital rates be given high priority (SWG 2010). 

 

Pilot aerial surveys in Baffin Bay in 2009 and 2010 

 In 2009 (i.e., prior to establishment of the SWG), scientists from the Government of 

Nunavut Department of Environment (GNDE) and Greenland Institute of Natural Resources 

(GINR) initiated a collaboration to determine the feasibility of using aerial surveys for estimating 

the size of polar bear subpopulations in BB and KB.  A pilot survey was conducted in the 

Sirmilik National Park on NE Baffin Island in August 2009 to determine if the line-transect 

aerial survey technique could be used during the ice-free or open-water season in Baffin Bay.  

However, given the results from the rugged terrain and mountainous landscape, it was concluded 

that this method was not feasible (Stapleton 2010). 

 Based on the experience in 2009, scientists from Nunavut and Greenland decided to (1) 

conduct a pilot aerial survey over sea ice during spring in Baffin Bay, and (2) deploy satellite-

transmitters on polar bears in Baffin Bay in order to collect data on distribution and movement 

necessary for evaluation of aerial survey data.   

 During 27 May-4 June 2010, a pilot survey was flown over the fast and pack ice in Baffin 

Bay off SE Baffin Island.  The survey was determined to be a success and provided data that 
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demonstrated promise for the approach in BB.  Based on the results of the 2010 spring pilot 

survey, a group of experts in polar bear ecology and population dynamics, population assessment 

methods and sea ice from the Greenland Institute of Natural Resources, Government of Nunavut, 

University of Washington, University of Minnesota, and U.S. National Marine Mammal 

Laboratory evaluated the data and concluded that a springtime aerial survey would be a feasible 

approach for estimating abundance of polar bears in BB and KB and should result in estimates 

with adequate precision for management purposes (Laake 2010, Stapleton et al. 2010, SWG 

2011). 

 

Survey options review 

 Following the advice from the SWG, the JC tasked the SWG to review and evaluate 

various methods for assessing the number of polar bears in BB and KB (JC 2010a).  The JC 

further requested that the SWG´s report include evaluation of benefits and limitations of using 

each of the proposed methods (aerial surveys, genetic mark-recapture, and physical mark 

recapture) and indicated that the review should be based on a pilot aerial survey conducted in 

Baffin Bay in Spring 2010 (see preceding section).  The SWG was also tasked with providing 

recommendations for one or more scenarios that represented the best way forward and, for each 

scenario, to identify major attributes, risks and management questions including level of funding 

(JC 2010a).  Subsequently the JC would make recommendations on the most appropriate survey 

methodologies for assessing the BB and KB subpopulations (JC 2010a). 

 In January 2011, the SWG submitted to the JC a review of options for conducting new 

research including recommendations on appropriate methodologies (SWG 2011), which 

considered the pros and cons of using physical mark-recapture, genetic mark-recapture, or aerial 
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surveys for subpopulation inventories in BB and KB.  The general conclusion was that the 

physical MR method (1) is the most well established method available for estimating abundance 

of polar bears, (2) is the most widely accepted and recommended method by the greater scientific 

community, and (3) provides the maximum information needed for sound management advice on 

polar bears.  In addition to an abundance estimate, it provides information that could be used to 

assess effects on bears of climate change and pollution. 

 The SWG concluded that the physical MR method was superior to aerial surveys and 

genetic MR because it yields the most detailed information and recommended that physical MR 

be used for estimating the abundance of polar bears in Baffin Bay.  It was stated that aerial 

surveys and a multiple-year genetic MR may be considered as alternatives for assessing the 

number of polar bears in Baffin Bay.  However, the SWG noted that there are disadvantages to 

both methods. 

  

Decision of the JC 

 In March 2011, the JC discussed survey methods for Kane Basin and Baffin Bay with 

Drs. Erik Born and Stephen Atkinson who represented the SWG.  Following discussion of the 

SWG’s report, the JC concluded that the genetic mark-recapture method was preferable based on 

lack of support by Inuit in Nunavut for physical mark-recapture, and on concerns that variability 

in sea-ice conditions have the potential to create an unacceptable amount of risk in obtaining 

accurate subpopulation estimates via aerial surveys.  Thereafter, the JC recommended to the 

signatories of the MOU that a 3-year biopsy darting research program be developed. 

 

1.5.  A Multi-Year Research Plan for Baffin Bay and Kane Basin 
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 In March 2011, the JC requested the SWG prepare a research plan for the re-assessment 

of the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin polar bear subpopulations.  It was determined that preparation 

of such a plan was the responsibility of those members of the SWG who would serve as lead 

investigators on behalf of Nunavut and Greenland.  Consequently, a multi-year research plan 

(Atkinson et al. 2011) for re-assessment of the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations was 

developed by Drs. Stephen Atkinson (Nunavut), Erik Born and Kristin Laidre (Greenland 

Institute of  Natural Resources). 

 The plan outlined a multi-year research program to be carried out collaboratively by 

scientists from Canada (Nunavut) and Greenland together with external collaborators (local 

people and scientists) participating in various parts of the study.  The plan presented tentative 

schedules and budgets.  The main goals of the research program were (1) to determine the size of 

the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations of polar bears, and (2) evaluate how polar bears 

in these areas are affected by the decrease in sea ice. 

 The proposed research program had three basic field components: (1) Biopsying polar 

bears along E Baffin Island, in NW Greenland and in the Kane Basin region, (2) deployment of 

satellite transmitters on male and female polar bears in NW Greenland and Kane Basin, and (3) 

hunter collection of tissue samples from the catch of polar bears (harvest recoveries) in BB and 

KB (and adjacent subpopulations).  A 3-year study was proposed beginning in the fall of 2011 

with the purpose to: 

1) Estimate the abundance and sex (and approximate age) composition of polar bears in 

BB and KB; 

2) Compare a new estimate of abundance with those derived from previous studies 

(1991-1997) in-order to gain insight into subpopulations trend; 



Chapter 1 SWG Final report 

11 | P a g e  

3) Delineate the boundaries of the BB and KB subpopulations and reassess the validity of 

these areas as a demographic unit; 

4) Estimate survival and reproductive parameters (to the extent possible) in-order to 

facilitate population viability analyses; and, 

5) Evaluate polar bear distribution with respect to environmental variables, particularly 

ice conditions, topography and food availability/distribution. 

Results generated by the proposed research program have the following potential applications: 

1) The development of an updated status report for BB including recommendations on 

sustainable harvest levels; and, 

2) The development of models to assess the effects of changes in habitat (in particular sea 

ice) on bear distribution. 

 

Schedule 

 In BB, main field operations were conducted during spring and fall.  Due to logistical 

constraints (remoteness of the survey area and consideration of light conditions in fall) field 

work was concentrated in spring in KB.  The schedule of the proposed study was: 

Biopsying for genetic mark-recapture assessment 

1) Fall biopsying along eastern Baffin Island fall 2011, 2012 and 2013. 

2) Fall biopsying in NW Greenland fall 2012 and 2013. 

3) Spring biopsying in NW Greenland 2011, 2012 and 2013. 

4) Spring biopsying in Kane Basin 2012, 2013, and 2014 (optional). 

Deployment of satellite radios 
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1) Deployment during spring in NW Greenland 2011, 2012 and 2013 of satellite radios 

(satellite radios had also been deployed in these areas during spring 2009 and 2010). 

2) Deployment of satellite radios during spring in Kane Basin 2012 and 2013. 

Hunter collection of tissues from the polar bear catch (harvest recoveries) 

1) Nunavut spring 2011 and onward. 

2) Greenland spring 2012 and onward. 

Data analyses 

1) Genetic laboratory analyses, analyses of MR data, genetic data and satellite telemetry 

data 2012 and onward 

Final reporting 

1) September-October 2014 

 

1.6.  Process of BB and KB Assessment (2011-2016) and Delays 

Program activities 

 Activities (field operations, laboratory analyses, data analyses, and reporting) in 

connection with the research program are summarized here.  Details of the various activities are 

presented in the Materials and Methods sections of the various chapters of this report. 

 

Field activities 

 Personnel from several research institutions participated in planning and conducting the 

field work including GINR, GNDE, University of Oslo, and University of Minnesota.  In 

addition, local polar bear hunters in Nunavut and Greenland participated on several flights 

aiming to obtain biopsy samples from unrestrained bears and/or immobilizing bears to furnish 
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them with satellite radios (NW Greenland and Kane Basin).  In both Nunavut and Greenland, 

community consultations were conducted each year and information about the study was 

provided through meetings and via public media to local communities and the broader public 

audience. 

 The spring and fall biopsy program (2011-2013) along Baffin Island and in W and NW 

Greenland from the BB subpopulation was conducted as planned.  From 2011 to 2013, 1,111 

bears were biopsy darted along eastern Baffin Island (and genotyped) which was substantially 

more than anticipated.  From 2009 to 2013, 143 bears were physically marked or biopsy darted 

(and genotyped) in W and NW Greenland.  The spring biopsying program in Kane Basin was 

also successful although a third spring season was needed and completed during 2014. From 

2012 to 2014, 129 bears were physically marked and genotyped or biopsy darted and genotyped 

in KB (Chapter 2 and 5). 

 Additional to the original research plan and concurrent with the biopsy sampling, a 

systematic aerial survey using sight-resight distance sampling protocols was conducted during 

spring 2014 to assess the number of polar bears in the Kane Basin subpopulation.  Adding this 

extra component allowed for a comparison of estimates of subpopulation size via two different 

methods (i.e., genetic MR and aerial survey). 

 During 2011-2013 a total of 66 satellite radios (35 F, 31 M) were deployed in W and NW 

Greenland (in addition 35 satellite radios had been deployed there in 2009 and 2010; 20 F, 15 

M).  During 2012 and 2013 a total of 36 satellite radios (21 F, 15 M) were deployed in the Kane 

Basin region. Some individuals were recaptured during the study and furnished with new satellite 

radios. Hence, a total of 91 individual bears were tagged with satellite transmitters in BB and 34 

individual bears in KB (Chapter 2). The satellite radios included small ear satellite tags 
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developed by GINR for tracking adult male polar bears and sub-adults of both sexes (Born et al. 

2010, Laidre et al. 2012). 

 A total of 234 hunter recoveries (tissue samples) were obtained from the catch of polar 

bears in Nunavut and Greenland (1993-2013).  The hunter recovery program was instituted in 

Greenland for the first time in 2012.  In addition, 635 biopsies from physical MR operations to 

assess BB and KB subpopulations in the 1990s (cf. Taylor et al. 2005, 2008) were included in the 

recent MR assessment analyses (Chapter 2 and 5). 

In summary – All field operations were conducted as planned and were very successful.  

The number of biopsies obtained from the BB subpopulation was substantially higher than 

expected.  All handling in NW Greenland and Kane Basin of individual polar bears in connection 

with deployment of satellite radios were made without any complications.  The general pubic 

and local communities were informed about the operations and local polar bear hunters 

participated on several of the flights to obtain biopsies or immobilize polar bears. 

 

Analyses 

 Wildlife Genetics International (Nelson, British Columbia, Canada) analyzed all genetic 

samples (9 nuclear markers). 

 Satellite telemetry data (habitat analyses) were analyzed under leadership of the 

Greenland Institute of Natural Resources and Dr. Kristin Laidre. 

 Analyses of ice metrics were conducted by Dr. Harry Stern at the Polar Science Center 

(University of Washington, USA) in collaboration with Laidre. 

 Analyses of the genetic MR recapture data were conducted at Department of Fisheries, 

Wildlife and Conservation Biology (University of Minnesota) under the leadership of 
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postdoctoral research associate Dr. Seth Stapleton, and his supervisor, Professor Todd Arnold.  

Salary for Dr. Stapleton´s postdoctoral fellowship was provided by the Government of Nunavut, 

Environment Canada, and GINR. Close cooperation on MR analyses was conducted with outside 

expert Dr. Eric V. Regehr (US Fish and Wildlife Service).  

 Analyses of field observations of polar bear body condition were made by Nunavut under 

leadership of Dr. Stephen Atkinson. 

 Population genetic analyses to determine the demographic identities of Baffin Bay and 

Kane Basin subpopulation were made by Dr. Liselotte Wesley Andersen at Department of 

Bioscience (University of Århus, Denmark) based on the results of analyses of nine nuclear 

markers used in the genetic MR study. 

 All SWG members participated in various phases of analyses.  External experts 

(Appendix A) also participated in the analyses and in three face-to-face progress meetings of the 

SWG held at the Polar Science Center, University of Washington. 

 

Timeline of analyses and reporting 

 The SWG originally proposed an October 2014 deadline for submission of a final report 

to the JC (SWG 2011).  However, due to the time required for completion of sample processing 

in the genetic laboratory this deadline could not be met.  The delay was a consequence of the 

largely successful field work, which exceeded expectations in terms of the quality and number of 

biopsy samples.  As the mark-recapture modeling could not begin until the laboratory analyses 

were completed and the final datasets compiled, a new deadline for a final report of 30 April 

2015 was proposed by the SWG (SWG 2014).  However, further unanticipated delays occurred 

related to availability of historical samples and a final comprehensive dataset was not available 
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until mid-December 2015.  This delay put the analyses approximately 6 months behind schedule 

(SWG letter to JC). 

 In October 2015, the SWG held a 2nd face-to-face meeting in Seattle, Washington.  At the 

meeting, preliminary results from analyses on abundance and vital rates, population genetic 

structure, range use, distribution, seasonal movements, and trends in sea-ice habitat were 

presented and evaluated.  Near-final results of the analyses of range use, distribution, seasonal 

movements, and trends in sea-ice habitat and genetic analyses were also presented.  However, 

the presentation of preliminary results from the mark-recapture modeling revealed that a 

considerable amount of additional work was still required from collaborators at University of 

Minnesota (SWG 2015).  This work included, among other things, more in-depth error checking 

and a more detailed exploration of data from the MR studies in the 1990s in order to assess bias 

and potentially detect trends in abundance. This required revising the basic structure of the 

population models, developing and running model simulations, and validating the final model 

results before a final report could be completed. 

 Following this meeting the SWG and collaborators held 13 teleconferences between 

November 2015 and April 2016 where progress in the MR modeling of abundance in BB and KB 

was discussed and evaluated.  A third face-to-face meeting was held in February 2016 to 

evaluate the revised modeling results. 

 After detailed discussions of the results of the MR assessment of the BB and KB 

subpopulations the SWG identified items for further analyses by University of Minnesota before 

final results could be sent to external scientific review (SWG 2016).  In May 2016, results of the 

mark-recapture assessments were sent to Dr. Gary White (Professor Emeritus, Colorado State 

University) for a courtesy, external peer-review.  Dr. White is a world-expert in mark-recapture 
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population analyses. Dr. White gave the analyses a positive review and approved the analytical 

methods used and their results. 

 In summary the analyses of sea ice, movement and habitat use were conducted according 

to the original time plan.  However, unanticipated delays in getting a final genetic dataset and 

complications related to the modeling of the genetic data resulted in delays in preparing the final 

report to the JC. 
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Figure 1.1.  Map of the circumpolar Arctic showing the 19 subpopulations of polar bears, 

including Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB).  Polar Bear subpopulations: Arctic Basin (AB), 

Baffin Bay, Barents Sea (BS), Chukchi Sea (CS), Davis Strait (DS), East Greenland (EG), Foxe 

Basin (FB), Gulf of Boothia (GB), Kane Basin, Kara Sea (KS), Lancaster Sound (LS), Laptev 

Sea, M’Clintock Channel (MC), Northern Beaufort Sea (NB), Norwegian Bay (NW), Southern 

Beaufort Sea (SB), Southern Hudson Bay (SB), Viscount Melville Sound (VM), and Western 

Hudson Bay (WH). 
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CHAPTER 2 

SUBPOPULATION DELINEATION OF BAFFIN BAY AND KANE 

BASIN 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

Baffin Bay (BB) 

• The 1990s and 2000s satellite telemetry data are comparable for analysis; approximately 
92% of adult females collared in West Greenland in spring during the 2000s use the same 
area on Baffin Island where adult females were captured and collared in fall in the 1990s. 

• There was a significant reduction in the size of the 2000s BB 95% bivariate normal kernel 
range (i.e. a measure of the area used by collared bears) in all months and seasons when 
compared to the range in the 1990s. The most marked reduction was a 60% decline in 
subpopulation range size summer. 

• The overlap of the 1990s and 2000s BB ranges was < 50% in all months, reflecting both a 
contraction and shift of the BB subpopulation range in the 2000s. These shifts are related 
to the loss of annual sea ice and changes in breakup timing, contracting the range of the 
BB subpopulation and shifting the distribution of BB polar bears northward in all seasons. 
The BB subpopulation is still distributed within the current management boundaries. 

• There were significant shifts north in the median subpopulation latitude in all seasons in 
BB across decades. 

• Bears in the 2000s were significantly less likely to leave BB than in the 1990s (p<0.001), 
with reductions in the number of bears moving into Davis Strait and Lancaster Sound. 

• Genetic analyses using eight polymorphic microsatellites in recent samples (2009-2014) 
had low genetic resolution. BB and KB polar bears could not be differentiated genetically. 
Also in accordance with previous genetic studies, BB-KB polar bears were found to be 
genetically different from polar bears in Lancaster Sound and Davis Strait. 

• During the genetic mark-recapture studies in BB and KB (2011-2014) there were very 
low levels of recapture or harvest recovery of bears outside their subpopulation of origin.  

• Satellite telemetry demonstrates that emigration from BB has been significantly reduced 
since the 1990s, largely due to reduced sea-ice extent in winter and absence of sea ice in 
summer. This suggests the BB subpopulation has become more discrete, with less 
exchange between it and other subpopulations. 

Kane Basin (KB) 
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• KB mean 95% kernel ranges have generally expanded since the 1990s. The increase in 
range use in the 2000s occurs in all seasons, however is statistically significant only in 
summer (June-September), where ranges doubled between the 1990s and the 2000s. This 
range expansion is likely related to changes in sea ice, as KB is trending towards the 
characteristics of an annual ice ecoregion (like BB) where ice melts out almost completely 
each summer. 

• There is still considerable seasonal overlap in KB subpopulation ranges for bears in the 
1990s and 2000s (50-98% overlap over decades), suggesting that bears generally continue 
to use the same areas of KB. 

• There were significant northward shifts in KB median latitude of polar bear locations in 
the 2000s in spring and summer, although these shifts were smaller than observed in BB. 
Variability in the range of latitudes has increased; bears in the 2000s use a broader range 
of latitudes. There has been no change during winter. 

• These distribution patterns did not change with a sensitivity analysis in which bears 
captured in eastern KB were excluded from the 2000s data, to match the distribution of 
captures in the 1990s. This suggests that our key findings for KB were not influenced by 
the distribution of capture locations. 

• BB and KB 

Overall, our findings based on satellite telemetry, movement of marked bears and genetics 
suggest that the existing boundaries of the BB and KB subpopulations continue to be 
relevant for harvest management purposes and population monitoring. 

 

2.1.  Subpopulation Delineation and Status Background 

 Cluster analyses of movement data from satellite-collared bears (Taylor et al. 2001), 

genetic analyses (e.g., Paetkau et al. 1999), and recaptures and harvest recoveries of marked 

(tagged) bears (Taylor and Lee 1995, Taylor et al. 2001) are among the methods that have been 

used to evaluate and delineate the boundaries of the Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) 

subpopulations.  For BB, genetic analyses suggest a lack of genetic differentiation of BB from 

the adjacent KB subpopulation to the north, but a significant genetic difference from polar bears 

in the Davis Strait (DS) subpopulation (Paetkau et al. 1999).  Analyses of satellite collar data and 

tag returns suggest that some interchange occurs among BB and adjacent subpopulations 
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including DS, Lancaster Sound (LS) and KB (e.g., Taylor et al. 2001).  However, for the 

purposes of management, BB is considered a distinct demographic unit, and its dynamics are 

largely driven by intrinsic rates of reproduction and mortality rather than exchange with 

neighboring subpopulations. 

 For KB, analyses of satellite collar data and tag returns suggest partial closure.  However, 

the discreteness of this subpopulation from neighbouring units has been questioned, in part due 

to the lack of genetic differentiation from surrounding subpopulations and the potential for 

immigration from these much larger subpopulations to significantly influence demographic 

processes in a source-sink dynamic (Taylor et al. 2008).  Particularly notable interchange occurs 

with BB and LS.  The North Water polynya, a large area of open water in northern Baffin Bay 

and southern Smith Sound, is a significant regional geographic feature that exhibits substantial 

intra- and inter-annual variability in spatial extent and is thought to form a barrier between KB 

and BB – LS. 

 Sea ice in BB and KB has decreased markedly during the last 3 decades (Stirling and 

Parkinson 2006, Peacock et al. 2012, Laidre et al. 2015, Chapter 4 and 9), with earlier spring 

break up and later fall formation.  The extent to which these trends in sea ice will affect the 

distribution and boundaries of these subpopulations remains uncertain and requires updated 

information.  In particular, there is a need to re-evaluate these boundaries when undertaking 

studies to estimate abundance and vital rates to ensure sampling remains consistent with the 

distribution of the biological subpopulations. 

 The delineation and status of the BB subpopulation has been documented and updated by 

the IUCN/SSC Polar Bear Specialist Group (PBSG 1995, 1998, 2002, 2006, 2010, and 

http://pbsg.npolar.no/en/index.html) and annually by the Canadian Polar Bear Technical 

http://pbsg.npolar.no/en/index.html
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Committee (unpublished).  Based on the movements of adult females with satellite radio-collars 

and the recapture or harvest of tagged animals, the BB subpopulation of polar bears is bounded 

by the North Water Polynya to the north, Greenland to the east and Baffin Island, Nunavut, 

Canada to the west (Taylor et al. 2001) (Figure 1.1).  A relatively distinct southern boundary at 

Cape Dyer, Baffin Island, and the entrance to Kangerlussuaq/ Søndre Strømfjord, Greenland, is 

evident from the movements of tagged bears (Stirling et al. 1980) and from adult female polar 

bears monitored by satellite telemetry (Taylor et al. 2001). 

 Analysis using microsatellites revealed significant genetic variation between polar bears 

in BB and neighboring DS, but not between polar bears in BB and neighboring KB (Paetkau et 

al. 1999).  However, bears from BB-KB differed genetically from polar bears in the neighboring 

LS and DS subpopulations (Paetkau et al. 1999, Peacock et al. 2015, Malenfant et al. 2016).  The 

original separation of the polar bears subpopulations into the two management units Kane Basin 

and Baffin Bay was based on studies of movement of polar bears with satellite collars in the 

1990s and the fact that the North Water Polynya in northern Baffin Bay, to a certain extent, acts 

as a barrier to movement between BB and KB (PBSG 1998, Taylor et al. 2001).  The samples 

included in the genetic study by Paetkau et al. (1999) were collected in the early 1990s.  A study 

by Peacock et al. (2015) was based on more recent samples (i.e., BB: mainly 2006-2008; DS: 

2005-2007; LS: mainly 2008), however the samples from KB were from the 1990s.  Malenfant et 

al. (2016) conducted a re-analysis and relied upon subsets of the same data in Peacock et al. 

(2015).  Hence, the KB-samples in Malenfant et al. (2016) were also not temporally congruent 

with samples from BB, LS and DS. 

 Based on the movements of KB adult females with satellite collars and the recapture or 

harvest of tagged animals, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation include the North Water 
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Polynya (to the south of KB), and Greenland and Ellesmere Island to the west, north, and east 

and the southern part of Kennedy Channel to the north (Taylor et al. 2001; Figure 1.1).   

 There have been no new scientific studies in BB or KB to update information on 

subpopulation delineation since 1997.  We used new data from genetics, satellite telemetry and 

information on the movements of bears amongst BB, KB and surrounding subpopulations as 

detected by the recapture or harvest of marked individuals to assess the current BB boundaries.  

Our objective was to use these data to support other lines of evidence relating to the delineation 

of these subpopulations. 

 

2.2.  Methods 

Genetics 

 In this study, a large recent sample of polar bear tissues was obtained from the 

subsistence catch and from scientific biopsies in BB, KB, LS and DS (2009-2014).  This was 

obtained primarily for the genetic mark-recapture as reported in Chapters 5 and 10.  Data from 

these analyses were therefore available for an updated examination of population genetics in BB 

and KB.  The majority of the samples were collected between 2011 and 2014.  Hence, in contrast 

to previous studies, the samples collected in connection with the genetic mark-recapture study 

were both more recent and also temporally congruent (Table 2.1). 

 The genetic analyses reported here used the same eight polymorphic microsatellite 

markers as in MR analyses to explore to what extent polar bears in KB, BB, LS and DS differed 

genetically (e.g., PBSG 2010).  The decision to make these analyses was made post hoc and 

genetic analyses were not a part of the original study plan (see Chapter 1).  Hence, these analyses 

were based on a platform of opportunity (i.e., the samples had been analyzed genetically and the 
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data were available), fully recognizing that more nuclear markers would result in a higher 

resolution. 

 Genetic data from a total of 1,364 individual polar bears from the BB, KB, LS and DS 

subpopulations were available for the genetic analyses.  A subset of 402 polar bears sampled 

during the winter-spring season (Nov-June) in 2012-2014 represented all four subpopulations 

under consideration.  This subset consisted of the spring biopsy samples from Kane Basin, and 

winter-spring harvest samples from BB, LS and DS.  We considered the samples to have been 

collected within a narrow time frame (i.e., “temporally congruent”) that would exclude major 

displacement of groups of polar bears among BB, KB, LS and DS during the sampling period 

(Table 2.1). 

 The population genetic analyses were conducted by Department of Bioscience (Aarhus 

University, Denmark) using standardized analytical tools and methods (ADEGENET package, 

Jombart 2008; ARLEQUIN Version 3.5.1, Excoffier and Lischer 2010; BA3-3.0.3, Wilson and 

Rannala 2003; DAPC, Jombart et al. 2010; FSTAT, Goudet 1995; GENECLASS2, Piry et al. 

2004; GENELAND, Guillot et al. 2005, Guillot 2008; STRUCTURE, Prichard et al. 2000). 

 

Satellite Telemetry Studies of Movements and Range Use 

 Polar bears were tagged in NW Greenland on the fast and pack ice between mid-March 

and mid-April 2009-2013 in Baffin Bay and mid-April to early May 2012-2013 in Kane Basin.  

Field operations were based out of coastal settlements in West Greenland or research stations on 

Ellesmere Island.  Searches for bears in BB occurred out to a maximum distance of 150 km from 

the coast.  Areas with consolidated glacier ice at the glacial terminus were also searched in both 

BB and KB.  A total of 91 individual bears were tagged with satellite transmitters in BB and 34 
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individual bears in KB.  Of these, 38 were AFs collared in BB and 20 collared AFs in KB (Table 

2.2, Figures 2.1 and 2.2).  In the 2000s, both sexes and subadults were tagged.  These data were 

combined with a historical data set of captured and tracked from both areas in the 1990s.  In BB, 

1991-1995 43 collars were deployed on AFs, with the majority deployed during the ice free 

season in fall on Baffin Island (n=11 deployed in spring in NWG, 9 of which transmitted for 

sufficient time to be included in the analyses) (Table 2.3).  In KB, 1992-1994, 12 collars were 

deployed on AFs on the west side of KB in the fjords and fast ice.  Only bears captured within 

the BB or KB subpopulation boundaries as defined by PBSG (2010) were included in the 

comparative analysis. 

 Polar bears at all sites were darted and immobilized from an Ecureuil AS350 (BB) or Bell 

206 LR (KB) helicopter and handled according to procedures described in Stirling et al. (1989).  

Standard body measurements (standard length and axillary girth) were taken and total body mass 

was estimated using the approach of Derocher and Wiig (2002).  Field estimates of age and 

reproductive status were recorded. 

 Adult female polar bears in the 2000s in both areas were fitted with TAW-4610H satellite 

radio collars (Telonics, Mesa, Arizona, USA).  Satellite collars provided information on 

geographic location, internal transmitter temperature, and activity.  Collars were programmed to 

transmit during one six-hour period each day on 4-day intervals.  In the 2000s, all adult male 

polar bears and subadults of both sexes were fitted with SPOT-5 S227 satellite radio transmitters 

(Wildlife Computers, Redmond, Washington, USA) attached to the ear similar to numbered 

plastic ear tags used in conventional studies (right ear).  The SPOT-5 transmitters weighed 32 g 

and 60 g with attachment system (Born et al. 2010).  Ear transmitters were duty cycled to extend 

battery life, with most tags transmitting on 4-day intervals and others on daily intervals.  Satellite 
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tags transmitted around noon local time each day and were programmed so that several locations 

were received per transmission day. 

Data filtering and sub-sampling – Data on locations and transmitter status from all polar 

bears were collected via the Argos Location Service Plus system (Toulouse, France).  Location 

qualities are assigned by ARGOS to each position, with location qualities of 0–3 estimated to 

have errors of 1.5 km or less and those categorized as ‘A,’ ‘B,’ or ‘Z’ have no predicted 

accuracy.  Unrealistic and poor quality locations were removed using a speed and angle filter in 

R version 2.13.2 (R Development Core Team 2012) using the package ‘argosfilter’ (Freitas et al. 

2008).  Positions exceeding a maximum between location travel velocity (10 km/h based on 

previous movement studies of polar bears, Laidre et al. 2013) and angle (measured from the 

track between three successive locations; set to the default) were removed by the filtering 

algorithm.  The resulting locations for each bear were next reduced to a single position per day to 

reduce autocorrelation bias, standardize temporal sampling, and address the effects of variable 

duty cycling among the tags.  To obtain a daily position for each tag, the first, best quality 

location within the period of peak satellite passage was selected.  Daily positions, after filtering 

and optimal daily position selection, only consisted of ARGOS qualities 1–3.  Distances between 

successive daily positions were calculated as the great circle route and used to compute 

minimum daily displacements. 

 As a result of variable experimental objectives in both subpopulations and decades, 

different duty cycles were used for tags in an effort to extend battery life or gather information 

from specific time periods.  The 1990s collars were programmed to transmit on varying and 

intermittent intervals, ranging from 1 to 6 days, while the 2000s collars were all on a 4-day cycle.  

We sub-sampled the 1990s data and created a strict 4-, 5- or 6- day interval time series for each 
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individual to best match the 2000s data.  This ensured that the impact of serial autocorrelation 

was consistent. 

 Captured polar bears were classified as independent adult male (AM), adult female (AF), 

subadult male (SM), subadult female (SF), or dependent cubs (cub of year COY, yearling YRL 

or 2-year old 2YR).  We also classified the habitat type where the bear was first located and 

captured into three categories– pack ice (open or loose ice with leads and cracks), fast ice (sea 

ice attached to land with no open water), glacier ice (consolidated glacier ice at glacier fronts), as 

well as captures on land. 

 Data were divided into seasons: Spring (March – July, which included the peak of sea-ice 

coverage and initiation of sea-ice break-up), Summer (August – October, which included the end 

of break-up and the on-land period) and Winter (November – February, which included the 

freeze-up period and time when bears went back out on the sea ice).  All denning periods were 

identified (maternity and shelter dens) (Escajeda 2016) and removed from RSF models.  RSF 

models were only conducted on AFs to enable comparison with the 1990s.  Bears with < 3 

locations were removed from analyses as this was likely due to transmitter failure immediately 

after capture.  Ages of polar bears were provisionally estimated in the field and later confirmed 

more accurately from counting of cementum growth layers of a pre-molar extracted during 

capture following methods in Calvert and Ramsay (1998).  Adult females were defined as ≥ 5 

years old and adult males as ≥ 6 years old.  Age group status as determined in the field was 

verified based on tooth analyses. 

 We assigned each polar bear location to its respective subpopulation boundary (starting 

point or origin as well as the boundary where the bear was located at each time step) based on 

the boundaries recognized by the IUCN Polar Bear Specialist Group (PBSG 2010). 
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Basis for comparison of the 1990s and 2000s BB satellite telemetry data – Polar bears 

within the subpopulation boundaries of BB are treated as belonging to a single management unit.  

The bears range over the entire Baffin Bay with the majority of bears spending the summer on 

Baffin Island during the ice-free period.  There were differences in capture locations between 

decades (Figure 2.1), and although these captures were all within the bounds of the BB 

subpopulation per PBSG (2010) they were captured in different areas and seasons. Thus we 

conducted analyses to ensure that the movement of the bears was comparable across periods.  In 

the 1990s, n=43 adult females were collared between 1991 and 1995.  Approximately 72% of 

these were captured on land on Baffin Island in fall.  In the 2000s, all n=38 adult females were 

captured on the spring fast ice and pack ice between 2009 and 2013 in West Greenland. 

 We spatially bounded the 1990s fall capture region along the coast of Baffin Island and 

examined what fraction of bears collared in the 2000s (in spring) in West Greenland used the 

same area the following fall.  We defined fall as any period between August and November.  All 

West Greenland 2000s bears were considered “independent” because they were captured in 

spring.  Some individuals that remained resident during all seasons on or close to glaciers in 

Melville Bay and bears with collars that failed to transmit for >2.5 months after spring capture 

(which occurred in mid-April) were excluded from the calculations.   

Monthly and Seasonal Kernel Density Estimates – Using a fixed kernel density approach 

(Worton 1989), we estimated the geographic areas characterized by a high probability of use by 

satellite-radio tagged AF polar bears in BB and KB.  Kernel density estimators provide a non- 

parametric probability of using a given point in space and are reliably used to define the 

utilization distribution, or home range, for marine and terrestrial wildlife (Kie et al. 2010). 
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 We calculated Gaussian bivariate normal kernel density estimates for each subpopulation 

(BB, KB, and KB West), in each decade, and for each month (n=12) and season (n=3).  Kernel 

Density Estimates (KDEs) were calculated using the "bkde2D" function in "KernSmooth" R 

package (Wand 1994, Wand et al. 1995).  The sample size of tagged AF differed between the 

1990s and 2000s (Table 2.2, Table 2.3).  To account for any potential bias in the KDEs or the 

fraction of overlap between decades due to differing numbers of AFs we randomly sampled with 

replacement from the pool of AF bears in each the two decades (1990s and 2000s) so that the 

sample sizes of collared bears were equivalent during each time period (n=38 bears in BB in both 

decades, n=12 bears in KB in both decades).  We sampled bears with replacement 1,000 times 

for each monthly and seasonal KDE and calculated the area of the 95% contour polygon 

(bounding 95% of the KDE surface volume).  We produced a mean and bootstrapped standard 

error (SE) for monthly and seasonal home ranges, calculated the fraction of overlap for each time 

period, and statistically compared time periods.  We used the ‘intersect’ tool in ArcGIS to 

identify overlapping home ranges between subpopulations.  We also estimated the proportion of 

home range overlap between the 1990s and the 2000s (Fieberg and Kochanny 2005) based on the 

bootstrapped mean.  The cell size was set to 6 km and bandwidth of 50 km (approximately 50% 

of the 4-day movement step of AFs in this study).  Cell size determines the smoothness of the 

resulting prediction, but has minimal impact on kernel density estimation relative to bandwidth 

selection.  The bandwidth controls the width of the estimated kernel thereby determining how 

much regional variation is emphasized. 

Changes in Median Latitude – We also calculated median latitude and longitude values 

for the 1990s and 2000s using pooled data from all AFs by season.  The north-south orientation 

of the BB and KB subpopulation ranges allowed for this comparison.  We compared changes in 
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median latitude and longitude across decades with t-tests at a significance level of α = 0.05.  In 

the 1990s KB, all bears were caught along eastern Ellesmere Island (i.e., western KB) whereas 

bears were captured in both western and eastern KB in the 2000s.  We performed a sensitivity 

analyses to evaluate this sampling difference with a subset of the KB bears captured in the 

2000s. This subset included only those bears captured along the coast of Ellesmere Island in 

western KB. We compared them to the sample from the 1990s to examine any bias in 

comparison across decades. 

Movements across Subpopulation Boundaries – We considered each 4 to 6 day AF bear 

trajectory as a single sample and calculated the elapsed time spent in the subpopulation region of 

origin (defined as where the bear was captured and tagged).  Specifically, we calculated the 

number of days until each polar bear left its subpopulation region of origin and plotted the time-

until-departure for each subpopulation and decade.  Bears that never left their region of origin 

still contributed follow-up time, but their observation time was censored at time of last 

transmission.  Statistical methods for censored event times were used to construct “survival” 

curves (Kaplan-Meier) to characterize the distribution of exit times from BB or KB and test for 

differences among different subpopulations/decades (log-rank test of equality) with α =0.05.  We 

considered two time scales for departure: (1) a departure from the region of origin to be any 

length of time (4 days minimum) and (2) a departure from the region of origin that was at least 

30 days long. 

 For bears that were observed to leave their subpopulation region of origin we 

summarized which subpopulation they departed to and the month of departure.  We contrasted 

departures between BB and KB and across decades.  As there were two capture seasons in the 
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1990s (spring in Melville Bay and summer on Baffin Island) we also tested whether capture 

season impacted the time until departure from the region of origin. 

 

Recaptures and Harvest Recoveries of Marked Bears 

 Bears included in this study were marked in springtime (April – May) or fall (August – 

October) during three periods; 1991-1997, 2005-2007 and 2009-2014.  From 1991 to 1997, 881 

and 141 bears were captured and physically marked with ear tags and lip tattoos as part of 

studies in BB and KB, respectively (Taylor et al. 2005, 2008).  In preparation for genetic mark-

recapture studies in BB and KB commencing 2011, tissue samples collected from these bears 

were subsequently genotyped in 2011 with two exceptions: 1) bears that were known to have 

been harvested between 1991 and 2011 and 2) bears whose known or estimated age would have 

been greater than 35 years in 2011.  In total, this dataset consisted of 650 individuals marked in 

the 1990s that would have been ≤ 35 years old and had not been harvested by the time genetic 

sampling began in 2011.  Samples for genotyping were available for 635 of the 650 individuals.  

Genotyping followed methods described elsewhere in this report (Chapter 5). 

 From 2005 to 2007, 1518 bears in DS were physically marked (and subsequently 

genotyped) as part of a mark-recapture study (Peacock et al. 2013).  From 2011 to 2013, 1111 

bears were biopsy darted along western BB (Canada) and genotyped.  From 2009 to 2013, 143 

bears were physically marked and genotyped or biopsy darted and genotyped in eastern BB 

(Greenland).  From 2012 to 2014, 129 bears were physically marked and genotyped or biopsy 

darted and genotyped in KB. 

 Recapture or harvest recovery of physically or genetically marked individuals was 

detected by two means.  Prior to 2011, when biopsy darting began, marked BB and KB 



Chapter 2 SWG Final report 

35 | P a g e  

individuals were identifiable by ear tags and lip tattoos.  During this period, recaptures of marked 

individuals were recorded during physical capture sampling in BB, KB, and surrounding 

subpopulations.  Harvest recoveries of marked bears were detected via hunter returns of ear tags 

and / or lip tattoos as part of the on-going harvest monitoring program across all subpopulations 

in Canada and Greenland (Peacock et al. 2012).  From 2011 onwards, all marked individuals 

were genotyped and some were both physically marked and genotyped.  Recapture or harvest 

recovery of marked individuals was detected by physical marks recorded during capture 

sampling and harvest monitoring or by matching the genotypes of marked bears to samples 

collected during capture sampling, biopsy darting or harvest monitoring. 

 Although recaptures and harvest recoveries of marked bears from BB and KB have been 

previously reported (Taylor and Lee 1995, Taylor et al. 2001, Peacock et al. 2012), we 

incorporated additional data to supplement and update these analyses.  We focused on three 

areas.  To facilitate interpretation of results from the recent genetic mark-recapture studies in BB 

and KB (Chapters 5 and 10) we examined recaptures and recoveries of individuals marked 

between 2011 and 2014 to test the assumption that bears marked during these studies remained 

within their original subpopulations over the sampling period.  For bears marked in the 1990s in 

BB and KB, we examined the number and sex of individuals recovered in the harvest up to 2014 

to assess the degree of movement amongst subpopulations over the long term and to test the 

hypothesis that these movements are sex biased.  Finally, we examined 3 sequential, intensive 

mark-recapture sampling sessions in BB (1991-97 and 2011-13) and neighboring DS (2005-07), 

to assess movements across the BB-DS boundary. 

 We incorporated capture, recapture or recovery events for which the location of bears 

was recorded at time of observation using a GPS.  Sex was determined by physical examination 
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or genotyping (Chapter 5 and 11).  For bears marked between 1991 and 2008, age was 

determined based on previous capture history, known age (in the case of cubs and yearlings) or 

estimated from counts of annular rings in an extracted vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and 

Ramsay 1998).  For bears “marked” from 2009 to 2013, the age of most individuals (i.e., those 

remotely biopsied along eastern Baffin Island, in contrast to those immobilized and handled in 

NW Greenland and in Kane Basin) could not be determined since they were not physically 

handled and teeth were not available for aging.  Instead, age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, 

sub-adult [ages 2 – 4], and adult) was estimated from the air at a range of 3-7 meters above 

ground.  Age-class was later verified in some bears from previous or future captures in which an 

individual was captured and physically examined or where an individual was matched via DNA 

to membership in a known family at some past or future point.  We assessed the accuracy of this 

system for estimating the age-class and sex of polar bears using a sample of BB bears of known 

age-class (Appendix B).  For all capture-recapture analyses, recaptures of an individual within 

the same season and year of capture were excluded.  Statistical analyses were performed using 

the SPSS package (Version 24.0, IBM Corp. 2016). 

 

2.3.  Results 

Overall Study Area 

 The boundaries of the BB polar bear subpopulation (BB) encompass an area ~1 million 

km2 in Baffin Bay, covering portions of Baffin Island and all of Bylot Island (66.2°N to 73.8°N) 

in Nunavut/ Canada, as well as parts of West and Northwest Greenland (66.0°N to 77.0°N; 

Taylor et al. 2005).  BB is bounded by Greenland to the east, Baffin Island to the west, the North 

Water polynya in the north and Davis Strait to the south (Figure 1.1, Figure 2.1).  Three 
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communities in Nunavut and 37 communities in Greenland harvest bears from BB, although the 

majority of the Greenland harvest is taken between ca. 72° and 76° N.  Baffin Bay is ice-covered 

in winter but typically ice-free in summer.  During late spring and summer break-up, sea ice 

recedes from Greenland westward across Baffin Bay; the last remnants of ice typically occur off 

the coast of Baffin Island.  Most polar bears remain on the sea ice as it recedes and then come 

ashore to spend the ice-retreat period on Baffin and Bylot Islands (Taylor et al. 2005).  A small 

number of bears remain on land in northwestern Greenland throughout the ice-retreat period 

(Born 1995, Born et al. 2011, this study). 

 The KB polar bear subpopulation covers roughly 150,000 km2 and spans portions of 

Nunavut, Canada, including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (Taylor et al. 

2008).  The subpopulation ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound and adjacent 

fjords on eastern Ellesmere Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq area).  It is bounded to 

the north by the Arctic Basin subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the BB 

and LS subpopulations, and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW).  Kane Basin forms part of the 

Arctic archipelago ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); sea ice remains present in the northern range 

(i.e., Nares Strait-Kane Basin) throughout the year, largely due to the influx of polar pack ice 

from Arctic Basin, and reaches a minimum in late summer. 

 

Genetics 

 The multi-locus FST estimates were generally low, although statistically significant.  The 

FST analysis suggested a separation into three groups (1) BB-KB, (2) LS and (3) DS (L.W. 

Andersen, Institute of Bioscience, Århus University, Denmark, personal communication).  This 

subdivision is in accordance with Paetkau et al. (1999), Peacock et al. (2015) and Malenfant et 
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al. (2016).  The analyses based on the 8 markers showed that the genetic resolution was low.  

Bayesian clustering methods had difficulties identifying more closely related groups without 

using spatial information (i.e., site of sampling or harvest). 

 Using the spatial information (i.e., GPS positions of individual samples sites) 

implemented in GENELAND a group structure was indicated where adult females and males 

sampled during the winter-spring season were divided in an eastern and a western group 

corresponding to BB-KB and LS, and a northern and a southern group corresponding to BB-KB 

and DS (L.W. Andersen, Institute of Bioscience, Århus University, Denmark, personal 

communication) (Table 2.1). 

 

General Movements from Telemetry 

Baffin Bay – All but n=12 of the 43 bears collared in BB between 1991 and 1995 were 

captured on land on Baffin Island in fall.  The remaining 12 were captured on the sea ice in 

spring (n=3 off Baffin Island and n=9 in Melville Bay, West Greenland).  The 1990s collared 

bears transmitted through 1997 (Figure 2.3).  Overall in the 1990s 72% were captured in fall on 

land inside the sampled area on BI (i.e., the area in which biopsies were collected for the genetic 

MR assessment), 6% were captured on the sea ice off the Baffin Island coast, and 21% were 

captured on the sea ice in Melville Bay, West Greenland.  In the 2000s, all n=38 adult females 

(100%) were collared between 2009-2013 on the spring sea ice in West Greenland and 

transmitting through April 2015 (Figure 2.1). 

 Adult females were tracked between ~6 months and four years.  Adult male tracking 

durations were shorter (~2 months) due to ear attachments.  Telemetry data were truncated at 01 
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April 2015 so that analyses could be completed on time for reporting deadlines, therefore 

locations from collared bears beyond that date were not included here. 

 Adult females were captured and collared in West Greenland in all reproductive states 

(alone, as mating pairs, with COYs= cub of the year, yearlings, and 2-year old cubs) (Figure 2.2).  

General patterns of movements show broad coverage of the BB region during the tracking period 

in each year (Figures 2.4-2.11).  There was a series of collar failures in 2012 that resulted from 

poor release mechanisms (Figure 2.7), therefore tracking data from bears captured in that year 

had shorter durations.  There was some exchange between BB and KB.  Most bears followed the 

general pattern of moving from West Greenland to the coast of Baffin Island in the fall.  

However a new pattern was observed that was not detected in the 1990s satellite telemetry data.  

Of the 38 adult females collared in BB in the 2000s, n=7 (18.4%) remained in the glacier ice of 

Melville Bay for the entire tracking durations.  For all but one of these bears, where collar failure 

occurred early, this period was between 1 and 2 years (with some bears still transmitting from 

Melville Bay after April 2015).  Bears that remained in Melville Bay were captured in all years 

when the area was sampled (2011-2013).  No bears showed this behavior in the 1990s, and only 

one of the tracked bears made a single excursion onto the fast ice in Melville Bay (Taylor et al. 

2001 figure 3, and Figure 2.3).  Of note, this comparison may include some bias because only 

one bear was captured and given a satellite collar at glacier fronts in Melville Bay in the 1990s 

(Taylor et al. 2001 figure 1) even though the area was searched.  Unfortunately the satellite collar 

on this bear only transmitted for one day. Additionally n=2 of 38 bears captured in the 2000s 

moved back and forth between Melville Bay and KB but never visited Baffin Island.  

Furthermore, another two individuals in the 2000s moved between Melville Bay and KB, but in 

subsequent years also moved to Baffin Island. 
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Kane Basin – In the 1990s, 12 adult females were captured and collared in KB along the 

coast of Ellesmere Island (Figure 2.11).  In the 2000s, 20 adult females were captured and 

collared in spring along both Ellesmere Island and the western coast of Greenland (Figure 2.1).  

Bears captured in 2012 remained in KB subpopulation boundaries for the entire tracking period 

(through the period when collars were removed, April 2014) whereas with bears captured in 

2013 there was more variability in movements, with individuals moving into Baffin Bay and 

Jones Sound.  No bears collared in KB moved to Melville Bay though contact with two 

individuals was lost close to the West Greenland coast (Figures 2.12-2.14).  One bear collared in 

KB in 2013 moved along the northern coast of Greenland in the Arctic Basin to Severnaya 

Zemlya and then to Franz Josef Land (Figure 2.14 inset).  This individual was considered an 

outlier and excluded from further analyses.  Adult males captured and satellite tagged with ear 

tags in KB (Figure 2.15) remained in KB during their tracking periods, which were less than 30 

days. 

 

Basis for Comparison of the 1990s and 2000s BB Satellite Telemetry Data 

 The analysis examined if polar bears collared on the sea ice in spring in the 2000s (in 

West Greenland) represented the same subpopulation sampled in fall on Baffin Island (Figure 

2.1).  This was conducted to ensure the comparison of movements and habitat use between the 

two telemetry sets was valid.  Overall 92% of the bears collared in West Greenland in the 2000s 

entered the 1990s capture region on Baffin Island in fall, providing a solid basis for comparing 

the movements of polar bears captured in spring and in fall as defined by a polygon 

encompassing all the 1990s fall captures.  Bears collared in West Greenland used nearly the 

entire Baffin Island coastline in fall and were spread over the whole capture region used in the 
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1990s, with the exception of the area around Cape Dyer. These bears thus also were 

representative of the bears biopsied for the genetic MR in the 2000s. 

 

Subpopulation KDEs and Overlap of Ranges 

Baffin Bay – In BB in the 1990s, 95% kernel ranges for polar bears were similar in 

winter, spring and summer, ranging from approximately 700,000 – 900,000 km2.  In the 2000s, 

seasonal ranges were significantly smaller in all seasons, ranging from 255,000 to 729,000 km2.  

When the 1990s ranges were compared to the 2000s, there was a significant reduction in the size 

of 95% seasonal ranges in all seasons (reduction of 20% area in winter and 30% in spring), with 

the most marked reduction being a 60% decline in area of the summer range, reduced from a 

mean of 716,767 km2 (SE 57,850) to a mean of 255,992 km2 (SE 28,627), based on 1,000 

bootstrap samples standardized for sample size (Table 2.4, Figure 2.16). 

 In all months except May, the home range sizes for the 2000s were significantly smaller 

than those in the 1990s (Figure 2.17).  In some spring months 95% monthly ranges were reduced 

by 30% in late winter and spring (February, March and April) and in summer months by 50% 

(August and September), with a difference of about 325,000-375,000 km2 (Table 2.4, Figure 

2.18).  Home range sizes were calculated with and without the resident Melville Bay bears to test 

for changes in results with inclusion of resident bears.  There were minimal changes to the home 

range sizes and no differences in the significance of results with or without these residents. 

Kane Basin – Seasonally, 95% ranges in KB in the 1990s fell between 89,000 and 

203,000 km2 whereas in the 2000s 95% ranges were between 152,000 and 192,000 km2 (Table 

2.4, Figures 2.19-2.21).  In most months there was a reverse pattern to that in BB, where 95% 

range sizes in the 2000s were generally larger than those in the 1990s.  However the pattern of 
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increased range size was statistically significant only for June-September (p<0.001).  Increases in 

summer range size were detected both when including all KB 2000s bears and those collared in 

west KB only. 

 

Overlap of Ranges between Decades 

 The percent overlap quantifies the similarity in space between the home ranges across 

decades.  In BB, the overlap of 1990s and 2000s home ranges was lowest in the summer months 

(July through October), ranging from 21-34% overlap.  It was higher in spring and mid-winter, 

reaching a maximum of 61% in June, however largely was < 50% in all months.  The low 

overlap values reflected the significant contraction of the range in most months in BB when 

comparing the two decades. 

 In KB there was a higher level of overlap in ranges between decades, ranging from about 

50% in November and December to 98% in September.  In general, KB bears used similar areas 

between decades, however in 2000s these areas were larger.  When the 1990s KB bears were 

compared with the KB bears tagged in the western portion of the area (KB-West 2000s), the 

overlap was similar.  In general, bears captured and tagged in KB west did not differ from the 

full sample of KB bears in the 2000s, though those in the western portion of KB were more 

likely to move into BB. 

 

Changes in Median Latitude from Telemetry 

 We detected significant shifts north in the median subpopulation latitude in all seasons in 

BB.  In winter, the shift was nearly 5 degrees north (median 68.8 in the 1990s, median 73.5 in 

the 2000s, p<0.001), while in the spring the shift north was about 3 degrees (p<0.001) and in 
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summer < 1 degree (p<0.001) (Table 2.5, Figure 2.22).  In KB there were also significant shifts 

north in median latitude in spring and summer but they were smaller, ~ 1 to 1.5 degrees (Table 

2.5, Figure 2.23).  There was no change in median latitude in KB during winter (p=0.07).  We 

tested both all KB 2000s bears and those in KB-west and there were no differences in 

significance. 

 

Movements across Subpopulation Boundaries from Telemetry 

 We examined the trajectories and departure from regions of origin BB (n=43 AFs in 

1990s, n=38 AFs in 2000s) and KB (n=12 AFs in 1990s, n=20 AFs in 2000s) for bears tracked 

up to 700 days in duration.  Of bears captured in BB in the 1990s when departure of any length 

(minimum 4 days due to duty cycling) was considered, there was movement to two 

subpopuations: Davis Strait (n=14 bears) and Lancaster Sound (n=12 bears).  In the 2000s, bears 

moved to three subpopulations: Davis Strait (n=3), Lancaster Sound (n=3) and Kane Basin (n=5) 

(Table 2.6).  Overall polar bears in the 2000s were significantly less likely to leave BB than in 

the 1990s (p<0.001) (Table 2.7), with large reductions in the number of bears moving into Davis 

Strait and Lancaster Sound as observed in the 1990s.  For example at 100 days after capture, 

approximately 58% of bears were remaining in BB in the 1990s, whereas at the same time step in 

the 2000s, over 90% of the collared bears were still in the area.  At 300 days after capture, 

approximately 60% of the bears had departed from BB in the 1990s where at the same time step 

in the 2000s about <10% had left. Capture season in BB in the 1990s (spring vs. summer) was 

not a factor in timing of departure from BB, there was no difference in time until departure for 

the two decades (p=0.562) for either length of departure. 
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 In KB there were no significant differences in percentage of bears departing over the 

decades studied (p=0.339).  In Kane Basin, 2 AF polar bears in the 1990s moved out of the area 

(one to Arctic Basin and one to Baffin Bay) (Table 2.6), and movement in the 2000s was slightly 

higher and included departure to Lancaster Sound, but was not significantly different (p=0.351). 

 The timing of departures over the annual cycle varied significantly in BB (Figure 2.24, 

Figure 2.25).  In the 1990s, bears were significantly more likely to depart from BB to Davis 

Strait during the winter or early spring months when the area was ice covered (November and 

April).  Bears that departed to Lancaster Sound left BB in late spring and summer (June-

September) to move on to remnants of sea ice in the archipelago area (p=0.002, Fisher’s exact 

test).  This pattern was weakly present in the 2000s although sample sizes were very low. 

 The number of boundary crossings by individual bears is shown in Table 2.9.  Of the 

bears that departed from BB (crossed the BB subpopulation border) in the 1990s when 

departures of all time steps were considered, 5 of 26 did not return to BB (19%) at any point 

during the tracking period.  Of the bears that departed in the 2000s, 3 of 11 (27%) did not return 

to BB. 

 When the threshold for departure was longer (>30 days) patterns were similar.  Bears 

were significantly more likely to depart from BB in the 1990s and departures primarily occurred 

to Davis Strait and Lancaster Sound (Tables 2.10 and 2.11).  For AF departures based on the 30 

day time step, fewer bears left the subpopulations of origin (Figure 2.25).  There were similar 

differences in proportion of bears departing BB; significantly more bears departed in the 1990s 

vs. the 2000s (p=0.009).  The timing of departures was similar but sample sizes were smaller 

(Table 2.12).  Of the bears that departed from BB (crossed the BB border) in the 1990s when 

departures >30 days were considered, 56% of the 1990s BB bears did not depart from the BB 
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boundaries, where as 79% of the BB bears in the 2000s did not depart from the BB boundaries 

(Table 2.13).   

 

Recaptures and Recoveries during Genetic Mark-Recapture Studies, 2011-14 

 From 2011 to 2014, the harvest of polar bears in BB, KB and all surrounding 

subpopulations was monitored genetically by genotyping of tissue samples from harvested bears.  

Of the bears genetically marked in BB during the recent mark-recapture study, 2011-2013, 85 

individuals were recovered in the harvest, as detected by genotyping (Table 2.14).  Of these 

individuals, 84 (99%) were recovered in the BB harvest and the other bear was harvested in DS.  

For bears marked in KB from 2012-2014, no individuals were recovered in the harvest in KB or 

surrounding subpopulations.  Also during this period of harvest monitoring, an additional 12 

bears marked in the 1990s in BB and KB were recovered in the harvest.  Eleven were marked in 

BB, 1 was marked in KB.  All of these ‘old’ 1990s marks were recovered in BB. 

 Of the bears genetically marked in BB during 2011-2013, there were 207 recapture 

events during mark-recapture sampling in BB and KB from 2011 to 2014, including >1 recapture 

of some individuals (Table 2.15).  Two hundred and six (> 99%) of these recapture events 

occurred in BB and one BB mark was recaptured in KB.  For bears marked in KB during 2012-

2014, there were 29 recapture events during mark-recapture sampling in BB and KB from 2011 

to 2014.  Twenty-eight (> 96%) of these recaptures occurred in KB and one KB mark was 

recaptured in BB. 

 During this recent period of mark-recapture sampling there were 66 recapture events of 

bears marked in either BB or KB during 1991-1997.  Fifty-four of these events were of 
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individuals marked in BB.  Twelve were of KB individuals.  For the 54 ‘old’ BB marks, all were 

recaptured in BB.  Of the ‘old’ KB marks, 8 and 4 were recaptured in KB and BB, respectively. 

 For bears that were biopsied on more one occasion during the ice-free seasons in BB 

between 2011 and 2013 we examined the straight line distances between mark and recapture 

locations.  Intervals between capture and recapture were obviously constrained to a ranged from 

1-2 years.  Median distances between mark-recapture varied between age and sex classes (Figure 

2.26; Kruskal-Wallis, H = 18.62, P = 0.001).  Bears initially marked as yearlings were recaptured 

at a location farther from their initial capture site than COY and adult females.  Adult males also 

had larger mark-recapture distances than COY (Figures 2.26 and 2.27). 

 

Long-term Harvest Recoveries of BB and KB Marks 

 Of the 881 bears marked in BB from 1991 to 1997, 181 individuals were recovered in the 

harvest in Canada and Greenland between 1991 and 2014 (Table 2.16).  Eighty-three percent of 

recoveries occurred within BB.  Recoveries of marked bears outside BB tended to be male-

biased (3.29 males per female) relative to recoveries within BB (1.85 males per female), but this 

tendency was not statistically significant (Fisher’s Exact test, P = 0.483). 

 Of the 141 bears marked in KB from 1991 to 1997, 21 individuals were recovered in the 

harvest in Canada and Greenland between 1991 and 2014.  Forty-eight percent of these 

recoveries were within KB.  There was no significant sex bias in recoveries within versus outside 

KB (Fisher’s Exact test, P = 0.656). 

 

Movement of Bears between BB and DS 
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 One hundred and fifty-five bears marked in BB during 1991 – 1997 were recovered in the 

harvest up to 2005, including 11 recoveries in DS.  From 2005 to 2007, a total of 2,128 bears 

comprising 1,518 unique individuals were captured in DS.  There were 13 recapture events of 

bears previously marked in BB recaptured during this sampling in DS. 

 From 2009 to 2013, 1,253 unique individuals (1,623 capture events) were recorded in 

BB.  Sixteen (1%) of these individuals were originally marked in DS.  In sum, from a total of 

2,771 bears marked in either BB or DS during 2005 – 2013, we detected 29 instances (ca. 1%) 

where marked bears moved from one subpopulation to the other. 

 The straight line distance of these 29 inter-subpopulation movements was independent of 

the capture-recapture interval which ranged from 4 to 15 years (Table 2.15, Figure 2.28).  

Seventy percent of these individuals were originally captured and marked within 100 km of the 

boundary between BB and DS (Table 2.16, Figure 2.29).  In comparison to other bears marked in 

these subpopulations, individuals that made inter-subpopulation movements were found 

significantly closer to the boundary (χ2 = 169.48, d.f. = 11, p < 0.001).  Despite extensive 

marking of bears throughout the range of both subpopulations the recorded inter-poplation 

movements were clustered near the boundary (Figure 2.1). 

 

2.4.  Discussion 

Genetics 

 The results of the analyses of migration direction and detection of first generation 

migrants were subtle and influenced by the lack of differentiation between Baffin Bay and Kane 

Basin.  However the overall migration direction appeared to flow from Lancaster Sound and 
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Davis Strait to Baffin Bay and Kane Basin.  More markers would be needed to verify this (L.W. 

Andersen, Institute of Bioscience, Århus University, Denmark, personal communication). 

 Although the genetic resolution was low due to use of only 8 nuclear markers pre-

selected for other purposes these analyses support findings in previous studies (Paetkau et al. 

1999, Peaccok et al. 2015, Malenfant et al. 2016) that (1) Kane Basin and Baffin Bay polar bears 

are not genetically different, and that (2) polar bears from Kane Basin-Baffin Bay are genetically 

different from polar bears from Lancaster Sound and Davis Strait. 

 

Movements and Telemetry 

 BB bears home ranges have become significantly smaller, by a third to a half between the 

1990s and 2000s.  There is <50% overlap between areas used by bears in the 90s and what they 

use in the 2000s.  This is consistent even when resident bears that remained in Melville Bay 

glacier fronts were excluded (removing any possible bias in comparisons across decades).  There 

is a significant shift in median latitude northward in the 2000s for the core subpopulation range 

when compared to the 1990s.  Overall analyses also indicate that BB bears are significantly less 

likely to depart from the BB subpopulation boundaries in the 2000s than the 1990s. 

 During the fall, most bears in BB are distributed on land or on the remaining pack-ice 

along the coastline of Baffin Island and associated islands (Ferguson et al. 1998, 2001, Taylor et 

al. 2001).  Information from polar bear hunters with extensive experience from the Melville Bay 

area (Born et al. 2011) and miscellaneous observations (e.g., Taylor et al. 2001) suggest that 

some bears may also be present along the NW Greenland coast during the open-water season, in 

particular in Melville Bay. However, in this study for the first time we documented resident 

bears in Melville Bay via satellite telemetry.  These bears remained in NW Greenland year-



Chapter 2 SWG Final report 

49 | P a g e  

round, in some cases >2 years within a series of glacier fronts.  Satellite telemetry studies of bear 

movements in the 1990s failed to demonstrate this behavior (Taylor et al. 2001) however only 

one adult female bear was collared on the fast ice in Melville Bay (at a glacier front) and the 

satellite radio only transmitted for one day (E.W. Born, pers. comm.). 

 KB bears home ranges have become overall larger, in some cases significantly so and 

twice the size in summer.  There is more overlap in home ranges for KB between the 90s and 

00s, between about 50 and 98%, probably because the subpopulation area is smaller and because 

the ice loss has not been as extreme (or bears can use more of the southernmost habitat still).  

However, a likely explanation may be that the sea ice in the Kane Basin region has become less 

consolidated (e.g., Born et al. 2011) and now resembles that of the annual sea-ice ecoregion 

(rather than the archipelago region with year-round consolidated sea ice, cf Amstrup et al. 2008).  

This shift in habitat likely forces bears to have larger-scale movements and large home ranges, 

following well with that found by Ferguson et al. (2001). There were also significant shifts north 

in median latitude in KB in spring and summer from the 90s, though the variability has increased 

in the range of latitudes used and no change during winter. 

 

Changes in Polar Bear Densities in Melville Bay, Northwest Greenland 

 Another result of the comparison between ranges and movements is the apparent 

increased use of Melville Bay, northwest Greenland by BB bears. The telemetry data collected in 

the 2000s indicate an increased use in both spring and summer (Figure 2.16) when compared to 

the 1990s (see also Figure 2.3).   Of 43 polar bears that were tracked by use of satellite telemetry 

during the 1990s remarkably few made excursions from offshore BB pack ice onto landfast ice 
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in NW Greenland (Figure 2.3, Taylor et al. 2001: Figure 3, p. 696; Born and Dietz 2009: Figure 

18, p. 82).  This is in contrast to heavy use of the area in the 2000s (Figure 2.9). 

 During the 1990s spring sampling 1992 and 1993, 55 hours of active searching was spent 

on the fast ice, glacier fronts, and active offshore pack ice between ca. 74° N and ca. 76° N in 

northwest Greenland, including offshore areas 100-150 km from the coast (i.e., ferry time 

excluded; Born unpublished data). In both years, there was little sign of bear activity on the fast 

ice in Melville Bay and along glacier fronts even though ~ 25% of the active search time was 

flown over fast ice and along glacier fronts. Only four of 36 bears were tagged in fast ice and 

glacier fronts the 1990s (Born et al. 1992, Rosing-Asvid 1993). In contrast, in 2011-2013, 85 

active search hours were concentrated in the Melville Bay area north of the settlement 

Kullorsuaq.  In each year there were signs of recent polar bear activity on the fast ice and along 

glacier fronts, including the consolidated pack ice in Melville Bay. Approximately 82% of 

captures occurred in fast ice or consolidated pack ice, and of those 25% were along glacier 

fronts.  Differences between 1992-1993 and 2011-2013 in the allocation of sampling effort and 

number of polar bears captured reflect an increased density of polar bears using landfast ice and 

glacial fronts in Melville Bay in the 2010s.  The apparent change in densities in spring time 

Melville Bay is worth noting and is consistent with information obtained from experienced polar 

bear hunters that there has been an increased occurrence of polar bears in nearshore areas in NW 

Greenland (Born et al. 2011). 

 

Recoveries from Marked Bears 

 Use of tag recoveries or recaptures is a relatively coarse means of assessing 

subpopulation closure for the purpose of mark-recapture analyses, but it can facilitate the 
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inclusion of data from large numbers of individuals, relative to satellite telemetry.  The 

probability of detecting the movements of individuals between subpopulations depends on 

numerous factors, including the number of marks deployed, the intensity of sampling effort 

following marking, and the intensity of harvest.  Additionally, the detection of movement 

amongst subpopulations does not provide a means of quantifying rates of permanent emigration 

or immigration.  Nevertheless, data on recaptures and harvest recoveries of marked bears provide 

a supplemental line of evidence to support subpopulation delineations based on more detailed 

methods such as telemetry data analyses (Taylor et al. 2001) and genetics (Paetkau et al. 1999, 

Peacock et al. 2015). 

 

Short-term Movements 

 During the recent genetic mark-recapture studies in BB and KB (2011-2014), we 

documented very low levels of recapture or harvest recovery of bears outside their subpopulation 

of origin.  It should be noted that bears marked in the final year of these studies had a zero 

probability of recapture or recovery because harvest monitoring and biopsy darting were not 

extended beyond the last year of marking.  However, bears marked in the first two years of these 

studies were available for recapture or recovery, subject to rates of natural mortality.  The total 

number of bears marked in years 1 and 2 was equivalent to ~34% and ~25% of the estimated 

subpopulation size in BB and KB, respectively (Chapters 5 and 10).  Despite marking a large 

proportion of the subpopulation, instances of emigration were ≤ 1% of the recaptures and 

recoveries of BB marks.  Similarly in KB, documented cases of emigration comprised < 4% of 

recaptures.  Amongst these findings, rates of harvest recovery provide a more complete picture 

of movement amongst subpopulations because harvest was monitored genetically in BB, KB and 
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all surrounding subpopulations throughout the study period.  In contrast, capture effort only took 

place in BB and KB during the study. 

 We acknowledge that this work comprised a relatively short window of time, especially 

since harvest monitoring and biopsy darting were not extended beyond the last year of marking.  

However, our findings suggest that the existing subpopulation boundaries continue to be relevant 

for harvest management purposes and subpopulation monitoring.  Bears marked in BB or KB 

tended to remain within their respective subpopulations at least over the short term.  These units 

can be surveyed by means of mark-recapture or aerial survey with a reasonable degree of 

confidence in the assumption of closure during short-term studies. 

 

Long-Term Harvest Recoveries 

 Over the period 1979-2009, Peacock et al. (2012) found that amongst harvest recoveries 

of bears marked in BB, 82% were recovered in BB versus other subpopulations.  Using a subset 

of the same data plus newer recoveries, we obtained a similar level of recovery (83%) within BB.  

These findings imply that bears exhibit a reasonably high degree of long-term fidelity to this 

geographically defined unit, which is consistent with estimates of site fidelity derived from 

mark-recapture analyses (Chapter 5, but note that the site fidelity parameter pertains to the study 

area and not necessarily the subpopulation).  In contrast, less than half of the KB marks deployed 

in the 1990s have been recovered in the harvest in KB, although the vast majority of recoveries 

occurred during the 1990s and early 2000s.  This suggests that fidelity to KB may be lower than 

observed in BB.  However, we note that the harvest rate in KB is an order of magnitude smaller 

than surrounding subpopulations; mean annual harvests in KB and BB have been 9.3 and 163 

bears, respectively, over the period 1992-2014 (Chapter 8 in this report).  This difference in 
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sampling effort (specifically, the small sample sizes in KB) may contribute to the observed 

differences in fidelity between the subpopulations. 

 

Sex and Age Class 

 Sex and age differences in movements and distribution patterns are well documented for 

many mammal species (e.g., Mabry et al. 2013).  Until recently, studies of polar bear movements 

and the delineation of subpopulations have relied primarily on data collected from satellite 

collared adult females (e.g., Taylor et al. 2001, Amstrup et al. 2004, Parks et al. 2006, Cherry et 

al. 2013).  Even now, studies of the movements of sub-adults and adult male polar bears are 

limited by available technology.  Satellite transmitters attached to sub-adult and adult males have 

only lasted 4-5 months, limiting research to studies of seasonal movements and habitat use 

(Amstrup et al. 2001, Laidre et al. 2013).  The extent to which subpopulation boundaries as 

currently defined reflect the long-term distribution of sub-adults and male polar bears therefore 

remains uncertain.  This is an important area requiring on-going investigation because of the 

implications for defining biological populations or harvest management units that can be 

accurately monitored by methods such as mark-recapture. 

 Using data on the distance between capture and recapture locations, Taylor et al. (2001) 

found a tendency for sub-adults to exhibit longer-range movements than adults in BB and KB.  

Similar data from our study (2011-2013) suggest that mark-recapture distances were greater for 

bears initially marked as yearlings, relative to adult females and COY.  This may reflect a degree 

of dispersal amongst young bears away from their maternal (natal) range post-weaning.  This is a 

common phenomenon among mammals and is often male biased (Greenwood 1980), but sample 

sizes for yearlings in our study were insufficient to test for sex effects in mark-recapture 
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distances.  However, using measures of genetic relatedness (kin structure analysis), Zeyl et al. 

(2009) demonstrated a slight male bias in effective dispersal of polar bears.  Nevertheless, 

fidelity to natal range was relatively strong in that study, suggesting that regardless of sex, 

dispersal of offspring is unlikely to be a major factor in determining the broad scale 

(subpopulation) structure of polar bears.  With harvest recoveries, the sex ratio of marked BB 

bears harvested outside BB tended to be male biased relative to recoveries within the 

subpopulation but not significantly so.  Collectively, these findings provide some support for the 

notion that subpopulation boundaries, delineated using data on the movements of satellite 

collared adult females are relevant to polar bears of all sex and age classes as also suggested by 

Taylor et al. (2001). 

 

Movement between Baffin Bay and Davis Strait 

 The boundary between the BB and DS subpopulations is not delineated by a landmass or 

area of open water that creates an obvious barrier to the movement of polar bears.  During the 

winter and spring, this boundary is spanned by both land fast and pack ice that provides an easy 

platform for bears to move between these subpopulations (Stirling et al. 1980).  Nevertheless, 

bears in these two subpopulations have consistently shown distinct differences in studies of 

genetics (Paetkau et al. 1999, Peacock et al. 2015), movements (Taylor et al. 2001) and diet 

(Thiemann et al. 2008), suggesting that there is a real boundary between them.  This boundary is 

likely the result of ocean current patterns caused by a submarine ridge between SE Baffin Island 

and Central West Greenland and associated differences in patterns of sea-ice formation and 

break-up in Baffin Bay and Davis Strait, respectively (Taylor et al. 2001). 
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 Since 1990, there have been 3 periods of intensive mark-recapture study in BB and DS.  

These data provided an opportunity to examine movements between DS and BB.  Additionally, 

DS has likely undergone a substantial increase in abundance since the 1970s and presently has 

one of the highest densities of polar bears amongst subpopulations (Peacock et al. 2013).  

Furthermore it may be speculated that because of a higher rate of sea-ice loss in Davis Strait 

compared to Baffin Bay during the last decades (e.g., Laidre et al. 2015) an increased number of 

polar bears may have immigrated to BB from DS. We were therefore keen to examine the 

hypothesis that this apparent expansion happening concomitantly with sea-ice loss in Davis Strait 

had resulted in the movement of bears from DS to BB, thereby influencing our estimate of 

abundance for BB. 

 The intensity of marking effort (i.e., number of unique individuals marked) in these 

subpopulations was equivalent to 41% (BB 1991-97), 70% (DS 2005-07) and 44% (BB 2011-

2013) of estimated abundance at the time of marking.  Despite this extensive marking of bears 

throughout the seasonal ranges of both subpopulations we detected very few cases of movement 

between DS and BB.  Approximately 1% of bears sampled in DS were recaptures of bears 

marked in BB and vice versa.  Our results support the notion that the boundary between these 

two subpopulations remains relatively strong and does not support the hypothesis that 

subpopulation expansion and sea-ice loss in Davis Strait have resulted in a large-scale northward 

movement of DS bears into BB, at least during the period from 2005 to 2013. 

 Bears that were documented to have moved between BB and DS tended to be those 

originally captured close to the management unit boundary (< 100 km).  This clustering of inter-

subpopulation movements around the boundary does not itself demonstrate the significance of 

the boundary as a barrier to movements.  Instead it may reflect the high degree of fidelity that 



Chapter 2 SWG Final report 

56 | P a g e  

BB and DS bears show to their seasonal on-shore range.  A similar degree of fidelity has been 

previously documented in BB (Taylor et al. 2001) and other subpopulations (Stirling et al. 2004).  

Taylor et al. (2001) examined distances between capture and recapture locations for bears 

marked in BB during the 1990s finding that 59% were recaptured within 100 km of their original 

capture location.  Amongst all BB bears marked between 2011 and 2013, 50 % (n = 166) of 

recaptures were within 100 km of initial capture location (GN unpublished data) suggesting that 

the tendency of local fidelity of BB bears has remained unchanged since the 1990s.  Strong inter-

annual fidelity to terrestrial habitat is further supported by our finding that distances between 

capture and recapture locations for bears that moved between DS and BB were independent of 

capture intervals ranging from 4 to 15 years.  Bears appear to exhibit fidelity over long periods. 

 In conclusion, using data from satellite telemetry, recapture and / or harvest recovery of 

marked bears and genetic we found no evidence to suggest a change in the delineation of the BB 

and KB subpopulations.  The boundaries of these subpopulations appear to be relevant from the 

stand point of mark-recapture or other forms of periodic survey and for harvest management 

purposes. 
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Table 2.1.  Polar bear samples (n = 1,364; sampling period: 2009-2014) from Baffin Bay (BB), 

Kane Basin (KB), Lancaster Sound (LS) and Davis Strait (DS) that were included in the 

population genetic analyses.  The total sample was subdivided according to season, age category 

and sex for the analyses.  A subset of 402 samples collected during winter and spring (2012-

2014) represented all four subpopulations. 

 BB 
 

KB 
 

LS DS N 

  
Biopsies and 

Harvest Biopsies Harvest Harvest Total 
Period of sampling 2009-2014 2012-2014 2011-2013 2012-2013   

Total Sample 1051 99 142 72 1364 

Winter-spring (WS)1 140 99 114 49 402 

Winter-spring-adults 

(WSA)2 109 78 84 37 308 

Winter-spring-subadults 

(WSS) 2 31 21 30 12 94 

Winter-spring-adults-

females (WSAF)3 54 54 15 11 134 

Winter-spring-adult-

males (WSAM) 3 55 24 69 26 174 

 
1Winter defined as: November-February and spring defined as March-June 
2A=adults and S=subadults 
3F=females and M=males  
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Table 2.2.  Sample sizes (number of individuals) polar bears captured and tagged with collars or 

ear tags in the 1990s and 2000s in BB and KB. In total 134 bears were tagged in BB and 46 bears 

were tagged in KB over two decades. 

    AF AM SF SM 2YR TOTAL 

1990s BB 43         43 

  KB 12         12 

2000s BB 38 30 4 6 13 91 

  KB 20 9   5   34 
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Table 2.3.  Breakdown of adult females (AF) collared in the 1990s and 2000s.  Total n=113 AF 

bears over both decades and subpopulations. 

    AF alone AF+AM  AF+COY AF+YRL AF+2YR Sum 

1990s BB 9   19 13 2 43 

  KB 3   5 3 1 12 

2000s BB 10 2 6 12 8 38 

  KB 5 1 7 3 4 20 
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Table 2.4.  95% mean kernel range sizes (in sq km) estimated from a bootstrap method for each of 38 bears in BB and 12 bears in KB 

by decade, month and season. The bootstrap was used to generate kernel range sizes based on equal sample sizes between decades 

(see Methods).  Data are reported with bootstrapped SE of the mean in parentheses.  Fraction of overlap is the 95% kernel probability 

area from the 1990s overlapped by the same in the 2000s. KB_West is reported only for bears tagged in western KB for direct 

comparison to the 1990s (where no bears were tagged in East KB).  Data here include all bears in BB, including the resident bears in 

Melville Bay, though we also investigated bootstrap range size values without resident bears and significance remained. 

 BB KB_All Bears KB_West 
  1990s 

mean 
(SE) 

2000s P value 
comparing 
95% area 
between 
decades 

Overlap 1990s 2000s P value 
comparing 
95% area 
between 
decades 

Overlap 2000s Overlap 
(with 
KB 

ALL 
1990s) 

January 684,409 

(60,692) 

558,957 

(56,594) <0.001 

0.40 86,556 

(6,890) 

163,892 

(27,619) 0.007 

0.77 175,730 

(23,649) 

0.77 

February 707,387 

(55,079) 

513,732 

(40,662) 0.005 

0.39 105,788 

(5,426) 

171,441 

(34,036) 0.057 

0.81 183,981 

(23,205) 

0.81 

March 852,935 

(50,240) 

580,767 

(36,287) <0.001 

0.45 136,942 

(15,859) 

205,921 

(49,119) 0.180 

0.70 232,299 

(38,259) 

0.73 

April 795,859 

(45,652) 

506,739 

(26,529) <0.001 

0.46 131,963 

(15,331) 

183,184 

(38,786) 0.219 

0.73 180,913 

(32,718) 

0.69 

May 564,658 

(37,090) 

473,825 

(35,679) 0.078 

0.58 130,730 

(19,002) 

122,598 

(15,355) 0.741 

0.68 115,925 

(14,792) 

0.69 

June 521,410 

(32,633) 

430,766 

(31,829) 0.047 

0.61 68,696 

(11,854) 

124,227 

(13,578) <0.001 

0.88 103,783 

(9,942) 

0.85 
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July 536,992 

(32,000) 

376,891 

(30,062) <0.001 

0.52 54,681 

(7,986) 

130,518 

(12,414) <0.001 

0.91 112,655 

(13,872) 

0.88 

August 596,411 

(44,692) 

216,881 

(18,958) <0.001 

0.21 68,649 

(12,391) 

119,251 

(13,419) <0.001 

0.90 106,314 

(11,694) 

0.92 

September 551,395 

(48,280) 

226,427 

(21,538) <0.001 

0.26 74,368 

(13,130) 

131,558 

(15,871) <0.001 

0.98 109,697 

(14,187) 

0.84 

October 459,230 

(43,932) 

276,198 

(29,264) <0.001 

0.34 99,855 

(15,807) 

153,820 

(25,424) 0.072 

0.91 132,177 

(23,717) 

0.75 

November 594,280 

(33,388) 

474,604 

(25,867) <0.001 

0.58 156,120 

(22,728) 

172,068 

(23,943) 0.631 

0.54 166,048 

(20,773) 

0.53 

December 702,091 

(35,173) 

524,787 

(38,123) <0.001 

0.52 150,392 

(20,855) 

143,969 

(20,739) 0.826 

0.54 137,782 

(19,024) 

0.53 

           

Winter 906,657 

(55,609) 

729,022 

(44,240) 0.012 

0.65 203,858 

(37,301) 

192,619 

(34,357) 0.826 

0.56 210,364 

(26,680) 

0.64 

Spring 837,036 

(58,976) 

585,659 

(33,379) <0.001 

0.57 137,563 

(17,600) 

177,495 

(37,516) 0.337 

0.80 189,301 

(37,470) 

0.82 

Summer 716,676 

(57,850) 

255,992 

(28,627) <0.001 

0.24 89,066 

(14,251) 

152,747 

(21,784) 0.014 

0.97 141,118 

(20,697) 

0.94 
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Table 2.5.  Box plot statistics for median latitude (and interquartile range) for each season, 

subpopulation, and decade of polar bears tracked by use of satellite telemetry in BB and KB 

during the 1990s and 2000s. See Table 2.3 for sample sizes. In the case of BB 2000s, the resident 

bears in Melville Bay glacial fronts were not included  

 Q1 Median Q2 t statistic df p value 

Winter             

BB 90s 66.90 68.88 72.13 -17.34 1683.4 p<0.001 

BB 00s 69.76 72.01 74.90    

KB 90s 77.28 78.62 79.17 -1.86 173.54 p=0.07 

KB 00s all 77.03 78.96 79.41    

Spring       

BB 90s 67.99 70.87 73.51 -18.18 1615.99 p<0.001 

BB 00s 70.88 72.90 74.48    

KB 90s 77.63 77.91 79.13 -4.06 617.76 p<0.001 

KB 00s all 77.25 79.06 79.42    

Summer       

BB 90s 67.26 70.29 72.96 -4.20 1758.07 p<0.001 

BB 00s 69.51 70.68 71.60    

KB 90s 77.77 77.89 78.50 -5.47 840.41 p<0.001 

KB 00s all 77.27 78.89 79.43    
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Table 2.6.  Movements of all polar bears (AF + AM) captured and tracked in the 1990s and 

2000s from BB and KB.  Movement to another subpopulation is enumerated if the bear departed 

for any length of time (4 days or greater). 

   

Movement to other subpopulation during tracking 

period 

Time 

period 

Subpopulation 

of origin n 

Arctic 

Basin 

Baffin 

Bay 

Davis 

Strait 

Kane 

Basin 

Lancaster 

Sound 

1990s BB 43 0 0 14 0 12 

2000s BB 91 0 0   3 5   3 

1990s KB 12 1 1   0 0   0 

2000s KB 34 2 2   0 0   3 
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Table 2.7.  Summary of observed and expected departures from region of origin (capture site) to 

any other subpopulation region in the 1990s and 2000s for AF polar bears for departures on all 

time steps.  Log rank rest of equality conducted on each subpopulation comparing decades. 

Subpopulation 

Decade n 

Observed 

departures 

Expected 

departures (O-E)^2/E (O-E)^2/V 

BB 1990s 43 26 15.7 6.72 12.1 

BB 2000s 38 11 21.3 4.96 12.1 

KB 1990s 12   2 3.29 0.509 0.871 

KB 2000s 20   6 4.71 0.356 0.871 

BB: χ2 = 12.1, df = 1, p = 0.000515 

KB: χ2 = 0.9, df = 1, p = 0.351 
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Table 2.8.  Timing of departures from Baffin Bay in the 1990s and 2000s for radio-collared adult 

female polar bears for departures of all time steps.  Data are reported as number of AF bears 

departing to another subpopulation for the 1990s (with number of AF bears in 2000s in 

parentheses). 

Month of departure 

from BB Davis Strait Lancaster Sound Kane Basin 

1 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (3) 

2 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

3 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

4 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

5 0 (0) 1 (1) 0 (0) 

6 0 (0) 2 (1) 0 (0) 

7 1 (0) 2 (0) 0 (1) 

8 0 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) 

9 0 (0) 3 (0) 0 (0) 

10 0 (0) 2 (1) 0 (0) 

11 7 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

12 4 (2) 0 (0) 0 (1) 
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Table 2.9.  Number of subpopulation boundary crossings made by individual AF bears in each 

subpopulation and decade for departures of all time steps. 

 Number of subpopulation boundary crossings by individual AFs 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

BB 90s 17 3 7 1 3 1 3 0 3 3 1 0 1 

BB 00s 27 3 4 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 

KB 90s 10 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

KB 00s 14 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
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Table 2.10.  Movements of AF polar bears captured and tracked in the 1990s and 2000s from 

BB and KB.  Movement to another subpopulation is enumerated if the bear departed for of >30 

days or more. 

   

Movement to other subpopulation during tracking 

period 

Time 

period 

Subpopulation 

of origin n 

Arctic 

Basin 

Baffin 

Bay 

Davis 

Strait 

Kane 

Basin 

Lancaster 

Sound 

1990s BB 43 0 0 14 0 12 

2000s BB 38 0 0   3 5   3 

1990s KB 12 1 1   0 0   0 

2000s KB 20 2 1   0 0   3 
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Table 2.11.  Summary of observed and expected departures from region of origin (capture site) 

to any other subpopulation region in the 1990s and 2000s for radio-collared adult female polar 

bears for departures of >30 days or more. Log rank rest of equality conduced on each 

subpopulation comparing decades. 

Subpopulation 

Decade N 

Observed 

departures 

Expected 

departures (O-E)^2/E (O-E)^2/V 

BB 1990s 43 19 12.4 3.580 6.760 

BB 2000s 38   8 14.6 3.020 6.760 

KB 1990s 12   1   2.06 0.532 0.914 

KB 2000s 29   4   2.96 0.367 0.914 

BB: χ2 = 6.8, df = 1, p = 0.009 

KB: χ2 = 0.9, df = 1, p = 0.339 
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Table 2.12.  Timing of departures from Baffin Bay in the 1990s and 2000s for radio-collared AF 

polar bears for departures of >30 days or more.  Data are reported as number of AF bears 

departing to another subpopulation for the 1990s (number of AF bears departing in 2000s in 

parentheses). 

Month of departure 

from BB Davis Strait Lancaster Sound Kane Basin 

1 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (3) 

2 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

3 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

4 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

5 0 (0) 1 (1) 0 (0) 

6 0 (0) 2 (1) 0 (0) 

7 1 (0) 2 (0) 0 (1) 

8 0 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) 

9 0 (0) 3 (0) 0 (0) 

10 0 (0) 2 (1) 0 (0) 

11 7 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

12 4 (2) 0 (0) 0 (1) 
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Table 2.13.  Number of subpopulation boundary crossings made by individual radio-collared 

adult female bears in each subpopulation and decade for departures of >30 days or more. 0 

denotes the number of bears that never cross a boundary, so n=24 bears in BB 90s never departed 

from BB.  Percentages shown as percent of total tagged bears. 

 Number of subpopulation boundary crossings by individual AFs 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

BB 90s 24 (56%) 8 (19%) 6 (14%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 

BB 00s 30 (79%) 3 (8%) 2 (5%) 0 1 (3%) 1(3%) 0 1(3%) 

KB 90s 11 (92%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 (8%) 

KB 00s 16 (80%) 1 (5%) 0 1 (5%) 1(5%) 0 1(5%) 0 
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Table 2.14.  Number and subpopulation location of harvest recoveries of bears marked 

genetically between 2011 and 2014.  Data presented as number of individuals. 

Subpopulation 

Marked 

Subpopulation Recovered1 

BB KB LS FB DS NW GB 

BB 84 0 0 0 1 0 0 

KB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 BB, Baffin Bay; KB, Kane Basin; LS, Lancaster Sound; FB, Foxe Basin; DS, Davis Strait; 

NW, Norwegian Bay; GB, Gulf of Boothia 
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Table 2.15.  Recaptures of bears marked genetically between 2011 and 2014 in BB and KB.  

Data presented as number of recapture events.  Some individuals were recaptured more than 

once. Excludes multiple recaptures of same individual within a season. Also includes COY that 

were not initially sampled but later seen as yearlings with mother and sampled. 

Subpopulation 

Marked1 

Subpopulation Recaptured 

BB KB 

BB 206   1 

KB     1 28 

1 BB, Baffin Bay; KB, Kane Basin 
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Table 2.16.  Recoveries of polar bears tagged in Baffin Bay (1990-1997) in the harvest in 

Canada and Greenland, 1990 to 2014. 

 Recovered in Harvest (1990-2014)  

Total Sex of Bear In Baffin Bay Outside Baffin Bay 

Female 53   7   60 

Male 98 23 121 
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Figure 2.1.  Distribution of capture locations of polar bears with satellite collars in BB and KB 

during the 1990s and the 2000s, respectively.  See Table 2.2 for sample sizes. Note in 1990s 

bears in BB were mainly captured on Baffin Island in fall (12 were captured on sea ice in spring; 

3 along Baffin Island and 9 in NW Greenland) whereas during the 2000s all bears were captured 

and tagged with satellite transmitters on the sea ice in NW Greenland in spring. 
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Figure 2.2.  Distribution of ages and family groups of a total of 139 individual polar bears 

captured in spring in northwest Greenland, 2009-2013. 
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Figure 2.3.  Tracklines from n=43 adult female polar bears satellite collared in the 1990s in BB. 

Note the general absence of tracks on the fast ice in West and Northwest Greenland. 
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Figure 2.4.  Tracklines from n=5 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2009 in BB. 
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Figure 2.5.  Tracklines from n=9 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2010 in BB. 
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Figure 2.6. Tracklines from n=12 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2011 in BB. 
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Figure 2.7.  Tracklines from n=11 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2012 in BB. 
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Figure 2.8.  Tracklines from n=9 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2013 in BB. 
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Figure 2.9.  Tracklines from all adult female bears (n=38) collared between 2009 and 2013 

shown together through April 2015, excluding bears where collars failed after a few days. 
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Figure 2.10.  Tracklines from n=32 adult male bears tagged with ear transmitters between 2009-

2013. 

 



Chapter 2 SWG Final report 

89 | P a g e  

Figure 2.11.  Tracklines from n=12 adult female polar bears satellite collared in the 1990s in 

KB. 
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Figure 2.12.  Tracklines from n=9 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2012 in KB. 
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Figure 2.13.  Tracklines from n=11 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2013 in KB. 

 



Chapter 2 SWG Final report 

92 | P a g e  

Figure 2.14.  Tracklines from n=20 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2012 and 2013 

shown through April 2015 in KB.  Inset shows n=1 bear that moved to Russia, excluded from 

analyses. 
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Figure 2.15.  Tracklines from n=9 adult male polar bears satellite tagged with ear tags in 2012 

and 2013 in KB. 
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Figure 2.16.  95% kernel ranges for bears captured in 1990s and 2000s in BB by season (winter, spring and summer).  See Table 2.4 

for areas, overlap and tests for significance between decades. 
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Figure 2.17.  Matrix of home ranges shown by month in Baffin Bay for collared adult females in 

the 1990s and 2000s. 

  



Chapter 2 SWG Final report 

96 | P a g e  

Figure 2.18.  Home range sizes between decades for adult female polar bears in BB in the 1990s 

(red, n=43) and 2000s (blue, n=38). Line represents the mean values by month and shaded area 

+/- 2 SE. Graph excludes Melville Bay resident bears. 
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Figure 2.19.  95% kernel ranges for adult female bears captured in 1990s and 2000s in KB by season (winter, spring and summer).  

See Table 2.4 for areas, overlap and test for significance between decades. 
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Figure 2.20.  Matrix of home ranges shown by month for adult female polar bears in Kane Basin 

in the 1990s and 2000s. 
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Figure 2.21.  Home range sizes between decades for adult female polar bears in KB in the 1990s 

(red, n=12) and 2000s (blue, n=20). Line represents the mean values by month and shaded area 

+/- 2 SE. 
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Figure 2.22.  Box plots shown by season of median latitude for adult female polar bears in BB in 

the 1990s (n=43) and 2000s (n=38).  Plot excludes the bears that are resident in Melville Bay 

though inclusion of these bears did not change the significance of the results. 
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Figure 2.23.  Box plots by season of median latitude for AF bears in KB in the 1990s (n=12) and 

2000s (n=20). 
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Figure 2.24.  Plot of departure timing from region of origin for BB and KB bears in the 1990s 

and 2000s where departures of any length (min 4 days) were considered. See Table 2.3 for 

sample sizes. 
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Figure 2.25.  Plot of departure timing from region of origin for BB and KB bears in the 1990s 

and 2000s where only departures 30 days or greater were considered.  See Table 2.3 for sample 

sizes.  
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Figure 2.26.  Distances (km) between mark and recapture locations of polar bears in Baffin Bay, 

2011-2013.  Adult females (AF), adult males (AM), cub-of-the-year (CO=COY), subadults (SA), 

yearlings (YR).  Median distance is represented by the black line within each box.  Box 

represents the interquartile range.  Whiskers represent maximum and minimum values.  Symbols 

denote significant differences between groups (Bonferonni correction for multiple comparisons, 

alpha = 0.05). 
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Figure 2.27.  Relationship between capture-recapture interval and straight line displacement 

distance for 29 bears that moved between Baffin Bay and Davis Strait as detected by capture and 

recapture.  Median distance is represented by the black line within each box.  Box represents the 

interquartile range.  Whiskers represent maximum and minimum values. 
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Figure 2.28.  Frequency distribution of the distance between capture location and the boundary 

of the Baffin Bay (BB) and Davis Strait (DS) polar bear subpopulations for 29 individuals that 

made inter-subpopulation movements as detected by capture and recapture (grey bars), 1991-

2013.  Distances between capture locations and the BB-DS boundary for all bears (n = 2,771) 

marked in BB and DS are also shown (black bars).  Bars represent proportion of captures 

occurring within each distance bin. 
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Figure 2.29.  Capture and recapture locations of bears known to have made inter-subpopulation 

movements between mark-recapture sampling sessions in Baffin Bay (BB) (1990-97), Davis 

Strait (DS) (2005-07), and Baffin Bay (2009-2013).  
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CHAPTER 3 

REASSESSING THE 1990S BAFFIN BAY DATA FOR BIAS AND 

COMPATIBILITY WITH THE 2010S DATA 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• This chapter evaluates patterns in the 1990s physical MR data, including non-random and 
incomplete sampling, and the resulting potential for bias in estimates of demographic 
parameters. 

• The 1990s MR sample size was small (average 229 total captures per sampling year), 
relative to the 2010s (average 470 total biopsies per sampling year), and the number of 
recaptures in the 1990s was low. There were few dead recoveries during the period 
between MR sampling studies (1998-2010), particularly in the latter years. Small sample 
sizes make it difficult to estimate demographic parameters and assess subpopulation 
trend, limiting both the strength of inference that can be drawn from the 1990s data and 
our ability to quantify and reduce bias in estimates of demographic parameters. 

• The spatial distribution of polar bear physical captures and biopsy samples for the MR 
studies in the 1990s and 2010s was significantly different.  In the 2010s, a larger fraction 
of bears were captured inland from the coastline, and inside fjords along Baffin Island. 

• The difference in distribution of captures between sampling periods was not due to 
changes in habitat use.  Analyses of satellite telemetry data from adult females, providing 
an unbiased assessment of land use between decades, showed no differences in distance 
inland or elevation for onshore bears between the 1990s and 2010s. Thus, the difference 
in capture distributions were a function of different sampling effort, with less effort 
expended away from coastlines and inside fjords in the 1990s. 

• Consistent with the differences in sampling effort and temporary emigration between the 
1990s and 2010s, there were significant differences in the composition of the MR samples 
(e.g., the proportion of bears within each age-sex class) between these two periods. 
Specifically, adult females were under-represented in the 1990s samples.  

• The spatially-defined sampling area (km2) in Nunavut encompassed the capture and 
biopsy locations in both decades and represented a minimum area sampled. The sampling 
area in the 1990s survey was less than ½ of that sampling in the 2010s. The 2010s 
sampling area encompassed most fjords along the coast and more inland habitat. To 
evaluate potential biases associated with the smaller sampling area of the 1990s, MR 
analyses and estimated parameters were compared from two datasets: (1) all 2010s MR 
data, and (2) a geographic subset of the 2010s MR data that was comparable to the 
sampling area in the 1990s (Chapter 5). 
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• In the 1990s there was likely a high degree of temporary emigration from the sampling 
area on the Baffin Island coast because bears used sea ice offshore in Baffin Bay or in the 
archipelago in summer. Significantly less sea ice was available in the 2010s and 
temporary emigration was lower. In the 1990s, <30% of radio-collared female bears were 
inside the sampling area during the MR sampling periods, compared to 70-80% in the 
2010s. This suggests that a potentially significant proportion of bears were not available 
for capture each year during the 1990s, though sample sizes for analysis were small. 
Completely random temporary emigration from the sampling area should not result in 
biased demographic parameters. However, the degree of temporary emigration in the 
1990s appeared variable and dependent on environmental conditions; and small samples 
sizes made it difficult to rule out significant bias. 

• Additional sources of temporary emigration in the 1990s were non-random and linked to 
the reproductive cycle of females. Adult females in reproductive classes that were likely 
pregnant in fall moved farther inland on Baffin Island (e.g., to find suitable denning 
habitat), compared to non-pregnant females, which likely contributed to the under-
sampling of adult females in some years in the 1990s because of the lack of inland 
sampling. 

• There also were technical challenges with the 1990s MR data. Within the 1990s MR data 
there was uncertainty in identifying bears that were located with the aid of radio-telemetry 
vs. those located by standard search (i.e., random encounter). Original capture records 
could not be located and were inferred by comparing available information to the capture 
history files compiled for the 1990s BB demographic analysis. This uncertainty could 
result in bias, because knowing which bears were located by telemetry was important in 
the most-supported MR models for the 1990s data. 

• Relative to the 2010s data, the 1990s data were characterized by relatively small sample 
sizes, incomplete geographic sampling, a likely higher degree of temporary emigration for 
bears that remained on sea ice during the summer, and potential non-random temporary 
emigration for adult females that moved farther inland to den. These issues led to an 
increased potential for bias in estimates of survival and abundance from the 1990s data. 
As a result, demographic parameters estimated from 1990s and 2010s BB data are not 
directly comparable and there is a limited ability to evaluate subpopulation trends. 

 

3.1.  Background 

 Accurate knowledge of demographic parameters (e.g., survival, abundance) is important 

for wildlife management decisions such as determining sustainable harvest levels and evaluating 

subpopulation viability.  Mark-recapture (MR) studies are used to estimate demographic 

parameters because it is generally not feasible to monitor every individual in a subpopulation.  
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The results from MR studies can be biased by several factors, including heterogeneity in 

recapture probability (p) that is not accounted for through the choice of sampling design or 

modeling approach (Williams et al. 2002).  The magnitude of bias is generally largest for 

abundance (Pollock et al. 1990) although estimates of survival probability can have meaningful 

bias as well (Devineau et al. 2006).  Estimating accurate and unbiased demographic parameters 

for polar bears is particularly challenging.  First, sample sizes are relatively small due to 

challenging environmental and logistical conditions, and the high cost of Arctic fieldwork.  

Second, polar bears are often distributed across large landscapes at low densities.  Only a 

fraction of the study subpopulation may be accessible to researchers, and this fraction may 

change from year to year based on environmental conditions and logistical constraints.  This 

limits sample sizes, leads to difficulty in delineating subpopulation boundaries, and means that 

the effective study subpopulation may be different than the biological population of interest.  

Third, the high mobility of polar bears and inter-annual variability of their sea-ice habitat can 

lead to nonrandom movements (i.e., temporary emigration) with respect to the sampling area.  

Fourth, female bears may be less-observable or unobservable for several months when pregnant 

or associated with maternal dens, leading to an ‘unobservable state’.  Fifth, the three-year 

reproductive cycle of polar bears makes it difficult to estimate reproductive rates and their 

relationships with environmental conditions.  Finally, relatively long-term datasets are required 

because of the long life span of polar bears and high inter-annual variability in the Arctic 

environment. 

 In recent years, methodological advances have led to an increased ability to detect, 

quantify, and mitigate bias in demographic parameters from MR studies arising from the 

challenges listed above.  Advances include noninvasive genetic methods to increase sample size 
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(Lukacs and Burnham 2005); multiple sampling occasions per year under a “robust design” 

(Kendall et al. 1997); spatially-explicit models to account for heterogeneity in recapture 

probability as a function of site fidelity (Royle et al. 2014); models with “unobservable states” to 

account for temporary emigration (Schaub et al. 2004); and models that integrate data from 

multiple sources (Peñaloza et al. 2014).  Some of these methods have been employed for polar 

bears, whereas others have not been used due to lack of familiarity or practical limits on the 

types of sampling that can be conducted. 

 The MR study of the Baffin Bay subpopulation 2011-2013 incorporated noninvasive 

genetic sampling and modelled live-recapture and dead-recovery data in the same analytical 

framework.  Both of these approaches increased sample sizes and reduced susceptibility to some 

types of bias.  Nonetheless, there remained major challenges to the application of MR models to 

the Baffin Bay data, and in this chapter we evaluate sampling and biological issues that have the 

potential to introduce bias in estimates of survival and abundance.  Similar investigations of bias 

have become a standard part of MR studies for polar bears (e.g., Regehr et al. 2010), and are 

necessary to understand the strength of inference that can be drawn from MR studies.  In this 

chapter we focus on reassessing the 1990s BB data because, compared to the 2010s data, the 

1990s data had smaller sample sizes, reduced geographic coverage, and other uncertainties and 

limitations.  This assessment directly informs our ability to compare results from the 1990s and 

2010s data and evaluate trends in polar bear survival and abundance between sampling periods. 

 

Distribution of Mark-Recapture Sampling on Baffin Island 

 Prior to the 2011-2013 survey of the Baffin Bay subpopulation, MR sampling occurred 

during several periods.  Initial sampling was conducted during the 1970s (northern Baffin Island 
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and Bylot Island, near Lancaster Sound), early 1980s (east-central Baffin Island), and late 1980s 

to early 1990s (Canada and Greenland, as part of movement studies; Figure 5.2; Taylor et al. 

2005).  Early sampling efforts were generally restricted to spring-time and primarily occurred on 

landfast and nearshore pack ice.  These studies documented that an unknown but likely large 

proportion of the subpopulation was on sea ice farther offshore during the spring and therefore 

unavailable for capture.  We excluded these early data from present analyses (cf. Taylor et al. 

2005, in which these early data were included) because the early sampling occurred in a different 

season (i.e., spring) and was spatially variable and restricted.  Additionally, lack of tissue 

samples from early sampling precluded genetic identification for use in the present study. 

 In 1993 –1995 and 1997, more systematic sampling occurred during fall ice-free seasons 

(during September and October) on Baffin and Bylot islands (Figure 3.1).  There was no fall 

sampling in 1996 due to logistical and resource constraints.  These data formed the core of the 

study reported by Taylor et al. (2005) who estimated the number of polar bears in Baffin Bay at 

2,074 (95% confidence interval: 1544-2604) in 1998.  Taylor et al. (2001) indicated that a large 

majority of polar bears were onshore in summer retreat areas on Bylot and Baffin islands during 

the autumn.  Taylor et al. (2005) reported that search effort during the 1990s was uniform and 

systematic across the coastal regions, islands, and inland reaches of Baffin Island.  Consequently, 

Taylor et al. (2005) suggested that the autumn onshore sampling in 1993-1995 and 1997 

provided improved coverage of the subpopulation and more reliable abundance estimates 

compared to those derived from the 1980s BB data, which Taylor et al. (2005) suggested were 

biased low. 

 In 2011-2013 we completed a second fall-time MR sampling study (August – October) 

on the coasts of Baffin Island (Figure 3.1).  Data from West Greenland were also collected (see 
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Chapter 5, Figure 5.8).  During this study, new data on movements and spatial distribution of 

bears were also obtained via satellite telemetry in BB and KB.  This information was used to 

assess subpopulation boundaries (Chapter 2) and habitat use relative to the 1990s (Chapter 4), 

but also to improve MR study design (i.e., stratify the study site; Chapter 5) with the objectives 

of reducing heterogeneity in capture probabilities and more efficiently allocating survey effort.  

The 2011-2013 study (see Chapter 5) was largely modeled after Taylor et al. (2005) in that bears 

were targeted during the ice-free season, to obtain estimates of abundance and vital rates that 

might be comparable to Taylor et al. (2005) therefore useful for assessing trend. 

 Here we compare the spatial and temporal distribution of physical captures and biopsy 

sampling on Baffin Island for sampling 1993-1995 and 1997 vs. sampling during 2011-2013 

(referred to as the “2010s”).  The goal is to evaluate whether there were important differences in 

sampling, which could lead to different biases or different definitions of the effective study 

subpopulations (e.g., if a large group of bears was systematically missed in one study period, 

then the effective study subpopulation for that period would be smaller).  Field records (e.g., 

Global Positioning System helicopter logs, navigation maps) delineating survey effort 1993-1995 

and 1997 were unavailable.  Therefore, we plotted sighting data from Taylor et al. (2005) in a 

Geographic Information System (GIS; ArcMap 10.2, ESRI, Redlands, California, USA) to 

examine the spatial distribution of captures compared to the 2010s.  We also used historic and 

current radio telemetry data to identify whether potential differences in capture locations were 

influenced by changes in the onshore movements and habitat use of polar bears. 

Methods – Maps of physical capture and biopsy sampling locations (hereafter collectively 

referred to as “captures”) on Baffin Island suggested that captures in the 1990s were more 

limited to coastal areas, whereas captures in the 2010s included bears located farther from the 
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coast and deep inside fjords, including higher altitudes (Figure 3.1).  We examined the 

hypothesis that the discrepancy in capture locations across periods reflects differences in 

sampling effort rather than a shift in the onshore distribution of bears.  We calculated the 

distance to the nearest coastline and the distance to the smoothed outer Baffin Island coastline 

for each capture location in the 1990s and 2010s.  The smoothed coastline followed the contour 

of the true physical coastline of Baffin Island, but was smoothed across fjords with a straight 

segment orthogonal to the fjord direction.  We smoothed fjords only when the distance across the 

mouth of the fjord was < 7 km using an Azimuthal Equidistant projection (WGS84 datum).  We 

calculated the distance to both coastlines (original and smoothed) for all captures of independent 

bears (i.e., age 2 or older) that were located on mainland Baffin and Bylot islands (i.e., not on 

offshore islands) and were successfully genotyped. 

 We compared the distance-to-coast results to locations of radio-collared bears onshore 

during the 1990s and 2010s to evaluate whether differences in capture locations reflected 

differences in sampling effort or differences in the distribution of bears.  Given that recent 

analyses of movement data suggest significant changes in sea-ice habitat use and onshore timing 

(Chapter 4), we considered the possibility that bears had also changed their behavior and habitat 

use while on land.  First, we verified that the sample of 1990s bears collared in the fall on Baffin 

Island were comparable to the sample of 2010s bears collared in the spring in West Greenland, 

by assessing what fraction of spring-collared bears used the area on Baffin Island where bears 

were collared in the fall (see details in Chapter 2).  Overall, 92% of the 2010s spring-captured 

bears used the fall collaring area.  This suggests that, although radio-collaring occurred in 

different seasons and areas across the two time periods, the collared bears exhibited similar 
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movement and habitat use patterns, and therefore provided comparable data for evaluating 

onshore habitat use across time periods. 

 Using satellite telemetry data, we calculated the distance inland from the smoothed 

coastline and Digital Elevation Model (DEM) elevation (m) for all locations of collared female 

bears during summer months (August-October).  We used land covariates derived from the 22 

m2ASTER GDEM for all positions in Canada 

(http://www.jspacesystems.or.jp/ersdac/GDEM/E/4.html).  We only used adult female bears on 

Baffin Island and calculations excluded resident bears that remained year-round on the Melville 

Bay glacier ice. 

 We also examined distance to the smoothed Baffin Island coastline for adult females as a 

function of reproductive status (captured alone, as mating pairs; or with COY, yearlings, 2-year 

old cubs) to evaluate whether this factor may have influenced temporary emigration with respect 

to the sampling area (particularly the nearer-shore sampling area in the 1990s).  For this specific 

analysis (reproductive state examination) we only examined adult females in the year of collar 

deployment because their reproductive status was known at the time of capture in spring, thus 

could be assumed in fall.  We excluded bears on sea ice during August-October. 

Results – The mean distance of captures to the smoothed coastline was smaller in the 

1990s (�̅�= 5.1 km, SD = 7.2, 𝑛 = 438) compared to the 2010s (�̅�= 8.6, SD = 11.9, 𝑛 = 766, 

Mann-Whitney U test: 𝑧 = 3.4, 𝑃 < 0.001).  Detailed results are provided in Table 3.2.  

Furthermore, a greater proportion of independent bears were captured near the smoothed 

coastline during the 1990s than the 2010s (Figure 3.2).  For example, 84% of captures occurred 

within 10 km of the smoothed coastline during 1993 – 1997, compared to 72% of captures 

during 2011 – 2013.  Similarly, one independent bear was captured > 35 km from the smoothed 
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coastline during the 1990s sampling, whereas 28 independent bears were sampled > 35 km from 

the smoothed coastline during the 2010s.  The corresponding analysis using satellite telemetry 

found no significant differences in the distance of adult females from the smoothed Baffin Island 

coastline between the 1990s and 2010s; adult female bears on average in the 1990s were about a 

mean 17 km from the smoothed coast in August and September, where as in the 2000s they were 

about 13 km in those months, however standard errors were overlapping (Figure 3.4).  Also, 

there were no differences in the mean monthly elevation used by adult females on Baffin Island 

between the 1990s and 2010s (Figures 3.4 and 3.5). 

 Satellite telemetry analyses further documented differences in the inland distance of adult 

females on Baffin Island as a function of reproductive status.  Females that were most likely 

available to breed and become pregnant in spring (e.g., those captured alone, with 2 year old 

cubs, or as mating pairs in spring) were significantly farther inland in fall than adult females 

captured with COYs or yearling cubs (Table 3.2).  This was especially pronounced for adult 

females captured in mating pairs (on average 27-35 km inland). 

 In contrast to analyses based on distance to the smoothed coastline, the distance of 

captures to the true coastline (not smoothed) was consistent between sampling periods (Figure 

3.3), averaging 1.8 km (SD = 2.8) in the 1990s and 1.5 km (SD = 2.5) in the 2010s.  This 

suggests that the difference in capture locations between the two sampling periods was largely 

due to less effort spent searching and capturing bears in the inland portions of fjords in the 1990s 

compared to the 2010s.  For adult females, mean distances to the true coastline were 6.4 km (SD: 

8.0) and 10.2 km (SD: 12.6) during the 1990s and 2010s, respectively (Figures 3.2 and 3.3). 

Summary – The distribution of polar bear captures on Baffin Island differed significantly 

between sampling in the 1990s and 2010s.  Specifically, the capture data indicate an under-
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representation of bears in fjords and inland regions during the 1990s (see also Chapter 5).  

Satellite telemetry location data, which were collected from independent bears over several years 

and were not influenced by which areas were searched in any given year, did not suggest a shift 

in the onshore distribution of polar bears.  Given that no changes in adult female use of land 

habitats was detected (also see Chapter 4 terrestrial resource selection), the differences in capture 

distribution can be attributed to differences in sampling.  During the 1990s, capture effort was 

concentrated on islands, along the outer coastline, and near the mouths of fjords (Figures 3.2 and 

3.4).  During the 2010s, these areas were searched as well as the inland portions of fjords.  This 

is particularly prominent in central and northern Baffin Island, where no captures were recorded 

beyond the mouths of fjords during the 1990s.  In contrast to the southern parts of Baffin Island 

the central and northern parts have a higher and more mountainous terrain. Finally, satellite 

telemetry data also indicate that adult females in different reproductive status show a non-

random pattern of moving farther inland, likely in search of locations to construct maternal dens.  

These findings suggest a non-random probability of being a temporary emigrant as a function of 

the multi-year reproductive state.  Taken together, these findings suggest that restricted 

geographic sampling in the 1990s likely led to higher probabilities of temporary emigration from 

the sampling area during that time period, compared to the 2010s.  Furthermore, the probability 

of being a temporary emigrant appears non-random.  Variable and non-random temporary 

emigration is known to introduce bias into estimates of survival and abundance under some 

conditions (Peñaloza et al. 2014). 

 

Size of the Mark-Recapture Sampling Area on Baffin Island 



Chapter 3 SWG Final report 

118 | P a g e  

 Following from the previous section, we calculated the sizes of the effective MR 

sampling areas on Baffin Island in the 1990s and 2010s. 

Methods – We delineated the sampling areas based on the spatial distribution of capture 

locations.  We first used ArcGIS to create 99% kernel density contour around all capture 

locations in each time period.  We then adjusted this contour on a point-by-point basis to ensure 

that the final estimated sampling area was within 1 km of the outermost capture locations.  The 

sampling area did not extend offshore, except in a few cases in the 1990s where there were 

offshore points, in which case the boundary was kept within 1 km of those points.  When capture 

locations occurred inside a fjord, it was assumed that sampling effort occurred everywhere from 

the mouth of that fjord to the capture location. 

Results – The size of the MR sampling areas differed significantly between the 1990s and 

2010s.  The estimated sampling area was ~28,700 km2 in the 1990s and ~60,200 km2 in the 

2010s.  The 2010s sampling area included most fjords along the Baffin Island coast and reached 

farther inland than the 1990s (Figures 3.6 and 3.7).  Furthermore, the 1990s sampled area was 

almost entirely contained within the 2010s sampling area (Figure 3.8).  This made it possible to 

subsample the 2010s capture data, using the restricted 1990s sampling area, for the purpose of 

evaluating the influence of the size of sampling area on estimates of abundance from the two 

time periods (see Chapter 5). 

 

Temporary Emigration Related to the Availability of Sea ice 

 Previous sections in this chapter documented a smaller onshore sampling area in the 

1990s, which likely resulted in higher and potentially non-random temporary emigration from 

the sampling area in the 1990s.  Here we evaluate temporary emigration related to the 
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availability of sea ice, which declined between the two study periods in all months of the year, 

including the summer when sampling on Baffin Island occurred.  We used satellite telemetry 

data to assess the fraction of adult females that were located in the sampling area vs. out of the 

sampling area (including on the sea ice) in the 1990s compared to the 2010s. 

Methods – For each year of sampling in the 1990s and 2010s, we used the specific date 

range when sampling occurred (Table 3.3) to calculate the proportion of independent collared 

bears located inside the sampling area, as well as the proportion of locations from each 

individual bear that were inside the sampling area.  First, we identified independent adult females 

that were wearing functional radio-collars during the sampling period.  To ensure that location 

data were independent, we did not include locations from the same sampling period on which an 

adult female was captured and fitted with a radio-collar.  For example, if a bear was captured and 

collared on October 1, 1993, locations from that individual through October 8, 1993 were not 

used (Table 3.3).  However, locations from that individual in 1994 and 1995 were considered 

independent and included in analyses.  If a bear was captured in spring of a given year, her 

location data were considered independent by fall of that year.  We considered a bear to be 

located inside the sampling area if that bear had 1 (or more) telemetry location inside the 

sampling area. 

 We evaluated average sea-ice conditions in Baffin Bay during each sampling period for 

the 1990s and 2010s to determine whether bears that were located outside of the sampling area, 

were located on sea ice.  For each sampling period, we mapped mean sea-ice concentration 

during the week that encompassed the mid-point of the sampling period, using the Passive 

Microwave data (SMMR/SSMI) sea-ice concentration dataset from the National Snow and Ice 

Data Center (see Chapter 4).  We then superimposed independent bear locations on the sea-ice 
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concentration map, and visually examined whether bears located outside of the sampled area 

were in an area with a substantial concentration of sea ice and therefore likely using the sea ice. 

Results – Table 3.3 shows the date range of MR sampling in each year.  There were a 

maximum of 13 independent adult female bears transmitting with satellite collars during the 

1990s sampling periods.  The number of individuals declined over the course of the 1990s study 

because most collars were deployed at the beginning of the study and some collars failed (Table 

3.4).  The largest number of transmitting independent bears occurred in 1993, and by 1997 there 

were none.  There were also a maximum of 13 transmitting independent bears during a given 

sampling period in the 2010s, although sample sizes remained higher through the 2010s due to 

longer collar attachment periods (Table 3.4).  We found large differences in the proportion of 

transmitting independent bears using the sampling areas between 1990s and 2010s.  In the 1990s, 

0-20% of females occurred within the sampling area during the MR sampling period (Table 3.4, 

Figure 3.9 - 3.11).  In the 2010s, 67-80% of females occurred within the sampling area during 

the MR sampling period (Table 3.4, Figure 3.12 - 3.14). 

 Sea-ice availability in Baffin Bay declined between the 1990s and 2010s.  In the 1990s, a 

substantial amount of sea ice was available in offshore central Baffin Bay; within the Canadian 

archipelago, including around Devon Island; and in Lancaster Sound and Kane Basin (Figures 

3.15-3.21).  In 1993, when the largest proportion of independent bears was offshore during the 

sample period (Figure 3.15), there was a persistent area of sea ice available in central Baffin Bay.  

In other years in the 1990s, some bears were located on the advancing sea ice forming in 

northern Baffin Bay (Figures 3.15-3.17).  In contrast, in the 2010s all bears (excluding resident 

bears in Melville Bay) were distributed on land on Baffin Island or in Kane Basin (Figures 3.18-

3.20) during the sampling periods.  There were no bears on offshore ice in the 2010s, because sea 
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ice had melted completely in central Baffin Bay by July (see Chapter 4).  The differences in sea-

ice conditions between the 1990s and 2010s can been seen clearly using juxtaposed sea-ice 

concentration maps (Figure 3.21). 

 In addition to relatively fewer adult females being present in the sampling area during the 

1990s, most bears with >1 location in the sampling area did not spend the entire sampling period 

there, but rather were passing through (Table 3.5).  In the 1990s, approximately 44% of locations 

received for bears that used the sampling area, were located inside the sampled area (see Chapter 

1 for information on location filtering and subsampling).  In the 2010s, approximately 94% of 

locations received for bears that used the sampling area, were located inside the sampled area.  

Although sample sizes were small and unevenly distributed across years, the higher probability 

of bears in the 1990s being located outside the sampling area appeared largely due to the 

presence of sea ice, whereas in the 2010s sea ice was absent and bears exhibited reduced 

summertime movement rates (see Chapter 4). 

Summary – Temporary emigration from the sampling area during the autumn sampling 

period has the potential to introduce bias into estimates of demographic parameters from this 

study.  Our analyses suggest that the proportion of adult females (and presumably other sex and 

age classes) in the sampling area was likely lower in the 1990s compared to the 2010s, for two 

reasons.  First, some bears located inland in the 1990s were not available to capture teams 

because there was apparently limited inland search effort, and in particularly bears were not 

captured in the deep inland portions of fjords.  Furthermore, the location of bears from the 

coast—and therefore the susceptibility of bears to capture—appeared related to reproductive 

status, in which case the probability of being a temporary emigrant may have been nonrandom.  

Second, a proportion of radio-collared polar bears used offshore ice in the 1990s, whereas sea ice 
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was less available in the 2010s and therefore a substantially higher proportion of bears were 

likely inside the sampling area.  Because of small sample sizes that varied across years, we were 

unable to calculate precise estimates of temporary emigration rates or to evaluate the magnitude 

and direction nonrandom patterns (e.g., Markovian dependence) in a statistically rigorous 

manner.  Nonetheless, multiple lines of evidence indicate higher temporary emigration in the 

1990s, compared to the 2010s.  The most likely effect of temporary emigration is an unknown 

but potentially meaningful negative bias in estimates of survival and abundance (Schaub et al. 

2004, Devineau et al. 2006, Peñaloza et al. 2014). 

 

Additional sampling considerations  

 Small sample sizes lead to multiple challenges into MR studies, including high variance 

in estimated parameters, small-sample bias, susceptibility to bias due to violation of modeling 

assumptions (e.g., un-modeled heterogeneity in recapture probability), and limited options for 

quantifying or mitigating bias (Williams et al. 2002).  Compared to the 2010s data, sample sizes 

in the 1990s were small and had a low proportion of recaptures (Table 3.1).  For example, the 

entire dataset for adult females (F2+ age group) included only 5 animals recaptured by standard 

search in 1995, and 14 animals recaptured by standard search in 1997 (note that numbers in 

Table 3.1 are higher, because they include “likely” recaptures and re-sightings of bears located 

by radio telemetry; see below).  Furthermore, there were relatively few dead recoveries during 

the interim period when no sampling occurred (1998-2010), particularly in the later years.  For 

example, an average of 1.3 research-marked females per year were recovered in the harvest, 

from 1998-2010.  Conceptually, it is apparent that the small number of live recaptures during 

1990s live-encounter sampling, the gap years between 1990s and 2010s sampling, and the small 
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number of dead recoveries during the gap years contain a limited amount of information and will 

lead to estimates of demographic parameters that have substantial uncertainty and low resolution 

(i.e., that few demographic parameters can be estimated, requiring the estimation of “average” 

parameters over years or groups of animals). 

 There were significant differences in the composition of the MR samples (i.e., the 

proportion of bears within each age-sex class, based on initial captures) between the 1990s and 

2010s in Baffin Bay (Table 3.1). There were more adult and sub-adult male captures in the 

1990s, whereas there were more sub-adult and adult female captures in the 2010s.  The 

proportion of total female captures in the1990s was less than the 2010s (mean annual proportion 

of age 2+ female captures : total 2+ captures, 1990s: 0.42; 2010s: 0.53; Table 3.1).  Given the 

spatial segregation of bears by sex and age-classes and reproductive states (see section 

Distribution of Mark-recapture Sampling on Baffin Island), the apparent under-representation of 

females in the 1990s samples likely reflects at least in part the coastal-focused sampling 

protocols during that period, rather than true differences in the composition of the subpopulation 

(although we cannot rule out progressive depletion of males through the 2010s due to high 

harvest). 

 

Development of an Individual Covariate to Explain Inland Habitat Use  

 Given the apparent differences in sampling effort between the 1990s and 2010s, the 

spatial segregation of bears by sex and age class, and differences in the composition of capture 

samples, we hypothesized that proximity to the coastline may explain variation in recapture 

probabilities.  We also wanted to explore whether proximity to the coastline for an individual 

bear was nonrandom across years (e.g., whether bears captured inland were more likely to be 
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recaptured inland).  We assigned capture locations to either coastal or inland categories, using a 

threshold of 2 km from true and smoothed coastlines, and compiled contingency tables for 

individuals captured in multiple sampling periods.  For individuals captured three or more times, 

we used only an individual’s first two capture events and included only those bears initially 

captured as independent animals, since the locations of cubs-of-the-year and yearlings were 

dependent on the location of their mothers. 

 Use of inland areas appeared nonrandom.  Individual polar bears initially captured inland 

from the true coastline were more likely to be recaptured inland in subsequent years (all data: χ2 

= 10.4, 𝑃 = 0.0012; 1990s only: Fisher’s exact test 𝑃 = 0.10; 2010s only: Fisher’s exact test 𝑃 = 

0.02).  Similarly, bears initially captured inland of the smoothed coastline were more likely to be 

recaptured inland (all data χ2 = 18.1, 𝑃 < 0.0001), a pattern which was driven largely by the 

2010s (Fisher’s exact test 𝑃 < 0.0001; 2010s only: Fisher’s exact test 𝑃 = 0.21; 1990s only).  As 

such, we incorporated a proximity to coastline covariate for modeling recapture probability in 

demographic analyses (see Chapter 5). 

 

Challenges with Using the 1990s Radio Telemetry Data 

 Some aspects of the 1990s radio-telemetry data were uncertain or unavailable, presenting 

challenges to the use of these data in the current analysis.  As part of a study examining 

subpopulation delineation and spatial ecology (Ferguson et al. 1997, Taylor et al. 2001), a 

sample of adult female polar bears was fitted with satellite radio-collars in Baffin Bay (from both 

Canada and Greenland) during the 1990s.  Some of these bears (n = 14) were captured on Baffin 

and Bylot Islands during autumn 1993 – 1997.  Taylor et al. (2005) report that collared bears and 

their dependent young were often relocated using VHF during the 1990s study period.  The 
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probability of locating and recapturing a bear with a collar is likely higher than the probability of 

recapturing a bear without a collar.  Therefore, a radio telemetry covariate, describing whether a 

bear was wearing a functional radio-collar that could have allowed it to be located by telemetry, 

was important for explaining variation in recapture probabilities; and all of the most-supported 

models in the 1990s included a radio telemetry covariate (Taylor et al. 2005). Taylor et al. 

(2005:209) reported that “The probability of autumn recapture was lower for females and 

yearling cubs than for adult males and sub-adults, except for radio-collared females and their 

young” which indicates that radio-collared females were recaptured using radio-location data. 

Unfortunately, the data archives did not include complete information on which bears were 

wearing functional radio-collars and located using VHF.  Furthermore, in some cases where 

records could be located, there were inconsistencies among databases and historical hard-copy 

files.  This presented a challenge to MR modeling because the live-capture data in the 1990s 

were sparse, particularly for adult females, and we anticipated that the additional records for 

bears likely recaptured using VHF would be important for explaining patterns in survival and 

recapture probability (see Taylor et al. 2005).  To address this issue, we manually reviewed 

capture histories and covariates compiled for the previous Baffin Bay analysis.  We compared 

these historical files with our available records to identify events in which a bear was likely 

located via VHF (see also Chapter 5).  Based on this, we added 7 recapture events of 5 age 2+ 

individuals previously in the dataset, and 6 capture events of 5 age 2+ individuals not previously 

included in the dataset. We believe that this protocol accurately incorporated most of the data for 

polar bears captured by VHF in the 1990s, although some uncertainty remains given that the 

original data were not available. 
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Ramifications of Issues with the 1990s Baffin Bay Data 

 It is difficult to estimate demographic parameters and detect trends in parameters, for 

long-lived animals using short time-series of live-encounter data, especially when recapture rates 

are low, environmental variation is high, and the entire study subpopulation is not exposed to 

sampling effort on each occasion (Williams et al. 2002).  The analyses described above identify 

specific challenges with 1990s Baffin Bay MR data that arise from both sampling issues and 

environmental factors.  These challenges may lead to bias in estimates of survival and 

abundance, and ambiguity in the definitions of parameters being estimated (e.g., whether a 

model is estimating apparent survival, which reflects emigration from the study subpopulation, 

or true survival). 

Survival – A statistical assessment of trends in polar bear survival between the 1990s and 

2010s is not possible due to the short duration of live-encounter sampling periods, the large gap 

between 1990s and 2010s live-encounter sampling, low recapture probabilities, low numbers of 

dead recoveries, changes in the sampling area between the 1990s and 2010s, and evidence for 

changes in polar bear movements with respect to the sampling area.  This conclusion was 

supported by computer simulations (T. Arnold, University of Minnesota, unpubl data) in 

Program MARK to generate datasets that resembled the actual Baffin Bay data but included a 

known effect (e.g., large reduction in survival), and evaluating the power of MR model to detect 

such effects (T. Arnold, University of Minnesota, unpublished data).  In the context of small and 

variable sample sizes, a primary challenge for estimating survival is the difficulty of delineating 

temporary vs. permanent emigration from the study area, and the effects of emigration on 

estimates of survival.  MR modeling was performed using Burnham models, which assume that 

emigration from the study subpopulation is permanent.  Burnham models directly estimate the 
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probability of permanent emigration (F) based on patterns in live-encounter data in conjunction 

with harvest data collected from an area that is larger than the MR sampling area.  Under the 

Burnham model, the survival parameter (S) is technically defined as true survival (i.e., does not 

include an emigration component).  However, research-marked bears that are harvested outside 

the sampling area may be temporary rather than permanent emigrants (i.e., the bears could have 

returned to the sampling area in future years, if they had not been killed), and the short duration 

of the study, small sample sizes, and likely high interannual variability in the probability of being 

a temporary emigrant (e.g., as related to sea-ice availability) make it difficult to delineate 

temporary vs. permanent emigration.  Simulations suggested that the Baffin Bay data were too 

sparse to fit Barker models, which relax the assumption that emigration is permanent, and are 

capable of estimating temporary emigration rates, including non-random temporary emigration.  

The consequence of using Burnham models either with F estimated or with F fixed = 1 (i.e., 

assuming no permanent emigration if F is estimated), is that variation across individuals and 

sampling occasions in the probability of being a temporary emigrant is not explicitly accounted 

for, and therefore exists as variation in recapture probabilities.  Heterogeneity in recapture 

probabilities has the potential to introduce bias into estimates of S (Schaub et al. 2004).  The 

directionality of bias is often negative and its magnitude tends to increase in the final years of a 

study (Devineau et al. 2006).  Furthermore, non-random patterns in temporary emigration are 

known to cause bias in estimates of survival (Kendall et al. 1997), and the availability of adult 

females for capture in the 1990s was related to their multi-year reproductive cycle.  

Interpretation of trends in survival between the 1990s and 2010s is further complicated because 

radio-telemetry data suggest changes in fidelity to the MR sampling study area between the 

epochs, and because the geographic extent of the MR study area itself changed.  We conclude 
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that estimates of survival from the current MR analysis of Baffin Bay data must be interpreted 

with caution.  Although estimates of survival provide the basis for discussion and ecological 

interpretation, they are unlikely to be directly comparable between the 1990s and 2010s, and will 

require further analysis (e.g., regarding different assumptions about movements between epochs) 

if used in matrix-type models for subpopulation projections. 

Abundance – Estimating abundance is one of the more difficult challenges in wildlife 

management (Williams et al. 2002).  Deriving accurate estimates of abundance and evaluating 

trends in abundance over time require an appropriate study design and, especially, consistent 

distribution of sampling effort in time and space.  In the current study, the difference between the 

distributions of captures in the 1990s and 2010s suggest that the sampling area on Baffin Island 

expanded substantially from the 1990s to the 2010s.  Specifically, sampling was spatially 

restricted to a portion of the subpopulation’s fall range during the 1990s, thus excluding bears 

with seasonal fidelity to inland areas.  Furthermore, an unknown but potentially significant 

portion of the Baffin Bay subpopulation may not have been exposed to sampling in the 1990s 

due to the higher presence of sea ice, which some bears used throughout the year rather than 

coming onto land.  We conclude that the abundance estimate in the 2010s, based on MR data 

from the entire sampling area, is not directly comparable to the previous 1990s abundance 

estimate.  To investigate the extent to which differences in sampling affected abundance 

estimates from the 1990s and 2010s, we used the 1990s sampling area to create a subset of the 

2010s data, and subsequently derived a 2010s abundance estimate based on this restricted subset 

of the data.  We included only those 2011 – 2013 capture events that were located within the 

estimated 1990s sampling frame and completed supplemental demographic analyses (see 

Chapter 5).  This analysis helped evaluate the potential biases associated with the more restricted 



Chapter 3 SWG Final report 

129 | P a g e  

area of onshore sampling on Baffin Island in the 1990s.  However, it did not address the potential 

effects of polar bears using the sea ice in the 1990s.  When there is temporary emigration from 

the sampling area, estimates of abundance from Burnham models represent the 

“superpopulation” (defined as all animals with a probability of moving through the sampling 

area, even if not every animal was actually in the sampling area on every sampling occasion).  If 

temporary emigration from the sampling area is completely random, it will not introduce bias 

into estimates of abundance.  However, nonrandom temporary emigration (e.g., if some 

individuals are often or always temporary emigrants) has a similar effect on estimates of 

demographic parameters from MR models as un-modeled heterogeneity in recapture probability, 

and generally introduces negative bias into estimates of abundance (Kendall et al. 1997). 

MR model covariates – 1990s sampling bias may also impact the individual, geographic 

fidelity covariate (proximity to smoothed coastline).  Analyses did not suggest a significant 

relationship between initial and subsequent capture locations in the 1990s, but this may be due to 

sampling (e.g., not enough effort was expended inland, to identify animals with fidelity to inland 

areas).  The relationship is driven by the 2010s data.  Also, the radio telemetry covariate may be 

biased in some unknown direction due to the uncertainty as to whether the subsequent capture of 

a collared bear was facilitated by the radio tracking.  Sensitivity analyses outlined above may 

help better understand potential biases.  Given the differences between the 1990s and 2010s, 

including epoch effects for the binary ‘proximity to smoothed coastline’ is important. 
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Table 3.1.  Summary table of live captures and dead recoveries during the mark-recapture study of the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation in Nunavut, Canada, and Greenland, 1993 – 2010.  Shaded cells indicate that data were not possible due to an absence 

of marking or recapture. 

 Initial captures Live recaptures Dead recoveries 

 Females Males Females Males Females Males 

 

Coy Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ Yrl 2+ Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ 

1993 14 8 53 12 8 61     0 0 1 0 0 0 

1994 26 13 65 16 9 77 0 5 0 14 0 0 3 0 0 7 

1995 15 11 62 19 11 85 4 11 4 23 0 2 6 1 0 8 

1996            1 8  0 7 

1997 22 10 60 19 13 113  20  31 0 0 6 0 1 9 

1998            0 3  0 11 

1999             3   9 

2000             0   8 

2001             2   8 

2002             0   11 

2003             0   7 

2004             1   7 

2005             2   3 

2006             3   6 

2007             1   2 

2008             2   4 
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2009             2   0 

2010             0   1 

2011 2 23 163 1 20 148  5  5 0 0 4 0 0 20 

2012 40 30 221 35 30 192 3 41 0 54 0 0 8 0 2 14 

2013 28 15 121 16 15 90 4 48 5 55 0 1 8 1 0 20 

Totals 147 110 745 118 106 766 11 130 9 182 0 4 63 2 3 162 
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Table 3.2.  Metrics for adult females satellite collared in the 1990s (fall) and 2010s (spring) for the distance inland from the outer 

Baffin Island coast.  Distance is reported in km. 

  August September October 
Adult Female 
Accompanied 
by N 

Mean 
distance 

inland SD 
Count of 
locations 

Mean 
distance 

inland SD 
Count of 
locations 

Mean 
distance 

inland SD 
Count of 
locations 

1990s           

2YR   1       5.6 4.4 3 

AM   0          

COY 15 10.8 14.2 10 19.7 15.1 13 9.6 5.9 46 

YRL 12 6.0 5.6 3 18.0 17.8 25 8.4 5.8 41 

ALONE   5    8.8 9.4 6 13.4 11.8 8 

           

2010s           

2YR   5 13.5 9.3 25 27.0 8.3 20 16.2 13.5 11 

AM -in spring   2 27.1 10.2 9 32.6 12.0 5 35.1 9.3 4 

COY   2 5.5 4.8 3 7.5 4.3 13 3.6 4.3 11 

YRL   7 3.5 5.0 20 6.8 6.2 33 6.2 7.3 27 

ALONE   6 11.9 10.8 25 16.3 7.6 22 14.4 7.8 18 
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Table 3.3.  Time periods when the BB fall sampling period occurred in each decade.  These 

dates were used to asses if independent bears were in or out of the sampled area. 

Year of sampling Start End 

1993 23 August 8 October 

1994 7 September 19 October 

1995 17 September 19 October 

1996 n/a n/a 

1997 21 September 29 October 

2011 4 September 14 October 

2012 26 August 29 September 

2013 20 August 11 October 
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Table 3.4.  The overall fraction of independent collared adult female (AF) bears found in the 

sampling range by year. 

Year of 

sampling 

n 

independent 

collared bears 

n independent AF bears in the 

sampled area (minimum of 

n=1 location during date 

range) 

% independent AF bears 

in the sampled area for 

each decade 

    1993 13   3 23 

1994   5   1 20 

1995   1   0   0 

1997   0 

  2011 12   8 67 

2012 13 11 85 

2013   6   4 67 
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Table 3.5.  Independent BB adult female bears with satellite collars transmitting during the MR sample periods. Bears listed are only 

those that used the sampled area on Baffin Island for each decade. The fraction of locations inside the sampled area is shown for each 

bear. 

YEAR + 
capture 
season 

ID (PTT + 
Year) 

Start 
Date 

End 
Date 

n independent 
bears during 

this year 

n independent 
bears in the 

sampled area 

Fraction of total 
locations inside 

sampled area during 
the sampling dates 

Proportion of 
locations 

1993 

 

23-Aug 8-Oct 13 3 

  fall 199111062 27-Aug 16-Sep 

  

1/4 0.25 

spring 19922718 24-Aug 7-Oct 

  

1/8 0.13 

fall 19922700 25-Aug 25-Aug 

  

1/1 1.00 

        1994 

 

7-Sep 19-Oct 5 1 

  spring 19922701 8-Sep 6-Oct 

  

2/6 0.33 

        
        2011 

 

4-Sep 14-Oct 12 8 

  spring 201068010 6-Sep 8-Oct 

  

8/9 0.89 

spring 2011105814 24-Sep 10-Oct 

  

4/4 1.00 

spring 201074768 6-Sep 12-Oct 

  

8/8 1.00 

spring 2011105809 6-Oct 6-Oct 

  

1/1 1.00 

spring 200974767 6-Sep 12-Oct 

  

10/10 1.00 

spring 2011105817 4-Sep 14-Oct 

  

10/10 1.00 

spring 2011105816 4-Sep 14-Oct 

  

5/5 1.00 
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spring 200968005 6-Sep 12-Oct 

  

10/10 1.00 

2012 

 

26-Aug 29-Sep 13 11 

  spring 201074774 29-Aug 26-Sep 

  

6/7 0.86 

spring 2012105829 29-Aug 26-Sep 

  

5/7 0.71 

spring 201068010 12-Sep 24-Sep 

  

2/3 0.67 

spring 2011105814 29-Aug 26-Sep 

  

5/7 0.71 

spring 201074768 27-Aug 28-Sep 

  

7/8 0.88 

spring 2011105808 29-Aug 26-Sep 

  

7/8 0.88 

spring  2011105809 6-Sep 6-Sep 

  

1/1 1.00 

spring 200974767 27-Aug 28-Sep 

  

1/9 1.90 

spring 200974771 29-Aug 26-Sep 

  

8/8 1.00 

spring 2011105813 29-Aug 22-Sep 

  

2/6 0.33 

spring 200968005 27-Aug 27-Aug 

  

1/1 1.00 

2013 

 

20-Aug 11-Oct 6 4 

  spring 2013105818 20-Aug 11-Oct 

  

12/12 1.00 

spring 2013128265 20-Aug 11-Oct 

  

14/14 1.00 
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Figure 3.1.  Locations of polar bears sampled in Baffin Bay during the 1990s (August – October, 

1993 – 1995, 1997, red) and 2010s (August – October, 2011 – 2013, blue).  Sampling in 

Greenland in the 2010s occurred near Melville Bay but is not shown.  Note the absence of 

captures in fjords on Baffin Island during the 1990s in the inset. 
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Figure 3.2.  Distances independent bears were captured from the smoothed coastlines of Baffin 

and Bylot Islands during fall-time sampling in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 1993 – 1997 and 

2011 – 2013. 
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Figure 3.3.  Distances independent bears were captured from the true coastlines of Baffin and 

Bylot Islands during fall-time sampling in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 1993 – 1997 and 2011 

– 2013. 
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Figure 3.4.  Distance to smoothed Baffin Island coastline shown in all summer months using 

satellite telemetry data from adult females in the 1990s (red) and 2010s (blue) located on Baffin 

Island.  Shaded regions represent 2 SE from the mean.  Numbers above represent numbers of 

telemetry locations for each month.  There was no difference in distance inland (or distance to 

the outer Baffin Island coast) between decades. 
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Figure 3.5.  Elevation of adult female polar bears on Baffin Island shown in all summer months 

using satellite telemetry data from the 1990s (red) and 2010s (blue).  Shaded regions represent 2 

SE from the mean.  Numbers above represent numbers of telemetry locations for each month.  

There was no difference in elevations used by polar bears across months between decades. 
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Figure 3.6.  The delineation of the sampled area shown with a red outline for the 1990s with 

capture locations collected during the MR sampling.  
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Figure 3.7.  The delineation of the sampled area shown with a red outline for the 2010s with 

biopsy locations collected during the MR sampling (2011-2013). 
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Figure 3.8.  Geographic sampling ranges for the MR in the 1990s and 2010s.  
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Figure 3.9.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 1993 sampling period dates (See Table 3.3).  The 1990s sampled area for 

the MR study is shown in the red outline. Bears in central BB are on sea ice (Figure 3.15). 
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Figure 3.10.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 1994 sampling period dates (See Table 3.3).  The 1990s sampled area for 

the MR study is shown in the red outline. 
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Figure 3.11.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 1995 sampling period dates (See Table 3.3).  The 1990s sampled area for 

the MR study is shown in the red outline. 
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Figure 3.12.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 2011 sampling period dates (See Table 3.3).  The 2010s sampled area for 

the MR study is shown in the blue outline. 
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Figure 3.13.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 2012 sampling period dates (See Table 3.3).  The 2010s sampled area for 

the MR study is shown in the blue outline. 
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Figure 3.14.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 2013 sampling dates (See Table 3.3).  The 2010s sampled area for the 

MR study is shown in the blue outline. 
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Figure 3.15.  Distribution of weekly mean sea-ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point 

of the sampling period in 1993 (August week 4).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  Locations 

of independent AF bears during the 1993 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.16.  Distribution of weekly mean sea ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point of 

the sampling period in 1994 (October week 1).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  Locations of 

independent AF bears during the 1994 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.17.  Distribution of weekly mean sea-ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point 

of the sampling period in 1995 (October week 2).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  Locations 

of independent AF bears during the 1995 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.18.  Distribution of weekly mean sea-ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point 

of the sampling period in 2011 (September week 3).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  

Locations of independent AF bears during the 2011 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.19.  Distribution of weekly mean sea-ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point 

of the sampling period in 2012 (September week 2).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  

Locations of independent AF bears during the 2012 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.20.  Distribution of weekly mean sea-ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point 

of the sampling period in 2013 (September week 3).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  

Locations of independent AF bears during the 2013 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.21.  Distribution of sea-ice conditions (SSMI) during 1990s MR (top left to right 1993, 

1994 and 1997) and 2010s MR (bottom left to right 2011, 2012, and 2013).  Independent bears 

transmitting during the sampling are shown for reference.  Note sampling occurred in 1997 but 

there were no independent collared bears for assessment of presence in the sampling area. 
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CHAPTER 4 

HABITAT AND HABITAT USE IN BAFFIN BAY 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Sea-ice habitat in BB has significantly declined over the period of satellite observations, 
especially since the mid-1990s. The length of summer (number of days from sea-ice 
retreat in spring to sea-ice advance in fall) is increasing by 12 days/decade. The mean sea-
ice concentration during June-October is decreasing by 4 percent/decade. The general 
pattern of melt has not changed but occurs about 3-4 weeks earlier than in 1990s. 

• Four-day movement rates of adult female polar bears have significantly declined during 
summer (August-October) in the 2000s due to disappearance of offshore and archipelago 
summertime sea ice. Bears are significantly less likely to move from land onto sea ice in 
summer in the 2000s. 

• Bears use significantly lower sea-ice concentrations in winter and spring in the 2000s than 
the 1990s. Bears had stronger preferences to be closer to the 300 m depth contour (on 
shelf waters and near land) in the 2000s.  Sea-ice concentration alone did not determine 
preferred habitat, adult females selected for lower sea-ice concentrations if it allowed 
them access to continental shelf waters (<300 m). 

• Adult female bears were significantly closer to land in all months in the 2000s except at 
the end of breakup (June-July), when they remained on offshore sea ice as long as 
possible to maximize feeding. 

• Potential long-distance swimming events were identified, defined as events in the summer 
during which bears traveled >100 km from offshore sea ice, to Baffin Island, through 
areas with <10% sea-ice concentration, and with a concurrent period of reduced or absent 
collar transmissions (i.e., because collars generally do not transmit when bears are in 
water). These events were observed in both decades, but the frequency increased in the 
2000s, particularly in 2011. 

• Bears spend significantly more time on land on Baffin Island; arrival dates on Baffin 
Island in summer were one month earlier in 2000s.  The amount of time bears spend on 
land has increased by 20-30 days since the 1990s.  Bears in the 2000s no longer arrive on 
Devon or Ellesmere Islands but only on Baffin Island (some also remain in Melville Bay 
Greenland). 

• Entry dates into maternity dens were >1 month later in the 2000s. Exit dates from 
maternity dens did not change. Overall there was a significantly shorter maternity den 
duration in the 2000s. 
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• The first date of arrival on land by pregnant females was significantly earlier in the 2000s 
than the 1990s and bears spend more time onshore before entering maternity dens. 

• Maternity dens in the 2000s occured at higher elevations and steeper slopes than 
maternity dens in the 1990s, likely due to reduced snow cover. 

 

4.1.  Introduction 

 Information on habitat can be used to facilitate subpopulation status assessment and 

harvest recommendations in the context of changes that are occurring in both available habitat 

and habitat use by polar bears.  Habitat analyses can be used to evaluate polar bear distribution 

with respect to environmental variables, particularly ice conditions, topography and food 

availability or distribution (e.g., Ferguson et al. 1999. Durner et al. 2009, Wilson et al. 2014) and 

to inform subpopulation status relative to changes in environmental carrying capacity (Regehr et 

al. 2015).  Using habitat information to identify key areas of use, or areas that will be critical in 

the future, is also important for conservation.  Finally habitat studies can also be used to provide 

important context for interpreting both point estimates and trends in vital rates or MR results, 

which often have considerable bias and uncertainty.  Large changes in sea-ice habitat for polar 

bears have occurred across all 19 subpopulations (Stern and Laidre, in review), particularly BB 

which occurs in the seasonal sea-ice ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008). 

 We assessed changes in sea-ice habitat for the BB subpopulation and used satellite 

telemetry data collected over two decades to assess changes in movement rates of bears, sea-ice 

habitat use, terrestrial habitat use, arrival and departure dates on/off land, and maternity denning.  

The results of this work provide important context for the MR results and add perspective on 

how environmental changes may explain observed results.  They also provide scientific 

information which can potentially be used for comparison to observations from LEK studies, 
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including observations of increased densities of polar bears on land or closer to shore (and 

communities). 

4.2.  Methods 

Sea ice Analysis 

 Methods are described in detail in Stern and Laidre (in review), however, are briefly 

reviewed here.  We used daily satellite data of sea ice for the period 1979-2014 from the 

National Snow and Ice Data Center in Boulder, CO (Cavalieri et al. 1996, updated yearly) to 

examine seasonal patterns of sea ice and how they are changing over time.  These products are 

designed to provide a consistent time series of sea-ice concentration (the fraction, or percentage, 

of ocean area covered by sea ice) spanning the coverage of several passive microwave 

instruments.  The gridded data have a cell size of 25 × 25 km.  We used ETOPO1 for 

bathymetry, a 1 arc-minute global relief model of Earth’s surface that integrates land topography 

and ocean bathymetry, built from numerous global and regional data sets (Amante and Eakins 

2009).  We averaged the ETOPO1 data over each 25-km grid cell to get the mean ocean depth 

for the cell, which we used to distinguish the continental shelf (less than 300 meters depth) from 

the deeper ocean.  Baffin Bay consists of 1042 grid cells (656 × 103 km2); 28% have mean depth 

< 300 m, 72% have mean depth > 300 m.  The shallow regions are located along the east coast of 

Baffin Island and the west coast of Greenland. 

 From the sea-ice concentration data, we calculated the daily area of sea ice for three sets 

of grid cells in Baffin Bay: (1) all ocean depths, (2) shallow depths only (< 300 m), and (3) 

shallow depths (< 300 m) along the coast of Baffin Island only.  Figure 4.1 shows the seasonal 

cycle of sea ice area in Baffin Bay (all depths).  We calculated the March average sea-ice area 

and the September average sea-ice area over all years (1979-2014), and defined a threshold (T) 
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to be halfway between the two averages.  We then found the date each spring when the sea-ice 

area dropped below T on its way to the summer minimum, and the date each fall when the sea-

ice area rose above T on its way to the winter maximum.  We call these the dates of sea-ice 

retreat and advance, respectively.  These dates were calculated for each year (1979-2014) for the 

three regions (all depths, shallow depths only, and shallow depths along Baffin Island only). 

 In addition to the dates of sea-ice retreat and advance, we calculated the number of days 

from retreat to advance (also called length of summer), and the mean sea-ice concentration 

during June through October.  Finally, we calculated the number of ice-covered days per year at 

every grid cell in Baffin Bay.  This is the number of days per year that the sea-ice concentration 

exceeds 15%.   

 

Sea-ice Habitat Use and Resource Selection Models 

 Polar bears were tagged in Northwest Greenland on the fast and pack ice between mid-

March and mid-April 2009-2013 in Baffin Bay as described in Chapter 2.  A total of 91 bears 

were tagged with satellite transmitters in BB. Of these, 38 were AFs collared in BB.  These data 

were combined with a historical data set of AFs captured and tracked in the 1990s.  In BB, 1991-

1995 43 collars were deployed on AFs, with the majority deployed during the ice free season in 

fall on Baffin Island (n=11 deployed in spring in NWG, of these n=9 transmitted long enough to 

be included in the analyses).  Only bears captured within the BB subpopulation boundaries were 

included in the comparative analysis, as defined by PBSG (2010). 

Data filtering and sub-sampling – Methods on data filtering and sub-sampling are 

described in Chapter 2.  Data were divided into seasons included Spring (March – July, which 

included the peak of sea-ice coverage and initiation of sea-ice break-up), Summer (August – 
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October, which included the end of break-up and the on-land period) and Winter (November – 

February, which included the freeze-up period and time when bears went back out on the sea 

ice).  Adult females were defined as ≥ 5 years old and adult males as ≥ 6 years old.  Age group 

status as determined in the field was verified based on tooth analyses (Table 4.1). 

Movement rates – We examined daily (4- or 5-day) movement rates for AFs in each 

subpopulation by decade and month.  For the RSF, we used the mean monthly movement rate + 

2SD for the radius of potential habitat selection at each time step, following the approach used 

by Durner et al. (2009) and Laidre et al. (2015).  We used monthly values that were specific to 

each decade.  We used a spatial distance limit of 400 km (or roughly 12 days) as the maximum 

step length possible in the data.  Any gaps longer than that were skipped. 

Habitat covariates for RSF – In the comparative analysis between polar bears tracked in 

the 1990s and 2000s daily sea-ice concentration values were used from satellite passive 

microwave data (SSM/I) from Nimbus-7 SMMR and DMSP SSM/I-SSMIS Passive Microwave 

Data (Cavalieri et al. 1996) available from the National Snow and Ice Data Center (NSIDC) in 

Boulder, Colorado, USA.  Sea-ice concentrations were provided in a polar stereographic 

projection with a nominal grid cell size of 25 × 25 km.  Temporal coverage was every other day 

from 26 October 1978 through 9 July 1987, and daily through 01 April 2015.  Sea-ice habitat 

was defined around each polar bear location at two spatial scales: the sea-ice concentration pixel 

value where the bear was located and the mean sea-ice concentration within a region consisting 

of the 3 × 3 block of pixels centered at the bear location (nominal area 5,625 km2) with the 

corners removed in order to approximate a circle.  All denning periods were identified (maternity 

and shelter dens) (Escajeda 2016) and removed from resource selection (RSF) models.  RSF 
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models were only conducted on AFs to enable comparison with the 1990s.  Bears with a low n 

(less than 3 locations) were removed from the analysis. 

 We also calculated the distance from each polar bear location to the sea-ice edge (defined 

with two concentration thresholds) and the distance from each polar bear location to the 

mainland Baffin Island coastline.  The sea-ice edge covariate estimated the distance (in km) from 

the bear's location to the center of the nearest pixel with either 15% or 50% sea-ice 

concentration.  We used the 15% sea-ice concentration as a delimiter between sea ice and open 

water.  We used the 50% sea-ice concentration as a delimiter between suitable polar bear habitat 

and breakup conditions (see Stirling and Parkinson 2006).  Distances were determined by great 

circle calculations based on latitude and longitude and therefore were not subject to pixel size. 

 We included variables about bathymetry in the models.  We used IBCAO 3.0 (500 m2) to 

estimate the depth value (m) at the bear location and to determine if the bear was in categorical 

depth categories (shelf: 0 - <300 m, intermediate: 300 - 1000 m, and basin: >1000).  We also 

calculated the distance of the bear to the shelf break (where the shelf break was considered to be 

> 300 m).  In 931 cases (out of 500,000) at the southern extent of the range offshore in Davis 

Strait, there were no values in the IBCAO grid south of 60oN.  For these values we used the 

ETOPO-5 grid (1 km2) to retrieve depth information.  Finally we included a variable that 

quantified if bears moved from sea-ice in winter or spring to land. 

 Buffers were created around each polar bear location that were representative of available 

habitat bears could select on a 4-day (or occasionally 5 or 6-day) interval depending on satellite 

collar duty cycle (cycling of transmissions for battery longevity).  The radius of the buffer was 

based on mean monthly movement rates for bears grouped into decades +2 SD (1990s and 

2000s).  Fifty random locations in each buffer were sampled for each time step and represented 
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candidate locations not selected by the bear at each given movement step (i.e., pseudo-absence 

locations).  This control data set was considered to represent local habitat availability.  All 

pseudo-absence locations were linked to the same habitat variables listed above using ArcGIS 

(ArcGIS 10.1, ESRI, Redlands, CA, USA).  A maximum time gap of 12 days or 400 km distance 

was selected between locations to minimize the size of the buffer. 

RSF sea-ice models – Univariate habitat utilization was quantified and contrasted for 

each habitat covariate (e.g, only pixels where the bear was present) in the 1990s and 2000s.  

Multivariate conditional logistic RSF models were built for each season and decade.  We 

selected variables for multivariate analyses a priori based on biological hypotheses.  We did not 

include variables in the same model that were biologically redundant (continuous depth vs. 

distance to 300 m shelf) or highly correlated (e.g., distance to 15% and 50% sea-ice 

concentration).  Models were fit to each decade and one combined model using both decades was 

fit to facilitate testing for differences in effects across decades through the use of a covariate by 

decade interaction.  We used conditional logistic regression with matched location/pseudo-

absence sets (CLOGIT function from SURVIVAL package) (R Development Core Team 2013; 

Therneau 2015) to model the strength of preference for habitat parameters in the 1990s and 

2000s. 

 

Terrestrial Habitat Use and Selection 

Terrestrial RSF – For collared polar bears on land in summer, RSF models included land 

covariates derived from two Digital Elevation Models (DEMs): the ASTER GDEM for all 

positions in Canada (http://www.jspacesystems.or.jp/ersdac/GDEM/E/4.html, 22 m2) and the 

GIMP for all positions in West Greenland (http://bpcrc.osu.edu/gdg/data/gimpdem).  The 
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ASTER DEM, which was used for the majority of telemetry locations, consisted of a mosaic of 

tiles from the Advanced Spaceborne Thermal Emission and Reflection Radiometer Global 

Digital Elevation Model (ASTER GDEM; Version 2), a product of Japan’s Ministry of 

Economy, Trade, and Industry (METI) and the United States National Aeronautics and Space 

Administration (NASA).  The ASTER GDEM had an overall horizontal resolution of ~17 m at 

the 95% confidence interval with a vertical resolution of 75 m.  The DEM was produced at a 

22.625 x 22.625 m resolution with elevations positioned in the WGS 1984 datum and projected 

in a North Pole Stereographic projection with a central meridian of -55°W. 

 At all bear locations we extracted the value of elevation (m), slope (calculated as % rise) 

and aspect (calculated as 0-360 degrees) at the bear location using the DEM at the highest 

resolution.  We included a variable that quantified whether bears moved from land habitats to sea 

ice in summer.  We followed a similar process for the sea ice RSF models above but only 

examined land covariates in the summer season (August-October), including interactions for the 

1990s and 2000s. 

Arrival and departure dates on land – We used location data from satellite collars to 

compare the timing of land use patterns by AF polar bears in the Baffin Bay between two time 

periods (1991-1997 and 2009-2015) when substantial summer sea-ice loss occurred.  We 

excluded bears that remained in Melville Bay for the entire tracking period (1-2 years) as these 

bears, though close to shore, were using glacial ice throughout the summer and we could not 

determine if they were on land or in a glacial mélange.  We quantified the date individual BB 

bears arrived on land in fall, the duration of time spent on land, the date bears were back on the 

sea ice in spring. 
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 All radio-collar locations were determined by the Argos System with accuracy from < 

250 m to > 1500 m (see http://www.argos-system.org/web/en/78-faq.php#faq-theme-55).  

Location data were filtered to remove implausible locations as described previously.  Instances 

of dropped collars were identified based on activity and temperature sensors and data collected 

post-drop were removed. 

 We considered a bear to be on land if its Argos location was within 5 km of the high 

resolution coastline as identified by 0-pleth line of the IBCAO digital elevation model 

(Jakobsson et al. 2012).  The 5 km buffer was used to encompass small barrier islands that may 

be used by polar bears in the summer but are not depicted as land in the GIS file and to account 

for low accuracy of some locations.  Our 5 km buffer might have resulted in some offshore bears 

being classified as on land, but this was less likely to occur during the focal time periods of our 

analysis (fall and spring) because landfast ice was either disappearing or forming in the seasonal 

ice zone.  We were most interested in the date bears arrived on land during the fall sea-ice 

recession and the date bears returned to the ice during spring ice formation.  Thus any short-term 

visits to land were not included in the analysis and we focused on large seasonal patterns.  Due to 

the nature of the sea ice cycle in BB, bears within 5 km of the coast during fall were likely to 

either have been in open water or on land. 

 Bears were required to enter the 5 km buffer and stay within 5 km or less of the coastline 

for at last 14 days before they were considered to be ‘on land’.  The same criteria were used for 

bears departing from land in spring (>= 14 days on the ice).  For all AF bears identified to be in 

maternity dens (Escajeda 2016), we excluded dates of return to the sea ice in spring, as the 

maternity denning period dictated the date of return, not the formation of sea ice. 
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 For pairs of positions that were separated by 4 or 8 days, we linearly interpolated the date 

on or offshore.  We excluded data when observed locations were separated by >8 days, except in 

the case of when bears were offshore in summer on <15% sea ice (>100-200 km from the nearest 

coastline) and next subsequent position was on land.  In these cases, there were data gaps (12-30 

days) in locations due to potential long distance swimming from central Baffin Bay to the shore; 

see next section. 

Potential swimming events – We identified potential long distance swimming events from 

central BB during the break-up season.  There are frequent drop-outs in transmission from 

collars (i.e., missing positions) such that the sampling interval was 8 days, or 12 days, or longer.  

The drop-outs occurred when the bear was in a region of extremely low sea-ice concentration, 

suggesting that the failure to transmit a position may be because the antennae is in the water, i.e., 

the bear was swimming (Pagano et al. 2012). 

 For every polar bear location, we extracted the sea-ice concentration at the SSM/I grid 

cell in which the polar bear was located providing a time series of sea-ice concentration 

following the bear’s trajectory.  We also calculated the distance from every polar bear position to 

the nearest coastline and developed plot distance-to-land vs. time, using symbols representing the 

sea-ice concentration at the bear position.  We examined the trajectory of each bear and 

identified the timing and occurrence of gaps in collar transmissions.  We selected bears where 

the transmissions ceased during the break-up season when the bear was offshore and examined 

both the bear’s trajectory and the sea-ice conditions for potential swimming to land. 

Maternity denning – Solitary females or females with two year-old cubs were considered 

candidates for denning the following winter after capture (Wiig 1998).  All of the satellite collars 

in the 2000s provided temperature and motion data along with position coordinates.  
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Temperature was measured by a thermistor within the collar (Fischbach et al. 2007).  Data 

collected on polar bear dens in the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin in the 1990s were originally 

published by Ferguson et al. (1997), and included 29 dens from Baffin Bay and 9 from Kane 

Basin.  The 1990s data were obtained in the form of one position per day. 

 Although the reading from the collars is influenced by the animal’s body temperature, the 

temperature reported by the collar is a general representation of the ambient temperature of the 

surrounding habitat (Harris et al. 1990).  Temperature data were extracted from transmitters 

using the Telonics Data Converter software (Version 2.21; Telonics, Mesa, AZ).  Position and 

temperature data for bears identified as denning candidates were examined from July to June of 

the following year.  Only one best quality position and one temperature reading were used for 

each day.  The designated position for each day was selected by choosing the first position with 

the best location quality score.  The temperature reading for each day was selected by first 

removing any temperature points ≥ 40ºC or ≤ -40ºC which were considered outliers (Tchernova 

2010), and calculating the average.  Three variables signal that a female is in a den: high 

temperature readings compared to ambient air temperature (10 to 40ᵒC warmer), constant 

position on land, and decreased quality and frequency of transmissions (Amstrup and Garner 

1994; Messier et al. 1994; Wiig 1998; Fischbach et al. 2007).  Temperature data were available 

for all Baffin Bay bears. 

 Since transmissions were received on a 4-day duty cycle, the position data were 

particularly coarse as points found within the denning period did not closely center on a single 

den position, but rather consisted of a cluster of points within a small area.  The data for all adult 

females were examined for sustained high temperatures (greater than 0°C), decreased 

transmission quality and frequency, and a stationary position on land during the denning period 
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(September through March).  We created a subset of the position data for each denning candidate 

during this time period and mapped the points in ArcMap v.10.1 (Environmental Systems 

Research Institute, Inc. [ESRI], Redlands, CA 2012).  Individual point shapefiles were created 

from the identified subset for the three location quality categories: LQ 1, LQ 2, and LQ 3.  A 

buffer was then drawn around each point with radii equivalent to the maximum error estimate for 

each LQ score (points with LQ 1 had a buffer of 1500 m, LQ 2: 500 m, LQ 3: 250 m).  The mean 

center of the intersection of these buffers then defined the den position.  The method provided a 

probable location for the den site based on the error estimate of the satellite telemetry positions 

during the denning period and is independent of the number of positions as well as any spatial 

outliers.  Note that not all of the dens were determined using this method, some bears had sparse 

location data within the denning period and thus the den positions had to be determined using 

variants of the buffer method. 

Den Phenology Analyses – Length of denning was used to distinguish maternity dens 

from shelter dens.  Shelter dens were typically occupied for a short period of time (> 14 days to 

< 4 months) whereas females will typically remain in maternity dens for > 5 months (Messier et 

al. 1994).  Though shelter dens were included in the den habitat characteristics analyses, they 

were excluded from the phenology analyses.  In addition to denning duration, den entry and exit 

dates were compared to the 1990s data (Ferguson et al. 2000).  The exit date for each den was 

established as the median date between the female’s last transmission from the den and the first 

movement outside the den, indicated by a significant drop in temperature and movement away 

from the den site.  Most of the entry dates for the 2000s dens were determined by creating a 1 km 

buffer around each den site and selecting the median date between the last date outside of the 

buffer and the first date inside the buffer.  The entry date was verified by comparing the autumn 
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temperature data for each denning bear with temperature readings from a non-denning bear that 

same year to check for a difference of more than 10°C.  The dates when the temperature readings 

diverged by ≥ 10°C were then compared to the entry dates determined by the position data.  Both 

the den entry and exit dates were measured as day-of-year (DOY; Day #1 is 1 January), which 

we then used to calculate the denning duration in number of days (Messier et al. 1994; Wiig 

1998; Ferguson et al. 2000). 

 We used two-sample Mann-Whitney U tests to test for differences between the entry/exit 

dates between the 1990s and 2000s datasets and duration spent in the dens without assuming 

normality.  Additionally we tested for a correlation between den entry date and latitude using a 

Kendall’s tau test.  An alpha value of 0.05 was used for all statistical analyses. 

First Date on Land (FDOL) by pregnant females – The date of entry onto land was 

determined for each bear entering a maternity den.  Cherry et al. (2013) defined the first date on 

land (FDOL) as the date that the bear first came onto land without returning to the sea ice until 

freeze-up the following fall; we modified this for pregnant females to be the first date on land 

after which the bear did not return to the sea ice until she emerged in the spring.  First dates on 

land for sheltering bears were also calculated, but not analyzed. 

Den Habitat Characteristics Analyses – All den positions were imported into ArcMap 

and overlaid with the ASTER DEM of the study area.  The elevation, aspect, and slope of each 

den site were extracted from the DEM while straight-line distance to the nearest shoreline was 

measured using a vector shapefile of Canada’s coastline (US Defense Mapping Agency).  

Elevation was calculated as the elevation of the cell containing the den site and was measured in 

meters.  Aspect is the compass direction (in degrees) the cell faces, while slope measures the rate 

of maximum change of elevation in degrees. 
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 A principal component analysis (PCA) using a correlation matrix was performed on the 

habitat data of the maternity dens in order to determine which variables drive any dissimilarity 

among den sites.  In the data matrix for the PCA, each den site was input with its elevation, 

aspect, slope, and distance to coast.  A second matrix organized the den sites into two groups: 

sample period (1990s or 2000s), and latitude zone (south of 70o N, central 70 o N to 75 o N, and 

north > 75o N).  Prior to the analyses, the environmental variables in each dataset were log10-

transformed to control for skewed data (Kenkel 2006).  After computing the PCA, a Monte Carlo 

randomized approach was used to test the significance of the eigenvalues (α = 0.05).  All 

analyses were performed using the statistical software R version 3.0.2 along with the “vegan” 

package (Oksanen et al. 2013) and the “Biostats” R package (McGarigal 2015). 

 In order to test for differences in environmental descriptors between the two groups, a 

permutational multivariate analysis of variance (perMANOVA) was performed on the maternity 

den matrix.  For the distance matrices, Euclidean distances were calculated for each log10-

transformed and column-standardized matrix of raw data.  A permutation test was then used to 

evaluate the significance of the resulting pseudo-F statistic as compared to a null hypothesis of 

no difference between groups.  To determine the source(s) of dissimilarity detected by the 

perMANOVA, we applied a supplementary test of multivariate homogeneity of group dispersion 

(DISPER; Anderson 2006).  DISPER involves computation of the distance of each group 

member to the group’s centroid and applies an ANOVA to the distances with a null hypothesis of 

no difference in variation among groups. 

 

4.3.  Results 

Sea-ice Habitat 
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 In Baffin Bay, sea ice is retreating earlier in spring by 7 days/decade and advancing later 

in fall by 5 days/decade (Figure 4.2).  Trends in four of the sea-ice metrics (Table 4.2) show 

consistent loss of polar bear habitat.  The length of summer (number of days from retreat to 

advance) is increasing by 12 days/decade, and the mean sea-ice concentration during June-

October is decreasing by 4 percent/decade (Figure 4.3).  All these trends are statistically 

significant (Table 4.2). 

 Trends in the dates of spring sea-ice retreat and fall sea-ice advance are stronger for the 

shallow depths (< 300 m) than for all depths collectively.  When only the shallow depths on the 

Baffin Island shelf are considered, the trends are weaker than for all depths collectively, which 

suggests that the trends are stronger for the West Greenland shelf than for the entire Baffin Bay.  

This can be seen in the trend in the number of ice-covered days (Figure 4.4), which shows a 

greater loss of ice-covered days along the western coast of Greenland than in central Baffin Bay. 

 The pattern of spring sea-ice retreat in Baffin Bay begins with melting along the 

southwest coast of Greenland and progresses northward.  At the same time, the North Water 

Polynya (located at the north end of the Baffin Bay region, in Smith Sound, and the south end of 

the Kane Basin region) begins to melt out.  At some point during summer, these two open water 

areas connect as Melville Bay melts out, severing the continuous ice connection between Baffin 

Island and Greenland.  The sea ice then continues to melt back toward the coast of Baffin Island.  

Occasionally a “sea-ice island” becomes the last remnant of ice in Baffin Bay, if the ice along the 

coast of Baffin Island melts out first.  This general pattern of melt has not changed over time, but 

it is occurring earlier in the summer now (in the last decade) than in the 1980s and 1990s (Figure 

4.5).  The early part of the melt pattern, up the coast of Greenland and across Melville Bay, is 

trending even earlier than the melt on the western side of Baffin Bay.  In October and November, 
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sea ice advances southward through Baffin Bay, generally with the leading edge along the coast 

of Baffin Island.  This pattern is occurring later in the fall now (in the last decade) than in the 

1980s and 1990s (Figure 4.6). 

 In summary, the coast of Baffin Island is generally the last place in Baffin Bay to lose sea 

ice in summer, and the first place in Baffin Bay to regain sea ice in fall.  The spring retreat of sea 

ice there is trending earlier by about 7 days/decade, or 24 days over the 3 ½ decades of this 

study.  The fall advance of sea ice there is trending later by about 4 days/decade, or 14 days over 

the period of this study.  During the months of June through October, the mean sea-ice 

concentration is trending downward by about 4% per decade, or about 14% over the period of 

this study.  There is year-to-year variability in all the sea-ice metrics, but the trends are all 

statistically significant. 

Movement rates – In Baffin Bay, mean monthly movement rates for adult females in the 

1990s ranged from 5.5 km/day (in October) to 15.8 km/day (in December) (Figure 4.7).  Rates 

for adult females in the 2000s ranged from 1.9 km/day (in September) to 13.8 km/day (in 

December) (Figure 4.8, Table 4.3).  In general, rates were lowest in both decades during 

September and October, and highest in December.  Adult females had significantly higher 

movement rates in the 1990s during May, August and September.  In the summer months (Aug-

Sept), movement rates in the 2000s were one-half to one-third of the rates in the 1990s (p<0.001) 

(Table 4.3).  Overall there was also greater variability in movement rates in the 2000s than the 

1990s, perhaps representing a broader range of strategies in changing habitats.  The greatest 

variability was found in the early winter months, November and December, especially in the 

2000s.  This may represent changes in timing of freeze up and when bears access the sea ice. 
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RSF sea-ice models – We first examined univariate relationships for each covariate as a 

continuous function over the entire annual cycle (Figure 4.9 and 4.10).  Adult female polar bears 

use significantly lower sea-ice concentrations in the 2000s than the 1990s in all seasons except 

May/June (Figure 4.9).  Bears in the 2000s were also significant closer to land in all months 

except June and July.  Overall there was a significantly smaller fraction of observations on the 

sea ice in the 2000s than the 1990s over the period that each bear was tracked (Figure 4.10). 

 In winter in the 1990s, the full multi-variate RSF model demonstrated a positive 

association between adult female polar bears and sea-ice concentration, meaning bears selected 

areas with higher sea-ice concentrations when available.  The association in the 1990s with depth 

was negative, demonstrating preference for shallow shelf waters and avoidance of deep areas 

(Table 4.4).  There was a strong negative association for movement on to land in winter.  In the 

2000s, preference for higher sea-ice concentrations was not as important as distance to shallow 

shelf waters.  The distance to the 50% sea-ice concentration threshold was strongly negative, and 

adult females showed a strong and significant preference for regions <300 m in depth, similar to 

the 1990s.  In both decades bears did not prefer to move from sea ice to land.  Interactions 

between decades (changes in preference over time) showed that in winter adult female polar 

bears in the 2000s used lower sea-ice concentrations than bears did in the 1990s.  In the 2000s 

there was also an increase in preference for being close to the 300 m depth contour (on shelf 

waters), which also serves as a proxy for distance to land. 

 In spring in the 1990s, the full multivariate model showed that adult females had a strong 

significant preference for higher sea-ice concentrations (Table 4.5), more so than in the winter 

months.  There was also a negative association with increasing distance from 50% sea-ice 

concentration.  This was similar to bears in the 2000s, where sea-ice concentration and distance 
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to 50% sea-ice concentration were important model variables.  When the two decades were 

compared using interactions, the preference for high ice concentrations was significantly stronger 

in the 2000s than the 1990s.  Furthermore, being farther from 50% ice concentration was less 

preferred in the 2000s than the 1990s (it was not preferred in either decade but more so in the 

2000s).  There was no change in the association with land, in both decades bears strongly 

avoided going to land in spring. 

 

Terrestrial Habitat Use and Selection 

Terrestrial RSF – In summer both in the 1990s and 2000s, resource selection models 

suggested that adult female polar bears significantly preferred areas of lower elevatio and steeper 

slope (Figure 4.11, Table 4.6).  There was no preference for aspect.  Also in both decades adult 

females showed a negative preference for being further inland from the outer (smoothed coast) of 

Baffin Island.  In the 1990s there was a significant preference to stay on land (bears tended not 

move on to ice or into water).  In the 2000s, all of the preferences were similar to the 1990s.  

There were no changes in preference between decades for on-land habitat types (elevation, slope, 

aspect or distance inland from the outer coast) (Figure 4.12).  The primary difference between 

decades was that bears in the 2000s had a stronger preference to stay on land, meaning they were 

less likely to move to sea ice in summer months (once on land) than in the 1990s. 

Timing on land and duration on land – We obtained 78 arrival dates for AF bears 

between 1991 and 2013.  In some cases one bear contributed more than one arrival date because 

the bear was tracked over multiple years.  Of these, bears arrived on land on Baffin Island (n=71 

dates), Devon Island (n=5 dates) or Ellesmere Island (n=2 dates, in Kane Basin).  We also 

obtained 71 departure dates in fall, of these 66 were from Baffin Island, Devon Island (n=3 
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dates) and Ellesmere Island (n=2 dates).  We excluded the dates from two individual bears on 

Ellesmere Island because the sea-ice formation and break-up in the Arctic Archipelago system is 

different than the seasonal ecoregion in BB, which is the region of focus. 

 The mean date of arrival on land in the 1990s was August 24 (SD 16 days, n=30), which 

was significantly later than the mean date of arrival on land in the 2000s (August 4, SD 11 days, 

n=46) (p<0.001).  The mean date of departure from land in the 1990s was November 1 (SD 21 

days, n=42) which was not statistically different than the mean date of departure from land in the 

2000s (November 8, SD 9 days, n=27) (p=0.06) (Table 4.7). 

 The overall mean arrival latitude in the 1990s was 70.7o N (SD 3.0, n=30), which was not 

statistically different than the overall mean latitude of arrival in the 2000s of 70.3o N (SD 1.3, 

n=46).  The overall mean departure latitude in the 1990s was 69.7o N (SD 3.0, n=42) and was not 

statistically different than the overall mean latitude in the 2000s of 70.4o N (SD 1.4, n=27).  

When latitude of arrival and departure was examined in 2 degree blocks, there was a clear 

difference between decades.  In general the distribution of arrival and departure latitudes was 

more restricted in the 2000s than the 1990s (Figure 4.13).  For example, bears in the 2000s had 

significantly earlier arrivals that were contracted into a smaller band of latitudes.  In the 1990s, 

bears departed from a larger range of latitudes (75 to 67o N), where as in the 2000s departures 

were condensed into a latitude band ranging from 73-68o N.  The departures showed the general 

pattern of sea-ice formation from north to sound (so more northerly latitudes were available 

earlier) (Figure 4.14). 

 Estimation of time on land requires both an arrival and a departure of the same bear in the 

same year (paired dates).  In this case we had n=14 pairs of dates in the 1990s and n=26 pairs of 
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dates in the 2000s.  We used this to estimate the number of weeks spent on land and changes 

between decades.  We did not include the two individuals on Ellesmere Island. 

 During the 1990s, the mean duration of time on land in summer was 62.3 days (SD 25, 

range 8-99 days).  In the 2000s, the mean duration of time on land in summer was significantly 

longer (<0.001) by 33 days, with an average time on land of 94.8 days (SD 15.7, range 56-120).  

These values include bears that used any coastline within the seasonal sea-ice ecoregion (e.g., 

including Devon Island, where bears arrived in the 1990s).  If only bears using Baffin Island 

were compared then the mean duration of time on land in summer in the 1990s increased to 74.5 

days (SD 14, range 54-99 days, n=10 bears).  This value was still significantly different when 

compared to the 2000s (<0.001), with bears in the 2000s spending on average 20 days longer on 

land (Table 4.8). 

 The dates of adult females arrival and departure from land, described above, had a 

remarkably close correlation with the sea-ice metrics in BB (Figure 4.2 and 4.15).  In both 

decades the dates of fall sea-ice advance were correlated and highly similar to the dates of 

departure from land.  In both decades the dates of spring sea-ice retreat were correlated to the 

dates of arrival on land, however there was a lag between the retreat and arrival dates while bears 

used sea ice in BB as long as possible before being forced to land (Figure 4.15). 

Swimming to land – There were potential long-distance swimming events observed both 

decades however they were observed in larger numbers in the 2000s.  In the 1990s there were at 

least two potential long-distance swimming events.  In the 2000s, there were 15 potential events 

in July 2011, one in July 2012, and one in July 2013.  Examples of data time series from these 

events are shown in Figures 4.16 and 4.17.  The events in July 2011 were especially prominent 

because in that year sea-ice breakup occurred early when a large number of bears (n=15) were 
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transmitting from offshore BB.  In this case, at least 6 bears appeared to swim to Baffin Island, 

where large gaps in locations occurred over a period of 2-3 weeks and then bears first 

transmission after the gaps was onshore on Baffin Island. 

 Additionally, in five cases events were identified where satellite collars were functioning 

normally and transmissions from individual bears ceased when the bear was in <10% sea ice and 

several hundred kilometers from shore.  These events appeared to be the start of what would 

have been swimming events, though the bears never reappeared on shore. (See Figure 4.18abc 

for examples). 

Maternity denning – Maternity denning is described in detail in Escajeda (2016).  Overall 

we found 21 dens between 2009 and 2015, including 16 maternity dens (Figure 4.19) and five 

shelter dens (Figure 4.20).  In the 1990s, Ferguson et al. (1997) found 29 dens between 1991 and 

1997 including 8 maternity dens and 21 shelter dens (Table 4.9).  All but one of the dens were 

located on land (one 1990s shelter den was located on landfast ice inside a fjord near the shore of 

Baffin Island).  In the 2000s, most maternity dens were found on Baffin Island except for one 

den on Coburg Island and one den in Melville Bay, Greenland.  The maternity den in Greenland 

was included in the phenology analyses but not the habitat characteristics analyses because of 

glacial ice.  The lowest latitude for the 1990s dens was 66.4° N, and 67.5° N for the 2000s dens. 

 Among the three bears that built maternity dens twice in our dataset only one exhibited 

fidelity to a maternity denning area.  The bear built a den in 2012 that was 1.25 km away from 

her previous denning site in 2009 on a peninsula close to Eglinton Fjord, Baffin Island.  The 

other females denned in areas far from previous den sites and showed no fidelity.  Also, one 

female built two maternity dens in consecutive years (2011 and 2012). 
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 The majority of maternity dens were found on a north-facing slope (n = 21) and were 

located within 21 km of the coast (Table 4.10).  All of the maternity dens were located further 

inland than shelter dens, on average 8.5 km from the coast in comparison to 6 km among shelter 

dens.  The maternity dens were also located at higher elevations (�̅� = 524.2 m) in comparison to 

shelter dens (�̅� = 395.7 m) (p = 0.086).  One bear denned a little less than 35 km away from 

Qikiqtarjuaq, Baffin Island, Canada, however most bears denned far from human settlements (�̅� 

= 143.1 km). 

 Adult female polar bears in BB in the 2000s spent on average less time in their dens (�̅� = 

167.1 days, SD = 27.6 days) than in the 1990s (�̅� = 194.1 days, SD = 21 days; Table 4.11).  

There was a significant difference in den duration between the two time periods with a p-value of 

0.017 (Figure 4.21).  Timing of entry in the dens differed significantly among the two periods (p 

= 0.018), however no significant difference was found among exit dates (p = 0.399; Figure 4.22).  

The median entry date for dens in the 2000s dataset (3 October) was more than a full month later 

than the median date of entry for dens in the 1990s (28 August).  Therefore, differences in entry 

dates accounted for the observed difference in duration among the two time periods.  There was 

no significant correlation between latitude and den entry (p = 0.383) and exit dates (p = 0.212) 

for the Baffin Bay maternity dens, and the negative correlation of den duration with latitude was 

not significant (p = 0.278) (Table 4.11). 

 The dates of entry onto land in the 2000s significantly differed from the 1990s.  The 

median first date on land among the Baffin Bay maternity denning bears was 7 August in the 

2000s (SD = 9.1 days) compared to 25 August in the 1990s (SD = 19 days) (Figure 4.23).  This 

follows well with the results examining first date on land for all collared females in BB, not just 

those that build maternity dens in fall. 
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 The elevation and slope significantly differed between the 1990s and 2000s maternity 

dens (p = 0.003; Table 4.12).  There were more dens at mid to high elevations and steeper slopes 

in the 2000s than in the 1990s (Figure 4.11).  The average elevation and slope among the 2000s 

Baffin Bay maternity dens (elevation: �̅� = 707 m, SD = 285; slope: �̅� = 23.1°, SD = 7.4) was 

double that of the 1990s dens (elevation: �̅� = 351 m, SD = 194.5; slope: �̅� = 11.9°, SD = 6.4).  

Although most dens were found at southern-facing aspects in the 2000s and most were found at 

northern-facing aspects in the 1990s (Figure 4.24), there was no significant difference between 

the two time periods (p = 0.392).  Females in BB maintained dens at similar distances to the 

coast between the two time periods. 

 The PCA ordination analysis on the Baffin Bay maternity dens matrix produced two 

principal components (PC) that together explained 65.69% of the variation (Table 4.13).  The 

first component, PC 1, explained 37.31% of the variation and had strong loadings from elevation 

and slope (loadings > 0.6 or < -0.6 were considered significant; Table 4.13).  PC 2 explained 

almost a third of the variation at 28.38% and was strongly loaded by aspect.  We tested the 

statistical significance of the first four eigenvalues by applying a Monte Carlo randomization test 

and found both PC 1 (p = 0.455) and PC 2 (p = 0.4) to be insignificant.  The perMANOVA 

analysis detected a significant difference between the habitat variables of the year groups (p = 

0.003), but not the latitudinal zone group (p = 0.775). 

 Year groups were visualized in ordination space using a PCA biplot, with dispersion 

ellipses drawn around the year groups using the ordiellipse function from the “vegan” package 

(Figure 4.25).  The ellipses are drawn around the standard deviations of the point scores, and the 

directions of their principal axes are defined by the weighted correlations (Oksanen et al. 2013).  

In the biplot, most of the 2000s maternity dens are positioned to the left of the plot whereas the 
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1990s dens are on the right.  Since elevation and slope had the highest loadings for PC 1 and 

were both negative, the dens in the left half of the biplot have higher elevation and slope than 

those to the right.  There was little overlap in the ellipses between time periods, which reinforces 

results showing a significant difference in habitat characteristics between the 1990s and the 

2000s.  The DISPER test on group dispersion did not indicate a significant difference in the 

variances among the year or zone groups.  Therefore the observed difference between the year 

groups cannot be attributed to variance alone. 

 

4.4.  Discussion 

 Overall there have been large changes in BB habitat and BB polar bear habitat use since 

the 1990s.  The sea-ice habitat has significantly declined over the period of satellite observations, 

especially since the mid-1990s.  The length of summer (number of days from sea-ice retreat in 

spring to sea-ice advance in fall) is increasing by 12 days/decade.  The mean sea-ice 

concentration during June-October is decreasing by 4 percent/decade.  The general pattern of 

melt has not changed but occurs about 3-4 weeks earlier than in 1990s.  These patterns are 

consistent with that observed for the whole Arctic and has been reported in other polar bear 

subpopulations. 

 These changes have had impacts on the movements and habitat choice by polar bears in 

BB.  Movement rates of adult females have declined significantly during summer in the 2000s 

largely due to disappearance of offshore and archipelago summertime sea ice.  Bears are now 

concentrated on shore on Baffin Island in contrast to the 1990s where bears ranged more widely 

in summer and had access to sea ice. Some bears also spend the summer in NW Greenland at 

glacier fronts. This results in localized on-land movements and reduced movement rates in the 
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2000s.  Bears are significantly less likely to move from land onto sea ice in summer in the 2000s 

than in the 2000s.  Adult female bears are significantly closer to land in all months in the 2000s 

except at the end of breakup (June-July), when they stay on remnant offshore sea ice as long as 

possible to maximize feeding.  This follows well with observations in BB of bears being closer 

to communities and in higher densities onshore (Dowsley 2005). 

 Adult female bears use significantly lower sea-ice concentrations in winter and spring in 

the 2000s than the 1990s.  Bears have stronger preferences to be closer to the 300 m depth 

contour (on shelf waters) in the 2000s, which is also a proxy for land thus meaning bears are 

closer to the coast.  Assigning this to a shift in preference is difficult given the concurrent 

changes in habitat (e.g., late sea-ice formation in fall influences how far offshore polar bears 

could potentially be in winter).  Models indicated that sea-ice concentration alone does not 

determine preferred habitat, adult females select for lower sea-ice concentrations if it allows 

them access to continental shelf waters (<300 m). 

 Potential long-distance swimming events in BB were, defined as bears traveling rapidly 

from central Baffin Bay to Baffin Island in summer on sea ice <10% concentration with reduced 

or no collar transmissions.  This was observed in both decades but was more frequent in the 

2000s.  This has been documented for other polar bear subpopulations were sea ice is increasing 

and springtime breakup occurs earlier increasing the frequency of long-distance swimming 

(Pagano et al. 2012). 

 Overall adult females in BB spend significantly more time on land.  Arrival dates on 

Baffin Island in summer are one month earlier in 2000s.  The amount of time bears spent on land 

has increased by 20-30 days since the 1990s.  This follows well with studies in other areas that 

show similar pattern with sea-ice loss (Atwood et al. 2015, Rode et al. 2015).  Adult females in 
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BB in the 2000s no longer arrive on Devon or Ellesmere Islands but only use Baffin Island.  Of 

note some bears remain in Melville Bay in summer. 

 Maternity denning appears to have changed in association with environmental changes.  

Entry dates into maternity dens are >1 month later in the 2000s, although exit dates have not 

changed.  Overall the period of maternity den duration is significantly shorter in BB in the 2000s.  

The first date of arrival on land by pregnant females is significantly earlier in the 2000s than the 

1990s, following well with that of all adult females (see above).  Finally habitat selection for den 

sites has changed, maternity dens in the 2000s now occur at higher elevations and steeper slopes 

than maternity dens in the 1990s.  This may be due to changes in snow cover (reduced snow 

cover at lower latitudes) though more detailed habitat availability studies are needed. 
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Table 4.1.  Breakdown of adult females (AF) collared in the 1990s and 2000s. AF = adult 

female, AM = adult male, COY = Cub of the Year, YRL = Yearling, 2YR = 2 Year old cub. 

    AF alone AF+AM  AF+COY AF+YRL AF+2YR Sum 

1990s BB 9   19 13 2 43 

2000s BB 10 2 6 12 8 38 
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Table 4.2.  Trends in date of spring sea-ice retreat, fall sea-ice advance, fall – spring dates, and 

summer (June-Oct) sea-ice concentration in Baffin Bay (all depths, and shallow sub-regions). All 

trends are statistically significant at the 99% level according to a 2-sided F test. 

Baffin Bay 

region 

Trend in date 

of spring ice 

retreat 

(days/decade) 

Trend in date 

of fall ice 

advance 

(days/decade) 

Trend in 

fall – spring 

(days/decade) 

Trend in ice 

con. June-

October 

(percent/decade) 

All depths −7.3 +5.4 +12.7 −4.1 

Depths < 300 m −8.4 +9.7 +18.1 −3.3 

Depths < 300 m 

Baffin I. shelf 

−6.8 +3.9 +10.7 −4.7 
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Table 4.3.  Mean monthly movement rates in BB for adult female in the 1990s and 2000s.  One 

SE about the mean is given.  We conducted a parametric test of significance between decades. 

Month Mean 

1990s 

SE 

1990s 

n 

1990s 

n 

steps 

Mean 

2000s 

SE 

2000s 

n 

2000s 

n 

steps 

t-test p 

value 

1 10.29 0.88 33 195 10.07 1.38 26 225 0.8933 

2 11.31 0.96 32 173 8.68 1.18 27 218 0.0898 

3 11.83 1.16 32 203 9.47 1.13 27 261 0.1492 

4 13.37 1.2 30 244 10.33 1 38 546 0.0558 

5 14.05 0.99 31 256 9.68 0.94 37 563 0.0021 

6 13.03 0.66 31 269 11.31 1.04 34 480 0.168 

7 12.88 1.06 30 239 10.49 1 32 402 0.1057 

8 10.52 1.17 27 193 4.77 0.63 30 337 <0.001 

9 7.73 1.13 28 172 1.88 0.45 28 258 <0.001 

10 5.49 0.82 38 222 4.32 1.36 27 244 0.4683 

11 14.52 1.24 37 252 13.43 1.58 26 230 0.5903 

12 15.82 1.19 34 213 13.79 1.76 25 233 0.3442 

  



Chapter 4 SWG Final report 

192 | P a g e  

Table 4.4.  Sea-ice resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Winter season in 

BB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 2000s for 

each covariate within the multivariate model.  Coefficients are scaled for ease of interpretation.  

“Mean ice conc.10” is the mean sea-ice concentration around the bear in a circular radius scaled 

by 10%.  “Dist to 50%” is the distance to the 50% sea-ice concentration scaled by 100 km.  “Dist 

to 300 m” is the distance to the 300 m depth contour scaled by units of 100 m.  “Depth.100” is 

the absolute value of bathymetry scaled by 100 m. “Land” is the variable that describes the 

tendency of a bear to move from sea ice on to land. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

p-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

p-value 

2000s 

p-value 

delta 

Mean ice conc.10 0.075 0.025 0.0025 -0.022 0.023 0.3452 0.0043 

Dist to 50%.100 -0.100 0.044 0.0237 -0.107 0.052 0.0383 0.9197 

Dist to 300 m.100 0.001 0.148 0.9968 -0.619 0.205 0.0026 0.0144 

Depth.100 -0.032 0.010 0.0011 -0.019 0.012 0.1021 0.4266 

Land -1.617 0.295 0.0000 -2.12 0.267 0 0.2065 
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Table 4.5.  Sea-ice resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Spring season in 

BB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 2000s for 

each covariate within the multivariate model. Coefficients are scaled for ease of interpretation.  

“Mean ice conc.10” is the mean sea-ice concentration around the bear in a circular radius scaled 

by 10%.  “Dist to 50%” is the distance to the 50% sea-ice concentration scaled by 100 km.  “Dist 

to 300 m” is the distance to the 300 m depth contour scaled by units of 100 m.  “Depth.100” is 

the absolute value of bathymetry scaled by 100 m.  “Land” is the variable that describes the 

tendency of a bear to move from sea ice on to land. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

p-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

p-value 

2000s 

p-value 

delta 

Mean ice conc.10 0.162 0.022 0 0.255 0.026 0 0.0066 

Dist to 50%.100 -0.115 0.041 0.0047 -0.376 0.042 0 0 

Dist to 300 m.100 -0.199 0.111 0.0727 -0.088 0.111 0.4265 0.4789 

Depth.100 -0.014 0.007 0.0606 0.011 0.007 0.1111 0.014 

Land -1.738 0.291 0 -1.059 0.312 0.0007 0.1111 
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Table 4.6.  Sea-ice resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Summer season 

in BB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 2000s 

for each covariate within the multivariate model.  Coefficients are scaled for ease of 

interpretation.   “Elev.100” is elevation scaled by units of 100 m.  “Slope.10” is slope in degrees 

scaled by units of 10 degrees.  “Aspect.10” is aspect scaled by units of 10 degrees.  

“BIdistCoast.10” is the distance to the smoothed Baffin Island coastline (measured from a point 

inland) scaled by 10 km.  “Not Land” is the tendency of a bear to move from land on to sea ice. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

p-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

p-value 

2000s 

p-value 

delta 

elev.100 -0.09 0.03 0.0033 -0.091 0.017 0 0.9627 

slope.10 0.22 0.065 0.0007 0.202 0.036 0 0.8118 

aspect.10 0.001 0.007 0.8484 -0.005 0.004 0.1933 0.4231 

BIdistCoast.10 -0.456 0.069 0 -0.358 0.042 0 0.2243 

NotLand -1.182 0.234 0 -2.44 0.16 0 0 

  



Chapter 4 SWG Final report 

195 | P a g e  

Table 4.7.  Summary table of 78 arrival dates and 71 departure dates for individual radio-

collared adult female bears arriving on Baffin Island or Devon Island (within the seasonal sea-ice 

ecoregion).  We excluded two bears from the 1990s that arrived on Ellesmere (2 arrivals and 2 

departures by two individuals = i.e., in the archipelago ecoregion cf Amstrup et al. 2008).  There 

was a significantly (p<0.001) earlier arrival on land in the 2000s.  No difference in departure date 

from land between 1990s and 2000s.  Significance did not change with the inclusion of the 

Ellesmere bears. 

Decade Arrival date on land Departure date from land 

1990s Aug 23 (SD 16 days) n=30 Nov 1 (SD 21 days) n=42 

2000s Aug 4    (SD 11 days) n=46 Nov 8 (SD   9 days) n=27 
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Table 4.8.  Table of number of days (time on land) on Baffin Island (or Devon Island in the 

1990s).  Data composed from 56 paired arrival/departure dates from individual adult female 

bears.  There was a significant (p<0.001) increase in time on land in the 2000s, between ~30 

days longer between decades. 

Decade n 

Min # days 

on land 

Max # days 

on land 

Mean # 

days on 

land SD of mean 

1990s 14   8   99 62.3 25.0 

2000s 26 56 120 94.8 15.7 
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Table 4.9.  Number of maternity and shelter dens in Baffin Bay in the 1990s and 2000s. 

All Dens Maternity Dens Shelter Dens 

1990s 29 1990s   8 1990s 21 

2000s 21 2000s 16 2000s   5 

Total 50 Total 24 Total 26 
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Table 4.10.  Summary table of the habitat characteristics for Baffin Bay maternity and shelter 

dens (two NW Greenland dens were not included).  Elev. = elevation (meters), Asp. = aspect 

(degrees), CoastDist = distance to nearest coastline (kilometers). 

 All Maternity Dens (n = 24) All Shelter Dens (n = 26) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 583.3 166.2 19.2 9.5 421.8 224.7 19.9 7.4 

Min 101.0 0.0 2.4 0.4 0 –1 0 0.1 

Max 1323.0 357.6 32.9 20.2 1116 357.2 46.7 54.5 

Median 623.0 175.2 18.5 7.8 354 249.3 19.4 4.7 

SD 306.1 102.4 8.8 6.3 320.5 124.8 12.6 10.7 

 1990s Maternity Dens (n = 8) 1990s Shelter Dens (n = 21) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 351.3 150.6 11.9 10.2 414.9 210.1 20.4 7.9 

Min 131 18.4 2.4 2.2 0 –1 0 0.1 

Max 623 357.6 21.4 20.2 1116 357.2 46.7 54.5 

Median 279 99.1 12.1 7.6 354 247.6 20.1 4.9 

SD 194.5 135.7 6.4 6.5 335.5 128.5 13.5 11.4 

 2000s Maternity Dens (n = 15) 2000s Shelter Dens (n = 4) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 707.0 174.4 23.1 9.2 458.3 301.7 17.1 4.9 

Min 101.0 0.0 6.1 0.4 169.0 196.4 10.3 0.2 

Max 1323.0 320.6 32.9 18.6 728.0 344.4 26.9 15.3 

Median 693.0 182.2 23.0 8.3 468.0 332.9 15.5 2.0 

SD 284.9 83.9 7.4 6.3 263.2 70.4 7.4 7.0 
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Table 4.11.  Summary table of the phenology for Baffin Bay maternity dens including the 

Greenland maternity den. One maternity den from the 2000s data did not have an exit date and 

was excluded from the table.  Entry and exit dates were quantified as day of year (DOY; Day #1 

is 1 January). 

 1990s 2000s 
 Maternity Dens (n = 8) Maternity Dens (n = 15) 

  Entry DOY Exit DOY 
Duration 
(# days) Entry DOY Exit DOY 

Duration 
(# days) 

Mean 249.8 78.9 194.1 277.7 79.8 167.1 

Min 230 73 163 237 60 121 

Max 281 82 217 324 91 212 

Median 240 79.5 201 276 80 164 

SD 21.3 3.6 21 27.7 8.7 27.6 
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Table 4.12.  Results of the two-sample Mann-Whitney U tests comparing habitat characteristics 

for Baffin Bay maternity and shelter dens (note that the den in Greenland was not included). 

   Maternity Dens (n = 23)      Shelter Dens (n = 25) 

 W p-value W p-value 

Elevation 105 0.003 20 0.695 

Slope 105 0.003 25 0.695 

Aspect 74 0.392 17 0.262 

Distance to Coast 55 0.776 24 0.369 
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Table 4.13.  Summary table of results from the principal component analysis on the Baffin Bay 

maternity dens matrix (the Greenland maternity den was omitted).  None of the principal 

components (PC) were significant, though PC 1 and 2 were able to capture over half of the 

variation in the data.  Principal component loadings greater than 0.6 or less than –0.6 were 

considered significant (in bold). 

Principal Component Analysis Summary Principal Component Loadings 

 

Eigenvalue % Var. Cum. % Var. p-value 
 

PC 1 

(37.31%) 

PC 2 

(28.38%) 

PC 1 1.49 37.31 37.31 0.465 Elevation –0.659 0.375 

PC 2 1.24 28.38 65.69 0.413 Aspect –0.210 –0.770 

PC 3 0.99 24.64 90.33 0.061 Slope –0.604 –0.375 

PC 4 0.39 9.67 100 0.908 CoastDist –0.396 0.356 
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Figure 4.1.  Sea-ice area in Baffin Bay (shown for all depths) for the years 1979-2014 (gray 

curves) using SSM-I passive microwave data.  Two six-year averages are also shown (red and 

blue curves) that approximate the sampling dates for the MR. The threshold for defining the 

dates of sea-ice retreat and advance (middle horizontal dotted line) is halfway between the 

average March sea-ice area (upper dotted line) and the average September sea-ice area (lower 

dotted line). 
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Figure 4.2.  Day of spring sea-ice retreat (red circles), fall sea-ice advance (blue circles), and the 

interval between them (green lines), for Baffin Bay (all depths), 1979-2014.  Least-squares fits to 

spring and fall dates are shown (red and blue lines).  Trends are given in Table 4.1. 
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Figure 4.3.  Length of summer (left) and mean sea-ice concentration during June-October (right) 

for Baffin Bay (all depths), 1979-2014.  Length of summer is the interval from spring sea-ice 

retreat to fall sea-ice advance (see Figure 4.2, green lines).  Least-squares fits are shown (red 

lines); trends are given in Table 4.1. 
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Figure 4.4.  Trend in the number of ice-covered days, 1979-2014, color-coded for each grid cell, 

as indicated in the legend at left.  Time series of the number of ice-covered days are shown for 

two specific grid cells, one in central Baffin Bay (upper right) and one close to the coast of 

Greenland (lower right).  Least-squares fits (red lines) and numerical trends are indicated.  An 

ice-covered day is one in which the sea-ice concentration exceeds 15%. 
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Figure 4.5.  Sea-ice concentration in Baffin Bay on July 15 of every year from 1979 (upper left) 

to 2014 (lower right).  Color coding: 15-50% (blue), 50-85% (green), 85-95% (yellow), 95-99% 

(orange), 99-100% (red).  Black dots in Baffin Bay indicate shallow depths (< 300 m). 
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Figure 4.6.  Location of the leading edge of sea ice (> 50% concentration) along the coast of 

Baffin Island on November 1 in the years 1991-1995 (top row) and 2009-2013 (bottom row).  

Color coding of sea-ice concentration is the same as in Figure 4.5.  In the top row, black circles 

mark the leading edge of sea ice, and the horizontal dashed black line is the average position.  In 

the bottom row, red circles mark the leading edge of sea ice, and the horizontal dashed red line is 

the average position.  The dashed black line is the same as in the top row, showing that in the 

later period, sea ice has not advanced as far south by November 1 as in the early period. 
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Figure 4.7.  Movement rate of BB adult female bears (km/day) in the 1990s Y axis is on a log 

scale and labels are listed as raw values.  Blue numbers indicate the number of individual bears 

in each month. 
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Figure 4.8.  Movement rate of BB adult female bears (km/day) in the 2000s Y axis is on a log 

scale and labels are listed as raw values.  Blue numbers indicate the number of individual bears 

in each month. 
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Fig 4.9.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use in BB for each of four sea-ice 

habitat variables: sea-ice concentration in small buffer, distance to 15% sea-ice concentration, 

distance to 50% sea-ice concentration, and distance to the nearest land.  Data from 1990s are 

shown in red, 2000s in blue.  Shaded regions represent 2 SE of the mean.  Vertical lines indicate 

monthly boundaries for seasons (winter, spring summer) used in the analysis.  SSM/I sea-ice 

concentration is used in both decades.  All positions are for bears on sea ice or water and resident 

bears in Melville Bay are excluded.  Months 8 -10 also represent land use by bears.  The small 

numbers in blue and red represent the number of movements for each month and decade.  
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Fig 4.10.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use in BB for each of three sea-ice 

habitat variables: distance to 300 m depth contour, depth (bathymetry), and percentage of 

observations on the sea ice.  Data from 1990s are shown in red, 2000s in blue. Shaded regions 

represent 2 SE of the mean.  Vertical lines indicate monthly boundaries for seasons (winter, 

spring summer).  SSM/I sea-ice concentration is used in both decades.  All positions are for bears 

on ice or water and resident bears in Melville Bay are excluded.  Months 8 -10 also represent 

land use by bears.  The small numbers in blue and red represent the number of movements for 

each month and decade. 
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Figure 4.11.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use for each of four land habitat 

variables: Elevation, Slope, Aspect and Distance to the Baffin Island coast (from inland).  Data 

from 1990s are shown in red, 2000s in blue.  Shaded regions represent 2 SE of the mean.  The 

small numbers in blue and red represent the number of movements for each month and decade. 
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Figure 4.12.  Map of ASTER Digital Elevation Model (DEM) data and IBCAO bathymetry 

shown for Baffin Island used in the RSF analyses.  Partial tracks from a single adult female 

(68005) collared in 2009 in West Greenland are shown for reference. 
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Figure 4.13.  Arrival dates (on land) for adult female BB polar bears in the 1990s and 2000s.  

This does not include two BB bears arriving on Ellesmere Island in the 1990s. Also bears in 

glacial fronts in Melville Bay not included as they remained in coastal habitat year-round. 
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Fig 4.14.  Departure dates in fall (off land) for adult female BB polar bears in the 1990s and 

2000s. 
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Figure 4.15.  Correlations between the sea-ice retreat and advance metrics (see methods) and the 

arrival and departure dates on Baffin Island for adult females in both decades. 
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Figure 4.16.  Distance to land vs. time plot for polar bear captured in 1992 (PTT 14411) 

showing a potential swimming event in September 1993.  Purple squares denote the departure 

date from land on to sea ice and purple triangles denote the arrival date from sea ice/water on to 

land for that individual. 
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Figure 4.17.  Distance to land vs. time for polar bear captured in 2011 (PTT 105808) showing an 

example of a swimming event in both July 2011 and July 2012.  Purple squares denote the 

departure date from land on to sea ice and purple triangles denote the arrival date from sea 

ice/water on to land for that individual. 
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Figure 4.18.  a) Track of adult female bear tagged in 1992 where the last three locations from the 

individual occur between July-August 1994 in open water 180 km from land; b) track of adult female 

bear collared in 1993 through August 1994, where the last two locations occur in open water 180 km from 

land; and, c) track of an adult female bear collared in April 2011 through July 2011.  The last position is 

80 km from land in <15% sea ice. 

a) 

 

b) 
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c) 
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Figure 4.19.  Maternity den locations in BB by decade. 
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Figure 4.20.  Shelter den locations in BB by decade. 
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Figure 4.21.  Boxplots comparing maternity den duration of Baffin Bay maternity dens (p = 

0.017) (1990s: n = 8; 2000s: n = 16). 
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Figure 4.22.  Boxplots comparing entry (p = 0.018) and exit dates (p = 0.399) of Baffin Bay 

maternity dens (1990s: n = 8; 2000s: n = 16) 
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Figure 4.23.  Boxplots comparing the first date on land (FDOL) of pregnant females in BB in 

the 1990s (n = 8) and 2000s (n = 16) (First FDOL used; p = 0.002). 
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Figure 4.24.  Plots comparing the aspect, slope, elevation, and distance to coast of the 1990s (n = 

8) and 2000s (n = 15) maternity dens in Baffin Bay (the den on Greenland was omitted).  The 

aspect plot consists of a compass face with lines marking the directions that dens faced.  The 

lines are annotated with numbers noting how many dens were found at that aspect.  Elevation 

and slope significantly differed between the two time periods (p = 0.003), whereas no significant 

difference was detected for aspect (p = 0.392) or distance to coast (p = 0.776). 
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Figure 4.25.  Biplot symbolizing the results for the principal component analysis (PCA) 

ordination of the Baffin Bay maternity dens and their habitat descriptors (elevation, slope, aspect, 

and distance to coast or ‘coastdist’), with ordiellipses drawn around year groups (1990s and 

2000s; confidence level = 0.95).  The 1990s dens (n = 8) are symbolized by dark blue points and 

the light blue points are the 2000s dens (n = 15; the Greenland maternity den was omitted). 
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CHAPTER 5 

GENETIC MARK-RECAPTURE STUDY OF 

POLAR BEARS IN BAFFIN BAY 
KEY FINDINGS 

• We used joint live-recapture and dead-recovery mark-recapture models to analyze data for 
the Baffin Bay (BB) polar bear subpopulation, with the goal of updating estimates of 
subpopulation size and survival. The dataset consisted of 914 physical captures 1993-
1995 and 1997; 1,410 genetic samples obtained from biopsy darting 2011-2013; and 243 
harvest returns of research-marked bears 1993-2013. 

• The mean estimate of total abundance of the BB subpopulation in 2012-2013 was 2,826 
(95% CI = 2,059-3,593) polar bears. The mean estimate of total abundance 1994-1997 
was 2,173 (95% CI = 1,252-3,093) bears, similar to the estimate reported by Taylor et al. 
(2005). Estimates of abundance for the 1990s and 2010s are not directly comparable due 
to changes in sampling design and environmental conditions. 

• The mean estimates of total (i.e., including harvest mortality) survival in 2011-2013 were 
0.90 (SE = 0.05) for females age ≥ 2 years, and 0.78 (SE = 0.06) for males age 2 ≥ years. 
The time-constant estimate of total survival for a combined age class of cubs-of-the-year 
and yearlings, over the entire period 1993-2013, was 0.87 (SE = 0.06). Estimates of 
unharvested survival in 2011-2013 for females and males age ≥ 2 years were 0.91 (SE = 
0.05) and 0.83 (SE = 0.06), respectively. Estimates of survival for both sexes may have 
included negative bias due to temporary emigration (see Chapter 3).   

• We performed a comparative assessment of sampling design and environmental 
conditions in the 1990s and 2010s to help interpret parameter estimates, quantify potential 
bias, and understand trends. An evaluation of the spatial distribution of onshore captures, 
together with data on habitat use from satellite telemetry, suggested that more systematic 
live-recapture sampling, including inland areas and the backs of fjords, occurred during 
2011 – 2013 compared to the 1990s. Furthermore, offshore sea ice was available to polar 
bears during the annual sampling periods in the 1990s, but largely unavailable in the 
2010s. 

• We created a geographic subset of the 2010s data based on the estimated sampling area 
from the 1990s to investigate the effects of sampling differences. Analyses suggested that 
geographically-restricted sampling such as occurred during the 1990s could result in 
approximately 10% negative bias in estimates of abundance. Furthermore, satellite 
telemetry data suggested that a potentially significant proportion of the BB subpopulation 
may have been located outside the sampling area or on the sea ice during mark-recapture 
sampling in the 1990s, although no sampling was conducted on the ice. This represents 
another potential source of negative bias in the 1990s abundance estimate although we 
were not able to quantify its magnitude. 
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• Differences in sampling design and environmental conditions between the 1990s and 
2010s introduced variable levels of heterogeneity into recapture probabilities. This 
heterogeneity was due in large part to the temporary emigration of bears from the 
sampling area, which was more pronounced in the 1990s (i.e., more bears were located 
farther inland, where there was no sampling, or on the sea ice). Although moderate levels 
of random temporary emigration are not problematic for mark-recapture models, high or 
variable levels of temporary emigration combined with short live-encounter sampling 
windows, or non-random temporary emigration, are well-known sources of bias. Our 
approach of including harvest returns in the same analytical framework as live-capture 
data likely mitigated bias to some extent. However, the BB data were too sparse to fit MR 
models that explicitly estimated temporary emigration and thus minimized its effects on 
parameters. 

• Considering statistical uncertainty in estimated parameters and evidence that the sampling 
design and environmental conditions likely resulted in an underestimate of abundance in 
the 1990s, it is not possible to conclude that the estimate of total abundance in the 2010s 
represents an increase in the size of the BB subpopulation. Although the 2010s abundance 
estimate represents the best-available information and is suitable for informing 
management, we cannot reliably determine the trend in subpopulation size over the 1993-
2013 study period. 

• The 2011 – 2013 estimate of total survival for independent females is likely too low to 
support a stable subpopulation, although subsequent demographic modeling (e.g., 
population viability analysis integrating survival, recruitment, and harvest) is necessary to 
estimate observed and potential (i.e., in the absence of human-caused removals) 
subpopulation growth rates.  The low estimates of total survival for independent males 
may warrant concern and further investigation. However, the short time-series of live-
recapture data in the 1990s and 2010s, statistical uncertainty, and potential negative bias 
due to temporary emigration (such bias is generally most pronounced toward the end of a 
study) limit inference about trends in survival or the current status of the BB 
subpopulation based on estimated survival rates.   

 

5.1.  Introduction 

 Sea-ice dynamics are rapidly changing across the circumpolar Arctic (Comiso et al. 2008, 

Stroeve et al. 2012), including the Baffin Bay region (Laidre et al. 2015), with a general trend 

toward reduced spatial extent and temporal availability of sea ice.  These changes are expected to 

have negative impacts on sea ice dependent polar bears in the long-term (Atwood et al. 2015).  In 

the near-term, the effects of sea-ice loss are expected to vary among subpopulations, with some 

of the earliest impacts anticipated in the seasonal ice subpopulations (Amstrup et al. 2008, 
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Stirling and Derocher 2012, Rode et al. 2012, 2014, Bromaghin et al. 2015, Obbard et al. 2015, 

Lunn et al. 2016). 

 The Baffin Bay (BB) polar bear subpopulation, located between Canada and Greenland, 

forms part of the seasonal ice ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008) and is characterized by the 

formation and near-complete melting of sea ice each year.  These sea-ice dynamics force most 

bears to spend the low-ice (or ice-free) summer on land.  In this region, the interval between the 

spring sea-ice retreat and the fall sea-ice advance has increased by ~12 days per decade since 

1979 (Chapter 4, Laidre et al. 2015), suggesting that polar bears are likely experiencing reduced 

sea-ice availability during important spring and fall foraging periods.  Rode et al. (2012) reported 

declining body condition in BB and suggested that this finding may be due to loss of sea-ice 

habitat. 

 Abundance of the BB subpopulation was estimated as 2,074 (95% CI= 1544 - 2604) 

bears based on a physical mark-recapture study conducted 1993 – 1997 (Taylor et al. 2005).  

Taylor et al. (2005) reported relatively high survival for subadult and adult females (ages 1 – 4: 

0.90, SE= 0.045; ages 5 – 20: 0.94, SE= 0.021) and estimated an unharvested population growth 

rate (λ) of 1.055 (SD: 0.01), suggesting strong potential for subpopulation growth relative to 

other demographic studies of polar bears (cf. Taylor et al. 2006, 2008, 2009).  The combined 

Canada-Greenland harvest from BB was high during the early to mid-2000s (�̅�: 214 from 2001 – 

2005, Chapter 8), and Peacock et al. (2012) reported lower survival rates in BB for the 2003 – 

2009 period using harvest recoveries, although the estimated survival rates were characterized by 

high uncertainty and potential bias due to sparse data. 

 No new research has been conducted to update estimates of abundance since the 1993 – 

1997 research, but projections using estimated abundance and vital rates from the 1990s (Taylor 
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et al. 2005) and reported harvest suggested a declining subpopulation and a projected abundance 

of ~1,550 bears as of 2004 (PBSG 2010).  In addition, the IUCN / Polar Bear Specialist Group 

(2015) assessed BB to be declining based on 100% of population viability analysis (PVA) 

simulations resulting in a decline in abundance after 10 years, largely attributable to the effects 

of harvest.  In the absence of an updated demographic and ecological assessment, there has been 

considerable uncertainty about the current abundance and status of polar bears in BB.  Given the 

large-scale environmental changes occurring in Baffin Bay and concerns regarding previous and 

current harvest levels, there was a need for new information on subpopulation status (Chapter 1). 

 Our objective was to obtain updated estimates of abundance and, to the extent possible, 

vital rates including survival for polar bears in the BB subpopulation.  These estimates, 

combined with information on sea-ice dynamics, polar bear movements, reproductive output, 

body condition, and other ecological metrics, will be used to assess subpopulation status, develop 

management plans, and inform subsistence harvest levels.  To address our objectives, we 

conducted a 3-year genetic mark-recapture study during 2011 – 2013.  These data were analyzed 

together with data from physical mark-recapture research (1993 – 1995, 1997).  Harvest 

recoveries were incorporated throughout the 21-year (1993 – 2013) study period, but no live 

recapture sampling occurred during the 13-year interval from 1998 – 2010. 

 To address concerns regarding the potential impacts of immobilization and handling on 

wildlife and better reflect values of northern Canadian communities, the Canada-Greenland Joint 

Commission on Polar Bears elected to use genetic, rather than physical, mark-recapture methods 

(Chapter 1).  This work is part of a broad, inter-jurisdictional initiative to develop less-invasive 

methods (i.e., compared to physical capture) to study polar bear subpopulations.  Whereas use of 

aerial surveys has become increasingly widespread for polar bears (e.g., Aars et al. 2009, 
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Stapleton et al. 2014, 2016, Obbard et al. 2015), genetic mark-recapture has not been 

implemented at large spatial scales. However, genetic mark-recapture is an established technique 

that has been used in wildlife studies for decades (e.g., Palsbøll et al. 1997, Boersen et al. 2003, 

Boulanger et al. 2004), including small-scale studies of polar bears (Herreman and Peacock 

2013).  This study and concurrent research in the neighboring Kane Basin subpopulation 

(Chapter 10) represent the first subpopulation-scale applications of genetic mark-recapture for 

assessment of a polar bear subpopulation. 

 

5.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The boundaries of the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation (BB) encompass an area ~1 

million km2 in Baffin Bay, covering portions of Baffin Island and all Bylot Island (66.2° N to 

73.8° N) in Nunavut/ Canada and parts of West and Northwest Greenland (66.0° N to 77.0° N; 

Taylor et al. 2005; Figure 5.1).  BB is bounded by Greenland to the east, Baffin and Bylot islands 

to the west, the North Water polynya to the north and Davis Strait to the south.  Three 

communities in Nunavut and 37 communities in Greenland harvest bears from BB, although the 

majority of the Greenland harvest is taken between ca. 72° and 76° N. 

 Baffin Bay is ice covered in winter but typically ice free in summer.  During late spring 

and summer break-up, sea ice recedes from Greenland westward across Baffin Bay. The last 

remnants of ice typically occur off the coast of Baffin Island.  Most polar bears remain on the sea 

ice as it recedes and then come ashore to spend the ice-retreat period on Baffin and Bylot islands 

(Taylor et al. 2005), although an unquantified but probably small number remains on land in 

northwestern Greenland throughout the ice-retreat period (see Chapter 4).  Sea ice in Baffin Bay 



Chapter 5 SWG Final report 

233 | P a g e  

has decreased markedly during the last few decades (Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Peacock et al. 

2012, Laidre et al. 2015), with earlier spring break up and later fall formation.  During the 1990s, 

some sea ice remained in offshore Baffin Bay during summer and was used by bears; this 

remnant ice was largely unavailable to polar bears in the 2010s (Chapters 3 and 4).  The east 

coasts of Baffin and Bylot islands are characterized by high topographic relief and deep, steep-

sided fjords, creating difficult conditions in which to sample bears. 

 Movement data of satellite-collared bears (Taylor et al. 2001), genetic analyses (e.g., 

Paetkau et al. 1999, Peacock et al. 2015), and recaptures and harvest recoveries of research-

marked bears (Taylor and Lee 1995) have been used to evaluate subpopulation delineation 

between BB and other subpopulations in the Canadian and Greenlandic Arctic.  Taylor et al. 

(2001) reported some sub-structuring of BB on a north-south gradient, and genetic analyses 

suggest a lack of genetic differentiation between BB from the adjacent Kane Basin 

subpopulation to the north, but a significant genetic difference between BB and the Davis Strait 

subpopulation (Paetkau et al. 1999, Peacock et al. 2015).  These findings were corroborated by 

analyses of recent samples from BB, KB, DS and Lancaster Sound (see Chapter 2).  Although 

some interchange occurs among BB and adjacent subpopulations including Davis Strait, 

Lancaster Sound and Kane Basin (e.g., Taylor et al. 2001, Chapter 3), the BB subpopulation is 

considered a distinct demographic unit for management purposes. 

 

Mark-Recapture Sampling Design 

 Mark-recapture sampling of polar bears in BB has occurred over three periods.  Early 

field sampling was conducted during the 1970s and 1980s (Figure 5.2) but restricted to spring-

time captures on landfast ice (i.e., ice occurring nearshore; Taylor et al. 2005).  Because this 
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early sampling occurred in a different season (i.e., spring versus fall) and was spatially more 

variable and restricted than later sampling, we excluded early data (1970s and 1980s) from the 

present analyses.  In addition, lack of tissue samples from early sampling precluded genetic 

identification, a primary method used in the current study.  More systematic capture-based 

sampling occurred during fall ice-free seasons in 1993 –1995 and 1997, but there was no fall 

sampling in 1996 due to logistical and resource constraints (Taylor et al. 2005). 

 We completed a recent fall-time sampling session (August – October) from 2011 to 2013.  

This session differed from sampling in the 1990s in several important ways.  First, sampling was 

conducted by biopsy darting to obtain tissue for genotyping individuals, rather than via physical 

capture and tagging. Second, new information obtained via satellite telemetry on the movements 

and spatial distribution of bears in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin, collected during the 1990s 

sampling session and during 2009 – 2010, was used to improve study design, with the objective 

of improving sampling coverage of the BB subpopulation and thereby reducing heterogeneity in 

recapture probabilities.  In Baffin Bay, heterogeneity during fall sampling is likely to result 

primarily from the spatial distribution of bears in relation to sampling effort.  Although bears are 

concentrated along the Baffin Island coast during the ice-free season, some individuals travel 

significant distances inland, move to higher elevations, or remain on offshore ice where access 

for sampling is difficult (Ferguson et al. 1997, 2000, Taylor et al. 2001, Chapter 4).  Bears also 

may segregate by age and reproductive status.  For example, adult females with cubs tend to 

select fjords, avoiding offshore islands and coastal regions where densities of adult males are 

higher (Ferguson et al. 1997; Chapter 4), and pregnant bears select inland and upland denning 

habitats where they are less available for capture (Chapter 4). 
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 Although Taylor et al. (2005:205) reported that search effort during the 1990s was 

uniform and systematic across the coastal regions, islands, and inland reaches of Baffin Island, 

examination of the satellite telemetry data from adult female polar bears collared in the 1990s 

indicated an under-representation of bears in fjords and inland regions and offshore pack ice (see 

Chapter 3).  This finding suggested that capture effort during the 1990s was concentrated on 

islands, along the coastline, and near the mouths of fjords (Figure 5.3).  This pattern was 

particularly noticeable in central and northern Baffin Island, where no captures were recorded 

beyond the mouths of fjords during the entire study period.  We conclude that sampling was 

spatially restricted to a portion of the subpopulation’s fall range during the 1990s, thus 

potentially increasing heterogeneity in recapture probabilities, which can bias estimates of 

subpopulation size and demographic parameters. 

 Analysis of the 1990s telemetry data also showed that a potentially significant proportion 

of collared bears remained on offshore sea ice during the fall onshore sampling period (see 

Chapter 3).  The proportion of collared bears present in the sampled area each year was 

estimated based on the total number of collars that were transmitting during the capture sampling 

period.  To evaluate movements and fidelity with respect to the onshore sampling area in years t 

+ 1, 2,…k, we only used data from bears that were captured in the onshore sampling area and 

fitted with collars during year t (i.e., we excluded data from the year of capture, because bears 

were captured onshore and their locations following capture were not random). In addition to the 

mark-recapture sampling in the fall, some bears were captured and fitted with collars in the 

spring.  Data from bears captured in spring of year t were incorporated into summaries of 

movement and fidelity for fall of year t. 
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 During the 1990s, there were three years with telemetry data available during mark-

recapture sampling (1993 – 1995).  In those years, 0 – 23% of collared bears transmitting during 

the sampling period (𝑛 = 1 – 13 collared bears / year) were present in the sampling area.  By 

contrast, during the 2010s, 67 – 85% of collared bears were present in the sampling area during 

the sampling period (𝑛 = 6 – 12 collared bears / year) (see Chapter 3).  Although sample sizes are 

small and telemetry data are limited to adult females, this finding suggests that seasonal fidelity 

to the sampling area changed significantly between the two mark-recapture sampling periods. 

This follows well with the change observed in the sea-ice habitat during those periods (Chapter 

4).  Further investigation showed that a substantial portion of 1990s adult females outfitted with 

satellite collars were on the offshore pack ice of Baffin Island or on remnant ice around 

Lancaster Sound and Devon Island.  In contrast, there was little sea-ice habitat available in 

summer during the 2010s, and bears were concentrated on Baffin Island and Northwest 

Greenland.  Polar bears that used offshore sea ice during the 1990s were unavailable for capture, 

and to the extent that individual bears consistently used offshore sea ice throughout the 1990s 

sampling period, these bears would not have been enumerated in the subpopulation estimate. 

These issues were less problematic during the 2010s due to the expanded onshore sampling area 

and the lower availability of offshore sea ice. 

 For sampling on Baffin and Bylot islands during 2011 – 2013, we defined sampling strata 

to guide effort and improve survey coverage and efficiency.  Stratification primarily was based 

on satellite telemetry data obtained from adult female polar bears collared during fall and spring 

along eastern Baffin Island (1993-1997) and in spring in W and NW Greenland in 2009 and 

2010.  We summarized location data by proximity to the coastline and used the proportion of 

locations in different inland zones (e.g., 0 – 5 km inland, 5 – 10 km inland) to inform 
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stratification. We delineated a high-density stratum including the coastline and offshore islands, 

extending 5 km inland; a moderate-density stratum including inland regions 5 – 10 km from the 

coastline; and a low-density stratum extending up to 30 km inland (Figure 5.4).  We attempted to 

allocate roughly 65%, 25%, and 10% of helicopter search effort in the high-, moderate-, and low- 

density strata, respectively, to efficiently sample the study area. We set a priori guidelines to 

systematically distribute inland search effort along the entirety of the islands. 

 It was not feasible to sample bears that may have remained on offshore ice floes in either 

decade.  However, long-term trends in sea-ice conditions in Baffin Bay have resulted in 

significant reductions in offshore ice during the fall in the 2010s, relative to the 1990s (Laidre et 

al. 2015; see Chapter 4).  Thus, the presence of bears on offshore ice during the recent sampling 

session was considerably reduced (cf. Chapter 3 Figures 3.18, 3.19, and 3.20).  Additionally, 

using real-time data on sea ice (see Field Methods below) and the location of telemetry-

instrumented bears, sampling during the 2011 – 2013 period was timed to coincide with the 

period when sea-ice cover was at a minimum and most collared bears were on land. 

 Various sources of information including traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), 

expedition reports and unpublished data (Born 1995, Born et al. 2011, GINR unpublished data) 

indicate that an unquantified but presumably small number of bears in the BB subpopulation 

spend the summer in the Qimmusseriarsuaq / Melville Bay area of Northwest Greenland, rather 

than moving with the retreating sea ice and summering on Baffin and Bylot islands (see also 

Chapter 2).  To account for this portion of the subpopulation, we extended our sampling efforts 

to include this region during fall (Figure 5.4).  Because satellite telemetry indicated that polar 

bears were not present during fall in the Melville Bay region in the 1990s (Taylor et al. 2001), 

NW Greenland was not sampled during fall during the 1990 physical mark-recapture study 
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(Taylor et al. 2005). In sum, study design for 2011 – 2013 was intended to (1) maximize sample 

size; (2) sample bears across the known seasonal range of the subpopulation; (3) efficiently 

allocate sampling effort based on expected densities across the study area; and (4) accommodate 

the spatial segregation of sex, age, and reproductive classes. These considerations are important 

to reducing potential bias in estimates of demographic parameters, particularly abundance, from 

mark-recapture studies (Pollock et al. 1990, Williams et al. 2002). 

 

Field Methods 

 Capture, sampling, aging, and data collection protocols for bears marked during 1993 – 

1995 and 1997 are described in Taylor et al. (2005).  For genetic mark-recapture sampling from 

2011 – 2013, field work was timed to coincide with minimum sea-ice cover in Baffin Bay based 

on Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS) satellite imagery 

(https://worldview.earthdata.nasa.gov) and Canadian Ice Service maps (August – October in all 

years).  The locations of collared bears were also reviewed prior to field work to confirm the 

timing and location of bears coming ashore.  During field sampling, locations of collared bears 

were not reviewed and telemetry equipment was not used to help locate bears. 

 In Nunavut (Canada), sampling in 2011 – 2013 was conducted via remote biopsy darting 

(Pagano et al. 2014) using two helicopters (Bell 206 LongRangers).  The helicopters began 

sampling at opposite ends of the study area; one proceeding north to south, and the other south to 

north until they overlapped.  We sampled Baffin and Bylot islands from September 4 – October 

14, 2011; August 26 – September 29, 2012; and August 20 – October 11, 2013.  With the 

exception of 1993 (August 23 – October 8), sampling started and ended earlier than research in 

the 1990s.  Approximately 300 hours of total helicopter flying time was allocated each year, 

https://worldview.earthdata.nasa.gov/
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including travel time to and from daily start points and refueling caches.  To the extent possible, 

effort was allocated according to the a priori stratification and criteria noted previously.  

However, we modified sampling where necessary based on terrain and weather conditions that 

limited access to some areas.  Flight paths during searches were recorded via GPS to facilitate 

post-hoc assessment of the distribution of search effort.  We made a concerted effort to search 

inland and at high elevations.  We searched most fjords along their entire lengths and a majority 

(>95%) of offshore islands. 

 As outlined above, a small number of polar bears summer in the Melville Bay area of 

NW Greenland (e.g., Born et al. 2011), and we also searched these areas to collect biopsies.  The 

areas between 74° 34´ N and 76° 46´ N (i.e., Melville Bay sensu lato) were searched during 4-11 

September 2012 and 7-17 September 2013 (a total of nearly 60 hours of active on-effort search) 

using an AS350 Ecureuil B3 helicopter.  Coastlines, mountain sides, inland nunataks, glacier 

fronts and most offshore islands up to 40 km from the coast were searched.  On each flight, three 

dedicated observers and the pilot searched for bears; and on several flights, a local polar bear 

hunter assisted in the search.  Flight paths were recorded using GPS. 

 In 2011, we initially tested two types of biopsy dart to assess reliability and the quality of 

samples yielded (Figure 5.5).  The Pneudart DNA dart (Pneudart Inc., Williamsport, USA) was 

highly reliable at yielding good quality tissue samples (95% success).  In contrast, the Pneudart 

Biopsy dart was unreliable (<50% success), although it did provide good quality samples when 

successfully deployed.  Consequently, we used DNA darts exclusively during the remainder of 

the field work.  Biopsy darting was quick and minimally invasive; the time between spotting a 

bear and obtaining a sample was typically < 2 minutes.  Since bears were not chemically 

immobilized, they could be safely darted in locations that would have been unsuitable for capture 
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due to the risks of drowning or falling.  The only exception was for bears sighted in the water.  

Most bears found in water were directed to land before darting since the darts do not float well.  

A small number of bears were darted while still in the water using Pneudart DNA Marker darts, 

which float for a short time in calm waters and may be retrieved. 

 Bears showed little or no reaction to the impact of a biopsy dart, and no visible mark was 

left in most cases.  Immediately after darting, each bear was allowed to move away from the 

helicopter before the dart was retrieved.  Darts were coated in fluorescent paint to aid retrieval.  

When working in deep snow, we also rolled a length (~ 20 cm) of flagging tape around the shaft 

of each dart.  This tape unrolled during flight and helped in locating darts when they sank into 

the snow.  Because biopsy darts leave no visible mark, there was potential for repeated sampling 

of the same individuals within a single field season.  To minimize duplicate sampling, daily 

searches were limited to areas not previously searched.  Where possible, we used natural barriers 

to polar bear movements for the purpose of delineating daily break points in search effort.  When 

sampling members of a family group consisting of an adult female with cubs-of-the-year or 

yearlings, the 1 to 3 dependent young with each mother were distinguished based on differences 

in size or other features (e.g., marks on fur) to avoid sampling the same individual twice.  When 

it was not possible to distinguish between cubs, we used DNA-Marker darts to distinguish 

among litter mates.  This dart takes a tissue sample and leaves a temporary dye mark that can be 

used to distinguish sampled from non-sampled individuals. 

 A limitation of biopsy darting was the challenge of sampling cubs-of-the-year.  Although 

many cubs were large enough to be sampled, doing so involved a risk of separating them from 

their mother.  Unlike physical capture methods, in which the adult female is first immobilized 

and can be used as an ‘anchor point’ around which cubs are captured, members of a family group 
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that are being biopsy darted may move in opposite directions.  With the rugged and steep terrain 

along Baffin and Bylot islands and Melville Bay, cubs can quickly lose sight of their mother and 

are at risk of injury or separation.  For these reasons, only about half of the cubs-of-the-year that 

we encountered during 2011 – 2013 were biopsy darted, although we recorded the sighting of all 

individual cubs for calculating proportions of females with cubs and mean litter sizes. 

 Following retrieval, darts were checked to ensure they contained a suitable tissue sample.  

Each sample was divided into two parts for storage and labelled with a unique biopsy number.  

Samples were initially stored cooled or frozen.  Samples sent for DNA extraction were taped 

onto an absorbent card, placed into individual envelopes and later oven dried for submission, or 

stored in vials with DMSO.  For each bear encountered, we recorded GPS coordinates and data 

on location, weather conditions, habitat, behavior, body condition (thin, average, and obese 

bears; see Stirling et al. 2008), group size, and estimated age-class and sex. 

 We remotely estimated sex and age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 

4], and adult) from the air at a range of 3 – 7 m above ground.  Sex was later confirmed via 

genetic analysis.  In estimating age-class and sex, the observer used multiple cues, including the 

size of an individual relative to its environment or accompanying bears, membership in a family 

group (mothers and cubs or yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males), body 

shape and proportions, presence of scars (which are most often seen on adult males) and 

observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under the tail in females).  Field notes 

assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic sex was known.  Age-class was 

later verified for some bears from other encounter records in which the individual was captured 

and physically examined, or by using genetic identification to assign membership to a known 
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family group (Appendix B).  We were able to assess the accuracy of estimating age-class and sex 

of polar bears using this sample of known age-class bears (Appendix B). 

 

Harvest recoveries 

 We assembled data from bears killed in the harvest or as problem bears during the 1993 - 

2013 study period.  Between 1993 and 2010, recoveries of research-marked bears in the harvest 

were detected by the return of ear tags and / or lip tattoos from hunters in Canada and Greenland.  

Between 2011 and 2013, recoveries of bears that were physically tagged or genetically marked 

(i.e., without physical tags) were detected by the return of ear tags or lip tattoos (and satellite 

radios in Greenland); or from genetic monitoring of harvest (i.e., genotyping of harvested bears).  

Although we expected a majority of bears marked in Baffin Bay to remain within BB, previous 

studies of tag recoveries in the harvest and satellite telemetry suggest that some bears emigrate 

from the subpopulation (Stirling et al. 1980, Taylor and Lee 1995, Taylor et al. 2001, Taylor et 

al. 2005).  To account for marked individuals that were harvested outside BB (Burnham 1993), 

samples were collected from bears harvested in Baffin Bay as well as all surrounding 

subpopulations (Lancaster Sound, Kane Basin, Gulf of Boothia and Davis Strait, Foxe Basin; 

Burnham 1993).  For each harvested bear, data including age, sex, date and location of kill were 

recorded.  Canada’s quota-based mandatory harvest reporting system was in place throughout the 

1993 – 2013 research period.  Greenland implemented a quota system and made improvements 

to the reporting system in the mid-2000s and, in 2012, instituted a mandatory harvest reporting 

system for collection of a tissue sample and premolar tooth for age determination (Appendix D). 

 

Genetic Analysis 
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 To identify bears physically marked (with ear tags and lip tattoos) during the 1990s that 

survived and were subsequently encountered during the genetic mark-recapture session (2011-

13), we genotyped tissue samples from all bears sampled in the 1990s except: 1) bears that were 

recorded as harvested between 1993 and 2011, 2) bears whose known or estimated age would 

have been greater than 35 years in 2011, and 3) 33 bears that met the above 2 criteria, but lacked 

tissue samples.  In total, this dataset consisted of 650 individuals marked in the 1990s that would 

have been ≤ 35 years old and had not been harvested by the time genetic sampling began in 

2011; the 33 bears lacking tissue samples were assigned to unique attribute groups to 

acknowledge they were unavailable for genetic recapture during the 2011-2013 sampling period 

(see below). 

 Dried biopsy samples and harvest specimens (frozen or in ethanol) were sent to Wildlife 

Genetics International (Nelson, B.C., Canada) for analysis using protocols previously validated 

for bears (Kendall et al. 2009).  DNA was extracted from ~ 3mm2 pieces of tissue with QIAGEN 

DNeasy Blood and Tissue Kits (http://www.qiagen.com/).  Most samples consisted of a plug of a 

skin and sub-cutaneous tissue, which provided ample material for DNA extraction and residual 

tissue for future analyses.  In a small proportion of cases, the available sample consisted of a tuft 

of hair.  DNA was extracted from hair samples using approximately 10 guard hair roots or 30 

pieces of underfur.  In a few cases, where a biopsy sample contained no visible tissue, DNA was 

successfully extracted by soaking the barbed needle from the biopsy dart in the lysis mix 

(QIAGEN buffer ATL + proteinase K). 

 To select markers for the analysis of individual identity, we used allele frequency data 

from 1,771 polar bears for which complete 20-locus genotypes existed before the genetic mark-

recapture study began (Government of Nunavut, unpublished data).  We ranked the 20 

http://www.qiagen.com/
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microsatellite markers in the dataset by expected heterozygosity.  The 8 most variable markers 

that could be analyzed together in a single sequencer lane were selected for use.  These surpassed 

the required standard for marker variability (HE = 0.80; Paetkau 2003).  In addition to the 8 

microsatellite markers, we analyzed sex on every sample, using a ZFX/ZFY marker.  This 9th 

marker roughly halved the match probability (assuming a balanced sex ratio), even for close 

relatives, as well as providing replication of sex data for individuals that were sampled more than 

once. 

 The analysis of individual identity followed a 3-phase approach.  Phase 1 was a first pass 

of all extracted samples using the 9 selected markers (G10B, CXX20, G10H, G10P, 145P07, 

MU50, MU59, G10X and ZFX/ZFY).  Samples that failed at > 6 of 9 markers on the first pass 

were set aside and did not proceed further in the analyses.  Previous experience has shown that 

such samples are prone to errors and run out of DNA before generating a complete (phase 2) and 

reproducible (phase 3) genotype (D. Paetkau, pers. comm.). 

 The first pass was followed by a cleanup phase in which data points that were weak or 

difficult to read the first time were re-analyzed.  During cleanup we used 5 µL of DNA per 

reaction instead of the 3 µL was used during first pass.  At the conclusion of the cleanup phase, 

the remaining samples (99.5%) had high-confidence scores for all 9 markers.  In cases where the 

genetic sex result contradicted the reported sex based on field assessment, genetic sex was 

checked using a second independent marker (amelogenin; 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7695123), thus confirming the results, and ruling out the 

possibility that a mutation at a particular marker was to blame.  In all cases, results from the 

second marker confirmed that the field data was the source of error. 
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 The third and final phase of analysis was error-checking, following the published 

protocol of reanalyzing the mismatching markers in highly similar pairs of genotypes (Paetkau 

2003).  This error-check included genotypes from the 4,657 polar bears in the database, plus 

published data from 473 individuals (Paetkau et al. 1999).  The error-checking protocol functions 

on the principle that when ≥ 2 samples are genotyped from a given individual, and when 1 of 

those genotypes contains an error, the result is a pair of genotypes that match at all-but-1 marker 

(a ‘1MMpair’).  Less commonly, 2MM-pairs are created when 2 errors have been made in the 

genotypes of the samples from a given individual. 

 An important distinction with this protocol is that it is designed to ensure accurate 

individual ID, and has been proven to do so with a high degree of efficiency (Kendall et al. 

2009), but it is not intended or expected to correct errors when just 1 sample has been genotyped 

from a given individual.  In addition to re-analyzing mismatching markers this protocol also 

involved the inclusion of additional markers for some samples.  Finally, we searched the dataset 

for genotype matches that seemed unlikely based on our field data.  In each case, 3 extra markers 

were added to the genotypes to lower the probability of chance matches between individuals.  

The extra loci confirmed all of these matches.  Once the genotyping and error-checking was 

complete, we defined an individual for each unique 9-locus genotype. 

 In total, 1610 biopsy samples (99.2% of those submitted for analysis) were successfully 

extracted and genotyped.  A further 868 samples (99.3% of those submitted) from bears 

harvested in BB and surrounding subpopulations 1993-2013 were genotyped successfully, with 

success defined as satisfying the lab’s visual and peak-height criteria for high-confidence scoring 

at each of the 9 markers. 
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 In addition to the genotyping errors that were targeted during error-checking, DNA-based 

datasets are prone to a second source of error, when match probabilities are so high that some 

individuals have identical genotypes.  Calculated match probabilities provide no practical insight 

into the risk of sampling individuals with matching genotypes, because the calculations are so 

dependent on the assumptions made about the degree of relatedness among the sampled 

individuals.  We therefore used the direct, empirical approach of extrapolation from the observed 

mismatch curve (Figure 5.6).  We expect to see roughly order-of-magnitude decreases in the 

number of pairs of individuals whose genotypes match at increasing numbers of markers 

(Paetkau 2003).  In our dataset the slope of this curve was reasonably true to that rule of thumb.  

From this curve, it is estimated that we would have sampled ~ 0.3 0MM-pairs (individuals whose 

genotypes matched at 9 markers) in this multiyear dataset of 4,657 individuals; a very small risk 

of error in proportion to the size of the dataset.  In addition to reducing the risk of sampling 

individuals with the same genotype, another benefit to having such a powerful marker system 

was realized during error-checking, where the amount of time required to reanalyze the 

mismatching markers underlying 1MM- and 2MM pairs was trivial in proportion to the scale of 

the project, because there were so few such pairs. 

 

Statistical Analysis 

 We used the Burnham (1993) model in Program MARK (Cooch and White 2015) to 

analyze joint live-recapture and dead-recovery data from the 21-year (1993 – 2013) study period 

in BB.  The Burnham model is an extension of the Cormack-Jolly-Seber live encounter model 

that facilitates the inclusion of dead-recovery data (i.e., combining the CJS model with the 

Brownie-Seber dead-recovery model) and estimates survival probability (𝑆; the probability of 
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surviving interval t to t+1), recapture probability (𝑝; the probability of live-recapturing a marked 

animal), dead reporting probability (𝑟; the probability that a bear is killed by humans and 

reported to authorities), and fidelity (𝐹; the probability that a bear does not permanently emigrate 

from the sampling area, and is therefore available for capture in future years).  The inclusion of 

dead recoveries allows for estimation of true survival (i.e., a biological survival rate that does not 

include permanent emigration), because whereas live-encounter models only measure the 

probability of remaining alive and within the live-recapture area, the inclusion of dead recoveries 

from throughout Greenland and Canada in the Burnham model allow for estimation of true 

survival independent of potential emigration. More importantly, inclusion of dead recovery data 

increased the amount of information available on the fates of individual bears in the BB 

subpopulation, likely decreased susceptibility to bias because the sampling mechanism for dead 

recoveries was different from live-recapture sampling, and allowed us to estimate survival during 

intervening years between live-recapture periods (i.e., 1998-2010; Peacock et al. 2012).  

Similarly, with respect to dead-recovery models, live recaptures provide large amounts of 

additional data, allowing for more precise estimation of survival than would be possible using 

dead recoveries only (Cooch and White 2015). 

 Estimates of demographic parameters from mark-recapture studies may be impacted by 

temporary emigration (e.g., Peñaloza et al. 2014).  Completely random temporary emigration is 

generally reflected in the parameter 𝑝 for long-term studies (i.e., the probability of recapture 

reflects both the probability that an individual is in the sampling area on a given occasion, and 

the probability that the individual will be recaptured conditional on being in the sampling area; 

Burnham 1993, Barker and White 2001). However, for shorter studies with high or variable rates 

of temporary emigration, especially when the probability of temporary emigrants remaining 
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outside the study area is non-random (e.g., if the probability of being an emigrant at sampling 

occasion t, depends on emigration status at sampling occasion t-1) the parameter 𝑆 may be 

susceptible to bias as well. Bias typically increases toward the end of the study, and is referred to 

as terminal bias, because bears that leave the study area during the final years have no 

opportunity to return and be resampled, and thus cannot be distinguished from individuals that 

died or emigrated permanently (Peñaloza et al. 2014). Such terminal bias can suggest spurious 

correlations with environmental covariates, particularly for short studies, if habitat quality 

declines toward the end of the study and there is concurrent terminal bias (Devineau et al. 2006). 

With the Burnham model, the inclusion of dead recovery data can mitigate these issues to some 

extent (Peacock et al. 2012), as can formal incorporation of telemetry data (Peñaloza et al. 2014). 

More complex mark-recapture approaches are available that can theoretically model temporary 

emigration with respect to the sampling area, further mitigating potential bias (e.g., the Barker 

model, Barker and White 2001; multistate models with unobservable states, Schaub et al. 2004). 

However, these models require large datasets and can be difficult to fit in practice (Converse et 

al. 2009). We conducted simulations in Program MARK (White and Burnham 1999) and 

determined that existing mark-recapture data from BB were inadequate for measuring temporary 

emigration (i.e., the F and F’ parameters in the Barker model, or the a” and a’ parameters in the 

Barker robust design). Simulations suggested that, using the Burnham model, adult survival (S) 

and recapture (p) probabilities were relatively unbiased in the presence of low to moderate levels 

of random temporary emigration, under which conditions the estimates of p reflected the product 

of recapture probability and presence on the study area (T. Arnold, unpubl. data). Simulations 

suggested that if temporary emigration was non-random or temporally variable, survival rates 

would be negatively biased (especially if dead recovery rates were low, as for adult females); 
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however, the product of capture probability and presence on the study area exhibited relatively 

small bias, the directionality of which tended to underestimate abundance.   

 Whereas live-capture sessions are assumed to be instantaneous, dead recoveries may 

occur year-round between the live-capture sampling periods.  For the BB data, there was some 

temporal overlap of live recapture and dead recovery periods, but the assumption of non-overlap 

between live and dead recovery periods was generally met.  We considered harvests prior to 

August 31 in year t as occurring after the live recapture sampling period in year t – 1, whereas 

harvests after September 1 were assumed to have occurred after live-recapture sampling in year 

t.  This coding protocol resulted in no instances of bears being coded as harvested before being 

observed alive during the sampling period in year t. 

 We analyzed data and built models in Program MARK (White and Burnham 1999).  We 

set up the analysis using a Barker modeling framework to provide flexibility if the data proved 

sufficient to model temporary emigration, but initially constrained parameters of the Barker 

model to correspond to the simpler Burnham model (i.e., we fixed the following parameters to 0: 

𝐹′(𝑖) [the probability a bear not at risk of capture in i is at risk of capture in period i + 1], 𝑅(𝑖) 

[the probability that a bear surviving from occasion i  to i + 1 is resighted alive between i  and i + 

1], and 𝑅′(𝑖) [the probability that a bear dies during i  to i + 1 without being reported dead is re-

sighted alive between i  and i + 1 before its death; Barker 1997, 1999).  This approach allowed 

for the possibility of altering model structures, in the event that we elected to explicitly model 

temporary emigration (𝐹′) or wanted to simulate the consequences of constraining this parameter 

to 0, rather than allowing random temporary emigration to be incorporated in the parameter 𝑝 

(Burnham 1993, Barker 1997, 1999).  We included harvest data through 2013 and compiled 

individual capture histories with the live capture and dead encounter data. 
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 Whereas researchers during the 1990s study period were able to estimate age by physical 

examination and by counting annular rings on a bear’s extracted premolar (Calvert and Ramsay 

1998), we did not physically capture bears during 2011 – 2013, and individual age classes were 

assessed from the air.  As such, there was uncertainty in our assignment of bears to age classes 

(Appendix B).  Hence, during mark-recapture modeling we elected to simplify age structure 

relative to previous work (cf. Taylor et al. 2005), resulting in the following age classes: cubs-of-

the-year (coy), yearlings (yrl), and individuals ≥ 2 years old (age 2+).  Dependent young (coy 

and yrl) were assumed to be aged without error because of clear differences in the body size of 

these two age classes. 

 We identified a limited number of candidate sub-model structures for the parameters 𝑆, 𝑝, 

𝑟, and 𝐹 in the Burnham model. Because we expected that survival would vary among age 

classes (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005), we incorporated age structure in all 10 candidate sub-models 

(Table 5.1).  We hypothesized that survival of coy would differ from yrl and thus constructed a 

three age-class structure (coy, yrl, age 2+). Because many of the coy that were sighted during the 

2011-2013 sampling period were not biopsy darted, we also examined a two age-class structure 

in which coy and yrl were pooled for estimation of 𝑆.  We hypothesized that the sexes would 

differ in 𝑆 for the age 2+ class, primarily due to sex-selective harvest (2:1 male-to-female harvest 

ratio), but not for coy and yrl since they are dependent on their mothers for survival.  Given 

sparseness of data, we examined time-constant structures for S, and a structure allowing temporal 

variation in adult survival across three sampling epochs corresponding to the live recapture and 

dead recovery periods (i.e., 1993 – 1997, 1998 – 2010, and 2011 – 2013).  We did not have a 

biological reason to suspect that temporal changes in survival aligned with these sampling 

epochs (e.g., that survival exhibited a step change between 1997 and 1998). This structure 
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aligned with changes in sampling design and available information on changes in bear 

movements, and allowed assessment of whether estimates of S varied whether they were based 

on combined data (epochs 1 and 3) or dead recoveries only (epoch 2).  We specified the time-

constant and epoch-based structures for S by constraining the design matrix in Program MARK, 

while maintaining full temporal structure on adult survival within the parameter index matrices 

(PIMs). This approach facilitated modeling of environmental covariates (see below) and future 

use of random effect models or Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) approaches to explore 

annual variation in survival (Cooch and White 2015). 

 We created two annual covariates, ice transition and ice area (both standardized about 

the mean and standard deviation) to explore relationships between S and environmental 

conditions.  First, we hypothesized that the duration of the summer sea-ice transition period over 

the continental shelf of BB (ice transition; i.e., the time between break-up and freeze-up; see 

Chapter 4 for description of derivation of sea-ice metrics) would have a negative relationship 

with survival for the age 2+ classes, such that increasing duration of the ice transition period 

would be correlated with decreasing survival (e.g., Regehr et al. 2007).  Similarly, we 

hypothesized that the area of ice over the continental shelf of the BB subpopulation during late 

spring (ice area; mean area of sea ice during May and June) would have a positive relationship 

with survival of age 2+ bears.  Duration of the ice transition period and ice area over the 

continental shelf increased and decreased, respectively, during the 21-year study period (ice 

transition: β = 2.7 (days), t = 3.1, P = 0.005 ; ice area: β = -1,362 (km2), t = -4.2, P < 0.001: -

0.70).  Because we did not sample many coy during 2011 – 2013 and we could only estimate 

survival from 7 cohorts, data were insufficient to explore relationships between time-varying 

covariates and the survival of dependent bears. 
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 Preliminary analyses suggested a positive relationship between age 2+ female survival 

and duration of the sea-ice transition period. However, we believe this finding was an artifact of 

study design.  No live recapture sampling occurred in 1996, which coincided with the heaviest 

observed sea-ice conditions during the period 1993-2013 (mean1993-2013: 190 days; 1996: 129 

days; standardized effect size: -2.18). Furthermore, the following year 1997 was the last year of 

live-capture data and the proportion of adult females in the sample was low compared to 

previous years, which we hypothesized was due to the higher levels of temporary emigration in 

the 1990s associated with limited geographic sampling and the availability of offshore sea ice  

(see Chapter 3).  The combination of extreme environmental conditions in 1996, lack of live-

capture sampling in 1996 and 1998-2009, and auxiliary data suggesting high levels of temporary 

emigration and nonrandom sampling in the 1990s led us to the conclusion that the data were 

likely insufficient to evaluate year-to-year variation in survival, especially toward the end of 

1990s live-capture sampling.  We explored the relationships between environmental covariates 

and S in other years by setting the 1996 value of standardized covariates to 0 (i.e., the 

standardized mean), and found there was not a significant relationship between sea ice and 

female survival.  Based on these considerations we excluded sea-ice metrics from further 

consideration for evaluating temporal variation in 𝑆, although we explored the robustness of 

these results using additional post hoc analyses (see Discussion). 

 We created 12 candidate structures to model recapture probability (Table 5.2).  We 

modeled coy to have the same 𝑝 as females, since they remain in family groups as yearlings and 

are recaptured with their mothers.  However, we hypothesized that 𝑝 of age 2+ males (including 

𝑝 of male yearlings, recaptured at age 2 after break-up of family groups) would differ due to 

spatial segregation of bears onshore by sex and age classes (Taylor et al. 2005), and we included 
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this two-group structure for p (family, including 2+ females and dependent young; and age 2+ 

males) in all candidate sub-models.  We evaluated two candidate structures for temporal 

variability in 𝑝: 1) given  differences in sampling protocols, search effort and survey teams 

between the 1990s and 2000s, 𝑝 was allowed to differ between the 1990s and 2010s live-capture 

sampling epochs (additive or interactive effects with family); and 2) a fully-time varying 

structure (additive with family) for p (i.e., allowing for year-to-year variability), given that both 

sampling effort and environmental conditions varied significantly among years. In all candidate 

structures, p was fixed to 0 for the years 1996 and 1998-2010. This was necessary because p 

represents the probability of live-recapturing a previously-marked bear, and no live-capture 

sampling occurred in these years.  

 We hypothesized that timing of sea-ice break-up over the continental shelf may influence 

the distribution of polar bears, and thus 𝑝, in fall.  We evaluated the standardized spring sea-ice 

transition (50% threshold) date in some structures (spring ice, Table 5.2).  Exploratory analyses 

suggested that proximity to the coastline also may explain variability in 𝑝.  Specifically, 

contingency tables suggested that bears initially captured inland were more likely to be 

recaptured inland; and conversely that bears initially captured near the coast were more likely to 

be recaptured in coastal regions.  We created a binary geographic covariate based on an 

individual’s first capture location, using a threshold of 2 km from a smoothed coastline 

(coastline; i.e., the coastline excluding deep fjords, see Chapter 3).  We considered two temporal 

structures for this covariate: 1) given the apparent differences in sampling between the 1990s and 

2010s, we estimated separate effects by epoch; and 2) we included the covariate effect only for 

the 2010s, as exploratory analyses suggested this epoch showed the strongest relationship 

between 𝑝 and the covariate.  A small number of bears (n = 33) initially captured in the first 
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sampling period that could be alive by 2011 (<35 years of age and not harvested) were not 

genotyped due to inadequate tissue samples or an absence of samples.  Because all sampling was 

conducted via remote biopsy darting and subsequent genetic analysis during 2011 – 2013, these 

individuals had zero probability of live recapture in this period, so we assigned these bears to 

unique attribute groups to fix 𝑝 = 0 during the last 3 years of the study. As part of a study 

evaluating spatial ecology and population delineation (Ferguson et al. 1997, Taylor et al. 2001), a 

sample of adult female bears was outfitted with satellite collars in BB during 1992 – 1997.  Some 

of these bears (n = 14) were captured or radio-located on Baffin and Bylot islands during fall, 

1993 – 1997.  Because Taylor et al. (2005) state that the locations of collared bears were known 

at various times of the year and this information was used to assist in recaptures during 1994, 

1995, and 1997, we constructed three binary radio covariates (rad94, rad95, rad97) to identify 

when individual females were likely wearing functional radiocollars and therefore may have 

been more vulnerable to capture.  Not all collared bears were recaptured, however, so we did not 

fix 𝑝 = 1 for these individuals, but instead used the covariates to allow for a potentially higher 

recapture probability if such an effect were supported by the data.  We coded dependent 

offspring such that radio covariates matched their mothers.   

 Although earlier studies (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, 2008) have assumed that all research-

marked bears were reported in the harvest, current genetic analyses identified some marked bears 

that were harvested but not reported as marked, possibly due to marker loss (Government of 

Nunavut, unpublished data; Chapter 8).  Hence, reporting probabilities (𝑟) may be biased low, 

especially for bears that survived many years after initial marking during which their plastic ear 

tags could be lost and their lip tattoos could fade.  Given restrictions on the harvest of females 

with dependent offspring and sex-restrictive quotas, we hypothesized that 𝑟 would be lower for 
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cubs, yearlings, and 2+ females; however, we did not fix r = 0 for cubs because at least 1 cub 

was harvested.  We also hypothesized that improvements in the Greenlandic reporting system 

during the mid-2000s might yield increased reporting rates, so we considered models where 𝑟 

differed by early vs. later years (1993 – 2005 vs. 2006 – 2013).  Since few cubs or yearlings were 

harvested, we incorporated this temporal structure as an additive effect for age 2+ individuals 

only. 

 We considered three candidate structures for site fidelity (𝐹).  Previous studies (e.g., 

Taylor et al. 2005) assumed perfect overlap of the areas sampled by live recapture and dead 

recovery sampling, with no permanent emigration from the study population. To reflect this 

assumption we evaluated a sub-model in which 𝐹 was fixed to 1 for all sex and age-classes 

(𝐹=1), without assessing a parameter penalty for QAICc. Using this approach, any permanent 

emigration that actually occurs for the BB subpopulation would be reflected in lower estimates 

of survival. Given that the subpopulation boundaries are only partially discrete, interchange is 

known to occur among subpopulations, and some harvest recoveries occurred outside the BB 

population boundaries (Figure 5.7), we also hypothesized that bears may permanently emigrate 

from the BB sampling area.  We therefore evaluated a structure in which 𝐹 was estimated as a 

constant across all age-sex classes (𝐹.). Using this approach, survival estimates would not be 

biased by permanent emigration, but simulations indicated that under high levels of temporary 

emigration, rates of permanent emigration would be overestimated (i.e., temporary emigration 

would be misidentified as permanent emigration due to small sample sizes and short live-

recapture sampling epochs relative to the life span of polar bears). We also hypothesized that 

adult males would exhibit lower site fidelity, so we considered a model structure in which 
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independent males (age 2+) had a different fidelity rate than females and their dependent 

offspring (𝐹𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓). 

 Overdispersion, or extra-binomial variation, exists in mark-recapture data when the 

capture histories of individual animals are not independent (e.g., as is the case for family groups, 

in which the fate of the cubs depends on the adult female, or when emigration is non-random). 

Correcting for overdispersion is necessary to avoid underestimating the variance of parameters. 

To estimate overdispersion, we constructed our most highly parameterized model and used the 

median �̂� approach as implemented in Program MARK (Cooch and White 2015).  This method 

employs simulations to generate an estimate of 𝑐, the over-dispersion parameter.  Results 

suggested that the BB data were modestly over-dispersed (i.e., �̂� = 1.1), as would be expected 

given the dependency between females and their cubs (Taylor et al. 2005), so we inflated �̂� and 

based model selection and inference on QAICc (Burnham 1998). 

 Given 10 sub-model structures for 𝑆, 12 for 𝑝, 1 for 𝑟, and 3 for 𝐹, there would be 360 

potential model structures if all possible combinations of the sub-model structures were 

considered.  We used a modified version of the plausible combinations approach outlined in 

Bromaghin et al. (2013) to identify supported sub-model structures.  This process entailed 

holding constant the most generalized structure (excluding individual covariates) for three of the 

four sub-models while evaluating structures for the fourth sub-model.  We considered sub-model 

structures with ΔQAICc < 4 as representing plausible structures and constructed all possible 

combinations from these sub-model structures.  We note that 𝑆 was poorly estimated for coy 

(i.e., at implausibly high rates near 1, but not inestimable), a finding which we attributed to the 

scarcity of data for coy, particularly during the 2010s sampling period in which many coy were 

not marked.  Hence, we estimated a pooled 𝑆 rate for coy and yrlg in all subsequent models.  
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Because coy were approximately 9 months old at the time of marking, it is biologically plausible 

that their survival rates were similar to those of yearlings. 

 We computed model-averaged estimates (Burnham and Anderson 2002) of parameters 

(𝑆, 𝑟 and 𝐹) using a threshold of ΔQAICc < 4.  Because our estimates of survival reflected 

harvest mortality, we derived unharvested survival (S*; also referred to as “natural” survival) 

using the equation as 𝑆∗ = 𝑆 + 𝑟 × (1 − 𝑆) (e.g, Taylor et al. 2005, 2008, Peacock et al. 2013) 

and estimated the variance of S* using the delta method (following Taylor et al. 2008).  This 

derivation of unharvested survival is based on several assumptions.  First, it assumes harvest of 

all marked bears is reported; under-reporting of the harvest, which has been documented 

(Government of Nunavut, unpublished data; Chapter 8), leads to negative bias in estimates of S*.  

This derivation also assumes that harvest mortality is completely additive. In other words, that no 

harvested bears would otherwise die during a given interval, and that the higher population 

density for an unharvested subpopulation would not lead to lower vital rates for all bears in 

future years.  A violation of the assumption of additive mortality would result in positive bias in 

estimates of S*.  A more appropriate equation for unharvested survival would be: 𝑆∗ = 𝑆/[1 −

𝑟 × (1 − 𝑆)], which assumes that harvested bears are subject to the same natural mortality rate as 

other bears. In this equation, the quantity in brackets represents the probability of surviving the 

hunting season and S represents the product of natural and hunting mortality (Anderson and 

Burnham 1976). We used the Taylor et al. (2005) derivation for unharvested survival to maintain 

consistency with earlier studies, noting that the resulting potential for bias is small given high 

unharvested survival rates and relatively low harvest mortality for polar bears. 

 For highly supported models, we obtained annual estimates of abundance for groups of 

individuals that share common estimates of p (e.g., certain age and sex-classes), using a 
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generalized Horvitz-Thompson estimator for the yrl and age 2+ classes, in which 𝑁�𝑓,𝑡 =  𝑛𝑖,𝑡
𝑝�𝑖,𝑡

 , 

where 𝑛𝑓,𝑡 is the number of bears captured in group i during year t, and �̂�𝑓,𝑡 is the recapture 

probability for group i during year t.  However, estimates of n and 𝑝 did not accurately represent 

coy because we did not sample all coy during the 2011 – 2013 sampling period.  Thus, we 

estimated coy abundance as the product of age 2+ females with coy litters (estimated via a 

Horvitz-Thompson estimator) and mean observed coy litter size.  We summed estimates of 

abundance across groups to obtain total estimates of abundance (derived for each model) by 

year.  Similar to earlier studies (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, Peacock et al. 2013), we used the delta 

method (Seber 1982, Powell 2007) to estimate variances for annual abundance estimates [R (R 

Core Team 2015) package emdbook (Bolker 2016)].  Variance estimates incorporated parameter 

variances and covariances (as computed in Program MARK) as well as variances of mean coy 

litter sizes.  We used model weights to model-average estimates of total abundance by year and 

their associated variances.  We also calculated mean estimates of total abundance by sampling 

epoch and estimated variance using the delta method.  Given the 13-year interval without live 

captures preceding 2011, estimates of abundance for 2011 were based on values of p estimated 

for the relatively small number of bears that were marked during the 1990s and survived until 

2011. These estimates of p were characterized by high uncertainty and potential small-sample 

bias. Their use in the denominator of the Horvitz-Thompson estimator, in conjunction with the 

large sample of first-time captures in the numerator of the estimator, had the potential to produce 

spurious results. Therefore, we excluded the less-reliable estimate of abundance from 2011 when 

calculating mean total abundance for the 2010s sampling epoch. 
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Geographic subsetting to evaluate the effects of different sampling methods in the 1990s and 

2010s  

 Because sampling during the 1990s was spatially restricted to a portion of the BB 

subpopulation’s fall range and did not include bears located farther inland, particularly within 

deep fjords, or on the sea ice.  In contrast, from 2011-2013 onshore sampling was more 

comprehensive and systematic.  To explore the potential impact of differences in sampling on 

estimates of subpopulation size, we delineated the extent of the sampling area in the 1990s based 

on capture locations (see Chapter 3).  We then created a subset of the 2010s live-capture data that 

only included captures that occurred within the more restricted sampling area of the 1990s, 

recompiled the individual capture histories, and repeated our mark-recapture analyses using the 

same procedures as outlined above.  We expected that comparison of abundance estimates for 

the 2010s using full dataset (i.e., for the complete sampling area) vs. the restricted dataset (i.e., 

for the restricted sampling area), would help inform the potential bias in estimates of abundance 

from the 1990s based on an incomplete sampling frame. Conceptually, this assumed that 

𝑁�2010𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑡 𝑑𝑓𝑡𝑓/𝑁�2010𝑠
𝑓𝑠𝑓𝑓 𝑑𝑓𝑡𝑓 ≈  𝑁�1990𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑡 𝑑𝑓𝑡𝑓/𝑁�1990𝑠

𝑓𝑠𝑓𝑓 𝑑𝑓𝑡𝑓; where 𝑁� represents estimates of abundance, 

and 𝑁�1990𝑠
𝑓𝑠𝑓𝑓 𝑑𝑓𝑡𝑓represents the (unknown) estimate of abundance that would have been obtained in 

the 1990s if the complete sampling area had been covered. This assumption seemed plausible 

given that satellite telemetry data indicated that onshore habitat use of polar bears did not vary 

between the 1990s and 2010s.  Although this investigation provides information on the effects of 

difference in onshore sampling between the two epochs, it did not provide any information on 

potential bias in the 1990s abundance estimate due to bears using offshore sea ice in the 1990s. 

 

5.3.  Results 
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 The BB mark-recapture dataset consisted of 2,324 total captures of 1,992 individuals 

(i.e., there were 332 live recaptures), and 234 dead recoveries during the 1993 – 2013 study 

period (Table 5.3).  Data were relatively sparse for live captures of age 2+ females during the 

1990s, and dead recoveries of all bears during the early- to mid-2000s.  During September 2012 

and 2013, we sighted 30 polar bears (including 21 independent bears) in Greenland (cf. 1,043 

total captures during 2012 and 2013; Table 5.3), suggesting a relatively low number of bears 

resided in Greenland during the late summer in those years (see Chapter 3). 

 Females comprised a greater proportion of live captures of age 2+ bears in the 2010s 

compared to the 1990s (mean annual proportion female during the 1990s: 0.42; 2010s: 0.54; 

Table 5.3).  We hypothesize that under-representation of age 2+ females was a result of the 

greater use of inland habitats by denning females and lack of sampling in those habitats during 

the 1990s.  Age 2+ males comprised nearly 70% of the reported harvest of marked bears over the 

21-year study period (162 of 234; Table 5.3), with adult females exhibiting sparse recovery data, 

especially during the interim epoch (1998-2010) with no live encounter data. 

 The plausible combinations approach indicated that the following sub-model structures 

were supported by the data: one 𝑆 structure (3 temporal epochs with an interactive effect with 

sex for the 2+ age class; Table 5.4); two 𝑝 structures [including (1) fully time-varying 𝑝 and (2) 

spring sea-ice transition date to explain variability in 𝑝; Table 5.5]; all three 𝐹 structures (Table 

5.6); and one 𝑟 structure as candidate structures from which to construct the final set of models.  

Although within 4 ΔQAICc of the most highly supported 𝑝 structures, we excluded 𝑝 sub-models 

that incorporated the inland proximity to coastline covariate, as this was an uninformative 

parameter that was not supported by lower QAICc relative to hierarchically simpler models 

(Burnham and Anderson 1992, Arnold 2010, Peacock et al. 2012). 
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 We constructed the final candidate model set using all combinations of the well-

supported sub-model structures as identified above.  The most-supported model included a fully 

time-varying 𝑝 structure and estimated 𝐹 as constant across all sex and age classes. Three 

additional model structures were within Δ4 QAICc of the most-supported model, including a 

model with 𝐹 estimated separately for independent males, and a model with F fixed to 1 (Table 

5.7). 

 The time-constant, model-averaged estimate of survival for dependent bears was (S = 

0.87, SE = 0.06; Table 5.8). Estimates of S for age 2+ females (1993 – 1997: 0.84, SE = 0.04; 

1998 – 2010: 0.95, SE = 0.02; 2011 – 2013: 0.90, SE = 0.05) and males (1993 – 1997: 0.89, SE = 

0.02; 1998 – 2010: 0.87, SE = 0.02; 2011 – 2013: 0.78, SE = 0.06) varied among epochs, 

although statistical uncertainty and potential bias made it difficult to evaluate whether this 

variation was meaningful (see Discussion).  Reporting rates were nearly 2-fold higher for age 2+ 

males than 2+ females, reflecting male-biased harvest, but there was not a strong difference in 

estimates of 𝑟 before and after 1995.  Estimated natural survival for age 2+ males (0.83, SE = 

0.06) was less than age 2+ females (0.91, 0.05) during 2011 – 2013 (coy: 0.88, SE = 0.06; yrl: 

0.89, SE = 0.06).  Bears exhibited strong fidelity to the study area (𝐹 = 0.96 for females and 

dependent young, and F = 0.97 for age 2+ males). This suggests that approximately 3 – 4% of 

the study population permanently emigrated from the sampling area each year, although we did 

not utilize Barker models that additionally measure the probability that some of these bears 

might have returned.   

 Mean estimates of total abundance for the BB subpopulation were 2,173 (95% CI = 1,252 

– 3,093) for the 1994 – 1997 sampling epoch and 2,826 (95% CI = 2,059 – 3,593) for the years 

2012 – 2013 (Table 5.9), although these estimates correspond to different sampling frames in the 
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1990s and 2010s. The mean estimate of abundance for the years 2012-2013 was approximately 

10% lower for the geographic subset dataset (2,553 ± 433) compared to the full dataset (2,826 ± 

391). In addition, the annual point estimates for 2012 – 2013 derived from the geographic subset 

were lower than estimates based on the full data (Table 5.12). These findings suggest that the 

restricted sampling frame introduced negative bias into estimates of abundance for the 1990s. 

The difference in the spatial distribution of captures between the 1990s and 2010s was consistent 

with our conclusion that the sampling frames differed substantially between epochs, particularly 

with respect to the inland distribution of bears in central and northern Baffin Island (Figures 5.1, 

5.8, and 5.9).  Very few bears were recorded beyond the mouths of fjords in these regions during 

the 1990s, whereas observations were numerous there during the 2011 – 2013 epoch.  This 

finding was reinforced by telemetry data during the 2000s that indicated no large-scale shift in 

onshore distribution (relative to the coastline) between epochs (see also Chapters 3 and 4). 

 The geographic subset included 1,679 total individuals, as >300 bears from the 2000s 

were censored from this analysis based on their locations outside the estimated sampling frame 

of the 1990s.  Model selection results were generally similar to the comprehensive data set, 

although the coastline covariate (for modeling 𝑝) was more highly supported in some structures 

(Table 5.10).  Parameter estimates also were consistent with the comprehensive data set (Table 

5.11).  

 

5.4.  Discussion 

 We used physical mark-recapture data collected 1993-1995 and 1997, genetic mark-

recapture data collected 2011-2013, and dead recovery data from the 21-year period 1993-2013 

to estimate demographic parameters for the BB subpopulation.  Our mean estimate of total 
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abundance for the years 2012-2013 was 2,826 (95% CI = 2,059 – 3,593). Our estimate of mean 

abundance for the period 1994-1997 (2,173; 95% CI = 1,252 – 3,093) was consistent with the 

previous estimate from Taylor et al. (2005) (2,074; SE = 266), despite minor differences in the 

data and analytical methods. Although our 2012-2013 estimate of abundance is ~30% higher 

than our 1990s estimate, differences in sampling protocols and changes in environmental 

conditions between epochs make interpretation about true changes in population size difficult.  

Notably, the distribution of capture locations was different between epochs, with a higher 

proportion of captures in inland areas and deep within fjords during the 2010s (Figures 5.3, 5.8 

and 5.9, see also Chapter 3 Figure 3.1).  We used satellite telemetry data to compare on-land 

distribution and summer habitat use between the two epochs.  These analyses provided no 

evidence for changes in on-land distribution in the summer, suggesting that differences in the 

spatial distribution of captures resulted from a more restricted sampling frame in the 1990s. In 

the 1990s only one helicopter was used for sampling in western Baffin Bay in fall whereas the 

2000-sampling involved the use of two helicopters operating at the same time. In addition, 

satellite telemetry data suggested that an unknown but potentially large number of bears were not 

present in the 1990s study area due to the presence of summer pack ice offshore from Baffin 

Island, whereas offshore ice was largely unavailable in the 2010s. 

 We investigated potential bias resulting from differences in sampling protocols between 

epochs.  Although flight paths for the helicopters used to capture bears in the 1990s were 

unavailable, we estimated the spatial extent of the sampling area using capture locations, and 

then created a geographical subset of the 2010s data based on this restricted sampling frame.  

These results indicated that a lack of inland sampling in the 2010s would have resulted in 

approximately 10% negative bias in the mean estimate of total abundance for 2012-2013, which 



Chapter 5 SWG Final report 

264 | P a g e  

suggests that similar bias likely existed in the mean estimate of total abundance for the 1990s, 

due to restricted geographic sampling. The source of this bias is individual heterogeneity in p due 

to polar bear movements with respect to the sampling area (i.e., temporary emigration; Schaub et 

al. 2004); which in the extreme can result in some bears effectively having p = 0, and therefore 

being completely excluded (i.e., “missed”) from the study. The presence of offshore sea ice 

during the 1990s was another potential source of negative bias, and an issue that we were unable 

to resolve.  These environmental conditions are problematic because bears using the sea ice were 

either temporarily or permanently absent from the mark-recapture sampling area during the 

1990s.  Although sample sizes of independent collared females were small, telemetry data 

suggested that >~75% of collared bears were outside of the sampled area or on remnant sea ice 

during the fall sampling period in some years during 1990s.  As such, an unknown but 

potentially large proportion of the population was unavailable for capture in some years.  By 

contrast, in the 2010s sea ice was not present in Baffin Bay in late summer and bears were more 

concentrated in the onshore sampling areas (i.e., on Baffin or Bylot islands, or West Greenland); 

68-85% of collared bears were inside the sampling areas in all years (2011-2013).  If the 

probability of being a temporary emigrant in the 1990s was sufficiently high, relative to the short 

duration of the study and small sample sizes; or if there was Markovian dependence in the 

probability of being a temporary emigrant (e.g., if a bear that was on remnant sea ice in year t 

tended to return to the ice in year t + 1), then abundance estimates from the 1990s may be subject 

to additional bias. The sign of this bias was likely negative (i.e., it is possible that a meaningful 

proportion of the subpopulation was effectively excluded from abundance estimates), although 

the component of bias due to potential Markovian dependence could be either positive or 

negative depending on the directionality of Markovian dependence (Schaub et al. 2004).  Our 
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assessment of temporary emigration in the 1990s is consistent with traditional ecological 

knowledge in the Baffin Bay region, which suggests that some bears spend the entire year on sea 

ice and do not come ashore (S. Atkinson, pers. obs.).  The effects of temporary emigration on 

1990s abundance estimates are difficult to quantify because of the short live-recapture sampling 

window (1993 – 1995; 1997) and low recapture probabilities.   

 Given the multiple potential sources of negative bias in the 1990s abundance estimate, 

and statistical uncertainty in estimated parameters, we cannot conclude that the size of the BB 

subpopulation increased between the 1990s and 2010s. The 2010s estimate of abundance 

constitutes the best-available information and is suitable for informing management, but we 

cannot reliably determine the trend in subpopulation size between the 1990s and 2010s. 

 It should, however, be mentioned that during TEK-studies in both Nunavut (Dowsley 

2005, Dowsley and Taylor 2006) and West Greenland (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, Born et al. 

2011) several interviewees noted an increased occurrence of BB-polar bears in coastal areas 

since sometime in the 1990s. Some interviewees were of the opinion that this reflected an 

increase in subpopulation (BB) size whereas others thought that it reflected a change in to the 

bears´ behavior, and the fact that they occur closer to land as a reaction to the reduction in the 

sea-ice cover (cf. Born et al. 2011:206-207 for a discussion of this). Born et al. (2011) concluded 

that it was not possible from their interview survey to determine the extent to which an increased 

occurrence of polar bears in the hunting areas represents an increase in the population or a 

change in distribution (or for that sake a combination of these factors). Chapter 4 documents 

changes in the on-ice behavior of BB bears, with bears located closer to the coastline (and closer 

to shallow depths) in all seasons.  



Chapter 5 SWG Final report 

266 | P a g e  

 The sampling issues outlined above also have the potential to affect estimates of survival 

probability (Peñaloza et al. 2014), although these issues are mitigated to some extent by the 

inclusion of dead recovery data (Peacock et al. 2012).  Our estimates of survival for age 2+ 

females 1993 – 1997 are notably lower than estimates of similar age classes obtained by Taylor 

et al. (2005) and Peacock et al. (2012), but our estimates of coy and yearling survival are higher.  

Factors that may contribute to these differences include: different treatment of data (e.g., 

exclusion of spring captures, recognition of coarser age classes in the present study relative to 

Taylor et al. 2005 and Peacock et al. 2012); our exclusion of data collected during the 1970s and 

1980s, which were included in Taylor et al. (2005) as initial captures but not fully modeled as 

individual capture histories; and the inclusion of additional information (e.g., harvest recoveries 

during the 2000s and live captures during the 2010s), given that some parameters were estimated 

using information that was shared across sampling epochs. 

 The mean estimate of total annual survival of age 2+ males was particularly low (0.78, 

SE = 0.06) during 2011 – 2013, compared to values from earlier periods in this study and values 

reported for other polar bear subpopulations (PBSG 2010), with the exception of the Southern 

Hudson Bay subpopulation for which low estimates of adult male survival were reported for the 

final years of the study (Obbard et al. 2007).  Although 𝑟 for 2+ males was higher than 2+ 

females due to the sex-selective harvest, estimates of unharvested male survival 2011-2013 (S* = 

0.83) were also significantly lower than estimates of S* for females during this period (S* = 

0.91). Low survival of adult males in the 2010s may be a biological signal that reflects a 

disproportionate impact of environmental change on males, either through lower true survival or 

increased dispersal of young males to adjacent subpopulations due to density-dependent effects. 

However, interpretation of point estimates and potential trends in S is difficult due to the short 
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time-frame (i.e., only 3 years) of live recaptures in the 2010s and confounding of parameters and 

potential bias in estimates of survival during terminal years (e.g., Peñaloza et al. 2014). We 

suggest that, when viewed together with information on habitat loss (Chapter 4) and nutritional 

condition (Chapter 7) for BB polar bears, the low estimates of S for 2+ males 2011-2013 may 

signal negative density-dependent population effects. However, we emphasize that additional 

years of live-recapture and dead-recovery data would be necessary to determine the degree to 

which low estimates of survival were influenced by temporary emigration and other factors.  

 Adjusting total survival with 𝑟 to derive unharvested survival yielded estimates of female 

survival in the 2010s that appear too low to support stable or positive population growth in the 

absence of harvest. Regehr et al. (2015) suggest that a minimum unharvested adult female 

survival rate of ~0.93, referenced to a population density at maximum net productivity level, is 

necessary for long-term persistence. We note, however, that our estimates of dependent young 

survival were high (cf. Taylor et al. 2005), although these estimates applied to the entire 1993-

2013 study period. Based on the life history of polar bears, survival of dependent young would 

be expected to decline (e.g., in response to negative environmental conditions) before the 

survival of adult females declined (e.g., Eberhardt 2002). In addition, due to the lack of precise 

numeric age information available from non-invasive genetic sampling in the 2010s, we 

estimated survival for a single age class of polar bears age ≥ 2 years. Under this approach 

subadult and senescent bears, which likely have lower survival rates (e.g., Regehr et al. 2007), 

were included with prime age adults. This likely had the effect of reducing the overall estimate 

of female survival. We also note that the lowest estimates of total and unharvested survival for 

age 2+ females occurred during 1994-1997, a period during which sea-ice habitats were more 

available compared to the 2010s. These considerations, in conjunction with the high and variable 
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levels of temporary emigration from the sampling area in the 1990s, and our approach of 

aligning temporal epochs in the survival sub-model with changes in sampling design, could have 

led to negative bias in estimates of female survival.   

 We recommend further caution in interpretation of survival estimates.  First, the three 

temporal epochs for which we estimated survival were based on – and are confounded with – 

sampling methodologies (i.e., whether estimates were derived from both live recapture and dead 

recovery data, or dead recovery data alone).  In addition, the 2011 – 2013 epoch represents the 

minimum length of a time series from which it is possible to estimate survival using Cormack-

Jolly-Seber models, such that a single anomalous year (from either a sampling or biological 

perspective) has a greater impact on the pooled estimate.  Additionally, negative terminal bias in 

survival estimates is a well-known challenge with mark-recapture studies, especially under 

scenarios with pronounced temporary emigration (Peñaloza et al. 2014). 

 To provide additional insight into our findings, we conducted complementary modeling 

using Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods in Program MARK.  We re-fit several well-

supported models and incorporated annual random effects for 𝑆, 𝑟, and in some cases 𝑝.  Annual 

random effects can offer advantages over fixed effect approaches by representing temporal 

patterns in the data via a long-term mean and annual shrinkage estimates, such that annual 

estimates of a parameter only deviate from the mean to the extent that any difference is 

supported by the data (Link and Barker 2004, White et al. 2009).  MCMC methods also enable 

delineation of sampling from process variation.  However, the ability to obtain useful annual 

estimates from the Baffin Bay data was somewhat limited by small sample sizes and the unusual 

survey design (i.e., the short time series of live-encounters at the beginning and end of the study, 

separated by a longer period of dead-recovery only data in the middle of the study). 
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 MCMC analyses suggested that the low estimates of mean survival for 2+ females during 

1993 – 1997 and for 2+ males during 2011 – 2013 were due in part to relatively higher levels of 

human-caused mortality (i.e., as represented by estimates of 𝑟) for females and males in 1996 

(also the year in which no live capture sampling occurred) and 2011, respectively.  Importantly, 

these analyses also indicated that the low estimate of survival for 2+ males during 2011 – 2013 

was strongly influenced by the cohort of newly-marked bears in 2011.  The long period of time 

without live recapture sampling (1998 – 2010) meant that bears initially marked in the 1990s 

(i.e., older bears) were pooled with new captures during 2011 (including younger bears) for 

estimation of parameters.  MCMC analyses suggest that 2011 was a particularly poor year for 

survival of age 2+ males, but this impact was only evident among newly marked bears and not 

among surviving bears first marked in the 1990s.  This finding suggests possible individual or 

finer-scale age-based variation in survival, but sample sizes and study design (i.e., the 13-year 

interval with no live captures) were insufficient to fit models with individual random effects 

using either maximum likelihood or MCMC methods.  In sum, MCMC analyses supported our 

interpretation that the BB data do not provide strong evidence for temporal changes in survival, 

with the exception of the two years noted above.  We recommend that future work in Baffin Bay 

and elsewhere further explore models with annual random effects.  In addition, incorporation of 

dead recovery data after 2013 will assist in estimating survival during the 2011-2013 sampling 

period (Peacock et al. 2012). 

 Based on supplementary analyses, conducted as part of this investigation, that suggest a 

relatively strong ability to distinguish subadults from adults using field assessments and genetic 

information (i.e., sex) obtained from biopsy darting (Appendix B), future modeling of data from 

genetic mark-recapture studies could consider a more detailed age structure. Recent advances in 
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analytical methods (e.g., mark-recapture models with state uncertainty; Pradel 2009) could be 

used to model the relatively low occurrence of errors in estimation of field ages.  Given the 

broader base of evidence that the BB subpopulation is responding to losses of sea-ice habitat 

(e.g., Rode et al. 2011, Peacock et al. 2012; Chapters 4, 6, 7), considering a more detailed age 

structure could help to assess whether survival rates for adults and subadults exhibited different 

temporal trends (e.g., per the expectation that subadult survival rates are among the first 

demographic parameters to respond to environmental changes; Regehr et al. 2007, Stirling and 

Derocher 2012). 

 To further assess bias and precision of estimated model parameters, we completed 

simulations in which Barker models, which are capable of explicitly modeling temporary 

emigration, were fitted to datasets that closely resembled the BB data, but included known levels 

and types of temporary emigration.  Under moderate to high random temporary emigration 

(𝐹=𝐹’= 0.3 or 0.5), survival estimates were unbiased when estimated using Barker models, but 

moderately negatively biased when based on Burnham models (especially for females, which 

had lower recovery rates).  CJS and Seber models both produced highly biased estimates of 𝑆 

when temporary emigration occurred. Markovian emigration may yield negative bias in 𝑆, 

although sparse telemetry data did not permit assessment of Markovian patterns in temporary 

emigration with the actual Baffin Bay data.  Although we were unable to simulate data on 

abundance, Barker models provided unbiased estimates of 𝑝, whereas Burnham models provided 

unbiased estimates of the product of 𝑝 × 𝐹.  These findings suggest that Barker models would 

provide reasonable estimates of the number of bears located within the sampling area on any 

given sampling occasion, whereas Burnham models would provide better estimates of the 

“super-population” (i.e., the larger group of bears with a non-negligible probability of using the 
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sampling area, even if some of these bears were outside of the sampling area [i.e., were 

temporary emigrants] on any given sampling occasion). Given that the super-population 

corresponds more closely to the study population of interest in BB from a biological and 

management perspective, this supports our decision to use the Burnham model to estimate 

abundance. 

 Although there are uncertainties in the BB subpopulation related to the demographic 

analyses, additional sources of information, including sea-ice conditions, movement ecology, and 

reproductive metrics, are useful for informing current subpopulation status.  These auxiliary data 

suggest a lengthening of the ice-free season (Chapter 4), a significant increase in the amount of 

time bears spend on land during the ice-free season (Chapter 4), a northward shift in their ranges 

(Chapter 2), decreased reproductive output (Chapter 6), and declining body condition (Rode et 

al. 2011; Chapter 7). These signs point to a subpopulation that could be exhibiting density-

dependent effects associated with declining carrying capacity. The relatively low estimates of 

unharvested survival for the 2010s, especially for adult males, are consistent with this 

explanation, although as stated previously we cannot rule out the presence of negative bias in 

survival estimates.  

 The Baffin Bay study highlights potential challenges in interpreting long-term trends in 

abundance and survival.  Although Taylor et al. (2005) and York et al. (2016) assert that the BB 

subpopulation was uniformly and comprehensively sampled during the 1990s, we documented 

evidence of changes in the sampling frames between epochs (i.e., incomplete spatial sampling 

during the 1990s, relative to the 2000s).  These changes precluded an assessment of trends in 

abundance, and the 13-year interval between live capture sessions limited our ability to assess 

temporal trends in survival, and likely resulted in increased individual heterogeneity in survival 
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(which we could not explicitly model) as newly-marked bears in the 2010s were pooled with 

older individuals first marked in the 1990s.  We attempted to reconcile and understand the 

impacts of these issues through supplemental analyses, and future work could explore the 

usefulness of new analytical methods (e.g., multistate models with unobservable states; spatially-

explicit models [Royle et al. 2013]) to mitigate potential bias. However, recent analyses of mark-

recapture data for polar bears have identified the limitations of model-based methods to account 

for inconsistent sampling or violated modeling assumptions (e.g., Bromaghin et al. 2015). 

Therefore, we underscore the critical importance of complete and consistent sampling of the 

study area for robust and unbiased inference regarding population status.  We also recommend 

evaluating the current inventory schedule and using a priori study design analyses to evaluate 

whether modifications (e.g., extending the live capture sampling periods, shortening the interval 

between successive capture periods, incorporation of more intensive “robust design” sampling 

[Converse et al. 2009]) may improve the ability to detect changes in abundance and associated 

vital rates. Finally we recommend considering other survey methods (i.e., aerial surveys; e.g., 

Aars et al. 2009) for assessing polar bear subpopulations. 
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Table 5.1.  Survival sub-model structures evaluated in mark-recapture analysis of the Baffin Bay 

polar bear subpopulation data. 

  

S sub-model  Age Sex Temporal Environmental 

1 2 class Age 2+ only Constant None 

2 2 class Age 2+ only 3 epoch + sex None 

3 2 class Age 2+ only 3 epoch × sex None 

4 2 class Age 2+ only Constant Ice transition 

5 2 class Age 2+ only Constant Ice area 

6 3 class Age 2+ only Constant None 

7 3 class Age 2+ only 3 epoch + sex None 

8 3 class Age 2+ only 3 epoch × sex None 

9 3 class Age 2+ only Constant Ice transition 

10 3 class Age 2+ only Constant Ice area 
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Table 5.2.  Recapture probability sub-model structures evaluated in mark-recapture analysis of 

the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation.  All models included a Radio covariate for bears that 

were outfitted with a satellite collar that may have been used to locate individuals for recapture.  

Bears that were not genotyped were unavailable to be recaptured during the 2011 – 2013 

sampling window, so 𝑝 was fixed to 0 for non-genotyped bears. 

 

 

p sub-model  Family Temporal Geographic Ice 

1 Yes 2 epoch + family None None 

2 Yes 2 epoch + family Coastline, 2 epoch None 

3 Yes 2 epoch + family Coastline, 2010s None 

4 Yes 2 epoch + family None Spring 

5 Yes 2 epoch + family Coastline, 2 epoch Spring 

6 Yes 2 epoch + family Coastline, 2010s Spring 

7 Yes 2 epoch × family None None 

8 Yes 2 epoch × family Coastline, 2 epoch None 

9 Yes 2 epoch × family Coastline, 2010s None 

10 Yes Annual + family None None 

11 Yes Annual + family Coastline, 2 epoch None 

12 Yes Annual + family Coastline, 2010s None 
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Table 5.3.  Summary table of live captures and dead recoveries during the mark-recapture study of the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation in Nunavut, Canada, and Greenland, 1993 – 2013.  Shaded cells indicate that data are not possible due to an absence of 

marking or recapture. 

 
Initial captures Live recaptures Dead recoveries 

 
Females Males Females Males Females Males 

Year Coy Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ Yrl 2+ Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ 
1993 14 8 53 12 8 61     0 0 1 0 0 0 
1994 26 13 65 16 9 77 0 5 0 14 0 0 3 0 0 7 
1995 15 11 62 19 11 85 4 11 4 23 0 2 6 1 0 8 
1996            1 8  0 7 
1997 22 10 60 19 13 113  20  31 0 0 6 0 1 9 
1998            0 3  0 11 
1999             3   9 
2000             0   8 
2001             2   8 
2002             0   11 
2003             0   7 
2004             1   7 
2005             2   3 
2006             3   6 
2007             1   2 
2008             2   4 
2009             2   0 
2010             0   1 
2011 2 23 163 1 20 148  5  5 0 0 4 0 0 20 
2012 40 30 221 35 30 192 3 41 0 54 0 0 8 0 2 14 
2013 28 15 121 16 15 90 4 48 5 55 0 1 8 1 0 20 

Totals 147 110 745 118 106 766 11 130 9 182 0 4 63 2 3 162 
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Table 5.4.  Survival (𝑆) sub-model selection results from analysis of mark-recapture-recovery data from the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation, 1993 – 2013.  Coy = cubs of the year. Yrl = yearlings. 2+ = bears aged 2 and older.  Age classes separated by a comma 

were estimated independently; classes not separated by a comma were pooled for estimation.  Epoch = periods defined by sampling 

method (1993 – 1997, 1998 – 2010, and 2011 – 2013).  Preliminary analyses suggested that QAICc scores of structures including sea-

ice metrics were critically dependent on 1996, the year in which there was no live recapture sampling, which also happened to 

coincide with heavy sea ice.  Structures with sea-ice covariates thus were eliminated from further consideration. 

S sub-model structure Parameters ΔQAICc QAICc Weights QDeviance 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) 22 0.00 0.978 3878.0 

coy yrl, 2+(sex + epoch) 20 8.36 0.015 3890.4 

coy yrl, 2+(sex) 18 9.83 0.007 3896.0 
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Table 5.5.  Recapture probability (𝑝) sub-model selection results from analysis of mark-recapture-recovery data from the Baffin Bay 

polar bear subpopulation, 1993 – 2013. Family = females / dependent bears and independent males (2 age / sex classes); ice = spring 

transition date; epoch = sampling period (1993 – 1995, 1997; 2011 – 2013); t = full time variation; and inland = proximity of 

individual’s first capture location to smoothed coastline (2 km threshold; binary). All 𝑝 structures incorporated the radio collar 

covariate representing bears that were outfitted with collars that may have been used to locate them. 

p sub-model structure Parameters ΔQAICc QAICc Weights QDeviance 

family + t 22 0 0.418 3878.0 

family + t + coastline (2010s) 23 1.31 0.217 3877.3 

family + t + coastline (epoch) 24 1.32 0.216 3875.2 

family + epoch + ice 19 3.50 0.073 3887.6 

family + epoch + ice + coastline (epoch) 21 4.78 0.038 3884.8 

family + epoch + ice + coastline (2010s) 20 4.78 0.038 3886.8 

family + epoch 18 15.49 0.0002 3901.6 

family + epoch + coastline (2010s) 19 16.96 0.0001 3901.0 

family + epoch + coastline (epoch) 20 17.08 0.0001 3899.1 

family × epoch 19 17.31 0.0001 3901.4 

family × epoch + coastline (epoch) 21 18.66 <0.0001 3898.7 

family × epoch + coastline (2010s) 20 18.71 <0.0001 3900.8 
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Table 5.6.  Fidelity (𝐹) sub-model selection results from analysis of mark-recapture-recovery data from the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation, 1993 – 2013.  Coy = cubs of the year. Yrl = yearlings. 2+ = bears aged 2 and older.  Age classes separated by a comma 

were estimated independently; classes not separated by a comma were pooled for estimation. 

F sub-model structure Parameters ΔQAICc QAICc Weights QDeviance 

Constant 21 0.00 0.57 3878.4 

coy yrl 2+ F, 2+ M 22 1.62 0.25 3878.0 

Fixed = 1 20 2.28 0.18 3882.7 
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Table 5.7.  Model selection  results (< 4 ΔQAICc) from analysis of mark-recapture-recovery data from the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation, 1993 – 2013.  Coy = cubs of the year. Yrl = yearlings. 2+ = bears aged 2 and older.  Age classes separated by a comma 

were estimated independently; classes not separated by a comma were pooled for estimation.  For 𝑆, epoch = periods defined by 

sampling method (1993 – 1997, 1998 – 2010, and 2011 – 2013).  For 𝑝, family = females / dependent bears and independent males (2 

age / sex classes); ice = spring transition date; epoch = sampling period (1993 – 1995, 1997; 2011 – 2013); and t = full time variation. 

For 𝑟, time = 1992 – 2005 and 2006 – 2013.  All 𝑝 structures incorporated the radio collar covariate representing bears that were 

outfitted with collars that may have been used to locate them. 

Model Structures 
    

S P R F Parameters ΔAICc 
AICc 

Weights QDeviance 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Constant 21 0 0.52 3878.4 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 22 1.62 0.23 3878.0 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Fixed = 1 20 2.28 0.17 3882.7 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + epoch + ice coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Constant 18 3.57 0.09 3888.1 
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Table 5.8.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 QAICc) parameter estimates obtained from mark-recapture 

study of polar bears in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 1993 – 2013. 

  

Parameter Class Estimate (SE) 

Survival (total)   

 Cubs of the year / yearlings 0.87 (0.06) 

 2+ Females, 1993 – 1997 0.84 (0.04) 

 2+ Females, 1998 – 2010 0.95 (0.02) 

 2+ Females, 2011 – 2013 0.90 (0.05) 

 2+ Males, 1993 – 1997 0.89 (0.02) 

 2+ Males, 1998 – 2010 0.87 (0.02) 

 2+ Males, 2011 – 2013 0.78 (0.06) 

Reporting   

 Cubs of the year 0.06 (0.05) 

 Yearlings 0.13 (0.07) 

 2+ Females, 1993 – 2005 0.19 (0.05) 

 2+ Females, 2006 - 2013  0.16 (0.05) 

 2+ Males, 1993 – 2005 0.30 (0.03) 

 2+ Males, 2006 – 2013 0.26 (0.06) 

Fidelity   

 Cubs of the year, yearlings, and 2+ 
females 0.96 (0.03) 

 2+ Males 0.97 (0.02) 
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Table 5.9.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 QAICc) estimates of abundance (𝑁� ± SE; [95% Confidence 

Interval]) obtained from mark-recapture study of polar bears in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 

1994 – 1997, 2011 – 2013.  The 2011 estimate is believed to be biased based on a limited sample 

of surviving bears from the 1990s that were available for recapture (see Methods). 

1994 1995 1997 2011 2012 2013 

2280 ± 615 
(1073-3486) 

1999 ± 359 
(1295-2703) 

2239 ± 393 
(1469-3009) 

4202 ± 1762 
(749-7656) 

2595 ± 352 
(1905-3286) 

3056 ± 426 
(2221-3893) 
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Table 5.10.  Model selection  results (< 4 ΔQAICc) from analysis of geographic subset of mark-recapture-recovery data from the 

Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, 1993 – 2013.  Coy = cubs of the year. Yrl = yearlings. 2+ = bears aged 2 and older.  Age classes 

separated by a comma were estimated independently; classes not separated by a comma were pooled for estimation.  For 𝑆, epoch = 

periods defined by sampling method (1993 – 1997, 1998 – 2010, and 2011 – 2013).  For 𝑝, family = females / dependent bears and 

independent males (2 age / sex classes); ice = spring transition date; epoch = sampling period (1993 – 1995, 1997; 2011 – 2013); 

inland = proximity of initial captur to smoothed coastline; and t = full time variation. For 𝑟, time = 1992 – 2005 and 2006 – 2013. All 

𝑝 structures incorporated the radio collar covariate for bears that were outfitted with collars that may have been used to locate them. 

Model Structures 
    

S P r F Parameters ΔQAICc 
QAICc 
Weights QDeviance 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Constant 21 0.00 0.29 3361.5 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + epoch + ice + 
coastline (epoch) coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Constant 20 0.80 0.19 3364.3 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + epoch + ice coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Constant 18 1.09 0.17 3368.7 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 22 1.71 0.12 3361.2 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Fixed = 1 20 2.46 0.08 3366.0 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + epoch + ice + 
coastline (epoch) coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 21 2.49 0.08 3364.0 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + epoch + ice coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 19 2.76 0.07 3368.3 
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Table 5.11.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 QAICc) parameter estimates obtained from mark-recapture 

study of polar bears in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 1993 – 2013, using the geographic data 

subset. 

  

Parameter Class Estimate (SE) 
Survival (total)   

 Cubs of the year / yearlings 0.89 (0.06) 

 2+ Females, 1990s 0.85 (0.04) 

 2+ Females, Gap 0.95 (0.02) 

 2+ Females, 2011 – 2013 0.91 (0.05) 

 2+ Males, 1990s 0.89 (0.03) 

 2+ Males, Gap 0.87 (0.02) 

 2+ Males, 2011 – 2013 0.78 (0.06) 

Reporting   

 Cubs of the year 0.08 (0.07) 

 Yearlings 0.10 (0.07) 

 2+ Females, 1993 – 2005 0.19 (0.05) 

 2+ Females, 2006 - 2013  0.17 (0.06) 

 2+ Males, 1993 – 2005 0.29 (0.03) 

 2+ Males, 2006 – 2013 0.27 (0.06) 

Fidelity   

 Cubs of the year, yearlings, and 2+ 
females 0.95 (0.03) 

 2+ Males 0.95 (0.03) 
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Table 5.12.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 QAICc) estimates of abundance (𝑁� ± SE) obtained from 

mark-recapture study of polar bears in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 1994 – 1997 and 2011 – 

2013, using the geographic data subset. 

1994 1995 1997 2011 2012 2013 

2545 ± 597 2208 ± 382 2225 ± 418 2516 ± 1473 2447 ± 423  2659 ± 442 
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Figure 5.1.  The BB subpopulation boundaries include portions of Nunavut, Canada, and West 

Greenland. 
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Figure 5.2.  Locations of polar bears captured in Baffin Bay during the 1970s, 1980 - 1985, and 

1989 – 1993. 
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Figure 5.3.  Locations of polar bears captured in Baffin Bay during August – October, 1993 – 

1995 and 1997. 
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Figure 5.4.  Sampling strata delineated on Baffin Island, Canada, for genetic mark-recapture 

study completed during 2011 – 2013.  Fall sampling also was completed in the nearshore regions 

around Melville Bay, Greenland, denoted by the yellow star. 
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Figure 5.5.  Left: Pneudart Inc. DNA (top) and Biopsy (bottom) darts used during the 2011 

genetic-mark recapture in Baffin Bay.  Right: A sample of skin and fat provide by a DNA dart. 
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Figure 5.6.  9-locus mismatch distribution for 4,657 polar bears from Nunavut and the Greenland side of 

BB. 
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Figure 5.7.  Locations of marked BB polar bears recovered in the harvest in BB and surrounding 

subpopulations during 1993 – 2013. 
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Figure 5.8.  Locations of polar bears sampled in Baffin Bay during August – October, 2011 – 

2013.  Sampling in Greenland occurred near Melville Bay. 
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Figure 5.9.  Locations of polar bears sampled in Baffin Bay during August – October, 1993 – 

1995, 1997 and 2011 – 2013.  The region bounded by the black square is enlarged in the inset. 

Note the absence of captures in fjords on Baffin Island and in northwestern Greenland during the 

1990s. 
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CHAPTER 6 

REPRODUCTIVE METRICS FOR MARK-RECAPTURE 

SAMPLED POLAR BEARS IN BAFFIN BAY 
KEY FINDINGS 

• We found little evidence of changes in litter size amongst COY or yearlings in BB.  
Annual variation in litter size was largely not significant and there were no trends over 
time or in association with spring transition date.   

• 
We found evidence of a temporal trend in our index of COY recruitment (calculated as 
the number of COY per adult female in the MR sample) that was closely associated with 
variation in sea-ice conditions.  From 1993-1995, 1997, 2011-2013, cub recruitment 
declined concurrent with a trend towards earlier spring sea-ice break-up.  Similar declines 
in reproduction over time and in association with sea-ice conditions have been previously 
reported for polar bear subpopulations, but not in Baffin Bay.   

• 
We found evidence of declines in body condition amongst bears in BB, following with 
previous studies that showed the same (Rode et al. 2012). 

• 
Estimated annual recruitment (calculated as the number of yearlings per adult female in 
the MR sample) for BB during 1993-2013 ranged from 0.24 to 0.51, suggesting that BB 
continues to exhibit the level of reproduction requires for a viable population, according 
to the metric reported by Regehr et al. (2015), who suggest that variation in yearling 
recruitment may be a primary mechanism driving changes in population growth with 
values ranging from 0.1 to 0.3 necessary for population persistence.    
 

• 
We found an association between COY recruitment in year t and yearling recruitment in 
year t + 1, as well as a strong association between COY litter size and yearling 
recruitment to following year.  These findings suggest that a majority of mortality of polar 
bear cubs occurs during the first 8 months of life, such that recruitment of yearlings is 
heavily dependent on the number of COY that are born and survive up to the first ice-free 
period. Given the association between COY reproductive metrics and sea ice, and the 
long-term trends in sea ice in BB, we suspect that a decline in yearling recruitment would 
be evident with a larger and longer-term data set.   

• 
Although values in the 2000s tended to be lower than those observed in the 1990s, we did 
not find a significant temporal trend in annual yearling recruitment.  However, given the 
association between COY reproductive metrics and sea ice, and the long-term trends in 
sea ice in BB, we suspect that a decline in yearling recruitment would be evident with a 
larger and longer-term data set.   

• 
Mean litter sizes in Baffin Bay and the proportions of COY and yearlings were similar to 
those observed in Foxe Basin and Southern Hudson Bay.  In contrast, metrics for Baffin 
Bay were notably higher than those for estimated for Davis Strait and Western Hudson 
Bay.  These comparisons suggest that BB remains a relatively productive subpopulation 
despite what appear to be recent declines in reproduction. 
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6.1.  Introduction 

 For populations of large, long-lived mammals, changes in reproductive performance can 

be one of the early indicators of density-dependent regulation and / or changes in environmental 

carrying capacity (Fowler 1981, 1987).  In populations approaching carrying capacity, declines 

in reproductive performance are likely to occur before declines in adult survival.  From both 

wildlife management and species conservation perspectives, monitoring indices or metrics of 

reproduction may therefore provide a useful tool for detecting potential population trends that 

may warrant more in-depth study.  This is especially true for populations in which cost or 

logistical constraints limits the capacity to undertake on-going, intensive demographic studies.  

In these cases, monitoring reproductive metrics may provide a form of surveillance that can be 

used to trigger more intensive study. 

 Reproductive metrics have been identified as an important component for monitoring 

polar bears across their circumpolar range (Vongraven et al. 2012).  These metrics may be used 

to track long-term trends in the status of subpopulations, parameterize population viability 

models and support harvest risk assessments (Regehr et al. 2015).  In particular, changes in 

reproduction are predicted to be amongst the first subpopulation-level effects of climate change 

evident in this species (Derocher et al. 2004, Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Molnar et al. 2011, 

Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Indeed, declines in reproduction have been documented in several 

polar bear subpopulations in association with long-term changes in sea-ice conditions that appear 

to be climate induced (Regehr et al. 2007, Rode et al. 2010, Rode et al. 2014). 

 Changes in reproductive metrics can signal significant changes in subpopulation status of 

polar bears.  However, observations of poor reproductive performance alone do not necessarily 
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imply a decline in subpopulation status.  Studies of several polar bear subpopulations have 

documented declines in reproduction associated with increases in abundance that may be the 

result of density dependence (Derocher 2005, Peacock et al. 2013).  In other cases, variation in 

reproductive performance within or amongst subpopulations has been attributed to geographic or 

annual variation in biological productivity and prey availability (i.e., variable carrying capacity; 

Stirling and Øritsland 1995, Stirling and Lunn 1997, Stirling 2002, Rode et al. 2014).  

Information on reproduction must therefore be considered alongside other measures of 

subpopulation performance in-order to properly assess status. 

 The Baffin Bay (BB) subpopulation is part of the seasonal ice ecoregion as defined by 

Amstrup et al. (2008) in which sea ice melts almost entirely in the summer and bears are forced 

ashore for extended periods of time, during which they have no or reduced access to food.  

Baffin Bay has experienced a long-term reduction in sea-ice cover and a trend towards earlier 

spring break-up and later fall freeze-up (Laidre et al. 2015, Chapter 3).  As a result, bears are 

spending an increasing amount of time on land.  Previous studies have documented a decline in 

body condition amongst BB bears in association with these trends in sea ice (Rode et al. 2012), 

and similar trends were found in the current study (see Chapter 7), however changes in 

reproductive metrics in BB have not been reported. 

 We summarized reproductive metrics for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation using 

data collected during two periods of mark-recapture sampling from 1993 to 1997 (Taylor et al. 

2005) and 2011 to 2013 (this report).  Annual variation in reproduction was examined to assess 

trends over time and to evaluate the hypothesis that reproductive performance varied with sea-ice 

conditions.  Because Baffin Bay has been infrequently monitored, we also sought to assess the 

utility of reproductive metrics as a surveillance tool for monitoring subpopulation status between 
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periods of more in-depth demographic study, especially since some metrics can be obtained by 

methods that do not require physical capture (e.g., aerial surveys, harvest monitoring).  Finally, 

we compared reproductive metrics for BB with other subpopulations to make inferences about 

the relative performance of this subpopulation.  Results from these analyses provide context for 

understanding the status of BB polar bears. 

 

6.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The boundaries of the BB polar bear subpopulation (BB) encompass an area ~1 million 

km2 in Baffin Bay, covering portions of Baffin Island and all Bylot Island (66.2°N to 73.8°N) in 

Nunavut/ Canada and parts of West and Northwest Greenland (66.0°N to 77.0°N; Taylor et al. 

2005).  BB is bounded by Greenland to the east, Baffin Island to the west, the North Water 

polynya in the north and Davis Strait to the south.  Three communities in Nunavut and 37 

communities in Greenland harvest bears from BB, although the majority of the Greenland 

harvest is taken between ca. 72° and 76° N.  Baffin Bay is ice-covered in winter but typically 

ice-free in summer.  During late spring and summer break-up, sea ice recedes from Greenland 

westward across Baffin Bay; the last remnants of ice typically occur off the coast of Baffin 

Island.  Most polar bears remain on the sea ice as it recedes and then come ashore to spend the 

ice-retreat period on Baffin and Bylot Islands (Taylor et al. 2005).  Some bears remain on land in 

northwestern Greenland throughout the ice-retreat period. 

 

Field Sampling 
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 Data for the study were collected during two periods of mark-recapture sampling in BB, 

Canada.  Sampling occurred along eastern Baffin and Bylot Islands during the ice-free season 

from late August to mid-October in 1993-95, 1997 and 2011-2013.  Most bears in Baffin Bay 

move onto land on Baffin and Bylot Islands in late summer as the sea ice breaks up and remain 

on land until freeze-up in the late fall (Taylor et al. 2005).  Sampling was extensive across this 

on-land study area during both periods (1990s and 2000s) of the study (Figure 6.1). The remote 

biopsy sampling in Greenland conducted in 2012 and 2013 were not included in this analyses. 

 Various sources of information including traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), 

expedition reports and unpublished data (Born 1995, Born et al. 2011, GINR unpublished data) 

indicate that a presumably relatively small proportion of the BB subpopulation summers in the 

Qimmusseriarsuaq / Melville Bay area of NW Greenland rather than moving with the retreating 

sea ice and summering on Baffin and Bylot Islands.   

 During the 1990s, bears were sampled by physical capture and examination using 

methods previously described (Taylor et al. 2005).  Data on the sex, estimated age-class and 

reproductive status of each individual were recorded.  Age of individuals was determined based 

on previous capture history, known (in the case of cubs and yearlings) or estimated from counts 

of annular rings in an extracted vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  Individuals 

were identified by means of uniquely numbered ear tags and lip tattoos.  Group size, family 

status, location and date were also recorded. 

 During the 2000s, sampling occurred by biopsy darting and subsequent genetic analysis 

to determine genetic sex and identify individuals.  We remotely estimated sex and age class (cub-

of-the-year, yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 4], and adult) from the air at a range of 10-20 feet above 

ground.  Sex was later confirmed via genetic analysis.  In estimating age-class and sex, the 
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observer used multiple cues, including the size of an individual relative to its surrounding 

environment or accompanying bears, membership in a family group (mothers and cubs or 

yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males, e.g., fore-leg guard hairs), body shape 

and proportions, the presence of scars (which are most often seen on adult males) and 

observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under tail in females).  Fields notes also 

assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic sex was known.  Age-class was 

later verified in some bears from previous or future captures in which an individual was captured 

and physically examined or where an individual was matched via DNA to membership in a 

known family at some past or future point.  We assessed the accuracy of this system for 

estimating the age-class and sex of polar bears using a sample of BB bears of known age-class 

(Appendix B). 

 

Reproductive Metrics 

 We calculated annual reproductive metrics that have been previously recommended 

(Vongraven et al. 2012) or used in studies of polar bears (e.g., Stirling et al. 1980, Derocher and 

Stirling 1995, Rode et al. 2010, Peacock et al. 2013, Regehr et al. 2015), including mean litter 

sizes (± SD) for cubs-of-the-year (COY) and yearlings.  Because we did not have estimated ages 

for adult females sampled during 2011-2013, we calculated a pooled mean for each year rather 

than age-specific values.  Recruitment indices were calculated as the total number of COYs or 

yearlings divided by the total number of adult females in the sample (Derocher and Stirling 1995, 

Regehr et al. 2015).  Calculation of reproductive metrics considered only those COY and 

yearlings accompanying their mother at time of observation.  During the 1990s, approximately 

6% of yearlings were found to be independent of their mother during the ice-free period (GN 
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unpublished data).  These independent yearlings were not included in the calculation of yearling 

recruitment since we were not able to identify independent yearlings encountered during the 

2000s sampling period with a known degree of accuracy. 

 Although Taylor et al. (2005) reported that search effort during the 1990s was uniform 

and systematic across the coastal regions, islands, and inland reaches of Baffin Island, recent 

examination of mark-recapture and telemetry data collected in the 1990s suggest sampling was 

spatially restricted to a portion of the BB subpopulation’s seasonal range and did not sample 

bears located farther inland or on the sea ice (GN unpublished data, Chapter 3).  In contrast, 

sampling during 2011 – 2013 was more comprehensive and systematic on onshore areas, and the 

amount of un-searched sea ice during the sampling period was greatly reduced.  To explore the 

potential impact of this difference in sampling between epochs on the calculation of reproductive 

metrics, we estimated and delineated the minimum extent of the sampling frame from the 1990s 

using capture locations in a GIS.  We subset the 2000s data using this layer to create a dataset 

collected over the same sampling area in both time periods.  We then recalculated reproductive 

metrics using this geographic subset.  We expected that reproductive metrics calculated for the 

2000s using the subset sampling area would reduce potential bias by adjusting for bears that may 

have been functionally missed by the limited geographic scope of sampling on land in the 1990s, 

given that satellite telemetry data indicated that onshore habitat use did not vary between epochs.  

However, we note that this geographic subset exercise would not correct for bears that may have 

been missed during the 1990s due to their location on the sea ice during the fall sampling period. 

Within season recaptures of individuals were excluded from both data sets for analyses. 

 

Sea-ice Metrics 
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 Based on findings from other studies (Stirling et al. 1999, Durner et al. 2004, 2006, 2009, 

Regehr et al. 2007, Rode et al. 2010, 2014), we hypothesized that timing of sea-ice break-up over 

the continental shelf (< 300m depth) of BB may influence the annual reproductive performance 

of polar bears as indexed from data collected during the ice-free period.  We therefore calculated 

the annual sea-ice metric, spring transition date, as day of the year (1-365) when ice area over the 

continental shelf of BB reached 50% in the spring (see Chapter 2 for methodology).  Whereas 

some researchers have used lower sea ice thresholds for studying polar bears (e.g., Cherry et al. 

2013, Rode et al. 2014, Obbard et al. 2016), the exact threshold level is less important in Baffin 

Bay because the changes in sea-ice area during spring and fall occur quickly, such that relatively 

small differences in transition dates result from small changes in the threshold values (Laidre et 

al. 2015).  For sea ice in Baffin Bay, spring transition date is also correlated with other sea-ice 

metrics including fall transition date (negative correlation) and the interval between spring and 

fall transitions (Laidre et al. 2015). 

 We examined annual variation, temporal trends, and relationships to sea ice for 

reproductive metrics.  Similar to Rode et al. (2014), we did not include both time and sea ice in 

the same analyses since long-term trends in the spring transition date were well-established a 

priori (Laidre et al. 2015, this report) and these two parameters were correlated over the 7 years 

of sampling (Pearson coefficient = -0.846, p = 0.017).  We also examined relationships between 

metrics for COYs and those for yearlings in the following year for periods when sampling 

occurred in successive years. 

 To examine temporal trends in reproductive metrics and associations with sea ice, we 

used weighted least squares regression (General Linear Model procedure), with number of litters 
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sampled each year as the weighting variable.  Statistical analyses were performed using the SPSS 

package (Version 24.0, IBM Corp. 2016). 

 

6.3.  Results 

 During mark-recapture sampling in 1993-1995, 1997, and 2011-2013, we sampled 251 

family groups consisting of an adult female and 1-3 dependent COY (400 COY in total; Table 

6.1).  During this period we also sampled 152 family groups consisting of an adult female and 1-

3 dependent yearlings (231 yearlings in total).  The mean number of family groups sampled 

annually was 35.9 (range: 16-62) and 21.7 (range: 8-44) for COY and yearling families 

respectively.  From these data we created a second subsampled dataset base on geographic 

location to exclude bears that were encountered outside the standardized sampling area as 

described previously.  This geographic subset consisted of 191 COY family groups containing 1-

3 dependent COY (300 COYs in total) and 105 yearling family groups containing 1-3 dependent 

yearlings (160 yearling in total; Table 6.2).  The mean number of family groups sampled 

annually was 27.3 (range: 16-48) and 15.0 (range: 8-25) for COY and yearling families 

respectively.  Annual reproductive metrics for these two datasets are presented in Tables 6.1 and 

6.2. 

 

Litter Size 

 There was annual variation in mean litter size amongst adult females with COYs but 

differences amongst years were non-significant for both the full (Kruskal-Wallis, P = 0.153) and 

geographic subset (Kruskal-Wallis, P = 0.069) data (Figure 6.2).  For adult females with 

yearlings, differences in mean annual litter size were not significant for the full dataset (Kruskal-



Chapter 6 SWG Final report 

310 | P a g e  

Wallis, P = 0.051).  For the subset data, differences in mean yearling litter size were significant 

(Kruskal-Wallis, P = 0.035) with both 1997 and 2013 having significantly lower litter sizes than 

1994 and 1993 (Bonferonni correction for multiple comparisons, P < 0.050 in each case; Figure 

6.3). 

 There were no statistically significant temporal trends in annual COY or yearling mean 

litter size from 1993 to 2013 (Table 6.3).  Similarly, mean litter sizes were not associated with 

date of spring sea-ice transition. 

 

Recruitment 

 COY recruitment showed a significant negative temporal trend from 1993 to 2013 for the 

geographic subset data, but not the full dataset (Table 6.3).  COY recruitment also exhibited a 

positive association with date of spring sea-ice transition (Figure 6.4) for both the full and 

geographic subset data (i.e., later spring break-up was associated with higher COY recruitment).  

For yearlings, annual recruitment was not associated with either time or spring transition date 

(Figure 6.4). 

 There were 4 instances where sampling occurred over 2 successive years: 1993-94, 1994-

95, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013.  For these back-to-back years we compared reproductive metrics 

for COY (time t) to those of yearlings in the following year (time t+1).  There was no 

relationship between annual mean litter size for COY in year t and yearling litter size in year t + 

1 (Table 6.4; Figure 6.5).  COY recruitment was positively associated with yearling recruitment 

the following year for the geographic subset data but not the full dataset.  COY litter size was 

closely associated with yearling recruitment in the following year for both datasets (Table 6.4; 

Figure 6.5), such that higher mean COY litter size in year t resulted in higher yearling 
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recruitment in year t + 1.  We also examined the relationship between yearling reproductive 

metrics and spring ice transition date the previous year finding no association for either the full 

(F1, 6 = 0.128, r2 = 0.025, P = 0.735) or subset data sets (F1, 6 = 0.095, r2 = 0.019, P = 0.771). 

 

6.4.  Discussion 

 Calculating annual reproductive metrics from mark-recapture field data is subject to 

several potential sources of error, including non-random sampling with respect to the overall 

study subpopulation.  Similar to other seasonally ice-free subpopulations (e.g., Derocher and 

Stirling 1990), polar bears in Baffin Bay are known to exhibit a degree of spatial segregation by 

sex, age class and reproductive status with respect to the use of terrestrial habitat during the ice-

free period (Ferguson et al. 1997; Chapter 4).  For example, adult females with cubs tend to 

select fjords and avoid offshore islands and coastal regions where densities of adult males are 

higher (Ferguson et al. 1997).  Pregnant bears select inland and upland denning habitats (Chapter 

3).  Mark-recapture sampling in the 1990s was more restricted in geographic extent relative to 

the 2010s (Chapter 3).  The extent to which this difference in sampling between the two time 

periods introduced error and more importantly, systematic bias into our estimates of 

reproduction, cannot be fully evaluated.  However, sampling bias is unlikely to account for the 

results of our analyses for several reasons.  First, we attempted to account for differences in 

sampling by restricting some analyses to data collected within a standardized sampling area.  

This made little difference to the results.  Results based on full and subset data were very similar.  

Second, sampling bias between the 1990s and 2000s would not account for the temporal trends 

in reproduction or associations with the timing of spring sea-ice transition unless sampling bias 

varied in proportion to these factors; something that is unlikely.  Third, under-sampling of fjord 
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habitats in the 1990s may have introduced bias in sampling of adult females with offspring.  

However, the most likely impact of this bias would have been underestimation of recruitment 

indices since fewer adult females with offspring would have been sampled relative to adult 

females overall.  Fourth, sampling bias would not account for the association observed between 

reproductive metrics in successive years and the closeness of this association in some cases. 

 Another source of error in estimation of reproductive parameters in our study originated 

from the misclassification of bears that were observed from the air rather than handled during 

2011-2013.  However, when combined with genetic sexing, the accuracy of this method of 

classification is high even for lone adult females1 (Appendix B).  Furthermore, this source of 

error does not necessarily introduce systematic bias.  Lone adult females could only have been 

misclassified as lone subadult females (and vice-versa), and there is no evidence to suggest 

inaccuracy in this area favours one age-class versus the other. 

 Finally, analyses of telemetry data collected from collared adult females suggest that a 

proportion of collar bears remained on the remnant sea ice in some years during the 1990s and 

were unavailable for sampling (Chapter 3).  Although this could have introduced bias if certain 

classes of bears tended to remain on the ice while others moved to shore, we were unable to 

correct for this potential source of bias.  However, the most likely effect would have been over- 

representation of lone (pregnant) adult females in our sampling data since this is the class of 

adult females that has an obligate need to come ashore to look for suitable denning habitat.  This, 

in turn, would have led to underestimation of recruitment in the 1990s relative to the 2000s. 

 

Litter Size 

                                                           
1 Approximately 84% of lone adult females were correctly classified (GN unpublished data; see chapter 5, appendix 
1.) 
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 We found little evidence of changes in litter size amongst COY or yearlings in BB.  

Annual variation in litter size was for the most part not significant and there were no trends over 

time or in association with spring transition date.  This finding is consistent with Molnar et al. 

(2011), who found that although litter size is predicted to vary in response to changes in maternal 

body condition and environmental conditions, it is a relatively insensitive reproductive metric.  

Large changes in maternal condition and environment are necessary to produce statistically 

significant differences in litter size.  Litter size does, however, remain an important reproductive 

metric for monitoring polar bear subpopulations (Vongraven et al. 2012).  Changes in litter size 

have been associated with temporal and geographic variation in ecosystem productivity (Stirling 

and Lunn 1997, Peacock et al. 2013), and long-term trends have been detected in association 

with changing subpopulation status (Derocher and Stirling 1995). 

 

Trends in COY Recruitment and Association with Sea-ice Conditions 

 We found evidence of a temporal trend in our index of COY recruitment that was also 

closely associated with variation in sea-ice conditions.  From 1993 to 2013, cub recruitment 

declined concurrent with a trend towards earlier spring sea-ice break-up.  Similar declines in 

reproduction over time and in association with sea-ice conditions have been previously reported 

for polar bear subpopulations (Derocher and Stirling 1995, Derocher 2005, Rode et al. 2010, 

Peacock et al. 2013, Rode et al. 2014), but not in Baffin Bay.  Earlier spring break-up (also 

associated with later fall freeze-up) presumably decreases feeding opportunities for polar bears, 

thereby resulting in poorer maternal body condition and reduced investment in reproduction.  

This, in turn, will be manifested as reduced natality rates and / or lower offspring survival.  Our 

index of cub recruitment incorporates both of these parameters reflecting to an unknown degree a 
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blend of decreased cub production and lowered cub survival over the first 8 months of life.  The 

association between cub recruitment and spring transition date in our study suggests that lower 

cub survival from birth to the first ice-free season may be a primary mechanism driving lower 

reproduction in Baffin Bay.  However, we have not demonstrated a causal relationship; other 

factors may play an important role in cub recruitment, particularly since recruitment was 

associated with both time (year) and spring transition date.  These two parameters are correlated 

with one another and may also be associated with other parameters that we did not consider.  As 

such, there is some uncertainty as to the extent to which declining reproduction in BB is 

mediated by sea-ice conditions. 

 Declining reproduction and body condition are amongst the first subpopulation level 

effects predicted occur in polar bears as a result of climate change (Derocher et al. 2004, Stirling 

and Parkinson 2006, Molnar et al. 2011, Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Our evidence of a decline 

in reproduction in BB from 1993 to 2013 is accompanied by evidence of concurrent declines in 

body condition amongst bears in this subpopulation over the same period (Rode et al. 2012, 

Chapter 6).  These changes may signal a reduction in the carrying capacity of BB.  Although the 

point estimate of abundance from our recent genetic mark-recapture was higher than the 1990s 

estimate, the difference between estimates was not statistically significant (Chapter 5).  

Additionally, differences in these point estimates may be largely explained by differences in 

sampling design between the two time periods.  Regardless of whether density effects are at play, 

if the observed association between sea ice and reproduction is real and the well documented 

trend in sea-ice continues, it is reasonable to expect that this subpopulation will experience 

significant changes in reproductive performance as a result of declining habitat (Laidre et al. 

2015). 
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Yearling Recruitment 

 Recruitment calculated as the number of yearlings per adult female has been identified as 

an important reproductive metric to monitor in polar bear subpopulations, incorporating both 

natality and survival of COY (Vongraven et al. 2012).  Regehr et al. (2015) suggest that variation 

in yearling recruitment may be a primary mechanism driving changes in subpopulation growth, 

with values ranging from 0.1 to 0.3 necessary for subpopulation persistence.  Estimated annual 

recruitment values for Baffin Bay during 1993 to 2013 ranged from 0.24 to 0.51, suggesting that 

BB continues to function as a viable subpopulation, according to this metric.  Interestingly, in 

contrast to previous studies (e.g., Rode et al. 2010, 2014), we did not find evidence that yearling 

recruitment was associated with sea-ice conditions.  Instead, our results suggest that recruitment 

of yearlings is largely determined by reproductive metrics for COYs in the previous year.  We 

found an association between COY recruitment in year t and yearling recruitment in year t + 1, 

as well as a strong association between COY litter size and yearling recruitment to following 

year.  These findings suggest that a majority of mortality of polar bear cubs occurs during the 

first 8 months of life, such that recruitment of yearlings is heavily dependent on the number of 

COY that are born and survive up to the first ice-free period.  Since COY recruitment itself 

appears to be associated with spring transition date, yearling recruitment up to the ice-free period 

may be influenced to a greater degree by ice conditions the previous year than by ice conditions 

in the current year.  We did not find evidence of this lag effect but our sample size was very 

small. 

 Although values in the 2000s tended to be lower than those observed in the 1990s, we did 

not find a significant temporal trend in annual yearling recruitment.  However, given the 
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association between COY reproductive metrics and sea ice, and the long-term trends in sea ice in 

BB, we suspect that a decline in yearling recruitment would be evident with a larger and longer-

term data set.  In this context, we suggest that monitoring annual litter size of COY may be a 

useful tool for tracking trends in recruitment in the absence of more intensive subpopulation 

studies.  This metric can be readily acquired from aerial surveys without capture or biopsy of 

bears, without the need for extensive observer experience in identifying age-sex classes, and at 

relatively low cost.  Our very limited data suggest that mean annual COY litter size is closely 

related to yearling recruitment the following year.  However, we acknowledge that the robustness 

of this relationship has not been validated with a larger data set and under a range of 

environmental conditions. 

 

Comparison with other Subpopulations 

 Indices of reproduction for BB were comparable to other polar bear subpopulations in the 

seasonal ice ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008) that have been recently studied by mark-recapture 

or aerial survey (Table 6.5).  Mean litter sizes in Baffin Bay and the proportions of COY and 

yearlings were similar to those observed in Foxe Basin (Stapleton et al. 2016) and Southern 

Hudson Bay (Obbard et al. 2015); two subpopulations classified as stable (PBSG 2010).  In 

contrast, metrics for Baffin Bay were notably higher than those estimated for Davis Strait 

(Peacock et al. 2013) and Western Hudson Bay (Lunn et al. 2014).  These comparisons suggest 

that BB remains a relatively productive subpopulation despite apparent recent declines in 

reproduction. 
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Table 6.1.  Reproductive metrics for annual mark-recapture sampling data from Baffin Bay.  Full 

dataset. 

Year 

Mean Litter Size  

(n, SD) 

 Recruitment Index2 

(Offspring/adult female) 

COY Yearling 1  COY Yearlings 1 

1993 
1.63 

(16, 0.50) 

1.75 

(8, 0.46) 

 
0.79 0.42 

1994 
1.87 

(23, 0.51) 

1.82 

(11, 0.38) 

 
0.83 0.38 

1995 
1.52 

(21, 0.51) 

1.64 

(14, 0.63) 

 
0.71 0.51 

1997 
1.64  

(25, 0.49) 

1.25 

(12, 0.45) 

 
0.65 0.24 

2011 
1.57  

(58, 0.50) 

1.53 

(34, 0.51) 

 
0.68 0.39 

2012 
1.47 

(62, 0.50) 

1.55 

(44, 0.54) 

 
0.47 0.35 

2013 
1.65  

(46, 0.49) 

1.34 

(29, 0.49) 

 
0.60 0.31 

1 Dependent yearlings only.  Capture data for 1993-97 suggests up to 6% of yearlings are 
independent of their mother in the fall 

2 Calculated per Derocher and Stirling (1995), Vongraven et al. (2012), Regehr et al. (2015) 
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Table 6.2.  Reproductive metrics for annual mark-recapture sampling data from Baffin Bay.  

Data for 2011-13 were filtered to exclude individuals encountered outside the area where 

sampling was estimated to have occurred in the 1990s. 

Year 

Mean Litter Size  

(n, SD) 

 Recruitment Index2 

(Offspring/adult female) 

COY Yearling 1  COY Yearlings 1 

1993 
1.63 

(16, 0.50) 

1.75 

(8, 0.46) 

 
0.79 0.42 

1994 
1.87 

(23, 0.51) 

1.82 

(11, 0.38) 

 
0.83 0.38 

1995 
1.52 

(21, 0.51) 

1.64 

(14, 0.63) 

 
0.71 0.51 

1997 
1.64  

(25, 0.49) 

1.25 

(12, 0.45) 

 
0.65 0.24 

2011 
1.48 

(33, 0.51) 

1.60  

(20, 0.50) 

 
0.61 0.40 

2012 
1.42 

(48, 0.50) 

1.48 

(25, 0.51) 

 
0.55 0.30 

2013 
1.64 

(25, 0.49) 

1.27 

(15, 0.46) 

 
0.55 0.26 

1 Dependent yearlings only.  Capture data for 1993-97 suggests up to 6% of yearlings are 
independent of their mother in the fall 

2 Calculated per Derocher and Stirling (1995), Vongraven et al. (2012), Regehr et al. (2015) 
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Table 6.3.  Results of least squares regressions for annual reproductive metrics derived from mark-recapture sampling of polar bears 

during the ice-free period (August-October) in Baffin Bay.  Number of litters was used as a weighting variable. Significant 

relationships in bold. 

Reproductive Metric Litter Age Explanatory Variable Dataset F1, 6 r2 P 

Litter Size COY Year Full 1.64 0.25 0.256 

Litter Size COY Year Subset 3.37 0.40 0.126 

Litter Size COY Spring Ice Transition Full 3.42 0.41 0.124 

Litter Size COY Spring Ice Transition Subset 3.92 0.44 0.105 

Litter Size Yearling Year Full 1.22 0.20 0.319 

Litter Size Yearling Year Subset 1.16 0.19 0.331 

Litter Size Yearling Spring Ice Transition Full 1.64 0.25 0.256 

Litter Size Yearling Spring Ice Transition Subset 1.38 0.22 0.293 

       
Recruitment COY Year Full 5.34 0.52 0.069 

Recruitment COY Year Subset 22.43 0.82 0.005 

Recruitment COY Spring Ice Transition Full 53.90 0.92 0.001 

Recruitment COY Spring Ice Transition Subset 11.60 0.70 0.019 

Recruitment Yearling Year Full 0.72 0.13 0.434 

Recruitment Yearling Year Subset 1.37 0.21 0.295 

Recruitment Yearling Spring Ice Transition Full 0.64 0.11 0.460 

Recruitment Yearling Spring Ice Transition Subset 1.91 0.28 0.225 
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Table 6.4.  Results of least squares regressions for annual reproductive metrics derived in year t and year t+1 from mark-recapture 
sampling of polar bears during the ice-free period (August-October) in Baffin Bay, Canada.  Number of litters in year t+1 was used as 
a weighting variable. 
Reproductive Metric (year t) Reproductive Metric (year t+1) Dataset F1, 3 r2 P 

COY Litter Size Yearling Litter Size Full 0.80 0.29 0.465 

COY Litter Size Yearling Litter Size Subset 0.92 0.29 0.431 

COY Recruitment Yearling Recruitment Full 3.88 0.66 0.188 

COY Recruitment Yearling Recruitment Subset 20.33 0.91 0.046 

COY Litter Size Yearling Recruitment  Full 474.43 0.99 0.002 

COY Litter Size Yearling Recruitment Subset 1854.94 0.99 0.001 
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Table 6.5.  Comparison of reproductive metrics for polar bear subpopulations in the seasonal ice 

ecoregion.  Sampling occurred during ice-free periods. 

Subpopulation 
Mean Litter Size Proportion of Total 

Observations2 Source 
COY Yearling  COY Yearlings 

Baffin Bay 

(1993-97) 
1.67 1.60 0.16 0.09 

Taylor et al. 

(2005) 

Baffin Bay 

(2011-13)1 
1.55 1.48 0.15 0.09 This study 

Davis Strait 

(2005-07) 
1.49 1.22 0.08 0.09 

Peacock et al. 

(2013) 

Foxe Basin 

(2009-2010) 
1.55 1.48 0.13 0.10 

Stapleton et al. 

(2016) 

Southern Hudson 

Bay 

(2011) 

1.56 1.49 0.16 0.12 
Obbard et al. 

(2015) 

Western Hudson Bay 

(2011) 
1.43 1.22 0.07 0.03 

Stapleton et al. 

(2014) 

1 Based on sampling across study area 

2 Some of these recent studies relied on aerial survey which is less accurate in identifying adult 

females (without genotyping to determine sex).  For this reason we used published data on mean 

litter sizes and the proportion of COY and yearlings within these studies rather than calculating 

indices of recruitment used in the present study 
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Figure 6.1.  Spatial distribution of bears recorded during sampling in the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation, 1993 – 1995, 1997 (top), and 2011 – 2013 (bottom). 
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(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 6.2.  Mean litter sizes (+/- SE) for adult females with cubs-of the year (COY) during the 

ice-free period in Baffin Bay.  Calculated using the (a) full and (b) geographically subset data 

(see text). 
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(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 6.3.  Mean litter sizes (+/- SE) for adult females with yearlings during the ice-free period 

in Baffin Bay.  Calculated using the (a) full and (b) geographically subset data (see text). 
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(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 6.4.  The relationship between spring transition date and annual recruitment index for (a) 

cub-of-the-year and (b) yearling polar bears during the ice free period (August-October), in 

Baffin Bay.  Recruitment calculated as the number of COY or yearlings per adult female in the 

sample subpopulation using the full mark-recapture dataset. 
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(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 6.5.  The relationship between mean annual litter size amongst cub-of-the-year litters and 

(a) yearling litter size and (b) yearling recruitment in the following year (year +1).  Data are for 

polar bears sampled during the ice free period (August-October), in Baffin Bay. Metrics 

calculated using full mark-recapture dataset.
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CHAPTER 7 

BODY CONDITION OF BAFFIN BAY POLAR BEARS 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Fatness index (FI) scores were collected during two periods of mark-recapture sampling 
in BB, 1993-1995, 1997 and 2011-2013. We examined trends in this metric of body 
condition across both sampling periods in relation to sea-ice conditions. 

• 
We found evidence of declines in body condition amongst bears in BB over the period 
1993 to 2013. Body condition in BB polar bears declined in close association with the ice-
free period and spring sea-ice transition dates. This is consistent with the hypothesis that 
reduced time on the sea ice is a primary mechanism driving this decline.   

• Our results follow with previous studies that showed similar results through 2010 with 
different metrics derived from physical handing of bears (Rode et al. 2012). 

• 
The springtime aerial survey was successfully implemented due to the small geographic 
These findings are consistent with available traditional knowledge suggesting that body 
condition of polar bears in BB was poorer in the early 2000s relative to the 1990s 
(Dowsley and Wenzel 2008, Born et al. 2011). 

• 
We found evidence of recent foraging in approximately 9% of the BB bears observed 
during the on-land period. Marine mammals, in particular seals and walrus made up 
almost half of the identifiable food sources. 

 

7.1.  Background 

 For populations of large, long-lived mammals changes in body condition will be among the 

early indicators of density-dependent regulation and / or changes in environmental carrying 

capacity (Fowler 1987, 1990, Zedrosser et al. 2006).  In populations approaching K, declines in 

condition will occur before declines in adult survival.  From both wildlife management and 

species conservation perspectives, monitoring body condition may therefore provide a useful tool 

for the early detection of population trends that warrant more in-depth study.  This is especially 

true for populations where cost or logistical constraints limits the capacity to undertake on-going, 

intensive demographic studies.  In these cases, monitoring condition may provide a form of 

surveillance that can be used to trigger periods of more intensive study. 
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 The annual life-cycle of polar bears (Ursus maritimus) is characterized by large seasonal 

changes in body condition (Watts and Hansen 1987, Ramsay et al. 1992, Ramsay and Stirling 

1988, Atkinson and Ramsay 1995).  Throughout most of their circumpolar range, bears are 

thought to gain condition during the spring and early summer when juvenile seals are abundant 

and relatively susceptible to predation (Stirling and Archibald 1977, Smith 1980, Hammill and 

Smith 1991, Stirling and Øritsland 1995, Pilfold et al. 2012).  This period of hyperphagia is 

followed by a scarcity of food in the late summer and fall when sea ice reaches a minimum 

throughout the Arctic.  During this season, bears in some regions are forced onto land by the 

melting sea ice where access to seals and other marine mammal prey is greatly reduced (Stirling 

et al. 1977, Derocher and Stirling 1990a,b, Ramsay et al. 1991).  In other regions, bears remain 

on off-shore pack-ice but likely also have reduced access to and/or less success in catching seals 

(Amstrup et al. 2000, Stirling 2002, Atwood et al. 2015, Rode et al. 2015).  Some individuals 

utilize terrestrial foods sources during the summer and fall.  However, the extent to which this 

occurs and the significance of terrestrial foods to energy budgets remains the subject of on-going 

debate and research (e.g., Derocher et al. 1993a, Hobson et al. 2009, Gormezano and Rockwell 

2013, 2015, Rode et al. 2015, Tartu et al. 2016).  Regardless, it is well documented that many 

bears especially those in the seasonal ice ecoregion like Baffin Bay (Amstrup et al. 2008) rely on 

nutrients and energy stored within adipose and other body tissues to meet a significant portion of 

their maintenance requirements for survival during this period.  Consequently, body condition 

amongst most individuals declines progressively through the summer and fall until access to sea 

ice increases in the late fall and early winter (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, Atkinson and Ramsay 

1996, Derocher and Stirling 1995, Rode et al. 2011, Obbard et al. 2016).  Additionally, adult 

females rely on body stores to support reproductive activities.  Mothers with cubs continue to 
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lactate during the summer and fall if their condition and/ or available food is sufficient (Derocher 

et al.1993b, Derocher and Stirling, 1996). Pregnant females enter dens in the fall where they rely 

exclusively on body stores to support gestation and early to mid-lactation over a period of 6-8 

months (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, Derocher and Stirling 1995).  Given this dynamic cycle of 

feeding and fasting, body condition attained during the spring and early summer is expected to 

exert a significant influence on the survival, reproductive performance and thus status of polar 

bear subpopulations (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, Derocher and Stirling 1995, 1996, Molnar et 

al. 2010, Molnar et al. 2011). 

 Tracking long-term trends in body condition has been identified as an important 

component of the monitoring scheme for polar bears across their circumpolar range (Vongraven 

et al. 2012, Patyk et al. 2015).  In the absence of more intensive studies, simple body condition 

metrics may be useful indices for monitoring subpopulations and detecting responses to changing 

environmental conditions (Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 2008a, Vongraven et al. 2012).  Of 

particular concern, changes in body condition are predicted to be amongst the first 

subpopulation-level impacts of climate change evident in this species (Derocher et al. 2004, 

Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Wiig et al. 2008, Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Indeed, declines in 

condition have been documented in several polar bear subpopulations in association with long-

term changes in sea-ice conditions that appear to be climate induced (e.g., Stirling et al. 1999, 

Rode et al. 2010, Rode et al. 2014, Obbard et al. 2016).  Although these trends in body condition 

can signal significant changes, observations of declining condition alone do not necessarily 

imply a decline in subpopulation status.  Studies of some polar bear subpopulations have 

documented declines in condition in association with increases in abundance that may be the 

result of density dependence (Stirling et al. 1999, Rode et al. 2011, Peacock et al. 2013).  
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Information on body condition must therefore be interpreted alongside other measures of 

subpopulation performance in-order to properly assess status. 

 A variety of quantitative and qualitative body condition indices have been used on polar 

bears including body weight estimated from girth (e.g., Derocher and Stirling 1995, Rode et al. 

2011), body mass indices standardized for length (e.g., Stirling et al. 1999, Cattet et al. 2002, 

Obbard et al. 2016), skull width (Rode et al. 2010, 2011), percent body fat determined by 

isotopic dilution or bioelectrical impedance analysis (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, 1996, 

McKinney et al. 2014), percent lipid content of adipose tissue biopsies (Stirling et al. 2008b, 

McKinney et al. 2014) and a visually assigned fatness index (Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 

2008a,b). Most of these condition indices require the handling of bears to collect measurements.  

However, the fatness index (FI) and potentially the lipid content of adipose tissue (Pagano et al. 

2014, McKinney et al. 2014) may be obtained without handling thus making them suitable for 

use in subpopulations monitored by less invasive methods such as aerial survey or genetic mark-

recapture. 

 The Baffin Bay (BB) subpopulation is part of the seasonal ice-free ecoregion as defined by 

Amstrup et al. (2008) in which sea ice melts almost entirely in the summer and bears are forced 

ashore for an extended period of time, during which they have no or reduced access to food.  

Baffin Bay has experienced a long term reduction in sea-ice cover and a trend towards earlier 

spring break-up and later fall freeze-up (Laidre et al. 2015).  As a result, bears are spending an 

increasing amount of time on land.  Examining data on the morphometric measurements of BB 

polar bears (girth, length and skull width) for the period 1977 to 2010, Rode et al. (2011) 

detected a decline in body condition concurrent with declining sea-ice cover.  However, 

geographically restricted sampling and uncertainty about trends in subpopulation density during 
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the latter years of this study limited the interpretation of these findings and conclusions regarding 

subpopulation status (York et al. 2016). 

 Here we summarize information on the body condition of polar bears in BB using a 

different measure of condition; the fatness index (FI).  FI scores were collected during two 

periods of mark-recapture sampling in Baffin Bay from 1993 to 1997 and 2011 to 2013.  During 

the latter period of sampling bears were surveyed by genetic mark-recapture using biopsy darts.  

Because biopsy darted bears were not handled our collection of body condition data was limited 

to visually assigned FI scores only.  The FI has been validated as a measure of condition in polar 

bears, being closely correlated with more quantitative condition indices (Stirling et al. 2008b, 

McKinney et al. 2014)  and other biological factors (e.g., Henricksen et al. 2001, Amstrup et al. 

2006).  Our study examined body condition using a different index of condition collected over a 

different (albeit overlapping) temporal and spatial sampling frame to that of Rode et al. (2011).  

We examined trends in condition in relationship to sea ice.  During part of this study, we also 

collected information on the foraging habits of BB polar bears to assess the range of food sources 

utilized by bears during the ice-free period.  Our results provide supplementary information for 

interpreting the results of the recent genetic mark-recapture in BB and for understanding the 

present status of this subpopulation. 

 

7.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The boundaries of the BB polar bear subpopulation (BB) encompass an area ~1 million 

km2 in Baffin Bay, covering portions of Baffin Island and Bylot Island (66.2°N to 73.8°N) in 

Nunavut/Canada and parts of West and Northwest Greenland (66.0°N to 77.0°N; Taylor et al. 
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2005). BB is bounded by Greenland to the east, Baffin Island to the west, the North Water 

polynya in the north and Davis Strait to the south (Figure 7.1).  Three communities in Nunavut 

and 37 communities in Greenland harvest bears from BB, although the majority of the Greenland 

harvest is taken between ca. 72° and 76° N.  Baffin Bay is ice-covered in winter but typically 

ice-free in summer.  During late spring and summer break-up, sea ice recedes from Greenland 

westward across Baffin Bay; the last remnants of ice typically occur off the coast of Baffin 

Island. Historically sea ice also remained in Melville Bay, NW Greenland (Born 1995). Most 

polar bears remain on the sea ice as it recedes and then come ashore to spend the ice-retreat 

period on Baffin and Bylot Islands (Taylor et al. 2005).  A presumably small number of bears 

remain on land in northwestern Greenland throughout the ice-retreat period (Born 1995, this 

study). 

 

Field Sampling 

 Data for the study were collected during two periods of systematic mark-recapture 

sampling on Baffin Island in Baffin Bay.  Sampling occurred along eastern Baffin and Bylot 

Islands during the ice-free season from late August to mid-October in 1993-95, 1997 and 2011-

2013. Most bears in Baffin Bay move onto land on Baffin Island and Bylot in late summer as the 

sea ice breaks up and remain on land until freeze-up in the late fall (Taylor et al. 2005).  

Sampling was spatially extensive across this on-land study area during all years (Figure 7.1) 

although there were some noted differences in sampling strategy between the two periods (1990s 

and 2000s) of the study (Chapter 3). 

  Using helicopters we searched for bears across the study area.  During the 1990s, bears 

were sampled by physical capture on Baffin Island and examination using methods previously 
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described (Taylor et al. 2005).  Data on the sex, estimated age-class and reproductive status of 

each individual were recorded.  Age of individuals was determined based on previous capture 

history, known (in the case of cubs and yearlings) or estimated from counts of annular rings in an 

extracted vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  Individuals were identified by 

means of uniquely numbered ear tags and lip tattoos.  Group size, family status, location and date 

were also recorded. 

 During the 2000s, sampling occurred by remote biopsy darting (Pagano et al. 2014) and 

subsequent genetic analysis to determine genetic sex and identify individuals.  We remotely 

estimated sex, age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 4], and adult) and 

reproductive status from the air at a range of 3-10 m above ground.  Sex was later confirmed via 

genetic analysis. In estimating age-class and sex, the observer used multiple cues, including the 

size of an individual relative to its surrounding environment or accompanying bears, membership 

in a family group (mothers and cubs or yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males), 

body shape and proportions, the presence of scars (which are most often seen on adult males) 

and observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under tail in females).  Fields notes also 

assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic sex was known. Age-class was 

later verified in some bears from previous or future captures in which an individual was captured 

and physically examined or where an individual was matched via DNA to membership in a 

known family at some past or future point. We assessed the accuracy of this system for 

estimating the age-class and sex of polar bears using a sample of BB bears of known age-class 

(Appendix B). 

 During both sampling periods, all encountered bears were assigned a FI score on a scale of 

1-5 where 1 and 5 represent the leanest and most obese bears, respectively (Stirling et al. 2008a).  
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During the 1990s, this score was based on physical examination of captured bears.  For bears in 

the 2000s, FI scores were assigned based on examination from the air at a distance of 3-7 m 

above ground.  Additional information collected for all bears at the time of observation included 

the identity of the observer, date, and location (coordinates). 

 Additionally various sources of information including traditional ecological knowledge 

(TEK), expedition reports and unpublished data (Born 1995, Born et al. 2011, GINR unpublished 

data) indicate that small, albeit unknown, proportion of the BB subpopulation summers in the 

Qimmusseriarsuaq / Melville Bay area of NW Greenland rather than moving with the retreating 

sea ice and summering on Baffin and Bylot Islands.  For comparative reasons estimates of body 

condition index from bears biopsy dated in NW Greenland are presented separately from that on 

Baffin Island. During 1-14 September 2012 and 2013 a total of 20 biopsies (2012: 6, 2013: 14) 

were sampled on land and along glacier fronts in the Melville Bay area using the same methods 

described above in Nunavut.  During sampling the FI index was scored for each bear by three 

observers with extensive experience in judging body condition of polar bears both during 

examination from the air and during subsequent physical handling. The sex of all biopsied 

individuals was determined genetically post hoc. 

 

Body Condition Scoring 

 Bears were initially scored according to the standard FI on a scale of 1 to 5 (Stirling et al. 

2008b).  This scoring system was subsequently simplified to a 3 point scale of poor (FI = 1 or 2), 

fair (FI = 3) and good (FI = 4 or 5) condition; hereafter termed the Body Condition Score (BCS).  

Similar modifications of the FI for polar bears have been employed in other studies to facilitate 

analyses (Stirling et al. 2008a) or have been recommended for use in general monitoring 
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schemes for polar bears (Vongraven et al. 2012).  In our case, this refinement was made in part 

due to the lower frequencies of bears scored as 1 and 5, but also to address concerns about 

potential bias.  The assumption was made that a simplified scale would be subject to less bias 

resulting from different observers and / or distance from bear at time of scoring.  Experienced 

observers should be able to discriminate a bear in poor, fair or good condition even at distances 

of up to 7 m. 

 Bears coming off the ice in summer are thought to be at or near their annual peak in body 

condition having recently gone through a period of hyperphagia when juvenile seals are 

relatively abundant and susceptible to predation (Stirling and Archibald 1977, Smith 1980, 

Hammill and Smith 1991, Stirling and Øritsland 1995, Pilfold et al. 2012).  For our analyses, 

therefore, we calculated the proportion of bears rated as being in good condition (BCS = 3) as a 

metric of annual body condition within each sex and age class.  Repeated observations of the 

same individual (as identified by physical mark or genotype) within a given year were excluded 

from the analyses.  Observations of the same individual in different years were included.  Similar 

to Stirling et al. (2008a), we assumed that observations of the same individual in different years 

were statistically independent given the dynamic nature of body condition in polar bears (Watts 

and Hansen 1987, Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, 1996) and it’s response to annual variation in 

environmental conditions. 

 

Sea-ice Metric 

 Based on findings from other studies (Stirling et al. 1999, Durner et al. 2004, 2006, 2009, 

Regehr et al. 2007, Rode et al. 2010, 2014), we hypothesized that timing of sea-ice break-up over 

the continental shelf (< 300m depth) of BB may influence the body condition of polar bears 
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during the ice-free period.  We therefore calculated the annual sea-ice metric, spring transition 

date, as day of the year (1-365) when ice area over the continental shelf of BB reached 50% in 

the spring (Chapter 4).  We used Sea-ice Concentrations from Nimbus-7 SMMR and DMSP 

SSM/I-SSMIS Passive Microwave Data (Cavalieri et al., 1996) available from the National Snow 

and Ice Data Center (NSIDC) in Boulder, Co (See Laidre et al. 2015 Appendix S1 for additional 

details).  While some researchers have used lower ice cover thresholds for studying polar bear 

relationships to sea ice (e.g., Cherry et al. 2013, Rode et al. 2014, Obbard et al. 2016), Laidre et 

al. (2015) reported that spring transition dates in Baffin Bay were not sensitive to the choice of 

threshold because usually the decrease of sea-ice area in the spring and the increase of sea-ice 

area in the fall proceed relatively quickly.  A small change in the threshold results in a small 

change in the transition dates (Laidre et al. 2015).  For sea ice in Baffin Bay, spring transition 

date is also correlated with other sea-ice metrics including fall transition date (negative 

correlation) and the interval between spring and fall transitions (Laidre et al. 2015). 

 We examined annual variation in our body condition metric, trends over time, and relation 

to spring sea-ice transition date.  Similar to Rode et al. (2014), we did not include both time and 

sea ice in the same analyses since long term trends in our sea-ice metric were well established a 

priori (Laidre et al. 2015, Chapter 4) and these two parameters were closely correlated over the 7 

years of sampling (Pearson coefficient = -0.846, P = 0.017).  Statistical analyses were performed 

using the SPSS package (Version 24.0, IBM Corp. 2016). 

 

Foraging Observations 

 Observations of bears feeding or evidence that they had recently fed were collected during 

the second sampling session, 2011-13, only.  In 2011, systematic observations of the feeding 
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activities were not collected.  In 2012 and 2013, all bears encountered were examined from the 

air for evidence of feeding activity.  Evidence of feeding included the presence of kills and other 

obvious food items, fresh oil or blood staining around the mouth, pendulous/distended abdomens 

(full stomachs), the production of black tar-like feces during pursuit (normally seen in bears that 

have been eating marine mammals) and the production of feces containing visible berries. 

 

7.3.  Results 

Body Condition Scores 

 In total, 2500 polar bears were assigned a BCS during mark recapture sampling.  Six bears 

assigned a BCS were not assigned to a sex-age class.  These were excluded from the further 

analyses.  Amongst independent bears, samples sizes were largest for adult males (n = 783), 

adult females with offspring (423) and lone adult females (225).  Our analyses focussed on these 

three groups of bears for the following reasons: (1) Sample sizes were relatively large and/or (2) 

the accuracy of classifying bears into sex and age class at the time of aerial observation and BCS 

assignment was relatively good (Appendix B)1.  Amongst dependent offspring we examined 

BCS for cubs-of-the-year (COY) and yearlings both of which can be identified with good 

accuracy from the air. 

 During the period 1993-97, all observations were made by a single individual (Table 7.1).  

During the period 2011-13, observations were made by 3 individuals but a majority (79%) were 

made by a single individual.  Of the 2496 bears in our study, four were observed by two 

observers in the same year.  In each case the condition scores assigned by the observers were the 

same (adult male in poor condition, adult female in fair condition, adult female in poor condition, 

                                                           
1 Accuracy for adult males, adult females with offspring, lone adult females was 95%, 100% and 74%, respectively.  In 
comparison accuracy for sub-adult males and females was <40%. 
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subadult female in fair condition).  Because the observers collected BCS data on bears in 

different years and / or different parts of the study area from each other, it was not possible to 

distinguish observer effects from other factors. 

 In general, body condition was better amongst adult males and lone adult females than 

other age classes (Table 7.2).  For example, pooling data across years, 25 and 32 % of 

individuals were classified as being in good condition amongst adult males and lone adult 

females, respectively.  In contrast, amongst adult females with offspring, subadult females and 

subadult males, the percentage of bears in good condition was 9, 4 and 4% respectively. 

 There was annual variation in body condition.  For example, during the period 1993-97, 

when all observations were collected by a single individual, the distribution of adult male BCS 

varied significantly from year-to-year (χ2 = 24.01, d.f. = 6, P < 0.001) with more males in good 

condition in 1993 (58.8%) compared to other years, in particular 1997 (32.0%).  Annual 

variation in condition was similar, although not significant, for lone adult females (χ2 = 11.51, 

d.f. =6, P = 0.070) and females with offspring (χ2 = 9.94, d.f. =6, P = 0.132) during this period.  

For the period, 2011-13, when a majority of observations were made by a single but different 

observer, condition was also found to vary significantly from year-to-year amongst adult males 

(χ2 = 24.31, d.f. =4, P < 0.001) but not lone females (χ2 = 4.89, d.f. =4, P = 0.300) or females 

with offspring (χ2 = 7.71, d.f. =4, p < 0.100).  During this recent sampling period, 2011 tended to 

be a better year for body condition. 

 Our annual body condition metric was associated spring sea-ice transition date amongst 

some sex and age classes of bears (Table 7.3).  The proportion of adult males assigned a BCS of 

3 (good) in a given year was closely associated with the timing of spring sea-ice transition.  A 

higher proportion of adult males were in good condition in years with a later spring transition 
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date (Figure 7.2a).  A similar association was evident for adult females with offspring (Figure 

7.2b) but not lone adult females (Figure 7.2c).  These associations between condition and sea ice 

were also evident for adult males (Exponential curve; F1, 3 = 101.27, r2 = 0.98, P = 0.010) and 

females with offspring (Exponential curve; F1, 3 = 72.12, r2 = 0.97, P = 0.014) when analyses 

were limited to the period 1993 to 1997; the 4 years when data were collected by a single 

observer. 

 For COY, the proportion of bears in good condition was unrelated to the timing of spring 

sea-ice transition (Table 7.3). In contrast, later spring transition was associated with a higher 

proportion of yearlings in good condition.  Similar to adult males and females with offspring, 

this association was also evident when analysis was limited to the period 1993-97 when analyses 

were limited to the period 1993 to 1997; the 4 years when data were collected by a single 

observer (Linear regression; F1, 3 = 51.30, r2 = 0.96, P = 0.019). 

 Body condition showed a negative trend over time amongst some sex and age classes 

(Table 7.3).  For adult males and adult females with offspring the proportion of bears in good 

condition during the ice-free period declined from 1993 to 2013.  As similar trend, although not 

significant (P = 0.065), was evident for yearlings. 

 In Melville Bay, NW Greenland in 2012 and 2013 the adult bears were generally in good 

body condition. The samples collected from this area included 10 adult females, 5 adult males, 3 

subadults (1 F, 2 M) and 2 female yearlings. Three adult females and 1 adult male scored FI = 4 

and 7 adult females and 4 adult males scored F = 3. Three subadults (1 F, 2 M) and 2 female 

yearlings all scored F = 3. Hence, although sample size in Greenland was low, BB bears in this 

area were in good body condition despite an on-land period which is longer than BB polar bears 

that summer on Baffin Island.  
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Foraging During the Ice-Free period 

 One hundred and seven (9.3%) of the 1146 bears observed in 2012 and 2013 showed 

evidence of feeding.  Prevalence of feeding was lowest amongst adult males (8%) and dependent 

offspring (7%), and highest amongst subadults (13%).  Across sex and age classes, 50% of 

feeding observations were among adult males and subadults (Figure 7.3).  The distribution of 

feeding observations amongst sex and age-classes did not differ significantly from the sex and 

age-class composition of all bears observed (feeding and not feeding); although there was a 

tendency for subadult bears to be over-represented amongst those observed feeding (χ2  = 5.607, 

d.f. = 4, P = 0.23).  There was no seasonal trend in prevalence of feeding observations during the 

sampling period (Figure 7.4). 

 Bears were observed feeding on a range of food items including seals (species unknown), 

walrus (Odobenus rosmarus), narwhal (Monodon monoceros), Arctic char (Salvelinus alpinus), 

Greenland shark (Somniosus microcephalus) and berries (Table 7.4).  Where food source was 

known, marine mammals comprised 47% of the observations of bears feeding.  At two locations, 

congregations of bears were encountered along streams where char were observed to be running 

in large numbers.  Fish carcasses found at these sites and the presence of bears standing in close 

quarters along these watercourses suggested bears were actively fishing.  Seventeen seal kills 

were noted while searching for bears.  Most were located along the shores of fjords rather than 

the main open coastline (Figure 7.5). 

 In Melville Bay polar bears were observed feeding on seals on patches of floes of fast ice 

and more or less consolidated bergy bits at glacier fronts. During September in both 2012 and 

2013 numerous narwhal, ringed, bearded, harp and hooded seals were observed close to glacier 
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fronts and land in Melville Bay (Born et al. 2012, 2013) indicating that suitable food for BB 

polar bears is abundant in this area during the open-water season. 

 

7.4.  Discussion 

Body Condition of Baffin Bay Bears 

 Our results demonstrate that body condition amongst BB polar bears declined over the 

period 1993 to 2013.  The close association between condition during the ice-free period and 

spring sea-ice transition date is consistent with the hypothesis that reduced time on the sea ice 

and presumably declining access to prey during the important spring to early summer feeding 

period is a primary mechanism driving this decline.  However, with our qualitative body 

condition data and simplistic analysis we have not demonstrated cause and effect.  Annual 

variation in body condition was associated with both time (year) and spring sea-ice transition 

date.  These two parameters are correlated with one another and may also be associated with 

other parameters that we did not consider.  The extent to which declining condition in BB is 

mediated by ice conditions therefore remains uncertain. 

 Using body condition metrics different from those used in the present study, Rode et al. 

(2011) detected a decline in the condition of BB polar bears between 1990 and 2010 concurrent 

with declining sea-ice cover.  Our findings are consistent with this earlier study except that we 

did not find associations between body condition and sea-ice cover amongst all sex and age 

classes of bears.  This may be due to limitations of the qualitative condition data used in the 

present analyses and sample size issues.  The BCS is a qualitative and thus less precise measure 

of condition than the quantitative metrics used by Rode et al. (2011) that were derived from 

morphometric measurements acquired during physical capture and handling of bears.  
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Additionally, during the latter years of our study (2011-2013) the BCS for each bear was 

assessed based on examination from a distance rather than capture and physical examination.  

Inaccuracies in classifying bears by age class and sex from the air, combined with a lack of direct 

physical handling to assess condition may have introduced more error in assigning BCS.  Given 

these limitations, BCS data are likely a less robust and less sensitive means of detecting changes 

in body condition over time or in response to ecological parameters (Vongraven et al. 2012, 

McKinney et al. 2014).  Direct, quantitative measurement of body condition by morphometry or 

adipose tissue lipid content (McKinney et al. 2014) remains the most reliable and precise means 

of monitoring condition. 

 Nevertheless, our study extends the findings of Rode et al. (2011) in three notable ways.  

First, we find that trends in body condition and the association with sea-ice conditions have 

continued beyond 2010.  Second, Rode et al. (2011) suggest that important trends in body 

condition that can affect reproduction might not be detectable from on the ground observations 

without capture and physical measurement of bears.  Our findings suggest that long-term trends 

in body condition can be detected without handling of bears albeit with less sensitivity.  As 

found in other studies (Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 2008a), visually assigned body 

condition scores are a useful means of monitoring body condition and polar bear responses to 

environmental conditions.  In the absence of physical capture programs and / or more intensive 

monitoring schemes, the collection of condition scores provides a simple and low cost means to 

track general trends in BB and likely other polar bear subpopulations.  Finally, York et al. (2016) 

maintain that the evidence linking reduced body condition to sea-ice decline in Baffin Bay (Rode 

et al. 2011) is ambiguous because the body condition data used in the analyses were collected in 

varying parts of the subpopulation area over the period of study rather than range wide 
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throughout.  For example, during 1990s data on condition during the ice-free period were 

collected from bears across the subpopulation’s seasonal range on eastern Baffin Island.  In 

contrast, sampling in the 2000s was restricted to a relatively small southern portion of the range 

near the boundary with Davis Strait.  Consequently, condition data for the 2000s may not have 

been representative of the subpopulation as a whole.  However, sampling in our study was range 

wide during both time periods (1993-1997 and 2011-2013) as illustrated in Figure 7.1 suggesting 

that the findings of Rode et al. (2012) were representative of BB. 

 Several sources of bias were possible in our study.  BCS data were collected by several 

observers in different years and different parts of the study area.  Notably a single observer 

collected all data during the 1990s.  Several different observers collected data during the 2000s 

and in different parts of the study area from one another.  To reduce potential observer bias in 

assigning qualitative condition scores, we employed a simplified body condition scoring system 

that required observers to discriminate between bears in poor, fair and good condition.  All 

observers in the study were experienced polar bear biologists who had previously handled 

hundreds or thousands of bears in varying condition and should have been capable of easily 

discriminating bears in good condition.  However, since individual bears were not scored by 

more than one observer, teasing out observer effects is challenging because differences in scored 

condition may reflect real temporal or spatial differences in the bears sampled.  Never-the-less, 

several lines of evidence suggest observer bias was likely not a significant factor in our study.  

First, a majority of observations were made by a single observer within each time period (1990s 

and 2000s).  Differences between these two observers in scoring body condition are unlikely to 

explain the linear and non-linear trends in condition we observed or the close association 

between condition and sea ice.  Additionally, the statistical significance of these associations was 
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maintained when analyses were restricted to a single time period when all observations were 

collected by a single observer.  Finally, as noted by Stirling et al. (2008a) although the FI from 

which our condition metric was derived is a qualitative index and thus subjective, it has been 

found to be “repeatable between individual biologists when blind comparisons are done in the 

field over both short and long time periods.”  In other studies, FI data collected by multiple 

observers have been found to correlate closely with quantitative indices of condition (e.g., 

Stirling et al. 2008b, McKinney et al. 2014).  Therefore, while we cannot exclude the possibility 

of observer bias in our study, we suggest that this potential source of bias is unlikely to account 

for our results. 

 Body condition scores in the 1990s were collected from bears captured and physically 

examined.  In contrast scores in the 2000s were from bears observed from the air without 

handling.  The effect of close-up versus distance examination on the scoring of condition is 

unknown.  McKinney et al. (2014) found that remotely assigned FI ratings did not correlate with 

the % lipid content of adipose tissue; another measure of condition.  However, their sample sizes 

were small and limited to comparisons of bears of FI 3 and 4 only whereas bears in our study had 

FI ratings ranging from 1 to 5.  Remotely scoring FI may be a less robust (precise) index of 

condition but is not necessarily inherently biased relative to physical examination.  For many of 

the same reasons discussed previously concerning observer effects, we suggest that this potential 

source of bias is unlikely to account for our results. The use of a simplified scoring system (poor, 

fair, good) in our study should have helped to reduce errors in scoring for bears observed from 

the air.  Trends in condition over time and the close association with sea-ice metrics cannot be 

explained by differences in examination distance. 

 Another source of error in our study associated with differences in sampling between the 
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1990s (physical capture) and 2000s (aerial observation) was in the classification of bears by sex 

and age-class based on aerial observation rather than handling.  Classifying bears from the air is 

without doubt less accurate than physical examination. However, aerial classification is accurate 

in most instances (Appendix B), especially amongst adult males and adult females with 

offspring; the two classes exhibiting the strongest trends in condition in our study.  Additionally, 

despite being less precise we have no evidence to suggest that aerial classification results in a 

bias in age and sex classifications amongst a group of bears.  This source of measurement error 

thus seems unlikely to account for our results. 

 An assumption of our study was that bears sampled within our study area were 

representative of the BB subpopulation.  Although sampling during both the 1990s and 2000s 

was extensive across the seasonal range of BB bears, the proportion of bears in the subpopulation 

exposed to sampling may have differed between these two periods (Chapter 3).  In the 1990s, a 

high proportion of collared bears did not come ashore on Baffin Island during the sampling 

windows but instead remained on remnant offshore sea ice where they could not be sampled.  

This observation suggests that a significant portion of the subpopulation was not sampled in the 

1990s.  Whether this biased our estimates of body condition is unknown.  However, we note that 

bears remaining out on the ice were likely still able to hunt seals to some extent and may 

therefore have been in better condition than those coming ashore. Consequently, any bias in our 

sampling would have resulted in underestimation of condition in the 1990s or in years when 

spring transition occurred later.  This would therefore not account for the trends in condition we 

observed over time or in association with date of spring sea-ice transition. 

 Relative to the 2000s, sampling in the 1990s was also more concentrated near the coast 

with less inland sampling (Chapter 3).  Similar to other seasonally ice-free subpopulations (e.g., 
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Derocher and Stirling 1990) polar bears in Baffin Bay are known to exhibit a degree of spatial 

segregation by sex, age class and reproductive status with respect to the use of terrestrial habitat 

during the ice-free period (Ferguson et al. 1997, Chapter 4).  Adult females with cubs tend to 

select fjords and avoid offshore islands and coastal regions where densities of adult males are 

higher. Pregnant bears select inland and upland denning habitats.  While limited inland sampling 

in the 1990s may have resulted in under sampling of certain sex, age and reproductive classes we 

are unaware of any evidence to suggest that this would also have biased body condition data.  

However, to explore the potential impact of this difference in sampling between epochs on the 

body condition data, we estimated and delineated the minimum extent of the sampling frame 

from the 1990s using capture locations in a GIS.  We subset the 2000s data using this layer to 

create a dataset collected over the same sampling area in both time periods and repeated our 

analyses of trends in body condition.  The results were essentially the same (Appendix C), 

suggesting that this sampling difference between epochs did not influence our findings. 

 Bears in BB lose condition through the summer and fall while on land in BB (Rode et al. 

2011).  Differences amongst years in the timing of sampling could therefore have affected our 

annual body condition metric.  Sampling occurred between late August and late October but 

varied somewhat in timing from year-to-year.  We did not consider timing of sampling in our 

analysis.  During preliminary exploration of the data we noted that the 3 years where the median 

date (Julian day) of sampling was earliest were the best (1993) and two worst (2012 and 2013) 

years for body condition amongst both adult males and adult females with offspring, as measured 

by our metric.  Median date of sampling was also not associated with our condition metric for 

any of the sex and age classes of bears.  Similarly, looking at the number of days between spring 

transition date and the date of sampling for each bear as an index of timing of sampling relative 
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to seas-ice breakup we found similar results suggesting that timing of sampling did not account 

for the annual variation in body condition that we were observing at a broad scale with our 

somewhat crude measure of condition.  However, we acknowledge that a more sophisticated 

analysis such as a polynomial logistic regression could incorporate sampling date as a covariate. 

 Declining body condition and reproduction are amongst the first subpopulation level 

effects predicted occur in polar bears as a result of climate change (Derocher et al. 2004, Stirling 

and Parkinson 2006, Molnar et al. 2011, Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Our evidence of a decline 

in condition in BB from 1993 to 2013, along with similar findings from a previous study (Rode 

et al. 2011), is accompanied by evidence of a concurrent decline in reproduction in this 

subpopulation.  These findings are also consistent with available traditional knowledge 

suggesting that body condition of polar bears in BB was poorer in the early 2000s relative to the 

1990s (Dowsley and Wenzel 2008, Born et al. 2011).  These changes may signal a reduction in 

the carrying capacity of BB.   

 The bears that were biopsied in Melville Bay in September 2012 and 2013 generally 

appeared to be in good body condition. However, during an interview survey among experienced 

polar bear hunters in NW Greenland ca. 24% of the 72 interviewees noted that polar bears had 

generally become thinner (Born et al. 2011). 

 Similar to recent observations in the Davis Strait subpopulation (Rode et al. 2011, Peacock 

et al. 2013) we cannot rule-out possible density effects on body condition and reproduction 

resulting from a declining sea-ice platform.   Regardless of whether density effects are at play, if 

the observed association between sea ice and body condition is real and the well documented 

trend in sea ice continues it is reasonable to expect that this subpopulation will experience an on-

going decline in condition as a result of declining habitat (Laidre et al. 2015).  This in turn is 
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predicted to lead to demographic consequences including reduced adult survival (Molnar et al. 

2010, 2011). 

 Measures of body condition have been identified as one of the most important metrics 

needed to evaluate polar bear health (Patyk et al. 2015).  Similar to previous studies (e.g., 

Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 2008a,b, McKinney et al. 2014) we have demonstrated the 

utility of a simple qualitative metric for monitoring trends in body condition in polar bear 

subpopulations where more detailed quantitative measures of condition may not be available.  In 

circumstances where demographic studies are conducted periodically rather than on an on-going 

basis or where the selected methods of survey do not involved capture and handling, collection 

of visually assigned body condition scores from harvested bears or from opportunistic 

observations of free ranging animals offers a useful means of surveillance.  Such surveillance 

may be carried out by government agencies but there is also potential for implementation as part 

of a community-based ecosystem monitoring scheme.  Changes in condition detected through 

this method of monitoring may serve as a trigger to initiate more intensive studies. 

 We acknowledge that results from analyses of FI scores, including those of the present 

study, must be interpreted cautiously given the many potential biases associated with this type of 

data.  While many of these potential biases can be mitigated through study design and analyses, 

further work is needed to examine the robustness of these data before this method of monitoring 

is implemented more widely in government or community-based monitoring schemes. 

 

Foraging During the Ice-Free period 

 Polar bears have been found to opportunistically exploit a wide variety of food sources 

while on land during the summer and fall (e.g., Derocher et al. 1993a, Brook and Richardson 
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2002, Dyck and Romberg 2007, Gormenzano and Rockwell 2013, Iverson et al. 2014, Rogers et 

al. 2015, Tartu et al. 2016).  Most of these foods are terrestrial in origin including berries, bird 

eggs, birds, small mammals and occasionally large mammal prey such as caribou or reindeer.  

Although bears have been observed catching fish (Dyck and Romberg 2007) and seals in open 

water (Furnell and Oolooyuk 1980), and scavenging the bone piles of human hunted bowhead 

whales (Rogers et al. 2015), the available evidence suggests marine mammals generally 

represent a small portion of the diet during this period of minimum sea ice.  In Western Hudson 

Bay, for example, Gormenzo et al. (2013) found evidence of marine mammal remains in less 

than 5% of polar bear fecal samples collected during the on-land period.  In contrast, terrestrial 

foods such as vegetation and eggs made up the majority of material in these samples.  Similar 

dietary habits have been documented in Southern Hudson Bay (Russell 1975)2. 

 In Baffin Bay we found evidence of recent foraging in approximately 9% of the bears 

observed during the on-land period.  The type of food consumed was known for approximately 

half of these individuals.  Marine mammals, in particular seals and walrus made up almost half 

of the identifiable food sources.  While these are opportunistic observations and therefore subject 

to numerous potential biases, these findings suggest that bears in Baffin Bay may make greater 

use of marine mammals during the ice-free period than bears in some other subpopulations.  This 

may be the result of differences in habitat and / or the availability of marine mammal prey.  In 

contrast to the lowlands of the Hudson and James Bays, the east coast of Baffin Island is 

characterized by rugged coastline with high mountains, long, deep fjords and glaciers some of 

which run directly into the marine environment.  Of the seal kills documented during our study 

most were located along the shores of fjords rather than the main open coastline (Figure 7.5). As 

suggested by Derocher et al. (2004) fjords may offer preferred seal hunting habitat for polar 
                                                           
2 Russell (1975) found seal remains in 9% of polar bear scats collected on-land during the summer. 
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bears for several reasons.  Stable sea ice at tide water glaciers provides prime breeding habitat 

for ringed seals (Lydersen et al. 2014).  Additionally, remnant sea ice that persists longer into the 

summer, the shedding of ice from glaciers, the early formation of new sea ice around freshwater 

outflows and the availability of Arctic char and other food sources near the mouths of rivers may 

make fjords good habitat for seals.  These same features may also make fjords good polar bear 

habitat.  Stable and persistent ice provides a platform to hunt from and the steep sides of fjords 

give polar bears easy access to the deeper waters in which seals may be swimming during the 

open water period. 

 In Melville Bay polar bears were observed in September near or at glacier fronts where 

numerous ringed seals were also observed (Born et al. 2012, 2013). Satellite telemetry has shown 

that some bears remain in this habitat throughout the year for several years (Chapter 2). Hence, 

clearly some bears are able to sustain year round on prey (likely mainly ringed seals) taken in 

this type of habitat. 

 We observed a number of bears that appeared to be feeding on anadromous Arctic char 

during their seasonal runs into creeks and lakes.  Observations of polar bears feeding on Arctic 

char have been previously reported (Dyck and Romberg 2007, Dyck and Kebreab 2009) and 

traditional knowledge of certain Arctic char runs that are visited annually by polar bears is 

present amongst residents of Nunavut (S. Atkinson pers. comm.).  In Baffin Bay, the significance 

of Arctic char to polar bear nutritional budgets is unknown.  However, we note there are 

numerous char runs and the available biomass is potentially high.  While this food source is only 

available during a short seasonal window in late summer, the timing and location of char runs is 

highly predictable.  This makes it a reliable source of food for some bears (at least locally) 

during the ice-free period when other foods are scarce.  In some grizzly bear populations, access 
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to anadromous fish has been shown to directly affect body mass, litter size and population 

density (Hildebrand et al. 1999, 2004).  Whether Arctic char hold similar significance for polar 

bears is unknown but is worthy of further investigation.  Based on energetics modelling, Dyck 

and Kebreab (2009) speculated that polar bears with access to char could in theory maintain or 

gain body weight during the ice-free period.  In contrast, Rode et al. (2010b) suggested that the 

use of char by polar bears was limited by the availability of suitable water bodies (creeks and 

rivers) in which bears could capture anadromous fish with an energetic efficiency high enough to 

permit maintenance or gains in weight.  To date, however, there have been no direct empirical 

studies of the significance of Arctic char in the diets and energetics of polar bears.  Arctic char 

have not been included in prey models for quantitative free fatty acid signature analysis 

(QFFASA) studies of polar bear diet (e.g., Thiemann et al. 2008, 2009, Galicia et al. 2015).  

Consequently, this prey’s signature would not have been detected in dietary studies conducted to 

date.  We suggest that QFFASA models of polar bear diets should be calibrated to include the 

signatures of Arctic char sampled from the same regions as the polar bears being studied. 

 Sea-ice conditions are changing in Baffin Bay (Laidre et al. 2015, Chapter 4).  Studies 

suggest this is affecting the movements and distribution (Chapter 2), habitat use (Chapter 4), 

body condition (Rode et al. 2011, this study) and reproductive performance (Chapter 6) of polar 

bears in the region.  Declining condition and reproduction is presumably mediated by reduced 

per capita food intake but precisely how availability of food for polar bears is changing is 

unknown in part due to lack of knowledge about trends in marine mammal populations (Laidre et 

al. 2015).  Changes in prey abundance and vulnerability to predation are both potential 

mechanisms.  Changes in prey diversity are also possible.  One such change may be increased 

access to sub-Arctic seals such as harp seals (Pagophilus groenlandicus). Baffin Bay is part of 



Chapter 7 SWG Final report 

356 | P a g e  

the summer range of the western north Atlantic harp seal population.  The near 2.5 fold increase 

in this seal population over the last 30 decades is one of the mechanisms postulated to have 

supported an increase in polar bear abundance in the neighbouring Davis Strait (DS) 

subpopulation (Peacock et al. 2013).  Similarly, McKinney et al. (2013) attributed improving 

body condition (expressed as adipose tissue lipid content) amongst polar bears in East Greenland 

(EG) to increased access to sub-Arctic seals including harp seals.  Unlike DS and EG, however, 

bears in BB do not have access to harp seal whelping areas and are therefore not able to access 

this prey species during its most vulnerable season.  For bears in BB, hunting of harp seals is 

limited to late spring through to fall when predation success rates amongst polar bears hunting in 

low ice cover or open water are likely relatively low.  Polar bears in Svalbard are known to prey 

on harp seals in the summer (Derocher et al. 2002).  Bears in BB may have similar summer 

foraging opportunities.  Indeed, using QFFASA, Galicia et al. (2015) found that adult male polar 

bears from BB had a higher proportion of harp seal in their diet relative to bears from other 

subpopulations.  This suggests that polar bears in BB have been able to benefit to some extent 

from the availability of this species.  However, the observation that body condition amongst BB 

bears has declined over the last 3 decades suggests that any shift in prey availability associated 

with harp seal population expansion has not offset the effects of declining sea-ice conditions on 

access to other food sources. 
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Table 7.1.  Frequency of observations for body condition scores of polar bears in Baffin Bay.  

Proportion of within-year observations in parentheses. 

 Observer  

Year 1 2 3 4 Total 
1993 - - - 149 (1.0)   149 
1994 - - - 220 (1.0)   220 
1995 - - - 243 (1.0)   243 
1997 - - - 285 (1.0)   285 
2011 31 (0.06) 415 (0.87)   36 (0.07) -   482 
2012 - 529 (0.79) 142 (0.21) -   671 
2013 - 316 (0.70) 134 (0.30) -   450 

Total 31 1260 312 897 2500 

 



Chapter 7 SWG Final report 

366 | P a g e  

Table 7.2.  Frequency of body condition scores (BCS) assigned to polar bears on Baffin Island.  

BCS scores were derived from Fatness Index (FI) scores (1-5) assigned to polar bears during 

field observations (following Stirling et al. 2008b).  FI scores of 1-2, 3 and 4-5 were assigned 

BCS of poor, fair and good respectively. 

Sex-Age Class 
BCS 

Total Poor Fair Good 
Adult Male Year 1993 7 13 30 51 

1994 14 30 27 71 
1995 21 28 31 80 
1997 13 72 40 125 
2011 16 88 35 139 
2012 52 123 21 196 
2013 23 86 12 121 

Total 133 440 185 783 
Adult 
Female 
(Lone) 

Year 1993 2 2 6 10 
1994 3 6 3 12 
1995 0 4 2 6 
1997 2 20 5 27 
2011 3 26 14 43 
2012 8 44 19 72 
2013 5 26 24 55 

Total 21 128 61 225 
Adult 
Female 
(w/offspring) 

Year 1993 4 13 8 25 
1994 15 19 6 40 
1995 15 22 5 42 
1997 11 24 3 38 
2011 7 75 9 91 
2012 18 91 3 112 
2013 8 63 4 75 

Total 76 307 38 423 
Subadult 
Female 

Year 1993 3 7 2 12 
1994 6 6 0 12 
1995 4 14 0 18 
1997 4 10 1 15 
2011 3 31 3 37 
2012 13 62 0 75 
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2013 4 35 3 42 
Total 36 165 9 211 

Subadult 
Male 

Year 1993 1 7 1 9 
1994 4 11 1 16 
1995 14 13 2 27 
1997 8 9 0 17 
2011 4 19 1 24 
2012 8 45 1 54 
2013 8 27 1 36 

Total 40 131 7 183 
COY Year 1993 2 22 2 26 

1994 16 28 0 44 
1995 15 15 4 34 
1997 22 19 0 41 
2011 4 80 12 96 
2012 8 85 1 94 
2013 5 64 8 77 

Total 67 313 25 412 
Yearling Year 1993 1 8 6 15 

1994 3 16 6 25 
1995 7 18 5 30 
1997 3 18 1 22 
2011 0 43 5 48 
2012 5 51 1 57 
2013 5 35 2 42 

Total 24 190 25 239 
2-Year-Olds Year 1993 0 1 0 1 

1995 2 3 1 6 
2011 2 0 0 2 
2012 0 8 1 9 

Total 4 12 1 18 
Total Year 1993 18 73 51 149 

1994 59 116 37 220 
1995 71 117 45 243 
1997 60 172 48 285 
2011 38 362 76 480 
2012 100 510 41 669 
2013 55 336 53 448 

Total1 401 1686 351 2494 
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1 Excludes 6 bears of unrecorded sex-age class 
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Table 7.3.  Regression results for an annual body condition metric for polar bears on Baffin Island.  The metric, proportion of bears in 

good condition, was derived from observed frequencies of Fatness Index (FI) scores ranging from 1 to 5 (Stirling et al. 2008).  Bears 

of FI 4 or 5 were in good condition.  Spring ice transition was the decimal day (1-365) when ice cover over the continental shelf of BB 

reached 50%.  Regressions were performed in the Curve Estimation procedure of SPSS (Version 24.0). 

Sex-Age Class Dependent Variable F6 r2 P Curve Type 

Adult Male Spring Ice Transition 102.99 0.98 ≤ 0.001 Quadratic (2nd order) 

Adult Male Year 18.50 0.79 0.008 Linear 

Adult Female (alone) Spring Ice Transition 0.65 0.12 0.456 Linear 

Adult Female (alone) Year 0.03 0.01 0.863 Linear 

Adult Female (with offspring) Spring Ice Transition 53.29 0.91 0.001 Exponential 

Adult Female (with offspring) Year 7.31 0.59 0.043 Exponential 

Yearling Spring Ice Transition 21.57 0.81 0.006 Exponential 

Yearling Year 5.526 0.53 0.065 Exponential 

COY Spring Ice Transition 0.10 0.02 0.760 Linear 

COY Year 0.334 0.06 0.587 Linear 
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Table 7.4.  Food sources used by bears on Baffin Island during Aug to Oct, 2012 and 2013. 

Food Source Number of Bears Observed 

Berries   10 

Arctic Char   14 

Walrus   10 

Seal   11 

Narwhal     1 

Greenland Shark     1 

Unknown   60 

Total 107 
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Figure 7.1.  Spatial distribution of live captures recorded during sampling in the western parts of 

the range of the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, 1993 – 1995, 1997 (top), and 2011 – 2013 
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(bottom).  Red, 1990s. Yellow, 2010s. During both periods polar bears were also live captured in 

the eastern parts (i.e., the Melville Bay area) of the subpopulation´s range (data not shown).  
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(c) 

 

Figure 7.2.  The association between the percent of bears in good body condition in western 

Baffin Bay and the timing of spring sea-ice transition date for (a) adult males, (b) adult females 

with dependent offspring and (c) lone adult females.  
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Figure 7.3.  The sex and age class distribution of polar bears showing evidence of recent feeding 

(black) as compared to all the bears observed (grey) on Baffin Island in Baffin Bay during 

August-October, 2012 and 2013.  
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Figure 7.4.  Prevalence of feeding evidence amongst bears on Baffin Island in Baffin Bay, 2012 

and 2013.  Data presented bimonthly.  
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Figure 7.5.  Distribution of seal kill sites observed during polar bear biopsy darting along eastern 

Baffin Island, Aug-Oct 2011-13. 
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CHAPTER 8 

POLAR BEAR HARVESTING IN BAFFIN BAY AND KANE BASIN: 

A SUMMARY OF HISTORICAL HARVEST AND HARVEST 

REPORTING, 1993 TO 2014 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Both Canada (Nunavut) and Greenland harvest from the shared subpopulations of polar 
bears in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin. 

• During 1993-2005 (i.e., before quotas were introduced in Greenland) the combined 
annual harvest averaged 165 polar bears (range: 120-268) from the Baffin Bay 
subpopulation and 12 polar bears (range: 6-26) from Kane Basin (for several of the years, 
harvest reported from Kane Basin was based on an estimate). 

• During 2006-2014 the combined annual harvest averaged 161 (range: 138-176) from 
Baffin Bay and 6 (range: 3-9) polar bears from Kane Basin. 

• Total harvest peaked between 2002 and 2005 coinciding with several events in harvest 
reporting and harvest management in both Canada and Greenland. 

• In Baffin Bay the sex ratio of the combined harvest has remained around 2:1 (male: 
females) with an annual mean of 35% females amongst independent bears. 

• In Kane Basin the sex composition of the combined harvest was 33% females overall for 
the period 1993-2014.  The estimated composition of the harvest since the introduction of 
a quota in Greenland is 44% female but the factual basis for estimation of the sex ratio in 
the harvest is weak. 

• In Greenland the vast majority of bears are harvested between January and June in Baffin 
Bay and Kane Basin whereas in Nunavut ca. 40% of the harvest in Baffin Bay is in the 
summer to fall (August – November) while bears are on or near shore.  In Nunavut, all 
bears harvested from Kane Basin occurred in the spring. 

• Sport hunting of polar bears is permitted in Canada but not Greenland.  Sport hunting 
activity average 16% of annual harvest and peaked in 2008 coincident with several 
management actions.  This type of hunting is highly selective for older, adult males. 

• Defense-of-life-and-property kills (DLPs) of polar bears in Baffin Bay was highly 
selective for young (2-3 years old) individuals.  We did not find evidence of a trend in the 
annual number of DLPs between 1993 and 2014.  Most DLPs occur during the open water 
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period (August-November) when bears are on or near shore.  The seasonal frequencies of 
DLPs in Canada (Nunavut) declined through the summer and fall. 

• Genetic validation of the sex of individual bears as reported by the hunters showed that 
the gender of harvested bears was incorrectly reported in a significant number of cases. 
Inaccuracies in gender reporting were greatest in Greenland. 

• Based on genetic validation, the presence of physical marks (i.e., ear tags or tattoos) on 
bears was under reported in the harvest.  Detection of marked bears declined with 
increasing age of marks suggesting that mark loss (especially loss of ear tags) was a 
problem.  This finding has implications for the use of harvest recoveries in MR recapture 
studies. 

• Management and the history of management of polar bears in Canada and Greenland 
differs in some respects: (1) quotas were introduced in Canada in 1967 and in Greenland 
in 2006, (2) sport hunting is allowed in Canada but not permitted in Greenland, (3) 
Canadian management is designed to achieve a target harvest sex ration of 2:1 (males to 
females) whereas the harvest of independent polar bears in GL is non-selective, (4) the 
vast majority of polar bears in Greenland are taken from dog sleds whereas in Canada the 
vast majority are taken from snowmobiles. 

 

8.1.  Introduction 

 Climate induced loss of sea-ice habitat has been identified as the ultimate threat to the 

persistence of polar bears across their circumpolar range (PBSG 2010; Wiig et al. 2015).  Other 

threats to the species, including pollution, industrial development, tourism and over-harvest are 

considered to be of varying importance amongst the different subpopulations. Three of the 19 

recognized subpopulations of polar bears are currently designated as declining by the IUCN/SSC 

Polar Bear Specialist Group (http://pbsg.npolar.no/en/index.html).  Of these three (Southern 

Beaufort Sea, Baffin Bay and Kane Basin), potential over-harvest has been identified as a 

concern in Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB). 

 Based on a mark-recapture study, Taylor et al. (2005) estimated the number of polar 

bears in BB at 2,074 (95% CI: 1544-2604) in 1998.  A subsequent population viability analysis 

(PVA) using the 1998 abundance estimate, associated vital rates and available harvest data 

projected a decline to 1,564 bears (95% CI: 690-2402) in 2004 (PBSG 2010).  Importantly, these 

http://pbsg.npolar.no/en/index.html
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simulations suggested that the combined harvest of bears from BB within Canada and Greenland 

was unsustainable.  Furthermore, this PVA did not take into account on-going sea-ice habitat loss 

which was predicted to exacerbate the potential impacts of the harvest.  In contrast to these 

scientific findings traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) of polar bears in BB does not suggest 

this subpopulation is presently declining in response to harvest and / or sea ice (Dowsley and 

Wenzel 2008, Born et al. 2011).  York et al. (2016) have postulated that this disparity between 

science and TEK may be the result of inaccuracies in the scientific data for BB.  In particular, 

potential under reporting of tagged bears in the harvest and / or over reporting of total harvest in 

Greenland (both under and over reporting of the harvest may result in bias in mark-recapture 

estimates of abundance and survival rates).  However, the validity of these assertions regarding 

harvest reporting is unproven. 

 Based on a mark-recapture study, the size of the KB subpopulation was estimated to be 

164 (95% CI: 94-234) polar bears for 1994 - 1997 (Taylor et al. 2008a).  Taylor et al. (2008a) 

also suggested that Kane Basin might act as a sink (i.e., some bears may move from Baffin Bay 

into Kane Basin) because of unsustainable rates of harvest in KB (ibid.), and lack of genetic 

differentiation from Baffin Bay (Paetkau et al. 1999).  Using the abundance and vital rates 

estimated from the 1994-97 capture study and catches reported from Nunavut and Greenland, 

100% of the PVA simulations resulted in a decline in this subpopulation size after 10 years 

(PBSG 2010).  Similar to BB, this simulated decline in subpopulation size as a result of harvest 

did not take into account changes in sea-ice habitat.  York et al. (2016) postulated that the 

available TEK for KB, although limited, did not appear to contradict these scientific findings.  

However, neither of the sources cited by York et al. (2016) – i.e., COSEWIC (2008) and M.K. 

Taylor (pers. comm. 1986-2008) - bring any documentation for this statement.  In contrast, a 
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detailed study involving the interviewing of Greenland hunters with extensive experience 

hunting polar bears in the Kane Basin region documented the TEK perception that the 

occurrence of polar bear in KB has increased (Born et al. 2011). 

 In response to concerns regarding the projected declines in abundance, the impacts of 

harvest, on-going sea-ice habitat loss and the apparent disparity between scientific findings and 

TEK, Canada and Greenland jointly initiated new mark-recapture surveys of the BB and KB 

subpopulations from 2011-2014.  Results from these surveys are presented elsewhere in this 

report (Chapters 5 and 10).  Here we summarize available polar bear harvest information for BB 

and KB for the period 1993 to 2014; the period spanning both the recent and previous surveys in 

these subpopulations.  Furthermore, a new system of reporting the catch of polar bears was 

introduced in Greenland in 1993.  The objectives of this summary are to provide background 

information for discussion around future harvest levels and subpopulation status in light of 

results from the new surveys.  We examine the level and composition of the harvest looking for 

trends over time or in relation to other factors.  We also examine the harvest monitoring systems 

to identify issues that may affect the accuracy of harvest monitoring and the ability of 

jurisdictions to effectively manage harvest.  Finally we make recommendations on improvements 

to the harvest reporting/monitoring systems. 

 Both BB and KB are jointly managed by Canada (Nunavut) and Greenland.  Systems of 

harvest management and monitoring differ substantially between these two jurisdictions.  

Detailed descriptions of the respective systems and relevant history are presented in Appendix D.  

This information constitutes an important reference for the results presented herein. 

 

8.2.  Methods 
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Canadian Harvest Data 

 Data on polar bears harvested from BB and KB within Canada (Nunavut) were obtained 

from the Government of Nunavut’s (GN) polar bear harvest database.  This database contains 

records for all bears reported to have been harvested from these subpopulations.  The methods of 

data collection are described elsewhere (Appendix D).  From this database we extracted records 

for bears harvested from Jul 1, 1992 to Jun 30, 2014.  The regulatory season for polar bear 

hunting in Canada (Nunavut) is from July 1 to June 30 the following year.  This differs from 

Greenland where the regulatory season for polar bear hunting is from Jan 1 to Dec 31.  Because 

adjustments in Total Allowable Harvest (quota) are made on a seasonal basis in response to 

recorded harvest levels in the preceding season, harvest figures were reported by season rather 

than by calendar year.  For example, we used the notation 1992/93 when reporting harvest 

figures for the season beginning Jul 1, 1992 and ending Jun 30, 1993. 

 The extracted data included the sex, age class (adult, sub adult, 2-year-olds, yearling and 

cub-of-the-year [COY]), age (years), date, location and type of harvest for each individual.  In 

reporting total harvest levels we considered all forms of human-caused mortality including 

illegal harvest and accidental kills but excluded bears killed for humane reasons (i.e., diseased or 

dying from natural causes).  Other analyses were limited to the three main types of harvesting: 

Regular (subsistence) hunts, sport hunts and the harvest of bears in Defense-Life-and-Property 

(DLPs).  We examined harvest by time (year or season), sex, type, monthly distribution and age.  

Although known for most individuals, records where sex, age class or date of harvest was 

unknown were excluded from the corresponding analyses where those parameters were used.  

Individual ages (years) based on ageing of harvested bears were only available up to June 2010 

limiting our analyses of age of harvest to the period 1992/93 – 2009/10. 
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 For DLPs we also examined the relationship with several annual metrics of sea ice to test 

the hypothesis that the number of human-bear conflicts, hence DLPs, increases in years when 

sea-ice breaks up earlier and/or forms later thereby forcing bears to remain on land for longer 

periods without access to their marine mammal prey (Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Stirling and 

Derocher 2012).  As an index of the timing of spring sea-ice break-up, spring transition date was 

calculated as the date (Julian day) that spring sea-ice cover reached 50% over the continental 

shelf of BB.  As an index of the timing of sea-ice formation in the fall, fall transition was 

calculated as the date (Julian day) that fall sea-ice cover reached 50% over the continental shelf 

of BB.  The difference between spring and fall transition dates was used as an index for the 

length of the ice-free season.  Addition details of these sea-ice metrics are provided in Chapter 4. 

 

Greenlandic Harvest Data 

Magnitude of the Annual Catch from KB and BB – For the period, 1993-2005 (i.e., prior 

to the introduction of quotas in 2006), data on the Greenland annual catch of polar bears from the 

KB and BB subpopulations were based on the “Piniarneq” reporting-system (for a description of 

this system see Appendix D).  Information on catches reported via this system is compiled 

annually and published by the Greenland Government´s Department of Fisheries, Hunting and 

Agriculture (DFHA) in Nuuk.   However, after the introduction of quotas when the polar bear 

harvest was more closely monitored detailed information on every kill was collected and 

compiled by the DFHA.  Data for this report on the total annual kill of polar bears in 1993-2005 

and in 2006-2014 were provided by the DFHA (in litt. August 2015)  

Seasons of Catch – Information on date (day/month/year) of each polar bear catch was 

provided by the DFHA (in litt. 2014, 2015).  This information was used to describe the seasonal 
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distribution of the Greenland catch of polar bears from the KB and the BB subpopulations during 

2006-2014. 

Means of Transportation When Hunting Polar Bears – For each bear caught, hunters 

reported the type of vehicle used during the hunt (i.e., dog sled, skiff or boat; or a combination of 

these means of transportation).  The terms “skiff” describes a boat up to 20 feet in length and 

usually powered with an outboard engine.  Boats larger than 20 BRT/15 BT must not be used 

during polar bear hunts or for transportation to or from polar bear hunting grounds (Anon. 2005).  

These boats are small-type fishing vessel made of wood, fiber glass or steel with an inboard 

engine. 

 The information reported during 2006-2014 on vehicles used during 445 individual polar 

bear hunts from the KB and BB subpopulations was used to describe hunting methods both 

overall and regionally.  Due to differences hunting traditions not at least related to stability and 

duration of the sea-ice cover and therefore distribution of polar bears there are regional variations 

in hunting methods from north to south in NW and W Greenland (cf. also Born et al. 2011).  The 

NW and W coast of Greenland between Kane Basin and the town of Sisimiut was therefore 

subdivided into six areas: (1) Subarea 1 compasses the area to the north of Ullersuaq/Kap 

Alexander - 78° 10' N (i.e., Kane Basin), (2) subarea 2 consists of the area between Ullersuaq 

and Innaaganeq/Kap York (76° 30' N), (3) subarea 3 encompasses the areas between 

Innaanganeq/Kap York and the peninsula Nuussuaq/Kraulshavn at ca. 74° N (i.e., the Melville 

Bay area), (4) subarea 4 comprises the southern Upernavik area beween 74° N and the peninsula 

Sigguk at 71° 30' N, subarea 5 is the areas between Sigguk and the town of Aasiaat at 68° 45' N 

(i.e., the Uummannaq, Disko Island and Disko Bay area), and subarea 6 comprises the area 

between Aasiaat and Sisimiut at ca. 66° 55' N. 



Chapter 8 SWG Final report 

385 | P a g e  

Sex and Age Composition of the Catch – Before the introduction of quotas information on 

the sex and age composition of the catch from KB and BB was obtained during interview 

surveys (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, Rosing-Asvid 2002, Born et al. 2011), and few biological 

samples (Rosing-Asvid 2002).  Information on sex and age composition (i.e., independent males 

and females and dependent cubs) was extracted from these sources. 

 During an interview survey among experienced polar bear hunters in 2006 in NW 

Greenland (i.e., the Upernavik and Qaanaaq areas) detailed information was collected on age 

category (i.e., old, adult, young, and cubs) and sex of the individual bears that the interviewees 

had shot.  Information on the composition of 588 catches (754 individual bears) going back to 

the early 1950s was presented in Born et al. (2011).  Data on age and sex in the Greenlandic 

catch of polar bears during 1991-2005 (n = 354) were extracted from the interview survey 

database (Greenland Institute of Natural Resources, GINR, unpublished) and presented 

separately for the Kane Basin (KB) and Baffin Bay (BB) subpopulations. 

 Information on sex and age category (cub, young, adult, old) from individual polar bear 

kills was obtained from the DFHA based on the filled in forms provided by the licensed hunter 

for each polar bear killed (2006-2014).  In case of catches reported by hunters living in the 

northernmost area (i.e., the Qaanaaq area) a polar bear may have been taken from either the KB 

or the BB subpopulation.  In several cases coordinates of the location of kill was not given 

whereas the Greenlandic name of the site was noted by the hunter.  In most cases it was possible 

to determine whether a bear was killed inside the KB management unit (i.e., north of the 

southern border of the KB management unit area on the Greenland side of the mid-sector line in 

Smith Sound; this border had been placed more or less arbitrarily at exactly 77° N; cf. Derocher 

et al. 1998, Taylor et al. 2001), or alternatively in the BB management unit.  In cases where 
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neither coordinates nor name of site of kill were stated, it was assumed that if the reporting 

hunter lived in the northernmost settlement Siorapaluk the bear had been taken in KB.  The 

hunters in this settlement traditionally harvest bears from the KB management unit (Rosing-

Asvid and Born 1990, Born et al. 2011).  About 10.0% (5 of 49) of the kills (2006-2014) 

allocated to KB were based on information about hometown of the hunter reporting (or ca. 3.5% 

of a total of a total of 147 catches reported from the Qaanaaq area). 

 The file contained information on sex and age category of ca. 96% of the total catch 

reported for KB during 2006-2014, and ca. 92% of the catches reported for BB during the same 

period. 

Detailed Age Structures – The age (and sex) structure of the Greenland catch of polar 

bears was examined using several sources of data.  Samples (soft tissues and a vestigial tooth, 

i.e., 1st premolar) were collected from 55 BB polar bears caught by the hunters in 2012 and 2013.  

This sample represents ca. 40% of the reported catch in Greenland from the BB subpopulation in 

2012 and 2013.  The gender of each sample was determined genetically (Chapter 5).  Individual 

ages were obtained from counting growth layer groups in premolar teeth (Calvert and Ramsay 

1998). 

 In 2009-2013, a total of 131 individual BB-polar bears were live captured by GINR 

during spring (Mar 23-Apr 23) in W and NW Greenland (i.e., between 70° 14 ́ N and 76° 20 ́ N; 

i.e., between northern Disko Island and the settlement Savissivik) in connection with a study of 

movement (GINR unpublished data).  These bears were tagged on fast ice and in the offshore 

pack ice in areas where the hunters usually take polar bears and therefore likely represent the sex 

and age composition of bears available on the polar bear hunting grounds.  The gender of each 

sample was determined in the field and verified genetically (Chapter 5).  Individual ages were 
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obtained from counting growth layer groups in premolar teeth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  The 

sex and age composition of this sample was included for comparison.  Also for comparative 

purposes the age structure of a sample of 63 polar bears collected by the subsistence hunters in 

NW Greenland during 1988-1996 was inferred from figure 26 in Rosing-Asvid (2002:21). 

 

Pooling of Canadian and Greenlandic Harvest Data 

 In contrast to Greenland where harvest is reported on a calendar year, harvest in Canada 

(Nunavut) is reported and quotas are adjusted on a hunting season basis, as described above.  

This presented some challenges in pooling data from the two jurisdictions.  However, as 

documented later in this report, most harvesting in Greenland (99% in BB and 87% in KB) 

occurs between January 1 and June 30.  We therefore pooled Greenland and Canadian data and 

report total harvest for BB and KB on the basis of Canadian harvest seasons.  For example, 

harvest for 1998/99 includes bears harvested in Canada from July 1, 1998 to June 30, 1999 and 

in Greenland for January 1 to December 31, 1999. 

 

Genetic Monitoring of Harvest 

 From 2011 to 2014, as part of genetic mark-recapture studies, the polar bear harvest in 

BB, KB and surrounding subpopulations was monitored to detect recoveries of genetically 

‘marked’ bears.  Tissue samples from harvested bears were submitted for genotyping and genetic 

sexing as described elsewhere in this report (e.g., Chapter 5).  This provided data on genetic sex 

for comparison with the reported sex of each individual thereby allowing us to examine the 

accuracy of gender reporting.  Additionally, several groups of bears that were physically marked 

with ear tags and lip tattoos during previous studies were detectable from this genetic monitoring 
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of harvest.  Archived tissues samples from all bears physically marked in BB and KB from 1990 

to 1997 were genotyped and genetically sexed with the exception of bears whose ages would 

have been >35 years when genetic monitoring began in 2011 and a small number of individuals 

(n = 15) for which archived tissue samples were unavailable.  Bears physically marked in BB 

and KB from 2010-2013 were also genotyped.  Finally, bears marked during a recent physical 

mark-recapture study in the neighbouring Davis Strait subpopulation (Peacock et al. 2013) were 

genotyped.  The harvest of one of these genetically and physically marked individuals could be 

detected by two means; the presence of ear tags or lip tattoos as reported by hunters or by 

matching the genotype of a harvested bear to that of a previously marked bear.  This permitted a 

comparison of the efficiency of detection of marked bears by these two methods. 

 

8.3.  Results and Discussion 

Canadian Harvest from BB and KB 

Annual Harvest from Baffin Bay – In Canada (Nunavut), a total of 1,633 bears were 

harvested from the BB subpopulation over the period 1992/93 to 2013/14.  Mean annual harvest 

was 74 bears per year (SD = 17.13, range 49-103, n = 22).  Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) in 

Nunavut for the BB subpopulation over this period varied from 64 bears per year in the 1990s up 

to 105 starting in 2004/05 (Table 8.1).  This variation reflects harvest management initiatives at 

the subpopulation level.  An increase in TAH was implemented from 2004/05 to 2009/10 as a 

result of a new memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the Government of Nunavut and 

communities in BB.  Starting in 2010/11, in response to concerns about the sustainability of the 

combined Canadian and Greenlandic harvest level, the TAH in Canada (Nunavut) was reduced 

by 10 bears per year over four years and had decreased to 65 by 2013/14.  In most years, harvest 
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from BB remained within the TAH.  From 1996 onwards, exceedances of the allowable harvest 

resulted in adjustments of allowable harvest for the following year, in accordance with the 

flexible quota system (see Appendix D). 

 A majority (96%) of the harvest was comprised of independent bears (i.e., ≥ 2 years old) 

consistent with regulatory prohibitions on harvesting of family groups except in Defense-of-Life-

and-Property (DLP).  Also in accordance with the management system, the harvest was sex 

selective.  Pooling data across years, the proportion of females in the harvest was 0.34 for 

independent bears (excludes COY and yearlings) and 0.35 for all bears which is consistent with 

the target sex ratio of 0.33 (i.e., 2 or more males per female).  From 1996 onward, annual 

variation around this sex ratio (Figure 8.1: range 0.22 – 0.45) was regulated by the flexible quota 

system.  When more than the recommended number of females were harvested, the TAH for the 

following season was reduced to compensate for the over harvest of females and deviation above 

the target sex ratio.  Consequently, there was no temporal trend in harvest sex ratio. 

Annual Harvest from Kane Basin – In Canada (Nunavut), harvest from KB has been 

minimal over the period 1992/93 to 2013/14 (Table 8.2).  Total harvest during this period was 9 

bears with a mean annual harvest of 0.4 bears per year (SD = 0.59, range = 0-2, n = 22).  The sex 

ratio of the pooled harvest data (1993-2014) was 33% females (i.e., 2 males per female) 

consistent with the target sex ratio of the management system.  The TAH in Nunavut of 5 bears 

per year for KB since 1996 has not been exceeded in any year.  All bears were harvested in the 

spring (February to May). 

 The low level of hunting in KB is in part due to its remoteness and the logistical 

challenges of travelling in this subpopulation.  The nearest Canadian community is 

Aujuittuq/Grise Fiord on southern Ellesmere Island with a population of <200 people.  Access to 
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KB from Aujuittuq/Grise Fiord involves overland travel across southern Ellesmere Island.  Costs 

for equipment and supplies make this journey less feasible relative to other hunting opportunities 

in the region (such as Jones Sounds in the Lancaster Sound subpopulation).  In addition, spring-

time travel into Kane Basin has been increasing in difficulty in recent years due to snow 

conditions (too little or early melts) on overland trails (M. Akeeagok, pers. comm.).  

Traditionally the Kane Basin region was a main polar bear hunting ground for the Inuit living in 

the Qaanaaq area in Northwest Greenland (Vibe 1968) and it is still an importing hunting area 

for them (Born et al. 2011). 

 Given the sparsity of the Canadian harvest from KB we do not report further on it in this 

section. 

Timing of Harvest from Baffin Bay – Month of harvest was recorded for 1,594 of the 

1,633 bears harvested in BB between 1992/93 and 2013/14.  Pooling data across years, we 

examined the distribution of hunting activity across months.  Approximately 40% of annual 

harvesting from Baffin Bay occurred between August and November when bears were on or 

close to shore.  Harvesting activity peaked in October (23% of total). 

 The three main types of human-caused mortality (i.e., subsistence hunts, sport hunts and 

the killing of bears in defense, DLP) each varied differently in frequency throughout the year 

(Figure 8.2).  Subsistence hunting activity (n = 1,107), termed “regular” hunting, peaked in 

October (29% of total hunts of this type) and continued through the fall, winter and spring until 

sea-ice break-up.  A majority (91%) of sport hunting (n = 248) occurred on the sea ice in spring 

(March-May).  DLPs kills (n = 185) peaked in August and declined steadily through the fall.  

Fifty percent of DLPs occurred in August and September.  Notably, this peak in DLPs coincides 

with the time when bears move to shore from the melting sea ice rather than the timing of freeze-
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up (Taylor et al. 2005; Chapter 4).  This finding is similar to Dyck (2006) but inconsistent with 

the hypothesis that human-bear conflicts are driven by poor body condition (Stirling and 

Parkinson 2006) since body condition will be at a seasonal high point in August, decreasing 

progressively through the fall (Rode et al. 2011).  We speculate that this peak may result from 

the concentration of bears along the coast as they come off the ice (prior to dispersing inland) 

combined with the increased range and frequency of boat travel and use of camps by residents of 

communities along Baffin Island at this time of year.  Hence higher rates of DLPs during the 

summer may be the product of human-bear encounter probability.  However, this finding does 

not discount the hypothesis that bears in poor condition are more likely to come into conflict 

with people. 

Number of Sport Hunts in Baffin Bay – Overall, sport hunting accounted for 16% of the 

harvest from BB in Canada from 1992/93 to 2013/14.  Sport hunting activity increased through 

the 1990s and early 2000s before sharply declining in 2009 (Figure 8.3).  This decline in sport 

hunting after 2008 coincided with two events.  First, the 2008 listing of polar bears as 

“threatened” under the US Endangered Species Act and the subsequent ban on importation of 

polar bear hides into the US pursuant to the US Marine Mammal Protection Act (US Department 

of the Interior: Fish and Wildlife Service 2008).  Second, Canada’s issuance in 2010 of a 

negative non-detriment finding for Baffin Bay under the Convention on International Trade in 

Endangered Species (CITES) which triggered a ban on Canada’s export of polar bear hides from 

this subpopulation.  These two events seemingly reduced the pool of sport hunters interested in 

hunting opportunities in BB (Weber et al. 2015). 

Number of Defense-of-Life-and-Property Kills (DLPs) in Baffin Bay – Bears killed as 

DLPs are the only type of polar bear harvest that is not limited by quota in Canada.  All DLPs 
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are deducted from the available quota but the total number of DLPs in a given year is not limited.  

The number of DLPs in BB varied annually with no apparent trend over the period 1992/93 to 

2013/14 (Figure 8.4).  DLP-related harvest averaged 8.6 bears per year or about 12% of annual 

harvest.  There was no trend in the proportion of annual TAH allocated to account for DLP kills 

over the period 1993-2014 (Linear regression, F1, 21 = 0.19, P > 0.700).  Thus, problems bears do 

not appear to be using an increasing portion of the available quota in BB. 

 Restricting the data to independent bears(in this case, independent bears were defined as 

all individuals except for COYs and yearlings accompanying their mother) during the months of 

Aug to Nov, when most bears in BB were on land, did not reveal a trend in number of DLPs kills 

over time (Figure 8.4; Linear regression, F1, 21  = 1.404, P > 0.200).  The number of DLPs of 

independent bears during the Aug to Nov period was also unrelated to annual date of spring sea-

ice transition (Linear regression, F1, 21 = 0.028, P > 0.800), fall transition date (Linear regression, 

F1, 21 = 0.179, P > 0.700) and the number of days between these two dates (used as proxy for 

length of the ice-free period: Linear regression, F1, 21 = 0.121, P > 0.700).  This suggests that 

earlier spring sea-ice break-up, later fall freeze-up and a lengthening ice free period was not 

associated with increased DLP kills in BB.  This finding is inconsistent with the prediction that 

problem bear kills will increase as sea-ice habitat deteriorates and bears spend more time on land 

(Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Stirling and Derocher 2012) as has been observed in Western 

Hudson (Towns et al. 2009).  However, we note that the relatively small samples size (n = 112) 

and shorter time series in our study relative to Towns et al. (2009) may have limited the findings.  

Moreover, unlike the situation in Western Hudson Bay where there is no subsistence hunting of 

polar bears in the province of Manitoba, some of the bears in BB that were taken by hunters and 

recorded as part of the subsistence harvest might otherwise have ended up becoming DLPs, 
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especially those harvested as they approached communities or camps.  The number of DLPs 

recorded amongst our data is thus likely to be an under and somewhat variable estimate of actual 

or potential DLPs occurring.  Our results relating frequency of DLPs to sea-ice conditions should 

therefore be interpreted with caution. 

 Grouping data on DLPs into multiyear blocks (1993-95, 1996-00, 2001-05, 2006-10, 

2011-13), there was no significant difference in the timing (mean Julian day) of DLPs of 

independent bears during Aug-Nov (ANOVA, F = 0.846, P > 0.40). 

Sex Ratio of the Harvest in Baffin Bay – As reported above, the sex ratio of the harvest 

from BB for the period 1992/93 to 2013/14 was 0.34 amongst independent bears and 0.35 for 

amongst all bears.  As expected there were significant differences in sex ratio amongst the 

different types of hunting (χ2 = 16.03, P < 0.001, df = 2) with sport hunting being selective for 

males (3:1 sex ratio) and DLPs being closer to a 1:1 ratio (Fig 8.5).  Sport hunting contributes to 

the maintenance of a male-selective harvest; compensating for the less selective nature of DLPs. 

Age Structure of Harvest in Baffin Bay – Several features of the harvest management 

system in Canada (Nunavut) that tend to select for or against bears in certain age ranges.  While 

there is a regulatory limit (i.e., the TAH) on the total number of bears harvested each year and 

adjustments in this limit are made to compensate for the sex ratio of the harvest, there are no 

specific limitations on the age of bears harvested in BB; with one exception.  A prohibition 

(under the Nunavut Wildlife Act) on the harvesting of family groups (defined as an adult female 

accompanied by COYs, yearlings or 2-year-olds), except in defense-of-life-and-property, 

protects most cubs-of-the-year (COY) and yearlings from hunting, as well as some 2-year-olds.  

This is reflected in the harvest data.  Overall, between 1992/93 and 2013/14, ca. 20% (37/189) of 



Chapter 8 SWG Final report 

394 | P a g e  

DLPs were adult females and their accompanying offspring.  Comparable figures for regular 

hunting and sport hunts were ca. 0.4% (44/1104) and 0% (n = 260) respectively. 

 Sport hunting tends to select for larger, presumably older, adult bears.  Looking at the 

available data on the known or tooth-derived age of harvested bears from BB, there were 

significant differences in the median ages of harvested female bears amongst the 3 main types of 

harvest: DLP, regular, sport (Fig 8.6:  Kruskal Wallis, H = 10.97, P = 0.004).  Females taken as 

sport hunts tended to be older than those harvested as DLPs.  Similarly, the median age of male 

bears was significantly different amongst types of hunting (Fig 8.6: Kruskal Wallis, H = 61.38, P 

<0.001).  Sport hunting was highly selective for older males relative to both regular hunts and 

DLPs.  DLPs selected for younger males. 

 Dyck (2006) found that a majority of DLPs occurring in polar bear subpopulations across 

Nunavut involved bears < 7 years old.  Looking more closely at the age distribution of DLPs for 

Baffin Bay, we see that most bears (≈ 60%) coming into conflict with people are ≤ 3 years of 

age.  Specifically, juveniles aged 2 and 3 years were over-represented amongst the DLPs relative 

to the ‘population’ age structure derived from mark-recapture sampling, especially amongst 

males (Figure 8.7;  Males: χ2 = 64.55, df = 13, P < 0.001; Females χ2 = 30.41, df = 13, P < 

0.005).  Bears aged 2-3 years are at a stage, between weaning and the on-set of sexual maturity, 

when they may be particularly vulnerable to conflict with humans (Towns et al. 2009).  Food 

availability for these newly independent juveniles may be relatively low since hunting skills are 

still developing and their relatively small body size limits the ability to compete with larger bears 

for food.  The demands of continued growth during a life-stage of relative food scarcity may lead 

to poor body condition and reduced survival amongst this age class particularly as environmental 

conditions deteriorate (Regehr et al. 2007).  Poor body condition may increase the tendency for 
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juveniles to seek food from sites of human activity.  Additionally, these individuals may be naïve 

with respect to risks of interacting with humans; having not yet acquired learned aversions to 

humans and adopted avoidance behaviors. 

 Annual variation in the ages of harvested bears was examined by sex and harvest type for 

the period 1992/93 and 2010; the period for which data were available.  The median age of 

harvested bears did not exhibit trends over time for any of the different types of hunting (for 

example see Figure 8.8). 

 

Greenlandic Harvest from BB and KB 

Annual Harvest from BB – Sport hunting of polar bears is not permitted in Greenland 

(Anon. 2005).  Hence, the only harvest types recorded by the management authorities are (1) 

regular subsistence harvest under quota, (2) bears killed in Defense-Life-and-Property (DLPs), 

and (3) illegal hunts. 

 The Greenlanders´ catch of polar bears from the BB subpopulation according to the 

Piniarneq catch recording system (see Appendix D) during 1993-2005 (i.e., the year before 

introduction of quotas) are shown in Figure 8.9.  The trend in numbers reported per year during 

1993-2005 in the Qaanaaq area (i.e., north of the Upernavik area) is not statistically significant 

(R = 0.272, Z = 0.881, P = 0.378, n=13).  However, the catch in the Uummannaq-Sisimiut area 

(i.e., south of Upernavik) increased statistically significantly during the same period (R = 0.594, 

Z = 2.163, P = 0.031, n=13).  The catch in these areas amounted to ca. 24% of the total catch 

reported by Greenlanders from BB during 1993-2005.  Similarly, the catch reported from the 

Upernavik area ( between ca. 74° 35 ̓ N and ca. 71° 30 ̓ N ) increased significantly during the 

same period (R = 0.794, Z = 3.426, P = 0.001, n = 13).  On average the reported catch of polar 
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bears in the Upernavik area amounted to ca. 57% of the total catch reported in Greenland from 

BB during 1993-2005 (Figure 8.9).  Hence, there are indications that the Greenland catch of 

polar bears from BB showed a real increase and especially after ca. 2000.  An increase in 

availability of polar bears in the Upernavik area during the 1990s and 2000s was also indicated 

by traditional ecological knowledge, TEK (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, Born et al. 2011). 

 The Piniarneq-data have played an important role in the assessment of abundance and 

trends in abundance of the BB and the KB subpopulations.  Since 1993, the Piniarneq-data on 

annual catch for the shared subpopulations (BB, KB and DS) as compiled and published by the 

DFHA have been provided annually to the Canadian Polar Bear Technical Committee and to the 

meetings of the IUCN/SSC Polar Bear Specialist Group.  The data have been incorporated with 

the reported catch of polar bears in Nunavut from BB in modeling of subpopulation status (e.g., 

Aars et al. 2006, York et al. 2016).  In a PVA (Population Viability Analysis) re-assessment of 

polar bear subpopulations including BB and KB based on historical data, York et al. (2016) 

simply assumed that the Greenland catch of polar bears reported in Piniarneq for BB was/are 

overestimated (“over-reporting”).  However, these authors did not present any validation of the 

Piniarneq-data or new evidence in support of this assumption (Ibid.).  As indicated in the 

previous other evidence suggests that the increase in the Greenlanders´ catch from BB during 

1993-2005 was real.  Although over-reporting, or under-reporting, to an unknown extent cannot 

be ruled out. 

Annual Harvest from KB – During 1993-2005 (i.e., prior to introduction of quotas in 

Greenland in 2006) the Greenland annual catch of polar bears from the Kane Basin (KB) 

subpopulation was 11 (SD = 4.4 bears, range: 6-25/year; n,= 13 years) with no apparent trend. 
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 However, it should be noted that during 1993-1999 the annual catches from KB were 

estimated at 10 each year during 1993-1999 (PBSG 2002, 2010) based on an interview survey in 

1989 (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990).  The statistics on annual catches after 1999 were based on 

reportings in Piniarneq (2000-2005) and special reporting forms under the quota system (2006-

2014). 

 After the introduction of quotas the Greenlanders´ catch of polar bears from the KB 

management unit (2006-2014) has averaged 6/year (SD = 1.7, range: 2-8/year, n = 9). 

Defense-of-Life-and-Property Kills (DLPs) – No defense kills were reported for the Kane 

Basin subpopulation during 2006-2014.  During the same period 7 defense kills were reported 

for the Baffin Bay subpopulation (2007: 2, 2011: 1, 2012: 4).  The kills comprised 1 young male, 

3 adult females, 1 young with sex not stated, and 2 with sex and age not stated.  The months 

during which these incidences occurred were: January (n = 1), February (1), July (2), October (2) 

and December (1).  Hence, since the introduction of quotas in 2006 when the recording of 

defense kills began, there have been no apparent annual or seasonal trends in defense kills from 

the KB and BB subpopulations. 

 In Greenland DLPs in one year are not subtracted from next year quota (DFHA, in litt. 

2016). 

Uncertainties in Catch Reporting – Prior to 2006, when quotas were introduced, there 

was significant uncertainty in the accuracy of the reported polar bear harvest (catch) from BB 

and KB in Greenland.  Reporting occurred via the Piniarneq system.  It has been suggested that 

the polar bear catch reported through the Piniarneq system may be both an under-estimate (i.e., 

some kills not reported) and an over-estimate (Born 1998, 2002, 2006, Jessen 2002, Rosing-

Asvid 2002) of the actual catch.  To obtain a hunting license for the coming year, a hunter must 
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report his catch through the Piniarneq (in practice the catch of all species is reported in a 

booklet).  Inevitably, a hunter may sometimes fail to report a catch of a particular species.  Very 

often several hunters participate in a polar bear hunt (Rosing-Asvid 2002, Born et al. 2011).  

“Multiple reporting” (i.e., one kill is reported by more than one hunter) leading to an over-

estimate may thus occur when several hunters, who have participated in the same hunt and are 

proud that a bear was taken, each report the same kill via Piniarneq regardless of whether they 

shot the bear (Jessen 2002). 

 When evaluating the Piniarneq shortly after it was introduced, Kapel and Rosing-Asvid 

(1996) wrote that some hunters were not used to paperwork, and they may not see the point of 

keeping exact notes on the dates and numbers of animals taken.  Whether this resulted in under-

reporting, over-reporting, or just arbitrary reporting in order to have something to report when 

renewing the license, was not clear (Ibid.).  In a study of the Greenland catch of ringed seals, 

Teilmann and Kapel (1998) identified examples of both under-reporting and over-reporting. 

 Generally, the numbers reported in Piniarneq are higher than those reported in the 

previous system of recording catches (i.e., The Hunters Lists of Game, cf. Teilmann and Kapel 

1998).  This apparent difference may be caused by several factors: (1) previous information was 

incomplete and the estimates of unreported catches too low, (2) the Piniarneq-system 

overestimates the catch due to “multiple”-reporting, (3) a real increase in the catch, or (4) a 

combination of all these factors.  An example of sources of error in Piniarneq is the report in 

2004 of 24 and 10 polar bears reported for Sisimiut and Maniitsoq, respectively (Born and Sonne 

2006).  Some of these (10 and 5) were reported by hunters with a “part-time” hunting license and 

were suspected to be of muskoxen (O. Heinrich, DFHA, in litt. 2005). 
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 Rosing-Asvid (2002) compared information from various sources (trade in hide, 

information from sampling of biological tissues, and interview survey and Piniarneq) about the 

catch of polar bears in Greenland for the period 1993–1998.  He found cases of under-reporting 

and of over-reporting.  In the Piniarneq, simple errors like ringed seals reported as walruses or 

polar bears occur.  However, validation of the information is not a standard procedure and some 

over-reporting is found in most of the species where the annual catch is low (Rosing-Asvid 

2002).  Another type of error may occur because the hunter does not have to report to Piniarneq 

where the polar bear was shot.  The kill is assigned to the municipality in which the hunter lives 

and is therefore in some cases misplaced if the hunter has taken the bear in another area (ibid.). 

 According to Rosing-Asvid (2002) validating the Piniarneq-data was (is) not a standard 

procedure and some over-reporting is found in most of the species where the annual harvest is 

low.  The number of polar bear kills reported in Central Greenland might be overestimated with 

this new reporting system, however, the trend toward more polar bears caught in West Greenland 

since the mid 1980’s is undoubtedly real.  For the period 1970-87 the reported catches only 

averaged 2/year in Central West Greenland, which is less than reported through the media in the 

latest years or by forms that for some kills have been filled out at local offices since 1995.  The 

interviewed hunters from Upernavik also reported a marked increase in the number of polar 

bears in the area since mid-1980s (Born et al. 2011). 

 As indicated the Piniarneq-data may in some cases represent under-reporting and in other 

cases “over-“ or “multiple”-reporting.  As there has been no standard procedure in place in 

Greenland for validating to which extent (and/or in which direction) the Piniarneq-system is 

influenced by these potential errors when comes to polar bears one must be cautious when using 

and interpreting the data in Piniarneq, as pointed out by Born (2002). 
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 Because of a good correlation between the number of ringed seal hides traded and the 

number of ringed seals reported via Piniarneq in the Upernavik municipality, Rosing-Asvid 

(2002) concluded that generally the Piniarneq system worked (works) well in this area (Ibid.).  

Hence, he indicated that the increase in reported catches of polar bears in the Upernavik area 

from the BB subpopulation was real.  The average reported catch of polar bears in the Upernavik 

area during 1970-1987 (HLG) was 9 bears/year (range: 1-41/year) whereas during 1993-1998 it 

was 37 bears/year (range: 25-48/year) according to the Piniarneq (Ibid.). 

Timing of Harvest in Baffin Bay – The Greenlanders catch of polar bears from the Baffin 

Bay subpopulation is almost exclusively concentrated in winter and spring (Jan-Jun).  About 

99% (n = 589) of the catches reported with month during 2006-2014 were taken during this 

period.  The remaining ca. 1% (n = 5) is caught during Sep-Dec (Figure 8.10).  This timing of 

the catches is in marked contrast to the situation in Nunavut where ca. 40% of the harvest is 

between Aug-Nov with a peak in October. 

 About 99% of the bears reported from BB were caught during Jan-Jun which is in 

contrast to pre-2006 when a relatively larger proportion was taken during fall and early winter.  

The fact that the catches have been more concentrated to the beginning of the year may be a 

result of the quota for BB (the quota year starts 1 January) being used up fast.  According to the 

interviews conducted in NW Greenland in 2006 the availability of polar bears during spring in 

BB has increased (Born et al. 2011) which may explain that the quota is used up relatively soon 

and the catches therefore concentrated to late winter and spring. 

Timing of Harvest in Kane Basin – Of 49 catches reported from the Kane Basin 

subpopulation during 2006-2014, 87.8% (n = 43) were taken during winter-spring (Jan-Jun) with 
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a clear peak in April.  Twenty-six (53.1%) of these catches were taken during April.  The 

remainder (12.2%) of the catches were reported from summer and fall (Aug-Oct); Figure 8.11. 

 The tendency with a peak in hunting activity in Kane Basin in March-April and a less 

pronounced peak in fall was also seen prior to 2006 (Born et al. 2011:185).  However, after 2006 

the seasonal distribution of catches from the KB subpopulation has shown a more conspicuous 

peak in April.  It should however, be noted that the sample size from KB was small. 

Means of Transportation – In some cases information on means of transportation used 

during the polar bear hunt is lacking from the reports on individual catches.  However, during 

2006-2014 there was information on means of transportation used during 445 individual polar 

bear hunts from areas between Kane Basin and Sisimiut (i.e., from the KB and BB 

subpopulations, respectively).  Overall, 63.6% of the bears had been caught during a hunt 

involving dog sled.  During 35.3% of the hunts a skiff was used and only in 1.1% (n = 5) of the 

cases the bear was caught from a <20 BRT/15 BT boat. 

Means of Transportation in Baffin Bay – There was regional variation in means of 

transportation used during polar bear hunts in Baffin Bay.  In Subareas 3 and 4 (encompassing 

the Melville Bay and the Upernavik areas) where ca. 85% of the Greenlanders´ annual catch of 

bears from the BB subpopulation are taken, an average of 71.1% of the bears are caught during 

dog sled trips (the remainder are taken from skiffs) with a clear difference between the northern 

part and the southern part of the area (Table 8.3) reflecting differences in density of sea-ice cover 

and timing spring break-up.  In Subareas 5 and 6 (Uummannaq, Disko Bay and areas south to 

Sisimiut) where only ca. 15% of the bears caught by Greenlanders´ from the BB subpopulation 

are taken, 7.8% of the bears reported during 2006-2014 were killed during dog sled hunts, 88.2% 

were taken from skiff and 3.9% from a small boat (Table 8.3).  These areas have open water (or 



Chapter 8 SWG Final report 

402 | P a g e  

light pack ice conditions) during winter and/or early spring (e.g., Buch 2001).  Dog sleds were 

used in 93.5% of the cases in the important polar bear hunting areas 1-3 and in 20.8% of the 

cases in areas 4-6 (i.e., the areas south of 74° N).  This difference in means of transportation 

between the two overall areas was statistically significant (χ2 = 246.283, P < 0.0001, df = 1). 

 Only in one instance during 2006-2014 was it specified that a polar bear had been caught 

during a hunt involving the use of a snowmobile (using a snowmobile in connection with hunting 

polar bears is illegal in Greenland; Anon. 2005).  This case involved the illegal kill of a male 

bear in the Sisimiut area in March 2011. 

 In none of the areas was there a statistically significant annual trend in fraction of bears 

taken from skiff or boat during 2006-2014 (linear regressions of weighted percentages of 

skiff+boat versus year; data not shown). 

Means of Transportation in Kane Basin – Of 39 individual polar bear catches (2006-

2014) from the Kane Basin subpopulation (i.e., Subarea 1 and 2; only 2 catches reported from 

Subarea 2), 76.9% were taken from dog sled, 15.4% from skiffs 7.7% from a boat.  The catches 

from skiffs and boats were taken during May (n = 1) and June-October (n = 8); Table 8.3. 

 The data on means of transportation showed a marked north-south gradient in the use of 

sleds vs. skiffs related both to differences in hunting traditions and availability of dense fast or 

pack ice.  In the southern areas where sea-ice conditions to a large extent are influenced by the 

inflow of relatively warm current from the south (e.g., Buch 2001) the majority of polar bears are 

taken from skiffs (and in a few cases from small-type fishing vessels) whereas in the areas north 

of ca. 74° N, where there is fast ice and dense pack ice, the majority of polar bears are caught by 

dog sled and this means of transportation is still an important element in the traditional way of 

living and hunting.  The 2006-interview survey indicated that there has been an increase in the 
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use of skiffs for hunting polar bears especially in the Upernavik area since the early 1990s (Born 

et al. 2011).  This development was ascribed to the fact that the sea-ice conditions have become 

more unstable (for driving a dog sled) and there is an earlier spring ice break-up (ibid.).  The 

same tendency was indicated in the 2006-2014 records of hunting methods (present study) but 

was not statistically significant. 

 Hence, in Greenland, the majority of polar bears that are taken from the KB and BB 

subpopulations are still taken during dedicated polar bear hunts where the dog sled (in the 

majority of cases) is used for transportation and tracking of polar bears.  This maintains an old 

and traditional way of hunting polar bears. 

 Since 1968 snowmobiles have been used increasingly in the polar bear hunt.  In Arctic 

Canada, polar bears are nowadays hunted almost exclusively with snowmobiles (except for 

guided sport hunts, which are required to use a dog team); Slavik (2013 and references therein). 

Sex Ratio in Baffin Bay – The sex and age composition of the Greenlanders´ catch of 

polar bears from the BB and KB subpopulations is presented in Table 8.4 and 8.5, respectively. 

 In Baffin Bay the relative proportions of independent polar bear females and males in 

three different sets of data (1982-2005; Table 8.4) were not statistically different (χ2 = 1.096, P = 

0.578, df = 2).  Overall, independent females constituted ca. 28.3% of the total annual catch 

(note: including cubs which constituted ca. 20% of the catch) prior to 2006. 

 Independent female polar bears constituted ca. 32.5% of the total annual catch during 

2006-2014.  Overall, the ratio of independent F:M in the catch was ca. 1:2 both during 1982-

2005 and 2006-2014. 

 In a sample of 55 bears (2012 and 2013) for which gender was determined genetically 

and tooth-derived ages were known independent females constituted 45.5% (Table 8.4).  The 
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relative proportions of independent females and males in this sample differed significantly at the 

5% level from those in the larger sample (2006-2014) which was based on reports from the 

hunters (χ2 = 3.972, P = 0.046, df = 1). 

Sex Ratio in Kane Basin – In Kane Basin the relative proportions of independent polar 

bear females and males in three different sets of data (1982-2005; Table 8.5) did not differ (χ2 = 

4.609, P = 0.099, df = 2).  Overall, independent females constituted ca. 25.4% of the total annual 

catch (note: including cubs which made up ca. 8% of the total catch) prior to the introduction of 

quotas in 2006.  During 2006-2014 independent female polar bears constituted ca. 44.9% of the 

total annual catch (note: after 2005 it has been illegal to catch dependent cubs irrespective of 

their age).  The relative proportions of independent females and males during 1982-2005 and 

2006-2014, respectively, differed significantly (χ2 = 5.130, P = 0.024, df = 1); independent 

females constituting a higher proportion of the catch in KB after 2006.  However, it must be kept 

in mind that the basis for data before 2005 is heterogeneous and sample size after 2006 is 

relatively small. 

Age Structure – In a hunter collected sample of a total of 55 polar bears caught in BB 

Greenland during 2012 and 2013 individuals less than 10 years of age constituted 85.5% and ≥ 

10 years olds were 14.5% of the catch.  The oldest bears were two 17 year old females (Figure 

8.12).  In comparison, polar bears less than 10 years of age (i.e., 2-9 years of age) constituted 

63.9% and 10+ olds 36.1%, respectively, in the sample of live captured bears (2009-2013) from 

BB.  Hence, the proportion of polar bears ≥ 10 years of age was significantly higher than in the 

sample from the harvest (χ2 = 8.026, P = 0.005, df = 1).  The oldest live captured polar bear was 

a 23 year old male (Figure 8.13). 
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 Adult (i.e., sexually mature) females were defined as greater ≥ 4 years old and adult 

males as greater than or equal to 5 years old (Molnár et al. 2008).  The relative proportion of 

sexually immature and sexually mature polar bears in the 2012-2013-sample did not differ 

significantly from a sample of 55 polar bears aged 2+ sampled in NW Greenland during 1988-

1996 (Rosing-Asvid 2002: figure 26; χ2 = 1.094, P = 0.296, df = 1).  COYs and 1 year olds were 

excluded from this comparison because only the sample from 1988-1996 contained these age 

groups.  The oldest bear in the 1988-1996- sample was a 16 year old female. 

 Polar bear cubs usually follow the mother for two years and are weaned at 2.5 years of 

age although some are weaned already during their second spring (range: 1.3-2.3 years; Lønø 

1970, Lentfer et al. 1980, Ramsay and Stirling 1986, Amstrup and Durner 1995).  Hence for 

modeling purposes bears 3 years of age and older are considered “independent” or “adult (Taylor 

et al. 1987).  Prior to introduction of quotas (2006) it was prohibited to catch COYs and 

yearlings in W and NW Greenland whereas after 2005 it became prohibited to take dependent 

cubs (i.e., cubs demonstrably belonging to a family group) irrespective of their age.  Hence, we 

assume that the 2-year-olds reported in the Greenland catch in recent years (Figure 8.12) had left 

their mothers.  Rosing-Asvid (2002: figure 26) presented an age composition of a sample (1988-

1996) that comprises COYs, yearlings and 2-year-olds.  Hence, due to differences in hunting 

regulations during the two periods (i.e., prior and after quotas were introduced) only 2-year-olds 

and older bears were considered in the comparison of age-structure in the catch.  The recent 

sample from the catch and the sample from 1988-96 did not comprise any bears older than 17 

years of age.  In the sample from NW Greenland (1988-1996) Rosing-Asvid (2002) found the 

oldest male to be 14 years and the oldest female 16 years of age.  A comparison of the two 
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admittedly not large data sets indicates no change in age composition of the Greenlanders catch 

from BB over time. 

 The finding of relatively few polar bears ≥ 10 years of age and no individuals older than 

17 years of age in the harvest is perhaps surprising and in contrast to the situation in the sample 

of live captured bears (2009-2013) from NW Greenland. 

 The sample from the harvest in Nunavut from Baffin Bay contained several bears older 

than 17 year of age (cf. Figure 8.7). 

 In contrast, in Central East Greenland where in a sample of 238 polar bears (1983-1996; 

Rosing-Asvid 2002: figure 8) ca. 9% were older than16 years.  The oldest female was 26 years 

and the oldest male 30 years (ibid.). 

 

Combined Canadian and Greenlandic Harvest from BB and KB 

Baffin Bay – Data from Nunavut and Greenland were combined to examine overall 

harvest levels in BB for the period 1993-2014 (Table 8.6).  Mean annual harvest was 163 bears 

(SD = 37.9, range 120-268, n = 22 years).  For the period 1993-2005, prior to the introduction of 

a quota in Greenland, the mean annual total harvest was 165 bears (SD = 48.9, range = 120-268, 

n = 13 years).  For period 2006-2014, after the introduction of a quota in Greenland, the mean 

annual harvest was 161 bears (SD = 13.6, range = 138-176, n = 9 years). 

 Total harvest in Baffin Bay peaked between 2002 and 2005 (Figure 8.14).  This peak was 

the result of two events: (1) an increase in allowable harvest in Canada in 2004 (from 64 to 105 

bears per year) as part of a new management agreement for the subpopulation and (2) a large 

increase in reported harvest in Greenland. 
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 Total harvest declined after 2005 through to 2014 as a result of two management 

initiatives: (1) the introduction of a quota in Greenland in 2006 and a subsequent decrease in 

annual quotas and (2) implementation of a phased reduction (10 bears per year for 4 years) in 

Total Allowable Harvest in Canada. 

 The sex ratio of the reported harvest has remained around 2:1 (male: females) with an 

annual mean of 0.35 females amongst independent bears. 

Kane Basin – Total estimated harvest in Kane Basin for the period 1993-2014 (Table 8.2) 

was 204 bears with a mean of 9.3 bears per year (SD = 4.63, n = 22, range = 3-26).  Prior to the 

introduction of a quota in Greenland, mean estimated harvest in KB was 11.6 bears/year (1993-

2005: SD = 4.61, n = 13, range 6-26).  Following the introduction of a quota in Greenland, 

harvest decreased to a mean of 5.9 bears/year (2006-2014: SD = 1.62, n = 9, range = 3-9). 

 Thus since the introduction of a quota, the estimated harvest has halved in size and there 

has been a significant reduction in annual variation.  However, the uncertainty of the number of 

polar bears taken from KB prior to 2006 must be mentioned.  The polar bear hunters living in the 

Qaanaaq area in NW Greenland harvest polar bears both from the Kane Basin and from the 

Baffin Bay subpopulation (e.g., Born et al. 2011).  The annual reports of total catch in the 

Qaanaaq area during 1993-1999 did not specify whether a bear had been taken from KB or from 

BB, respectively.  Consequently it was assumed that 10 of the total number of polar bears 

reported from the Qaanaaq annually had been extracted from KB during this period.  The 

remainder was assumed to have been taken from the BB subpopulation.  However, the estimate 

of 10/year for KB represented the upper range of an estimate of 5-10/year which was based on an 

interview survey conducted in 1989 (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, 1995, PBSG 2010).  During 

2000-2005 the estimates of the fraction of bears reported from the Qaanaaq area that had been 



Chapter 8 SWG Final report 

408 | P a g e  

taken in KB were based on location of settlement reporting whereas during 2006-2014 the 

numbers are based on report of actual site of the kill. 

 Adding to the uncertainty of the exact number of polar bears that are taken by Greenland 

from the KB subpopulations is the simple fact that it cannot be determined with any certainty 

whether a bear taken in the central parts of the Qaanaaq area (i.e., close to the border at 77° N 

between the KB and BB management zone) belong the KB or the BB subpopulation.  This 

uncertainty will of course have greater implications for the relatively small catch from KB than 

for BB. 

 Overall for the period 1993-2014, the estimated sex ratio of bears harvested in Kane 

Basin was 33% females.  However, the sex ratio of the harvest since the introduction of a quota 

in Greenland has been approximately 44% female (based on pooled data for the period 2006-

2014). 

 

Accuracy of Harvest Reporting as Assessed from Genetic Studies of Sex and Individual Identity 

Reporting of the Sex of Harvested Bears – During the recent genetic mark-recapture 

studies in BB and KB (2011-14) bears harvested in BB, KB and surrounding subpopulations 

were genotyped to establish genetic sex and individual identity in-order to detect recoveries of 

genetically marked (biopsied) individuals (Table 8.7).  Rates of tissue sampling, reporting of sex 

and genotyping of bears harvested in BB and KB were less than 100%.  Overall, 270 (75%) of 

the 359 bears that were reported as harvested in BB during the mark-recapture sampling period 

were tissue sampled and genotyped.  For Kane Basin, 4 (40%) of the 10 harvested bears were 

genotyped.  Sampling of harvested bears was lower in Greenland than Nunavut. 
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 Using these genotyped bears we compared the gender of harvested bears as reported in 

harvest records in Canada and Greenland to the gender as determined by genetics.  As part of the 

genetic analyses, conflicts between reported and genetic sex were investigated via additional 

genotyping to confirm genetic sex (see description of genetic methods in Chapter 5).  Thus 

confidence in the genetic sex data is high.  The results indicate there was significant inaccuracy 

in gender reporting with a bias towards under reporting of females.  Pooling data for Canada and 

Greenland, 16% of genetic females in the harvest were reported as males (Table 8.8).  In 

contrast, 4% of genetic males were reported as females.  The bias was greatest in the Greenland 

harvest, where 39% of genetic females were reported as males and 12% of genetic males were 

reported as female (Table 8.9 and Figure 8.15a).  In Nunavut, 5% of females were reported as 

males.  Two percent of males were reported as females (Table 8.10 and Figure 8.15b).  Overall, 

the sex composition of the genotyped harvest as reported in official harvest records was 37% 

females.  The genetic composition of this harvest was 42% females.  For the Greenland harvest, 

the sex composition of the reported harvest was 39% females.  The genetic composition was 

54% females.  For the Nunavut harvest, the sex composition of the reported harvest was 36% 

females.  The genetic composition was 37% females.  Considering only independent bears 

(subadults & adults), for the Greenland harvest, the sex composition of the reported harvest was 

40% females.  The genetic composition was 54% females.  For the Nunavut harvest, the sex 

composition of the reported harvest was 36% females.  The genetic composition was 36% 

females. 

 Assuming these data are representative of the overall harvest, harvest in Greenland 

appears to be non-selective for sex.  Harvest in Nunavut is approximately 2:1 males to females in 

accordance with target sex ratio of the flexible quota management system.  In Nunavut 
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verification of the sex of harvested bears is a regulatory requirement.  Hunters are required to 

submit the baculum from harvested males.  Where proof of sex is not provided sex is verified by 

genotyping.  Our finding that gender reporting in the Canadian (Nunavut) data is accurate was 

thus expected. 

 Inaccuracies in reporting the sex of harvested bears is a management issue for these 

subpopulations.  Determination of sustainable harvest levels in part depends on the sex ratio of 

the harvest (Taylor et al. 2008b; Regehr et al. 2015).  The less selective the harvest, the lower the 

sustainable harvest.  Incorrect reporting of gender for harvested bears may also be an issue for 

some of the past demographic analyses for BB and KB (e.g., PVA’s) that have been used to 

establish quotas and subpopulation status; albeit to an unknown extent at present. 

Reporting of Marked Bears in the Harvest – Using data for bears that were physically 

marked (tagged and tattooed) in either Baffin Bay (1990-1997) or Davis Strait (2005-2007), and 

subsequently also genotyped, we examined the accuracy of reporting of ear tagged and lip 

tattooed bears in the harvest relative to the detection of these marked bears via genotyping.  Due 

to small samples sizes we pooled data on recoveries of physically marked bears in Nunavut and 

Greenland. 

 In the harvest data for Baffin Bay for the period 2011-2014, 9 recoveries of physically 

marked bears were detected by genotyping, 4 of which were not reported as tagged or tattooed in 

official harvest records.  Expanding this dataset to the Davis Strait harvest records, resulted in 

detection of 42 physically marked bears, 12 of which were unreported as marked in harvest 

records.  One of the unreported marks was a Greenland harvest record. 

 Approximately 29% of recoveries were not reported as being marked.  These findings 

suggest that a significant portion of physically marked bears that are recovered in the harvest are 
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undetected via the harvest reporting systems currently in place.  Although the data are limited, 

detection probability appears to be a function of the age of a mark; the interval between 

application of tags and tattoos and subsequent harvest (Fig 8.16).  Older marks are less likely to 

be reported suggesting that loss of tags or fading of tattoos may affect the ability of hunters to 

detect when they have harvested a marked bear.  Indeed, in cases where marked bears were 

reported in the harvest, 62% were reported based on the presence of lip tattoos only.  Examining 

data for bears physically marked in the Baffin Bay during 1990-97 that were recaptured during 

the recent Davis Strait inventory (2005-07) we found that 24 of 24 marked individuals whose 

recapture was detected by genotyping were also detected as marked by field workers.  In most 

cases, notes on the field data sheets indicated that the recaptured bears had lost both ear-tags and 

were identified by means of their lip tattoo only.  Mean capture interval (i.e., age of mark) was 

11 years (range 8 to 15) amongst this sample of 24.  This suggests that loss of ear-tags is the 

primary problem affecting detection of marked bears in the harvest.  These findings also suggest 

that the problem of detecting marked individuals may be limited to the harvest data only. 

 The implications of this finding require careful consideration with respect to past and 

future mark-recapture studies.  The assumption that all marked bears recovered in the harvest are 

reported, an assumption made in previous polar bear mark-recapture studies in Baffin Bay 

(Taylor et al. 2005, Peacock et al. 2012), Kane Basin (Taylor et al. 2008a), Davis Strait (Peacock 

et al. 2013) and elsewhere, appears to be invalid.  Under-reporting of marked bears in the harvest 

may have introduced bias resulting in underestimation of natural survival rates in these studies.  

However, the extent (significance) of the bias is unknown at present.  We recommend further 

investigation of this issue. 

 In our admittedly limited sample of harvest recoveries, detection of marks ≤ 5 years old 
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was > 90%.  Moving forward, this finding highlights the importance of maintaining a sample of 

recently (within 5 years) marked bears in the subpopulation when relying on detection of 

physical marks to estimate survival rates.  Alternatively, we recommend genetic monitoring of 

the harvest in future studies where detection of ‘old’ marks is anticipated to play an important 

role.  Further research into materials and designs for increasing the endurance of ear-tags may 

also be warranted. 
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Table 8.1.  Summary of Canadian polar bear harvest from the Baffin Bay subpopulation for the 

period 1992/93 to 2013/14. 

Harvest 
Season1 

Total 
Harvest 

Total 
Allowable 
Harvest2 

Proportion 
Female 
(Total 

Harvest)3 

Proportion of 
Harvest Made up 
of Independent 

Bears4 

Proportion 
Female 

(Independent 
Bears Only)5 

1992/93 62 n/a 0.36 0.94 0.35 
1993/94 60 n/a 0.37 0.88 0.34 
1994/95 60 64 0.33 0.92 0.35 
1995/96 55 64 0.33 0.95 0.35 
1996/97 60 64 0.41 0.88 0.42 
1997/98 69 64 0.38 0.96 0.38 
1998/99 49 64 0.35 0.98 0.36 
1999/00 58 64 0.41 0.95 0.40 
2000/01 61 64 0.28 0.98 0.28 
2001/02 64 64 0.30 1.00 0.30 
2002/03 62 64 0.26 0.97 0.22 
2003/04 69 64 0.28 0.99 0.25 
2004/05 101 105 0.37 0.98 0.38 
2005/06 94 105 0.32 0.98 0.28 
2006/07 89 105 0.36 0.99 0.38 
2007/08 101 105 0.28 0.97 0.26 
2008/09 103 105 0.39 0.98 0.39 
2009/10 86 105 0.41 1.00 0.41 
2010/11 94 95 0.33 0.98 0.34 
2011/12 90 85 0.40 0.96 0.37 
2012/13 74 75 0.47 0.92 0.45 
2013/14 72 65 0.31 0.97 0.29 
Mean 74.23  0.35 0.96 0.34 

 
1 The hunting season in Canada runs from July 1st to June 30th 
2 Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) is the regulated limit for all human-caused mortalities. 
Formerly referred to as the quota 
3 Excludes bears of unknown sex (which constituted a mean of ca. 1% of harvest annually for the 
period 1989/90 to 2013/14) 
4 Excludes bears of unknown dependency (which constituted a mean of ca. 4% of harvest 
annually for the period 1989/90 to 2013/14) 
5 Excludes bears of unknown sex and dependency 
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Table 8.2.  Canadian and Greenlandic polar bear harvest from the Kane Basin subpopulation for 

the period 1992/93 to 2013/14. 

Harvest 
Season1 

Total 
Harvest 

Total 
Allowable 
Harvest2 

Harvest 
(Canada) 

Harvest 
(Greenland)3 

Proportion 
Female 

(Independent 
bears only) 

1992/93 10  - 0 10 0.25 
1993/94 11  - 1 10 0.23 
1994/95 10  - 0 10 0.25 
1995/96 10  - 0 10 0.25 
1996/97 11  - 1 10 0.23 
1997/98 12  - 2 10 0.30 
1998/99 11  - 1 10 0.23 
1999/00 6  - 0 6 0.25 
2000/01 11  - 1 10 0.32 
2001/02 12  - 0 12 0.25 
2002/03 12  - 0 12 0.25 
2003/04 9  - 0 9 0.25 
2004/05 26  - 1 25 0.28 
2005/06 9  - 1 8 0.40 
2006/07 6 15 0 6 0.46 
2007/08 7 13 0 7 0.46 
2008/09 5 11 0 5 0.46 
2009/10 3 11 1 2 0.30 
2010/11 6 11 0 6 0.46 
2011/12 6 11 0 6 0.46 
2012/13 6 11 0 6 0.46 
2013/14 5 11 0 5 0.46 
Mean 9.3 11.8 0.4 8.9 0.33 

 
1 Greenland harvest data for a given calendar year were included in the harvest season ending in 
that calendar year 
2 No quota in Greenland prior to 2006 thus total quota only presented for period 2006-2014 
3 Annual harvest in Greenland (1993-1999) was estimated from an interview survey conducted in 
1989 (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990).  Information on annual catch was based on information in 
Piniarneq during 2000-2005 and thereafter on the special reporting under the quota system (see 
Appendix D) 
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Table 8.3.  Means of transportation used during 445 polar bears catches in West and Northwest 

Greenland from Subareas 1 and 2 (i.e., the Kane Basin subpopulation) and Subareas 3-6 (the 

Baffin Bay subpopulation) during 2006-2014. 

Subarea Dog sled Skiff Boat Total % Dog sled % skiff and boat 

1+21 30 6 3 39 76.9 23.1 

3 215 8 0 223 96.4 3.6 

4 34 98 0 132 25.8 74.2 

5 4 25 0 29 13.8 86.2 

6 0 20 2 22 0.0 100.0 

Total 283 157 5 445 63.6 36.4 

 
1 Only 2 catches reported from Subarea 2 
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Table 8.4.  Sex and age composition of the Greenland catch of polar bears from the BB subpopulation (1982-2014) based on various 

sources. 

Period 
% 

Females1 
%  

Males1 
Independent 

F:M ratio 
% 

Cubs 
F 

(n) 
Cubs 
(n) 

 M 
(n) 

Total 
(n) Source Source 

1982-1989 29.9 57.7 1:1.9 12.4 41 17 79 137 Interviews 1989-90 
Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, 
Rosing-Asvid 2000 

1988-1996 33.3 46.0 1:1.4 20.6 21 13 29 63 Samples Rosing-Asvid2 2002: table 3 

1991-2005 26.8 50.6 1:1.9 22.6 95 80 179 354 Interviews 2006 
Born unpublished, and Born et 
al. 2011 

1982-2005 28.3 51.8 1:1.9 19.9 157 110 287 554     

2006-2014 32.2 67.8 1:2.1 0.0 192 n.a.3 404 596 
Special Reporting 
Forms 

2006-13:DFHA4 in litt. (2014), 
2014:DFHA in litt. (2015) 

2012-2013 45.5 54.5 1:1.2 0.0 25 n.a. 30 55 Samples 
Samples collected by hunters, 
GINR unpublished 

2006-2014 32.5 67.5 1:2.1 0.0 193 n.a. 401 594     
 
1 Percentage of total annual catch. Adult and subadult females and adult and subadult males = individuals 3 years old and older (cf. 
Taylor et al. 1987) 
2 A comparison of figure 26 and table 3 in Rosing-Asvid (2002) shows that the percentages of independent bears given in his table 3 
are based on 2+ years old bears 
3 Since 2006 it has been prohibited to kill dependent cubs irrespective of their age 
4 DFHA = Department of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture (Nuuk) 
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Table 8.5.  Sex and age composition of the Greenland catch of polar bears from the KB subpopulation (1982-2014) based on various 

sources. 

Period 
% 

Females1 
%  

Males1 
Independent 

F:M ratio 
% 

Cubs 
F 

(n) 
Cubs 
(n) 

 M 
(n) 

Total 
(n) Source Source 

1982-1989 29.2 63.1 1:2.2 7.7 19 5 41 65 Interviews 1989-90 
Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, 
Rosing-Asvid 2000 

1988-1996 36.7 56.7 1:1.5 6.7 11 2 17 30 Samples Rosing-Asvid 2002: table 3 

1991-2005 17.9 73.1 1:4.1 9.0 14 7 57 78 Interviews 2006 
Born unpublished, and Born et 
al. 2011 

1982-2005 25.4 66.5 1:2.6 8.1 44 14 115 173   

2006-2014 44.9 55.1 1:1.2 0.0 22 n.a.2 27 49 
Special Reporting 
Forms 

2006-13:DFHA3 in litt. (2014), 
2014:DFHA in litt. (2015) 

 
1 Independent females as percentage of total annual catch 
2 Since 2006 it has been prohibited to kill dependent cubs irrespective of their age 
3 DFHA = Department of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture (Nuuk) 
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Table 8.6.  The combined Canadian and Greenlandic polar bear annual harvest from the Baffin 

Bay subpopulation for the period 1992/93 to 2013/14.  Annual average proportion of 

independent female polar bears is shown. 

Harvest 
Season1 

Total 
Harvest 

Total 
Allowable 
Harvest2 

Harvest 
(Canada) 

Harvest 
(Greenland)3 

Proportion 
Female 

(Independent 
bears only) 

1992/93 134   62 72 0.35 
1993/94 120   60 60 0.35 
1994/95 124   60 64 0.35 
1995/96 122   55 67 0.35 
1996/97 139   60 79 0.38 
1997/98 165   69 96 0.36 
1998/99 146   49 97 0.36 
1999/00 126   58 68 0.37 
2000/01 158   61 97 0.33 
2001/02 182   64 118 0.33 
2002/03 268   62 206 0.32 
2003/04 225   69 156 0.32 
2004/05 236   101 135 0.36 
2005/06 173   94 79 0.30 
2006/07 165 178 89 76 0.35 
2007/08 176 176 101 75 0.29 
2008/09 174 173 103 71 0.36 
2009/10 150 171 86 64 0.37 
2010/11 165 160 94 71 0.33 
2011/12 165 152 90 75 0.35 
2012/13 137 142 74 63 0.39 
2013/14 146 132 72 74 0.31 
Mean 163 161 74.23 89.00 0.35 

 
1 Greenland harvest data for a given calendar year were included in the harvest season ending in 
that calendar year 
2 No quota in Greenland prior to 2006 thus total quota only presented for period 2006-2014 
3 Harvest in Greenland is estimated from reported harvest in west Greenland and the estimated 
portion of this harvest that occurs in Baffin Bay 
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Table 8.7.  Genotyping of bears harvested in Canada and Greenland, 2011-2014.  Data presented 

as the percentage of individuals in the reported harvest that were sampled and genotyped.  Total 

number of individuals reported as harvested is presented in parenthesis.  Data are organized by 

Nunavut hunting seasons which run from July1 to June 30. 

Subpopulation 

2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 

Canada Greenland Canada Greenland Canada Greenland 

BB 75 (85) 64 (69) 90 (78) 42 (60) 100 (67) n/a1 

DS 74 (38) - 92 (60) - - - 

LS 75 (92) - 91 (92) - - - 

KB 0 (0) 50 (6) 0 (0) 25 (4) - - 

FB 86 (107) - 91 (109) - - - 

NW 0 (0) - 33 (3) - - - 

                                                           
1 Greenland harvest during this season occurred after mark-recapture sampling ceased and is therefore not reported. 
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Table 8.8.  Comparison of the reported versus genetic sex of bears harvested in Baffin Bay and 

Kane Basin, 2011-2014.  Data from Canada (Nunavut) and Greenland harvest. 

Reported Sex 

Genetic Sex 

Male Female 

Male 156 19 

Female 6 97 
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Table 8.9.  Comparison of the reported versus genetic sex of bears harvested in Baffin Bay and 

Kane Basin, 2011-2014.  Greenland harvest only. 

Reported Sex 

Genetic Sex 

Male Female 

Male 29 15 

Female 4 24 
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Table 8.10.  Comparison of the reported versus genetic sex of bears harvested in Baffin Bay and 

Kane Basin, 2011-2014.  Data from Canada (Nunavut) harvest only. 

Reported Sex 

Genetic Sex 

Male Female 

Male 127 4 

Female 2 73 
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Figure 8.1.  Harvest of female polar bear as a proportion of total Canadian harvest from Baffin 

Bay.  All females (dashed line) and independent females only (solid line).  Dotted line indicates 

target sex ratio (0.33). 
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Figure 8.2.  Monthly distribution of polar bear harvesting in Baffin Bay by type of harvest 

(1992/93-2013/14).  Regular hunts (grey), defense-of-life-and-property kills (black) and sport 

hunts (white).  Bars represent the percentage of hunting of a given type that occurred each 

month. 



Chapter 8    

429 | P a g e  

 

Figure 8.3.  Numbers of polar bear taken by sport hunters in Baffin Bay, Canada. 
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Figure 8.4.  Number of polar bears harvested in defense-of-life-and-property (DLP) in Baffin 

Bay, Canada.  Total DLPs per year (solid line) and DLPs of independent bears during Aug-

November each year (dashed line). 
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Figure 8.5.  Sex composition of the three main types of polar bear harvesting in Baffin Bay, 

Canada, for the period 1992/93 to 2013/14.  Bars represent the proportion of harvest that was 

female.  Data are for independent bears only.  Sample sizes in parentheses. 
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Figure 8.6.  Median age of male (black) and female (grey) bears harvested for defense-of-life-

and-property (DLP), regular (subsistence) and sport hunting purposes in Baffin Bay, Canada, 

1993-2010.  Within sexes significant differences denoted by * (Based on Mann-Whitney U test 

with Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons, two-tailed, alpha = 0.05).  Sample sizes 

within bars. 



Chapter 8    

433 | P a g e  

(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 8.7.  The age distribution of (a) 64 male and (b) 56 female bears harvested in defense-of-

life-and-property (black) in Baffin Bay (Canada), 1993-2010, relative to the age distribution of 

778 bears captured during mark-recapture sampling (white), 1993-1997 (GN unpublished data). 
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Figure 8.8.  Median age of harvested male (solid line) and female (dashed line) polar bears in 

Baffin Bay, Canada.  Regular hunts only. 
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Figure 8.9.  The Greenland catch of polar bears from the Baffin Bay subpopulation reported in 

Piniarneq (1993-2005).  The catch is shown for three different regions: (1) The Qaanaaq region 

representing polar bears taken between 74° 35 ́ N and 76° 20 ́ N (i.e., the Melville Bay region 

sensu latu), (2) the Upernavik area between ca. 71° 30 ́ N and 74° 35 ́ N, and (3) the areas 

between Uummannaq and Sisimiut between 66° 55 ́ N and  71° 30 ́ N. 

  



Chapter 8    

436 | P a g e  

 

Figure 8.10.  Seasonal distribution of catches of polar bears (n = 594; 587 legal and 7 illegal 

catches) taken in NW and W Greenland from the Baffin Bay subpopulation based on reports 

from the licensed hunters (2006-2014).  Black = Males. Grey = Females. Source: DFHA (in litt 

2014 and 2015). 
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Figure 8.11.  Seasonal distribution of catches of polar bears (n = 49; 48 legal and 1 illegal 

catches) taken in NW Greenland from the Kane Basin subpopulation based on reports from the 

licensed hunters (2006-2014).  Black = Males. Grey = Females. Source: DFHA (in litt. 2014 and 

2015). 

  



Chapter 8    

438 | P a g e  

 

Figure 8.12.  Age distribution of a total of 55 polar bears (Grey = Females: n = 25; Black = 

Males: n = 30) that were taken from the BB subpopulation by Greenland subsistence hunters in 

2012 (n = 33) and 2013 (n = 22).  Sex was determined genetically. 
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Figure 8.13.  Age distribution of 131 polar bears (Grey = Females: n=73; Black = Males: n=58) 

that were live captured in NW Greenland north of ca. 70° N from the BB subpopulation during 

spring 2009-2013 in connection with the present study (GINR unpublished data). 
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Figure 8.14.  Combined Canadian (black) and Greenlandic (white) harvest of polar bears from 

the Baffin Bay subpopulation.  Total allowable harvest in Canada (dashed line) and Canada-

Greenland combined total permitted harvest (solid line) levels are also shown. 

  



Chapter 8    

441 | P a g e  

(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 8.15.  Accuracy of gender reporting for polar bears harvested in Baffin Bay and Kane 

Basin (2011-14) in (a) Greenland and (b) Nunavut.  Bears reported as males and females are 

indicated in black and hatched, respectively 
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Figure 8.16.  Accuracy of reporting of physically marked (tag and tattooed) bears in the harvest 

in Canada and Greenland.  Data are for bears physically marked in Baffin Bay (1990-97) and 

Davis Strait (2005-07) that were recovered in the harvest 2011-14.  Sample sizes above points. 
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CHAPTER 9 

HABITAT AND HABITAT USE IN KANE BASIN  
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• The annual cycle of sea-ice habitat in KB has shifted from a largely year-round ice 
platform (>30% coverage in summer) to a cycle that resembles the seasonal ice ecoregion 
with complete melt-out in summer (<5% coverage). 

• Sea ice is retreating earlier in Kane Basin spring by 7 days/decade, and advancing later in 
fall by 5-6 days/decade and length of summer (number of days from retreat to advance) is 
increasing by 12 days/decade. The mean sea-ice concentration during June-October is 
decreasing by 5-6 percent/decade. 

• The KB subpopulation has responded to changing sea-ice conditions with broad 
movement and habitat use patterns that are more similar to those of bears in seasonal sea-
ice ecoregions (e.g., expanded seasonal home ranges, see Chapter 2 and use of lower sea-
ice concentrations in summer and fall). 

• Four-day movement rates in KB are lower than those in BB and have a less pronounced 
seasonal cycle. There are no significant differences in movement rates between the 1990s 
and 2000s except in October where rates were higher. 

• Land use in KB during summer remains intermittent because some sea ice remains in 
fjords and coastal areas. No on-land arrival and departure dates could be determined from 
satellite telemetry. 

• Three maternity dens were found in KB in the 2000s. All were located on Ellesmere 
Island. There was no significant difference in maternity denning duration, entry dates, or 
exit dates between the 1990s and 2000s. 

• Overall, the movement (Chapter 2) and habitat results combined with reproductive 
metrics (Chapter 11) and body condition (Chapter 12), indicate that KB bears are 
experiencing more seasonal sea-ice ecoregion-like conditions, which since the 1990s may 
have increased overall biological productivity of the area. 

 

9.1.  Introduction 

 The Kane Basin (KB) subpopulation of polar bears occurs between the Canadian Arctic 

Archipelago and Northwest Greenland, referred to by some as the Arctic Archipelago ecoregion, 

historically characterized by year-round sea-ice habitat in islands in the Canadian High Arctic 
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and in the Kane Basin region in Northwest Greenland (Hamilton et al. 2014).  Ice in this 

ecoregion is largely multi-year, except in Kane Basin where much of the ice is annual though 

partially present year-round.  In contrast to the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, the Kane Basin 

region is also characterized and influenced by influx of multi-year ice flowing to the area from 

the Arctic Ocean.  In these areas, sea ice remains along coastal areas in summer providing 

temporally-stable hunting opportunities for polar bears during summer.  This is in contrast to the 

seasonal ecoregion (Baffin Bay), where sea ice disappears almost completely in summer and 

bears are forced onshore (Amstrup et al. 2008, this study). 

 Earlier studies comparing movements and habitat selection of polar bears in the 

archipelago and seasonal ecoregions documented differences in the influence of sea-ice regimes 

on movements and habitat use.  Ferguson et al. (2000) showed that bears in the archipelago 

regions (including KB) are strongly influenced by the temporal and spatial distribution of land 

fast ice around islands providing a consistent habitat across the annual cycle, though possibly 

lower density year-round prey base.  This was in contrast to seasonal ecoregion bears that are 

strongly influenced by the availability of seasonal sea ice, resulting in a more productive but 

temporally limited the duration of feeding.  Bears in these two ecoregions also demonstrate 

contrasting movement patterns: bears in the archipelago region (e.g., KB) tended to have smaller 

home ranges and greater irregularity in movement patterns because they utilize small coastal 

areas around the complex land masses (or in case of the Kane Basin region fast ice in fjords or 

fields of pack ice in Nares Strait-Kane Basin), whereas bears in the seasonal sea-ice region (e.g., 

BB) had large home range sizes (Ferguson et al. 1998) and more regular movement patterns 

associated with the seasonal growth and recession of sea ice. 
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 Recent work examining Global Climate Model projections of sea-ice habitat for polar 

bears in the Canadian Arctic Archipelago suggest that conditions will shift towards a seasonal-

sea-ice ecoregion before the end of the 21st century (Hamilton et al. 2014).  This shift is expected 

to initially increase productivity in the archipelago system, as thicker ice is replaced by thinner 

annual ice increasing production blooms and prey platforms for ice seals.  Such a change would 

be expected to be associated with changes in movement patterns and habitat use similar to that 

exhibited by bears in the seasonal ecoregion.  To date, no studies have quantified such behavioral 

changes.  In this chapter we document changes in sea-ice habitat of KB over the satellite record, 

and quantify change in habitat use using satellite telemetry data collected from collared adult 

females in the 1990s and 2000s. 

 

9.2.  Methods 

 We refer to “Kane Basin” as the region within the boundaries of the Kane Basin (KB) 

polar bear management unit (PBSG 2010; Figure 1.1.) that encompasses the northern part of 

Smith Sound, Nares Strait and Kane Basin and the southern part of Kennedy Channel and 

adjacent fjords on eastern Ellesmere Island and in NW Greenland. 

 KB polar bears were captured and tagged between mid-April and early May 2012-2013 

(Figure 9.1).  Field operations were based out of the Alexandra Fjord station on Ellesmere Island.  

A total of 34 bears were furnished with satellite-transmitters in KB.  Twenty were adult females 

who received a satellite collar (Table 9.1) and 14 were adult males or subadults (given satellite 

radio ear tags).  Data from adult females were combined with a historical data set from 12 adult 

females collared between 1992 and 1994 on the west side of KB in the fjords and fast ice (Taylor 

et al. 2001).  Only bears captured within the KB subpopulation boundaries (PBSG 2010) were 
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included in the analysis.  The eastern side of the Kane Basin region was surveyed during 1994-

1997 but no female polar bears for collar deployment were found in these areas (Taylor et al. 

2001).  Hence, radio collars were only deployed on the west side of KB in the 1990s (ibid.). 

Given the different distribution of collar deployments between decades we tested for differences 

in area use and mean latitude using only bears captured in West KB in the 2000s and found no 

differences (see Chapter 2).  Therefore, all bears from the 1990s were compared to all bears in 

the 2000s in habitat models.  Bears in all decades largely utilized KB, however in both decades 

bears moved from KB into BB, LS and in the 2000s out of KB into the Arctic Basin. 

 

Sea ice 

 Data sources and methods for sea-ice analysis in KB are the same as those described for 

BB (see Chapter 4 and Stern and Laidre 2016).  The entire KB region, as defined by PBSG 

(Figure 1.1), was used for the sea-ice habitat analyses.  The area was roughly divided into two 

distinct parts.  The northern part, or Kane Basin proper, is bounded on the south by Smith Sound, 

consisting of almost entirely of shallow (< 300 m) water.  The southern part contains the 

northern part of the North Water Polynya, and is bounded on the south by roughly 77° N latitude 

where it adjoins northern Baffin Bay.  The southern part of Kane Basin consists mostly of deep 

(> 300 m) water on the Ellesmere Island side and shallow water on the Greenland side. 

 

Habitat Use Analyses 

 Methods for KB movement rates, habitat covariates, and multivariate RSF modeling are 

the same as those described in Chapter 4 for BB.  In the multivariate terrestrial RSF we did not 

include the variable pertaining to the distance to the smoothed Baffin Island coastline.  In the 
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multivariate sea-ice RSF we excluded the covariates representing the distance to the 15 and 50% 

sea-ice concentration because in some months in KB the distance resulted in unrealistic potential 

movements of bears. 

 We attempted to quantify the dates of arrival and departure on land in KB as described 

for BB in Chapter 4.  This analysis was confounded by the fact that KB bears have access to sea 

ice much of the summer.  Thus KB bears used land intermittently and it was not possible to 

quantify a specific date where bears arrived on shore and did not leave.  There were no potential 

swimming events identified in KB.  Maternity denning analyses were conducted with the same 

methods as described in Chapter 4 for BB. 

 

9.3  Results and Discussion 

Sea-ice habitat 

 Kane Basin consisted of 81 SSMI sea ice grid cells (53 × 103 km2); 68% had a mean 

depth < 300 m, 32% had a mean depth > 300 m.  The seasonal cycle of the sea ice in KB has 

changed dramatically since the 1990s (Figure 9.2).  In the 1990 sea ice did not disappear from 

KB and in summer months >50% of KB was ice covered.  In the 2000s, there has been greater 

extent of sea-ice loss and KB reaches ~5% coverage in summer.  The sea-ice loss has been most 

pronounced from May and through the late fall, and there are few differences in sea-ice coverage 

between January and April.  Trends in the four sea-ice metrics (described in Chapter 4) are 

provided in Table 9.2.  All trends are statistically significant and show a loss of sea-ice habitat.  

In Kane Basin as a whole, sea ice is retreating earlier in spring by 7 days/decade, and advancing 

later in fall by 5-6 days/decade (Figure 9.3).  The length of summer (number of days from retreat 

to advance) is increasing by 12 days/decade, and the mean sea-ice concentration during June-
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October is decreasing by 5-6 percent/decade (Figure 9.4ab).  The trend in the date of spring sea-

ice retreat is apparently stronger for the shallow depths of KB than for all depths.  The trend in 

the date of fall sea-ice advance is the same for both depth categories.  The downward trend in the 

June-October sea-ice concentration is apparently stronger for the shallow depths. 

 The year-to-year variability in sea-ice metrics for Kane Basin was larger than for Baffin 

Bay, i.e., the scatter about the trend lines was larger.  There are several reasons for this 

variability: (1) the North Water Polynya is an area of dynamic sea-ice activity that affects Kane 

Basin; (2) there is typically an “ice arch” north of Kane Basin that determines whether ice lingers 

in the basin (arch intact) or is flushed out (arch collapses); and (3) Baffin Bay is much larger than 

Kane Basin and so is less affected by such relatively small-scale phenomena as (1) and (2). 

 The trend in the annual number of ice-covered days in Kane Basin is between −5 and −15 

days/decade for most of the areas with shallow depths (Table 9.2).  For the southern portion of 

Kane Basin, the trend is steeper than −15 days/decade on the Greenland side and there is almost 

no trend on the deeper Ellesmere Island side.  Thus, the pattern of extreme sea-ice loss in Baffin 

Bay along the coast of Greenland (see Chapter 4) extends northward into the southeast portion of 

Kane Basin. 

 Spring sea-ice melt in the Kane Basin region begins in May in the North Water Polyna, 

which generally becomes ice-free by July.  Kane Basin proper, to the north, generally holds some 

sea ice all summer.  Figure 4.5 shows that on July 15, Kane Basin proper is almost always ice-

covered, often with 50% or more sea-ice concentration.  The year 2009 was exceptional, when 

all the ice in Kane Basin was swept out in May and June.  In October, sea ice advances from 

north to south through Kane Basin, but the date of advance is generally trending later (Table 9.2 

and Figure 9.2). 
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Movement rates – In Kane Basin, mean monthly movement rates for adult females were 

overall lower than in Baffin Bay.  In KB in the 1990s, mean monthly movement rates ranged 

from a low of 3.4 km/day (in August) to a high of 9.4 km/day (in February) (Figure 9.5, Table 

9.3).  Rates for adult females in the 2000s were similar and ranged from 4.7 km/day (in 

Septembe) to 6.94 km/day (in November) (Figure 9.5, Table 9.3).  Compared to Baffin Bay, 

there was a substantially less pronounced cycle to movement rates over the year in KB.  There 

were no significant differences in movement rates between decades except in October in the 

2000s where rates were higher than the 1990s (Table 9.3). 

 

RSF sea-ice models – The sample sizes of adult females in KB in the 1990s and 2000s 

were smaller than in BB (12 and 20 bears, respectively).  Collars deployed between 2012 and 

2013 were removed in April 2014 thus tracking durations in the later period were also shorter.  

We examined univariate relationships for multiple habitat covariates over the annual cycle of sea 

ice (Figure 9.7 and 9.8).  KB bears in the 1990 used similar sea-ice concentrations as bears in the 

2000s between January and May (Figure 9.7).  Starting in late spring (June) and continuing 

through December, KB bears in the 2000s used significantly lower sea-ice concentrations than in 

the 1990s.  This was most pronounced in August-October.  Distances from bears to the 15% or 

50% sea-ice concentration thresholds varied widely across the annual cycle and were similar 

between decades, though in the 2000s bears were significantly closer to the 50% sea-ice edge in 

March and April.  There were no large differences in bears’ distance to land in either decade, 

other than bears being closer to land from October-December in the 2000s. 

 The multivariate RSF model in winter demonstrated adult female polar bears in the 1990s 

had a strong preference for higher ice concentrations.  This preference was not present in the 
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2000s.  In both decades bears had a similar strength of preference for the distance to the 300 m 

depth contour and preferred shallower depths (more strongly and significantly in the 2000s) 

(Table 9.4).  The multivariate RSF model for spring showed that bears also had a strong 

significant preference for higher ice concentrations in the 1990s (Table 9.5).  The preference was 

reduced in the 2000s but there was no significant difference between decades.  In spring in the 

1990s, bears were farther from the shelf break (300 m contour), whereas in the 2000s they were 

closer to 300 m and this change was significant between decades.  There was no preference for 

depth in either decade in spring.  In both decades, there was a preference not to move to land, but 

this was significantly stronger in the 2000s. 

RSF terrestrial models – Adult female use of land was intermittent in KB, thus land use 

models reflect use of land largely near the shoreline as bears moved on and off sea ice (Figure 

9.9, Figure 9.10).  The terrestrial models demonstrated that KB bears preferred lower elevations, 

a preference which has significantly increased in the 2000s.  Bears tend to avoid steep slopes in 

both decades and were significantly less likely to move to sea ice once they were on land (Table 

9.6). 

Arrival and departure dates – KB is part of the Archipelago ecoregion, which in contrast 

to the seasonal ice ecoregion, historically does not melt out completely each year.  Bears in KB 

exhibit fundamental differences in their habitat use because of the availability of sea ice between 

systems.  In general, KB bears had access to sea ice for most of the summer, especially in the 

1990s though this has been significantly reduced in the 2000s.  Some bears utilized fjord ice for 

most of the summer and never arrived on land, while others spent intermittent time on land.  

Overall patterns of land use among individuals were not consistent and thus it was not possible to 

quantify on-land arrival and departure dates.  No long-distance swimming events were observed, 
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though one of the swimming events recorded for BB in July 2010 resulted in a BB collared bear 

arriving on Ellesmere Island after a long distance swim from offshore pack ice in Northern BB. 

Kane Basin denning – Nine dens were found from 2012 to 2015 in KB: three maternity 

dens (Figure 9.11) and six shelter dens (Figure 9.12).  In the 1990s data, Ferguson et al. (1997) 

also found nine dens, of which three were maternity dens and six were shelter dens (Table 9.7).  

All dens were on land with the exception of one 1990s shelter den that was located on landfast 

ice nine kilometers from the shore of Ellesmere Island.  Most of the dens were located on 

Ellesmere Island except for three dens on Devon Island.  None of the adult females from KB 

denned on Greenland.  The minimum latitude for the 1990s dens was 77.94° N, and 77.04° N for 

the 2000s dens. 

 There was no significant difference in maternity denning duration (p = 1) (Table 9.8, 

Figure 9.13), entry dates (P = 0.6) and exit dates (P = 1) (Figure 9.14).  Only four of the KB 

bears in the 2000s provided useable temperature data for inferring exit dates and no temperature 

data were available from the 1990s.  There was no significant correlation between latitude and 

maternity den entry dates (τ = 0.138, P = 0.848) or duration (τ = 0.2, P = 0.707).  The median 

first date on land for the n=3 pregnant females in the 1990s was 18 September (SD = 31 days) 

and in the 2000s was 23 August (SD = 20.8 days; Figure 9.15).  The difference between the two 

time periods was not significant despite the median FDOLs being 27 days apart.  The sample 

size was small and there was considerable variability.  Habitat characteristics among maternity 

dens did not significantly differ between decades (Figure 9.16; Table 9.9, 9.10). 
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Table 9.1.  Breakdown of adult females (AF) collared in the Kane Basin region in the 1990s and 

2000s. AF = adult female, AM = adult male, COY = Cub of the Year, YRL = Yearling, 2YR = 2 

Year old cub. 

    AF alone AF+AM  AF+COY AF+YRL AF+2YR Sum 

1990s KB 3 0 5 3 1 12 

2000s KB 5 1 7 3 4 20 
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Table 9.2.  Trends in date of spring sea-ice retreat, fall sea-ice advance, fall – spring dates, and 

summer (June-Oct) sea-ice concentration in Kane Basin (all depths, and depths < 300 m). All 

trends are statistically significant at the 99% level according to a 2-sided F test, except the date 

of spring retreat (all depths), which is significant at the 95% level. 

Baffin Bay 

region 

Trend in date 

of spring ice 

retreat 

(days/decade) 

Trend in date 

of fall ice 

advance 

(days/decade) 

Trend in 

fall – spring 

(days/decade) 

Trend in ice 

con. June-

October 

(percent/decade) 

All depths −6.8 +5.6 +12.4 −5.4 

Depths < 300 m −9.7 +5.5 +15.2 −6.9 
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Table 9.3.  Mean monthly movement rates in KB for radio-collared adult female polar bears 

(AFs) in the 1990s and 2000s. One SE about the mean is given. We conducted a parametric test 

of significance between decades; bold = significant at the 5% level. 

Month Mean 

1990s 

SE 

1990s 

N 

1990s 

N 

steps 

Mean 

2000s 

SE 

2000s 

N 

2000s 

N 

steps 

t-test P 

value 

1 3.62 3.78 5 21 4.87 7.59 12 98 0.8691 

2 9.39 9.74 4 16 5.9 6.99 11 93 0.4504 

3 8.52 9.17 7 35 5.63 6.73 13 117 0.3802 

4 5.79 7.28 13 80 5.66 6.57 13 138 0.5197 

5 7.35 10.19 12 92 6.75 5.87 21 230 0.6035 

6 5.31 7.2 12 85 5.22 4.47 18 193 0.6012 

7 3.6 3.19 11 81 5.75 4.13 14 166 0.1011 

8 3.41 3.45 10 62 4.84 4.66 14 132 0.5136 

9 3.91 5.9 10 63 4.5 4.57 14 132 0.1466 

10 4 3.07 9 51 6.42 7.1 14 141 0.0394 

11 7.87 8.96 9 40 6.94 6.57 13 118 0.986 

12 7.87 8.82 8 36 4.68 5.22 12 116 0.3835 
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Table 9.4.  Sea-ice resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Winter season in 

KB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 2000s for 

each covariate within the multivariate model.  Coefficients are scaled such by a certain number 

of units for more meaningful interpretation.  “Mean ice conc.10” is the mean sea-ice 

concentration around the bear in a circular radius scaled by 10%.  “Dist to 50%” is the distance 

to the 50% sea-ice concentration scaled by 100 km.  “Dist to 300 m” is the distance to the 300 m 

depth contour scaled by units of 100 m.  “Depth.100” is the absolute value of bathymetry scaled 

by 100 m.  “Land” is the variable that describes the tendency of a bear to move from sea ice on 

to land. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

p-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

p-value 

2000s 

p-value 

delta 

Mean ice conc.10 0.479 0.564 0.3963 0.074 0.192 0.699 0.4976 

Dist to 50%.100 -0.014 0.134 0.918 -0.032 0.115 0.7823 0.9181 

Dist to 300 m.100 1.82 0.824 0.0272 1.738 0.826 0.0353 0.9436 

Depth.100 -0.034 0.078 0.6579 -0.065 0.084 0.4387 0.7892 

Land 3.377 4.895 0.4903 1.108 1.504 0.4615 0.6577 
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Table 9.5.  Sea-ice resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Spring season in 

KB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 2000s for 

each covariate within the multivariate model.  Coefficients are scaled such by a certain number 

of units for more meaningful interpretation.  “Mean ice conc.10” is the mean sea-ice 

concentration around the bear in a circular radius scaled by 10%.  “Dist to 50%” is the distance 

to the 50% sea-ice concentration scaled by 100 km.  “Dist to 300 m” is the distance to the 300 m 

depth contour scaled by units of 100 m.  “Depth.100” is the absolute value of bathymetry scaled 

by 100 m.  “Land” is the variable that describes the tendency of a bear to move from sea ice on 

to land.  Bold = significant at the 5% level. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

P-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

P-value 

2000s 

P-value 

delta 

Mean ice conc.10 0.255 0.062 <0.001 0.223 0.058 0.0001 0.7107 

Dist to 50%.100 -0.007 0.051 0.8867 -0.118 0.071 0.0949 0.2031 

Dist to 300 m.100 1.324 0.502 0.0084 -0.997 0.483 0.0392 <0.001 

Depth.100 -0.159 0.043 0.0002 -0.102 0.051 0.0451 0.4 

Land -0.349 0.476 0.4639 -0.588 0.469 0.2107 0.7208 
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Table 9.6.  Terrestrial resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Summer 

season in KB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 

2000s for each covariate within the multivariate model.  Coefficients are scaled such by a certain 

number of units for more meaningful interpretation.  “Elev.100” is elevation scaled by units of 

100 m.  “Slope.10” is slope in degrees scaled by units of 10 degrees.  “Aspect.10” is aspect 

scaled by units of 10 degrees.  “Not Land” is the tendency of a bear to move from land on to sea 

ice. Note not all bears used land in summer and land-use was intermittent.  Bold = significant at 

the 5% level. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

P-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

P-value 

2000s 

P-value 

delta 

elev.100 -0.452 0.07 <0.001 -0.74 0.054 <0.001 0.001 

slope.10 0.256 0.136 0.0594 0.316 0.07 <0.001 0.692 

aspect.10 -0.019 0.013 0.1621 0.007 0.007 0.3166 0.088 

NotLand -0.443 0.317 0.1619 -1.186 0.166 <0.001 0.03 
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Table 9.7.  Number of polar bear maternity and shelter dens in Kane Basin in the 1990s and 

2000s. 

All Dens Maternity Dens Shelter Dens 

1990s   9 1990s 3 1990s   6 

2000s   9 2000s 3 2000s   6 

Total 18 Total 6 Total 12 
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Table 9.8.  Summary table of the phenology for Kane Basin polar bear maternity dens. 

 1990s 2000s 
 Maternity Dens (n = 3) Maternity Dens (n = 3) 

  Entry DOY Exit DOY 
Duration 
(# days) Entry DOY Exit DOY 

Duration 
(# days) 

Mean 279 78.3 164.3 274 77.7 168.7 

Min 274 69 145 252 65 144 

Max 289 89 180 301 88 184 

Median 274 77 168 269 80 178 

SD 8.7 10.1 17.8 24.9 11.7 21.6 
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Table 9.9.  Summary table of the habitat characteristics for Kane Basin polar bear maternity and 

shelter dens.  Elev. = elevation (meters), Asp. = aspect (degrees), CoastDist = distance to nearest 

coastline (kilometers). 

 All Maternity Dens (n = 6) All Shelter Dens (n = 12) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 327 165.8 13.4 5.2 366.6 141.8 15.4 3.4 

Min 9 28.3 3.7 0.7 6 5.5 1.8 0.1 

Max 506 229 17.8 12.5 855 350 36.9 8 

Median 408 186.8 15.9 3.4 318 168.3 12 2.8 

SD 188.4 69.8 5.4 4.8 274.8 126.3 10.8 2.4 

 1990s Maternity Dens (n = 3) 1990s Shelter Dens (n = 6) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 207.7 201 11.9 2.1 386.7 134 12.9 2.6 

Min 9 185.9 3.7 0.7 6 12 1.8 0.1 

Max 422 229 16.1 4.3 855 349.7 36.9 5.5 

Median 192 188.1 15.8 1.2 257 105.7 9.9 2.3 

SD 206.9 24.3 7.1 1.9 378.5 137.4 12.4 2.1 

 2000s Maternity Dens (n = 3) 2000s Shelter Dens (n = 6) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 446.3 130.6 15 8.3 346.5 149.5 17.9 4.2 

Min 394 28.3 10.7 2.6 149 5.5 7.2 1.6 

Max 506 187.7 17.8 12.5 500 350 32.5 8 

Median 439 175.9 16.5 9.7 355.5 168.3 16.4 4.1 

SD 56.4 88.8 3.8 5.1 148.2 126.7 9.3 2.5 
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Table 9.10.  Results of the two-sample Mann-Whitney U tests comparing habitat characteristics 

for Kane Basin polar bear maternity and shelter dens. 

    Maternity Dens (n = 6)    Shelter Dens (n = 12) 

 W p-value W p-value 

Elevation 8 0.2 20 0.818 

Slope 7 0.4 25 0.31 

Aspect 1 0.2 17 0.937 

Distance to Coast 8 0.2 24 0.394 
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Figure 9.1.  Distribution of capture locations for polar bears in Kane Basin (KB) in each decade.  

See Table 9.1 for sample sizes in each year.  Note in 1990s bears in KB were captured on the 

west side of KB whereas 2000s bears were captured on both the east and west side. 
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Figure 9.2  Sea-ice area in Kane Basin (all depths) for the years 1979-2014 (gray curves).  Two 

six-year averages are also shown (colored curves).  The threshold for defining the dates of sea-

ice retreat and advance (middle horizontal dotted line) is halfway between the average March 

sea-ice area (upper dotted line) and the average September sea-ice area (lower dotted line). 
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Figure 9.3  Day of spring sea-ice retreat (red circles), fall sea-ice advance (blue circles), and the 

interval between them (green lines), for Kane Basin (all depths), 1979-2014.  Least-squares fits 

to spring and fall dates are shown (red and blue lines).  Trends are given in Table 9.2. 
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Figure 9.4.  Length of summer (a) and mean sea-ice concentration during June-October (b) for 

Kane Basin (all depths), 1979-2014.  Length of summer is the interval from spring sea-ice retreat 

to fall sea-ice advance (see Figure 9.2, green lines).  Least-squares fits are shown (red lines); 

trends are given in Table 9.2. 

(a) 

 
(b) 
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Figure 9.5.  Movement rate of KB adult female bears (km/day) in the 1990s  Y axis is on a log 

scale and labels are listed as raw values.  Blue numbers indicate the number of individual bears 

in each month. 
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Figure 9.6.  Movement rate of BB adult female bears (km/day) in the 2000s.  Y axis is on a log 

scale and labels are listed as raw values.  Blue numbers indicate the number of individual bears 

in each month. 
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Figure 9.7.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use in KB for each of four sea-ice 

habitat variables: sea-ice concentration in small buffer, distance to 15% sea-ice concentration, 

distance to 50% sea-ice concentration, and distance to the nearest land.  Data from 1990s are 

shown in red, 2000s in blue.  Shaded regions represent 2 SE of the mean.  Vertical lines indicate 

monthly boundaries for seasons (winter, spring summer) used in the analysis.  SSM/I sea-ice 

concentration is used in both decades.  Months 8 -10 also represent land use by bears.  The small 

numbers indicate the number of movements captured within each months. 
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Figure 9.8.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use in KB for each of three sea-ice 

habitat variables: distance to 300 m depth contour, depth (bathymetry), and percentage of 

observations on the sea ice.  Data from 1990s are shown in red, 2000s in blue.  Shaded regions 

represent 2 SE of the mean.  Vertical lines indicate monthly boundaries for seasons (winter, 

spring summer).  SSM/I sea-ice concentration is used in both decades.  Months 8 -10 also 

represent land use by bears. 
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Figure 9.9.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use in KB for each of three 

terrestrial habitat variables: elevation, slope, and aspect.  Data from 1990s are shown in red, 

2000s in blue. Shaded regions represent 2 SE of the mean.  Months 8 -10 also represent land use 

by bears. 
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Figure 9.10.  ASTER Digital Elevation Model (DEM) used in KB with trackline of a single bear 

tagged in the 2000s. 
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Figure 9.11.  Distribution of KB polar bear maternity dens in the 1990s and 2000s. 
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Figure 9.12.  Distribution of KB polar bear shelter dens in the 1990s and 2000s. 

 

  



Chapter 9 SWG Final report 

475 | P a g e  

Figure 9.13.  Boxplots comparing den duration of Kane Basin (KB) polar bear maternity dens (P 

= 1) (1990s: n = 3; 2000s: n = 3). 
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Figure 9.14.  Boxplots comparing entry (P = 0.6) and exit dates (P = 1) of Kane Basin (KB) 

polar bear maternity dens (1990s: n = 3; 2000s: n = 3). 
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Figure 9.15.  Boxplots comparing the first date on land (FDOL) of pregnant female polar bears 

from the 1990s (n = 3) and 2000s (n = 3) in Kane Basin (KB) (P = 1). 
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Figure 9.16.  Plots comparing aspect, slope, elevation, and distance to coast for the 1990s (n = 3) and 2000s (n = 3) polar bear 

maternity dens in Kane Basin.  The aspect plot consists of a compass face with lines marking the directions that dens faced.  The lines 

are annotated with numbers noting how many dens were found at that aspect.  None of the habitat variables significantly differed 

between the two time periods (elevation, aspect, distance to coast: P = 0.2; slope: P = 0.4). 
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CHAPTER 10 

GENETIC MARK-RECAPTURE STUDY OF POLAR BEARS 

IN KANE BASIN 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• We used joint live-recapture and dead-recovery mark-recapture models to analyze data for 
the Kane Basin (KB) polar bear subpopulation, with the goal of updating estimates of 
subpopulation size and survival. The dataset consisted of 277 initial live captures (1992-
1997 = 150, 2012-2014 = 127), 89 live recaptures (1992-1997 = 53, 2012-2014 = 36), and 
24 harvest returns of research-marked bears 1992-2014. 

• Mark-recapture research conducted in the Kane Basin subpopulation yielded an estimate 
of abundance of 357 polar bears (95% CI: 221 – 493) for 2013 – 2014. An estimate 
derived during 1995 – 1997 yielded 224 bears (95% CI: 145 – 303). Based on physical 
MR, the size of the KB subpopulation was previously estimated to be 164 polar bears 
(95% CI: 94-234) for 1994-1997 (noting that this estimate applies to different years than 
our re-analysis; Taylor et al. 2008).  

• We documented more bears in the eastern regions of the Kane Basin subpopulation during 
2012 – 2014 than during the 1990s. Eastern Kane Basin was searched during the 1990s 
although with less effort than in the 2010s due to the low density of bears observed there. 
The difference in distribution between the 1990s and 2010s may reflect differences in 
spatial distribution of bears, possibly influenced by reduced hunting pressure by 
Greenland in eastern KB and thus an increased density of bears in KB, but also some 
differences in sampling protocols. 

• 
 
The 2013 – 2014 estimate of abundance suggests 357 (221 – 493) bears currently use KB 
in springtime (i.e., the Kane Basin super-population; Kendall et al. 1997), and the current 
point estimate is higher than the historical estimate. Based on a randomization procedure 
that assumed normal sampling distributions for abundance estimates, the mean difference 
between the estimate of KB abundance for 2013-2014 and the estimate for 1995-1997 was 
approximately 133 bears (standard deviation of the difference ≈ 80 bears), with 95% of 
the sampling distribution suggesting that population change between the two time periods 
could have been positive. This suggests relatively strong evidence for a stable to 
increasing subpopulation, and is consistent with data on movements, condition and 
reproduction.  We encourage some caution in interpretation of population growth due to 
potential expansion of the sampling frame and differences in sampling protocols between 
the 1990s versus the 2010s study periods. 

• Current estimates of total survival for age 3+ females (0.95; SE: 0.04) and dependent 
bears were consistent with previous research.  Estimates of unharvested survival for 3+ 



Chapter 10 SWG Final Report 

480 | P a g e  

females appear sufficiently high for positive population growth. Updated estimates of 
total survival are lower for age 3+ males (0.87; SE: 0.06).  Our longer-term data set and 
several other ecological, sampling, and technical considerations may contribute to this 
result. 

• We documented a reduction in mortality associated with harvest, likely attributable to 
implementation of Greenland’s harvest quota in 2006. 

• Demographic modeling suggests Kane Basin bears exhibit relatively high fidelity to the 
springtime study area, with <5% of marked bears emigrating on an annual basis. 

 

10.1.  Introduction 

 Large-scale environmental changes are occurring across the circumpolar Arctic (Comiso 

et al. 2008, Stroeve et al. 2012, Laidre et al. 2015; see also Chapters 5 and 9), with general 

reductions in the temporal availability and spatial extent of sea ice.  For sea ice obligate polar 

bears, which are among the most highly sensitive of marine mammals to the projected impacts of 

climate change (Laidre et al. 2008), long-term impacts are anticipated to be negative (Atwood et 

al. 2015).  However, there likely will be significant temporal and spatial variability among 

subpopulations in the short-term (Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Indeed, the effects of the 

changing Arctic environment on polar bears have been documented in some regions but are less 

clear or have not been realized elsewhere (e.g., Rode et al. 2012, 2014, Bromaghin et al. 2015, 

Obbard et al. 2015, Lunn et al. 2016). 

 The Kane Basin (KB) polar bear subpopulation, regarded as part of the Arctic 

archipelago region (Amstrup et al. 2008), covers a small region between Nunavut, Canada and 

NW Greenland.  Abundance of KB was last estimated at ~164 (SE: 35) polar bears based on a 

physical mark-recapture study completed during 1992 – 1997 (Taylor et al. 2008).  At the time of 

this estimate, the harvested population growth rate (λ = 0.919) indicated that the subpopulation 

was over-exploited.  The unharvested growth rate also was low (λ = 1.009; Taylor et al. 2008), 

suggesting limited capacity for the KB subpopulation to increase even in the absence of human-
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caused removals.  In response, Greenland implemented a quota in 2006 that significantly reduced 

the total harvest from Kane Basin (see Methods below).  The small subpopulation size, low 

growth rates, and long-term exploitation led Taylor et al. (2008) to suggest that Kane Basin may 

act as a sink for neighboring subpopulations such as Baffin Bay. 

 The KB subpopulation is currently considered to be declining (PBSG 2015): 100% of 

population viability analysis (PVA) simulations (using data on abundance and vital rates from 

Taylor et al. 2008 and reported Canadian and Greenlandic catches) resulted in a decline in 

abundance within 10 years.  However, no new research to update estimates of abundance or vital 

rates has occurred since the 1990s study.  Given the outdated demographic information, the 

substantial changes in Arctic sea-ice habitats over the past several decades (e.g., Stroeve et al. 

2012, Chapters 4 and 9), and the reduction in harvest in 2006, there was uncertainty as to the 

current status of polar bears in Kane Basin.  As such, there was a need for new information to 

inform status and harvest management (Chapter 1). 

 Although bears in KB are not genetically different from those in Baffin Bay (Paetkau et 

al. 1999, Chapter 2), satellite telemetry and capture records indicate that they move among KB 

and neighboring subpopulations but exhibit strong fidelity to specific regions (Taylor et al. 2001, 

Chapters 2, 5, and 9).  These data have formed the basis for population delineation, and polar 

bears in Kane Basin are considered a distinct demographic unit for management purposes. 

 Our objective was to estimate the current abundance and vital rates, including survival, of 

polar bears in the KB subpopulation.  We sought to compare new estimates of abundance with 

those derived from earlier research (Taylor et al. 2008).  These results, in conjunction with 

information on sea-ice dynamics, spatial ecology, reproductive output, survival, and other 

metrics, will be used to inform subpopulation status.  The data used in this project spanned a 23-
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year period (1992-2014): an initial 6-year physical capture and dead recovery sampling period 

(1992 – 1997) was followed by a 14-year period with dead recoveries only (1998 – 2011) and a 

recent (2012 – 2014) live capture (physical and genetic) and dead recovery session.  Jurisdictions 

across the Arctic have increasingly invested in non-physical capture based monitoring methods, 

largely to address social considerations, particularly in Nunavut, regarding wildlife handling (cf. 

Chapter 1) and to facilitate more rapid monitoring.  Prior to this study and research in the Baffin 

Bay subpopulation (Chapter 5), however, the focus of such alternative methods has been aerial 

surveys (e.g., Aars et al. 2009, Obbard et al. 2015, Stapleton et al. 2016). 

 

10.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The KB subpopulation covers ~150,000 km2 and spans portions of Nunavut, Canada, 

including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (boundaries evaluated in Taylor et 

al. 2001; Figure 10.1).  However, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation encompass a 

substantial amount of land and glaciers so that the essential sea-ice polar bear habitat only 

amounts to less than one half of the area enclosed by the borders of the management unit (cf. 

Figure 10.3 and 11.2).  The subpopulation ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound 

and adjacent fjords on eastern Ellesmere Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq area) and 

the southern part of Kennedy Channel.  It is bounded to the north by the Arctic Basin 

subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the Baffin Bay (BB) and Lancaster 

Sound (LS) subpopulations, and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW; PBSG 2010).  The KB 

subpopulation is regarded as a part of the Arctic archipelago ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); 

historically sea ice remained present in the northern range (i.e., Nares Strait-Kane Basin) 
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throughout the year, largely due to the movement of polar pack ice from Arctic Basin, and 

reaches a minimum in late summer.  However, this pattern has changed markedly in recent 

decades (Chapter 9, Figure 9.2).  KB is partially connected to neighboring subpopulations; 

particularly notable though limited interchange occurs with BB and LS (Chapter 4).  The North 

Water polynya, a large area of open water in northern Baffin Bay and southern Smith Sound, is a 

significant regional geographic feature that exhibits substantial intra- and inter-annual variability 

in spatial extent and is thought to form a partial barrier between KB and BB – LS.  The KB 

subpopulation is subjected to subsistence harvest by Inuit living in Jones Sound (Canada) and the 

Qaanaaq area (NW Greenland; PBSG 2010, Born et al. 2011). 

 

Field Sampling 

 Initial surveying was conducted in Kane Basin during springs (April – May), 1992 – 

1997 (described in Taylor et al. 2008).  Additional sampling was completed during fall 1994, but 

we excluded these data from the present analyses to reduce temporal heterogeneity (e.g., 

sampling cubs-of-the-year in spring versus fall yields substantial differences in estimates of 

survival).  All sighted bears, including dependent offspring, were chemically immobilized 

(Stirling et al. 1989) and uniquely marked with plastic ear tags and permanent lip tattoos (Taylor 

et al. 2008).  Ages of independent bears were determined by extracting vestigial premolars and 

counting annular rings (Calvert and Ramsay 1998), whereas cubs-of-the-year and yearling bears 

were considered of known age.  A sample of adult females was outfitted with satellite collars as 

part of a separate study quantifying movements and spatial ecology (Taylor et al. 2001, Chapter 

9). 

 Although Taylor et al. (2008) reported that they conducted a uniform search of the study 
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site each year, records delineating their survey effort were unavailable.  Subsequent examination 

of annual distributions of captures suggested incremental increases in the size of the study area, 

progressing northwards, with apparent expansions in the sampling frame between 1992 and 1993 

(northward along eastern Ellesmere Island into the Nares Strait region).  Between 1994 and 

1995, survey efforts were expanded eastward into Kane Basin proper off the Humboldt Glacier 

in Northwest Greenland (E. Born, pers. obs.) which inferred from Taylor et al. (2001) was also 

the case in 1996 and 1997; Figure 10.2).  No live-recapture sampling occurred during 1998 – 

2011, but we obtained recoveries of harvested bears during this interval.  Available information 

also suggests eastern Kane Basin was covered in the 1990s, though no captures were made there. 

 We surveyed KB during 25 April – 6 May, 2012; 27 April – 10 May, 2013; and 28 April 

– 19 May, 2014.  Sampling windows were comparable to the 1990s, although surveying in 1992 

and 1993 occurred earlier (mid-April) and for shorter windows of time.  We sampled sea-ice 

habitats by helicopter (Bell 206 LongRanger) across the entirety of western and northern Kane 

Basin, including landfast ice in fjords and nearshore areas as well as offshore pack ice, but 

excluded more open water habitats of the North Water polynya.  We also did not survey the sea 

ice in the fjords of the populated Qaanaaq area in NW Greenland (i.e., the eastern parts of the 

North Water polynya) because hunting pressure for marine mammals in these areas is generally 

high and consequently “resident” polar bears do not exist in the Qaanaaq area (E. Born, pers. 

obs.).  Sampling was primarily completed via directed searching in 2012, with searches focused 

in areas believed to provide the most suitable polar bear habitat (“adaptive sampling”).  In 2013, 

we completed directed searching and also flew ad hoc transects oriented approximately 

perpendicular to the coastline, particularly near Greenland, to ensure that effort was well-

distributed across the landscape. 
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 In 2012 and 2013, most bears were sampled via physical capture, including chemical 

immobilization and application of ear tags and lip tattoos as described above.  We collected 

tissue samples from physically captured bears (for genotyping) and recorded additional 

information including sex, family status, field-estimated age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, 2-

year old, subadult, or adult) and standard morphometric measurements.  We completed 

additional sampling in 2012 and 2013 via remote biopsy darting (Pagano et al. 2014) to collect 

genetic tissues for subsequent genotyping and analyses (e.g., Herreman and Peacock 2013).  

Cubs-of-the-year were too small in springtime to be biopsy darted and thus were not sampled 

when their mothers were biopsy darted (although COY were sampled during physical captures).  

For bears that were not physically immobilized, sex was confirmed upon genetic analyses (see 

below). 

 In connection with immobilization and handling, we deployed satellite transmitters on 36 

polar bears in 2012 and 2013 (see Chapter 9; 2012: 6 satellite radio collars on adult females; 10 

satellite ear-tags on adults and subadults of both sexes; 2013: 10 satellite radio collars on adult 

females; 10 satellite ear-tags on adults and subadults of both sexes).  This work enabled us to 

evaluate distribution and habitat use during the genetic mark-recapture sampling and the aerial 

survey (Chapter 11) and to conduct a post hoc assessment of sampling representativeness during 

sampling. 

 We modified our sampling strategy during 2014.  We stratified the study area into high- 

and low-density areas based on our observations of polar bears in 2012 and 2013 (i.e., presumed 

densities) and searched for bears from systematically spaced transects.  This design enabled us to 

more efficiently allocate effort and reduced the potential for spatial heterogeneity in detection.  

Systematic sampling also facilitated the simultaneous completion of an aerial survey (Chapter 
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11) to derive an abundance estimate, based on different methodology, for comparison with the 

capture-based estimate. 

 Strata conformed to general landscape features and ice types: the high-density stratum 

included landfast ice within fjords as well as nearshore pack ice (within ~30 km of the nearest 

land mass); the low-density stratum included farther offshore pack ice (Figure 10.3).  We 

delineated the landward extent of the study area using current GIS layers from Greenland and 

Nunavut.  We used Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS; 

http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/) images with 1 km resolution to delineate the extent of available 

habitat by approximating the edge of the North Water polynya.  Because the polynya’s 

boundaries can change rapidly, we delineated the extent of the polynya adjacent to the section 

surveyed on a particular day using MODIS imagery from that day (when possible) or as to close 

to that date as possible (when imagery was unclear on that date due to atmospheric conditions).  

We examined the delineated study area in relation to weekly regional sea-ice charts produced by 

the Canadian Ice Service (https://www.ec.gc.ca/glaces-ice/) for confirmation.  During sampling, 

we also collected GPS waypoints at the edge of the polynya to verify delineation. 

 Transects were systematically spaced at 6-km and 18-km intervals in the high- and low-

density strata, respectively, based on anticipated encounter rates and available resources.  We 

also sampled during ferry flights (e.g., between survey transects).  Survey protocols in 2014 

(detailed in Chapter 11) were designed to facilitate the simultaneous collection of data for mark-

recapture and the aerial survey.  All mark-recapture sampling in 2014 was conducted via remote 

biopsy darting. 

 

Harvest Recoveries 

http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/
https://www.ec.gc.ca/glaces-ice/
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 We used harvest records to compile dead recovery data for polar bears captured in KB 

and subsequently harvested there or in neighboring subpopulations during 1992 – 2013 

(Burnham 1993).  Harvest was monitored by the return of tags or lip tattoos during 1992 – 2010 

and by genotyping during 2011 – 2014.  Data including date and location of recovery and sex 

and estimated age were recorded for harvested bears and individuals killed in defense of life and 

property.  Reported harvest rate in KB was relatively high during the 1990s (range: 6 – 17 bears / 

year) but significantly decreased by the mid-2000s (2 – 8 bears / year; Chapter 8), likely due to 

factors including changes in sea-ice conditions limiting hunter access by use of dog sleds to 

northeastern KB (E. Born, pers. obs.) and the implementation of a Greenlandic quota system in 

2006.  Greenland’s reporting system also improved with the implementation of the quota 

(Chapter 8).  Previous studies assumed that harvests of all marked bears were reported when 

natural survival was calculated and, therefore, the reporting rate r was interpreted as the 

proportion of mortality due to harvest (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, 2008).  However, more recently, 

genetic data suggested under-reporting of marked bears in the harvest, with decreases in 

reporting correlated with increasing marker age (Chapter 8). 

 

Genetic Analyses 

DNA Extraction – Dried biopsy samples, new and archived tissue samples, and harvest 

specimens (frozen or in ethanol) were sent to Wildlife Genetics International (Nelson, B.C., 

Canada) for analysis using protocols previously validated for bears (Kendall et al. 2009).  DNA 

was extracted from ~ 3mm2 pieces of tissue with QIAGEN DNeasy Blood and Tissue Kits 

(http://www.qiagen.com/).  Most biopsy darting samples consisted of a plug of a skin and sub-

cutaneous tissue.  This provided ample material for DNA extraction and residual tissue for future 

http://www.qiagen.com/
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analyses.  In a small proportion of cases, the available sample consisted of a tuft of hair.  DNA 

was extracted from these hair samples using approximately 10 guard hair roots or 30 pieces of 

underfur.  In a few cases, where a biopsy sample contained no visible tissue, DNA was 

successfully extracted by soaking the barbed needle from the biopsy dart in the lysis mix 

(QIAGEN buffer ATL + proteinase K). 

Marker Selection – To select markers for the analysis of individual identity, we used 

allele frequency data from 1,771 polar bears for which complete 20-locus genotypes existed 

before the genetic mark-recapture began (Government of Nunavut unpublished data).  We 

ranked the 20 microsatellite markers in the dataset by expected heterozygosity.  The 8 most 

variable markers that could be analyzed together in a single sequencer lane were selected for use.  

These surpassed the required standard for marker variability (HE = 0.80; Paetkau 2003).  In 

addition to the 8 microsatellite markers, we analyzed sex on every sample, using a ZFX/ZFY 

marker.  This 9th marker roughly halved the match probability (assuming a balanced sex ratio), 

even for close relatives, as well as providing replication of sex data for individuals that were 

sampled more than once. 

Genotyping – The analysis of individual identity followed a 3-phase approach.  Phase 1 

was a first pass of all extracted samples using the 9 selected markers (G10B, CXX20, G10H, 

G10P, 145P07, MU50, MU59, G10X and ZFX/ZFY).  Samples that failed at > 6 of 9 markers on 

the first pass were set aside and did not proceed further in the analyses.  Previous experience has 

shown that such samples are prone to errors and run out of DNA before generating a complete 

(phase 2) and reproducible (phase 3) genotype (D.  Paetkau, pers. comm.). 

 The first pass was followed by a cleanup phase in which data points that were weak or 

difficult to read the first time were re-analyzed.  During cleanup we used 5 µL of DNA per 



Chapter 10 SWG Final Report 

489 | P a g e  

reaction instead of the 3 µL was used during first pass.  At the conclusion of the cleanup phase, 

the remaining samples (99.5%) had high-confidence scores for all 9 markers.  In cases where the 

genetic sex result contradicted the reported sex based on field assessment, genetic sex was 

checked using a second independent marker (amelogenin; 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7695123), thus confirming the results, and ruling out the 

possibility that a mutation at a particular marker was to blame.  In all cases, results from the 

second marker confirmed that the field data was the source of error. 

 The third and final phase of analysis was error-checking, following the published 

protocol of reanalyzing the mismatching markers in highly similar pairs of genotypes (Paetkau 

2003).  This error-check included genotypes from the 4,657 polar bears in the database, plus 

published data from 473 individuals (Paetkau et al. 1999).  The error-checking protocol functions 

on the principle that when ≥ 2 samples are genotyped from a given individual, and when 1 of 

those genotypes contains an error, the result is a pair of genotypes which match at all-but-1 

marker (a ‘1MMpair’).  Less commonly, 2MM-pairs are created when 2 errors have been made 

in the genotypes of the samples from a given individual. 

 An important distinction with this protocol is that it is designed to ensure accurate 

individual ID — and has been proven to do so with a high degree of efficiency (Kendall et al. 

2009) — but it is not intended or expected to correct errors when just one sample has been 

genotyped from a given individual.  In addition to re-analyzing mismatching markers, this 

protocol also involved the inclusion of additional markers for some samples.  Finally, we also 

searched the dataset for genotype matches that seemed unlikely based on our field data.  In each 

case, three extra markers were added to the genotypes to lower the probability of chance matches 

between individuals.  The extra loci confirmed all of these matches.  Once the genotyping and 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7695123
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error-checking was complete, we defined an individual for each unique 9-locus genotype. 

Marker Power – In addition to the genotyping errors that were targeted during error-

checking, DNA-based datasets are prone to a second source of error, when match probabilities 

are so high that some individuals have identical genotypes.  Calculated match probabilities 

provide no practical insight into the risk of sampling individuals with matching genotypes, 

because the calculations are so dependent on the assumptions made about the degree of 

relatedness among the sampled individuals.  We therefore used the direct, empirical approach of 

extrapolation from the observed mismatch curve (Figure 10.4).  We expect to see roughly order-

of-magnitude decreases in the number of pairs of individuals whose genotypes match at 

increasing numbers of markers (Paetkau 2003).  In our dataset the slope of this curve was 

reasonably true to that rule of thumb.  From this curve, it is estimated that we would have 

sampled ~ 0.3 0MM-pairs (individuals whose genotypes matched at 9 markers) in this multiyear 

dataset of 4,657 individuals; a very small risk of error in proportion to the size of the dataset.  In 

addition to reducing the risk of sampling individuals with the same genotype, another benefit to 

having such a powerful marker system was realized during error-checking, where the amount of 

time required to reanalyze the mismatching markers underlying 1MM- and 2MM-pairs was 

trivial in proportion to the scale of the project, because there were so few such pairs. 

 

Statistical Analyses 

 We analyzed joint live-capture and dead-recovery data from the KB subpopulation with 

the Burnham (1993) mark-recapture model, which combines the Cormack-Jolly-Seber (CJS) 

live-recapture model with the Brownie-Seber dead-recovery model to estimate survival (S), 

recapture (p), reporting (r), and fidelity (F) probabilities.  With the Burnham model, live 
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recaptures are assumed to occur (relatively) instantaneously within the study area, whereas dead 

recoveries can occur year-round between live capture periods and may take place within or 

outside the live encounter study area.  We assumed that harvests prior to April 15 occurred 

before the live encounter period in year t, (i.e., in year t - 1); post-April 15 harvests were 

considered to have occurred after the live encounter period (i.e., year t).  This treatment of the 

data resulted in no instances in which a bear was recovered before being captured alive.  We 

acknowledge that there was some temporal overlap of live recapture and dead recovery periods 

in KB, but for a long-lived species such as polar bears, the exact timing of harvest relative to the 

live capture sampling period is less important. 

 We analyzed data and constructed models in program MARK (White and Burnham 

1999).  We assembled capture histories from the live capture and dead recovery data and 

included harvest recoveries through 2013.  Although ages were estimated with high resolution 

during the initial 1990s study period, there was uncertainty in field assessment of age during the 

2012 – 2014 sampling frame, particularly with biopsy darting.  Hence, we identified relatively 

coarse age classes (cf. Taylor et al. 2008, Peacock et al. 2013), including cubs-of-the-year (coy), 

yearlings (yrl), 2-year olds (2yr), and individuals age 3 and above (age 3+).  Because KB is a 

small subpopulation, capture and recovery data were very sparse, and we identified a limited 

number of relatively simple candidate sub-model structures. 

 We hypothesized that survival would differ among age classes and included age structure 

in all candidate models; however, we constrained yearling survival equal to 2-year old survival 

due to sparse data.  Because coy are fully dependent on their mothers for their survival, we 

assumed that survival would not vary between male and female coy.  However, we expected that 

survival would differ between sexes for older age classes, largely due to the 2 : 1 male-to-female 
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sex ratio in the harvest, so we examined structures in which (1) S differed between sexes for age 

3+ bears only and (2) S differed between sexes for yrl / 2yr and age 3+ bears (additive effect of 

sex).  Given the sparseness of the data, we did not examine year-to-year variability in S, or 

relationships between S and time-varying environmental covariates. 

 We examined seven sub-model structures for p (i.e., estimation is conditional on first 

capture).  Estimates of p in the Burnham model reflect both the probability of an animal being 

located in the sampling area and thus available for recapture, and the probability of the animal 

being recaptured conditional on its presence in the sampling area (i.e., random temporary 

emigration is incorporated in p; Burnham 1993).  We hypothesized that female bears and 

dependent offspring (ages 0 and 1) may have a different p than independent male bears and 

evaluated models with this sex and age-class structure (family; sub-model structure 1).  In 

addition, we suspected that search effort and sampling protocols may have differed between the 

two sampling epochs (1992-1997 vs. 2012-2014), so we considered structures with a temporal 

epoch effect (epoch; 2).  Although the data were scant, we hypothesized that inter-annual 

variability in weather and sea-ice conditions may have resulted in p that varied significantly 

among years, so we also considered a fully time varying structure (time; 3).  We considered 

structures with additive effects between (4) family and epoch and (5) family and time, as well as 

a structure including (6) an interactive effect between family and epoch.  We also evaluated a 

null p sub-model (i.e., constant p; 7). 

 Because some adult females in our 1990s sample were outfitted with satellite collars (n = 

12) that may have assisted in locating them, we created a binary radio covariate indicating 

whether a bear was theoretically available for recapture with the assistance of radio telemetry.  

We applied the covariate for 2 years post-collaring during the 1990s sampling period, unless 
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there was evidence that the collar was physically removed from the bear.  We included the radio 

covariate in all structures and coded dependent offspring such that they had the same covariate 

structure as their mother.  Satellite collars were not used to locate bears during the 2012 – 2014 

period.  Some individuals were not successfully genotyped (n = 25) because either tissue samples 

were not located among the archives or the samples were inadequate to facilitate genotyping.  

These individuals had a reduced p during 2012 and 2013 (when physical capture and biopsy 

darting both occurred), but no probability of detection during 2014 (when bears only were 

sampled via biopsy darting).  To reflect this, we created a binary ‘genotyped’ covariate (0 = 

successfully genotyped; 1 = not genotyped) and included it in all model structures for 2012 and 

2013; for non-genotyped individuals, we fixed p = 0 in 2014.  We also fixed p = 0 during 1998 – 

2011, when there was no live recapture sampling. 

 The reporting (r) parameter represents the probability that a dead bear is identified and 

reported to authorities.  Here, r reflected the proportion of mortality that can be attributed to 

reported harvest (including bears killed to protect life or property).  We hypothesized that r 

would vary among age classes (yrl / 2yr and age 3+) and by sex for age 3+ individuals (sub-

model structure 1) due to harvest regulations, including sex-selective harvest (2 males : 1 

female).  Because recovery data were sparse (≤ 5 total recoveries per year; typically 0 – 2 

recoveries per year), we did not consider models with annual variation in r, but we created an 

alternative structure which included an additive effect for time period (pre-2006; 2006 - 2013) 

for age 3+ individuals to reflect the changes in harvest and improvements in the Greenlandic 

reporting system over the past decade (structure 2).  There were no records of cubs-of-the-year 

marked in KB harvested during the first year post marking, so we fixed rcoy to 0.  Because only 

harvest data through 2013 were included in analyses, we fixed r to 0 for all age classes in 2014. 
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 We hypothesized that polar bears may permanently emigrate from KB, based on the 

semi-discreteness of subpopulation boundaries (Taylor et al. 2001) and the spatial distribution of 

historical recapture and recovery data.  Thus, we chose to estimate the F parameter, rather than 

assume that there was no permanent emigration and fix F to 1, as done in previous studies (e.g., 

Taylor et al. 2005, 2008, 2009).  We considered structures in which (1) F was estimated as 

constant across all sex and age classes (constant) and (2) F was different for a combined class of 

coy, yrl / 2yr, and age 3+ females vs. age 3+ males (3+ males). 

 We constructed the most generalized model (excluding individual covariates) and used 

the median �̂� method, as implemented in Program MARK, to estimate over-dispersion.  Because 

results suggested the data were not significantly over-dispersed (i.e., �̂� was approximately 1), we 

proceeded with model selection via AICc.  Given the relatively small set of candidate sub-model 

structures, we constructed all possible combinations of candidate sub-models. 

 We evaluated models via AICc and model-averaged parameters for models with ΔAICc < 

4 (Burnham and Anderson 2002), based on an initial sensitivity analysis.  Our estimates of 

survival reflected harvest mortality, so we derived estimates of natural survival as 𝑆 + 𝑟 ∗

(1 − 𝑆) (following, e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, 2008, Peacock et al. 2013) and estimated variance 

via the delta method (following Taylor et al. 2008).  This equation relies on several key 

assumptions.  First, it assumes harvest of all marked bears is reported; under-reporting of the 

harvest, which has been documented (Government of Nunavut, unpublished data), would lead to 

negative bias in estimates of natural survival.  However, this derivation of natural survival also 

assumes that harvest mortality is completely additive, i.e., no bears that are harvested would 

otherwise die during a given interval.  In contrast to under-reporting of marked bears in the 

harvest, a violation of the assumption of additive mortality would result in positive bias in 
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estimates of natural survival. 

 For highly supported models, we used a generalized Horvitz-Thompson estimator, 𝑁� =  𝑛
𝑝�
 

, where n is the number captured in group i and �̂� is the recapture probability for group i, to 

generate estimates of abundance by attribute group (e.g., family group status) for the yrl / 2yr 

and age 3+ classes.  Because some coy were not marked during the 2012 – 2014 sampling period 

and estimates of n and p did not accurately reflect this age class, we incorporated coy by 

estimating the number of age 3+ females with coy litters via a Horvitz-Thompson estimator and 

multiplying by mean observed coy litter size.  To obtain an overall estimate of abundance for KB 

by year, we summed individual estimates across groups.  Following previous work (e.g., Taylor 

et al. 2005, 2008, Peacock et al. 2013), we estimated variances for total abundance estimates and 

incorporated variances and covariances (calculated in MARK) as well as variance of mean litter 

sizes via the delta method (Seber 1982, Powell 2007) using R (R Core Team 2015) package 

emdbook (Bolker 2016).  We model-averaged estimates of total abundance using model weights 

for recapture probabilities and variances obtained with the delta method.  We calculated mean 

overall estimates of abundance by sampling epoch and estimated variance using the delta 

method.  We excluded 1993 – 1994 and 2012 from these mean estimates given the initial 

expansions of the sampling frame between 1992 and 1995 and the long interval without live 

recaptures preceding 2012, respectively (i.e., estimation of subpopulation size in 2012 was based 

on estimated recapture rates of bears marked during the 1990s applied to newly encountered 

bears in 2012). 

 

10.3.  Results 

 We recorded a total of 277 initial captures, 89 recaptures, and 24 dead recoveries over the 
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course of the 23-year study period (Table 10.1).  Markedly more bears were captured in the 

eastern regions of KB (i.e., off Humboldt Glacier in Northwest Greenland) during 2012 – 2014 

than during the 1990s (Figures 10.2 and 10.5).  Capture data were particularly sparse during the 

1990s, although sampling in 1995 yielded significantly more captures than other years in the 

1990s (Table 10.1).  Similarly, very few bears were recovered via the harvest during the 2000s 

(Table 10.1).  Notably, no males initially marked in KB during the 1990s were recaptured during 

2012 – 2014, and only one male marked in the 1990s was reported in the harvest after 2002.  

Although no COY were sampled in 2014 (all sampling was conducted via biopsy darting), we 

observed a total of 23 COY with their mothers that year.  In addition, 3 COY with their mothers 

were not biopsy darted in both 2012 and 2013.  Mean observed COY litter size during 2012 – 

2014 was 1.60 (SD: 0.5). 

 The most highly supported models included an additive effect of sex for the yrl / 2yr and 

3+ age classes for 𝑆 and a temporal effect (break at 2006) for 𝑟 (Table 10.2).  Although there was 

not clear support for specific structures for modeling 𝑝, complex (e.g., fully time-varying) 

structures for 𝑝 were not supported in model selection, which was not surprising given the 

sparseness of the data.  For model-averaging, we included 12 of 56 total models (cumulative 

model weight = 0.76). 

 Estimates of total survival of males were markedly lower than females for both the yrl / 

2yr and 3+ age classes, although we note that the additive effect in S was shared across age 

classes and not estimated separately for yrl/2yr vs. 3+ bears (Table 10.3).  This pattern was also 

evident in estimates of unharvested survival (yrl / 2yr females: 0.74, SE: 0.15; yrl / 2yr males: 

0.54, SE: 0.17; age 3+ females, 2006 – 2013: 0.96, SE: 0.04 and 3+ males, 2006 – 2013: 0.88, 

0.05).  As hypothesized, recent (2006 - 2013) estimates of 𝑟 were less than 1992-2005 values, 
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although 𝑟 did not significantly differ among age and sex classes (Table 10.3).  Estimates of 𝐹 

suggest relatively strong fidelity to the springtime study area for females and dependent bears (𝐹: 

0.98, SE: 0.04) as well as age 3+ males (𝐹: 0.96, SE: 0.07). 

 Annual estimates of abundance largely reflected the variability in sample sizes among 

years (e.g., 1995; Table 10.4, cf. Table 10.1).  The estimated mean total abundance of the KB 

subpopulation during the 1995 – 1997 period was 224 (SE: 40; 95% CI: 145 – 303).  The 

estimated mean total abundance for 2013 – 2014 was 357 (92; 221 – 493). 

 

10.4.  Discussion 

 We used a combination of physical and genetic mark-recapture techniques, including live 

recaptures and dead recoveries, to estimate demographic parameters of the Kane Basin polar bear 

subpopulation over a 23-year study period.  Our estimate of abundance from the 1990s (224, 

95% CI 145 – 303; averaged over 1995 – 1997) was consistent with previous analyses (164, 

averaged over 1994 - 1997; Taylor et al. 2008).  Although the 2010s point estimate is ~36% 

greater than the 1990s estimate of Taylor et al. (2008), from the 1990s; this difference is largely 

attributable to our decision to derive a mean estimate of abundance from only 1995 – 1997.  The 

sampling frame expanded during the 1990s, progressing northward and eastward in incremental 

steps such that, in the initial years, only a portion of KB was surveyed (Figure 10.2).  Hence, we 

calculated mean abundance estimates by epoch only during periods when sampling was 

consistent and the sampling frames were generally comparable (1990s: 1995 – 1997).   By 

contrast, Taylor et al.’s (2008) estimate was calculated as the mean estimated from 1994 – 1997; 

including 1994 in our estimate would reduce our point estimate from 224 to 198. 

 The 2013 – 2014 estimate of abundance suggests 357 (221 – 493) bears currently use KB 
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in springtime (i.e., the Kane Basin super-population; Kendall et al. 1997), and the current point 

estimate is higher than the historical estimate. Based on a randomization procedure that assumed 

normal sampling distributions for abundance estimates, the mean difference between the estimate 

of KB abundance for 2013-2014 and the estimate for 1995-1997 was approximately 133 bears 

(standard deviation of the difference ≈ 80 bears), with 95% of the sampling distribution 

suggesting that population change between the two time periods could have been positive.  This 

result suggests a stable to increasing subpopulation and is consistent with data on movements 

(Chapter 9), reproductive output (Chapter 12), and body condition (Chapter 13), suggesting that 

Kane Basin is currently a healthy subpopulation.  However, we encourage caution in 

interpretation.  We attempted to mitigate the impacts of apparent changes in sampling frames, 

particularly during the 1990s, by excluding 1993 and 1994 from our mean estimate of abundance 

during the 1990s.  However, we were unable to address potential changes in survey effort 

between the 1995 – 1997 and 2012 – 2014 epochs. 

 Sampling occurred in the eastern regions of the KB subpopulation (i.e., near the 

Humboldt Glacier) during 1995 – 1997 and 2012 – 2014.  When the eastern parts of Kane Basin 

(i.e., the areas east of the mid-sector line in the Nares Strait-Kane Basin area off the Humboldt 

Glacier) were surveyed in 1994 and 1995, only few signs of polar bear activity (i.e., tracks) were 

observed there and consequently only a few bears were tagged (0 in 1994 and 4 in 1995; E. Born, 

pers. obs., Taylor et al. 2001).  Similarly, no bears were found and tagged there in 1996 and only 

3 in 1997 (Taylor et al. 2001).  The apparent very low densities of polar bears in eastern KB was 

assumed to reflect a long-term avoidance response because eastern KB has been hunted 

relatively intensively by hunters from the Qaanaaq region and in particular after it no longer 

became permitted for Greenland hunters to hunt polar bears in Canadian territory in the late 
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1960s.  The presence of ringed seals in eastern KB was noted during the surveys in the 1990s 

and it was concluded that these areas were favourable habitat for polar bears (E. Born, pers. obs., 

Taylor et al. 2001). 

 However, it cannot be precluded that, this difference between the 1990s and the 2000s in 

the spatial distribution of bears, to a certain extent reflect some differences in sampling 

protocols, including increased survey intensity near the Humboldt Glacier and more uniform 

distribution of effort during 2012 – 2014.  However, during both periods relative allocation of 

survey effort to a certain extent was decided based on assumptions of what was suitable polar 

bear habitat (i.e., areas with anticipated polar bear occurrence and/or areas with observed signs 

of polar bear habitat).  In the 2000s large areas in central and southern KB with relatively open 

pack ice were not surveyed although satellite telemetry (Chapter 2) and aerial surveys (Heide-

Jørgensen et al. 2013) indicate the presence of polar bears in this habitat albeit likely few.  

Whereas in the 1990s when the spring sea ice in KB was more consolidated (E. Born, pers. obs; 

Chapter 9) areas with little or no signs of polar bear activity in the eastern parts were surveyed 

less intensively. 

 It should be mentioned that sea-ice dynamics in Kane Basin also have changed since the 

1990s (Chapter 9), limiting access of hunters from Greenland to the eastern parts of the region 

(Born et al. 2011) possibly resulting in an increased occurrence of polar bears in this area. 

Hence, we hypothesize that these differences in sea-ice dynamics and associated change in 

hunting pressure have led to the apparent shift in the distribution of bears toward the eastern 

parts of the Nares Strait-Kane Basin region. 

 We note that the Horvitz-Thompson estimator used to generate estimates of abundance in 

Kane Basin yielded biologically implausible rates of growth from 1994 to 1995 (119 – 318), 
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1995 to 1996 (318 – 189), and 2012 to 2013 (221 – 328; Table 10.4).  Although the apparent 

changes in sampling frame (and thus the definition of the effective study population) from 1994 

to 1995 may contribute to this finding in part, this result is primarily an artifact of the estimator 

itself.  Horvitz-Thompson (H-T) estimators are calculated as 𝑁� =  𝑛
𝑝
 for each group (e.g., age 

class and sex), and the total abundance estimate is derived by summing estimates across all 

groups.  As such, H-T estimators are sensitive to sample size, particularly if recapture 

probabilities are estimated as temporal constants.  Because data for this analysis were very sparse 

and models specifying inter-annual variation in estimates of recapture probability were not 

supported, our Horvitz-Thompson estimates of abundance are influenced by variation in annual 

sample size of captured bears (n).  We attempted to address this issue by integrating annual 

random effects for estimating recapture probability with complementary Markov Chain Monte 

Carlo (MCMC) analyses, but this approach did not resolve the issue.  Given this limitation, we 

do not recommend interpreting inter-annual variation in estimates of abundance, and suggest that 

the larger estimate of abundance in 2013-2014 may be partially attributed to larger sample sizes 

in those years, compared to 1995-1997. 

 Our estimates of survival for dependent bears and age 3+ females are consistent with 

previous work in Kane Basin (Taylor et al. 2008), and estimates of unharvested survival rates of 

independent females appear capable of supporting positive subpopulation growth (Regehr et al. 

2015).  Our estimates of age 3+ male survival (present analysis: age 3+ males, 0.87, SE 0.06) are 

lower than previous work in KB (Taylor et al. 2008: age 5+ males, 0.96, SE: 0.05) but consistent 

with estimates of adult male survival derived in some other studies (e.g., Stirling et al. 2011, 

Peacock et al. 2012).  We further note that data on males were particularly scant in this study 

(Table 10.1): no male bears initially marked in the 1990s were subsequently recaptured in the 
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2000s, and very few individuals were reported in the harvest over the past 15 years.  We are 

uncertain if the disparity in estimates of male survival between our study and Taylor et al. (2008) 

reflects differences in modeling approaches, such as the broader age class designations in the 

present study and consideration of different model structures (unlike Taylor et al. [2008], we did 

not consider a structure in which S was estimated as constant between the sexes for age 3+ 

individuals); our inclusion of longer-term data; a disproportionate impact of the changing 

environment on males; reduced fidelity of males to the study area that was not effectively 

captured by our model-based estimates of the fidelity (F) parameter given the paucity of 

recovery data; under-reporting of male bears in the harvest; or some combination thereof. 

 Although we calculated estimates of natural survival following previous studies (e.g., 

Taylor et al. 2005), we note that the formula used to derive these estimates [𝑆 + 𝑟 ∗ (1 − 𝑆)] 

makes simplifying assumptions that can introduce bias into estimates of unharvested S under 

some conditions, although the impacts of using this vs. an alternative equation is likely minimal 

for KB data due to high estimates of S and low estimates of r.  The documented under-reporting 

of marked bears in the harvest leads to an underestimation of natural survival, but this may be 

offset, to some extent, by a likely violation of the assumption that harvest mortality is completely 

additive.  For example, Taylor et al. (2008) estimated natural survival for both adult females and 

males to be 0.997, meaning that virtually all mortality of adult (age 5+) bears in Kane Basin 

during 1992 - 1998 resulted from harvest, and <1 in 300 adult bears would die annually in the 

absence of harvest.  Although Taylor et al. (2008) did not report their estimates of r, back 

calculating from survival rates in their Table 3 yields unrealistically high estimates of r = 0.91 

for adult females and r = 0.93 for adult males, so their estimates of natural and harvest mortality 

should be treated cautiously. 
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 Changing sea-ice conditions, a reduction in accessibility of Kane Basin to hunters from 

Canada and (in the Humboldt Glacier region) Greenland, and the implementation of a quota in 

Greenland have contributed to a net reduction in harvest since the 1990s (Chapter 8).  This 

decline is reflected in estimates of the reporting parameter, as r is estimated lower for the period 

from 2006 – 2014 than 1992 – 2005 (Table 10.3).  We note, however, that under-reporting of 

harvest, which anecdotally appears to increase with greater marker age (Chapter 8), also may 

contribute to lower estimates of r during 2006 – 2013, especially given the 14-year interval 

without live recaptures. 

 Despite the sparseness of the data and the unusual study design (6-year and 3-year live 

capture sessions connected by a 14-year period with dead recoveries only), we were able to 

generate estimates of F that seem biologically realistic (age 3+ males: 0.96; females and 

dependent bears: 0.98): polar bears show strong seasonal fidelity to the region in which they 

were captured, but a small proportion of individuals permanently emigrate to other 

subpopulations.  These estimates appear consistent with findings from satellite telemetry data 

and capture records (Taylor et al. 2001, Chapters 2 and 9). 

 Our study indicates that there has been no decline in the size of the KB subpopulation.  

These findings are in accordance with TEK (Born et al. 2011). 

 Using estimates of subpopulation size in KB and vital parameters from the 1990s, York 

et al. (2016) modeled a decline in KB with an estimated subpopulation size of zero in 2013.  

According to York et al. (2016:9,18) the projected decline is consistent with TEK.  It is 

mentioned that KB has been subject to chronic long-term overharvest and would not persist if it 

did not receive immigrants from adjacent subpopulations (Ibid.).  As basis for the TEK 

information York et al. (2016) cite COSEWIC (2008) and M. Taylor (pers. comm. 1986-2008) in 
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the text, and COSEWIC (2008), CWS (2009) and PBTC (2014) in their table 2b but not a 

comprehensive TEK study in which NW Greenland polar bear hunters were interviewed (Born et 

al. 2011). 

 During this interview survey in Greenland experienced polar bear hunters who had been 

hunting in Kane Basin were of the opinion that polar bears in this region had expanded their 

range.  Previously the hunters had to travel north to Washington Land (ca. 80° N) to find bears, 

whereas nowadays they only have to go as far as Inglefield Land (ca. 78° 30 ̓ N) to hunt polar 

bears in the eastern Nares Strait-Kane Basin region.  Their reason for this was because “the bears 

have come closer” (Born et al. 2011:75,79).  It was mentioned that previously polar bears were 

scarce in the eastern Kane Basin area (i.e., in front of the Humboldt Glacier) but now had 

expanded their range from Ellesmere Island eastward to the Nares Strait-Kane Basin region 

(ibid:80).  Some of the interviewees were of the opinion that this change represented an increase 

in the number of polar bears.  It was also mentioned that the hunting pressure in Kane Basin had 

decreased because poor sea-ice conditions (i.e., lack of dense sea ice) had made travels with dog 

sleds north more difficult (Born et al. 2011).  Hence, information from experienced polar bear 

hunters in NW Greenland indicates that the KB-polar bear subpopulation has expanded its 

distribution area and increased in size which is in accordance with our study. 

 This study and concurrent research in the neighboring Baffin Bay subpopulation (Chapter 

5) represent the first attempts to implement genetic mark-recapture for polar bears at a 

subpopulation-wide scale.  The ability to successfully genotype bears from archived tissue and 

samples obtained via remote biopsy darting, combined with the ability to analyze data in well-

established mark-recapture models, suggest that this approach is a promising tool for future polar 

bear inventories.  However, there are some limitations of the technique including a generalized 
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age structure as bears are identified from the air.  We opted for a conservative approach when 

designating age classes because there was inherent uncertainty in estimating age class remotely 

rather than aging via physical examination or with annular rings from an extracted tooth.  

However, our ability to accurately classify bears by age-class remotely (Chapter 5) suggests that 

future studies may be able to increase the resolution of age classification for obtaining estimates 

of survival (and other parameters), thus enhancing the utility of the technique. 
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Table 10.1.  Summary table of live captures and dead recoveries during the mark-recapture study of the Kane Basin polar bear 

subpopulation in Nunavut, Canada, and Greenland, 1992 – 2014. Shaded cells indicate that data are not possible due to an absence of 

marking or recapture. 

 
Initial captures Live recaptures Dead recoveries 

 
Females Males Females Males Females Males 

 
Coy Yrl / 2yr 3+ Coy Yrl / 2yr 3+ Yrl / 2yr 3+ Yrl / 2yr 3+ Coy Yrl / 2yr 3+ Coy Yrl / 2yr 3+ 

1992 4 0 7 2 0 3         0 0 1 0 0 0 
1993 1 3 6 3 1 8 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1994 2 0 9 3 0 4 1 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1995 12 3 21 5 2 13 0 7 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 1 
1996 5 2 8 2 2 4 1 7 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 
1997 0 4 4 3 1 3 1 8 0 8 0 1 1 0 0 2 
1998                       0 3   0 2 
1999                         2     2 
2000                         0     0 
2001                         1     0 
2002                         0     1 
2003                         2     0 
2004                         1     0 
2005                         0     0 
2006                         0     0 
2007                         0     0 
2008                         0     0 
2009                         0     0 
2010                         0     1 
2011                         0     0 
2012 2 3 19 1 4 11   2   0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
2013 6 4 20 2 2 19 0 9 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2014 0 2 21 0 1 10 2 12 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Totals 32 21 115 21 13 75 5 50 3 31 0 1 13 0 0 10 
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Table 10.2.  Model selection  results (< ΔAICc 4) from analysis of mark-recapture-recovery data from the Kane Basin polar bear 

subpopulation, 1992 – 2014. Coy = cubs of the year. Yrl = yearlings and 2-year olds. 3+ = bears aged 3 and older. For 𝑝, family = 

females / dependent bears and independent males (2 age / sex classes); and epoch = sampling period (1992 – 1997; 2012 – 2014). For 

𝑟, time = 1992 – 2005 and 2006 – 2013. 

Model Structures 
    

𝑆 𝑝 𝑟 𝐹 Parameters ΔAICc 
AICc 

Weights Deviance 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) Family yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 13 0 0.23 723.71 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) Family yrl, 3+(sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 14 1.22 0.13 722.76 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) family + epoch yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 14 1.23 0.13 722.77 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) Constant yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 12 1.88 0.09 727.74 

coy, yrl, 3+(sex) Family yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 13 2.19 0.08 725.90 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) family + epoch yrl, 3+(sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 15 2.57 0.06 721.94 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) family * epoch yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 15 2.62 0.06 721.99 

coy, yrl, 3+(sex) Family yrl, 3+(sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 14 2.83 0.06 724.38 

coy, yrl, 3+(sex) Constant yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 12 3.06 0.05 728.92 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) Epoch yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 13 3.37 0.04 727.08 

coy, yrl, 3+(sex) family + epoch yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 14 3.45 0.04 724.99 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) Constant yrl, 3+(sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 13 3.90 0.03 727.61 
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Table 10.3.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 AICc) parameter estimates for the Kane Basin polar bear 

subpopulation obtained from mark-recapture study, 1992 – 2014. 

Parameter Class Estimate (SE) 

Total Survival (S)   

 Cubs of the year 0.45 (0.15) 

 Yearlings / 2-year old females 0.73 (0.13) 

 Yearlings / 2-year old males 0.52 (0.17) 

 3+ females 0.95 (0.04) 

 3+ males 0.87 (0.06) 

Reporting (r)   

 Yearlings / 2-year olds 0.04 (0.04) 

 3+ females, 1992 – 2005 0.42 (0.26) 

 3+ females, 2006 - 2013  0.09 (0.08) 

 3+ males, 1992 – 2005 0.32 (0.12) 

 3+ males, 2006 – 2013 0.06 (0.05) 

Fidelity (F)   

 Cubs of the year, yearlings, 2-year 

olds, and 3+ females 

0.98 (0.04) 

 3+ males 0.96 (0.07) 
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Table 10.4.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 AICc) estimates of abundance (𝑁� ± SE; [95% Confidence 

Interval]) of the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation from mark-recapture study, 1992 – 2014. 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 2012 2013 2014 

120 ± 19 
(83-156) 

119 ± 21 
(77-160) 

318 ± 53 
(214-429) 

189 ± 36 
(119-259) 

164 ± 28 
(110-218) 

221 ± 41 
(141-301) 

328 ± 60 
(211-445) 

385 ± 78 
(233-537) 
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Figure 10.1.  The Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation is located between Nunavut, Canada and 

Greenland and is regarded as belonging to the Arctic Archipelago region.  
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Figure 10.2.  Locations of polar bears captured in the Kane Basin subpopulation during 

springtime, 1993 – 1995 and 1997.  Kane Basin is highlighted in blue in the inset. 
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Figure 10.3.  Sampling strata for genetic mark-recapture and aerial survey of the Kane Basin 

polar bear subpopulation, April – May, 2014.  
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Figure 10.4.  9-locus mismatch distribution for 4,657 polar bears from Nunavut and the 

Greenland side of the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin polar bear subpopulations. 
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Figure 10.5.  Locations of polar bears sighted in Kane Basin during research in April and May, 

2012 – 2014.  Kane Basin is highlighted in blue in the inset.  The North Water polynya varied 

among years, but in general, included the south-central portion of the subpopulation in all years.  

We did not sample sea ice in southeastern Kane Basin due to logistical constraints presented by 

the polynya and anticipated low densities. 
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CHAPTER 11 

AERIAL SURVEY OF POLAR BEARS IN KANE BASIN 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• The estimate of abundance based on the springtime 2014 aerial survey in KB was 206 
bears (95% lognormal CI: 83 - 510).  However, due to insufficient coverage of offshore 
polar bear habitat this estimate is likely negatively biased.  

• Based on a randomization procedure that assumed normal sampling distributions for 
abundance estimates, the mean difference between the estimate of total abundance 2013-
2014 from the MR study (357 bears, 95% CI = 221 – 493) and the aerial survey estimate 
was approximately 151 bears (standard deviation of the difference ≈ 127 bears), with 88% 
of the sampling distribution suggesting that the difference was positive (i.e., that the MR 
estimate was at least one bear larger than the aerial survey estimate). 

• Differences between MR and aerial survey point estimates in KB require caution when 
comparing results from different techniques conducted during springtime. Aerial surveys 
yield a snapshot estimate of abundance, whereas MR generates a super-population 
estimate reflecting all bears with a non-zero probability of detection during the study 
period. We suggest that the MR estimate is appropriate for use in management.  

• As shown also in other areas of the Arctic aerial surveys provide a useful tool for 
inventorying polar bear subpopulations and the method has been used on even larger 
subpopulations than KB in remote areas (e.g. the Barents Sea). 

• The springtime aerial survey was successfully implemented due to the small geographic 
area and a period of good weather, but precision could be improved by increasing survey 
effort to better estimate the detection function and by ensuring that the entire range of the 
subpopulation is covered. 

• Aerial surveys of polar bears that also range in areas with offshore loose drift ice and 
open water, like Kane Basin, should be conducted from fixed-winged aircraft with a 
longer endurance than the single-engine helicopter used in the present study.  This allows 
for offshore polar bear habitat to be monitored and will result in a more accurate estimate 
of abundance. 

 

11.1.  Introduction 

 Physical mark-recapture has formed the basis for demographic studies of polar bears 

throughout the North American Arctic (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, 2008, Peacock et al. 2013).  
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Capture-based research has generated information on abundance, vital rates, and harvest 

management, and facilitated a variety of other studies, including assessments of body condition 

(e.g., Rode et al. 2012), movements, habitat use and spatial ecology (e.g., Durner et al. 2009, 

Cherry et al. 2013), and diet (e.g., Thiemann et al. 2008).  Over the past decade, however, 

jurisdictions have invested substantial resources in the development and implementation of less 

invasive monitoring techniques, in part to better address social concerns regarding wildlife 

handling and immobilization.  Genetic mark-recapture, one such alternative method, has been 

used to estimate the number of polar bears using whale carcasses in Alaska (Herreman and 

Peacock 2013) and, more recently, to estimate the abundance and associated vital rates for the 

Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations (see Chapters 5 and 10, respectively).  Aerial surveys 

also have been widely implemented, including studies conducted over land in seasonally ice-free 

subpopulations (Stapleton et al. 2014, 2016, Obbard et al. 2015) and over land and sea ice in the 

Barents Sea (Aars et al. 2009).  Aerial surveys yield less detailed information on sex, age, body 

condition, and vital rates than both physical and genetic mark-recapture methods, but they can 

enable more frequent monitoring, an important consideration in the face of a rapidly changing 

Arctic. 

 Our objective was to evaluate the feasibility of estimating abundance with an aerial 

survey flown over springtime sea ice in the Kane Basin (KB) subpopulation.  We designed and 

implemented the aerial survey to be conducted alongside a concurrent mark-recapture study in 

the KB subpopulation during 2014.  This protocol ensured consistency in the sampling frames 

and study periods.  It also allowed us to derive independent estimates of abundance from the two 

techniques, enabling us to directly compare and assess the results of the 2 methods.  This 

important step is necessary to properly integrate population estimates derived from different 
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survey techniques.  Although research elsewhere in has facilitated broad comparisons between 

mark-recapture and aerial survey methods (Western Hudson Bay – Stapleton et al. 2014, Lunn et 

al. 2016; Southern Hudson Bay – Obbard 2008, Obbard et al. 2015), the work in Kane Basin 

represents the first study in which an aerial survey was designed and implemented with a 

sampling frame identical to a simultaneous mark-recapture study.  Aerial surveys yield snapshot 

estimates of abundance (i.e., the number of bears occupying the survey area during the study 

period; Buckland et al. 2001), whereas mark-recapture generates a super-population estimate 

reflecting all bears with a non-zero probability of detection during the study period (including 

individuals that are currently outside the survey area due to temporary emigration; Kendall et al. 

1997).  Because there is a lack of geographic closure among polar bear subpopulations such that 

they are only partially discrete (Taylor et al. 2001, Chapter 9), we hypothesized that our aerial 

survey-based estimate would be smaller than our mark-recapture-based estimate. 

 

11.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The KB subpopulation covers ~150,000 km2 and spans portions of Nunavut, Canada, 

including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (boundaries evaluated in Taylor et 

al. 2001; Figure 10.1).  However, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation encompasses a 

substantial amount of land and glaciers so that the essential sea-ice polar bear habitat only 

amounts to less than one half of the area enclosed by the borders of the management unit (cf. 

11.2).  The subpopulation ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound and adjacent fjords 

on eastern Ellesmere Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq areas).  It is bounded to the 

north by the Arctic Basin subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the Baffin 
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Bay (BB) and Lancaster Sound (LS) subpopulations, and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW; 

PBSG 2010).  The KB subpopulation is regarded as belonging to the Arctic archipelago 

ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); sea ice remains present in the northern range (i.e., Nares Strait-

Kane Basin) throughout the year, largely due to the movement of polar pack ice from Arctic 

Basin, and reaches a minimum in late summer.  However, sea-ice conditions have changed 

markedly in the Kane Basin region in recent decades (Born et al. 2011; Figure 9.2).  KB is 

partially connected to neighboring subpopulations; particularly notable interchange occurs with 

BB and LS.  The North Water polynya, a large area of open water in northern Baffin Bay and 

southern Smith Sound, is a significant regional geographic feature that exhibits substantial intra- 

and inter-annual variability in spatial extent and is thought to form a barrier between KB and BB 

– LS. 

 

Field Sampling 

 Using a helicopter (Bell 206 LongRanger), we implemented a line-transect aerial survey 

over springtime sea ice in the KB subpopulation during 28 April – 12 May 2014.  To efficiently 

allocate effort and ensure that the study area was sampled as comprehensively as possible, we 

stratified the subpopulation into high- and low-density areas based on observations of polar bears 

during 2012 and 2013 mark-recapture surveys (i.e., presumed densities; see Chapter 10).  Strata 

conformed to general landscape features and ice types: the high-density stratum included landfast 

ice along the coastline and within fjords as well as nearshore pack ice within ~30 km of the 

nearest land mass (~18,870 km2), whereas the low-density stratum included pack ice located 

farther offshore (~9,110 km2; Figure 11.1).  Since the survey was conducted after adult females 

had left dens, we assumed that no bears were located on land during the study period.  We used 
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GIS layers from Greenland and Nunavut to delineate the landward extent (i.e., coastline) of the 

study area.  We delineated the extent of available habitat by approximating the edge of the North 

Water polynya with Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS; 

http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/) images (1 km resolution).  The polynya’s boundaries can change 

rapidly, so we delineated the extent of the polynya adjacent to the section surveyed on a 

particular day using MODIS imagery from that day, or from the closest date possible when 

same-day imagery was unclear due to atmospheric conditions.  We also examined the delineated 

study area in relation to weekly regional sea-ice charts produced by the Canadian Ice Service 

(https://www.ec.gc.ca/glaces-ice/).  During sampling, we collected GPS waypoints at the edge of 

the polynya to verify delineation.  We did not sample in the polynya due to safety considerations.  

Polar bears occur in the polynya area (Heide-Jørgensen et al. 2013) but ice conditions in spring 

2014 suggested that it was not suitable springtime habitat for polar bears due to its thin, forming 

(i.e., new and grey) ice and expansive open water (cf. Sahanatien and Derocher 2012).  We also 

did not survey the sea ice in the fjords (~3,245 km2; Figure 11.1) of the populated Qaanaaq area 

in NW Greenland (i.e., in the eastern parts of the North Water polynya) because hunting pressure 

for marine mammals in these areas is generally high and consequently “resident” polar bears do 

not exist in the Qaanaaq area (Born et al. 2011, E. Born, pers. obs.). 

 Aerial transects were systematically spaced at 6-km and 18-km width intervals in the 

high- and low-density strata, respectively, based on anticipated encounter rates and available 

resources.  We arranged transects in an east – west direction in open areas, but oriented them 

perpendicular to fjords (i.e., across the widths of fjords) to improve variance estimation (i.e., 

more numerous short transects) and reduce bias (i.e., sighting distances did not reflect potential 

density gradients, with highest densities along the sides of fjords; Figure 11.2). 

http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/
https://www.ec.gc.ca/glaces-ice/
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 During line-transect sampling, we surveyed at an altitude of ~120 m and groundspeed of 

~150 km / hr.  We sampled from most planned transects and included some ferry flights (during 

which we sampled) that were random with respect to the distribution of bears and presumed 

density gradients (i.e., highest densities near the polynya edge and along the sides of fjords) in 

analyses.  Although many groups were observed during flights between consecutive transects, 

these typically occurred near the sides of fjords.  As such, observations may have reflected a 

density gradient as well as the probability of detection and were thus inappropriate to include in 

distance sampling analyses (Stapleton et al. 2014). 

 We collected aerial survey data with mark-recapture distance sampling protocols (Laake 

and Borchers 2004, see also Stapleton et al. 2014, 2016).  Two front (including the pilot) and two 

rear observers comprised the first and second capture periods, respectively, and teams of 

observers worked independently until both groups were afforded a full opportunity to observe a 

bear.  After announcing a sighting, we flew off-transect to record the bear’s initial location with a 

GPS, and we later estimated distance from transects in a GIS (Marques et al. 2006).  During off-

transect flights, we flew to within ~5 – 10 m of bears to obtain a tissue sample via biopsy darting 

for genetic analysis (see Chapter 10) and to estimate sex and age class of the bear.  For each 

sighting, we recorded 3 covariates that potentially impacted detection probability: 1) habitat 

structure within a 30-m radius (smooth / low structure or moderate to high structure; i.e., smooth 

versus rough ice); 2) visibility (good or poor, due to fog, glare or precipitation); and 3) light 

conditions (i.e., cloud cover; clear: 0 – 25%; partly cloudy: 25 – 50%; mostly cloudy: 50 – 75%; 

or overcast: 75 – 100%). 

 

Statistical Analyses 
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 We analyzed line-transect data using distance sampling, which fits a function to 

observational data to describe how detection changes with increasing distance from the sampling 

transect (Buckland et al. 2001).  We initially intended to use double observer (i.e., mark-

recapture) distance sampling for analyses, but small sample sizes precluded this approach.  We 

defined clusters as discrete groups of bears with non-independent detection probabilities (i.e., an 

adult female with 1 or more offspring or a breeding pair).  We first examined a left-truncated 

data set (i.e., 75 m was subtracted from all observations; observations within 75 m were censored 

to account for blind spots directly beneath the helicopter; e.g., Borchers et al. 2006, Stapleton et 

al. 2014) to evaluate distance sampling’s fundamental assumption of complete detection on the 

transect line (Buckland et al. 2001).  Because these results indicated that the probability of 

detection by at least one observer was >96% at the adjusted transect line, we considered this 

assumption to be approximately met and proceeded with analyses including all observations (i.e., 

data were not left-truncated). 

 We completed analyses in the mark-recapture distance sampling (MRDS) engine of 

Program DISTANCE 6.2 (Thomas et al. 2010) and modeled the survey data as a single-observer 

study.  We examined half-normal and hazard rate key functions and used multiple covariate 

distance sampling (Marques and Buckland 2003) to include a maximum of 1 covariate per model 

due to sample size constraints.  We condensed light conditions into a binary covariate (0 – 25% 

cloud cover; >25% cloud cover) due to underrepresentation of some values.  We considered each 

transect the sampling unit for variance estimation and used the Innes et al. (2002) method to 

estimate variance associated with global density and overall abundance. 

 

11.3.  Results 
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 We surveyed 4,160 km of transects, including 3,850 km along 234 transects in the high-

density stratum and 610 km along 14 transects in the low-density stratum.  We observed 29 

groups of polar bears (Figure 11.2), including 49 total bears (30 independent bears); cub-of-the-

year and yearling litter sizes in this sample averaged 1.55 (SD: 0.5, n = 11) and 1.0 (SD: 0.0, n = 

2), respectively.  We right-truncated sightings data at 1,400 m to improve model fit and 

parsimony (Buckland et al. 2001), censoring one observation of an independent bear at >3,500 

m, leaving 28 groups for estimating the detection function and abundance; 27 of these sightings 

occurred in the high-density stratum. 

 Sighting distance was not correlated with polar bear group size (r = -0.10, P = 0.61), so 

we used mean group size for abundance estimation.  Histograms summarizing sightings 

distances indicated strong-support for a distance-based detection function (Figure 11.3), and all 

highly supported distance sampling models indicated adequate goodness-of-fit (chi-squared, 

Cramér-von Mises and Komolgorov-Smirnov tests: P >0.05).  The most highly supported model 

(half-normal key function) suggested that light conditions (cloud cover) affected detection 

probability (Figure 11.4).  However, the small number of observations (see Buckland et al. 2001: 

at least 60 – 80 sightings are recommended for estimating the detection function) resulted in 

uncertainty in density and abundance estimation, and a model with a hazard rate key function 

had nearly equivalent support and estimated much higher densities (Figure 11.3, Table 11.1).  

Thus, we elected to model-average (Burnham and Anderson 2002) the 2 most highly supported 

models and obtained a subpopulation-wide estimate of 206 bears (SE: 101; 95% lognormal CI: 

83 – 510; CV: 49%) in 2014. 

 

11.4.  Discussion 
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 The estimate of abundance based on the springtime 2014 aerial survey in KB was 206 

bears (95% lognormal CI: 83 - 510).  However, due to insufficient coverage of offshore polar 

bear habitat (vast areas of offshore habitat in the North Water Polynya was not surveyed) this 

estimate is likely negatively biased. The estimate of abundance obtained from the aerial survey 

was negatively biased by about 30% or more (see below).   

 Based on a randomization procedure that assumed normal sampling distributions for 

abundance estimates, the mean difference between the estimate of total abundance 2013-2014 

from the MR study (357 bears, 95% CI = 221 – 493) and the aerial survey estimate was 

approximately 151 bears (standard deviation of the difference ≈ 127 bears), with 88% of the 

sampling distribution suggesting that the difference was positive (i.e., that the MR estimate was 

at least one bear larger than the aerial survey estimate).  

  Differences between MR and aerial survey point estimates in KB require caution 

when comparing results from different techniques conducted during springtime. Aerial surveys 

yield a snapshot estimate of abundance (i.e., the number of bears occupying the survey area 

during the study period), whereas MR generates a super-population estimate reflecting all bears 

with a non-zero probability of detection during the study period (including individuals that are 

currently outside the survey area due to temporary emigration) (Kendall et al. 1997). We suggest 

that the MR estimate is appropriate for use in management. 

 This finding reinforces that boundaries between subpopulations are not discrete, a result 

consistent with satellite telemetry (Taylor et al. 2001, Chapter 9) and capture and harvest records 

(e.g., Peacock et al. 2012, Chapter 10).  Interchange among subpopulations is particularly 

prevalent during the springtime (Chapter 9), meaning that a large number of bears were likely 

exposed to sampling during the 3-year mark-recapture study period in the KB subpopulation.  
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These seasonal movement patterns contribute to the finding that the mark-recapture point 

estimate was ~85% greater than the aerial survey point estimate.  We note that data used for the 

mark-recapture analysis were sparse and precluded implementing the Barker model (1997, 1999) 

to explicitly model temporary emigration.  However, such an approach would enable a more 

direct comparison between methods by defining the mark-recapture estimate as pertaining to 

only those bears that were present in the study area and available for capture, rather than the 

entire super-population. 

 Although the aerial survey was not ideally designed (it relied up the use of a single-

engine helicopter with limited range so that offshore habitat could not be surveyed), the KB 

subpopulation study provides the first opportunity to directly compare simultaneous mark-

recapture and aerial survey studies.  In Western Hudson Bay, estimates of abundance derived 

from mark-recapture and an aerial survey were similar (although the aerial survey snapshot 

estimate was somewhat greater than the mark-recapture super-population estimate), but 

differences in sampling frames limited inference (Stapleton et al. 2014, Lunn et al. 2016).  

Similarly, abundance estimates from an aerial survey and mark-recapture in Southern Hudson 

Bay were consistent, but several years elapsed between the inventories, and the mark-recapture 

estimate was adjusted upwards to reflect potential heterogeneity in capture probabilities and to 

account for un-sampled areas (Obbard 2008, Obbard et al. 2007, 2015).  As jurisdictions 

incorporate alternative (non-capture based) methods for estimating abundance and monitoring 

populations, understanding the ability to compare results from different techniques will be 

critical to correctly interpreting status and trend (Stapleton et al. 2014).  The differences in 

survey methods resulting in estimates of different “populations” (i.e., the MR estimate of the 

“super”-population versus the aerial survey´s real-time snapshot of abundance) suggest caution 
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when comparing results and assessing trends from different techniques implemented during the 

springtime, when polar bear movements among subpopulations are greatest. 

 We acknowledge that our estimate of abundance derived from the aerial survey is likely 

biased low.  First, we did not sample the southeastern portion of the KB subpopulation and the 

large area of the North Water polynya because of logistical and safety considerations in a 

helicopter and the presumed relatively low densities of bears in these regions (Heide-Jørgensen 

et al. 2013).  Satellite telemetry data indicated no collared bears (n = 20 adult females) were 

present in the un-surveyed areas during the aerial survey sampling period (see also Chapter 9).  

However, the un-sampled regions covered extensive areas (sea ice near Qaanaaq: 3,245 km2, and 

the North Water polynya: 27,214 km2), such that even very low densities may significantly 

contribute to an overall estimate of abundance.  This unsurveyed area in the North Water 

Polynya amounts to ca. 34% - 40% of the extension of the polynya (70,000-80,000 km2; Born et 

al. 2004 and references therein).  Extrapolating our model-averaged estimate of density from the 

low-density stratum (3.39 bears / 1,000 km2) to the sea ice near Qaanaaq in southeastern KB 

yielded ~11 bears.  For the North Water polynya, extrapolating a very low estimate of density 

(1.13 bears / 1,000 km2, or roughly a third of the estimated density used for the sea ice near 

Qaanaaq) added 31 bears. 

 During May 2009 and 2010, Heide-Jørgensen et al. (2013) conducted an aerial survey 

over the North Water Polynya (NOW) between 76° N and 79° N (i.e., north to the southernmost 

part of the Nares Strait-Kane Basin region).  Hence, they in effect covered a major part of the 

NOW with loose drift ice and open water which were not covered by us for safety reasons and 

because it was judged by us to be suboptimal or unsuitable polar bear habitat.  Despite that their 

survey was a multi-species survey mainly targeting beluga (Delpinapterus leucas), narwhal 
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(Monodon monoceros), walrus (Odobenus rosmarus), and seals, they detected polar bears both in 

water and on ice.  Heide-Jørgensen et al. (2013) derived an estimate of 60 polar bears (CV 0.96, 

range: 12-293 bears).  Although their point estimate had a large uncertainty due to low sample 

size, it indicates that a substantial number of polar bears may occur “offshore” on loose drift ice 

in NOW (i.e., in habitat not covered during our 2014 survey).  Given the inherent uncertainty in 

estimates of density for the unsampled regions, we hypothesize that negative bias arising from 

incomplete sampling of the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation may have been roughly 10 – 

30%. 

 Second, a fundamental assumption of distance sampling is perfect detection of target 

objects on the transect line (i.e., at distance 0; Buckland et al. 2001).  Preliminary analyses with a 

left-truncated data set suggested that the probability of bears near the aircraft being sighted by at 

least one observer was >96%, so we considered this assumption to be approximately valid.  Our 

data were too sparse to permit mark-recapture distance sampling analyses (Laake and Borchers 

2004) to correct for less than perfect detection at distance 0, but our initial double-observer 

analyses suggest that any resultant negative bias was modest (<5%). 

 Population-wide aerial surveys of polar bears have been completed in the autumn over 

land in Foxe Basin, Western Hudson Bay, and Southern Hudson Bay (Stapleton et al. 2014, 

2016, Obbard et al. 2015) and over both land and sea ice in the Barents Sea (Aars et al. 2009).  

Similarly, recent pilot aerial survey studies over springtime sea ice have been completed in the 

Baffin Bay and Southern Beaufort Sea subpopulations (Stapleton 2013).  However, the aerial 

survey in the KB subpopulation represents the first attempt to complete a subpopulation-wide 

survey on springtime sea ice.  Although most aerial surveys of polar bears have been conducted 

during the fall ice-free period, this study illustrates that, in small areas and under favorable 
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weather conditions, aerial surveys can provide a useful inventory technique on springtime sea ice 

as well.  Aerial surveys may be a particularly valuable tool for monitoring small, remote 

subpopulations that are not subject to significant harvest pressure and where acquiring detailed 

demographic information through mark-recapture may be too costly to justify. 

 We note, however, that larger geographic areas and periods of inclement weather may 

require more time to complete a comprehensive aerial survey, thereby necessitating more 

complex study designs to accommodate potential changes in bear densities and the study area 

itself, especially if sea-ice dynamics are changing during the survey window.  Aerial surveys of 

larger areas like Baffin Bay will require the use of more than one fixed-winged aircraft with long 

endurance to ensure that the entire area (including remote offshore habitat) is covered within a 

relatively narrow time frame (e.g., SWG 2011, Nielson et al. 2013).  Nevertheless, based on the 

pilot aerial survey along SE Baffin Island in spring 2010, a group of survey experts concluded 

that it would be feasible to assess polar bear populations with a larger range (i.e., Baffin Bay) 

using aerial surveys (Chapter 1). 

 We recognize that large offshore areas with loose drift ice in the Kane Basin 

subpopulation´s range could not be surveyed by us for safety reasons and because our helicopter 

had a relatively low range and endurance.  Hence, future aerial surveys should consider using 

fixed-winged aircraft perhaps in combination with a helicopter (SWG 2011). 

 Our aerial survey estimate of abundance was based on a very small number of encounters 

(n = 28), resulting in some uncertainty in estimation of the detection function.  Increasing the 

number of observations via greater sampling effort will likely improve precision; a minimum of 

60 – 80 observations are recommended with distance sampling (Buckland et al. 2001), but even a 

marginal increase in sightings would improve estimation of the detection function.  In addition, if 
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other sites adopt on-ice surveys using similar study designs and survey platforms, joint analysis 

in which observations are pooled might yield more reliable estimates of the detection function, 

thereby improving precision of abundance estimates. 
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Table 11.1.  Results from distance sampling analyses of an aerial survey of the Kane Basin polar 

bear subpopulation, April – May, 2014.  The most highly supported models (ΔAICc < 2) are 

shown.  In the column Model, the key function is followed by the covariate (Light = light 

conditions). 𝑝 = detection probability.  High- and low- density refer to stratum-specific 

estimates. 

   
Density (Bears / 1,000 km2) 

 

Model ΔAICc 𝒑 High-
density Low-density Global Abundance 

(SE) 

Half-Normal / 
Light 0.00 0.60 

(0.09) 7.5 (2.0) 3.1 (3.1) 6.1 (1.7) 170 (49) 

Hazard / None 0.13 0.43 
(0.20) 11.1 (6.0) 3.7 (4.0) 8.7 (4.5) 243 (125) 

Half-Normal / 
None 0.37 0.62 

(0.09) 7.6 (1.9) 2.5 (2.5) 5.9 (1.6) 166 (44) 
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Figure 11.1.  Sampling strata for genetic mark-recapture and aerial survey of the Kane Basin 

polar bear subpopulation, April – May, 2014.  



Chapter 11 SWG Final Report 

537 | P a g e  

 

Figure 11.2.  Transects surveyed and polar bear groups sighted during transect surveys of the 

Kane Basin subpopulation during April – May, 2014.  Transects and sightings are overlaid on 

MODIS image (1 km resolution; available: http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/) collected on 5 May 

2014.  Sea ice in southeastern Kane Basin (i.e., to left of figure legend) was not sampled due to 

safety and logistical constraints presented by the North Water polynya and because we 

anticipated very low densities.  

http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/
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Figure 11.3.  Histograms summarizing sighting distances and estimated detection functions from 

an aerial survey of the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, April – May, 2014.  Top: Half-

normal key function including a binary light conditions covariate.  Bottom: Hazard rate key 

function with no adjustment terms or covariates.  
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Figure 11.4.  Distance sampling detection function (half-normal key function with binary light 

conditions covariate) estimated from data collected during an aerial survey of the Kane Basin 

polar bear subpopulation, April – May, 2014. 
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CHAPTER 12 

REPRODUCTIVE METRICS FOR MARK-RECAPTURE SAMPLED 

POLAR BEARS IN KANE BASIN 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Data for the study were collected during two periods of MR sampling in KB.  Sampling 
occurred on the sea ice in April and May.  During the 1990s, bears were sampled by 
physical capture and examination using methods previously described. During the 2000s, 
sampling occurred via physical capture or biopsy darting and subsequent genetic analysis 
to determine genetic sex and identify individuals. 

• Reproductive metrics for KB, including mean litters sizes for cubs-of-the-year (COY) and 
yearlings, and an index of recruitment (calculated as the number of yearlings per adult 
female in the MR sample), were comparable between the 1990s and 2010s sampling 
periods.  Mean litter sizes in KB (for COY: 1.67 in the 1990s and 1.60 in the 2010s) were 
similar to those observed in other polar bear subpopulations in the archipelago ecoregion 
(range 1.65 - 1.71). We found no evidence of lower reproductive performance in KB, but 
sparse data limited our conclusions. 

• During the years with the largest sample sizes (1995, 2013, and 2014), the total sample 
exceeded 50 bears.  In these years, there was notable variation in the proportions of COY 
(15% - 30%).  In contrast, proportions of yearlings and the recruitment index were 
relatively invariant among years. 

 

12.1.  Introduction 

 For populations of large, long-lived mammals, changes in reproductive performance can 

be one of the early indicators of density-dependent regulation and / or changes in environmental 

carrying capacity (Fowler 1981, 1987).  In populations approaching carrying capacity, declines 

in reproductive performance are likely to occur before declines in adult survival.  From both 

wildlife management and species conservation perspectives, monitoring indices or metrics of 

reproduction therefore may provide a useful tool for the early detection of potential population 

trends that may warrant more in-depth study.  This is especially true for populations in which 
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cost or logistical constraints limits the capacity to undertake on-going, intensive demographic 

studies.  In these cases, monitoring reproductive metrics may provide a form of surveillance that 

can be used to trigger periods of more intensive study. 

 Reproductive metrics have been identified as an important component for monitoring 

polar bears across their circumpolar range (Vongraven et al. 2012).  These metrics may be used 

to track long-term trends in the status of subpopulations, parameterize population viability 

models and support harvest risk assessments (Regehr et al. 2015).  Of particular concern, 

changes in reproduction are predicted to be amongst the first subpopulation-level effects of 

climate change evident in this species (Derocher et al. 2004, Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Molnár 

et al. 2011, Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Indeed, declines in reproduction have been documented 

in several polar bear subpopulations in association with long-term changes in sea-ice conditions 

that appear to be climate induced (Regehr et al. 2007, Rode et al. 2010, Rode et al. 2014). 

 Changes in reproductive metrics can signal significant changes in subpopulation status of 

polar bears.  However, observations of poor reproductive performance alone do not necessarily 

imply a decline in subpopulation status.  Studies of several polar bear subpopulations have 

documented declines in reproduction in association with increases in abundance that may be the 

result of density dependence (Derocher 2005, Peacock et al. 2013).  In other cases, variation in 

reproductive performance within or amongst subpopulations has been attributed to geographic or 

annual variation in biological productivity and prey availability (i.e., fluctuating carrying 

capacity; Stirling and Øritsland 1995, Stirling and Lunn 1997, Stirling 2002, Rode et al. 2014).  

Information on reproduction therefore must be considered alongside other measures of 

subpopulation performance in-order to properly assess status. 
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 The Kane Basin (KB) polar bear subpopulation is part of the archipelago ecoregion as 

defined by Amstrup et al. (2008), where sea ice does not melt entirely in the summer and some 

bears remain on the ice year-round.  However, the sea ice situation in Kane Basin has changed 

markedly in recent decades (Chapter 9).  Although currently designated as declining based on 

population viability modelling (PBSG 2010), a comparison of results from two mark recapture 

studies suggests the abundance of this small, low density subpopulation has not changed 

significantly over the two decades (Taylor et al. 2008a, Chapter 10).  KB has experienced long 

term changes in sea-ice composition, and a trend towards earlier spring break-up and later fall 

freeze-up (Laidre et al. 2015, Chapters 4 and 9).  However, model projections predict that KB 

will be one of the last polar bear subpopulations to experience the negative consequences of 

climate change including reproductive failure (Amstrup et al. 2008, Hamilton et al. 2014).  Here, 

we summarize reproductive metrics for KB using data collected during two periods of mark-

recapture sampling from 1992 to 1997 (Taylor et al. 2008a) and 2012 to 2014 (Chapter 10).  Our 

results provide additional context for interpreting the results of mark-recapture analyses and 

assessment of this subpopulation’s present status. 

 

12.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The KB polar bear subpopulation covers roughly 150,000 km2 and spans portions of 

Nunavut, Canada, including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (Taylor et al. 

2008a).  However, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation encompasses a substantial amount of 

land and glaciers so that the essential sea-ice polar bear habitat only amounts to less than one 

half of the area enclosed by the borders of the management unit; cf. Figure 11.2).  The 



Chapter 12 SWG Final Report 

543 | P a g e  

subpopulation ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound and adjacent fjords on eastern 

Ellesmere Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq areas).  It is bounded to the north by the 

Arctic Basin subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the BB and LS 

subpopulations, and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW).  Kane Basin forms part of the Arctic 

archipelago ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); sea ice remains present in the northern range (i.e., 

Nares Strait-Kane Basin) throughout the year, largely due to the movement of polar pack ice 

from Arctic Basin, and reaches a minimum in late summer.  However, the amount of sea ice 

during summer in Nares Strait-Kane Basin has dropped markedly in recent decades (e.g., Figure 

9.2). 

 

Field Sampling 

 Data for the study were collected during two periods of mark-recapture sampling in KB.  

Sampling occurred on the sea ice in April and May.  During the 1990s, bears were sampled by 

physical capture and examination using methods previously described (Taylor et al. 2008a).  

Data on the sex, age-class and reproductive status of each individual were recorded.  Age of 

individuals was determined based on previous capture history, known (in the case of cubs and 

yearlings) or estimated from counts of annular rings in an extracted vestigial premolar tooth 

(Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  Individuals were identified by means of uniquely numbered ear 

tags and lip tattoos.  Group size, family status, location and date were also recorded. 

 During the 2000s, sampling occurred via physical capture or biopsy darting and 

subsequent genetic analysis to determine genetic sex and identify individuals.  Sampling 

occurred during 25 April-6 May in 2012 and during 27 April and 10 May in 2013.  With biopsy 

darting, we remotely estimated sex and age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 
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4], and adult) from the air at a range of 3-7 m above ground.  Sex was later confirmed via genetic 

analysis.  In estimating age-class and sex, the observer used multiple cues, including the size of 

an individual relative to its surrounding environment or accompanying bears, membership in a 

family group (mothers and cubs or yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males; e.g., 

fore-leg guard hairs), body shape and proportions, the presence of scars (which are most often 

seen on adult males) and observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under tail in 

females).  Fields notes also assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic sex 

was known.  Age-class was later verified in some bears from previous or future captures in 

which an individual was captured and physically examined or where an individual was matched 

via DNA to membership in a known family at some past or future point.  We assessed the 

accuracy of this system for estimating the age-class and sex of polar bears using a sample of 

known age-class individuals (Appendix B). 

 

Reproductive Metrics 

 We calculated annual reproductive metrics that have been previously recommended 

(Vongraven et al. 2012) or used in studies of polar bears (e.g., Derocher and Stirling 1995, Rode 

et al. 2010, Peacock et al. 2013, Stapleton et al. 2014, Regehr et al. 2015).  For cubs-of-the-year 

(COY) and yearlings, mean litter sizes were calculated from observed litter sizes.  Because we 

did not have estimated ages for adult females sampled in 2012-2014 and because samples sizes 

were small in most years, we calculated a pooled mean for each year rather than age-specific 

values.  Numbers of COY and yearling were expressed as a proportion of the total bears sampled 

each year.  An index of recruitment was calculated as the total number yearlings divided by the 

total number of adult females in the sample (Derocher and Stirling 1995, Regehr et al. 2015).  
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Some individuals were sampled more than once in a given year.  These recaptures were excluded 

from analyses.  Captures of the same individual over multiple years were included. 

 We examined annual variation in reproductive metrics and compared metrics between the 

two epochs (1992-1997 and 2012-2014).  Statistical analyses were performed using the SPSS 

package (Version 24.0, IBM Corp. 2016). 

 

12.3.  Results 

 During 1992-1997 and 2012-2014, we sampled 53 family groups consisting of an adult 

female and 1-2 dependent COY (87 COY in total).  We also sampled 24 family groups 

consisting of an adult female and 1-3 dependent yearlings (32 yearlings in total).  The mean 

number of family groups sampled annually was 5.9 (range: 2-15) and 2.7 (range: 0-5) for COY 

and yearling families respectively.  Annual reproductive metrics are presented in Table 12.1. 

 Annual variation in observed litters sizes was not significant amongst COY (Kruskal-

Wallis, H = 4.86, P = 0.772) or yearlings (Kruskal-Wallis, H = 9.49, P = 0.219).  COY 

comprised between 9 and 38% of the bears sampled annually.  Yearlings comprised between 0 

and 16% of annual observations.  Recruitment ranged from zero to 0.43.  Sample sizes were too 

small to permit further analyses of annual reproductive metrics.  Pooling data within epochs 

there were no differences in mean litter sizes between the 1990s and 2000s (Mann-Whitney U 

test, U = 369, P = 0.700 for COY; U = 79.5, P = 0.671 for yearlings).  Proportions of COY and 

yearlings were also similar between epochs (Table 12.2). 

 During sampling in 2012-2014, 9 (12%) of 78 adult females encountered were of known 

age (marked during the 1990s) and ranged in age from 18 to 35 years.  Five were between 18 and 

20 years old, three of which were observed with litters.  None of the 4 (5%) bears > 20 years old 
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were observed with offspring.  In comparison, during sampling in the 1990s, 77 adult females 

were sampled.  Of these, 10 (13%) were 18 years old or greater (based on tooth aging) ranging in 

age from 18 to 21 years, and seven were accompanied by offspring.  Two (2.6%) were greater 

than 20 years of age. 

 

12.4.  Discussion 

 Sample sizes were too small in most years to permit investigation of annual variation in 

reproductive metrics in KB.  Observed variation likely was primarily the product of sample size 

rather than biological effect.  During the years with the largest sample sizes (1995, 2013, and 

2014), the total sample exceeded 50 bears, representing a sizeable portion of this small 

subpopulation.  In these years, there was notable variation in the proportions of COY (15% - 

30%; Table 12.1).  In contrast, proportions of yearlings and the recruitment index were relatively 

invariant among years.  We are unaware of any source of sampling bias that would account for 

this apparent variation in COY production and suggest that it may reflect pulsing or synchrony in 

reproduction.  Anecdotally, dates of spring and fall sea-ice transition in the years prior to these 3 

years were unremarkable in terms of variation; offering no explanation in terms of environmental 

conditions. 

 Our surveys were conducted in late April-early May.  Den emergence date even at high 

latitutes (i.e., > 76° N) late March (Ferguson et al. 2000; Chapter 9, Figure 9.14).  Hence, we are 

confident that our observations of adult females with COYs were representative. 

 During recent sampling, 2012-2014, we recaptured a small number of older, known age 

adult females that were originally marked in the 1990s.  Amongst this sample, none of the 

individuals >20 years of age were accompanied by offspring.  Although the sample size is small, 
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this is consistent with the reproductive senescence reported in some other subpopulations 

Ramsay and Stirling 1988, Derocher and Stirling 1994). 

 Reproductive metrics for KB in both time periods were comparable, and mean litter sizes 

in KB were within the range of observed variation for other polar bear subpopulations in the 

archipelago ecoregion (Table 12.2).  In summary, we found no evidence of lower reproductive 

performance in KB, but sparse data limited our conclusions. 

 

12.5.  Literature Cited 

Amstrup, S. C., B. G. Marcot, and D. C. Douglas. 2008. A Bayesian network modeling approach 

to forecasting the 21st century worldwide status of polar bears. Pages 213–268 in E. T. 

DeWeaver, C. M. Bitz and L. B. Tremblay, editors. Arctic sea ice decline: Observations, 

projections, mechanisms and implications. Geophysical Monograph Series 180. 

American Geophysical Union, Washington, DC, USA. 

Calvert, W., and M. A. Ramsay. 1998. Evaluation of age determination of polar bears by counts 

of cementum growth layer groups. Ursus 10:449–453. 

Derocher, A. E. 2005. Population ecology of polar bears at Svalbard, Norway. Population 

Ecology 47:267–275. 

Derocher, A. E., N. J. Lunn, and I. Stirling. 2004. Polar bears in a warming climate. Integrative 

and Comparative Biology 44:163–176. 

Derocher, A. E., and I. Stirling. 1994. Age-specific reproductive performance of female polar 

bears (Ursus maritimus). Journal of Zoology 234:527–536. 

Derocher, A. E., and I. Stirling. 1995. Temporal variation in reproduction and body mass of polar 

bears in western Hudson Bay. Canadian Journal of Zoology 73:1657–1665. 

Ferguson, S. H., M. K. Taylor, A. Rosing-Asvid, E. W. Born, and F. Messier. 2000. 

Relationships between denning of polar bears and conditions of sea ice. Journal of 

Mammalogy 81:1118–1127. 

Fowler, C. W. 1981. Density dependence as related to life history strategy. Ecology 62:602–610. 



Chapter 12 SWG Final Report 

548 | P a g e  

Fowler, C. W. 1987. A review of density dependence in populations of large mammals. Current 

Mammalogy 1:401–441. 

Hamilton, S. G., L. Castro de la Guardia, A. E. Derocher, V. Sahanatien, B. Tremblay, and D. 

Huard. 2014. Projected polar bear sea ice habitat in the Canadian Arctic Archipelago. 

PLoS ONE 9(11): e113746. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0113746. 

Laidre, K. L., H. Stern, K. M. Kovacs, L. Lowry, S. E. Moore, E. V. Regehr, S. H. Ferguson, Ø. 

Wiig, P. Boveng, R. P. Angliss, E. W. Born, D. Litovka, L. Quakenbush, C. Lydersen, D. 

Vongraven, and F. Ugarte. 2015. Arctic marine mammal population status, sea ice habitat 

loss, and conservation recommendations for the 21st century. Conservation Biology 

29:724–737. 

Molnár, P. K., A. E. Derocher, T. Klanjscek, and M. A. Lewis. 2011. Predicting climate change 

impacts on polar bear litter size. Nature Communications 2:1–8. 

PBSG [IUCN/SSC Polar Bear Specialist Group]. 2010. 2009 status report on the world’s polar 

bear subpopulations. Pages 31–80 in M. E. Obbard, G. W. Thiemann, E. Peacock, and T. 

D. DeBruyn, editors. Polar Bears: Proceedings of the 15th Working Meeting of the 

IUCN/SCC Polar Bear Specialist Group. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, UK. 

Peacock, E., M. K. Taylor, J. Laake, and I. Stirling. 2013. Population ecology of polar bears in 

Davis Strait, Canada and Greenland. Journal of Wildlife Management 77:463–476. 

Ramsay, M. A., and I. Stirling. 1988. Reproductive biology and ecology of female polar bears 

(Ursus maritimus). Journal of Zoology 214:601–634. 

Regehr, E. V., N. J. Lunn, S. C. Amstrup, and I. Stirling. 2007. Effects of earlier sea ice breakup 

on survival and population size of polar bears in western Hudson Bay. Journal of Wildlife 

Management 71:2673–2683. 

Regehr, E. V., R. R. Wilson, K. D. Rode, and M. C. Runge. 2015. Resilience and risk – a 

demographic model to inform conservation planning for polar bears. U.S. Geological 

Survey Open-File Report 2015-1029. U.S. Geological Survey, Reston, Virginia, USA. 

Rode, K. D., S. C. Amstrup, and E. V. Regehr. 2010. Reduced body size and cub recruitment in 

polar bears associated with sea ice decline. Ecological Applications 20:768–782. 

Rode, K. D., E. V. Regehr, D. Douglas, G. Durner, A. E. Derocher, G. W. Thiemann, and S. M. 

Budge. 2014. Variation in the response of an Arctic top predator experiencing habitat 



Chapter 12 SWG Final Report 

549 | P a g e  

loss: feeding and reproductive ecology of two polar bear populations. Global Change 

Biology 20:76–88. 

Stirling, I. 2002. Polar bears and seals in the eastern Beaufort Sea and Amundsen Gulf: A 

synthesis of population trends and ecological relationships over three decades. Arctic 

55:59–76. 

Stirling, I., W. Calvert, and D. Andriashek. 1980. Population ecology studies of the polar bear in 

the area of southeastern Baffin Island. Canadian Wildlife Service Occasional Paper No. 

44. 

Stirling, I., and A. E. Derocher. 2012. Effects of climate warming on polar bears: a review of the 

evidence. Global Change Biology 18:2694–2706. 

Stirling, I., and N. J. Lunn. 1997. Environmental fluctuations in arctic marine ecosystems as 

reflected by variability in reproduction of polar bears and ringed seals. Pages 167–181 in 

S. J. Woodin, and M. Marquiss, editors. Ecology of arctic environments. Special 

Publication No. 13 of the British Ecological Society, Blackwell Science Ltd., Oxford, 

UK. 

Stirling, I., N. J. Lunn, and J. Iacozza. 1999. Long-term trends in the population ecology of polar 

bears in Western Hudson Bay in relation to climatic change. Arctic 52:294–306. 

Stirling, I., and N. A. Øritsland. 1995. Relationships between estimates of ringed seal and polar 

bear populations in the Canadian Arctic. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic 

Sciences 52:2594–2612. 

Stirling, I., and C. L. Parkinson. 2006. Possible effects of climate warming on selected 

populations of polar bears (Ursus maritimus) in the Canadian Arctic. Arctic 59:261–275. 

Taylor, M. K., J. Laake, P. D. McLoughlin, H. D. Cluff, E. W. Born, A. Rosing-Asvid, and F. 

Messier. 2008a. Population parameters and harvest risks for polar bears (Ursus 

maritimus) of Kane Basin, Canada and Greenland. Polar Biology 31:491–499. 

Taylor, M. K., J. Laake, P. D. McLoughlin, H. D. Cluff, and F. Messier. 2006. Demographic 

parameters and harvest-explicit population viability analysis for polar bears in 

M’Clintock Channel, Nunavut, Canada. Journal of Wildlife Management 70:1667-1673. 

Taylor, M. K., J. Laake, P. D. McLoughlin, H. D. Cluff, and F. Messier. 2008b. Mark-recapture 

and stochastic population models for polar bears of the high arctic. Arctic 61:143–152. 



Chapter 12 SWG Final Report 

550 | P a g e  

Taylor, M. K., J. Laake, P. D. McLoughlin, H. D. Cluff, and F. Messier. 2009. Demography and 

population viability of polar bears in the Gulf of Boothia, Nunavut. Marine Mammal 

Science 25:778-796. 

Vongraven, D., J. Aars, S. Amstrup, S. N. Atkinson, S. Belikov, E. W. Born, T. D. DeBruyn, A. 

E. Derocher, G. Durner, M. Gill, N. Lunn, M. E. Obbard, J. Omelak, N. Ovsyanikov, E. 

Peacock, E. Richardson, V. Sahanatien, I. Stirling, and Ø. Wiig. 2012. A circumpolar 

monitoring framework for polar bears. Ursus 5:1–66. 



Chapter 12 SWG Final Report 

551 | P a g e  

Table 12.1.  Reproductive metrics derived from annual mark-recapture sampling data from Kane 

Basin.  Captures and between season recaptures are included. 

Year 

Mean Litter Size  

(n, SD) 
Proportion of Total 

Observations (n) 
Recruitment 

Index 1 
(Yearlings/adult 

female) 
COY Yearling COY Yearlings 

1992 2.00 (3, 0.00) 0.00 (0, 0.00) 0.38 (16) 0.00 (16) 0.00 

1993 2.00 (2, 0.00) 1.00 (3, 0.00) 0.17 (23) 0.13 (23) 0.43 

1994 1.60 (5, 0.55) 2.00 (2, 0.00) 0.26 (31) 0.13 (31) 0.40 

1995 1.70 (10, 0.48) 1.50 (2, 0.71) 0.25 (67) 0.04 (67) 0.14 

1996 1.40 (5, 0.55) 1.00 (3, 0.00) 0.19 (36) 0.08 (36) 0.23 

1997 1.50 (2, 0.71) 2.00 (2, 1.41) 0.09 (32) 0.13 (32) 0.40 

2012 1.50 (4, 0.58) 1.40 (5, 0.55) 0.14 (44) 0.16 (44) 0.37 

2013 1.57 (7, 0.53) 1.33 (3, 0.58) 0.15 (71) 0.06 (71) 0.14 

2014 1.65 (14, 0.50) 1.00 (4, 0.00) 0.30 (84) 0.05 (84) 0.13 

1 – Sensu Regehr et al. (2015)  
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Table 12.2.  Comparison of reproductive metrics for some polar bear subpopulations in the 

Arctic archipelago ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008).  Sampling occurred during ice-free periods. 

Subpopulation Mean Litter Size Proportion of Total 
Observations Source 

COY Yearling  COY Yearlings 
Kane Basin 
(1992-97) 1.67 1.42 0.22 0.08 Taylor et al. 

(2008a) 
      

Kane Basin 
(2012-14) 1.60 1.25 0.21 0.08 This study 

      

GB 1.65 - - - Taylor et al. 
(2009) 

      

LS 1.69 - - - Taylor et al. 
(2008b) 

      

MC 1.68 - - - Taylor et al. 
(2006) 

      

NW 1.71 - - - Taylor et al. 
(2008b) 
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CHAPTER 13 

OBSERVATIONS ON THE BODY CONDITION AND FORAGING 

HABITS OF POLAR BEARS IN KANE BASIN DURING THE SPRING 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Body condition was better amongst KB subadults and adult females with yearlings during 
the 2010s relative to the 1990s, though sample sizes were limited. In contrast, condition 
amongst adult males, adult females with COYs, and lone adult females was similar 
between these time periods. 

• Improved condition in the 2010s may reflect natural variation or a response to long-term 
changes in the sea-ice regimen in Kane Basin, largely turning into a system resembling a 
seasonal sea-ice ecoregion. 

• Seals and polar bears were similarly distributed in Kane Basin. 

• Relatively high densities of both seals and bears in northeastern Kane Basin, near the 
Humbolt Glacier, indicates that this region has high productivity and is important habitat 
for polar bears in the subpopulation. 

• A high proportion of KB bears were found to have extensive hair loss and skin ulcerations 
on their feet.  The cause of these lesions is unknown to science.  Traditional knowledge 
suggests this phenomenon is the result of abrasive injuries sustained by walking and 
digging in hard, icy, coarse snow cover on the spring sea ice combined with increased 
rates of movement during the peak mating and feeding periods. 

 

13.1.  Introduction 

 For populations of large, long-lived mammals changes in body condition will be among 

the early indicators of density-dependent regulation and / or changes in environmental carrying 

capacity (Fowler 1987, 1990, Zedrosser et al. 2006).  In populations approaching K, declines in 

condition will occur before declines in adult survival.  From both wildlife management and 

species conservation perspectives, monitoring body condition may therefore provide a useful tool 

for the early detection of population trends that warrant more in-depth study.  This is especially 
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true for populations where cost or logistical constraints limit the capacity to undertake on-going, 

intensive demographic studies.  In these cases, monitoring condition may provide a form of 

surveillance that can be used to trigger periods of more intensive study. 

 The annual life-cycle of polar bears is characterized by large seasonal changes in body 

condition (Watts & Hansen, 1987, Ramsay et al., 1992, Ramsay and Stirling 1988, Atkinson and 

Ramsay 1995).  Throughout most of their circumpolar range, bears are thought to gain condition 

during the spring and early summer when juvenile seals are abundant and relatively susceptible 

to predation (Stirling and Archibald 1977, Smith 1980, Hammill and Smith 1991, Stirling and 

Øritsland 1995, Pilfold et al. 2012).  This period of hyperphagia is followed by a scarcity of food 

in the late summer and fall when sea ice reaches a minimum throughout the Arctic.  During this 

season, bears in some regions are forced onto land by the melting sea ice where access to seals 

and other marine mammal prey is greatly reduced (Stirling et al. 1977, Derocher and Stirling 

1990, Ramsay et al. 1991).  In other regions, bears remain on off-shore pack-ice but likely also 

have reduced access to and/or less success in catching seals (Amstrup et al. 2000, Stirling 2002, 

Atwood et al. 2015a, Rode et al. 2015). 

 Given this dynamic cycle of feeding and fasting, body condition attained during the 

spring and early summer is expected to exert a significant influence on the survival, reproductive 

performance and thus status of polar bear subpopulations (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, Derocher 

and Stirling 1995, 1996, Molnár et al. 2010, Molnár et al. 2011).  Tracking long-term trends in 

body condition has thus been identified as an important component of the monitoring scheme for 

polar bears across their circumpolar range (Vongraven et al. 2012, Patyk et al. 2015).  In the 

absence of more intensive studies, simple body condition metrics may be useful indices for 

monitoring subpopulations and detecting responses to changing environmental conditions 
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(Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 2008a, Vongraven et al. 2012).  Of particular concern, 

changes in body condition are predicted to be amongst the first subpopulation-level impacts of 

climate change evident in this species (Derocher et al. 2004, Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Wiig et 

al 2008, Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Indeed, declines in condition have been documented in 

several polar bear subpopulations in association with long-term changes in sea-ice conditions 

that appear to be climate induced (e.g., Stirling et al. 1999, Rode et al. 2010, Rode et al. 2014, 

Obbard et al. 2016). 

 A variety of quantitative and qualitative body condition indices have been used on polar 

bears including body weight estimated from girth (e.g., Derocher and Stirling 1995, Rode et al. 

2011), body mass indices standardized for length (e.g., Stirling et al 1999, Cattet et al. 2002, 

Obbard et al. 2016), skull width (Rode et al. 2010, 2011), percent body fat determined by 

isotopic dilution or bioelectrical impedance analysis (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, 1996, 

McKinney et al. 2014), percent lipid content of adipose tissue biopsies (Stirling et al. 2008b, 

McKinney et al. 2014) and a visually assigned fatness index (Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 

2008a, b).  Most of these condition indices require the handling of bears to collect measurements.  

However, the fatness index (FI) and potentially the lipid content of adipose tissue (Pagano et al. 

2014, McKinney et al. 2014) may be obtained without handling thus making them suitable for 

use in subpopulations monitored by less invasive methods such as aerial survey or genetic mark-

recapture. 

 The Kane Basin (KB) polar bear subpopulation is part of the archipelago ecoregion as 

defined by Amstrup et al. (2008), where sea ice does not melt entirely in the summer and some 

bears remain on the ice year-round.  Although currently designated as declining based on 

population viability modelling (PBSG 2010), a comparison of results from two mark recapture 
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studies suggests the abundance of this small, low density subpopulation has not changed 

significantly over the two decades (Taylor et al. 2008a, Chapter 10).  KB has experienced long 

term changes in sea-ice composition, and a trend towards earlier spring break-up and later fall 

freeze-up (Laidre et al. 2015, Chapter 4).  However, model projections predict that KB will be 

one of the last polar bear subpopulations to experience the negative consequences of climate 

change including reproductive failure (Amstrup et al. 2008, Hamilton et al. 2014). 

 Here we summarize information on the body condition of polar bears in KB collected 

during two periods of mark-recapture sampling from 1992 to 1997 and 2012 to 2014.  Using the 

Fatness Index (FI: Stirling et al. 2008b) as a qualitative metric we examine differences in 

condition between the two time periods.  Our results provide supplementary information for 

interpreting the results of the genetic mark-recapture (Chapter 10) and other recent studies in KB 

(Chapters 2 and 9), and for understanding the present status of this subpopulation.  We also 

report on incidental observations of prominent skin lesions that were found on some KB bears 

during the latter period of the study.  Finally, we report incidental observations of spring time 

foraging by bears and the distribution of seals in KB. 

 

13.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The KB polar bear subpopulation covers roughly 150,000 km2 and spans portions of 

Nunavut, Canada, including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (Taylor et al. 

2008).  However, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation encompasses a substantial amount of 

land and glaciers so that the essential sea-ice polar bear habitat only amounts to less than one 

half of the area enclosed by the borders of the management unit (cf. Figure 13.1).  The 
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subpopulation ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound and adjacent fjords on eastern 

Ellesmere Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq area).  It is bounded to the north by the 

Arctic Basin subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the BB and LS 

subpopulations, and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW).  Kane Basin forms part of the Arctic 

archipelago ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); sea ice remains present in the northern range (i.e., 

Nares Strait-Kane Basin) throughout the year, largely due to the movement of polar pack ice 

from Arctic Basin, and reaches a minimum in late summer.  However, sea-ice conditions have 

changed markedly in the Kane Basin region in recent decades (Born et al. 2011; Figure 9.2). 

 

Field Sampling 

 Data for the study were collected during two periods of mark-recapture sampling in KB.  

In both periods sampling occurred on the sea ice in April and May using a helicopter flying at 

300-500 feet above sea-level to search for bears across the study area.  During the 1990s (1992-

97), bears were sampled by physical capture and examination using methods previously 

described (Taylor et al. 2008a).  Data on the sex, age-class and reproductive status of each 

individual were recorded.  Age of individuals was determined based on previous capture history, 

known (in the case of cubs and yearlings) or estimated from counts of annular rings in an 

extracted vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  Individuals were identified by 

means of uniquely numbered ear tags and lip tattoos.  Group size, family status, location and date 

were also recorded. 

 During the 2010s (2012-14), sampling occurred via physical capture or biopsy darting 

and subsequent genetic analysis to determine genetic sex and identify individuals.  With biopsy 

darting, we remotely estimated sex and age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 
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4], and adult) from the air at a range of 3-7 m above ground.  Sex was later confirmed via genetic 

analysis.  In estimating age-class and sex, the observer used multiple cues, including the size of 

an individual relative to its surrounding environment or accompanying bears, membership in a 

family group (mothers and cubs or yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males; e.g., 

fore-leg guard hairs), body shape and proportions, the presence of scars (which are most often 

seen on adult males) and observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under tail in 

females).  Fields notes also assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic sex 

was known.  Age-class was later verified in some bears from previous or future captures in 

which an individual was captured and physically examined or where an individual was matched 

via DNA to membership in a known family at some past or future point.  We assessed the 

accuracy of this system for estimating the age-class and sex of polar bears using a sample of 

known age-class individuals (Appendix B). 

 

Body Condition Scoring 

 Because most of the bears sampled during the latter period of sampling (2012-2014) were 

biopsy darted rather than captured and handled, our ability to compare body condition between 

time periods was limited to visually assigned Fatness Index (FI) scores only.  The FI has been 

validated as a measure of condition in polar bears, being closely correlated with more 

quantitative condition indices (Stirling et al. 2008b, McKinney et al. 2014) and other biological 

factors (e.g., Henricksen et al. 2001, Amstrup et al. 2006).  During both sampling periods, all 

encountered bears were assigned a FI score on a scale of 1-5 where 1 and 5 represent the leanest 

and most obese bears, respectively (Stirling et al. 2008b).  During the 1990s, this score was 

based on physical examination of captured bears.  For bears in the 2010s, FI scores for most 
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(67%) individuals were assigned based on examination from the air at a distance of 3-7 m above 

ground.  The remaining portion was assigned FI scores based on physical examination after 

capture. 

 All bears were initially scored in the field according to the standard FI on a scale of 1 to 5 

(Stirling et al. 2008b).  This scoring system was subsequently simplified to a binary Body 

Condition Score (BCS) where individuals in poor (FI = 1, 2) and fair-good (FI = 3, 4 or 5) 

condition were assigned scores of 1 and 2 respectively.  Similar modifications of the FI for polar 

bears have been employed in other studies to facilitate analyses (Stirling et al. 2008a) or have 

been recommended for use in general monitoring schemes for polar bears (Vongraven et al. 

2012).  In our case, this refinement was necessary due to the small samples sizes overall in our 

study and the low frequencies of bears at the extremes of the 5 point FI scale (i.e., very few or no 

bears with FI scores of 1 or 5).  This simplified scoring system was also a potential means to 

reduce bias in assigning condition scores.  The assumption made was that a simplified scale 

would be subject to less bias resulting from different observers and / or distance from bear at 

time of scoring.  Experienced observers should be able to discriminate a bear in poor condition 

even at distances of up to 7 m.  All observers in our study had extensive experience studying 

polar bears including capture, handling and body condition scoring. 

 For analyses, we pooled BCS data collected in different years into two periods (epochs); 

the 1990s (1992-97) and the 2010 (2012-2014).  Again this was necessary due to low samples 

sizes.  Repeated observations of the same individual (as identified by physical mark or genotype) 

within a given year were excluded from the analyses.  Observations of the same individual in 

different years were included.  Similar to Stirling et al. (2008a), we assumed that observations of 

the same individual in different years were statistically independent given the dynamic nature of 
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body condition in polar bears (Watts and Hansen 1987, Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, 1996) and 

it’s response to annual variation in environmental conditions. 

 For different sex, age and reproductive classes of polar bears we compared BCS between 

the two epochs using contingency tables analyses (Cross Tabs procedure in SPSS Version 24.0, 

IBM Corp. 2016).  We also considered the potential effect of the timing of sampling on the BCS 

of bears.  Along with the binary categorical variable (Epoch: 1990s and 2010s), Julian Day of 

sampling was used as an independent variable in a logistic regression (Binary Logistic procedure 

in SPSS Version 24.0, IBM Corp. 2016) to examined variation in BCS.  Both variables were 

entered into the regression model.  We did not specify an interaction between Julian Day and 

Epoch.  All tests were two-tailed with alpha at 0.05. 

 

Other Observations 

 During sampling from 2012-2014, we also made several other types of observations 

either systematically or opportunistically.  For each bear encountered we noted any evidence of 

recent feeding.  The presence of a seal kill or bears with full pendulous stomachs constituted 

evidence of feeding.  While searching for bears in 2013, we noted the locations of live seals 

using a GPS.  Each group comprising 1 or more individuals was recorded as a single observation.  

Finally, during capture and physical examination of bears in 2011 and 2012 we noted the 

presence or absence of some prominent skin lesions that had not previously been described in the 

literature. 

 

13.3.  Results 

Body Condition Scores 
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 Body Condition Scores (BCS) were assigned to 129 and 135 subadult and adult polar 

bears encountered during sampling in KB in the 1990s and 2010s, respectively.  BCS for adult 

males were similar between the two epochs (Table 13.1).  In contrast, across all reproductive 

classes, adult females in the 2010s tended to be in better condition than those in the 1990s; 

although this was statistically significant for adult females with yearlings only.  Similarly, 

subadults in the 2010s were in better condition at time of encounter. 

 Although sampling occurred in April and early May during both epochs, timing of 

sampling differed (Mann-Whitney U = 1,557.00, P = 0.002).  Median Julian day of sampling 

was slightly earlier during the 1990s (121.45) relative to the 2010s (124.68) across all sex-age 

classes.  Within sex-age classes, these slight differences in timing of sampling were maintained 

(e.g., adult females with yearlings, Mann-Whitney U = 104.50, P = 0.060; sub adults, Mann-

Whitney U 275.0, P = 0.02).  Incorporating Julian day of sampling into a logistic regression did 

not explain variation in body condition amongst most classes of bears with the exception of adult 

females with cubs-of-the-year (COY) where bears sampled later tended to be in better condition 

(Appendix E).  Amongst adult females with yearlings, Julian day was not a predictor of BCS and 

condition was better in the 2010s than in the 1990s.  For subadults there was no effect of either 

timing of sampling or epoch on the probability of a bear being in poor versus fair-good 

condition. 

 

Other Observations 

Feeding – During sampling in 2012-2014, 14% of bears encountered showed evidence of 

recent feeding (excluding dependent offspring).  Prevalence of feeding observations was highest 

amongst adult females with offspring and lowest in adult males and subadults (Table 13.2). 



Chapter 13 SWG Final Report 

562 | P a g e  

Seals – In 2013, 94 groups consisting of one or live ringed seals, Phoca hispida, were 

observed while searching for bears in KB.  Notable concentrations of seals were encountered in 

north east Kane Basin in front of the Humbolt glacier and inside fiords along eastern Ellesmere 

Island (Figure 13.1). 

Skin Lesions –In 2012 and 2013, 40% of the bears that were captured and physically 

examined were found to have unusual skin lesions.  These were characterized as locally 

extensive alopecia (hair loss) over the feet, in most cases (75%) affecting all four feet (Figure 

13.2).  In addition, some of the affected individuals had multi-focal ulcerations on the 

plantar/palmar heel and digital foot pads and on the dorsal aspects of all 4 feet (Figure 13.3).  

Discharge from these lesions was purulent and sanguinous.  Granulation tissue forming in some 

of these ulcers indicated they were chronic in nature.  Even under anesthesia, some bears 

exhibited notable discomfort when these ulcers were gently palpated during examination, often 

reacting by moving the foot or lifting their head.  Finally, two individuals (an adult male and a 

yearling) were found to have mild generalized alopecia over the dorsal neck, thorax and 

abdomen. 

 The prevalence of foot lesions was highest amongst adult males (75%) and lowest 

amongst cubs-of-the-years (0%) (Table 13.3).  The prevalence of bleeding ulcerations on the 

feet, an indication of the severity and/or chronicity of the condition, was highest amongst adult 

males with 75% exhibiting some degree of ulceration.  Also of note were two bears captured in 

2012 without lesions that were recaptured in 2013 with lesions. 

 

13.4.  Discussion 

Body Condition 
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 With the limited data in this study we found evidence of differences in the spring time 

body condition of KB polar bears between the 1990s and 2010s.  Condition amongst adult 

females with yearlings and subadults was better in 2010s.  In contrast, condition amongst adult 

males, adult females with COY, and lone adult females was similar between these time periods.  

These findings may be attributable to several factors including bias in the data, natural variation 

in condition and long-term trends in environmental conditions. 

 Several sources of bias were possible in our study associated with use of a qualitative 

body condition score rather than a quantitative metric.  BCS data were collected by several 

observers.  In the 1990s, most data were collected by a single observer.  In the 2010s all data 

were collected by a single but different observer.  Differences in the assignment of condition 

scores by these two observers could therefore generate the apparent differences in condition 

between time periods.  Since individual bears were not scored by more than one observer, 

teasing out potential observer effects is challenging.  While we cannot exclude the possibility of 

observer bias in our study, several lines of evidence suggest that this potential bias is unlikely to 

account for our results.  First, to reduce observer bias we employed (post-hoc) a simplified body 

condition scoring system that required observers to discriminate between bears in poor versus 

fair-good condition.  All observers in the study were experienced polar bear biologists who had 

previously handled hundreds or thousands of bears in varying condition and should have been 

capable of accurately discriminating such bears.  Second, as noted by Stirling et al. (2008a) 

although the FI from which our condition metric was derived is a qualitative index and thus 

subjective, it has been found to be “repeatable between individual biologists when blind 

comparisons are done in the field over both short and long time periods.”  In other studies, FI 

data collected by multiple observers have been found to correlate closely with quantitative 
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indices of condition (e.g., Stirling et al. 2008b, McKinney et al. 2014).  Finally, we found 

differences in condition between time periods amongst adult females with yearling and subadult 

only.  If these differences in condition reflect observer bias we would expect this to be evident in 

all classes of bears. 

 Body condition scores in the 1990s were collected from bears captured and physically 

examined.  In contrast scores in the 2000s were from bears either captured (33%) or observed 

from the air without handling (67%).  The effect of close-up versus distance examination on the 

scoring of condition is unknown.  McKinney et al. (2014) found that remotely assigned FI 

ratings did not correlate with the % lipid content of adipose tissue; another measure of condition.  

However, their sample sizes were small and limited to comparisons of bears of FI 3 and 4 only 

whereas bears in our study had FI ratings ranging from 1 to 5.  Remotely scoring FI may be a 

less robust (precise) index of condition but is not necessarily inherently biased relative to 

physical examination.  For many of the same reasons discussed previously concerning observer 

effects, we suggest that this potential source of bias is unlikely to account for our results.  The 

use of a simplified scoring system (poor versus fair-good) in our study should have helped to 

reduce errors in scoring for bears observed from the air. 

 Another source of error in our study associated with differences in sampling between the 

1990s (physical capture) and 2010s (physical capture or aerial observation) was in the 

classification of bears by sex and age-class based on aerial observation rather than handling.  

Classifying bears from the air is without doubt less accurate than physical examination.  

However, aerial classification is accurate in most instances (Chapter 5, Appendix B), especially 

amongst adult males and adult females with offspring.  Misclassification was therefore unlikely 

to explain differences in condition of adult females with yearlings.  Additionally, despite being 
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less precise we have no evidence to suggest that aerial classification results in a bias in age and 

sex classifications amongst a group of bears.  This source of measurement error thus seems 

unlikely to account for our results. 

 Body condition amongst bears likely improves progressively during the spring and early 

summer as the availability of seals increases (Stirling and Archibald 1977, Smith 1980, Hammill 

and Smith 1991, Stirling and Øritsland 1995, Pilfold et al. 2012).  Sampling in the 1990s tended 

to occur earlier in the spring than in the 2010s.  This difference in the timing of sampling could 

therefore partially account for the better condition we observed amongst some classes of bears in 

the 2010s.  However, we note that differences in timing although significant were relatively 

small (i.e., 3-4 day difference in median day of sampling) so the effect on condition data may be 

minor.  Additionally, timing of sampling was not a significant predictor of body condition 

amongst adult females with yearling or subadults; the two classes of bear in which differences in 

condition scores were detected.  Finally, if timing of sampling were a significant factor we would 

have expected similar bias in other classes.  Interestingly, we found that condition amongst adult 

females with COY was a function of Julian day of sampling suggesting consistent with the 

hypothesis that females emerging from maternal dens begin to steadily recover lost body 

condition in the spring. 

 Several ecological explanations could explain our findings.  Body condition amongst 

polar bears fluctuates on temporal and spatial scales in response to annual variation in 

environmental conditions regardless of any underlying long-term trends (Kingsley 1979, Stirling 

2002).  Our findings may simply reflect this normal variation in condition whereby sampling in 

the 2010s occurred at a higher point in condition than in the 1990s.  However, this would not 

account for the fact that improved condition was only detected amongst adult females with 
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yearlings and subadults; since presumably all classes of bears can capitalize on improved 

environmental conditions.  Failure to find differences in condition amongst other age classes may 

be due to the limited samples sizes, lack of precision in condition scoring and / or bias in our 

study.  We note that condition tended to be better in 2010s amongst all classes of adult females; 

although only statistically significant for those with yearlings. 

 As an alternative explanation, differences in body condition between the 1990s and 2010s 

may reflect long-term changes in environmental conditions.  At the southern extent of the polar 

bears’ range, declining condition has been associated with reduced sea-ice cover resulting from 

climate change (e.g., Stirling et al. 1999, Rode et al. 2010, Rode et al. 2014, Obbard et al. 2016).  

However, High Arctic polar bears such as those in KB are predicted to be amongst the last 

members of the species negatively impacted by climate change (Derocher et al. 2004).  An initial 

impact of climate change in KB has been an observed reduction in the extent of multi-year ice 

and replacement with thinner annual ice (Hamilton et al. 2014, Chapter 4).  Such changes in ice 

regimen are predicted to have a positive effect on polar bears via increased primary productivity 

and access to prey (Derocher et al. 2004).  Our finding of improved body condition amongst 

adult females and subadults is consistent with this prediction and may be a sign of improved 

environmental conditions (albeit temporarily).  In some subpopulations where effects of climate 

change have been reported, body condition has been negatively affected to a greater and / or 

more easily detectable degree amongst the adult female and subadult classes (Obbard et al. 2006, 

Rode et al. 2010).  This suggests that sensitivity to deteriorating environmental conditions varies 

by sex, age, and reproductive status; presumably as a result of differing nutritional and energetic 

requirements and / or rates of food intake.  Conversely, it is reasonable to assume that the age 

classes most readily impacted by negative changes in the environment will be the first to respond 
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positively as conditions improved.  This hypothesis is consistent with our finding that condition 

improved significantly amongst adult females and subadults but not adult males. 

 Given the limitations of our data set as discussed above, we are unable to confidently 

resolve between the differing explanations for our finding of improved body condition between 

the 1990s and 2010s.  We therefore urge caution in interpreting these results.  Never-the-less, it 

is reasonable to conclude that there has been no decline in condition in KB. 

 

Feeding Observations 

 During the 2010s, the proportion of individuals showing signs of having recently fed was 

lowest amongst adult males.  This is consistent with the hypothesis that adult males forgo 

foraging opportunities during the spring mating period while pursuing estrous females (Cherry et 

al. 2009, Stirling et al. 2015).  The relatively low feeding rates we observed amongst subadults is 

consistent with the hypothesis that juvenile bears are less successful in hunting.  We did not have 

data on feeding rates during the 1990s sampling period for comparison.  Consequently, we are 

unable to assess potential changes in hunting success that could account for the improved 

condition observed amongst bears in the 2010s. 

 

Seal Distribution 

 The distribution of seal observations made during mark-recapture sampling of polar bears 

was uncorrected for search effort.  However, we note that the relative densities of seals along our 

search tracks was similar to the distribution of the polar bears we encountered (Chapters 10 and 

11).  Not surprisingly, where we found relatively high numbers of seals, we also found relatively 

high numbers of bears.  The high densities of ringed seals found in north eastern KB at the front 
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of the Humbolt Glacier is consistent with other studies that have found sea ice in front of tide-

water glaciers to be prime breeding habitat for seals (Lydersen et al. 2014).  This area of Kane 

Basin appears to have high productivity and is likely an important feeding area for polar bears.  

This is consistent with traditional ecological knowledge indicating that the area was a preferred 

hunting location for Greenlandic Inuit (Born et al. 2011).  According to PBSG (1998), Taylor et 

al. (2001), and Born (pers. obs. 1994 and 1995) both the Greenland and Canadian portions of 

Kane Basin were mostly mixed annual and multi-year sea ice that appeared to be favourable 

habitat for polar bears in the 1990s.  Ringed seals were common in both eastern and western KB 

(ibid.).  The relatively few polar bears encountered in this region during the 1990s was thus 

likely the result of hunting pressure rather than habitat suitability (Taylor et al. 2001). 

 

Skin Lesions 

 We documented hair loss (alopecia) and ulcerations on the feet of polar bears in Kane 

Basin during capture sampling in 2012 and 2013.  These types of lesions have not been reported 

previously in the literature.  Atwood et al. (2015b) documented an alopecia syndrome of 

unknown etiology amongst polar bears from the Southern Beaufort Sea (SB).  However, those 

lesions were largely confined to the head, neck and shoulders rather than the feet.  Additionally, 

they were most prevalent amongst subadult bears whereas those in KB were most common 

amongst adult males.  Overall prevalence of lesions in KB bears (40% in 2012 and 2013) was 

higher than peak prevalence observed in the SB (28%).  In particular, we note that seventy-five 

percent of adult males sampled in KB in 2012 and 2013 were affected.  Lesions on adult males 

were also more severe than on other age classes as indicated by the presence of skin ulcerations 

some of which were apparently very painful.  Atwood et al. (2015b) found that bears with 
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alopecia were in poorer body condition.  What impact, if any, the lesions found on KB bears may 

have had on condition is unknown since samples sizes were too small to support analyses. 

 Whether the lesions reported in SB and KB share a common etiology (cause) is unknown.  

Discussions with Inuit hunters from Grise Fiord (near Kane Basin) suggest this phenomenon of 

hair loss on the feet is well known to occur in spring time (M. Akeeagok, J. Kiguktak, D. 

Akeeagok pers. comm.).  It is believed that increased rates of movement in spring, when bears 

are mating and hunting activity is high, result in abrasions to the feet.  Dog teams in the 

Canadian Arctic are well known get similar lesions in the spring when travelling over coarse, 

icing snow formed by melting and refreezing as temperatures fluctuate throughout the day (D. 

Iqqaqrialu pers. comm.).  The condition may become so severe that some dogs become lame and 

unable to pull sleds.  Snow cover on the sea-ice in KB in 2012 and 2013 was noticeably icy and 

granular in composition (Figure 13.4) with a hard ice-covered crust on top.  It is therefore 

plausible that the lesions we observed were the result of snow conditions.  The finding that 

prevalence was highest in adult males may be due to their greater weight and the likelihood that 

they break the ice crust while walking, combined with potentially increased time allocated to 

travelling in the spring while searching for estrous females1.  Lesions similar to those observed 

in 2012 and 2013 were not seen on polar bears captured in KB between 1992 and 1997 (M. K. 

Taylor and E. W. Born, pers. comm.).  Whether this is a new phenomenon in KB brought about 

by changing snow conditions and progressively warmer spring temperatures or an incidental 

observation in the years we were sampling bears is unknown. 
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Table 13.1.  Body condition scores assigned to polar bears in Kane Basin during sampling in the 

1990s (1992-1997) and 2010s (2012-2014).  Within each epoch and sex-age class, the proportion 

of individuals in the two BCS categories is presented in parenthesis. 

  Body Condition Score  

Sex-Age Class Epoch Poor Fair-Good Test Result1 

Adult Male 
1990s 5 (0.10) 44 (0.90) 

P = 1.000 
2010s 5 (0.11) 40 (0.89) 

Adult Female (Lone) 
1990s 9 (0.28) 23 (0.72) χ2  = 2.100 

P = 0.147 2010s 5 (0.14) 31 (0.86) 

Adult Female (w/COY2) 
1990s 11 (0.42) 15 (0.58) χ2 = 1.922 

P = 0.166 2010s 6 (0.24) 19 (0.76) 

Adult Female (w/yearling) 
1990s 8 (0.67) 4 (0.33) 

P = 0.015 
2010s 2 (0.15) 11 (0.85) 

Subadults 
1990s 4 (0.29) 10 (0.71) 

P = 0.037 
2010s 0 (0.00) 16 (1.00) 

 

1 Unless otherwise indicated all tests results report values of P for Fisher’s exact test (two-tailed) 
2 Cub-of-the-year (COY) 
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Table 13.2.  Observations of recent feeding amongst polar bears encountered in Kane Basin, 

2012-2014.  Evidence of feeding includes presence of seal kills and bears encountered with full, 

pendulous stomachs. 

Sex-age class Proportion Feeding (n) 

Adult Male 0.07 (46) 

Adult Female (Lone) 0.17 (36) 

Adult Female (with offspring) 0.26 (43) 

Subadult 0.07 (16) 
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Table 13.3.  Frequency of hair-loss (alopecia) and skin ulcerations on the feet of polar bears 

captured in Kane Basin, Nunavut, 2012 and 2013. 

Sex-Age Class No. of Individuals 

Examined 

Proportion 

with Alopecia 

Proportion with 

Ulcerations 

Adult Male 12 0.75 0.75 

Adult Female (Lone)   9 0.22 0.00 

Adult Female (with COY)   7 0.29 0.00 

Adult Female (with Yearling)   6 0.50 0.17 

Adult Female (with 2-year-old)   1 0.00 0.00 

Subadult   4 0.50 0.25  

2-year-old   1 0.00 0.00 

Yearling   8 0.63 0.25 

Cub-of-the-year (COY) 11 0.00 0.00 

Total 59 0.40 0.22 
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Figure 13.1.  Distribution of seal observations during polar bear mark-recapture sampling in 

Kane Basin, 2013.  Flight tracks are shown. 
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Figure 13.2.  Examples of alopecia over the feet of polar bears handled in Kane Basin, 

April/May 2012 and 2013. 
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Figure 13.3.  Examples of ulcerative lesions on the feet of polar bears handled in Kane Basin, 

April/May 2012 and 2013. 
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Figure 13.4.  An example of the granular snow found in many parts of Kane basin during polar 

bear sampling in April/May 2012 and 2013. 
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CHAPTER 14 

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND ADVICE 

TO THE JOINT COMMISSION 
 

14.1.  Conclusions 

 In 2010, the Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on Polar Bear (JC) tasked the 

Scientific Working Group with using the best available scientific information to (1) propose 

Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels for the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations and 

provide the JC with a written report of its recommendations, and (2) provide science advice to 

the JC for monitoring the effects of habitat changes on polar bears.  Given the age of the mark-

recapture data on which abundance and vital rates for BB and KB were estimated combined with 

large-scale environmental changes in Baffin Bay during the last decades and suspected large-

scale environmental changes in Kane Basin in recent time, the SWG strongly recommended that 

new estimates of subpopulation abundance, population delineation, and vital rates be given high 

priority. 

 Based on the decisions of the JC that physical MR should not be used in this study a 

multi-year programs began in 2011 (BB) and 2012 (KB) to re-assess the size of both 

subpopulations using genetic mark-recapture (MR) techniques that involved biopsy sampling 

from both live and harvested polar bears.  In addition, satellite transmitters were deployed on 

male and female polar bears in NW Greenland during 2009-2013 to study polar bear movement 

and habitat choice and to gather data for planning and interpretation of the genetic MR study in 

Baffin Bay.  With the same purpose satellite transmitters were deployed on male and female 

polar bears in both the Canadian (Nunavut) and Greenland parts of Kane Basin in 2012 and 
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2013.  In addition, a helicopter-based aerial survey was flown in Kane Basin in spring 2014 

concomitantly with the MR operation to evaluate the feasibility of estimating KB abundance 

with an aerial survey flown over springtime sea ice. 

 A total of 2,690 genetic samples were collected from live and harvested polar bears in BB 

and KB, 125 satellite transmitters were deployed, and 4,160 linear km of transects flown during 

the aerial survey in KB as part of the overall research program.  In addition, many hours were 

subsequently spent processing samples; analyzing genetic, aerial survey, and sea-ice data; in 

discussion interpreting the results; and, writing this report. 

 The study has resulted in new estimates of abundance of polar bears in the Baffin Bay 

and Kane Basin subpopulations and provided significant and comprehensive information about 

polar bear ecology and sea-ice dynamics in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin.  The results of this 

program are described in detail in Chapters 2 through 13.  They are also summarized concisely in 

the Executive Summary document. 

 

14.2.  Lessons from Genetic Mark-Recapture 

 The SWG recommended that physical mark-recapture be used for assessing the size of the 

Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations.  However, as described in Chapter 1 the Canada-

Greenland Joint Commission decided to use genetic mark-recapture for assessment. 

 The Baffin Bay and Kane Basin studies represent the first time that genetic mark-recapture 

has been implemented at population-wide scales for estimating polar bear abundance and 

demographic rates.  As such, these studies provide valuable information about the utility of 

genetic mark-recapture as a monitoring tool for assessing polar bear subpopulations ranging over 
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large areas like Baffin Bay with dynamic sea-ice conditions, and how the technique may be most 

successfully implemented in the future. 

 Sampling via biopsy darting was highly successful in yielding tissue samples suitable for 

genotyping in both Baffin Bay and Kane Basin (Chapters 5 and 10) essential if genetic mark-

recapture is to be implemented in other subpopulations. 

 Moreover, genetic analyses identified that reporting of marked bears in the harvest is 

incomplete; specifically, decreases in reporting are related to greater marker age, suggesting that 

the loss of physical markers (loss of ear tags and fading of lip tattoos) over time makes it difficult 

for hunters to correctly identify marked bears.  As such, we encourage the use of genetics for 

identifying marked bears in the harvest in the future; for those subpopulations not inventoried via 

genetic mark-recapture, this will require genotyping archived samples as well (see also [3] 

below). 

 Collecting samples for genotyping via biopsy darting is generally fast, efficient, and less 

invasive than physical mark-recapture, since bears are not immobilized (Chapter 5).  Because 

biopsying for genetic MR estimation is less time consuming than handling individual bears 

during physical MR operations genetic MR has the potential of resulting in more “marks” and 

“recaptures” which theoretically improve precision of estimates of abundance in MR.  In Baffin 

Bay success in sampling a large number of biopsies in the huge coastal distribution areas within 

a relatively short time was obtained by using three helicopters (2 along eastern Baffin Island and 

1 in NW Greenland) during the same time in fall.  Using three helicopters during fall biopsying 

for several years inevitably increased the costs of the surveys. 

 In physical mark-recapture information on a recapture is obtained from direct physical 

inspection of the presence of numbered ear tags and/or a number in the lips.  Data on marking 



Chapter 14 SWG Final Report 

586 | P a g e  

and recapture is therefore readily at hand for analyses.  In contrast, during genetic mark-

recapture the information on whether a biopsied bear was a “recapture” or not is not obtained 

until after genetic analyses are conducted in a qualified laboratory.  This adds a delay in the 

analyses. In our case the commitment of the contracted laboratory, one that is recognized world-

wide as an expert and of high quality, to undertake other genetic analyses caused a serious delay 

in processing the polar bear samples.  This resulted in a delay in data analyses for the abundance 

estimation. 

 However, there were trade-offs with the genetic mark-recapture method that resulted in 

lack of information that would have been available with a physical capture protocol.  Physical 

mark-recapture provides a wider range of information including estimates of rates of birth and 

death, detailed age-structure and body condition information, and a suite of physical samples can 

further inform individual and population status.  Because bears had to be identified from the air 

using genetic MR, there is uncertainty in the age structure especially for younger bears.  Overall, 

physical mark-recapture permits a more comprehensive assessment of population status, as 

previously recommended by SWG (2010). 

 Furthermore, even if physical mark-recapture is not used for assessment, some physical 

capture is necessary for studies at this scale to provide data on movements of bears and habitat 

use. In this study, 139 bears were captured in West Greenland, and of these 38 adult females with 

collars informed both the mark-recapture assessment itself (e.g., temporary emigration analyses, 

range sizes) as well as provided key information on changes in sea-ice habitat use that set the 

mark-recapture results into context.  

 Research in the Kane Basin subpopulation during 2014 illustrated that aerial survey and 

genetic mark-recapture methods can be implemented simultaneously (Chapters 10 and 11) to 
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generate more comprehensive demographic information and to ensure efficient and 

representative allocation of sampling effort.  In the present study we illustrate that combining the 

two methods simultaneously is feasible for subpopulations which are surveyed on sea ice during 

spring and which have a relatively small geographical distribution like the Kane Basin 

subpopulation.  However, using a helicopter like we did with a relatively short range for both 

biopsying and aerial surveys at the same time may be suboptimal.  Using only a single helicopter 

limits the ability to expand survey effort to offshore polar bear habitat with loose drift ice and 

open water as demonstrated in our study where a substantial portion of the KB subpopulation’s 

range could not be surveyed (also for safety reasons) leading to an abundance estimate which 

was negatively biased to an unknown extent. 

 With genetic mark-recapture, the ability to leverage historical data to improve estimates of 

survival is limited by the availability of archived samples for genotyping.  For both Baffin Bay 

and Kane Basin, tissues samples suitable for genotyping were available for most – but not all – 

bears initially marked during research in the 1990s.  This lack of tissue samples for a small 

proportion of the sampled population necessitated identifying those individuals which could still 

be alive (based on harvest records and age at time of first capture; Chapters 5 and 10) and fixing 

their recapture probabilities during the 2010s sampling to zero.  Although this solution 

complicated analyses, it enabled us to incorporate historical capture data.  Moreover, the large 

sampling interval between the past and present BB and KB studies did not favor recoveries of 

old “marks” that also could have assisted in improving some vital rates.  If successive population 

studies are envisaged within a 10-15 year time frame, then a single-year biopsy sampling session 

should be implemented 5-7 years after the study was completed in order to increase or maintain 
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marks in the population that can be recovered through either harvest or the subsequent new 

study. 

 During physical mark-recapture individual age is obtained from every single bear that is 

handled and marked.  During immobilization a vestigial tooth is extracted and individual age is 

obtained from reading growth-layers in the cementum.  This allow for implementing age-

structured models for estimating abundance and vital parameters.  The fact that individual ages 

are not obtained from bears that are biopsied during genetic mark-recapture represents a 

limitation on post hoc analyses as indicated in Chapter 5.  Hence, we implemented only coarse 

age structures for demographic analyses, pooling individuals ≥2 years and ≥3 years for the 

Baffin Bay and Kane Basin studies, respectively (Chapters 5 and 10).  Thus, survival could not 

be estimated for 2 year olds and subadults separately from adults.  Ancillary data suggest that 

experienced biologists may be able to discriminate among finer age classes (i.e., 2 – 4 year old 

subadults versus adults ≥5 years) with a high degree of accuracy for adults and a lesser degree 

for subadults (Appendix B), particularly since the sex of individuals is confirmed via genetics 

(Appendix B).  As such, genetic mark-recapture may have the potential to yield estimates of 

survival and reproductive output that are relevant to management and comparable to previous 

research however more work needs to be done (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, 2008a, Peacock et al. 

2013).  However, it must be kept in mind that field-estimation of individual age during genetic 

mark-recapture relies heavily upon the individual researcher’s experience in assigning polar 

bears to more specific age classes. 

 We completed a detailed review of historical records to assess previous research in Baffin 

Bay and Kane Basin.  These reviews proved critical to our interpretation of results, as apparent 

changes in the sampling frames between epochs (i.e., incomplete spatial sampling during the 
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1990s, relative to the 2010s) limited our ability to assess trends in abundance.  However, we 

were not able to locate original and detailed data files from the physical mark-recapture study 

and telemetry study conducted in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin in the 1990s.  This finding 

underscores the need to archive data securely and for complete and consistent sampling of the 

study areas.  We recommend that any polar bear study archives data securely at institutes that 

were central in the collaborative studies to allow future studies to thoroughly assess historical 

inventories to ensure proper interpretation of results.  For the same reason, the 

Canada/Nunavut/Greenland institutes that conducted the recent study in Baffin Bay and Kane 

Basin have signed a contract where collaborating institutes have access to and must securely 

archive all data stemming from the joint study. 

 We defined and stratified the study areas for recent inventories based on recent telemetry 

data (and historical capture records).  For this purpose, data obtained from satellite transmitters 

deployed in West and Northwest Greenland in 2009 and 2010 for other purposes proved to be an 

important tool.  This process improved our allocation of effort and ensured that results reflected 

the entire subpopulations as best as possible.  Satellite telemetry data (both historical from the 

1990s and recent from 2009-2014) were also used to interpret post-hoc to what extent the biopsy 

samplings in the 1990s and 2000s were for the entire subpopulations in BB and KB.  Hence, 

information on movement and area occupancy obtained from satellite telemetry is an essential 

tool in mark-recapture studies of polar bears. 

 Finally, the telemetry data identified that 18% of the adult females collared in West 

Greenland remained in Melville Bay for a least one summer season and in some cases for over a 

year.  There would be value in future work investigating what fraction of the BB subpopulation 

uses Melville Bay year-round.  This could make use of the existing genetic marks from this 
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study, with the addition of one or two sampling seasons in fall in Melville Bay only.  Densities 

appeared low based on observations during data collection in 2012 and 2013 however there 

would be value in quantifying this using more detailed sampling of the area. 

 In conclusion, the present study has shown that a genetic mark-recapture assessment of a 

polar bear subpopulation at a large scale is possible.  However, such a study would likely involve 

an absolute minimum of three years of sampling and, subsequently, additional time for 

laboratory analysis of samples, analysis of data, and report writing.  Thus, these timelines must 

be considered in advance if timely information on abundance for management is paramount.  In 

this study, our reporting of abundance of polar bears in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin is given 5+ 

years after initiation of the study in 2011. 

 

14.3.  Recommendations on Sustainable Harvest 

 Historically, the management of polar bears assumed that their sea-ice habitat was 

relatively stable and, once subpopulation size was known, conservation of polar bears could be 

achieved through harvest management (SWG 2011).  The sustainable harvest of a subpopulation 

would, therefore, be largely dependent on an estimation of abundance, demographic rates (e.g., 

birth and death vital rates), and the magnitude, and sex and age composition of the harvest.  

Since the 1980s, management and conservation of polar bears, particularly in Canada, has been 

informed by predictive modelling, which has provided guidance to managers on the setting of 

sustainable harvest levels that have been based on a better understanding of the risk associated 

with different harvest scenarios (Taylor et al. 1987b, 2002, 2005).  The primary predictive model 

used, RISKMAN (Taylor et al. 2001), focused on harvest management and did not account for 
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any future change in survival or birth rates during the period over which the simulations were 

run.  Furthermore it did not include changes in carrying capacity (K). 

 Based on demographic rates derived from pooled subpopulation data collected across the 

Canadian High Arctic in the 1970s and 1980s, modeling indicated that under optimal conditions 

the sustainable yield of adult females is typically <1.6% of the total population (Taylor et al. 

1987a).  Hence, level of total sustainable catch (C) was inferred from this relationship (PBSG 

1998): C = N * 0.015/sex ratio in harvest; where N is subpopulation size, 0.015 is the sustainable 

rate of harvest of adult (independent) females from the population, and the denominator is the 

ratio of adult females in the harvest.  Hence, the ratio of adult female bears in the harvest was 

important for the sustainable total yield.  Using this relationship and a general 2:1 sex ratio of 

males to females in the harvest, the historical standard for the harvest rate of polar bear 

subpopulations has been 4.5%, which was based on a 2:1 sex ratio of males to females and, 

initially, on generalized demographic rates derived from pooled subpopulation data collected 

across the Canadian High Arctic in the 1970s and 1980s (Taylor et al. 1987a, b).  More recently, 

as more studies were undertaken and additional analytical methods developed, it became clear 

that demographic rates were subpopulation specific (e.g., Amstrup et al. 2001, Taylor et al. 2002, 

2005, PBSG 2006, Taylor et al. 2006, Regehr et al. 2007, PBSG 2010).  In their recent 

development of a matrix-based demographic model for polar bears, Regehr et al. (2015) noted 

that harvest management based on this standard rate and the 2:1 male-biased sex ratio is 

reasonable under many biological and management conditions; although in some cases, lower or 

higher rates may be more appropriate. 

 The ultimate threat to polar bears throughout their range is the reduction in sea-ice habitat 

expanse, duration, and quality as a consequence of climate change (Derocher et al. 2004, Laidre 
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et al. 2008, 2015a, Wiig et al. 2015).  At their 2009 Meeting in Tromsø, Norway, the Polar Bear 

Range States agreed that the impacts of climate change constitute the most important threat to 

polar bear conservation (Polar Bear Range States 2015).  Hence, the effective and sound 

management of polar bears can no longer rely solely on estimates of abundance but must also 

incorporate impacts of a changing environment (e.g., loss of ice and reduction in carrying 

capacity).  In addition, as other threats (i.e., pollution, resource exploration and development, 

tourism) become better understood, management of polar bear subpopulations will need to be 

modified, particularly if reproduction or survival rates are negatively affected (Vongraven and 

Peacock 2011, Vongraven et al. 2012).  Thus, understanding the risks associated with a range of 

harvest management options is important for polar bear conservation. 

 One of the stated purposes and objectives of the 2009 Canada-Nunavut-Greenland 

Memorandum of Understanding is to manage polar bears within the KB and BB management 

units in order to ensure their conservation and sustainable management into the future (Anon. 

2009).  The SWG was subsequently tasked with proposing Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) 

levels for both the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations (Chapter 1) but was not provided 

with any specific guidance on management goals. 

 To facilitate the ability of the SWG to provide the Joint Commission (JC) with useful 

recommendations on TAH, the SWG requested that the JC provide: 

1) A statement of management objectives for each subpopulation, 

2) Information on the expected frequency and intensity of future monitoring, and 

3) A statement of risk tolerance with respect to the effects of human caused removals. 

 As a consequence of not receiving the necessary information from the JC on which to 

base recommendations on TAH despite repeated requests, the SWG is currently unable to 
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provide these recommendations.  Specific objectives for the management and conservation of 

BB and KB polar bears are critical as these will largely influence recommendations on TAH, 

which in turn will ensure that decision makers have all the necessary information available to 

them.  Risk tolerance and management objectives are not decisions to be made by scientific staff 

but rather by those with management authority for the resource and, ideally, made after 

consideration of not only subsistence harvest but also other sources of human-caused removals 

(e.g., human-bear interactions) and after consultation with all stakeholders. 

 Once the JC provides the requested information, the SWG strongly recommends that 

subsequent advice on TAH be based on population simulations using models that have the ability 

to incorporate changing sea-ice conditions (e.g., reductions in carrying capacity) and 

demographic data quality as part of the overall process to assess risk under different harvest 

management scenarios.  For example, Regehr et al. (2015) developed a state-dependent 

management framework that linked the demographic model to simulated population assessments, 

which can be used to estimate the maximum sustainable rate of human-caused removals.  It can 

also be used to calculate a recommended sustainable harvest rate, which Regehr et al. (2015) 

note is generally lower than the maximum sustainable rate because it is dependent on 

management objectives, the precision and frequency of population data, and risk tolerance. 

 

14.4.  Recommendations on Monitoring Habitat Change on Polar Bears 

 There have been numerous reports regarding the effects of climate change and in 

particular the loss of sea ice, on polar bears (Derocher et al. 1994, Laidre et al. 2008, Wiig et al. 

2008).  Changes in distribution of polar bears in several populations including in BB have been 

summarized by Stirling and Parkinson (2006).  Furthermore, information on local observations 
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of the effects of climate change on polar bears in BB made by hunters and elders have been 

presented by Dowsley (2005), Dowsley and Taylor (2006), and Dowsley and Wenzel (2008) for 

eastern Baffin Island and by Born et al. (2008a, b, 2011) based on interviews with experienced 

polar bear hunters NW Greenland.  These sources indicate that polar bears in BB (and likely also 

KB) currently are affected by large-scale environmental changes. 

 Monitoring habitat change will improve our understanding of the relationship between 

BB and KB polar bears and the environment.  It provides insights into how factors such as sea 

ice and prey abundance and availability affect polar bear distribution and vital rates.  The results 

of the habitat assessment work conducted in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin since 2009, largely 

based on satellite telemetry data from collared adult female polar bears, have provided a wealth 

of new information on habitat and habitat change, which directly inform the status of the BB and 

KB subpopulations (Chapters 2, 4, and 9).  The movement information has also assisted in 

interpreting the BB and KB abundance and demographic data, which were associated with some 

biases that could be addressed through the use of the telemetry data (Chapter 3). 

 Vongraven et al (2012) developed a circumpolar monitoring framework for polar bears, 

which was focused on the sustained long-term monitoring necessary to understand ongoing 

effects of climate warming and other population-level stressors in order to inform management 

and policy responses to changing worldwide polar bear status and trends.  The current scientific 

understanding of polar bears and their reliance on sea-ice habitats is the result of long-term 

monitoring that has been conducted in only a few subpopulations.  There is variability in the 

response of each subpopulation to loss of sea ice, as manifested in this study through the 

differences in responses in KB and BB despite roughly the same rates of sea-ice loss (Chapters 4 

and 9).  Therefore it is critical that scientific studies be conducted within the subpopulation(s) of 
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interest to gain an in depth understanding of the complex ecological ramifications of climate 

change in that area (e.g., Rode et al. 2014), rather than making assumptions based on studies in 

other areas that may have different responses. 

 The BB and KB satellite telemetry studies allowed for comparison and quantification of 

range use across decades, seasons and months, changes in overlap of the population range over 

time, shifts in median latitude of bears across seasons, changes in immigration and emigration 

across subpopulation boundaries, changes in movement rates, shifts in sea ice and terrestrial 

habitat use and habitat selection, and changes in maternity denning timing, and changes in 

maternity denning areas and habitat.  Though not included in the report, time series from 

captures in BB and KB provide information on causal links between factors that determine 

health, nutritional ecology and population-level processes.  Analyses have been initiated (using 

samples from recent BB captures) and are expected to provide new information on feeding and 

nutritional ecology. 

 The SWG concludes that future physical capture and satellite tagging studies in BB and 

KB (collaring and tracking adult female bears for periods of years) will be critical to extending 

the current time series and informing managers of the impacts of sea-ice habitat loss.  Given the 

large physical changes documented in this study, and clear responses of polar bears in both areas, 

continuation of the time series of satellite telemetry data will improve our understanding of the 

impacts of future biotic and abiotic changes on the two subpopulations.  The satellite telemetry 

studies should be conducted on intervals of 10 years or less, with samples sizes roughly 

equivalent to those collected in the 1991-1997 and 2009-2013 (approximately 40 adult females 

tracked over a period of several years).  Lower sample sizes will make assessments more 

difficult due to individual variability and lack of model convergence (as seen for KB). 
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 By use of satellite telemetry, the present study documented that a group of adult female 

polar bears occur year round at glacier fronts in Melville Bay in NW Greenland (Chapter 2).  To 

protect important polar bear habitat the Melville Bay Nature Reserve was established in 1980.  

All access and hunting within the central zone of the nature reserve is prohibited (Appendix D).  

The (re-)establishment of a local group of polar bears with affinity to Melville Bay appears to be 

relatively recent and is likely an effect of the protection places on this important polar bear 

habitat.  Satellite telemetry in the 2000s has also shown females to be denning in the Melville 

Bay Nature Reserve.  When the areas were surveyed during spring 1992 and 1993 very little 

signs of polar bear activity were observed in the nature reserve and of the 1990s satellite 

telemetry indicated that adult females did not use the Melville Bay (Chapter 2). 

 Hence, recent data indicate that the Melville Bay Nature Reserve represents an example 

of how important polar bear habitat can be protected resulting in polar bears reestablishing 

groups "locally" in prime habitat.  Hence, the nature reserve exemplifies a means of protecting 

polar bears in the future.  However, the broader effect of the nature reserve on polar bears should 

be followed.  This can be done by regularly conducting a genetic mark-recapture estimation of 

trends in numbers in the local group of bears (baseline genetic data now exist from the present 

study) and by tracking individuals by use of satellite telemetry at 5-10 years intervals. 

 Continued assessment of changes in habitat in BB and KB via satellite-based observation 

of sea ice (passive microwave data, MODIS, or Radar images) provide useful context for 

changes in the physical environment.  Arctic sea ice is the most critical habitat for the survival of 

polar bear subpopulations as distribution and timing of ice relative to critical phases of polar bear 

life history have been linked to subpopulation status and trend (Stirling et al. 1999, Hunter et al. 

2010, Regehr et al. 2010).  The SWG recommends continued monitoring of sea-ice habitat 
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change through these studies (described herein as well as Stern and Laidre 2016).  Furthermore, 

contrasting changes in BB and KB with other polar bear subpopulations provides an important 

baseline for comparison. 

 Continued development and refinement of habitat models will be necessary in the future 

to identify habitat selection changes and better predict critical habitat in BB and KB.  

Standardized methods of developing habitat models (resource selection functions, RSFs) for 

polar bears have been developed for several subpopulations (Mauritzen et al. 2003, Ferguson et 

al. 2000, Durner et al. 2004, 2006, Wilson et al. 2014, Laidre et al. 2015b, Chapters 4 and 9) and 

within a large part of polar bear range (Durner et al. 2009).  RSFs are developed from satellite 

radio telemetry data of adult female bears and readily available sea-ice data in geographic 

information system (GIS) format.  Habitat models are powerful tools for predicting the 

occurrence of terrestrial den habitat (Howlin et al. 2002, Richardson et al. 2005).  Knowledge of 

the distribution of maternal den habitat has significant management potential to protect polar 

bears in dens.  Trends in sea-ice den habitat may be estimated by monitoring sea-ice conditions 

as changes in the composition of sea ice has been linked to changes in den distribution 

(Fischbach et al. 2007). 

 Habitat availability and change have been linked to polar bear demography and/or 

condition in some subpopulations (Regehr et al. 2007, Bromaghin et al. 2015, Lunn et al. 2016).  

Quantitative links between habitat and demographic parameters are complex and need to be 

refined and specific to the subpopulation of interest.  Continued habitat monitoring will improve 

the understanding between the links to demography and productivity for both BB and KB. 

 Stable isotope (Bentzen et al. 2007), fatty acid analysis (Iverson et al. 2006), and lipid 

content in adipose tissues (McKinney et al. 2014) conducted from blood, fat and hair collected 
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during captures can provide information on the polar bear prey base and help to identify shifts in 

food webs and body condition  in BB and KB.  This information can be used in concert with 

information on movements and habitat use from the telemetry to better inform how bears use the 

ecosystem.  While some of this information can be collected from harvest sampling, physical 

capture of polar bears provides opportunities that are not available from harvest samples (e.g., 

collection of samples from the same individuals over time). 

 Continued monitoring of TEK and LEK in BB and KB will also be critical for providing 

information on how changes in sea ice are impacting the polar bear hunt (e.g., hunting practices), 

the overall harvest, and the condition of bears harvested.  Local perspectives on changes both to 

the physical environment and the population are important inputs to managers.  Repeated studies 

with a robust interview study design and data collection process (e.g., Born et al. 2011) are 

needed. 

 Finally continued subsistence harvest monitoring is needed in both Canada and 

Greenland, providing critical information on numbers, sex ratios and ages of bears taken in both 

areas.  In this study, this information provided important content into changes in harvest patterns 

and composition of the harvest (Chapter 8).  Genetic validation of the sex of individual bears (as 

reported by the hunters) showed that the gender was incorrectly reported in a significant number 

of cases.  Improvement in gender reporting is needed; inaccuracies in gender reporting were 

greatest in Greenland. 
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APPENDIX B.  The accuracy of estimating polar bear age-class and sex from helicopter-based, 

aerial observations: Implications for the use of non-invasive survey methods in monitoring 

subpopulations. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 Although some subpopulations of polar bears (Ursus maritimus) have been studied and 

monitored for more than 4 decades (e.g., Stirling et al. 1977, Lunn et al. 2016), there is 

considerable variation in the depth and scope of knowledge across their circumpolar range 

(Vongraven et al. 2012).  Large gaps in basic information exist.  Growing concerns about the 

impacts of climate change, increasing industrial development, harvest and contaminants in the 

Arctic have prompted range state governments, researchers, environmental organizations and 

local communities to call for an enhanced and coordinated circumpolar monitoring effort 

(Vongraven et al. 2012, Range States 2015). 

 Polar bears typically have been monitored by means of physical mark-recapture.  This 

method has yielded detailed demographic data, allowing researchers to assess the status of 

subpopulations and closely examine the impacts of climate change and other threats.  Hence, 

physical mark recapture provides tissue samples and samples of e.g., blood and milk which have 

been used in a wealth of studies of health and pollution in polar bear populations (e.g., Regehr et 

al. 2007, Hunter et al. 2010, Sonne 2010, Peacock et al. 2013, Bromaghin et al. 2015, Lunn et al. 

2016).  However, gaps in knowledge and the demand for rapid dissemination of up-to-date 

information have generated interest in the use of alternative methods for monitoring polar bears.  

Aerial surveys have proven to be an effective and expedient way of assessing abundance in polar 

bear subpopulations even in subpopulations with a large range (Aars et al. 2009, Stapleton et al. 
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2014, 2016).  Genetic mark-recapture (Herreman and Peacock 2013, Pagano et al. 2014, 

Chapters 5 and 10) and remote sensing (Stapleton et al. 2014) may also offer viable alternatives 

in situations where logistical and financial limitations preclude the use of physical mark-

recapture or where concerns about the impacts of handling bears outweigh the benefits 

(Vongraven et al. 2012). 

 Aerial surveys are widely used for monitoring wildlife populations.  Unlike physical mark-

recapture studies where individuals are captured, marked and released, aerial surveys do not 

provide detailed demographic data such as estimates of birth rates and survival that can be used 

to project population growth.  Nevertheless, aerial surveys, which only rely on one season are an 

effective means of yielding a snapshot of estimates of abundance/status.  Inferences about 

population trends can be derived from repeated aerial surveys.  In addition to estimating 

abundance, aerial surveys can also provide information on spatial distribution, sex and age 

composition, body condition and reproductive performance that can be used to facilitate 

population status assessment (e.g., Stapleton et al. 2014).  In contrast to genetic and physical 

mark-recapture estimation, which relies on several years of sampling, aerial surveys can provide 

an estimate of abundance from only one season of study. 

 Genetic mark-recapture has been increasingly used for wildlife population monitoring 

(Palsbøll et al. 1997, Boersen et al. 2003, Boulanger et al. 2004, Kendall et al. 2009).  Like aerial 

surveys, genetic mark-recapture does not require the capture and physical handling of 

individuals.  Tissue samples are collected for genotyping and identification of individuals by 

methods such as biopsy darting or hair-snagging.  With protocols such as biopsy darting, 

individuals can be observed from a distance, facilitating collection of additional information on 
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sex, age class and body condition.  However, the reliability of this ancillary information depends 

on the ability to correctly classify individuals by sex and age class. 

 Using data collected during two recent genetic mark recapture studies of polar bears in the 

Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) subpopulations, we assessed the accuracy of classifying 

polar bears into sex and age classes from the air without physical handling.  From a sample of 

bears of known sex and age class, we examined variation in accuracy of classification dependent 

on the method of survey (aerial vs genetic mark-recapture) and amongst sex-age classes.  We 

discuss the implications of the results for expanding the utility of aerial survey and genetic mark-

recapture as less invasive methods for monitoring species status. 

 

METHODS 

Study Area 

 The boundaries of the BB polar bear subpopulation (BB) encompass an area ~1 million 

km2 in Baffin Bay, covering portions of Baffin Island and all Bylot Island (66.2° N to 73.8° N) in 

Nunavut/ Canada and parts of West and Northwest Greenland (66.0° N to 77.0° N; Taylor et al. 

2005).  BB is bounded by Greenland to the east, Baffin Island to the west, the North Water 

polynya in the north and Davis Strait to the south.  Three communities in Nunavut and 37 

communities in Greenland harvest bears from BB, although the majority of the Greenland 

harvest is taken between ca. 72° and 76° N.  Baffin Bay is ice-covered in winter but typically 

ice-free in summer. During late spring and summer break-up, sea ice recedes from Greenland 

westward across Baffin Bay; the last remnants of ice typically occur off the coast of Baffin 

Island. Most polar bears remain on the sea ice as it recedes and then come ashore to spend the 
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ice-retreat period on Baffin and Bylot Islands (Taylor et al. 2005). A small number of bears 

remain on land in northwestern Greenland throughout the ice-retreat period. 

 The KB polar bear subpopulation covers roughly 150,000 km2 and spans portions of 

Nunavut, Canada, including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (Taylor et al. 

2008).  However, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation encompasses a substantial amount of 

land and glaciers so that the essential sea ice polar bear habitat only amounts to less than one half 

of the area enclosed by the borders of the management unit; cf. Figure 13.1).  The subpopulation 

ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound and adjacent fjords on eastern Ellesmere 

Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq area). It is bounded to the north by the Arctic 

Basin subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the BB and LS subpopulations, 

and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW). Kane Basin forms part of the Arctic archipelago 

ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); sea ice remains present in the northern range (i.e., Nares Strait-

Kane Basin) throughout the year, largely due to the movement of polar pack ice from Arctic 

Basin, and reaches a minimum in late summer.  However, in recent decades, sea ice conditions in 

KB have changed markedly (Chapter 9) 

Genetic Mark-Recapture Study 

 Genetic mark-recapture studies were conducted in BB and KB between 2011-2013 and 

2012-2014 respectively (Chapters 5 and 10 in this report).  Sampling of bears in BB occurred 

from late August to mid- October along the east coast of Baffin Island and around Bylot Island, 

Canada.  During this period, bears were on land in a variety of habitats ranging from flat coastal 

plains and beaches to steep rocky slopes and glaciers.  Bears were observed against different 

backgrounds including sand, rocks, low lying vegetation, snow and water.  Sampling in KB 
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occurred in April and May while bears were on the sea ice.  Bears were observed on a range of 

sea-ice types including flat, shorefast ice, consolidated pack-ice and unconsolidated pack-ice. 

 Using a helicopter (Bell 206 LongRanger), we searched for and biopsy darted polar bears 

using methods described previously (Chapters 5 and 10).  Upon encounter, the sex and age class 

(cub-of-the-year [COY], yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 4], and adult) of each bear was estimated 

from the air at a range of 3 – 7 m above ground.  The individual identity and sex of each bear 

was later confirmed via genetic analysis (Chapter 5 and 11).  In estimating age-class and sex, the 

observer used multiple cues, including the size of an individual relative to its surrounding 

environment or accompanying bears, membership in a family group (mothers and cubs or 

yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males; e.g., fore-leg guard hairs), body shape 

and proportions, the presence of scars (which are most often seen on adult males) and 

observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under the tail of females).  Fields notes, and 

in some cases photographs, also assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic 

sex was known. All observations were made by experienced polar bear biologists who had 

previously participated in physical mark-recapture studies. 

 At the time of encounter, observers had no prior knowledge of the sex or age class of bears.  

However, amongst the individuals encountered, a proportion were of known sex and age class 

based on one or more lines of evidence (Table B1), including a number of bears whose 

genotypes matched those of bears handled during physical mark-recapture studies in BB (Taylor 

et al. 2005), KB (Taylor et al. 2008, Chapter 10 in this report) and Davis Strait (Peacock et al. 

2013).  We assessed the accuracy of remote classification using this sample of ‘known’ bears and 

examined two scenarios.  The first scenario simulated the outcome of an aerial survey in which 

the sex of bears cannot be confirmed via genotyping.  Sex and age classification under this 
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scenario therefore relies solely on field observation.  The second scenario simulated a genetic 

mark-recapture, whereby inaccuracies in field sexing of bears can be corrected following 

genotyping and field notes made at the time of observation can be used to make post-hoc 

adjustments to age class once genetic sex is known1. 

 We restricted our analyses to bears that were sub adults or adults at time of encounter due 

to small sample sizes for COYs and yearlings and because these dependent offspring can be 

easily identified when part of a family group (> 96% and 91% accurate for COY and yearlings 

respectively; GN unpublished data from Davis Strait).  Our analysis was a simple comparison of 

the estimated and known frequencies of bears in each sex and age class under these two 

scenarios. 

RESULTS 

 During genetic mark-recapture studies in BB and KB, 2011-2014, there were 309 

encounters with individuals classified from the air as adult females based on the presence of 

accompanying offspring (either COY or yearlings), including 29 instances in which the sex and 

age class of the adult female was also known from capture and physical examination (n = 2) and 

tooth aging (n = 27) on a prior or future occasion.  Twenty-five adult females were subject to 

aerial classification during fall when they were accompanied by COY (n = 12) or yearlings (n = 

4) and 4 were classified during spring (3 with COY, 1 with yearlings).  All adult females with 

dependent offspring were correctly classified from the air. 

 In addition to adult females with accompanying offspring, we recorded 128 unencumbered 

bears of known sex and age class (Table B2).  Aerial classification of these bears without 

subsequent genotyping and reclassification based on genetic sex (i.e., the aerial survey scenario) 

resulted in an overall accuracy of 73%.  For lone adults, 95% males and 74% of females were 
                                                           
1 An example of a field note used for post-hoc adjustment of age class would be: “If not female is a sub adult male”. 
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correctly classified.  Inaccuracies were greatest amongst subadult bears.  Although 70% of 

subadults were correctly classified, only 23% were correctly classified as sub adults of a 

particular sex. 

Aerial classification combined with subsequent reclassification based on genetic sex, field notes 

and photographs (i.e., the genetic mark-recapture scenario) resulted in an overall accuracy of 

91% amongst the 128 known age, independent bears.  Again, accuracy varied by sex and age 

class (Figure B1); accuracy was highest for adult males (97%) and lowest for sub adult females 

(79%) (Table B3). 

DISCUSSION 

 One of the criteria used to classify adult females was the presence of dependent offspring 

(COY or yearling) at the time of aerial observation or during a prior encounter.  Use of this 

criterion was based on the assumption that accuracy in identifying females with offspring of this 

age was at, or near 100%.  Although the sample size was relatively small, our results support this 

assumption and the validity of this age classification criterion.  All of the adult females with 

offspring whose age could also be confirmed by tooth aging or physical examination were 

correctly classified from the air.  However, we did not have any adult females accompanied by 2-

year-olds in our sample of known-aged bears so we were unable to test the accuracy of 

classifying adult females based on the presence of 2-year-old offspring nor were we able to test 

accuracy in classifying 2-year-olds themselves. 

 Our results suggest that experienced observers can estimate the sex and age class of bears 

from the air with high accuracy for most sex and age classes, particularly when aerial 

observations are combined with genetic sexing, field notes and photographs.  These findings are 

consistent with results from a similar study using a larger dataset of known-age bears (n = 445 
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based on tooth aging) from Davis Strait in which aerial observers correctly classified 97%, 88%, 

80% and 80% of adult males, adult females, subadult males and subadult females respectively 

(GN unpublished data). 

 Not surprisingly, the greatest inaccuracies occur in classifying subadult bears.  While the 

ability to classify an individual as a subadult is reasonably good from the air, the ability to 

determine the sex of subadult bears based on aerial observation alone is poor.  Another area of 

potential inaccuracy that we were unable to test was the identification of independent yearlings.  

In some polar bear subpopulations, a proportion of yearlings are found alone during the summer 

or fall; presumably having been weaned (Derocher and Stirling 1995, 2012, Stirling et al. 1999).  

In Baffin Bay during the 1990s, approximately 6% of yearlings encountered during mark-

recapture sampling were independent (GN unpublished data).  The extent to which weaning of 

yearlings is occurring in BB at present is unknown.  Of 16 bears recaptured as yearlings during 

genetic mark-recapture sampling from 2011 to 2013, all were still with their mother, but this 

small sample size limits inferences.  However, in Western Hudson Bay, the proportion of 

yearlings that are independent during the fall has declined dramatically from > 81% prior to 1980 

to almost zero at present (Stirling and Derocher 2012).  This decline in early weaning of 

offspring has occurred in association with changing sea-ice conditions leading to the suggestion 

that early weaning is associated with favorable environmental conditions.  Given trends in sea 

ice in BB (Laidre et al. 2015), a reduction in the proportions of independent yearlings may also 

be occurring.  The number of independent yearlings encountered during our genetic mark-

recapture was likely negligible. 

 Based on the accuracy of classification documented in this study, we conclude that the sex 

and age class data derived from aerial surveys or genetic mark-recapture studies can provide 
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reliable data to support monitoring and assessment of population status.  From aerial 

observations, adult males, adult females, COY, and yearlings can be identified with high 

accuracy.  Subadult age classes also can be accurately determined, but classification by sex is 

poor.  Combined with genetic sexing, field notes and photographs, accuracy is improved for all 

classes of bears.  While we cannot derive specific ages for bears from aerial observations, such 

data do support monitoring the basic age structure of subpopulations.  In addition, with genetic 

mark-recapture, there is an opportunity to model survival of specific age classes, albeit with a 

degree of uncertainty.  For example, remote classification of sex and age classes does not permit 

modeling senescent age classes, nor can we model the transition from subadult to adult age 

classes with certainty.  Finally, given the accuracy in identifying adult females and their 

dependent COY and yearling offspring, reproductive indices such as litters size and recruitment 

(yearlings per adult female) can be reliably obtained. 

 In our genetic mark-recapture studies in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin approximately one-

third and two-thirds of sampling, respectively, occurred for bears of known age class based on 

our criteria (Table B1).  The higher proportion of known age bears in Kane Basin was the result 

of physical captures completed to deploy satellite telemetry instruments.  For the two thirds and 

one third of bears of ‘unknown’ age that were age classed based on aerial observations, genetic 

sex, field notes and photographs we can be confident in the accuracy of those classifications.  For 

mark-recapture analyses, we adopted a coarser age class structure than was assessed in the 

present study due to concerns about the ability to remotely classify bears (Chapters 5 and 10).  

Our findings suggest that the accuracy of remote classification is sufficient to justify the use of 

finer scale age-class structures in the future. 
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Figure B1.  Accuracy of estimating the age class of bears during genetic mark-recapture studies 

in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin (2011-2014).  Data are for bears of known age-class and sex.  Sex 

is based on genotyping and age class is based on one or more of the criteria listed in Table A1.  

Data are presented as percentages correctly (grey) and incorrectly (white) classified with sample 

sizes in parentheses. 
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Table B1.  Lines of evidence (criteria) used to determine the ‘known’ sex and age class of polar bears. 

Sex-Age Class Evidence Used to Determine Class 
Subadults • Genotype matched to an individual previously encountered and / or captured as a COY or yearling. 

• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior or future occasion.  Age at capture determined by 
tooth1. 

• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion.  Age at capture determined by physical 
examination and the interval between capture and biopsy confirms the individual to be subadult. 

• Genotype matched to a bear subsequently harvested for which age was determined by tooth1. 
  
Adult Females with 
dependent offspring 
(COY or yearling) 

• Accompanied by dependent offspring at time of encounter or during previous encounter and / or capture. 
• Genotype matched to an individual previously encountered and / or captured as a COY or yearling. 
• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior or future occasion.  Age at capture determined by 

tooth1. 
• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion.  Age at capture determined by physical 

examination and the interval between capture and biopsy confirms the individual to be adult. 
• Genotype matched to a bear subsequently harvested for which age was determined by tooth1. 

  
Lone Adult Females • Genotype matched to an individual previously encountered and / or captured as a COY or yearling. 

• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion or future occasion.  Age at capture 
determined by tooth1. 

• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion.  Age at capture determined by physical 
examination and the interval between capture and biopsy confirms the individual to be adult. 

• Genotype matched to an adult female previously accompanied by dependent offspring. 
• Genotype matched to a bear subsequently harvested for which age was determined by tooth1. 

  
Adult Males • Genotype matched to an individual previously encountered and / or captured as a COY or yearling. 

• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion.  Age at capture determined by tooth1. 
• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion.  Age at capture determined by physical 

examination and the interval between capture and biopsy confirms the individual to be adult. 
• Genotype matched to a bear subsequently harvested for which age was determined by tooth1. 

1 Age estimated by counting annular rings in an extracted vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  
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Table B2.  Comparison of sex and age classes as estimated from the air versus known sex and age for bears observed in Baffin Bay 

and Kane Basin, Canada, 2011-2014.  Estimated sex and age based on aerial observation only (aerial survey scenario).  Data are 

frequencies.  Percentage of bears correctly classified are presented in parentheses. 

 

 Known 

Sub adult (<5yrs)  Adult 

Female Male 

 Female 
(with 

offspring) 
Female 
(Lone) Male 

Estimated 

Sub adult (<5yrs) 

Female 3 (21.4)      

Male 3 4 (25.0)    1 

Unknown/Not recorded 5 6     

Sub adult or adult 

Female     1  

Male     2 1 

Unknown/Not recorded     1  

Adult 

Female (with offspring)    309 (100)   

Female (Lone) 3 4   28 (73.7) 1 

Male  2   4 59 (95.2) 

  

Total Individuals 14 16  309 36 62 
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Table B3.  Comparison of sex and age classes as estimated from the air versus known sex and age for bears observed in Baffin Bay 

and Kane Basin, Canada, 2011-2014.  Estimated sex and age based on aerial observation and post-hoc correction for genetic sex 

(genetic mark-recapture scenario).  Data are frequencies.  Percentage of bears correctly classified are presented in parentheses. 

 

 Known 

Sub adult (<5yrs)  Adult 

Female Male 

 Female 
(with 

offspring) Female (Lone) Male 

Estimated 

Sub adult (<5yrs) 

Female 11 (78.6)      

Male  14 (87.5)    1 

Unknown/Not recorded       

Sub adult or adult 

Female     4  

Male      1 

Unknown/Not recorded       

Adult 

Female (with offspring)    309 (100)   

Female (Lone) 3    32 (88.9)  

Male  2    60 (96.8) 

  

Total Individuals 14 16  309 36 62 
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APPENDIX C.  Regression results for an annual body condition metric for polar bears in Baffin Bay (BB).  The metric, proportion of 

bears in good condition, was derived from observed frequencies of Fatness Index (FI) scores ranging from 1 to 5 (Stirling et al. 2008).  

Bears of FI 4 or 5 were in good condition.  Spring ice transition was the decimal day (1-365) when ice cover over the continental shelf 

of BB reached 50%.  Data for all years were collected within a standardized sampling area (see chapter 3). Regressions were 

performed in the Curve Estimation procedure of SPSS (Version 24.0). 

 

Sex-Age Class Dependent Variable F6 r2 P Curve Type 

Adult Male Spring Ice Transition 59.89 0.97 0.001 Quadratic (2nd order) 

Adult Male Year 18.90 0.79 0.007 Linear 

Adult Female (alone) Spring Ice Transition 0.25 0.05 0.635 Linear 

Adult Female (alone) Year 2.09 0.29 0.208 Linear 

Adult Female (with offspring) Spring Ice Transition 51.77 0.91 0.001 Exponential 

Adult Female (with offspring) Year 13.24 0.73 0.015 Exponential 

Yearling Spring Ice Transition 9.75 0.83 0.029 Quadratic (2nd order) 

Yearling Year 4.71 0.49 0.082 Linear 
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APPENDIX D.  Description of the polar bear harvest management and monitoring systems in 

Canada and Greenland. 

 

HARVEST MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING IN CANADA 

 Within Canada, harvesting of polar bears has been managed on a quota system since 

1967 (Lee and Taylor 1994).  This system has undergone several revisions over time both in 

terms of the size of quotas and the methods of management.  Since 1996, the quota system for 

BB, KB and other neighboring subpopulations managed by the Government of the Northwest 

Territories (and now the Government of Nunavut) has had several notable features.  The term 

quota has been replaced by the term Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) to reflect language in the 

Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA).  However, TAH and quota are often used 

interchangeably in reports.  The TAH is managed on a flexible system that allows the annual 

level of harvest to vary somewhat from year-to-year to some degree.  Each community hunting 

from a subpopulation is allocated a portion of the TAH.  Exceedance of that allocation in a given 

year is compensated for by a reduction in the community’s allowable harvest the following year.  

Exceedances occur when the total number of bears harvested is greater than the available limit or 

when too many females are harvested.  This sex selective harvest management system is based 

on a target sex ratio of 2 or more males for every female harvested which allows a higher 

sustainable harvest than a 1:1 sex ratio (Taylor et al. 2008b).  All human-caused mortalities are 

counted against the available TAH.  Adult females with dependent offspring (cubs-of-the-year, 

yearling or two-year-olds) and those in or constructing dens are protected from hunting.  The 

hunting season runs from July 1st to June 30th the following year.  Most hunting is for subsistence 

purposes by Inuit.  However, a portion of each community’s TAH may be allocated to guided 
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sport hunting by non-Inuit, at the discretion of Inuit (Tyrell 2009; Wenzel 2008, 2011).  Methods 

of hunting are regulated under the Nunavut Wildlife Act.  With the exception of sport hunters 

who must travel by dog-team only, hunting may be facilitated by use of various forms of 

transportation including snow machine, All Terrain Vehicle or boat and with firearms of 

authorized calibers. 

 In Canada (Nunavut), the reporting of all harvested bears is mandatory.  Hunters are 

required to provide evidence of the sex in the form of a baculum from harvested males.  In the 

absence of a baculum, sex may be determined by DNA (Prior to 2005, proof of sex could also be 

established by sworn affidavit).  When proof of sex is unavailable a harvested bear is counted as 

a female for quota management purposes.  In addition to proof of sex, hunters are required to 

submit a set of standard specimens from each harvested bear including the lower jaw (or skull) 

for extraction of a tooth for aging, lip tattoos and ear tags if present.  Payment is provided by the 

Government of Nunavut (GN) for these specimens. 

 Following harvest of a bear, hunters submit the required specimens and other information 

to local GN Conservation Officers.  For each bear, details are recorded including location of 

harvest, date, hide length, estimated age, sex, type of hunt (e.g., regular subsistence, sport hunt, 

defense-of-life-and-property), ear tag number (and tags) if present and lip tattoo number (and 

tattoo) if present.  The hide from each harvested bear is then marked with a uniquely numbered 

tag (hide seal) that is permanently affixed.  This hide seal is required for export of hides from 

Nunavut and sale. 

 The information collected on each harvested bear is recorded on Hunter Kill Return 

(HKR) forms completed by Conservation Officers.  HKR forms are submitted to the GN’s polar 

bear management program where they were checked for omissions and errors before entry into 
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the GN’s polar bear harvest database.  The sex of harvested bears is again verified by submission 

of a baculum or by DNA submitted for analysis to Wildlife Genetics International (Nelson, BC, 

Canada).  The age of harvested bears is determined from counts of annular rings in an extracted 

vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998). 

HARVEST MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING IN GREENLAND 

Harvest management 

 Following the signing of the Agreement on Conservation of Polar Bears in 1973 (Anon. 

1973), regulations for the harvest and the protection of polar bears for all areas of Greenland 

were introduced and were enforced by 1 January 1975 (Anon. 1976, Vibe 1985).  Since then, 

several amendments have been made to the regulations (cf. Born 1995).  The latest amendment 

was made in 2005 (Anon. 2005). 

 When Greenland Home Rule was established in 1979, Greenland took over the legal 

responsibility for management of its renewable resources, including polar bears.  In October 

2005, a new Executive Order (Anon. 2005) came into force.  Some important protective 

measures in this executive order are (Anon. 2005, Lønstrup 2006, Hansen 2010): 

• year round protection of all cubs (regardless of age) and females accompanied by 

cubs.  The executive order also introduces a prohibition of the export of polar bear 

cubs; 

• protection of all polar bears from 1 July to 31 August; in the local authority districts of 

Ittoqqortoormiit og Ammassalik from 1 August to 30 September; 

• prohibition to disturb or dig out polar bears in dens; 

• introduction of quotas from 1 January 2006 and the possibility that part of the quota 

may be used for trophy hunting.  There has never been and currently is no trophy 
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hunting of polar bears in Greenland.  Special provisions on trophy hunting will be laid 

down in a separate executive order; 

• only Greenland residents who hunt as a full-time occupation are allowed to hunt polar 

bears; 

• it is mandatory to report to the Greenland management authorities all catches 

including struck-and-lost polar bears; 

• aircraft, helicopters, motorized vehicles, including snow scooters and boats larger than 

20 GRT/15GT are not allowed in the hunt or for transportation to and from the hunting 

grounds; 

• poison, traps, foot snares or self-shooting guns are not allowed; 

• rim-fire rifles, shot guns or semi- or fully automatic weapons are not allowed.  Polar 

bears may only be hunted using a rifle with a minimum caliber of 30.06 (7.62 mm); 

• all meat, skin and other useable parts of the bear must be brought back (or cached in 

the field for later use); and, 

• no parts of the polar bear must be sold until the catch has been officially registered and 

the license has received an official stamp. 

 The Melville Bay Nature Reserve offers protection of polar bears in the Baffin Bay 

subpopulation.  This reserve (10 500 km2) was established in1980 to protect important polar bear 

habitat. All hunting within the central (coastal) zone I of nature reserve is prohibited (Vibe 1985, 

Anon. 1989). 

 The Greenland Home Rule Act. No. 12 of 29 October 1999 provides the legal framework 

for wildlife management.  Various laws on environmental protection and animal welfare also 

apply to the management of polar bears (Polar Bear Range States 2015). 
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 Responsibility for the management of polar bears resides with the Department of 

Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture, DFHA (Aalisarnermut, Piniarnermut Nunalerinermullu 

Naalakkersuisoqarfik, APNN) of the Greenland Government. 

 Quotas for the take of polar bears in Greenland were introduced in 2005 taking effect 1 

January 2006 (Lønstrup 2006).  The Minister of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture sets an 

annual polar bear quota.  The minister drafts a preliminary regional allocation of the quota based 

on the latest scientific advice and harvest results for the preceeding harvest season, and then 

sends the draft to the Hunters´ National Association, the municipalities, the Ministry of Nature 

and Environment and the Greenland Institute of Natural Resources for consultation for a period 

of not less than five weeks.  Based on the resulting consultation, the Ministry of Fisheries, 

Hunting and Agriculture prepares a final presentation of the total annual quota to the Minister 

(Polar Bear Range States 2015).  Licenses to hunt polar bears are issues by the municipalities, 

within annual quotas set by DFHA and the National Government. 

 The Greenland Fisheries License Control Authority is tasked with enforcing the 

regulations set by the government and the municipalities (Polar Bear Range States 2015). 

 When polar bear studies conducted by the Greenland Fisheries Research Institute 

(predecessor of Greenland Institute of Natural Resources, Nuuk) were initiated in 1991, 

Greenland de facto took over the responsibility providing scientific data for the management of 

its polar bear subpopulations as outlined in the 1973 Agreement on Conservation of Polar Bears. 

 During the fall of 2000, the Greenland Home Rule Government signed a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) with the Government of Nunavut (Canada).  An appendix to this MOU 

contains a prioritized list of items, including that there should be cooperation between both 

regarding shared polar bear subpopulations (Lønstrup 2006). 
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Harvest Monitoring 

 Home Rule was established in Greenland 1979. Since then the Department of Fisheries, 

Hunting and Agriculture (DFHA, Nuuk) has been responsible for organizing the collection of 

catch statistics in Greenland and for summarizing and publishing the data.  Until 1987 

information about the number of polar bears taken in Greenland was available through the 

Hunters´ Lists of Game (HLG) where hunters reported their catch of various wildlife including 

polar bears voluntarily. The HLG (Anon. 1954-83 and unpublished 1984-87) was based upon the 

principle that an appointed person from each settlement kept count of the catch of various 

hunting animals by all the hunters in his settlement and reported the numbers to the authorities 

(Rosing-Asvid 2002). When such reports for some reason were missing, the central authority 

added an estimate to account for unreported catch based upon “other information” (i.e., for 

example notices of catches in newspapers or records of trade of skin etc.). The HLG-summaries 

of the catch, including estimates of unreported catch, were published annually by the Ministry 

for Greenland in Copenhagen (until 1983). After the Greenland Home Rule Government took 

over the HLG-system, unpublished summaries of the catch in 1985, 1986 and 1987 became 

available from the Department of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture, DFHA (Nuuk). However, 

the reliability of the reporting in the HLG deteriorated since about the mid-1970s (Born 1995, 

Rosing 1998) and this way of monitoring the catch in Greenland stopped in 1987.  

 Some information (HLG and trade) was available during the decade prior to the 

introduction of a new system of reporting catches in 1993 (see the following). However, none of 

these sources gave the total picture and the size of the annual catch of polar bears from the BB 

and KB subpopulations in the 1980s and the information of annual catches was largely based on 

estimates (Born 1995). Born (1995) and Rosing-Asvid (2002) estimated that during 1980-1992 a 
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total of between 25(30) and 70(80) polar bears were taken each year by Greenlanders from the 

BB and KB subpopulations (the estimates of the total catch was not separated to BB and KB). 

 On January 1993 a new system of reporting catches – the ”Piniarneq” (Greenlandic word 

for “catch”) – was introduced in Greenland on 1 January 1996.  The “Piniarneq” relies upon each 

hunter voluntarily reporting his annual catch (between 1 October and 30 September) of various 

species including polar bears.  The Piniarneq system is linked to the issuing of hunting licenses, 

of which two categories exist: one for full-time hunters and another for part-time hunters.  

Hunters in both categories have to pay a small fee for renewal of the license, at which time they 

are obliged to report their catches during the previous 12 months.  Only full-time hunters can get 

a license to hunt polar bears.  The information on catches is compiled by the Department of 

Fishery, Hunting and Agriculture (Nuuk) which publishes summaries of the annual catch by 

area.  In the summaries, the catch is reported by municipality, meaning that in ”Piniarneq” there 

are no records of the exact site of kill.  There is also no information on sex and age of the caught 

bears or whether the bear(s) was (were) killed during a hunt involving more hunters than the one 

reporting the catch(es). 

 In recognition of the fact that a potential problem of reporting catches of polar bears via 

Piniarneq might be that more than one hunter reports the catch of a bear because several hunters 

participated in the hunt leading to multiple- reporting of a kill (see Discussion) it became 

mandatory from 1994 to report every kill of a polar bear on specific forms (“Special Reporting 

Forms”; “Særmeldingsskemaer”).  On these forms the hunter´s name, civil registration number, 

settlement/town, place and date of the kill, sex and approximate age (young, adult, old) of the 

bear ha to be given.  To be able to reduce the problem of potential multi-reporting of a single kill 

the hunter who finished off the bear was supposed to fill in the form and also give the name etc. 
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of the other participants in the catch.  During the years this system worked with variable success 

and not all bears that were caught were reported (Born 1998). 

 Quotas on polar hunting were first introduced in Greenland in 2006.  After the 

introduction of quotas taking effect 1 January 2006 the Ministry of Fisheries, Hunting and 

Agriculture has improved the hunting statistics by developing a new database and a double 

reporting system.  This means that a hunter must be issued a license before the hunt and 

immediately following the hunt the hunter must report the catch to the local authority using a 

standardized form.  This standardized form includes information on the name of the hunter(s), 

place of residence, date, license number, location of kill, and the sex and age category, and 

whether the bear was marked.  As an additional control, all hunters must report their annual 

harvest of all species (including polar bears) in Piniarneq (Hansen 2010). 

 In connection with studies of movement and subpopulation assessment more than 1500 

polar bears have been physically marked in the Kane Basin and Baffin Bay subpopulations since 

the 1970s  (Born 1995, Taylor et al. 2005, 2008, Peacock et al. 2012).  Before the quotas the 

hunters received a token payment for returning marks (and transmitters) to the authorities with 

information on the bear (date, site, sex etc. etc).  By the introduction of quotas it became 

mandatory to report whether a bear was marked or not and return tags (and transmitters) (Anon. 

2005). 

 Since the 1980s biological samples from the polar bear catch (various tissues, sexual 

organs, teeth for ageing etc.) have been collected during various specific programs in connection 

with studies of pollution and the demography of the catch (e.g., Rosing-Asvid 2002, Sonne et al. 

2012).  However, these programs which relied upon the hunters collecting the samples with an 
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economical compensation served specific purposes and in case of monitoring the catch have 

been intermittent (Rosing-Asvid 2002). 

 In order to continuously monitor the Greenland catch of polar bears demographically and 

provide information on sex and age composition of the catch it became mandatory in 2012 for 

the polar bear hunters to deliver a tissue sample (for genetic analyses) and a small vestigial tooth 

(for age determination) from each bear killed.  The samples shall be sent to the Greenland 

Institute of Natural Resources in Nuuk which is responsible for arranging the sampling program 

practically and for processing the samples.  Each sample is accompanied by a filled form where 

with details about the catch (date, site, name of hunter, sex of the bear and its approximate age 

etc. etc.).  The hunters are required to also send the same information to the Greenland 

management authorities (i.e., the Department of Fisheries Hunting and Agriculture in Nuuk). 
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APPENDIX E.  Results of binary logistic regressions for body condition scores (poor, fair-good) 

for polar bears in Kane Basin. 

Sex-Age Class Independent 
Variables 

B Wald Statistic P 

Adult male Julian Day -0.095 1.617 0.204 

Epoch (1990s-2010s) 0.230 0.082 0.774 

Adult female 

(lone) 

Julian Day 0.104 2.413 0.120 

Epoch (1990s-2010s) 0.775 1.152 0.283 

Adult female 

(with COY) 

Julian Day 0.251 9.210 0.002 

Epoch (1990s-2010s) 0.327 0.194 0.660 

Adult female 

(with yearling) 

Julian Day 0.082 0.617 0.432 

Epoch (1990s-2010s) 2.064 4.081 0.043 

Subadult Julian Day 0.111 0.741 0.389 

Epoch (1990s-2010s) 20.056 0.000 0.998 

 



  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

 

 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 3-5, 2018 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ i ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 13  

 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

(HTOs) ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 3-ᒥ 5-ᒧ, 2018 ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕆᓕᕐᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᑲᑕᒃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 9-ᒥ 15-ᒧ, 2017 ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓕᖅᐹᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ (BB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᑦ (TK) ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒍᑎᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐆᒥᖓ 

ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓇᙵ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖁᐊᕐᓵᕐᓇᕈᑎᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓂᑯ ᐅᑯᓇᙵ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᑦ (SWG). ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑐᐊᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ. 

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏ (TK) ᓄᐊᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) 

ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ. 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ.  

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᓈᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᖃᕋᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ.  
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ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᓕᕈᑎᖓ 

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃᒥᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅᔪᐊᖅᒥᑦ.  

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᖔᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ. 
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1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂ ᑲᑎᕐᓱᐃᒍᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓈᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) 

ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ. ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓂᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ (TK) ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ (BB). ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 3-ᒥ 5-ᒧ, 2018: 

 ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 3, 2018 

 ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 4, 2018 

 ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 5, 2018 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋ 

ᐅᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥᑦ. ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (NTI), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ (QWB) ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 

2.0 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᓛᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐆᒧᖓ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᑦ (SWG). ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ 

(SWG) ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᐅᑯᑎᒎᓇᖅ 

ᑲᓇᑕ/ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᐊᕐᓵᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓇᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓖᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᑦ (SWG), ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐆᒃᑑᐱᕆ 

2017-ᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᒐᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ (TAH). ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᕐᓕ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓇᙵ 

ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) ᐆᒧᖓ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ. 

2.1 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂ 3-ᓗ 4-ᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ, ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᓕᖃᑐᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨ, ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 1). ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᙵᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᕐᓱᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋ. ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᒪᑕ.  
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3.0 ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᑎᒍᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑲᑕᒃᓂᕐᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕌᖓ. ᐊᒥᓲᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᑲᑕᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᒃᑯ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳ 

ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 4-ᒥᑦ. 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᓯᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂᑦ. 

 

3.1 ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 3, 2018 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ: 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔭᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ: ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᓕᖃᑐᖅᑐᖅ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨ: ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔭᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ: ᓯᑳᑦ ᔮᓐᓴᓐ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᐅᕈᓪ ᕗᕇ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑕᓂᔅ ᓇᑎᓗ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑲᐃᐅᓪ ᐅᕆᑦᓯ 

 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨ: ᐋᑕᒥ ᓄᓇ 

 ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

o ᔭᐃᑯᓛᓯ ᕿᓕᕐᑎ 

o ᑲᐃᓚ ᓴᖑᔭ 

o ᓃᓇ ᑲᐅᑕᖅ 

o ᐱᓕ ᒥᖁᓵᖅ 

o ᐸᓄᐃᓕ ᐃᓄᑯᓗ 

o ᑕᐃᓇ ᐃᓄᑯᓗ 

o ᐃᓚᐃᔭ ᐸᓂᒃᐸᑯᑦᑐᒃ 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᑦ: 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒡᓗ. ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᓗᐊᖅᐸᙱᒻᒪᑕ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᕐᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐸᒡᕕᒋᔭᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓄᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᓵᓪᓗᐊᓘᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᐅᕙᙱᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᐅᖔᖓᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕿᔨᒃᑯ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ (DLPKs) ᓂᐱᙵᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᙱᓐᓂᒃ. ᑲᐃᓚ ᓴᖑᔭ ᐊᐱᕆᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓃᑦᑐ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᒍᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᐃᔭ ᐸᓂᒃᐸᑯᑦᑐᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᖕᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᓂᕿᓄᑦ ᕿᖕᓃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᒃᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᒃᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂᑦ 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 6 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 13  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 23 ᑐᖔᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖓ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 2018-ᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔩ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂ 

ᐊᑐᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᑐᖁᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᒪᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓰᖅᑕᐅᓇᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᒥ. 

ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕚᓪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᑭᓖᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐸᒡᕕᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 

 

3.2 ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ: ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 4, 2018 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ: 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔭᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ: ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᓕᖃᑐᖅᑐᖅ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨ: ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔭᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ: ᓯᑳᑦ ᔮᓐᓴᓐ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ II: ᐳᕉᔅ ᔨᐅᕆ (ᐱᔭᐃ) ᕼᐊᐃᓐᓄ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᐅᕈᓪ ᕗᕇ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑕᓂᔅ ᓇᑎᓗ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑲᐃᐅᓪ ᐅᕆᑦᓯ 

 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨ: ᐋᑕᒥ ᓄᓇ 

 ᓇᒻᒪᐅᑕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

o ᒨᓴ ᐸᓖᑦᑐᖅ 

o ᒍᐊᑕᓐ ᑲᐅᑕᖅ 

o ᓇᐃᓴᓇ ᕿᓪᓚᖅ 

o ᔪᐊᕕ ᐃᑐᐊᖓᑦ 

o ᔭᐃᓯ ᑎᒍᓪᓚᒐᖅ 

o ᓕᕙᐃ ᐸᓖᑦᑐᖅ 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᑦ: 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᕐᓯᒪᓂᑯᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᒋᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᓄᑖᖅ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐ ᖃᓄᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᔨᕈᙳᓛᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓄᑖᖅ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᙱᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᕈᓘᔭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ. ᐃᓱᒪᒃᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔫᑎᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᙱᓪᓗᓂ. ᑐᑭᓯᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᓂ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐋᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᒃᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓄᑦ. ᐅᖃᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓯᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᕐᑐᓂᒃ.  



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 7 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 13  

 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᐅᒃᓴᙱᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᓂ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐸᒡᕕᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ 

ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓄ ᐅᕙᙶᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH). ᐃᓱᒪᒃᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎ 

ᓇᓄᕐᒥ ᑐᖂᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᙱᓐᓂᒃ. ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᒃᒪᑕᓕ 

ᐊᓯᐊᒎᖓᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᖅᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓵᕆᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒥᖓ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑲᑕᙱᓗᐊᕐᑐᖅ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᒡᕕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᑐᖂᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ. ᐱᔪᒪᔪᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᕋᕈᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᐸᖃᑎᒌᒃᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃᒥ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᙱᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐸᒡᕕᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ (TAH). 

ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᓇᒡᓯᐅᔾᔨᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᑎ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 23, 2018 ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ. 

 

3.3 ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 5, 2018 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ: 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔭᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ: ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᓕᖃᑐᖅᑐᖅ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨ: ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔭᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ: ᓯᑳᑦ ᔮᓐᓴᓐ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ II: ᔫᓴᕝ ᒍᐃ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᐅᕈᓪ ᕗᕇ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑕᓂᔅ ᓇᑎᓗ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑲᐃᐅᓪ ᐅᕆᑦᓯ 

 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨ: ᐋᑕᒥ ᓄᓇ 

 ᓇᑦᑎᕙᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

o ᔭᐃᐱᑎ ᓄᕿᕈᐊᒃ 

o ᐋᓕᓴᓐ ᑰᐸᓕᒃ 

o ᔪᐃᓕ ᑯᑯᐊᒃ 

o ᔪᐊᓯ ᐊᐅᑦᓚᑭᐊᒃ 

o ᓴᓯᐱ ᐊᐅᑦᓚᑭᐊᒃ 

o ᔪᕋᐃᐊ ᓄᕿᙵᒃ 

 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 8 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 13  

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᑦ: 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐅᓂᕐᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ (TAH) ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒍᑎᒃᓴᒥᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᒋᐊᖃᖅᖢᒋᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ 

ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ 

ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᒃᒪᑕ 2010-ᓗ 2013-ᓗ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ. ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥ ᐅᖃᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖓᓂ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᕋᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍ ᐃᓱᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕋᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᑯᒍ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓛᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏ ᓇᐃᓐᓂᕐᓴᐅᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒪᑯᐊ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᓴᓪᓘᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓄᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓄᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᒪᑕ ᓴᓪᓗᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᕐᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ.  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓂᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ (BB) ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ (ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅᔪᐊᖅ) ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

(ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓛᖅᑐᖅ).  

 

4.0 ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ  

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ 

ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᒡᓗ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓗᓂ 1:1 (ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᖑᑎ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᓇᒧᑦ). ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓇᓗᐃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᒐᓱᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖑᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐆᒥᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐊᓵᕐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᕈᑎᐅᕙᒃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 9 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 13  

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 1



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 10 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 13  

 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 11 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 13  

 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 12 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 13  

 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 13 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 13  

 

 



 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ: ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂ 

ᐱᕙᒌᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ−ᑲᓛᖦᖡ ᓄᓈᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐋᑐᐋ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 25–27, 2017 

 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓛᑦᖠᓂᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ−ᑲᓛᖦᖡ ᓄᓈᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᕐᓂᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᖕᓂ. 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ (JC) ᐅᖃᐅᔭᐅᒋᐊᓱᖑᒪᑕ ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ. ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ 2011–2014, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ [TAH]; ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 

ᓄᖑᓗᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ). ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᑐᖃᐅᓗᐊᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 2011–2014 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᓯᐊᓃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᓂ. 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ (JC) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) 

ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ 2011–2014-ᒥᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᙳᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ (JC) ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᓈᒪᒃᑲᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ: (1) ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᔫᓂᑦ; 

(2) ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᖏᔫᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᑕᒪᐅᖓᑐᐊᖅ, (3) 

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᔫᓂᖓ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᓪᓗᐊᐸᓗᒃ 30% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ  

10–15 ᐊᕐᕌᖑᓂ. ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ (JC) ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ 



ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᓗᓈᕿᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᔪᒥᑦ ᑮᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ (JC) 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓕᖅᐸᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) 

ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒃᑐᒪᕆᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (90% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᑦ) ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

(ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᖃᒃᐳᖅ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒃᑐᒪᕆᐅᒐᔭᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ), 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᓗᑎᒃ (70% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂᑦ) ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ (ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ 

ᑐᑭᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓃᑦᑐᑦ). 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᑭᐅᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ 2011-2014 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH), ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ (TEK) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ. ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᑲᑦᑕᖅᐸᑦ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒡᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᐊᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᐸᑕ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH). 

 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ  

2011–2013 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓘᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2800 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ  

(95% ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ [CI]=2,059–3,593) ᑕᒫᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᑕᕆᐅ ᓯᑯᖓ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᖁᔨᐅᔪᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓱᒥᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓱᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᓗᒡᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ. ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᐅᓈᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᑎᖓᓂ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᓂᑦ SWG ᖃᐅᔨᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᓱᒋᐊᖓ 

ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ (1) ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᕋᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓚᕆᖑᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᕋᐃᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ (3) 30% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒃᑐᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ (2) ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᑎᑭᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 120−ᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᖑᒥ (ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᑎᑦ 4.3% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ (2) ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᑎᒃ 160−ᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᖑᒥ (ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 5.7% 

ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ). ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᖑᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᓴᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᐸᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1998 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2013 ᒪᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 1.25 ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 1 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓕ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᒃᐸᑕ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓱᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᑕ, ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓛᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕋᔭᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ. ᐱᖃᑖᓂ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᑦ (TEK) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ, ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔪᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᓈᑐᐊᕋᖓᑕ 

15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑉᐸᑕ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᐊᔪᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ 



ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒡᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᖃᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᑉᐸᒃᑯᓇᓂ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖏᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑎᓂᑦ (JC) 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒡᓂᖅᓵᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᒃᖢᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. 

ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒪᑕ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2011-2013 ᓱᓕᓚᐅᖏᒪᑕ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᑐᓚᕆᒃᑐᒥ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᓱᓕᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᐅᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᐅᓈᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᑉ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ, ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᑦᓯᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓂᓪᓕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖕᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒡᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐊᖑᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐱᖃᑖᓂ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ 

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᑕᒫᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᑦᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑕᒫᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᒥ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ. ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓱᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) 

ᑐᖓᐅᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ−ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᖅᓯᔪᒥᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᐅᓈᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕋᓱᒋᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑉᐸᑦ, ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓚᒃ 

ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒡᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᖃᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑉᐸᒃᑯᓇᓂ 

ᖁᓛᓂ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓇᐅᒐᓗᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ−ᑕᐅᕗᖓᑐᖃᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓃᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᒪᑕ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖏᑎᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᐸᓗᖕᒪᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕙᒌᕋᓱᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓕᖁᔨᓕᒪᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᓂᕐᓗᒃᑕᐅᔭᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒃᓲᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᐊᖑᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ 

(BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ. 



ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ  

2012–2014 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓘᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 360 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

(95% ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ [CI]=221–493) ᑕᒫᓂ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ KB ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓗᒍ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓱᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᖏᒪᑦ ᐱᐅᓈᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐄᓚᒃ, ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓕᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓚᖅ ᐱᐅᓈᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᒪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑕ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ (1) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (2). 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᖔᕐᓕ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᒃᐳᖅ ᓇᓗᓈᕿᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ, 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᐸᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒋᐊᖏᑕ. ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᖕᒪᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ (1) ᐅᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᑎᒃ 10 ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ 

(ᐊᖑᑦᔭᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖕᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᑎᒃ 2.8% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓄᑦ). ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑎᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ (TEK) ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᕋᐃᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᖁᔨᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1990-ᒥᑦ. 

ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖏᑕ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᖑᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᓴᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓛᑦᖠᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᑕᐅᔭᕌᖓᑕ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᐅᒐᔪᒃᐳᑦ 0.94 ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ 1 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓕᒐᖅᑐᖃᕌᖓᑦ. ᐱᖃᑖᓂ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᓴᕿᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᒃᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ (TEK) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᑐᒥᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ, ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔪᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᓈᑐᐊᕌᖓᑕ 15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖃᖏᑉᐸᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔪᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 



ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 15-ᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑉᐸᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᒃᓲᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐱᕕᒡᔪᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ-ᓇᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ. 

ᑕᐅᕙᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖓᓪᓕ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᔾᔨᓪᓗᐊᐸᓗᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ, ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ 

ᐆᒪᑯᑖᒍᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᑯᑖᒡᓂᕆᓲᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐱᖃᑖᓂ, ᑕᕆᐅᑉ-ᓯᑯᖓ 

ᓄᖑᓴᕋᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᐅᓈᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

(KB) ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᖑᓂ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓈᕈᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓂ ᑕᐅᕗᖓᑐᖃᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ-ᓯᑯᖓ ᓄᖑᓴᕋᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂ, ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᐸᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᖏᑦᑐᑯᓘᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐸᒐᕐᓂᖏᑦᑐᒦᑦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓱᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓗᖁᔨᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑎᑦ (JC) ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕐᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ, 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓱᕐᓗ ᒪᑯᓇᓂ ᓈᒪᒃᓯᑐᐊᕋᖓᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓱᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᒃ 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᑦ (TEK), ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ-ᓇᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᓗᐊᕌᓗᒃ ᐱᓂᕐᓗᒃᓯᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 
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Executive Summary 

Background 

The Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) polar bear subpopulations are jointly 

managed by Canada (Nunavut) and Greenland. The Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on 

Polar Bear (JC) facilitates coordination between the two jurisdictions. In 2011, due to concerns 

about potentially unsustainable harvest and the demographic effects of observed, long-term 

changes in sea-ice habitat, the JC tasked its Scientific Working Group (SWG) with reassessing 

the status of the BB and KB subpopulations. Both subpopulation were surveyed in the 1990s. 

However, by 2011 these earlier surveys were considered too old to provide a reliable basis for 

assessment or future harvest management. Consequently, the SWG undertook a research 

program using genetic capture-recapture (BB and KB), radiotelemetry (BB and KB), and aerial 

surveys (KB) from 2011–2014 to obtain updated information on subpopulation size, status, 

delineation, habitat quality, and habitat use (SWG 2016).  

Results from these recent studies suggest that, over the last few decades, the BB 

subpopulation has undergone significant changes in range, movements, habitat use, body 

condition, and reproductive performance concurrent with a decline in sea-ice extent, duration, 

and quality. Baffin Bay is a relatively abundant subpopulation with an estimated 2,826 bears in 

2011–2013 (95% CI = 2,059–3,593). However, due to differences in capture-recapture (CR) 

sampling designs, results from the surveys in the 1990s and 2010’s cannot be directly compared 

to assess trends in the size of the subpopulation. For KB, recent studies suggest that the 

subpopulation is transitioning from a multiyear sea-ice system towards a sea-ice regimen 

characteristic of the seasonal ice ecoregion, where sea ice melts almost entirely during the 

summer. The KB subpopulation has responded to changing sea ice by expanding its range since 

the 1990s, especially during summer. Larger and more variable home ranges, and the use of 

lower sea-ice concentrations in summer and fall, have also been observed (SWG 2016). The 

current abundance of the KB subpopulation was estimated at 357 bears in 2012–2014 (95% CI = 

221–493), with the available evidence suggesting this subpopulation has been stable or 

increasing since the 1990s.  



Baffin Bay and Kane Basin Harvest Assessment Final Report to the Joint Commission (2017) 
 

2 | P a g e  

Harvest assessment approach 

Following a review of research findings for BB and KB (SWG 2016), the JC provided the 

SWG with three potential alternatives for subpopulation Management Objectives: (1) maintain a 

relatively stable subpopulation size; (2) maintain a subpopulation size that achieves maximum 

sustainable yield, with respect to a potentially changing environmental carrying capacity; and (3) 

reduce subpopulation size by approximately 30% in 10–15 years. Management Objectives 1 and 

2 were considered potential objectives for both BB and KB, while an exploration of Management 

Objective 3 was associated with concerns about human-bear conflicts, and was requested for BB 

only. The JC requested that the SWG use the best-available information to provide advice on 

harvest management strategies, including levels of Total Allowable Harvest, under which these 

objectives could be achieved. The JC provided two levels of risk tolerance (“low” and 

“medium”) for not meeting each objective.  

In this report, we use the ecological and demographic data from SWG (2016) to evaluate 

a suite of potential harvest strategies for the BB and KB subpopulations. We evaluated all 

strategies against the specific management objectives and risk tolerances provided by the JC, and 

for each strategy we also recorded other metrics of biological or management interest (e.g., the 

probability of severely depleting adult male bears). We interpreted the JC’s request for advice on 

“low” and “medium” risk tolerance to mean a 90% and 70% chance of successfully meeting a 

management objective, respectively (alternatively, a 10% and 30% chance of failing to meet a 

management objective). 

We performed a quantitative risk assessment using a demographic model based on the 

life history of polar bears, which can include the effects of environmental change (Regehr et al. 

2017). The potential effects of future changes in sea-ice conditions on subpopulation size and 

status, and the resulting implications for harvest management, were incorporated in the analyses 

by using projected trends in carrying capacity (K, the capacity of the environment to support a 

given number of polar bears). In addition to this direct environmental effect, the model included 

a mechanistic submodel of Allee effects in the mating system, which limited reproduction under 

conditions of low subpopulation density or imbalanced numbers of adult females and males. We 

considered several different scenarios of the vital rates (e.g., rates of reproduction and survival) 

for each subpopulation due to uncertainty and potential bias in some demographic parameters 

from CR studies for both BB and KB.  
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For each combination of management objective and vital rates scenario, we evaluated 

multiple harvest strategies. Harvest strategies were defined in terms of the key elements that can 

be identified and adaptively managed by authorizing agencies, including harvest rate and harvest 

level (measured in number of independent bears [i.e., not including cubs-of-the-year or 

yearlings] removed annually), the sex and age composition of the harvest, the management 

interval, and the quality (i.e., level of statistical precision) of available survey data. We evaluated 

10, 15, and 20-year management intervals, defined as the number of years between successive 

changes to the harvest based on new data from subpopulation surveys. The management interval 

often used as an objective in Canada is 15 years. For BB and KB, the interval between the two 

most recent surveys was 18 years (1993 to 2011), although some management adjustments 

occurred during this period. Thus, a management interval of 15–20 years approximates current 

practices for these subpopulations. A management interval of 10 years was used to illustrate the 

effects of more frequent subpopulation surveys and management changes.  

Strategies using three harvest sex ratios (SR) were examined; SR = 1 (i.e., a 1:1 male-to-

female ratio) reflecting conditions where harvest is not selective for either males or females; SR 

= 2 reflecting the target ratio for sex-selective harvest currently implemented in Canada, and 

reflecting the reported sex ratio of the combined Canada-Greenland harvest 1998–2013; and, for 

each subpopulation, a ‘status quo’ sex ratio of the combined Canada-Greenland harvest 1998–

2013, based on results from recent genetic sampling (2011–2013) indicating that sex was 

incorrectly reported for a substantial number of harvested bears.  

All population projections assumed a state-dependent (i.e., dependent on current 

conditions) management approach, under which harvest levels did not remain constant in the 

future, but rather were updated according to the management interval. This means that the 

harvest strategies are tied directly to the timeline for reassessing subpopulation abundance and 

vital rates. 

 

Baffin Bay  

For the BB subpopulation, projections included a proxy for changes in K estimated from 

the number of ice-covered days per year in the BB region, which decline by approximately 5.5% 

per decade when projected forward in time. Use of a projected, declining trend in K is consistent 

with evidence for range contractions, and changes in nutritional condition and reproductive rates 
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of BB polar bears associated with sea-ice loss (SWG 2016). In the demographic model, we 

assumed that the current rates of survival and reproduction for BB polar bears reflect a 

subpopulation that is near its maximum net productivity level (MNPL, the subpopulation size 

that results in the greatest net annual increment in numbers resulting from reproduction minus 

losses due to natural mortality). In other words, we assumed that subpopulation size has been 

held below K due to harvest, and that BB bears are not currently experiencing strong density-

dependent suppression of survival or reproduction. Our projections did not include potential 

density-independent effects of sea-ice loss, which could reduce subpopulation resilience and 

capacity to support harvest in the future. If such changes occur rapidly compared to the schedule 

for future subpopulation surveys and harvest changes (as determined by the management 

interval), the risk of negative population outcomes would be higher than estimated from our 

projections.   

We evaluated three scenarios of the vital rates for the BB subpopulation. Each scenario 

used the same rates of reproduction (litter production rate and cub-of-the-year litter size) as 

calculated from the recent genetic CR data (2011–2013) but differed in the rates of survival. 

Scenario 1 used estimates of unharvested survival (S*) calculated from CR data for the period 

2011–2013. Scenario 2 used estimates of S* calculated from CR data for the period 1998–2010. 

Scenario 3 used estimates of S* representing the “average” rates seen amongst polar bear 

subpopulations; this provided a benchmark for comparison with other subpopulations. Of the 

three scenarios, we considered Scenario 2 a more likely representation of the status of the BB 

subpopulation, because it used data specific to BB and could reproduce plausible trends in 

subpopulation abundance and sex ratio that were consistent with the available scientific 

information and Traditional Ecological Knowledge. Additionally, unlike Scenario 1, estimates of 

S* for the period 1998–2010 were less susceptible to terminal bias (i.e., bias at the end of a time 

series of estimates, a common problem in CR studies).   

Scenario 2 resulted in an unharvested asymptotic population growth rate λ = 1.08 (SE = 

0.02) annually (i.e., 8% per year). For harvest strategies with SR = 1.25 (i.e., a 1.25:1 male-to-

female sex ratio in the harvest, the estimated status quo for BB based on genetic data), an age 

composition based on historic harvest data, and a 15-year management interval, present-day 

harvest rates of up to 4.3% and 5.7% were consistent with Management Objective 2 under “low” 

and “medium” risk tolerances, respectively. We focused on Management Objective 2 for the BB 
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subpopulation because this objective is more relevant to sustainable harvest when K is declining. 

Applying these harvest rates to the current subpopulation size of 2,826 would result in present-

day harvest levels of up to approximately 120 and 160 bears per year, depending on risk 

tolerance. Under this harvest strategy, the present-day harvest level would be maintained for a 

15-year period, at which point a new subpopulation survey should have been completed and the 

harvest should have been re-calculated. Over the next 35 years (approximately three polar bear 

generations), the harvest level would be expected to decline due to declining K with sea-ice loss, 

and possibly due to other demographic effects.  

The harvest strategies listed above (i.e., present-day harvest rates of up to 4.3% and 

5.7%) should be interpreted with caution for several reasons. First, strategies at the upper end of 

this range were associated with up to a 12% probability of severely depleting adult male bears, 

and up to a 4% probability of extirpation (i.e., reduction to a very small and non-viable 

subpopulation size) after 35 years. Second, recent subpopulation studies provided evidence for 

ecological effects of sea-ice loss that could, now or in the future, translate into negative 

demographic effects above and beyond the declining trend in K and Allee effects included in our 

model. Although there were several reasons to place less confidence in the relatively low 

estimates of S* from 2011–2013 (Scenario 1), it is possible that these lower estimates reflected, 

to some extent, a reduced capacity for subpopulation growth due to sea-ice loss. If that is the 

case, the risks of negative population outcomes could be much higher than estimated under 

Scenario 2. Our analyses did not make purposefully-conservative assumptions, and therefore 

could have understated the future effects of sea-ice loss. Such risks could be reduced through a 

precautionary approach to harvest management.  

Simulations for Management Objective 1 (maintaining a relatively stable subpopulation 

size) demonstrated that this objective likely cannot be achieved in the mid- to long-term due to 

projected declines in K, which would reduce subpopulation size regardless of harvest level. 

Simulations also suggested that Management Objective 3 for the BB subpopulation (reduction of 

30% in 10–15 years) is probably not feasible at the level of risk tolerance stated by the JC. The 

largest-possible subpopulation reduction that remained within risk tolerance (with some 

caveats—see main text) was approximately 25% over 15 years. This required a 1:1 male-to-

female sex ratio in the harvest, a 5-year management interval, and improved precision in the vital 

rates estimated from future subpopulation surveys. Under this harvest strategy, a present-day 
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harvest rate of 8.7% (approximately 245 bears per year) would be applied for a 5-year period, at 

which point a new subpopulation survey would have been completed and the harvest would be 

re-calculated. Over a 15-year period, the harvest level would need to decline rapidly as 

subpopulation size declined. Results suggested that attempting a managed subpopulation 

reduction without a near-optimal, state-dependent approach—for example, applying a fixed-level 

harvest of 245 bears per year without new subpopulation surveys—would be associated with 

high probabilities of severe male depletion and extirpation after 15 years. 

 

Kane Basin 

For the KB subpopulation, projections included interannual variation in K but no 

declining trend, reflecting evidence that decreasing sea ice in the multiyear-ice region of KB may 

have positive ecological effects in the near term (e.g., increased marine productivity as the 

system transitions to annual sea-ice dynamics; SWG 2016). Similar to BB, we assumed that the 

estimated rates of survival and reproduction for KB polar bears reflect a subpopulation that is 

currently functioning near MNPL.   

We evaluated two scenarios of the vital rates that differed in terms of estimated survival 

rates for young bears. Scenario 1 used time-constant estimates of S* calculated from CR data for 

the period 1992–2014; and Scenario 2 used similar estimates, but with mean values of S* for 

bears less than or equal to 2 years of age modified, to reproduce the estimated increase in 

subpopulation abundance from 224 bears in the 1990s to 357 bears in the 2010s (SWG 2016). 

We considered Scenario 2 a more likely representation of the status of the KB subpopulation, 

because under Scenario 1 the unmodified estimates of S* for bears age 2 years or less were low 

(range across age classes of 0.45–0.73) compared to other subpopulations of similar productivity, 

and had high statistical uncertainty due to sparse data (e.g., less than 4 cubs-of-the-year were 

sampled per year 2012–2014). Additionally, use of survival rates under Scenario 1 suggested a 

poor demographic status for the KB subpopulation, yielding an unharvested population growth 

rate of 1% per year (λ = 1.01 [SE = 0.04]). This low rate is inconsistent with multiple lines of 

evidence for the KB subpopulation, including estimated increases in subpopulation size since the 

1990s (SWG 2016), the likely positive trends in marine productivity in the region, recent 

information on nutritional condition and reproduction, and available Traditional Ecological 

Knowledge.  
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Scenario 2 for the KB subpopulation resulted in an unharvested population growth rate of 

5% per year (λ =1.05 [SE = 0.06]). For harvest strategies with a SR = 0.94 (the estimated status 

quo, based on genetic data), an age composition based on historic harvest data, and a 15-year 

management interval, present-day harvest rates up to 1.7% and 1.1% were consistent with 

Management Objectives 1 and 2, respectively, at the “medium” level of risk tolerance. At the 

“low” level of risk tolerance, Management Objectives 1 and 2 could not be met in the absence of 

harvest, due to variability in subpopulation trajectories resulting from high uncertainty in the 

vital rates. Applying harvest rates of 1.1% to 1.7% to the current subpopulation size of 357 

would result in a present-day harvest levels of up to approximately 4–6 bears per year. Under 

this harvest strategy, the present-day harvest level would be maintained for a 15-year period, at 

which point a new subpopulation survey would be completed and the harvest would be re-

calculated. Over the next 35 years, the harvest level would be expected to remain stable or 

increase due to stable or potentially increasing K. Harvest strategies at the upper end of this 

range were associated with up to a 17% probability of severely depleting adult male bears, and 

up to a 3% increased probability of extirpation compared to projections with no harvest, after 35 

years. 

Under Scenario 2, harvest rates that met management objectives for the KB 

subpopulation were lower than the observed harvest rate for the period 1998–2014, during which 

subpopulation size likely increased (SWG 2016). This inconsistency was due primarily to high 

statistical uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears age 2 years or less, a consequence of small 

sample sizes and relatively short study periods of research in KB. If alternative assumptions were 

made for uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears age 2 years or less (e.g., if the precision of these 

estimates was increased to match the precision of survival estimates for older bears), present-day 

harvest rates up to 2.2% to 2.8% (8–10 bears per year) were consistent with Management 

Objective 1 at a “medium” risk tolerance, when following a state-dependent approach with a 15-

year management interval.  

Considering all available ecological and demographic data for the KB subpopulation, 

present-day harvest rates up to approximately 2.8% (10 bears per year) seem unlikely to cause 

negative population outcomes under a state-dependent approach with effective monitoring. It is 

possible that the logistical challenges of studying the KB subpopulation may lead to continued 

difficulty in obtaining accurate and precise estimates of vital rates, despite increased survey 
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efforts. We therefore suggest developing a suite of ecological and demographic indicators to 

monitor subpopulation status, including accurate information on the level and composition of the 

harvest, marine productivity, habitat availability, reproductive rates, and estimates or indices of 

subpopulation size (via aerial survey or CR).  

 

Monitoring requirements and further research  

The results in this report are intended to help inform and guide subsequent decisions of 

the JC with respect to determining appropriate levels of harvest for these two shared 

subpopulations of polar bears. Both BB and KB are experiencing long-term trends in the extent, 

duration, and quality of sea-ice habitat. Our analyses identify harvest strategies that are designed 

to maintain subpopulation size near MNPL with respect to a changing K, and to limit negative 

effects of harvest on the probability of subpopulation persistence. All of the harvest strategies 

presented in this report require the existence of a coupled research-management system under 

which both the sustainable harvest rate and the harvest level are adjusted periodically, based on 

new scientific information from subpopulation surveys and other sources. For both BB and KB, 

our analyses demonstrate that shorter management intervals and more precise data can 

substantially reduce the risk of negative population outcomes associated with a given harvest 

strategy. A state-dependent management approach is an effective means of reducing the risk of 

overexploitation while maintaining opportunities for use. This is especially important if sea-ice 

loss is currently having ecological effects on polar bears that may signal negative demographic 

effects in the future (BB); or if a less-conservative harvest strategy is selected when the currently 

available estimates of vital rates have high uncertainty and appear inconsistent with other lines of 

evidence (KB). Harvest strategies that appear sustainable over the next three polar bear 

generations under a state-dependent approach could lead to subpopulation depletion or 

extirpation under a fixed-level approach that removes the same number of bears annually without 

reassessment. 

In addition to regular, periodic surveys to estimate subpopulation size and vital rates, we 

recommend more frequent but less intensive monitoring of sea-ice habitat, movement and habitat 

use, nutritional condition, and reproductive indices based on research and harvest data, and 

Traditional Ecological Knowledge. Continuous genetic monitoring of the harvest to detect 

recoveries of genetically marked animals, and improving the accuracy of harvest reporting, are 
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also needed. Systematic analysis of all harvest data, especially for the BB subpopulation, could 

provide complimentary estimates of harvest rate and other demographic parameters. During the 

intervening years between scheduled subpopulation surveys, these monitoring programs may 

provide a mechanism to detect sudden shifts in environmental conditions or subpopulation status 

that might necessitate a change in harvest strategy (e.g., a shortening of the management 

interval). Also, these monitoring programs will provide information essential for designing and 

implementing periodic subpopulation assessments. We suggest that future subpopulation 

assessment protocols consider the use of integrated population models, which can analyze data 

from multiple sources (e.g., different types of research, harvest, and Traditional Ecological 

Knowledge) in a unified framework, potentially leading to improved assessments of overall 

subpopulation status.  

For the BB and KB subpopulations, the harvest sex ratios in recent decades, based on 

genetic sex determination, indicate weaker selection for males compared to the reported sex ratio 

and the management goal of a 2:1 male-to-female ratio. In most of our simulations, a harvest 

strategy with SR = 2 (instead of the lower status quo values of SR) did not result in higher 

harvest rates that met management objectives. This is because, for both subpopulations, 

estimates of S* were lower for males than females, and females currently comprise 

approximately 70% of independent bears. These factors, if combined with a strongly male-

selective harvest, often led to the severe depletion of adult males in our simulations, which had 

negative effects on reproduction and increased the probability of extirpation due to Allee effects 

in the mating system. These findings do not provide evidence against the conservation value of 

sex-selective harvest for polar bears. Rather, they indicate that depletion of males may be an 

emerging conservation concern for the BB and KB subpopulations. Given the current regulation 

of harvest in Canada (Nunavut) based on a sex 2:1 male-to-female sex ratio, it is important to 

further investigate this issue and particularly the lower estimates of survival for male bears. Our 

finding of skewed sex ratios in both subpopulations, despite an overall harvest that may not be 

strongly selective, suggests that these lower survival rates have a biological basis. Concurrent 

monitoring of the sex ratio in the harvest, the sex and age composition of the subpopulation, and 

the litter production rate, are necessary to determine the extent to which reduction of male bears 

could negatively affect the productivity of the BB and KB subpopulations. 
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Introduction 

Background on the Joint Commission, and the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulation 

reassessments 

 The Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on Polar Bear (JC) was established with the 

signing of a “Memorandum of Understanding between the Government of Canada, the 

Government of Nunavut, and the Government of Greenland for the Conservation and 

Management of Polar Bear Populations” on 30 October 2009 (Anon. 2009). The primary 

objectives of this Memorandum of Understanding are to: “(1) to manage polar bear within the 

Kane Basin and Baffin Bay management units in order to ensure their conservation and 

sustainable management into the future, and, (2) establish an effective system of management 

which will include adhering to the principles of conservation”. The JC subsequently established a 

Scientific Working Group (SWG) to provide scientific advice and recommendations with respect 

to the conservation and management of the Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) polar bear 

subpopulations. In 2010, the JC tasked the SWG with using the best-available scientific 

information to: 

(1) Propose Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels for the Kane Basin and Baffin Bay 

subpopulations. 

(2) Provide science advice to the Joint Commission for monitoring the effects of habitat 

changes on polar bears. 

 The SWG reviewed the available scientific information and reported (SWG 2010) that for 

both subpopulations the most recent status updates indicated that 100% of population viability 

analysis (PVA) simulations, using current harvest levels, resulted in subpopulation declines after 

10 years (PBSG 2010). The SWG also noted that PVA simulations are typically run 10–15 years 

beyond the point in time that abundance and vital rates were estimated. Given that the most 

recent estimates of demographic parameters for the BB and KB subpopulations were from the 

mid- to late 1990s (Taylor et al. 2005, 2008a; PBSG 2010), the SWG concluded that the 

available information was outdated and it was unknown whether demographic parameters had 

changed over time. These factors, in combination with the large-scale environmental changes in 

BB during recent decades, led the SWG to recommend that a high priority be given to 
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developing new estimates of subpopulation abundance, subpopulation delineation, and vital rates 

(SWG 2010). 

 As a result, the JC tasked the SWG with evaluating various methods for assessing the 

number of polar bears in BB and KB (JC 2010). The SWG considered the pros and cons of 

physical CR, genetic CR, and aerial surveys; and concluded that physical CR was the preferred 

method to obtain robust ecological and demographic data (SWG 2011). However, due to the lack 

of support for physical CR among Inuit in Nunavut, and concerns that variability in sea-ice 

conditions can make it difficult to obtain accurate abundance estimates from aerial surveys, the 

JC recommended development of a 3-year research program based on genetic CR methods using 

biopsy darting. Following this recommendation, field research programs were conducted 2011–

2014 as part of comprehensive reassessments of the BB and KB polar bear subpopulations (SWG 

2016). 

 

Estimation of sustainable harvest for polar bears 

 Historically, polar bear management was based on the assumption that sea-ice habitat 

was relatively stable over the long term and that, once subpopulation size (N) had been 

estimated, conservation could be achieved through harvest management (SWG 2011). 

Sustainable harvest, therefore, would depend on estimates of abundance and vital rates (e.g., 

probabilities of survival and reproduction), the harvest level, and the sex and age composition of 

the harvest. Early modeling suggested that sex-selective harvest at a rate of 4.5% of total 

population size, was sustainable for polar bears under optimal conditions (Taylor et al. 1987a, b). 

Recently, Regehr et al. (2015, 2017) also found that a 4.5% harvest rate, with a 2:1 male-to-

female sex ratio in the harvest, was reasonable under many biological and management 

conditions, provided that population surveys were conducted periodically and harvest levels were 

adjusted when necessary. Regehr et al. (2017) also noted that sustainable harvest rates could be 

lower or higher than 4.5% under some conditions. This finding is consistent with recent studies 

that have provided a better understanding of how vital rates vary across subpopulations and 

change over time (e.g., Amstrup et al. 2001; Taylor et al. 2002, 2005, 2006; PBSG 2006, 2010; 

Regehr et al. 2007, 2010). 

 In recent decades, management and conservation of polar bears, particularly in Canada, 

have been informed by predictive modeling that incorporates subpopulation-specific vital rates. 
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The development of RISKMAN (Taylor et al. 2001), a stochastic population model, made it 

possible to perform detailed harvest assessments for multiple subpopulations, providing 

managers with a better understanding of the risk associated with different harvest strategies 

(Taylor et al. 2002, 2005, 2006, 2008a). However, RISKMAN was primarily intended to inform 

near-term management under stable conditions. It did not include a detailed model of density 

dependence, allow for future changes in environmental conditions or demographic parameters, or 

provide a way to directly assess how the frequency and intensity of subpopulation surveys can 

affect the risk of different management actions.  

 At present, the primary threat to polar bears throughout their range is the reduction in sea-

ice habitat area, duration, and quality as a consequence of climate change (Derocher et al. 2004; 

Laidre et al. 2008, 2015; Wiig et al. 2015; Atwood et al. 2016). In 2009, the Polar Bear Range 

States (2015) agreed that the impacts of climate change constitute the most important threat to 

polar bear conservation and recommended that best management practices should “Consider the 

cumulative effects of climate change and human activities on polar bear subpopulations when 

making management decisions using tools such as predictive modeling”. Hence, in many 

situations sound harvest management will no longer rely solely on an estimate of abundance and 

a fixed annual harvest rate (e.g., 4.5%), or on predictive modeling that assumes stable conditions. 

The current demographic status of the world’s 19 polar bear subpopulations is variable (PBSG 

2017) due to ecological variation, different rates of habitat change, and the influence of 

anthropogenic stressors (Vongraven and Peacock 2011; Atwood et al. 2016). Furthermore, 

although national and international agreements provide common standards for polar bear 

conservation, near-term management goals can vary across jurisdictions as a function of 

environmental, social, and other factors (Polar Bear Range States 2015). In light of this 

variability and the primary threat of habitat loss due to climate change, there is a need for 

improved risk assessment tools that can incorporate a broad range of environmental and direct 

human-caused factors to address specific management goals. 
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Harvest assessment for the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations 

 Recent reassessments of the BB and KB polar bear subpopulations provided the 

ecological and demographic data necessary for harvest risk assessments (SWG 2016). However, 

the SWG was unable to provide harvest options as part of its final report because the JC had not 

provided specific guidance on (i) management objectives for each subpopulation, (ii) the 

expected frequency and intensity of future monitoring, and (iii) risk tolerance with respect to the 

effects of human-caused removals. Subsequently, the JC requested that the SWG propose TAH 

levels for both the BB and KB subpopulations based on the abundance estimates in SWG (2016), 

historical harvest levels, an expected 7–15 year frequency between subpopulation surveys, and 

that TAH be evaluated relative to the following management objectives (JC 2016): 

1a) Maintaining a stable subpopulation at the current subpopulation estimate, with a low 

tolerance for the risk of declines below 90% of this level. 

1b) Maintaining a stable subpopulation at the current subpopulation estimate, with a 

medium tolerance for the risk of declines below 90% of this level. 

2a) A TAH that would ensure a maximum sustainable yield, with a low level of risk 

tolerance for the subpopulation declining below this level. 

2b) A TAH that would ensure a maximum sustainable yield, with a medium level of risk 

tolerance for the subpopulation declining below this level. 

Lacking further guidance, the SWG interpreted “low” and “medium” tolerance for the risk of a 

subpopulation decline below a specified level, to mean requiring a 90% or 70% probability of 

maintaining a subpopulation size above the specified level, respectively.  

 In addition to the management objectives above, the JC subsequently requested that the 

SWG explore possible methods to achieve a managed reduction of the BB subpopulation, from 

the current estimate of 2,826 animals (SWG 2016) to approximately 2,000 animals, over a 10–15 

year period (JC 2017). Possible reasons for considering a managed reduction could be to reduce 

human-bear conflicts in circumstances where densities of polar bears have increased or 

nutritionally-stressed bears are increasingly coming in close proximity to humans, which may 

occur as sea-ice loss continues (Wilder et al. 2017). 

 In this report, we used recent estimates of abundance and vital rates (SWG 2016) in a 

matrix-based demographic model (adapted from Regehr et al. 2015, 2017) to evaluate TAH for 

the BB and KB polar bear subpopulations, relative to management objectives provided by the JC. 
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The demographic model is based on the life history of polar bears, and provides several 

advantages compared to other predictive modeling tools, including (i) an ability to incorporate 

the effects of a changing habitat (e.g., through a variable or declining K), (ii) a species-specific 

model of density dependence, which is important when evaluating the combined effects of 

habitat change and human-caused removals; (iii) an integrated model of Allee effects in the 

mating system, based on the work of Molnár et al. (2008, 2014); and (iv) a direct link between 

research and management actions, so that harvest strategies can be evaluated in light of the 

frequency and intensity of future subpopulation surveys.  

 For each subpopulation, we used data from SWG (2016) to develop alternative scenarios 

of the vital rates, which either represented plausible conditions for the current status of the 

subpopulation or provided a useful benchmark (e.g., for comparison with a subpopulation of 

“average” productivity). We considered multiple scenarios because estimates of demographic 

parameters from CR studies for polar bears can include uncertainty that is not reflected in the 

statistical distributions of the parameters, as well as multiple types of bias (Regehr et al. 2009; 

Chapter 3 in SWG 2016). To obtain robust results from predictive modeling it is important that 

demographic parameters be evaluated for biological realism and within the framework of other 

available information (e.g., Skalski et al. 2012).    

 Our analyses focused on harvest management strategies that were defined in terms of the 

harvest rate (percentage of the total subpopulation size removed per year), harvest level 

(measured in number of independent bears removed per year), sex and age composition of 

removed animals, management interval (number of years between successive subpopulation 

surveys and management changes), and the precision of demographic parameters estimated from 

subpopulation surveys. All harvest strategies were evaluated using a state-dependent (i.e., 

dependent on current conditions; Lyons et al. 2008) management approach, under which both the 

harvest rate and harvest level were updated periodically according to the management interval. 

State-dependent management has many features in common with the “adaptive management” 

approach recommended by the Range States (Polar Bear Range States 2015). It also has many 

advantages over other management approaches (e.g., a fixed-level harvest), both in terms of 

mitigating harvest risks and making it possible to maximize long-term yield (Regehr et al. 2017). 

Because our analyses incorporated multiple types of variability (e.g., statistical uncertainty and 
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environmental variation), results are presented in a probabilistic manner that is consistent with 

management objectives provided by the JC.  

 The final results of this analysis are a series of potential harvest strategies for the BB and 

KB subpopulations. It is intended that these results help inform and guide subsequent decisions 

of the JC with respect to its determination of appropriate levels of harvest for these two shared 

subpopulations of polar bears. 

 

Methods 

Demographic and management model 

 We performed population projections using the matrix-based demographic model 

described in Regehr et al. (2015, 2017). The demographic model is based on the polar bear life 

cycle (Figure 1), with six female stages representing age and reproductive status, and four male 

stages representing age (Hunter et al. 2010; Regehr et al. 2010). Transitions between stages are 

defined by vital rates relative to a post-breeding census from the autumn or spring of year t to the 

autumn or spring of year t + 1, for the BB and KB subpopulations, respectively. Projections were 

referenced to independent bears (i.e., bears age ≥ 2 years that are not members of a family group) 

because cubs-of-the-year (C0) and yearlings (C1) are not included as individuals in the life cycle, 

but rather are used to define the reproductive status of an adult female (adult females with C0, 

stage 5; adult females with C1, stage 6). Projections were referenced to individual 

subpopulations and were not designed to consider immigration, emigration, or metapopulation 

dynamics. Unless otherwise noted, details of the projection model and its application follow 

from Regehr et al. (2015, 2017). A list of abbreviations, acronyms, symbols, and definitions is 

provided at the end of this report.  

 

Density dependence  

Including density dependence is necessary to evaluate the combined effects of habitat 

change and human-caused removals (Guthery and Shaw 2013). We constructed density-

dependent curves of the vital rates (sample curves shown in Figure BB1) using methods and 

shape parameters described in Appendix S2 of Regehr et al. (2017). We assumed that available 
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vital rates for the BB and KB subpopulations (section Vital rates) corresponded to an estimated 

subpopulation size at maximum net productivity level (MNPL; section Abbreviations, Acronyms 

etc.) under asymptotic population dynamics.  

The matrix model was used to project hypothetical polar bear subpopulations forward 

over annual time steps starting at t = 1 (section Population projections). At each time step, 

density was determined as the sum of metabolic energetic equivalent (mee) values in the 

subpopulation, divided by carrying capacity (K; section Carrying capacity and environmental 

variation) expressed as energetic equivalents (Regehr et al. 2017). Under this approach, larger 

bears (e.g., adult males) occupied more energetic space and therefore had a greater density effect 

than smaller bears (e.g., subadult females). Regehr et al. (2017) found that individual variation in 

energetic requirements can influence population productivity because a given environment can 

generally support more females than males. We used mee values from Regehr et al. (2017) that 

were calculated from data on body mass and diet for the Chukchi Sea and Southern Beaufort Sea 

subpopulations (Table S2 in Regehr et al. 2017) because equivalent data were not available for 

the BB and KB subpopulations.  

The demographic model incorporated a mechanistic submodel for Allee effects in the 

mating system, following the recommendation of Regehr et al. (2017). Molnár et al. (2008, 

2014) proposed that, under some conditions, reproductive rates for polar bears may decline due 

to limitations in mate finding. Such declines can occur if adult males are depleted relative to 

adult females, which is possible under sex-selective harvest (McLoughlin et al. 2005; Taylor et 

al. 2008b); or if polar bear densities are low during the breeding season. Because Allee effects in 

the BB and KB subpopulations have not been studied directly, the submodel for Allee effects 

was based on equation 3 from Molnár et al. (2014) with input parameters for a “generic 

population”. For both the BB and KB subpopulations, we calibrated the Allee submodel by 

calculating the degree of mating season aggregation that would result in a litter production rate 

equal to the estimated value from recent subpopulation studies (section Vital rates). This ensured 

that reproductive rates at t = 1 were equivalent to observed values. In subsequent years of 

projections (t = 2, 3, …), the estimate of litter production rate from the Allee submodel was 

standardized by dividing by its value at t = 1. The resulting value was constrained to the interval 

[0,1] and used to modify the value of litter production rate (β4) obtained from the density-

dependent curves of the vital rates. Under this approach, a subpopulation that did not experience 
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male depletion or significant reductions in abundance, did not experience declines in 

reproduction due to Allee effects.  

For the BB subpopulation, we used an on-ice area of 656,000 km2 (Stern and Laidre 

2016) to calculate the densities of female and male bears available to breed at each time step 

(stages 4 and 10, respectively), which are inputs to the Allee submodel (Molnár et al. 2014). A 

mating season aggregation parameter of 0.43 resulted in a litter production rate of 0.93, as 

estimated from 2011–2013 field data (section Results). For the KB subpopulation, we used an 

on-ice area of 53,000 km2 (Stern and Laidre 2016). We set the mating season aggregation 

parameter to 1.0 because the Allee submodel could produce a litter production rate of 0.71, as 

estimated from 2012–2014 field data (section Results), without a reduction in the effective 

subpopulation area. 

 

Carrying capacity and environmental variation 

Modeling wildlife populations under climate change required consideration of the effects 

of variability and trends in the environment (Boyce et al. 2006). We derived a proxy metric to 

represent potential changes in K using satellite data of sea-ice extent. We calculated separate 

metrics for the BB and KB subpopulations, based on the number of ice-covered days per year 

within the management boundary for each subpopulation (Chapters 4 and 9 in SWG 2016). We 

used the number of ice-covered days because it integrates spatial and temporal variation in sea-

ice availability in a manner that is biologically relevant to polar bears (Stern and Laidre 2016). 

For each subpopulation, we fit a linear model to the time series of ice-covered days from 1979–

2014. We then used the fitted model to project correlated values of ice-covered days forward in 

time, using methods of Gelman and Hill (2007) to simulate uncertainty in the slope coefficient 

and residual standard errors. Finally, we standardized the metric by dividing the projected values 

of ice-covered days at year t = 1, 2, … k, by the fitted value at year t = 1. This resulted in a 

dimensionless metric (κ) representing proportional changes in K. During population projections, 

carrying capacity at year t, calculated as K(t) = K(t = 1) × κ(t), operated on vital rates through the 

density-dependent relationships.  

The number of ice-covered days in the BB management area declined over the period 

1979–2014 (slope = -1.22 days/year, SE = 0.23, P < 0.001), from fitted values of 245 days in 

1979 to 203 days in 2014. This is a decline of approximately 5.5% per decade. During harvest 
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assessment analyses for the BB subpopulation, projected values of κ were based on the estimated 

slope coefficient due to evidence for the effects of sea-ice loss on subpopulation ecology (SWG 

2016). Therefore all population projections for BB included a proxy for K that varied from year-

to-year, and declined by approximately 23% over three polar bear generations (section 

Population projections).  

The number of ice-covered days in the KB management area declined over the period 

1979–2014 (slope = -1.24 days/year, SE = 0.41, P < 0.01), from fitted values of 253 days in 1979 

to 210 days in 2014. This is a decline of approximately 5.3% per decade. During harvest 

assessment analyses for the KB subpopulation, projected values of κ were based on a slope 

coefficient of 0, due to evidence for potential increases in productivity of the KB subpopulation 

associated with a transition from a multi-year ice region to seasonal ice conditions (SWG 2016). 

Therefore all population projections for KB included a proxy for K that varied from year-to-year, 

but remained stable over three polar bear generations (section Population projections). In other 

words, unlike for the BB subpopulation, projections for KB did not reflect the potential effects of 

long-term, decreasing trends in sea-ice cover.  

In addition to density-dependent variation in the vital rates resulting from variation in K, 

we subjectively included additional density-independent variation as 25% of total uncertainty 

(i.e., temporal variation plus sampling uncertainty) in estimated vital rates, following the 

example of Taylor et al. (2002). Density-independent variation was implemented using the 

correlation matrix from Regehr et al. (2010), because that analysis estimated vital rates with a 

multistate CR model that was based on a life cycle graph similar to Figure 1. 

 

Harvest and simulated population assessments 

During population projections, harvest was implemented annually at a calculated level. 

Throughout our analyses the harvest level refers to the number of independent bears removed 

from a subpopulation by humans (i.e., the combination of subsistence harvest, sport hunting, 

removals of problem bears, defense kills, etc.). The calculated harvest level was updated every 

several years, according to the management interval (section Abbreviations, Acronyms etc.). To 

account for selectivity in human-caused removals and individual variation in the reproductive 

value of polar bears, harvest was implemented using stage-specific harvest vulnerability vectors. 

For females and males separately, we estimated harvest vulnerability by comparing the age 
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structure of the harvest to the estimated age structure of the subpopulation (section Population 

initialization). For the BB subpopulation, age structure of the harvest in Canada was estimated 

using data from 805 bears for which age had been determined from counts of cementum annuli 

(Christensen-Dalsgaard et al. 2010) or from individual capture histories, during the period 1998–

2013. Because age determination for polar bears is referenced to the spring, whereas stage 

transitions in the life cycle graph were referenced to autumn for BB, we subtracted 1 from the 

known age of bears harvested January through August. For example, a 4-year-old male bear in 

the spring of calendar year t remained a member of stage 8 (3 years) until it transitioned to stage 

9 (4 years) in the autumn of year t. Age structure of the Greenland harvest was determined from 

212 bears taken during the period 2012–2015. We assumed this sample was representative of the 

Greenlandic harvest because cementum ages were not available for other years. Overall harvest 

vulnerability vectors were derived by averaging the Canadian and Greenlandic vectors, weighted 

by the total reported harvest in each country 1998–2014 (Table 8.6 in SWG 2016). The resulting 

harvest vulnerability vectors for females (stages 1–6) and males (stages 7–10) were [0.93, 1.17, 

1.10, 1.00, 0.00, 0.00] and [1.25, 1.34, 1.01, 1.00], respectively. During population projections 

for KB, we used the same harvest vulnerability vectors as were estimated for BB, because 

harvest data for the KB subpopulation were sparse and the two subpopulations are subject to 

similar harvest management regimes (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). 

At the beginning of each population projection (i.e., t = 1), the harvest level was 

calculated using the mean values of the vital rates and N as estimated from recent subpopulation 

surveys (section State-dependent management approach ). This ensured that starting harvest 

levels reflected current data for the BB and KB subpopulations. At the beginning of each 

subsequent management interval, the harvest level was calculated using estimates of vital rates 

and N derived from simulated population assessments. Conceptually, the simulated population 

assessments represent new subpopulation surveys, performed in the future, to obtain updated 

data that can be used for management. The simulated population assessments included sampling 

uncertainty, for which the level and correlation structure were based on recent CR studies (SWG 

2016). In other words, each successive simulated population assessment produced demographic 

parameters of similar precision to the most recent genetic CR studies for the BB and KB 

subpopulations (SWG 2016). Exceptions were made for some simulations, which included a 

modified level of precision in simulated population assessments (section Population projections). 
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This allowed us to evaluate the effects on harvest management of future survey methods that 

provide more precise or less precise estimates of N and the vital rates (section Simulations).  

  

State-dependent management approach 

We used a state-dependent management approach to calculate harvest level (Regehr et al. 

2017) as a function of N and the intrinsic population growth rate (r, which depends on the vital 

rates) as follows: 

 

 𝐻𝐻𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓(𝑡𝑡) = 𝐹𝐹𝑂𝑂 × �̃�𝑟𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀(𝑡𝑡) × 0.5 × 𝑁𝑁�(𝑡𝑡) [eqn 1] 

and 

 𝐻𝐻𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓(𝑡𝑡) = 𝐻𝐻𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓(𝑡𝑡) × 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 [eqn 2] 

 

where  H female is the number of females that can be removed annually; 

FO  is a factor that directly adjusts the harvest rate to reflect management 

objectives and the risk tolerance of managers with respect to harvest; 

�̃�𝑟𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 is an estimate of the intrinsic population growth rate from subpopulation 

studies, referenced to population density at MNPL and selected as the 50th 

percentile of its sampling distribution;  

0.5  is a factor to calculate female removals assuming an equal sex ratio in the 

subpopulation, which serves to protect against excessive female removals 

when the male segment of a subpopulation is depleted; 

𝑁𝑁�  is an estimate of N from subpopulation studies and selected as the 50th 

percentile of its sampling distribution; 

H male is the number of males that can be removed annually; and 

SR  is a factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in removals. 

 

To implement this state-dependent approach, managers must choose input values of the 

parameters FO and SR. The parameter FO directly influences the harvest rate: higher values lead 
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to a higher harvest, which can eventually increase the risk of negative population outcomes (e.g., 

depletion). The parameter SR determines the sex ratio of the harvest.  

In our analyses, values of FO and SR remain constant for the duration of population 

projections, so that each harvest strategy had a consistent definition. In practice these parameters 

could be adjusted over time in response to changing biological or management conditions. In 

contrast, in our analyses the biological parameters in equations 1 and 2 (i.e., the true values of 

rMNPL and N, as well as their estimated values �̃�𝑟𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 and 𝑁𝑁�) varied during population projections 

(e.g., N declined over time due to declining K). The notation for time (t) in equations 1 and 2 

indicates that the estimated parameters �̃�𝑟𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 and 𝑁𝑁� are updated periodically, as determined by 

the management interval. Equations 1 and 2 are written in terms of harvest level for convenience; 

the harvest rate (in this instance, referenced to the number of independent bears in the 

subpopulation) for females is the right side of equation 1 before multiplying by 𝑁𝑁�.  

 

Management Objectives 

We evaluated harvest relative to three management objectives provided by the JC 

(section Introduction; Table BB1).  

Management Objective 1 was to maintain N above 90% of its starting value. Although we 

report results for this objective for both subpopulations, it was of limited value for BB because 

our analyses included projected trends in K that made it unlikely to meet Management Objective 

1 even with no harvest (section Carrying capacity and environmental variation).  

For Management Objective 2, we interpreted the language “…ensure a maximum 

sustainable yield” (JC 2016) as a desire to maintain a subpopulation size above MNPL relative to 

a potentially changing K (Management Objective 2 in Table BB1). To evaluate this objective we 

used a single value of MNPL corresponding to a subpopulation density (N/K) = 0.70, which is 

similar to the mean estimate of density at MNPL across a wide range of vital rates (Regehr et al. 

2017). Using a single value of MNPL across all population projections, had the benefit of 

providing a consistent point of reference for management decisions.  

Management Objective 3 was specific to BB, and reflected the goal of a managed 

reduction in total subpopulation size to 2,000 bears in 10–15 years. This corresponds to a 

reduction of approximately 30% relative to the mean estimate of 2,826 for the period 2012–2013 
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(SWG 2016). In Table BB1, we express this objective as a desire to maintain a subpopulation 

size above 70% of its starting value (Table BB1), noting that Joint Commission (2017) indicated 

that Management Objective 3 should also consider “…not achieving an abundance below the 

level that would produce maximum sustainable yield” as well as “…a potentially changing 

environmental carrying capacity”. We interpret this as meaning that, to achieve Management 

Objective 3, the conditions for both Management Objectives 2 and 3 must be met.  

In Table BB1 there are two versions of each Management Objective, reflecting “low” and 

“medium” levels of risk tolerance for not meeting the objective (section Introduction). We 

interpreted Management Objectives 1 and 2 as mid- to long-term objectives, and therefore 

evaluated them at the final time step t = 36 years, corresponding to approximately three polar 

bear generations in the future (section Population projections). Management Objective 3 was a 

short-term objective and was evaluated at t = 15. When reporting which harvest strategies met 

the management objectives, we included an additional condition requiring that the increased 

probability of a subpopulation being extirpated (Pextirpation) due to harvest, compared to an 

identical projection without harvest, not to exceed 0.05. In other words, this condition sought to 

ensure that harvest alone would not result in more than a 1-in-20 chance of extirpation. Applying 

this condition and Management Objective 2 together, over a sufficiently long time period, is 

consistent with the definition of “sustainable harvest” suggested by Regehr et al. (2107). Harvest 

strategies that met Management Objectives 1 and 2 generally were not associated with a high 

probability of extirpation, which meant that the condition on Pextirpation had only a minor influence 

on the results. The exception was for some harvest strategies associated with Management 

Objective 3 (section Results).   

 

Vital rates 

 We parameterized the matrix-based projection model using estimates of vital rates for the 

BB and KB subpopulations from recent genetic CR studies (SWG 2016). The published vital 

rates were adapted to the matrix-based projection model using methods described in Appendix 

S1 of Regehr et al. (2017).  

 For both the BB and KB subpopulations, litter production rate (equivalent to the 

parameter β4 in Figure 1, for bears age ≥ 5 years) was not reported in SWG (2016) due to 

uncertainty in the age of bears that were observed from the air but not physically captured, and 
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therefore did not provide a tooth for subsequent age determination. Also, there was uncertainty in 

the sex of some animals for which genetic samples were not obtained. We used simulation 

methods to estimate reproductive parameters for each subpopulation in a manner that accounted 

for this uncertainty. First, we created 10,000 bootstrap datasets by resampling, with replacement, 

from the 2010s field data. In each bootstrap dataset, animals with known reproductive status (i.e., 

adult females with dependent young), or of known age (from counts of cementum annuli) and 

known sex (from genetic analysis of tissue samples), were deterministically assigned to a life 

cycle stage. For animals of known sex but unknown age, a value for numeric age was sampled 

from a multinomial distribution created for bears of the same field-estimated age class. The 

multinomial distribution used probabilities calculated from Table B3 in SWG (2016), which 

compares sex and age classes as estimated from the air, with known sex and age for bears 

observed in BB and KB during the period 2011–2014. For animals of unknown sex, a similar 

procedure was used that considered both sex and age, with probabilities calculated from Table 

B2 in SWG (2016). For each bootstrap dataset, we estimated mean litter production rate as the 

number of females with C0 (stage 5) in year t + 1 divided by the product of adult female survival 

and the number of females available to breed (stage 4) in year t, taking into account annual 

sample sizes (Taylor et al. 1987b). The number of bears in each stage was calculated directly 

from the field data because CR modeling did not identify differences in recapture probabilities 

among female bears (Chapters 5 and 10 in SWG 2016). Standard error in the reproductive 

parameters was estimated as the standard deviation of point estimates from the 10,000 bootstrap 

datasets.   

 

Baffin Bay 

 During recent subpopulation studies for BB, there was uncertainty and concern about bias 

in estimates of survival probability, particularly during the period 2011–2013 (Chapter 5 in SWG 

2016). Therefore, we considered three alternative scenarios for the vital rates of BB polar bears, 

which represented a potential range of conditions (i.e., from low to high) for the current status of 

the subpopulation. We performed population projections using the vital rates for all three 

scenarios (section Simulations) and attempt to provide guidance about which results are most 

applicable to management.   
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Reproductive parameters 

 All three scenarios of the vital rates for the BB subpopulation used reproductive 

parameters estimated from CR studies 2011–2013, based on field data described in Chapter 6 of 

SWG (2016), and using the methods described above. To calculate litter production rate we used 

S = 0.95, the estimate of total survival for females ≥ 2 years during the period 1998–2010 (Table 

5.8 in SWG 2016). The resulting litter production rate for bears age ≥ 5 years (β4) was 0.93, 

which suggests relatively high mating success and cub production. Other reproductive 

parameters were similar to values presented in Chapter 6 of SWG (2016), with minor differences 

in the point estimates and variances due to the simulation methods used here (Table BB1). The 

parameter β4 is the most important breeding parameter in the matrix-based projection model 

(Hunter et al 2007). Due to the lack of age data for most observations in BB during the period 

2011–2013, we were unable to estimate litter production rate for 4-year-old bears (β3) with an 

acceptable degree of accuracy, and therefore used the value 0.10 for this parameter from Taylor 

et al. 2005. We set the value for β5 to 0, because females that are observed with C0 in the autumn 

of year t are not able to subsequently lose their cubs, re-breed, and be observed with a new litter 

of C0 in year t + 1.  

 

Scenarios for survival 

 We evaluated three scenarios for survival rates of BB polar bears, representing alternative 

hypotheses for the current status of the subpopulation. Scenario 1 used estimates of natural (i.e., 

unharvested) survival (S*) for the period 2011–2013 (page 261 in SWG 2016). Scenario 1 

represents the hypothesis that estimates of S* for 2011–2013 are accurate, in contrast to the 

higher estimates for BB polar bears during the period 1998–2010 and the higher mean estimates 

for most other subpopulations (Appendix S1 in Regehr et al. 2017). This scenario suggests a 

relatively poor status for the BB subpopulation (section Results).  

 For Scenario 2, we calculated S* from estimates of total survival (i.e., including harvest) 

and harvest reporting probabilities for the period 1998–2010 (Table 5.8 in SWG 2016), using the 

equations for natural survival on page 257 of SWG (2016). Scenario 2 represents the hypothesis 

that the 1998–2010 estimates of S* for BB are accurate, whereas the 2011–2013 estimates were 

negatively biased. SWG (2016) proposed that such bias may occur due to heterogeneity in 
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recapture probability, non-random patterns of temporary emigration, of other factors. Terminal 

bias (i.e., bias at the end of a time series) in survival estimates commonly occurs in CR studies of 

long-lived, mobile animals (Peñaloza et al. 2014). Similar to our rationale in using Scenario 2, 

other studies have elected not to use terminal estimates S* in population viability analyses due to 

concerns about bias (e.g., Langtimm 2009).  

 Scenario 3 used hypothetical survival rates representing an “average” polar bear 

subpopulation. To derive mean estimates of S* for Scenario 3, we started with the estimates of 

S* from Scenario 1 for female bears, and set estimates of S* for male bears equal to 99% of these 

values. This reflects observations from other case studies that natural survival is generally similar 

for females and males (Table S1 in Regehr et al. 2017). Next, we increased all estimates of S* in 

equal increments, until they produced an intrinsic population growth rate (r) of 0.05 under 

deterministic and asymptotic population dynamics. The value r = 0.05 is the mean estimate 

across case studies for polar bears as reviewed in Appendix S2 of Regehr et al. (2017). For 

Scenario 3, we used an amount of sampling uncertainty equivalent to data precision level 3 in 

Regehr et al. (2017). This represents the 50th percentile of estimated sampling uncertainty in case 

studies for polar bears, and is therefore typical of recent studies for the species (Appendix S4 in 

Regehr et al. 2017). Scenario 3 provides a benchmark for comparison with scenarios 1 and 2; it 

does not represent a data-based hypothesis for the current status of the BB subpopulation.  

 Estimates of S* corresponding to the three scenarios of the vital rates are presented in 

Table BB3. For each scenario, we used the matrix-based projection model to calculate basic 

demographic parameters under asymptotic population dynamics (Table BB4). These parameters 

provide a general sense of the capacity for subpopulation growth under each scenario, but do not 

fully describe how the subpopulations behaved in the demographic model, because the model 

includes multiple types of stochasticity and can produce transient dynamics. 

 

Kane Basin 

 During recent subpopulation studies estimates of S* were derived from CR and harvest 

data collected during the period 1992–2014 (Chapter 10 in SWG 2016). Due to sparse data, 

SWG (2016) did not consider estimation models that allowed for temporal variation in survival. 

This presents a challenge for harvest assessment because all available estimates of S* represent 

average values over a 23-year period, and do not reflect potential changes in survival in recent 
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years. Furthermore, exploratory population reconstruction using the time-constant estimates of 

S* and observed harvest patterns, resulted in a declining subpopulation trend over the period 

1998–2014 (section Population initialization). This is inconsistent with estimated increases in 

abundance of the KB subpopulation from CR modeling, from 224 (SE = 40) for the period 1995–

1997, to 357 (SE = 92) for the period 2013–2014 (Chapter 10 in SWG 2016). SWG (2016) 

provide several caveats for the estimated increase in abundance, including potentially 

inconsistent sampling frames between the 1990s and 2010s. However, other lines of evidence 

from subpopulation ecology and Traditional Ecological Knowledge also suggest that the KB 

subpopulation is currently healthy and has been stable or increasing in recent years (SWG 2016). 

We considered two alternative scenarios of the vital rates for the KB subpopulation to reflect 

uncertainty in current subpopulation status.  

 

Reproductive parameters 

 The two scenarios of the vital rates for KB used reproductive parameters estimated from 

CR studies 2012–2014, based on field data described in Chapter 21 of SWG (2016) and using the 

methods described above. To calculate litter production rate we used S = 0.95, the estimate of 

total survival for females ≥ 3 years during the period 1992–2014 (Table 10.3 in SWG 2016). The 

resulting litter production rate for bears age ≥ 5 years (β4) was 0.71 (Table KB1). Because we 

were unable to estimate litter production rate for 4-year-old bears (β3) using data from genetic 

sampling conducted 2012–2014, we set this parameter to 0 based on the finding by Taylor et al. 

(2008) that 4-year-old bears did not reproduce. We set the value for β5 to 0.10 based on Regehr 

et al. (2010), which is the only study to directly estimate the probability that a female observed 

with C0 in the spring of year t, conditional on losing her cubs, will re-breed and produce a new 

litter of C0 in the spring of year t + 1. This likely had a minor effect on results, due to the relative 

unimportance of β5 to population growth (Hunter et al. 2007). 

 

Scenarios for survival 

 We evaluated two scenarios for survival rates of KB polar bears. Scenario 1 used un-

modified estimates of S* as reported on page 496 of SWG (2016). Scenario 1 represents the 

hypothesis that time-constant estimates of S* are accurate and represent the current status of the 
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KB subpopulation, despite being too low to reproduce the estimated increase in abundance over 

the period 1998–2014 (section Population initialization). Scenario 1 suggests a relatively poor 

status for the KB subpopulation (section Results).  

 For Scenario 2, we modified values of S* for some sex and age classes until the vital 

rates were sufficiently high to reproduce the estimated increase in abundance over the period 

1998–2014. Specifically, for female and male polar bears age ≤ 2 years, we created 10 equal-

increment values of S* from a minimum corresponding to the point estimate for that sex and age 

class, to a maximum corresponding to the estimate of S* for bears age ≥ 3 years of the same sex. 

This approach retained the lower values of unharvested survival for males compared to females, 

a pattern that was apparent for both the BB and KB subpopulations (SWG 2016). We chose to 

modify values of S* for bears ≤ 2 years, rather than for adults, because CR and dead-recovery 

sample sizes were small for younger bears (Table 10.1 in SWG 2016), which resulted in high 

sampling uncertainty and increased potential for bias (Pollock et al. 1990). We performed 

population reconstructions for each set of equal-increment values of S*, to determine the 

magnitude of increases in S* necessary to achieve a 50% probability of reproducing the 

estimated increase in abundance of the KB subpopulation (section Population initialization). 

Thus, Scenario 2 represents the hypothesis that estimates of N for the KB subpopulation are 

accurate and provide a valid basis for inference about the subpopulation’s capacity to grow and 

support harvest. Uncertainty in estimates of S* for Scenario 2 was calculated from the relative 

standard deviations for Scenario 1, which meant that even though estimates of S* for bears ≤ 2 

years were increased under Scenario 2, the corresponding level of data precision was not 

improved.  

 Estimates of S* corresponding to the two scenarios of the vital rates are presented in 

Table KB2. Basic demographic parameters, calculated under asymptotic population dynamics, 

are presented in Table KB3. 

 

Population projections 

 We performed population projections to evaluate the dynamics of the BB and KB polar 

bear subpopulations and to investigate the effects of different harvest strategies. For a given 

projection, the main biological inputs were: a starting value of N (expressed as a number of 

independent bears); mean values from a scenario of the vital rates, referenced to MNPL; 
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estimates of sampling variation, process variation, and the correlation structure of the vital rates; 

a starting stage distribution; a starting subpopulation density, expressed as the ratio N/K; stage-

specific mee values; and a stochastic projection of the dimensionless metric κ, representing 

future variation in K. The main management inputs were: a value of FO for use in Equation 1 to 

calculate harvest rate; a value of SR for use in Equation 2 to calculate harvest level; stage-

specific harvest vulnerability vectors for females and males; a value for the management 

interval; and rsd.mod, the modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates 

due to sampling uncertainty, which was applied to future subpopulation assessments (section 

Abbreviations, Acronyms, etc.).  

Populations were projected 35 years into the future (i.e., from t = 1, 2, … 36), which is 

equivalent to approximately three polar bear generations (Regehr et al. 2016). At each time step t 

= 2, 3, … k, the following operations were performed. First, subpopulations were projected 

forward 1 year using a stage-structured matrix model: n(t+1) = A(t) × n(t), where n(t) is a stage 

distribution vector representing the number of animals in each life cycle stage at time step t, and 

A(t) is a 10×10 projection matrix (Caswell 2001). Entries in A(t) were defined in terms of vital 

rates in the life cycle graph (Figure 1). Demographic stochasticity was not included, because it is 

considered relatively unimportant at subpopulation sizes typical of polar bears (White 2000). 

Second, harvest was allocated among stages using a multinomial distribution with the probability 

for each stage calculated as the product of its proportional stage distribution and harvest 

vulnerability vector. For some projections, selective harvest led to the depletion of bears in one 

or more stages. If the specified harvest level exceeded the number of bears in a stage, the excess 

harvest was applied to adult bears of the same sex (i.e., stages 4 or 10). If the specified harvest 

exceeded the total number of one sex, the excess harvest was applied to adult bears of the other 

sex. Third, subpopulation density was calculated by summing mee values across animals in the 

subpopulation, then dividing by the total mee values available at carrying capacity. The survival 

and reproductive rates corresponding to this density were determined from the density-dependent 

curves, with modifications applied to the parameter β4 based on the Allee submodel. Fourth, 

these vital rates were subject to density-independent stochastic variation. Finally, the resulting 

vital rates were used to construct a projection matrix for the next time step A(t+1).  

 During population projections, we defined persistence as maintaining a subpopulation 

size greater than a pre-determined quasi-extinction threshold. We used a threshold of 100 



Baffin Bay and Kane Basin Harvest Assessment Final Report to the Joint Commission (2017) 
 

30 | P a g e  

independent bears for the BB subpopulation, which is similar to values that have been used for 

brown bears (Wielgus 2002). We used a threshold of 25 independent bears for KB, because it is 

a smaller subpopulation and 25 bears was likely high enough to avoid negative small-population 

dynamics resulting from demographic stochasticity (Morris and Doak 2002). We note that 

Regehr et al. (2017) used higher quasi-extinction thresholds, calculated as 15% of starting N. We 

did not follow that approach because our analyses incorporated an Allee submodel, which 

provided a mechanistic description of small-population dynamics that have been suggested as 

important for polar bears (Molnár et al. 2014). During projections, subpopulations that crossed 

below the quasi-extinction threshold were considered extirpated and could not recover.   

 

Population initialization 

 For both BB and KB we performed exploratory population reconstruction, which 

consisted of retrospective projections that used historic biological and management conditions. 

This helped to evaluate the vital rates, establish reasonable initial conditions for the main 

population projections (e.g., a subpopulation composition that was consistent with the history of 

sex-selective harvest), and reduce transient dynamics in early years of projections (Caswell 

2001). 

 

Baffin Bay 

 We performed population reconstruction for the period 1998–2010 using vital rates from 

Scenario 2. We did not include 2011–2013 in the reconstruction due to concerns about bias in the 

survival estimates for those years (SWG 2016). For the population reconstruction, the mean 

value of starting N was set to 1,968 independent bears. This was calculated from the estimated 

total subpopulation size (i.e., including C0 and C1) of 2,826 for the period 2011–2013 (Chapter 5 

in SWG 2016). We used this starting value because of potential bias in the 1993–1997 estimate 

of N due to limited geographic sampling in the 1990s (Chapters 3 and 6 in SWG 2016). Methods 

to convert from total subpopulation size, to the number of independent bears, are described 

below. Starting N/K (i.e., at t = 1) was set to 0.67, which corresponded to MNPL as estimated 

from the density-dependent curves of the vital rates for Scenario 2. Harvest was implemented at 
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a fixed level of 162 independent bears per year, which was the mean reported harvest for the BB 

subpopulation during the period 1998–2010 (Table 8.4 in SWG 2016).  

 We used a male-to-female sex ratio in the harvest (SR) of 1.25 for population 

reconstruction. This value was derived by averaging Canadian and Greenlandic harvest sex 

ratios, weighted by the total reported harvest in each country. The Canadian sex ratio was 

calculated directly from hunter-reported sex as it agreed with the genetically-determined sex, 

which indicated that 0.34 of harvested bears were female (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). The 

Greenlandic sex ratio was estimated separately for this analysis, due to apparent discrepancies 

between hunter-reported sex and genetically-determined sex (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). 

Specifically, we used the genetic sex data from tissue samples collected from 77 polar bears 

harvested in Greenland during the period 2011–2013, to estimate that 0.53 of the reported 

harvest was female. Lacking genetic sex data for other years, we assumed that this proportion 

was representative of the Greenlandic harvest 1998–2010. Harvest was implemented using the 

stage-specific harvest vulnerability vectors for the BB subpopulation. For population 

reconstruction, we used a deterministic proxy metric for K that was based directly on the 

observed time series of ice-covered days 1998–2010. Other specifications for population 

reconstruction were the same as for the full suite of projections (section Simulations). 

 The reconstructed subpopulation, using vital rates from Scenario 2 and a fixed-level 

harvest of 162 bears per year, exhibited a relatively stable trajectory during the period 1998–

2010. The observed population growth rate was 1.01 (SE = 0.10) per year as calculated using the 

methods of Humbert et al. (2009). The ending proportion of females in the subpopulation was 

0.69. For comparison, the mean proportion of females in the BB subpopulation during the period 

2011–2013 was 0.66, as calculated using sex- and age-specific estimates of abundance for bears 

age ≥ 2 years from the most-supported CR model (Chapter 5 in SWG 2016). The similarity 

between the proportions 0.69 and 0.66, and the ability of population reconstruction to produce 

plausible population dynamics (i.e., a stable subpopulation under the observed harvest), provide 

a degree of confidence in the vital rates of Scenario 2. 

 To obtain a starting stage distribution for the full suite of population projections, we 

adjusted the final stage distribution from the population reconstruction until the proportion of 

females was 0.66, keeping the within-sex stage distributions constant. This produced the 10-

stage distribution vector [0.07, 0.05, 0.05, 0.17, 0.18, 0.14, 0.07, 0.05, 0.05, 0.17]. When 
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combined with estimates of C0 and C1 litter size for Scenario 2, this produced a ratio of 

independent bears to total bears of 0.70. Therefore, all projections for the BB subpopulation 

started with a mean value of Nt=1 = 2,826 × 0.70 ≈ 1,968 independent bears, where 2,826 is the 

estimated total subpopulation size for 2011–2013 from SWG (2016). To reduce transient 

dynamics, all projections started at a subpopulation density N/K = 0.81, the median estimated 

density at the final year of population reconstruction.    

 

Kane Basin 

 We performed population reconstruction for the period 1998–2014, to evaluate the vital 

rates from Scenario 1 and to identify values of S* for Scenario 2 (section Vital rates). For the 

population reconstruction, the mean value of starting N was set to 153 independent bears. This 

was calculated from the estimated total subpopulation size of 224 for the period 1995–1997 

(Chapter 10 in SWG 2016). Methods to convert from total subpopulation size, to the number of 

independent bears, are described below. Starting N/K was set to 0.73, which corresponded to 

MNPL as estimated from the density-dependent curves of the vital rates for Scenario 1. Harvest 

was implemented at a fixed level of 8 independent bears per year, which is the mean harvest 

reported for the KB subpopulation during the period 1998–2013 (Tables 8.2 and 8.5 in SWG 

2016). 

 We used SR = 0.94 for population reconstruction. This value was derived by averaging 

Canadian and Greenlandic harvest sex ratios, weighted by the total reported harvest in each 

country. The Canadian sex ratio was calculated directly from hunter-reported sex, which 

indicated that 0.33 of harvested bears were female (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). The Greenlandic 

sex ratio was based on genetically-determined sex for bears harvested from the KB 

subpopulation during the period 2011–2014, which indicated that 0.53 of harvested bears were 

female (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). Lacking genetic sex data for other years, we assumed that this 

proportion was representative of the Greenlandic harvest 1998–2014. Harvest was implemented 

using the stage-specific harvest vulnerability vectors that were calculated for the BB 

subpopulation.  

For KB population reconstruction, we used a deterministic proxy metric for K with 

interannual variation based on the observed time series of ice-covered days 1998–2014, but with 
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an increasing trend of approximately 3% per year. We subjectively included this trend in K, 

rather than using observed values of the sea-ice metric, because an increasing trend would be 

necessary to allow N to increase from 224 bears in 1995–1997 to 357 bears in 2012–2014 (i.e., 

Nt=17 / Nt=1 ≈ 1.6; Chapter 10 in SWG 2016), conditional on vital rates that were sufficiently high 

to produce such an increase. Other specifications for population reconstruction were the same as 

for the full suite of projections (section Simulations). 

An initial KB population reconstruction used vital rates from Scenario 1 and a fixed-level 

harvest of 8 bears per year. This resulted in a declining trajectory during the period 1998–2014, 

with an observed population growth rate of 0.98 (SE = 0.40) per year. The large variance in the 

observed growth rate was due primarily to high sampling uncertainty in vital rates for the KB 

subpopulation (Chapter 10 in SWG 2016). The fact that the growth rate was negative, despite an 

increasing proxy for K, suggests that a subpopulation with vital rates similar to Scenario 1 would 

be unlikely to support a harvest of 8 bears per year, even in the absence of density-dependent 

regulation.  

Subsequent KB population reconstructions used the same conditions as described above, 

but with the estimates of S* from Scenario 1 modified to include incremental increases in 

survival for bears age ≤ 2 years (section Vital rates). We found that an average proportional 

increase in S* of 38% (i.e., 𝑆𝑆𝑓𝑓𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑓𝑓𝑚𝑚𝑓𝑓𝑚𝑚∗  = 1.38 × 𝑆𝑆𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑜𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓∗ ) produced an increasing trajectory 

during the period 1998–2014, with an observed population growth rate of 1.03 (SE = 0.33). This 

corresponded to a median increase in abundance of Nt=17 / Nt=1 = 1.59 (SE = 0.71), which is 

similar to the estimated increase in abundance for the KB subpopulation from 1995–1997 to 

2012–2014. Therefore, Scenario 2 of the vital rates for the KB subpopulation included these 

modified estimates of S* for bears ≤ 2 years (section Results).  

The reconstructed subpopulation, using vital rates from Scenario 2 and a fixed-level 

harvest of 8 bears per year, produced an ending proportion of females in the subpopulation of 

0.70. For comparison, the mean proportion of females in the KB subpopulation during the period 

2012–2014 was 0.71, as calculated from sex- and age-specific estimates of abundance for bears ≥ 

2 years from the most-supported CR model (Chapter 10 in SWG 2016). To obtain a starting 

stage distribution for the full suite of projections, we adjusted the final stage distribution from the 

population reconstruction until the proportion of females was 0.71, keeping the within-sex stage 

distributions constant. This produced the 10-stage distribution vector [0.06, 0.06, 0.05, 0.24, 
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0.16, 0.14, 0.05, 0.04, 0.03, 0.17]. When combined with estimates of C0 and C1 litter size for 

Scenario 2, this leads to a ratio of independent bears to total bears of 0.68. Therefore, all 

projections for the KB subpopulation started with a mean value of Nt=1 = 357 × 0.68 ≈ 244 

independent bears, where 357 is the estimated total subpopulation size for 2012–2014 from SWG 

(2016). To reduce transient dynamics, all projections started at a subpopulation density N/K = 

0.69, the median estimated density at the final year of population reconstruction.  

 

Simulations 

 We define a “simulation” as multiple replicates of a population projection, where each 

replicate has the same mean biological inputs and the same management inputs (section 

Population projections). For each simulation, we used a parametric bootstrap procedure that 

generated 250 correlated random samples of the input vital rates and starting value of N, for the 

purpose of representing sampling variation in the vital rates (White 2000). We subjectively 

included sampling variation as 75% of total uncertainty (i.e., temporal variation plus sampling 

uncertainty) following the example of Taylor et al. (2002). Samples of the vital rates were 

generated using either a multivariate beta distribution or a stretched beta distribution (Morris and 

Doak 2002), as described in Appendix S3 of Regehr et al. (2017). When vital rates were near the 

boundary conditions [0,1] and variances were large, shape parameters for the beta distribution 

occasionally could not be determined. When this occurred, we generated a sample for the vital 

rate in question using a truncated normal distribution. The correlation structure for sampling 

variation in the vital rates was informed by the most-supported CR model for the BB 

subpopulation (Table 5.7 in SWG 2016). Specifically, we used a correlation coefficient of 1 

within the following sets of parameters, and a correlation coefficient of 0 between the sets: [σ1, 

σ2, σ3, σ4, σ5, σ6], [σ7, σ8, σ9, σ10], [σL0, σL1], [β3, β4, β5], and [N]. This correlation structure was 

also used for simulated population assessments, based on the assumption that future estimation 

methods would be broadly similar to SWG (2016).  

 For each random sample of the vital rates and starting N, we ran 50 projections, each with 

a different stochastic projection of κ (section Carrying capacity and environmental variation). 

Also, the projections included stochastic, density-independent variation at each time step. 

Therefore, for each simulation the resulting 250 × 50 = 12,500 replicate projections reflected 
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both sampling and environmental variation. Although 12,500 is a relatively small number of 

replicates for population viability analysis (White 2000), this number was computationally 

feasible (section Software) and gave reproducible results at the levels of precision we report.  

 For each subpopulation, we performed simulations designed to evaluate a range of 

biological conditions and harvest strategies relevant to polar bear management (see below). For 

each simulation, we report the probability of meeting management objectives, calculated as the 

number of replicates that met the corresponding population condition (Table BB1) divided by the 

total number of replicates. At specific time steps, we also report Pextirpation, defined as the 

proportion of replicates for which N declined below the quasi-extinction threshold at any time 

step prior to time step t = k; and the probability of male depletion (Pmale.dep), defined as the 

proportion of replicates for which the number of adult males (stage 10) was below 50% of the 

quasi-extinction threshold at t = k. The metric Pmale.dep is relevant because lower values of S* for 

males compared to females, combined with sex-selective harvest, led to severe depletion of adult 

male bears under some conditions. Finally, we report the median change in subpopulation size 

(Nt=k / Nt=1), the median subpopulation density (Nt=k / Kt=k), and the mean realized harvest level 

(Ht=k). These values were calculated over all replicates, including those that led to extirpation. 

The metric H is relevant because some simulations included declining N (to declining K or to 

high harvest) and declining r (due to Allee effects caused by male depletion), which led to 

declining values of H over time under state-dependent approach.   

 

Baffin Bay 

We performed a primary set of simulations for the BB subpopulation to evaluate 

sustainable harvest for the three scenarios of the vital rates. All primary simulations used a 

management interval of 15 years and rsd.mod = 1. For each scenario, we performed simulations 

over 36 annual time steps for all combinations of the following inputs: 

1. Five, 11, and 8 values of the management factor FO for Scenarios 1, 2, and 3, 

respectively. These values of FO corresponded to starting harvest levels that differed 

by 20 bears per year, and encompassed the estimates of maximum sustainable yield 

for each scenario based on asymptotic dynamics and non-selective harvest (section 

Results). 
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2. Three values of sex ratio in the harvest, corresponding to SR = 1.0, 1.25, and 2.0. The 

value of SR = 1.25 represents the current status quo for the BB subpopulation under 

the assumptions made during population reconstruction (section Population 

initialization). We included SR = 2 because it is a common management objective for 

polar bears (Taylor et al. 2008b). We included SR = 1 to evaluate non-sex selective 

harvest, which might be a strategy for managed population reduction.  

 We performed a secondary set of simulations using the vital rates for Scenario 2 only, 

which we considered the most likely representation of the current status of the BB 

subpopulation. The objectives were to evaluate the effects of changes in the management interval 

and the precision of data obtained from future subpopulation assessments. All secondary 

simulations used SR = 1.25. We performed simulations over 36 annual time steps for all 

combinations of the following inputs: 

1. Nine values of the management factor FO, corresponding to starting harvest levels 

that differed by 10 bears per year, and encompassed the range of harvest that met 

management objectives for Scenario 2 during primary simulations.  

2. Three values for the management interval corresponding to 10, 15, and 20 years. 

3. Three levels of precision in subpopulation data, corresponding to rsd.mod = 0.5, 1.0, 

and 1.5.  

 We also performed several post hoc simulations that were focused on the issue of 

managed population reduction.  

 

Kane Basin 

We performed a primary set of simulations for the KB subpopulation to evaluate 

sustainable harvest for the two scenarios of the vital rates. All primary simulations used a 

management interval of 15 years and rsd.mod = 1. For each scenario, we performed simulations 

over 36 annual time steps for all combinations of the following inputs: 

1. Five and 9 values of the management factor FO for Scenarios 1 and 2, respectively. 

These values of FO corresponded to starting harvest levels that differed by 2 bears per 

year, and encompassed the estimates of maximum sustainable yield for each scenario 

based on asymptotic dynamics and non-selective harvest (section Results). 
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2. Two values of sex ratio in the harvest, corresponding to SR = 0.94 and 2.0. The value 

of SR = 0.94 represents the current status quo for the KB subpopulation under the 

assumptions made during population reconstruction (section Population 

initialization).  

 We performed a secondary set of simulations using the vital rates for Scenario 2 only, to 

evaluate the effects of changes in the management interval and the precision of data obtained 

from future subpopulation assessments. Scenario 2 was more useful for this investigation 

because, unlike Scenario 1, it led to non-zero harvest levels that met management objectives. All 

secondary simulations used SR = 0.94. We performed simulations over 36 annual time steps for 

all combinations of the following inputs: 

1. Nine values of the management factor FO, corresponding to starting harvest levels 

that differed by 1 bear per year, and encompassed the range of harvest that met 

management objectives for Scenario 2 during the primary simulations.  

2. Three values for the management interval corresponding to 10, 15, and 20 years. 

3. Three levels of precision in subpopulation data, corresponding to rsd.mod = 0.5, 1.0, 

and 1.5.  

Finally, we performed several post hoc simulations focused on the ramifications of high 

uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years.  

 

Software 

Computations were performed in the R computing language (version R 3.4.0; The R 

Project for Statistical Computing; http://www.r-project.org). Simulations were run the Amazon 

Elastic Compute Cloud (http://aws.amazon.com/ec2/) using an Amazon Machine Image for RStudio 

Server (RStudio 2016) developed by L. Aslett (http://www.louisaslett.com/RStudio_AMI/). Each 

simulation took approximately 60 minutes using a Memory Optimized r4.xlarge computing 

instance.  
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Results 

Baffin Bay 

Primary simulations 

We performed a primary set of simulations to evaluate population dynamics and 

sustainable harvest, for three scenarios of the vital rates, over a period of three polar bear 

generations during which K declined. Projections used a 15-year management interval, a baseline 

level of data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1.0) based on recent subpopulation surveys (SWG 2016), 

and a mean starting subpopulation size Nt=1 = 1,968 (SE = 236) independent bears with a stage 

distribution and subpopulation density determined from population reconstruction (section 

Population initialization). Tables BB5–BB7 present the highest harvest strategies that met 

management objectives for each scenario of the vital rates (see below). The harvest rate (h) in 

these tables is presented as the percentage of total subpopulation size (i.e., subpopulation size 

including C0s and C1s) that is removed each year as independent bears, because this definition 

of h is commonly used in polar bear management. Strategies with lower values of FO than appear 

in Tables BB5–BB7, but otherwise similar inputs (e.g., the same harvest sex ratio), also met 

management objectives. Some of the harvest strategies in Tables BB5–BB7 could result in the 

depletion of adult male bears; probabilities of extirpation, compared to projections with no 

harvest, that approach the upper limit of 0.05; or declines in the calculated harvest level over 

time. Detailed results from the primary simulations are presented in Appendix S1. 

 

Scenario 1  

Scenario 1 of the vital rates resulted in an asymptotic intrinsic growth rate at MNPL 

(rMNPL) of 0.03 (Table BB4), suggesting a limited capacity for growth and low resilience relative 

to other polar bear subpopulations (Regehr et al. 2017). Statistical uncertainty in estimates of S* 

for the period 2011–2013 (Table BB3) contributed to high uncertainty in the estimate of rMNPL, 

with approximately 26% of its sampling distribution below 0 (i.e., corresponding to a negative 

intrinsic growth rate). Management Objective 1 was not achievable even in the absence of 

harvest, due to the combined effects of low r, declining K, and high uncertainty in the vital rates 

(Table BB5). Management Objective 2 could be met using FO = 0 to 0.41, depending on the 



Baffin Bay and Kane Basin Harvest Assessment Final Report to the Joint Commission (2017) 
 

39 | P a g e  

value of SR and risk tolerance. This corresponds to a starting harvest rate ht=1 = 0 to 0.7%, and a 

starting harvest level Ht=1 = 0 to 20 bears per year. Upper limits on FO that met Management 

Objective 3 were 0 to 1.22, depending on SR and risk tolerance. However, due in part to high 

uncertainty in the vital rates, harvest strategies at the upper end of this range simultaneously 

increased Pextirpation toward the upper condition of 0.05 at t = 15, while being unlikely to reduce 

the median subpopulation size by 30% (Table S.BB1). A subpopulation similar to Scenario 1 

would have little capacity to support harvest, and would risk a 2 to 3% chance of extirpation at t 

= 36 in the absence of harvest (Table S.BB1).  

 

Scenario 2  

Scenario 2 resulted in rMNPL = 0.08 (Table BB4), suggesting a strong capacity for growth 

and relatively high resilience. Due to declining K, Management Objective 1 was either not 

achievable or only achievable with no harvest (Table BB6). Management Objective 2 could be 

met using FO = 0.43 to 1.03, depending on SR and risk tolerance. This corresponds to a starting 

harvest rate ht=1 = 3.6 to 5.7%, and a starting harvest level Ht=1 = 100 to 160 bears per year. At 

the upper end of this range, a harvest strategy using FO = 0.92 and the status quo value of SR = 

1.25 corresponds to ht=1 = 5.7% and Ht=1 = 160 bears per year, which is similar to harvest of the 

BB subpopulation in recent decades (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). A sample of replicates from 

population projections can help visualize the effects of this harvest strategy on subpopulation 

trajectories. Figure BB3 shows that the median subpopulation size declines in parallel with (but 

not faster than) declining K, which is a consequence of a state-dependent management approach 

that meets Management Objective 2. The color-coding in Figure BB3 identifies the potential for 

male depletion or subpopulation extirpation in later years (Table S.BB2). For replicates that 

experienced male depletion, reproductive rates declined due to Allee effects in the mating 

system. This reduced the subpopulation’s capacity for growth and resulted in lower calculated 

harvest levels under the state-dependent approach. Figure BB4 illustrates these effects, for the 

same harvest strategy that was shown in Figure BB3. Other harvest strategies that were more 

selective for males (i.e., SR = 2), including some strategies that met Management Objective 2 

(Table BB6), had higher probabilities of causing male depletion (e.g., up to 0.25 at t = 36; Table 

S.BB2). Evaluation of Management Objective 3 is presented with results from the secondary 

simulations (see below).  
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Scenario 3  

Scenario 3 was based on hypothetical vital rates that resulted in rMNPL = 0.05 (Table 

BB4), representing a subpopulation with average capacity for growth and resilience. This 

scenario provided a benchmark for comparison with the data-based Scenarios 1 and 2. Similar to 

Scenario 2, Management Objective 1 was either not achievable or only achievable with no 

harvest, due to declining K (Table BB7). Management Objective 2 could be met using FO = 0.53 

to 0.89, depending on SR and risk tolerance. This corresponds to a starting harvest rate ht=1 = 2.1 

to 3.6%, and a starting harvest level Ht=1 = 60 to 100 bears per year. Harvest strategies under 

Scenario 3 that used SR = 2 were less likely to cause male depletion than similar strategies under 

Scenario 2 (Table S.BB3), because under Scenario 3 values of S* were similar for adult females 

and adult males. Upper limits on FO that met Management Objective 3 were 0.66 to 1.40, 

depending on SR and risk tolerance. In some cases, the condition requiring that Pextirpation < 0.05 

at t = 15, compared to a similar projection without harvest, was the limiting factor for 

Management Objective 3. In other words, a harvest strategy could achieve an acceptable level of 

risk with respect to the population condition Nt=15 > (0.7 × Nt=1) but also result in Pextirpation > 

0.05. Harvest strategies that met Management Objective 3, in terms of both Nt=15 > (0.7 × Nt=1) 

and the condition on Pextirpation, were unlikely to reduce the subpopulation size by 30% (Table 

S.BB3). These findings suggest that a managed population reduction of 30% is unlikely to be 

achieved, within the guidelines for risk tolerance provided by the JC, when using a 15-year 

management interval for a subpopulation with vital rates and a level of data precision similar to 

Scenario 3. 

 

Secondary simulations 

We performed a secondary set of simulations for Scenario 2 to evaluate the effects of 

management interval and data precision. Table BB8 shows the highest harvest strategies that met 

Management Objective 2b as a function of these factors, illustrating the potential impact of 

different management conditions. For example, ht=1 is 54% higher for a 10-year management 

interval and rsd.mod = 0.5 (which corresponds to a relative standard deviation of 0.01 in σ4 due 

to sampling uncertainty), compared to a 20-year management interval and rsd.mod = 1.5 (which 
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corresponds to a relative standard deviation of 0.03 in σ4). Table S.BB4 provides detailed results 

for the simulations summarized in Table BB8. In Table S.BB4, results for the expected value of 

Ht=36 require additional explanation. It appears counterintuitive that Ht=36 is higher for a 20-year 

management interval than for a 15-year management interval. This occurs because the harvest 

strategies in Table S.BB4 are fairly aggressive, and can result in moderate degrees of male 

depletion and reduced capacity for growth at t = 36. Using a 15-yr management interval, these 

negative effects result in a reduced harvest level at the second subpopulation assessment, which 

occurs at t = 32. In contrast, using a 20-year management interval, the second subpopulation 

assessment does not occur until t = 42, which is beyond the duration of projections. The 

ramifications are that using a 20-year management interval (i) leads to higher probabilities of 

extirpation at t = 36, and (ii) would be expected to result in large reductions to the calculated 

harvest level at t = 42.  

We used results from the secondary set of simulations to evaluate Management Objective 

3, because the primary simulations suggested that achieving a subpopulation reduction, within 

the specified risk tolerance, would require a short management interval and improved data 

precision. In the secondary simulations, the harvest strategy with the highest harvest and best 

management conditions was FO = 1.15, a 10-year management interval, and rsd.mod = 0.5. This 

corresponded to ht=1 = 7.1% and Ht=1 = 200. For this strategy, the median value of Nt=15 / Nt=1 

was 0.86 at t = 15 (i.e., a median reduction of 14% in starting subpopulation size; Table S.BB4). 

Although this strategy met Management Objective 3b as stated in Table BB1, it did not reduce 

the subpopulation by 30%. Also, it led to a 0.38 probability that subpopulation size was below 

MNPL at t = 15, which exceeded the risk tolerance for the condition on maximum sustainable 

yield that was associated with Management Objective 3 (section Management Objectives).  

 

Post hoc simulations 

We performed two post hoc simulations to inform future considerations for managed 

population reduction. First, we identified a state-dependent harvest strategy (BB_S1) that came 

as close as possible to achieving a subpopulation reduction of 30% in 15 years, while meeting 

the population condition for Management Objective 3b as stated in Table BB1, but without the 

additional condition related to maximum sustainable yield. Harvest strategy BB_S1 used FO = 

1.58, SR = 1.0, a 5-year management interval, and rsd.mod = 0.5. Use of SR = 1 promoted 
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subpopulation reduction by removing more females, compared to a sex-selective harvest. This 

strategy corresponded to ht=1 = 8.7% and Ht=1 = 245. At t = 15, the median value of Nt=15 / Nt=1 

was 0.75 (i.e., a median reduction of 25% in starting subpopulation size) and Management 

Objective 3b was met (Table S.BB5). The mean harvest level declined at each management 

interval, concurrent with declining subpopulation size (e.g., Ht=15 = 180 bears per year; Table 

S.BB5). Conceptually, BB_S1 represents a near-optimal harvest strategy that would require 

nearly continuous surveys and rapid management response.   

For comparison with BB_S1, we evaluated a second harvest strategy (BB_S2) that used 

the same starting harvest level, but did not follow a state-dependent approach and used the status 

quo value SR = 1.25. Strategy BB_S2 applied a fixed-level harvest of 250 bear per year, for a 

period of 15 years, without new subpopulation assessments or changes to management during 

this period. At t = 15, the median value of Nt=15 / Nt=1 was 0.55, indicating that the subpopulation 

was depleted beyond the desired 30% reduction. Also, strategy BB_S2 did not meet 

Management Objective 3 and resulted in a 0.30 probability of male depletion and a 0.23 

probability of subpopulation extirpation at t = 15 (Table S.BB5).  

 

Kane Basin 

Primary simulations 

We performed a primary set of simulations to evaluate population dynamics and 

sustainable harvest, for two scenarios of the vital rates, over a period of three polar bear 

generations during which K remained stable. Projections used a 15-year management interval, 

the baseline level of data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1.0), and a mean starting subpopulation size 

Nt=1 = 244 (SE = 41) independent bears with a stage distribution and subpopulation density 

determined from population reconstruction (section Population initialization). Tables KB4–KB6 

present the highest harvest strategies that met management objectives for each scenario of the 

vital rates. Strategies with lower values of FO, but otherwise similar inputs, also met management 

objectives. Some of the harvest strategies in Tables KB4–KB6 could result in the depletion of 

adult male bears or increased probabilities of extirpation, compared to projections with no 

harvest, that approached the upper limit of 0.05. Detailed results for the primary simulations are 

presented in Appendix S1.  
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Scenario 1 

 Scenario 1 of the vital rates resulted in rMNPL = 0.01 (Table KB3), suggesting a very 

limited capacity for growth and low resilience. Statistical uncertainty in estimates of S* for the 

period 2012–2014 (Table KB2), especially for bears ≤ 2 years, contributed to high uncertainty in 

the estimate of rMNPL, with approximately 29% of its sampling distribution below 0 (i.e., 

corresponding to a negative intrinsic growth rate). Due to low values of r and high uncertainty in 

the vital rates, most management objectives could not be met even with no harvest (Table KB4). 

This is illustrated by Figure KB1, which shows a sample of replicates from population 

projections with FO = 0 (i.e., no harvest). Although the median N increases gradually over time, 

the subpopulation trajectories are highly variable. The color-coding in Figure KB1 indicates that 

male depletion is possible due to lower estimates of S* for males compared to females (e.g., 

Pmale.dep = 0.10 at t = 15; Table S.KB1). A subpopulation with vital rates similar to Scenario 1 

would have little guarantee of supporting harvest, and would face a 2 to 4% chance of extirpation 

at t = 36 in the absence of harvest (Table S.KB1). The ramifications of high uncertainty in vital 

rates for the KB subpopulation were evaluated in the secondary and post hoc simulations (see 

below). 

 

Scenario 2 

Scenario 2 resulted in rMNPL = 0.05 (Table KB3), suggesting a medium capacity for 

growth and resilience. Management Objectives 1a and 2a (i.e., the version of the objectives with 

low risk tolerance for not achieving the population condition; Table BB1) could not be met with 

no harvest, due to variability in subpopulation trajectories arising from uncertainty in the vital 

rates (Table S.KB2). Management Objective 1b could be met using FO = 0.31 to 0.48, depending 

on the value of SR (Table KB5). This corresponds to a starting harvest rate ht=1 = 1.7% and a 

starting harvest level Ht=1 = 6 bears per year, which is similar to recent harvest of the KB 

subpopulation (SWG 2016). Management Objective 2b could be met using FO = 0.21 to 0.31, 

depending on the value of SR. This corresponds to a starting harvest rate ht=1 = 1.1% and a 

starting harvest level Ht=1 = 4 bears per year. The harvest strategy that meets Management 

Objective 2 is lower than the strategy that meets Management Objective 1, because projections 
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for the KB subpopulation included a stable trend in K (i.e., Kt=36 ≈ Kt=1) Therefore, at t = 36, 

Management Objective 1 requires a subpopulation size that is greater than 0.9 × Nt=1 = 0.90 × 

(0.69 × Kt=1) ≈ 0.62 × Kt=1; whereas Management Objective 2 requires a subpopulation size that 

is greater than 0.70 × Kt=36 ≈ 0.70 × Kt=1 (i.e., a lower subpopulation size). Harvest strategies that 

met Management Objectives 1 and 2 were associated with increases in median N of up to 21% at 

t = 36 (Table S.KB2). This indicates that uncertainty in the vital rates, rather than the mean 

values of the rates, was a limiting factor in meeting management objectives. At t = 36, the 

harvest strategies in Table KB5 were associated with probabilities of causing male depletion of 

up to 0.27, due in part to lower S* of males; and increased probabilities of extirpation, compared 

to projections with no harvest, of up to 0.03 (Table S.KB2).  

 

Secondary simulations 

We performed secondary simulations for Scenario 2 to evaluate the effects of 

management interval and data precision. Table KB6 shows the highest harvest strategies that met 

Management Objective 1b as a function of these factors, indicating the potential impact of 

different management conditions on harvest strategies for the KB subpopulation. For example, 

the highest harvest strategy under improved management conditions (i.e., a 10-year management 

interval and rsd.mod = 0.5) corresponded to ht=1 = 2.2% and Ht=1 = 8. This harvest rate is 57% 

higher than the rate for a 20-year management interval and rsd.mod = 1.5.  

In contrast to the BB subpopulation, the highest starting harvest level for the KB 

subpopulation, under improved management conditions, was lower than the expected value of 

maximum sustainable yield based on asymptotic population dynamics (i.e., 13 bears per year; 

Table KB3). This finding is largely due to high uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 

years (Table KB3). The reason is that improved data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 0.5) only reduced 

sampling variation for simulated population assessments that occur in the future. Therefore, all 

subpopulation trajectories were highly variable during the first management interval (i.e., for the 

first 10, 15, or 20 years) due to high uncertainty in the baseline vital rates for Scenario 2. 

Because we only evaluated strategies with time-constant values of FO, the range of harvest 

strategies that met management objectives was constrained by high uncertainty in the currently-

available data for the KB subpopulation. A consequence of this effect is that, for some harvest 
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strategies, the calculated harvest level increased after the first management interval, and 

remained 1-2 bears higher than the starting value at t = 15 and 36 (Table S.KB3). 

 

Post hoc simulations 

We performed two post hoc simulations to explore the ramifications of high uncertainty 

in estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years. First, we reduced sampling variation in these estimates 

by 75%, which resulted in levels of uncertainty similar to bears age ≥ 3 years (e.g., the reduced 

relative standard deviation due to sampling uncertainty was 0.04 for the vital rate σ1, which is 

equivalent to the un-modified value for σ4). Conceptually, this permitted exploration of how a 

higher level of confidence in estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years might affect sustainable 

harvest. After reducing the uncertainty in estimates of S*, we performed simulations under 

conditions similar to current harvest practices for the KB subpopulation (i.e., SR = 0.94, a 15-

year management interval, and rsd.mod = 1.0) and identified the highest strategy that met 

Management Objective 1b. The resulting strategy (KB_S1) corresponded to FO = 0.80, ht=1 = 

2.8%, and Ht=1 = 10 bears per year (Table S.KB4). Interpretation of these results requires 

caution, because there was not an analytical basis for reducing uncertainty in estimates of S* for 

bears age ≤ 2 years. Nonetheless, this post hoc simulation can provide guidance on what a 

sustainable harvest strategy might be, if it was assumed with an increased degree of confidence 

that survival rates of bears age ≤ 2 years have been sufficiently high to produce the estimated 

increase in abundance for the KB subpopulation.  

Second, we explored uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years using a 

different approach. For all other simulations in this report, total uncertainty in the vital rates was 

partitioned as 75% sampling variation and 25% process variation, following the example of 

Taylor et al. (2002). Because time-constant estimates of S* for KB bears were referenced to a 23-

year period from 1992–2014, this partitioning may not be accurate for younger animals, which 

often exhibit higher interannual variation in survival compared to adults (Eberhardt 2002). We 

were not able to perform an analysis of variance components in S* (e.g., Cooch and White 2016) 

due to sparse data. Therefore, for bears age ≤ 2 years, we subjectively repartitioned total 

uncertainty as 25% sampling variation and 75% process variation. After making this change, we 

performed simulations under conditions similar to current harvest practices for the KB 

subpopulation (i.e., SR = 0.94, a 15-year management interval, and rsd.mod = 1.0) and identified 
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the highest harvest strategy that met Management Objective 1b. The resulting strategy (KB_S2) 

corresponded to FO = 0.64, ht=1 = 2.2%, and Ht=1 = 8 bears per year (Table S.KB4). 

 

Discussion 

We used subpopulation data from SWG (2016) in a demographic model adapted from 

Regehr et al. (2017) to evaluate a suite of potential harvest strategies for the BB and KB polar 

bear subpopulations, relative to management objectives and risk tolerances provided by the JC.  

 

Demographic and management model 

Additional details of the demographic model are presented in Regehr et al. (2015, 2017), 

including caveats and topics for future work. In this report we integrated the demographic model 

with a mechanistic submodel of Allee effects in the mating system (Molnár et al. 2008, 2014). In 

simulations for both the BB and KB subpopulations, lower estimates of S* for males than 

females, combined with a sex-selective harvest, produced stage distributions that were skewed 

toward females. If the demographic model did not incorporate Allee effects, such subpopulations 

could exhibit unrealistically high values of r (i.e., in excess of the theoretical rmax under 

asymptotic population dynamics) because most adults were female and litter production rates 

could potentially remain high even in the near-absence of adult males. This effect could be 

compounded by the fact that the model tracked subpopulation density in terms of metabolic 

energetic equivalents, which allowed a given resource base to support a larger number of females 

compared to males (section Density dependence). We suggest that deriving parameters of the 

Allee submodel for the BB and KB subpopulations, and validating model-based predictions 

against field data, are areas for future work.   

The demographic model differed from RISKMAN (Taylor et al. 2001) in several ways, 

including its ability to model temporal changes in vital rates and K. Also, we used a correlation 

structure for sampling variation that was informed by the CR models used to estimate vital rates 

(Chapter 6 in SWG 2016), whereas RISKMAN assumes sampling errors are independent (Taylor 

et al. 2006). This can influence PVA results, with correlated vital rates generally resulting in 

more variable subpopulation trajectories and higher risks of negative outcomes. To illustrate, we 

used the demographic model to calculate an unharvested, asymptotic population growth rate (λ) 
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using vital rates for the BB subpopulation as reported in Taylor et al. (2005). Our estimate of λ = 

1.053 (SE = 0.022) was similar to the geometric mean estimate of unharvested λ = 1.055 (SE = 

0.011) in Taylor et al. (2005), but our estimated standard error was twice as large. We suggest 

that our approach is more consistent with recommended practices in population viability analysis 

(Morris and Doak 2002).  

Application of the demographic model required several key assumptions. First, to create 

density-dependent curves of the vital rates it was necessary to specify a subpopulation density 

(N/K) at which the vital rates were estimated. In practice, it is not possible to directly estimate K 

for wildlife populations (e.g., Gerrodette and Demaster 1990). Therefore, we inferred that N/K 

corresponded to a subpopulation size in the vicinity of MNPL, based on evidence that harvest in 

recent decades had been near maximum sustainable yield (Regehr et al. 2017). If actual N/K 

corresponded to a subpopulation size below MNPL, our estimates of intrinsic growth rate (r) 

could be positively biased. That is, the value of r corresponding to the vital rates would be closer 

to rmax, whereas we assumed it was equivalent to rMNPL. If actual values of N/K corresponded to a 

subpopulation size significantly above MNPL, bias would be in the opposite direction. Second, 

we initialized population projections at time step t = 1 at a subpopulation size close to MNPL. 

This assumed that the BB and KB subpopulations are currently not experiencing strong density-

dependent suppression of demographic parameters, which could be inaccurate for BB given 

evidence of range contraction (Chapter 4 in SWG 2016) and links between sea-ice and 

nutritional condition and reproductive rates (Chapters 6 and 7 in SWG 2016). Although we 

placed low confidence in the low estimates of S* for the BB subpopulation from 2011–2013 

(Scenario 1; see below), it is possible these estimates partially reflected negative effects of sea-

ice loss. In combination, the short duration of recent subpopulation assessments in BB and KB, 

statistical uncertainty and potential bias in demographic parameters, and interannual variation, 

precluded direct estimation of subpopulation density. Our modeling approach did not make 

purposefully conservative assumptions about current density effects, especially for the BB 

subpopulation, and therefore could have understated the current and future effects of sea-ice loss. 

We recommend that future predictive modeling include sensitivity analyses with respect to key 

assumptions (e.g., Zabel et al. 2006).   

Polar bears are distributed throughout the circumpolar Arctic in 19 subpopulations 

(PBSG 2010). Their life history is dependent on sea ice (Laidre and Regehr 2017), which is used 
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as a platform from which to hunt their primary prey, ringed seals (Pusa hispida) and bearded 

seals (Erignathus barbatus).  Earlier sea-ice breakup and reductions in optimal ice habitat have 

been linked to reductions in polar bear body condition, survival, reproduction, and abundance in 

some subpopulations (Stirling et al. 1999; Regehr et al. 2007, 2010; Rode et al. 2012; Bromaghin 

et al. 2015; Lunn et al. 2016; Obbard et al. 2016). Additional studies have documented use of 

less optimal sea ice habitat in several polar bear subpopulations (e.g. Durner et al. 2009, Wilson 

et al. 2014, Laidre et al. 2015, McCall et al. 2015). Our population projections for the BB and 

KB subpopulations included environmental variation primarily through the proxy metric for K, 

which was calculated from remote-sensing data for sea ice. Sea-ice metrics from other case 

studies for polar bears are reviewed by Stern and Laidre (2016). We did not consider rapid, non-

linear declines in K or potentially catastrophic ecological or demographic effects due to climate 

change (e.g., Derocher et al. 2013), although the modeling framework could readily be adapted 

to include such effects. If subpopulations experience negative density-dependent effects that are 

larger or more abrupt than represented by the proxy metric for K, or negative density-

independent effects that occur rapidly with respect to the management interval (i.e., so that 

multiple years elapse before such effects are detected), the harvest strategies identified in this 

report might cease to meet management objectives, resulting in increased risk of negative 

outcomes. Following a state-dependent management approach with a relatively short 

management interval (e.g., 10–15 years) can mitigate such risks, because reductions in N and the 

vital rates, whatever their cause, could be detected in future subpopulation surveys, and harvest 

strategies adjusted accordingly. Population dynamics and harvest strategies for declining 

populations are reviewed in detail in USFWS (2016). 

 

Management objectives 

We evaluated Management Objectives 1 and 2 at t = 36, corresponding to three polar bear 

generations (Regehr et al. 2016) in the future, a common time reference for population 

projections (e.g.,  IUCN 2017). We also report results at t = 15 years to provide insight into near-

term population dynamics and identify potential metrics for monitoring (e.g., the proportion of 

females, see below).  

Management Objective 1, which desired to achieve N ≥ 90% of its current value, is more 

relevant to harvest assessments when habitat is stable or increasing. Under conditions of 
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declining K, it is not possible to meet Management Objective 1 over the long term, even in the 

absence of harvest. For example, population projections for BB only met Management Objective 

1b under cessation of harvest, which resulted in transient subpopulation increases as N 

approached K, followed by declines as N/K reached 1 (Tables BB6 and S.BB2).  

Management Objective 2, which desired to keep N ≥ MNPL with respect to a changing 

K, is more relevant to harvest assessments when habitat is declining. The goal is to maintain a 

constant ratio of N/K, such that subpopulation size and carrying capacity decline in parallel. If N 

remains far enough below K due to harvest (e.g., at MNPL), density effects are alleviated and 

there is a harvestable surplus. Under a harvest strategy that fulfills these conditions, long-term 

declines in N are driven primarily by declines in K. Regehr et al. (2017) proposed that such 

strategies are possible for polar bears, as long as habitat loss affects subpopulations primarily 

through density-dependent mechanisms (e.g., increased crowing and competition for limited 

resources), or if a state-dependent management approach is followed and the management 

interval is short enough to respond to density-independent reductions in r (e.g., reduced 

reproductive success because bears have insufficient time to hunt seals on the sea ice, regardless 

of density). Figure BB3 shows sample replicates from population projections that illustrate this 

concept, except toward the end of the projections when the probability of severe male depletion 

increases and causes reproductive failure (see below).  

Management Objective 3 desired to achieve, but not exceed, a 30% reduction in N in 10–

15 years, while maintaining subpopulation size above the level necessary to achieve maximum 

sustainable yield (i.e., above MNPL). Simultaneously meeting these two population conditions is 

likely not possible. That is because MNPL for polar bears occurs at approximately N/K = 0.70 

(Regehr et al. 2017). Unless a subpopulation started at N/K = 1, a 30% reduction in N would 

necessarily result in a density N/K < 0.70 (i.e., below the subpopulation size that would produce 

maximum sustainable yield).  

 

Harvest and subpopulation sex ratio 

For both subpopulations, we performed projections with multiple values of sex ratio in 

the harvest (SR). Male-biased harvest is a common wildlife management and conservation tool 

(e.g., Mysterud 2011). For polar bears, seeking to harvest at SR = 2 (i.e., a 2:1 male-to-female 

ratio) is intended to protect adult females (Taylor et al. 2008b), which have the highest 
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reproductive value (Hunter et al. 2007). For the BB and KB subpopulations, harvest data from 

recent decades suggested that SR = 1.25 and 0.94, respectively. These estimates were based on 

hunter-reported sex in Canada, which genetic testing suggests is highly accurate; and genetic sex 

determination of harvest samples from Greenland in the 2010s, which was assumed to represent 

the long-term sex ratio in the Greenlandic harvest due to apparent inaccuracies in hunter-reported 

sex (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). For most of our simulations, harvest strategies that used SR = 2, 

instead of the lower status quo values of SR, did not result in higher harvest rates that met 

management objectives. This should not be interpreted as evidence against the conservation 

value of sex-selective harvest. Rather, it is a consequence of lower estimates of S* for males than 

females in both subpopulations which, in conjunction with a sex-selective harvest, often led to 

the depletion of males. This had negative effects on reproduction via Allee effects in the mating 

system, translating into lower realized values of r and lower sustainable harvest. Taylor et al. 

(2008b) suggested that a 2:1 male-to-female harvest designed to achieve maximum sustainable 

yield, is unlikely to reduce the abundance or mean age of male bears to the point of reducing 

mating success. However, that analysis used equal survival rates for males and females, and the 

harvest rate was calculated relative to a different interpretation of maximum sustainable yield 

than is used here. Accurate monitoring of the sex ratio in the harvest, as well as the sex 

composition of the subpopulation and the litter production rate, are necessary to determine the 

extent to which reduction of male bears might affect the productivity of the BB and KB 

subpopulations. We suggest that it is important to investigate the analytical and biological 

reasons for lower estimates of S* for male bears. Our finding that females comprise 

approximately 70% of independent bears in both subpopulations, despite harvest that may not be 

strongly selective for males, suggests that there is a biological basis for this finding, which could 

signal an emerging conservation concern and have demographic consequences not considered in 

our analyses.  

We estimated stage-specific harvest vulnerability vectors for females and male using age 

data from the BB subpopulation (section Population initialization). Results suggested a slight 

preferential selection for juvenile bears of both sexes, compared to their representation in the 

subpopulation. For example, male two-year-olds (stage 7) were 25% more likely to be harvested 

compared to what would be expected based on their relative abundance. Strong selection against 

adult female bears with dependent young (stages 5 and 6) was consistent with the protection of 
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family groups in BB (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). All population projections assumed that harvest 

vulnerability will remain constant in the future. If this is not the case (e.g., if selection becomes 

stronger for adults and weaker for subadults), the harvest strategies that meet management 

objectives might change.  

 

Baffin Bay 

We suggest that demographic modeling results for both subpopulations should be 

interpreted within the context of other available information. Sea-ice habitat in the BB region 

significantly declined between the previous subpopulation assessment in the 1990s and the recent 

reassessment in the 2010s (Chapter 4 in SWG 2106). The length of summer (i.e., the number of 

days from sea-ice retreat in spring to sea-ice advance in fall) increased by 12 days/decade since 

1979. The mean sea-ice concentration during June–October decreased by 4% per decade. The 

general pattern of melt occurs about 3–4 weeks earlier in the 2010s than in 1990s. In general, BB 

has incurred large changes in the sea-ice regime experienced by polar bears and this has resulted 

in habitat loss (Stern and Laidre 2016; SWG 2016), which has translated to biological changes in 

the subpopulation. BB bears used significantly lower sea-ice concentrations in winter and spring 

in the 2010s than the 1990s (SWG 2016). Adult female bears are significantly closer to land in 

all months than in the 1990s, except at the end of breakup (June–July) when they stay on 

offshore sea ice as long as possible, likely to maximize feeding. Arrival dates on Baffin Island in 

summer are one month earlier in the 2010s than in the 1990s, and therefore the amount of time 

bears spent on land has increased by 20–30 days since the 1990s. There is a significantly shorter 

maternity den duration in the 2010s and maternity dens occur at higher elevations and steeper 

slopes than maternity dens in the 1990s, likely due to reduced snow cover (Escajeda et al. 2017). 

Body condition declined in BB between 1993 and 2013, and declines were in close 

association with the duration of the ice-free period and spring sea ice transition dates. 

Reproductive metrics indicate that, from 1993 to 2013, an annual index of C0 recruitment 

declined concurrent with a trend towards earlier spring sea-ice break-up (SWG 2016). There has 

also been a significant reduction in the size of the 2010s BB 95% kernel range (i.e., a measure of 

the area used by bears fitted with radiocollars) in all months and seasons compared to the range 

in the 1990s. The most marked reduction is a 60% decline in subpopulation range size in 

summer. With respect to movements across subpopulation boundaries, BB bears in the 2010s 
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were significantly less likely to leave BB than in the 1990s. In particular, there was a reduction 

in the number of collared bears moving into Davis Strait and Lancaster Sound, apparently due to 

reduced winter sea-ice coverage. This suggests the BB subpopulation has become more discrete, 

with less exchange between it and other subpopulations. 

For the BB subpopulation, litter production rate for females age ≥5 years (β4) was 

estimated to be 0.93 (SE = 0.08) from field data collected 2011–2013. Taking into account 

statistical uncertainty, this value is similar to the values of 0.88 for bears age 5 years, and 1.00 

for bears age ≥ 6 years, reported for BB by Taylor et al. (2005); and higher than the mean value 

of 0.80 for bears age ≥ 6 years across 11 other subpopulations (range = 0.44 to 0.98; Table S1 in 

Regehr et al. 2017). Relatively high litter production is consistent with our modeling assumption 

that, despite evidence for ecological change, the BB subpopulation is currently not experiencing 

strong density-dependent limitation in demographic parameters. We estimated β4 directly from 

the sample of observed bears (section Methods), which was assumed to reflect the subpopulation 

because CR modeling did not identify differences in recapture probabilities (Chapter 5 in SWG 

2016). However, during the autumn single adult females were more likely to be inland or at high 

elevations (SWG 2016), which could have led to heterogeneity in recapture probabilities that was 

not detected in the modeling process. If this was the case, single adult females could have been 

under-represented in the observation sample, which could lead to positive bias in estimates of β4 

because the number of single adult females appears in the denominator of the equation for litter 

production rate.  

The three scenarios of the vital rates for BB corresponded to significant differences in 

subpopulation status (Table BB4) and therefore in harvest strategies. We placed less confidence 

in Scenario 1, because estimates of S* for the period 2011–2103 were based primarily on three 

years of sampling, and bias in survival during the terminal years of a CR study is common when 

there is un-modeled heterogeneity in recapture probabilities or non-random temporary 

emigration from the sampling area (Peñaloza et al. 2014). Estimates of S* for Scenario 2 were 

referenced to 1998–2010, a longer period that was bracketed by intensive sampling in the 1990s 

and 2010s, and throughout which research marks were returned in the harvest. Furthermore, 

population reconstruction suggested that a subpopulation with the vital rates from Scenario 2 

could exhibit a stable trajectory over the period 1998–2010, when subject to the observed harvest 

of approximately 162 bears per year and observed variation in sea-ice conditions. We started the 
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population reconstruction in 1998 at an assumed abundance of 2,826 (i.e., the estimate for the 

period 2011–2013), because SWG (2016) indicated that lower estimates of N from the 1990s 

included an unknown level of negative bias, and that trends in the size of the BB subpopulation 

could not be reliably determined. Our finding that the vital rates of Scenario 2 were capable of 

maintaining a stable subpopulation does not constitute evidence that this occurred. We did not 

complete a comprehensive suite of population reconstructions, and other combinations of factors 

(e.g., higher starting N and lower vital rates) might reproduce equally plausible histories. 

Nonetheless, the vital rates of Scenario 2 appear consistent with available information on the 

history of the BB subpopulation, to the extent this can be determined given uncertainties and 

potential biases in the data. Also, population reconstruction from 1998–2010 led to an ending 

proportion of females in the subpopulation that was similar to the value estimated from sex- and 

age-specific abundance estimates for the period 2011–2013. 

For the reasons discussed above, we considered Scenario 2 to be the more likely 

representation of the current status of the BB subpopulation. Harvest strategies in Table BB6 that 

met Management Objective 2 are likely to satisfy the definition of sustainable harvest proposed 

by Regehr et al. (2017), which requires maintaining a subpopulation size above MNPL with 

respect to a changing K, and limiting the negative effects of harvest on persistence. For harvest 

strategies using the status quo value of SR = 1.25 and a 15-year management interval, the upper 

limits on present-day harvest rate (ht=1) were 4.3 and 5.7% for “low” and “medium” risk 

tolerances, as stated by the JC. This corresponds to present-day harvest levels of up to 120 and 

160 bears per year, respectively, which would be applied for a period of 15 years and then 

updated. This range encompasses current TAH of 132 for the BB subpopulation (SWG 2016). 

The sustainability of these harvest strategies is conditional on the input data and assumptions of 

our modeling approach, including (1) that Scenario 2, the most optimistic scenario of the vital 

rates, is an accurate representation of the current and future status of the BB subpopulation; and 

(2) adherence to a state-dependent management approach over the next 35 years, with a 15-year 

management interval and future subpopulation assessments that provide a level of precision 

similar to the 1998–2010 estimates of S* (SWG 2016). The harvest strategy corresponding to 

“low” risk tolerance (i.e., ht=1 = 4.3%) is associated with lower probabilities of male depletion 

and extirpation in later years of the projection. For the BB subpopulation, nearly all harvest 

strategies can be expected to require reductions in the harvest level over time, due primarily to 
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declining K, but also potentially due to harvest if there are inaccuracies in the input data or our 

modeling approach. It is also possible that the harvest rate will decline over time due to Allee 

effects in the mating system or to density-independent reductions in r that were not considered in 

our analyses.  

We included Scenario 3 of the vital rates, to provide a means of comparison with an 

“average” polar bear subpopulation. Table BB7 indicates that, using the status quo SR = 1.25 and 

a 15-year management interval, harvest strategies with ht=1 = 3.6% could meet Management 

Objective 2 at the “medium” level of risk tolerance. This corresponds to a present-day harvest 

level of up to 100 bears per year. The upper limit on ht=1 was also 3.6% for a harvest strategy 

with SR = 2, which is lower than the historic standard 4.5% harvest rate when using a 2:1 male-

to-female sex ratio, for subpopulations experiencing positive environmental conditions (Taylor et 

al. 1987a). This difference is partially due to our inclusion of a declining trend in K for the BB 

subpopulation. It also suggests that our demographic modeling approach, when used in 

conjunction with Management Objective 2 and a “medium” risk tolerance as stated by the JC, 

may be slightly more conservative than previous predictive modeling for polar bears.   

For the BB subpopulation, the challenges of meeting Management Objective 3, as it was 

stated by the JC, were presented above. To inform future discussion of subpopulation reduction, 

we identified a harvest strategy that resulted in a 25% reduction in starting subpopulation size 

over 15 years, while remaining with the stated risk tolerance for not exceeding a 30% reduction 

(Management strategy BB_S1 in Table S.BB5). This strategy required SR = 1, a 5-year 

management interval, and improved precision in the vital rates estimated from future 

subpopulation surveys. The starting harvest rate was 8.7%, corresponding to a present-day 

harvest level of 245 bears per year. It is unlikely that the near-optimal management conditions 

required by this strategy are feasible in practice, suggesting that either the management 

objectives or risk tolerances associated with a managed subpopulation reduction require 

reconsideration. Another practical challenge of managed reduction is that harvest must be rapidly 

reduced from very high levels in early years, to much lower levels once the target subpopulation 

size has been achieved. The risks of not reducing harvest in this manner were demonstrated by 

harvest strategy BB_S2, which maintained a fixed-level harvest of 245 bears per year for 15 

years, without new subpopulation assessments or adjustments to the harvest. That strategy 

resulted high probabilities of extirpation (Table S.BB5), emphasizing the critical importance of 
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monitoring and responsive management under aggressive harvest regimens. 

 

Kane Basin 

The annual cycle of sea-ice habitat in KB has shifted from a largely year-round ice 

platform (>30% coverage in summer) to a cycle that resembles the seasonal ice ecoregion 

(Amstrup et al. 2008) with complete melt-out in summer (<5% coverage; SWG 2016). The KB 

subpopulation has responded to changing sea-ice conditions with broad movement and habitat 

use patterns that are more similar to those of bears in seasonal sea-ice ecoregions (e.g., expanded 

seasonal home ranges). Apparent improvement in body condition in the 2010s, and no evidence 

of changes in reproductive performance in KB between the 1990s and 2010s, may reflect natural 

variation or a response to long-term changes in sea-ice dynamics in KB (SWG 2016). These 

observed changes reflect general differences in habitat use of bears occupying the archipelago vs. 

seasonal ice ecoregions: bears inhabiting seasonal ice regions have larger and more variable 

home ranges as they temporally track sea ice, whereas bears in archipelago regions have smaller 

home ranges with less variation. 

For the KB subpopulation, litter production rate for females age ≥5 years (β4) was 

estimated to be 0.71 (SE = 0.16) from field data collected 2012–2014. Considering statistical 

uncertainty, this suggests reproductive success similar to, or slightly lower than, other 

subpopulations (Table S1 in Regehr et al. 2017). The two scenarios of the vital rates for KB 

corresponded to significant differences in subpopulation status (Table KB3) and therefore in 

harvest strategies. Scenario 1 was characterized by low capacity for growth and high uncertainty 

(λ = 0.01 [SE = 0.04]), due largely to low and uncertain estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years 

(Table KB2). We placed less confidence in Scenario 1 because survival estimates of young bears 

were based on very small sample sizes during the period 2012–2014 (e.g., < 4 C0 marked per 

year). Furthermore, population reconstruction suggested that a subpopulation with vital rates 

from Scenario 1 would exhibit a declining trend from 1998–2014, when subject to the observed 

harvest of approximately 8 bears per year and an increasing trend in K. This is inconsistent with 

the estimated increase in abundance from 224 in the 1990s to 357 in the 2010s (Chapter 10 in 

SWG 2016), and with other evidence for productivity of the KB subpopulation (Chapters 9, 12, 

and 13 in SWG 2016).  
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Scenario 2 for KB included modified values of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years, as necessary to 

reproduce the estimated subpopulation trend between the 1990s and 2010s, keeping other vital 

rates (e.g., adult survival) identical to Scenario 1. Vital rates in Scenario 2 retained the same 

amount of sampling variation as Scenario 1. Therefore, trajectories during population 

reconstruction were highly variable, corresponding to an 80% probability that the ending 

subpopulation size was at least one bear larger than the starting subpopulation size (i.e., that 

N2014 > N1998). This stochastic representation of the history of the KB subpopulation was slightly 

more pessimistic (i.e., more likely to correspond to a declining subpopulation) compared to 

findings in SWG (2016), which suggested that the probability of a positive subpopulation change 

between the 1990s and 2010s was 95%. For Scenario 2, the modified estimates of S* for bears 

age ≤ 2 years (Table KB2) were lower than the corresponding estimates for BB (noting that 

survival has a different time reference for the two subpopulation based on spring vs. autumn 

sampling), and within the range of juvenile survival estimates for other subpopulations with 

spring sampling (Table S1 in Regehr et al. 2017). The estimate of λ = 1.05 for Scenario 2 was 

equivalent to the mean estimate of unharvested population growth rate for other subpopulations 

(Regehr et al. 2017). Considering other lines of evidence for increasing productivity in the KB 

region, we suggest that Scenario 2 is a plausible representation of the current demographic status 

of this subpopulation.   

For Scenario 2 of the vital rates and using the status quo value of SR = 0.94 and a 15-year 

management interval, the highest harvest strategy that met Management Objective 1 at 

“medium” risk tolerance corresponded to ht=1 = 1.7% and Ht=1 = 6 bears per year. This finding is 

conditional on the input data and assumptions of the modeling approach, including (1) that 

Scenario 2 is an accurate representation of the KB subpopulation; (2) that K will remain stable 

for the next 35 years; and (3) adherence to a state-dependent management approach over the next 

35 years, with a 15-year management interval and future subpopulation assessments that provide 

a level of precision similar to the estimates of S* in SWG (2016). Sustainable harvest strategies 

for KB exhibited slight increases in mean harvest level over time (Table S.KB2), due in part to 

stability in K. If increasing biological productivity in the KB region leads to increasing trends 

over time in K and the intrinsic population growth rate, sustainable harvest levels would be 

expected to increase as well.    
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The relatively low estimate of sustainable harvest for KB was largely due to high 

uncertainty in vital rates, particularly estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years. This is evidenced 

by comparing a harvest level of up to 6 bears per year, calculated from the stochastic model 

projections (see above), with the estimated maximum sustainable yield of 13 bears per year 

based on asymptotic population dynamics (Table KB3). To investigate further, we performed 

two post hoc simulations with alternative assumptions for sampling uncertainty. The first 

simulation, which reduced uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears ≤ 2 years to match the level of 

uncertainty in other survival estimates, resulted in a sustainable harvest of up to 2.8% (10 bears 

per year) under Management Objective 1 with “medium” risk tolerance, when using a 15-year 

management interval. The second simulation, which reallocated total uncertainty between 

sampling and process variation, resulted in a sustainable harvest of up to 2.2% (8 bears per year) 

under the same management conditions. These simulations were relevant because it is difficult to 

obtain precise and accurate estimates of vital rates for small and remote subpopulations such as 

KB. Without such estimates, the options available to managers include (1) inferring 

subpopulation status and sustainable harvest based on data other than the estimated vital rates 

(e.g., by modifying some estimates of S* based on other information, similar to Scenario 2 and 

the post hoc simulations); or (2) adopting a conservative harvest strategy (e.g., Taylor et al. 

2002).  

Considering all available ecological and demographic data for the KB subpopulation, we 

suggest that present-day harvest rates up to approximately 2.8% (10 bears per year) are unlikely 

to cause negative population outcomes, if coupled with effective monitoring under a state-

dependent approach. Use of a 10-year management interval would reduce the risks of harvest 

associated with high uncertainty in the currently available vital rates. If the challenges of 

studying the KB subpopulation lead to continued difficulty in obtaining accurate and precise 

estimates of vital rates, despite increased survey efforts, supplementary monitoring that is more 

frequent but less intensive may be valuable. We suggest developing a suite of ecological and 

demographic indicators to monitor subpopulation status, including accurate information on the 

level and composition of the harvest, marine productivity, habitat use and availability, 

reproductive rates, and estimates or indices of subpopulation size (via aerial survey or CR). 
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Monitoring 

All of the harvest strategies considered in this report require the existence of a coupled 

research-management system under which both the sustainable harvest rate and the harvest level 

are adjusted periodically, based on new scientific information from subpopulation surveys and 

other sources. For both subpopulations, shorter management intervals and more precise estimates 

of N and vital rates, can substantially reduce the risk of negative population outcomes associated 

with a given harvest strategy. Results from the secondary simulations can help managers balance 

trade-offs between monitoring frequency and intensity (and therefore cost), the sustainable 

harvest rate, and harvest risks (Tables BB8 and KB6).  

In our simulations, the management interval corresponded to the exact number of years 

between changes to the harvest level. For example, during population projections a 15-year 

management interval meant that new simulated population assessments were completed, and 

changes to the harvest level implemented, every 15 years. In practice, time lags in the coupled 

research-management system will likely result in departures from this simplified representation. 

For example, even if on-the-ground changes to TAH are implemented every 15 years, each 

change might be based on data from subpopulation surveys that were completed 2–3 years 

earlier. Application of the findings in this report should consider major differences, if they exist, 

between the definition of the management interval in practice and the definition used here.   

Periodically obtaining new estimates of N and the vital rates (which determine r) is a 

central feature of a state-dependent management approach (Regehr et al. 2017). These 

parameters can be difficult and expensive to collect for wildlife populations (e.g., Williams et al. 

2002), although both field methods (e.g., genetic CR; SWG 2016) and analytical approaches 

(e.g., Bayesian implementation of multistate models; Lunn et al. 2016) continue to evolve. Our 

analyses highlight the challenges of using estimated demographic parameters in harvest 

assessments for polar bears, even when the parameters were obtained from well-designed CR 

studies (SWG 2016). We sought to address these challenges primarily through consideration of 

multiple scenarios of the vital rates, which were developed based on (i) the estimated vital rates, 

referenced to different time periods; (ii) insights into the magnitude and directionality of 

potential bias (e.g., Schaub et al. 2004; Peñaloza et al. 2014); (iii) population reconstruction; and 

(iv) comparison with other case studies for polar bears. Although the magnitude of bias is 

generally lower in estimates of survival from CR studies compared to estimates of abundance 
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(Williams et al. 2002), the ramifications of relatively small bias in survival (e.g., 1–2%) can be 

profound when survival rates are used for population projections (e.g., Regehr et al. 2009). 

Skalski et al. (2012) recommend that biological realism should serve as a fundamental check for 

estimated demographic parameters and trends, and that auxiliary information should be used 

whenever possible to validate the results from predictive modeling. Peacock et al. (2011) 

recommend that management decisions for polar bears also include assessments of changes in 

body condition, habitat, population, and genetic delineation, and simultaneous surveys on 

Traditional Ecological Knowledge and human dimensions. Most of these subjects were 

successfully addressed during recent studies in BB and KB (SWG 2016). In this report, analyses 

relied heavily on estimates of subpopulation abundance and vital rates from SWG (2016), with 

limited interpretation of these estimates for the purpose of developing alternative scenarios and 

post hoc simulations.  

Detailed recommendations on how to improve future estimates of N and r for the BB and 

KB subpopulations are beyond the scope of this report. Analyses to optimize the design of CR 

studies are being conducted under implementation of the Circumpolar Action Plan for polar 

bears (Polar Bear Range States 2015). For BB and KB, we suggest considering CR studies with a 

modified sampling scheme (e.g., sampling every other year for a period of six years, rather than 

sampling annually for three years), which could be combined with ongoing, less-intensive 

monitoring (see below). Also, we suggest that future study plans consider collecting and 

analyzing multiple types of data under the framework of an integrated population model (e.g., 

Frederiksen et al. 2014). Integrated population models can offer benefits for precision, accuracy, 

and the number of relevant parameters that can be estimated. For example, Regehr et al. (In 

preparation) concurrently analyzed radiotelemetry and CR data, which allowed direct estimation 

of temporary emigration and likely reduced bias in estimates of survival. Integrated population 

models can lead to increased consistency among demographic parameters (e.g., such that 

estimates of survival from studies of individually-marked animals, are consistent with estimates 

of subpopulation trend from aerial surveys). Finally, these models could allow integration of 

multiple types of research data with information from the harvest, local observations, and 

Traditional Ecological Knowledge. This has the potential to provide an improved assessment of 

overall subpopulation status that represents multiple perspectives.  

Together with the conclusions and recommendations in SWG (2016), our analyses 
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highlight important ecological and demographic indices for monitoring the BB and KB 

subpopulations. Accurate knowledge of the number, and sex and age composition, of human-

caused removals is critical to understanding the effects of harvest on a subpopulation. Incomplete 

harvest reporting can lead to subpopulation depletion and other undesired outcomes, including 

negative bias in estimates of S* that result in pessimistic population projections and lower 

estimates of sustainable harvest. We recommend that all harvested bears for the BB and KB 

subpopulations be genetically monitored, to detect recoveries of animals that were genetically 

marked during research. When used in CR models, accurate recovery data provide important 

information on survival and can reduce bias compared to studies with live recaptures only 

(Kendall et al. 2013). Furthermore, a systematic analysis of the sex and age composition of all 

harvest data (i.e., not only from research-marked bears) could provide complementary estimates 

of harvest rate and other demographic parameters (Skalski et al. 2005). Although such analyses 

can be limited by low statistical power and untestable assumptions, these problems are reduced if 

sample sizes are large (e.g., for the BB subpopulation) and recent data are available from a 

comprehensive subpopulation assessment. We suggest that systematic analysis of harvest data 

can be a useful monitoring tool between subpopulation surveys.  

Nutritional condition and reproductive rates should be monitored as key indicators of 

subpopulation productivity (e.g., Vongraven et al. 2012). Changes in these parameters may 

precede or occur at the same time as other demographic changes (e.g., declining survival). 

Estimated relationships between time series of reproductive rates (or any other vital rate) and 

environmental conditions can be used in population projections to evaluate the future effects of 

habitat loss (e.g., Hunter et al. 2010). When such relationships are available, this represents an 

empirical alternative to our approach of projecting future trends in K that operated on vital rates 

through the density-dependent functions.  

For a subpopulation that is harvested near maximum sustainable yield, and therefore in 

theory should function at a density well below carrying capacity (e.g., N/K = 0.70), declining 

nutritional condition and reproductive rates may signal negative density-independent effects. 

Density-independent limitation can result in lower values of rMNPL, thus reducing the sustainable 

harvest rate that is calculated from equations 1 and 2. Under strong density-independent 

limitation, continued harvest without adjustment could lead to predominately additive mortality, 

with the potential to accelerate subpopulation declines compared to what would be expected 
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under sea-ice loss only (USFWS 2016). Given that there is uncertainty about the extent to which 

sea-ice loss affects polar bears via density-dependent vs. density-independent mechanisms (e.g., 

Rode et al. 2012; Lunn et al. 2016), a high priority should be placed on monitoring spatial and 

temporal changes in habitat availability (e.g., as estimated from remote-sensing data of sea ice; 

Stern and Laidre 2016) along with indices of nutritional status and reproduction. SWG (2016) 

presented multiple reproductive indices for the BB and KB subpopulations, and we suggest that 

the number of yearlings per adult female may be particularly useful because it integrates litter 

production rate and juvenile survival (Rode et al. 2014; Regehr et al. 2015). Furthermore, 

concurrent monitoring of reproduction and the proportion of females in the subpopulation, is 

important to detect potential declines in subpopulation productivity due low male survival, 

skewed sex ratios in the subpopulation, and potential Allee effects in the mating system. Our 

analyses highlight these issues as potential conservation concerns for both the BB and KB 

subpopulations.  
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Abbreviations, Acronyms, Symbols, and Definitions 

Adult – A polar bear age ≥ 5 years. 

Allee effect – In this report, Allee effects refer to changes in reproductive rates due to density 

effects in the mating system. Declining reproductive rates can occur if adult males are 

depleted relative to adult females, or if overall subpopulation density is low during the 

spring on-ice breeding season. 
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Capture-recapture (CR) – A type of research study in which animals are individually marked, 

often through biopsy darting to obtain a genetic sample, or chemical immobilization to 

apply a physical mark (e.g., ear tags and lip tattoos). Over multiple years, data on 

individually marked animals can be used to estimate abundance and vital rates.  

Carrying capacity (K) – The maximum number of individuals in a subpopulation that can be 

supported by the environment. This limit reflects the availability of food, habitat, and 

other resources. In this report, K is measured in the number of independent bears. Within 

the demographic model K is converted to metabolic energetic equivalents for the purpose 

of tracking subpopulation density over time.  

Coefficient of variation (CV) – Ratio of the standard deviation to the mean of a statistical 

distribution of values. The CV reflects the level of uncertainty in an estimate, compared 

to the value of the estimate.  

Confidence interval (CI) – A range of values that describes the uncertainty surrounding an 

estimate. Estimates of abundance and vital rates are often accompanied by a 95% CI. 

Cub-of-the-year (C0) – A polar bear cub less than one year of age. In the polar bear life cycle it 

is assumed that C0 are born on 01 January of each year.  

Density dependence – Demographic processes that change the birth or death rates as 

subpopulation density (i.e., the number of individuals per unit of habitat) changes.   

Dependent young – A polar bear age ≤ 2 years that is accompanied by its mother.  

Extirpation – The functional extinction of a subpopulation, which occurs in the population 

projections when a subpopulation size falls below the quasi-extinction threshold. In our 

analyses, extirpation is an irreversible condition that cannot be recovered from once the 

quasi-extinction threshold is crossed.   

Harvest – In this report, harvest refers to all types of human-caused removals (i.e., subsistence 

harvest, sport hunting, removal of problem bears, defense kills, etc.). 

Harvest level (H) – The number of independent bears removed each year through harvest. 

Harvest rate (h) – Percentage of the total subpopulation size (i.e., the number of all bears, 

including dependent young) that is removed as independent bears each year through 

harvest.  

Harvest strategy – A particular set of management and research conditions that define how 

harvest is conducted within the context of a state-dependent management approach. A 
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harvest strategy is specified by inputs to equations 1 and 2, which determine the level and 

sex ratio of the harvest; as well as by the management interval and the level of precision 

in subpopulation data.  

Independent bears – Polar bears age ≥ 2 years that are not with their mothers. Includes all polar 

bears in a subpopulation except for yearlings, cubs-of-the-year, and dependent two-year 

olds.   

Intrinsic population growth rate (r) – The intrinsic population growth rate in the absence of 

human-caused removals. The maximum intrinsic growth rate (rmax) occurs at a low 

density relative to carrying capacity. The intrinsic growth rate at a density referenced to 

maximum net productivity level is denoted rMNPL. Both rmax and rMNPL are unharvested, 

potential growth rates that provide measures of the resilience of a subpopulation.  

κ – A dimensionless metric representing proportional changes in carrying capacity (K), 

calculated from the number of ice-covered days per year. During projections, carrying 

capacity at year t, calculated as K(t) = K(t = 1) * κ (t), operated on vital rates through the 

density-dependent relationships.  

Litter production rate (β4) – The proportion of adult females that are available to breed in year 

t, which produce a litter of cubs-of-the-year in year t+1.  

Management interval (mgmt.interval) – Duration (in years) of the interval between successive 

changes to the harvest level based on new data from completed subpopulation surveys. 

For example, under a 10-year management interval, a harvest level would calculated in 

year t = 1 and then applied each year t = 1, 2, ... 10. During the later years of this period, 

a subpopulation survey would be completed to provide updated estimates of abundance 

and the vital rates. A new harvest level would be calculated using these data equations 1 

and 2, and the new harvest level would be applied in each year t = 11, 12, … 20.  

Management Objective – An overall goal for management of a subpopulation, as stated by the 

responsible management agencies. In this report, management objectives are presented as 

a desired population condition (e.g., maintaining a relatively stable subpopulation size) 

along with a risk tolerance for not meeting the population condition.  

Maximum net productivity level (MNPL) – The subpopulation size that results in the greatest 

net annual increment in subpopulation numbers resulting from reproduction minus losses 

due to natural mortality. The value of MNPL depends on how density dependence 
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operates in a subpopulation. Regehr et al. (2017) suggested that for polar bears MNPL 

occurs at approximately 70% of the maximum number of animals the environment can 

support on average (i.e., MNPL ≈ 0.70 × K). 

Metabolic energetic equivalent value (mee) – The energetic requirements of an individual bear, 

expressed relative to the energetic requirements of an average adult female. Larger bears 

(e.g., adult males) have higher mee values that smaller bears (e.g., subadult females), and 

therefore occupy more “energetic space” and make a greater individual contribution to 

density effects. 

Pextirpation – The probability of extirpation for a subpopulation. 

Pmale.dep – The probability of severe male depletion, defined as the number of adult males in a 

subpopulation (stage 10 in Figure 1) falling below 50% of the quasi-extinction threshold.  

PObjective – The probability of meeting the population condition corresponding to a Management 

Objective as defined in Table BB1. 

Population growth rate (λ) – The rate of change of subpopulation size, measured in numbers of 

individuals per unit time.  

Population projection – A simulated process in which the matrix-based model is used to project 

the size and composition of a subpopulation forward over a certain number of annual 

time steps. Each projection was defined by a specific set of biological and management 

conditions.  

Population reconstruction – In this report, population reconstruction refers to retrospective 

population projections that used historic biological and management conditions. 

Population reconstruction was used to explore the past performance of the BB and KB 

subpopulations.   

Quasi-extinction threshold – The size below which a subpopulation is considered to be 

extirpated. Population viability analyses often use quasi-extinction thresholds that are 

larger than one animal, because at very low numbers there can be negative small-

population dynamics that reduce viability and accelerate extirpation. In this report, the 

quasi-extinction thresholds were 100 and 25 independent bears for the BB and KB 

subpopulations, respectively. 

Risk tolerance – The attitude toward risk of the responsible management agencies. In this 

report, risk tolerance is expressed as the required probability of meeting the population 
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condition associated with a Management Objective (e.g., the required probability, as 

stated by managers, of maintaining subpopulation size above a desired level).  

rsd.mod – A modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation (SD) of the vital rates due to 

sampling uncertainty. Using different values of rsd.mod in population projections, 

allowed evaluation of the effects of different levels of precision in the data obtained from 

future subpopulation surveys. For example, a projection with rsd.mod = 0.5 meant that 

simulated population assessments would produce estimates of the vital rates and 

subpopulation size with approximately 50% less sampling variation, compared to the 

actual amount of sampling variation for the corresponding scenario of the vital rates. 

Scenario of the vital rates – A specific set of vital rates assumed to represent the current status 

of a subpopulation. In this report, multiple scenarios of the vital rates were considered 

because of uncertainty and potential bias in estimates of certain demographic parameters 

from CR studies for both the BB and KB subpopulations (SWG 2016).  

Stage – Stages in the life cycle graph representing bears of different sex, age, and reproductive 

status (Figure 1).   

Standard deviation (SD) – A statistical measure that quantifies the amount of variation of a set 

of numbers around the mean (i.e., average) value. A low standard deviation means that 

most numbers are very close to the mean.  

Standard error (SE) – A statistical measure that quantifies the amount of variation associated 

with an estimated parameter. The standard error is the standard deviation of a parameter’s 

sampling distribution (i.e., its probability distribution, as estimated from a random sample 

of data).  

Sex ratio (SR) – A factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest. For example, SR 

= 2 is equivalent to a 2:1 male-to-female sex ratio.  

Simulated population assessments – Simulated subpopulation surveys that were performed 

during population projections, on a schedule according to the management interval. The 

simulated population assessments provided updated estimates of subpopulation size and 

vital rates, which were used in equations 1 and 2 to calculate an updated harvest level, 

which was applied for the subsequent management interval.  

State-dependent management – An approach under which management actions are based on 

the current state (status) of the subpopulation. In this report, state-dependent management 
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refers to a coupled research-management system under which both the harvest rate and 

the harvest level are adjusted periodically, based on new scientific information from 

subpopulation surveys. 

Subadult – Independent polar bear aged 2–4 years 

Subpopulation – One of the 19 polar bear subpopulations recognized by the International Union 

for the Conservation of Nature (in the present case the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin 

subpopulations). 

Subpopulation size (N) – The number of bears in a subpopulation. 

t – Annual time step in a subpopulation projection. Quantities labeled with a subscript t are 

referenced to a specific time step. For example, Ht=1 is a harvest level at year 15.  

Vital rates – Demographic parameters such as reproductive rates and survival rates, which 

define transitions in the life cycle graph (Figure 1) and determine the composition and 

growth of a subpopulation.  

Yearling (C1) – A polar bear cub between one and two years of age. 
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Tables and Figures 

Table BB1. Potential Management Objectives for the Baffin Bay (1-3) and Kane Basin (1-2) 

polar bear subpopulations. Population size (N) and carrying capacity (K) are measured in the 

number of independent bears and referenced to an annual time step (t) during population 

projections. 

 

Management 

Objective 

 

Population condition 

Required probability of 

meeting objective 

1a Nt=36 > (0.9 × Nt=1) ≥ 0.90 

1b Nt=36 > (0.9 × Nt=1) ≥ 0.70 

2a Nt=36 > (0.7 × Kt=36) ≥ 0.90 

2b Nt=36 > (0.7 × Kt=36) ≥ 0.70 

3a Nt=15 > (0.7 × Nt=1) ≥ 0.90 

3b Nt=15 > (0.7 × Nt=1) ≥ 0.30 
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Table BB2. Reproductive parameters for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation estimated 

from field data collected 2011-2013. Dependent young are cubs-of-the-year (C0) and yearlings 

(C1). Adult females are ≥ 5 years. The mean and standard error (SE) we calculated using 

simulations methods described in the main text. 

 

Parameter Mean SE 
Litter production rate for adult females (β4) 0.93 0.08 

C0 per adult female 0.58 0.04 

Proportion of adult females with C0 0.38 0.02 

C0 litter size 1.55 0.04 

C1 per adult female 0.35 0.03 

Proportion of adult females with C1 0.24 0.02 

C1 litter size 1.47 0.05 
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Table BB3. Estimates (mean and standard error [SE]) of unharvested survival (S*) for three 

scenarios of the vital rates for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation. The scenarios are 

described in the main text. 

†The life cycle graph (Figure 1) does not include separate stages for cubs-of-the-year (C0) and 

yearlings (C1), but survival rates for these age classes contribute to transition probabilities 

between reproductive stages for adult females. 

 

 Age 
class 

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 
Sex Stage Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE 
female C0 † 0.88 0.06 0.88 0.06 0.88 0.06 

female C1 † 0.89 0.06 0.89 0.06 0.89 0.06 

female 2-4 year 1-3 0.91 0.05 0.96 0.02 0.93 0.05 

female ≥5 year 4-6 0.91 0.05 0.96 0.02 0.93 0.05 

male C0 † 0.88 0.06 0.88 0.06 0.88 0.06 

male C1 † 0.89 0.06 0.89 0.06 0.89 0.06 

male 2-4 year 7-9 0.83 0.06 0.91 0.02 0.92 0.06 

male ≥5 year 10 0.83 0.06 0.91 0.02 0.92 0.06 
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Table BB4. Demographic parameters (mean and standard error [SE]) for the Baffin Bay polar 

bear subpopulation, corresponding to the three scenarios of the vital rates, based on asymptotic 

population dynamics. The parameters are: unharvested population growth rate (λ); subpopulation 

density (i.e., N/K) corresponding to maximum net productivity level (MNPL); intrinsic 

population growth rate at MNPL (rMNPL); intrinsic population growth rate at low population 

density (rmax); and maximum sustainable yield (MSY) measured in numbers of independent bears 

under non-selective harvest. 

 

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 

Sex Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE 

λ 1.03 0.05 1.08 0.04 1.05 0.03 

MNPL 0.72 0.04 0.67 0.03 0.70 0.03 

rMNPL 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.03 0.05 0.03 

rmax 0.03 0.06 0.10 0.04 0.06 0.04 

MSY 49 67 156 50 100 59 
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Table BB5. Summary of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 1 of the vital rates. For each row in the table, parameters are shown for the maximum 

starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest strategy that meets the corresponding Management Objective (Table 

BB1). FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies 

the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; and ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total 

population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears. 

All simulations followed a state-dependent management approach with a 15-year management 

interval and baseline data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1). NA indicates that a Management 

Objective was not met with no harvest.  

 

Management 
Objective 

SR = 1.0 SR = 1.25 SR = 2.0 
FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 

1a NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1b NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

2a 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 

2b 0.41 20 0.7% 0.36 20 0.7% 0.27 20 0.7% 

3a 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 

3b 1.22 60 2.1% 1.08 60 2.1% 1.08 80 2.8% 
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Table BB6. Summary of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 2 of the vital rates. For each row in the table, parameters are shown for the maximum 

starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest strategy that meets the corresponding Management Objective (Table 

BB1). FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies 

the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; and ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total 

population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears. 

All simulations followed a state-dependent management approach with a 15-year management 

interval and baseline data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1). NA indicates that a Management 

Objective was not met with no harvest.  

 

Management 
Objective 

SR = 1.0 SR = 1.25 SR = 2.0 
FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 

1a NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1b 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 

2a 0.78 120 4.3% 0.69 120 4.3% 0.43 100 3.6% 

2b 1.03 160 5.7% 0.92 160 5.7% 0.60 140 5.0% 

3a 1.03 160 5.7% 0.92 160 5.7% 0.60 140 5.0% 

3b 1.16 180 6.4% 1.15 200 7.1% 0.78 180 6.4% 
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Table BB7. Summary of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 3 of the vital rates. For each row in the table, parameters are shown for the maximum 

starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest strategy that meets the corresponding Management Objective (Table 

BB1). FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies 

the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; and ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total 

population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears. 

All simulations followed a state-dependent management approach with a 15-year management 

interval and baseline data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1). NA indicates that a Management 

Objective was not met with no harvest. 

 

Management 
Objective 

SR = 1.0 SR = 1.25 SR = 2.0 
FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 

1a NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1b 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 

2a 0.60 60 2.1% 0.53 60 2.1% 0.53 80 2.8% 

2b 0.80 80 2.8% 0.89 100 3.6% 0.66 100 3.6% 

3a 1.00 100 3.6% 0.71 80 2.8% 0.66 100 3.6% 

3b 1.40 140 5.0% 1.24 140 5.0% 0.93 140 5.0% 
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Table BB8. Summary of secondary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Rows are different levels of rsd.mod, a modifier on the 

baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty. Columns are 

different management intervals. Values in the cells represent the upper limits that meet 

Management Objective 2b (Table BB1); where FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate, and ht=1 is 

the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent 

young) that is removed each year as independent bears. All simulations followed a state-

dependent management approach with SR = 1.25. 

 

  Management interval (years) 
rsd.mod 10 15 20 

(Results reported as values of FO) 

0.5 1.15 0.98 0.86 

1.0 1.03 0.92 0.80 

1.5 0.92 0.80 0.75 

(Results reported as values of ht=1) 

0.5 7.1% 6.0% 5.3% 

1.0 6.4% 5.7% 5.0% 

1.5 5.7% 5.0% 4.6% 
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Table KB1. Reproductive parameters for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation estimated 

from field data collected 2012-2014. Dependent young are cubs-of-the-year (C0) and yearlings 

(C1). Adult females are ≥ 5 years. The mean and standard error (SE) we calculated using 

simulations methods described in the main text. 

 

Parameter Mean SE 
Litter production rate for adult females (β4) 0.71 0.16 

C0 per adult female 0.55 0.10 

Proportion of adult females with C0 0.34 0.06 

C0 litter size 1.64 0.10 

C1 per adult female 0.22 0.06 

Proportion of adult females with C1 0.17 0.04 

C1 litter size 1.23 0.12 
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Table KB2. Estimates (mean and standard error [SE]) of unharvested survival (S*) for two 

scenarios of the vital rates for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation. The scenarios are 

described in the main text. 

†The life cycle graph (Figure 1) does not include separate stages for cubs-of-the-year (C0) and 

yearlings (C1), but survival rates for these age classes contribute to transition probabilities 

between reproductive stages for adult females. 

 

 
Age class 

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 
Sex Stage Mean SE Mean SE 
female C0 † 0.45 0.15 0.74 0.25 

female C1 † 0.74 0.15 0.87 0.15 

female 2 year 1 0.74 0.15 0.87 0.15 

female 3 year 2 0.97 0.04 0.97 0.04 

female 4 year 3 0.97 0.04 0.97 0.04 

female ≥5 year 4-6 0.97 0.04 0.97 0.04 

male C0 † 0.45 0.15 0.70 0.23 

male C1 † 0.54 0.17 0.74 0.23 

male 2 year 7 0.54 0.17 0.74 0.23 

male 3 year 8 0.90 0.06 0.90 0.06 

male 4 year 9 0.90 0.06 0.90 0.06 

male ≥5 year 10 0.90 0.06 0.90 0.06 
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Table KB3. Demographic parameters (mean and standard error [SE]) for the Kane Basin polar 

bear subpopulation, corresponding to the two scenarios of the vital rates, based on asymptotic 

population dynamics. The parameters are: unharvested population growth rate (λ); subpopulation 

density (i.e., N/K) corresponding to maximum net productivity level (MNPL); intrinsic 

population growth rate at MNPL (rMNPL); intrinsic population growth rate at low population 

density (rmax); intrinsic population growth rate at low population density in the absence of 

human-caused removals (rmax); and maximum sustainable yield (MSY) measured in numbers of 

independent bears under non-selective harvest. 

 

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 
Sex Mean SE Mean SE 
λ 1.01 0.04 1.05 0.06 

MNPL 0.73 0.05 0.69 0.04 

rMNPL 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.06 

rmax 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.06 

MSY 3 6 13 13 
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Table KB4. Summary of primary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 1 of the vital rates. For each row in the table, parameters are shown for the 

maximum starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest strategy that meets the corresponding Management 

Objective (Table BB1). FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a 

factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level 

measured in the number of independent bears per year; and ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, 

defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed 

each year as independent bears. All simulations followed a state-dependent management 

approach with a 15-year management interval and baseline data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1). NA 

indicates that a Management Objective was not met with no harvest. 

 

Management 
Objective 

SR = 0.94 SR = 2.0 
FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 

1a NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1b 0.00 0 0.0% NA NA NA 

2a NA NA NA NA NA NA 

2b NA NA NA NA NA NA 

 

  



Baffin Bay and Kane Basin Harvest Assessment Final Report to the Joint Commission (2017) 
 

87 | P a g e  

Table KB5. Summary of primary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. For each row in the table, parameters are shown for the 

maximum starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest strategy that meets the corresponding Management 

Objective (Table BB1). FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a 

factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level 

measured in the number of independent bears per year; and ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, 

defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed 

each year as independent bears. All simulations followed a state-dependent management 

approach with a 15-year management interval and baseline data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1). NA 

indicates that a Management Objective was not met with no harvest. 

 

Management 
Objective 

SR = 0.94 SR = 2.0 
FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 

1a NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1b 0.48 6 1.7% 0.31 6 1.7% 

2a NA NA NA NA NA NA 

2b 0.32 4 1.1% 0.21 4 1.1% 
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Table KB6. Summary of secondary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Rows are different levels of rsd.mod, a modifier on the 

baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty. Columns are 

different management intervals. Values in the cells represent the upper limits that meet 

Management Objective 1b (Table BB1); where FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate, and ht=1 is 

the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent 

young) that is removed each year as independent bears. All simulations followed a state-

dependent management approach with SR = 0.94. 

 

  Management interval (years) 
rsd.mod 10 15 20 

(Results reported as values of FO) 

0.5 0.64 0.64 0.56 

1.0 0.56 0.48 0.48 

1.5 0.56 0.40 0.40 

(Results reported as values of ht=1) 

0.5 2.2% 2.2% 2.0% 

1.0 2.0% 1.7% 1.7% 

1.5 2.0% 1.4% 1.4% 
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Figure BB1. The polar bear life cycle graph underlying the matrix-based projection model, 

reproduced from Figure 1 in Regehr et al. (2017). Stages 1–6 are females and stages 7–10 are 

males; σi is the annual probability of survival of an individual in stage i, σL0 and σL1 are the 

probabilities of at least one member of a cub-of-the-year (C0) or yearling (C1) litter surviving, f 

is the expected size of C1 litters that survive to 2 years, and βi is the probability, conditional on 

survival, of an individual in stage i breeding, thereby producing a C0 litter with at least one 

member surviving. Solid lines are stage transitions and dashed lines are reproductive 

contributions. 
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Figure BB2. Sample density-dependent curves of the vital rates for the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation for Scenario 2. Vital rates shown are survival probability for stage 4 (σ4, solid 

line), survival probability for stage 1 (σ1, dashed line), survival probability for cub-of-the-year 

litters (σL0, dotted line), and breeding probability for stage 4 (β4, dash-dot line). Density on the x-

axis is expressed as the ratio of population size (N) to carrying capacity (K). The solid vertical 

line corresponds to N/K = 1 at carrying capacity. The vital rates at this density would result in a 

stable subpopulation (i.e., intrinsic population growth rate [r] = 0) assuming asymptotic 

dynamics. The dashed vertical line corresponds to maximum net productivity level (MNPL). The 

vital rates at a subpopulation size equivalent to MNPL are the mean parameter values for 

Scenario 2 (Tables BB2 and BB3). 
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Figure BB3. Sample replicates (black lines) from population projections for the Baffin Bay 

subpopulation, using vital rates from Scenario 2. The grey shaded area in the background 

represents the upper 95% confidence interval for carrying capacity, measured in number of bears, 

which declined at a rate of approximately 5.5% per decade. The y-axis N is subpopulation size 

referenced to independent bears, and the heavy black line is median subpopulation size. 

Replicates are shaded yellow and red for time steps at which they experienced male depletion or 

extirpation, respectively. Projections are for a harvest strategy with F0 = 0.92, SR = 1.25, a 15-

year management interval, and rsd.mod = 1.0 (management inputs are defined in the main text). 

This harvest strategy equates to a starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest level of 160 bears per year. 
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Figure BB4. Example results from population projections for the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation, using vital rates from Scenario 2. The left y-axis H is the harvest level, with the 

circles and cross-circles representing the average number of independent male and female polar 

bear removed per year, respectively, under a state-dependent management approach. The right y-

axis is the probability of severe male depletion, values of which are plotted as the dashed line. 

Projections are for a harvest strategy with F0 = 0.92, SR = 1.25, a 15-year management interval, 

and rsd.mod = 1.0 (i.e., the same harvest strategy as Figure BB3; management inputs are defined 

in the main text). This harvest strategy equates to a starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest level of 160 bears 

per year. 
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Figure KB1. Sample replicates (black lines) from population projections for the Kane Basin 

subpopulation, using vital rates from Scenario 1. The grey shaded area in the background 

represents the upper 95% confidence interval for carrying capacity, measured in number of bears, 

which declined at a rate of approximately 5.5% per decade. The y-axis N is subpopulation size 

referenced to independent bears, and the heavy black line is median subpopulation size. 

Replicates are shaded yellow and red for time steps at which they experienced severe male 

depletion or extirpation, respectively. Projections are for a subpopulation with no harvest. 
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Appendix S1. 

Table S.BB1. Detailed results of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using Scenario 1 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to 

one simulation, with results reported at time steps t = 15 and 36. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies the male-

to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the 

fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is the management interval 

(years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to 

independent bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of meeting population conditions 

corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 1-3 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 t = 1 t = 1 t = 1 
FO 0.00 0.41 0.81 1.22 1.63 0.00 0.36 0.72 1.08 1.45 0.00 0.27 0.54 0.81 1.08 
ht=1 0.0% 0.7% 1.4% 2.1% 2.8% 0.0% 0.7% 1.4% 2.1% 2.8% 0.0% 0.7% 1.4% 2.1% 2.8% 
Ht=1 0 20 40 60 80 0 20 40 60 80 0 20 40 60 80 
SR 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 t = 15 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.05 1.05 0.95 0.90 0.89 1.08 1.03 0.99 0.93 0.87 1.07 1.04 0.98 0.97 0.90 
Nt/Kt 0.94 0.91 0.85 0.80 0.78 0.95 0.91 0.87 0.82 0.76 0.94 0.93 0.87 0.86 0.81 

Ht 0 20 40 59 77 0 20 40 58 77 0 20 39 59 78 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.11 
PObjective1 0.78 0.73 0.66 0.58 0.53 0.81 0.78 0.69 0.60 0.51 0.81 0.79 0.69 0.68 0.57 
PObjective2 0.83 0.79 0.72 0.67 0.63 0.86 0.82 0.77 0.69 0.60 0.87 0.82 0.76 0.76 0.67 
PObjective3 0.86 0.83 0.77 0.71 0.69 0.89 0.86 0.82 0.74 0.66 0.91 0.85 0.80 0.81 0.73 
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Table S.BB1. Continued. 

 t = 36 t = 36 t = 36 

Nt/N1 0.88 0.83 0.65 0.42 0.37 0.90 0.82 0.69 0.45 0.30 0.89 0.83 0.63 0.39 0.25 

Nt/Kt 0.93 0.85 0.68 0.45 0.38 0.94 0.87 0.72 0.47 0.32 0.94 0.88 0.66 0.41 0.27 

Ht 0 27 39 41 46 0 28 39 40 38 0 27 31 35 33 

Pextirpation 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.21 0.22 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.20 0.26 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.25 0.33 

Pmale.dep 0.01 0.04 0.11 0.18 0.20 0.02 0.03 0.12 0.20 0.22 0.01 0.05 0.23 0.26 0.25 

PObjective1 0.53 0.30 0.13 0.07 0.05 0.55 0.34 0.15 0.08 0.05 0.55 0.37 0.15 0.09 0.07 

PObjective2 0.78 0.72 0.49 0.31 0.26 0.81 0.77 0.53 0.33 0.24 0.81 0.77 0.48 0.33 0.26 

PObjective3 0.78 0.71 0.47 0.28 0.23 0.80 0.76 0.50 0.29 0.21 0.80 0.76 0.45 0.29 0.22 
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Table S.BB2. Detailed results of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at time 

steps t = 15 and 36. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that 

specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population 

size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is 

the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the 

vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to independent bears; and K is 

carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of 

meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 

1-3 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 

(a) male-to-female sex ratio in harvest (SR) = 1.0 

 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.516 0.646 0.775 0.904 1.033 1.162 1.291 1.420 1.549 1.679 
ht=1 0.0% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 7.1% 7.8% 8.5% 9.2% 
Ht=1 0 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.14 1.03 1.01 0.97 0.95 0.87 0.85 0.77 0.73 0.57 0.47 
Nt/Kt 1.00 0.91 0.89 0.86 0.83 0.78 0.75 0.68 0.64 0.51 0.41 

Ht 0 82 102 122 142 162 180 198 220 220 225 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.16 0.21 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.10 0.12 0.21 0.26 
PObjective1 1.00 0.98 0.92 0.83 0.68 0.45 0.31 0.17 0.09 0.04 0.03 
PObjective2 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.91 0.79 0.66 0.45 0.34 0.19 0.14 
PObjective3 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.96 0.90 0.80 0.62 0.55 0.36 0.27 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.96 0.86 0.84 0.80 0.78 0.72 0.69 0.62 0.57 0.39 0.20 
Nt/Kt 1.00 0.90 0.88 0.85 0.81 0.77 0.72 0.65 0.59 0.41 0.21 

Ht 0 72 86 97 104 105 107 105 108 94 90 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.14 0.18 0.35 0.43 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.11 0.13 0.13 
PObjective1 0.75 0.32 0.22 0.13 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.00 
PObjective2 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.84 0.71 0.55 0.40 0.30 0.18 0.11 
PObjective3 1.00 0.99 0.97 0.91 0.80 0.66 0.50 0.33 0.24 0.14 0.08 
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Table S.BB2. Continued  

(b) male-to-female ratio in the harvest (SR) = 1.25 

 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.459 0.574 0.689 0.804 0.918 1.033 1.148 1.263 1.378 1.492 
ht=1 0.0% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 7.1% 7.8% 8.5% 9.2% 
Ht=1 0 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.12 1.06 1.00 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.88 0.80 0.75 0.59 0.41 
Nt/Kt 1.01 0.92 0.89 0.87 0.85 0.82 0.78 0.71 0.66 0.53 0.37 

Ht 0 81 101 122 142 161 181 198 211 212 205 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.18 0.28 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.14 0.23 0.34 0.39 
PObjective1 1.00 0.98 0.93 0.86 0.75 0.59 0.43 0.26 0.16 0.07 0.03 
PObjective2 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.96 0.93 0.85 0.73 0.55 0.42 0.25 0.12 
PObjective3 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.97 0.92 0.85 0.72 0.58 0.39 0.24 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.94 0.88 0.85 0.81 0.78 0.75 0.71 0.65 0.56 0.37 0.14 
Nt/Kt 1.00 0.91 0.89 0.87 0.82 0.79 0.74 0.68 0.58 0.39 0.15 

Ht 0 71 81 89 93 94 98 100 99 96 93 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.11 0.16 0.25 0.36 0.45 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.12 0.14 0.20 0.22 0.21 0.23 
PObjective1 0.76 0.39 0.28 0.21 0.13 0.09 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01 
PObjective2 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.84 0.74 0.64 0.51 0.37 0.25 0.17 
PObjective3 1.00 0.99 0.97 0.93 0.81 0.69 0.57 0.42 0.29 0.18 0.12 
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Table S.BB2. Continued  

(c) male-to-female ratio in the harvest (SR) = 2.00 

 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.344 0.430 0.516 0.603 0.689 0.775 0.861 0.947 1.033 1.119 
ht=1 0.0% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 7.1% 7.8% 8.5% 9.2% 
Ht=1 0 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.12 1.04 1.02 1.01 0.99 0.94 0.85 0.78 0.60 0.41 0.15 
Nt/Kt 1.01 0.94 0.91 0.89 0.87 0.83 0.76 0.69 0.54 0.36 0.13 

Ht 0 81 102 122 142 161 181 195 198 197 181 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.16 0.26 0.42 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.17 0.32 0.46 0.57 0.60 0.51 
PObjective1 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.92 0.81 0.63 0.39 0.24 0.09 0.06 0.02 
PObjective2 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.94 0.83 0.69 0.51 0.31 0.20 0.11 
PObjective3 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.89 0.79 0.61 0.41 0.27 0.15 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.94 0.88 0.85 0.83 0.79 0.73 0.68 0.61 0.48 0.22 0.00 
Nt/Kt 1.00 0.93 0.90 0.87 0.82 0.77 0.72 0.64 0.51 0.23 0.00 

Ht 0 64 66 68 67 73 87 94 101 92 77 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.09 0.14 0.19 0.27 0.40 0.55 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.02 0.08 0.17 0.25 0.29 0.34 0.34 0.33 0.34 0.27 
PObjective1 0.76 0.47 0.37 0.28 0.20 0.14 0.10 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.01 
PObjective2 1.00 0.99 0.93 0.85 0.74 0.66 0.60 0.47 0.36 0.21 0.11 
PObjective3 1.00 0.98 0.92 0.83 0.72 0.62 0.53 0.39 0.28 0.15 0.08 
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Table S.BB3. Detailed results of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 3 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at time 

steps t = 15 and 36. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that 

specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population 

size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is 

the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the 

vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to independent bears; and K is 

carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of 

meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 

1-3 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 

(a) male-to-female ratio in the harvest (SR) = 1.0 

  t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.598 0.797 0.996 1.196 1.395 1.594 1.793 
ht=1 0.0% 2.1% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 
Ht=1 0 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.14 1.05 1.00 0.98 0.94 0.87 0.82 0.73 
Nt/Kt 1.02 0.93 0.90 0.87 0.83 0.78 0.72 0.66 

Ht 0 60 80 100 119 136 153 172 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.06 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.06 
PObjective1 0.97 0.94 0.88 0.80 0.68 0.48 0.35 0.21 
PObjective2 0.99 0.97 0.94 0.89 0.84 0.73 0.60 0.48 
PObjective3 1.00 0.98 0.97 0.92 0.89 0.81 0.70 0.59 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.94 0.84 0.79 0.73 0.68 0.64 0.61 0.57 
Nt/Kt 0.99 0.88 0.83 0.77 0.72 0.68 0.64 0.60 

Ht 0 51 66 76 79 80 82 80 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.15 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 
PObjective1 0.72 0.26 0.17 0.11 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.03 
PObjective2 0.97 0.94 0.86 0.68 0.54 0.46 0.41 0.36 
PObjective3 0.97 0.93 0.83 0.64 0.49 0.41 0.36 0.31 
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Table S.BB3. Continued 

(b) male-to-female ratio in the harvest (SR) = 1.25 

 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.531 0.709 0.886 1.063 1.240 1.417 1.594 
ht=1 0.0% 2.1% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 
Ht=1 0 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.15 1.05 1.02 0.99 0.94 0.87 0.83 0.79 
Nt/Kt 1.01 0.93 0.91 0.87 0.83 0.78 0.74 0.70 

Ht 0 60 80 99 119 136 156 167 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.09 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.06 
PObjective1 0.96 0.92 0.88 0.80 0.69 0.52 0.42 0.33 
PObjective2 0.97 0.94 0.92 0.86 0.82 0.71 0.64 0.56 
PObjective3 0.98 0.95 0.94 0.89 0.86 0.79 0.73 0.66 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.95 0.85 0.82 0.77 0.73 0.69 0.66 0.67 
Nt/Kt 0.99 0.89 0.86 0.80 0.76 0.73 0.70 0.70 

Ht 0 52 63 74 79 82 86 89 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.13 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 
PObjective1 0.70 0.33 0.23 0.17 0.12 0.09 0.07 0.06 
PObjective2 0.96 0.93 0.88 0.75 0.66 0.58 0.52 0.51 
PObjective3 0.96 0.92 0.86 0.72 0.62 0.53 0.47 0.45 
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Table S.BB3. Continued  

(c) male-to-female ratio in the harvest (SR) = 2.00 

 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.399 0.531 0.664 0.797 0.930 1.063 1.196 
ht=1 0.0% 2.1% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 
Ht=1 0 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.14 1.07 1.05 1.02 0.98 0.94 0.91 0.84 
Nt/Kt 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 

Ht 0 60 80 99 118 136 153 171 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.06 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.17 
PObjective1 0.97 0.94 0.91 0.84 0.80 0.67 0.59 0.42 
PObjective2 0.99 0.96 0.95 0.89 0.86 0.80 0.72 0.60 
PObjective3 0.99 0.97 0.97 0.91 0.89 0.85 0.77 0.69 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.93 0.89 0.86 0.82 0.77 0.74 0.72 0.71 
Nt/Kt 0.98 0.93 0.91 0.86 0.81 0.79 0.76 0.74 

Ht 0 50 65 68 73 75 79 80 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.09 0.14 0.14 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.14 
PObjective1 0.70 0.47 0.38 0.29 0.22 0.18 0.16 0.14 
PObjective2 0.96 0.96 0.94 0.82 0.74 0.68 0.62 0.59 
PObjective3 0.96 0.95 0.93 0.80 0.71 0.64 0.58 0.54 
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Table S.BB4. Detailed results of secondary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at 

time steps t = 15 and 36. Results are presented for the highest strategies that meet Management Objective 

2b, for each unique combination of mgmt.interval and rsd.mod. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate 

using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting 

harvest level measured in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, 

defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year 

as independent bears; mgmt.interval is the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the 

baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size 

referenced to independent bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for 

Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, 

male depletion, and Management Objectives 1-3 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent 

management approach. 

 t = 1 
FO 1.148 0.976 0.861 1.033 0.918 0.804 0.918 0.804 0.746 
ht=1 7.1% 6.0% 5.3% 6.4% 5.7% 5.0% 5.7% 5.0% 4.6% 
Ht=1 200 170 150 180 160 140 160 140 130 
SR 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 

mgmt.interval 10 15 20 10 15 20 10 15 20 
rsd.mod 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 0.86 0.89 0.93 0.88 0.90 0.96 0.92 0.96 0.96 
Nt/Kt 0.76 0.78 0.82 0.78 0.81 0.85 0.81 0.84 0.85 

Ht 159 173 153 163 161 142 154 142 132 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Pmale.dep 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 
PObjective1 0.25 0.47 0.62 0.41 0.55 0.77 0.55 0.75 0.79 
PObjective2 0.62 0.77 0.87 0.75 0.80 0.93 0.85 0.92 0.93 
PObjective3 0.89 0.88 0.95 0.92 0.89 0.98 0.96 0.96 0.97 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.74 0.77 0.78 0.74 0.75 0.76 0.76 0.77 0.77 
Nt/Kt 0.77 0.80 0.81 0.77 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.80 0.81 

Ht 126 97 122 115 94 130 107 90 113 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.03 
Pmale.dep 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.14 0.10 0.18 0.10 0.10 0.13 
PObjective1 0.02 0.06 0.12 0.07 0.09 0.14 0.12 0.14 0.18 
PObjective2 0.76 0.80 0.83 0.71 0.76 0.77 0.73 0.76 0.78 
PObjective3 0.68 0.76 0.76 0.65 0.71 0.70 0.68 0.71 0.72 
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Table S.BB5. Detailed results of post hoc simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at time 

step t = 15. Management strategies BB_S1 and BB_S2 are described in the main text. FO is a factor to 

calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the 

harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the 

starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that 

is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is the management interval (years); rsd.mod is 

a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is 

population size referenced to independent bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of 

bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of meeting population conditions corresponding 

to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 1-3 (Table BB1). 

  

 Management strategy  
BB_S1 BB_S2 

 t = 1 
FO 1.58 - 
ht=1 8.7% 8.7% 
Ht=1 245 245 
SR 1.00 1.25 

mgmt.interval 5 - 
rsd.mod 0.50 - 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 0.75 0.55 
Nt/Kt 0.67 0.49 

Ht 180 212 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.23 
Pmale.dep 0.01 0.30 
PObjective1 0.05 0.07 
PObjective2 0.22 0.24 
PObjective3 0.73 0.36 
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Table S.KB1. Detailed results of primary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 1 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at time 

steps t = 15 and 36. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that 

specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population 

size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is 

the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the 

vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to independent bears; and K is 

carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of 

meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 

1-2 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 t = 1 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.645 1.289 1.934 2.579 0.000 0.417 0.834 1.251 1.668 
ht=1 0.0% 0.6% 1.1% 1.7% 2.2% 0.0% 0.6% 1.1% 1.7% 2.2% 
Ht=1 0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8 
SR 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.10 1.02 0.90 0.79 0.79 1.09 1.02 0.98 0.83 0.75 
Nt/Kt 0.78 0.72 0.64 0.56 0.56 0.76 0.70 0.69 0.58 0.53 

Ht 0 2 4 6 7 0 2 4 6 7 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.07 
Pmale.dep 0.10 0.16 0.26 0.34 0.37 0.10 0.15 0.34 0.39 0.46 
PObjective1 0.74 0.64 0.52 0.46 0.43 0.71 0.61 0.63 0.48 0.42 
PObjective2 0.59 0.46 0.37 0.33 0.30 0.56 0.45 0.45 0.34 0.28 

 t = 36 t = 36 
Nt/N1 1.12 0.82 0.44 0.28 0.22 1.12 0.79 0.54 0.29 0.24 
Nt/Kt 0.80 0.59 0.31 0.20 0.16 0.79 0.55 0.38 0.21 0.17 

Ht 0 3 4 4 4 0 3 3 3 3 
Pextirpation 0.02 0.09 0.19 0.28 0.38 0.04 0.08 0.17 0.31 0.36 
Pmale.dep 0.20 0.36 0.45 0.47 0.43 0.27 0.45 0.59 0.50 0.51 
PObjective1 0.70 0.48 0.21 0.13 0.10 0.68 0.43 0.25 0.14 0.10 
PObjective2 0.64 0.33 0.14 0.08 0.07 0.61 0.31 0.16 0.09 0.06 
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Table S.KB2. Detailed results of primary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to 
one simulation, with results reported at time steps t = 15 and 36. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies the male-
to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the 
fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is the management interval 
(years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to 
independent bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of meeting population conditions 
corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 1-2 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 t = 1 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.159 0.319 0.478 0.638 0.797 0.956 1.116 1.275 0.000 0.103 0.206 0.309 0.412 0.516 0.619 0.722 0.825 
ht=1 0.0% 0.6% 1.1% 1.7% 2.2% 2.8% 3.4% 3.9% 4.5% 0.0% 0.6% 1.1% 1.7% 2.2% 2.8% 3.4% 3.9% 4.5% 
Ht=1 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 
SR 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.28 1.31 1.26 1.28 1.19 1.16 1.10 1.06 0.99 1.34 1.28 1.26 1.23 1.20 1.16 1.13 1.08 1.01 
Nt/Kt 0.92 0.91 0.88 0.88 0.83 0.81 0.78 0.75 0.70 0.92 0.91 0.89 0.86 0.84 0.82 0.78 0.76 0.70 

Ht 0 2 4 6 8 10 11 13 13 0 2 4 6 8 9 11 13 13 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.09 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.18 
Pmale.dep 0.06 0.10 0.13 0.12 0.16 0.20 0.24 0.26 0.18 0.05 0.08 0.14 0.15 0.23 0.28 0.31 0.32 0.36 
PObjective1 0.85 0.85 0.78 0.78 0.73 0.74 0.69 0.63 0.57 0.86 0.85 0.78 0.78 0.72 0.73 0.70 0.63 0.57 
PObjective2 0.77 0.77 0.72 0.69 0.64 0.64 0.58 0.53 0.48 0.79 0.78 0.71 0.70 0.64 0.65 0.61 0.54 0.49 

 t = 36 t = 36 
Nt/N1 1.26 1.29 1.20 1.19 1.07 0.97 0.84 0.72 0.59 1.33 1.26 1.21 1.14 1.03 0.91 0.78 0.54 0.48 
Nt/Kt 0.92 0.90 0.85 0.83 0.75 0.68 0.60 0.52 0.42 0.93 0.90 0.87 0.81 0.73 0.65 0.55 0.39 0.34 

Ht 0 3 5 7 8 9 9 9 10 0 3 4 6 6 7 7 6 7 
Pextirpation 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.14 0.22 0.29 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.10 0.12 0.17 0.26 0.32 
Pmale.dep 0.11 0.16 0.18 0.17 0.22 0.29 0.32 0.33 0.25 0.13 0.15 0.22 0.27 0.36 0.43 0.47 0.47 0.44 
PObjective1 0.81 0.83 0.75 0.73 0.66 0.60 0.50 0.42 0.37 0.84 0.83 0.75 0.72 0.61 0.56 0.46 0.36 0.33 
PObjective2 0.78 0.79 0.70 0.66 0.57 0.48 0.39 0.31 0.28 0.80 0.78 0.70 0.65 0.53 0.46 0.36 0.28 0.25 
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Table S.KB3. Detailed results of secondary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at 

time steps t = 15 and 36. Results are presented for the highest strategies that meet Management Objective 

1b, for each unique combination of mgmt.interval and rsd.mod. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate 

using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting 

harvest level measured in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, 

defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year 

as independent bears; mgmt.interval is the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the 

baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size 

referenced to independent bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for 

Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, 

male depletion, and Management Objectives 1-2 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent 

management approach. 

 t = 1 
FO 0.638 0.638 0.558 0.558 0.478 0.478 0.558 0.398 0.398 
ht=1 2.2% 2.2% 2.0% 2.0% 1.7% 1.7% 2.0% 1.4% 1.4% 
Ht=1 8 8 7 7 6 6 7 5 5 
SR 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 

mgmt.interval 10 15 20 10 15 20 10 15 20 
rsd.mod 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.12 1.19 1.22 1.15 1.25 1.24 1.17 1.19 1.24 
Nt/Kt 0.80 0.82 0.86 0.82 0.89 0.88 0.84 0.84 0.87 

Ht 10 8 7 9 6 6 8 5 5 
Pextirpation 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 
Pmale.dep 0.17 0.15 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.14 0.10 0.09 0.09 
PObjective1 0.74 0.76 0.77 0.79 0.82 0.80 0.79 0.77 0.79 
PObjective2 0.61 0.66 0.69 0.69 0.74 0.72 0.69 0.67 0.70 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 1.08 1.10 1.11 1.10 1.17 1.15 1.12 1.15 1.18 
Nt/Kt 0.78 0.77 0.79 0.80 0.84 0.82 0.81 0.82 0.84 

Ht 9 9 9 8 7 7 7 5 6 
Pextirpation 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.08 
Pmale.dep 0.23 0.21 0.19 0.21 0.18 0.21 0.16 0.14 0.15 
PObjective1 0.70 0.72 0.72 0.75 0.79 0.75 0.74 0.72 0.74 
PObjective2 0.59 0.61 0.64 0.66 0.71 0.67 0.66 0.66 0.68 
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Table S.KB4. Detailed results of post hoc simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at time 

step t = 15 and t = 36. Harvest strategies KB_S1 and KB_S2 and the simulation conditions on which they 

are based, are described in the main text. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR 

is a factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured 

in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of 

total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; 

mgmt.interval is the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard 

deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to independent 

bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated 

probabilities of meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and 

Management Objectives 1-2 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 Management strategy  
KB_S1 KB_S2 

 t = 1 
FO 0.80 0.60 
ht=1 2.8% 2.2% 
Ht=1 10 8 
SR 0.94 0.94 

mgmt.interval 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.20 1.19 
Nt/Kt 0.85 0.83 

Ht 10 8 
Pextirpation 0.02 0.00 
Pmale.dep 0.07 0.11 
PObjective1 0.82 0.79 
PObjective2 0.69 0.65 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 1.09 1.08 
Nt/Kt 0.80 0.77 

Ht 10 8 
Pextirpation 0.04 0.04 
Pmale.dep 0.21 0.18 
PObjective1 0.71 0.70 
PObjective2 0.56 0.55 
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓇᐃᓘᖅᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ 

 

 

 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ:       ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ: X 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ:  ᓇᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑏᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᑲᐃᓐ 

ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓂ 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:  

 ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᖃᑎᒋᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᓛᑦᖠᓂᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1992 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1997. 1997 ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᒪᓇᑎᒋᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ 164-ᖑᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᕌᓗᒃᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᐊᕐᓇᑎᒡᓗ ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂ. 2006-ᒥ ᑲᓛᑦᖠᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᒐᒃᓴᓂᑦ 

ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓚᑦᖠᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒫᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 

 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓈᕿᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐃᓚᒐᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ, ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓈᕿᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᕈᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ, ᑲᓇᑕ−ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (JC) 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓘᖁᔨᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ−ᐊᖑᒪᑎᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ. ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ 

(JC) ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. 

 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᓇᖏᖅᓯᓇᓱᐊᓱᖑᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒡᓂᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ-ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2012-2014. ᓄᑖᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᐊᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᓇᑎᒋᐅᖕᒪᑕ 

357 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᖁᓚᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ: 221-493), ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓕ ᓱᓕ 1997-ᒥ 

ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓇᑎᒋᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 224 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. 

 ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᑎᖏᑦ. 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ (GN) ᐊᐱᕐᓱᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2017-ᒥ 

ᐱᔭᕇᒃᓯᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦᑐᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 
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ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ: 

 ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) ᑲᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ (TAH) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑎᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ 

(SWG). 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕈᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓂᑦ 10-ᓄᑦ (2.8% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓄᑦ) ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓈᕿᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᖕᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓘᓇᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᕈᓗᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ. 

 ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓕᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔪᑎᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑕ 

ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

15-ᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (4.5% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ). 

 ᖃᓚᑦᖠᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 10−ᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᓚᑦᖠᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5−ᓂᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᓗᐊᓱᖑᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓃᖓᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᖃᓛᑦᖠᒥᐅᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 9 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 4.5% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓐᓂᕋᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᔭᖅᑑᔭᖏᒻᒪᑕ 

ᑲᑎᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᐊᑕ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ 10 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (2.8% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ) 

 ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) ᓈᒪᒃᓴᓕᓚᐅᖏᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᑦ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖃᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒦᖓᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (JC) 

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓐᓂ.  

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ (GN) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ (NTI) ᐅᖄᓚᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᑉ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ (HTO) ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 9, 2017-ᒥ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓄᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (HTO) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᖁᔨᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᑦ 5-ᓂᑦ 

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖁᑎᒥᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓇᑎᒃ ᖃᓛᕐᖠᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ 9-ᓂᑦ. 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕋᑖᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2018. 

 ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᑐᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᑭᖑᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑎᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᔨᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓄᑦ.  

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ:  

1. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᖁᔨᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑐᖃᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑲᐃᓐ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ (TAH) 5 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᖅ “ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᕐ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ: ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ” ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 31 ᔪᓚᐃ 2016.  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ “SWG 2016” (ᑕᑯᒃᑭᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ). 

ᓇᓗᓴᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂ 14 ᓴᑉᑕᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) Kane Basin (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: SWG [ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ]. 2016. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ: ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ. 31 ᔪᓚᐃ 2016: x + 636 pp. 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ S. N. ᐋᑦᑭᓐᓴᓐ (SWG), E. W. ᐳᐊᕐᓐ (SWG), K. L. ᓚᐃᑐᖃᐃ (SWG), N. 

J. ᓚᓐ (SWG) ᐊᒻᒪ Ø. ᕗᐃᒡ (SWG) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᒪᑖᓃᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᓐᓂᓖᑦ T. ᐋᓄᕐᑦ, M. ᑎᒃ, E. V. ᐱᒋᐅ, H. ᓯᑑᓐ, ᐊᒻᒪ S. 

ᓯᑕᐃᐳᑕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᑲᑎᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ K. L. ᓚᐃᑐᕋᐃ ᐊᒻᒪ N. J. ᓚᓐ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 1: ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ 
 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (JC) ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ “ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᒻᒥᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ” (MOU) 30 ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ 2009 (Anon. 2009). ᑐᕌᒐᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᖏᑦ MOU ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎ (1) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ Kane Basin ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪ)ᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᖑᓴᐃᖏᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (2) ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. JC ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᒪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ (SWG) 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin (KB) ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ.  JC ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ SWG−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐱᐅᓛᖑᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ: 

(1) ᐱᖁᔨᓗᑎ ᖃᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᒋᑦ JC 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ (2) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎ JC−ᒧᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᒪᐃᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2010 SWG ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ JC−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ (SWG 2010) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  SWG ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᖏᑦ BB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ (PVA) ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᑦ 100%−ᒥ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᓪᓚᕆᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖁᓕᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᖄ

 ᖏᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑲᑕ (PBSG 2010). SWG ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ JC−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓪᓚᕆᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕋᔪᓲᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑖᓅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 10−15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓅᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ PVA−ᖑᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᔭᔅᓴᐅᓇᑎ.  ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, SWG 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒥ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯ,ᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ (PBSG 2010) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᓕᑦ, SWG ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
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ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦᐱᔭᐅᓗᑎ BB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB (SWG 2010). 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑕᖐᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᒋᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖓᓂ 2010 ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᕝᕙᓐᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓐᖓᐅᑎᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖓ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂ ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB. 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ (MR), ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ M-R (SWG 2011). SWG ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ MR ᐱᐅᓛᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ BB−ᒥ.  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐱᐅᓛᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ KB. SWG ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖏᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍ SWG ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ, JC ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ MR 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑎᒥᑎᒍ MR ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔾᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᓕᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᐱᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ.  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, JC ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ MOU−ᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ MR  BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KBᒥ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ. 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ SWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ: (1) ᐊᐅᖏᓪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐱᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ 

ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB-ᒥᑦ; (2) ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᓐᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (3) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓂᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 

(ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ) BB-ᒥ, KB ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ. ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᕈᕋᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2011 

ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ: 1) ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ (ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ) ᓇᓄᖏᑦ 

BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KBᒥ; 2) ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖑᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ (1991−1997), 

ᖃᐅᔨᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ; 3) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ BB−ᒧ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ; 4) ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

(ᐊᑕᖏᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᑦ) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᖃᐃᔨᓴᐃᓗᑎᓗ; ᐊᒻᒪ 5) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓯᑯᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ, ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ (SWG 2016) ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᓕᒫᖑᔪᓂᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ. 
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ᓵᑉᑕ  2: ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin 
 

ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ BB−ᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ KBᒥ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 1997−ᒥᑦ. ᓵᑉᑕ 2 ᐊᑐᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᔪᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᑦ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KBᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 2 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓕᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᕐᕉᔫᓐᓂᒃ (1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ; 2000−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖁᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒥᖓᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒐᓚᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ’ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ 92% ᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐅᐱᕐᖔᑯᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᔪᒥ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᓕᒫᖑᔪᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ) ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖓ ᖁᓕᕇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒦᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB 95% 

ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖓ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ) ᑕᖅᑭᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᒍ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓛᖑᔪᑦ 60% ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᖁᓕᕇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ 1990ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ < 50% ᑕᖅᑭᓕᒫᓂᑦ, ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖑᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᖑᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔩᔪᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ Bbu 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖑᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ BB−ᒥ ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓄ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ, BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

BB−ᒥᖒᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ, ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ BB−ᒥ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᖃᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔭᐅᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ. 

KB−ᒥᑦ, ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖓ 95% ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᒃᓂᖓ 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᒫᖑᕙᑦᑐᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑐᐊᖅ (ᔫᓂ-ᓯᑎᐱᕆ), 

ᓇᒧᖓᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐊᑎᖅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᓇᒧᖓᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ, KB ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᖅ (BB-ᑎᑐᑦ) ᓯᑯᓕᒫᐸᓗᖓ 

ᐊᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᑕᒫᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦᒃ ᐊ−ᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  

 

 

 

ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ: ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᕋᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑰᑲᐃᓐᓇᐸᒻᒪᑕ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓚᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᒃᓂᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ. 

ᓱᓕ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᖄᖓᒎᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ KB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂ (50-98% 
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ᖁᓕᕇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ), ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒥᖓᔅᓴᐃᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥ. ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᒻᒥᑦ 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ KB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ (ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ BB−ᒥ) ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᒻᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖅᑲᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓐᓇᖓᓂ KB ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ.. 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ 8 polymorphic microsatellites ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 5 ᐊᒻᒪ 10). ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒥᑦ, 

ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. BB ᐊᒻᒪ KB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ, BB ᖃᒻᒪ KB ᓇᓄᖏᑦᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᐳᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ BB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒧ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖃᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑎᕐᓂᖏᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᑭᓐᖔᕐᕕᒋᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 1 ᐊᒻᒪ 2 ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

(2011−2012 BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2012-2013 KB−ᒥᑦ) ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ~34% ᐊᒻᒪ ~25% ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ BB ᐊᒻᒪ KB, ᑐᖏᓕᕇᑦᑐᑎ.  ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᕐᑕᖅᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ≤ 1% 

ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑎᖅᑐᓂᑦ  BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖓᓗ KB−ᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

< 4% ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑎᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᓴᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ BB ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᒻᒥᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓂ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᑯᖃᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒍ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᖏᑦ BB−ᒧ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑑᔮᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 3: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ 

ᓵᑉᑕ 3 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᒥᖓᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᑕᒪᖓᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 
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ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ BB−ᒥᑦ 2011-2013−ᒥ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᕕᓴᐃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐆᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᑎᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓚᐃᓇᖏᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ MR ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᓄᑦ BB ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ BB−ᒧᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ 1993-2013 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ. 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ BB ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ,  ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᖑᐊᖅᑐᒍ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖓᓂ, ᑲᑎᓐᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᐱᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓚᕆᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 3) ᑕᕝᕙᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB−ᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ (229 ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ), ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖓ 

2010−ᖏᓐᓂ (470 ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ), ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ: 1993-1996 

ᐊᒻᒪ 1997 ᓯ−ᔭᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ (1998-2010), ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ. ᒥᑭᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᓐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄ 

ᓴᖏᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦᒃ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᐃᓚᐃᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᓐᓂᖅ. 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓪᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒻᒥ ᓯᔾᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖓ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒍᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990s ᐊᒻᒪ 2010s. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒦᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᖔᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ½ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ. 

2010−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑑᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓈᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᒥᑭᔫᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ, MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ (1) ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒋᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ MR ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

(2)ᓄᓇᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ MR ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ (ᓵᑉᑕ 5). 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓚᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ. 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᒥᓲᑲᐃᓐᓇᐸᓪᓚᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᒦᑦᑐᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᑯᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ 
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ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᑭᒃ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᑯᕋᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ. ᓯᑯᖓ 

ᐊᖏᔪᒥ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᓂ ᐋᒡᒌᓯᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᕐᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1993 ᐊᒻᒪ 2013, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᖏ ᐊᒃᓇᐃᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ, ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ <30% 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑰᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ MR−ᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 70-80% ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕐᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕕᒻᒥᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᖃᑕᐅᖏᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ. ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒫᖓᑐᐃᓐᓈᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒨᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓇᔪᖅᓴᓯᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᑎᓯᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ), ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᓇᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᓂᑦ. 

ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010-ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ) ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᕐᕉᔫᓐᓂᒃ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ, ᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔮᖅᑐᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕈᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ MR  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᒍᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᑳᓪᓚᑦᑐᑦ) 

ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓐᖓᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦs BB−ᒧ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ. (2005). ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑦᑕᑲᐅᔪᑦ MR ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒋᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ, 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᒥᑭᔫᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓄᑦ, ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᒦᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒫᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᖄᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒨᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ 2010-ᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔪᓐᓇᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 
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ᓵᑉᑕ 4: ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
 

ᓵᑉᑕ 4 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ BB−ᒥ ᓯᑯᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010-ᖏᓐᓂᑦ (2009-2015). ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒦᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᑕ−ᕗᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᓂᑦ JC−ᒧᑦ (ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ MR−ᒧ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᕙᑎ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒦᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ (LEK) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ 

ᓯᕝᔭᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᓯᑯᖓᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ BB−ᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ 1979−ᒥᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᔪᓯᓪᓗᓂ 2015−ᒧ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ (ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ). ᓯᑯᖓᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᕿᑎᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᖓ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᐱᕐᖓᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒧᑦ) ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ/ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐳᐃᑦ ᖁᓖᑦ 1979−ᒥᓂᑦ. 

ᓯᖁᖃᕐᓂᕆᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᔫᓐᓂ−ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆᒧ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 4% ᖁᓕᓂᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. ᐊᐅᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖓ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᖅ 3-4 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. BB 

ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᔭᒐᐃᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ. 

ᓇᓄᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ (ᐋᒡᒌᓯ−ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ) 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᒫᓅᕋᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᑎᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

BB ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᑯᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓂᓴᕈᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 300 m ᐃᑎᓂᓕᒻᒥᑦ (ᓯᑯᒥ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥ) 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᑐᐊᕆᖏᑕᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑑᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ; ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ 

ᓯᑯᒨᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑲᑕ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ (<300 m). ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᖃᓂᔅᓴᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓕᒫᓂᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓯᑯᐃᖅᑎᓪᓗᐳ (ᔫᓂ−ᔪᓚᐃ), ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᓯᑯᒦᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᓂᕿᔅᓴᓯᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ. 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐳᐃᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ >100 km ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᓯᑯᒥᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒧᑦ, <10%ᔾᒥ ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᑯᓪᓗ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑐᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᔅᓴᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᒫᓃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖁᓂᒡᒍᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ 2011−ᒥᑦ. 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᐃᔅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓯᒥᑯᓇᓵᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᒦᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
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ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑭᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓪᓗᐊᒥ ᑎᑭᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 20-30 ᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᐅᕙᔪᒻᒪᓂᑦ. ᓇᓅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᒻᒨᖅᐸᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒧᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥᑐᐊᖅ (ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᑦ Melville 

Bay ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ). ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑐᑎᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᖅᑦᑕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒧ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᐃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒦᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓯᑯᒨᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓴᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᓂᖓ. 

16 ᑎᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2009 ᐊᒻᒪ 2015 (15 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ 

ᐊᒻᒪ 1 Melville Bay, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ). ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᓯᒥᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ. ᑎᓯᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ Melville Bay−ᒥ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ Melville Bay ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒐᓚᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᑎᓯᒨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ >1 ᑕᖅᑭᒥᑦ 

ᑭᖑᕙᓯᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᓂᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᑎᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ BB−ᒥ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂ; ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᓇᔾᔨᔪᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᒥᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᒦᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᓯᖏᓐᓅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ. 

ᑎᓯᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒦᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕕᖓᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᐊᐳᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓅᔪᔅᓴᐅᔪᖅ. 

ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᕐᓗᒍ, ᐊᖏᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ 25−ᓂ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 5: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
 

ᓵᑉᑕ 5 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ BB 

ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2011-2013. ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ −ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ NR ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ 914 ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᑦ 1993-1995 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1997 ᐊᒻᒪ 1,410 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᖁᑭᐅᑦᑕᐅᔭᓄᑦ 2011- 2013. ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ (n=243) ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 21−ᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ r (1993-2013) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᖃᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 13−ᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 1998 – 2010. 
 

 
 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ (ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ) ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2011-2013 ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 0.90 

(SE = 0.05) ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ ≥ 2, ᐊᒻᒪ 0.78 (SE = 0.06) ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᓐᓄᑦ 2 ≥. ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑲᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᓕᒫᖑᔪᓂᑦ 1993-2013, 

ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐ 0.87 (SE = 0.06). ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ 2012-2013−ᒥ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2,826 (95% CI = 2,059-

3,593)ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 1994-1997 ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2,173 (95% CI = 1,252-3,093) 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ. (2005). ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 
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ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 2011-2013 ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ ≥ 2 ᐅᑯᐊᖑᒪᐅᖅᑐᑦ 0.91 (SE = 0.05) ᐊᒻᒪ  0.83 (SE = 

0.06), ᑐᖏᓕᕇᑦᑐᑎᑦ. ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖅᑯᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ (ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᓵᑉᑕ 3). 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᕗᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓄᓗᑎ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᑦ 2011 – 2013 ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓴᕐᒥ ᓯᑯᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓄ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒦᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑎᒍᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂᑦ 10% 

ᐱᐅᖏᑐᓂ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ . ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᓪᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓ BB−ᒥ ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᖔᖅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᓯᖁᒥ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓯᑯᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 

ᓇᑭᓐᖔᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᑎᑦᑎᖏᑦᑐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑕᕗᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ. 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ (, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ). ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐅᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑲᐅᖏᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ MR ᐊᑐᖅᑕᒧᑦ, ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᑳᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᑎᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᑎᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᖏᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ BB ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓃᑦ 

ᒥᑭᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ MR−ᒨᕐᓗᑎ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖃᖅᑰᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᒦᖦᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᕋᔅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐅᓗᑎ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖓᓄ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒡᒍᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖏᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 1993−2013 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 
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2011 – 2013 ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖅᑰᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᓂ 

ᒪᑭᑕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᓯᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖑᐊᕐᓂᖅ (ᓱᕐᓗ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ) ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᓄᓐᓅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖓ (ᓵᕐᓗ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᖏᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ) ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ  6: ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔫᓐᓂᒃ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ (1993-1995, 

1997 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2011- 2013) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ. BB−ᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ (COY) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓗᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖓᔅᓵᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ  COY ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  

(ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ COY ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ) ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ. 1993−ᒥ 2013−ᒧᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᔅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᓯᑯᖓᓄ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ (ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒧᑦ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ) BB-ᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1993-2013 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 0.24 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 

0.51. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ BB ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ 

Regehr et al. (2015), ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᖓ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦᕝ 0.1 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 0.3 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ COY ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ t ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ year t + 1, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓴᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ COY ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑐᖁᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖏᓐᓂᑦ 8−ᓂ ᑕᖅᑭᓂᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

COY ᐃᕐᓂᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓄ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ COY ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒦᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ BB−ᒥᑦ, ᑲᖐᓱᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 
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ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ COY ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ Foxe Basin− ᐊᒻᒪ, ᓂᒋᖓᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ . ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓪᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ BB ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔫᔮᕋᑖᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 7: ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
 

ᐅᖅᓱᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (FI) ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂ MR 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ, 1993-1995, 1997 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2011- 2013. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᕐᓂᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ  BB−ᒥ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

1993 ᐊᒻᒪ 2013. ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ  BB−ᒥ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ  

ᐃᒪᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖓᓄᑦ. ᑖᓇ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᒦᒍᓐᓃᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗᖃᐃ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᔭᕈᕋᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᒧᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᖓ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ BB−ᒥ 

ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ 2010−ᒥ ᐊᑐᑐᑎ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (Rode et al. 

2012). ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᓂᑦ ᓵᑉᑕ 7 ᐊᑕᖐᔪᒦᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔫᓐᓂᒃ (1993-1997 ᐊᒻᒪ 2011-

2013) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ Rode et al. (2012) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

BB−ᒥ ᐱᐅᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 200−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᐸᓗᑦᑐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ (Dowsley ᐊᒻᒪ Wenzel 2008, 

Born et al. 2011) 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ 9% BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ, 

ᓇᑉᐸᓪᓗᐊᐸᓗᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦᓇᓗᓇᐃᕋᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 8: ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, 1993 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2014. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 8 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ BB-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ; 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᒥᓯᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᑲᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᑎᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑲᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. 
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ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᑲᓇᑕ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 1993-2005−ᒧᑦ 

(ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑰᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ) ᑲᑎᓐᖓᓪᓗᒋ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 165 (ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ: 120-268) 12 (ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ: 6-26) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ BB-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᑐᖏᓕᕇᑦᑐᑎ. ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2002 ᐊᒻᒪ 5005 ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᓗ. 

BB−ᒥ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓ)ᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᖏᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2:1 (ᐊᖑᑎᑦ: ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ) 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖑᒐᔪᑦᑐᓂ 35% ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. KB−ᒥ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

33%−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ 1993-2014.  ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑰᑕᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒻᒪᑕᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 44%−ᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓪᓚᕆᒋᔭᖓ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ KB−ᒥ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᑲᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖐᑦᑐᖅ. 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᑲᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓂ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓕ ca. 40% ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒧᑦ (ᐋᒡᒌᓯ − ᓅᕖᐱᕆ) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᖅᐸᓯᒻᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ 

16% ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖃᓛᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎ 2008−ᒥ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖃᑦᑕᓲᑦ ᓇᓄᑐᖃᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ, ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑦ. 

ᐃᒻᒥᓂ ᐱᖁᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ (DLPs) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ (2-3 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ). ᖃ ᐅ ᔨ ᓂ ᒥ ᖃ ᓚ ᐅ ᖏ ᑦ ᑐ ᒍ ᑦ  ᐊ ᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃ ᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒥᒨᓂᖏᑦ DLPs ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

1993 ᐊᒻᒪ 2014.  ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ DLPs ᐃᒪᐃᒻᓇᒦᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᐋᒡᒌᓯ−ᓅᕕᐱᕆ) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᔅᔭᒦᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ. 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ DLPs ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᑯᓪᓗ. 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓃᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ, 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑲᒻᒪᔅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 

(ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ) ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑐᖃᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᔭᒐᐃᓪᓗᑎ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᔭᒐᑦᑐᑎ ᓯᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ, ᐊᑲᐅᖏᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᑦᑐᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᑎᒍᑦ: (1) 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1967−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ 2006−ᒥᑦ, 

(2) ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ, (3) ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ 2:1 (ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ) ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ (4) ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᒧᔅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓕ ᖃᒧᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. 
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ᓵᑉᑕ 9: ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ Kane Basin−ᒥᑦ 
 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ KB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥ ᓯᑰᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ (>30% ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓕᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᑦᑐᐃᓇᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ (<5% ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ). 

ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓴᕋᐅᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 7−ᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᓂ/ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᓇᓵᕐᓂᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 5-6 

ᐅᓪᓗᓂ/ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᖓ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᓂᖓᓄᑦ) 

ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 12 ᐅᓪᓗᓂ/ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖓ ᔫᓂᒥ ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆᒧᖅ ᐊᑎᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ 5-6% 

ᖁᓕᐅᓂᖅᑕᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. 

KB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖅᐸᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᔪᖅᐸᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᐸᓗᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓯᑯᒦᑉᐸᑦᑐᑦ (ᒨᕐᓗ, ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐ 

ᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᑦᑕᖏᑦ, ᑕᑯᒍᑦ ᓵᑉᑕ 2 ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ). ᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ 

ᑎᓴᒪᓂᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ BBᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᖏᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆᒥ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ r. 

ᓄᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ KB−ᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᔅᓴᐃᓈᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᖏᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᓯᑰᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ  

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᔾᔭᖓ. ᓄᓇᒨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᒍᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᔾ;ᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᒻᒧᑦ. 

ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑎᓰᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᓯᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓯᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ, ᐊᓂᕕᖏᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒍ, ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 2) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓃᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 11) ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 12)ᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ KB−ᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 1990−ᖏᒻᓂᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒍ 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 10: ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ Kane Basin−ᒥ 
 

ᓵᑉᑕ 10 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ KB−ᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

(23-ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ) ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ (1992 – 1997) ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 14-ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 

ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ (1998 – 2011) ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᓯᒪᔪᕐᓗ (2012 – 2014) ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᑐᕌᒐᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ  KB−ᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ (Taylor et 

al. 2008). 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ KB−ᒥ 357 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI: 221 – 

493) 2013 – 2014−ᒧᑦ. ᐋᖅᑭᑕᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ  1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 224 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI: 

145 – 303) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 1995 – 1997. ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ MR, ᐊᖏᓂᖓ KB 



14 
 

 

 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 164 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI: 94-234) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 1994-1997 (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ; Taylor et al. 2008). 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ KB ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 2012 – 2014 ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1994-1997.  

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓ Kane Basin ᕿᓂᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓇᓄᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ. ᓇᑦᑎᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ Kane Basin ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᕋᔅᓴᑦᑎᐅᕙᐅᓪᓗᓂ (Taylor et al. 2001). ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᔫᓄᔅᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ KB ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᒃᑲᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᒧᓄᐃᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

2013 – 2014 ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 357 (221 – 493) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 

ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, Kane Basin ᓇᓄᓕᒫᖏᑦ; Kendall et al. 1997), ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ. ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2013-2014 ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1995-1997 ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 133 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ≈ 80 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ), 

95% ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᑑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᔫᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᖁᔨᔪᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪ)ᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᓐᓄᑦ 3+ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ (0.95; SE: 0.04) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᕋᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᑖᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᓐᓄᑦ 3+ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ (0.87; SE: 0.06). ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᖅᐳᑦ, ᐱᔭᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᐳᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1998-2011, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓴᐃᔮᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ, 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 2006−ᒥ. ᓄᓇᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓃᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ KB−ᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ, <4% 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᑎ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓵᑉᑕ 2−ᒦᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 11: ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ Kane Basin 
 

ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 10). ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑯᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒌᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑐᑭᓯᒋᔭᖓ “ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ” 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ. 
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ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 2014−ᒥ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 206−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ CI: 83 - 510). ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᒻᕼᕐᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ. ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 2013-

2014 MR ᖃᐊᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ (357 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 95% CI = 221 – 493) ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 151 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖏᑦ 

≈ 127 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ), 88%−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᔫᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, MR ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ). 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ MR ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ KB−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒻᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ. ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ). NR 

ᐊᑕᖐᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖏᑐᖅᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ). ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ MR ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ (ᓲᕐᓗ Barents Sea; Aars et al. 2009) ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᒥ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ KB. ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ KB−ᒥ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᑭᔫᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐱᐅᓯᑎᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑯᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 12: ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅ)ᔪᓄᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ Kane Basin−ᒥ 
 

ᓵᑉᑕ 12 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ MR 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ 1992 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 1997 (Taylor et al. 2008) ᐊᒻᒪ 2012 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2014 (ᓵᑉᑕ 10). 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ KB−ᒧ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 

(COY) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒧᑦ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ), ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ KB−ᒥ (COY−ᒧᑦ: 1.67 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 1.60 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ) 

ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ (ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1.65 - 1.71). 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᑎ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐ ᕌᒎᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ (1995, 2013, ᐊᒻᒪ 2014), ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 50−ᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᔅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ (ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 15% - 30%) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᔪᓂᑦ 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᒍ, ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ KBᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᖅᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᕐᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 13: ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒥ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ Kane Basin−ᒥ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒍ ᐅᖅᓱᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓵᑉᑕ 7) ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ KB-ᒥ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓕᓐᓂᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᐸᔭᑦᑕᖏᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑦ, ᐃᓐᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ Coy−ᖃᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᑑᔪᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐲᐸᕋᓗᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᒧᑦᓯᑯᖓᓂ KB−ᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨᖃᐸᓗᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ. ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ Kane Basin. ᐊᒥᓱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓴᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ Kane Basin, ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ Humbolt Glacier (ᖃᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ KB), 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᐅᑦᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ KBᔾᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᑦᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᖅᑯᐃᔭᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐲᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓯᒐᖏᑕ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐊᕐᖏᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓯᖅ ᐱᓱᑦᑐᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒡᒐᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᑎᓯᔪᒥᑦ, ᓂᓚᒥᑦ, ᒪᓃᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᐳᒻᒥᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᖓ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 14: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ 

 

BB ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖁᑭᐅᑦᑕᐅᔭᓄ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᑲᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖏᓐᓄ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᓱᑲᑦᑑᔪᖅ, ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐸᕝᕕᓴᐃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᒍᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᕙᖏᒻᒪᑕ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐸᕕᓴᐃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎ. 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᖦᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅ<ᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑭᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ,ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᖅᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᖏᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᓃᑦ). 

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕿᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᒧᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓪᓗᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᑎᑐᑦ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᖃᑕ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ 10-15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑕᒫᑦ BB-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ  ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᑎᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᒃᑕᕐᓗᑎ 5-7 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑕᒫᑦ.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕ ᐊᐃᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓖᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᑖᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᓴᖏᑦ. 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᒧᑦ. ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ post hoc ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐊᐃᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᓂᖅ (ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓂ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᑦᓯᒥᖅ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ, 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ) ᑕᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓗᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ 

ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᓰᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒥ ᓯᑯᒥ). 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᓂ 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (Aars et al. 2009).  

ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓂᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅ)ᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ. 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᓚᑲᒻᒪᐅᖃᑦᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕿᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. 

SWG ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ (TAH) ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᕼᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ JC−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᑎᒐᓚᑦᑐᑎᑦ 

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖃᑦᑕᑦᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᒪᐅᔪᓂᑦ. SWG ᑐᔅᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ JC ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ: 

1) ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

 

2) ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓂᕿᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 
 

3) ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓴᕐᓂᖓᓄ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐱᔭᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ TAH JC−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ, SWG−ᑯᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

BB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔭᐅᕈᑎᖃᓪᓗᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ TAH, 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  
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ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓴᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐅᓂᓕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒡᓴᐅᔪᖅ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋ.ᖃᒪᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᓄᓲᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᒪᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

JC ᑐᓂᓯᑐᐊᕈᓂ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ, SWG ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ TAH−ᒥ 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓗᑎ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾ“ᒍᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᓅᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, 

ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᐅᔨᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓐᓚᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  SWG ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ, ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ Regehr et al. (2015), ᑎᒥᒧᑦ−ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᑲᓱᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᓐᖑᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓛᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁ−ᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 

ᐊᑐᖅᑲᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ  ᐋᑦᑭᔅᓯᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, Regehr 

et al. (2015) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ 

 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ (ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

(Dowsley et al. 2005, Dowsley and Wenzel 2008 and Born et al. 2011) ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓ) ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ (KB−ᒥᐅᔪᔅᓴᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ). ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᐊᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓐᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ  ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin−ᒥ 2009−ᒥᓂᑦ, ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓐᓄᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ, ᐱᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

SWG ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᓂᖅ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 

KB−ᒥᑦ (ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᒪᓐᓄᑦ) ᐱᒻᒪᕿᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐅᖓᕐᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ, ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᑎᓐᓇᒋᓐᓂᖏᓐᓃᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᑐᖔᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 1991-1997 ᐊᒻᒪ 2009-2013 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ (ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ 40 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ). ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᔪᒃᓇᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᔅᓴᖅᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ RSFs (ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ). 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 18% ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓂᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ Melville Bay−ᒦᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
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ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᔭᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓪᓚᕆᓐᓄᑦ Melville Bay−ᒥ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᖅᑕᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ Melville Bay, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ Taylor et al. (2005) ᐊᒻᒪ 

Born et al. (2011).  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ ᖃᑦᑎᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ BB−ᓇᓄᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᖃᑦ Melville Bay ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥ Melville Bay−ᒦᑉᐸᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᒻᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖃᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐ ᒪᕐᕉᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ Melville Bay−ᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᒡᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

SWG ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᓯᑯᖓ (ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓄ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, MODIS, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ Radar ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖏᑦ, 

ᐱᔭᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ Durner et al. 2009, Laidre et al. 2015 ᐊᒻᒪ ᓵᑉᑕᖏᑦ 4 ᐊᒻᒪ 

9), ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᑦᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ TEK ᐊᒻᒪ LEK ᑲᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᒻᑐᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ), ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒍ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 

ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆᒥ 2010, JC ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ SWG−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎ: (1) ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ Kane Basin−ᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ JC ᑐᓂᓯᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ, (2) 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑕ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, SWG ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (SWG 2011) ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᕋᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓪᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin (KB) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ (1993-1997)  BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᑕᖃᖅᑐᑎ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓪᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᔅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᖓ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍᓕ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ (TEK) ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑑᔮᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐋᖅᑭᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ, SWG ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ 2011−ᒥ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎ (1) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ BB-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ (2) ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓗᑎ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔪᒧᑦ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ 25 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. BB ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖑᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᒍ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᒃᑲᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎ 

ᓴᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ (KB, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ  
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ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ). ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓴᕋᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓯᑰᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓯᑯᓇᓵᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᒫᓅᕈᓐᓇᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

1990-ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᖅ KB−ᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒃ ᐊᔾᒪ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ KB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᓯᑯᒨᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖓᓄ 

ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓅᖏᖔᖅᑐᖅ ᓲᕐᓗ BB−ᑎᑐᑦ.  1990−ᖏᓐᓂᐅᕙᔪᒻᒪᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 

ᑐᕌᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖏᑦ BB−ᒥ ᐊᐅᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᑕᒫᑦ (i.e., 

“ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ” ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ). ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᖅᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ KB ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄ ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᐅᕙᔪᒪᓂᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᒍᓐᓇᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ “ᐊᕙᑎᖓ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ” ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ 

 

BB−ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥ ᓯᑯᒥ 

ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᖃᓂᓐᓂᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒨᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᕙᓯᓐᓂᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᑕᖅᑭᓪᓗᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ (20-30 ᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ) ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᕋᑖᒧᑦ ᓯᑯᓇᓵᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐳᐃᒥᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ. ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑎᓯᖏᓐᓅᖅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅᒥᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓂᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥ ᑎᓯᖓᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᒃᑐᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᓯᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒦᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐳᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄ ᐃᓐᓈᕈᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB 

ᓇᓄᖏᑦ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓴᕋᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᓂᑦ. ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᒍᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ 2000ᕝᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ, ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ BBᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1993 ᐊᒻᒪ 2013 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ. 
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ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ BB−ᒧᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᖁᑲᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ (ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᖑᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᖓᓄᑦ), 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖓ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ Kane Basin, ᓴᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᖁᕝ>ᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ. 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᓂᖅᕝᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᓂᖅ BB− ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᓂᑦ (2012-2013) ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 2,826 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI = 2,059-3,593). ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ, 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᒍ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ (1,546 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ cf. PBSG 2015); ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ PBSG’s (2015) 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ BB ᐊᑐᑦᑎᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. TEK ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, Dowsley and Taylor 2006, Born et al. 2011). 

ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᑕᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᐃᖏᕋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᖓ, ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᑰᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑲᑕ ᓯᑯᖓ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᒥ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᒐᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᓂᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ, ᑕᐃᒪᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ, ᓄᑖᖑᔪᖅ (2013-2014) ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 357 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI: 221 – 493). ᐋᖅᑭᑕᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1990 ᐱᔭ.ᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 

ᒥᒡᓴᐅᓴᑦᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 224 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI: 145 – 303) ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄ 1995 – 1997. ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄ ᒪᑭᑕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ TEK 

(Born et al. 2011). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓈᒻᒪᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᐃᓐᓇᕈᔪᑦᑐᑎ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

(Taylor et al. 2008); ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ PBSG’s (2010) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ KB 

ᐊᑐᑦᑎᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ ᑲᔪᓯᑉᐸᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᐅᔪ)ᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᕐᑉᕕᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑲᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 We briefly present the history of the different polar bear management systems in 

Nunavut/Canada and Greenland to provide the background and context on the current assessment 

of the status of the polar bear subpopulations in Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB). We 

summarize the results of the previous assessment of the BB and KB subpopulations in the 1990s 

and the framework established in 2009 for the Canada-Greenland joint management of these 

shared subpopulations. We describe the process leading to the decisions on major objectives of a 

re-assessment and the subsequent development of a research plan for re-assessing the status of 

the polar bear subpopulations in Baffin and Kane Basin. Finally, we present the schedule of the 

completion of the study. 

 

1.1.  History of Polar Bear Management in Canada and Greenland related to Baffin Bay 

(BB) and Kane Basin (KB) 

 Wildlife legislation in Canada did not address polar bear harvesting until 1935, when a 

hunting season from 1 October through 31 May was imposed.  In 1949, hunting was restricted to 

native people.  Arbitrary quotas for polar bears were introduced in Canada in 1967 that were 

based largely on the fur records from several preceding years (Lee and Taylor 1994, Prestrud and 

Stirling 1994). 

 Through a delegation of authority from the federal government, ultimate responsibility 

for the management of polar bears in Nunavut lies with the Government of Nunavut, as 

represented by the Minister of Environment (Lunn et al. 2010).  However, this responsibility is 
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subject to the terms of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA) that established a system 

of ‘co-management’ for wildlife.  Under the NLCA, the Minister’s decision-making authority for 

wildlife management is shared with the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board and is subject to 

strict requirements for consultation with Regional Wildlife Organizations and community-based 

Hunters and Trappers Organizations.  The intent of this co-management system is to ensure that 

decisions are based on the best available science and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (Inuit traditional 

knowledge), and that these decisions consider not only conservation as a founding principle but 

also take into account the values, beliefs, views and needs of Inuit.  The system is also designed 

to ensure that Inuit are involved in all aspects of wildlife management including research, 

monitoring, and harvest management. 

 Polar bears occur in relatively discrete subpopulations and are managed as such in 

Canada.  The annual polar bear harvest in Nunavut is within the estimated sustainable yield of 

females and controlled through a male-biased, sex-selective quota system (Taylor et al. 1987, 

2008b).  Females accompanied by cubs, cubs, and bears in or constructing dens are protected by 

law (Lunn et al. 2010).  Currently, the quota year in Canada runs from 1 July through 30 June of 

the following year. 

 In Greenland, regulations for the catch of polar bears in the entire country were enforced 

beginning 1 January 1975 (prior to 1975 regulations in NE Greenland had existed since the 1937; 

Born 1995 and references therein).  The regulations prior to the introduction of quotas in 

Greenland in 2006 to reduce hunting effort and protect females with cubs and also involved a 

closed season in July-August (ibid).  Furthermore, hunting of polar bears was restricted to 

Greenlandic citizens who had hunting as their main occupation.  Quotas for the Greenlanders´ 
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catch of polar bears were introduced in 2005 and took effect 1 January 2006 (Lønstrup 2006).  

The quota year in Greenland is between 1 January and 31 December. 

 The management history and harvest monitoring in Nunavut and Greenland are described 

in more detail in Chapter 8. 

 

1.2.  Previous Delineations and Assessments of the Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) 

Subpopulations 

 Delineation of the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations (Figure 1.1) was largely 

based on movements of collared bears and the recapture or harvest of tagged animals and has 

been well documented (PBSG 1998, SWG 2010).  The BB subpopulation is bounded by the 

North Water Polynya to the north, Greenland to the east and Baffin Island (Nunavut, Canada) to 

the west (Taylor et al. 2001).  A relatively distinct southern boundary at Cape Dyer, Baffin 

Island, and the entrance to Kangerlussuaq/Søndre Strømfjord, Greenland, is evident from the 

movements of collared or tagged bears (Stirling et al. 1980, Taylor et al. 2001). 

 A study of microsatellite genetic variation based on biological samples collected during 

the first half of the 1990s revealed significant genetic variation between polar bears in BB and 

neighboring Davis Strait (DS) and Lancaster Sound (LS), but not between BB and KB (Paetkau 

et al. 1999). 

 The BB, KB and DS subpopulations are shared between Greenland and Canada (Taylor 

et al. 2001).  Population inventories involving physical mark-recapture, in combination with 

satellite telemetry, were conducted jointly by Nunavut/Canada and Greenland during 1991-1997 

with the objective to estimate the size of the BB and KB subpopulations.  These resulted in an 
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estimate for BB of 2074 bears (95% CI: 1544-2604; Taylor et al. 2005, PBSG 2006) and for KB 

of 164 bears (95% CI: 94-234; PBSG 2006, Taylor et al. 2008). 

 Due to concerns with respect to the reported harvest occurring in BB, modelling was used 

to project how many bears there would be in 2004 based on the 1997 BB estimate and associated 

vital rates plus the reported annual catches in Nunavut and Greenland.  The results suggested that 

BB would have experienced a decline to 1546 polar bears in 2004 (95% confidence interval: 

690-2402; PBSG 2006).  Although a similar modeling exercise was not done for KB, both 

subpopulations were thought to be declining as a result of overharvest (PBSG 2006, 2010, 2015). 

 

1.3.  Canada-Greenland Joint Commission (JC) on Polar Bear and the Scientific Working 

Group (SWG) 

 The Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on Polar Bear (JC) was established with the 

signing of a “Memorandum of Understanding between the Government of Canada, the 

Government of Nunavut, and the Government of Greenland for the Conservation and 

Management of Polar Bear Populations” (MOU) on 30 October 2009 (Anon. 2009).  Primary 

objectives of the MOU are to: “(1) to manage polar bear within the Kane Basin and Baffin Bay 

management units in order to ensure their conservation and sustainable management into the 

future, and, (2) establish an effective system of management which will include adhering to the 

principles of conservation”. 

 The JC subsequently established a 5-member Scientific Working Group (SWG) to 

provide it with scientific advice and recommendations with respect to the conservation and 

management of the BB and KB polar bear subpopulations.  Two of the SWG´s members shall 

represent Canadian and two Greenlandic research institutes/agencies, whereas the fifth member 
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is appointed by the SWG co-chairs from a research institute that is independent of both Canada 

and Greenland. To assist the SWG in providing the best scientific advice, external experts can be 

invited to participate in its work.   

 

1.4.  Subpopulation Re-Assessment 

 After an initial meeting in Ottawa, Canada in January 2010, the JC tasked the SWG with 

using the best available scientific information to: 

(1) Propose Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels for the Kane Basin and Baffin Bay 

subpopulations and provide the Joint Commission with a written report of its 

recommendations; and, 

(2) Provide science advice to the Joint Commission for monitoring the effects of habitat 

changes on polar bears. 

 The SWG provided a report to the JC at the 2nd meeting of the JC in Ilulissat, Greenland, 

in May 2010 (SWG 2010).  The SWG noted that 100% of simulations using population viability 

analysis and current harvest levels showed that both the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin 

subpopulations declined after 10 years (PBSG 2010).  The SWG also noted that simulations to 

assess the estimated risk of subpopulation decline are typically run 10-15 years into the future 

from the point in time at which data were last collected to estimate abundance and vital rates.  

Furthermore, it was noted that there was uncertainty surrounding the magnitude of impacts of 

environmental change on polar bears and that demographic rates could have significantly 

changed since the last inventories of these subpopulations in the 1990s. 

 The SWG also noted that a common Canada-Greenland management goal for the BB and 

KB subpopulations had not yet been specified in detail.  Accordingly, the SWG assumed that a 
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recommended TAH for BB and KB should ensure that each subpopulation remained at the 

accepted science-based estimate (PBSG 2010) until new scientific inventories had been 

conducted and management goals established. 

 Acknowledging the fact that considerable uncertainty existed about the status of the BB 

and KB subpopulations in 2010 and that clearly defined management goals had not been 

identified, the SWG estimated the sustainable TAH from the BB subpopulation to be 90 

bears/year and to be 1-2 bears/year from the KB subpopulation (SWG 2010). 

 In order to address the second question posed by the JC, the SWG summarized items that 

should be monitored in BB and KB together with the possible monitoring approaches.  A list of 

general scientific areas where monitoring is required, the rationale for the monitoring, and the 

potential methods that can help gather data under each topic were presented.  Furthermore, the 

SWG indicated, where possible, how monitoring can be conducted by scientists and local users 

concomitantly. 

 Based on consideration of the key parameters that should be monitored in order to 

determine the effects of climate change on the BB and KB polar bear subpopulations and the 

need to ensure that harvesting of the two subpopulations is sustainable in a changing 

environment, the SWG recommended that the following research needs were given priority:  

(1) Subpopulation size 

(2) Distribution and movements 

(3) Physical condition of individual bears 

(4) Vital parameters (survival and reproduction) 

 The SWG also noted that other data useful for determining the effects of habitat change 

in polar bears should be collected routinely.  Collection of these data involves the active 



Chapter 1 SWG Final report 

7 | P a g e  

participation of users through the submission of information and samples from harvested polar 

bears.  Sampling from the harvest will provide important information on age and sex structure of 

the harvest, body condition, reproduction, and levels of pollutants in polar bears. 

 However, given the age of the data on abundance and vital rates (PBSG 2010) combined 

with large-scale environmental changes in Baffin Bay during the last decades, the SWG strongly 

recommended that new estimates of subpopulation abundance, subpopulation delineation, and 

vital rates be given high priority (SWG 2010). 

 

Pilot aerial surveys in Baffin Bay in 2009 and 2010 

 In 2009 (i.e., prior to establishment of the SWG), scientists from the Government of 

Nunavut Department of Environment (GNDE) and Greenland Institute of Natural Resources 

(GINR) initiated a collaboration to determine the feasibility of using aerial surveys for estimating 

the size of polar bear subpopulations in BB and KB.  A pilot survey was conducted in the 

Sirmilik National Park on NE Baffin Island in August 2009 to determine if the line-transect 

aerial survey technique could be used during the ice-free or open-water season in Baffin Bay.  

However, given the results from the rugged terrain and mountainous landscape, it was concluded 

that this method was not feasible (Stapleton 2010). 

 Based on the experience in 2009, scientists from Nunavut and Greenland decided to (1) 

conduct a pilot aerial survey over sea ice during spring in Baffin Bay, and (2) deploy satellite-

transmitters on polar bears in Baffin Bay in order to collect data on distribution and movement 

necessary for evaluation of aerial survey data.   

 During 27 May-4 June 2010, a pilot survey was flown over the fast and pack ice in Baffin 

Bay off SE Baffin Island.  The survey was determined to be a success and provided data that 
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demonstrated promise for the approach in BB.  Based on the results of the 2010 spring pilot 

survey, a group of experts in polar bear ecology and population dynamics, population assessment 

methods and sea ice from the Greenland Institute of Natural Resources, Government of Nunavut, 

University of Washington, University of Minnesota, and U.S. National Marine Mammal 

Laboratory evaluated the data and concluded that a springtime aerial survey would be a feasible 

approach for estimating abundance of polar bears in BB and KB and should result in estimates 

with adequate precision for management purposes (Laake 2010, Stapleton et al. 2010, SWG 

2011). 

 

Survey options review 

 Following the advice from the SWG, the JC tasked the SWG to review and evaluate 

various methods for assessing the number of polar bears in BB and KB (JC 2010a).  The JC 

further requested that the SWG´s report include evaluation of benefits and limitations of using 

each of the proposed methods (aerial surveys, genetic mark-recapture, and physical mark 

recapture) and indicated that the review should be based on a pilot aerial survey conducted in 

Baffin Bay in Spring 2010 (see preceding section).  The SWG was also tasked with providing 

recommendations for one or more scenarios that represented the best way forward and, for each 

scenario, to identify major attributes, risks and management questions including level of funding 

(JC 2010a).  Subsequently the JC would make recommendations on the most appropriate survey 

methodologies for assessing the BB and KB subpopulations (JC 2010a). 

 In January 2011, the SWG submitted to the JC a review of options for conducting new 

research including recommendations on appropriate methodologies (SWG 2011), which 

considered the pros and cons of using physical mark-recapture, genetic mark-recapture, or aerial 
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surveys for subpopulation inventories in BB and KB.  The general conclusion was that the 

physical MR method (1) is the most well established method available for estimating abundance 

of polar bears, (2) is the most widely accepted and recommended method by the greater scientific 

community, and (3) provides the maximum information needed for sound management advice on 

polar bears.  In addition to an abundance estimate, it provides information that could be used to 

assess effects on bears of climate change and pollution. 

 The SWG concluded that the physical MR method was superior to aerial surveys and 

genetic MR because it yields the most detailed information and recommended that physical MR 

be used for estimating the abundance of polar bears in Baffin Bay.  It was stated that aerial 

surveys and a multiple-year genetic MR may be considered as alternatives for assessing the 

number of polar bears in Baffin Bay.  However, the SWG noted that there are disadvantages to 

both methods. 

  

Decision of the JC 

 In March 2011, the JC discussed survey methods for Kane Basin and Baffin Bay with 

Drs. Erik Born and Stephen Atkinson who represented the SWG.  Following discussion of the 

SWG’s report, the JC concluded that the genetic mark-recapture method was preferable based on 

lack of support by Inuit in Nunavut for physical mark-recapture, and on concerns that variability 

in sea-ice conditions have the potential to create an unacceptable amount of risk in obtaining 

accurate subpopulation estimates via aerial surveys.  Thereafter, the JC recommended to the 

signatories of the MOU that a 3-year biopsy darting research program be developed. 

 

1.5.  A Multi-Year Research Plan for Baffin Bay and Kane Basin 
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 In March 2011, the JC requested the SWG prepare a research plan for the re-assessment 

of the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin polar bear subpopulations.  It was determined that preparation 

of such a plan was the responsibility of those members of the SWG who would serve as lead 

investigators on behalf of Nunavut and Greenland.  Consequently, a multi-year research plan 

(Atkinson et al. 2011) for re-assessment of the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations was 

developed by Drs. Stephen Atkinson (Nunavut), Erik Born and Kristin Laidre (Greenland 

Institute of  Natural Resources). 

 The plan outlined a multi-year research program to be carried out collaboratively by 

scientists from Canada (Nunavut) and Greenland together with external collaborators (local 

people and scientists) participating in various parts of the study.  The plan presented tentative 

schedules and budgets.  The main goals of the research program were (1) to determine the size of 

the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations of polar bears, and (2) evaluate how polar bears 

in these areas are affected by the decrease in sea ice. 

 The proposed research program had three basic field components: (1) Biopsying polar 

bears along E Baffin Island, in NW Greenland and in the Kane Basin region, (2) deployment of 

satellite transmitters on male and female polar bears in NW Greenland and Kane Basin, and (3) 

hunter collection of tissue samples from the catch of polar bears (harvest recoveries) in BB and 

KB (and adjacent subpopulations).  A 3-year study was proposed beginning in the fall of 2011 

with the purpose to: 

1) Estimate the abundance and sex (and approximate age) composition of polar bears in 

BB and KB; 

2) Compare a new estimate of abundance with those derived from previous studies 

(1991-1997) in-order to gain insight into subpopulations trend; 
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3) Delineate the boundaries of the BB and KB subpopulations and reassess the validity of 

these areas as a demographic unit; 

4) Estimate survival and reproductive parameters (to the extent possible) in-order to 

facilitate population viability analyses; and, 

5) Evaluate polar bear distribution with respect to environmental variables, particularly 

ice conditions, topography and food availability/distribution. 

Results generated by the proposed research program have the following potential applications: 

1) The development of an updated status report for BB including recommendations on 

sustainable harvest levels; and, 

2) The development of models to assess the effects of changes in habitat (in particular sea 

ice) on bear distribution. 

 

Schedule 

 In BB, main field operations were conducted during spring and fall.  Due to logistical 

constraints (remoteness of the survey area and consideration of light conditions in fall) field 

work was concentrated in spring in KB.  The schedule of the proposed study was: 

Biopsying for genetic mark-recapture assessment 

1) Fall biopsying along eastern Baffin Island fall 2011, 2012 and 2013. 

2) Fall biopsying in NW Greenland fall 2012 and 2013. 

3) Spring biopsying in NW Greenland 2011, 2012 and 2013. 

4) Spring biopsying in Kane Basin 2012, 2013, and 2014 (optional). 

Deployment of satellite radios 
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1) Deployment during spring in NW Greenland 2011, 2012 and 2013 of satellite radios 

(satellite radios had also been deployed in these areas during spring 2009 and 2010). 

2) Deployment of satellite radios during spring in Kane Basin 2012 and 2013. 

Hunter collection of tissues from the polar bear catch (harvest recoveries) 

1) Nunavut spring 2011 and onward. 

2) Greenland spring 2012 and onward. 

Data analyses 

1) Genetic laboratory analyses, analyses of MR data, genetic data and satellite telemetry 

data 2012 and onward 

Final reporting 

1) September-October 2014 

 

1.6.  Process of BB and KB Assessment (2011-2016) and Delays 

Program activities 

 Activities (field operations, laboratory analyses, data analyses, and reporting) in 

connection with the research program are summarized here.  Details of the various activities are 

presented in the Materials and Methods sections of the various chapters of this report. 

 

Field activities 

 Personnel from several research institutions participated in planning and conducting the 

field work including GINR, GNDE, University of Oslo, and University of Minnesota.  In 

addition, local polar bear hunters in Nunavut and Greenland participated on several flights 

aiming to obtain biopsy samples from unrestrained bears and/or immobilizing bears to furnish 
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them with satellite radios (NW Greenland and Kane Basin).  In both Nunavut and Greenland, 

community consultations were conducted each year and information about the study was 

provided through meetings and via public media to local communities and the broader public 

audience. 

 The spring and fall biopsy program (2011-2013) along Baffin Island and in W and NW 

Greenland from the BB subpopulation was conducted as planned.  From 2011 to 2013, 1,111 

bears were biopsy darted along eastern Baffin Island (and genotyped) which was substantially 

more than anticipated.  From 2009 to 2013, 143 bears were physically marked or biopsy darted 

(and genotyped) in W and NW Greenland.  The spring biopsying program in Kane Basin was 

also successful although a third spring season was needed and completed during 2014. From 

2012 to 2014, 129 bears were physically marked and genotyped or biopsy darted and genotyped 

in KB (Chapter 2 and 5). 

 Additional to the original research plan and concurrent with the biopsy sampling, a 

systematic aerial survey using sight-resight distance sampling protocols was conducted during 

spring 2014 to assess the number of polar bears in the Kane Basin subpopulation.  Adding this 

extra component allowed for a comparison of estimates of subpopulation size via two different 

methods (i.e., genetic MR and aerial survey). 

 During 2011-2013 a total of 66 satellite radios (35 F, 31 M) were deployed in W and NW 

Greenland (in addition 35 satellite radios had been deployed there in 2009 and 2010; 20 F, 15 

M).  During 2012 and 2013 a total of 36 satellite radios (21 F, 15 M) were deployed in the Kane 

Basin region. Some individuals were recaptured during the study and furnished with new satellite 

radios. Hence, a total of 91 individual bears were tagged with satellite transmitters in BB and 34 

individual bears in KB (Chapter 2). The satellite radios included small ear satellite tags 
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developed by GINR for tracking adult male polar bears and sub-adults of both sexes (Born et al. 

2010, Laidre et al. 2012). 

 A total of 234 hunter recoveries (tissue samples) were obtained from the catch of polar 

bears in Nunavut and Greenland (1993-2013).  The hunter recovery program was instituted in 

Greenland for the first time in 2012.  In addition, 635 biopsies from physical MR operations to 

assess BB and KB subpopulations in the 1990s (cf. Taylor et al. 2005, 2008) were included in the 

recent MR assessment analyses (Chapter 2 and 5). 

In summary – All field operations were conducted as planned and were very successful.  

The number of biopsies obtained from the BB subpopulation was substantially higher than 

expected.  All handling in NW Greenland and Kane Basin of individual polar bears in connection 

with deployment of satellite radios were made without any complications.  The general pubic 

and local communities were informed about the operations and local polar bear hunters 

participated on several of the flights to obtain biopsies or immobilize polar bears. 

 

Analyses 

 Wildlife Genetics International (Nelson, British Columbia, Canada) analyzed all genetic 

samples (9 nuclear markers). 

 Satellite telemetry data (habitat analyses) were analyzed under leadership of the 

Greenland Institute of Natural Resources and Dr. Kristin Laidre. 

 Analyses of ice metrics were conducted by Dr. Harry Stern at the Polar Science Center 

(University of Washington, USA) in collaboration with Laidre. 

 Analyses of the genetic MR recapture data were conducted at Department of Fisheries, 

Wildlife and Conservation Biology (University of Minnesota) under the leadership of 
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postdoctoral research associate Dr. Seth Stapleton, and his supervisor, Professor Todd Arnold.  

Salary for Dr. Stapleton´s postdoctoral fellowship was provided by the Government of Nunavut, 

Environment Canada, and GINR. Close cooperation on MR analyses was conducted with outside 

expert Dr. Eric V. Regehr (US Fish and Wildlife Service).  

 Analyses of field observations of polar bear body condition were made by Nunavut under 

leadership of Dr. Stephen Atkinson. 

 Population genetic analyses to determine the demographic identities of Baffin Bay and 

Kane Basin subpopulation were made by Dr. Liselotte Wesley Andersen at Department of 

Bioscience (University of Århus, Denmark) based on the results of analyses of nine nuclear 

markers used in the genetic MR study. 

 All SWG members participated in various phases of analyses.  External experts 

(Appendix A) also participated in the analyses and in three face-to-face progress meetings of the 

SWG held at the Polar Science Center, University of Washington. 

 

Timeline of analyses and reporting 

 The SWG originally proposed an October 2014 deadline for submission of a final report 

to the JC (SWG 2011).  However, due to the time required for completion of sample processing 

in the genetic laboratory this deadline could not be met.  The delay was a consequence of the 

largely successful field work, which exceeded expectations in terms of the quality and number of 

biopsy samples.  As the mark-recapture modeling could not begin until the laboratory analyses 

were completed and the final datasets compiled, a new deadline for a final report of 30 April 

2015 was proposed by the SWG (SWG 2014).  However, further unanticipated delays occurred 

related to availability of historical samples and a final comprehensive dataset was not available 
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until mid-December 2015.  This delay put the analyses approximately 6 months behind schedule 

(SWG letter to JC). 

 In October 2015, the SWG held a 2nd face-to-face meeting in Seattle, Washington.  At the 

meeting, preliminary results from analyses on abundance and vital rates, population genetic 

structure, range use, distribution, seasonal movements, and trends in sea-ice habitat were 

presented and evaluated.  Near-final results of the analyses of range use, distribution, seasonal 

movements, and trends in sea-ice habitat and genetic analyses were also presented.  However, 

the presentation of preliminary results from the mark-recapture modeling revealed that a 

considerable amount of additional work was still required from collaborators at University of 

Minnesota (SWG 2015).  This work included, among other things, more in-depth error checking 

and a more detailed exploration of data from the MR studies in the 1990s in order to assess bias 

and potentially detect trends in abundance. This required revising the basic structure of the 

population models, developing and running model simulations, and validating the final model 

results before a final report could be completed. 

 Following this meeting the SWG and collaborators held 13 teleconferences between 

November 2015 and April 2016 where progress in the MR modeling of abundance in BB and KB 

was discussed and evaluated.  A third face-to-face meeting was held in February 2016 to 

evaluate the revised modeling results. 

 After detailed discussions of the results of the MR assessment of the BB and KB 

subpopulations the SWG identified items for further analyses by University of Minnesota before 

final results could be sent to external scientific review (SWG 2016).  In May 2016, results of the 

mark-recapture assessments were sent to Dr. Gary White (Professor Emeritus, Colorado State 

University) for a courtesy, external peer-review.  Dr. White is a world-expert in mark-recapture 
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population analyses. Dr. White gave the analyses a positive review and approved the analytical 

methods used and their results. 

 In summary the analyses of sea ice, movement and habitat use were conducted according 

to the original time plan.  However, unanticipated delays in getting a final genetic dataset and 

complications related to the modeling of the genetic data resulted in delays in preparing the final 

report to the JC. 
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Figure 1.1.  Map of the circumpolar Arctic showing the 19 subpopulations of polar bears, 

including Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB).  Polar Bear subpopulations: Arctic Basin (AB), 

Baffin Bay, Barents Sea (BS), Chukchi Sea (CS), Davis Strait (DS), East Greenland (EG), Foxe 

Basin (FB), Gulf of Boothia (GB), Kane Basin, Kara Sea (KS), Lancaster Sound (LS), Laptev 

Sea, M’Clintock Channel (MC), Northern Beaufort Sea (NB), Norwegian Bay (NW), Southern 

Beaufort Sea (SB), Southern Hudson Bay (SB), Viscount Melville Sound (VM), and Western 

Hudson Bay (WH). 
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CHAPTER 2 

SUBPOPULATION DELINEATION OF BAFFIN BAY AND KANE 

BASIN 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

Baffin Bay (BB) 

• The 1990s and 2000s satellite telemetry data are comparable for analysis; approximately 
92% of adult females collared in West Greenland in spring during the 2000s use the same 
area on Baffin Island where adult females were captured and collared in fall in the 1990s. 

• There was a significant reduction in the size of the 2000s BB 95% bivariate normal kernel 
range (i.e. a measure of the area used by collared bears) in all months and seasons when 
compared to the range in the 1990s. The most marked reduction was a 60% decline in 
subpopulation range size summer. 

• The overlap of the 1990s and 2000s BB ranges was < 50% in all months, reflecting both a 
contraction and shift of the BB subpopulation range in the 2000s. These shifts are related 
to the loss of annual sea ice and changes in breakup timing, contracting the range of the 
BB subpopulation and shifting the distribution of BB polar bears northward in all seasons. 
The BB subpopulation is still distributed within the current management boundaries. 

• There were significant shifts north in the median subpopulation latitude in all seasons in 
BB across decades. 

• Bears in the 2000s were significantly less likely to leave BB than in the 1990s (p<0.001), 
with reductions in the number of bears moving into Davis Strait and Lancaster Sound. 

• Genetic analyses using eight polymorphic microsatellites in recent samples (2009-2014) 
had low genetic resolution. BB and KB polar bears could not be differentiated genetically. 
Also in accordance with previous genetic studies, BB-KB polar bears were found to be 
genetically different from polar bears in Lancaster Sound and Davis Strait. 

• During the genetic mark-recapture studies in BB and KB (2011-2014) there were very 
low levels of recapture or harvest recovery of bears outside their subpopulation of origin.  

• Satellite telemetry demonstrates that emigration from BB has been significantly reduced 
since the 1990s, largely due to reduced sea-ice extent in winter and absence of sea ice in 
summer. This suggests the BB subpopulation has become more discrete, with less 
exchange between it and other subpopulations. 

Kane Basin (KB) 
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• KB mean 95% kernel ranges have generally expanded since the 1990s. The increase in 
range use in the 2000s occurs in all seasons, however is statistically significant only in 
summer (June-September), where ranges doubled between the 1990s and the 2000s. This 
range expansion is likely related to changes in sea ice, as KB is trending towards the 
characteristics of an annual ice ecoregion (like BB) where ice melts out almost completely 
each summer. 

• There is still considerable seasonal overlap in KB subpopulation ranges for bears in the 
1990s and 2000s (50-98% overlap over decades), suggesting that bears generally continue 
to use the same areas of KB. 

• There were significant northward shifts in KB median latitude of polar bear locations in 
the 2000s in spring and summer, although these shifts were smaller than observed in BB. 
Variability in the range of latitudes has increased; bears in the 2000s use a broader range 
of latitudes. There has been no change during winter. 

• These distribution patterns did not change with a sensitivity analysis in which bears 
captured in eastern KB were excluded from the 2000s data, to match the distribution of 
captures in the 1990s. This suggests that our key findings for KB were not influenced by 
the distribution of capture locations. 

• BB and KB 

Overall, our findings based on satellite telemetry, movement of marked bears and genetics 
suggest that the existing boundaries of the BB and KB subpopulations continue to be 
relevant for harvest management purposes and population monitoring. 

 

2.1.  Subpopulation Delineation and Status Background 

 Cluster analyses of movement data from satellite-collared bears (Taylor et al. 2001), 

genetic analyses (e.g., Paetkau et al. 1999), and recaptures and harvest recoveries of marked 

(tagged) bears (Taylor and Lee 1995, Taylor et al. 2001) are among the methods that have been 

used to evaluate and delineate the boundaries of the Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) 

subpopulations.  For BB, genetic analyses suggest a lack of genetic differentiation of BB from 

the adjacent KB subpopulation to the north, but a significant genetic difference from polar bears 

in the Davis Strait (DS) subpopulation (Paetkau et al. 1999).  Analyses of satellite collar data and 

tag returns suggest that some interchange occurs among BB and adjacent subpopulations 
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including DS, Lancaster Sound (LS) and KB (e.g., Taylor et al. 2001).  However, for the 

purposes of management, BB is considered a distinct demographic unit, and its dynamics are 

largely driven by intrinsic rates of reproduction and mortality rather than exchange with 

neighboring subpopulations. 

 For KB, analyses of satellite collar data and tag returns suggest partial closure.  However, 

the discreteness of this subpopulation from neighbouring units has been questioned, in part due 

to the lack of genetic differentiation from surrounding subpopulations and the potential for 

immigration from these much larger subpopulations to significantly influence demographic 

processes in a source-sink dynamic (Taylor et al. 2008).  Particularly notable interchange occurs 

with BB and LS.  The North Water polynya, a large area of open water in northern Baffin Bay 

and southern Smith Sound, is a significant regional geographic feature that exhibits substantial 

intra- and inter-annual variability in spatial extent and is thought to form a barrier between KB 

and BB – LS. 

 Sea ice in BB and KB has decreased markedly during the last 3 decades (Stirling and 

Parkinson 2006, Peacock et al. 2012, Laidre et al. 2015, Chapter 4 and 9), with earlier spring 

break up and later fall formation.  The extent to which these trends in sea ice will affect the 

distribution and boundaries of these subpopulations remains uncertain and requires updated 

information.  In particular, there is a need to re-evaluate these boundaries when undertaking 

studies to estimate abundance and vital rates to ensure sampling remains consistent with the 

distribution of the biological subpopulations. 

 The delineation and status of the BB subpopulation has been documented and updated by 

the IUCN/SSC Polar Bear Specialist Group (PBSG 1995, 1998, 2002, 2006, 2010, and 

http://pbsg.npolar.no/en/index.html) and annually by the Canadian Polar Bear Technical 

http://pbsg.npolar.no/en/index.html
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Committee (unpublished).  Based on the movements of adult females with satellite radio-collars 

and the recapture or harvest of tagged animals, the BB subpopulation of polar bears is bounded 

by the North Water Polynya to the north, Greenland to the east and Baffin Island, Nunavut, 

Canada to the west (Taylor et al. 2001) (Figure 1.1).  A relatively distinct southern boundary at 

Cape Dyer, Baffin Island, and the entrance to Kangerlussuaq/ Søndre Strømfjord, Greenland, is 

evident from the movements of tagged bears (Stirling et al. 1980) and from adult female polar 

bears monitored by satellite telemetry (Taylor et al. 2001). 

 Analysis using microsatellites revealed significant genetic variation between polar bears 

in BB and neighboring DS, but not between polar bears in BB and neighboring KB (Paetkau et 

al. 1999).  However, bears from BB-KB differed genetically from polar bears in the neighboring 

LS and DS subpopulations (Paetkau et al. 1999, Peacock et al. 2015, Malenfant et al. 2016).  The 

original separation of the polar bears subpopulations into the two management units Kane Basin 

and Baffin Bay was based on studies of movement of polar bears with satellite collars in the 

1990s and the fact that the North Water Polynya in northern Baffin Bay, to a certain extent, acts 

as a barrier to movement between BB and KB (PBSG 1998, Taylor et al. 2001).  The samples 

included in the genetic study by Paetkau et al. (1999) were collected in the early 1990s.  A study 

by Peacock et al. (2015) was based on more recent samples (i.e., BB: mainly 2006-2008; DS: 

2005-2007; LS: mainly 2008), however the samples from KB were from the 1990s.  Malenfant et 

al. (2016) conducted a re-analysis and relied upon subsets of the same data in Peacock et al. 

(2015).  Hence, the KB-samples in Malenfant et al. (2016) were also not temporally congruent 

with samples from BB, LS and DS. 

 Based on the movements of KB adult females with satellite collars and the recapture or 

harvest of tagged animals, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation include the North Water 
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Polynya (to the south of KB), and Greenland and Ellesmere Island to the west, north, and east 

and the southern part of Kennedy Channel to the north (Taylor et al. 2001; Figure 1.1).   

 There have been no new scientific studies in BB or KB to update information on 

subpopulation delineation since 1997.  We used new data from genetics, satellite telemetry and 

information on the movements of bears amongst BB, KB and surrounding subpopulations as 

detected by the recapture or harvest of marked individuals to assess the current BB boundaries.  

Our objective was to use these data to support other lines of evidence relating to the delineation 

of these subpopulations. 

 

2.2.  Methods 

Genetics 

 In this study, a large recent sample of polar bear tissues was obtained from the 

subsistence catch and from scientific biopsies in BB, KB, LS and DS (2009-2014).  This was 

obtained primarily for the genetic mark-recapture as reported in Chapters 5 and 10.  Data from 

these analyses were therefore available for an updated examination of population genetics in BB 

and KB.  The majority of the samples were collected between 2011 and 2014.  Hence, in contrast 

to previous studies, the samples collected in connection with the genetic mark-recapture study 

were both more recent and also temporally congruent (Table 2.1). 

 The genetic analyses reported here used the same eight polymorphic microsatellite 

markers as in MR analyses to explore to what extent polar bears in KB, BB, LS and DS differed 

genetically (e.g., PBSG 2010).  The decision to make these analyses was made post hoc and 

genetic analyses were not a part of the original study plan (see Chapter 1).  Hence, these analyses 

were based on a platform of opportunity (i.e., the samples had been analyzed genetically and the 
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data were available), fully recognizing that more nuclear markers would result in a higher 

resolution. 

 Genetic data from a total of 1,364 individual polar bears from the BB, KB, LS and DS 

subpopulations were available for the genetic analyses.  A subset of 402 polar bears sampled 

during the winter-spring season (Nov-June) in 2012-2014 represented all four subpopulations 

under consideration.  This subset consisted of the spring biopsy samples from Kane Basin, and 

winter-spring harvest samples from BB, LS and DS.  We considered the samples to have been 

collected within a narrow time frame (i.e., “temporally congruent”) that would exclude major 

displacement of groups of polar bears among BB, KB, LS and DS during the sampling period 

(Table 2.1). 

 The population genetic analyses were conducted by Department of Bioscience (Aarhus 

University, Denmark) using standardized analytical tools and methods (ADEGENET package, 

Jombart 2008; ARLEQUIN Version 3.5.1, Excoffier and Lischer 2010; BA3-3.0.3, Wilson and 

Rannala 2003; DAPC, Jombart et al. 2010; FSTAT, Goudet 1995; GENECLASS2, Piry et al. 

2004; GENELAND, Guillot et al. 2005, Guillot 2008; STRUCTURE, Prichard et al. 2000). 

 

Satellite Telemetry Studies of Movements and Range Use 

 Polar bears were tagged in NW Greenland on the fast and pack ice between mid-March 

and mid-April 2009-2013 in Baffin Bay and mid-April to early May 2012-2013 in Kane Basin.  

Field operations were based out of coastal settlements in West Greenland or research stations on 

Ellesmere Island.  Searches for bears in BB occurred out to a maximum distance of 150 km from 

the coast.  Areas with consolidated glacier ice at the glacial terminus were also searched in both 

BB and KB.  A total of 91 individual bears were tagged with satellite transmitters in BB and 34 
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individual bears in KB.  Of these, 38 were AFs collared in BB and 20 collared AFs in KB (Table 

2.2, Figures 2.1 and 2.2).  In the 2000s, both sexes and subadults were tagged.  These data were 

combined with a historical data set of captured and tracked from both areas in the 1990s.  In BB, 

1991-1995 43 collars were deployed on AFs, with the majority deployed during the ice free 

season in fall on Baffin Island (n=11 deployed in spring in NWG, 9 of which transmitted for 

sufficient time to be included in the analyses) (Table 2.3).  In KB, 1992-1994, 12 collars were 

deployed on AFs on the west side of KB in the fjords and fast ice.  Only bears captured within 

the BB or KB subpopulation boundaries as defined by PBSG (2010) were included in the 

comparative analysis. 

 Polar bears at all sites were darted and immobilized from an Ecureuil AS350 (BB) or Bell 

206 LR (KB) helicopter and handled according to procedures described in Stirling et al. (1989).  

Standard body measurements (standard length and axillary girth) were taken and total body mass 

was estimated using the approach of Derocher and Wiig (2002).  Field estimates of age and 

reproductive status were recorded. 

 Adult female polar bears in the 2000s in both areas were fitted with TAW-4610H satellite 

radio collars (Telonics, Mesa, Arizona, USA).  Satellite collars provided information on 

geographic location, internal transmitter temperature, and activity.  Collars were programmed to 

transmit during one six-hour period each day on 4-day intervals.  In the 2000s, all adult male 

polar bears and subadults of both sexes were fitted with SPOT-5 S227 satellite radio transmitters 

(Wildlife Computers, Redmond, Washington, USA) attached to the ear similar to numbered 

plastic ear tags used in conventional studies (right ear).  The SPOT-5 transmitters weighed 32 g 

and 60 g with attachment system (Born et al. 2010).  Ear transmitters were duty cycled to extend 

battery life, with most tags transmitting on 4-day intervals and others on daily intervals.  Satellite 
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tags transmitted around noon local time each day and were programmed so that several locations 

were received per transmission day. 

Data filtering and sub-sampling – Data on locations and transmitter status from all polar 

bears were collected via the Argos Location Service Plus system (Toulouse, France).  Location 

qualities are assigned by ARGOS to each position, with location qualities of 0–3 estimated to 

have errors of 1.5 km or less and those categorized as ‘A,’ ‘B,’ or ‘Z’ have no predicted 

accuracy.  Unrealistic and poor quality locations were removed using a speed and angle filter in 

R version 2.13.2 (R Development Core Team 2012) using the package ‘argosfilter’ (Freitas et al. 

2008).  Positions exceeding a maximum between location travel velocity (10 km/h based on 

previous movement studies of polar bears, Laidre et al. 2013) and angle (measured from the 

track between three successive locations; set to the default) were removed by the filtering 

algorithm.  The resulting locations for each bear were next reduced to a single position per day to 

reduce autocorrelation bias, standardize temporal sampling, and address the effects of variable 

duty cycling among the tags.  To obtain a daily position for each tag, the first, best quality 

location within the period of peak satellite passage was selected.  Daily positions, after filtering 

and optimal daily position selection, only consisted of ARGOS qualities 1–3.  Distances between 

successive daily positions were calculated as the great circle route and used to compute 

minimum daily displacements. 

 As a result of variable experimental objectives in both subpopulations and decades, 

different duty cycles were used for tags in an effort to extend battery life or gather information 

from specific time periods.  The 1990s collars were programmed to transmit on varying and 

intermittent intervals, ranging from 1 to 6 days, while the 2000s collars were all on a 4-day cycle.  

We sub-sampled the 1990s data and created a strict 4-, 5- or 6- day interval time series for each 
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individual to best match the 2000s data.  This ensured that the impact of serial autocorrelation 

was consistent. 

 Captured polar bears were classified as independent adult male (AM), adult female (AF), 

subadult male (SM), subadult female (SF), or dependent cubs (cub of year COY, yearling YRL 

or 2-year old 2YR).  We also classified the habitat type where the bear was first located and 

captured into three categories– pack ice (open or loose ice with leads and cracks), fast ice (sea 

ice attached to land with no open water), glacier ice (consolidated glacier ice at glacier fronts), as 

well as captures on land. 

 Data were divided into seasons: Spring (March – July, which included the peak of sea-ice 

coverage and initiation of sea-ice break-up), Summer (August – October, which included the end 

of break-up and the on-land period) and Winter (November – February, which included the 

freeze-up period and time when bears went back out on the sea ice).  All denning periods were 

identified (maternity and shelter dens) (Escajeda 2016) and removed from RSF models.  RSF 

models were only conducted on AFs to enable comparison with the 1990s.  Bears with < 3 

locations were removed from analyses as this was likely due to transmitter failure immediately 

after capture.  Ages of polar bears were provisionally estimated in the field and later confirmed 

more accurately from counting of cementum growth layers of a pre-molar extracted during 

capture following methods in Calvert and Ramsay (1998).  Adult females were defined as ≥ 5 

years old and adult males as ≥ 6 years old.  Age group status as determined in the field was 

verified based on tooth analyses. 

 We assigned each polar bear location to its respective subpopulation boundary (starting 

point or origin as well as the boundary where the bear was located at each time step) based on 

the boundaries recognized by the IUCN Polar Bear Specialist Group (PBSG 2010). 
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Basis for comparison of the 1990s and 2000s BB satellite telemetry data – Polar bears 

within the subpopulation boundaries of BB are treated as belonging to a single management unit.  

The bears range over the entire Baffin Bay with the majority of bears spending the summer on 

Baffin Island during the ice-free period.  There were differences in capture locations between 

decades (Figure 2.1), and although these captures were all within the bounds of the BB 

subpopulation per PBSG (2010) they were captured in different areas and seasons. Thus we 

conducted analyses to ensure that the movement of the bears was comparable across periods.  In 

the 1990s, n=43 adult females were collared between 1991 and 1995.  Approximately 72% of 

these were captured on land on Baffin Island in fall.  In the 2000s, all n=38 adult females were 

captured on the spring fast ice and pack ice between 2009 and 2013 in West Greenland. 

 We spatially bounded the 1990s fall capture region along the coast of Baffin Island and 

examined what fraction of bears collared in the 2000s (in spring) in West Greenland used the 

same area the following fall.  We defined fall as any period between August and November.  All 

West Greenland 2000s bears were considered “independent” because they were captured in 

spring.  Some individuals that remained resident during all seasons on or close to glaciers in 

Melville Bay and bears with collars that failed to transmit for >2.5 months after spring capture 

(which occurred in mid-April) were excluded from the calculations.   

Monthly and Seasonal Kernel Density Estimates – Using a fixed kernel density approach 

(Worton 1989), we estimated the geographic areas characterized by a high probability of use by 

satellite-radio tagged AF polar bears in BB and KB.  Kernel density estimators provide a non- 

parametric probability of using a given point in space and are reliably used to define the 

utilization distribution, or home range, for marine and terrestrial wildlife (Kie et al. 2010). 
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 We calculated Gaussian bivariate normal kernel density estimates for each subpopulation 

(BB, KB, and KB West), in each decade, and for each month (n=12) and season (n=3).  Kernel 

Density Estimates (KDEs) were calculated using the "bkde2D" function in "KernSmooth" R 

package (Wand 1994, Wand et al. 1995).  The sample size of tagged AF differed between the 

1990s and 2000s (Table 2.2, Table 2.3).  To account for any potential bias in the KDEs or the 

fraction of overlap between decades due to differing numbers of AFs we randomly sampled with 

replacement from the pool of AF bears in each the two decades (1990s and 2000s) so that the 

sample sizes of collared bears were equivalent during each time period (n=38 bears in BB in both 

decades, n=12 bears in KB in both decades).  We sampled bears with replacement 1,000 times 

for each monthly and seasonal KDE and calculated the area of the 95% contour polygon 

(bounding 95% of the KDE surface volume).  We produced a mean and bootstrapped standard 

error (SE) for monthly and seasonal home ranges, calculated the fraction of overlap for each time 

period, and statistically compared time periods.  We used the ‘intersect’ tool in ArcGIS to 

identify overlapping home ranges between subpopulations.  We also estimated the proportion of 

home range overlap between the 1990s and the 2000s (Fieberg and Kochanny 2005) based on the 

bootstrapped mean.  The cell size was set to 6 km and bandwidth of 50 km (approximately 50% 

of the 4-day movement step of AFs in this study).  Cell size determines the smoothness of the 

resulting prediction, but has minimal impact on kernel density estimation relative to bandwidth 

selection.  The bandwidth controls the width of the estimated kernel thereby determining how 

much regional variation is emphasized. 

Changes in Median Latitude – We also calculated median latitude and longitude values 

for the 1990s and 2000s using pooled data from all AFs by season.  The north-south orientation 

of the BB and KB subpopulation ranges allowed for this comparison.  We compared changes in 
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median latitude and longitude across decades with t-tests at a significance level of α = 0.05.  In 

the 1990s KB, all bears were caught along eastern Ellesmere Island (i.e., western KB) whereas 

bears were captured in both western and eastern KB in the 2000s.  We performed a sensitivity 

analyses to evaluate this sampling difference with a subset of the KB bears captured in the 

2000s. This subset included only those bears captured along the coast of Ellesmere Island in 

western KB. We compared them to the sample from the 1990s to examine any bias in 

comparison across decades. 

Movements across Subpopulation Boundaries – We considered each 4 to 6 day AF bear 

trajectory as a single sample and calculated the elapsed time spent in the subpopulation region of 

origin (defined as where the bear was captured and tagged).  Specifically, we calculated the 

number of days until each polar bear left its subpopulation region of origin and plotted the time-

until-departure for each subpopulation and decade.  Bears that never left their region of origin 

still contributed follow-up time, but their observation time was censored at time of last 

transmission.  Statistical methods for censored event times were used to construct “survival” 

curves (Kaplan-Meier) to characterize the distribution of exit times from BB or KB and test for 

differences among different subpopulations/decades (log-rank test of equality) with α =0.05.  We 

considered two time scales for departure: (1) a departure from the region of origin to be any 

length of time (4 days minimum) and (2) a departure from the region of origin that was at least 

30 days long. 

 For bears that were observed to leave their subpopulation region of origin we 

summarized which subpopulation they departed to and the month of departure.  We contrasted 

departures between BB and KB and across decades.  As there were two capture seasons in the 
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1990s (spring in Melville Bay and summer on Baffin Island) we also tested whether capture 

season impacted the time until departure from the region of origin. 

 

Recaptures and Harvest Recoveries of Marked Bears 

 Bears included in this study were marked in springtime (April – May) or fall (August – 

October) during three periods; 1991-1997, 2005-2007 and 2009-2014.  From 1991 to 1997, 881 

and 141 bears were captured and physically marked with ear tags and lip tattoos as part of 

studies in BB and KB, respectively (Taylor et al. 2005, 2008).  In preparation for genetic mark-

recapture studies in BB and KB commencing 2011, tissue samples collected from these bears 

were subsequently genotyped in 2011 with two exceptions: 1) bears that were known to have 

been harvested between 1991 and 2011 and 2) bears whose known or estimated age would have 

been greater than 35 years in 2011.  In total, this dataset consisted of 650 individuals marked in 

the 1990s that would have been ≤ 35 years old and had not been harvested by the time genetic 

sampling began in 2011.  Samples for genotyping were available for 635 of the 650 individuals.  

Genotyping followed methods described elsewhere in this report (Chapter 5). 

 From 2005 to 2007, 1518 bears in DS were physically marked (and subsequently 

genotyped) as part of a mark-recapture study (Peacock et al. 2013).  From 2011 to 2013, 1111 

bears were biopsy darted along western BB (Canada) and genotyped.  From 2009 to 2013, 143 

bears were physically marked and genotyped or biopsy darted and genotyped in eastern BB 

(Greenland).  From 2012 to 2014, 129 bears were physically marked and genotyped or biopsy 

darted and genotyped in KB. 

 Recapture or harvest recovery of physically or genetically marked individuals was 

detected by two means.  Prior to 2011, when biopsy darting began, marked BB and KB 
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individuals were identifiable by ear tags and lip tattoos.  During this period, recaptures of marked 

individuals were recorded during physical capture sampling in BB, KB, and surrounding 

subpopulations.  Harvest recoveries of marked bears were detected via hunter returns of ear tags 

and / or lip tattoos as part of the on-going harvest monitoring program across all subpopulations 

in Canada and Greenland (Peacock et al. 2012).  From 2011 onwards, all marked individuals 

were genotyped and some were both physically marked and genotyped.  Recapture or harvest 

recovery of marked individuals was detected by physical marks recorded during capture 

sampling and harvest monitoring or by matching the genotypes of marked bears to samples 

collected during capture sampling, biopsy darting or harvest monitoring. 

 Although recaptures and harvest recoveries of marked bears from BB and KB have been 

previously reported (Taylor and Lee 1995, Taylor et al. 2001, Peacock et al. 2012), we 

incorporated additional data to supplement and update these analyses.  We focused on three 

areas.  To facilitate interpretation of results from the recent genetic mark-recapture studies in BB 

and KB (Chapters 5 and 10) we examined recaptures and recoveries of individuals marked 

between 2011 and 2014 to test the assumption that bears marked during these studies remained 

within their original subpopulations over the sampling period.  For bears marked in the 1990s in 

BB and KB, we examined the number and sex of individuals recovered in the harvest up to 2014 

to assess the degree of movement amongst subpopulations over the long term and to test the 

hypothesis that these movements are sex biased.  Finally, we examined 3 sequential, intensive 

mark-recapture sampling sessions in BB (1991-97 and 2011-13) and neighboring DS (2005-07), 

to assess movements across the BB-DS boundary. 

 We incorporated capture, recapture or recovery events for which the location of bears 

was recorded at time of observation using a GPS.  Sex was determined by physical examination 
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or genotyping (Chapter 5 and 11).  For bears marked between 1991 and 2008, age was 

determined based on previous capture history, known age (in the case of cubs and yearlings) or 

estimated from counts of annular rings in an extracted vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and 

Ramsay 1998).  For bears “marked” from 2009 to 2013, the age of most individuals (i.e., those 

remotely biopsied along eastern Baffin Island, in contrast to those immobilized and handled in 

NW Greenland and in Kane Basin) could not be determined since they were not physically 

handled and teeth were not available for aging.  Instead, age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, 

sub-adult [ages 2 – 4], and adult) was estimated from the air at a range of 3-7 meters above 

ground.  Age-class was later verified in some bears from previous or future captures in which an 

individual was captured and physically examined or where an individual was matched via DNA 

to membership in a known family at some past or future point.  We assessed the accuracy of this 

system for estimating the age-class and sex of polar bears using a sample of BB bears of known 

age-class (Appendix B).  For all capture-recapture analyses, recaptures of an individual within 

the same season and year of capture were excluded.  Statistical analyses were performed using 

the SPSS package (Version 24.0, IBM Corp. 2016). 

 

2.3.  Results 

Overall Study Area 

 The boundaries of the BB polar bear subpopulation (BB) encompass an area ~1 million 

km2 in Baffin Bay, covering portions of Baffin Island and all of Bylot Island (66.2°N to 73.8°N) 

in Nunavut/ Canada, as well as parts of West and Northwest Greenland (66.0°N to 77.0°N; 

Taylor et al. 2005).  BB is bounded by Greenland to the east, Baffin Island to the west, the North 

Water polynya in the north and Davis Strait to the south (Figure 1.1, Figure 2.1).  Three 
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communities in Nunavut and 37 communities in Greenland harvest bears from BB, although the 

majority of the Greenland harvest is taken between ca. 72° and 76° N.  Baffin Bay is ice-covered 

in winter but typically ice-free in summer.  During late spring and summer break-up, sea ice 

recedes from Greenland westward across Baffin Bay; the last remnants of ice typically occur off 

the coast of Baffin Island.  Most polar bears remain on the sea ice as it recedes and then come 

ashore to spend the ice-retreat period on Baffin and Bylot Islands (Taylor et al. 2005).  A small 

number of bears remain on land in northwestern Greenland throughout the ice-retreat period 

(Born 1995, Born et al. 2011, this study). 

 The KB polar bear subpopulation covers roughly 150,000 km2 and spans portions of 

Nunavut, Canada, including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (Taylor et al. 

2008).  The subpopulation ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound and adjacent 

fjords on eastern Ellesmere Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq area).  It is bounded to 

the north by the Arctic Basin subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the BB 

and LS subpopulations, and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW).  Kane Basin forms part of the 

Arctic archipelago ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); sea ice remains present in the northern range 

(i.e., Nares Strait-Kane Basin) throughout the year, largely due to the influx of polar pack ice 

from Arctic Basin, and reaches a minimum in late summer. 

 

Genetics 

 The multi-locus FST estimates were generally low, although statistically significant.  The 

FST analysis suggested a separation into three groups (1) BB-KB, (2) LS and (3) DS (L.W. 

Andersen, Institute of Bioscience, Århus University, Denmark, personal communication).  This 

subdivision is in accordance with Paetkau et al. (1999), Peacock et al. (2015) and Malenfant et 
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al. (2016).  The analyses based on the 8 markers showed that the genetic resolution was low.  

Bayesian clustering methods had difficulties identifying more closely related groups without 

using spatial information (i.e., site of sampling or harvest). 

 Using the spatial information (i.e., GPS positions of individual samples sites) 

implemented in GENELAND a group structure was indicated where adult females and males 

sampled during the winter-spring season were divided in an eastern and a western group 

corresponding to BB-KB and LS, and a northern and a southern group corresponding to BB-KB 

and DS (L.W. Andersen, Institute of Bioscience, Århus University, Denmark, personal 

communication) (Table 2.1). 

 

General Movements from Telemetry 

Baffin Bay – All but n=12 of the 43 bears collared in BB between 1991 and 1995 were 

captured on land on Baffin Island in fall.  The remaining 12 were captured on the sea ice in 

spring (n=3 off Baffin Island and n=9 in Melville Bay, West Greenland).  The 1990s collared 

bears transmitted through 1997 (Figure 2.3).  Overall in the 1990s 72% were captured in fall on 

land inside the sampled area on BI (i.e., the area in which biopsies were collected for the genetic 

MR assessment), 6% were captured on the sea ice off the Baffin Island coast, and 21% were 

captured on the sea ice in Melville Bay, West Greenland.  In the 2000s, all n=38 adult females 

(100%) were collared between 2009-2013 on the spring sea ice in West Greenland and 

transmitting through April 2015 (Figure 2.1). 

 Adult females were tracked between ~6 months and four years.  Adult male tracking 

durations were shorter (~2 months) due to ear attachments.  Telemetry data were truncated at 01 
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April 2015 so that analyses could be completed on time for reporting deadlines, therefore 

locations from collared bears beyond that date were not included here. 

 Adult females were captured and collared in West Greenland in all reproductive states 

(alone, as mating pairs, with COYs= cub of the year, yearlings, and 2-year old cubs) (Figure 2.2).  

General patterns of movements show broad coverage of the BB region during the tracking period 

in each year (Figures 2.4-2.11).  There was a series of collar failures in 2012 that resulted from 

poor release mechanisms (Figure 2.7), therefore tracking data from bears captured in that year 

had shorter durations.  There was some exchange between BB and KB.  Most bears followed the 

general pattern of moving from West Greenland to the coast of Baffin Island in the fall.  

However a new pattern was observed that was not detected in the 1990s satellite telemetry data.  

Of the 38 adult females collared in BB in the 2000s, n=7 (18.4%) remained in the glacier ice of 

Melville Bay for the entire tracking durations.  For all but one of these bears, where collar failure 

occurred early, this period was between 1 and 2 years (with some bears still transmitting from 

Melville Bay after April 2015).  Bears that remained in Melville Bay were captured in all years 

when the area was sampled (2011-2013).  No bears showed this behavior in the 1990s, and only 

one of the tracked bears made a single excursion onto the fast ice in Melville Bay (Taylor et al. 

2001 figure 3, and Figure 2.3).  Of note, this comparison may include some bias because only 

one bear was captured and given a satellite collar at glacier fronts in Melville Bay in the 1990s 

(Taylor et al. 2001 figure 1) even though the area was searched.  Unfortunately the satellite collar 

on this bear only transmitted for one day. Additionally n=2 of 38 bears captured in the 2000s 

moved back and forth between Melville Bay and KB but never visited Baffin Island.  

Furthermore, another two individuals in the 2000s moved between Melville Bay and KB, but in 

subsequent years also moved to Baffin Island. 
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Kane Basin – In the 1990s, 12 adult females were captured and collared in KB along the 

coast of Ellesmere Island (Figure 2.11).  In the 2000s, 20 adult females were captured and 

collared in spring along both Ellesmere Island and the western coast of Greenland (Figure 2.1).  

Bears captured in 2012 remained in KB subpopulation boundaries for the entire tracking period 

(through the period when collars were removed, April 2014) whereas with bears captured in 

2013 there was more variability in movements, with individuals moving into Baffin Bay and 

Jones Sound.  No bears collared in KB moved to Melville Bay though contact with two 

individuals was lost close to the West Greenland coast (Figures 2.12-2.14).  One bear collared in 

KB in 2013 moved along the northern coast of Greenland in the Arctic Basin to Severnaya 

Zemlya and then to Franz Josef Land (Figure 2.14 inset).  This individual was considered an 

outlier and excluded from further analyses.  Adult males captured and satellite tagged with ear 

tags in KB (Figure 2.15) remained in KB during their tracking periods, which were less than 30 

days. 

 

Basis for Comparison of the 1990s and 2000s BB Satellite Telemetry Data 

 The analysis examined if polar bears collared on the sea ice in spring in the 2000s (in 

West Greenland) represented the same subpopulation sampled in fall on Baffin Island (Figure 

2.1).  This was conducted to ensure the comparison of movements and habitat use between the 

two telemetry sets was valid.  Overall 92% of the bears collared in West Greenland in the 2000s 

entered the 1990s capture region on Baffin Island in fall, providing a solid basis for comparing 

the movements of polar bears captured in spring and in fall as defined by a polygon 

encompassing all the 1990s fall captures.  Bears collared in West Greenland used nearly the 

entire Baffin Island coastline in fall and were spread over the whole capture region used in the 
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1990s, with the exception of the area around Cape Dyer. These bears thus also were 

representative of the bears biopsied for the genetic MR in the 2000s. 

 

Subpopulation KDEs and Overlap of Ranges 

Baffin Bay – In BB in the 1990s, 95% kernel ranges for polar bears were similar in 

winter, spring and summer, ranging from approximately 700,000 – 900,000 km2.  In the 2000s, 

seasonal ranges were significantly smaller in all seasons, ranging from 255,000 to 729,000 km2.  

When the 1990s ranges were compared to the 2000s, there was a significant reduction in the size 

of 95% seasonal ranges in all seasons (reduction of 20% area in winter and 30% in spring), with 

the most marked reduction being a 60% decline in area of the summer range, reduced from a 

mean of 716,767 km2 (SE 57,850) to a mean of 255,992 km2 (SE 28,627), based on 1,000 

bootstrap samples standardized for sample size (Table 2.4, Figure 2.16). 

 In all months except May, the home range sizes for the 2000s were significantly smaller 

than those in the 1990s (Figure 2.17).  In some spring months 95% monthly ranges were reduced 

by 30% in late winter and spring (February, March and April) and in summer months by 50% 

(August and September), with a difference of about 325,000-375,000 km2 (Table 2.4, Figure 

2.18).  Home range sizes were calculated with and without the resident Melville Bay bears to test 

for changes in results with inclusion of resident bears.  There were minimal changes to the home 

range sizes and no differences in the significance of results with or without these residents. 

Kane Basin – Seasonally, 95% ranges in KB in the 1990s fell between 89,000 and 

203,000 km2 whereas in the 2000s 95% ranges were between 152,000 and 192,000 km2 (Table 

2.4, Figures 2.19-2.21).  In most months there was a reverse pattern to that in BB, where 95% 

range sizes in the 2000s were generally larger than those in the 1990s.  However the pattern of 
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increased range size was statistically significant only for June-September (p<0.001).  Increases in 

summer range size were detected both when including all KB 2000s bears and those collared in 

west KB only. 

 

Overlap of Ranges between Decades 

 The percent overlap quantifies the similarity in space between the home ranges across 

decades.  In BB, the overlap of 1990s and 2000s home ranges was lowest in the summer months 

(July through October), ranging from 21-34% overlap.  It was higher in spring and mid-winter, 

reaching a maximum of 61% in June, however largely was < 50% in all months.  The low 

overlap values reflected the significant contraction of the range in most months in BB when 

comparing the two decades. 

 In KB there was a higher level of overlap in ranges between decades, ranging from about 

50% in November and December to 98% in September.  In general, KB bears used similar areas 

between decades, however in 2000s these areas were larger.  When the 1990s KB bears were 

compared with the KB bears tagged in the western portion of the area (KB-West 2000s), the 

overlap was similar.  In general, bears captured and tagged in KB west did not differ from the 

full sample of KB bears in the 2000s, though those in the western portion of KB were more 

likely to move into BB. 

 

Changes in Median Latitude from Telemetry 

 We detected significant shifts north in the median subpopulation latitude in all seasons in 

BB.  In winter, the shift was nearly 5 degrees north (median 68.8 in the 1990s, median 73.5 in 

the 2000s, p<0.001), while in the spring the shift north was about 3 degrees (p<0.001) and in 
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summer < 1 degree (p<0.001) (Table 2.5, Figure 2.22).  In KB there were also significant shifts 

north in median latitude in spring and summer but they were smaller, ~ 1 to 1.5 degrees (Table 

2.5, Figure 2.23).  There was no change in median latitude in KB during winter (p=0.07).  We 

tested both all KB 2000s bears and those in KB-west and there were no differences in 

significance. 

 

Movements across Subpopulation Boundaries from Telemetry 

 We examined the trajectories and departure from regions of origin BB (n=43 AFs in 

1990s, n=38 AFs in 2000s) and KB (n=12 AFs in 1990s, n=20 AFs in 2000s) for bears tracked 

up to 700 days in duration.  Of bears captured in BB in the 1990s when departure of any length 

(minimum 4 days due to duty cycling) was considered, there was movement to two 

subpopuations: Davis Strait (n=14 bears) and Lancaster Sound (n=12 bears).  In the 2000s, bears 

moved to three subpopulations: Davis Strait (n=3), Lancaster Sound (n=3) and Kane Basin (n=5) 

(Table 2.6).  Overall polar bears in the 2000s were significantly less likely to leave BB than in 

the 1990s (p<0.001) (Table 2.7), with large reductions in the number of bears moving into Davis 

Strait and Lancaster Sound as observed in the 1990s.  For example at 100 days after capture, 

approximately 58% of bears were remaining in BB in the 1990s, whereas at the same time step in 

the 2000s, over 90% of the collared bears were still in the area.  At 300 days after capture, 

approximately 60% of the bears had departed from BB in the 1990s where at the same time step 

in the 2000s about <10% had left. Capture season in BB in the 1990s (spring vs. summer) was 

not a factor in timing of departure from BB, there was no difference in time until departure for 

the two decades (p=0.562) for either length of departure. 
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 In KB there were no significant differences in percentage of bears departing over the 

decades studied (p=0.339).  In Kane Basin, 2 AF polar bears in the 1990s moved out of the area 

(one to Arctic Basin and one to Baffin Bay) (Table 2.6), and movement in the 2000s was slightly 

higher and included departure to Lancaster Sound, but was not significantly different (p=0.351). 

 The timing of departures over the annual cycle varied significantly in BB (Figure 2.24, 

Figure 2.25).  In the 1990s, bears were significantly more likely to depart from BB to Davis 

Strait during the winter or early spring months when the area was ice covered (November and 

April).  Bears that departed to Lancaster Sound left BB in late spring and summer (June-

September) to move on to remnants of sea ice in the archipelago area (p=0.002, Fisher’s exact 

test).  This pattern was weakly present in the 2000s although sample sizes were very low. 

 The number of boundary crossings by individual bears is shown in Table 2.9.  Of the 

bears that departed from BB (crossed the BB subpopulation border) in the 1990s when 

departures of all time steps were considered, 5 of 26 did not return to BB (19%) at any point 

during the tracking period.  Of the bears that departed in the 2000s, 3 of 11 (27%) did not return 

to BB. 

 When the threshold for departure was longer (>30 days) patterns were similar.  Bears 

were significantly more likely to depart from BB in the 1990s and departures primarily occurred 

to Davis Strait and Lancaster Sound (Tables 2.10 and 2.11).  For AF departures based on the 30 

day time step, fewer bears left the subpopulations of origin (Figure 2.25).  There were similar 

differences in proportion of bears departing BB; significantly more bears departed in the 1990s 

vs. the 2000s (p=0.009).  The timing of departures was similar but sample sizes were smaller 

(Table 2.12).  Of the bears that departed from BB (crossed the BB border) in the 1990s when 

departures >30 days were considered, 56% of the 1990s BB bears did not depart from the BB 
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boundaries, where as 79% of the BB bears in the 2000s did not depart from the BB boundaries 

(Table 2.13).   

 

Recaptures and Recoveries during Genetic Mark-Recapture Studies, 2011-14 

 From 2011 to 2014, the harvest of polar bears in BB, KB and all surrounding 

subpopulations was monitored genetically by genotyping of tissue samples from harvested bears.  

Of the bears genetically marked in BB during the recent mark-recapture study, 2011-2013, 85 

individuals were recovered in the harvest, as detected by genotyping (Table 2.14).  Of these 

individuals, 84 (99%) were recovered in the BB harvest and the other bear was harvested in DS.  

For bears marked in KB from 2012-2014, no individuals were recovered in the harvest in KB or 

surrounding subpopulations.  Also during this period of harvest monitoring, an additional 12 

bears marked in the 1990s in BB and KB were recovered in the harvest.  Eleven were marked in 

BB, 1 was marked in KB.  All of these ‘old’ 1990s marks were recovered in BB. 

 Of the bears genetically marked in BB during 2011-2013, there were 207 recapture 

events during mark-recapture sampling in BB and KB from 2011 to 2014, including >1 recapture 

of some individuals (Table 2.15).  Two hundred and six (> 99%) of these recapture events 

occurred in BB and one BB mark was recaptured in KB.  For bears marked in KB during 2012-

2014, there were 29 recapture events during mark-recapture sampling in BB and KB from 2011 

to 2014.  Twenty-eight (> 96%) of these recaptures occurred in KB and one KB mark was 

recaptured in BB. 

 During this recent period of mark-recapture sampling there were 66 recapture events of 

bears marked in either BB or KB during 1991-1997.  Fifty-four of these events were of 
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individuals marked in BB.  Twelve were of KB individuals.  For the 54 ‘old’ BB marks, all were 

recaptured in BB.  Of the ‘old’ KB marks, 8 and 4 were recaptured in KB and BB, respectively. 

 For bears that were biopsied on more one occasion during the ice-free seasons in BB 

between 2011 and 2013 we examined the straight line distances between mark and recapture 

locations.  Intervals between capture and recapture were obviously constrained to a ranged from 

1-2 years.  Median distances between mark-recapture varied between age and sex classes (Figure 

2.26; Kruskal-Wallis, H = 18.62, P = 0.001).  Bears initially marked as yearlings were recaptured 

at a location farther from their initial capture site than COY and adult females.  Adult males also 

had larger mark-recapture distances than COY (Figures 2.26 and 2.27). 

 

Long-term Harvest Recoveries of BB and KB Marks 

 Of the 881 bears marked in BB from 1991 to 1997, 181 individuals were recovered in the 

harvest in Canada and Greenland between 1991 and 2014 (Table 2.16).  Eighty-three percent of 

recoveries occurred within BB.  Recoveries of marked bears outside BB tended to be male-

biased (3.29 males per female) relative to recoveries within BB (1.85 males per female), but this 

tendency was not statistically significant (Fisher’s Exact test, P = 0.483). 

 Of the 141 bears marked in KB from 1991 to 1997, 21 individuals were recovered in the 

harvest in Canada and Greenland between 1991 and 2014.  Forty-eight percent of these 

recoveries were within KB.  There was no significant sex bias in recoveries within versus outside 

KB (Fisher’s Exact test, P = 0.656). 

 

Movement of Bears between BB and DS 
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 One hundred and fifty-five bears marked in BB during 1991 – 1997 were recovered in the 

harvest up to 2005, including 11 recoveries in DS.  From 2005 to 2007, a total of 2,128 bears 

comprising 1,518 unique individuals were captured in DS.  There were 13 recapture events of 

bears previously marked in BB recaptured during this sampling in DS. 

 From 2009 to 2013, 1,253 unique individuals (1,623 capture events) were recorded in 

BB.  Sixteen (1%) of these individuals were originally marked in DS.  In sum, from a total of 

2,771 bears marked in either BB or DS during 2005 – 2013, we detected 29 instances (ca. 1%) 

where marked bears moved from one subpopulation to the other. 

 The straight line distance of these 29 inter-subpopulation movements was independent of 

the capture-recapture interval which ranged from 4 to 15 years (Table 2.15, Figure 2.28).  

Seventy percent of these individuals were originally captured and marked within 100 km of the 

boundary between BB and DS (Table 2.16, Figure 2.29).  In comparison to other bears marked in 

these subpopulations, individuals that made inter-subpopulation movements were found 

significantly closer to the boundary (χ2 = 169.48, d.f. = 11, p < 0.001).  Despite extensive 

marking of bears throughout the range of both subpopulations the recorded inter-poplation 

movements were clustered near the boundary (Figure 2.1). 

 

2.4.  Discussion 

Genetics 

 The results of the analyses of migration direction and detection of first generation 

migrants were subtle and influenced by the lack of differentiation between Baffin Bay and Kane 

Basin.  However the overall migration direction appeared to flow from Lancaster Sound and 
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Davis Strait to Baffin Bay and Kane Basin.  More markers would be needed to verify this (L.W. 

Andersen, Institute of Bioscience, Århus University, Denmark, personal communication). 

 Although the genetic resolution was low due to use of only 8 nuclear markers pre-

selected for other purposes these analyses support findings in previous studies (Paetkau et al. 

1999, Peaccok et al. 2015, Malenfant et al. 2016) that (1) Kane Basin and Baffin Bay polar bears 

are not genetically different, and that (2) polar bears from Kane Basin-Baffin Bay are genetically 

different from polar bears from Lancaster Sound and Davis Strait. 

 

Movements and Telemetry 

 BB bears home ranges have become significantly smaller, by a third to a half between the 

1990s and 2000s.  There is <50% overlap between areas used by bears in the 90s and what they 

use in the 2000s.  This is consistent even when resident bears that remained in Melville Bay 

glacier fronts were excluded (removing any possible bias in comparisons across decades).  There 

is a significant shift in median latitude northward in the 2000s for the core subpopulation range 

when compared to the 1990s.  Overall analyses also indicate that BB bears are significantly less 

likely to depart from the BB subpopulation boundaries in the 2000s than the 1990s. 

 During the fall, most bears in BB are distributed on land or on the remaining pack-ice 

along the coastline of Baffin Island and associated islands (Ferguson et al. 1998, 2001, Taylor et 

al. 2001).  Information from polar bear hunters with extensive experience from the Melville Bay 

area (Born et al. 2011) and miscellaneous observations (e.g., Taylor et al. 2001) suggest that 

some bears may also be present along the NW Greenland coast during the open-water season, in 

particular in Melville Bay. However, in this study for the first time we documented resident 

bears in Melville Bay via satellite telemetry.  These bears remained in NW Greenland year-
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round, in some cases >2 years within a series of glacier fronts.  Satellite telemetry studies of bear 

movements in the 1990s failed to demonstrate this behavior (Taylor et al. 2001) however only 

one adult female bear was collared on the fast ice in Melville Bay (at a glacier front) and the 

satellite radio only transmitted for one day (E.W. Born, pers. comm.). 

 KB bears home ranges have become overall larger, in some cases significantly so and 

twice the size in summer.  There is more overlap in home ranges for KB between the 90s and 

00s, between about 50 and 98%, probably because the subpopulation area is smaller and because 

the ice loss has not been as extreme (or bears can use more of the southernmost habitat still).  

However, a likely explanation may be that the sea ice in the Kane Basin region has become less 

consolidated (e.g., Born et al. 2011) and now resembles that of the annual sea-ice ecoregion 

(rather than the archipelago region with year-round consolidated sea ice, cf Amstrup et al. 2008).  

This shift in habitat likely forces bears to have larger-scale movements and large home ranges, 

following well with that found by Ferguson et al. (2001). There were also significant shifts north 

in median latitude in KB in spring and summer from the 90s, though the variability has increased 

in the range of latitudes used and no change during winter. 

 

Changes in Polar Bear Densities in Melville Bay, Northwest Greenland 

 Another result of the comparison between ranges and movements is the apparent 

increased use of Melville Bay, northwest Greenland by BB bears. The telemetry data collected in 

the 2000s indicate an increased use in both spring and summer (Figure 2.16) when compared to 

the 1990s (see also Figure 2.3).   Of 43 polar bears that were tracked by use of satellite telemetry 

during the 1990s remarkably few made excursions from offshore BB pack ice onto landfast ice 
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in NW Greenland (Figure 2.3, Taylor et al. 2001: Figure 3, p. 696; Born and Dietz 2009: Figure 

18, p. 82).  This is in contrast to heavy use of the area in the 2000s (Figure 2.9). 

 During the 1990s spring sampling 1992 and 1993, 55 hours of active searching was spent 

on the fast ice, glacier fronts, and active offshore pack ice between ca. 74° N and ca. 76° N in 

northwest Greenland, including offshore areas 100-150 km from the coast (i.e., ferry time 

excluded; Born unpublished data). In both years, there was little sign of bear activity on the fast 

ice in Melville Bay and along glacier fronts even though ~ 25% of the active search time was 

flown over fast ice and along glacier fronts. Only four of 36 bears were tagged in fast ice and 

glacier fronts the 1990s (Born et al. 1992, Rosing-Asvid 1993). In contrast, in 2011-2013, 85 

active search hours were concentrated in the Melville Bay area north of the settlement 

Kullorsuaq.  In each year there were signs of recent polar bear activity on the fast ice and along 

glacier fronts, including the consolidated pack ice in Melville Bay. Approximately 82% of 

captures occurred in fast ice or consolidated pack ice, and of those 25% were along glacier 

fronts.  Differences between 1992-1993 and 2011-2013 in the allocation of sampling effort and 

number of polar bears captured reflect an increased density of polar bears using landfast ice and 

glacial fronts in Melville Bay in the 2010s.  The apparent change in densities in spring time 

Melville Bay is worth noting and is consistent with information obtained from experienced polar 

bear hunters that there has been an increased occurrence of polar bears in nearshore areas in NW 

Greenland (Born et al. 2011). 

 

Recoveries from Marked Bears 

 Use of tag recoveries or recaptures is a relatively coarse means of assessing 

subpopulation closure for the purpose of mark-recapture analyses, but it can facilitate the 



Chapter 2 SWG Final report 

51 | P a g e  

inclusion of data from large numbers of individuals, relative to satellite telemetry.  The 

probability of detecting the movements of individuals between subpopulations depends on 

numerous factors, including the number of marks deployed, the intensity of sampling effort 

following marking, and the intensity of harvest.  Additionally, the detection of movement 

amongst subpopulations does not provide a means of quantifying rates of permanent emigration 

or immigration.  Nevertheless, data on recaptures and harvest recoveries of marked bears provide 

a supplemental line of evidence to support subpopulation delineations based on more detailed 

methods such as telemetry data analyses (Taylor et al. 2001) and genetics (Paetkau et al. 1999, 

Peacock et al. 2015). 

 

Short-term Movements 

 During the recent genetic mark-recapture studies in BB and KB (2011-2014), we 

documented very low levels of recapture or harvest recovery of bears outside their subpopulation 

of origin.  It should be noted that bears marked in the final year of these studies had a zero 

probability of recapture or recovery because harvest monitoring and biopsy darting were not 

extended beyond the last year of marking.  However, bears marked in the first two years of these 

studies were available for recapture or recovery, subject to rates of natural mortality.  The total 

number of bears marked in years 1 and 2 was equivalent to ~34% and ~25% of the estimated 

subpopulation size in BB and KB, respectively (Chapters 5 and 10).  Despite marking a large 

proportion of the subpopulation, instances of emigration were ≤ 1% of the recaptures and 

recoveries of BB marks.  Similarly in KB, documented cases of emigration comprised < 4% of 

recaptures.  Amongst these findings, rates of harvest recovery provide a more complete picture 

of movement amongst subpopulations because harvest was monitored genetically in BB, KB and 
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all surrounding subpopulations throughout the study period.  In contrast, capture effort only took 

place in BB and KB during the study. 

 We acknowledge that this work comprised a relatively short window of time, especially 

since harvest monitoring and biopsy darting were not extended beyond the last year of marking.  

However, our findings suggest that the existing subpopulation boundaries continue to be relevant 

for harvest management purposes and subpopulation monitoring.  Bears marked in BB or KB 

tended to remain within their respective subpopulations at least over the short term.  These units 

can be surveyed by means of mark-recapture or aerial survey with a reasonable degree of 

confidence in the assumption of closure during short-term studies. 

 

Long-Term Harvest Recoveries 

 Over the period 1979-2009, Peacock et al. (2012) found that amongst harvest recoveries 

of bears marked in BB, 82% were recovered in BB versus other subpopulations.  Using a subset 

of the same data plus newer recoveries, we obtained a similar level of recovery (83%) within BB.  

These findings imply that bears exhibit a reasonably high degree of long-term fidelity to this 

geographically defined unit, which is consistent with estimates of site fidelity derived from 

mark-recapture analyses (Chapter 5, but note that the site fidelity parameter pertains to the study 

area and not necessarily the subpopulation).  In contrast, less than half of the KB marks deployed 

in the 1990s have been recovered in the harvest in KB, although the vast majority of recoveries 

occurred during the 1990s and early 2000s.  This suggests that fidelity to KB may be lower than 

observed in BB.  However, we note that the harvest rate in KB is an order of magnitude smaller 

than surrounding subpopulations; mean annual harvests in KB and BB have been 9.3 and 163 

bears, respectively, over the period 1992-2014 (Chapter 8 in this report).  This difference in 
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sampling effort (specifically, the small sample sizes in KB) may contribute to the observed 

differences in fidelity between the subpopulations. 

 

Sex and Age Class 

 Sex and age differences in movements and distribution patterns are well documented for 

many mammal species (e.g., Mabry et al. 2013).  Until recently, studies of polar bear movements 

and the delineation of subpopulations have relied primarily on data collected from satellite 

collared adult females (e.g., Taylor et al. 2001, Amstrup et al. 2004, Parks et al. 2006, Cherry et 

al. 2013).  Even now, studies of the movements of sub-adults and adult male polar bears are 

limited by available technology.  Satellite transmitters attached to sub-adult and adult males have 

only lasted 4-5 months, limiting research to studies of seasonal movements and habitat use 

(Amstrup et al. 2001, Laidre et al. 2013).  The extent to which subpopulation boundaries as 

currently defined reflect the long-term distribution of sub-adults and male polar bears therefore 

remains uncertain.  This is an important area requiring on-going investigation because of the 

implications for defining biological populations or harvest management units that can be 

accurately monitored by methods such as mark-recapture. 

 Using data on the distance between capture and recapture locations, Taylor et al. (2001) 

found a tendency for sub-adults to exhibit longer-range movements than adults in BB and KB.  

Similar data from our study (2011-2013) suggest that mark-recapture distances were greater for 

bears initially marked as yearlings, relative to adult females and COY.  This may reflect a degree 

of dispersal amongst young bears away from their maternal (natal) range post-weaning.  This is a 

common phenomenon among mammals and is often male biased (Greenwood 1980), but sample 

sizes for yearlings in our study were insufficient to test for sex effects in mark-recapture 
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distances.  However, using measures of genetic relatedness (kin structure analysis), Zeyl et al. 

(2009) demonstrated a slight male bias in effective dispersal of polar bears.  Nevertheless, 

fidelity to natal range was relatively strong in that study, suggesting that regardless of sex, 

dispersal of offspring is unlikely to be a major factor in determining the broad scale 

(subpopulation) structure of polar bears.  With harvest recoveries, the sex ratio of marked BB 

bears harvested outside BB tended to be male biased relative to recoveries within the 

subpopulation but not significantly so.  Collectively, these findings provide some support for the 

notion that subpopulation boundaries, delineated using data on the movements of satellite 

collared adult females are relevant to polar bears of all sex and age classes as also suggested by 

Taylor et al. (2001). 

 

Movement between Baffin Bay and Davis Strait 

 The boundary between the BB and DS subpopulations is not delineated by a landmass or 

area of open water that creates an obvious barrier to the movement of polar bears.  During the 

winter and spring, this boundary is spanned by both land fast and pack ice that provides an easy 

platform for bears to move between these subpopulations (Stirling et al. 1980).  Nevertheless, 

bears in these two subpopulations have consistently shown distinct differences in studies of 

genetics (Paetkau et al. 1999, Peacock et al. 2015), movements (Taylor et al. 2001) and diet 

(Thiemann et al. 2008), suggesting that there is a real boundary between them.  This boundary is 

likely the result of ocean current patterns caused by a submarine ridge between SE Baffin Island 

and Central West Greenland and associated differences in patterns of sea-ice formation and 

break-up in Baffin Bay and Davis Strait, respectively (Taylor et al. 2001). 
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 Since 1990, there have been 3 periods of intensive mark-recapture study in BB and DS.  

These data provided an opportunity to examine movements between DS and BB.  Additionally, 

DS has likely undergone a substantial increase in abundance since the 1970s and presently has 

one of the highest densities of polar bears amongst subpopulations (Peacock et al. 2013).  

Furthermore it may be speculated that because of a higher rate of sea-ice loss in Davis Strait 

compared to Baffin Bay during the last decades (e.g., Laidre et al. 2015) an increased number of 

polar bears may have immigrated to BB from DS. We were therefore keen to examine the 

hypothesis that this apparent expansion happening concomitantly with sea-ice loss in Davis Strait 

had resulted in the movement of bears from DS to BB, thereby influencing our estimate of 

abundance for BB. 

 The intensity of marking effort (i.e., number of unique individuals marked) in these 

subpopulations was equivalent to 41% (BB 1991-97), 70% (DS 2005-07) and 44% (BB 2011-

2013) of estimated abundance at the time of marking.  Despite this extensive marking of bears 

throughout the seasonal ranges of both subpopulations we detected very few cases of movement 

between DS and BB.  Approximately 1% of bears sampled in DS were recaptures of bears 

marked in BB and vice versa.  Our results support the notion that the boundary between these 

two subpopulations remains relatively strong and does not support the hypothesis that 

subpopulation expansion and sea-ice loss in Davis Strait have resulted in a large-scale northward 

movement of DS bears into BB, at least during the period from 2005 to 2013. 

 Bears that were documented to have moved between BB and DS tended to be those 

originally captured close to the management unit boundary (< 100 km).  This clustering of inter-

subpopulation movements around the boundary does not itself demonstrate the significance of 

the boundary as a barrier to movements.  Instead it may reflect the high degree of fidelity that 
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BB and DS bears show to their seasonal on-shore range.  A similar degree of fidelity has been 

previously documented in BB (Taylor et al. 2001) and other subpopulations (Stirling et al. 2004).  

Taylor et al. (2001) examined distances between capture and recapture locations for bears 

marked in BB during the 1990s finding that 59% were recaptured within 100 km of their original 

capture location.  Amongst all BB bears marked between 2011 and 2013, 50 % (n = 166) of 

recaptures were within 100 km of initial capture location (GN unpublished data) suggesting that 

the tendency of local fidelity of BB bears has remained unchanged since the 1990s.  Strong inter-

annual fidelity to terrestrial habitat is further supported by our finding that distances between 

capture and recapture locations for bears that moved between DS and BB were independent of 

capture intervals ranging from 4 to 15 years.  Bears appear to exhibit fidelity over long periods. 

 In conclusion, using data from satellite telemetry, recapture and / or harvest recovery of 

marked bears and genetic we found no evidence to suggest a change in the delineation of the BB 

and KB subpopulations.  The boundaries of these subpopulations appear to be relevant from the 

stand point of mark-recapture or other forms of periodic survey and for harvest management 

purposes. 
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Table 2.1.  Polar bear samples (n = 1,364; sampling period: 2009-2014) from Baffin Bay (BB), 

Kane Basin (KB), Lancaster Sound (LS) and Davis Strait (DS) that were included in the 

population genetic analyses.  The total sample was subdivided according to season, age category 

and sex for the analyses.  A subset of 402 samples collected during winter and spring (2012-

2014) represented all four subpopulations. 

 BB 
 

KB 
 

LS DS N 

  
Biopsies and 

Harvest Biopsies Harvest Harvest Total 
Period of sampling 2009-2014 2012-2014 2011-2013 2012-2013   

Total Sample 1051 99 142 72 1364 

Winter-spring (WS)1 140 99 114 49 402 

Winter-spring-adults 

(WSA)2 109 78 84 37 308 

Winter-spring-subadults 

(WSS) 2 31 21 30 12 94 

Winter-spring-adults-

females (WSAF)3 54 54 15 11 134 

Winter-spring-adult-

males (WSAM) 3 55 24 69 26 174 

 
1Winter defined as: November-February and spring defined as March-June 
2A=adults and S=subadults 
3F=females and M=males  
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Table 2.2.  Sample sizes (number of individuals) polar bears captured and tagged with collars or 

ear tags in the 1990s and 2000s in BB and KB. In total 134 bears were tagged in BB and 46 bears 

were tagged in KB over two decades. 

    AF AM SF SM 2YR TOTAL 

1990s BB 43         43 

  KB 12         12 

2000s BB 38 30 4 6 13 91 

  KB 20 9   5   34 
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Table 2.3.  Breakdown of adult females (AF) collared in the 1990s and 2000s.  Total n=113 AF 

bears over both decades and subpopulations. 

    AF alone AF+AM  AF+COY AF+YRL AF+2YR Sum 

1990s BB 9   19 13 2 43 

  KB 3   5 3 1 12 

2000s BB 10 2 6 12 8 38 

  KB 5 1 7 3 4 20 
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Table 2.4.  95% mean kernel range sizes (in sq km) estimated from a bootstrap method for each of 38 bears in BB and 12 bears in KB 

by decade, month and season. The bootstrap was used to generate kernel range sizes based on equal sample sizes between decades 

(see Methods).  Data are reported with bootstrapped SE of the mean in parentheses.  Fraction of overlap is the 95% kernel probability 

area from the 1990s overlapped by the same in the 2000s. KB_West is reported only for bears tagged in western KB for direct 

comparison to the 1990s (where no bears were tagged in East KB).  Data here include all bears in BB, including the resident bears in 

Melville Bay, though we also investigated bootstrap range size values without resident bears and significance remained. 

 BB KB_All Bears KB_West 
  1990s 

mean 
(SE) 

2000s P value 
comparing 
95% area 
between 
decades 

Overlap 1990s 2000s P value 
comparing 
95% area 
between 
decades 

Overlap 2000s Overlap 
(with 
KB 

ALL 
1990s) 

January 684,409 

(60,692) 

558,957 

(56,594) <0.001 

0.40 86,556 

(6,890) 

163,892 

(27,619) 0.007 

0.77 175,730 

(23,649) 

0.77 

February 707,387 

(55,079) 

513,732 

(40,662) 0.005 

0.39 105,788 

(5,426) 

171,441 

(34,036) 0.057 

0.81 183,981 

(23,205) 

0.81 

March 852,935 

(50,240) 

580,767 

(36,287) <0.001 

0.45 136,942 

(15,859) 

205,921 

(49,119) 0.180 

0.70 232,299 

(38,259) 

0.73 

April 795,859 

(45,652) 

506,739 

(26,529) <0.001 

0.46 131,963 

(15,331) 

183,184 

(38,786) 0.219 

0.73 180,913 

(32,718) 

0.69 

May 564,658 

(37,090) 

473,825 

(35,679) 0.078 

0.58 130,730 

(19,002) 

122,598 

(15,355) 0.741 

0.68 115,925 

(14,792) 

0.69 

June 521,410 

(32,633) 

430,766 

(31,829) 0.047 

0.61 68,696 

(11,854) 

124,227 

(13,578) <0.001 

0.88 103,783 

(9,942) 

0.85 
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July 536,992 

(32,000) 

376,891 

(30,062) <0.001 

0.52 54,681 

(7,986) 

130,518 

(12,414) <0.001 

0.91 112,655 

(13,872) 

0.88 

August 596,411 

(44,692) 

216,881 

(18,958) <0.001 

0.21 68,649 

(12,391) 

119,251 

(13,419) <0.001 

0.90 106,314 

(11,694) 

0.92 

September 551,395 

(48,280) 

226,427 

(21,538) <0.001 

0.26 74,368 

(13,130) 

131,558 

(15,871) <0.001 

0.98 109,697 

(14,187) 

0.84 

October 459,230 

(43,932) 

276,198 

(29,264) <0.001 

0.34 99,855 

(15,807) 

153,820 

(25,424) 0.072 

0.91 132,177 

(23,717) 

0.75 

November 594,280 

(33,388) 

474,604 

(25,867) <0.001 

0.58 156,120 

(22,728) 

172,068 

(23,943) 0.631 

0.54 166,048 

(20,773) 

0.53 

December 702,091 

(35,173) 

524,787 

(38,123) <0.001 

0.52 150,392 

(20,855) 

143,969 

(20,739) 0.826 

0.54 137,782 

(19,024) 

0.53 

           

Winter 906,657 

(55,609) 

729,022 

(44,240) 0.012 

0.65 203,858 

(37,301) 

192,619 

(34,357) 0.826 

0.56 210,364 

(26,680) 

0.64 

Spring 837,036 

(58,976) 

585,659 

(33,379) <0.001 

0.57 137,563 

(17,600) 

177,495 

(37,516) 0.337 

0.80 189,301 

(37,470) 

0.82 

Summer 716,676 

(57,850) 

255,992 

(28,627) <0.001 

0.24 89,066 

(14,251) 

152,747 

(21,784) 0.014 

0.97 141,118 

(20,697) 

0.94 
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Table 2.5.  Box plot statistics for median latitude (and interquartile range) for each season, 

subpopulation, and decade of polar bears tracked by use of satellite telemetry in BB and KB 

during the 1990s and 2000s. See Table 2.3 for sample sizes. In the case of BB 2000s, the resident 

bears in Melville Bay glacial fronts were not included  

 Q1 Median Q2 t statistic df p value 

Winter             

BB 90s 66.90 68.88 72.13 -17.34 1683.4 p<0.001 

BB 00s 69.76 72.01 74.90    

KB 90s 77.28 78.62 79.17 -1.86 173.54 p=0.07 

KB 00s all 77.03 78.96 79.41    

Spring       

BB 90s 67.99 70.87 73.51 -18.18 1615.99 p<0.001 

BB 00s 70.88 72.90 74.48    

KB 90s 77.63 77.91 79.13 -4.06 617.76 p<0.001 

KB 00s all 77.25 79.06 79.42    

Summer       

BB 90s 67.26 70.29 72.96 -4.20 1758.07 p<0.001 

BB 00s 69.51 70.68 71.60    

KB 90s 77.77 77.89 78.50 -5.47 840.41 p<0.001 

KB 00s all 77.27 78.89 79.43    
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Table 2.6.  Movements of all polar bears (AF + AM) captured and tracked in the 1990s and 

2000s from BB and KB.  Movement to another subpopulation is enumerated if the bear departed 

for any length of time (4 days or greater). 

   

Movement to other subpopulation during tracking 

period 

Time 

period 

Subpopulation 

of origin n 

Arctic 

Basin 

Baffin 

Bay 

Davis 

Strait 

Kane 

Basin 

Lancaster 

Sound 

1990s BB 43 0 0 14 0 12 

2000s BB 91 0 0   3 5   3 

1990s KB 12 1 1   0 0   0 

2000s KB 34 2 2   0 0   3 
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Table 2.7.  Summary of observed and expected departures from region of origin (capture site) to 

any other subpopulation region in the 1990s and 2000s for AF polar bears for departures on all 

time steps.  Log rank rest of equality conducted on each subpopulation comparing decades. 

Subpopulation 

Decade n 

Observed 

departures 

Expected 

departures (O-E)^2/E (O-E)^2/V 

BB 1990s 43 26 15.7 6.72 12.1 

BB 2000s 38 11 21.3 4.96 12.1 

KB 1990s 12   2 3.29 0.509 0.871 

KB 2000s 20   6 4.71 0.356 0.871 

BB: χ2 = 12.1, df = 1, p = 0.000515 

KB: χ2 = 0.9, df = 1, p = 0.351 
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Table 2.8.  Timing of departures from Baffin Bay in the 1990s and 2000s for radio-collared adult 

female polar bears for departures of all time steps.  Data are reported as number of AF bears 

departing to another subpopulation for the 1990s (with number of AF bears in 2000s in 

parentheses). 

Month of departure 

from BB Davis Strait Lancaster Sound Kane Basin 

1 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (3) 

2 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

3 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

4 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

5 0 (0) 1 (1) 0 (0) 

6 0 (0) 2 (1) 0 (0) 

7 1 (0) 2 (0) 0 (1) 

8 0 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) 

9 0 (0) 3 (0) 0 (0) 

10 0 (0) 2 (1) 0 (0) 

11 7 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

12 4 (2) 0 (0) 0 (1) 
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Table 2.9.  Number of subpopulation boundary crossings made by individual AF bears in each 

subpopulation and decade for departures of all time steps. 

 Number of subpopulation boundary crossings by individual AFs 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

BB 90s 17 3 7 1 3 1 3 0 3 3 1 0 1 

BB 00s 27 3 4 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 

KB 90s 10 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

KB 00s 14 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
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Table 2.10.  Movements of AF polar bears captured and tracked in the 1990s and 2000s from 

BB and KB.  Movement to another subpopulation is enumerated if the bear departed for of >30 

days or more. 

   

Movement to other subpopulation during tracking 

period 

Time 

period 

Subpopulation 

of origin n 

Arctic 

Basin 

Baffin 

Bay 

Davis 

Strait 

Kane 

Basin 

Lancaster 

Sound 

1990s BB 43 0 0 14 0 12 

2000s BB 38 0 0   3 5   3 

1990s KB 12 1 1   0 0   0 

2000s KB 20 2 1   0 0   3 
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Table 2.11.  Summary of observed and expected departures from region of origin (capture site) 

to any other subpopulation region in the 1990s and 2000s for radio-collared adult female polar 

bears for departures of >30 days or more. Log rank rest of equality conduced on each 

subpopulation comparing decades. 

Subpopulation 

Decade N 

Observed 

departures 

Expected 

departures (O-E)^2/E (O-E)^2/V 

BB 1990s 43 19 12.4 3.580 6.760 

BB 2000s 38   8 14.6 3.020 6.760 

KB 1990s 12   1   2.06 0.532 0.914 

KB 2000s 29   4   2.96 0.367 0.914 

BB: χ2 = 6.8, df = 1, p = 0.009 

KB: χ2 = 0.9, df = 1, p = 0.339 
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Table 2.12.  Timing of departures from Baffin Bay in the 1990s and 2000s for radio-collared AF 

polar bears for departures of >30 days or more.  Data are reported as number of AF bears 

departing to another subpopulation for the 1990s (number of AF bears departing in 2000s in 

parentheses). 

Month of departure 

from BB Davis Strait Lancaster Sound Kane Basin 

1 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (3) 

2 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

3 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

4 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

5 0 (0) 1 (1) 0 (0) 

6 0 (0) 2 (1) 0 (0) 

7 1 (0) 2 (0) 0 (1) 

8 0 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) 

9 0 (0) 3 (0) 0 (0) 

10 0 (0) 2 (1) 0 (0) 

11 7 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

12 4 (2) 0 (0) 0 (1) 
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Table 2.13.  Number of subpopulation boundary crossings made by individual radio-collared 

adult female bears in each subpopulation and decade for departures of >30 days or more. 0 

denotes the number of bears that never cross a boundary, so n=24 bears in BB 90s never departed 

from BB.  Percentages shown as percent of total tagged bears. 

 Number of subpopulation boundary crossings by individual AFs 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

BB 90s 24 (56%) 8 (19%) 6 (14%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 

BB 00s 30 (79%) 3 (8%) 2 (5%) 0 1 (3%) 1(3%) 0 1(3%) 

KB 90s 11 (92%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 (8%) 

KB 00s 16 (80%) 1 (5%) 0 1 (5%) 1(5%) 0 1(5%) 0 
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Table 2.14.  Number and subpopulation location of harvest recoveries of bears marked 

genetically between 2011 and 2014.  Data presented as number of individuals. 

Subpopulation 

Marked 

Subpopulation Recovered1 

BB KB LS FB DS NW GB 

BB 84 0 0 0 1 0 0 

KB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 BB, Baffin Bay; KB, Kane Basin; LS, Lancaster Sound; FB, Foxe Basin; DS, Davis Strait; 

NW, Norwegian Bay; GB, Gulf of Boothia 
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Table 2.15.  Recaptures of bears marked genetically between 2011 and 2014 in BB and KB.  

Data presented as number of recapture events.  Some individuals were recaptured more than 

once. Excludes multiple recaptures of same individual within a season. Also includes COY that 

were not initially sampled but later seen as yearlings with mother and sampled. 

Subpopulation 

Marked1 

Subpopulation Recaptured 

BB KB 

BB 206   1 

KB     1 28 

1 BB, Baffin Bay; KB, Kane Basin 
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Table 2.16.  Recoveries of polar bears tagged in Baffin Bay (1990-1997) in the harvest in 

Canada and Greenland, 1990 to 2014. 

 Recovered in Harvest (1990-2014)  

Total Sex of Bear In Baffin Bay Outside Baffin Bay 

Female 53   7   60 

Male 98 23 121 
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Figure 2.1.  Distribution of capture locations of polar bears with satellite collars in BB and KB 

during the 1990s and the 2000s, respectively.  See Table 2.2 for sample sizes. Note in 1990s 

bears in BB were mainly captured on Baffin Island in fall (12 were captured on sea ice in spring; 

3 along Baffin Island and 9 in NW Greenland) whereas during the 2000s all bears were captured 

and tagged with satellite transmitters on the sea ice in NW Greenland in spring. 
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Figure 2.2.  Distribution of ages and family groups of a total of 139 individual polar bears 

captured in spring in northwest Greenland, 2009-2013. 
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Figure 2.3.  Tracklines from n=43 adult female polar bears satellite collared in the 1990s in BB. 

Note the general absence of tracks on the fast ice in West and Northwest Greenland. 
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Figure 2.4.  Tracklines from n=5 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2009 in BB. 
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Figure 2.5.  Tracklines from n=9 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2010 in BB. 
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Figure 2.6. Tracklines from n=12 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2011 in BB. 
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Figure 2.7.  Tracklines from n=11 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2012 in BB. 
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Figure 2.8.  Tracklines from n=9 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2013 in BB. 
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Figure 2.9.  Tracklines from all adult female bears (n=38) collared between 2009 and 2013 

shown together through April 2015, excluding bears where collars failed after a few days. 
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Figure 2.10.  Tracklines from n=32 adult male bears tagged with ear transmitters between 2009-

2013. 
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Figure 2.11.  Tracklines from n=12 adult female polar bears satellite collared in the 1990s in 

KB. 
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Figure 2.12.  Tracklines from n=9 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2012 in KB. 
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Figure 2.13.  Tracklines from n=11 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2013 in KB. 
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Figure 2.14.  Tracklines from n=20 adult female polar bears satellite collared in 2012 and 2013 

shown through April 2015 in KB.  Inset shows n=1 bear that moved to Russia, excluded from 

analyses. 
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Figure 2.15.  Tracklines from n=9 adult male polar bears satellite tagged with ear tags in 2012 

and 2013 in KB. 
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Figure 2.16.  95% kernel ranges for bears captured in 1990s and 2000s in BB by season (winter, spring and summer).  See Table 2.4 

for areas, overlap and tests for significance between decades. 
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Figure 2.17.  Matrix of home ranges shown by month in Baffin Bay for collared adult females in 

the 1990s and 2000s. 
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Figure 2.18.  Home range sizes between decades for adult female polar bears in BB in the 1990s 

(red, n=43) and 2000s (blue, n=38). Line represents the mean values by month and shaded area 

+/- 2 SE. Graph excludes Melville Bay resident bears. 
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Figure 2.19.  95% kernel ranges for adult female bears captured in 1990s and 2000s in KB by season (winter, spring and summer).  

See Table 2.4 for areas, overlap and test for significance between decades. 
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Figure 2.20.  Matrix of home ranges shown by month for adult female polar bears in Kane Basin 

in the 1990s and 2000s. 
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Figure 2.21.  Home range sizes between decades for adult female polar bears in KB in the 1990s 

(red, n=12) and 2000s (blue, n=20). Line represents the mean values by month and shaded area 

+/- 2 SE. 
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Figure 2.22.  Box plots shown by season of median latitude for adult female polar bears in BB in 

the 1990s (n=43) and 2000s (n=38).  Plot excludes the bears that are resident in Melville Bay 

though inclusion of these bears did not change the significance of the results. 
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Figure 2.23.  Box plots by season of median latitude for AF bears in KB in the 1990s (n=12) and 

2000s (n=20). 
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Figure 2.24.  Plot of departure timing from region of origin for BB and KB bears in the 1990s 

and 2000s where departures of any length (min 4 days) were considered. See Table 2.3 for 

sample sizes. 
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Figure 2.25.  Plot of departure timing from region of origin for BB and KB bears in the 1990s 

and 2000s where only departures 30 days or greater were considered.  See Table 2.3 for sample 

sizes.  
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Figure 2.26.  Distances (km) between mark and recapture locations of polar bears in Baffin Bay, 

2011-2013.  Adult females (AF), adult males (AM), cub-of-the-year (CO=COY), subadults (SA), 

yearlings (YR).  Median distance is represented by the black line within each box.  Box 

represents the interquartile range.  Whiskers represent maximum and minimum values.  Symbols 

denote significant differences between groups (Bonferonni correction for multiple comparisons, 

alpha = 0.05). 
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Figure 2.27.  Relationship between capture-recapture interval and straight line displacement 

distance for 29 bears that moved between Baffin Bay and Davis Strait as detected by capture and 

recapture.  Median distance is represented by the black line within each box.  Box represents the 

interquartile range.  Whiskers represent maximum and minimum values. 
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Figure 2.28.  Frequency distribution of the distance between capture location and the boundary 

of the Baffin Bay (BB) and Davis Strait (DS) polar bear subpopulations for 29 individuals that 

made inter-subpopulation movements as detected by capture and recapture (grey bars), 1991-

2013.  Distances between capture locations and the BB-DS boundary for all bears (n = 2,771) 

marked in BB and DS are also shown (black bars).  Bars represent proportion of captures 

occurring within each distance bin. 

 

 

  



Chapter 2 SWG Final report 

107 | P a g e  

Figure 2.29.  Capture and recapture locations of bears known to have made inter-subpopulation 

movements between mark-recapture sampling sessions in Baffin Bay (BB) (1990-97), Davis 

Strait (DS) (2005-07), and Baffin Bay (2009-2013).  
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CHAPTER 3 

REASSESSING THE 1990S BAFFIN BAY DATA FOR BIAS AND 

COMPATIBILITY WITH THE 2010S DATA 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• This chapter evaluates patterns in the 1990s physical MR data, including non-random and 
incomplete sampling, and the resulting potential for bias in estimates of demographic 
parameters. 

• The 1990s MR sample size was small (average 229 total captures per sampling year), 
relative to the 2010s (average 470 total biopsies per sampling year), and the number of 
recaptures in the 1990s was low. There were few dead recoveries during the period 
between MR sampling studies (1998-2010), particularly in the latter years. Small sample 
sizes make it difficult to estimate demographic parameters and assess subpopulation 
trend, limiting both the strength of inference that can be drawn from the 1990s data and 
our ability to quantify and reduce bias in estimates of demographic parameters. 

• The spatial distribution of polar bear physical captures and biopsy samples for the MR 
studies in the 1990s and 2010s was significantly different.  In the 2010s, a larger fraction 
of bears were captured inland from the coastline, and inside fjords along Baffin Island. 

• The difference in distribution of captures between sampling periods was not due to 
changes in habitat use.  Analyses of satellite telemetry data from adult females, providing 
an unbiased assessment of land use between decades, showed no differences in distance 
inland or elevation for onshore bears between the 1990s and 2010s. Thus, the difference 
in capture distributions were a function of different sampling effort, with less effort 
expended away from coastlines and inside fjords in the 1990s. 

• Consistent with the differences in sampling effort and temporary emigration between the 
1990s and 2010s, there were significant differences in the composition of the MR samples 
(e.g., the proportion of bears within each age-sex class) between these two periods. 
Specifically, adult females were under-represented in the 1990s samples.  

• The spatially-defined sampling area (km2) in Nunavut encompassed the capture and 
biopsy locations in both decades and represented a minimum area sampled. The sampling 
area in the 1990s survey was less than ½ of that sampling in the 2010s. The 2010s 
sampling area encompassed most fjords along the coast and more inland habitat. To 
evaluate potential biases associated with the smaller sampling area of the 1990s, MR 
analyses and estimated parameters were compared from two datasets: (1) all 2010s MR 
data, and (2) a geographic subset of the 2010s MR data that was comparable to the 
sampling area in the 1990s (Chapter 5). 
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• In the 1990s there was likely a high degree of temporary emigration from the sampling 
area on the Baffin Island coast because bears used sea ice offshore in Baffin Bay or in the 
archipelago in summer. Significantly less sea ice was available in the 2010s and 
temporary emigration was lower. In the 1990s, <30% of radio-collared female bears were 
inside the sampling area during the MR sampling periods, compared to 70-80% in the 
2010s. This suggests that a potentially significant proportion of bears were not available 
for capture each year during the 1990s, though sample sizes for analysis were small. 
Completely random temporary emigration from the sampling area should not result in 
biased demographic parameters. However, the degree of temporary emigration in the 
1990s appeared variable and dependent on environmental conditions; and small samples 
sizes made it difficult to rule out significant bias. 

• Additional sources of temporary emigration in the 1990s were non-random and linked to 
the reproductive cycle of females. Adult females in reproductive classes that were likely 
pregnant in fall moved farther inland on Baffin Island (e.g., to find suitable denning 
habitat), compared to non-pregnant females, which likely contributed to the under-
sampling of adult females in some years in the 1990s because of the lack of inland 
sampling. 

• There also were technical challenges with the 1990s MR data. Within the 1990s MR data 
there was uncertainty in identifying bears that were located with the aid of radio-telemetry 
vs. those located by standard search (i.e., random encounter). Original capture records 
could not be located and were inferred by comparing available information to the capture 
history files compiled for the 1990s BB demographic analysis. This uncertainty could 
result in bias, because knowing which bears were located by telemetry was important in 
the most-supported MR models for the 1990s data. 

• Relative to the 2010s data, the 1990s data were characterized by relatively small sample 
sizes, incomplete geographic sampling, a likely higher degree of temporary emigration for 
bears that remained on sea ice during the summer, and potential non-random temporary 
emigration for adult females that moved farther inland to den. These issues led to an 
increased potential for bias in estimates of survival and abundance from the 1990s data. 
As a result, demographic parameters estimated from 1990s and 2010s BB data are not 
directly comparable and there is a limited ability to evaluate subpopulation trends. 

 

3.1.  Background 

 Accurate knowledge of demographic parameters (e.g., survival, abundance) is important 

for wildlife management decisions such as determining sustainable harvest levels and evaluating 

subpopulation viability.  Mark-recapture (MR) studies are used to estimate demographic 

parameters because it is generally not feasible to monitor every individual in a subpopulation.  
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The results from MR studies can be biased by several factors, including heterogeneity in 

recapture probability (p) that is not accounted for through the choice of sampling design or 

modeling approach (Williams et al. 2002).  The magnitude of bias is generally largest for 

abundance (Pollock et al. 1990) although estimates of survival probability can have meaningful 

bias as well (Devineau et al. 2006).  Estimating accurate and unbiased demographic parameters 

for polar bears is particularly challenging.  First, sample sizes are relatively small due to 

challenging environmental and logistical conditions, and the high cost of Arctic fieldwork.  

Second, polar bears are often distributed across large landscapes at low densities.  Only a 

fraction of the study subpopulation may be accessible to researchers, and this fraction may 

change from year to year based on environmental conditions and logistical constraints.  This 

limits sample sizes, leads to difficulty in delineating subpopulation boundaries, and means that 

the effective study subpopulation may be different than the biological population of interest.  

Third, the high mobility of polar bears and inter-annual variability of their sea-ice habitat can 

lead to nonrandom movements (i.e., temporary emigration) with respect to the sampling area.  

Fourth, female bears may be less-observable or unobservable for several months when pregnant 

or associated with maternal dens, leading to an ‘unobservable state’.  Fifth, the three-year 

reproductive cycle of polar bears makes it difficult to estimate reproductive rates and their 

relationships with environmental conditions.  Finally, relatively long-term datasets are required 

because of the long life span of polar bears and high inter-annual variability in the Arctic 

environment. 

 In recent years, methodological advances have led to an increased ability to detect, 

quantify, and mitigate bias in demographic parameters from MR studies arising from the 

challenges listed above.  Advances include noninvasive genetic methods to increase sample size 
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(Lukacs and Burnham 2005); multiple sampling occasions per year under a “robust design” 

(Kendall et al. 1997); spatially-explicit models to account for heterogeneity in recapture 

probability as a function of site fidelity (Royle et al. 2014); models with “unobservable states” to 

account for temporary emigration (Schaub et al. 2004); and models that integrate data from 

multiple sources (Peñaloza et al. 2014).  Some of these methods have been employed for polar 

bears, whereas others have not been used due to lack of familiarity or practical limits on the 

types of sampling that can be conducted. 

 The MR study of the Baffin Bay subpopulation 2011-2013 incorporated noninvasive 

genetic sampling and modelled live-recapture and dead-recovery data in the same analytical 

framework.  Both of these approaches increased sample sizes and reduced susceptibility to some 

types of bias.  Nonetheless, there remained major challenges to the application of MR models to 

the Baffin Bay data, and in this chapter we evaluate sampling and biological issues that have the 

potential to introduce bias in estimates of survival and abundance.  Similar investigations of bias 

have become a standard part of MR studies for polar bears (e.g., Regehr et al. 2010), and are 

necessary to understand the strength of inference that can be drawn from MR studies.  In this 

chapter we focus on reassessing the 1990s BB data because, compared to the 2010s data, the 

1990s data had smaller sample sizes, reduced geographic coverage, and other uncertainties and 

limitations.  This assessment directly informs our ability to compare results from the 1990s and 

2010s data and evaluate trends in polar bear survival and abundance between sampling periods. 

 

Distribution of Mark-Recapture Sampling on Baffin Island 

 Prior to the 2011-2013 survey of the Baffin Bay subpopulation, MR sampling occurred 

during several periods.  Initial sampling was conducted during the 1970s (northern Baffin Island 
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and Bylot Island, near Lancaster Sound), early 1980s (east-central Baffin Island), and late 1980s 

to early 1990s (Canada and Greenland, as part of movement studies; Figure 5.2; Taylor et al. 

2005).  Early sampling efforts were generally restricted to spring-time and primarily occurred on 

landfast and nearshore pack ice.  These studies documented that an unknown but likely large 

proportion of the subpopulation was on sea ice farther offshore during the spring and therefore 

unavailable for capture.  We excluded these early data from present analyses (cf. Taylor et al. 

2005, in which these early data were included) because the early sampling occurred in a different 

season (i.e., spring) and was spatially variable and restricted.  Additionally, lack of tissue 

samples from early sampling precluded genetic identification for use in the present study. 

 In 1993 –1995 and 1997, more systematic sampling occurred during fall ice-free seasons 

(during September and October) on Baffin and Bylot islands (Figure 3.1).  There was no fall 

sampling in 1996 due to logistical and resource constraints.  These data formed the core of the 

study reported by Taylor et al. (2005) who estimated the number of polar bears in Baffin Bay at 

2,074 (95% confidence interval: 1544-2604) in 1998.  Taylor et al. (2001) indicated that a large 

majority of polar bears were onshore in summer retreat areas on Bylot and Baffin islands during 

the autumn.  Taylor et al. (2005) reported that search effort during the 1990s was uniform and 

systematic across the coastal regions, islands, and inland reaches of Baffin Island.  Consequently, 

Taylor et al. (2005) suggested that the autumn onshore sampling in 1993-1995 and 1997 

provided improved coverage of the subpopulation and more reliable abundance estimates 

compared to those derived from the 1980s BB data, which Taylor et al. (2005) suggested were 

biased low. 

 In 2011-2013 we completed a second fall-time MR sampling study (August – October) 

on the coasts of Baffin Island (Figure 3.1).  Data from West Greenland were also collected (see 
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Chapter 5, Figure 5.8).  During this study, new data on movements and spatial distribution of 

bears were also obtained via satellite telemetry in BB and KB.  This information was used to 

assess subpopulation boundaries (Chapter 2) and habitat use relative to the 1990s (Chapter 4), 

but also to improve MR study design (i.e., stratify the study site; Chapter 5) with the objectives 

of reducing heterogeneity in capture probabilities and more efficiently allocating survey effort.  

The 2011-2013 study (see Chapter 5) was largely modeled after Taylor et al. (2005) in that bears 

were targeted during the ice-free season, to obtain estimates of abundance and vital rates that 

might be comparable to Taylor et al. (2005) therefore useful for assessing trend. 

 Here we compare the spatial and temporal distribution of physical captures and biopsy 

sampling on Baffin Island for sampling 1993-1995 and 1997 vs. sampling during 2011-2013 

(referred to as the “2010s”).  The goal is to evaluate whether there were important differences in 

sampling, which could lead to different biases or different definitions of the effective study 

subpopulations (e.g., if a large group of bears was systematically missed in one study period, 

then the effective study subpopulation for that period would be smaller).  Field records (e.g., 

Global Positioning System helicopter logs, navigation maps) delineating survey effort 1993-1995 

and 1997 were unavailable.  Therefore, we plotted sighting data from Taylor et al. (2005) in a 

Geographic Information System (GIS; ArcMap 10.2, ESRI, Redlands, California, USA) to 

examine the spatial distribution of captures compared to the 2010s.  We also used historic and 

current radio telemetry data to identify whether potential differences in capture locations were 

influenced by changes in the onshore movements and habitat use of polar bears. 

Methods – Maps of physical capture and biopsy sampling locations (hereafter collectively 

referred to as “captures”) on Baffin Island suggested that captures in the 1990s were more 

limited to coastal areas, whereas captures in the 2010s included bears located farther from the 
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coast and deep inside fjords, including higher altitudes (Figure 3.1).  We examined the 

hypothesis that the discrepancy in capture locations across periods reflects differences in 

sampling effort rather than a shift in the onshore distribution of bears.  We calculated the 

distance to the nearest coastline and the distance to the smoothed outer Baffin Island coastline 

for each capture location in the 1990s and 2010s.  The smoothed coastline followed the contour 

of the true physical coastline of Baffin Island, but was smoothed across fjords with a straight 

segment orthogonal to the fjord direction.  We smoothed fjords only when the distance across the 

mouth of the fjord was < 7 km using an Azimuthal Equidistant projection (WGS84 datum).  We 

calculated the distance to both coastlines (original and smoothed) for all captures of independent 

bears (i.e., age 2 or older) that were located on mainland Baffin and Bylot islands (i.e., not on 

offshore islands) and were successfully genotyped. 

 We compared the distance-to-coast results to locations of radio-collared bears onshore 

during the 1990s and 2010s to evaluate whether differences in capture locations reflected 

differences in sampling effort or differences in the distribution of bears.  Given that recent 

analyses of movement data suggest significant changes in sea-ice habitat use and onshore timing 

(Chapter 4), we considered the possibility that bears had also changed their behavior and habitat 

use while on land.  First, we verified that the sample of 1990s bears collared in the fall on Baffin 

Island were comparable to the sample of 2010s bears collared in the spring in West Greenland, 

by assessing what fraction of spring-collared bears used the area on Baffin Island where bears 

were collared in the fall (see details in Chapter 2).  Overall, 92% of the 2010s spring-captured 

bears used the fall collaring area.  This suggests that, although radio-collaring occurred in 

different seasons and areas across the two time periods, the collared bears exhibited similar 
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movement and habitat use patterns, and therefore provided comparable data for evaluating 

onshore habitat use across time periods. 

 Using satellite telemetry data, we calculated the distance inland from the smoothed 

coastline and Digital Elevation Model (DEM) elevation (m) for all locations of collared female 

bears during summer months (August-October).  We used land covariates derived from the 22 

m2ASTER GDEM for all positions in Canada 

(http://www.jspacesystems.or.jp/ersdac/GDEM/E/4.html).  We only used adult female bears on 

Baffin Island and calculations excluded resident bears that remained year-round on the Melville 

Bay glacier ice. 

 We also examined distance to the smoothed Baffin Island coastline for adult females as a 

function of reproductive status (captured alone, as mating pairs; or with COY, yearlings, 2-year 

old cubs) to evaluate whether this factor may have influenced temporary emigration with respect 

to the sampling area (particularly the nearer-shore sampling area in the 1990s).  For this specific 

analysis (reproductive state examination) we only examined adult females in the year of collar 

deployment because their reproductive status was known at the time of capture in spring, thus 

could be assumed in fall.  We excluded bears on sea ice during August-October. 

Results – The mean distance of captures to the smoothed coastline was smaller in the 

1990s (�̅�= 5.1 km, SD = 7.2, 𝑛 = 438) compared to the 2010s (�̅�= 8.6, SD = 11.9, 𝑛 = 766, 

Mann-Whitney U test: 𝑧 = 3.4, 𝑃 < 0.001).  Detailed results are provided in Table 3.2.  

Furthermore, a greater proportion of independent bears were captured near the smoothed 

coastline during the 1990s than the 2010s (Figure 3.2).  For example, 84% of captures occurred 

within 10 km of the smoothed coastline during 1993 – 1997, compared to 72% of captures 

during 2011 – 2013.  Similarly, one independent bear was captured > 35 km from the smoothed 
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coastline during the 1990s sampling, whereas 28 independent bears were sampled > 35 km from 

the smoothed coastline during the 2010s.  The corresponding analysis using satellite telemetry 

found no significant differences in the distance of adult females from the smoothed Baffin Island 

coastline between the 1990s and 2010s; adult female bears on average in the 1990s were about a 

mean 17 km from the smoothed coast in August and September, where as in the 2000s they were 

about 13 km in those months, however standard errors were overlapping (Figure 3.4).  Also, 

there were no differences in the mean monthly elevation used by adult females on Baffin Island 

between the 1990s and 2010s (Figures 3.4 and 3.5). 

 Satellite telemetry analyses further documented differences in the inland distance of adult 

females on Baffin Island as a function of reproductive status.  Females that were most likely 

available to breed and become pregnant in spring (e.g., those captured alone, with 2 year old 

cubs, or as mating pairs in spring) were significantly farther inland in fall than adult females 

captured with COYs or yearling cubs (Table 3.2).  This was especially pronounced for adult 

females captured in mating pairs (on average 27-35 km inland). 

 In contrast to analyses based on distance to the smoothed coastline, the distance of 

captures to the true coastline (not smoothed) was consistent between sampling periods (Figure 

3.3), averaging 1.8 km (SD = 2.8) in the 1990s and 1.5 km (SD = 2.5) in the 2010s.  This 

suggests that the difference in capture locations between the two sampling periods was largely 

due to less effort spent searching and capturing bears in the inland portions of fjords in the 1990s 

compared to the 2010s.  For adult females, mean distances to the true coastline were 6.4 km (SD: 

8.0) and 10.2 km (SD: 12.6) during the 1990s and 2010s, respectively (Figures 3.2 and 3.3). 

Summary – The distribution of polar bear captures on Baffin Island differed significantly 

between sampling in the 1990s and 2010s.  Specifically, the capture data indicate an under-
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representation of bears in fjords and inland regions during the 1990s (see also Chapter 5).  

Satellite telemetry location data, which were collected from independent bears over several years 

and were not influenced by which areas were searched in any given year, did not suggest a shift 

in the onshore distribution of polar bears.  Given that no changes in adult female use of land 

habitats was detected (also see Chapter 4 terrestrial resource selection), the differences in capture 

distribution can be attributed to differences in sampling.  During the 1990s, capture effort was 

concentrated on islands, along the outer coastline, and near the mouths of fjords (Figures 3.2 and 

3.4).  During the 2010s, these areas were searched as well as the inland portions of fjords.  This 

is particularly prominent in central and northern Baffin Island, where no captures were recorded 

beyond the mouths of fjords during the 1990s.  In contrast to the southern parts of Baffin Island 

the central and northern parts have a higher and more mountainous terrain. Finally, satellite 

telemetry data also indicate that adult females in different reproductive status show a non-

random pattern of moving farther inland, likely in search of locations to construct maternal dens.  

These findings suggest a non-random probability of being a temporary emigrant as a function of 

the multi-year reproductive state.  Taken together, these findings suggest that restricted 

geographic sampling in the 1990s likely led to higher probabilities of temporary emigration from 

the sampling area during that time period, compared to the 2010s.  Furthermore, the probability 

of being a temporary emigrant appears non-random.  Variable and non-random temporary 

emigration is known to introduce bias into estimates of survival and abundance under some 

conditions (Peñaloza et al. 2014). 

 

Size of the Mark-Recapture Sampling Area on Baffin Island 
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 Following from the previous section, we calculated the sizes of the effective MR 

sampling areas on Baffin Island in the 1990s and 2010s. 

Methods – We delineated the sampling areas based on the spatial distribution of capture 

locations.  We first used ArcGIS to create 99% kernel density contour around all capture 

locations in each time period.  We then adjusted this contour on a point-by-point basis to ensure 

that the final estimated sampling area was within 1 km of the outermost capture locations.  The 

sampling area did not extend offshore, except in a few cases in the 1990s where there were 

offshore points, in which case the boundary was kept within 1 km of those points.  When capture 

locations occurred inside a fjord, it was assumed that sampling effort occurred everywhere from 

the mouth of that fjord to the capture location. 

Results – The size of the MR sampling areas differed significantly between the 1990s and 

2010s.  The estimated sampling area was ~28,700 km2 in the 1990s and ~60,200 km2 in the 

2010s.  The 2010s sampling area included most fjords along the Baffin Island coast and reached 

farther inland than the 1990s (Figures 3.6 and 3.7).  Furthermore, the 1990s sampled area was 

almost entirely contained within the 2010s sampling area (Figure 3.8).  This made it possible to 

subsample the 2010s capture data, using the restricted 1990s sampling area, for the purpose of 

evaluating the influence of the size of sampling area on estimates of abundance from the two 

time periods (see Chapter 5). 

 

Temporary Emigration Related to the Availability of Sea ice 

 Previous sections in this chapter documented a smaller onshore sampling area in the 

1990s, which likely resulted in higher and potentially non-random temporary emigration from 

the sampling area in the 1990s.  Here we evaluate temporary emigration related to the 
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availability of sea ice, which declined between the two study periods in all months of the year, 

including the summer when sampling on Baffin Island occurred.  We used satellite telemetry 

data to assess the fraction of adult females that were located in the sampling area vs. out of the 

sampling area (including on the sea ice) in the 1990s compared to the 2010s. 

Methods – For each year of sampling in the 1990s and 2010s, we used the specific date 

range when sampling occurred (Table 3.3) to calculate the proportion of independent collared 

bears located inside the sampling area, as well as the proportion of locations from each 

individual bear that were inside the sampling area.  First, we identified independent adult females 

that were wearing functional radio-collars during the sampling period.  To ensure that location 

data were independent, we did not include locations from the same sampling period on which an 

adult female was captured and fitted with a radio-collar.  For example, if a bear was captured and 

collared on October 1, 1993, locations from that individual through October 8, 1993 were not 

used (Table 3.3).  However, locations from that individual in 1994 and 1995 were considered 

independent and included in analyses.  If a bear was captured in spring of a given year, her 

location data were considered independent by fall of that year.  We considered a bear to be 

located inside the sampling area if that bear had 1 (or more) telemetry location inside the 

sampling area. 

 We evaluated average sea-ice conditions in Baffin Bay during each sampling period for 

the 1990s and 2010s to determine whether bears that were located outside of the sampling area, 

were located on sea ice.  For each sampling period, we mapped mean sea-ice concentration 

during the week that encompassed the mid-point of the sampling period, using the Passive 

Microwave data (SMMR/SSMI) sea-ice concentration dataset from the National Snow and Ice 

Data Center (see Chapter 4).  We then superimposed independent bear locations on the sea-ice 
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concentration map, and visually examined whether bears located outside of the sampled area 

were in an area with a substantial concentration of sea ice and therefore likely using the sea ice. 

Results – Table 3.3 shows the date range of MR sampling in each year.  There were a 

maximum of 13 independent adult female bears transmitting with satellite collars during the 

1990s sampling periods.  The number of individuals declined over the course of the 1990s study 

because most collars were deployed at the beginning of the study and some collars failed (Table 

3.4).  The largest number of transmitting independent bears occurred in 1993, and by 1997 there 

were none.  There were also a maximum of 13 transmitting independent bears during a given 

sampling period in the 2010s, although sample sizes remained higher through the 2010s due to 

longer collar attachment periods (Table 3.4).  We found large differences in the proportion of 

transmitting independent bears using the sampling areas between 1990s and 2010s.  In the 1990s, 

0-20% of females occurred within the sampling area during the MR sampling period (Table 3.4, 

Figure 3.9 - 3.11).  In the 2010s, 67-80% of females occurred within the sampling area during 

the MR sampling period (Table 3.4, Figure 3.12 - 3.14). 

 Sea-ice availability in Baffin Bay declined between the 1990s and 2010s.  In the 1990s, a 

substantial amount of sea ice was available in offshore central Baffin Bay; within the Canadian 

archipelago, including around Devon Island; and in Lancaster Sound and Kane Basin (Figures 

3.15-3.21).  In 1993, when the largest proportion of independent bears was offshore during the 

sample period (Figure 3.15), there was a persistent area of sea ice available in central Baffin Bay.  

In other years in the 1990s, some bears were located on the advancing sea ice forming in 

northern Baffin Bay (Figures 3.15-3.17).  In contrast, in the 2010s all bears (excluding resident 

bears in Melville Bay) were distributed on land on Baffin Island or in Kane Basin (Figures 3.18-

3.20) during the sampling periods.  There were no bears on offshore ice in the 2010s, because sea 
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ice had melted completely in central Baffin Bay by July (see Chapter 4).  The differences in sea-

ice conditions between the 1990s and 2010s can been seen clearly using juxtaposed sea-ice 

concentration maps (Figure 3.21). 

 In addition to relatively fewer adult females being present in the sampling area during the 

1990s, most bears with >1 location in the sampling area did not spend the entire sampling period 

there, but rather were passing through (Table 3.5).  In the 1990s, approximately 44% of locations 

received for bears that used the sampling area, were located inside the sampled area (see Chapter 

1 for information on location filtering and subsampling).  In the 2010s, approximately 94% of 

locations received for bears that used the sampling area, were located inside the sampled area.  

Although sample sizes were small and unevenly distributed across years, the higher probability 

of bears in the 1990s being located outside the sampling area appeared largely due to the 

presence of sea ice, whereas in the 2010s sea ice was absent and bears exhibited reduced 

summertime movement rates (see Chapter 4). 

Summary – Temporary emigration from the sampling area during the autumn sampling 

period has the potential to introduce bias into estimates of demographic parameters from this 

study.  Our analyses suggest that the proportion of adult females (and presumably other sex and 

age classes) in the sampling area was likely lower in the 1990s compared to the 2010s, for two 

reasons.  First, some bears located inland in the 1990s were not available to capture teams 

because there was apparently limited inland search effort, and in particularly bears were not 

captured in the deep inland portions of fjords.  Furthermore, the location of bears from the 

coast—and therefore the susceptibility of bears to capture—appeared related to reproductive 

status, in which case the probability of being a temporary emigrant may have been nonrandom.  

Second, a proportion of radio-collared polar bears used offshore ice in the 1990s, whereas sea ice 
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was less available in the 2010s and therefore a substantially higher proportion of bears were 

likely inside the sampling area.  Because of small sample sizes that varied across years, we were 

unable to calculate precise estimates of temporary emigration rates or to evaluate the magnitude 

and direction nonrandom patterns (e.g., Markovian dependence) in a statistically rigorous 

manner.  Nonetheless, multiple lines of evidence indicate higher temporary emigration in the 

1990s, compared to the 2010s.  The most likely effect of temporary emigration is an unknown 

but potentially meaningful negative bias in estimates of survival and abundance (Schaub et al. 

2004, Devineau et al. 2006, Peñaloza et al. 2014). 

 

Additional sampling considerations  

 Small sample sizes lead to multiple challenges into MR studies, including high variance 

in estimated parameters, small-sample bias, susceptibility to bias due to violation of modeling 

assumptions (e.g., un-modeled heterogeneity in recapture probability), and limited options for 

quantifying or mitigating bias (Williams et al. 2002).  Compared to the 2010s data, sample sizes 

in the 1990s were small and had a low proportion of recaptures (Table 3.1).  For example, the 

entire dataset for adult females (F2+ age group) included only 5 animals recaptured by standard 

search in 1995, and 14 animals recaptured by standard search in 1997 (note that numbers in 

Table 3.1 are higher, because they include “likely” recaptures and re-sightings of bears located 

by radio telemetry; see below).  Furthermore, there were relatively few dead recoveries during 

the interim period when no sampling occurred (1998-2010), particularly in the later years.  For 

example, an average of 1.3 research-marked females per year were recovered in the harvest, 

from 1998-2010.  Conceptually, it is apparent that the small number of live recaptures during 

1990s live-encounter sampling, the gap years between 1990s and 2010s sampling, and the small 
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number of dead recoveries during the gap years contain a limited amount of information and will 

lead to estimates of demographic parameters that have substantial uncertainty and low resolution 

(i.e., that few demographic parameters can be estimated, requiring the estimation of “average” 

parameters over years or groups of animals). 

 There were significant differences in the composition of the MR samples (i.e., the 

proportion of bears within each age-sex class, based on initial captures) between the 1990s and 

2010s in Baffin Bay (Table 3.1). There were more adult and sub-adult male captures in the 

1990s, whereas there were more sub-adult and adult female captures in the 2010s.  The 

proportion of total female captures in the1990s was less than the 2010s (mean annual proportion 

of age 2+ female captures : total 2+ captures, 1990s: 0.42; 2010s: 0.53; Table 3.1).  Given the 

spatial segregation of bears by sex and age-classes and reproductive states (see section 

Distribution of Mark-recapture Sampling on Baffin Island), the apparent under-representation of 

females in the 1990s samples likely reflects at least in part the coastal-focused sampling 

protocols during that period, rather than true differences in the composition of the subpopulation 

(although we cannot rule out progressive depletion of males through the 2010s due to high 

harvest). 

 

Development of an Individual Covariate to Explain Inland Habitat Use  

 Given the apparent differences in sampling effort between the 1990s and 2010s, the 

spatial segregation of bears by sex and age class, and differences in the composition of capture 

samples, we hypothesized that proximity to the coastline may explain variation in recapture 

probabilities.  We also wanted to explore whether proximity to the coastline for an individual 

bear was nonrandom across years (e.g., whether bears captured inland were more likely to be 
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recaptured inland).  We assigned capture locations to either coastal or inland categories, using a 

threshold of 2 km from true and smoothed coastlines, and compiled contingency tables for 

individuals captured in multiple sampling periods.  For individuals captured three or more times, 

we used only an individual’s first two capture events and included only those bears initially 

captured as independent animals, since the locations of cubs-of-the-year and yearlings were 

dependent on the location of their mothers. 

 Use of inland areas appeared nonrandom.  Individual polar bears initially captured inland 

from the true coastline were more likely to be recaptured inland in subsequent years (all data: χ2 

= 10.4, 𝑃 = 0.0012; 1990s only: Fisher’s exact test 𝑃 = 0.10; 2010s only: Fisher’s exact test 𝑃 = 

0.02).  Similarly, bears initially captured inland of the smoothed coastline were more likely to be 

recaptured inland (all data χ2 = 18.1, 𝑃 < 0.0001), a pattern which was driven largely by the 

2010s (Fisher’s exact test 𝑃 < 0.0001; 2010s only: Fisher’s exact test 𝑃 = 0.21; 1990s only).  As 

such, we incorporated a proximity to coastline covariate for modeling recapture probability in 

demographic analyses (see Chapter 5). 

 

Challenges with Using the 1990s Radio Telemetry Data 

 Some aspects of the 1990s radio-telemetry data were uncertain or unavailable, presenting 

challenges to the use of these data in the current analysis.  As part of a study examining 

subpopulation delineation and spatial ecology (Ferguson et al. 1997, Taylor et al. 2001), a 

sample of adult female polar bears was fitted with satellite radio-collars in Baffin Bay (from both 

Canada and Greenland) during the 1990s.  Some of these bears (n = 14) were captured on Baffin 

and Bylot Islands during autumn 1993 – 1997.  Taylor et al. (2005) report that collared bears and 

their dependent young were often relocated using VHF during the 1990s study period.  The 
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probability of locating and recapturing a bear with a collar is likely higher than the probability of 

recapturing a bear without a collar.  Therefore, a radio telemetry covariate, describing whether a 

bear was wearing a functional radio-collar that could have allowed it to be located by telemetry, 

was important for explaining variation in recapture probabilities; and all of the most-supported 

models in the 1990s included a radio telemetry covariate (Taylor et al. 2005). Taylor et al. 

(2005:209) reported that “The probability of autumn recapture was lower for females and 

yearling cubs than for adult males and sub-adults, except for radio-collared females and their 

young” which indicates that radio-collared females were recaptured using radio-location data. 

Unfortunately, the data archives did not include complete information on which bears were 

wearing functional radio-collars and located using VHF.  Furthermore, in some cases where 

records could be located, there were inconsistencies among databases and historical hard-copy 

files.  This presented a challenge to MR modeling because the live-capture data in the 1990s 

were sparse, particularly for adult females, and we anticipated that the additional records for 

bears likely recaptured using VHF would be important for explaining patterns in survival and 

recapture probability (see Taylor et al. 2005).  To address this issue, we manually reviewed 

capture histories and covariates compiled for the previous Baffin Bay analysis.  We compared 

these historical files with our available records to identify events in which a bear was likely 

located via VHF (see also Chapter 5).  Based on this, we added 7 recapture events of 5 age 2+ 

individuals previously in the dataset, and 6 capture events of 5 age 2+ individuals not previously 

included in the dataset. We believe that this protocol accurately incorporated most of the data for 

polar bears captured by VHF in the 1990s, although some uncertainty remains given that the 

original data were not available. 
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Ramifications of Issues with the 1990s Baffin Bay Data 

 It is difficult to estimate demographic parameters and detect trends in parameters, for 

long-lived animals using short time-series of live-encounter data, especially when recapture rates 

are low, environmental variation is high, and the entire study subpopulation is not exposed to 

sampling effort on each occasion (Williams et al. 2002).  The analyses described above identify 

specific challenges with 1990s Baffin Bay MR data that arise from both sampling issues and 

environmental factors.  These challenges may lead to bias in estimates of survival and 

abundance, and ambiguity in the definitions of parameters being estimated (e.g., whether a 

model is estimating apparent survival, which reflects emigration from the study subpopulation, 

or true survival). 

Survival – A statistical assessment of trends in polar bear survival between the 1990s and 

2010s is not possible due to the short duration of live-encounter sampling periods, the large gap 

between 1990s and 2010s live-encounter sampling, low recapture probabilities, low numbers of 

dead recoveries, changes in the sampling area between the 1990s and 2010s, and evidence for 

changes in polar bear movements with respect to the sampling area.  This conclusion was 

supported by computer simulations (T. Arnold, University of Minnesota, unpubl data) in 

Program MARK to generate datasets that resembled the actual Baffin Bay data but included a 

known effect (e.g., large reduction in survival), and evaluating the power of MR model to detect 

such effects (T. Arnold, University of Minnesota, unpublished data).  In the context of small and 

variable sample sizes, a primary challenge for estimating survival is the difficulty of delineating 

temporary vs. permanent emigration from the study area, and the effects of emigration on 

estimates of survival.  MR modeling was performed using Burnham models, which assume that 

emigration from the study subpopulation is permanent.  Burnham models directly estimate the 
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probability of permanent emigration (F) based on patterns in live-encounter data in conjunction 

with harvest data collected from an area that is larger than the MR sampling area.  Under the 

Burnham model, the survival parameter (S) is technically defined as true survival (i.e., does not 

include an emigration component).  However, research-marked bears that are harvested outside 

the sampling area may be temporary rather than permanent emigrants (i.e., the bears could have 

returned to the sampling area in future years, if they had not been killed), and the short duration 

of the study, small sample sizes, and likely high interannual variability in the probability of being 

a temporary emigrant (e.g., as related to sea-ice availability) make it difficult to delineate 

temporary vs. permanent emigration.  Simulations suggested that the Baffin Bay data were too 

sparse to fit Barker models, which relax the assumption that emigration is permanent, and are 

capable of estimating temporary emigration rates, including non-random temporary emigration.  

The consequence of using Burnham models either with F estimated or with F fixed = 1 (i.e., 

assuming no permanent emigration if F is estimated), is that variation across individuals and 

sampling occasions in the probability of being a temporary emigrant is not explicitly accounted 

for, and therefore exists as variation in recapture probabilities.  Heterogeneity in recapture 

probabilities has the potential to introduce bias into estimates of S (Schaub et al. 2004).  The 

directionality of bias is often negative and its magnitude tends to increase in the final years of a 

study (Devineau et al. 2006).  Furthermore, non-random patterns in temporary emigration are 

known to cause bias in estimates of survival (Kendall et al. 1997), and the availability of adult 

females for capture in the 1990s was related to their multi-year reproductive cycle.  

Interpretation of trends in survival between the 1990s and 2010s is further complicated because 

radio-telemetry data suggest changes in fidelity to the MR sampling study area between the 

epochs, and because the geographic extent of the MR study area itself changed.  We conclude 
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that estimates of survival from the current MR analysis of Baffin Bay data must be interpreted 

with caution.  Although estimates of survival provide the basis for discussion and ecological 

interpretation, they are unlikely to be directly comparable between the 1990s and 2010s, and will 

require further analysis (e.g., regarding different assumptions about movements between epochs) 

if used in matrix-type models for subpopulation projections. 

Abundance – Estimating abundance is one of the more difficult challenges in wildlife 

management (Williams et al. 2002).  Deriving accurate estimates of abundance and evaluating 

trends in abundance over time require an appropriate study design and, especially, consistent 

distribution of sampling effort in time and space.  In the current study, the difference between the 

distributions of captures in the 1990s and 2010s suggest that the sampling area on Baffin Island 

expanded substantially from the 1990s to the 2010s.  Specifically, sampling was spatially 

restricted to a portion of the subpopulation’s fall range during the 1990s, thus excluding bears 

with seasonal fidelity to inland areas.  Furthermore, an unknown but potentially significant 

portion of the Baffin Bay subpopulation may not have been exposed to sampling in the 1990s 

due to the higher presence of sea ice, which some bears used throughout the year rather than 

coming onto land.  We conclude that the abundance estimate in the 2010s, based on MR data 

from the entire sampling area, is not directly comparable to the previous 1990s abundance 

estimate.  To investigate the extent to which differences in sampling affected abundance 

estimates from the 1990s and 2010s, we used the 1990s sampling area to create a subset of the 

2010s data, and subsequently derived a 2010s abundance estimate based on this restricted subset 

of the data.  We included only those 2011 – 2013 capture events that were located within the 

estimated 1990s sampling frame and completed supplemental demographic analyses (see 

Chapter 5).  This analysis helped evaluate the potential biases associated with the more restricted 
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area of onshore sampling on Baffin Island in the 1990s.  However, it did not address the potential 

effects of polar bears using the sea ice in the 1990s.  When there is temporary emigration from 

the sampling area, estimates of abundance from Burnham models represent the 

“superpopulation” (defined as all animals with a probability of moving through the sampling 

area, even if not every animal was actually in the sampling area on every sampling occasion).  If 

temporary emigration from the sampling area is completely random, it will not introduce bias 

into estimates of abundance.  However, nonrandom temporary emigration (e.g., if some 

individuals are often or always temporary emigrants) has a similar effect on estimates of 

demographic parameters from MR models as un-modeled heterogeneity in recapture probability, 

and generally introduces negative bias into estimates of abundance (Kendall et al. 1997). 

MR model covariates – 1990s sampling bias may also impact the individual, geographic 

fidelity covariate (proximity to smoothed coastline).  Analyses did not suggest a significant 

relationship between initial and subsequent capture locations in the 1990s, but this may be due to 

sampling (e.g., not enough effort was expended inland, to identify animals with fidelity to inland 

areas).  The relationship is driven by the 2010s data.  Also, the radio telemetry covariate may be 

biased in some unknown direction due to the uncertainty as to whether the subsequent capture of 

a collared bear was facilitated by the radio tracking.  Sensitivity analyses outlined above may 

help better understand potential biases.  Given the differences between the 1990s and 2010s, 

including epoch effects for the binary ‘proximity to smoothed coastline’ is important. 
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Table 3.1.  Summary table of live captures and dead recoveries during the mark-recapture study of the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation in Nunavut, Canada, and Greenland, 1993 – 2010.  Shaded cells indicate that data were not possible due to an absence 

of marking or recapture. 

 Initial captures Live recaptures Dead recoveries 

 Females Males Females Males Females Males 

 

Coy Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ Yrl 2+ Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ 

1993 14 8 53 12 8 61     0 0 1 0 0 0 

1994 26 13 65 16 9 77 0 5 0 14 0 0 3 0 0 7 

1995 15 11 62 19 11 85 4 11 4 23 0 2 6 1 0 8 

1996            1 8  0 7 

1997 22 10 60 19 13 113  20  31 0 0 6 0 1 9 

1998            0 3  0 11 

1999             3   9 

2000             0   8 

2001             2   8 

2002             0   11 

2003             0   7 

2004             1   7 

2005             2   3 

2006             3   6 

2007             1   2 

2008             2   4 
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2009             2   0 

2010             0   1 

2011 2 23 163 1 20 148  5  5 0 0 4 0 0 20 

2012 40 30 221 35 30 192 3 41 0 54 0 0 8 0 2 14 

2013 28 15 121 16 15 90 4 48 5 55 0 1 8 1 0 20 

Totals 147 110 745 118 106 766 11 130 9 182 0 4 63 2 3 162 
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Table 3.2.  Metrics for adult females satellite collared in the 1990s (fall) and 2010s (spring) for the distance inland from the outer 

Baffin Island coast.  Distance is reported in km. 

  August September October 
Adult Female 
Accompanied 
by N 

Mean 
distance 

inland SD 
Count of 
locations 

Mean 
distance 

inland SD 
Count of 
locations 

Mean 
distance 

inland SD 
Count of 
locations 

1990s           

2YR   1       5.6 4.4 3 

AM   0          

COY 15 10.8 14.2 10 19.7 15.1 13 9.6 5.9 46 

YRL 12 6.0 5.6 3 18.0 17.8 25 8.4 5.8 41 

ALONE   5    8.8 9.4 6 13.4 11.8 8 

           

2010s           

2YR   5 13.5 9.3 25 27.0 8.3 20 16.2 13.5 11 

AM -in spring   2 27.1 10.2 9 32.6 12.0 5 35.1 9.3 4 

COY   2 5.5 4.8 3 7.5 4.3 13 3.6 4.3 11 

YRL   7 3.5 5.0 20 6.8 6.2 33 6.2 7.3 27 

ALONE   6 11.9 10.8 25 16.3 7.6 22 14.4 7.8 18 
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Table 3.3.  Time periods when the BB fall sampling period occurred in each decade.  These 

dates were used to asses if independent bears were in or out of the sampled area. 

Year of sampling Start End 

1993 23 August 8 October 

1994 7 September 19 October 

1995 17 September 19 October 

1996 n/a n/a 

1997 21 September 29 October 

2011 4 September 14 October 

2012 26 August 29 September 

2013 20 August 11 October 
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Table 3.4.  The overall fraction of independent collared adult female (AF) bears found in the 

sampling range by year. 

Year of 

sampling 

n 

independent 

collared bears 

n independent AF bears in the 

sampled area (minimum of 

n=1 location during date 

range) 

% independent AF bears 

in the sampled area for 

each decade 

    1993 13   3 23 

1994   5   1 20 

1995   1   0   0 

1997   0 

  2011 12   8 67 

2012 13 11 85 

2013   6   4 67 
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Table 3.5.  Independent BB adult female bears with satellite collars transmitting during the MR sample periods. Bears listed are only 

those that used the sampled area on Baffin Island for each decade. The fraction of locations inside the sampled area is shown for each 

bear. 

YEAR + 
capture 
season 

ID (PTT + 
Year) 

Start 
Date 

End 
Date 

n independent 
bears during 

this year 

n independent 
bears in the 

sampled area 

Fraction of total 
locations inside 

sampled area during 
the sampling dates 

Proportion of 
locations 

1993 

 

23-Aug 8-Oct 13 3 

  fall 199111062 27-Aug 16-Sep 

  

1/4 0.25 

spring 19922718 24-Aug 7-Oct 

  

1/8 0.13 

fall 19922700 25-Aug 25-Aug 

  

1/1 1.00 

        1994 

 

7-Sep 19-Oct 5 1 

  spring 19922701 8-Sep 6-Oct 

  

2/6 0.33 

        
        2011 

 

4-Sep 14-Oct 12 8 

  spring 201068010 6-Sep 8-Oct 

  

8/9 0.89 

spring 2011105814 24-Sep 10-Oct 

  

4/4 1.00 

spring 201074768 6-Sep 12-Oct 

  

8/8 1.00 

spring 2011105809 6-Oct 6-Oct 

  

1/1 1.00 

spring 200974767 6-Sep 12-Oct 

  

10/10 1.00 

spring 2011105817 4-Sep 14-Oct 

  

10/10 1.00 

spring 2011105816 4-Sep 14-Oct 

  

5/5 1.00 
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spring 200968005 6-Sep 12-Oct 

  

10/10 1.00 

2012 

 

26-Aug 29-Sep 13 11 

  spring 201074774 29-Aug 26-Sep 

  

6/7 0.86 

spring 2012105829 29-Aug 26-Sep 

  

5/7 0.71 

spring 201068010 12-Sep 24-Sep 

  

2/3 0.67 

spring 2011105814 29-Aug 26-Sep 

  

5/7 0.71 

spring 201074768 27-Aug 28-Sep 

  

7/8 0.88 

spring 2011105808 29-Aug 26-Sep 

  

7/8 0.88 

spring  2011105809 6-Sep 6-Sep 

  

1/1 1.00 

spring 200974767 27-Aug 28-Sep 

  

1/9 1.90 

spring 200974771 29-Aug 26-Sep 

  

8/8 1.00 

spring 2011105813 29-Aug 22-Sep 

  

2/6 0.33 

spring 200968005 27-Aug 27-Aug 

  

1/1 1.00 

2013 

 

20-Aug 11-Oct 6 4 

  spring 2013105818 20-Aug 11-Oct 

  

12/12 1.00 

spring 2013128265 20-Aug 11-Oct 

  

14/14 1.00 
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Figure 3.1.  Locations of polar bears sampled in Baffin Bay during the 1990s (August – October, 

1993 – 1995, 1997, red) and 2010s (August – October, 2011 – 2013, blue).  Sampling in 

Greenland in the 2010s occurred near Melville Bay but is not shown.  Note the absence of 

captures in fjords on Baffin Island during the 1990s in the inset. 
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Figure 3.2.  Distances independent bears were captured from the smoothed coastlines of Baffin 

and Bylot Islands during fall-time sampling in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 1993 – 1997 and 

2011 – 2013. 
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Figure 3.3.  Distances independent bears were captured from the true coastlines of Baffin and 

Bylot Islands during fall-time sampling in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 1993 – 1997 and 2011 

– 2013. 
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Figure 3.4.  Distance to smoothed Baffin Island coastline shown in all summer months using 

satellite telemetry data from adult females in the 1990s (red) and 2010s (blue) located on Baffin 

Island.  Shaded regions represent 2 SE from the mean.  Numbers above represent numbers of 

telemetry locations for each month.  There was no difference in distance inland (or distance to 

the outer Baffin Island coast) between decades. 
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Figure 3.5.  Elevation of adult female polar bears on Baffin Island shown in all summer months 

using satellite telemetry data from the 1990s (red) and 2010s (blue).  Shaded regions represent 2 

SE from the mean.  Numbers above represent numbers of telemetry locations for each month.  

There was no difference in elevations used by polar bears across months between decades. 
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Figure 3.6.  The delineation of the sampled area shown with a red outline for the 1990s with 

capture locations collected during the MR sampling.  
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Figure 3.7.  The delineation of the sampled area shown with a red outline for the 2010s with 

biopsy locations collected during the MR sampling (2011-2013). 
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Figure 3.8.  Geographic sampling ranges for the MR in the 1990s and 2010s.  
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Figure 3.9.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 1993 sampling period dates (See Table 3.3).  The 1990s sampled area for 

the MR study is shown in the red outline. Bears in central BB are on sea ice (Figure 3.15). 
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Figure 3.10.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 1994 sampling period dates (See Table 3.3).  The 1990s sampled area for 

the MR study is shown in the red outline. 

  



Chapter 3    

149 | P a g e  

Figure 3.11.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 1995 sampling period dates (See Table 3.3).  The 1990s sampled area for 

the MR study is shown in the red outline. 
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Figure 3.12.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 2011 sampling period dates (See Table 3.3).  The 2010s sampled area for 

the MR study is shown in the blue outline. 
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Figure 3.13.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 2012 sampling period dates (See Table 3.3).  The 2010s sampled area for 

the MR study is shown in the blue outline. 
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Figure 3.14.  All telemetry locations from independent adult female bears with satellite collars 

transmitting during the 2013 sampling dates (See Table 3.3).  The 2010s sampled area for the 

MR study is shown in the blue outline. 
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Figure 3.15.  Distribution of weekly mean sea-ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point 

of the sampling period in 1993 (August week 4).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  Locations 

of independent AF bears during the 1993 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.16.  Distribution of weekly mean sea ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point of 

the sampling period in 1994 (October week 1).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  Locations of 

independent AF bears during the 1994 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.17.  Distribution of weekly mean sea-ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point 

of the sampling period in 1995 (October week 2).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  Locations 

of independent AF bears during the 1995 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.18.  Distribution of weekly mean sea-ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point 

of the sampling period in 2011 (September week 3).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  

Locations of independent AF bears during the 2011 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.19.  Distribution of weekly mean sea-ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point 

of the sampling period in 2012 (September week 2).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  

Locations of independent AF bears during the 2012 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.20.  Distribution of weekly mean sea-ice concentrations (SSMI) during the mid-point 

of the sampling period in 2013 (September week 3).  Sea ice is shown in 25 km2 pixels.  

Locations of independent AF bears during the 2013 sampling period are shown. 
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Figure 3.21.  Distribution of sea-ice conditions (SSMI) during 1990s MR (top left to right 1993, 

1994 and 1997) and 2010s MR (bottom left to right 2011, 2012, and 2013).  Independent bears 

transmitting during the sampling are shown for reference.  Note sampling occurred in 1997 but 

there were no independent collared bears for assessment of presence in the sampling area. 
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CHAPTER 4 

HABITAT AND HABITAT USE IN BAFFIN BAY 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Sea-ice habitat in BB has significantly declined over the period of satellite observations, 
especially since the mid-1990s. The length of summer (number of days from sea-ice 
retreat in spring to sea-ice advance in fall) is increasing by 12 days/decade. The mean sea-
ice concentration during June-October is decreasing by 4 percent/decade. The general 
pattern of melt has not changed but occurs about 3-4 weeks earlier than in 1990s. 

• Four-day movement rates of adult female polar bears have significantly declined during 
summer (August-October) in the 2000s due to disappearance of offshore and archipelago 
summertime sea ice. Bears are significantly less likely to move from land onto sea ice in 
summer in the 2000s. 

• Bears use significantly lower sea-ice concentrations in winter and spring in the 2000s than 
the 1990s. Bears had stronger preferences to be closer to the 300 m depth contour (on 
shelf waters and near land) in the 2000s.  Sea-ice concentration alone did not determine 
preferred habitat, adult females selected for lower sea-ice concentrations if it allowed 
them access to continental shelf waters (<300 m). 

• Adult female bears were significantly closer to land in all months in the 2000s except at 
the end of breakup (June-July), when they remained on offshore sea ice as long as 
possible to maximize feeding. 

• Potential long-distance swimming events were identified, defined as events in the summer 
during which bears traveled >100 km from offshore sea ice, to Baffin Island, through 
areas with <10% sea-ice concentration, and with a concurrent period of reduced or absent 
collar transmissions (i.e., because collars generally do not transmit when bears are in 
water). These events were observed in both decades, but the frequency increased in the 
2000s, particularly in 2011. 

• Bears spend significantly more time on land on Baffin Island; arrival dates on Baffin 
Island in summer were one month earlier in 2000s.  The amount of time bears spend on 
land has increased by 20-30 days since the 1990s.  Bears in the 2000s no longer arrive on 
Devon or Ellesmere Islands but only on Baffin Island (some also remain in Melville Bay 
Greenland). 

• Entry dates into maternity dens were >1 month later in the 2000s. Exit dates from 
maternity dens did not change. Overall there was a significantly shorter maternity den 
duration in the 2000s. 
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• The first date of arrival on land by pregnant females was significantly earlier in the 2000s 
than the 1990s and bears spend more time onshore before entering maternity dens. 

• Maternity dens in the 2000s occured at higher elevations and steeper slopes than 
maternity dens in the 1990s, likely due to reduced snow cover. 

 

4.1.  Introduction 

 Information on habitat can be used to facilitate subpopulation status assessment and 

harvest recommendations in the context of changes that are occurring in both available habitat 

and habitat use by polar bears.  Habitat analyses can be used to evaluate polar bear distribution 

with respect to environmental variables, particularly ice conditions, topography and food 

availability or distribution (e.g., Ferguson et al. 1999. Durner et al. 2009, Wilson et al. 2014) and 

to inform subpopulation status relative to changes in environmental carrying capacity (Regehr et 

al. 2015).  Using habitat information to identify key areas of use, or areas that will be critical in 

the future, is also important for conservation.  Finally habitat studies can also be used to provide 

important context for interpreting both point estimates and trends in vital rates or MR results, 

which often have considerable bias and uncertainty.  Large changes in sea-ice habitat for polar 

bears have occurred across all 19 subpopulations (Stern and Laidre, in review), particularly BB 

which occurs in the seasonal sea-ice ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008). 

 We assessed changes in sea-ice habitat for the BB subpopulation and used satellite 

telemetry data collected over two decades to assess changes in movement rates of bears, sea-ice 

habitat use, terrestrial habitat use, arrival and departure dates on/off land, and maternity denning.  

The results of this work provide important context for the MR results and add perspective on 

how environmental changes may explain observed results.  They also provide scientific 

information which can potentially be used for comparison to observations from LEK studies, 
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including observations of increased densities of polar bears on land or closer to shore (and 

communities). 

4.2.  Methods 

Sea ice Analysis 

 Methods are described in detail in Stern and Laidre (in review), however, are briefly 

reviewed here.  We used daily satellite data of sea ice for the period 1979-2014 from the 

National Snow and Ice Data Center in Boulder, CO (Cavalieri et al. 1996, updated yearly) to 

examine seasonal patterns of sea ice and how they are changing over time.  These products are 

designed to provide a consistent time series of sea-ice concentration (the fraction, or percentage, 

of ocean area covered by sea ice) spanning the coverage of several passive microwave 

instruments.  The gridded data have a cell size of 25 × 25 km.  We used ETOPO1 for 

bathymetry, a 1 arc-minute global relief model of Earth’s surface that integrates land topography 

and ocean bathymetry, built from numerous global and regional data sets (Amante and Eakins 

2009).  We averaged the ETOPO1 data over each 25-km grid cell to get the mean ocean depth 

for the cell, which we used to distinguish the continental shelf (less than 300 meters depth) from 

the deeper ocean.  Baffin Bay consists of 1042 grid cells (656 × 103 km2); 28% have mean depth 

< 300 m, 72% have mean depth > 300 m.  The shallow regions are located along the east coast of 

Baffin Island and the west coast of Greenland. 

 From the sea-ice concentration data, we calculated the daily area of sea ice for three sets 

of grid cells in Baffin Bay: (1) all ocean depths, (2) shallow depths only (< 300 m), and (3) 

shallow depths (< 300 m) along the coast of Baffin Island only.  Figure 4.1 shows the seasonal 

cycle of sea ice area in Baffin Bay (all depths).  We calculated the March average sea-ice area 

and the September average sea-ice area over all years (1979-2014), and defined a threshold (T) 
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to be halfway between the two averages.  We then found the date each spring when the sea-ice 

area dropped below T on its way to the summer minimum, and the date each fall when the sea-

ice area rose above T on its way to the winter maximum.  We call these the dates of sea-ice 

retreat and advance, respectively.  These dates were calculated for each year (1979-2014) for the 

three regions (all depths, shallow depths only, and shallow depths along Baffin Island only). 

 In addition to the dates of sea-ice retreat and advance, we calculated the number of days 

from retreat to advance (also called length of summer), and the mean sea-ice concentration 

during June through October.  Finally, we calculated the number of ice-covered days per year at 

every grid cell in Baffin Bay.  This is the number of days per year that the sea-ice concentration 

exceeds 15%.   

 

Sea-ice Habitat Use and Resource Selection Models 

 Polar bears were tagged in Northwest Greenland on the fast and pack ice between mid-

March and mid-April 2009-2013 in Baffin Bay as described in Chapter 2.  A total of 91 bears 

were tagged with satellite transmitters in BB. Of these, 38 were AFs collared in BB.  These data 

were combined with a historical data set of AFs captured and tracked in the 1990s.  In BB, 1991-

1995 43 collars were deployed on AFs, with the majority deployed during the ice free season in 

fall on Baffin Island (n=11 deployed in spring in NWG, of these n=9 transmitted long enough to 

be included in the analyses).  Only bears captured within the BB subpopulation boundaries were 

included in the comparative analysis, as defined by PBSG (2010). 

Data filtering and sub-sampling – Methods on data filtering and sub-sampling are 

described in Chapter 2.  Data were divided into seasons included Spring (March – July, which 

included the peak of sea-ice coverage and initiation of sea-ice break-up), Summer (August – 
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October, which included the end of break-up and the on-land period) and Winter (November – 

February, which included the freeze-up period and time when bears went back out on the sea 

ice).  Adult females were defined as ≥ 5 years old and adult males as ≥ 6 years old.  Age group 

status as determined in the field was verified based on tooth analyses (Table 4.1). 

Movement rates – We examined daily (4- or 5-day) movement rates for AFs in each 

subpopulation by decade and month.  For the RSF, we used the mean monthly movement rate + 

2SD for the radius of potential habitat selection at each time step, following the approach used 

by Durner et al. (2009) and Laidre et al. (2015).  We used monthly values that were specific to 

each decade.  We used a spatial distance limit of 400 km (or roughly 12 days) as the maximum 

step length possible in the data.  Any gaps longer than that were skipped. 

Habitat covariates for RSF – In the comparative analysis between polar bears tracked in 

the 1990s and 2000s daily sea-ice concentration values were used from satellite passive 

microwave data (SSM/I) from Nimbus-7 SMMR and DMSP SSM/I-SSMIS Passive Microwave 

Data (Cavalieri et al. 1996) available from the National Snow and Ice Data Center (NSIDC) in 

Boulder, Colorado, USA.  Sea-ice concentrations were provided in a polar stereographic 

projection with a nominal grid cell size of 25 × 25 km.  Temporal coverage was every other day 

from 26 October 1978 through 9 July 1987, and daily through 01 April 2015.  Sea-ice habitat 

was defined around each polar bear location at two spatial scales: the sea-ice concentration pixel 

value where the bear was located and the mean sea-ice concentration within a region consisting 

of the 3 × 3 block of pixels centered at the bear location (nominal area 5,625 km2) with the 

corners removed in order to approximate a circle.  All denning periods were identified (maternity 

and shelter dens) (Escajeda 2016) and removed from resource selection (RSF) models.  RSF 
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models were only conducted on AFs to enable comparison with the 1990s.  Bears with a low n 

(less than 3 locations) were removed from the analysis. 

 We also calculated the distance from each polar bear location to the sea-ice edge (defined 

with two concentration thresholds) and the distance from each polar bear location to the 

mainland Baffin Island coastline.  The sea-ice edge covariate estimated the distance (in km) from 

the bear's location to the center of the nearest pixel with either 15% or 50% sea-ice 

concentration.  We used the 15% sea-ice concentration as a delimiter between sea ice and open 

water.  We used the 50% sea-ice concentration as a delimiter between suitable polar bear habitat 

and breakup conditions (see Stirling and Parkinson 2006).  Distances were determined by great 

circle calculations based on latitude and longitude and therefore were not subject to pixel size. 

 We included variables about bathymetry in the models.  We used IBCAO 3.0 (500 m2) to 

estimate the depth value (m) at the bear location and to determine if the bear was in categorical 

depth categories (shelf: 0 - <300 m, intermediate: 300 - 1000 m, and basin: >1000).  We also 

calculated the distance of the bear to the shelf break (where the shelf break was considered to be 

> 300 m).  In 931 cases (out of 500,000) at the southern extent of the range offshore in Davis 

Strait, there were no values in the IBCAO grid south of 60oN.  For these values we used the 

ETOPO-5 grid (1 km2) to retrieve depth information.  Finally we included a variable that 

quantified if bears moved from sea-ice in winter or spring to land. 

 Buffers were created around each polar bear location that were representative of available 

habitat bears could select on a 4-day (or occasionally 5 or 6-day) interval depending on satellite 

collar duty cycle (cycling of transmissions for battery longevity).  The radius of the buffer was 

based on mean monthly movement rates for bears grouped into decades +2 SD (1990s and 

2000s).  Fifty random locations in each buffer were sampled for each time step and represented 
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candidate locations not selected by the bear at each given movement step (i.e., pseudo-absence 

locations).  This control data set was considered to represent local habitat availability.  All 

pseudo-absence locations were linked to the same habitat variables listed above using ArcGIS 

(ArcGIS 10.1, ESRI, Redlands, CA, USA).  A maximum time gap of 12 days or 400 km distance 

was selected between locations to minimize the size of the buffer. 

RSF sea-ice models – Univariate habitat utilization was quantified and contrasted for 

each habitat covariate (e.g, only pixels where the bear was present) in the 1990s and 2000s.  

Multivariate conditional logistic RSF models were built for each season and decade.  We 

selected variables for multivariate analyses a priori based on biological hypotheses.  We did not 

include variables in the same model that were biologically redundant (continuous depth vs. 

distance to 300 m shelf) or highly correlated (e.g., distance to 15% and 50% sea-ice 

concentration).  Models were fit to each decade and one combined model using both decades was 

fit to facilitate testing for differences in effects across decades through the use of a covariate by 

decade interaction.  We used conditional logistic regression with matched location/pseudo-

absence sets (CLOGIT function from SURVIVAL package) (R Development Core Team 2013; 

Therneau 2015) to model the strength of preference for habitat parameters in the 1990s and 

2000s. 

 

Terrestrial Habitat Use and Selection 

Terrestrial RSF – For collared polar bears on land in summer, RSF models included land 

covariates derived from two Digital Elevation Models (DEMs): the ASTER GDEM for all 

positions in Canada (http://www.jspacesystems.or.jp/ersdac/GDEM/E/4.html, 22 m2) and the 

GIMP for all positions in West Greenland (http://bpcrc.osu.edu/gdg/data/gimpdem).  The 
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ASTER DEM, which was used for the majority of telemetry locations, consisted of a mosaic of 

tiles from the Advanced Spaceborne Thermal Emission and Reflection Radiometer Global 

Digital Elevation Model (ASTER GDEM; Version 2), a product of Japan’s Ministry of 

Economy, Trade, and Industry (METI) and the United States National Aeronautics and Space 

Administration (NASA).  The ASTER GDEM had an overall horizontal resolution of ~17 m at 

the 95% confidence interval with a vertical resolution of 75 m.  The DEM was produced at a 

22.625 x 22.625 m resolution with elevations positioned in the WGS 1984 datum and projected 

in a North Pole Stereographic projection with a central meridian of -55°W. 

 At all bear locations we extracted the value of elevation (m), slope (calculated as % rise) 

and aspect (calculated as 0-360 degrees) at the bear location using the DEM at the highest 

resolution.  We included a variable that quantified whether bears moved from land habitats to sea 

ice in summer.  We followed a similar process for the sea ice RSF models above but only 

examined land covariates in the summer season (August-October), including interactions for the 

1990s and 2000s. 

Arrival and departure dates on land – We used location data from satellite collars to 

compare the timing of land use patterns by AF polar bears in the Baffin Bay between two time 

periods (1991-1997 and 2009-2015) when substantial summer sea-ice loss occurred.  We 

excluded bears that remained in Melville Bay for the entire tracking period (1-2 years) as these 

bears, though close to shore, were using glacial ice throughout the summer and we could not 

determine if they were on land or in a glacial mélange.  We quantified the date individual BB 

bears arrived on land in fall, the duration of time spent on land, the date bears were back on the 

sea ice in spring. 
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 All radio-collar locations were determined by the Argos System with accuracy from < 

250 m to > 1500 m (see http://www.argos-system.org/web/en/78-faq.php#faq-theme-55).  

Location data were filtered to remove implausible locations as described previously.  Instances 

of dropped collars were identified based on activity and temperature sensors and data collected 

post-drop were removed. 

 We considered a bear to be on land if its Argos location was within 5 km of the high 

resolution coastline as identified by 0-pleth line of the IBCAO digital elevation model 

(Jakobsson et al. 2012).  The 5 km buffer was used to encompass small barrier islands that may 

be used by polar bears in the summer but are not depicted as land in the GIS file and to account 

for low accuracy of some locations.  Our 5 km buffer might have resulted in some offshore bears 

being classified as on land, but this was less likely to occur during the focal time periods of our 

analysis (fall and spring) because landfast ice was either disappearing or forming in the seasonal 

ice zone.  We were most interested in the date bears arrived on land during the fall sea-ice 

recession and the date bears returned to the ice during spring ice formation.  Thus any short-term 

visits to land were not included in the analysis and we focused on large seasonal patterns.  Due to 

the nature of the sea ice cycle in BB, bears within 5 km of the coast during fall were likely to 

either have been in open water or on land. 

 Bears were required to enter the 5 km buffer and stay within 5 km or less of the coastline 

for at last 14 days before they were considered to be ‘on land’.  The same criteria were used for 

bears departing from land in spring (>= 14 days on the ice).  For all AF bears identified to be in 

maternity dens (Escajeda 2016), we excluded dates of return to the sea ice in spring, as the 

maternity denning period dictated the date of return, not the formation of sea ice. 
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 For pairs of positions that were separated by 4 or 8 days, we linearly interpolated the date 

on or offshore.  We excluded data when observed locations were separated by >8 days, except in 

the case of when bears were offshore in summer on <15% sea ice (>100-200 km from the nearest 

coastline) and next subsequent position was on land.  In these cases, there were data gaps (12-30 

days) in locations due to potential long distance swimming from central Baffin Bay to the shore; 

see next section. 

Potential swimming events – We identified potential long distance swimming events from 

central BB during the break-up season.  There are frequent drop-outs in transmission from 

collars (i.e., missing positions) such that the sampling interval was 8 days, or 12 days, or longer.  

The drop-outs occurred when the bear was in a region of extremely low sea-ice concentration, 

suggesting that the failure to transmit a position may be because the antennae is in the water, i.e., 

the bear was swimming (Pagano et al. 2012). 

 For every polar bear location, we extracted the sea-ice concentration at the SSM/I grid 

cell in which the polar bear was located providing a time series of sea-ice concentration 

following the bear’s trajectory.  We also calculated the distance from every polar bear position to 

the nearest coastline and developed plot distance-to-land vs. time, using symbols representing the 

sea-ice concentration at the bear position.  We examined the trajectory of each bear and 

identified the timing and occurrence of gaps in collar transmissions.  We selected bears where 

the transmissions ceased during the break-up season when the bear was offshore and examined 

both the bear’s trajectory and the sea-ice conditions for potential swimming to land. 

Maternity denning – Solitary females or females with two year-old cubs were considered 

candidates for denning the following winter after capture (Wiig 1998).  All of the satellite collars 

in the 2000s provided temperature and motion data along with position coordinates.  
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Temperature was measured by a thermistor within the collar (Fischbach et al. 2007).  Data 

collected on polar bear dens in the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin in the 1990s were originally 

published by Ferguson et al. (1997), and included 29 dens from Baffin Bay and 9 from Kane 

Basin.  The 1990s data were obtained in the form of one position per day. 

 Although the reading from the collars is influenced by the animal’s body temperature, the 

temperature reported by the collar is a general representation of the ambient temperature of the 

surrounding habitat (Harris et al. 1990).  Temperature data were extracted from transmitters 

using the Telonics Data Converter software (Version 2.21; Telonics, Mesa, AZ).  Position and 

temperature data for bears identified as denning candidates were examined from July to June of 

the following year.  Only one best quality position and one temperature reading were used for 

each day.  The designated position for each day was selected by choosing the first position with 

the best location quality score.  The temperature reading for each day was selected by first 

removing any temperature points ≥ 40ºC or ≤ -40ºC which were considered outliers (Tchernova 

2010), and calculating the average.  Three variables signal that a female is in a den: high 

temperature readings compared to ambient air temperature (10 to 40ᵒC warmer), constant 

position on land, and decreased quality and frequency of transmissions (Amstrup and Garner 

1994; Messier et al. 1994; Wiig 1998; Fischbach et al. 2007).  Temperature data were available 

for all Baffin Bay bears. 

 Since transmissions were received on a 4-day duty cycle, the position data were 

particularly coarse as points found within the denning period did not closely center on a single 

den position, but rather consisted of a cluster of points within a small area.  The data for all adult 

females were examined for sustained high temperatures (greater than 0°C), decreased 

transmission quality and frequency, and a stationary position on land during the denning period 
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(September through March).  We created a subset of the position data for each denning candidate 

during this time period and mapped the points in ArcMap v.10.1 (Environmental Systems 

Research Institute, Inc. [ESRI], Redlands, CA 2012).  Individual point shapefiles were created 

from the identified subset for the three location quality categories: LQ 1, LQ 2, and LQ 3.  A 

buffer was then drawn around each point with radii equivalent to the maximum error estimate for 

each LQ score (points with LQ 1 had a buffer of 1500 m, LQ 2: 500 m, LQ 3: 250 m).  The mean 

center of the intersection of these buffers then defined the den position.  The method provided a 

probable location for the den site based on the error estimate of the satellite telemetry positions 

during the denning period and is independent of the number of positions as well as any spatial 

outliers.  Note that not all of the dens were determined using this method, some bears had sparse 

location data within the denning period and thus the den positions had to be determined using 

variants of the buffer method. 

Den Phenology Analyses – Length of denning was used to distinguish maternity dens 

from shelter dens.  Shelter dens were typically occupied for a short period of time (> 14 days to 

< 4 months) whereas females will typically remain in maternity dens for > 5 months (Messier et 

al. 1994).  Though shelter dens were included in the den habitat characteristics analyses, they 

were excluded from the phenology analyses.  In addition to denning duration, den entry and exit 

dates were compared to the 1990s data (Ferguson et al. 2000).  The exit date for each den was 

established as the median date between the female’s last transmission from the den and the first 

movement outside the den, indicated by a significant drop in temperature and movement away 

from the den site.  Most of the entry dates for the 2000s dens were determined by creating a 1 km 

buffer around each den site and selecting the median date between the last date outside of the 

buffer and the first date inside the buffer.  The entry date was verified by comparing the autumn 
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temperature data for each denning bear with temperature readings from a non-denning bear that 

same year to check for a difference of more than 10°C.  The dates when the temperature readings 

diverged by ≥ 10°C were then compared to the entry dates determined by the position data.  Both 

the den entry and exit dates were measured as day-of-year (DOY; Day #1 is 1 January), which 

we then used to calculate the denning duration in number of days (Messier et al. 1994; Wiig 

1998; Ferguson et al. 2000). 

 We used two-sample Mann-Whitney U tests to test for differences between the entry/exit 

dates between the 1990s and 2000s datasets and duration spent in the dens without assuming 

normality.  Additionally we tested for a correlation between den entry date and latitude using a 

Kendall’s tau test.  An alpha value of 0.05 was used for all statistical analyses. 

First Date on Land (FDOL) by pregnant females – The date of entry onto land was 

determined for each bear entering a maternity den.  Cherry et al. (2013) defined the first date on 

land (FDOL) as the date that the bear first came onto land without returning to the sea ice until 

freeze-up the following fall; we modified this for pregnant females to be the first date on land 

after which the bear did not return to the sea ice until she emerged in the spring.  First dates on 

land for sheltering bears were also calculated, but not analyzed. 

Den Habitat Characteristics Analyses – All den positions were imported into ArcMap 

and overlaid with the ASTER DEM of the study area.  The elevation, aspect, and slope of each 

den site were extracted from the DEM while straight-line distance to the nearest shoreline was 

measured using a vector shapefile of Canada’s coastline (US Defense Mapping Agency).  

Elevation was calculated as the elevation of the cell containing the den site and was measured in 

meters.  Aspect is the compass direction (in degrees) the cell faces, while slope measures the rate 

of maximum change of elevation in degrees. 
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 A principal component analysis (PCA) using a correlation matrix was performed on the 

habitat data of the maternity dens in order to determine which variables drive any dissimilarity 

among den sites.  In the data matrix for the PCA, each den site was input with its elevation, 

aspect, slope, and distance to coast.  A second matrix organized the den sites into two groups: 

sample period (1990s or 2000s), and latitude zone (south of 70o N, central 70 o N to 75 o N, and 

north > 75o N).  Prior to the analyses, the environmental variables in each dataset were log10-

transformed to control for skewed data (Kenkel 2006).  After computing the PCA, a Monte Carlo 

randomized approach was used to test the significance of the eigenvalues (α = 0.05).  All 

analyses were performed using the statistical software R version 3.0.2 along with the “vegan” 

package (Oksanen et al. 2013) and the “Biostats” R package (McGarigal 2015). 

 In order to test for differences in environmental descriptors between the two groups, a 

permutational multivariate analysis of variance (perMANOVA) was performed on the maternity 

den matrix.  For the distance matrices, Euclidean distances were calculated for each log10-

transformed and column-standardized matrix of raw data.  A permutation test was then used to 

evaluate the significance of the resulting pseudo-F statistic as compared to a null hypothesis of 

no difference between groups.  To determine the source(s) of dissimilarity detected by the 

perMANOVA, we applied a supplementary test of multivariate homogeneity of group dispersion 

(DISPER; Anderson 2006).  DISPER involves computation of the distance of each group 

member to the group’s centroid and applies an ANOVA to the distances with a null hypothesis of 

no difference in variation among groups. 

 

4.3.  Results 

Sea-ice Habitat 
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 In Baffin Bay, sea ice is retreating earlier in spring by 7 days/decade and advancing later 

in fall by 5 days/decade (Figure 4.2).  Trends in four of the sea-ice metrics (Table 4.2) show 

consistent loss of polar bear habitat.  The length of summer (number of days from retreat to 

advance) is increasing by 12 days/decade, and the mean sea-ice concentration during June-

October is decreasing by 4 percent/decade (Figure 4.3).  All these trends are statistically 

significant (Table 4.2). 

 Trends in the dates of spring sea-ice retreat and fall sea-ice advance are stronger for the 

shallow depths (< 300 m) than for all depths collectively.  When only the shallow depths on the 

Baffin Island shelf are considered, the trends are weaker than for all depths collectively, which 

suggests that the trends are stronger for the West Greenland shelf than for the entire Baffin Bay.  

This can be seen in the trend in the number of ice-covered days (Figure 4.4), which shows a 

greater loss of ice-covered days along the western coast of Greenland than in central Baffin Bay. 

 The pattern of spring sea-ice retreat in Baffin Bay begins with melting along the 

southwest coast of Greenland and progresses northward.  At the same time, the North Water 

Polynya (located at the north end of the Baffin Bay region, in Smith Sound, and the south end of 

the Kane Basin region) begins to melt out.  At some point during summer, these two open water 

areas connect as Melville Bay melts out, severing the continuous ice connection between Baffin 

Island and Greenland.  The sea ice then continues to melt back toward the coast of Baffin Island.  

Occasionally a “sea-ice island” becomes the last remnant of ice in Baffin Bay, if the ice along the 

coast of Baffin Island melts out first.  This general pattern of melt has not changed over time, but 

it is occurring earlier in the summer now (in the last decade) than in the 1980s and 1990s (Figure 

4.5).  The early part of the melt pattern, up the coast of Greenland and across Melville Bay, is 

trending even earlier than the melt on the western side of Baffin Bay.  In October and November, 
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sea ice advances southward through Baffin Bay, generally with the leading edge along the coast 

of Baffin Island.  This pattern is occurring later in the fall now (in the last decade) than in the 

1980s and 1990s (Figure 4.6). 

 In summary, the coast of Baffin Island is generally the last place in Baffin Bay to lose sea 

ice in summer, and the first place in Baffin Bay to regain sea ice in fall.  The spring retreat of sea 

ice there is trending earlier by about 7 days/decade, or 24 days over the 3 ½ decades of this 

study.  The fall advance of sea ice there is trending later by about 4 days/decade, or 14 days over 

the period of this study.  During the months of June through October, the mean sea-ice 

concentration is trending downward by about 4% per decade, or about 14% over the period of 

this study.  There is year-to-year variability in all the sea-ice metrics, but the trends are all 

statistically significant. 

Movement rates – In Baffin Bay, mean monthly movement rates for adult females in the 

1990s ranged from 5.5 km/day (in October) to 15.8 km/day (in December) (Figure 4.7).  Rates 

for adult females in the 2000s ranged from 1.9 km/day (in September) to 13.8 km/day (in 

December) (Figure 4.8, Table 4.3).  In general, rates were lowest in both decades during 

September and October, and highest in December.  Adult females had significantly higher 

movement rates in the 1990s during May, August and September.  In the summer months (Aug-

Sept), movement rates in the 2000s were one-half to one-third of the rates in the 1990s (p<0.001) 

(Table 4.3).  Overall there was also greater variability in movement rates in the 2000s than the 

1990s, perhaps representing a broader range of strategies in changing habitats.  The greatest 

variability was found in the early winter months, November and December, especially in the 

2000s.  This may represent changes in timing of freeze up and when bears access the sea ice. 
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RSF sea-ice models – We first examined univariate relationships for each covariate as a 

continuous function over the entire annual cycle (Figure 4.9 and 4.10).  Adult female polar bears 

use significantly lower sea-ice concentrations in the 2000s than the 1990s in all seasons except 

May/June (Figure 4.9).  Bears in the 2000s were also significant closer to land in all months 

except June and July.  Overall there was a significantly smaller fraction of observations on the 

sea ice in the 2000s than the 1990s over the period that each bear was tracked (Figure 4.10). 

 In winter in the 1990s, the full multi-variate RSF model demonstrated a positive 

association between adult female polar bears and sea-ice concentration, meaning bears selected 

areas with higher sea-ice concentrations when available.  The association in the 1990s with depth 

was negative, demonstrating preference for shallow shelf waters and avoidance of deep areas 

(Table 4.4).  There was a strong negative association for movement on to land in winter.  In the 

2000s, preference for higher sea-ice concentrations was not as important as distance to shallow 

shelf waters.  The distance to the 50% sea-ice concentration threshold was strongly negative, and 

adult females showed a strong and significant preference for regions <300 m in depth, similar to 

the 1990s.  In both decades bears did not prefer to move from sea ice to land.  Interactions 

between decades (changes in preference over time) showed that in winter adult female polar 

bears in the 2000s used lower sea-ice concentrations than bears did in the 1990s.  In the 2000s 

there was also an increase in preference for being close to the 300 m depth contour (on shelf 

waters), which also serves as a proxy for distance to land. 

 In spring in the 1990s, the full multivariate model showed that adult females had a strong 

significant preference for higher sea-ice concentrations (Table 4.5), more so than in the winter 

months.  There was also a negative association with increasing distance from 50% sea-ice 

concentration.  This was similar to bears in the 2000s, where sea-ice concentration and distance 
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to 50% sea-ice concentration were important model variables.  When the two decades were 

compared using interactions, the preference for high ice concentrations was significantly stronger 

in the 2000s than the 1990s.  Furthermore, being farther from 50% ice concentration was less 

preferred in the 2000s than the 1990s (it was not preferred in either decade but more so in the 

2000s).  There was no change in the association with land, in both decades bears strongly 

avoided going to land in spring. 

 

Terrestrial Habitat Use and Selection 

Terrestrial RSF – In summer both in the 1990s and 2000s, resource selection models 

suggested that adult female polar bears significantly preferred areas of lower elevatio and steeper 

slope (Figure 4.11, Table 4.6).  There was no preference for aspect.  Also in both decades adult 

females showed a negative preference for being further inland from the outer (smoothed coast) of 

Baffin Island.  In the 1990s there was a significant preference to stay on land (bears tended not 

move on to ice or into water).  In the 2000s, all of the preferences were similar to the 1990s.  

There were no changes in preference between decades for on-land habitat types (elevation, slope, 

aspect or distance inland from the outer coast) (Figure 4.12).  The primary difference between 

decades was that bears in the 2000s had a stronger preference to stay on land, meaning they were 

less likely to move to sea ice in summer months (once on land) than in the 1990s. 

Timing on land and duration on land – We obtained 78 arrival dates for AF bears 

between 1991 and 2013.  In some cases one bear contributed more than one arrival date because 

the bear was tracked over multiple years.  Of these, bears arrived on land on Baffin Island (n=71 

dates), Devon Island (n=5 dates) or Ellesmere Island (n=2 dates, in Kane Basin).  We also 

obtained 71 departure dates in fall, of these 66 were from Baffin Island, Devon Island (n=3 
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dates) and Ellesmere Island (n=2 dates).  We excluded the dates from two individual bears on 

Ellesmere Island because the sea-ice formation and break-up in the Arctic Archipelago system is 

different than the seasonal ecoregion in BB, which is the region of focus. 

 The mean date of arrival on land in the 1990s was August 24 (SD 16 days, n=30), which 

was significantly later than the mean date of arrival on land in the 2000s (August 4, SD 11 days, 

n=46) (p<0.001).  The mean date of departure from land in the 1990s was November 1 (SD 21 

days, n=42) which was not statistically different than the mean date of departure from land in the 

2000s (November 8, SD 9 days, n=27) (p=0.06) (Table 4.7). 

 The overall mean arrival latitude in the 1990s was 70.7o N (SD 3.0, n=30), which was not 

statistically different than the overall mean latitude of arrival in the 2000s of 70.3o N (SD 1.3, 

n=46).  The overall mean departure latitude in the 1990s was 69.7o N (SD 3.0, n=42) and was not 

statistically different than the overall mean latitude in the 2000s of 70.4o N (SD 1.4, n=27).  

When latitude of arrival and departure was examined in 2 degree blocks, there was a clear 

difference between decades.  In general the distribution of arrival and departure latitudes was 

more restricted in the 2000s than the 1990s (Figure 4.13).  For example, bears in the 2000s had 

significantly earlier arrivals that were contracted into a smaller band of latitudes.  In the 1990s, 

bears departed from a larger range of latitudes (75 to 67o N), where as in the 2000s departures 

were condensed into a latitude band ranging from 73-68o N.  The departures showed the general 

pattern of sea-ice formation from north to sound (so more northerly latitudes were available 

earlier) (Figure 4.14). 

 Estimation of time on land requires both an arrival and a departure of the same bear in the 

same year (paired dates).  In this case we had n=14 pairs of dates in the 1990s and n=26 pairs of 
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dates in the 2000s.  We used this to estimate the number of weeks spent on land and changes 

between decades.  We did not include the two individuals on Ellesmere Island. 

 During the 1990s, the mean duration of time on land in summer was 62.3 days (SD 25, 

range 8-99 days).  In the 2000s, the mean duration of time on land in summer was significantly 

longer (<0.001) by 33 days, with an average time on land of 94.8 days (SD 15.7, range 56-120).  

These values include bears that used any coastline within the seasonal sea-ice ecoregion (e.g., 

including Devon Island, where bears arrived in the 1990s).  If only bears using Baffin Island 

were compared then the mean duration of time on land in summer in the 1990s increased to 74.5 

days (SD 14, range 54-99 days, n=10 bears).  This value was still significantly different when 

compared to the 2000s (<0.001), with bears in the 2000s spending on average 20 days longer on 

land (Table 4.8). 

 The dates of adult females arrival and departure from land, described above, had a 

remarkably close correlation with the sea-ice metrics in BB (Figure 4.2 and 4.15).  In both 

decades the dates of fall sea-ice advance were correlated and highly similar to the dates of 

departure from land.  In both decades the dates of spring sea-ice retreat were correlated to the 

dates of arrival on land, however there was a lag between the retreat and arrival dates while bears 

used sea ice in BB as long as possible before being forced to land (Figure 4.15). 

Swimming to land – There were potential long-distance swimming events observed both 

decades however they were observed in larger numbers in the 2000s.  In the 1990s there were at 

least two potential long-distance swimming events.  In the 2000s, there were 15 potential events 

in July 2011, one in July 2012, and one in July 2013.  Examples of data time series from these 

events are shown in Figures 4.16 and 4.17.  The events in July 2011 were especially prominent 

because in that year sea-ice breakup occurred early when a large number of bears (n=15) were 
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transmitting from offshore BB.  In this case, at least 6 bears appeared to swim to Baffin Island, 

where large gaps in locations occurred over a period of 2-3 weeks and then bears first 

transmission after the gaps was onshore on Baffin Island. 

 Additionally, in five cases events were identified where satellite collars were functioning 

normally and transmissions from individual bears ceased when the bear was in <10% sea ice and 

several hundred kilometers from shore.  These events appeared to be the start of what would 

have been swimming events, though the bears never reappeared on shore. (See Figure 4.18abc 

for examples). 

Maternity denning – Maternity denning is described in detail in Escajeda (2016).  Overall 

we found 21 dens between 2009 and 2015, including 16 maternity dens (Figure 4.19) and five 

shelter dens (Figure 4.20).  In the 1990s, Ferguson et al. (1997) found 29 dens between 1991 and 

1997 including 8 maternity dens and 21 shelter dens (Table 4.9).  All but one of the dens were 

located on land (one 1990s shelter den was located on landfast ice inside a fjord near the shore of 

Baffin Island).  In the 2000s, most maternity dens were found on Baffin Island except for one 

den on Coburg Island and one den in Melville Bay, Greenland.  The maternity den in Greenland 

was included in the phenology analyses but not the habitat characteristics analyses because of 

glacial ice.  The lowest latitude for the 1990s dens was 66.4° N, and 67.5° N for the 2000s dens. 

 Among the three bears that built maternity dens twice in our dataset only one exhibited 

fidelity to a maternity denning area.  The bear built a den in 2012 that was 1.25 km away from 

her previous denning site in 2009 on a peninsula close to Eglinton Fjord, Baffin Island.  The 

other females denned in areas far from previous den sites and showed no fidelity.  Also, one 

female built two maternity dens in consecutive years (2011 and 2012). 
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 The majority of maternity dens were found on a north-facing slope (n = 21) and were 

located within 21 km of the coast (Table 4.10).  All of the maternity dens were located further 

inland than shelter dens, on average 8.5 km from the coast in comparison to 6 km among shelter 

dens.  The maternity dens were also located at higher elevations (�̅� = 524.2 m) in comparison to 

shelter dens (�̅� = 395.7 m) (p = 0.086).  One bear denned a little less than 35 km away from 

Qikiqtarjuaq, Baffin Island, Canada, however most bears denned far from human settlements (�̅� 

= 143.1 km). 

 Adult female polar bears in BB in the 2000s spent on average less time in their dens (�̅� = 

167.1 days, SD = 27.6 days) than in the 1990s (�̅� = 194.1 days, SD = 21 days; Table 4.11).  

There was a significant difference in den duration between the two time periods with a p-value of 

0.017 (Figure 4.21).  Timing of entry in the dens differed significantly among the two periods (p 

= 0.018), however no significant difference was found among exit dates (p = 0.399; Figure 4.22).  

The median entry date for dens in the 2000s dataset (3 October) was more than a full month later 

than the median date of entry for dens in the 1990s (28 August).  Therefore, differences in entry 

dates accounted for the observed difference in duration among the two time periods.  There was 

no significant correlation between latitude and den entry (p = 0.383) and exit dates (p = 0.212) 

for the Baffin Bay maternity dens, and the negative correlation of den duration with latitude was 

not significant (p = 0.278) (Table 4.11). 

 The dates of entry onto land in the 2000s significantly differed from the 1990s.  The 

median first date on land among the Baffin Bay maternity denning bears was 7 August in the 

2000s (SD = 9.1 days) compared to 25 August in the 1990s (SD = 19 days) (Figure 4.23).  This 

follows well with the results examining first date on land for all collared females in BB, not just 

those that build maternity dens in fall. 
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 The elevation and slope significantly differed between the 1990s and 2000s maternity 

dens (p = 0.003; Table 4.12).  There were more dens at mid to high elevations and steeper slopes 

in the 2000s than in the 1990s (Figure 4.11).  The average elevation and slope among the 2000s 

Baffin Bay maternity dens (elevation: �̅� = 707 m, SD = 285; slope: �̅� = 23.1°, SD = 7.4) was 

double that of the 1990s dens (elevation: �̅� = 351 m, SD = 194.5; slope: �̅� = 11.9°, SD = 6.4).  

Although most dens were found at southern-facing aspects in the 2000s and most were found at 

northern-facing aspects in the 1990s (Figure 4.24), there was no significant difference between 

the two time periods (p = 0.392).  Females in BB maintained dens at similar distances to the 

coast between the two time periods. 

 The PCA ordination analysis on the Baffin Bay maternity dens matrix produced two 

principal components (PC) that together explained 65.69% of the variation (Table 4.13).  The 

first component, PC 1, explained 37.31% of the variation and had strong loadings from elevation 

and slope (loadings > 0.6 or < -0.6 were considered significant; Table 4.13).  PC 2 explained 

almost a third of the variation at 28.38% and was strongly loaded by aspect.  We tested the 

statistical significance of the first four eigenvalues by applying a Monte Carlo randomization test 

and found both PC 1 (p = 0.455) and PC 2 (p = 0.4) to be insignificant.  The perMANOVA 

analysis detected a significant difference between the habitat variables of the year groups (p = 

0.003), but not the latitudinal zone group (p = 0.775). 

 Year groups were visualized in ordination space using a PCA biplot, with dispersion 

ellipses drawn around the year groups using the ordiellipse function from the “vegan” package 

(Figure 4.25).  The ellipses are drawn around the standard deviations of the point scores, and the 

directions of their principal axes are defined by the weighted correlations (Oksanen et al. 2013).  

In the biplot, most of the 2000s maternity dens are positioned to the left of the plot whereas the 
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1990s dens are on the right.  Since elevation and slope had the highest loadings for PC 1 and 

were both negative, the dens in the left half of the biplot have higher elevation and slope than 

those to the right.  There was little overlap in the ellipses between time periods, which reinforces 

results showing a significant difference in habitat characteristics between the 1990s and the 

2000s.  The DISPER test on group dispersion did not indicate a significant difference in the 

variances among the year or zone groups.  Therefore the observed difference between the year 

groups cannot be attributed to variance alone. 

 

4.4.  Discussion 

 Overall there have been large changes in BB habitat and BB polar bear habitat use since 

the 1990s.  The sea-ice habitat has significantly declined over the period of satellite observations, 

especially since the mid-1990s.  The length of summer (number of days from sea-ice retreat in 

spring to sea-ice advance in fall) is increasing by 12 days/decade.  The mean sea-ice 

concentration during June-October is decreasing by 4 percent/decade.  The general pattern of 

melt has not changed but occurs about 3-4 weeks earlier than in 1990s.  These patterns are 

consistent with that observed for the whole Arctic and has been reported in other polar bear 

subpopulations. 

 These changes have had impacts on the movements and habitat choice by polar bears in 

BB.  Movement rates of adult females have declined significantly during summer in the 2000s 

largely due to disappearance of offshore and archipelago summertime sea ice.  Bears are now 

concentrated on shore on Baffin Island in contrast to the 1990s where bears ranged more widely 

in summer and had access to sea ice. Some bears also spend the summer in NW Greenland at 

glacier fronts. This results in localized on-land movements and reduced movement rates in the 
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2000s.  Bears are significantly less likely to move from land onto sea ice in summer in the 2000s 

than in the 2000s.  Adult female bears are significantly closer to land in all months in the 2000s 

except at the end of breakup (June-July), when they stay on remnant offshore sea ice as long as 

possible to maximize feeding.  This follows well with observations in BB of bears being closer 

to communities and in higher densities onshore (Dowsley 2005). 

 Adult female bears use significantly lower sea-ice concentrations in winter and spring in 

the 2000s than the 1990s.  Bears have stronger preferences to be closer to the 300 m depth 

contour (on shelf waters) in the 2000s, which is also a proxy for land thus meaning bears are 

closer to the coast.  Assigning this to a shift in preference is difficult given the concurrent 

changes in habitat (e.g., late sea-ice formation in fall influences how far offshore polar bears 

could potentially be in winter).  Models indicated that sea-ice concentration alone does not 

determine preferred habitat, adult females select for lower sea-ice concentrations if it allows 

them access to continental shelf waters (<300 m). 

 Potential long-distance swimming events in BB were, defined as bears traveling rapidly 

from central Baffin Bay to Baffin Island in summer on sea ice <10% concentration with reduced 

or no collar transmissions.  This was observed in both decades but was more frequent in the 

2000s.  This has been documented for other polar bear subpopulations were sea ice is increasing 

and springtime breakup occurs earlier increasing the frequency of long-distance swimming 

(Pagano et al. 2012). 

 Overall adult females in BB spend significantly more time on land.  Arrival dates on 

Baffin Island in summer are one month earlier in 2000s.  The amount of time bears spent on land 

has increased by 20-30 days since the 1990s.  This follows well with studies in other areas that 

show similar pattern with sea-ice loss (Atwood et al. 2015, Rode et al. 2015).  Adult females in 
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BB in the 2000s no longer arrive on Devon or Ellesmere Islands but only use Baffin Island.  Of 

note some bears remain in Melville Bay in summer. 

 Maternity denning appears to have changed in association with environmental changes.  

Entry dates into maternity dens are >1 month later in the 2000s, although exit dates have not 

changed.  Overall the period of maternity den duration is significantly shorter in BB in the 2000s.  

The first date of arrival on land by pregnant females is significantly earlier in the 2000s than the 

1990s, following well with that of all adult females (see above).  Finally habitat selection for den 

sites has changed, maternity dens in the 2000s now occur at higher elevations and steeper slopes 

than maternity dens in the 1990s.  This may be due to changes in snow cover (reduced snow 

cover at lower latitudes) though more detailed habitat availability studies are needed. 
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Table 4.1.  Breakdown of adult females (AF) collared in the 1990s and 2000s. AF = adult 

female, AM = adult male, COY = Cub of the Year, YRL = Yearling, 2YR = 2 Year old cub. 

    AF alone AF+AM  AF+COY AF+YRL AF+2YR Sum 

1990s BB 9   19 13 2 43 

2000s BB 10 2 6 12 8 38 
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Table 4.2.  Trends in date of spring sea-ice retreat, fall sea-ice advance, fall – spring dates, and 

summer (June-Oct) sea-ice concentration in Baffin Bay (all depths, and shallow sub-regions). All 

trends are statistically significant at the 99% level according to a 2-sided F test. 

Baffin Bay 

region 

Trend in date 

of spring ice 

retreat 

(days/decade) 

Trend in date 

of fall ice 

advance 

(days/decade) 

Trend in 

fall – spring 

(days/decade) 

Trend in ice 

con. June-

October 

(percent/decade) 

All depths −7.3 +5.4 +12.7 −4.1 

Depths < 300 m −8.4 +9.7 +18.1 −3.3 

Depths < 300 m 

Baffin I. shelf 

−6.8 +3.9 +10.7 −4.7 
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Table 4.3.  Mean monthly movement rates in BB for adult female in the 1990s and 2000s.  One 

SE about the mean is given.  We conducted a parametric test of significance between decades. 

Month Mean 

1990s 

SE 

1990s 

n 

1990s 

n 

steps 

Mean 

2000s 

SE 

2000s 

n 

2000s 

n 

steps 

t-test p 

value 

1 10.29 0.88 33 195 10.07 1.38 26 225 0.8933 

2 11.31 0.96 32 173 8.68 1.18 27 218 0.0898 

3 11.83 1.16 32 203 9.47 1.13 27 261 0.1492 

4 13.37 1.2 30 244 10.33 1 38 546 0.0558 

5 14.05 0.99 31 256 9.68 0.94 37 563 0.0021 

6 13.03 0.66 31 269 11.31 1.04 34 480 0.168 

7 12.88 1.06 30 239 10.49 1 32 402 0.1057 

8 10.52 1.17 27 193 4.77 0.63 30 337 <0.001 

9 7.73 1.13 28 172 1.88 0.45 28 258 <0.001 

10 5.49 0.82 38 222 4.32 1.36 27 244 0.4683 

11 14.52 1.24 37 252 13.43 1.58 26 230 0.5903 

12 15.82 1.19 34 213 13.79 1.76 25 233 0.3442 
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Table 4.4.  Sea-ice resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Winter season in 

BB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 2000s for 

each covariate within the multivariate model.  Coefficients are scaled for ease of interpretation.  

“Mean ice conc.10” is the mean sea-ice concentration around the bear in a circular radius scaled 

by 10%.  “Dist to 50%” is the distance to the 50% sea-ice concentration scaled by 100 km.  “Dist 

to 300 m” is the distance to the 300 m depth contour scaled by units of 100 m.  “Depth.100” is 

the absolute value of bathymetry scaled by 100 m. “Land” is the variable that describes the 

tendency of a bear to move from sea ice on to land. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

p-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

p-value 

2000s 

p-value 

delta 

Mean ice conc.10 0.075 0.025 0.0025 -0.022 0.023 0.3452 0.0043 

Dist to 50%.100 -0.100 0.044 0.0237 -0.107 0.052 0.0383 0.9197 

Dist to 300 m.100 0.001 0.148 0.9968 -0.619 0.205 0.0026 0.0144 

Depth.100 -0.032 0.010 0.0011 -0.019 0.012 0.1021 0.4266 

Land -1.617 0.295 0.0000 -2.12 0.267 0 0.2065 
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Table 4.5.  Sea-ice resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Spring season in 

BB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 2000s for 

each covariate within the multivariate model. Coefficients are scaled for ease of interpretation.  

“Mean ice conc.10” is the mean sea-ice concentration around the bear in a circular radius scaled 

by 10%.  “Dist to 50%” is the distance to the 50% sea-ice concentration scaled by 100 km.  “Dist 

to 300 m” is the distance to the 300 m depth contour scaled by units of 100 m.  “Depth.100” is 

the absolute value of bathymetry scaled by 100 m.  “Land” is the variable that describes the 

tendency of a bear to move from sea ice on to land. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

p-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

p-value 

2000s 

p-value 

delta 

Mean ice conc.10 0.162 0.022 0 0.255 0.026 0 0.0066 

Dist to 50%.100 -0.115 0.041 0.0047 -0.376 0.042 0 0 

Dist to 300 m.100 -0.199 0.111 0.0727 -0.088 0.111 0.4265 0.4789 

Depth.100 -0.014 0.007 0.0606 0.011 0.007 0.1111 0.014 

Land -1.738 0.291 0 -1.059 0.312 0.0007 0.1111 
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Table 4.6.  Sea-ice resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Summer season 

in BB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 2000s 

for each covariate within the multivariate model.  Coefficients are scaled for ease of 

interpretation.   “Elev.100” is elevation scaled by units of 100 m.  “Slope.10” is slope in degrees 

scaled by units of 10 degrees.  “Aspect.10” is aspect scaled by units of 10 degrees.  

“BIdistCoast.10” is the distance to the smoothed Baffin Island coastline (measured from a point 

inland) scaled by 10 km.  “Not Land” is the tendency of a bear to move from land on to sea ice. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

p-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

p-value 

2000s 

p-value 

delta 

elev.100 -0.09 0.03 0.0033 -0.091 0.017 0 0.9627 

slope.10 0.22 0.065 0.0007 0.202 0.036 0 0.8118 

aspect.10 0.001 0.007 0.8484 -0.005 0.004 0.1933 0.4231 

BIdistCoast.10 -0.456 0.069 0 -0.358 0.042 0 0.2243 

NotLand -1.182 0.234 0 -2.44 0.16 0 0 
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Table 4.7.  Summary table of 78 arrival dates and 71 departure dates for individual radio-

collared adult female bears arriving on Baffin Island or Devon Island (within the seasonal sea-ice 

ecoregion).  We excluded two bears from the 1990s that arrived on Ellesmere (2 arrivals and 2 

departures by two individuals = i.e., in the archipelago ecoregion cf Amstrup et al. 2008).  There 

was a significantly (p<0.001) earlier arrival on land in the 2000s.  No difference in departure date 

from land between 1990s and 2000s.  Significance did not change with the inclusion of the 

Ellesmere bears. 

Decade Arrival date on land Departure date from land 

1990s Aug 23 (SD 16 days) n=30 Nov 1 (SD 21 days) n=42 

2000s Aug 4    (SD 11 days) n=46 Nov 8 (SD   9 days) n=27 
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Table 4.8.  Table of number of days (time on land) on Baffin Island (or Devon Island in the 

1990s).  Data composed from 56 paired arrival/departure dates from individual adult female 

bears.  There was a significant (p<0.001) increase in time on land in the 2000s, between ~30 

days longer between decades. 

Decade n 

Min # days 

on land 

Max # days 

on land 

Mean # 

days on 

land SD of mean 

1990s 14   8   99 62.3 25.0 

2000s 26 56 120 94.8 15.7 
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Table 4.9.  Number of maternity and shelter dens in Baffin Bay in the 1990s and 2000s. 

All Dens Maternity Dens Shelter Dens 

1990s 29 1990s   8 1990s 21 

2000s 21 2000s 16 2000s   5 

Total 50 Total 24 Total 26 
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Table 4.10.  Summary table of the habitat characteristics for Baffin Bay maternity and shelter 

dens (two NW Greenland dens were not included).  Elev. = elevation (meters), Asp. = aspect 

(degrees), CoastDist = distance to nearest coastline (kilometers). 

 All Maternity Dens (n = 24) All Shelter Dens (n = 26) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 583.3 166.2 19.2 9.5 421.8 224.7 19.9 7.4 

Min 101.0 0.0 2.4 0.4 0 –1 0 0.1 

Max 1323.0 357.6 32.9 20.2 1116 357.2 46.7 54.5 

Median 623.0 175.2 18.5 7.8 354 249.3 19.4 4.7 

SD 306.1 102.4 8.8 6.3 320.5 124.8 12.6 10.7 

 1990s Maternity Dens (n = 8) 1990s Shelter Dens (n = 21) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 351.3 150.6 11.9 10.2 414.9 210.1 20.4 7.9 

Min 131 18.4 2.4 2.2 0 –1 0 0.1 

Max 623 357.6 21.4 20.2 1116 357.2 46.7 54.5 

Median 279 99.1 12.1 7.6 354 247.6 20.1 4.9 

SD 194.5 135.7 6.4 6.5 335.5 128.5 13.5 11.4 

 2000s Maternity Dens (n = 15) 2000s Shelter Dens (n = 4) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 707.0 174.4 23.1 9.2 458.3 301.7 17.1 4.9 

Min 101.0 0.0 6.1 0.4 169.0 196.4 10.3 0.2 

Max 1323.0 320.6 32.9 18.6 728.0 344.4 26.9 15.3 

Median 693.0 182.2 23.0 8.3 468.0 332.9 15.5 2.0 

SD 284.9 83.9 7.4 6.3 263.2 70.4 7.4 7.0 
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Table 4.11.  Summary table of the phenology for Baffin Bay maternity dens including the 

Greenland maternity den. One maternity den from the 2000s data did not have an exit date and 

was excluded from the table.  Entry and exit dates were quantified as day of year (DOY; Day #1 

is 1 January). 

 1990s 2000s 
 Maternity Dens (n = 8) Maternity Dens (n = 15) 

  Entry DOY Exit DOY 
Duration 
(# days) Entry DOY Exit DOY 

Duration 
(# days) 

Mean 249.8 78.9 194.1 277.7 79.8 167.1 

Min 230 73 163 237 60 121 

Max 281 82 217 324 91 212 

Median 240 79.5 201 276 80 164 

SD 21.3 3.6 21 27.7 8.7 27.6 
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Table 4.12.  Results of the two-sample Mann-Whitney U tests comparing habitat characteristics 

for Baffin Bay maternity and shelter dens (note that the den in Greenland was not included). 

   Maternity Dens (n = 23)      Shelter Dens (n = 25) 

 W p-value W p-value 

Elevation 105 0.003 20 0.695 

Slope 105 0.003 25 0.695 

Aspect 74 0.392 17 0.262 

Distance to Coast 55 0.776 24 0.369 
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Table 4.13.  Summary table of results from the principal component analysis on the Baffin Bay 

maternity dens matrix (the Greenland maternity den was omitted).  None of the principal 

components (PC) were significant, though PC 1 and 2 were able to capture over half of the 

variation in the data.  Principal component loadings greater than 0.6 or less than –0.6 were 

considered significant (in bold). 

Principal Component Analysis Summary Principal Component Loadings 

 

Eigenvalue % Var. Cum. % Var. p-value 
 

PC 1 

(37.31%) 

PC 2 

(28.38%) 

PC 1 1.49 37.31 37.31 0.465 Elevation –0.659 0.375 

PC 2 1.24 28.38 65.69 0.413 Aspect –0.210 –0.770 

PC 3 0.99 24.64 90.33 0.061 Slope –0.604 –0.375 

PC 4 0.39 9.67 100 0.908 CoastDist –0.396 0.356 
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Figure 4.1.  Sea-ice area in Baffin Bay (shown for all depths) for the years 1979-2014 (gray 

curves) using SSM-I passive microwave data.  Two six-year averages are also shown (red and 

blue curves) that approximate the sampling dates for the MR. The threshold for defining the 

dates of sea-ice retreat and advance (middle horizontal dotted line) is halfway between the 

average March sea-ice area (upper dotted line) and the average September sea-ice area (lower 

dotted line). 
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Figure 4.2.  Day of spring sea-ice retreat (red circles), fall sea-ice advance (blue circles), and the 

interval between them (green lines), for Baffin Bay (all depths), 1979-2014.  Least-squares fits to 

spring and fall dates are shown (red and blue lines).  Trends are given in Table 4.1. 
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Figure 4.3.  Length of summer (left) and mean sea-ice concentration during June-October (right) 

for Baffin Bay (all depths), 1979-2014.  Length of summer is the interval from spring sea-ice 

retreat to fall sea-ice advance (see Figure 4.2, green lines).  Least-squares fits are shown (red 

lines); trends are given in Table 4.1. 
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Figure 4.4.  Trend in the number of ice-covered days, 1979-2014, color-coded for each grid cell, 

as indicated in the legend at left.  Time series of the number of ice-covered days are shown for 

two specific grid cells, one in central Baffin Bay (upper right) and one close to the coast of 

Greenland (lower right).  Least-squares fits (red lines) and numerical trends are indicated.  An 

ice-covered day is one in which the sea-ice concentration exceeds 15%. 
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Figure 4.5.  Sea-ice concentration in Baffin Bay on July 15 of every year from 1979 (upper left) 

to 2014 (lower right).  Color coding: 15-50% (blue), 50-85% (green), 85-95% (yellow), 95-99% 

(orange), 99-100% (red).  Black dots in Baffin Bay indicate shallow depths (< 300 m). 
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Figure 4.6.  Location of the leading edge of sea ice (> 50% concentration) along the coast of 

Baffin Island on November 1 in the years 1991-1995 (top row) and 2009-2013 (bottom row).  

Color coding of sea-ice concentration is the same as in Figure 4.5.  In the top row, black circles 

mark the leading edge of sea ice, and the horizontal dashed black line is the average position.  In 

the bottom row, red circles mark the leading edge of sea ice, and the horizontal dashed red line is 

the average position.  The dashed black line is the same as in the top row, showing that in the 

later period, sea ice has not advanced as far south by November 1 as in the early period. 
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Figure 4.7.  Movement rate of BB adult female bears (km/day) in the 1990s Y axis is on a log 

scale and labels are listed as raw values.  Blue numbers indicate the number of individual bears 

in each month. 
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Figure 4.8.  Movement rate of BB adult female bears (km/day) in the 2000s Y axis is on a log 

scale and labels are listed as raw values.  Blue numbers indicate the number of individual bears 

in each month. 
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Fig 4.9.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use in BB for each of four sea-ice 

habitat variables: sea-ice concentration in small buffer, distance to 15% sea-ice concentration, 

distance to 50% sea-ice concentration, and distance to the nearest land.  Data from 1990s are 

shown in red, 2000s in blue.  Shaded regions represent 2 SE of the mean.  Vertical lines indicate 

monthly boundaries for seasons (winter, spring summer) used in the analysis.  SSM/I sea-ice 

concentration is used in both decades.  All positions are for bears on sea ice or water and resident 

bears in Melville Bay are excluded.  Months 8 -10 also represent land use by bears.  The small 

numbers in blue and red represent the number of movements for each month and decade.  
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Fig 4.10.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use in BB for each of three sea-ice 

habitat variables: distance to 300 m depth contour, depth (bathymetry), and percentage of 

observations on the sea ice.  Data from 1990s are shown in red, 2000s in blue. Shaded regions 

represent 2 SE of the mean.  Vertical lines indicate monthly boundaries for seasons (winter, 

spring summer).  SSM/I sea-ice concentration is used in both decades.  All positions are for bears 

on ice or water and resident bears in Melville Bay are excluded.  Months 8 -10 also represent 

land use by bears.  The small numbers in blue and red represent the number of movements for 

each month and decade. 
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Figure 4.11.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use for each of four land habitat 

variables: Elevation, Slope, Aspect and Distance to the Baffin Island coast (from inland).  Data 

from 1990s are shown in red, 2000s in blue.  Shaded regions represent 2 SE of the mean.  The 

small numbers in blue and red represent the number of movements for each month and decade. 
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Figure 4.12.  Map of ASTER Digital Elevation Model (DEM) data and IBCAO bathymetry 

shown for Baffin Island used in the RSF analyses.  Partial tracks from a single adult female 

(68005) collared in 2009 in West Greenland are shown for reference. 
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Figure 4.13.  Arrival dates (on land) for adult female BB polar bears in the 1990s and 2000s.  

This does not include two BB bears arriving on Ellesmere Island in the 1990s. Also bears in 

glacial fronts in Melville Bay not included as they remained in coastal habitat year-round. 
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Fig 4.14.  Departure dates in fall (off land) for adult female BB polar bears in the 1990s and 

2000s. 
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Figure 4.15.  Correlations between the sea-ice retreat and advance metrics (see methods) and the 

arrival and departure dates on Baffin Island for adult females in both decades. 
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Figure 4.16.  Distance to land vs. time plot for polar bear captured in 1992 (PTT 14411) 

showing a potential swimming event in September 1993.  Purple squares denote the departure 

date from land on to sea ice and purple triangles denote the arrival date from sea ice/water on to 

land for that individual. 
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Figure 4.17.  Distance to land vs. time for polar bear captured in 2011 (PTT 105808) showing an 

example of a swimming event in both July 2011 and July 2012.  Purple squares denote the 

departure date from land on to sea ice and purple triangles denote the arrival date from sea 

ice/water on to land for that individual. 
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Figure 4.18.  a) Track of adult female bear tagged in 1992 where the last three locations from the 

individual occur between July-August 1994 in open water 180 km from land; b) track of adult female 

bear collared in 1993 through August 1994, where the last two locations occur in open water 180 km from 

land; and, c) track of an adult female bear collared in April 2011 through July 2011.  The last position is 

80 km from land in <15% sea ice. 

a) 

 

b) 
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c) 
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Figure 4.19.  Maternity den locations in BB by decade. 
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Figure 4.20.  Shelter den locations in BB by decade. 
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Figure 4.21.  Boxplots comparing maternity den duration of Baffin Bay maternity dens (p = 

0.017) (1990s: n = 8; 2000s: n = 16). 
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Figure 4.22.  Boxplots comparing entry (p = 0.018) and exit dates (p = 0.399) of Baffin Bay 

maternity dens (1990s: n = 8; 2000s: n = 16) 
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Figure 4.23.  Boxplots comparing the first date on land (FDOL) of pregnant females in BB in 

the 1990s (n = 8) and 2000s (n = 16) (First FDOL used; p = 0.002). 
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Figure 4.24.  Plots comparing the aspect, slope, elevation, and distance to coast of the 1990s (n = 

8) and 2000s (n = 15) maternity dens in Baffin Bay (the den on Greenland was omitted).  The 

aspect plot consists of a compass face with lines marking the directions that dens faced.  The 

lines are annotated with numbers noting how many dens were found at that aspect.  Elevation 

and slope significantly differed between the two time periods (p = 0.003), whereas no significant 

difference was detected for aspect (p = 0.392) or distance to coast (p = 0.776). 
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Figure 4.25.  Biplot symbolizing the results for the principal component analysis (PCA) 

ordination of the Baffin Bay maternity dens and their habitat descriptors (elevation, slope, aspect, 

and distance to coast or ‘coastdist’), with ordiellipses drawn around year groups (1990s and 

2000s; confidence level = 0.95).  The 1990s dens (n = 8) are symbolized by dark blue points and 

the light blue points are the 2000s dens (n = 15; the Greenland maternity den was omitted). 
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CHAPTER 5 

GENETIC MARK-RECAPTURE STUDY OF 

POLAR BEARS IN BAFFIN BAY 
KEY FINDINGS 

• We used joint live-recapture and dead-recovery mark-recapture models to analyze data for 
the Baffin Bay (BB) polar bear subpopulation, with the goal of updating estimates of 
subpopulation size and survival. The dataset consisted of 914 physical captures 1993-
1995 and 1997; 1,410 genetic samples obtained from biopsy darting 2011-2013; and 243 
harvest returns of research-marked bears 1993-2013. 

• The mean estimate of total abundance of the BB subpopulation in 2012-2013 was 2,826 
(95% CI = 2,059-3,593) polar bears. The mean estimate of total abundance 1994-1997 
was 2,173 (95% CI = 1,252-3,093) bears, similar to the estimate reported by Taylor et al. 
(2005). Estimates of abundance for the 1990s and 2010s are not directly comparable due 
to changes in sampling design and environmental conditions. 

• The mean estimates of total (i.e., including harvest mortality) survival in 2011-2013 were 
0.90 (SE = 0.05) for females age ≥ 2 years, and 0.78 (SE = 0.06) for males age 2 ≥ years. 
The time-constant estimate of total survival for a combined age class of cubs-of-the-year 
and yearlings, over the entire period 1993-2013, was 0.87 (SE = 0.06). Estimates of 
unharvested survival in 2011-2013 for females and males age ≥ 2 years were 0.91 (SE = 
0.05) and 0.83 (SE = 0.06), respectively. Estimates of survival for both sexes may have 
included negative bias due to temporary emigration (see Chapter 3).   

• We performed a comparative assessment of sampling design and environmental 
conditions in the 1990s and 2010s to help interpret parameter estimates, quantify potential 
bias, and understand trends. An evaluation of the spatial distribution of onshore captures, 
together with data on habitat use from satellite telemetry, suggested that more systematic 
live-recapture sampling, including inland areas and the backs of fjords, occurred during 
2011 – 2013 compared to the 1990s. Furthermore, offshore sea ice was available to polar 
bears during the annual sampling periods in the 1990s, but largely unavailable in the 
2010s. 

• We created a geographic subset of the 2010s data based on the estimated sampling area 
from the 1990s to investigate the effects of sampling differences. Analyses suggested that 
geographically-restricted sampling such as occurred during the 1990s could result in 
approximately 10% negative bias in estimates of abundance. Furthermore, satellite 
telemetry data suggested that a potentially significant proportion of the BB subpopulation 
may have been located outside the sampling area or on the sea ice during mark-recapture 
sampling in the 1990s, although no sampling was conducted on the ice. This represents 
another potential source of negative bias in the 1990s abundance estimate although we 
were not able to quantify its magnitude. 
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• Differences in sampling design and environmental conditions between the 1990s and 
2010s introduced variable levels of heterogeneity into recapture probabilities. This 
heterogeneity was due in large part to the temporary emigration of bears from the 
sampling area, which was more pronounced in the 1990s (i.e., more bears were located 
farther inland, where there was no sampling, or on the sea ice). Although moderate levels 
of random temporary emigration are not problematic for mark-recapture models, high or 
variable levels of temporary emigration combined with short live-encounter sampling 
windows, or non-random temporary emigration, are well-known sources of bias. Our 
approach of including harvest returns in the same analytical framework as live-capture 
data likely mitigated bias to some extent. However, the BB data were too sparse to fit MR 
models that explicitly estimated temporary emigration and thus minimized its effects on 
parameters. 

• Considering statistical uncertainty in estimated parameters and evidence that the sampling 
design and environmental conditions likely resulted in an underestimate of abundance in 
the 1990s, it is not possible to conclude that the estimate of total abundance in the 2010s 
represents an increase in the size of the BB subpopulation. Although the 2010s abundance 
estimate represents the best-available information and is suitable for informing 
management, we cannot reliably determine the trend in subpopulation size over the 1993-
2013 study period. 

• The 2011 – 2013 estimate of total survival for independent females is likely too low to 
support a stable subpopulation, although subsequent demographic modeling (e.g., 
population viability analysis integrating survival, recruitment, and harvest) is necessary to 
estimate observed and potential (i.e., in the absence of human-caused removals) 
subpopulation growth rates.  The low estimates of total survival for independent males 
may warrant concern and further investigation. However, the short time-series of live-
recapture data in the 1990s and 2010s, statistical uncertainty, and potential negative bias 
due to temporary emigration (such bias is generally most pronounced toward the end of a 
study) limit inference about trends in survival or the current status of the BB 
subpopulation based on estimated survival rates.   

 

5.1.  Introduction 

 Sea-ice dynamics are rapidly changing across the circumpolar Arctic (Comiso et al. 2008, 

Stroeve et al. 2012), including the Baffin Bay region (Laidre et al. 2015), with a general trend 

toward reduced spatial extent and temporal availability of sea ice.  These changes are expected to 

have negative impacts on sea ice dependent polar bears in the long-term (Atwood et al. 2015).  In 

the near-term, the effects of sea-ice loss are expected to vary among subpopulations, with some 

of the earliest impacts anticipated in the seasonal ice subpopulations (Amstrup et al. 2008, 
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Stirling and Derocher 2012, Rode et al. 2012, 2014, Bromaghin et al. 2015, Obbard et al. 2015, 

Lunn et al. 2016). 

 The Baffin Bay (BB) polar bear subpopulation, located between Canada and Greenland, 

forms part of the seasonal ice ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008) and is characterized by the 

formation and near-complete melting of sea ice each year.  These sea-ice dynamics force most 

bears to spend the low-ice (or ice-free) summer on land.  In this region, the interval between the 

spring sea-ice retreat and the fall sea-ice advance has increased by ~12 days per decade since 

1979 (Chapter 4, Laidre et al. 2015), suggesting that polar bears are likely experiencing reduced 

sea-ice availability during important spring and fall foraging periods.  Rode et al. (2012) reported 

declining body condition in BB and suggested that this finding may be due to loss of sea-ice 

habitat. 

 Abundance of the BB subpopulation was estimated as 2,074 (95% CI= 1544 - 2604) 

bears based on a physical mark-recapture study conducted 1993 – 1997 (Taylor et al. 2005).  

Taylor et al. (2005) reported relatively high survival for subadult and adult females (ages 1 – 4: 

0.90, SE= 0.045; ages 5 – 20: 0.94, SE= 0.021) and estimated an unharvested population growth 

rate (λ) of 1.055 (SD: 0.01), suggesting strong potential for subpopulation growth relative to 

other demographic studies of polar bears (cf. Taylor et al. 2006, 2008, 2009).  The combined 

Canada-Greenland harvest from BB was high during the early to mid-2000s (�̅�: 214 from 2001 – 

2005, Chapter 8), and Peacock et al. (2012) reported lower survival rates in BB for the 2003 – 

2009 period using harvest recoveries, although the estimated survival rates were characterized by 

high uncertainty and potential bias due to sparse data. 

 No new research has been conducted to update estimates of abundance since the 1993 – 

1997 research, but projections using estimated abundance and vital rates from the 1990s (Taylor 
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et al. 2005) and reported harvest suggested a declining subpopulation and a projected abundance 

of ~1,550 bears as of 2004 (PBSG 2010).  In addition, the IUCN / Polar Bear Specialist Group 

(2015) assessed BB to be declining based on 100% of population viability analysis (PVA) 

simulations resulting in a decline in abundance after 10 years, largely attributable to the effects 

of harvest.  In the absence of an updated demographic and ecological assessment, there has been 

considerable uncertainty about the current abundance and status of polar bears in BB.  Given the 

large-scale environmental changes occurring in Baffin Bay and concerns regarding previous and 

current harvest levels, there was a need for new information on subpopulation status (Chapter 1). 

 Our objective was to obtain updated estimates of abundance and, to the extent possible, 

vital rates including survival for polar bears in the BB subpopulation.  These estimates, 

combined with information on sea-ice dynamics, polar bear movements, reproductive output, 

body condition, and other ecological metrics, will be used to assess subpopulation status, develop 

management plans, and inform subsistence harvest levels.  To address our objectives, we 

conducted a 3-year genetic mark-recapture study during 2011 – 2013.  These data were analyzed 

together with data from physical mark-recapture research (1993 – 1995, 1997).  Harvest 

recoveries were incorporated throughout the 21-year (1993 – 2013) study period, but no live 

recapture sampling occurred during the 13-year interval from 1998 – 2010. 

 To address concerns regarding the potential impacts of immobilization and handling on 

wildlife and better reflect values of northern Canadian communities, the Canada-Greenland Joint 

Commission on Polar Bears elected to use genetic, rather than physical, mark-recapture methods 

(Chapter 1).  This work is part of a broad, inter-jurisdictional initiative to develop less-invasive 

methods (i.e., compared to physical capture) to study polar bear subpopulations.  Whereas use of 

aerial surveys has become increasingly widespread for polar bears (e.g., Aars et al. 2009, 
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Stapleton et al. 2014, 2016, Obbard et al. 2015), genetic mark-recapture has not been 

implemented at large spatial scales. However, genetic mark-recapture is an established technique 

that has been used in wildlife studies for decades (e.g., Palsbøll et al. 1997, Boersen et al. 2003, 

Boulanger et al. 2004), including small-scale studies of polar bears (Herreman and Peacock 

2013).  This study and concurrent research in the neighboring Kane Basin subpopulation 

(Chapter 10) represent the first subpopulation-scale applications of genetic mark-recapture for 

assessment of a polar bear subpopulation. 

 

5.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The boundaries of the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation (BB) encompass an area ~1 

million km2 in Baffin Bay, covering portions of Baffin Island and all Bylot Island (66.2° N to 

73.8° N) in Nunavut/ Canada and parts of West and Northwest Greenland (66.0° N to 77.0° N; 

Taylor et al. 2005; Figure 5.1).  BB is bounded by Greenland to the east, Baffin and Bylot islands 

to the west, the North Water polynya to the north and Davis Strait to the south.  Three 

communities in Nunavut and 37 communities in Greenland harvest bears from BB, although the 

majority of the Greenland harvest is taken between ca. 72° and 76° N. 

 Baffin Bay is ice covered in winter but typically ice free in summer.  During late spring 

and summer break-up, sea ice recedes from Greenland westward across Baffin Bay. The last 

remnants of ice typically occur off the coast of Baffin Island.  Most polar bears remain on the sea 

ice as it recedes and then come ashore to spend the ice-retreat period on Baffin and Bylot islands 

(Taylor et al. 2005), although an unquantified but probably small number remains on land in 

northwestern Greenland throughout the ice-retreat period (see Chapter 4).  Sea ice in Baffin Bay 
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has decreased markedly during the last few decades (Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Peacock et al. 

2012, Laidre et al. 2015), with earlier spring break up and later fall formation.  During the 1990s, 

some sea ice remained in offshore Baffin Bay during summer and was used by bears; this 

remnant ice was largely unavailable to polar bears in the 2010s (Chapters 3 and 4).  The east 

coasts of Baffin and Bylot islands are characterized by high topographic relief and deep, steep-

sided fjords, creating difficult conditions in which to sample bears. 

 Movement data of satellite-collared bears (Taylor et al. 2001), genetic analyses (e.g., 

Paetkau et al. 1999, Peacock et al. 2015), and recaptures and harvest recoveries of research-

marked bears (Taylor and Lee 1995) have been used to evaluate subpopulation delineation 

between BB and other subpopulations in the Canadian and Greenlandic Arctic.  Taylor et al. 

(2001) reported some sub-structuring of BB on a north-south gradient, and genetic analyses 

suggest a lack of genetic differentiation between BB from the adjacent Kane Basin 

subpopulation to the north, but a significant genetic difference between BB and the Davis Strait 

subpopulation (Paetkau et al. 1999, Peacock et al. 2015).  These findings were corroborated by 

analyses of recent samples from BB, KB, DS and Lancaster Sound (see Chapter 2).  Although 

some interchange occurs among BB and adjacent subpopulations including Davis Strait, 

Lancaster Sound and Kane Basin (e.g., Taylor et al. 2001, Chapter 3), the BB subpopulation is 

considered a distinct demographic unit for management purposes. 

 

Mark-Recapture Sampling Design 

 Mark-recapture sampling of polar bears in BB has occurred over three periods.  Early 

field sampling was conducted during the 1970s and 1980s (Figure 5.2) but restricted to spring-

time captures on landfast ice (i.e., ice occurring nearshore; Taylor et al. 2005).  Because this 
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early sampling occurred in a different season (i.e., spring versus fall) and was spatially more 

variable and restricted than later sampling, we excluded early data (1970s and 1980s) from the 

present analyses.  In addition, lack of tissue samples from early sampling precluded genetic 

identification, a primary method used in the current study.  More systematic capture-based 

sampling occurred during fall ice-free seasons in 1993 –1995 and 1997, but there was no fall 

sampling in 1996 due to logistical and resource constraints (Taylor et al. 2005). 

 We completed a recent fall-time sampling session (August – October) from 2011 to 2013.  

This session differed from sampling in the 1990s in several important ways.  First, sampling was 

conducted by biopsy darting to obtain tissue for genotyping individuals, rather than via physical 

capture and tagging. Second, new information obtained via satellite telemetry on the movements 

and spatial distribution of bears in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin, collected during the 1990s 

sampling session and during 2009 – 2010, was used to improve study design, with the objective 

of improving sampling coverage of the BB subpopulation and thereby reducing heterogeneity in 

recapture probabilities.  In Baffin Bay, heterogeneity during fall sampling is likely to result 

primarily from the spatial distribution of bears in relation to sampling effort.  Although bears are 

concentrated along the Baffin Island coast during the ice-free season, some individuals travel 

significant distances inland, move to higher elevations, or remain on offshore ice where access 

for sampling is difficult (Ferguson et al. 1997, 2000, Taylor et al. 2001, Chapter 4).  Bears also 

may segregate by age and reproductive status.  For example, adult females with cubs tend to 

select fjords, avoiding offshore islands and coastal regions where densities of adult males are 

higher (Ferguson et al. 1997; Chapter 4), and pregnant bears select inland and upland denning 

habitats where they are less available for capture (Chapter 4). 
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 Although Taylor et al. (2005:205) reported that search effort during the 1990s was 

uniform and systematic across the coastal regions, islands, and inland reaches of Baffin Island, 

examination of the satellite telemetry data from adult female polar bears collared in the 1990s 

indicated an under-representation of bears in fjords and inland regions and offshore pack ice (see 

Chapter 3).  This finding suggested that capture effort during the 1990s was concentrated on 

islands, along the coastline, and near the mouths of fjords (Figure 5.3).  This pattern was 

particularly noticeable in central and northern Baffin Island, where no captures were recorded 

beyond the mouths of fjords during the entire study period.  We conclude that sampling was 

spatially restricted to a portion of the subpopulation’s fall range during the 1990s, thus 

potentially increasing heterogeneity in recapture probabilities, which can bias estimates of 

subpopulation size and demographic parameters. 

 Analysis of the 1990s telemetry data also showed that a potentially significant proportion 

of collared bears remained on offshore sea ice during the fall onshore sampling period (see 

Chapter 3).  The proportion of collared bears present in the sampled area each year was 

estimated based on the total number of collars that were transmitting during the capture sampling 

period.  To evaluate movements and fidelity with respect to the onshore sampling area in years t 

+ 1, 2,…k, we only used data from bears that were captured in the onshore sampling area and 

fitted with collars during year t (i.e., we excluded data from the year of capture, because bears 

were captured onshore and their locations following capture were not random). In addition to the 

mark-recapture sampling in the fall, some bears were captured and fitted with collars in the 

spring.  Data from bears captured in spring of year t were incorporated into summaries of 

movement and fidelity for fall of year t. 
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 During the 1990s, there were three years with telemetry data available during mark-

recapture sampling (1993 – 1995).  In those years, 0 – 23% of collared bears transmitting during 

the sampling period (𝑛 = 1 – 13 collared bears / year) were present in the sampling area.  By 

contrast, during the 2010s, 67 – 85% of collared bears were present in the sampling area during 

the sampling period (𝑛 = 6 – 12 collared bears / year) (see Chapter 3).  Although sample sizes are 

small and telemetry data are limited to adult females, this finding suggests that seasonal fidelity 

to the sampling area changed significantly between the two mark-recapture sampling periods. 

This follows well with the change observed in the sea-ice habitat during those periods (Chapter 

4).  Further investigation showed that a substantial portion of 1990s adult females outfitted with 

satellite collars were on the offshore pack ice of Baffin Island or on remnant ice around 

Lancaster Sound and Devon Island.  In contrast, there was little sea-ice habitat available in 

summer during the 2010s, and bears were concentrated on Baffin Island and Northwest 

Greenland.  Polar bears that used offshore sea ice during the 1990s were unavailable for capture, 

and to the extent that individual bears consistently used offshore sea ice throughout the 1990s 

sampling period, these bears would not have been enumerated in the subpopulation estimate. 

These issues were less problematic during the 2010s due to the expanded onshore sampling area 

and the lower availability of offshore sea ice. 

 For sampling on Baffin and Bylot islands during 2011 – 2013, we defined sampling strata 

to guide effort and improve survey coverage and efficiency.  Stratification primarily was based 

on satellite telemetry data obtained from adult female polar bears collared during fall and spring 

along eastern Baffin Island (1993-1997) and in spring in W and NW Greenland in 2009 and 

2010.  We summarized location data by proximity to the coastline and used the proportion of 

locations in different inland zones (e.g., 0 – 5 km inland, 5 – 10 km inland) to inform 
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stratification. We delineated a high-density stratum including the coastline and offshore islands, 

extending 5 km inland; a moderate-density stratum including inland regions 5 – 10 km from the 

coastline; and a low-density stratum extending up to 30 km inland (Figure 5.4).  We attempted to 

allocate roughly 65%, 25%, and 10% of helicopter search effort in the high-, moderate-, and low- 

density strata, respectively, to efficiently sample the study area. We set a priori guidelines to 

systematically distribute inland search effort along the entirety of the islands. 

 It was not feasible to sample bears that may have remained on offshore ice floes in either 

decade.  However, long-term trends in sea-ice conditions in Baffin Bay have resulted in 

significant reductions in offshore ice during the fall in the 2010s, relative to the 1990s (Laidre et 

al. 2015; see Chapter 4).  Thus, the presence of bears on offshore ice during the recent sampling 

session was considerably reduced (cf. Chapter 3 Figures 3.18, 3.19, and 3.20).  Additionally, 

using real-time data on sea ice (see Field Methods below) and the location of telemetry-

instrumented bears, sampling during the 2011 – 2013 period was timed to coincide with the 

period when sea-ice cover was at a minimum and most collared bears were on land. 

 Various sources of information including traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), 

expedition reports and unpublished data (Born 1995, Born et al. 2011, GINR unpublished data) 

indicate that an unquantified but presumably small number of bears in the BB subpopulation 

spend the summer in the Qimmusseriarsuaq / Melville Bay area of Northwest Greenland, rather 

than moving with the retreating sea ice and summering on Baffin and Bylot islands (see also 

Chapter 2).  To account for this portion of the subpopulation, we extended our sampling efforts 

to include this region during fall (Figure 5.4).  Because satellite telemetry indicated that polar 

bears were not present during fall in the Melville Bay region in the 1990s (Taylor et al. 2001), 

NW Greenland was not sampled during fall during the 1990 physical mark-recapture study 
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(Taylor et al. 2005). In sum, study design for 2011 – 2013 was intended to (1) maximize sample 

size; (2) sample bears across the known seasonal range of the subpopulation; (3) efficiently 

allocate sampling effort based on expected densities across the study area; and (4) accommodate 

the spatial segregation of sex, age, and reproductive classes. These considerations are important 

to reducing potential bias in estimates of demographic parameters, particularly abundance, from 

mark-recapture studies (Pollock et al. 1990, Williams et al. 2002). 

 

Field Methods 

 Capture, sampling, aging, and data collection protocols for bears marked during 1993 – 

1995 and 1997 are described in Taylor et al. (2005).  For genetic mark-recapture sampling from 

2011 – 2013, field work was timed to coincide with minimum sea-ice cover in Baffin Bay based 

on Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS) satellite imagery 

(https://worldview.earthdata.nasa.gov) and Canadian Ice Service maps (August – October in all 

years).  The locations of collared bears were also reviewed prior to field work to confirm the 

timing and location of bears coming ashore.  During field sampling, locations of collared bears 

were not reviewed and telemetry equipment was not used to help locate bears. 

 In Nunavut (Canada), sampling in 2011 – 2013 was conducted via remote biopsy darting 

(Pagano et al. 2014) using two helicopters (Bell 206 LongRangers).  The helicopters began 

sampling at opposite ends of the study area; one proceeding north to south, and the other south to 

north until they overlapped.  We sampled Baffin and Bylot islands from September 4 – October 

14, 2011; August 26 – September 29, 2012; and August 20 – October 11, 2013.  With the 

exception of 1993 (August 23 – October 8), sampling started and ended earlier than research in 

the 1990s.  Approximately 300 hours of total helicopter flying time was allocated each year, 

https://worldview.earthdata.nasa.gov/
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including travel time to and from daily start points and refueling caches.  To the extent possible, 

effort was allocated according to the a priori stratification and criteria noted previously.  

However, we modified sampling where necessary based on terrain and weather conditions that 

limited access to some areas.  Flight paths during searches were recorded via GPS to facilitate 

post-hoc assessment of the distribution of search effort.  We made a concerted effort to search 

inland and at high elevations.  We searched most fjords along their entire lengths and a majority 

(>95%) of offshore islands. 

 As outlined above, a small number of polar bears summer in the Melville Bay area of 

NW Greenland (e.g., Born et al. 2011), and we also searched these areas to collect biopsies.  The 

areas between 74° 34´ N and 76° 46´ N (i.e., Melville Bay sensu lato) were searched during 4-11 

September 2012 and 7-17 September 2013 (a total of nearly 60 hours of active on-effort search) 

using an AS350 Ecureuil B3 helicopter.  Coastlines, mountain sides, inland nunataks, glacier 

fronts and most offshore islands up to 40 km from the coast were searched.  On each flight, three 

dedicated observers and the pilot searched for bears; and on several flights, a local polar bear 

hunter assisted in the search.  Flight paths were recorded using GPS. 

 In 2011, we initially tested two types of biopsy dart to assess reliability and the quality of 

samples yielded (Figure 5.5).  The Pneudart DNA dart (Pneudart Inc., Williamsport, USA) was 

highly reliable at yielding good quality tissue samples (95% success).  In contrast, the Pneudart 

Biopsy dart was unreliable (<50% success), although it did provide good quality samples when 

successfully deployed.  Consequently, we used DNA darts exclusively during the remainder of 

the field work.  Biopsy darting was quick and minimally invasive; the time between spotting a 

bear and obtaining a sample was typically < 2 minutes.  Since bears were not chemically 

immobilized, they could be safely darted in locations that would have been unsuitable for capture 
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due to the risks of drowning or falling.  The only exception was for bears sighted in the water.  

Most bears found in water were directed to land before darting since the darts do not float well.  

A small number of bears were darted while still in the water using Pneudart DNA Marker darts, 

which float for a short time in calm waters and may be retrieved. 

 Bears showed little or no reaction to the impact of a biopsy dart, and no visible mark was 

left in most cases.  Immediately after darting, each bear was allowed to move away from the 

helicopter before the dart was retrieved.  Darts were coated in fluorescent paint to aid retrieval.  

When working in deep snow, we also rolled a length (~ 20 cm) of flagging tape around the shaft 

of each dart.  This tape unrolled during flight and helped in locating darts when they sank into 

the snow.  Because biopsy darts leave no visible mark, there was potential for repeated sampling 

of the same individuals within a single field season.  To minimize duplicate sampling, daily 

searches were limited to areas not previously searched.  Where possible, we used natural barriers 

to polar bear movements for the purpose of delineating daily break points in search effort.  When 

sampling members of a family group consisting of an adult female with cubs-of-the-year or 

yearlings, the 1 to 3 dependent young with each mother were distinguished based on differences 

in size or other features (e.g., marks on fur) to avoid sampling the same individual twice.  When 

it was not possible to distinguish between cubs, we used DNA-Marker darts to distinguish 

among litter mates.  This dart takes a tissue sample and leaves a temporary dye mark that can be 

used to distinguish sampled from non-sampled individuals. 

 A limitation of biopsy darting was the challenge of sampling cubs-of-the-year.  Although 

many cubs were large enough to be sampled, doing so involved a risk of separating them from 

their mother.  Unlike physical capture methods, in which the adult female is first immobilized 

and can be used as an ‘anchor point’ around which cubs are captured, members of a family group 
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that are being biopsy darted may move in opposite directions.  With the rugged and steep terrain 

along Baffin and Bylot islands and Melville Bay, cubs can quickly lose sight of their mother and 

are at risk of injury or separation.  For these reasons, only about half of the cubs-of-the-year that 

we encountered during 2011 – 2013 were biopsy darted, although we recorded the sighting of all 

individual cubs for calculating proportions of females with cubs and mean litter sizes. 

 Following retrieval, darts were checked to ensure they contained a suitable tissue sample.  

Each sample was divided into two parts for storage and labelled with a unique biopsy number.  

Samples were initially stored cooled or frozen.  Samples sent for DNA extraction were taped 

onto an absorbent card, placed into individual envelopes and later oven dried for submission, or 

stored in vials with DMSO.  For each bear encountered, we recorded GPS coordinates and data 

on location, weather conditions, habitat, behavior, body condition (thin, average, and obese 

bears; see Stirling et al. 2008), group size, and estimated age-class and sex. 

 We remotely estimated sex and age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 

4], and adult) from the air at a range of 3 – 7 m above ground.  Sex was later confirmed via 

genetic analysis.  In estimating age-class and sex, the observer used multiple cues, including the 

size of an individual relative to its environment or accompanying bears, membership in a family 

group (mothers and cubs or yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males), body 

shape and proportions, presence of scars (which are most often seen on adult males) and 

observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under the tail in females).  Field notes 

assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic sex was known.  Age-class was 

later verified for some bears from other encounter records in which the individual was captured 

and physically examined, or by using genetic identification to assign membership to a known 
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family group (Appendix B).  We were able to assess the accuracy of estimating age-class and sex 

of polar bears using this sample of known age-class bears (Appendix B). 

 

Harvest recoveries 

 We assembled data from bears killed in the harvest or as problem bears during the 1993 - 

2013 study period.  Between 1993 and 2010, recoveries of research-marked bears in the harvest 

were detected by the return of ear tags and / or lip tattoos from hunters in Canada and Greenland.  

Between 2011 and 2013, recoveries of bears that were physically tagged or genetically marked 

(i.e., without physical tags) were detected by the return of ear tags or lip tattoos (and satellite 

radios in Greenland); or from genetic monitoring of harvest (i.e., genotyping of harvested bears).  

Although we expected a majority of bears marked in Baffin Bay to remain within BB, previous 

studies of tag recoveries in the harvest and satellite telemetry suggest that some bears emigrate 

from the subpopulation (Stirling et al. 1980, Taylor and Lee 1995, Taylor et al. 2001, Taylor et 

al. 2005).  To account for marked individuals that were harvested outside BB (Burnham 1993), 

samples were collected from bears harvested in Baffin Bay as well as all surrounding 

subpopulations (Lancaster Sound, Kane Basin, Gulf of Boothia and Davis Strait, Foxe Basin; 

Burnham 1993).  For each harvested bear, data including age, sex, date and location of kill were 

recorded.  Canada’s quota-based mandatory harvest reporting system was in place throughout the 

1993 – 2013 research period.  Greenland implemented a quota system and made improvements 

to the reporting system in the mid-2000s and, in 2012, instituted a mandatory harvest reporting 

system for collection of a tissue sample and premolar tooth for age determination (Appendix D). 

 

Genetic Analysis 
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 To identify bears physically marked (with ear tags and lip tattoos) during the 1990s that 

survived and were subsequently encountered during the genetic mark-recapture session (2011-

13), we genotyped tissue samples from all bears sampled in the 1990s except: 1) bears that were 

recorded as harvested between 1993 and 2011, 2) bears whose known or estimated age would 

have been greater than 35 years in 2011, and 3) 33 bears that met the above 2 criteria, but lacked 

tissue samples.  In total, this dataset consisted of 650 individuals marked in the 1990s that would 

have been ≤ 35 years old and had not been harvested by the time genetic sampling began in 

2011; the 33 bears lacking tissue samples were assigned to unique attribute groups to 

acknowledge they were unavailable for genetic recapture during the 2011-2013 sampling period 

(see below). 

 Dried biopsy samples and harvest specimens (frozen or in ethanol) were sent to Wildlife 

Genetics International (Nelson, B.C., Canada) for analysis using protocols previously validated 

for bears (Kendall et al. 2009).  DNA was extracted from ~ 3mm2 pieces of tissue with QIAGEN 

DNeasy Blood and Tissue Kits (http://www.qiagen.com/).  Most samples consisted of a plug of a 

skin and sub-cutaneous tissue, which provided ample material for DNA extraction and residual 

tissue for future analyses.  In a small proportion of cases, the available sample consisted of a tuft 

of hair.  DNA was extracted from hair samples using approximately 10 guard hair roots or 30 

pieces of underfur.  In a few cases, where a biopsy sample contained no visible tissue, DNA was 

successfully extracted by soaking the barbed needle from the biopsy dart in the lysis mix 

(QIAGEN buffer ATL + proteinase K). 

 To select markers for the analysis of individual identity, we used allele frequency data 

from 1,771 polar bears for which complete 20-locus genotypes existed before the genetic mark-

recapture study began (Government of Nunavut, unpublished data).  We ranked the 20 

http://www.qiagen.com/


Chapter 5 SWG Final report 

244 | P a g e  

microsatellite markers in the dataset by expected heterozygosity.  The 8 most variable markers 

that could be analyzed together in a single sequencer lane were selected for use.  These surpassed 

the required standard for marker variability (HE = 0.80; Paetkau 2003).  In addition to the 8 

microsatellite markers, we analyzed sex on every sample, using a ZFX/ZFY marker.  This 9th 

marker roughly halved the match probability (assuming a balanced sex ratio), even for close 

relatives, as well as providing replication of sex data for individuals that were sampled more than 

once. 

 The analysis of individual identity followed a 3-phase approach.  Phase 1 was a first pass 

of all extracted samples using the 9 selected markers (G10B, CXX20, G10H, G10P, 145P07, 

MU50, MU59, G10X and ZFX/ZFY).  Samples that failed at > 6 of 9 markers on the first pass 

were set aside and did not proceed further in the analyses.  Previous experience has shown that 

such samples are prone to errors and run out of DNA before generating a complete (phase 2) and 

reproducible (phase 3) genotype (D. Paetkau, pers. comm.). 

 The first pass was followed by a cleanup phase in which data points that were weak or 

difficult to read the first time were re-analyzed.  During cleanup we used 5 µL of DNA per 

reaction instead of the 3 µL was used during first pass.  At the conclusion of the cleanup phase, 

the remaining samples (99.5%) had high-confidence scores for all 9 markers.  In cases where the 

genetic sex result contradicted the reported sex based on field assessment, genetic sex was 

checked using a second independent marker (amelogenin; 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7695123), thus confirming the results, and ruling out the 

possibility that a mutation at a particular marker was to blame.  In all cases, results from the 

second marker confirmed that the field data was the source of error. 
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 The third and final phase of analysis was error-checking, following the published 

protocol of reanalyzing the mismatching markers in highly similar pairs of genotypes (Paetkau 

2003).  This error-check included genotypes from the 4,657 polar bears in the database, plus 

published data from 473 individuals (Paetkau et al. 1999).  The error-checking protocol functions 

on the principle that when ≥ 2 samples are genotyped from a given individual, and when 1 of 

those genotypes contains an error, the result is a pair of genotypes that match at all-but-1 marker 

(a ‘1MMpair’).  Less commonly, 2MM-pairs are created when 2 errors have been made in the 

genotypes of the samples from a given individual. 

 An important distinction with this protocol is that it is designed to ensure accurate 

individual ID, and has been proven to do so with a high degree of efficiency (Kendall et al. 

2009), but it is not intended or expected to correct errors when just 1 sample has been genotyped 

from a given individual.  In addition to re-analyzing mismatching markers this protocol also 

involved the inclusion of additional markers for some samples.  Finally, we searched the dataset 

for genotype matches that seemed unlikely based on our field data.  In each case, 3 extra markers 

were added to the genotypes to lower the probability of chance matches between individuals.  

The extra loci confirmed all of these matches.  Once the genotyping and error-checking was 

complete, we defined an individual for each unique 9-locus genotype. 

 In total, 1610 biopsy samples (99.2% of those submitted for analysis) were successfully 

extracted and genotyped.  A further 868 samples (99.3% of those submitted) from bears 

harvested in BB and surrounding subpopulations 1993-2013 were genotyped successfully, with 

success defined as satisfying the lab’s visual and peak-height criteria for high-confidence scoring 

at each of the 9 markers. 
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 In addition to the genotyping errors that were targeted during error-checking, DNA-based 

datasets are prone to a second source of error, when match probabilities are so high that some 

individuals have identical genotypes.  Calculated match probabilities provide no practical insight 

into the risk of sampling individuals with matching genotypes, because the calculations are so 

dependent on the assumptions made about the degree of relatedness among the sampled 

individuals.  We therefore used the direct, empirical approach of extrapolation from the observed 

mismatch curve (Figure 5.6).  We expect to see roughly order-of-magnitude decreases in the 

number of pairs of individuals whose genotypes match at increasing numbers of markers 

(Paetkau 2003).  In our dataset the slope of this curve was reasonably true to that rule of thumb.  

From this curve, it is estimated that we would have sampled ~ 0.3 0MM-pairs (individuals whose 

genotypes matched at 9 markers) in this multiyear dataset of 4,657 individuals; a very small risk 

of error in proportion to the size of the dataset.  In addition to reducing the risk of sampling 

individuals with the same genotype, another benefit to having such a powerful marker system 

was realized during error-checking, where the amount of time required to reanalyze the 

mismatching markers underlying 1MM- and 2MM pairs was trivial in proportion to the scale of 

the project, because there were so few such pairs. 

 

Statistical Analysis 

 We used the Burnham (1993) model in Program MARK (Cooch and White 2015) to 

analyze joint live-recapture and dead-recovery data from the 21-year (1993 – 2013) study period 

in BB.  The Burnham model is an extension of the Cormack-Jolly-Seber live encounter model 

that facilitates the inclusion of dead-recovery data (i.e., combining the CJS model with the 

Brownie-Seber dead-recovery model) and estimates survival probability (𝑆; the probability of 
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surviving interval t to t+1), recapture probability (𝑝; the probability of live-recapturing a marked 

animal), dead reporting probability (𝑟; the probability that a bear is killed by humans and 

reported to authorities), and fidelity (𝐹; the probability that a bear does not permanently emigrate 

from the sampling area, and is therefore available for capture in future years).  The inclusion of 

dead recoveries allows for estimation of true survival (i.e., a biological survival rate that does not 

include permanent emigration), because whereas live-encounter models only measure the 

probability of remaining alive and within the live-recapture area, the inclusion of dead recoveries 

from throughout Greenland and Canada in the Burnham model allow for estimation of true 

survival independent of potential emigration. More importantly, inclusion of dead recovery data 

increased the amount of information available on the fates of individual bears in the BB 

subpopulation, likely decreased susceptibility to bias because the sampling mechanism for dead 

recoveries was different from live-recapture sampling, and allowed us to estimate survival during 

intervening years between live-recapture periods (i.e., 1998-2010; Peacock et al. 2012).  

Similarly, with respect to dead-recovery models, live recaptures provide large amounts of 

additional data, allowing for more precise estimation of survival than would be possible using 

dead recoveries only (Cooch and White 2015). 

 Estimates of demographic parameters from mark-recapture studies may be impacted by 

temporary emigration (e.g., Peñaloza et al. 2014).  Completely random temporary emigration is 

generally reflected in the parameter 𝑝 for long-term studies (i.e., the probability of recapture 

reflects both the probability that an individual is in the sampling area on a given occasion, and 

the probability that the individual will be recaptured conditional on being in the sampling area; 

Burnham 1993, Barker and White 2001). However, for shorter studies with high or variable rates 

of temporary emigration, especially when the probability of temporary emigrants remaining 
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outside the study area is non-random (e.g., if the probability of being an emigrant at sampling 

occasion t, depends on emigration status at sampling occasion t-1) the parameter 𝑆 may be 

susceptible to bias as well. Bias typically increases toward the end of the study, and is referred to 

as terminal bias, because bears that leave the study area during the final years have no 

opportunity to return and be resampled, and thus cannot be distinguished from individuals that 

died or emigrated permanently (Peñaloza et al. 2014). Such terminal bias can suggest spurious 

correlations with environmental covariates, particularly for short studies, if habitat quality 

declines toward the end of the study and there is concurrent terminal bias (Devineau et al. 2006). 

With the Burnham model, the inclusion of dead recovery data can mitigate these issues to some 

extent (Peacock et al. 2012), as can formal incorporation of telemetry data (Peñaloza et al. 2014). 

More complex mark-recapture approaches are available that can theoretically model temporary 

emigration with respect to the sampling area, further mitigating potential bias (e.g., the Barker 

model, Barker and White 2001; multistate models with unobservable states, Schaub et al. 2004). 

However, these models require large datasets and can be difficult to fit in practice (Converse et 

al. 2009). We conducted simulations in Program MARK (White and Burnham 1999) and 

determined that existing mark-recapture data from BB were inadequate for measuring temporary 

emigration (i.e., the F and F’ parameters in the Barker model, or the a” and a’ parameters in the 

Barker robust design). Simulations suggested that, using the Burnham model, adult survival (S) 

and recapture (p) probabilities were relatively unbiased in the presence of low to moderate levels 

of random temporary emigration, under which conditions the estimates of p reflected the product 

of recapture probability and presence on the study area (T. Arnold, unpubl. data). Simulations 

suggested that if temporary emigration was non-random or temporally variable, survival rates 

would be negatively biased (especially if dead recovery rates were low, as for adult females); 
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however, the product of capture probability and presence on the study area exhibited relatively 

small bias, the directionality of which tended to underestimate abundance.   

 Whereas live-capture sessions are assumed to be instantaneous, dead recoveries may 

occur year-round between the live-capture sampling periods.  For the BB data, there was some 

temporal overlap of live recapture and dead recovery periods, but the assumption of non-overlap 

between live and dead recovery periods was generally met.  We considered harvests prior to 

August 31 in year t as occurring after the live recapture sampling period in year t – 1, whereas 

harvests after September 1 were assumed to have occurred after live-recapture sampling in year 

t.  This coding protocol resulted in no instances of bears being coded as harvested before being 

observed alive during the sampling period in year t. 

 We analyzed data and built models in Program MARK (White and Burnham 1999).  We 

set up the analysis using a Barker modeling framework to provide flexibility if the data proved 

sufficient to model temporary emigration, but initially constrained parameters of the Barker 

model to correspond to the simpler Burnham model (i.e., we fixed the following parameters to 0: 

𝐹′(𝑖) [the probability a bear not at risk of capture in i is at risk of capture in period i + 1], 𝑅(𝑖) 

[the probability that a bear surviving from occasion i  to i + 1 is resighted alive between i  and i + 

1], and 𝑅′(𝑖) [the probability that a bear dies during i  to i + 1 without being reported dead is re-

sighted alive between i  and i + 1 before its death; Barker 1997, 1999).  This approach allowed 

for the possibility of altering model structures, in the event that we elected to explicitly model 

temporary emigration (𝐹′) or wanted to simulate the consequences of constraining this parameter 

to 0, rather than allowing random temporary emigration to be incorporated in the parameter 𝑝 

(Burnham 1993, Barker 1997, 1999).  We included harvest data through 2013 and compiled 

individual capture histories with the live capture and dead encounter data. 
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 Whereas researchers during the 1990s study period were able to estimate age by physical 

examination and by counting annular rings on a bear’s extracted premolar (Calvert and Ramsay 

1998), we did not physically capture bears during 2011 – 2013, and individual age classes were 

assessed from the air.  As such, there was uncertainty in our assignment of bears to age classes 

(Appendix B).  Hence, during mark-recapture modeling we elected to simplify age structure 

relative to previous work (cf. Taylor et al. 2005), resulting in the following age classes: cubs-of-

the-year (coy), yearlings (yrl), and individuals ≥ 2 years old (age 2+).  Dependent young (coy 

and yrl) were assumed to be aged without error because of clear differences in the body size of 

these two age classes. 

 We identified a limited number of candidate sub-model structures for the parameters 𝑆, 𝑝, 

𝑟, and 𝐹 in the Burnham model. Because we expected that survival would vary among age 

classes (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005), we incorporated age structure in all 10 candidate sub-models 

(Table 5.1).  We hypothesized that survival of coy would differ from yrl and thus constructed a 

three age-class structure (coy, yrl, age 2+). Because many of the coy that were sighted during the 

2011-2013 sampling period were not biopsy darted, we also examined a two age-class structure 

in which coy and yrl were pooled for estimation of 𝑆.  We hypothesized that the sexes would 

differ in 𝑆 for the age 2+ class, primarily due to sex-selective harvest (2:1 male-to-female harvest 

ratio), but not for coy and yrl since they are dependent on their mothers for survival.  Given 

sparseness of data, we examined time-constant structures for S, and a structure allowing temporal 

variation in adult survival across three sampling epochs corresponding to the live recapture and 

dead recovery periods (i.e., 1993 – 1997, 1998 – 2010, and 2011 – 2013).  We did not have a 

biological reason to suspect that temporal changes in survival aligned with these sampling 

epochs (e.g., that survival exhibited a step change between 1997 and 1998). This structure 
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aligned with changes in sampling design and available information on changes in bear 

movements, and allowed assessment of whether estimates of S varied whether they were based 

on combined data (epochs 1 and 3) or dead recoveries only (epoch 2).  We specified the time-

constant and epoch-based structures for S by constraining the design matrix in Program MARK, 

while maintaining full temporal structure on adult survival within the parameter index matrices 

(PIMs). This approach facilitated modeling of environmental covariates (see below) and future 

use of random effect models or Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) approaches to explore 

annual variation in survival (Cooch and White 2015). 

 We created two annual covariates, ice transition and ice area (both standardized about 

the mean and standard deviation) to explore relationships between S and environmental 

conditions.  First, we hypothesized that the duration of the summer sea-ice transition period over 

the continental shelf of BB (ice transition; i.e., the time between break-up and freeze-up; see 

Chapter 4 for description of derivation of sea-ice metrics) would have a negative relationship 

with survival for the age 2+ classes, such that increasing duration of the ice transition period 

would be correlated with decreasing survival (e.g., Regehr et al. 2007).  Similarly, we 

hypothesized that the area of ice over the continental shelf of the BB subpopulation during late 

spring (ice area; mean area of sea ice during May and June) would have a positive relationship 

with survival of age 2+ bears.  Duration of the ice transition period and ice area over the 

continental shelf increased and decreased, respectively, during the 21-year study period (ice 

transition: β = 2.7 (days), t = 3.1, P = 0.005 ; ice area: β = -1,362 (km2), t = -4.2, P < 0.001: -

0.70).  Because we did not sample many coy during 2011 – 2013 and we could only estimate 

survival from 7 cohorts, data were insufficient to explore relationships between time-varying 

covariates and the survival of dependent bears. 
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 Preliminary analyses suggested a positive relationship between age 2+ female survival 

and duration of the sea-ice transition period. However, we believe this finding was an artifact of 

study design.  No live recapture sampling occurred in 1996, which coincided with the heaviest 

observed sea-ice conditions during the period 1993-2013 (mean1993-2013: 190 days; 1996: 129 

days; standardized effect size: -2.18). Furthermore, the following year 1997 was the last year of 

live-capture data and the proportion of adult females in the sample was low compared to 

previous years, which we hypothesized was due to the higher levels of temporary emigration in 

the 1990s associated with limited geographic sampling and the availability of offshore sea ice  

(see Chapter 3).  The combination of extreme environmental conditions in 1996, lack of live-

capture sampling in 1996 and 1998-2009, and auxiliary data suggesting high levels of temporary 

emigration and nonrandom sampling in the 1990s led us to the conclusion that the data were 

likely insufficient to evaluate year-to-year variation in survival, especially toward the end of 

1990s live-capture sampling.  We explored the relationships between environmental covariates 

and S in other years by setting the 1996 value of standardized covariates to 0 (i.e., the 

standardized mean), and found there was not a significant relationship between sea ice and 

female survival.  Based on these considerations we excluded sea-ice metrics from further 

consideration for evaluating temporal variation in 𝑆, although we explored the robustness of 

these results using additional post hoc analyses (see Discussion). 

 We created 12 candidate structures to model recapture probability (Table 5.2).  We 

modeled coy to have the same 𝑝 as females, since they remain in family groups as yearlings and 

are recaptured with their mothers.  However, we hypothesized that 𝑝 of age 2+ males (including 

𝑝 of male yearlings, recaptured at age 2 after break-up of family groups) would differ due to 

spatial segregation of bears onshore by sex and age classes (Taylor et al. 2005), and we included 
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this two-group structure for p (family, including 2+ females and dependent young; and age 2+ 

males) in all candidate sub-models.  We evaluated two candidate structures for temporal 

variability in 𝑝: 1) given  differences in sampling protocols, search effort and survey teams 

between the 1990s and 2000s, 𝑝 was allowed to differ between the 1990s and 2010s live-capture 

sampling epochs (additive or interactive effects with family); and 2) a fully-time varying 

structure (additive with family) for p (i.e., allowing for year-to-year variability), given that both 

sampling effort and environmental conditions varied significantly among years. In all candidate 

structures, p was fixed to 0 for the years 1996 and 1998-2010. This was necessary because p 

represents the probability of live-recapturing a previously-marked bear, and no live-capture 

sampling occurred in these years.  

 We hypothesized that timing of sea-ice break-up over the continental shelf may influence 

the distribution of polar bears, and thus 𝑝, in fall.  We evaluated the standardized spring sea-ice 

transition (50% threshold) date in some structures (spring ice, Table 5.2).  Exploratory analyses 

suggested that proximity to the coastline also may explain variability in 𝑝.  Specifically, 

contingency tables suggested that bears initially captured inland were more likely to be 

recaptured inland; and conversely that bears initially captured near the coast were more likely to 

be recaptured in coastal regions.  We created a binary geographic covariate based on an 

individual’s first capture location, using a threshold of 2 km from a smoothed coastline 

(coastline; i.e., the coastline excluding deep fjords, see Chapter 3).  We considered two temporal 

structures for this covariate: 1) given the apparent differences in sampling between the 1990s and 

2010s, we estimated separate effects by epoch; and 2) we included the covariate effect only for 

the 2010s, as exploratory analyses suggested this epoch showed the strongest relationship 

between 𝑝 and the covariate.  A small number of bears (n = 33) initially captured in the first 
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sampling period that could be alive by 2011 (<35 years of age and not harvested) were not 

genotyped due to inadequate tissue samples or an absence of samples.  Because all sampling was 

conducted via remote biopsy darting and subsequent genetic analysis during 2011 – 2013, these 

individuals had zero probability of live recapture in this period, so we assigned these bears to 

unique attribute groups to fix 𝑝 = 0 during the last 3 years of the study. As part of a study 

evaluating spatial ecology and population delineation (Ferguson et al. 1997, Taylor et al. 2001), a 

sample of adult female bears was outfitted with satellite collars in BB during 1992 – 1997.  Some 

of these bears (n = 14) were captured or radio-located on Baffin and Bylot islands during fall, 

1993 – 1997.  Because Taylor et al. (2005) state that the locations of collared bears were known 

at various times of the year and this information was used to assist in recaptures during 1994, 

1995, and 1997, we constructed three binary radio covariates (rad94, rad95, rad97) to identify 

when individual females were likely wearing functional radiocollars and therefore may have 

been more vulnerable to capture.  Not all collared bears were recaptured, however, so we did not 

fix 𝑝 = 1 for these individuals, but instead used the covariates to allow for a potentially higher 

recapture probability if such an effect were supported by the data.  We coded dependent 

offspring such that radio covariates matched their mothers.   

 Although earlier studies (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, 2008) have assumed that all research-

marked bears were reported in the harvest, current genetic analyses identified some marked bears 

that were harvested but not reported as marked, possibly due to marker loss (Government of 

Nunavut, unpublished data; Chapter 8).  Hence, reporting probabilities (𝑟) may be biased low, 

especially for bears that survived many years after initial marking during which their plastic ear 

tags could be lost and their lip tattoos could fade.  Given restrictions on the harvest of females 

with dependent offspring and sex-restrictive quotas, we hypothesized that 𝑟 would be lower for 
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cubs, yearlings, and 2+ females; however, we did not fix r = 0 for cubs because at least 1 cub 

was harvested.  We also hypothesized that improvements in the Greenlandic reporting system 

during the mid-2000s might yield increased reporting rates, so we considered models where 𝑟 

differed by early vs. later years (1993 – 2005 vs. 2006 – 2013).  Since few cubs or yearlings were 

harvested, we incorporated this temporal structure as an additive effect for age 2+ individuals 

only. 

 We considered three candidate structures for site fidelity (𝐹).  Previous studies (e.g., 

Taylor et al. 2005) assumed perfect overlap of the areas sampled by live recapture and dead 

recovery sampling, with no permanent emigration from the study population. To reflect this 

assumption we evaluated a sub-model in which 𝐹 was fixed to 1 for all sex and age-classes 

(𝐹=1), without assessing a parameter penalty for QAICc. Using this approach, any permanent 

emigration that actually occurs for the BB subpopulation would be reflected in lower estimates 

of survival. Given that the subpopulation boundaries are only partially discrete, interchange is 

known to occur among subpopulations, and some harvest recoveries occurred outside the BB 

population boundaries (Figure 5.7), we also hypothesized that bears may permanently emigrate 

from the BB sampling area.  We therefore evaluated a structure in which 𝐹 was estimated as a 

constant across all age-sex classes (𝐹.). Using this approach, survival estimates would not be 

biased by permanent emigration, but simulations indicated that under high levels of temporary 

emigration, rates of permanent emigration would be overestimated (i.e., temporary emigration 

would be misidentified as permanent emigration due to small sample sizes and short live-

recapture sampling epochs relative to the life span of polar bears). We also hypothesized that 

adult males would exhibit lower site fidelity, so we considered a model structure in which 
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independent males (age 2+) had a different fidelity rate than females and their dependent 

offspring (𝐹𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓). 

 Overdispersion, or extra-binomial variation, exists in mark-recapture data when the 

capture histories of individual animals are not independent (e.g., as is the case for family groups, 

in which the fate of the cubs depends on the adult female, or when emigration is non-random). 

Correcting for overdispersion is necessary to avoid underestimating the variance of parameters. 

To estimate overdispersion, we constructed our most highly parameterized model and used the 

median �̂� approach as implemented in Program MARK (Cooch and White 2015).  This method 

employs simulations to generate an estimate of 𝑐, the over-dispersion parameter.  Results 

suggested that the BB data were modestly over-dispersed (i.e., �̂� = 1.1), as would be expected 

given the dependency between females and their cubs (Taylor et al. 2005), so we inflated �̂� and 

based model selection and inference on QAICc (Burnham 1998). 

 Given 10 sub-model structures for 𝑆, 12 for 𝑝, 1 for 𝑟, and 3 for 𝐹, there would be 360 

potential model structures if all possible combinations of the sub-model structures were 

considered.  We used a modified version of the plausible combinations approach outlined in 

Bromaghin et al. (2013) to identify supported sub-model structures.  This process entailed 

holding constant the most generalized structure (excluding individual covariates) for three of the 

four sub-models while evaluating structures for the fourth sub-model.  We considered sub-model 

structures with ΔQAICc < 4 as representing plausible structures and constructed all possible 

combinations from these sub-model structures.  We note that 𝑆 was poorly estimated for coy 

(i.e., at implausibly high rates near 1, but not inestimable), a finding which we attributed to the 

scarcity of data for coy, particularly during the 2010s sampling period in which many coy were 

not marked.  Hence, we estimated a pooled 𝑆 rate for coy and yrlg in all subsequent models.  
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Because coy were approximately 9 months old at the time of marking, it is biologically plausible 

that their survival rates were similar to those of yearlings. 

 We computed model-averaged estimates (Burnham and Anderson 2002) of parameters 

(𝑆, 𝑟 and 𝐹) using a threshold of ΔQAICc < 4.  Because our estimates of survival reflected 

harvest mortality, we derived unharvested survival (S*; also referred to as “natural” survival) 

using the equation as 𝑆∗ = 𝑆 + 𝑟 × (1 − 𝑆) (e.g, Taylor et al. 2005, 2008, Peacock et al. 2013) 

and estimated the variance of S* using the delta method (following Taylor et al. 2008).  This 

derivation of unharvested survival is based on several assumptions.  First, it assumes harvest of 

all marked bears is reported; under-reporting of the harvest, which has been documented 

(Government of Nunavut, unpublished data; Chapter 8), leads to negative bias in estimates of S*.  

This derivation also assumes that harvest mortality is completely additive. In other words, that no 

harvested bears would otherwise die during a given interval, and that the higher population 

density for an unharvested subpopulation would not lead to lower vital rates for all bears in 

future years.  A violation of the assumption of additive mortality would result in positive bias in 

estimates of S*.  A more appropriate equation for unharvested survival would be: 𝑆∗ = 𝑆/[1 −

𝑟 × (1 − 𝑆)], which assumes that harvested bears are subject to the same natural mortality rate as 

other bears. In this equation, the quantity in brackets represents the probability of surviving the 

hunting season and S represents the product of natural and hunting mortality (Anderson and 

Burnham 1976). We used the Taylor et al. (2005) derivation for unharvested survival to maintain 

consistency with earlier studies, noting that the resulting potential for bias is small given high 

unharvested survival rates and relatively low harvest mortality for polar bears. 

 For highly supported models, we obtained annual estimates of abundance for groups of 

individuals that share common estimates of p (e.g., certain age and sex-classes), using a 
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generalized Horvitz-Thompson estimator for the yrl and age 2+ classes, in which 𝑁�𝑓,𝑡 =  𝑛𝑖,𝑡
𝑝�𝑖,𝑡

 , 

where 𝑛𝑓,𝑡 is the number of bears captured in group i during year t, and �̂�𝑓,𝑡 is the recapture 

probability for group i during year t.  However, estimates of n and 𝑝 did not accurately represent 

coy because we did not sample all coy during the 2011 – 2013 sampling period.  Thus, we 

estimated coy abundance as the product of age 2+ females with coy litters (estimated via a 

Horvitz-Thompson estimator) and mean observed coy litter size.  We summed estimates of 

abundance across groups to obtain total estimates of abundance (derived for each model) by 

year.  Similar to earlier studies (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, Peacock et al. 2013), we used the delta 

method (Seber 1982, Powell 2007) to estimate variances for annual abundance estimates [R (R 

Core Team 2015) package emdbook (Bolker 2016)].  Variance estimates incorporated parameter 

variances and covariances (as computed in Program MARK) as well as variances of mean coy 

litter sizes.  We used model weights to model-average estimates of total abundance by year and 

their associated variances.  We also calculated mean estimates of total abundance by sampling 

epoch and estimated variance using the delta method.  Given the 13-year interval without live 

captures preceding 2011, estimates of abundance for 2011 were based on values of p estimated 

for the relatively small number of bears that were marked during the 1990s and survived until 

2011. These estimates of p were characterized by high uncertainty and potential small-sample 

bias. Their use in the denominator of the Horvitz-Thompson estimator, in conjunction with the 

large sample of first-time captures in the numerator of the estimator, had the potential to produce 

spurious results. Therefore, we excluded the less-reliable estimate of abundance from 2011 when 

calculating mean total abundance for the 2010s sampling epoch. 
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Geographic subsetting to evaluate the effects of different sampling methods in the 1990s and 

2010s  

 Because sampling during the 1990s was spatially restricted to a portion of the BB 

subpopulation’s fall range and did not include bears located farther inland, particularly within 

deep fjords, or on the sea ice.  In contrast, from 2011-2013 onshore sampling was more 

comprehensive and systematic.  To explore the potential impact of differences in sampling on 

estimates of subpopulation size, we delineated the extent of the sampling area in the 1990s based 

on capture locations (see Chapter 3).  We then created a subset of the 2010s live-capture data that 

only included captures that occurred within the more restricted sampling area of the 1990s, 

recompiled the individual capture histories, and repeated our mark-recapture analyses using the 

same procedures as outlined above.  We expected that comparison of abundance estimates for 

the 2010s using full dataset (i.e., for the complete sampling area) vs. the restricted dataset (i.e., 

for the restricted sampling area), would help inform the potential bias in estimates of abundance 

from the 1990s based on an incomplete sampling frame. Conceptually, this assumed that 

𝑁�2010𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑡 𝑑𝑓𝑡𝑓/𝑁�2010𝑠
𝑓𝑠𝑓𝑓 𝑑𝑓𝑡𝑓 ≈  𝑁�1990𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑡 𝑑𝑓𝑡𝑓/𝑁�1990𝑠

𝑓𝑠𝑓𝑓 𝑑𝑓𝑡𝑓; where 𝑁� represents estimates of abundance, 

and 𝑁�1990𝑠
𝑓𝑠𝑓𝑓 𝑑𝑓𝑡𝑓represents the (unknown) estimate of abundance that would have been obtained in 

the 1990s if the complete sampling area had been covered. This assumption seemed plausible 

given that satellite telemetry data indicated that onshore habitat use of polar bears did not vary 

between the 1990s and 2010s.  Although this investigation provides information on the effects of 

difference in onshore sampling between the two epochs, it did not provide any information on 

potential bias in the 1990s abundance estimate due to bears using offshore sea ice in the 1990s. 

 

5.3.  Results 
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 The BB mark-recapture dataset consisted of 2,324 total captures of 1,992 individuals 

(i.e., there were 332 live recaptures), and 234 dead recoveries during the 1993 – 2013 study 

period (Table 5.3).  Data were relatively sparse for live captures of age 2+ females during the 

1990s, and dead recoveries of all bears during the early- to mid-2000s.  During September 2012 

and 2013, we sighted 30 polar bears (including 21 independent bears) in Greenland (cf. 1,043 

total captures during 2012 and 2013; Table 5.3), suggesting a relatively low number of bears 

resided in Greenland during the late summer in those years (see Chapter 3). 

 Females comprised a greater proportion of live captures of age 2+ bears in the 2010s 

compared to the 1990s (mean annual proportion female during the 1990s: 0.42; 2010s: 0.54; 

Table 5.3).  We hypothesize that under-representation of age 2+ females was a result of the 

greater use of inland habitats by denning females and lack of sampling in those habitats during 

the 1990s.  Age 2+ males comprised nearly 70% of the reported harvest of marked bears over the 

21-year study period (162 of 234; Table 5.3), with adult females exhibiting sparse recovery data, 

especially during the interim epoch (1998-2010) with no live encounter data. 

 The plausible combinations approach indicated that the following sub-model structures 

were supported by the data: one 𝑆 structure (3 temporal epochs with an interactive effect with 

sex for the 2+ age class; Table 5.4); two 𝑝 structures [including (1) fully time-varying 𝑝 and (2) 

spring sea-ice transition date to explain variability in 𝑝; Table 5.5]; all three 𝐹 structures (Table 

5.6); and one 𝑟 structure as candidate structures from which to construct the final set of models.  

Although within 4 ΔQAICc of the most highly supported 𝑝 structures, we excluded 𝑝 sub-models 

that incorporated the inland proximity to coastline covariate, as this was an uninformative 

parameter that was not supported by lower QAICc relative to hierarchically simpler models 

(Burnham and Anderson 1992, Arnold 2010, Peacock et al. 2012). 
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 We constructed the final candidate model set using all combinations of the well-

supported sub-model structures as identified above.  The most-supported model included a fully 

time-varying 𝑝 structure and estimated 𝐹 as constant across all sex and age classes. Three 

additional model structures were within Δ4 QAICc of the most-supported model, including a 

model with 𝐹 estimated separately for independent males, and a model with F fixed to 1 (Table 

5.7). 

 The time-constant, model-averaged estimate of survival for dependent bears was (S = 

0.87, SE = 0.06; Table 5.8). Estimates of S for age 2+ females (1993 – 1997: 0.84, SE = 0.04; 

1998 – 2010: 0.95, SE = 0.02; 2011 – 2013: 0.90, SE = 0.05) and males (1993 – 1997: 0.89, SE = 

0.02; 1998 – 2010: 0.87, SE = 0.02; 2011 – 2013: 0.78, SE = 0.06) varied among epochs, 

although statistical uncertainty and potential bias made it difficult to evaluate whether this 

variation was meaningful (see Discussion).  Reporting rates were nearly 2-fold higher for age 2+ 

males than 2+ females, reflecting male-biased harvest, but there was not a strong difference in 

estimates of 𝑟 before and after 1995.  Estimated natural survival for age 2+ males (0.83, SE = 

0.06) was less than age 2+ females (0.91, 0.05) during 2011 – 2013 (coy: 0.88, SE = 0.06; yrl: 

0.89, SE = 0.06).  Bears exhibited strong fidelity to the study area (𝐹 = 0.96 for females and 

dependent young, and F = 0.97 for age 2+ males). This suggests that approximately 3 – 4% of 

the study population permanently emigrated from the sampling area each year, although we did 

not utilize Barker models that additionally measure the probability that some of these bears 

might have returned.   

 Mean estimates of total abundance for the BB subpopulation were 2,173 (95% CI = 1,252 

– 3,093) for the 1994 – 1997 sampling epoch and 2,826 (95% CI = 2,059 – 3,593) for the years 

2012 – 2013 (Table 5.9), although these estimates correspond to different sampling frames in the 
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1990s and 2010s. The mean estimate of abundance for the years 2012-2013 was approximately 

10% lower for the geographic subset dataset (2,553 ± 433) compared to the full dataset (2,826 ± 

391). In addition, the annual point estimates for 2012 – 2013 derived from the geographic subset 

were lower than estimates based on the full data (Table 5.12). These findings suggest that the 

restricted sampling frame introduced negative bias into estimates of abundance for the 1990s. 

The difference in the spatial distribution of captures between the 1990s and 2010s was consistent 

with our conclusion that the sampling frames differed substantially between epochs, particularly 

with respect to the inland distribution of bears in central and northern Baffin Island (Figures 5.1, 

5.8, and 5.9).  Very few bears were recorded beyond the mouths of fjords in these regions during 

the 1990s, whereas observations were numerous there during the 2011 – 2013 epoch.  This 

finding was reinforced by telemetry data during the 2000s that indicated no large-scale shift in 

onshore distribution (relative to the coastline) between epochs (see also Chapters 3 and 4). 

 The geographic subset included 1,679 total individuals, as >300 bears from the 2000s 

were censored from this analysis based on their locations outside the estimated sampling frame 

of the 1990s.  Model selection results were generally similar to the comprehensive data set, 

although the coastline covariate (for modeling 𝑝) was more highly supported in some structures 

(Table 5.10).  Parameter estimates also were consistent with the comprehensive data set (Table 

5.11).  

 

5.4.  Discussion 

 We used physical mark-recapture data collected 1993-1995 and 1997, genetic mark-

recapture data collected 2011-2013, and dead recovery data from the 21-year period 1993-2013 

to estimate demographic parameters for the BB subpopulation.  Our mean estimate of total 
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abundance for the years 2012-2013 was 2,826 (95% CI = 2,059 – 3,593). Our estimate of mean 

abundance for the period 1994-1997 (2,173; 95% CI = 1,252 – 3,093) was consistent with the 

previous estimate from Taylor et al. (2005) (2,074; SE = 266), despite minor differences in the 

data and analytical methods. Although our 2012-2013 estimate of abundance is ~30% higher 

than our 1990s estimate, differences in sampling protocols and changes in environmental 

conditions between epochs make interpretation about true changes in population size difficult.  

Notably, the distribution of capture locations was different between epochs, with a higher 

proportion of captures in inland areas and deep within fjords during the 2010s (Figures 5.3, 5.8 

and 5.9, see also Chapter 3 Figure 3.1).  We used satellite telemetry data to compare on-land 

distribution and summer habitat use between the two epochs.  These analyses provided no 

evidence for changes in on-land distribution in the summer, suggesting that differences in the 

spatial distribution of captures resulted from a more restricted sampling frame in the 1990s. In 

the 1990s only one helicopter was used for sampling in western Baffin Bay in fall whereas the 

2000-sampling involved the use of two helicopters operating at the same time. In addition, 

satellite telemetry data suggested that an unknown but potentially large number of bears were not 

present in the 1990s study area due to the presence of summer pack ice offshore from Baffin 

Island, whereas offshore ice was largely unavailable in the 2010s. 

 We investigated potential bias resulting from differences in sampling protocols between 

epochs.  Although flight paths for the helicopters used to capture bears in the 1990s were 

unavailable, we estimated the spatial extent of the sampling area using capture locations, and 

then created a geographical subset of the 2010s data based on this restricted sampling frame.  

These results indicated that a lack of inland sampling in the 2010s would have resulted in 

approximately 10% negative bias in the mean estimate of total abundance for 2012-2013, which 
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suggests that similar bias likely existed in the mean estimate of total abundance for the 1990s, 

due to restricted geographic sampling. The source of this bias is individual heterogeneity in p due 

to polar bear movements with respect to the sampling area (i.e., temporary emigration; Schaub et 

al. 2004); which in the extreme can result in some bears effectively having p = 0, and therefore 

being completely excluded (i.e., “missed”) from the study. The presence of offshore sea ice 

during the 1990s was another potential source of negative bias, and an issue that we were unable 

to resolve.  These environmental conditions are problematic because bears using the sea ice were 

either temporarily or permanently absent from the mark-recapture sampling area during the 

1990s.  Although sample sizes of independent collared females were small, telemetry data 

suggested that >~75% of collared bears were outside of the sampled area or on remnant sea ice 

during the fall sampling period in some years during 1990s.  As such, an unknown but 

potentially large proportion of the population was unavailable for capture in some years.  By 

contrast, in the 2010s sea ice was not present in Baffin Bay in late summer and bears were more 

concentrated in the onshore sampling areas (i.e., on Baffin or Bylot islands, or West Greenland); 

68-85% of collared bears were inside the sampling areas in all years (2011-2013).  If the 

probability of being a temporary emigrant in the 1990s was sufficiently high, relative to the short 

duration of the study and small sample sizes; or if there was Markovian dependence in the 

probability of being a temporary emigrant (e.g., if a bear that was on remnant sea ice in year t 

tended to return to the ice in year t + 1), then abundance estimates from the 1990s may be subject 

to additional bias. The sign of this bias was likely negative (i.e., it is possible that a meaningful 

proportion of the subpopulation was effectively excluded from abundance estimates), although 

the component of bias due to potential Markovian dependence could be either positive or 

negative depending on the directionality of Markovian dependence (Schaub et al. 2004).  Our 
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assessment of temporary emigration in the 1990s is consistent with traditional ecological 

knowledge in the Baffin Bay region, which suggests that some bears spend the entire year on sea 

ice and do not come ashore (S. Atkinson, pers. obs.).  The effects of temporary emigration on 

1990s abundance estimates are difficult to quantify because of the short live-recapture sampling 

window (1993 – 1995; 1997) and low recapture probabilities.   

 Given the multiple potential sources of negative bias in the 1990s abundance estimate, 

and statistical uncertainty in estimated parameters, we cannot conclude that the size of the BB 

subpopulation increased between the 1990s and 2010s. The 2010s estimate of abundance 

constitutes the best-available information and is suitable for informing management, but we 

cannot reliably determine the trend in subpopulation size between the 1990s and 2010s. 

 It should, however, be mentioned that during TEK-studies in both Nunavut (Dowsley 

2005, Dowsley and Taylor 2006) and West Greenland (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, Born et al. 

2011) several interviewees noted an increased occurrence of BB-polar bears in coastal areas 

since sometime in the 1990s. Some interviewees were of the opinion that this reflected an 

increase in subpopulation (BB) size whereas others thought that it reflected a change in to the 

bears´ behavior, and the fact that they occur closer to land as a reaction to the reduction in the 

sea-ice cover (cf. Born et al. 2011:206-207 for a discussion of this). Born et al. (2011) concluded 

that it was not possible from their interview survey to determine the extent to which an increased 

occurrence of polar bears in the hunting areas represents an increase in the population or a 

change in distribution (or for that sake a combination of these factors). Chapter 4 documents 

changes in the on-ice behavior of BB bears, with bears located closer to the coastline (and closer 

to shallow depths) in all seasons.  
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 The sampling issues outlined above also have the potential to affect estimates of survival 

probability (Peñaloza et al. 2014), although these issues are mitigated to some extent by the 

inclusion of dead recovery data (Peacock et al. 2012).  Our estimates of survival for age 2+ 

females 1993 – 1997 are notably lower than estimates of similar age classes obtained by Taylor 

et al. (2005) and Peacock et al. (2012), but our estimates of coy and yearling survival are higher.  

Factors that may contribute to these differences include: different treatment of data (e.g., 

exclusion of spring captures, recognition of coarser age classes in the present study relative to 

Taylor et al. 2005 and Peacock et al. 2012); our exclusion of data collected during the 1970s and 

1980s, which were included in Taylor et al. (2005) as initial captures but not fully modeled as 

individual capture histories; and the inclusion of additional information (e.g., harvest recoveries 

during the 2000s and live captures during the 2010s), given that some parameters were estimated 

using information that was shared across sampling epochs. 

 The mean estimate of total annual survival of age 2+ males was particularly low (0.78, 

SE = 0.06) during 2011 – 2013, compared to values from earlier periods in this study and values 

reported for other polar bear subpopulations (PBSG 2010), with the exception of the Southern 

Hudson Bay subpopulation for which low estimates of adult male survival were reported for the 

final years of the study (Obbard et al. 2007).  Although 𝑟 for 2+ males was higher than 2+ 

females due to the sex-selective harvest, estimates of unharvested male survival 2011-2013 (S* = 

0.83) were also significantly lower than estimates of S* for females during this period (S* = 

0.91). Low survival of adult males in the 2010s may be a biological signal that reflects a 

disproportionate impact of environmental change on males, either through lower true survival or 

increased dispersal of young males to adjacent subpopulations due to density-dependent effects. 

However, interpretation of point estimates and potential trends in S is difficult due to the short 
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time-frame (i.e., only 3 years) of live recaptures in the 2010s and confounding of parameters and 

potential bias in estimates of survival during terminal years (e.g., Peñaloza et al. 2014). We 

suggest that, when viewed together with information on habitat loss (Chapter 4) and nutritional 

condition (Chapter 7) for BB polar bears, the low estimates of S for 2+ males 2011-2013 may 

signal negative density-dependent population effects. However, we emphasize that additional 

years of live-recapture and dead-recovery data would be necessary to determine the degree to 

which low estimates of survival were influenced by temporary emigration and other factors.  

 Adjusting total survival with 𝑟 to derive unharvested survival yielded estimates of female 

survival in the 2010s that appear too low to support stable or positive population growth in the 

absence of harvest. Regehr et al. (2015) suggest that a minimum unharvested adult female 

survival rate of ~0.93, referenced to a population density at maximum net productivity level, is 

necessary for long-term persistence. We note, however, that our estimates of dependent young 

survival were high (cf. Taylor et al. 2005), although these estimates applied to the entire 1993-

2013 study period. Based on the life history of polar bears, survival of dependent young would 

be expected to decline (e.g., in response to negative environmental conditions) before the 

survival of adult females declined (e.g., Eberhardt 2002). In addition, due to the lack of precise 

numeric age information available from non-invasive genetic sampling in the 2010s, we 

estimated survival for a single age class of polar bears age ≥ 2 years. Under this approach 

subadult and senescent bears, which likely have lower survival rates (e.g., Regehr et al. 2007), 

were included with prime age adults. This likely had the effect of reducing the overall estimate 

of female survival. We also note that the lowest estimates of total and unharvested survival for 

age 2+ females occurred during 1994-1997, a period during which sea-ice habitats were more 

available compared to the 2010s. These considerations, in conjunction with the high and variable 
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levels of temporary emigration from the sampling area in the 1990s, and our approach of 

aligning temporal epochs in the survival sub-model with changes in sampling design, could have 

led to negative bias in estimates of female survival.   

 We recommend further caution in interpretation of survival estimates.  First, the three 

temporal epochs for which we estimated survival were based on – and are confounded with – 

sampling methodologies (i.e., whether estimates were derived from both live recapture and dead 

recovery data, or dead recovery data alone).  In addition, the 2011 – 2013 epoch represents the 

minimum length of a time series from which it is possible to estimate survival using Cormack-

Jolly-Seber models, such that a single anomalous year (from either a sampling or biological 

perspective) has a greater impact on the pooled estimate.  Additionally, negative terminal bias in 

survival estimates is a well-known challenge with mark-recapture studies, especially under 

scenarios with pronounced temporary emigration (Peñaloza et al. 2014). 

 To provide additional insight into our findings, we conducted complementary modeling 

using Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods in Program MARK.  We re-fit several well-

supported models and incorporated annual random effects for 𝑆, 𝑟, and in some cases 𝑝.  Annual 

random effects can offer advantages over fixed effect approaches by representing temporal 

patterns in the data via a long-term mean and annual shrinkage estimates, such that annual 

estimates of a parameter only deviate from the mean to the extent that any difference is 

supported by the data (Link and Barker 2004, White et al. 2009).  MCMC methods also enable 

delineation of sampling from process variation.  However, the ability to obtain useful annual 

estimates from the Baffin Bay data was somewhat limited by small sample sizes and the unusual 

survey design (i.e., the short time series of live-encounters at the beginning and end of the study, 

separated by a longer period of dead-recovery only data in the middle of the study). 
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 MCMC analyses suggested that the low estimates of mean survival for 2+ females during 

1993 – 1997 and for 2+ males during 2011 – 2013 were due in part to relatively higher levels of 

human-caused mortality (i.e., as represented by estimates of 𝑟) for females and males in 1996 

(also the year in which no live capture sampling occurred) and 2011, respectively.  Importantly, 

these analyses also indicated that the low estimate of survival for 2+ males during 2011 – 2013 

was strongly influenced by the cohort of newly-marked bears in 2011.  The long period of time 

without live recapture sampling (1998 – 2010) meant that bears initially marked in the 1990s 

(i.e., older bears) were pooled with new captures during 2011 (including younger bears) for 

estimation of parameters.  MCMC analyses suggest that 2011 was a particularly poor year for 

survival of age 2+ males, but this impact was only evident among newly marked bears and not 

among surviving bears first marked in the 1990s.  This finding suggests possible individual or 

finer-scale age-based variation in survival, but sample sizes and study design (i.e., the 13-year 

interval with no live captures) were insufficient to fit models with individual random effects 

using either maximum likelihood or MCMC methods.  In sum, MCMC analyses supported our 

interpretation that the BB data do not provide strong evidence for temporal changes in survival, 

with the exception of the two years noted above.  We recommend that future work in Baffin Bay 

and elsewhere further explore models with annual random effects.  In addition, incorporation of 

dead recovery data after 2013 will assist in estimating survival during the 2011-2013 sampling 

period (Peacock et al. 2012). 

 Based on supplementary analyses, conducted as part of this investigation, that suggest a 

relatively strong ability to distinguish subadults from adults using field assessments and genetic 

information (i.e., sex) obtained from biopsy darting (Appendix B), future modeling of data from 

genetic mark-recapture studies could consider a more detailed age structure. Recent advances in 
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analytical methods (e.g., mark-recapture models with state uncertainty; Pradel 2009) could be 

used to model the relatively low occurrence of errors in estimation of field ages.  Given the 

broader base of evidence that the BB subpopulation is responding to losses of sea-ice habitat 

(e.g., Rode et al. 2011, Peacock et al. 2012; Chapters 4, 6, 7), considering a more detailed age 

structure could help to assess whether survival rates for adults and subadults exhibited different 

temporal trends (e.g., per the expectation that subadult survival rates are among the first 

demographic parameters to respond to environmental changes; Regehr et al. 2007, Stirling and 

Derocher 2012). 

 To further assess bias and precision of estimated model parameters, we completed 

simulations in which Barker models, which are capable of explicitly modeling temporary 

emigration, were fitted to datasets that closely resembled the BB data, but included known levels 

and types of temporary emigration.  Under moderate to high random temporary emigration 

(𝐹=𝐹’= 0.3 or 0.5), survival estimates were unbiased when estimated using Barker models, but 

moderately negatively biased when based on Burnham models (especially for females, which 

had lower recovery rates).  CJS and Seber models both produced highly biased estimates of 𝑆 

when temporary emigration occurred. Markovian emigration may yield negative bias in 𝑆, 

although sparse telemetry data did not permit assessment of Markovian patterns in temporary 

emigration with the actual Baffin Bay data.  Although we were unable to simulate data on 

abundance, Barker models provided unbiased estimates of 𝑝, whereas Burnham models provided 

unbiased estimates of the product of 𝑝 × 𝐹.  These findings suggest that Barker models would 

provide reasonable estimates of the number of bears located within the sampling area on any 

given sampling occasion, whereas Burnham models would provide better estimates of the 

“super-population” (i.e., the larger group of bears with a non-negligible probability of using the 
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sampling area, even if some of these bears were outside of the sampling area [i.e., were 

temporary emigrants] on any given sampling occasion). Given that the super-population 

corresponds more closely to the study population of interest in BB from a biological and 

management perspective, this supports our decision to use the Burnham model to estimate 

abundance. 

 Although there are uncertainties in the BB subpopulation related to the demographic 

analyses, additional sources of information, including sea-ice conditions, movement ecology, and 

reproductive metrics, are useful for informing current subpopulation status.  These auxiliary data 

suggest a lengthening of the ice-free season (Chapter 4), a significant increase in the amount of 

time bears spend on land during the ice-free season (Chapter 4), a northward shift in their ranges 

(Chapter 2), decreased reproductive output (Chapter 6), and declining body condition (Rode et 

al. 2011; Chapter 7). These signs point to a subpopulation that could be exhibiting density-

dependent effects associated with declining carrying capacity. The relatively low estimates of 

unharvested survival for the 2010s, especially for adult males, are consistent with this 

explanation, although as stated previously we cannot rule out the presence of negative bias in 

survival estimates.  

 The Baffin Bay study highlights potential challenges in interpreting long-term trends in 

abundance and survival.  Although Taylor et al. (2005) and York et al. (2016) assert that the BB 

subpopulation was uniformly and comprehensively sampled during the 1990s, we documented 

evidence of changes in the sampling frames between epochs (i.e., incomplete spatial sampling 

during the 1990s, relative to the 2000s).  These changes precluded an assessment of trends in 

abundance, and the 13-year interval between live capture sessions limited our ability to assess 

temporal trends in survival, and likely resulted in increased individual heterogeneity in survival 



Chapter 5 SWG Final report 

272 | P a g e  

(which we could not explicitly model) as newly-marked bears in the 2010s were pooled with 

older individuals first marked in the 1990s.  We attempted to reconcile and understand the 

impacts of these issues through supplemental analyses, and future work could explore the 

usefulness of new analytical methods (e.g., multistate models with unobservable states; spatially-

explicit models [Royle et al. 2013]) to mitigate potential bias. However, recent analyses of mark-

recapture data for polar bears have identified the limitations of model-based methods to account 

for inconsistent sampling or violated modeling assumptions (e.g., Bromaghin et al. 2015). 

Therefore, we underscore the critical importance of complete and consistent sampling of the 

study area for robust and unbiased inference regarding population status.  We also recommend 

evaluating the current inventory schedule and using a priori study design analyses to evaluate 

whether modifications (e.g., extending the live capture sampling periods, shortening the interval 

between successive capture periods, incorporation of more intensive “robust design” sampling 

[Converse et al. 2009]) may improve the ability to detect changes in abundance and associated 

vital rates. Finally we recommend considering other survey methods (i.e., aerial surveys; e.g., 

Aars et al. 2009) for assessing polar bear subpopulations. 
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Table 5.1.  Survival sub-model structures evaluated in mark-recapture analysis of the Baffin Bay 

polar bear subpopulation data. 

  

S sub-model  Age Sex Temporal Environmental 

1 2 class Age 2+ only Constant None 

2 2 class Age 2+ only 3 epoch + sex None 

3 2 class Age 2+ only 3 epoch × sex None 

4 2 class Age 2+ only Constant Ice transition 

5 2 class Age 2+ only Constant Ice area 

6 3 class Age 2+ only Constant None 

7 3 class Age 2+ only 3 epoch + sex None 

8 3 class Age 2+ only 3 epoch × sex None 

9 3 class Age 2+ only Constant Ice transition 

10 3 class Age 2+ only Constant Ice area 
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Table 5.2.  Recapture probability sub-model structures evaluated in mark-recapture analysis of 

the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation.  All models included a Radio covariate for bears that 

were outfitted with a satellite collar that may have been used to locate individuals for recapture.  

Bears that were not genotyped were unavailable to be recaptured during the 2011 – 2013 

sampling window, so 𝑝 was fixed to 0 for non-genotyped bears. 

 

 

p sub-model  Family Temporal Geographic Ice 

1 Yes 2 epoch + family None None 

2 Yes 2 epoch + family Coastline, 2 epoch None 

3 Yes 2 epoch + family Coastline, 2010s None 

4 Yes 2 epoch + family None Spring 

5 Yes 2 epoch + family Coastline, 2 epoch Spring 

6 Yes 2 epoch + family Coastline, 2010s Spring 

7 Yes 2 epoch × family None None 

8 Yes 2 epoch × family Coastline, 2 epoch None 

9 Yes 2 epoch × family Coastline, 2010s None 

10 Yes Annual + family None None 

11 Yes Annual + family Coastline, 2 epoch None 

12 Yes Annual + family Coastline, 2010s None 
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Table 5.3.  Summary table of live captures and dead recoveries during the mark-recapture study of the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation in Nunavut, Canada, and Greenland, 1993 – 2013.  Shaded cells indicate that data are not possible due to an absence of 

marking or recapture. 

 
Initial captures Live recaptures Dead recoveries 

 
Females Males Females Males Females Males 

Year Coy Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ Yrl 2+ Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ Coy Yrl 2+ 
1993 14 8 53 12 8 61     0 0 1 0 0 0 
1994 26 13 65 16 9 77 0 5 0 14 0 0 3 0 0 7 
1995 15 11 62 19 11 85 4 11 4 23 0 2 6 1 0 8 
1996            1 8  0 7 
1997 22 10 60 19 13 113  20  31 0 0 6 0 1 9 
1998            0 3  0 11 
1999             3   9 
2000             0   8 
2001             2   8 
2002             0   11 
2003             0   7 
2004             1   7 
2005             2   3 
2006             3   6 
2007             1   2 
2008             2   4 
2009             2   0 
2010             0   1 
2011 2 23 163 1 20 148  5  5 0 0 4 0 0 20 
2012 40 30 221 35 30 192 3 41 0 54 0 0 8 0 2 14 
2013 28 15 121 16 15 90 4 48 5 55 0 1 8 1 0 20 

Totals 147 110 745 118 106 766 11 130 9 182 0 4 63 2 3 162 
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Table 5.4.  Survival (𝑆) sub-model selection results from analysis of mark-recapture-recovery data from the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation, 1993 – 2013.  Coy = cubs of the year. Yrl = yearlings. 2+ = bears aged 2 and older.  Age classes separated by a comma 

were estimated independently; classes not separated by a comma were pooled for estimation.  Epoch = periods defined by sampling 

method (1993 – 1997, 1998 – 2010, and 2011 – 2013).  Preliminary analyses suggested that QAICc scores of structures including sea-

ice metrics were critically dependent on 1996, the year in which there was no live recapture sampling, which also happened to 

coincide with heavy sea ice.  Structures with sea-ice covariates thus were eliminated from further consideration. 

S sub-model structure Parameters ΔQAICc QAICc Weights QDeviance 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) 22 0.00 0.978 3878.0 

coy yrl, 2+(sex + epoch) 20 8.36 0.015 3890.4 

coy yrl, 2+(sex) 18 9.83 0.007 3896.0 
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Table 5.5.  Recapture probability (𝑝) sub-model selection results from analysis of mark-recapture-recovery data from the Baffin Bay 

polar bear subpopulation, 1993 – 2013. Family = females / dependent bears and independent males (2 age / sex classes); ice = spring 

transition date; epoch = sampling period (1993 – 1995, 1997; 2011 – 2013); t = full time variation; and inland = proximity of 

individual’s first capture location to smoothed coastline (2 km threshold; binary). All 𝑝 structures incorporated the radio collar 

covariate representing bears that were outfitted with collars that may have been used to locate them. 

p sub-model structure Parameters ΔQAICc QAICc Weights QDeviance 

family + t 22 0 0.418 3878.0 

family + t + coastline (2010s) 23 1.31 0.217 3877.3 

family + t + coastline (epoch) 24 1.32 0.216 3875.2 

family + epoch + ice 19 3.50 0.073 3887.6 

family + epoch + ice + coastline (epoch) 21 4.78 0.038 3884.8 

family + epoch + ice + coastline (2010s) 20 4.78 0.038 3886.8 

family + epoch 18 15.49 0.0002 3901.6 

family + epoch + coastline (2010s) 19 16.96 0.0001 3901.0 

family + epoch + coastline (epoch) 20 17.08 0.0001 3899.1 

family × epoch 19 17.31 0.0001 3901.4 

family × epoch + coastline (epoch) 21 18.66 <0.0001 3898.7 

family × epoch + coastline (2010s) 20 18.71 <0.0001 3900.8 
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Table 5.6.  Fidelity (𝐹) sub-model selection results from analysis of mark-recapture-recovery data from the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation, 1993 – 2013.  Coy = cubs of the year. Yrl = yearlings. 2+ = bears aged 2 and older.  Age classes separated by a comma 

were estimated independently; classes not separated by a comma were pooled for estimation. 

F sub-model structure Parameters ΔQAICc QAICc Weights QDeviance 

Constant 21 0.00 0.57 3878.4 

coy yrl 2+ F, 2+ M 22 1.62 0.25 3878.0 

Fixed = 1 20 2.28 0.18 3882.7 

 

  



Chapter 5 SWG Final report 

286 | P a g e  

Table 5.7.  Model selection  results (< 4 ΔQAICc) from analysis of mark-recapture-recovery data from the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation, 1993 – 2013.  Coy = cubs of the year. Yrl = yearlings. 2+ = bears aged 2 and older.  Age classes separated by a comma 

were estimated independently; classes not separated by a comma were pooled for estimation.  For 𝑆, epoch = periods defined by 

sampling method (1993 – 1997, 1998 – 2010, and 2011 – 2013).  For 𝑝, family = females / dependent bears and independent males (2 

age / sex classes); ice = spring transition date; epoch = sampling period (1993 – 1995, 1997; 2011 – 2013); and t = full time variation. 

For 𝑟, time = 1992 – 2005 and 2006 – 2013.  All 𝑝 structures incorporated the radio collar covariate representing bears that were 

outfitted with collars that may have been used to locate them. 

Model Structures 
    

S P R F Parameters ΔAICc 
AICc 

Weights QDeviance 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Constant 21 0 0.52 3878.4 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 22 1.62 0.23 3878.0 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Fixed = 1 20 2.28 0.17 3882.7 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + epoch + ice coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Constant 18 3.57 0.09 3888.1 

 

 



Chapter 5 SWG Final Report 

287 | P a g e  

Table 5.8.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 QAICc) parameter estimates obtained from mark-recapture 

study of polar bears in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 1993 – 2013. 

  

Parameter Class Estimate (SE) 

Survival (total)   

 Cubs of the year / yearlings 0.87 (0.06) 

 2+ Females, 1993 – 1997 0.84 (0.04) 

 2+ Females, 1998 – 2010 0.95 (0.02) 

 2+ Females, 2011 – 2013 0.90 (0.05) 

 2+ Males, 1993 – 1997 0.89 (0.02) 

 2+ Males, 1998 – 2010 0.87 (0.02) 

 2+ Males, 2011 – 2013 0.78 (0.06) 

Reporting   

 Cubs of the year 0.06 (0.05) 

 Yearlings 0.13 (0.07) 

 2+ Females, 1993 – 2005 0.19 (0.05) 

 2+ Females, 2006 - 2013  0.16 (0.05) 

 2+ Males, 1993 – 2005 0.30 (0.03) 

 2+ Males, 2006 – 2013 0.26 (0.06) 

Fidelity   

 Cubs of the year, yearlings, and 2+ 
females 0.96 (0.03) 

 2+ Males 0.97 (0.02) 
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Table 5.9.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 QAICc) estimates of abundance (𝑁� ± SE; [95% Confidence 

Interval]) obtained from mark-recapture study of polar bears in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 

1994 – 1997, 2011 – 2013.  The 2011 estimate is believed to be biased based on a limited sample 

of surviving bears from the 1990s that were available for recapture (see Methods). 

1994 1995 1997 2011 2012 2013 

2280 ± 615 
(1073-3486) 

1999 ± 359 
(1295-2703) 

2239 ± 393 
(1469-3009) 

4202 ± 1762 
(749-7656) 

2595 ± 352 
(1905-3286) 

3056 ± 426 
(2221-3893) 
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Table 5.10.  Model selection  results (< 4 ΔQAICc) from analysis of geographic subset of mark-recapture-recovery data from the 

Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, 1993 – 2013.  Coy = cubs of the year. Yrl = yearlings. 2+ = bears aged 2 and older.  Age classes 

separated by a comma were estimated independently; classes not separated by a comma were pooled for estimation.  For 𝑆, epoch = 

periods defined by sampling method (1993 – 1997, 1998 – 2010, and 2011 – 2013).  For 𝑝, family = females / dependent bears and 

independent males (2 age / sex classes); ice = spring transition date; epoch = sampling period (1993 – 1995, 1997; 2011 – 2013); 

inland = proximity of initial captur to smoothed coastline; and t = full time variation. For 𝑟, time = 1992 – 2005 and 2006 – 2013. All 

𝑝 structures incorporated the radio collar covariate for bears that were outfitted with collars that may have been used to locate them. 

Model Structures 
    

S P r F Parameters ΔQAICc 
QAICc 
Weights QDeviance 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Constant 21 0.00 0.29 3361.5 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + epoch + ice + 
coastline (epoch) coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Constant 20 0.80 0.19 3364.3 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + epoch + ice coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Constant 18 1.09 0.17 3368.7 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 22 1.71 0.12 3361.2 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + t coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) Fixed = 1 20 2.46 0.08 3366.0 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + epoch + ice + 
coastline (epoch) coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 21 2.49 0.08 3364.0 

coy yrl, 2+(sex × epoch) family + epoch + ice coy, yrl, 2+ (sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 19 2.76 0.07 3368.3 
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Table 5.11.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 QAICc) parameter estimates obtained from mark-recapture 

study of polar bears in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 1993 – 2013, using the geographic data 

subset. 

  

Parameter Class Estimate (SE) 
Survival (total)   

 Cubs of the year / yearlings 0.89 (0.06) 

 2+ Females, 1990s 0.85 (0.04) 

 2+ Females, Gap 0.95 (0.02) 

 2+ Females, 2011 – 2013 0.91 (0.05) 

 2+ Males, 1990s 0.89 (0.03) 

 2+ Males, Gap 0.87 (0.02) 

 2+ Males, 2011 – 2013 0.78 (0.06) 

Reporting   

 Cubs of the year 0.08 (0.07) 

 Yearlings 0.10 (0.07) 

 2+ Females, 1993 – 2005 0.19 (0.05) 

 2+ Females, 2006 - 2013  0.17 (0.06) 

 2+ Males, 1993 – 2005 0.29 (0.03) 

 2+ Males, 2006 – 2013 0.27 (0.06) 

Fidelity   

 Cubs of the year, yearlings, and 2+ 
females 0.95 (0.03) 

 2+ Males 0.95 (0.03) 
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Table 5.12.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 QAICc) estimates of abundance (𝑁� ± SE) obtained from 

mark-recapture study of polar bears in the Baffin Bay subpopulation, 1994 – 1997 and 2011 – 

2013, using the geographic data subset. 

1994 1995 1997 2011 2012 2013 

2545 ± 597 2208 ± 382 2225 ± 418 2516 ± 1473 2447 ± 423  2659 ± 442 
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Figure 5.1.  The BB subpopulation boundaries include portions of Nunavut, Canada, and West 

Greenland. 
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Figure 5.2.  Locations of polar bears captured in Baffin Bay during the 1970s, 1980 - 1985, and 

1989 – 1993. 
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Figure 5.3.  Locations of polar bears captured in Baffin Bay during August – October, 1993 – 

1995 and 1997. 
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Figure 5.4.  Sampling strata delineated on Baffin Island, Canada, for genetic mark-recapture 

study completed during 2011 – 2013.  Fall sampling also was completed in the nearshore regions 

around Melville Bay, Greenland, denoted by the yellow star. 
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Figure 5.5.  Left: Pneudart Inc. DNA (top) and Biopsy (bottom) darts used during the 2011 

genetic-mark recapture in Baffin Bay.  Right: A sample of skin and fat provide by a DNA dart. 
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Figure 5.6.  9-locus mismatch distribution for 4,657 polar bears from Nunavut and the Greenland side of 

BB. 
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Figure 5.7.  Locations of marked BB polar bears recovered in the harvest in BB and surrounding 

subpopulations during 1993 – 2013. 
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Figure 5.8.  Locations of polar bears sampled in Baffin Bay during August – October, 2011 – 

2013.  Sampling in Greenland occurred near Melville Bay. 
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Figure 5.9.  Locations of polar bears sampled in Baffin Bay during August – October, 1993 – 

1995, 1997 and 2011 – 2013.  The region bounded by the black square is enlarged in the inset. 

Note the absence of captures in fjords on Baffin Island and in northwestern Greenland during the 

1990s. 
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CHAPTER 6 

REPRODUCTIVE METRICS FOR MARK-RECAPTURE 

SAMPLED POLAR BEARS IN BAFFIN BAY 
KEY FINDINGS 

• We found little evidence of changes in litter size amongst COY or yearlings in BB.  
Annual variation in litter size was largely not significant and there were no trends over 
time or in association with spring transition date.   

• 
We found evidence of a temporal trend in our index of COY recruitment (calculated as 
the number of COY per adult female in the MR sample) that was closely associated with 
variation in sea-ice conditions.  From 1993-1995, 1997, 2011-2013, cub recruitment 
declined concurrent with a trend towards earlier spring sea-ice break-up.  Similar declines 
in reproduction over time and in association with sea-ice conditions have been previously 
reported for polar bear subpopulations, but not in Baffin Bay.   

• 
We found evidence of declines in body condition amongst bears in BB, following with 
previous studies that showed the same (Rode et al. 2012). 

• 
Estimated annual recruitment (calculated as the number of yearlings per adult female in 
the MR sample) for BB during 1993-2013 ranged from 0.24 to 0.51, suggesting that BB 
continues to exhibit the level of reproduction requires for a viable population, according 
to the metric reported by Regehr et al. (2015), who suggest that variation in yearling 
recruitment may be a primary mechanism driving changes in population growth with 
values ranging from 0.1 to 0.3 necessary for population persistence.    
 

• 
We found an association between COY recruitment in year t and yearling recruitment in 
year t + 1, as well as a strong association between COY litter size and yearling 
recruitment to following year.  These findings suggest that a majority of mortality of polar 
bear cubs occurs during the first 8 months of life, such that recruitment of yearlings is 
heavily dependent on the number of COY that are born and survive up to the first ice-free 
period. Given the association between COY reproductive metrics and sea ice, and the 
long-term trends in sea ice in BB, we suspect that a decline in yearling recruitment would 
be evident with a larger and longer-term data set.   

• 
Although values in the 2000s tended to be lower than those observed in the 1990s, we did 
not find a significant temporal trend in annual yearling recruitment.  However, given the 
association between COY reproductive metrics and sea ice, and the long-term trends in 
sea ice in BB, we suspect that a decline in yearling recruitment would be evident with a 
larger and longer-term data set.   

• 
Mean litter sizes in Baffin Bay and the proportions of COY and yearlings were similar to 
those observed in Foxe Basin and Southern Hudson Bay.  In contrast, metrics for Baffin 
Bay were notably higher than those for estimated for Davis Strait and Western Hudson 
Bay.  These comparisons suggest that BB remains a relatively productive subpopulation 
despite what appear to be recent declines in reproduction. 
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6.1.  Introduction 

 For populations of large, long-lived mammals, changes in reproductive performance can 

be one of the early indicators of density-dependent regulation and / or changes in environmental 

carrying capacity (Fowler 1981, 1987).  In populations approaching carrying capacity, declines 

in reproductive performance are likely to occur before declines in adult survival.  From both 

wildlife management and species conservation perspectives, monitoring indices or metrics of 

reproduction may therefore provide a useful tool for detecting potential population trends that 

may warrant more in-depth study.  This is especially true for populations in which cost or 

logistical constraints limits the capacity to undertake on-going, intensive demographic studies.  

In these cases, monitoring reproductive metrics may provide a form of surveillance that can be 

used to trigger more intensive study. 

 Reproductive metrics have been identified as an important component for monitoring 

polar bears across their circumpolar range (Vongraven et al. 2012).  These metrics may be used 

to track long-term trends in the status of subpopulations, parameterize population viability 

models and support harvest risk assessments (Regehr et al. 2015).  In particular, changes in 

reproduction are predicted to be amongst the first subpopulation-level effects of climate change 

evident in this species (Derocher et al. 2004, Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Molnar et al. 2011, 

Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Indeed, declines in reproduction have been documented in several 

polar bear subpopulations in association with long-term changes in sea-ice conditions that appear 

to be climate induced (Regehr et al. 2007, Rode et al. 2010, Rode et al. 2014). 

 Changes in reproductive metrics can signal significant changes in subpopulation status of 

polar bears.  However, observations of poor reproductive performance alone do not necessarily 
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imply a decline in subpopulation status.  Studies of several polar bear subpopulations have 

documented declines in reproduction associated with increases in abundance that may be the 

result of density dependence (Derocher 2005, Peacock et al. 2013).  In other cases, variation in 

reproductive performance within or amongst subpopulations has been attributed to geographic or 

annual variation in biological productivity and prey availability (i.e., variable carrying capacity; 

Stirling and Øritsland 1995, Stirling and Lunn 1997, Stirling 2002, Rode et al. 2014).  

Information on reproduction must therefore be considered alongside other measures of 

subpopulation performance in-order to properly assess status. 

 The Baffin Bay (BB) subpopulation is part of the seasonal ice ecoregion as defined by 

Amstrup et al. (2008) in which sea ice melts almost entirely in the summer and bears are forced 

ashore for extended periods of time, during which they have no or reduced access to food.  

Baffin Bay has experienced a long-term reduction in sea-ice cover and a trend towards earlier 

spring break-up and later fall freeze-up (Laidre et al. 2015, Chapter 3).  As a result, bears are 

spending an increasing amount of time on land.  Previous studies have documented a decline in 

body condition amongst BB bears in association with these trends in sea ice (Rode et al. 2012), 

and similar trends were found in the current study (see Chapter 7), however changes in 

reproductive metrics in BB have not been reported. 

 We summarized reproductive metrics for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation using 

data collected during two periods of mark-recapture sampling from 1993 to 1997 (Taylor et al. 

2005) and 2011 to 2013 (this report).  Annual variation in reproduction was examined to assess 

trends over time and to evaluate the hypothesis that reproductive performance varied with sea-ice 

conditions.  Because Baffin Bay has been infrequently monitored, we also sought to assess the 

utility of reproductive metrics as a surveillance tool for monitoring subpopulation status between 
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periods of more in-depth demographic study, especially since some metrics can be obtained by 

methods that do not require physical capture (e.g., aerial surveys, harvest monitoring).  Finally, 

we compared reproductive metrics for BB with other subpopulations to make inferences about 

the relative performance of this subpopulation.  Results from these analyses provide context for 

understanding the status of BB polar bears. 

 

6.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The boundaries of the BB polar bear subpopulation (BB) encompass an area ~1 million 

km2 in Baffin Bay, covering portions of Baffin Island and all Bylot Island (66.2°N to 73.8°N) in 

Nunavut/ Canada and parts of West and Northwest Greenland (66.0°N to 77.0°N; Taylor et al. 

2005).  BB is bounded by Greenland to the east, Baffin Island to the west, the North Water 

polynya in the north and Davis Strait to the south.  Three communities in Nunavut and 37 

communities in Greenland harvest bears from BB, although the majority of the Greenland 

harvest is taken between ca. 72° and 76° N.  Baffin Bay is ice-covered in winter but typically 

ice-free in summer.  During late spring and summer break-up, sea ice recedes from Greenland 

westward across Baffin Bay; the last remnants of ice typically occur off the coast of Baffin 

Island.  Most polar bears remain on the sea ice as it recedes and then come ashore to spend the 

ice-retreat period on Baffin and Bylot Islands (Taylor et al. 2005).  Some bears remain on land in 

northwestern Greenland throughout the ice-retreat period. 

 

Field Sampling 
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 Data for the study were collected during two periods of mark-recapture sampling in BB, 

Canada.  Sampling occurred along eastern Baffin and Bylot Islands during the ice-free season 

from late August to mid-October in 1993-95, 1997 and 2011-2013.  Most bears in Baffin Bay 

move onto land on Baffin and Bylot Islands in late summer as the sea ice breaks up and remain 

on land until freeze-up in the late fall (Taylor et al. 2005).  Sampling was extensive across this 

on-land study area during both periods (1990s and 2000s) of the study (Figure 6.1). The remote 

biopsy sampling in Greenland conducted in 2012 and 2013 were not included in this analyses. 

 Various sources of information including traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), 

expedition reports and unpublished data (Born 1995, Born et al. 2011, GINR unpublished data) 

indicate that a presumably relatively small proportion of the BB subpopulation summers in the 

Qimmusseriarsuaq / Melville Bay area of NW Greenland rather than moving with the retreating 

sea ice and summering on Baffin and Bylot Islands.   

 During the 1990s, bears were sampled by physical capture and examination using 

methods previously described (Taylor et al. 2005).  Data on the sex, estimated age-class and 

reproductive status of each individual were recorded.  Age of individuals was determined based 

on previous capture history, known (in the case of cubs and yearlings) or estimated from counts 

of annular rings in an extracted vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  Individuals 

were identified by means of uniquely numbered ear tags and lip tattoos.  Group size, family 

status, location and date were also recorded. 

 During the 2000s, sampling occurred by biopsy darting and subsequent genetic analysis 

to determine genetic sex and identify individuals.  We remotely estimated sex and age class (cub-

of-the-year, yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 4], and adult) from the air at a range of 10-20 feet above 

ground.  Sex was later confirmed via genetic analysis.  In estimating age-class and sex, the 
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observer used multiple cues, including the size of an individual relative to its surrounding 

environment or accompanying bears, membership in a family group (mothers and cubs or 

yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males, e.g., fore-leg guard hairs), body shape 

and proportions, the presence of scars (which are most often seen on adult males) and 

observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under tail in females).  Fields notes also 

assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic sex was known.  Age-class was 

later verified in some bears from previous or future captures in which an individual was captured 

and physically examined or where an individual was matched via DNA to membership in a 

known family at some past or future point.  We assessed the accuracy of this system for 

estimating the age-class and sex of polar bears using a sample of BB bears of known age-class 

(Appendix B). 

 

Reproductive Metrics 

 We calculated annual reproductive metrics that have been previously recommended 

(Vongraven et al. 2012) or used in studies of polar bears (e.g., Stirling et al. 1980, Derocher and 

Stirling 1995, Rode et al. 2010, Peacock et al. 2013, Regehr et al. 2015), including mean litter 

sizes (± SD) for cubs-of-the-year (COY) and yearlings.  Because we did not have estimated ages 

for adult females sampled during 2011-2013, we calculated a pooled mean for each year rather 

than age-specific values.  Recruitment indices were calculated as the total number of COYs or 

yearlings divided by the total number of adult females in the sample (Derocher and Stirling 1995, 

Regehr et al. 2015).  Calculation of reproductive metrics considered only those COY and 

yearlings accompanying their mother at time of observation.  During the 1990s, approximately 

6% of yearlings were found to be independent of their mother during the ice-free period (GN 
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unpublished data).  These independent yearlings were not included in the calculation of yearling 

recruitment since we were not able to identify independent yearlings encountered during the 

2000s sampling period with a known degree of accuracy. 

 Although Taylor et al. (2005) reported that search effort during the 1990s was uniform 

and systematic across the coastal regions, islands, and inland reaches of Baffin Island, recent 

examination of mark-recapture and telemetry data collected in the 1990s suggest sampling was 

spatially restricted to a portion of the BB subpopulation’s seasonal range and did not sample 

bears located farther inland or on the sea ice (GN unpublished data, Chapter 3).  In contrast, 

sampling during 2011 – 2013 was more comprehensive and systematic on onshore areas, and the 

amount of un-searched sea ice during the sampling period was greatly reduced.  To explore the 

potential impact of this difference in sampling between epochs on the calculation of reproductive 

metrics, we estimated and delineated the minimum extent of the sampling frame from the 1990s 

using capture locations in a GIS.  We subset the 2000s data using this layer to create a dataset 

collected over the same sampling area in both time periods.  We then recalculated reproductive 

metrics using this geographic subset.  We expected that reproductive metrics calculated for the 

2000s using the subset sampling area would reduce potential bias by adjusting for bears that may 

have been functionally missed by the limited geographic scope of sampling on land in the 1990s, 

given that satellite telemetry data indicated that onshore habitat use did not vary between epochs.  

However, we note that this geographic subset exercise would not correct for bears that may have 

been missed during the 1990s due to their location on the sea ice during the fall sampling period. 

Within season recaptures of individuals were excluded from both data sets for analyses. 

 

Sea-ice Metrics 
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 Based on findings from other studies (Stirling et al. 1999, Durner et al. 2004, 2006, 2009, 

Regehr et al. 2007, Rode et al. 2010, 2014), we hypothesized that timing of sea-ice break-up over 

the continental shelf (< 300m depth) of BB may influence the annual reproductive performance 

of polar bears as indexed from data collected during the ice-free period.  We therefore calculated 

the annual sea-ice metric, spring transition date, as day of the year (1-365) when ice area over the 

continental shelf of BB reached 50% in the spring (see Chapter 2 for methodology).  Whereas 

some researchers have used lower sea ice thresholds for studying polar bears (e.g., Cherry et al. 

2013, Rode et al. 2014, Obbard et al. 2016), the exact threshold level is less important in Baffin 

Bay because the changes in sea-ice area during spring and fall occur quickly, such that relatively 

small differences in transition dates result from small changes in the threshold values (Laidre et 

al. 2015).  For sea ice in Baffin Bay, spring transition date is also correlated with other sea-ice 

metrics including fall transition date (negative correlation) and the interval between spring and 

fall transitions (Laidre et al. 2015). 

 We examined annual variation, temporal trends, and relationships to sea ice for 

reproductive metrics.  Similar to Rode et al. (2014), we did not include both time and sea ice in 

the same analyses since long-term trends in the spring transition date were well-established a 

priori (Laidre et al. 2015, this report) and these two parameters were correlated over the 7 years 

of sampling (Pearson coefficient = -0.846, p = 0.017).  We also examined relationships between 

metrics for COYs and those for yearlings in the following year for periods when sampling 

occurred in successive years. 

 To examine temporal trends in reproductive metrics and associations with sea ice, we 

used weighted least squares regression (General Linear Model procedure), with number of litters 
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sampled each year as the weighting variable.  Statistical analyses were performed using the SPSS 

package (Version 24.0, IBM Corp. 2016). 

 

6.3.  Results 

 During mark-recapture sampling in 1993-1995, 1997, and 2011-2013, we sampled 251 

family groups consisting of an adult female and 1-3 dependent COY (400 COY in total; Table 

6.1).  During this period we also sampled 152 family groups consisting of an adult female and 1-

3 dependent yearlings (231 yearlings in total).  The mean number of family groups sampled 

annually was 35.9 (range: 16-62) and 21.7 (range: 8-44) for COY and yearling families 

respectively.  From these data we created a second subsampled dataset base on geographic 

location to exclude bears that were encountered outside the standardized sampling area as 

described previously.  This geographic subset consisted of 191 COY family groups containing 1-

3 dependent COY (300 COYs in total) and 105 yearling family groups containing 1-3 dependent 

yearlings (160 yearling in total; Table 6.2).  The mean number of family groups sampled 

annually was 27.3 (range: 16-48) and 15.0 (range: 8-25) for COY and yearling families 

respectively.  Annual reproductive metrics for these two datasets are presented in Tables 6.1 and 

6.2. 

 

Litter Size 

 There was annual variation in mean litter size amongst adult females with COYs but 

differences amongst years were non-significant for both the full (Kruskal-Wallis, P = 0.153) and 

geographic subset (Kruskal-Wallis, P = 0.069) data (Figure 6.2).  For adult females with 

yearlings, differences in mean annual litter size were not significant for the full dataset (Kruskal-



Chapter 6 SWG Final report 

310 | P a g e  

Wallis, P = 0.051).  For the subset data, differences in mean yearling litter size were significant 

(Kruskal-Wallis, P = 0.035) with both 1997 and 2013 having significantly lower litter sizes than 

1994 and 1993 (Bonferonni correction for multiple comparisons, P < 0.050 in each case; Figure 

6.3). 

 There were no statistically significant temporal trends in annual COY or yearling mean 

litter size from 1993 to 2013 (Table 6.3).  Similarly, mean litter sizes were not associated with 

date of spring sea-ice transition. 

 

Recruitment 

 COY recruitment showed a significant negative temporal trend from 1993 to 2013 for the 

geographic subset data, but not the full dataset (Table 6.3).  COY recruitment also exhibited a 

positive association with date of spring sea-ice transition (Figure 6.4) for both the full and 

geographic subset data (i.e., later spring break-up was associated with higher COY recruitment).  

For yearlings, annual recruitment was not associated with either time or spring transition date 

(Figure 6.4). 

 There were 4 instances where sampling occurred over 2 successive years: 1993-94, 1994-

95, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013.  For these back-to-back years we compared reproductive metrics 

for COY (time t) to those of yearlings in the following year (time t+1).  There was no 

relationship between annual mean litter size for COY in year t and yearling litter size in year t + 

1 (Table 6.4; Figure 6.5).  COY recruitment was positively associated with yearling recruitment 

the following year for the geographic subset data but not the full dataset.  COY litter size was 

closely associated with yearling recruitment in the following year for both datasets (Table 6.4; 

Figure 6.5), such that higher mean COY litter size in year t resulted in higher yearling 
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recruitment in year t + 1.  We also examined the relationship between yearling reproductive 

metrics and spring ice transition date the previous year finding no association for either the full 

(F1, 6 = 0.128, r2 = 0.025, P = 0.735) or subset data sets (F1, 6 = 0.095, r2 = 0.019, P = 0.771). 

 

6.4.  Discussion 

 Calculating annual reproductive metrics from mark-recapture field data is subject to 

several potential sources of error, including non-random sampling with respect to the overall 

study subpopulation.  Similar to other seasonally ice-free subpopulations (e.g., Derocher and 

Stirling 1990), polar bears in Baffin Bay are known to exhibit a degree of spatial segregation by 

sex, age class and reproductive status with respect to the use of terrestrial habitat during the ice-

free period (Ferguson et al. 1997; Chapter 4).  For example, adult females with cubs tend to 

select fjords and avoid offshore islands and coastal regions where densities of adult males are 

higher (Ferguson et al. 1997).  Pregnant bears select inland and upland denning habitats (Chapter 

3).  Mark-recapture sampling in the 1990s was more restricted in geographic extent relative to 

the 2010s (Chapter 3).  The extent to which this difference in sampling between the two time 

periods introduced error and more importantly, systematic bias into our estimates of 

reproduction, cannot be fully evaluated.  However, sampling bias is unlikely to account for the 

results of our analyses for several reasons.  First, we attempted to account for differences in 

sampling by restricting some analyses to data collected within a standardized sampling area.  

This made little difference to the results.  Results based on full and subset data were very similar.  

Second, sampling bias between the 1990s and 2000s would not account for the temporal trends 

in reproduction or associations with the timing of spring sea-ice transition unless sampling bias 

varied in proportion to these factors; something that is unlikely.  Third, under-sampling of fjord 
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habitats in the 1990s may have introduced bias in sampling of adult females with offspring.  

However, the most likely impact of this bias would have been underestimation of recruitment 

indices since fewer adult females with offspring would have been sampled relative to adult 

females overall.  Fourth, sampling bias would not account for the association observed between 

reproductive metrics in successive years and the closeness of this association in some cases. 

 Another source of error in estimation of reproductive parameters in our study originated 

from the misclassification of bears that were observed from the air rather than handled during 

2011-2013.  However, when combined with genetic sexing, the accuracy of this method of 

classification is high even for lone adult females1 (Appendix B).  Furthermore, this source of 

error does not necessarily introduce systematic bias.  Lone adult females could only have been 

misclassified as lone subadult females (and vice-versa), and there is no evidence to suggest 

inaccuracy in this area favours one age-class versus the other. 

 Finally, analyses of telemetry data collected from collared adult females suggest that a 

proportion of collar bears remained on the remnant sea ice in some years during the 1990s and 

were unavailable for sampling (Chapter 3).  Although this could have introduced bias if certain 

classes of bears tended to remain on the ice while others moved to shore, we were unable to 

correct for this potential source of bias.  However, the most likely effect would have been over- 

representation of lone (pregnant) adult females in our sampling data since this is the class of 

adult females that has an obligate need to come ashore to look for suitable denning habitat.  This, 

in turn, would have led to underestimation of recruitment in the 1990s relative to the 2000s. 

 

Litter Size 

                                                           
1 Approximately 84% of lone adult females were correctly classified (GN unpublished data; see chapter 5, appendix 
1.) 
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 We found little evidence of changes in litter size amongst COY or yearlings in BB.  

Annual variation in litter size was for the most part not significant and there were no trends over 

time or in association with spring transition date.  This finding is consistent with Molnar et al. 

(2011), who found that although litter size is predicted to vary in response to changes in maternal 

body condition and environmental conditions, it is a relatively insensitive reproductive metric.  

Large changes in maternal condition and environment are necessary to produce statistically 

significant differences in litter size.  Litter size does, however, remain an important reproductive 

metric for monitoring polar bear subpopulations (Vongraven et al. 2012).  Changes in litter size 

have been associated with temporal and geographic variation in ecosystem productivity (Stirling 

and Lunn 1997, Peacock et al. 2013), and long-term trends have been detected in association 

with changing subpopulation status (Derocher and Stirling 1995). 

 

Trends in COY Recruitment and Association with Sea-ice Conditions 

 We found evidence of a temporal trend in our index of COY recruitment that was also 

closely associated with variation in sea-ice conditions.  From 1993 to 2013, cub recruitment 

declined concurrent with a trend towards earlier spring sea-ice break-up.  Similar declines in 

reproduction over time and in association with sea-ice conditions have been previously reported 

for polar bear subpopulations (Derocher and Stirling 1995, Derocher 2005, Rode et al. 2010, 

Peacock et al. 2013, Rode et al. 2014), but not in Baffin Bay.  Earlier spring break-up (also 

associated with later fall freeze-up) presumably decreases feeding opportunities for polar bears, 

thereby resulting in poorer maternal body condition and reduced investment in reproduction.  

This, in turn, will be manifested as reduced natality rates and / or lower offspring survival.  Our 

index of cub recruitment incorporates both of these parameters reflecting to an unknown degree a 
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blend of decreased cub production and lowered cub survival over the first 8 months of life.  The 

association between cub recruitment and spring transition date in our study suggests that lower 

cub survival from birth to the first ice-free season may be a primary mechanism driving lower 

reproduction in Baffin Bay.  However, we have not demonstrated a causal relationship; other 

factors may play an important role in cub recruitment, particularly since recruitment was 

associated with both time (year) and spring transition date.  These two parameters are correlated 

with one another and may also be associated with other parameters that we did not consider.  As 

such, there is some uncertainty as to the extent to which declining reproduction in BB is 

mediated by sea-ice conditions. 

 Declining reproduction and body condition are amongst the first subpopulation level 

effects predicted occur in polar bears as a result of climate change (Derocher et al. 2004, Stirling 

and Parkinson 2006, Molnar et al. 2011, Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Our evidence of a decline 

in reproduction in BB from 1993 to 2013 is accompanied by evidence of concurrent declines in 

body condition amongst bears in this subpopulation over the same period (Rode et al. 2012, 

Chapter 6).  These changes may signal a reduction in the carrying capacity of BB.  Although the 

point estimate of abundance from our recent genetic mark-recapture was higher than the 1990s 

estimate, the difference between estimates was not statistically significant (Chapter 5).  

Additionally, differences in these point estimates may be largely explained by differences in 

sampling design between the two time periods.  Regardless of whether density effects are at play, 

if the observed association between sea ice and reproduction is real and the well documented 

trend in sea-ice continues, it is reasonable to expect that this subpopulation will experience 

significant changes in reproductive performance as a result of declining habitat (Laidre et al. 

2015). 
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Yearling Recruitment 

 Recruitment calculated as the number of yearlings per adult female has been identified as 

an important reproductive metric to monitor in polar bear subpopulations, incorporating both 

natality and survival of COY (Vongraven et al. 2012).  Regehr et al. (2015) suggest that variation 

in yearling recruitment may be a primary mechanism driving changes in subpopulation growth, 

with values ranging from 0.1 to 0.3 necessary for subpopulation persistence.  Estimated annual 

recruitment values for Baffin Bay during 1993 to 2013 ranged from 0.24 to 0.51, suggesting that 

BB continues to function as a viable subpopulation, according to this metric.  Interestingly, in 

contrast to previous studies (e.g., Rode et al. 2010, 2014), we did not find evidence that yearling 

recruitment was associated with sea-ice conditions.  Instead, our results suggest that recruitment 

of yearlings is largely determined by reproductive metrics for COYs in the previous year.  We 

found an association between COY recruitment in year t and yearling recruitment in year t + 1, 

as well as a strong association between COY litter size and yearling recruitment to following 

year.  These findings suggest that a majority of mortality of polar bear cubs occurs during the 

first 8 months of life, such that recruitment of yearlings is heavily dependent on the number of 

COY that are born and survive up to the first ice-free period.  Since COY recruitment itself 

appears to be associated with spring transition date, yearling recruitment up to the ice-free period 

may be influenced to a greater degree by ice conditions the previous year than by ice conditions 

in the current year.  We did not find evidence of this lag effect but our sample size was very 

small. 

 Although values in the 2000s tended to be lower than those observed in the 1990s, we did 

not find a significant temporal trend in annual yearling recruitment.  However, given the 
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association between COY reproductive metrics and sea ice, and the long-term trends in sea ice in 

BB, we suspect that a decline in yearling recruitment would be evident with a larger and longer-

term data set.  In this context, we suggest that monitoring annual litter size of COY may be a 

useful tool for tracking trends in recruitment in the absence of more intensive subpopulation 

studies.  This metric can be readily acquired from aerial surveys without capture or biopsy of 

bears, without the need for extensive observer experience in identifying age-sex classes, and at 

relatively low cost.  Our very limited data suggest that mean annual COY litter size is closely 

related to yearling recruitment the following year.  However, we acknowledge that the robustness 

of this relationship has not been validated with a larger data set and under a range of 

environmental conditions. 

 

Comparison with other Subpopulations 

 Indices of reproduction for BB were comparable to other polar bear subpopulations in the 

seasonal ice ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008) that have been recently studied by mark-recapture 

or aerial survey (Table 6.5).  Mean litter sizes in Baffin Bay and the proportions of COY and 

yearlings were similar to those observed in Foxe Basin (Stapleton et al. 2016) and Southern 

Hudson Bay (Obbard et al. 2015); two subpopulations classified as stable (PBSG 2010).  In 

contrast, metrics for Baffin Bay were notably higher than those estimated for Davis Strait 

(Peacock et al. 2013) and Western Hudson Bay (Lunn et al. 2014).  These comparisons suggest 

that BB remains a relatively productive subpopulation despite apparent recent declines in 

reproduction. 
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Table 6.1.  Reproductive metrics for annual mark-recapture sampling data from Baffin Bay.  Full 

dataset. 

Year 

Mean Litter Size  

(n, SD) 

 Recruitment Index2 

(Offspring/adult female) 

COY Yearling 1  COY Yearlings 1 

1993 
1.63 

(16, 0.50) 

1.75 

(8, 0.46) 

 
0.79 0.42 

1994 
1.87 

(23, 0.51) 

1.82 

(11, 0.38) 

 
0.83 0.38 

1995 
1.52 

(21, 0.51) 

1.64 

(14, 0.63) 

 
0.71 0.51 

1997 
1.64  

(25, 0.49) 

1.25 

(12, 0.45) 

 
0.65 0.24 

2011 
1.57  

(58, 0.50) 

1.53 

(34, 0.51) 

 
0.68 0.39 

2012 
1.47 

(62, 0.50) 

1.55 

(44, 0.54) 

 
0.47 0.35 

2013 
1.65  

(46, 0.49) 

1.34 

(29, 0.49) 

 
0.60 0.31 

1 Dependent yearlings only.  Capture data for 1993-97 suggests up to 6% of yearlings are 
independent of their mother in the fall 

2 Calculated per Derocher and Stirling (1995), Vongraven et al. (2012), Regehr et al. (2015) 
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Table 6.2.  Reproductive metrics for annual mark-recapture sampling data from Baffin Bay.  

Data for 2011-13 were filtered to exclude individuals encountered outside the area where 

sampling was estimated to have occurred in the 1990s. 

Year 

Mean Litter Size  

(n, SD) 

 Recruitment Index2 

(Offspring/adult female) 

COY Yearling 1  COY Yearlings 1 

1993 
1.63 

(16, 0.50) 

1.75 

(8, 0.46) 

 
0.79 0.42 

1994 
1.87 

(23, 0.51) 

1.82 

(11, 0.38) 

 
0.83 0.38 

1995 
1.52 

(21, 0.51) 

1.64 

(14, 0.63) 

 
0.71 0.51 

1997 
1.64  

(25, 0.49) 

1.25 

(12, 0.45) 

 
0.65 0.24 

2011 
1.48 

(33, 0.51) 

1.60  

(20, 0.50) 

 
0.61 0.40 

2012 
1.42 

(48, 0.50) 

1.48 

(25, 0.51) 

 
0.55 0.30 

2013 
1.64 

(25, 0.49) 

1.27 

(15, 0.46) 

 
0.55 0.26 

1 Dependent yearlings only.  Capture data for 1993-97 suggests up to 6% of yearlings are 
independent of their mother in the fall 

2 Calculated per Derocher and Stirling (1995), Vongraven et al. (2012), Regehr et al. (2015) 
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Table 6.3.  Results of least squares regressions for annual reproductive metrics derived from mark-recapture sampling of polar bears 

during the ice-free period (August-October) in Baffin Bay.  Number of litters was used as a weighting variable. Significant 

relationships in bold. 

Reproductive Metric Litter Age Explanatory Variable Dataset F1, 6 r2 P 

Litter Size COY Year Full 1.64 0.25 0.256 

Litter Size COY Year Subset 3.37 0.40 0.126 

Litter Size COY Spring Ice Transition Full 3.42 0.41 0.124 

Litter Size COY Spring Ice Transition Subset 3.92 0.44 0.105 

Litter Size Yearling Year Full 1.22 0.20 0.319 

Litter Size Yearling Year Subset 1.16 0.19 0.331 

Litter Size Yearling Spring Ice Transition Full 1.64 0.25 0.256 

Litter Size Yearling Spring Ice Transition Subset 1.38 0.22 0.293 

       
Recruitment COY Year Full 5.34 0.52 0.069 

Recruitment COY Year Subset 22.43 0.82 0.005 

Recruitment COY Spring Ice Transition Full 53.90 0.92 0.001 

Recruitment COY Spring Ice Transition Subset 11.60 0.70 0.019 

Recruitment Yearling Year Full 0.72 0.13 0.434 

Recruitment Yearling Year Subset 1.37 0.21 0.295 

Recruitment Yearling Spring Ice Transition Full 0.64 0.11 0.460 

Recruitment Yearling Spring Ice Transition Subset 1.91 0.28 0.225 
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Table 6.4.  Results of least squares regressions for annual reproductive metrics derived in year t and year t+1 from mark-recapture 
sampling of polar bears during the ice-free period (August-October) in Baffin Bay, Canada.  Number of litters in year t+1 was used as 
a weighting variable. 
Reproductive Metric (year t) Reproductive Metric (year t+1) Dataset F1, 3 r2 P 

COY Litter Size Yearling Litter Size Full 0.80 0.29 0.465 

COY Litter Size Yearling Litter Size Subset 0.92 0.29 0.431 

COY Recruitment Yearling Recruitment Full 3.88 0.66 0.188 

COY Recruitment Yearling Recruitment Subset 20.33 0.91 0.046 

COY Litter Size Yearling Recruitment  Full 474.43 0.99 0.002 

COY Litter Size Yearling Recruitment Subset 1854.94 0.99 0.001 
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Table 6.5.  Comparison of reproductive metrics for polar bear subpopulations in the seasonal ice 

ecoregion.  Sampling occurred during ice-free periods. 

Subpopulation 
Mean Litter Size Proportion of Total 

Observations2 Source 
COY Yearling  COY Yearlings 

Baffin Bay 

(1993-97) 
1.67 1.60 0.16 0.09 

Taylor et al. 

(2005) 

Baffin Bay 

(2011-13)1 
1.55 1.48 0.15 0.09 This study 

Davis Strait 

(2005-07) 
1.49 1.22 0.08 0.09 

Peacock et al. 

(2013) 

Foxe Basin 

(2009-2010) 
1.55 1.48 0.13 0.10 

Stapleton et al. 

(2016) 

Southern Hudson 

Bay 

(2011) 

1.56 1.49 0.16 0.12 
Obbard et al. 

(2015) 

Western Hudson Bay 

(2011) 
1.43 1.22 0.07 0.03 

Stapleton et al. 

(2014) 

1 Based on sampling across study area 

2 Some of these recent studies relied on aerial survey which is less accurate in identifying adult 

females (without genotyping to determine sex).  For this reason we used published data on mean 

litter sizes and the proportion of COY and yearlings within these studies rather than calculating 

indices of recruitment used in the present study 
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Figure 6.1.  Spatial distribution of bears recorded during sampling in the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation, 1993 – 1995, 1997 (top), and 2011 – 2013 (bottom). 

  



Chapter 6    

327 | P a g e  

(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 6.2.  Mean litter sizes (+/- SE) for adult females with cubs-of the year (COY) during the 

ice-free period in Baffin Bay.  Calculated using the (a) full and (b) geographically subset data 

(see text). 
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(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 6.3.  Mean litter sizes (+/- SE) for adult females with yearlings during the ice-free period 

in Baffin Bay.  Calculated using the (a) full and (b) geographically subset data (see text). 
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(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 6.4.  The relationship between spring transition date and annual recruitment index for (a) 

cub-of-the-year and (b) yearling polar bears during the ice free period (August-October), in 

Baffin Bay.  Recruitment calculated as the number of COY or yearlings per adult female in the 

sample subpopulation using the full mark-recapture dataset. 

  



Chapter 6    

330 | P a g e  

(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 6.5.  The relationship between mean annual litter size amongst cub-of-the-year litters and 

(a) yearling litter size and (b) yearling recruitment in the following year (year +1).  Data are for 

polar bears sampled during the ice free period (August-October), in Baffin Bay. Metrics 

calculated using full mark-recapture dataset.
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CHAPTER 7 

BODY CONDITION OF BAFFIN BAY POLAR BEARS 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Fatness index (FI) scores were collected during two periods of mark-recapture sampling 
in BB, 1993-1995, 1997 and 2011-2013. We examined trends in this metric of body 
condition across both sampling periods in relation to sea-ice conditions. 

• 
We found evidence of declines in body condition amongst bears in BB over the period 
1993 to 2013. Body condition in BB polar bears declined in close association with the ice-
free period and spring sea-ice transition dates. This is consistent with the hypothesis that 
reduced time on the sea ice is a primary mechanism driving this decline.   

• Our results follow with previous studies that showed similar results through 2010 with 
different metrics derived from physical handing of bears (Rode et al. 2012). 

• 
The springtime aerial survey was successfully implemented due to the small geographic 
These findings are consistent with available traditional knowledge suggesting that body 
condition of polar bears in BB was poorer in the early 2000s relative to the 1990s 
(Dowsley and Wenzel 2008, Born et al. 2011). 

• 
We found evidence of recent foraging in approximately 9% of the BB bears observed 
during the on-land period. Marine mammals, in particular seals and walrus made up 
almost half of the identifiable food sources. 

 

7.1.  Background 

 For populations of large, long-lived mammals changes in body condition will be among the 

early indicators of density-dependent regulation and / or changes in environmental carrying 

capacity (Fowler 1987, 1990, Zedrosser et al. 2006).  In populations approaching K, declines in 

condition will occur before declines in adult survival.  From both wildlife management and 

species conservation perspectives, monitoring body condition may therefore provide a useful tool 

for the early detection of population trends that warrant more in-depth study.  This is especially 

true for populations where cost or logistical constraints limits the capacity to undertake on-going, 

intensive demographic studies.  In these cases, monitoring condition may provide a form of 

surveillance that can be used to trigger periods of more intensive study. 
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 The annual life-cycle of polar bears (Ursus maritimus) is characterized by large seasonal 

changes in body condition (Watts and Hansen 1987, Ramsay et al. 1992, Ramsay and Stirling 

1988, Atkinson and Ramsay 1995).  Throughout most of their circumpolar range, bears are 

thought to gain condition during the spring and early summer when juvenile seals are abundant 

and relatively susceptible to predation (Stirling and Archibald 1977, Smith 1980, Hammill and 

Smith 1991, Stirling and Øritsland 1995, Pilfold et al. 2012).  This period of hyperphagia is 

followed by a scarcity of food in the late summer and fall when sea ice reaches a minimum 

throughout the Arctic.  During this season, bears in some regions are forced onto land by the 

melting sea ice where access to seals and other marine mammal prey is greatly reduced (Stirling 

et al. 1977, Derocher and Stirling 1990a,b, Ramsay et al. 1991).  In other regions, bears remain 

on off-shore pack-ice but likely also have reduced access to and/or less success in catching seals 

(Amstrup et al. 2000, Stirling 2002, Atwood et al. 2015, Rode et al. 2015).  Some individuals 

utilize terrestrial foods sources during the summer and fall.  However, the extent to which this 

occurs and the significance of terrestrial foods to energy budgets remains the subject of on-going 

debate and research (e.g., Derocher et al. 1993a, Hobson et al. 2009, Gormezano and Rockwell 

2013, 2015, Rode et al. 2015, Tartu et al. 2016).  Regardless, it is well documented that many 

bears especially those in the seasonal ice ecoregion like Baffin Bay (Amstrup et al. 2008) rely on 

nutrients and energy stored within adipose and other body tissues to meet a significant portion of 

their maintenance requirements for survival during this period.  Consequently, body condition 

amongst most individuals declines progressively through the summer and fall until access to sea 

ice increases in the late fall and early winter (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, Atkinson and Ramsay 

1996, Derocher and Stirling 1995, Rode et al. 2011, Obbard et al. 2016).  Additionally, adult 

females rely on body stores to support reproductive activities.  Mothers with cubs continue to 
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lactate during the summer and fall if their condition and/ or available food is sufficient (Derocher 

et al.1993b, Derocher and Stirling, 1996). Pregnant females enter dens in the fall where they rely 

exclusively on body stores to support gestation and early to mid-lactation over a period of 6-8 

months (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, Derocher and Stirling 1995).  Given this dynamic cycle of 

feeding and fasting, body condition attained during the spring and early summer is expected to 

exert a significant influence on the survival, reproductive performance and thus status of polar 

bear subpopulations (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, Derocher and Stirling 1995, 1996, Molnar et 

al. 2010, Molnar et al. 2011). 

 Tracking long-term trends in body condition has been identified as an important 

component of the monitoring scheme for polar bears across their circumpolar range (Vongraven 

et al. 2012, Patyk et al. 2015).  In the absence of more intensive studies, simple body condition 

metrics may be useful indices for monitoring subpopulations and detecting responses to changing 

environmental conditions (Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 2008a, Vongraven et al. 2012).  Of 

particular concern, changes in body condition are predicted to be amongst the first 

subpopulation-level impacts of climate change evident in this species (Derocher et al. 2004, 

Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Wiig et al. 2008, Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Indeed, declines in 

condition have been documented in several polar bear subpopulations in association with long-

term changes in sea-ice conditions that appear to be climate induced (e.g., Stirling et al. 1999, 

Rode et al. 2010, Rode et al. 2014, Obbard et al. 2016).  Although these trends in body condition 

can signal significant changes, observations of declining condition alone do not necessarily 

imply a decline in subpopulation status.  Studies of some polar bear subpopulations have 

documented declines in condition in association with increases in abundance that may be the 

result of density dependence (Stirling et al. 1999, Rode et al. 2011, Peacock et al. 2013).  
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Information on body condition must therefore be interpreted alongside other measures of 

subpopulation performance in-order to properly assess status. 

 A variety of quantitative and qualitative body condition indices have been used on polar 

bears including body weight estimated from girth (e.g., Derocher and Stirling 1995, Rode et al. 

2011), body mass indices standardized for length (e.g., Stirling et al. 1999, Cattet et al. 2002, 

Obbard et al. 2016), skull width (Rode et al. 2010, 2011), percent body fat determined by 

isotopic dilution or bioelectrical impedance analysis (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, 1996, 

McKinney et al. 2014), percent lipid content of adipose tissue biopsies (Stirling et al. 2008b, 

McKinney et al. 2014) and a visually assigned fatness index (Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 

2008a,b). Most of these condition indices require the handling of bears to collect measurements.  

However, the fatness index (FI) and potentially the lipid content of adipose tissue (Pagano et al. 

2014, McKinney et al. 2014) may be obtained without handling thus making them suitable for 

use in subpopulations monitored by less invasive methods such as aerial survey or genetic mark-

recapture. 

 The Baffin Bay (BB) subpopulation is part of the seasonal ice-free ecoregion as defined by 

Amstrup et al. (2008) in which sea ice melts almost entirely in the summer and bears are forced 

ashore for an extended period of time, during which they have no or reduced access to food.  

Baffin Bay has experienced a long term reduction in sea-ice cover and a trend towards earlier 

spring break-up and later fall freeze-up (Laidre et al. 2015).  As a result, bears are spending an 

increasing amount of time on land.  Examining data on the morphometric measurements of BB 

polar bears (girth, length and skull width) for the period 1977 to 2010, Rode et al. (2011) 

detected a decline in body condition concurrent with declining sea-ice cover.  However, 

geographically restricted sampling and uncertainty about trends in subpopulation density during 
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the latter years of this study limited the interpretation of these findings and conclusions regarding 

subpopulation status (York et al. 2016). 

 Here we summarize information on the body condition of polar bears in BB using a 

different measure of condition; the fatness index (FI).  FI scores were collected during two 

periods of mark-recapture sampling in Baffin Bay from 1993 to 1997 and 2011 to 2013.  During 

the latter period of sampling bears were surveyed by genetic mark-recapture using biopsy darts.  

Because biopsy darted bears were not handled our collection of body condition data was limited 

to visually assigned FI scores only.  The FI has been validated as a measure of condition in polar 

bears, being closely correlated with more quantitative condition indices (Stirling et al. 2008b, 

McKinney et al. 2014)  and other biological factors (e.g., Henricksen et al. 2001, Amstrup et al. 

2006).  Our study examined body condition using a different index of condition collected over a 

different (albeit overlapping) temporal and spatial sampling frame to that of Rode et al. (2011).  

We examined trends in condition in relationship to sea ice.  During part of this study, we also 

collected information on the foraging habits of BB polar bears to assess the range of food sources 

utilized by bears during the ice-free period.  Our results provide supplementary information for 

interpreting the results of the recent genetic mark-recapture in BB and for understanding the 

present status of this subpopulation. 

 

7.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The boundaries of the BB polar bear subpopulation (BB) encompass an area ~1 million 

km2 in Baffin Bay, covering portions of Baffin Island and Bylot Island (66.2°N to 73.8°N) in 

Nunavut/Canada and parts of West and Northwest Greenland (66.0°N to 77.0°N; Taylor et al. 
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2005). BB is bounded by Greenland to the east, Baffin Island to the west, the North Water 

polynya in the north and Davis Strait to the south (Figure 7.1).  Three communities in Nunavut 

and 37 communities in Greenland harvest bears from BB, although the majority of the Greenland 

harvest is taken between ca. 72° and 76° N.  Baffin Bay is ice-covered in winter but typically 

ice-free in summer.  During late spring and summer break-up, sea ice recedes from Greenland 

westward across Baffin Bay; the last remnants of ice typically occur off the coast of Baffin 

Island. Historically sea ice also remained in Melville Bay, NW Greenland (Born 1995). Most 

polar bears remain on the sea ice as it recedes and then come ashore to spend the ice-retreat 

period on Baffin and Bylot Islands (Taylor et al. 2005).  A presumably small number of bears 

remain on land in northwestern Greenland throughout the ice-retreat period (Born 1995, this 

study). 

 

Field Sampling 

 Data for the study were collected during two periods of systematic mark-recapture 

sampling on Baffin Island in Baffin Bay.  Sampling occurred along eastern Baffin and Bylot 

Islands during the ice-free season from late August to mid-October in 1993-95, 1997 and 2011-

2013. Most bears in Baffin Bay move onto land on Baffin Island and Bylot in late summer as the 

sea ice breaks up and remain on land until freeze-up in the late fall (Taylor et al. 2005).  

Sampling was spatially extensive across this on-land study area during all years (Figure 7.1) 

although there were some noted differences in sampling strategy between the two periods (1990s 

and 2000s) of the study (Chapter 3). 

  Using helicopters we searched for bears across the study area.  During the 1990s, bears 

were sampled by physical capture on Baffin Island and examination using methods previously 
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described (Taylor et al. 2005).  Data on the sex, estimated age-class and reproductive status of 

each individual were recorded.  Age of individuals was determined based on previous capture 

history, known (in the case of cubs and yearlings) or estimated from counts of annular rings in an 

extracted vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  Individuals were identified by 

means of uniquely numbered ear tags and lip tattoos.  Group size, family status, location and date 

were also recorded. 

 During the 2000s, sampling occurred by remote biopsy darting (Pagano et al. 2014) and 

subsequent genetic analysis to determine genetic sex and identify individuals.  We remotely 

estimated sex, age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 4], and adult) and 

reproductive status from the air at a range of 3-10 m above ground.  Sex was later confirmed via 

genetic analysis. In estimating age-class and sex, the observer used multiple cues, including the 

size of an individual relative to its surrounding environment or accompanying bears, membership 

in a family group (mothers and cubs or yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males), 

body shape and proportions, the presence of scars (which are most often seen on adult males) 

and observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under tail in females).  Fields notes also 

assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic sex was known. Age-class was 

later verified in some bears from previous or future captures in which an individual was captured 

and physically examined or where an individual was matched via DNA to membership in a 

known family at some past or future point. We assessed the accuracy of this system for 

estimating the age-class and sex of polar bears using a sample of BB bears of known age-class 

(Appendix B). 

 During both sampling periods, all encountered bears were assigned a FI score on a scale of 

1-5 where 1 and 5 represent the leanest and most obese bears, respectively (Stirling et al. 2008a).  



Chapter 7 SWG Final report 

338 | P a g e  

During the 1990s, this score was based on physical examination of captured bears.  For bears in 

the 2000s, FI scores were assigned based on examination from the air at a distance of 3-7 m 

above ground.  Additional information collected for all bears at the time of observation included 

the identity of the observer, date, and location (coordinates). 

 Additionally various sources of information including traditional ecological knowledge 

(TEK), expedition reports and unpublished data (Born 1995, Born et al. 2011, GINR unpublished 

data) indicate that small, albeit unknown, proportion of the BB subpopulation summers in the 

Qimmusseriarsuaq / Melville Bay area of NW Greenland rather than moving with the retreating 

sea ice and summering on Baffin and Bylot Islands.  For comparative reasons estimates of body 

condition index from bears biopsy dated in NW Greenland are presented separately from that on 

Baffin Island. During 1-14 September 2012 and 2013 a total of 20 biopsies (2012: 6, 2013: 14) 

were sampled on land and along glacier fronts in the Melville Bay area using the same methods 

described above in Nunavut.  During sampling the FI index was scored for each bear by three 

observers with extensive experience in judging body condition of polar bears both during 

examination from the air and during subsequent physical handling. The sex of all biopsied 

individuals was determined genetically post hoc. 

 

Body Condition Scoring 

 Bears were initially scored according to the standard FI on a scale of 1 to 5 (Stirling et al. 

2008b).  This scoring system was subsequently simplified to a 3 point scale of poor (FI = 1 or 2), 

fair (FI = 3) and good (FI = 4 or 5) condition; hereafter termed the Body Condition Score (BCS).  

Similar modifications of the FI for polar bears have been employed in other studies to facilitate 

analyses (Stirling et al. 2008a) or have been recommended for use in general monitoring 
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schemes for polar bears (Vongraven et al. 2012).  In our case, this refinement was made in part 

due to the lower frequencies of bears scored as 1 and 5, but also to address concerns about 

potential bias.  The assumption was made that a simplified scale would be subject to less bias 

resulting from different observers and / or distance from bear at time of scoring.  Experienced 

observers should be able to discriminate a bear in poor, fair or good condition even at distances 

of up to 7 m. 

 Bears coming off the ice in summer are thought to be at or near their annual peak in body 

condition having recently gone through a period of hyperphagia when juvenile seals are 

relatively abundant and susceptible to predation (Stirling and Archibald 1977, Smith 1980, 

Hammill and Smith 1991, Stirling and Øritsland 1995, Pilfold et al. 2012).  For our analyses, 

therefore, we calculated the proportion of bears rated as being in good condition (BCS = 3) as a 

metric of annual body condition within each sex and age class.  Repeated observations of the 

same individual (as identified by physical mark or genotype) within a given year were excluded 

from the analyses.  Observations of the same individual in different years were included.  Similar 

to Stirling et al. (2008a), we assumed that observations of the same individual in different years 

were statistically independent given the dynamic nature of body condition in polar bears (Watts 

and Hansen 1987, Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, 1996) and it’s response to annual variation in 

environmental conditions. 

 

Sea-ice Metric 

 Based on findings from other studies (Stirling et al. 1999, Durner et al. 2004, 2006, 2009, 

Regehr et al. 2007, Rode et al. 2010, 2014), we hypothesized that timing of sea-ice break-up over 

the continental shelf (< 300m depth) of BB may influence the body condition of polar bears 



Chapter 7 SWG Final report 

340 | P a g e  

during the ice-free period.  We therefore calculated the annual sea-ice metric, spring transition 

date, as day of the year (1-365) when ice area over the continental shelf of BB reached 50% in 

the spring (Chapter 4).  We used Sea-ice Concentrations from Nimbus-7 SMMR and DMSP 

SSM/I-SSMIS Passive Microwave Data (Cavalieri et al., 1996) available from the National Snow 

and Ice Data Center (NSIDC) in Boulder, Co (See Laidre et al. 2015 Appendix S1 for additional 

details).  While some researchers have used lower ice cover thresholds for studying polar bear 

relationships to sea ice (e.g., Cherry et al. 2013, Rode et al. 2014, Obbard et al. 2016), Laidre et 

al. (2015) reported that spring transition dates in Baffin Bay were not sensitive to the choice of 

threshold because usually the decrease of sea-ice area in the spring and the increase of sea-ice 

area in the fall proceed relatively quickly.  A small change in the threshold results in a small 

change in the transition dates (Laidre et al. 2015).  For sea ice in Baffin Bay, spring transition 

date is also correlated with other sea-ice metrics including fall transition date (negative 

correlation) and the interval between spring and fall transitions (Laidre et al. 2015). 

 We examined annual variation in our body condition metric, trends over time, and relation 

to spring sea-ice transition date.  Similar to Rode et al. (2014), we did not include both time and 

sea ice in the same analyses since long term trends in our sea-ice metric were well established a 

priori (Laidre et al. 2015, Chapter 4) and these two parameters were closely correlated over the 7 

years of sampling (Pearson coefficient = -0.846, P = 0.017).  Statistical analyses were performed 

using the SPSS package (Version 24.0, IBM Corp. 2016). 

 

Foraging Observations 

 Observations of bears feeding or evidence that they had recently fed were collected during 

the second sampling session, 2011-13, only.  In 2011, systematic observations of the feeding 
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activities were not collected.  In 2012 and 2013, all bears encountered were examined from the 

air for evidence of feeding activity.  Evidence of feeding included the presence of kills and other 

obvious food items, fresh oil or blood staining around the mouth, pendulous/distended abdomens 

(full stomachs), the production of black tar-like feces during pursuit (normally seen in bears that 

have been eating marine mammals) and the production of feces containing visible berries. 

 

7.3.  Results 

Body Condition Scores 

 In total, 2500 polar bears were assigned a BCS during mark recapture sampling.  Six bears 

assigned a BCS were not assigned to a sex-age class.  These were excluded from the further 

analyses.  Amongst independent bears, samples sizes were largest for adult males (n = 783), 

adult females with offspring (423) and lone adult females (225).  Our analyses focussed on these 

three groups of bears for the following reasons: (1) Sample sizes were relatively large and/or (2) 

the accuracy of classifying bears into sex and age class at the time of aerial observation and BCS 

assignment was relatively good (Appendix B)1.  Amongst dependent offspring we examined 

BCS for cubs-of-the-year (COY) and yearlings both of which can be identified with good 

accuracy from the air. 

 During the period 1993-97, all observations were made by a single individual (Table 7.1).  

During the period 2011-13, observations were made by 3 individuals but a majority (79%) were 

made by a single individual.  Of the 2496 bears in our study, four were observed by two 

observers in the same year.  In each case the condition scores assigned by the observers were the 

same (adult male in poor condition, adult female in fair condition, adult female in poor condition, 

                                                           
1 Accuracy for adult males, adult females with offspring, lone adult females was 95%, 100% and 74%, respectively.  In 
comparison accuracy for sub-adult males and females was <40%. 
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subadult female in fair condition).  Because the observers collected BCS data on bears in 

different years and / or different parts of the study area from each other, it was not possible to 

distinguish observer effects from other factors. 

 In general, body condition was better amongst adult males and lone adult females than 

other age classes (Table 7.2).  For example, pooling data across years, 25 and 32 % of 

individuals were classified as being in good condition amongst adult males and lone adult 

females, respectively.  In contrast, amongst adult females with offspring, subadult females and 

subadult males, the percentage of bears in good condition was 9, 4 and 4% respectively. 

 There was annual variation in body condition.  For example, during the period 1993-97, 

when all observations were collected by a single individual, the distribution of adult male BCS 

varied significantly from year-to-year (χ2 = 24.01, d.f. = 6, P < 0.001) with more males in good 

condition in 1993 (58.8%) compared to other years, in particular 1997 (32.0%).  Annual 

variation in condition was similar, although not significant, for lone adult females (χ2 = 11.51, 

d.f. =6, P = 0.070) and females with offspring (χ2 = 9.94, d.f. =6, P = 0.132) during this period.  

For the period, 2011-13, when a majority of observations were made by a single but different 

observer, condition was also found to vary significantly from year-to-year amongst adult males 

(χ2 = 24.31, d.f. =4, P < 0.001) but not lone females (χ2 = 4.89, d.f. =4, P = 0.300) or females 

with offspring (χ2 = 7.71, d.f. =4, p < 0.100).  During this recent sampling period, 2011 tended to 

be a better year for body condition. 

 Our annual body condition metric was associated spring sea-ice transition date amongst 

some sex and age classes of bears (Table 7.3).  The proportion of adult males assigned a BCS of 

3 (good) in a given year was closely associated with the timing of spring sea-ice transition.  A 

higher proportion of adult males were in good condition in years with a later spring transition 
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date (Figure 7.2a).  A similar association was evident for adult females with offspring (Figure 

7.2b) but not lone adult females (Figure 7.2c).  These associations between condition and sea ice 

were also evident for adult males (Exponential curve; F1, 3 = 101.27, r2 = 0.98, P = 0.010) and 

females with offspring (Exponential curve; F1, 3 = 72.12, r2 = 0.97, P = 0.014) when analyses 

were limited to the period 1993 to 1997; the 4 years when data were collected by a single 

observer. 

 For COY, the proportion of bears in good condition was unrelated to the timing of spring 

sea-ice transition (Table 7.3). In contrast, later spring transition was associated with a higher 

proportion of yearlings in good condition.  Similar to adult males and females with offspring, 

this association was also evident when analysis was limited to the period 1993-97 when analyses 

were limited to the period 1993 to 1997; the 4 years when data were collected by a single 

observer (Linear regression; F1, 3 = 51.30, r2 = 0.96, P = 0.019). 

 Body condition showed a negative trend over time amongst some sex and age classes 

(Table 7.3).  For adult males and adult females with offspring the proportion of bears in good 

condition during the ice-free period declined from 1993 to 2013.  As similar trend, although not 

significant (P = 0.065), was evident for yearlings. 

 In Melville Bay, NW Greenland in 2012 and 2013 the adult bears were generally in good 

body condition. The samples collected from this area included 10 adult females, 5 adult males, 3 

subadults (1 F, 2 M) and 2 female yearlings. Three adult females and 1 adult male scored FI = 4 

and 7 adult females and 4 adult males scored F = 3. Three subadults (1 F, 2 M) and 2 female 

yearlings all scored F = 3. Hence, although sample size in Greenland was low, BB bears in this 

area were in good body condition despite an on-land period which is longer than BB polar bears 

that summer on Baffin Island.  
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Foraging During the Ice-Free period 

 One hundred and seven (9.3%) of the 1146 bears observed in 2012 and 2013 showed 

evidence of feeding.  Prevalence of feeding was lowest amongst adult males (8%) and dependent 

offspring (7%), and highest amongst subadults (13%).  Across sex and age classes, 50% of 

feeding observations were among adult males and subadults (Figure 7.3).  The distribution of 

feeding observations amongst sex and age-classes did not differ significantly from the sex and 

age-class composition of all bears observed (feeding and not feeding); although there was a 

tendency for subadult bears to be over-represented amongst those observed feeding (χ2  = 5.607, 

d.f. = 4, P = 0.23).  There was no seasonal trend in prevalence of feeding observations during the 

sampling period (Figure 7.4). 

 Bears were observed feeding on a range of food items including seals (species unknown), 

walrus (Odobenus rosmarus), narwhal (Monodon monoceros), Arctic char (Salvelinus alpinus), 

Greenland shark (Somniosus microcephalus) and berries (Table 7.4).  Where food source was 

known, marine mammals comprised 47% of the observations of bears feeding.  At two locations, 

congregations of bears were encountered along streams where char were observed to be running 

in large numbers.  Fish carcasses found at these sites and the presence of bears standing in close 

quarters along these watercourses suggested bears were actively fishing.  Seventeen seal kills 

were noted while searching for bears.  Most were located along the shores of fjords rather than 

the main open coastline (Figure 7.5). 

 In Melville Bay polar bears were observed feeding on seals on patches of floes of fast ice 

and more or less consolidated bergy bits at glacier fronts. During September in both 2012 and 

2013 numerous narwhal, ringed, bearded, harp and hooded seals were observed close to glacier 
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fronts and land in Melville Bay (Born et al. 2012, 2013) indicating that suitable food for BB 

polar bears is abundant in this area during the open-water season. 

 

7.4.  Discussion 

Body Condition of Baffin Bay Bears 

 Our results demonstrate that body condition amongst BB polar bears declined over the 

period 1993 to 2013.  The close association between condition during the ice-free period and 

spring sea-ice transition date is consistent with the hypothesis that reduced time on the sea ice 

and presumably declining access to prey during the important spring to early summer feeding 

period is a primary mechanism driving this decline.  However, with our qualitative body 

condition data and simplistic analysis we have not demonstrated cause and effect.  Annual 

variation in body condition was associated with both time (year) and spring sea-ice transition 

date.  These two parameters are correlated with one another and may also be associated with 

other parameters that we did not consider.  The extent to which declining condition in BB is 

mediated by ice conditions therefore remains uncertain. 

 Using body condition metrics different from those used in the present study, Rode et al. 

(2011) detected a decline in the condition of BB polar bears between 1990 and 2010 concurrent 

with declining sea-ice cover.  Our findings are consistent with this earlier study except that we 

did not find associations between body condition and sea-ice cover amongst all sex and age 

classes of bears.  This may be due to limitations of the qualitative condition data used in the 

present analyses and sample size issues.  The BCS is a qualitative and thus less precise measure 

of condition than the quantitative metrics used by Rode et al. (2011) that were derived from 

morphometric measurements acquired during physical capture and handling of bears.  
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Additionally, during the latter years of our study (2011-2013) the BCS for each bear was 

assessed based on examination from a distance rather than capture and physical examination.  

Inaccuracies in classifying bears by age class and sex from the air, combined with a lack of direct 

physical handling to assess condition may have introduced more error in assigning BCS.  Given 

these limitations, BCS data are likely a less robust and less sensitive means of detecting changes 

in body condition over time or in response to ecological parameters (Vongraven et al. 2012, 

McKinney et al. 2014).  Direct, quantitative measurement of body condition by morphometry or 

adipose tissue lipid content (McKinney et al. 2014) remains the most reliable and precise means 

of monitoring condition. 

 Nevertheless, our study extends the findings of Rode et al. (2011) in three notable ways.  

First, we find that trends in body condition and the association with sea-ice conditions have 

continued beyond 2010.  Second, Rode et al. (2011) suggest that important trends in body 

condition that can affect reproduction might not be detectable from on the ground observations 

without capture and physical measurement of bears.  Our findings suggest that long-term trends 

in body condition can be detected without handling of bears albeit with less sensitivity.  As 

found in other studies (Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 2008a), visually assigned body 

condition scores are a useful means of monitoring body condition and polar bear responses to 

environmental conditions.  In the absence of physical capture programs and / or more intensive 

monitoring schemes, the collection of condition scores provides a simple and low cost means to 

track general trends in BB and likely other polar bear subpopulations.  Finally, York et al. (2016) 

maintain that the evidence linking reduced body condition to sea-ice decline in Baffin Bay (Rode 

et al. 2011) is ambiguous because the body condition data used in the analyses were collected in 

varying parts of the subpopulation area over the period of study rather than range wide 
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throughout.  For example, during 1990s data on condition during the ice-free period were 

collected from bears across the subpopulation’s seasonal range on eastern Baffin Island.  In 

contrast, sampling in the 2000s was restricted to a relatively small southern portion of the range 

near the boundary with Davis Strait.  Consequently, condition data for the 2000s may not have 

been representative of the subpopulation as a whole.  However, sampling in our study was range 

wide during both time periods (1993-1997 and 2011-2013) as illustrated in Figure 7.1 suggesting 

that the findings of Rode et al. (2012) were representative of BB. 

 Several sources of bias were possible in our study.  BCS data were collected by several 

observers in different years and different parts of the study area.  Notably a single observer 

collected all data during the 1990s.  Several different observers collected data during the 2000s 

and in different parts of the study area from one another.  To reduce potential observer bias in 

assigning qualitative condition scores, we employed a simplified body condition scoring system 

that required observers to discriminate between bears in poor, fair and good condition.  All 

observers in the study were experienced polar bear biologists who had previously handled 

hundreds or thousands of bears in varying condition and should have been capable of easily 

discriminating bears in good condition.  However, since individual bears were not scored by 

more than one observer, teasing out observer effects is challenging because differences in scored 

condition may reflect real temporal or spatial differences in the bears sampled.  Never-the-less, 

several lines of evidence suggest observer bias was likely not a significant factor in our study.  

First, a majority of observations were made by a single observer within each time period (1990s 

and 2000s).  Differences between these two observers in scoring body condition are unlikely to 

explain the linear and non-linear trends in condition we observed or the close association 

between condition and sea ice.  Additionally, the statistical significance of these associations was 
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maintained when analyses were restricted to a single time period when all observations were 

collected by a single observer.  Finally, as noted by Stirling et al. (2008a) although the FI from 

which our condition metric was derived is a qualitative index and thus subjective, it has been 

found to be “repeatable between individual biologists when blind comparisons are done in the 

field over both short and long time periods.”  In other studies, FI data collected by multiple 

observers have been found to correlate closely with quantitative indices of condition (e.g., 

Stirling et al. 2008b, McKinney et al. 2014).  Therefore, while we cannot exclude the possibility 

of observer bias in our study, we suggest that this potential source of bias is unlikely to account 

for our results. 

 Body condition scores in the 1990s were collected from bears captured and physically 

examined.  In contrast scores in the 2000s were from bears observed from the air without 

handling.  The effect of close-up versus distance examination on the scoring of condition is 

unknown.  McKinney et al. (2014) found that remotely assigned FI ratings did not correlate with 

the % lipid content of adipose tissue; another measure of condition.  However, their sample sizes 

were small and limited to comparisons of bears of FI 3 and 4 only whereas bears in our study had 

FI ratings ranging from 1 to 5.  Remotely scoring FI may be a less robust (precise) index of 

condition but is not necessarily inherently biased relative to physical examination.  For many of 

the same reasons discussed previously concerning observer effects, we suggest that this potential 

source of bias is unlikely to account for our results. The use of a simplified scoring system (poor, 

fair, good) in our study should have helped to reduce errors in scoring for bears observed from 

the air.  Trends in condition over time and the close association with sea-ice metrics cannot be 

explained by differences in examination distance. 

 Another source of error in our study associated with differences in sampling between the 
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1990s (physical capture) and 2000s (aerial observation) was in the classification of bears by sex 

and age-class based on aerial observation rather than handling.  Classifying bears from the air is 

without doubt less accurate than physical examination. However, aerial classification is accurate 

in most instances (Appendix B), especially amongst adult males and adult females with 

offspring; the two classes exhibiting the strongest trends in condition in our study.  Additionally, 

despite being less precise we have no evidence to suggest that aerial classification results in a 

bias in age and sex classifications amongst a group of bears.  This source of measurement error 

thus seems unlikely to account for our results. 

 An assumption of our study was that bears sampled within our study area were 

representative of the BB subpopulation.  Although sampling during both the 1990s and 2000s 

was extensive across the seasonal range of BB bears, the proportion of bears in the subpopulation 

exposed to sampling may have differed between these two periods (Chapter 3).  In the 1990s, a 

high proportion of collared bears did not come ashore on Baffin Island during the sampling 

windows but instead remained on remnant offshore sea ice where they could not be sampled.  

This observation suggests that a significant portion of the subpopulation was not sampled in the 

1990s.  Whether this biased our estimates of body condition is unknown.  However, we note that 

bears remaining out on the ice were likely still able to hunt seals to some extent and may 

therefore have been in better condition than those coming ashore. Consequently, any bias in our 

sampling would have resulted in underestimation of condition in the 1990s or in years when 

spring transition occurred later.  This would therefore not account for the trends in condition we 

observed over time or in association with date of spring sea-ice transition. 

 Relative to the 2000s, sampling in the 1990s was also more concentrated near the coast 

with less inland sampling (Chapter 3).  Similar to other seasonally ice-free subpopulations (e.g., 
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Derocher and Stirling 1990) polar bears in Baffin Bay are known to exhibit a degree of spatial 

segregation by sex, age class and reproductive status with respect to the use of terrestrial habitat 

during the ice-free period (Ferguson et al. 1997, Chapter 4).  Adult females with cubs tend to 

select fjords and avoid offshore islands and coastal regions where densities of adult males are 

higher. Pregnant bears select inland and upland denning habitats.  While limited inland sampling 

in the 1990s may have resulted in under sampling of certain sex, age and reproductive classes we 

are unaware of any evidence to suggest that this would also have biased body condition data.  

However, to explore the potential impact of this difference in sampling between epochs on the 

body condition data, we estimated and delineated the minimum extent of the sampling frame 

from the 1990s using capture locations in a GIS.  We subset the 2000s data using this layer to 

create a dataset collected over the same sampling area in both time periods and repeated our 

analyses of trends in body condition.  The results were essentially the same (Appendix C), 

suggesting that this sampling difference between epochs did not influence our findings. 

 Bears in BB lose condition through the summer and fall while on land in BB (Rode et al. 

2011).  Differences amongst years in the timing of sampling could therefore have affected our 

annual body condition metric.  Sampling occurred between late August and late October but 

varied somewhat in timing from year-to-year.  We did not consider timing of sampling in our 

analysis.  During preliminary exploration of the data we noted that the 3 years where the median 

date (Julian day) of sampling was earliest were the best (1993) and two worst (2012 and 2013) 

years for body condition amongst both adult males and adult females with offspring, as measured 

by our metric.  Median date of sampling was also not associated with our condition metric for 

any of the sex and age classes of bears.  Similarly, looking at the number of days between spring 

transition date and the date of sampling for each bear as an index of timing of sampling relative 
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to seas-ice breakup we found similar results suggesting that timing of sampling did not account 

for the annual variation in body condition that we were observing at a broad scale with our 

somewhat crude measure of condition.  However, we acknowledge that a more sophisticated 

analysis such as a polynomial logistic regression could incorporate sampling date as a covariate. 

 Declining body condition and reproduction are amongst the first subpopulation level 

effects predicted occur in polar bears as a result of climate change (Derocher et al. 2004, Stirling 

and Parkinson 2006, Molnar et al. 2011, Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Our evidence of a decline 

in condition in BB from 1993 to 2013, along with similar findings from a previous study (Rode 

et al. 2011), is accompanied by evidence of a concurrent decline in reproduction in this 

subpopulation.  These findings are also consistent with available traditional knowledge 

suggesting that body condition of polar bears in BB was poorer in the early 2000s relative to the 

1990s (Dowsley and Wenzel 2008, Born et al. 2011).  These changes may signal a reduction in 

the carrying capacity of BB.   

 The bears that were biopsied in Melville Bay in September 2012 and 2013 generally 

appeared to be in good body condition. However, during an interview survey among experienced 

polar bear hunters in NW Greenland ca. 24% of the 72 interviewees noted that polar bears had 

generally become thinner (Born et al. 2011). 

 Similar to recent observations in the Davis Strait subpopulation (Rode et al. 2011, Peacock 

et al. 2013) we cannot rule-out possible density effects on body condition and reproduction 

resulting from a declining sea-ice platform.   Regardless of whether density effects are at play, if 

the observed association between sea ice and body condition is real and the well documented 

trend in sea ice continues it is reasonable to expect that this subpopulation will experience an on-

going decline in condition as a result of declining habitat (Laidre et al. 2015).  This in turn is 
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predicted to lead to demographic consequences including reduced adult survival (Molnar et al. 

2010, 2011). 

 Measures of body condition have been identified as one of the most important metrics 

needed to evaluate polar bear health (Patyk et al. 2015).  Similar to previous studies (e.g., 

Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 2008a,b, McKinney et al. 2014) we have demonstrated the 

utility of a simple qualitative metric for monitoring trends in body condition in polar bear 

subpopulations where more detailed quantitative measures of condition may not be available.  In 

circumstances where demographic studies are conducted periodically rather than on an on-going 

basis or where the selected methods of survey do not involved capture and handling, collection 

of visually assigned body condition scores from harvested bears or from opportunistic 

observations of free ranging animals offers a useful means of surveillance.  Such surveillance 

may be carried out by government agencies but there is also potential for implementation as part 

of a community-based ecosystem monitoring scheme.  Changes in condition detected through 

this method of monitoring may serve as a trigger to initiate more intensive studies. 

 We acknowledge that results from analyses of FI scores, including those of the present 

study, must be interpreted cautiously given the many potential biases associated with this type of 

data.  While many of these potential biases can be mitigated through study design and analyses, 

further work is needed to examine the robustness of these data before this method of monitoring 

is implemented more widely in government or community-based monitoring schemes. 

 

Foraging During the Ice-Free period 

 Polar bears have been found to opportunistically exploit a wide variety of food sources 

while on land during the summer and fall (e.g., Derocher et al. 1993a, Brook and Richardson 



Chapter 7 SWG Final report 

353 | P a g e  

2002, Dyck and Romberg 2007, Gormenzano and Rockwell 2013, Iverson et al. 2014, Rogers et 

al. 2015, Tartu et al. 2016).  Most of these foods are terrestrial in origin including berries, bird 

eggs, birds, small mammals and occasionally large mammal prey such as caribou or reindeer.  

Although bears have been observed catching fish (Dyck and Romberg 2007) and seals in open 

water (Furnell and Oolooyuk 1980), and scavenging the bone piles of human hunted bowhead 

whales (Rogers et al. 2015), the available evidence suggests marine mammals generally 

represent a small portion of the diet during this period of minimum sea ice.  In Western Hudson 

Bay, for example, Gormenzo et al. (2013) found evidence of marine mammal remains in less 

than 5% of polar bear fecal samples collected during the on-land period.  In contrast, terrestrial 

foods such as vegetation and eggs made up the majority of material in these samples.  Similar 

dietary habits have been documented in Southern Hudson Bay (Russell 1975)2. 

 In Baffin Bay we found evidence of recent foraging in approximately 9% of the bears 

observed during the on-land period.  The type of food consumed was known for approximately 

half of these individuals.  Marine mammals, in particular seals and walrus made up almost half 

of the identifiable food sources.  While these are opportunistic observations and therefore subject 

to numerous potential biases, these findings suggest that bears in Baffin Bay may make greater 

use of marine mammals during the ice-free period than bears in some other subpopulations.  This 

may be the result of differences in habitat and / or the availability of marine mammal prey.  In 

contrast to the lowlands of the Hudson and James Bays, the east coast of Baffin Island is 

characterized by rugged coastline with high mountains, long, deep fjords and glaciers some of 

which run directly into the marine environment.  Of the seal kills documented during our study 

most were located along the shores of fjords rather than the main open coastline (Figure 7.5). As 

suggested by Derocher et al. (2004) fjords may offer preferred seal hunting habitat for polar 
                                                           
2 Russell (1975) found seal remains in 9% of polar bear scats collected on-land during the summer. 
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bears for several reasons.  Stable sea ice at tide water glaciers provides prime breeding habitat 

for ringed seals (Lydersen et al. 2014).  Additionally, remnant sea ice that persists longer into the 

summer, the shedding of ice from glaciers, the early formation of new sea ice around freshwater 

outflows and the availability of Arctic char and other food sources near the mouths of rivers may 

make fjords good habitat for seals.  These same features may also make fjords good polar bear 

habitat.  Stable and persistent ice provides a platform to hunt from and the steep sides of fjords 

give polar bears easy access to the deeper waters in which seals may be swimming during the 

open water period. 

 In Melville Bay polar bears were observed in September near or at glacier fronts where 

numerous ringed seals were also observed (Born et al. 2012, 2013). Satellite telemetry has shown 

that some bears remain in this habitat throughout the year for several years (Chapter 2). Hence, 

clearly some bears are able to sustain year round on prey (likely mainly ringed seals) taken in 

this type of habitat. 

 We observed a number of bears that appeared to be feeding on anadromous Arctic char 

during their seasonal runs into creeks and lakes.  Observations of polar bears feeding on Arctic 

char have been previously reported (Dyck and Romberg 2007, Dyck and Kebreab 2009) and 

traditional knowledge of certain Arctic char runs that are visited annually by polar bears is 

present amongst residents of Nunavut (S. Atkinson pers. comm.).  In Baffin Bay, the significance 

of Arctic char to polar bear nutritional budgets is unknown.  However, we note there are 

numerous char runs and the available biomass is potentially high.  While this food source is only 

available during a short seasonal window in late summer, the timing and location of char runs is 

highly predictable.  This makes it a reliable source of food for some bears (at least locally) 

during the ice-free period when other foods are scarce.  In some grizzly bear populations, access 
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to anadromous fish has been shown to directly affect body mass, litter size and population 

density (Hildebrand et al. 1999, 2004).  Whether Arctic char hold similar significance for polar 

bears is unknown but is worthy of further investigation.  Based on energetics modelling, Dyck 

and Kebreab (2009) speculated that polar bears with access to char could in theory maintain or 

gain body weight during the ice-free period.  In contrast, Rode et al. (2010b) suggested that the 

use of char by polar bears was limited by the availability of suitable water bodies (creeks and 

rivers) in which bears could capture anadromous fish with an energetic efficiency high enough to 

permit maintenance or gains in weight.  To date, however, there have been no direct empirical 

studies of the significance of Arctic char in the diets and energetics of polar bears.  Arctic char 

have not been included in prey models for quantitative free fatty acid signature analysis 

(QFFASA) studies of polar bear diet (e.g., Thiemann et al. 2008, 2009, Galicia et al. 2015).  

Consequently, this prey’s signature would not have been detected in dietary studies conducted to 

date.  We suggest that QFFASA models of polar bear diets should be calibrated to include the 

signatures of Arctic char sampled from the same regions as the polar bears being studied. 

 Sea-ice conditions are changing in Baffin Bay (Laidre et al. 2015, Chapter 4).  Studies 

suggest this is affecting the movements and distribution (Chapter 2), habitat use (Chapter 4), 

body condition (Rode et al. 2011, this study) and reproductive performance (Chapter 6) of polar 

bears in the region.  Declining condition and reproduction is presumably mediated by reduced 

per capita food intake but precisely how availability of food for polar bears is changing is 

unknown in part due to lack of knowledge about trends in marine mammal populations (Laidre et 

al. 2015).  Changes in prey abundance and vulnerability to predation are both potential 

mechanisms.  Changes in prey diversity are also possible.  One such change may be increased 

access to sub-Arctic seals such as harp seals (Pagophilus groenlandicus). Baffin Bay is part of 
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the summer range of the western north Atlantic harp seal population.  The near 2.5 fold increase 

in this seal population over the last 30 decades is one of the mechanisms postulated to have 

supported an increase in polar bear abundance in the neighbouring Davis Strait (DS) 

subpopulation (Peacock et al. 2013).  Similarly, McKinney et al. (2013) attributed improving 

body condition (expressed as adipose tissue lipid content) amongst polar bears in East Greenland 

(EG) to increased access to sub-Arctic seals including harp seals.  Unlike DS and EG, however, 

bears in BB do not have access to harp seal whelping areas and are therefore not able to access 

this prey species during its most vulnerable season.  For bears in BB, hunting of harp seals is 

limited to late spring through to fall when predation success rates amongst polar bears hunting in 

low ice cover or open water are likely relatively low.  Polar bears in Svalbard are known to prey 

on harp seals in the summer (Derocher et al. 2002).  Bears in BB may have similar summer 

foraging opportunities.  Indeed, using QFFASA, Galicia et al. (2015) found that adult male polar 

bears from BB had a higher proportion of harp seal in their diet relative to bears from other 

subpopulations.  This suggests that polar bears in BB have been able to benefit to some extent 

from the availability of this species.  However, the observation that body condition amongst BB 

bears has declined over the last 3 decades suggests that any shift in prey availability associated 

with harp seal population expansion has not offset the effects of declining sea-ice conditions on 

access to other food sources. 
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Table 7.1.  Frequency of observations for body condition scores of polar bears in Baffin Bay.  

Proportion of within-year observations in parentheses. 

 Observer  

Year 1 2 3 4 Total 
1993 - - - 149 (1.0)   149 
1994 - - - 220 (1.0)   220 
1995 - - - 243 (1.0)   243 
1997 - - - 285 (1.0)   285 
2011 31 (0.06) 415 (0.87)   36 (0.07) -   482 
2012 - 529 (0.79) 142 (0.21) -   671 
2013 - 316 (0.70) 134 (0.30) -   450 

Total 31 1260 312 897 2500 
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Table 7.2.  Frequency of body condition scores (BCS) assigned to polar bears on Baffin Island.  

BCS scores were derived from Fatness Index (FI) scores (1-5) assigned to polar bears during 

field observations (following Stirling et al. 2008b).  FI scores of 1-2, 3 and 4-5 were assigned 

BCS of poor, fair and good respectively. 

Sex-Age Class 
BCS 

Total Poor Fair Good 
Adult Male Year 1993 7 13 30 51 

1994 14 30 27 71 
1995 21 28 31 80 
1997 13 72 40 125 
2011 16 88 35 139 
2012 52 123 21 196 
2013 23 86 12 121 

Total 133 440 185 783 
Adult 
Female 
(Lone) 

Year 1993 2 2 6 10 
1994 3 6 3 12 
1995 0 4 2 6 
1997 2 20 5 27 
2011 3 26 14 43 
2012 8 44 19 72 
2013 5 26 24 55 

Total 21 128 61 225 
Adult 
Female 
(w/offspring) 

Year 1993 4 13 8 25 
1994 15 19 6 40 
1995 15 22 5 42 
1997 11 24 3 38 
2011 7 75 9 91 
2012 18 91 3 112 
2013 8 63 4 75 

Total 76 307 38 423 
Subadult 
Female 

Year 1993 3 7 2 12 
1994 6 6 0 12 
1995 4 14 0 18 
1997 4 10 1 15 
2011 3 31 3 37 
2012 13 62 0 75 
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2013 4 35 3 42 
Total 36 165 9 211 

Subadult 
Male 

Year 1993 1 7 1 9 
1994 4 11 1 16 
1995 14 13 2 27 
1997 8 9 0 17 
2011 4 19 1 24 
2012 8 45 1 54 
2013 8 27 1 36 

Total 40 131 7 183 
COY Year 1993 2 22 2 26 

1994 16 28 0 44 
1995 15 15 4 34 
1997 22 19 0 41 
2011 4 80 12 96 
2012 8 85 1 94 
2013 5 64 8 77 

Total 67 313 25 412 
Yearling Year 1993 1 8 6 15 

1994 3 16 6 25 
1995 7 18 5 30 
1997 3 18 1 22 
2011 0 43 5 48 
2012 5 51 1 57 
2013 5 35 2 42 

Total 24 190 25 239 
2-Year-Olds Year 1993 0 1 0 1 

1995 2 3 1 6 
2011 2 0 0 2 
2012 0 8 1 9 

Total 4 12 1 18 
Total Year 1993 18 73 51 149 

1994 59 116 37 220 
1995 71 117 45 243 
1997 60 172 48 285 
2011 38 362 76 480 
2012 100 510 41 669 
2013 55 336 53 448 

Total1 401 1686 351 2494 
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1 Excludes 6 bears of unrecorded sex-age class 
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Table 7.3.  Regression results for an annual body condition metric for polar bears on Baffin Island.  The metric, proportion of bears in 

good condition, was derived from observed frequencies of Fatness Index (FI) scores ranging from 1 to 5 (Stirling et al. 2008).  Bears 

of FI 4 or 5 were in good condition.  Spring ice transition was the decimal day (1-365) when ice cover over the continental shelf of BB 

reached 50%.  Regressions were performed in the Curve Estimation procedure of SPSS (Version 24.0). 

Sex-Age Class Dependent Variable F6 r2 P Curve Type 

Adult Male Spring Ice Transition 102.99 0.98 ≤ 0.001 Quadratic (2nd order) 

Adult Male Year 18.50 0.79 0.008 Linear 

Adult Female (alone) Spring Ice Transition 0.65 0.12 0.456 Linear 

Adult Female (alone) Year 0.03 0.01 0.863 Linear 

Adult Female (with offspring) Spring Ice Transition 53.29 0.91 0.001 Exponential 

Adult Female (with offspring) Year 7.31 0.59 0.043 Exponential 

Yearling Spring Ice Transition 21.57 0.81 0.006 Exponential 

Yearling Year 5.526 0.53 0.065 Exponential 

COY Spring Ice Transition 0.10 0.02 0.760 Linear 

COY Year 0.334 0.06 0.587 Linear 
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Table 7.4.  Food sources used by bears on Baffin Island during Aug to Oct, 2012 and 2013. 

Food Source Number of Bears Observed 

Berries   10 

Arctic Char   14 

Walrus   10 

Seal   11 

Narwhal     1 

Greenland Shark     1 

Unknown   60 

Total 107 
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Figure 7.1.  Spatial distribution of live captures recorded during sampling in the western parts of 

the range of the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, 1993 – 1995, 1997 (top), and 2011 – 2013 
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(bottom).  Red, 1990s. Yellow, 2010s. During both periods polar bears were also live captured in 

the eastern parts (i.e., the Melville Bay area) of the subpopulation´s range (data not shown).  
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(c) 

 

Figure 7.2.  The association between the percent of bears in good body condition in western 

Baffin Bay and the timing of spring sea-ice transition date for (a) adult males, (b) adult females 

with dependent offspring and (c) lone adult females.  
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Figure 7.3.  The sex and age class distribution of polar bears showing evidence of recent feeding 

(black) as compared to all the bears observed (grey) on Baffin Island in Baffin Bay during 

August-October, 2012 and 2013.  
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Figure 7.4.  Prevalence of feeding evidence amongst bears on Baffin Island in Baffin Bay, 2012 

and 2013.  Data presented bimonthly.  
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Figure 7.5.  Distribution of seal kill sites observed during polar bear biopsy darting along eastern 

Baffin Island, Aug-Oct 2011-13. 
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CHAPTER 8 

POLAR BEAR HARVESTING IN BAFFIN BAY AND KANE BASIN: 

A SUMMARY OF HISTORICAL HARVEST AND HARVEST 

REPORTING, 1993 TO 2014 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Both Canada (Nunavut) and Greenland harvest from the shared subpopulations of polar 
bears in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin. 

• During 1993-2005 (i.e., before quotas were introduced in Greenland) the combined 
annual harvest averaged 165 polar bears (range: 120-268) from the Baffin Bay 
subpopulation and 12 polar bears (range: 6-26) from Kane Basin (for several of the years, 
harvest reported from Kane Basin was based on an estimate). 

• During 2006-2014 the combined annual harvest averaged 161 (range: 138-176) from 
Baffin Bay and 6 (range: 3-9) polar bears from Kane Basin. 

• Total harvest peaked between 2002 and 2005 coinciding with several events in harvest 
reporting and harvest management in both Canada and Greenland. 

• In Baffin Bay the sex ratio of the combined harvest has remained around 2:1 (male: 
females) with an annual mean of 35% females amongst independent bears. 

• In Kane Basin the sex composition of the combined harvest was 33% females overall for 
the period 1993-2014.  The estimated composition of the harvest since the introduction of 
a quota in Greenland is 44% female but the factual basis for estimation of the sex ratio in 
the harvest is weak. 

• In Greenland the vast majority of bears are harvested between January and June in Baffin 
Bay and Kane Basin whereas in Nunavut ca. 40% of the harvest in Baffin Bay is in the 
summer to fall (August – November) while bears are on or near shore.  In Nunavut, all 
bears harvested from Kane Basin occurred in the spring. 

• Sport hunting of polar bears is permitted in Canada but not Greenland.  Sport hunting 
activity average 16% of annual harvest and peaked in 2008 coincident with several 
management actions.  This type of hunting is highly selective for older, adult males. 

• Defense-of-life-and-property kills (DLPs) of polar bears in Baffin Bay was highly 
selective for young (2-3 years old) individuals.  We did not find evidence of a trend in the 
annual number of DLPs between 1993 and 2014.  Most DLPs occur during the open water 
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period (August-November) when bears are on or near shore.  The seasonal frequencies of 
DLPs in Canada (Nunavut) declined through the summer and fall. 

• Genetic validation of the sex of individual bears as reported by the hunters showed that 
the gender of harvested bears was incorrectly reported in a significant number of cases. 
Inaccuracies in gender reporting were greatest in Greenland. 

• Based on genetic validation, the presence of physical marks (i.e., ear tags or tattoos) on 
bears was under reported in the harvest.  Detection of marked bears declined with 
increasing age of marks suggesting that mark loss (especially loss of ear tags) was a 
problem.  This finding has implications for the use of harvest recoveries in MR recapture 
studies. 

• Management and the history of management of polar bears in Canada and Greenland 
differs in some respects: (1) quotas were introduced in Canada in 1967 and in Greenland 
in 2006, (2) sport hunting is allowed in Canada but not permitted in Greenland, (3) 
Canadian management is designed to achieve a target harvest sex ration of 2:1 (males to 
females) whereas the harvest of independent polar bears in GL is non-selective, (4) the 
vast majority of polar bears in Greenland are taken from dog sleds whereas in Canada the 
vast majority are taken from snowmobiles. 

 

8.1.  Introduction 

 Climate induced loss of sea-ice habitat has been identified as the ultimate threat to the 

persistence of polar bears across their circumpolar range (PBSG 2010; Wiig et al. 2015).  Other 

threats to the species, including pollution, industrial development, tourism and over-harvest are 

considered to be of varying importance amongst the different subpopulations. Three of the 19 

recognized subpopulations of polar bears are currently designated as declining by the IUCN/SSC 

Polar Bear Specialist Group (http://pbsg.npolar.no/en/index.html).  Of these three (Southern 

Beaufort Sea, Baffin Bay and Kane Basin), potential over-harvest has been identified as a 

concern in Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB). 

 Based on a mark-recapture study, Taylor et al. (2005) estimated the number of polar 

bears in BB at 2,074 (95% CI: 1544-2604) in 1998.  A subsequent population viability analysis 

(PVA) using the 1998 abundance estimate, associated vital rates and available harvest data 

projected a decline to 1,564 bears (95% CI: 690-2402) in 2004 (PBSG 2010).  Importantly, these 

http://pbsg.npolar.no/en/index.html


Chapter 8 SWG Final report 

380 | P a g e  

simulations suggested that the combined harvest of bears from BB within Canada and Greenland 

was unsustainable.  Furthermore, this PVA did not take into account on-going sea-ice habitat loss 

which was predicted to exacerbate the potential impacts of the harvest.  In contrast to these 

scientific findings traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) of polar bears in BB does not suggest 

this subpopulation is presently declining in response to harvest and / or sea ice (Dowsley and 

Wenzel 2008, Born et al. 2011).  York et al. (2016) have postulated that this disparity between 

science and TEK may be the result of inaccuracies in the scientific data for BB.  In particular, 

potential under reporting of tagged bears in the harvest and / or over reporting of total harvest in 

Greenland (both under and over reporting of the harvest may result in bias in mark-recapture 

estimates of abundance and survival rates).  However, the validity of these assertions regarding 

harvest reporting is unproven. 

 Based on a mark-recapture study, the size of the KB subpopulation was estimated to be 

164 (95% CI: 94-234) polar bears for 1994 - 1997 (Taylor et al. 2008a).  Taylor et al. (2008a) 

also suggested that Kane Basin might act as a sink (i.e., some bears may move from Baffin Bay 

into Kane Basin) because of unsustainable rates of harvest in KB (ibid.), and lack of genetic 

differentiation from Baffin Bay (Paetkau et al. 1999).  Using the abundance and vital rates 

estimated from the 1994-97 capture study and catches reported from Nunavut and Greenland, 

100% of the PVA simulations resulted in a decline in this subpopulation size after 10 years 

(PBSG 2010).  Similar to BB, this simulated decline in subpopulation size as a result of harvest 

did not take into account changes in sea-ice habitat.  York et al. (2016) postulated that the 

available TEK for KB, although limited, did not appear to contradict these scientific findings.  

However, neither of the sources cited by York et al. (2016) – i.e., COSEWIC (2008) and M.K. 

Taylor (pers. comm. 1986-2008) - bring any documentation for this statement.  In contrast, a 



Chapter 8 SWG Final report 

381 | P a g e  

detailed study involving the interviewing of Greenland hunters with extensive experience 

hunting polar bears in the Kane Basin region documented the TEK perception that the 

occurrence of polar bear in KB has increased (Born et al. 2011). 

 In response to concerns regarding the projected declines in abundance, the impacts of 

harvest, on-going sea-ice habitat loss and the apparent disparity between scientific findings and 

TEK, Canada and Greenland jointly initiated new mark-recapture surveys of the BB and KB 

subpopulations from 2011-2014.  Results from these surveys are presented elsewhere in this 

report (Chapters 5 and 10).  Here we summarize available polar bear harvest information for BB 

and KB for the period 1993 to 2014; the period spanning both the recent and previous surveys in 

these subpopulations.  Furthermore, a new system of reporting the catch of polar bears was 

introduced in Greenland in 1993.  The objectives of this summary are to provide background 

information for discussion around future harvest levels and subpopulation status in light of 

results from the new surveys.  We examine the level and composition of the harvest looking for 

trends over time or in relation to other factors.  We also examine the harvest monitoring systems 

to identify issues that may affect the accuracy of harvest monitoring and the ability of 

jurisdictions to effectively manage harvest.  Finally we make recommendations on improvements 

to the harvest reporting/monitoring systems. 

 Both BB and KB are jointly managed by Canada (Nunavut) and Greenland.  Systems of 

harvest management and monitoring differ substantially between these two jurisdictions.  

Detailed descriptions of the respective systems and relevant history are presented in Appendix D.  

This information constitutes an important reference for the results presented herein. 

 

8.2.  Methods 
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Canadian Harvest Data 

 Data on polar bears harvested from BB and KB within Canada (Nunavut) were obtained 

from the Government of Nunavut’s (GN) polar bear harvest database.  This database contains 

records for all bears reported to have been harvested from these subpopulations.  The methods of 

data collection are described elsewhere (Appendix D).  From this database we extracted records 

for bears harvested from Jul 1, 1992 to Jun 30, 2014.  The regulatory season for polar bear 

hunting in Canada (Nunavut) is from July 1 to June 30 the following year.  This differs from 

Greenland where the regulatory season for polar bear hunting is from Jan 1 to Dec 31.  Because 

adjustments in Total Allowable Harvest (quota) are made on a seasonal basis in response to 

recorded harvest levels in the preceding season, harvest figures were reported by season rather 

than by calendar year.  For example, we used the notation 1992/93 when reporting harvest 

figures for the season beginning Jul 1, 1992 and ending Jun 30, 1993. 

 The extracted data included the sex, age class (adult, sub adult, 2-year-olds, yearling and 

cub-of-the-year [COY]), age (years), date, location and type of harvest for each individual.  In 

reporting total harvest levels we considered all forms of human-caused mortality including 

illegal harvest and accidental kills but excluded bears killed for humane reasons (i.e., diseased or 

dying from natural causes).  Other analyses were limited to the three main types of harvesting: 

Regular (subsistence) hunts, sport hunts and the harvest of bears in Defense-Life-and-Property 

(DLPs).  We examined harvest by time (year or season), sex, type, monthly distribution and age.  

Although known for most individuals, records where sex, age class or date of harvest was 

unknown were excluded from the corresponding analyses where those parameters were used.  

Individual ages (years) based on ageing of harvested bears were only available up to June 2010 

limiting our analyses of age of harvest to the period 1992/93 – 2009/10. 
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 For DLPs we also examined the relationship with several annual metrics of sea ice to test 

the hypothesis that the number of human-bear conflicts, hence DLPs, increases in years when 

sea-ice breaks up earlier and/or forms later thereby forcing bears to remain on land for longer 

periods without access to their marine mammal prey (Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Stirling and 

Derocher 2012).  As an index of the timing of spring sea-ice break-up, spring transition date was 

calculated as the date (Julian day) that spring sea-ice cover reached 50% over the continental 

shelf of BB.  As an index of the timing of sea-ice formation in the fall, fall transition was 

calculated as the date (Julian day) that fall sea-ice cover reached 50% over the continental shelf 

of BB.  The difference between spring and fall transition dates was used as an index for the 

length of the ice-free season.  Addition details of these sea-ice metrics are provided in Chapter 4. 

 

Greenlandic Harvest Data 

Magnitude of the Annual Catch from KB and BB – For the period, 1993-2005 (i.e., prior 

to the introduction of quotas in 2006), data on the Greenland annual catch of polar bears from the 

KB and BB subpopulations were based on the “Piniarneq” reporting-system (for a description of 

this system see Appendix D).  Information on catches reported via this system is compiled 

annually and published by the Greenland Government´s Department of Fisheries, Hunting and 

Agriculture (DFHA) in Nuuk.   However, after the introduction of quotas when the polar bear 

harvest was more closely monitored detailed information on every kill was collected and 

compiled by the DFHA.  Data for this report on the total annual kill of polar bears in 1993-2005 

and in 2006-2014 were provided by the DFHA (in litt. August 2015)  

Seasons of Catch – Information on date (day/month/year) of each polar bear catch was 

provided by the DFHA (in litt. 2014, 2015).  This information was used to describe the seasonal 
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distribution of the Greenland catch of polar bears from the KB and the BB subpopulations during 

2006-2014. 

Means of Transportation When Hunting Polar Bears – For each bear caught, hunters 

reported the type of vehicle used during the hunt (i.e., dog sled, skiff or boat; or a combination of 

these means of transportation).  The terms “skiff” describes a boat up to 20 feet in length and 

usually powered with an outboard engine.  Boats larger than 20 BRT/15 BT must not be used 

during polar bear hunts or for transportation to or from polar bear hunting grounds (Anon. 2005).  

These boats are small-type fishing vessel made of wood, fiber glass or steel with an inboard 

engine. 

 The information reported during 2006-2014 on vehicles used during 445 individual polar 

bear hunts from the KB and BB subpopulations was used to describe hunting methods both 

overall and regionally.  Due to differences hunting traditions not at least related to stability and 

duration of the sea-ice cover and therefore distribution of polar bears there are regional variations 

in hunting methods from north to south in NW and W Greenland (cf. also Born et al. 2011).  The 

NW and W coast of Greenland between Kane Basin and the town of Sisimiut was therefore 

subdivided into six areas: (1) Subarea 1 compasses the area to the north of Ullersuaq/Kap 

Alexander - 78° 10' N (i.e., Kane Basin), (2) subarea 2 consists of the area between Ullersuaq 

and Innaaganeq/Kap York (76° 30' N), (3) subarea 3 encompasses the areas between 

Innaanganeq/Kap York and the peninsula Nuussuaq/Kraulshavn at ca. 74° N (i.e., the Melville 

Bay area), (4) subarea 4 comprises the southern Upernavik area beween 74° N and the peninsula 

Sigguk at 71° 30' N, subarea 5 is the areas between Sigguk and the town of Aasiaat at 68° 45' N 

(i.e., the Uummannaq, Disko Island and Disko Bay area), and subarea 6 comprises the area 

between Aasiaat and Sisimiut at ca. 66° 55' N. 
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Sex and Age Composition of the Catch – Before the introduction of quotas information on 

the sex and age composition of the catch from KB and BB was obtained during interview 

surveys (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, Rosing-Asvid 2002, Born et al. 2011), and few biological 

samples (Rosing-Asvid 2002).  Information on sex and age composition (i.e., independent males 

and females and dependent cubs) was extracted from these sources. 

 During an interview survey among experienced polar bear hunters in 2006 in NW 

Greenland (i.e., the Upernavik and Qaanaaq areas) detailed information was collected on age 

category (i.e., old, adult, young, and cubs) and sex of the individual bears that the interviewees 

had shot.  Information on the composition of 588 catches (754 individual bears) going back to 

the early 1950s was presented in Born et al. (2011).  Data on age and sex in the Greenlandic 

catch of polar bears during 1991-2005 (n = 354) were extracted from the interview survey 

database (Greenland Institute of Natural Resources, GINR, unpublished) and presented 

separately for the Kane Basin (KB) and Baffin Bay (BB) subpopulations. 

 Information on sex and age category (cub, young, adult, old) from individual polar bear 

kills was obtained from the DFHA based on the filled in forms provided by the licensed hunter 

for each polar bear killed (2006-2014).  In case of catches reported by hunters living in the 

northernmost area (i.e., the Qaanaaq area) a polar bear may have been taken from either the KB 

or the BB subpopulation.  In several cases coordinates of the location of kill was not given 

whereas the Greenlandic name of the site was noted by the hunter.  In most cases it was possible 

to determine whether a bear was killed inside the KB management unit (i.e., north of the 

southern border of the KB management unit area on the Greenland side of the mid-sector line in 

Smith Sound; this border had been placed more or less arbitrarily at exactly 77° N; cf. Derocher 

et al. 1998, Taylor et al. 2001), or alternatively in the BB management unit.  In cases where 
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neither coordinates nor name of site of kill were stated, it was assumed that if the reporting 

hunter lived in the northernmost settlement Siorapaluk the bear had been taken in KB.  The 

hunters in this settlement traditionally harvest bears from the KB management unit (Rosing-

Asvid and Born 1990, Born et al. 2011).  About 10.0% (5 of 49) of the kills (2006-2014) 

allocated to KB were based on information about hometown of the hunter reporting (or ca. 3.5% 

of a total of a total of 147 catches reported from the Qaanaaq area). 

 The file contained information on sex and age category of ca. 96% of the total catch 

reported for KB during 2006-2014, and ca. 92% of the catches reported for BB during the same 

period. 

Detailed Age Structures – The age (and sex) structure of the Greenland catch of polar 

bears was examined using several sources of data.  Samples (soft tissues and a vestigial tooth, 

i.e., 1st premolar) were collected from 55 BB polar bears caught by the hunters in 2012 and 2013.  

This sample represents ca. 40% of the reported catch in Greenland from the BB subpopulation in 

2012 and 2013.  The gender of each sample was determined genetically (Chapter 5).  Individual 

ages were obtained from counting growth layer groups in premolar teeth (Calvert and Ramsay 

1998). 

 In 2009-2013, a total of 131 individual BB-polar bears were live captured by GINR 

during spring (Mar 23-Apr 23) in W and NW Greenland (i.e., between 70° 14 ́ N and 76° 20 ́ N; 

i.e., between northern Disko Island and the settlement Savissivik) in connection with a study of 

movement (GINR unpublished data).  These bears were tagged on fast ice and in the offshore 

pack ice in areas where the hunters usually take polar bears and therefore likely represent the sex 

and age composition of bears available on the polar bear hunting grounds.  The gender of each 

sample was determined in the field and verified genetically (Chapter 5).  Individual ages were 
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obtained from counting growth layer groups in premolar teeth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  The 

sex and age composition of this sample was included for comparison.  Also for comparative 

purposes the age structure of a sample of 63 polar bears collected by the subsistence hunters in 

NW Greenland during 1988-1996 was inferred from figure 26 in Rosing-Asvid (2002:21). 

 

Pooling of Canadian and Greenlandic Harvest Data 

 In contrast to Greenland where harvest is reported on a calendar year, harvest in Canada 

(Nunavut) is reported and quotas are adjusted on a hunting season basis, as described above.  

This presented some challenges in pooling data from the two jurisdictions.  However, as 

documented later in this report, most harvesting in Greenland (99% in BB and 87% in KB) 

occurs between January 1 and June 30.  We therefore pooled Greenland and Canadian data and 

report total harvest for BB and KB on the basis of Canadian harvest seasons.  For example, 

harvest for 1998/99 includes bears harvested in Canada from July 1, 1998 to June 30, 1999 and 

in Greenland for January 1 to December 31, 1999. 

 

Genetic Monitoring of Harvest 

 From 2011 to 2014, as part of genetic mark-recapture studies, the polar bear harvest in 

BB, KB and surrounding subpopulations was monitored to detect recoveries of genetically 

‘marked’ bears.  Tissue samples from harvested bears were submitted for genotyping and genetic 

sexing as described elsewhere in this report (e.g., Chapter 5).  This provided data on genetic sex 

for comparison with the reported sex of each individual thereby allowing us to examine the 

accuracy of gender reporting.  Additionally, several groups of bears that were physically marked 

with ear tags and lip tattoos during previous studies were detectable from this genetic monitoring 
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of harvest.  Archived tissues samples from all bears physically marked in BB and KB from 1990 

to 1997 were genotyped and genetically sexed with the exception of bears whose ages would 

have been >35 years when genetic monitoring began in 2011 and a small number of individuals 

(n = 15) for which archived tissue samples were unavailable.  Bears physically marked in BB 

and KB from 2010-2013 were also genotyped.  Finally, bears marked during a recent physical 

mark-recapture study in the neighbouring Davis Strait subpopulation (Peacock et al. 2013) were 

genotyped.  The harvest of one of these genetically and physically marked individuals could be 

detected by two means; the presence of ear tags or lip tattoos as reported by hunters or by 

matching the genotype of a harvested bear to that of a previously marked bear.  This permitted a 

comparison of the efficiency of detection of marked bears by these two methods. 

 

8.3.  Results and Discussion 

Canadian Harvest from BB and KB 

Annual Harvest from Baffin Bay – In Canada (Nunavut), a total of 1,633 bears were 

harvested from the BB subpopulation over the period 1992/93 to 2013/14.  Mean annual harvest 

was 74 bears per year (SD = 17.13, range 49-103, n = 22).  Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) in 

Nunavut for the BB subpopulation over this period varied from 64 bears per year in the 1990s up 

to 105 starting in 2004/05 (Table 8.1).  This variation reflects harvest management initiatives at 

the subpopulation level.  An increase in TAH was implemented from 2004/05 to 2009/10 as a 

result of a new memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the Government of Nunavut and 

communities in BB.  Starting in 2010/11, in response to concerns about the sustainability of the 

combined Canadian and Greenlandic harvest level, the TAH in Canada (Nunavut) was reduced 

by 10 bears per year over four years and had decreased to 65 by 2013/14.  In most years, harvest 
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from BB remained within the TAH.  From 1996 onwards, exceedances of the allowable harvest 

resulted in adjustments of allowable harvest for the following year, in accordance with the 

flexible quota system (see Appendix D). 

 A majority (96%) of the harvest was comprised of independent bears (i.e., ≥ 2 years old) 

consistent with regulatory prohibitions on harvesting of family groups except in Defense-of-Life-

and-Property (DLP).  Also in accordance with the management system, the harvest was sex 

selective.  Pooling data across years, the proportion of females in the harvest was 0.34 for 

independent bears (excludes COY and yearlings) and 0.35 for all bears which is consistent with 

the target sex ratio of 0.33 (i.e., 2 or more males per female).  From 1996 onward, annual 

variation around this sex ratio (Figure 8.1: range 0.22 – 0.45) was regulated by the flexible quota 

system.  When more than the recommended number of females were harvested, the TAH for the 

following season was reduced to compensate for the over harvest of females and deviation above 

the target sex ratio.  Consequently, there was no temporal trend in harvest sex ratio. 

Annual Harvest from Kane Basin – In Canada (Nunavut), harvest from KB has been 

minimal over the period 1992/93 to 2013/14 (Table 8.2).  Total harvest during this period was 9 

bears with a mean annual harvest of 0.4 bears per year (SD = 0.59, range = 0-2, n = 22).  The sex 

ratio of the pooled harvest data (1993-2014) was 33% females (i.e., 2 males per female) 

consistent with the target sex ratio of the management system.  The TAH in Nunavut of 5 bears 

per year for KB since 1996 has not been exceeded in any year.  All bears were harvested in the 

spring (February to May). 

 The low level of hunting in KB is in part due to its remoteness and the logistical 

challenges of travelling in this subpopulation.  The nearest Canadian community is 

Aujuittuq/Grise Fiord on southern Ellesmere Island with a population of <200 people.  Access to 
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KB from Aujuittuq/Grise Fiord involves overland travel across southern Ellesmere Island.  Costs 

for equipment and supplies make this journey less feasible relative to other hunting opportunities 

in the region (such as Jones Sounds in the Lancaster Sound subpopulation).  In addition, spring-

time travel into Kane Basin has been increasing in difficulty in recent years due to snow 

conditions (too little or early melts) on overland trails (M. Akeeagok, pers. comm.).  

Traditionally the Kane Basin region was a main polar bear hunting ground for the Inuit living in 

the Qaanaaq area in Northwest Greenland (Vibe 1968) and it is still an importing hunting area 

for them (Born et al. 2011). 

 Given the sparsity of the Canadian harvest from KB we do not report further on it in this 

section. 

Timing of Harvest from Baffin Bay – Month of harvest was recorded for 1,594 of the 

1,633 bears harvested in BB between 1992/93 and 2013/14.  Pooling data across years, we 

examined the distribution of hunting activity across months.  Approximately 40% of annual 

harvesting from Baffin Bay occurred between August and November when bears were on or 

close to shore.  Harvesting activity peaked in October (23% of total). 

 The three main types of human-caused mortality (i.e., subsistence hunts, sport hunts and 

the killing of bears in defense, DLP) each varied differently in frequency throughout the year 

(Figure 8.2).  Subsistence hunting activity (n = 1,107), termed “regular” hunting, peaked in 

October (29% of total hunts of this type) and continued through the fall, winter and spring until 

sea-ice break-up.  A majority (91%) of sport hunting (n = 248) occurred on the sea ice in spring 

(March-May).  DLPs kills (n = 185) peaked in August and declined steadily through the fall.  

Fifty percent of DLPs occurred in August and September.  Notably, this peak in DLPs coincides 

with the time when bears move to shore from the melting sea ice rather than the timing of freeze-
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up (Taylor et al. 2005; Chapter 4).  This finding is similar to Dyck (2006) but inconsistent with 

the hypothesis that human-bear conflicts are driven by poor body condition (Stirling and 

Parkinson 2006) since body condition will be at a seasonal high point in August, decreasing 

progressively through the fall (Rode et al. 2011).  We speculate that this peak may result from 

the concentration of bears along the coast as they come off the ice (prior to dispersing inland) 

combined with the increased range and frequency of boat travel and use of camps by residents of 

communities along Baffin Island at this time of year.  Hence higher rates of DLPs during the 

summer may be the product of human-bear encounter probability.  However, this finding does 

not discount the hypothesis that bears in poor condition are more likely to come into conflict 

with people. 

Number of Sport Hunts in Baffin Bay – Overall, sport hunting accounted for 16% of the 

harvest from BB in Canada from 1992/93 to 2013/14.  Sport hunting activity increased through 

the 1990s and early 2000s before sharply declining in 2009 (Figure 8.3).  This decline in sport 

hunting after 2008 coincided with two events.  First, the 2008 listing of polar bears as 

“threatened” under the US Endangered Species Act and the subsequent ban on importation of 

polar bear hides into the US pursuant to the US Marine Mammal Protection Act (US Department 

of the Interior: Fish and Wildlife Service 2008).  Second, Canada’s issuance in 2010 of a 

negative non-detriment finding for Baffin Bay under the Convention on International Trade in 

Endangered Species (CITES) which triggered a ban on Canada’s export of polar bear hides from 

this subpopulation.  These two events seemingly reduced the pool of sport hunters interested in 

hunting opportunities in BB (Weber et al. 2015). 

Number of Defense-of-Life-and-Property Kills (DLPs) in Baffin Bay – Bears killed as 

DLPs are the only type of polar bear harvest that is not limited by quota in Canada.  All DLPs 
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are deducted from the available quota but the total number of DLPs in a given year is not limited.  

The number of DLPs in BB varied annually with no apparent trend over the period 1992/93 to 

2013/14 (Figure 8.4).  DLP-related harvest averaged 8.6 bears per year or about 12% of annual 

harvest.  There was no trend in the proportion of annual TAH allocated to account for DLP kills 

over the period 1993-2014 (Linear regression, F1, 21 = 0.19, P > 0.700).  Thus, problems bears do 

not appear to be using an increasing portion of the available quota in BB. 

 Restricting the data to independent bears(in this case, independent bears were defined as 

all individuals except for COYs and yearlings accompanying their mother) during the months of 

Aug to Nov, when most bears in BB were on land, did not reveal a trend in number of DLPs kills 

over time (Figure 8.4; Linear regression, F1, 21  = 1.404, P > 0.200).  The number of DLPs of 

independent bears during the Aug to Nov period was also unrelated to annual date of spring sea-

ice transition (Linear regression, F1, 21 = 0.028, P > 0.800), fall transition date (Linear regression, 

F1, 21 = 0.179, P > 0.700) and the number of days between these two dates (used as proxy for 

length of the ice-free period: Linear regression, F1, 21 = 0.121, P > 0.700).  This suggests that 

earlier spring sea-ice break-up, later fall freeze-up and a lengthening ice free period was not 

associated with increased DLP kills in BB.  This finding is inconsistent with the prediction that 

problem bear kills will increase as sea-ice habitat deteriorates and bears spend more time on land 

(Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Stirling and Derocher 2012) as has been observed in Western 

Hudson (Towns et al. 2009).  However, we note that the relatively small samples size (n = 112) 

and shorter time series in our study relative to Towns et al. (2009) may have limited the findings.  

Moreover, unlike the situation in Western Hudson Bay where there is no subsistence hunting of 

polar bears in the province of Manitoba, some of the bears in BB that were taken by hunters and 

recorded as part of the subsistence harvest might otherwise have ended up becoming DLPs, 
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especially those harvested as they approached communities or camps.  The number of DLPs 

recorded amongst our data is thus likely to be an under and somewhat variable estimate of actual 

or potential DLPs occurring.  Our results relating frequency of DLPs to sea-ice conditions should 

therefore be interpreted with caution. 

 Grouping data on DLPs into multiyear blocks (1993-95, 1996-00, 2001-05, 2006-10, 

2011-13), there was no significant difference in the timing (mean Julian day) of DLPs of 

independent bears during Aug-Nov (ANOVA, F = 0.846, P > 0.40). 

Sex Ratio of the Harvest in Baffin Bay – As reported above, the sex ratio of the harvest 

from BB for the period 1992/93 to 2013/14 was 0.34 amongst independent bears and 0.35 for 

amongst all bears.  As expected there were significant differences in sex ratio amongst the 

different types of hunting (χ2 = 16.03, P < 0.001, df = 2) with sport hunting being selective for 

males (3:1 sex ratio) and DLPs being closer to a 1:1 ratio (Fig 8.5).  Sport hunting contributes to 

the maintenance of a male-selective harvest; compensating for the less selective nature of DLPs. 

Age Structure of Harvest in Baffin Bay – Several features of the harvest management 

system in Canada (Nunavut) that tend to select for or against bears in certain age ranges.  While 

there is a regulatory limit (i.e., the TAH) on the total number of bears harvested each year and 

adjustments in this limit are made to compensate for the sex ratio of the harvest, there are no 

specific limitations on the age of bears harvested in BB; with one exception.  A prohibition 

(under the Nunavut Wildlife Act) on the harvesting of family groups (defined as an adult female 

accompanied by COYs, yearlings or 2-year-olds), except in defense-of-life-and-property, 

protects most cubs-of-the-year (COY) and yearlings from hunting, as well as some 2-year-olds.  

This is reflected in the harvest data.  Overall, between 1992/93 and 2013/14, ca. 20% (37/189) of 
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DLPs were adult females and their accompanying offspring.  Comparable figures for regular 

hunting and sport hunts were ca. 0.4% (44/1104) and 0% (n = 260) respectively. 

 Sport hunting tends to select for larger, presumably older, adult bears.  Looking at the 

available data on the known or tooth-derived age of harvested bears from BB, there were 

significant differences in the median ages of harvested female bears amongst the 3 main types of 

harvest: DLP, regular, sport (Fig 8.6:  Kruskal Wallis, H = 10.97, P = 0.004).  Females taken as 

sport hunts tended to be older than those harvested as DLPs.  Similarly, the median age of male 

bears was significantly different amongst types of hunting (Fig 8.6: Kruskal Wallis, H = 61.38, P 

<0.001).  Sport hunting was highly selective for older males relative to both regular hunts and 

DLPs.  DLPs selected for younger males. 

 Dyck (2006) found that a majority of DLPs occurring in polar bear subpopulations across 

Nunavut involved bears < 7 years old.  Looking more closely at the age distribution of DLPs for 

Baffin Bay, we see that most bears (≈ 60%) coming into conflict with people are ≤ 3 years of 

age.  Specifically, juveniles aged 2 and 3 years were over-represented amongst the DLPs relative 

to the ‘population’ age structure derived from mark-recapture sampling, especially amongst 

males (Figure 8.7;  Males: χ2 = 64.55, df = 13, P < 0.001; Females χ2 = 30.41, df = 13, P < 

0.005).  Bears aged 2-3 years are at a stage, between weaning and the on-set of sexual maturity, 

when they may be particularly vulnerable to conflict with humans (Towns et al. 2009).  Food 

availability for these newly independent juveniles may be relatively low since hunting skills are 

still developing and their relatively small body size limits the ability to compete with larger bears 

for food.  The demands of continued growth during a life-stage of relative food scarcity may lead 

to poor body condition and reduced survival amongst this age class particularly as environmental 

conditions deteriorate (Regehr et al. 2007).  Poor body condition may increase the tendency for 
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juveniles to seek food from sites of human activity.  Additionally, these individuals may be naïve 

with respect to risks of interacting with humans; having not yet acquired learned aversions to 

humans and adopted avoidance behaviors. 

 Annual variation in the ages of harvested bears was examined by sex and harvest type for 

the period 1992/93 and 2010; the period for which data were available.  The median age of 

harvested bears did not exhibit trends over time for any of the different types of hunting (for 

example see Figure 8.8). 

 

Greenlandic Harvest from BB and KB 

Annual Harvest from BB – Sport hunting of polar bears is not permitted in Greenland 

(Anon. 2005).  Hence, the only harvest types recorded by the management authorities are (1) 

regular subsistence harvest under quota, (2) bears killed in Defense-Life-and-Property (DLPs), 

and (3) illegal hunts. 

 The Greenlanders´ catch of polar bears from the BB subpopulation according to the 

Piniarneq catch recording system (see Appendix D) during 1993-2005 (i.e., the year before 

introduction of quotas) are shown in Figure 8.9.  The trend in numbers reported per year during 

1993-2005 in the Qaanaaq area (i.e., north of the Upernavik area) is not statistically significant 

(R = 0.272, Z = 0.881, P = 0.378, n=13).  However, the catch in the Uummannaq-Sisimiut area 

(i.e., south of Upernavik) increased statistically significantly during the same period (R = 0.594, 

Z = 2.163, P = 0.031, n=13).  The catch in these areas amounted to ca. 24% of the total catch 

reported by Greenlanders from BB during 1993-2005.  Similarly, the catch reported from the 

Upernavik area ( between ca. 74° 35 ̓ N and ca. 71° 30 ̓ N ) increased significantly during the 

same period (R = 0.794, Z = 3.426, P = 0.001, n = 13).  On average the reported catch of polar 
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bears in the Upernavik area amounted to ca. 57% of the total catch reported in Greenland from 

BB during 1993-2005 (Figure 8.9).  Hence, there are indications that the Greenland catch of 

polar bears from BB showed a real increase and especially after ca. 2000.  An increase in 

availability of polar bears in the Upernavik area during the 1990s and 2000s was also indicated 

by traditional ecological knowledge, TEK (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, Born et al. 2011). 

 The Piniarneq-data have played an important role in the assessment of abundance and 

trends in abundance of the BB and the KB subpopulations.  Since 1993, the Piniarneq-data on 

annual catch for the shared subpopulations (BB, KB and DS) as compiled and published by the 

DFHA have been provided annually to the Canadian Polar Bear Technical Committee and to the 

meetings of the IUCN/SSC Polar Bear Specialist Group.  The data have been incorporated with 

the reported catch of polar bears in Nunavut from BB in modeling of subpopulation status (e.g., 

Aars et al. 2006, York et al. 2016).  In a PVA (Population Viability Analysis) re-assessment of 

polar bear subpopulations including BB and KB based on historical data, York et al. (2016) 

simply assumed that the Greenland catch of polar bears reported in Piniarneq for BB was/are 

overestimated (“over-reporting”).  However, these authors did not present any validation of the 

Piniarneq-data or new evidence in support of this assumption (Ibid.).  As indicated in the 

previous other evidence suggests that the increase in the Greenlanders´ catch from BB during 

1993-2005 was real.  Although over-reporting, or under-reporting, to an unknown extent cannot 

be ruled out. 

Annual Harvest from KB – During 1993-2005 (i.e., prior to introduction of quotas in 

Greenland in 2006) the Greenland annual catch of polar bears from the Kane Basin (KB) 

subpopulation was 11 (SD = 4.4 bears, range: 6-25/year; n,= 13 years) with no apparent trend. 
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 However, it should be noted that during 1993-1999 the annual catches from KB were 

estimated at 10 each year during 1993-1999 (PBSG 2002, 2010) based on an interview survey in 

1989 (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990).  The statistics on annual catches after 1999 were based on 

reportings in Piniarneq (2000-2005) and special reporting forms under the quota system (2006-

2014). 

 After the introduction of quotas the Greenlanders´ catch of polar bears from the KB 

management unit (2006-2014) has averaged 6/year (SD = 1.7, range: 2-8/year, n = 9). 

Defense-of-Life-and-Property Kills (DLPs) – No defense kills were reported for the Kane 

Basin subpopulation during 2006-2014.  During the same period 7 defense kills were reported 

for the Baffin Bay subpopulation (2007: 2, 2011: 1, 2012: 4).  The kills comprised 1 young male, 

3 adult females, 1 young with sex not stated, and 2 with sex and age not stated.  The months 

during which these incidences occurred were: January (n = 1), February (1), July (2), October (2) 

and December (1).  Hence, since the introduction of quotas in 2006 when the recording of 

defense kills began, there have been no apparent annual or seasonal trends in defense kills from 

the KB and BB subpopulations. 

 In Greenland DLPs in one year are not subtracted from next year quota (DFHA, in litt. 

2016). 

Uncertainties in Catch Reporting – Prior to 2006, when quotas were introduced, there 

was significant uncertainty in the accuracy of the reported polar bear harvest (catch) from BB 

and KB in Greenland.  Reporting occurred via the Piniarneq system.  It has been suggested that 

the polar bear catch reported through the Piniarneq system may be both an under-estimate (i.e., 

some kills not reported) and an over-estimate (Born 1998, 2002, 2006, Jessen 2002, Rosing-

Asvid 2002) of the actual catch.  To obtain a hunting license for the coming year, a hunter must 
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report his catch through the Piniarneq (in practice the catch of all species is reported in a 

booklet).  Inevitably, a hunter may sometimes fail to report a catch of a particular species.  Very 

often several hunters participate in a polar bear hunt (Rosing-Asvid 2002, Born et al. 2011).  

“Multiple reporting” (i.e., one kill is reported by more than one hunter) leading to an over-

estimate may thus occur when several hunters, who have participated in the same hunt and are 

proud that a bear was taken, each report the same kill via Piniarneq regardless of whether they 

shot the bear (Jessen 2002). 

 When evaluating the Piniarneq shortly after it was introduced, Kapel and Rosing-Asvid 

(1996) wrote that some hunters were not used to paperwork, and they may not see the point of 

keeping exact notes on the dates and numbers of animals taken.  Whether this resulted in under-

reporting, over-reporting, or just arbitrary reporting in order to have something to report when 

renewing the license, was not clear (Ibid.).  In a study of the Greenland catch of ringed seals, 

Teilmann and Kapel (1998) identified examples of both under-reporting and over-reporting. 

 Generally, the numbers reported in Piniarneq are higher than those reported in the 

previous system of recording catches (i.e., The Hunters Lists of Game, cf. Teilmann and Kapel 

1998).  This apparent difference may be caused by several factors: (1) previous information was 

incomplete and the estimates of unreported catches too low, (2) the Piniarneq-system 

overestimates the catch due to “multiple”-reporting, (3) a real increase in the catch, or (4) a 

combination of all these factors.  An example of sources of error in Piniarneq is the report in 

2004 of 24 and 10 polar bears reported for Sisimiut and Maniitsoq, respectively (Born and Sonne 

2006).  Some of these (10 and 5) were reported by hunters with a “part-time” hunting license and 

were suspected to be of muskoxen (O. Heinrich, DFHA, in litt. 2005). 
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 Rosing-Asvid (2002) compared information from various sources (trade in hide, 

information from sampling of biological tissues, and interview survey and Piniarneq) about the 

catch of polar bears in Greenland for the period 1993–1998.  He found cases of under-reporting 

and of over-reporting.  In the Piniarneq, simple errors like ringed seals reported as walruses or 

polar bears occur.  However, validation of the information is not a standard procedure and some 

over-reporting is found in most of the species where the annual catch is low (Rosing-Asvid 

2002).  Another type of error may occur because the hunter does not have to report to Piniarneq 

where the polar bear was shot.  The kill is assigned to the municipality in which the hunter lives 

and is therefore in some cases misplaced if the hunter has taken the bear in another area (ibid.). 

 According to Rosing-Asvid (2002) validating the Piniarneq-data was (is) not a standard 

procedure and some over-reporting is found in most of the species where the annual harvest is 

low.  The number of polar bear kills reported in Central Greenland might be overestimated with 

this new reporting system, however, the trend toward more polar bears caught in West Greenland 

since the mid 1980’s is undoubtedly real.  For the period 1970-87 the reported catches only 

averaged 2/year in Central West Greenland, which is less than reported through the media in the 

latest years or by forms that for some kills have been filled out at local offices since 1995.  The 

interviewed hunters from Upernavik also reported a marked increase in the number of polar 

bears in the area since mid-1980s (Born et al. 2011). 

 As indicated the Piniarneq-data may in some cases represent under-reporting and in other 

cases “over-“ or “multiple”-reporting.  As there has been no standard procedure in place in 

Greenland for validating to which extent (and/or in which direction) the Piniarneq-system is 

influenced by these potential errors when comes to polar bears one must be cautious when using 

and interpreting the data in Piniarneq, as pointed out by Born (2002). 
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 Because of a good correlation between the number of ringed seal hides traded and the 

number of ringed seals reported via Piniarneq in the Upernavik municipality, Rosing-Asvid 

(2002) concluded that generally the Piniarneq system worked (works) well in this area (Ibid.).  

Hence, he indicated that the increase in reported catches of polar bears in the Upernavik area 

from the BB subpopulation was real.  The average reported catch of polar bears in the Upernavik 

area during 1970-1987 (HLG) was 9 bears/year (range: 1-41/year) whereas during 1993-1998 it 

was 37 bears/year (range: 25-48/year) according to the Piniarneq (Ibid.). 

Timing of Harvest in Baffin Bay – The Greenlanders catch of polar bears from the Baffin 

Bay subpopulation is almost exclusively concentrated in winter and spring (Jan-Jun).  About 

99% (n = 589) of the catches reported with month during 2006-2014 were taken during this 

period.  The remaining ca. 1% (n = 5) is caught during Sep-Dec (Figure 8.10).  This timing of 

the catches is in marked contrast to the situation in Nunavut where ca. 40% of the harvest is 

between Aug-Nov with a peak in October. 

 About 99% of the bears reported from BB were caught during Jan-Jun which is in 

contrast to pre-2006 when a relatively larger proportion was taken during fall and early winter.  

The fact that the catches have been more concentrated to the beginning of the year may be a 

result of the quota for BB (the quota year starts 1 January) being used up fast.  According to the 

interviews conducted in NW Greenland in 2006 the availability of polar bears during spring in 

BB has increased (Born et al. 2011) which may explain that the quota is used up relatively soon 

and the catches therefore concentrated to late winter and spring. 

Timing of Harvest in Kane Basin – Of 49 catches reported from the Kane Basin 

subpopulation during 2006-2014, 87.8% (n = 43) were taken during winter-spring (Jan-Jun) with 
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a clear peak in April.  Twenty-six (53.1%) of these catches were taken during April.  The 

remainder (12.2%) of the catches were reported from summer and fall (Aug-Oct); Figure 8.11. 

 The tendency with a peak in hunting activity in Kane Basin in March-April and a less 

pronounced peak in fall was also seen prior to 2006 (Born et al. 2011:185).  However, after 2006 

the seasonal distribution of catches from the KB subpopulation has shown a more conspicuous 

peak in April.  It should however, be noted that the sample size from KB was small. 

Means of Transportation – In some cases information on means of transportation used 

during the polar bear hunt is lacking from the reports on individual catches.  However, during 

2006-2014 there was information on means of transportation used during 445 individual polar 

bear hunts from areas between Kane Basin and Sisimiut (i.e., from the KB and BB 

subpopulations, respectively).  Overall, 63.6% of the bears had been caught during a hunt 

involving dog sled.  During 35.3% of the hunts a skiff was used and only in 1.1% (n = 5) of the 

cases the bear was caught from a <20 BRT/15 BT boat. 

Means of Transportation in Baffin Bay – There was regional variation in means of 

transportation used during polar bear hunts in Baffin Bay.  In Subareas 3 and 4 (encompassing 

the Melville Bay and the Upernavik areas) where ca. 85% of the Greenlanders´ annual catch of 

bears from the BB subpopulation are taken, an average of 71.1% of the bears are caught during 

dog sled trips (the remainder are taken from skiffs) with a clear difference between the northern 

part and the southern part of the area (Table 8.3) reflecting differences in density of sea-ice cover 

and timing spring break-up.  In Subareas 5 and 6 (Uummannaq, Disko Bay and areas south to 

Sisimiut) where only ca. 15% of the bears caught by Greenlanders´ from the BB subpopulation 

are taken, 7.8% of the bears reported during 2006-2014 were killed during dog sled hunts, 88.2% 

were taken from skiff and 3.9% from a small boat (Table 8.3).  These areas have open water (or 
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light pack ice conditions) during winter and/or early spring (e.g., Buch 2001).  Dog sleds were 

used in 93.5% of the cases in the important polar bear hunting areas 1-3 and in 20.8% of the 

cases in areas 4-6 (i.e., the areas south of 74° N).  This difference in means of transportation 

between the two overall areas was statistically significant (χ2 = 246.283, P < 0.0001, df = 1). 

 Only in one instance during 2006-2014 was it specified that a polar bear had been caught 

during a hunt involving the use of a snowmobile (using a snowmobile in connection with hunting 

polar bears is illegal in Greenland; Anon. 2005).  This case involved the illegal kill of a male 

bear in the Sisimiut area in March 2011. 

 In none of the areas was there a statistically significant annual trend in fraction of bears 

taken from skiff or boat during 2006-2014 (linear regressions of weighted percentages of 

skiff+boat versus year; data not shown). 

Means of Transportation in Kane Basin – Of 39 individual polar bear catches (2006-

2014) from the Kane Basin subpopulation (i.e., Subarea 1 and 2; only 2 catches reported from 

Subarea 2), 76.9% were taken from dog sled, 15.4% from skiffs 7.7% from a boat.  The catches 

from skiffs and boats were taken during May (n = 1) and June-October (n = 8); Table 8.3. 

 The data on means of transportation showed a marked north-south gradient in the use of 

sleds vs. skiffs related both to differences in hunting traditions and availability of dense fast or 

pack ice.  In the southern areas where sea-ice conditions to a large extent are influenced by the 

inflow of relatively warm current from the south (e.g., Buch 2001) the majority of polar bears are 

taken from skiffs (and in a few cases from small-type fishing vessels) whereas in the areas north 

of ca. 74° N, where there is fast ice and dense pack ice, the majority of polar bears are caught by 

dog sled and this means of transportation is still an important element in the traditional way of 

living and hunting.  The 2006-interview survey indicated that there has been an increase in the 
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use of skiffs for hunting polar bears especially in the Upernavik area since the early 1990s (Born 

et al. 2011).  This development was ascribed to the fact that the sea-ice conditions have become 

more unstable (for driving a dog sled) and there is an earlier spring ice break-up (ibid.).  The 

same tendency was indicated in the 2006-2014 records of hunting methods (present study) but 

was not statistically significant. 

 Hence, in Greenland, the majority of polar bears that are taken from the KB and BB 

subpopulations are still taken during dedicated polar bear hunts where the dog sled (in the 

majority of cases) is used for transportation and tracking of polar bears.  This maintains an old 

and traditional way of hunting polar bears. 

 Since 1968 snowmobiles have been used increasingly in the polar bear hunt.  In Arctic 

Canada, polar bears are nowadays hunted almost exclusively with snowmobiles (except for 

guided sport hunts, which are required to use a dog team); Slavik (2013 and references therein). 

Sex Ratio in Baffin Bay – The sex and age composition of the Greenlanders´ catch of 

polar bears from the BB and KB subpopulations is presented in Table 8.4 and 8.5, respectively. 

 In Baffin Bay the relative proportions of independent polar bear females and males in 

three different sets of data (1982-2005; Table 8.4) were not statistically different (χ2 = 1.096, P = 

0.578, df = 2).  Overall, independent females constituted ca. 28.3% of the total annual catch 

(note: including cubs which constituted ca. 20% of the catch) prior to 2006. 

 Independent female polar bears constituted ca. 32.5% of the total annual catch during 

2006-2014.  Overall, the ratio of independent F:M in the catch was ca. 1:2 both during 1982-

2005 and 2006-2014. 

 In a sample of 55 bears (2012 and 2013) for which gender was determined genetically 

and tooth-derived ages were known independent females constituted 45.5% (Table 8.4).  The 
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relative proportions of independent females and males in this sample differed significantly at the 

5% level from those in the larger sample (2006-2014) which was based on reports from the 

hunters (χ2 = 3.972, P = 0.046, df = 1). 

Sex Ratio in Kane Basin – In Kane Basin the relative proportions of independent polar 

bear females and males in three different sets of data (1982-2005; Table 8.5) did not differ (χ2 = 

4.609, P = 0.099, df = 2).  Overall, independent females constituted ca. 25.4% of the total annual 

catch (note: including cubs which made up ca. 8% of the total catch) prior to the introduction of 

quotas in 2006.  During 2006-2014 independent female polar bears constituted ca. 44.9% of the 

total annual catch (note: after 2005 it has been illegal to catch dependent cubs irrespective of 

their age).  The relative proportions of independent females and males during 1982-2005 and 

2006-2014, respectively, differed significantly (χ2 = 5.130, P = 0.024, df = 1); independent 

females constituting a higher proportion of the catch in KB after 2006.  However, it must be kept 

in mind that the basis for data before 2005 is heterogeneous and sample size after 2006 is 

relatively small. 

Age Structure – In a hunter collected sample of a total of 55 polar bears caught in BB 

Greenland during 2012 and 2013 individuals less than 10 years of age constituted 85.5% and ≥ 

10 years olds were 14.5% of the catch.  The oldest bears were two 17 year old females (Figure 

8.12).  In comparison, polar bears less than 10 years of age (i.e., 2-9 years of age) constituted 

63.9% and 10+ olds 36.1%, respectively, in the sample of live captured bears (2009-2013) from 

BB.  Hence, the proportion of polar bears ≥ 10 years of age was significantly higher than in the 

sample from the harvest (χ2 = 8.026, P = 0.005, df = 1).  The oldest live captured polar bear was 

a 23 year old male (Figure 8.13). 
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 Adult (i.e., sexually mature) females were defined as greater ≥ 4 years old and adult 

males as greater than or equal to 5 years old (Molnár et al. 2008).  The relative proportion of 

sexually immature and sexually mature polar bears in the 2012-2013-sample did not differ 

significantly from a sample of 55 polar bears aged 2+ sampled in NW Greenland during 1988-

1996 (Rosing-Asvid 2002: figure 26; χ2 = 1.094, P = 0.296, df = 1).  COYs and 1 year olds were 

excluded from this comparison because only the sample from 1988-1996 contained these age 

groups.  The oldest bear in the 1988-1996- sample was a 16 year old female. 

 Polar bear cubs usually follow the mother for two years and are weaned at 2.5 years of 

age although some are weaned already during their second spring (range: 1.3-2.3 years; Lønø 

1970, Lentfer et al. 1980, Ramsay and Stirling 1986, Amstrup and Durner 1995).  Hence for 

modeling purposes bears 3 years of age and older are considered “independent” or “adult (Taylor 

et al. 1987).  Prior to introduction of quotas (2006) it was prohibited to catch COYs and 

yearlings in W and NW Greenland whereas after 2005 it became prohibited to take dependent 

cubs (i.e., cubs demonstrably belonging to a family group) irrespective of their age.  Hence, we 

assume that the 2-year-olds reported in the Greenland catch in recent years (Figure 8.12) had left 

their mothers.  Rosing-Asvid (2002: figure 26) presented an age composition of a sample (1988-

1996) that comprises COYs, yearlings and 2-year-olds.  Hence, due to differences in hunting 

regulations during the two periods (i.e., prior and after quotas were introduced) only 2-year-olds 

and older bears were considered in the comparison of age-structure in the catch.  The recent 

sample from the catch and the sample from 1988-96 did not comprise any bears older than 17 

years of age.  In the sample from NW Greenland (1988-1996) Rosing-Asvid (2002) found the 

oldest male to be 14 years and the oldest female 16 years of age.  A comparison of the two 
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admittedly not large data sets indicates no change in age composition of the Greenlanders catch 

from BB over time. 

 The finding of relatively few polar bears ≥ 10 years of age and no individuals older than 

17 years of age in the harvest is perhaps surprising and in contrast to the situation in the sample 

of live captured bears (2009-2013) from NW Greenland. 

 The sample from the harvest in Nunavut from Baffin Bay contained several bears older 

than 17 year of age (cf. Figure 8.7). 

 In contrast, in Central East Greenland where in a sample of 238 polar bears (1983-1996; 

Rosing-Asvid 2002: figure 8) ca. 9% were older than16 years.  The oldest female was 26 years 

and the oldest male 30 years (ibid.). 

 

Combined Canadian and Greenlandic Harvest from BB and KB 

Baffin Bay – Data from Nunavut and Greenland were combined to examine overall 

harvest levels in BB for the period 1993-2014 (Table 8.6).  Mean annual harvest was 163 bears 

(SD = 37.9, range 120-268, n = 22 years).  For the period 1993-2005, prior to the introduction of 

a quota in Greenland, the mean annual total harvest was 165 bears (SD = 48.9, range = 120-268, 

n = 13 years).  For period 2006-2014, after the introduction of a quota in Greenland, the mean 

annual harvest was 161 bears (SD = 13.6, range = 138-176, n = 9 years). 

 Total harvest in Baffin Bay peaked between 2002 and 2005 (Figure 8.14).  This peak was 

the result of two events: (1) an increase in allowable harvest in Canada in 2004 (from 64 to 105 

bears per year) as part of a new management agreement for the subpopulation and (2) a large 

increase in reported harvest in Greenland. 
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 Total harvest declined after 2005 through to 2014 as a result of two management 

initiatives: (1) the introduction of a quota in Greenland in 2006 and a subsequent decrease in 

annual quotas and (2) implementation of a phased reduction (10 bears per year for 4 years) in 

Total Allowable Harvest in Canada. 

 The sex ratio of the reported harvest has remained around 2:1 (male: females) with an 

annual mean of 0.35 females amongst independent bears. 

Kane Basin – Total estimated harvest in Kane Basin for the period 1993-2014 (Table 8.2) 

was 204 bears with a mean of 9.3 bears per year (SD = 4.63, n = 22, range = 3-26).  Prior to the 

introduction of a quota in Greenland, mean estimated harvest in KB was 11.6 bears/year (1993-

2005: SD = 4.61, n = 13, range 6-26).  Following the introduction of a quota in Greenland, 

harvest decreased to a mean of 5.9 bears/year (2006-2014: SD = 1.62, n = 9, range = 3-9). 

 Thus since the introduction of a quota, the estimated harvest has halved in size and there 

has been a significant reduction in annual variation.  However, the uncertainty of the number of 

polar bears taken from KB prior to 2006 must be mentioned.  The polar bear hunters living in the 

Qaanaaq area in NW Greenland harvest polar bears both from the Kane Basin and from the 

Baffin Bay subpopulation (e.g., Born et al. 2011).  The annual reports of total catch in the 

Qaanaaq area during 1993-1999 did not specify whether a bear had been taken from KB or from 

BB, respectively.  Consequently it was assumed that 10 of the total number of polar bears 

reported from the Qaanaaq annually had been extracted from KB during this period.  The 

remainder was assumed to have been taken from the BB subpopulation.  However, the estimate 

of 10/year for KB represented the upper range of an estimate of 5-10/year which was based on an 

interview survey conducted in 1989 (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, 1995, PBSG 2010).  During 

2000-2005 the estimates of the fraction of bears reported from the Qaanaaq area that had been 
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taken in KB were based on location of settlement reporting whereas during 2006-2014 the 

numbers are based on report of actual site of the kill. 

 Adding to the uncertainty of the exact number of polar bears that are taken by Greenland 

from the KB subpopulations is the simple fact that it cannot be determined with any certainty 

whether a bear taken in the central parts of the Qaanaaq area (i.e., close to the border at 77° N 

between the KB and BB management zone) belong the KB or the BB subpopulation.  This 

uncertainty will of course have greater implications for the relatively small catch from KB than 

for BB. 

 Overall for the period 1993-2014, the estimated sex ratio of bears harvested in Kane 

Basin was 33% females.  However, the sex ratio of the harvest since the introduction of a quota 

in Greenland has been approximately 44% female (based on pooled data for the period 2006-

2014). 

 

Accuracy of Harvest Reporting as Assessed from Genetic Studies of Sex and Individual Identity 

Reporting of the Sex of Harvested Bears – During the recent genetic mark-recapture 

studies in BB and KB (2011-14) bears harvested in BB, KB and surrounding subpopulations 

were genotyped to establish genetic sex and individual identity in-order to detect recoveries of 

genetically marked (biopsied) individuals (Table 8.7).  Rates of tissue sampling, reporting of sex 

and genotyping of bears harvested in BB and KB were less than 100%.  Overall, 270 (75%) of 

the 359 bears that were reported as harvested in BB during the mark-recapture sampling period 

were tissue sampled and genotyped.  For Kane Basin, 4 (40%) of the 10 harvested bears were 

genotyped.  Sampling of harvested bears was lower in Greenland than Nunavut. 
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 Using these genotyped bears we compared the gender of harvested bears as reported in 

harvest records in Canada and Greenland to the gender as determined by genetics.  As part of the 

genetic analyses, conflicts between reported and genetic sex were investigated via additional 

genotyping to confirm genetic sex (see description of genetic methods in Chapter 5).  Thus 

confidence in the genetic sex data is high.  The results indicate there was significant inaccuracy 

in gender reporting with a bias towards under reporting of females.  Pooling data for Canada and 

Greenland, 16% of genetic females in the harvest were reported as males (Table 8.8).  In 

contrast, 4% of genetic males were reported as females.  The bias was greatest in the Greenland 

harvest, where 39% of genetic females were reported as males and 12% of genetic males were 

reported as female (Table 8.9 and Figure 8.15a).  In Nunavut, 5% of females were reported as 

males.  Two percent of males were reported as females (Table 8.10 and Figure 8.15b).  Overall, 

the sex composition of the genotyped harvest as reported in official harvest records was 37% 

females.  The genetic composition of this harvest was 42% females.  For the Greenland harvest, 

the sex composition of the reported harvest was 39% females.  The genetic composition was 

54% females.  For the Nunavut harvest, the sex composition of the reported harvest was 36% 

females.  The genetic composition was 37% females.  Considering only independent bears 

(subadults & adults), for the Greenland harvest, the sex composition of the reported harvest was 

40% females.  The genetic composition was 54% females.  For the Nunavut harvest, the sex 

composition of the reported harvest was 36% females.  The genetic composition was 36% 

females. 

 Assuming these data are representative of the overall harvest, harvest in Greenland 

appears to be non-selective for sex.  Harvest in Nunavut is approximately 2:1 males to females in 

accordance with target sex ratio of the flexible quota management system.  In Nunavut 



Chapter 8 SWG Final report 

410 | P a g e  

verification of the sex of harvested bears is a regulatory requirement.  Hunters are required to 

submit the baculum from harvested males.  Where proof of sex is not provided sex is verified by 

genotyping.  Our finding that gender reporting in the Canadian (Nunavut) data is accurate was 

thus expected. 

 Inaccuracies in reporting the sex of harvested bears is a management issue for these 

subpopulations.  Determination of sustainable harvest levels in part depends on the sex ratio of 

the harvest (Taylor et al. 2008b; Regehr et al. 2015).  The less selective the harvest, the lower the 

sustainable harvest.  Incorrect reporting of gender for harvested bears may also be an issue for 

some of the past demographic analyses for BB and KB (e.g., PVA’s) that have been used to 

establish quotas and subpopulation status; albeit to an unknown extent at present. 

Reporting of Marked Bears in the Harvest – Using data for bears that were physically 

marked (tagged and tattooed) in either Baffin Bay (1990-1997) or Davis Strait (2005-2007), and 

subsequently also genotyped, we examined the accuracy of reporting of ear tagged and lip 

tattooed bears in the harvest relative to the detection of these marked bears via genotyping.  Due 

to small samples sizes we pooled data on recoveries of physically marked bears in Nunavut and 

Greenland. 

 In the harvest data for Baffin Bay for the period 2011-2014, 9 recoveries of physically 

marked bears were detected by genotyping, 4 of which were not reported as tagged or tattooed in 

official harvest records.  Expanding this dataset to the Davis Strait harvest records, resulted in 

detection of 42 physically marked bears, 12 of which were unreported as marked in harvest 

records.  One of the unreported marks was a Greenland harvest record. 

 Approximately 29% of recoveries were not reported as being marked.  These findings 

suggest that a significant portion of physically marked bears that are recovered in the harvest are 
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undetected via the harvest reporting systems currently in place.  Although the data are limited, 

detection probability appears to be a function of the age of a mark; the interval between 

application of tags and tattoos and subsequent harvest (Fig 8.16).  Older marks are less likely to 

be reported suggesting that loss of tags or fading of tattoos may affect the ability of hunters to 

detect when they have harvested a marked bear.  Indeed, in cases where marked bears were 

reported in the harvest, 62% were reported based on the presence of lip tattoos only.  Examining 

data for bears physically marked in the Baffin Bay during 1990-97 that were recaptured during 

the recent Davis Strait inventory (2005-07) we found that 24 of 24 marked individuals whose 

recapture was detected by genotyping were also detected as marked by field workers.  In most 

cases, notes on the field data sheets indicated that the recaptured bears had lost both ear-tags and 

were identified by means of their lip tattoo only.  Mean capture interval (i.e., age of mark) was 

11 years (range 8 to 15) amongst this sample of 24.  This suggests that loss of ear-tags is the 

primary problem affecting detection of marked bears in the harvest.  These findings also suggest 

that the problem of detecting marked individuals may be limited to the harvest data only. 

 The implications of this finding require careful consideration with respect to past and 

future mark-recapture studies.  The assumption that all marked bears recovered in the harvest are 

reported, an assumption made in previous polar bear mark-recapture studies in Baffin Bay 

(Taylor et al. 2005, Peacock et al. 2012), Kane Basin (Taylor et al. 2008a), Davis Strait (Peacock 

et al. 2013) and elsewhere, appears to be invalid.  Under-reporting of marked bears in the harvest 

may have introduced bias resulting in underestimation of natural survival rates in these studies.  

However, the extent (significance) of the bias is unknown at present.  We recommend further 

investigation of this issue. 

 In our admittedly limited sample of harvest recoveries, detection of marks ≤ 5 years old 
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was > 90%.  Moving forward, this finding highlights the importance of maintaining a sample of 

recently (within 5 years) marked bears in the subpopulation when relying on detection of 

physical marks to estimate survival rates.  Alternatively, we recommend genetic monitoring of 

the harvest in future studies where detection of ‘old’ marks is anticipated to play an important 

role.  Further research into materials and designs for increasing the endurance of ear-tags may 

also be warranted. 
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Table 8.1.  Summary of Canadian polar bear harvest from the Baffin Bay subpopulation for the 

period 1992/93 to 2013/14. 

Harvest 
Season1 

Total 
Harvest 

Total 
Allowable 
Harvest2 

Proportion 
Female 
(Total 

Harvest)3 

Proportion of 
Harvest Made up 
of Independent 

Bears4 

Proportion 
Female 

(Independent 
Bears Only)5 

1992/93 62 n/a 0.36 0.94 0.35 
1993/94 60 n/a 0.37 0.88 0.34 
1994/95 60 64 0.33 0.92 0.35 
1995/96 55 64 0.33 0.95 0.35 
1996/97 60 64 0.41 0.88 0.42 
1997/98 69 64 0.38 0.96 0.38 
1998/99 49 64 0.35 0.98 0.36 
1999/00 58 64 0.41 0.95 0.40 
2000/01 61 64 0.28 0.98 0.28 
2001/02 64 64 0.30 1.00 0.30 
2002/03 62 64 0.26 0.97 0.22 
2003/04 69 64 0.28 0.99 0.25 
2004/05 101 105 0.37 0.98 0.38 
2005/06 94 105 0.32 0.98 0.28 
2006/07 89 105 0.36 0.99 0.38 
2007/08 101 105 0.28 0.97 0.26 
2008/09 103 105 0.39 0.98 0.39 
2009/10 86 105 0.41 1.00 0.41 
2010/11 94 95 0.33 0.98 0.34 
2011/12 90 85 0.40 0.96 0.37 
2012/13 74 75 0.47 0.92 0.45 
2013/14 72 65 0.31 0.97 0.29 
Mean 74.23  0.35 0.96 0.34 

 
1 The hunting season in Canada runs from July 1st to June 30th 
2 Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) is the regulated limit for all human-caused mortalities. 
Formerly referred to as the quota 
3 Excludes bears of unknown sex (which constituted a mean of ca. 1% of harvest annually for the 
period 1989/90 to 2013/14) 
4 Excludes bears of unknown dependency (which constituted a mean of ca. 4% of harvest 
annually for the period 1989/90 to 2013/14) 
5 Excludes bears of unknown sex and dependency 
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Table 8.2.  Canadian and Greenlandic polar bear harvest from the Kane Basin subpopulation for 

the period 1992/93 to 2013/14. 

Harvest 
Season1 

Total 
Harvest 

Total 
Allowable 
Harvest2 

Harvest 
(Canada) 

Harvest 
(Greenland)3 

Proportion 
Female 

(Independent 
bears only) 

1992/93 10  - 0 10 0.25 
1993/94 11  - 1 10 0.23 
1994/95 10  - 0 10 0.25 
1995/96 10  - 0 10 0.25 
1996/97 11  - 1 10 0.23 
1997/98 12  - 2 10 0.30 
1998/99 11  - 1 10 0.23 
1999/00 6  - 0 6 0.25 
2000/01 11  - 1 10 0.32 
2001/02 12  - 0 12 0.25 
2002/03 12  - 0 12 0.25 
2003/04 9  - 0 9 0.25 
2004/05 26  - 1 25 0.28 
2005/06 9  - 1 8 0.40 
2006/07 6 15 0 6 0.46 
2007/08 7 13 0 7 0.46 
2008/09 5 11 0 5 0.46 
2009/10 3 11 1 2 0.30 
2010/11 6 11 0 6 0.46 
2011/12 6 11 0 6 0.46 
2012/13 6 11 0 6 0.46 
2013/14 5 11 0 5 0.46 
Mean 9.3 11.8 0.4 8.9 0.33 

 
1 Greenland harvest data for a given calendar year were included in the harvest season ending in 
that calendar year 
2 No quota in Greenland prior to 2006 thus total quota only presented for period 2006-2014 
3 Annual harvest in Greenland (1993-1999) was estimated from an interview survey conducted in 
1989 (Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990).  Information on annual catch was based on information in 
Piniarneq during 2000-2005 and thereafter on the special reporting under the quota system (see 
Appendix D) 
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Table 8.3.  Means of transportation used during 445 polar bears catches in West and Northwest 

Greenland from Subareas 1 and 2 (i.e., the Kane Basin subpopulation) and Subareas 3-6 (the 

Baffin Bay subpopulation) during 2006-2014. 

Subarea Dog sled Skiff Boat Total % Dog sled % skiff and boat 

1+21 30 6 3 39 76.9 23.1 

3 215 8 0 223 96.4 3.6 

4 34 98 0 132 25.8 74.2 

5 4 25 0 29 13.8 86.2 

6 0 20 2 22 0.0 100.0 

Total 283 157 5 445 63.6 36.4 

 
1 Only 2 catches reported from Subarea 2 
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Table 8.4.  Sex and age composition of the Greenland catch of polar bears from the BB subpopulation (1982-2014) based on various 

sources. 

Period 
% 

Females1 
%  

Males1 
Independent 

F:M ratio 
% 

Cubs 
F 

(n) 
Cubs 
(n) 

 M 
(n) 

Total 
(n) Source Source 

1982-1989 29.9 57.7 1:1.9 12.4 41 17 79 137 Interviews 1989-90 
Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, 
Rosing-Asvid 2000 

1988-1996 33.3 46.0 1:1.4 20.6 21 13 29 63 Samples Rosing-Asvid2 2002: table 3 

1991-2005 26.8 50.6 1:1.9 22.6 95 80 179 354 Interviews 2006 
Born unpublished, and Born et 
al. 2011 

1982-2005 28.3 51.8 1:1.9 19.9 157 110 287 554     

2006-2014 32.2 67.8 1:2.1 0.0 192 n.a.3 404 596 
Special Reporting 
Forms 

2006-13:DFHA4 in litt. (2014), 
2014:DFHA in litt. (2015) 

2012-2013 45.5 54.5 1:1.2 0.0 25 n.a. 30 55 Samples 
Samples collected by hunters, 
GINR unpublished 

2006-2014 32.5 67.5 1:2.1 0.0 193 n.a. 401 594     
 
1 Percentage of total annual catch. Adult and subadult females and adult and subadult males = individuals 3 years old and older (cf. 
Taylor et al. 1987) 
2 A comparison of figure 26 and table 3 in Rosing-Asvid (2002) shows that the percentages of independent bears given in his table 3 
are based on 2+ years old bears 
3 Since 2006 it has been prohibited to kill dependent cubs irrespective of their age 
4 DFHA = Department of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture (Nuuk) 
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Table 8.5.  Sex and age composition of the Greenland catch of polar bears from the KB subpopulation (1982-2014) based on various 

sources. 

Period 
% 

Females1 
%  

Males1 
Independent 

F:M ratio 
% 

Cubs 
F 

(n) 
Cubs 
(n) 

 M 
(n) 

Total 
(n) Source Source 

1982-1989 29.2 63.1 1:2.2 7.7 19 5 41 65 Interviews 1989-90 
Rosing-Asvid and Born 1990, 
Rosing-Asvid 2000 

1988-1996 36.7 56.7 1:1.5 6.7 11 2 17 30 Samples Rosing-Asvid 2002: table 3 

1991-2005 17.9 73.1 1:4.1 9.0 14 7 57 78 Interviews 2006 
Born unpublished, and Born et 
al. 2011 

1982-2005 25.4 66.5 1:2.6 8.1 44 14 115 173   

2006-2014 44.9 55.1 1:1.2 0.0 22 n.a.2 27 49 
Special Reporting 
Forms 

2006-13:DFHA3 in litt. (2014), 
2014:DFHA in litt. (2015) 

 
1 Independent females as percentage of total annual catch 
2 Since 2006 it has been prohibited to kill dependent cubs irrespective of their age 
3 DFHA = Department of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture (Nuuk) 
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Table 8.6.  The combined Canadian and Greenlandic polar bear annual harvest from the Baffin 

Bay subpopulation for the period 1992/93 to 2013/14.  Annual average proportion of 

independent female polar bears is shown. 

Harvest 
Season1 

Total 
Harvest 

Total 
Allowable 
Harvest2 

Harvest 
(Canada) 

Harvest 
(Greenland)3 

Proportion 
Female 

(Independent 
bears only) 

1992/93 134   62 72 0.35 
1993/94 120   60 60 0.35 
1994/95 124   60 64 0.35 
1995/96 122   55 67 0.35 
1996/97 139   60 79 0.38 
1997/98 165   69 96 0.36 
1998/99 146   49 97 0.36 
1999/00 126   58 68 0.37 
2000/01 158   61 97 0.33 
2001/02 182   64 118 0.33 
2002/03 268   62 206 0.32 
2003/04 225   69 156 0.32 
2004/05 236   101 135 0.36 
2005/06 173   94 79 0.30 
2006/07 165 178 89 76 0.35 
2007/08 176 176 101 75 0.29 
2008/09 174 173 103 71 0.36 
2009/10 150 171 86 64 0.37 
2010/11 165 160 94 71 0.33 
2011/12 165 152 90 75 0.35 
2012/13 137 142 74 63 0.39 
2013/14 146 132 72 74 0.31 
Mean 163 161 74.23 89.00 0.35 

 
1 Greenland harvest data for a given calendar year were included in the harvest season ending in 
that calendar year 
2 No quota in Greenland prior to 2006 thus total quota only presented for period 2006-2014 
3 Harvest in Greenland is estimated from reported harvest in west Greenland and the estimated 
portion of this harvest that occurs in Baffin Bay 
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Table 8.7.  Genotyping of bears harvested in Canada and Greenland, 2011-2014.  Data presented 

as the percentage of individuals in the reported harvest that were sampled and genotyped.  Total 

number of individuals reported as harvested is presented in parenthesis.  Data are organized by 

Nunavut hunting seasons which run from July1 to June 30. 

Subpopulation 

2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 

Canada Greenland Canada Greenland Canada Greenland 

BB 75 (85) 64 (69) 90 (78) 42 (60) 100 (67) n/a1 

DS 74 (38) - 92 (60) - - - 

LS 75 (92) - 91 (92) - - - 

KB 0 (0) 50 (6) 0 (0) 25 (4) - - 

FB 86 (107) - 91 (109) - - - 

NW 0 (0) - 33 (3) - - - 

                                                           
1 Greenland harvest during this season occurred after mark-recapture sampling ceased and is therefore not reported. 
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Table 8.8.  Comparison of the reported versus genetic sex of bears harvested in Baffin Bay and 

Kane Basin, 2011-2014.  Data from Canada (Nunavut) and Greenland harvest. 

Reported Sex 

Genetic Sex 

Male Female 

Male 156 19 

Female 6 97 
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Table 8.9.  Comparison of the reported versus genetic sex of bears harvested in Baffin Bay and 

Kane Basin, 2011-2014.  Greenland harvest only. 

Reported Sex 

Genetic Sex 

Male Female 

Male 29 15 

Female 4 24 
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Table 8.10.  Comparison of the reported versus genetic sex of bears harvested in Baffin Bay and 

Kane Basin, 2011-2014.  Data from Canada (Nunavut) harvest only. 

Reported Sex 

Genetic Sex 

Male Female 

Male 127 4 

Female 2 73 
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Figure 8.1.  Harvest of female polar bear as a proportion of total Canadian harvest from Baffin 

Bay.  All females (dashed line) and independent females only (solid line).  Dotted line indicates 

target sex ratio (0.33). 
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Figure 8.2.  Monthly distribution of polar bear harvesting in Baffin Bay by type of harvest 

(1992/93-2013/14).  Regular hunts (grey), defense-of-life-and-property kills (black) and sport 

hunts (white).  Bars represent the percentage of hunting of a given type that occurred each 

month. 
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Figure 8.3.  Numbers of polar bear taken by sport hunters in Baffin Bay, Canada. 
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Figure 8.4.  Number of polar bears harvested in defense-of-life-and-property (DLP) in Baffin 

Bay, Canada.  Total DLPs per year (solid line) and DLPs of independent bears during Aug-

November each year (dashed line). 
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Figure 8.5.  Sex composition of the three main types of polar bear harvesting in Baffin Bay, 

Canada, for the period 1992/93 to 2013/14.  Bars represent the proportion of harvest that was 

female.  Data are for independent bears only.  Sample sizes in parentheses. 
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Figure 8.6.  Median age of male (black) and female (grey) bears harvested for defense-of-life-

and-property (DLP), regular (subsistence) and sport hunting purposes in Baffin Bay, Canada, 

1993-2010.  Within sexes significant differences denoted by * (Based on Mann-Whitney U test 

with Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons, two-tailed, alpha = 0.05).  Sample sizes 

within bars. 
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(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 8.7.  The age distribution of (a) 64 male and (b) 56 female bears harvested in defense-of-

life-and-property (black) in Baffin Bay (Canada), 1993-2010, relative to the age distribution of 

778 bears captured during mark-recapture sampling (white), 1993-1997 (GN unpublished data). 
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Figure 8.8.  Median age of harvested male (solid line) and female (dashed line) polar bears in 

Baffin Bay, Canada.  Regular hunts only. 
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Figure 8.9.  The Greenland catch of polar bears from the Baffin Bay subpopulation reported in 

Piniarneq (1993-2005).  The catch is shown for three different regions: (1) The Qaanaaq region 

representing polar bears taken between 74° 35 ́ N and 76° 20 ́ N (i.e., the Melville Bay region 

sensu latu), (2) the Upernavik area between ca. 71° 30 ́ N and 74° 35 ́ N, and (3) the areas 

between Uummannaq and Sisimiut between 66° 55 ́ N and  71° 30 ́ N. 

  



Chapter 8    

436 | P a g e  

 

Figure 8.10.  Seasonal distribution of catches of polar bears (n = 594; 587 legal and 7 illegal 

catches) taken in NW and W Greenland from the Baffin Bay subpopulation based on reports 

from the licensed hunters (2006-2014).  Black = Males. Grey = Females. Source: DFHA (in litt 

2014 and 2015). 
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Figure 8.11.  Seasonal distribution of catches of polar bears (n = 49; 48 legal and 1 illegal 

catches) taken in NW Greenland from the Kane Basin subpopulation based on reports from the 

licensed hunters (2006-2014).  Black = Males. Grey = Females. Source: DFHA (in litt. 2014 and 

2015). 
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Figure 8.12.  Age distribution of a total of 55 polar bears (Grey = Females: n = 25; Black = 

Males: n = 30) that were taken from the BB subpopulation by Greenland subsistence hunters in 

2012 (n = 33) and 2013 (n = 22).  Sex was determined genetically. 
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Figure 8.13.  Age distribution of 131 polar bears (Grey = Females: n=73; Black = Males: n=58) 

that were live captured in NW Greenland north of ca. 70° N from the BB subpopulation during 

spring 2009-2013 in connection with the present study (GINR unpublished data). 
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Figure 8.14.  Combined Canadian (black) and Greenlandic (white) harvest of polar bears from 

the Baffin Bay subpopulation.  Total allowable harvest in Canada (dashed line) and Canada-

Greenland combined total permitted harvest (solid line) levels are also shown. 
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(a) 

 

(b) 

 

Figure 8.15.  Accuracy of gender reporting for polar bears harvested in Baffin Bay and Kane 

Basin (2011-14) in (a) Greenland and (b) Nunavut.  Bears reported as males and females are 

indicated in black and hatched, respectively 
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Figure 8.16.  Accuracy of reporting of physically marked (tag and tattooed) bears in the harvest 

in Canada and Greenland.  Data are for bears physically marked in Baffin Bay (1990-97) and 

Davis Strait (2005-07) that were recovered in the harvest 2011-14.  Sample sizes above points. 
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CHAPTER 9 

HABITAT AND HABITAT USE IN KANE BASIN  
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• The annual cycle of sea-ice habitat in KB has shifted from a largely year-round ice 
platform (>30% coverage in summer) to a cycle that resembles the seasonal ice ecoregion 
with complete melt-out in summer (<5% coverage). 

• Sea ice is retreating earlier in Kane Basin spring by 7 days/decade, and advancing later in 
fall by 5-6 days/decade and length of summer (number of days from retreat to advance) is 
increasing by 12 days/decade. The mean sea-ice concentration during June-October is 
decreasing by 5-6 percent/decade. 

• The KB subpopulation has responded to changing sea-ice conditions with broad 
movement and habitat use patterns that are more similar to those of bears in seasonal sea-
ice ecoregions (e.g., expanded seasonal home ranges, see Chapter 2 and use of lower sea-
ice concentrations in summer and fall). 

• Four-day movement rates in KB are lower than those in BB and have a less pronounced 
seasonal cycle. There are no significant differences in movement rates between the 1990s 
and 2000s except in October where rates were higher. 

• Land use in KB during summer remains intermittent because some sea ice remains in 
fjords and coastal areas. No on-land arrival and departure dates could be determined from 
satellite telemetry. 

• Three maternity dens were found in KB in the 2000s. All were located on Ellesmere 
Island. There was no significant difference in maternity denning duration, entry dates, or 
exit dates between the 1990s and 2000s. 

• Overall, the movement (Chapter 2) and habitat results combined with reproductive 
metrics (Chapter 11) and body condition (Chapter 12), indicate that KB bears are 
experiencing more seasonal sea-ice ecoregion-like conditions, which since the 1990s may 
have increased overall biological productivity of the area. 

 

9.1.  Introduction 

 The Kane Basin (KB) subpopulation of polar bears occurs between the Canadian Arctic 

Archipelago and Northwest Greenland, referred to by some as the Arctic Archipelago ecoregion, 

historically characterized by year-round sea-ice habitat in islands in the Canadian High Arctic 
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and in the Kane Basin region in Northwest Greenland (Hamilton et al. 2014).  Ice in this 

ecoregion is largely multi-year, except in Kane Basin where much of the ice is annual though 

partially present year-round.  In contrast to the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, the Kane Basin 

region is also characterized and influenced by influx of multi-year ice flowing to the area from 

the Arctic Ocean.  In these areas, sea ice remains along coastal areas in summer providing 

temporally-stable hunting opportunities for polar bears during summer.  This is in contrast to the 

seasonal ecoregion (Baffin Bay), where sea ice disappears almost completely in summer and 

bears are forced onshore (Amstrup et al. 2008, this study). 

 Earlier studies comparing movements and habitat selection of polar bears in the 

archipelago and seasonal ecoregions documented differences in the influence of sea-ice regimes 

on movements and habitat use.  Ferguson et al. (2000) showed that bears in the archipelago 

regions (including KB) are strongly influenced by the temporal and spatial distribution of land 

fast ice around islands providing a consistent habitat across the annual cycle, though possibly 

lower density year-round prey base.  This was in contrast to seasonal ecoregion bears that are 

strongly influenced by the availability of seasonal sea ice, resulting in a more productive but 

temporally limited the duration of feeding.  Bears in these two ecoregions also demonstrate 

contrasting movement patterns: bears in the archipelago region (e.g., KB) tended to have smaller 

home ranges and greater irregularity in movement patterns because they utilize small coastal 

areas around the complex land masses (or in case of the Kane Basin region fast ice in fjords or 

fields of pack ice in Nares Strait-Kane Basin), whereas bears in the seasonal sea-ice region (e.g., 

BB) had large home range sizes (Ferguson et al. 1998) and more regular movement patterns 

associated with the seasonal growth and recession of sea ice. 
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 Recent work examining Global Climate Model projections of sea-ice habitat for polar 

bears in the Canadian Arctic Archipelago suggest that conditions will shift towards a seasonal-

sea-ice ecoregion before the end of the 21st century (Hamilton et al. 2014).  This shift is expected 

to initially increase productivity in the archipelago system, as thicker ice is replaced by thinner 

annual ice increasing production blooms and prey platforms for ice seals.  Such a change would 

be expected to be associated with changes in movement patterns and habitat use similar to that 

exhibited by bears in the seasonal ecoregion.  To date, no studies have quantified such behavioral 

changes.  In this chapter we document changes in sea-ice habitat of KB over the satellite record, 

and quantify change in habitat use using satellite telemetry data collected from collared adult 

females in the 1990s and 2000s. 

 

9.2.  Methods 

 We refer to “Kane Basin” as the region within the boundaries of the Kane Basin (KB) 

polar bear management unit (PBSG 2010; Figure 1.1.) that encompasses the northern part of 

Smith Sound, Nares Strait and Kane Basin and the southern part of Kennedy Channel and 

adjacent fjords on eastern Ellesmere Island and in NW Greenland. 

 KB polar bears were captured and tagged between mid-April and early May 2012-2013 

(Figure 9.1).  Field operations were based out of the Alexandra Fjord station on Ellesmere Island.  

A total of 34 bears were furnished with satellite-transmitters in KB.  Twenty were adult females 

who received a satellite collar (Table 9.1) and 14 were adult males or subadults (given satellite 

radio ear tags).  Data from adult females were combined with a historical data set from 12 adult 

females collared between 1992 and 1994 on the west side of KB in the fjords and fast ice (Taylor 

et al. 2001).  Only bears captured within the KB subpopulation boundaries (PBSG 2010) were 
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included in the analysis.  The eastern side of the Kane Basin region was surveyed during 1994-

1997 but no female polar bears for collar deployment were found in these areas (Taylor et al. 

2001).  Hence, radio collars were only deployed on the west side of KB in the 1990s (ibid.). 

Given the different distribution of collar deployments between decades we tested for differences 

in area use and mean latitude using only bears captured in West KB in the 2000s and found no 

differences (see Chapter 2).  Therefore, all bears from the 1990s were compared to all bears in 

the 2000s in habitat models.  Bears in all decades largely utilized KB, however in both decades 

bears moved from KB into BB, LS and in the 2000s out of KB into the Arctic Basin. 

 

Sea ice 

 Data sources and methods for sea-ice analysis in KB are the same as those described for 

BB (see Chapter 4 and Stern and Laidre 2016).  The entire KB region, as defined by PBSG 

(Figure 1.1), was used for the sea-ice habitat analyses.  The area was roughly divided into two 

distinct parts.  The northern part, or Kane Basin proper, is bounded on the south by Smith Sound, 

consisting of almost entirely of shallow (< 300 m) water.  The southern part contains the 

northern part of the North Water Polynya, and is bounded on the south by roughly 77° N latitude 

where it adjoins northern Baffin Bay.  The southern part of Kane Basin consists mostly of deep 

(> 300 m) water on the Ellesmere Island side and shallow water on the Greenland side. 

 

Habitat Use Analyses 

 Methods for KB movement rates, habitat covariates, and multivariate RSF modeling are 

the same as those described in Chapter 4 for BB.  In the multivariate terrestrial RSF we did not 

include the variable pertaining to the distance to the smoothed Baffin Island coastline.  In the 
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multivariate sea-ice RSF we excluded the covariates representing the distance to the 15 and 50% 

sea-ice concentration because in some months in KB the distance resulted in unrealistic potential 

movements of bears. 

 We attempted to quantify the dates of arrival and departure on land in KB as described 

for BB in Chapter 4.  This analysis was confounded by the fact that KB bears have access to sea 

ice much of the summer.  Thus KB bears used land intermittently and it was not possible to 

quantify a specific date where bears arrived on shore and did not leave.  There were no potential 

swimming events identified in KB.  Maternity denning analyses were conducted with the same 

methods as described in Chapter 4 for BB. 

 

9.3  Results and Discussion 

Sea-ice habitat 

 Kane Basin consisted of 81 SSMI sea ice grid cells (53 × 103 km2); 68% had a mean 

depth < 300 m, 32% had a mean depth > 300 m.  The seasonal cycle of the sea ice in KB has 

changed dramatically since the 1990s (Figure 9.2).  In the 1990 sea ice did not disappear from 

KB and in summer months >50% of KB was ice covered.  In the 2000s, there has been greater 

extent of sea-ice loss and KB reaches ~5% coverage in summer.  The sea-ice loss has been most 

pronounced from May and through the late fall, and there are few differences in sea-ice coverage 

between January and April.  Trends in the four sea-ice metrics (described in Chapter 4) are 

provided in Table 9.2.  All trends are statistically significant and show a loss of sea-ice habitat.  

In Kane Basin as a whole, sea ice is retreating earlier in spring by 7 days/decade, and advancing 

later in fall by 5-6 days/decade (Figure 9.3).  The length of summer (number of days from retreat 

to advance) is increasing by 12 days/decade, and the mean sea-ice concentration during June-
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October is decreasing by 5-6 percent/decade (Figure 9.4ab).  The trend in the date of spring sea-

ice retreat is apparently stronger for the shallow depths of KB than for all depths.  The trend in 

the date of fall sea-ice advance is the same for both depth categories.  The downward trend in the 

June-October sea-ice concentration is apparently stronger for the shallow depths. 

 The year-to-year variability in sea-ice metrics for Kane Basin was larger than for Baffin 

Bay, i.e., the scatter about the trend lines was larger.  There are several reasons for this 

variability: (1) the North Water Polynya is an area of dynamic sea-ice activity that affects Kane 

Basin; (2) there is typically an “ice arch” north of Kane Basin that determines whether ice lingers 

in the basin (arch intact) or is flushed out (arch collapses); and (3) Baffin Bay is much larger than 

Kane Basin and so is less affected by such relatively small-scale phenomena as (1) and (2). 

 The trend in the annual number of ice-covered days in Kane Basin is between −5 and −15 

days/decade for most of the areas with shallow depths (Table 9.2).  For the southern portion of 

Kane Basin, the trend is steeper than −15 days/decade on the Greenland side and there is almost 

no trend on the deeper Ellesmere Island side.  Thus, the pattern of extreme sea-ice loss in Baffin 

Bay along the coast of Greenland (see Chapter 4) extends northward into the southeast portion of 

Kane Basin. 

 Spring sea-ice melt in the Kane Basin region begins in May in the North Water Polyna, 

which generally becomes ice-free by July.  Kane Basin proper, to the north, generally holds some 

sea ice all summer.  Figure 4.5 shows that on July 15, Kane Basin proper is almost always ice-

covered, often with 50% or more sea-ice concentration.  The year 2009 was exceptional, when 

all the ice in Kane Basin was swept out in May and June.  In October, sea ice advances from 

north to south through Kane Basin, but the date of advance is generally trending later (Table 9.2 

and Figure 9.2). 
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Movement rates – In Kane Basin, mean monthly movement rates for adult females were 

overall lower than in Baffin Bay.  In KB in the 1990s, mean monthly movement rates ranged 

from a low of 3.4 km/day (in August) to a high of 9.4 km/day (in February) (Figure 9.5, Table 

9.3).  Rates for adult females in the 2000s were similar and ranged from 4.7 km/day (in 

Septembe) to 6.94 km/day (in November) (Figure 9.5, Table 9.3).  Compared to Baffin Bay, 

there was a substantially less pronounced cycle to movement rates over the year in KB.  There 

were no significant differences in movement rates between decades except in October in the 

2000s where rates were higher than the 1990s (Table 9.3). 

 

RSF sea-ice models – The sample sizes of adult females in KB in the 1990s and 2000s 

were smaller than in BB (12 and 20 bears, respectively).  Collars deployed between 2012 and 

2013 were removed in April 2014 thus tracking durations in the later period were also shorter.  

We examined univariate relationships for multiple habitat covariates over the annual cycle of sea 

ice (Figure 9.7 and 9.8).  KB bears in the 1990 used similar sea-ice concentrations as bears in the 

2000s between January and May (Figure 9.7).  Starting in late spring (June) and continuing 

through December, KB bears in the 2000s used significantly lower sea-ice concentrations than in 

the 1990s.  This was most pronounced in August-October.  Distances from bears to the 15% or 

50% sea-ice concentration thresholds varied widely across the annual cycle and were similar 

between decades, though in the 2000s bears were significantly closer to the 50% sea-ice edge in 

March and April.  There were no large differences in bears’ distance to land in either decade, 

other than bears being closer to land from October-December in the 2000s. 

 The multivariate RSF model in winter demonstrated adult female polar bears in the 1990s 

had a strong preference for higher ice concentrations.  This preference was not present in the 
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2000s.  In both decades bears had a similar strength of preference for the distance to the 300 m 

depth contour and preferred shallower depths (more strongly and significantly in the 2000s) 

(Table 9.4).  The multivariate RSF model for spring showed that bears also had a strong 

significant preference for higher ice concentrations in the 1990s (Table 9.5).  The preference was 

reduced in the 2000s but there was no significant difference between decades.  In spring in the 

1990s, bears were farther from the shelf break (300 m contour), whereas in the 2000s they were 

closer to 300 m and this change was significant between decades.  There was no preference for 

depth in either decade in spring.  In both decades, there was a preference not to move to land, but 

this was significantly stronger in the 2000s. 

RSF terrestrial models – Adult female use of land was intermittent in KB, thus land use 

models reflect use of land largely near the shoreline as bears moved on and off sea ice (Figure 

9.9, Figure 9.10).  The terrestrial models demonstrated that KB bears preferred lower elevations, 

a preference which has significantly increased in the 2000s.  Bears tend to avoid steep slopes in 

both decades and were significantly less likely to move to sea ice once they were on land (Table 

9.6). 

Arrival and departure dates – KB is part of the Archipelago ecoregion, which in contrast 

to the seasonal ice ecoregion, historically does not melt out completely each year.  Bears in KB 

exhibit fundamental differences in their habitat use because of the availability of sea ice between 

systems.  In general, KB bears had access to sea ice for most of the summer, especially in the 

1990s though this has been significantly reduced in the 2000s.  Some bears utilized fjord ice for 

most of the summer and never arrived on land, while others spent intermittent time on land.  

Overall patterns of land use among individuals were not consistent and thus it was not possible to 

quantify on-land arrival and departure dates.  No long-distance swimming events were observed, 
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though one of the swimming events recorded for BB in July 2010 resulted in a BB collared bear 

arriving on Ellesmere Island after a long distance swim from offshore pack ice in Northern BB. 

Kane Basin denning – Nine dens were found from 2012 to 2015 in KB: three maternity 

dens (Figure 9.11) and six shelter dens (Figure 9.12).  In the 1990s data, Ferguson et al. (1997) 

also found nine dens, of which three were maternity dens and six were shelter dens (Table 9.7).  

All dens were on land with the exception of one 1990s shelter den that was located on landfast 

ice nine kilometers from the shore of Ellesmere Island.  Most of the dens were located on 

Ellesmere Island except for three dens on Devon Island.  None of the adult females from KB 

denned on Greenland.  The minimum latitude for the 1990s dens was 77.94° N, and 77.04° N for 

the 2000s dens. 

 There was no significant difference in maternity denning duration (p = 1) (Table 9.8, 

Figure 9.13), entry dates (P = 0.6) and exit dates (P = 1) (Figure 9.14).  Only four of the KB 

bears in the 2000s provided useable temperature data for inferring exit dates and no temperature 

data were available from the 1990s.  There was no significant correlation between latitude and 

maternity den entry dates (τ = 0.138, P = 0.848) or duration (τ = 0.2, P = 0.707).  The median 

first date on land for the n=3 pregnant females in the 1990s was 18 September (SD = 31 days) 

and in the 2000s was 23 August (SD = 20.8 days; Figure 9.15).  The difference between the two 

time periods was not significant despite the median FDOLs being 27 days apart.  The sample 

size was small and there was considerable variability.  Habitat characteristics among maternity 

dens did not significantly differ between decades (Figure 9.16; Table 9.9, 9.10). 
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Table 9.1.  Breakdown of adult females (AF) collared in the Kane Basin region in the 1990s and 

2000s. AF = adult female, AM = adult male, COY = Cub of the Year, YRL = Yearling, 2YR = 2 

Year old cub. 

    AF alone AF+AM  AF+COY AF+YRL AF+2YR Sum 

1990s KB 3 0 5 3 1 12 

2000s KB 5 1 7 3 4 20 
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Table 9.2.  Trends in date of spring sea-ice retreat, fall sea-ice advance, fall – spring dates, and 

summer (June-Oct) sea-ice concentration in Kane Basin (all depths, and depths < 300 m). All 

trends are statistically significant at the 99% level according to a 2-sided F test, except the date 

of spring retreat (all depths), which is significant at the 95% level. 

Baffin Bay 

region 

Trend in date 

of spring ice 

retreat 

(days/decade) 

Trend in date 

of fall ice 

advance 

(days/decade) 

Trend in 

fall – spring 

(days/decade) 

Trend in ice 

con. June-

October 

(percent/decade) 

All depths −6.8 +5.6 +12.4 −5.4 

Depths < 300 m −9.7 +5.5 +15.2 −6.9 
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Table 9.3.  Mean monthly movement rates in KB for radio-collared adult female polar bears 

(AFs) in the 1990s and 2000s. One SE about the mean is given. We conducted a parametric test 

of significance between decades; bold = significant at the 5% level. 

Month Mean 

1990s 

SE 

1990s 

N 

1990s 

N 

steps 

Mean 

2000s 

SE 

2000s 

N 

2000s 

N 

steps 

t-test P 

value 

1 3.62 3.78 5 21 4.87 7.59 12 98 0.8691 

2 9.39 9.74 4 16 5.9 6.99 11 93 0.4504 

3 8.52 9.17 7 35 5.63 6.73 13 117 0.3802 

4 5.79 7.28 13 80 5.66 6.57 13 138 0.5197 

5 7.35 10.19 12 92 6.75 5.87 21 230 0.6035 

6 5.31 7.2 12 85 5.22 4.47 18 193 0.6012 

7 3.6 3.19 11 81 5.75 4.13 14 166 0.1011 

8 3.41 3.45 10 62 4.84 4.66 14 132 0.5136 

9 3.91 5.9 10 63 4.5 4.57 14 132 0.1466 

10 4 3.07 9 51 6.42 7.1 14 141 0.0394 

11 7.87 8.96 9 40 6.94 6.57 13 118 0.986 

12 7.87 8.82 8 36 4.68 5.22 12 116 0.3835 
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Table 9.4.  Sea-ice resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Winter season in 

KB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 2000s for 

each covariate within the multivariate model.  Coefficients are scaled such by a certain number 

of units for more meaningful interpretation.  “Mean ice conc.10” is the mean sea-ice 

concentration around the bear in a circular radius scaled by 10%.  “Dist to 50%” is the distance 

to the 50% sea-ice concentration scaled by 100 km.  “Dist to 300 m” is the distance to the 300 m 

depth contour scaled by units of 100 m.  “Depth.100” is the absolute value of bathymetry scaled 

by 100 m.  “Land” is the variable that describes the tendency of a bear to move from sea ice on 

to land. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

p-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

p-value 

2000s 

p-value 

delta 

Mean ice conc.10 0.479 0.564 0.3963 0.074 0.192 0.699 0.4976 

Dist to 50%.100 -0.014 0.134 0.918 -0.032 0.115 0.7823 0.9181 

Dist to 300 m.100 1.82 0.824 0.0272 1.738 0.826 0.0353 0.9436 

Depth.100 -0.034 0.078 0.6579 -0.065 0.084 0.4387 0.7892 

Land 3.377 4.895 0.4903 1.108 1.504 0.4615 0.6577 

  



Chapter 9 SWG Final report 

457 | P a g e  

Table 9.5.  Sea-ice resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Spring season in 

KB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 2000s for 

each covariate within the multivariate model.  Coefficients are scaled such by a certain number 

of units for more meaningful interpretation.  “Mean ice conc.10” is the mean sea-ice 

concentration around the bear in a circular radius scaled by 10%.  “Dist to 50%” is the distance 

to the 50% sea-ice concentration scaled by 100 km.  “Dist to 300 m” is the distance to the 300 m 

depth contour scaled by units of 100 m.  “Depth.100” is the absolute value of bathymetry scaled 

by 100 m.  “Land” is the variable that describes the tendency of a bear to move from sea ice on 

to land.  Bold = significant at the 5% level. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

P-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

P-value 

2000s 

P-value 

delta 

Mean ice conc.10 0.255 0.062 <0.001 0.223 0.058 0.0001 0.7107 

Dist to 50%.100 -0.007 0.051 0.8867 -0.118 0.071 0.0949 0.2031 

Dist to 300 m.100 1.324 0.502 0.0084 -0.997 0.483 0.0392 <0.001 

Depth.100 -0.159 0.043 0.0002 -0.102 0.051 0.0451 0.4 

Land -0.349 0.476 0.4639 -0.588 0.469 0.2107 0.7208 
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Table 9.6.  Terrestrial resource selection function (RSF) model coefficients for the Summer 

season in KB using CLOGIT.  The P-value delta is for the interaction between the 1990s to the 

2000s for each covariate within the multivariate model.  Coefficients are scaled such by a certain 

number of units for more meaningful interpretation.  “Elev.100” is elevation scaled by units of 

100 m.  “Slope.10” is slope in degrees scaled by units of 10 degrees.  “Aspect.10” is aspect 

scaled by units of 10 degrees.  “Not Land” is the tendency of a bear to move from land on to sea 

ice. Note not all bears used land in summer and land-use was intermittent.  Bold = significant at 

the 5% level. 

 

1990s 

coef SE 

P-value 

1990s 

2000s 

coef SE 

P-value 

2000s 

P-value 

delta 

elev.100 -0.452 0.07 <0.001 -0.74 0.054 <0.001 0.001 

slope.10 0.256 0.136 0.0594 0.316 0.07 <0.001 0.692 

aspect.10 -0.019 0.013 0.1621 0.007 0.007 0.3166 0.088 

NotLand -0.443 0.317 0.1619 -1.186 0.166 <0.001 0.03 
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Table 9.7.  Number of polar bear maternity and shelter dens in Kane Basin in the 1990s and 

2000s. 

All Dens Maternity Dens Shelter Dens 

1990s   9 1990s 3 1990s   6 

2000s   9 2000s 3 2000s   6 

Total 18 Total 6 Total 12 
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Table 9.8.  Summary table of the phenology for Kane Basin polar bear maternity dens. 

 1990s 2000s 
 Maternity Dens (n = 3) Maternity Dens (n = 3) 

  Entry DOY Exit DOY 
Duration 
(# days) Entry DOY Exit DOY 

Duration 
(# days) 

Mean 279 78.3 164.3 274 77.7 168.7 

Min 274 69 145 252 65 144 

Max 289 89 180 301 88 184 

Median 274 77 168 269 80 178 

SD 8.7 10.1 17.8 24.9 11.7 21.6 
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Table 9.9.  Summary table of the habitat characteristics for Kane Basin polar bear maternity and 

shelter dens.  Elev. = elevation (meters), Asp. = aspect (degrees), CoastDist = distance to nearest 

coastline (kilometers). 

 All Maternity Dens (n = 6) All Shelter Dens (n = 12) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 327 165.8 13.4 5.2 366.6 141.8 15.4 3.4 

Min 9 28.3 3.7 0.7 6 5.5 1.8 0.1 

Max 506 229 17.8 12.5 855 350 36.9 8 

Median 408 186.8 15.9 3.4 318 168.3 12 2.8 

SD 188.4 69.8 5.4 4.8 274.8 126.3 10.8 2.4 

 1990s Maternity Dens (n = 3) 1990s Shelter Dens (n = 6) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 207.7 201 11.9 2.1 386.7 134 12.9 2.6 

Min 9 185.9 3.7 0.7 6 12 1.8 0.1 

Max 422 229 16.1 4.3 855 349.7 36.9 5.5 

Median 192 188.1 15.8 1.2 257 105.7 9.9 2.3 

SD 206.9 24.3 7.1 1.9 378.5 137.4 12.4 2.1 

 2000s Maternity Dens (n = 3) 2000s Shelter Dens (n = 6) 

 Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Elev. 

(m) 

Asp. 

(°) 

Slope 

(°) 

CoastDist 

(km) 

Mean 446.3 130.6 15 8.3 346.5 149.5 17.9 4.2 

Min 394 28.3 10.7 2.6 149 5.5 7.2 1.6 

Max 506 187.7 17.8 12.5 500 350 32.5 8 

Median 439 175.9 16.5 9.7 355.5 168.3 16.4 4.1 

SD 56.4 88.8 3.8 5.1 148.2 126.7 9.3 2.5 
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Table 9.10.  Results of the two-sample Mann-Whitney U tests comparing habitat characteristics 

for Kane Basin polar bear maternity and shelter dens. 

    Maternity Dens (n = 6)    Shelter Dens (n = 12) 

 W p-value W p-value 

Elevation 8 0.2 20 0.818 

Slope 7 0.4 25 0.31 

Aspect 1 0.2 17 0.937 

Distance to Coast 8 0.2 24 0.394 
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Figure 9.1.  Distribution of capture locations for polar bears in Kane Basin (KB) in each decade.  

See Table 9.1 for sample sizes in each year.  Note in 1990s bears in KB were captured on the 

west side of KB whereas 2000s bears were captured on both the east and west side. 
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Figure 9.2  Sea-ice area in Kane Basin (all depths) for the years 1979-2014 (gray curves).  Two 

six-year averages are also shown (colored curves).  The threshold for defining the dates of sea-

ice retreat and advance (middle horizontal dotted line) is halfway between the average March 

sea-ice area (upper dotted line) and the average September sea-ice area (lower dotted line). 
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Figure 9.3  Day of spring sea-ice retreat (red circles), fall sea-ice advance (blue circles), and the 

interval between them (green lines), for Kane Basin (all depths), 1979-2014.  Least-squares fits 

to spring and fall dates are shown (red and blue lines).  Trends are given in Table 9.2. 
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Figure 9.4.  Length of summer (a) and mean sea-ice concentration during June-October (b) for 

Kane Basin (all depths), 1979-2014.  Length of summer is the interval from spring sea-ice retreat 

to fall sea-ice advance (see Figure 9.2, green lines).  Least-squares fits are shown (red lines); 

trends are given in Table 9.2. 

(a) 

 
(b) 
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Figure 9.5.  Movement rate of KB adult female bears (km/day) in the 1990s  Y axis is on a log 

scale and labels are listed as raw values.  Blue numbers indicate the number of individual bears 

in each month. 
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Figure 9.6.  Movement rate of BB adult female bears (km/day) in the 2000s.  Y axis is on a log 

scale and labels are listed as raw values.  Blue numbers indicate the number of individual bears 

in each month. 
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Figure 9.7.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use in KB for each of four sea-ice 

habitat variables: sea-ice concentration in small buffer, distance to 15% sea-ice concentration, 

distance to 50% sea-ice concentration, and distance to the nearest land.  Data from 1990s are 

shown in red, 2000s in blue.  Shaded regions represent 2 SE of the mean.  Vertical lines indicate 

monthly boundaries for seasons (winter, spring summer) used in the analysis.  SSM/I sea-ice 

concentration is used in both decades.  Months 8 -10 also represent land use by bears.  The small 

numbers indicate the number of movements captured within each months. 
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Figure 9.8.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use in KB for each of three sea-ice 

habitat variables: distance to 300 m depth contour, depth (bathymetry), and percentage of 

observations on the sea ice.  Data from 1990s are shown in red, 2000s in blue.  Shaded regions 

represent 2 SE of the mean.  Vertical lines indicate monthly boundaries for seasons (winter, 

spring summer).  SSM/I sea-ice concentration is used in both decades.  Months 8 -10 also 

represent land use by bears. 
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Figure 9.9.  1990s and 2000s adult female polar bear habitat use in KB for each of three 

terrestrial habitat variables: elevation, slope, and aspect.  Data from 1990s are shown in red, 

2000s in blue. Shaded regions represent 2 SE of the mean.  Months 8 -10 also represent land use 

by bears. 
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Figure 9.10.  ASTER Digital Elevation Model (DEM) used in KB with trackline of a single bear 

tagged in the 2000s. 
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Figure 9.11.  Distribution of KB polar bear maternity dens in the 1990s and 2000s. 
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Figure 9.12.  Distribution of KB polar bear shelter dens in the 1990s and 2000s. 
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Figure 9.13.  Boxplots comparing den duration of Kane Basin (KB) polar bear maternity dens (P 

= 1) (1990s: n = 3; 2000s: n = 3). 
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Figure 9.14.  Boxplots comparing entry (P = 0.6) and exit dates (P = 1) of Kane Basin (KB) 

polar bear maternity dens (1990s: n = 3; 2000s: n = 3). 
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Figure 9.15.  Boxplots comparing the first date on land (FDOL) of pregnant female polar bears 

from the 1990s (n = 3) and 2000s (n = 3) in Kane Basin (KB) (P = 1). 
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Figure 9.16.  Plots comparing aspect, slope, elevation, and distance to coast for the 1990s (n = 3) and 2000s (n = 3) polar bear 

maternity dens in Kane Basin.  The aspect plot consists of a compass face with lines marking the directions that dens faced.  The lines 

are annotated with numbers noting how many dens were found at that aspect.  None of the habitat variables significantly differed 

between the two time periods (elevation, aspect, distance to coast: P = 0.2; slope: P = 0.4). 
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CHAPTER 10 

GENETIC MARK-RECAPTURE STUDY OF POLAR BEARS 

IN KANE BASIN 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• We used joint live-recapture and dead-recovery mark-recapture models to analyze data for 
the Kane Basin (KB) polar bear subpopulation, with the goal of updating estimates of 
subpopulation size and survival. The dataset consisted of 277 initial live captures (1992-
1997 = 150, 2012-2014 = 127), 89 live recaptures (1992-1997 = 53, 2012-2014 = 36), and 
24 harvest returns of research-marked bears 1992-2014. 

• Mark-recapture research conducted in the Kane Basin subpopulation yielded an estimate 
of abundance of 357 polar bears (95% CI: 221 – 493) for 2013 – 2014. An estimate 
derived during 1995 – 1997 yielded 224 bears (95% CI: 145 – 303). Based on physical 
MR, the size of the KB subpopulation was previously estimated to be 164 polar bears 
(95% CI: 94-234) for 1994-1997 (noting that this estimate applies to different years than 
our re-analysis; Taylor et al. 2008).  

• We documented more bears in the eastern regions of the Kane Basin subpopulation during 
2012 – 2014 than during the 1990s. Eastern Kane Basin was searched during the 1990s 
although with less effort than in the 2010s due to the low density of bears observed there. 
The difference in distribution between the 1990s and 2010s may reflect differences in 
spatial distribution of bears, possibly influenced by reduced hunting pressure by 
Greenland in eastern KB and thus an increased density of bears in KB, but also some 
differences in sampling protocols. 

• 
 
The 2013 – 2014 estimate of abundance suggests 357 (221 – 493) bears currently use KB 
in springtime (i.e., the Kane Basin super-population; Kendall et al. 1997), and the current 
point estimate is higher than the historical estimate. Based on a randomization procedure 
that assumed normal sampling distributions for abundance estimates, the mean difference 
between the estimate of KB abundance for 2013-2014 and the estimate for 1995-1997 was 
approximately 133 bears (standard deviation of the difference ≈ 80 bears), with 95% of 
the sampling distribution suggesting that population change between the two time periods 
could have been positive. This suggests relatively strong evidence for a stable to 
increasing subpopulation, and is consistent with data on movements, condition and 
reproduction.  We encourage some caution in interpretation of population growth due to 
potential expansion of the sampling frame and differences in sampling protocols between 
the 1990s versus the 2010s study periods. 

• Current estimates of total survival for age 3+ females (0.95; SE: 0.04) and dependent 
bears were consistent with previous research.  Estimates of unharvested survival for 3+ 
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females appear sufficiently high for positive population growth. Updated estimates of 
total survival are lower for age 3+ males (0.87; SE: 0.06).  Our longer-term data set and 
several other ecological, sampling, and technical considerations may contribute to this 
result. 

• We documented a reduction in mortality associated with harvest, likely attributable to 
implementation of Greenland’s harvest quota in 2006. 

• Demographic modeling suggests Kane Basin bears exhibit relatively high fidelity to the 
springtime study area, with <5% of marked bears emigrating on an annual basis. 

 

10.1.  Introduction 

 Large-scale environmental changes are occurring across the circumpolar Arctic (Comiso 

et al. 2008, Stroeve et al. 2012, Laidre et al. 2015; see also Chapters 5 and 9), with general 

reductions in the temporal availability and spatial extent of sea ice.  For sea ice obligate polar 

bears, which are among the most highly sensitive of marine mammals to the projected impacts of 

climate change (Laidre et al. 2008), long-term impacts are anticipated to be negative (Atwood et 

al. 2015).  However, there likely will be significant temporal and spatial variability among 

subpopulations in the short-term (Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Indeed, the effects of the 

changing Arctic environment on polar bears have been documented in some regions but are less 

clear or have not been realized elsewhere (e.g., Rode et al. 2012, 2014, Bromaghin et al. 2015, 

Obbard et al. 2015, Lunn et al. 2016). 

 The Kane Basin (KB) polar bear subpopulation, regarded as part of the Arctic 

archipelago region (Amstrup et al. 2008), covers a small region between Nunavut, Canada and 

NW Greenland.  Abundance of KB was last estimated at ~164 (SE: 35) polar bears based on a 

physical mark-recapture study completed during 1992 – 1997 (Taylor et al. 2008).  At the time of 

this estimate, the harvested population growth rate (λ = 0.919) indicated that the subpopulation 

was over-exploited.  The unharvested growth rate also was low (λ = 1.009; Taylor et al. 2008), 

suggesting limited capacity for the KB subpopulation to increase even in the absence of human-
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caused removals.  In response, Greenland implemented a quota in 2006 that significantly reduced 

the total harvest from Kane Basin (see Methods below).  The small subpopulation size, low 

growth rates, and long-term exploitation led Taylor et al. (2008) to suggest that Kane Basin may 

act as a sink for neighboring subpopulations such as Baffin Bay. 

 The KB subpopulation is currently considered to be declining (PBSG 2015): 100% of 

population viability analysis (PVA) simulations (using data on abundance and vital rates from 

Taylor et al. 2008 and reported Canadian and Greenlandic catches) resulted in a decline in 

abundance within 10 years.  However, no new research to update estimates of abundance or vital 

rates has occurred since the 1990s study.  Given the outdated demographic information, the 

substantial changes in Arctic sea-ice habitats over the past several decades (e.g., Stroeve et al. 

2012, Chapters 4 and 9), and the reduction in harvest in 2006, there was uncertainty as to the 

current status of polar bears in Kane Basin.  As such, there was a need for new information to 

inform status and harvest management (Chapter 1). 

 Although bears in KB are not genetically different from those in Baffin Bay (Paetkau et 

al. 1999, Chapter 2), satellite telemetry and capture records indicate that they move among KB 

and neighboring subpopulations but exhibit strong fidelity to specific regions (Taylor et al. 2001, 

Chapters 2, 5, and 9).  These data have formed the basis for population delineation, and polar 

bears in Kane Basin are considered a distinct demographic unit for management purposes. 

 Our objective was to estimate the current abundance and vital rates, including survival, of 

polar bears in the KB subpopulation.  We sought to compare new estimates of abundance with 

those derived from earlier research (Taylor et al. 2008).  These results, in conjunction with 

information on sea-ice dynamics, spatial ecology, reproductive output, survival, and other 

metrics, will be used to inform subpopulation status.  The data used in this project spanned a 23-
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year period (1992-2014): an initial 6-year physical capture and dead recovery sampling period 

(1992 – 1997) was followed by a 14-year period with dead recoveries only (1998 – 2011) and a 

recent (2012 – 2014) live capture (physical and genetic) and dead recovery session.  Jurisdictions 

across the Arctic have increasingly invested in non-physical capture based monitoring methods, 

largely to address social considerations, particularly in Nunavut, regarding wildlife handling (cf. 

Chapter 1) and to facilitate more rapid monitoring.  Prior to this study and research in the Baffin 

Bay subpopulation (Chapter 5), however, the focus of such alternative methods has been aerial 

surveys (e.g., Aars et al. 2009, Obbard et al. 2015, Stapleton et al. 2016). 

 

10.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The KB subpopulation covers ~150,000 km2 and spans portions of Nunavut, Canada, 

including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (boundaries evaluated in Taylor et 

al. 2001; Figure 10.1).  However, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation encompass a 

substantial amount of land and glaciers so that the essential sea-ice polar bear habitat only 

amounts to less than one half of the area enclosed by the borders of the management unit (cf. 

Figure 10.3 and 11.2).  The subpopulation ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound 

and adjacent fjords on eastern Ellesmere Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq area) and 

the southern part of Kennedy Channel.  It is bounded to the north by the Arctic Basin 

subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the Baffin Bay (BB) and Lancaster 

Sound (LS) subpopulations, and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW; PBSG 2010).  The KB 

subpopulation is regarded as a part of the Arctic archipelago ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); 

historically sea ice remained present in the northern range (i.e., Nares Strait-Kane Basin) 
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throughout the year, largely due to the movement of polar pack ice from Arctic Basin, and 

reaches a minimum in late summer.  However, this pattern has changed markedly in recent 

decades (Chapter 9, Figure 9.2).  KB is partially connected to neighboring subpopulations; 

particularly notable though limited interchange occurs with BB and LS (Chapter 4).  The North 

Water polynya, a large area of open water in northern Baffin Bay and southern Smith Sound, is a 

significant regional geographic feature that exhibits substantial intra- and inter-annual variability 

in spatial extent and is thought to form a partial barrier between KB and BB – LS.  The KB 

subpopulation is subjected to subsistence harvest by Inuit living in Jones Sound (Canada) and the 

Qaanaaq area (NW Greenland; PBSG 2010, Born et al. 2011). 

 

Field Sampling 

 Initial surveying was conducted in Kane Basin during springs (April – May), 1992 – 

1997 (described in Taylor et al. 2008).  Additional sampling was completed during fall 1994, but 

we excluded these data from the present analyses to reduce temporal heterogeneity (e.g., 

sampling cubs-of-the-year in spring versus fall yields substantial differences in estimates of 

survival).  All sighted bears, including dependent offspring, were chemically immobilized 

(Stirling et al. 1989) and uniquely marked with plastic ear tags and permanent lip tattoos (Taylor 

et al. 2008).  Ages of independent bears were determined by extracting vestigial premolars and 

counting annular rings (Calvert and Ramsay 1998), whereas cubs-of-the-year and yearling bears 

were considered of known age.  A sample of adult females was outfitted with satellite collars as 

part of a separate study quantifying movements and spatial ecology (Taylor et al. 2001, Chapter 

9). 

 Although Taylor et al. (2008) reported that they conducted a uniform search of the study 
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site each year, records delineating their survey effort were unavailable.  Subsequent examination 

of annual distributions of captures suggested incremental increases in the size of the study area, 

progressing northwards, with apparent expansions in the sampling frame between 1992 and 1993 

(northward along eastern Ellesmere Island into the Nares Strait region).  Between 1994 and 

1995, survey efforts were expanded eastward into Kane Basin proper off the Humboldt Glacier 

in Northwest Greenland (E. Born, pers. obs.) which inferred from Taylor et al. (2001) was also 

the case in 1996 and 1997; Figure 10.2).  No live-recapture sampling occurred during 1998 – 

2011, but we obtained recoveries of harvested bears during this interval.  Available information 

also suggests eastern Kane Basin was covered in the 1990s, though no captures were made there. 

 We surveyed KB during 25 April – 6 May, 2012; 27 April – 10 May, 2013; and 28 April 

– 19 May, 2014.  Sampling windows were comparable to the 1990s, although surveying in 1992 

and 1993 occurred earlier (mid-April) and for shorter windows of time.  We sampled sea-ice 

habitats by helicopter (Bell 206 LongRanger) across the entirety of western and northern Kane 

Basin, including landfast ice in fjords and nearshore areas as well as offshore pack ice, but 

excluded more open water habitats of the North Water polynya.  We also did not survey the sea 

ice in the fjords of the populated Qaanaaq area in NW Greenland (i.e., the eastern parts of the 

North Water polynya) because hunting pressure for marine mammals in these areas is generally 

high and consequently “resident” polar bears do not exist in the Qaanaaq area (E. Born, pers. 

obs.).  Sampling was primarily completed via directed searching in 2012, with searches focused 

in areas believed to provide the most suitable polar bear habitat (“adaptive sampling”).  In 2013, 

we completed directed searching and also flew ad hoc transects oriented approximately 

perpendicular to the coastline, particularly near Greenland, to ensure that effort was well-

distributed across the landscape. 
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 In 2012 and 2013, most bears were sampled via physical capture, including chemical 

immobilization and application of ear tags and lip tattoos as described above.  We collected 

tissue samples from physically captured bears (for genotyping) and recorded additional 

information including sex, family status, field-estimated age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, 2-

year old, subadult, or adult) and standard morphometric measurements.  We completed 

additional sampling in 2012 and 2013 via remote biopsy darting (Pagano et al. 2014) to collect 

genetic tissues for subsequent genotyping and analyses (e.g., Herreman and Peacock 2013).  

Cubs-of-the-year were too small in springtime to be biopsy darted and thus were not sampled 

when their mothers were biopsy darted (although COY were sampled during physical captures).  

For bears that were not physically immobilized, sex was confirmed upon genetic analyses (see 

below). 

 In connection with immobilization and handling, we deployed satellite transmitters on 36 

polar bears in 2012 and 2013 (see Chapter 9; 2012: 6 satellite radio collars on adult females; 10 

satellite ear-tags on adults and subadults of both sexes; 2013: 10 satellite radio collars on adult 

females; 10 satellite ear-tags on adults and subadults of both sexes).  This work enabled us to 

evaluate distribution and habitat use during the genetic mark-recapture sampling and the aerial 

survey (Chapter 11) and to conduct a post hoc assessment of sampling representativeness during 

sampling. 

 We modified our sampling strategy during 2014.  We stratified the study area into high- 

and low-density areas based on our observations of polar bears in 2012 and 2013 (i.e., presumed 

densities) and searched for bears from systematically spaced transects.  This design enabled us to 

more efficiently allocate effort and reduced the potential for spatial heterogeneity in detection.  

Systematic sampling also facilitated the simultaneous completion of an aerial survey (Chapter 
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11) to derive an abundance estimate, based on different methodology, for comparison with the 

capture-based estimate. 

 Strata conformed to general landscape features and ice types: the high-density stratum 

included landfast ice within fjords as well as nearshore pack ice (within ~30 km of the nearest 

land mass); the low-density stratum included farther offshore pack ice (Figure 10.3).  We 

delineated the landward extent of the study area using current GIS layers from Greenland and 

Nunavut.  We used Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS; 

http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/) images with 1 km resolution to delineate the extent of available 

habitat by approximating the edge of the North Water polynya.  Because the polynya’s 

boundaries can change rapidly, we delineated the extent of the polynya adjacent to the section 

surveyed on a particular day using MODIS imagery from that day (when possible) or as to close 

to that date as possible (when imagery was unclear on that date due to atmospheric conditions).  

We examined the delineated study area in relation to weekly regional sea-ice charts produced by 

the Canadian Ice Service (https://www.ec.gc.ca/glaces-ice/) for confirmation.  During sampling, 

we also collected GPS waypoints at the edge of the polynya to verify delineation. 

 Transects were systematically spaced at 6-km and 18-km intervals in the high- and low-

density strata, respectively, based on anticipated encounter rates and available resources.  We 

also sampled during ferry flights (e.g., between survey transects).  Survey protocols in 2014 

(detailed in Chapter 11) were designed to facilitate the simultaneous collection of data for mark-

recapture and the aerial survey.  All mark-recapture sampling in 2014 was conducted via remote 

biopsy darting. 

 

Harvest Recoveries 

http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/
https://www.ec.gc.ca/glaces-ice/
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 We used harvest records to compile dead recovery data for polar bears captured in KB 

and subsequently harvested there or in neighboring subpopulations during 1992 – 2013 

(Burnham 1993).  Harvest was monitored by the return of tags or lip tattoos during 1992 – 2010 

and by genotyping during 2011 – 2014.  Data including date and location of recovery and sex 

and estimated age were recorded for harvested bears and individuals killed in defense of life and 

property.  Reported harvest rate in KB was relatively high during the 1990s (range: 6 – 17 bears / 

year) but significantly decreased by the mid-2000s (2 – 8 bears / year; Chapter 8), likely due to 

factors including changes in sea-ice conditions limiting hunter access by use of dog sleds to 

northeastern KB (E. Born, pers. obs.) and the implementation of a Greenlandic quota system in 

2006.  Greenland’s reporting system also improved with the implementation of the quota 

(Chapter 8).  Previous studies assumed that harvests of all marked bears were reported when 

natural survival was calculated and, therefore, the reporting rate r was interpreted as the 

proportion of mortality due to harvest (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, 2008).  However, more recently, 

genetic data suggested under-reporting of marked bears in the harvest, with decreases in 

reporting correlated with increasing marker age (Chapter 8). 

 

Genetic Analyses 

DNA Extraction – Dried biopsy samples, new and archived tissue samples, and harvest 

specimens (frozen or in ethanol) were sent to Wildlife Genetics International (Nelson, B.C., 

Canada) for analysis using protocols previously validated for bears (Kendall et al. 2009).  DNA 

was extracted from ~ 3mm2 pieces of tissue with QIAGEN DNeasy Blood and Tissue Kits 

(http://www.qiagen.com/).  Most biopsy darting samples consisted of a plug of a skin and sub-

cutaneous tissue.  This provided ample material for DNA extraction and residual tissue for future 

http://www.qiagen.com/
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analyses.  In a small proportion of cases, the available sample consisted of a tuft of hair.  DNA 

was extracted from these hair samples using approximately 10 guard hair roots or 30 pieces of 

underfur.  In a few cases, where a biopsy sample contained no visible tissue, DNA was 

successfully extracted by soaking the barbed needle from the biopsy dart in the lysis mix 

(QIAGEN buffer ATL + proteinase K). 

Marker Selection – To select markers for the analysis of individual identity, we used 

allele frequency data from 1,771 polar bears for which complete 20-locus genotypes existed 

before the genetic mark-recapture began (Government of Nunavut unpublished data).  We 

ranked the 20 microsatellite markers in the dataset by expected heterozygosity.  The 8 most 

variable markers that could be analyzed together in a single sequencer lane were selected for use.  

These surpassed the required standard for marker variability (HE = 0.80; Paetkau 2003).  In 

addition to the 8 microsatellite markers, we analyzed sex on every sample, using a ZFX/ZFY 

marker.  This 9th marker roughly halved the match probability (assuming a balanced sex ratio), 

even for close relatives, as well as providing replication of sex data for individuals that were 

sampled more than once. 

Genotyping – The analysis of individual identity followed a 3-phase approach.  Phase 1 

was a first pass of all extracted samples using the 9 selected markers (G10B, CXX20, G10H, 

G10P, 145P07, MU50, MU59, G10X and ZFX/ZFY).  Samples that failed at > 6 of 9 markers on 

the first pass were set aside and did not proceed further in the analyses.  Previous experience has 

shown that such samples are prone to errors and run out of DNA before generating a complete 

(phase 2) and reproducible (phase 3) genotype (D.  Paetkau, pers. comm.). 

 The first pass was followed by a cleanup phase in which data points that were weak or 

difficult to read the first time were re-analyzed.  During cleanup we used 5 µL of DNA per 
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reaction instead of the 3 µL was used during first pass.  At the conclusion of the cleanup phase, 

the remaining samples (99.5%) had high-confidence scores for all 9 markers.  In cases where the 

genetic sex result contradicted the reported sex based on field assessment, genetic sex was 

checked using a second independent marker (amelogenin; 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7695123), thus confirming the results, and ruling out the 

possibility that a mutation at a particular marker was to blame.  In all cases, results from the 

second marker confirmed that the field data was the source of error. 

 The third and final phase of analysis was error-checking, following the published 

protocol of reanalyzing the mismatching markers in highly similar pairs of genotypes (Paetkau 

2003).  This error-check included genotypes from the 4,657 polar bears in the database, plus 

published data from 473 individuals (Paetkau et al. 1999).  The error-checking protocol functions 

on the principle that when ≥ 2 samples are genotyped from a given individual, and when 1 of 

those genotypes contains an error, the result is a pair of genotypes which match at all-but-1 

marker (a ‘1MMpair’).  Less commonly, 2MM-pairs are created when 2 errors have been made 

in the genotypes of the samples from a given individual. 

 An important distinction with this protocol is that it is designed to ensure accurate 

individual ID — and has been proven to do so with a high degree of efficiency (Kendall et al. 

2009) — but it is not intended or expected to correct errors when just one sample has been 

genotyped from a given individual.  In addition to re-analyzing mismatching markers, this 

protocol also involved the inclusion of additional markers for some samples.  Finally, we also 

searched the dataset for genotype matches that seemed unlikely based on our field data.  In each 

case, three extra markers were added to the genotypes to lower the probability of chance matches 

between individuals.  The extra loci confirmed all of these matches.  Once the genotyping and 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7695123
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error-checking was complete, we defined an individual for each unique 9-locus genotype. 

Marker Power – In addition to the genotyping errors that were targeted during error-

checking, DNA-based datasets are prone to a second source of error, when match probabilities 

are so high that some individuals have identical genotypes.  Calculated match probabilities 

provide no practical insight into the risk of sampling individuals with matching genotypes, 

because the calculations are so dependent on the assumptions made about the degree of 

relatedness among the sampled individuals.  We therefore used the direct, empirical approach of 

extrapolation from the observed mismatch curve (Figure 10.4).  We expect to see roughly order-

of-magnitude decreases in the number of pairs of individuals whose genotypes match at 

increasing numbers of markers (Paetkau 2003).  In our dataset the slope of this curve was 

reasonably true to that rule of thumb.  From this curve, it is estimated that we would have 

sampled ~ 0.3 0MM-pairs (individuals whose genotypes matched at 9 markers) in this multiyear 

dataset of 4,657 individuals; a very small risk of error in proportion to the size of the dataset.  In 

addition to reducing the risk of sampling individuals with the same genotype, another benefit to 

having such a powerful marker system was realized during error-checking, where the amount of 

time required to reanalyze the mismatching markers underlying 1MM- and 2MM-pairs was 

trivial in proportion to the scale of the project, because there were so few such pairs. 

 

Statistical Analyses 

 We analyzed joint live-capture and dead-recovery data from the KB subpopulation with 

the Burnham (1993) mark-recapture model, which combines the Cormack-Jolly-Seber (CJS) 

live-recapture model with the Brownie-Seber dead-recovery model to estimate survival (S), 

recapture (p), reporting (r), and fidelity (F) probabilities.  With the Burnham model, live 
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recaptures are assumed to occur (relatively) instantaneously within the study area, whereas dead 

recoveries can occur year-round between live capture periods and may take place within or 

outside the live encounter study area.  We assumed that harvests prior to April 15 occurred 

before the live encounter period in year t, (i.e., in year t - 1); post-April 15 harvests were 

considered to have occurred after the live encounter period (i.e., year t).  This treatment of the 

data resulted in no instances in which a bear was recovered before being captured alive.  We 

acknowledge that there was some temporal overlap of live recapture and dead recovery periods 

in KB, but for a long-lived species such as polar bears, the exact timing of harvest relative to the 

live capture sampling period is less important. 

 We analyzed data and constructed models in program MARK (White and Burnham 

1999).  We assembled capture histories from the live capture and dead recovery data and 

included harvest recoveries through 2013.  Although ages were estimated with high resolution 

during the initial 1990s study period, there was uncertainty in field assessment of age during the 

2012 – 2014 sampling frame, particularly with biopsy darting.  Hence, we identified relatively 

coarse age classes (cf. Taylor et al. 2008, Peacock et al. 2013), including cubs-of-the-year (coy), 

yearlings (yrl), 2-year olds (2yr), and individuals age 3 and above (age 3+).  Because KB is a 

small subpopulation, capture and recovery data were very sparse, and we identified a limited 

number of relatively simple candidate sub-model structures. 

 We hypothesized that survival would differ among age classes and included age structure 

in all candidate models; however, we constrained yearling survival equal to 2-year old survival 

due to sparse data.  Because coy are fully dependent on their mothers for their survival, we 

assumed that survival would not vary between male and female coy.  However, we expected that 

survival would differ between sexes for older age classes, largely due to the 2 : 1 male-to-female 
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sex ratio in the harvest, so we examined structures in which (1) S differed between sexes for age 

3+ bears only and (2) S differed between sexes for yrl / 2yr and age 3+ bears (additive effect of 

sex).  Given the sparseness of the data, we did not examine year-to-year variability in S, or 

relationships between S and time-varying environmental covariates. 

 We examined seven sub-model structures for p (i.e., estimation is conditional on first 

capture).  Estimates of p in the Burnham model reflect both the probability of an animal being 

located in the sampling area and thus available for recapture, and the probability of the animal 

being recaptured conditional on its presence in the sampling area (i.e., random temporary 

emigration is incorporated in p; Burnham 1993).  We hypothesized that female bears and 

dependent offspring (ages 0 and 1) may have a different p than independent male bears and 

evaluated models with this sex and age-class structure (family; sub-model structure 1).  In 

addition, we suspected that search effort and sampling protocols may have differed between the 

two sampling epochs (1992-1997 vs. 2012-2014), so we considered structures with a temporal 

epoch effect (epoch; 2).  Although the data were scant, we hypothesized that inter-annual 

variability in weather and sea-ice conditions may have resulted in p that varied significantly 

among years, so we also considered a fully time varying structure (time; 3).  We considered 

structures with additive effects between (4) family and epoch and (5) family and time, as well as 

a structure including (6) an interactive effect between family and epoch.  We also evaluated a 

null p sub-model (i.e., constant p; 7). 

 Because some adult females in our 1990s sample were outfitted with satellite collars (n = 

12) that may have assisted in locating them, we created a binary radio covariate indicating 

whether a bear was theoretically available for recapture with the assistance of radio telemetry.  

We applied the covariate for 2 years post-collaring during the 1990s sampling period, unless 
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there was evidence that the collar was physically removed from the bear.  We included the radio 

covariate in all structures and coded dependent offspring such that they had the same covariate 

structure as their mother.  Satellite collars were not used to locate bears during the 2012 – 2014 

period.  Some individuals were not successfully genotyped (n = 25) because either tissue samples 

were not located among the archives or the samples were inadequate to facilitate genotyping.  

These individuals had a reduced p during 2012 and 2013 (when physical capture and biopsy 

darting both occurred), but no probability of detection during 2014 (when bears only were 

sampled via biopsy darting).  To reflect this, we created a binary ‘genotyped’ covariate (0 = 

successfully genotyped; 1 = not genotyped) and included it in all model structures for 2012 and 

2013; for non-genotyped individuals, we fixed p = 0 in 2014.  We also fixed p = 0 during 1998 – 

2011, when there was no live recapture sampling. 

 The reporting (r) parameter represents the probability that a dead bear is identified and 

reported to authorities.  Here, r reflected the proportion of mortality that can be attributed to 

reported harvest (including bears killed to protect life or property).  We hypothesized that r 

would vary among age classes (yrl / 2yr and age 3+) and by sex for age 3+ individuals (sub-

model structure 1) due to harvest regulations, including sex-selective harvest (2 males : 1 

female).  Because recovery data were sparse (≤ 5 total recoveries per year; typically 0 – 2 

recoveries per year), we did not consider models with annual variation in r, but we created an 

alternative structure which included an additive effect for time period (pre-2006; 2006 - 2013) 

for age 3+ individuals to reflect the changes in harvest and improvements in the Greenlandic 

reporting system over the past decade (structure 2).  There were no records of cubs-of-the-year 

marked in KB harvested during the first year post marking, so we fixed rcoy to 0.  Because only 

harvest data through 2013 were included in analyses, we fixed r to 0 for all age classes in 2014. 
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 We hypothesized that polar bears may permanently emigrate from KB, based on the 

semi-discreteness of subpopulation boundaries (Taylor et al. 2001) and the spatial distribution of 

historical recapture and recovery data.  Thus, we chose to estimate the F parameter, rather than 

assume that there was no permanent emigration and fix F to 1, as done in previous studies (e.g., 

Taylor et al. 2005, 2008, 2009).  We considered structures in which (1) F was estimated as 

constant across all sex and age classes (constant) and (2) F was different for a combined class of 

coy, yrl / 2yr, and age 3+ females vs. age 3+ males (3+ males). 

 We constructed the most generalized model (excluding individual covariates) and used 

the median �̂� method, as implemented in Program MARK, to estimate over-dispersion.  Because 

results suggested the data were not significantly over-dispersed (i.e., �̂� was approximately 1), we 

proceeded with model selection via AICc.  Given the relatively small set of candidate sub-model 

structures, we constructed all possible combinations of candidate sub-models. 

 We evaluated models via AICc and model-averaged parameters for models with ΔAICc < 

4 (Burnham and Anderson 2002), based on an initial sensitivity analysis.  Our estimates of 

survival reflected harvest mortality, so we derived estimates of natural survival as 𝑆 + 𝑟 ∗

(1 − 𝑆) (following, e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, 2008, Peacock et al. 2013) and estimated variance 

via the delta method (following Taylor et al. 2008).  This equation relies on several key 

assumptions.  First, it assumes harvest of all marked bears is reported; under-reporting of the 

harvest, which has been documented (Government of Nunavut, unpublished data), would lead to 

negative bias in estimates of natural survival.  However, this derivation of natural survival also 

assumes that harvest mortality is completely additive, i.e., no bears that are harvested would 

otherwise die during a given interval.  In contrast to under-reporting of marked bears in the 

harvest, a violation of the assumption of additive mortality would result in positive bias in 
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estimates of natural survival. 

 For highly supported models, we used a generalized Horvitz-Thompson estimator, 𝑁� =  𝑛
𝑝�
 

, where n is the number captured in group i and �̂� is the recapture probability for group i, to 

generate estimates of abundance by attribute group (e.g., family group status) for the yrl / 2yr 

and age 3+ classes.  Because some coy were not marked during the 2012 – 2014 sampling period 

and estimates of n and p did not accurately reflect this age class, we incorporated coy by 

estimating the number of age 3+ females with coy litters via a Horvitz-Thompson estimator and 

multiplying by mean observed coy litter size.  To obtain an overall estimate of abundance for KB 

by year, we summed individual estimates across groups.  Following previous work (e.g., Taylor 

et al. 2005, 2008, Peacock et al. 2013), we estimated variances for total abundance estimates and 

incorporated variances and covariances (calculated in MARK) as well as variance of mean litter 

sizes via the delta method (Seber 1982, Powell 2007) using R (R Core Team 2015) package 

emdbook (Bolker 2016).  We model-averaged estimates of total abundance using model weights 

for recapture probabilities and variances obtained with the delta method.  We calculated mean 

overall estimates of abundance by sampling epoch and estimated variance using the delta 

method.  We excluded 1993 – 1994 and 2012 from these mean estimates given the initial 

expansions of the sampling frame between 1992 and 1995 and the long interval without live 

recaptures preceding 2012, respectively (i.e., estimation of subpopulation size in 2012 was based 

on estimated recapture rates of bears marked during the 1990s applied to newly encountered 

bears in 2012). 

 

10.3.  Results 

 We recorded a total of 277 initial captures, 89 recaptures, and 24 dead recoveries over the 
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course of the 23-year study period (Table 10.1).  Markedly more bears were captured in the 

eastern regions of KB (i.e., off Humboldt Glacier in Northwest Greenland) during 2012 – 2014 

than during the 1990s (Figures 10.2 and 10.5).  Capture data were particularly sparse during the 

1990s, although sampling in 1995 yielded significantly more captures than other years in the 

1990s (Table 10.1).  Similarly, very few bears were recovered via the harvest during the 2000s 

(Table 10.1).  Notably, no males initially marked in KB during the 1990s were recaptured during 

2012 – 2014, and only one male marked in the 1990s was reported in the harvest after 2002.  

Although no COY were sampled in 2014 (all sampling was conducted via biopsy darting), we 

observed a total of 23 COY with their mothers that year.  In addition, 3 COY with their mothers 

were not biopsy darted in both 2012 and 2013.  Mean observed COY litter size during 2012 – 

2014 was 1.60 (SD: 0.5). 

 The most highly supported models included an additive effect of sex for the yrl / 2yr and 

3+ age classes for 𝑆 and a temporal effect (break at 2006) for 𝑟 (Table 10.2).  Although there was 

not clear support for specific structures for modeling 𝑝, complex (e.g., fully time-varying) 

structures for 𝑝 were not supported in model selection, which was not surprising given the 

sparseness of the data.  For model-averaging, we included 12 of 56 total models (cumulative 

model weight = 0.76). 

 Estimates of total survival of males were markedly lower than females for both the yrl / 

2yr and 3+ age classes, although we note that the additive effect in S was shared across age 

classes and not estimated separately for yrl/2yr vs. 3+ bears (Table 10.3).  This pattern was also 

evident in estimates of unharvested survival (yrl / 2yr females: 0.74, SE: 0.15; yrl / 2yr males: 

0.54, SE: 0.17; age 3+ females, 2006 – 2013: 0.96, SE: 0.04 and 3+ males, 2006 – 2013: 0.88, 

0.05).  As hypothesized, recent (2006 - 2013) estimates of 𝑟 were less than 1992-2005 values, 
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although 𝑟 did not significantly differ among age and sex classes (Table 10.3).  Estimates of 𝐹 

suggest relatively strong fidelity to the springtime study area for females and dependent bears (𝐹: 

0.98, SE: 0.04) as well as age 3+ males (𝐹: 0.96, SE: 0.07). 

 Annual estimates of abundance largely reflected the variability in sample sizes among 

years (e.g., 1995; Table 10.4, cf. Table 10.1).  The estimated mean total abundance of the KB 

subpopulation during the 1995 – 1997 period was 224 (SE: 40; 95% CI: 145 – 303).  The 

estimated mean total abundance for 2013 – 2014 was 357 (92; 221 – 493). 

 

10.4.  Discussion 

 We used a combination of physical and genetic mark-recapture techniques, including live 

recaptures and dead recoveries, to estimate demographic parameters of the Kane Basin polar bear 

subpopulation over a 23-year study period.  Our estimate of abundance from the 1990s (224, 

95% CI 145 – 303; averaged over 1995 – 1997) was consistent with previous analyses (164, 

averaged over 1994 - 1997; Taylor et al. 2008).  Although the 2010s point estimate is ~36% 

greater than the 1990s estimate of Taylor et al. (2008), from the 1990s; this difference is largely 

attributable to our decision to derive a mean estimate of abundance from only 1995 – 1997.  The 

sampling frame expanded during the 1990s, progressing northward and eastward in incremental 

steps such that, in the initial years, only a portion of KB was surveyed (Figure 10.2).  Hence, we 

calculated mean abundance estimates by epoch only during periods when sampling was 

consistent and the sampling frames were generally comparable (1990s: 1995 – 1997).   By 

contrast, Taylor et al.’s (2008) estimate was calculated as the mean estimated from 1994 – 1997; 

including 1994 in our estimate would reduce our point estimate from 224 to 198. 

 The 2013 – 2014 estimate of abundance suggests 357 (221 – 493) bears currently use KB 
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in springtime (i.e., the Kane Basin super-population; Kendall et al. 1997), and the current point 

estimate is higher than the historical estimate. Based on a randomization procedure that assumed 

normal sampling distributions for abundance estimates, the mean difference between the estimate 

of KB abundance for 2013-2014 and the estimate for 1995-1997 was approximately 133 bears 

(standard deviation of the difference ≈ 80 bears), with 95% of the sampling distribution 

suggesting that population change between the two time periods could have been positive.  This 

result suggests a stable to increasing subpopulation and is consistent with data on movements 

(Chapter 9), reproductive output (Chapter 12), and body condition (Chapter 13), suggesting that 

Kane Basin is currently a healthy subpopulation.  However, we encourage caution in 

interpretation.  We attempted to mitigate the impacts of apparent changes in sampling frames, 

particularly during the 1990s, by excluding 1993 and 1994 from our mean estimate of abundance 

during the 1990s.  However, we were unable to address potential changes in survey effort 

between the 1995 – 1997 and 2012 – 2014 epochs. 

 Sampling occurred in the eastern regions of the KB subpopulation (i.e., near the 

Humboldt Glacier) during 1995 – 1997 and 2012 – 2014.  When the eastern parts of Kane Basin 

(i.e., the areas east of the mid-sector line in the Nares Strait-Kane Basin area off the Humboldt 

Glacier) were surveyed in 1994 and 1995, only few signs of polar bear activity (i.e., tracks) were 

observed there and consequently only a few bears were tagged (0 in 1994 and 4 in 1995; E. Born, 

pers. obs., Taylor et al. 2001).  Similarly, no bears were found and tagged there in 1996 and only 

3 in 1997 (Taylor et al. 2001).  The apparent very low densities of polar bears in eastern KB was 

assumed to reflect a long-term avoidance response because eastern KB has been hunted 

relatively intensively by hunters from the Qaanaaq region and in particular after it no longer 

became permitted for Greenland hunters to hunt polar bears in Canadian territory in the late 
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1960s.  The presence of ringed seals in eastern KB was noted during the surveys in the 1990s 

and it was concluded that these areas were favourable habitat for polar bears (E. Born, pers. obs., 

Taylor et al. 2001). 

 However, it cannot be precluded that, this difference between the 1990s and the 2000s in 

the spatial distribution of bears, to a certain extent reflect some differences in sampling 

protocols, including increased survey intensity near the Humboldt Glacier and more uniform 

distribution of effort during 2012 – 2014.  However, during both periods relative allocation of 

survey effort to a certain extent was decided based on assumptions of what was suitable polar 

bear habitat (i.e., areas with anticipated polar bear occurrence and/or areas with observed signs 

of polar bear habitat).  In the 2000s large areas in central and southern KB with relatively open 

pack ice were not surveyed although satellite telemetry (Chapter 2) and aerial surveys (Heide-

Jørgensen et al. 2013) indicate the presence of polar bears in this habitat albeit likely few.  

Whereas in the 1990s when the spring sea ice in KB was more consolidated (E. Born, pers. obs; 

Chapter 9) areas with little or no signs of polar bear activity in the eastern parts were surveyed 

less intensively. 

 It should be mentioned that sea-ice dynamics in Kane Basin also have changed since the 

1990s (Chapter 9), limiting access of hunters from Greenland to the eastern parts of the region 

(Born et al. 2011) possibly resulting in an increased occurrence of polar bears in this area. 

Hence, we hypothesize that these differences in sea-ice dynamics and associated change in 

hunting pressure have led to the apparent shift in the distribution of bears toward the eastern 

parts of the Nares Strait-Kane Basin region. 

 We note that the Horvitz-Thompson estimator used to generate estimates of abundance in 

Kane Basin yielded biologically implausible rates of growth from 1994 to 1995 (119 – 318), 



Chapter 10 SWG Final Report 

500 | P a g e  

1995 to 1996 (318 – 189), and 2012 to 2013 (221 – 328; Table 10.4).  Although the apparent 

changes in sampling frame (and thus the definition of the effective study population) from 1994 

to 1995 may contribute to this finding in part, this result is primarily an artifact of the estimator 

itself.  Horvitz-Thompson (H-T) estimators are calculated as 𝑁� =  𝑛
𝑝
 for each group (e.g., age 

class and sex), and the total abundance estimate is derived by summing estimates across all 

groups.  As such, H-T estimators are sensitive to sample size, particularly if recapture 

probabilities are estimated as temporal constants.  Because data for this analysis were very sparse 

and models specifying inter-annual variation in estimates of recapture probability were not 

supported, our Horvitz-Thompson estimates of abundance are influenced by variation in annual 

sample size of captured bears (n).  We attempted to address this issue by integrating annual 

random effects for estimating recapture probability with complementary Markov Chain Monte 

Carlo (MCMC) analyses, but this approach did not resolve the issue.  Given this limitation, we 

do not recommend interpreting inter-annual variation in estimates of abundance, and suggest that 

the larger estimate of abundance in 2013-2014 may be partially attributed to larger sample sizes 

in those years, compared to 1995-1997. 

 Our estimates of survival for dependent bears and age 3+ females are consistent with 

previous work in Kane Basin (Taylor et al. 2008), and estimates of unharvested survival rates of 

independent females appear capable of supporting positive subpopulation growth (Regehr et al. 

2015).  Our estimates of age 3+ male survival (present analysis: age 3+ males, 0.87, SE 0.06) are 

lower than previous work in KB (Taylor et al. 2008: age 5+ males, 0.96, SE: 0.05) but consistent 

with estimates of adult male survival derived in some other studies (e.g., Stirling et al. 2011, 

Peacock et al. 2012).  We further note that data on males were particularly scant in this study 

(Table 10.1): no male bears initially marked in the 1990s were subsequently recaptured in the 
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2000s, and very few individuals were reported in the harvest over the past 15 years.  We are 

uncertain if the disparity in estimates of male survival between our study and Taylor et al. (2008) 

reflects differences in modeling approaches, such as the broader age class designations in the 

present study and consideration of different model structures (unlike Taylor et al. [2008], we did 

not consider a structure in which S was estimated as constant between the sexes for age 3+ 

individuals); our inclusion of longer-term data; a disproportionate impact of the changing 

environment on males; reduced fidelity of males to the study area that was not effectively 

captured by our model-based estimates of the fidelity (F) parameter given the paucity of 

recovery data; under-reporting of male bears in the harvest; or some combination thereof. 

 Although we calculated estimates of natural survival following previous studies (e.g., 

Taylor et al. 2005), we note that the formula used to derive these estimates [𝑆 + 𝑟 ∗ (1 − 𝑆)] 

makes simplifying assumptions that can introduce bias into estimates of unharvested S under 

some conditions, although the impacts of using this vs. an alternative equation is likely minimal 

for KB data due to high estimates of S and low estimates of r.  The documented under-reporting 

of marked bears in the harvest leads to an underestimation of natural survival, but this may be 

offset, to some extent, by a likely violation of the assumption that harvest mortality is completely 

additive.  For example, Taylor et al. (2008) estimated natural survival for both adult females and 

males to be 0.997, meaning that virtually all mortality of adult (age 5+) bears in Kane Basin 

during 1992 - 1998 resulted from harvest, and <1 in 300 adult bears would die annually in the 

absence of harvest.  Although Taylor et al. (2008) did not report their estimates of r, back 

calculating from survival rates in their Table 3 yields unrealistically high estimates of r = 0.91 

for adult females and r = 0.93 for adult males, so their estimates of natural and harvest mortality 

should be treated cautiously. 
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 Changing sea-ice conditions, a reduction in accessibility of Kane Basin to hunters from 

Canada and (in the Humboldt Glacier region) Greenland, and the implementation of a quota in 

Greenland have contributed to a net reduction in harvest since the 1990s (Chapter 8).  This 

decline is reflected in estimates of the reporting parameter, as r is estimated lower for the period 

from 2006 – 2014 than 1992 – 2005 (Table 10.3).  We note, however, that under-reporting of 

harvest, which anecdotally appears to increase with greater marker age (Chapter 8), also may 

contribute to lower estimates of r during 2006 – 2013, especially given the 14-year interval 

without live recaptures. 

 Despite the sparseness of the data and the unusual study design (6-year and 3-year live 

capture sessions connected by a 14-year period with dead recoveries only), we were able to 

generate estimates of F that seem biologically realistic (age 3+ males: 0.96; females and 

dependent bears: 0.98): polar bears show strong seasonal fidelity to the region in which they 

were captured, but a small proportion of individuals permanently emigrate to other 

subpopulations.  These estimates appear consistent with findings from satellite telemetry data 

and capture records (Taylor et al. 2001, Chapters 2 and 9). 

 Our study indicates that there has been no decline in the size of the KB subpopulation.  

These findings are in accordance with TEK (Born et al. 2011). 

 Using estimates of subpopulation size in KB and vital parameters from the 1990s, York 

et al. (2016) modeled a decline in KB with an estimated subpopulation size of zero in 2013.  

According to York et al. (2016:9,18) the projected decline is consistent with TEK.  It is 

mentioned that KB has been subject to chronic long-term overharvest and would not persist if it 

did not receive immigrants from adjacent subpopulations (Ibid.).  As basis for the TEK 

information York et al. (2016) cite COSEWIC (2008) and M. Taylor (pers. comm. 1986-2008) in 
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the text, and COSEWIC (2008), CWS (2009) and PBTC (2014) in their table 2b but not a 

comprehensive TEK study in which NW Greenland polar bear hunters were interviewed (Born et 

al. 2011). 

 During this interview survey in Greenland experienced polar bear hunters who had been 

hunting in Kane Basin were of the opinion that polar bears in this region had expanded their 

range.  Previously the hunters had to travel north to Washington Land (ca. 80° N) to find bears, 

whereas nowadays they only have to go as far as Inglefield Land (ca. 78° 30 ̓ N) to hunt polar 

bears in the eastern Nares Strait-Kane Basin region.  Their reason for this was because “the bears 

have come closer” (Born et al. 2011:75,79).  It was mentioned that previously polar bears were 

scarce in the eastern Kane Basin area (i.e., in front of the Humboldt Glacier) but now had 

expanded their range from Ellesmere Island eastward to the Nares Strait-Kane Basin region 

(ibid:80).  Some of the interviewees were of the opinion that this change represented an increase 

in the number of polar bears.  It was also mentioned that the hunting pressure in Kane Basin had 

decreased because poor sea-ice conditions (i.e., lack of dense sea ice) had made travels with dog 

sleds north more difficult (Born et al. 2011).  Hence, information from experienced polar bear 

hunters in NW Greenland indicates that the KB-polar bear subpopulation has expanded its 

distribution area and increased in size which is in accordance with our study. 

 This study and concurrent research in the neighboring Baffin Bay subpopulation (Chapter 

5) represent the first attempts to implement genetic mark-recapture for polar bears at a 

subpopulation-wide scale.  The ability to successfully genotype bears from archived tissue and 

samples obtained via remote biopsy darting, combined with the ability to analyze data in well-

established mark-recapture models, suggest that this approach is a promising tool for future polar 

bear inventories.  However, there are some limitations of the technique including a generalized 
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age structure as bears are identified from the air.  We opted for a conservative approach when 

designating age classes because there was inherent uncertainty in estimating age class remotely 

rather than aging via physical examination or with annular rings from an extracted tooth.  

However, our ability to accurately classify bears by age-class remotely (Chapter 5) suggests that 

future studies may be able to increase the resolution of age classification for obtaining estimates 

of survival (and other parameters), thus enhancing the utility of the technique. 
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Table 10.1.  Summary table of live captures and dead recoveries during the mark-recapture study of the Kane Basin polar bear 

subpopulation in Nunavut, Canada, and Greenland, 1992 – 2014. Shaded cells indicate that data are not possible due to an absence of 

marking or recapture. 

 
Initial captures Live recaptures Dead recoveries 

 
Females Males Females Males Females Males 

 
Coy Yrl / 2yr 3+ Coy Yrl / 2yr 3+ Yrl / 2yr 3+ Yrl / 2yr 3+ Coy Yrl / 2yr 3+ Coy Yrl / 2yr 3+ 

1992 4 0 7 2 0 3         0 0 1 0 0 0 
1993 1 3 6 3 1 8 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1994 2 0 9 3 0 4 1 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1995 12 3 21 5 2 13 0 7 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 1 
1996 5 2 8 2 2 4 1 7 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 
1997 0 4 4 3 1 3 1 8 0 8 0 1 1 0 0 2 
1998                       0 3   0 2 
1999                         2     2 
2000                         0     0 
2001                         1     0 
2002                         0     1 
2003                         2     0 
2004                         1     0 
2005                         0     0 
2006                         0     0 
2007                         0     0 
2008                         0     0 
2009                         0     0 
2010                         0     1 
2011                         0     0 
2012 2 3 19 1 4 11   2   0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
2013 6 4 20 2 2 19 0 9 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2014 0 2 21 0 1 10 2 12 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Totals 32 21 115 21 13 75 5 50 3 31 0 1 13 0 0 10 
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Table 10.2.  Model selection  results (< ΔAICc 4) from analysis of mark-recapture-recovery data from the Kane Basin polar bear 

subpopulation, 1992 – 2014. Coy = cubs of the year. Yrl = yearlings and 2-year olds. 3+ = bears aged 3 and older. For 𝑝, family = 

females / dependent bears and independent males (2 age / sex classes); and epoch = sampling period (1992 – 1997; 2012 – 2014). For 

𝑟, time = 1992 – 2005 and 2006 – 2013. 

Model Structures 
    

𝑆 𝑝 𝑟 𝐹 Parameters ΔAICc 
AICc 

Weights Deviance 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) Family yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 13 0 0.23 723.71 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) Family yrl, 3+(sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 14 1.22 0.13 722.76 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) family + epoch yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 14 1.23 0.13 722.77 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) Constant yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 12 1.88 0.09 727.74 

coy, yrl, 3+(sex) Family yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 13 2.19 0.08 725.90 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) family + epoch yrl, 3+(sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 15 2.57 0.06 721.94 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) family * epoch yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 15 2.62 0.06 721.99 

coy, yrl, 3+(sex) Family yrl, 3+(sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 14 2.83 0.06 724.38 

coy, yrl, 3+(sex) Constant yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 12 3.06 0.05 728.92 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) Epoch yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 13 3.37 0.04 727.08 

coy, yrl, 3+(sex) family + epoch yrl, 3+(sex + time) Constant 14 3.45 0.04 724.99 

coy, yrl, 3+(add sex with yrl) Constant yrl, 3+(sex + time) coy yrl 3+ F, 3+ M 13 3.90 0.03 727.61 
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Table 10.3.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 AICc) parameter estimates for the Kane Basin polar bear 

subpopulation obtained from mark-recapture study, 1992 – 2014. 

Parameter Class Estimate (SE) 

Total Survival (S)   

 Cubs of the year 0.45 (0.15) 

 Yearlings / 2-year old females 0.73 (0.13) 

 Yearlings / 2-year old males 0.52 (0.17) 

 3+ females 0.95 (0.04) 

 3+ males 0.87 (0.06) 

Reporting (r)   

 Yearlings / 2-year olds 0.04 (0.04) 

 3+ females, 1992 – 2005 0.42 (0.26) 

 3+ females, 2006 - 2013  0.09 (0.08) 

 3+ males, 1992 – 2005 0.32 (0.12) 

 3+ males, 2006 – 2013 0.06 (0.05) 

Fidelity (F)   

 Cubs of the year, yearlings, 2-year 

olds, and 3+ females 

0.98 (0.04) 

 3+ males 0.96 (0.07) 
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Table 10.4.  Model averaged (<Δ 4 AICc) estimates of abundance (𝑁� ± SE; [95% Confidence 

Interval]) of the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation from mark-recapture study, 1992 – 2014. 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 2012 2013 2014 

120 ± 19 
(83-156) 

119 ± 21 
(77-160) 

318 ± 53 
(214-429) 

189 ± 36 
(119-259) 

164 ± 28 
(110-218) 

221 ± 41 
(141-301) 

328 ± 60 
(211-445) 

385 ± 78 
(233-537) 
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Figure 10.1.  The Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation is located between Nunavut, Canada and 

Greenland and is regarded as belonging to the Arctic Archipelago region.  
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Figure 10.2.  Locations of polar bears captured in the Kane Basin subpopulation during 

springtime, 1993 – 1995 and 1997.  Kane Basin is highlighted in blue in the inset. 
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Figure 10.3.  Sampling strata for genetic mark-recapture and aerial survey of the Kane Basin 

polar bear subpopulation, April – May, 2014.  
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Figure 10.4.  9-locus mismatch distribution for 4,657 polar bears from Nunavut and the 

Greenland side of the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin polar bear subpopulations. 
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Figure 10.5.  Locations of polar bears sighted in Kane Basin during research in April and May, 

2012 – 2014.  Kane Basin is highlighted in blue in the inset.  The North Water polynya varied 

among years, but in general, included the south-central portion of the subpopulation in all years.  

We did not sample sea ice in southeastern Kane Basin due to logistical constraints presented by 

the polynya and anticipated low densities. 
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CHAPTER 11 

AERIAL SURVEY OF POLAR BEARS IN KANE BASIN 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• The estimate of abundance based on the springtime 2014 aerial survey in KB was 206 
bears (95% lognormal CI: 83 - 510).  However, due to insufficient coverage of offshore 
polar bear habitat this estimate is likely negatively biased.  

• Based on a randomization procedure that assumed normal sampling distributions for 
abundance estimates, the mean difference between the estimate of total abundance 2013-
2014 from the MR study (357 bears, 95% CI = 221 – 493) and the aerial survey estimate 
was approximately 151 bears (standard deviation of the difference ≈ 127 bears), with 88% 
of the sampling distribution suggesting that the difference was positive (i.e., that the MR 
estimate was at least one bear larger than the aerial survey estimate). 

• Differences between MR and aerial survey point estimates in KB require caution when 
comparing results from different techniques conducted during springtime. Aerial surveys 
yield a snapshot estimate of abundance, whereas MR generates a super-population 
estimate reflecting all bears with a non-zero probability of detection during the study 
period. We suggest that the MR estimate is appropriate for use in management.  

• As shown also in other areas of the Arctic aerial surveys provide a useful tool for 
inventorying polar bear subpopulations and the method has been used on even larger 
subpopulations than KB in remote areas (e.g. the Barents Sea). 

• The springtime aerial survey was successfully implemented due to the small geographic 
area and a period of good weather, but precision could be improved by increasing survey 
effort to better estimate the detection function and by ensuring that the entire range of the 
subpopulation is covered. 

• Aerial surveys of polar bears that also range in areas with offshore loose drift ice and 
open water, like Kane Basin, should be conducted from fixed-winged aircraft with a 
longer endurance than the single-engine helicopter used in the present study.  This allows 
for offshore polar bear habitat to be monitored and will result in a more accurate estimate 
of abundance. 

 

11.1.  Introduction 

 Physical mark-recapture has formed the basis for demographic studies of polar bears 

throughout the North American Arctic (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, 2008, Peacock et al. 2013).  
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Capture-based research has generated information on abundance, vital rates, and harvest 

management, and facilitated a variety of other studies, including assessments of body condition 

(e.g., Rode et al. 2012), movements, habitat use and spatial ecology (e.g., Durner et al. 2009, 

Cherry et al. 2013), and diet (e.g., Thiemann et al. 2008).  Over the past decade, however, 

jurisdictions have invested substantial resources in the development and implementation of less 

invasive monitoring techniques, in part to better address social concerns regarding wildlife 

handling and immobilization.  Genetic mark-recapture, one such alternative method, has been 

used to estimate the number of polar bears using whale carcasses in Alaska (Herreman and 

Peacock 2013) and, more recently, to estimate the abundance and associated vital rates for the 

Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations (see Chapters 5 and 10, respectively).  Aerial surveys 

also have been widely implemented, including studies conducted over land in seasonally ice-free 

subpopulations (Stapleton et al. 2014, 2016, Obbard et al. 2015) and over land and sea ice in the 

Barents Sea (Aars et al. 2009).  Aerial surveys yield less detailed information on sex, age, body 

condition, and vital rates than both physical and genetic mark-recapture methods, but they can 

enable more frequent monitoring, an important consideration in the face of a rapidly changing 

Arctic. 

 Our objective was to evaluate the feasibility of estimating abundance with an aerial 

survey flown over springtime sea ice in the Kane Basin (KB) subpopulation.  We designed and 

implemented the aerial survey to be conducted alongside a concurrent mark-recapture study in 

the KB subpopulation during 2014.  This protocol ensured consistency in the sampling frames 

and study periods.  It also allowed us to derive independent estimates of abundance from the two 

techniques, enabling us to directly compare and assess the results of the 2 methods.  This 

important step is necessary to properly integrate population estimates derived from different 
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survey techniques.  Although research elsewhere in has facilitated broad comparisons between 

mark-recapture and aerial survey methods (Western Hudson Bay – Stapleton et al. 2014, Lunn et 

al. 2016; Southern Hudson Bay – Obbard 2008, Obbard et al. 2015), the work in Kane Basin 

represents the first study in which an aerial survey was designed and implemented with a 

sampling frame identical to a simultaneous mark-recapture study.  Aerial surveys yield snapshot 

estimates of abundance (i.e., the number of bears occupying the survey area during the study 

period; Buckland et al. 2001), whereas mark-recapture generates a super-population estimate 

reflecting all bears with a non-zero probability of detection during the study period (including 

individuals that are currently outside the survey area due to temporary emigration; Kendall et al. 

1997).  Because there is a lack of geographic closure among polar bear subpopulations such that 

they are only partially discrete (Taylor et al. 2001, Chapter 9), we hypothesized that our aerial 

survey-based estimate would be smaller than our mark-recapture-based estimate. 

 

11.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The KB subpopulation covers ~150,000 km2 and spans portions of Nunavut, Canada, 

including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (boundaries evaluated in Taylor et 

al. 2001; Figure 10.1).  However, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation encompasses a 

substantial amount of land and glaciers so that the essential sea-ice polar bear habitat only 

amounts to less than one half of the area enclosed by the borders of the management unit (cf. 

11.2).  The subpopulation ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound and adjacent fjords 

on eastern Ellesmere Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq areas).  It is bounded to the 

north by the Arctic Basin subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the Baffin 
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Bay (BB) and Lancaster Sound (LS) subpopulations, and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW; 

PBSG 2010).  The KB subpopulation is regarded as belonging to the Arctic archipelago 

ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); sea ice remains present in the northern range (i.e., Nares Strait-

Kane Basin) throughout the year, largely due to the movement of polar pack ice from Arctic 

Basin, and reaches a minimum in late summer.  However, sea-ice conditions have changed 

markedly in the Kane Basin region in recent decades (Born et al. 2011; Figure 9.2).  KB is 

partially connected to neighboring subpopulations; particularly notable interchange occurs with 

BB and LS.  The North Water polynya, a large area of open water in northern Baffin Bay and 

southern Smith Sound, is a significant regional geographic feature that exhibits substantial intra- 

and inter-annual variability in spatial extent and is thought to form a barrier between KB and BB 

– LS. 

 

Field Sampling 

 Using a helicopter (Bell 206 LongRanger), we implemented a line-transect aerial survey 

over springtime sea ice in the KB subpopulation during 28 April – 12 May 2014.  To efficiently 

allocate effort and ensure that the study area was sampled as comprehensively as possible, we 

stratified the subpopulation into high- and low-density areas based on observations of polar bears 

during 2012 and 2013 mark-recapture surveys (i.e., presumed densities; see Chapter 10).  Strata 

conformed to general landscape features and ice types: the high-density stratum included landfast 

ice along the coastline and within fjords as well as nearshore pack ice within ~30 km of the 

nearest land mass (~18,870 km2), whereas the low-density stratum included pack ice located 

farther offshore (~9,110 km2; Figure 11.1).  Since the survey was conducted after adult females 

had left dens, we assumed that no bears were located on land during the study period.  We used 
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GIS layers from Greenland and Nunavut to delineate the landward extent (i.e., coastline) of the 

study area.  We delineated the extent of available habitat by approximating the edge of the North 

Water polynya with Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS; 

http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/) images (1 km resolution).  The polynya’s boundaries can change 

rapidly, so we delineated the extent of the polynya adjacent to the section surveyed on a 

particular day using MODIS imagery from that day, or from the closest date possible when 

same-day imagery was unclear due to atmospheric conditions.  We also examined the delineated 

study area in relation to weekly regional sea-ice charts produced by the Canadian Ice Service 

(https://www.ec.gc.ca/glaces-ice/).  During sampling, we collected GPS waypoints at the edge of 

the polynya to verify delineation.  We did not sample in the polynya due to safety considerations.  

Polar bears occur in the polynya area (Heide-Jørgensen et al. 2013) but ice conditions in spring 

2014 suggested that it was not suitable springtime habitat for polar bears due to its thin, forming 

(i.e., new and grey) ice and expansive open water (cf. Sahanatien and Derocher 2012).  We also 

did not survey the sea ice in the fjords (~3,245 km2; Figure 11.1) of the populated Qaanaaq area 

in NW Greenland (i.e., in the eastern parts of the North Water polynya) because hunting pressure 

for marine mammals in these areas is generally high and consequently “resident” polar bears do 

not exist in the Qaanaaq area (Born et al. 2011, E. Born, pers. obs.). 

 Aerial transects were systematically spaced at 6-km and 18-km width intervals in the 

high- and low-density strata, respectively, based on anticipated encounter rates and available 

resources.  We arranged transects in an east – west direction in open areas, but oriented them 

perpendicular to fjords (i.e., across the widths of fjords) to improve variance estimation (i.e., 

more numerous short transects) and reduce bias (i.e., sighting distances did not reflect potential 

density gradients, with highest densities along the sides of fjords; Figure 11.2). 

http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/
https://www.ec.gc.ca/glaces-ice/
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 During line-transect sampling, we surveyed at an altitude of ~120 m and groundspeed of 

~150 km / hr.  We sampled from most planned transects and included some ferry flights (during 

which we sampled) that were random with respect to the distribution of bears and presumed 

density gradients (i.e., highest densities near the polynya edge and along the sides of fjords) in 

analyses.  Although many groups were observed during flights between consecutive transects, 

these typically occurred near the sides of fjords.  As such, observations may have reflected a 

density gradient as well as the probability of detection and were thus inappropriate to include in 

distance sampling analyses (Stapleton et al. 2014). 

 We collected aerial survey data with mark-recapture distance sampling protocols (Laake 

and Borchers 2004, see also Stapleton et al. 2014, 2016).  Two front (including the pilot) and two 

rear observers comprised the first and second capture periods, respectively, and teams of 

observers worked independently until both groups were afforded a full opportunity to observe a 

bear.  After announcing a sighting, we flew off-transect to record the bear’s initial location with a 

GPS, and we later estimated distance from transects in a GIS (Marques et al. 2006).  During off-

transect flights, we flew to within ~5 – 10 m of bears to obtain a tissue sample via biopsy darting 

for genetic analysis (see Chapter 10) and to estimate sex and age class of the bear.  For each 

sighting, we recorded 3 covariates that potentially impacted detection probability: 1) habitat 

structure within a 30-m radius (smooth / low structure or moderate to high structure; i.e., smooth 

versus rough ice); 2) visibility (good or poor, due to fog, glare or precipitation); and 3) light 

conditions (i.e., cloud cover; clear: 0 – 25%; partly cloudy: 25 – 50%; mostly cloudy: 50 – 75%; 

or overcast: 75 – 100%). 

 

Statistical Analyses 
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 We analyzed line-transect data using distance sampling, which fits a function to 

observational data to describe how detection changes with increasing distance from the sampling 

transect (Buckland et al. 2001).  We initially intended to use double observer (i.e., mark-

recapture) distance sampling for analyses, but small sample sizes precluded this approach.  We 

defined clusters as discrete groups of bears with non-independent detection probabilities (i.e., an 

adult female with 1 or more offspring or a breeding pair).  We first examined a left-truncated 

data set (i.e., 75 m was subtracted from all observations; observations within 75 m were censored 

to account for blind spots directly beneath the helicopter; e.g., Borchers et al. 2006, Stapleton et 

al. 2014) to evaluate distance sampling’s fundamental assumption of complete detection on the 

transect line (Buckland et al. 2001).  Because these results indicated that the probability of 

detection by at least one observer was >96% at the adjusted transect line, we considered this 

assumption to be approximately met and proceeded with analyses including all observations (i.e., 

data were not left-truncated). 

 We completed analyses in the mark-recapture distance sampling (MRDS) engine of 

Program DISTANCE 6.2 (Thomas et al. 2010) and modeled the survey data as a single-observer 

study.  We examined half-normal and hazard rate key functions and used multiple covariate 

distance sampling (Marques and Buckland 2003) to include a maximum of 1 covariate per model 

due to sample size constraints.  We condensed light conditions into a binary covariate (0 – 25% 

cloud cover; >25% cloud cover) due to underrepresentation of some values.  We considered each 

transect the sampling unit for variance estimation and used the Innes et al. (2002) method to 

estimate variance associated with global density and overall abundance. 

 

11.3.  Results 
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 We surveyed 4,160 km of transects, including 3,850 km along 234 transects in the high-

density stratum and 610 km along 14 transects in the low-density stratum.  We observed 29 

groups of polar bears (Figure 11.2), including 49 total bears (30 independent bears); cub-of-the-

year and yearling litter sizes in this sample averaged 1.55 (SD: 0.5, n = 11) and 1.0 (SD: 0.0, n = 

2), respectively.  We right-truncated sightings data at 1,400 m to improve model fit and 

parsimony (Buckland et al. 2001), censoring one observation of an independent bear at >3,500 

m, leaving 28 groups for estimating the detection function and abundance; 27 of these sightings 

occurred in the high-density stratum. 

 Sighting distance was not correlated with polar bear group size (r = -0.10, P = 0.61), so 

we used mean group size for abundance estimation.  Histograms summarizing sightings 

distances indicated strong-support for a distance-based detection function (Figure 11.3), and all 

highly supported distance sampling models indicated adequate goodness-of-fit (chi-squared, 

Cramér-von Mises and Komolgorov-Smirnov tests: P >0.05).  The most highly supported model 

(half-normal key function) suggested that light conditions (cloud cover) affected detection 

probability (Figure 11.4).  However, the small number of observations (see Buckland et al. 2001: 

at least 60 – 80 sightings are recommended for estimating the detection function) resulted in 

uncertainty in density and abundance estimation, and a model with a hazard rate key function 

had nearly equivalent support and estimated much higher densities (Figure 11.3, Table 11.1).  

Thus, we elected to model-average (Burnham and Anderson 2002) the 2 most highly supported 

models and obtained a subpopulation-wide estimate of 206 bears (SE: 101; 95% lognormal CI: 

83 – 510; CV: 49%) in 2014. 

 

11.4.  Discussion 
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 The estimate of abundance based on the springtime 2014 aerial survey in KB was 206 

bears (95% lognormal CI: 83 - 510).  However, due to insufficient coverage of offshore polar 

bear habitat (vast areas of offshore habitat in the North Water Polynya was not surveyed) this 

estimate is likely negatively biased. The estimate of abundance obtained from the aerial survey 

was negatively biased by about 30% or more (see below).   

 Based on a randomization procedure that assumed normal sampling distributions for 

abundance estimates, the mean difference between the estimate of total abundance 2013-2014 

from the MR study (357 bears, 95% CI = 221 – 493) and the aerial survey estimate was 

approximately 151 bears (standard deviation of the difference ≈ 127 bears), with 88% of the 

sampling distribution suggesting that the difference was positive (i.e., that the MR estimate was 

at least one bear larger than the aerial survey estimate).  

  Differences between MR and aerial survey point estimates in KB require caution 

when comparing results from different techniques conducted during springtime. Aerial surveys 

yield a snapshot estimate of abundance (i.e., the number of bears occupying the survey area 

during the study period), whereas MR generates a super-population estimate reflecting all bears 

with a non-zero probability of detection during the study period (including individuals that are 

currently outside the survey area due to temporary emigration) (Kendall et al. 1997). We suggest 

that the MR estimate is appropriate for use in management. 

 This finding reinforces that boundaries between subpopulations are not discrete, a result 

consistent with satellite telemetry (Taylor et al. 2001, Chapter 9) and capture and harvest records 

(e.g., Peacock et al. 2012, Chapter 10).  Interchange among subpopulations is particularly 

prevalent during the springtime (Chapter 9), meaning that a large number of bears were likely 

exposed to sampling during the 3-year mark-recapture study period in the KB subpopulation.  
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These seasonal movement patterns contribute to the finding that the mark-recapture point 

estimate was ~85% greater than the aerial survey point estimate.  We note that data used for the 

mark-recapture analysis were sparse and precluded implementing the Barker model (1997, 1999) 

to explicitly model temporary emigration.  However, such an approach would enable a more 

direct comparison between methods by defining the mark-recapture estimate as pertaining to 

only those bears that were present in the study area and available for capture, rather than the 

entire super-population. 

 Although the aerial survey was not ideally designed (it relied up the use of a single-

engine helicopter with limited range so that offshore habitat could not be surveyed), the KB 

subpopulation study provides the first opportunity to directly compare simultaneous mark-

recapture and aerial survey studies.  In Western Hudson Bay, estimates of abundance derived 

from mark-recapture and an aerial survey were similar (although the aerial survey snapshot 

estimate was somewhat greater than the mark-recapture super-population estimate), but 

differences in sampling frames limited inference (Stapleton et al. 2014, Lunn et al. 2016).  

Similarly, abundance estimates from an aerial survey and mark-recapture in Southern Hudson 

Bay were consistent, but several years elapsed between the inventories, and the mark-recapture 

estimate was adjusted upwards to reflect potential heterogeneity in capture probabilities and to 

account for un-sampled areas (Obbard 2008, Obbard et al. 2007, 2015).  As jurisdictions 

incorporate alternative (non-capture based) methods for estimating abundance and monitoring 

populations, understanding the ability to compare results from different techniques will be 

critical to correctly interpreting status and trend (Stapleton et al. 2014).  The differences in 

survey methods resulting in estimates of different “populations” (i.e., the MR estimate of the 

“super”-population versus the aerial survey´s real-time snapshot of abundance) suggest caution 
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when comparing results and assessing trends from different techniques implemented during the 

springtime, when polar bear movements among subpopulations are greatest. 

 We acknowledge that our estimate of abundance derived from the aerial survey is likely 

biased low.  First, we did not sample the southeastern portion of the KB subpopulation and the 

large area of the North Water polynya because of logistical and safety considerations in a 

helicopter and the presumed relatively low densities of bears in these regions (Heide-Jørgensen 

et al. 2013).  Satellite telemetry data indicated no collared bears (n = 20 adult females) were 

present in the un-surveyed areas during the aerial survey sampling period (see also Chapter 9).  

However, the un-sampled regions covered extensive areas (sea ice near Qaanaaq: 3,245 km2, and 

the North Water polynya: 27,214 km2), such that even very low densities may significantly 

contribute to an overall estimate of abundance.  This unsurveyed area in the North Water 

Polynya amounts to ca. 34% - 40% of the extension of the polynya (70,000-80,000 km2; Born et 

al. 2004 and references therein).  Extrapolating our model-averaged estimate of density from the 

low-density stratum (3.39 bears / 1,000 km2) to the sea ice near Qaanaaq in southeastern KB 

yielded ~11 bears.  For the North Water polynya, extrapolating a very low estimate of density 

(1.13 bears / 1,000 km2, or roughly a third of the estimated density used for the sea ice near 

Qaanaaq) added 31 bears. 

 During May 2009 and 2010, Heide-Jørgensen et al. (2013) conducted an aerial survey 

over the North Water Polynya (NOW) between 76° N and 79° N (i.e., north to the southernmost 

part of the Nares Strait-Kane Basin region).  Hence, they in effect covered a major part of the 

NOW with loose drift ice and open water which were not covered by us for safety reasons and 

because it was judged by us to be suboptimal or unsuitable polar bear habitat.  Despite that their 

survey was a multi-species survey mainly targeting beluga (Delpinapterus leucas), narwhal 
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(Monodon monoceros), walrus (Odobenus rosmarus), and seals, they detected polar bears both in 

water and on ice.  Heide-Jørgensen et al. (2013) derived an estimate of 60 polar bears (CV 0.96, 

range: 12-293 bears).  Although their point estimate had a large uncertainty due to low sample 

size, it indicates that a substantial number of polar bears may occur “offshore” on loose drift ice 

in NOW (i.e., in habitat not covered during our 2014 survey).  Given the inherent uncertainty in 

estimates of density for the unsampled regions, we hypothesize that negative bias arising from 

incomplete sampling of the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation may have been roughly 10 – 

30%. 

 Second, a fundamental assumption of distance sampling is perfect detection of target 

objects on the transect line (i.e., at distance 0; Buckland et al. 2001).  Preliminary analyses with a 

left-truncated data set suggested that the probability of bears near the aircraft being sighted by at 

least one observer was >96%, so we considered this assumption to be approximately valid.  Our 

data were too sparse to permit mark-recapture distance sampling analyses (Laake and Borchers 

2004) to correct for less than perfect detection at distance 0, but our initial double-observer 

analyses suggest that any resultant negative bias was modest (<5%). 

 Population-wide aerial surveys of polar bears have been completed in the autumn over 

land in Foxe Basin, Western Hudson Bay, and Southern Hudson Bay (Stapleton et al. 2014, 

2016, Obbard et al. 2015) and over both land and sea ice in the Barents Sea (Aars et al. 2009).  

Similarly, recent pilot aerial survey studies over springtime sea ice have been completed in the 

Baffin Bay and Southern Beaufort Sea subpopulations (Stapleton 2013).  However, the aerial 

survey in the KB subpopulation represents the first attempt to complete a subpopulation-wide 

survey on springtime sea ice.  Although most aerial surveys of polar bears have been conducted 

during the fall ice-free period, this study illustrates that, in small areas and under favorable 
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weather conditions, aerial surveys can provide a useful inventory technique on springtime sea ice 

as well.  Aerial surveys may be a particularly valuable tool for monitoring small, remote 

subpopulations that are not subject to significant harvest pressure and where acquiring detailed 

demographic information through mark-recapture may be too costly to justify. 

 We note, however, that larger geographic areas and periods of inclement weather may 

require more time to complete a comprehensive aerial survey, thereby necessitating more 

complex study designs to accommodate potential changes in bear densities and the study area 

itself, especially if sea-ice dynamics are changing during the survey window.  Aerial surveys of 

larger areas like Baffin Bay will require the use of more than one fixed-winged aircraft with long 

endurance to ensure that the entire area (including remote offshore habitat) is covered within a 

relatively narrow time frame (e.g., SWG 2011, Nielson et al. 2013).  Nevertheless, based on the 

pilot aerial survey along SE Baffin Island in spring 2010, a group of survey experts concluded 

that it would be feasible to assess polar bear populations with a larger range (i.e., Baffin Bay) 

using aerial surveys (Chapter 1). 

 We recognize that large offshore areas with loose drift ice in the Kane Basin 

subpopulation´s range could not be surveyed by us for safety reasons and because our helicopter 

had a relatively low range and endurance.  Hence, future aerial surveys should consider using 

fixed-winged aircraft perhaps in combination with a helicopter (SWG 2011). 

 Our aerial survey estimate of abundance was based on a very small number of encounters 

(n = 28), resulting in some uncertainty in estimation of the detection function.  Increasing the 

number of observations via greater sampling effort will likely improve precision; a minimum of 

60 – 80 observations are recommended with distance sampling (Buckland et al. 2001), but even a 

marginal increase in sightings would improve estimation of the detection function.  In addition, if 
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other sites adopt on-ice surveys using similar study designs and survey platforms, joint analysis 

in which observations are pooled might yield more reliable estimates of the detection function, 

thereby improving precision of abundance estimates. 

 

11.5.  Literature Cited 

Aars, J., T. A. Marques, S. T. Buckland, M. Andersen, S. Belikov, A. Boltunov, and Ø. Wiig. 

2009. Estimating the Barents Sea polar bear subpopulation size. Marine Mammal Science 

25:35–52. 

Amstrup, S. C., B. G. Marcot, and D. C. Douglas. 2008. A Bayesian network modeling approach 

to forecasting the 21st century worldwide status of polar bears. Pages 213–268 in E. T. 

DeWeaver, C. M. Bitz and L. B. Tremblay, editors. Arctic sea ice decline: Observations, 

projections, mechanisms and implications. Geophysical Monograph Series 180, 

American Geophysical Union, Washington, DC, USA. 

Barker, R. J. 1997. Joint modeling of live-recapture, tag-resight, and tag-recovery data. 

Biometrics 53:666–677. 

Barker, R. J. 1999. Joint analysis of mark-recapture, resighting and ring-recovery data with age-

dependence and marking effect. Bird Study 46:S82–S91. 

Born, E. W., J. Teilmann, M. Acquarone, and F. Riget. 2004. Habitat use of ringed seal (Phoca 

hispida) in the North Water area (North Baffin Bay). Arctic 57:129–142. 

Born, E. W., A. Heilmann, L. K. Holm, and K. L. Laidre. 2011. Polar bears in Northwest 

Greenland: an interview survey about the catch and the climate. Monographs on 

Greenland, Man and Society Volume 41. Museum Tusculanum Press, University of 

Copenhagen, Copenhagen, Denmark. 

Borchers, D. L., J. L. Laake, C. Southwell, and C. G. M. Paxton. 2006. Accommodating 

unmodeled heterogeneity in double-observer distance sampling surveys. Biometrics 

62:372–378. 

Buckland, S. T., D. R. Anderson, K. P. Burnham, J. L. Laake, D. L. Borchers, and L. Thomas. 

2001. Introduction to Distance sampling: Estimating abundance of biological 

populations. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK. 



Chapter 11 SWG Final Report 

532 | P a g e  

Burnham, K. P., and D. R. Anderson. 2002. Model selection and multimodel inference: a 

practical information–theoretic approach. Springer, New York, New York, USA. 

Cherry, S. G., A. E. Derocher, G. W. Thiemann, and N. J. Lunn. 2013. Migration phenology and 

seasonal fidelity of an Arctic marine predator in relation to sea ice dynamics. Journal of 

Animal Ecology 82:912–921. 

Durner, G. M., D. C. Douglas, R. M. Nielson, S. C. Amstrup, T. L. McDonald, I. Stirling, M. 

Mauritzen, E. W. Born, Ø. Wiig, E. DeWeaver, M. C. Serreze, S. E. Belikov, M. M. 

Holland, J. Maslanik, J. Aars, D. A. Bailey, and A. E. Derocher. 2009. Predicting 21st-

century polar bear habitat distribution from global climate models. Ecological 

Monographs 79:25–58. 

Heidi-Jørgensen, M. P., L. M. Burt, R. G. Hansen, N. H. Nielsen, M. Rasmussen, S. Fossette, 

and H. Stern. 2013. The significance of the North Water Polynya to Arctic top predators. 

Ambio 42:596–610. 

Herreman, J., and E. Peacock. 2013. Polar bear use of a persistent food subsidy: insights from 

non-invasive genetic sampling in Alaska. Ursus 24:148–163. 

Innes, S., M. P. Heide-Jørgensen, J. L. Laake, K. L. Laidre, H. J. Cleator, P. Richard, and R. E. 

A. Stewart. 2002. Surveys of belugas and narwhals in the Canadian High Arctic in 1996. 

NAMMCO Scientific Publication 4:169–190. 

Kendall, W. L., J. D. Nichols, and J. E. Hines. 1997. Estimating temporary emigration using 

capture-recapture data with Pollock’s robust design. Ecology 78:563–578. 

Laake, J. L., and D. Borchers. 2004. Methods for incomplete detection at distance zero. Pages 

108–189 in S. Buckland, D. Anderson, K. Burnham, J. Laake, D. Borchers, and L. 

Thomas, editors. Advanced Distance Sampling. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK. 

Lunn, N. J., S. Servanty, E. V. Regehr, S. J. Converse, E. Richardson, and I. Stirling. 2016. 

Demography of an apex predator at the edge of its range – impacts of changing sea ice on 

polar bears in Hudson Bay. Ecological Applications 26:1302–1320. 

Marques, F. F. C., and S. Buckland. 2003. Incorporating covariates into standard line transect 

analyses. Biometrics 59:924–935. 

Marques, T. A., M. Andersen, S. Christensen-Dalsgaard, S. Belikov, A. Boltunov, Ø. Wiig, S. T. 

Buckland, and J. Aars. 2006. The use of global positioning systems to record distances in 

a helicopter line-transect survey. Wildlife Society Bulletin 34:759–763. 



Chapter 11 SWG Final Report 

533 | P a g e  

Nielson, R. M., T. J. Evans, and M. B. Stahl. 2013. Investigating the potential use of aerial line 

transect surveys for estimating polar bear abundance in sea ice habitats: a case study for 

the Chukchi Sea. Marine Mammal Science 29:389–406. 

Obbard, M. E. 2008. Southern Hudson Bay polar bear project 2003 – 2005: final report. 

Unpublished report, Wildlife Research and Development Section, Ontario Ministry of 

Natural Resources, Peterborough, Ontario, Canada. 

Obbard, M. E., T. L. McDonald, E. J. Howe, E. V. Regehr, and E. S. Richardson. 2007. Polar 

bear population status in Southern Hudson Bay, Canada. Administrative report, U.S. 

Geological Survey, Reston, Virginia, USA. 

Obbard, M., S. Stapleton, K. Middel, I. Thibault, V. Brodeur, and C. Jutras. 2015. Estimating the 

abundance of the Southern Hudson Bay polar bear subpopulation with aerial surveys. 

Polar Biology 38:1713–1725. 

PBSG [IUCN/SSC Polar Bear Specialist Group]. 2010. 2009 status report on the world’s polar 

bear subpopulations. Pages 31–80 in M. E. Obbard, G. W. Thiemann, E. Peacock, and T. 

D. DeBruyn, editors. Polar Bears: Proceedings of the 15th Working Meeting of the 

IUCN/SCC Polar Bear Specialist Group. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, UK. 

Peacock, E., J. Laake, K.L. Laidre, E.W. Born, and S.N. Atkinson. 2012. The utility of harvest 

recoveries of marked individuals to assess polar bear (Ursus maritimus) survival. Arctic 

65:391–400. 

Rode, K. D., E. Peacock, M. Taylor, I. Stirling, E. W. Born, K. L. Laidre, and Ø Wiig. 2012. A 

tale of two polar bear populations: ice habitat, harvest and body condition. Population 

Ecology 54:3–18. 

Sahanatien, V., and A. E. Derocher. 2012. Monitoring sea ice habitat fragmentation for polar 

bear conservation. Animal Conservation 15:397–406. 

Stapleton, S. 2013. Alternative methods for monitoring polar bears in the North American 

Arctic. PhD Dissertation, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minnesota, USA. 

Stapleton, S., S. A. Atkinson, D. Hedman, and D. Garshelis. 2014. Revisiting Western Hudson 

Bay: Using aerial surveys to update polar bear abundance in a sentinel population. 

Biological Conservation 170:38–47. 

Stapleton, S., E. Peacock, and D. Garshelis. 2016. Aerial surveys suggest long-term stability in 

the seasonally ice-free Foxe Basin (Nunavut) polar bear population. Marine Mammal 



Chapter 11 SWG Final Report 

534 | P a g e  

Science 32:181–201. 

SWG [Scientific Working Group to the Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on Polar Bear]. 

2011. Survey options for assessment of the Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) polar 

bear populations. Unpublished report submitted by the Scientific Working Group to the 

Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on Polar Bear to the Canada-Greenland Joint 

Commission on Polar Bear, 32 pp. 

Taylor, M. K., S. Akeeagok, D. Andriashek, W. Barbour, E. W. Born, W. Calvert, H. D. Cluff, S. 

Ferguson, J. Laake, A. Rosing-Asvid, I. Stirling, and F. Messier. 2001. Delineating 

Canadian and Greenland polar bear (Ursus maritimus) populations by cluster analysis of 

movements. Canadian Journal of Zoology 79:690–709. 

Taylor, M. K., J. Laake, P. D. McLoughlin, E. W. Born, H. D. Cluff, S. H. Ferguson, A. Rosing-

Asvid, R. Schweinsburg, and F. Messier. 2005. Demography and viability of a hunted 

population of polar bears. Arctic 58:203–214. 

Taylor, M. K., J. Laake, P. D. McLoughlin, H. D. Cluff, E. W. Born, A. Rosing-Asvid, and F. 

Messier. 2008. Population parameters and harvest risks for polar bears (Ursus maritimus) 

of Kane Basin, Canada and Greenland. Polar Biology 31:491–499. 

Thomas, L., S. T. Buckland, E. A. Rexstad, J. L. Laake, S. Strindberg, S. L. Hedley, J. R. B. 

Bishop, T. Marquest, and K. P. Burnham. 2010. Distance software: design and analysis of 

distance sampling surveys for estimating population size. Journal of Applied Ecology 

47:5–14. 

  



Chapter 11 SWG Final Report 

535 | P a g e  

Table 11.1.  Results from distance sampling analyses of an aerial survey of the Kane Basin polar 

bear subpopulation, April – May, 2014.  The most highly supported models (ΔAICc < 2) are 

shown.  In the column Model, the key function is followed by the covariate (Light = light 

conditions). 𝑝 = detection probability.  High- and low- density refer to stratum-specific 

estimates. 

   
Density (Bears / 1,000 km2) 

 

Model ΔAICc 𝒑 High-
density Low-density Global Abundance 

(SE) 

Half-Normal / 
Light 0.00 0.60 

(0.09) 7.5 (2.0) 3.1 (3.1) 6.1 (1.7) 170 (49) 

Hazard / None 0.13 0.43 
(0.20) 11.1 (6.0) 3.7 (4.0) 8.7 (4.5) 243 (125) 

Half-Normal / 
None 0.37 0.62 

(0.09) 7.6 (1.9) 2.5 (2.5) 5.9 (1.6) 166 (44) 
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Figure 11.1.  Sampling strata for genetic mark-recapture and aerial survey of the Kane Basin 

polar bear subpopulation, April – May, 2014.  
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Figure 11.2.  Transects surveyed and polar bear groups sighted during transect surveys of the 

Kane Basin subpopulation during April – May, 2014.  Transects and sightings are overlaid on 

MODIS image (1 km resolution; available: http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/) collected on 5 May 

2014.  Sea ice in southeastern Kane Basin (i.e., to left of figure legend) was not sampled due to 

safety and logistical constraints presented by the North Water polynya and because we 

anticipated very low densities.  

http://modis.gsfc.nasa.gov/
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Figure 11.3.  Histograms summarizing sighting distances and estimated detection functions from 

an aerial survey of the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, April – May, 2014.  Top: Half-

normal key function including a binary light conditions covariate.  Bottom: Hazard rate key 

function with no adjustment terms or covariates.  
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Figure 11.4.  Distance sampling detection function (half-normal key function with binary light 

conditions covariate) estimated from data collected during an aerial survey of the Kane Basin 

polar bear subpopulation, April – May, 2014. 
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CHAPTER 12 

REPRODUCTIVE METRICS FOR MARK-RECAPTURE SAMPLED 

POLAR BEARS IN KANE BASIN 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Data for the study were collected during two periods of MR sampling in KB.  Sampling 
occurred on the sea ice in April and May.  During the 1990s, bears were sampled by 
physical capture and examination using methods previously described. During the 2000s, 
sampling occurred via physical capture or biopsy darting and subsequent genetic analysis 
to determine genetic sex and identify individuals. 

• Reproductive metrics for KB, including mean litters sizes for cubs-of-the-year (COY) and 
yearlings, and an index of recruitment (calculated as the number of yearlings per adult 
female in the MR sample), were comparable between the 1990s and 2010s sampling 
periods.  Mean litter sizes in KB (for COY: 1.67 in the 1990s and 1.60 in the 2010s) were 
similar to those observed in other polar bear subpopulations in the archipelago ecoregion 
(range 1.65 - 1.71). We found no evidence of lower reproductive performance in KB, but 
sparse data limited our conclusions. 

• During the years with the largest sample sizes (1995, 2013, and 2014), the total sample 
exceeded 50 bears.  In these years, there was notable variation in the proportions of COY 
(15% - 30%).  In contrast, proportions of yearlings and the recruitment index were 
relatively invariant among years. 

 

12.1.  Introduction 

 For populations of large, long-lived mammals, changes in reproductive performance can 

be one of the early indicators of density-dependent regulation and / or changes in environmental 

carrying capacity (Fowler 1981, 1987).  In populations approaching carrying capacity, declines 

in reproductive performance are likely to occur before declines in adult survival.  From both 

wildlife management and species conservation perspectives, monitoring indices or metrics of 

reproduction therefore may provide a useful tool for the early detection of potential population 

trends that may warrant more in-depth study.  This is especially true for populations in which 
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cost or logistical constraints limits the capacity to undertake on-going, intensive demographic 

studies.  In these cases, monitoring reproductive metrics may provide a form of surveillance that 

can be used to trigger periods of more intensive study. 

 Reproductive metrics have been identified as an important component for monitoring 

polar bears across their circumpolar range (Vongraven et al. 2012).  These metrics may be used 

to track long-term trends in the status of subpopulations, parameterize population viability 

models and support harvest risk assessments (Regehr et al. 2015).  Of particular concern, 

changes in reproduction are predicted to be amongst the first subpopulation-level effects of 

climate change evident in this species (Derocher et al. 2004, Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Molnár 

et al. 2011, Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Indeed, declines in reproduction have been documented 

in several polar bear subpopulations in association with long-term changes in sea-ice conditions 

that appear to be climate induced (Regehr et al. 2007, Rode et al. 2010, Rode et al. 2014). 

 Changes in reproductive metrics can signal significant changes in subpopulation status of 

polar bears.  However, observations of poor reproductive performance alone do not necessarily 

imply a decline in subpopulation status.  Studies of several polar bear subpopulations have 

documented declines in reproduction in association with increases in abundance that may be the 

result of density dependence (Derocher 2005, Peacock et al. 2013).  In other cases, variation in 

reproductive performance within or amongst subpopulations has been attributed to geographic or 

annual variation in biological productivity and prey availability (i.e., fluctuating carrying 

capacity; Stirling and Øritsland 1995, Stirling and Lunn 1997, Stirling 2002, Rode et al. 2014).  

Information on reproduction therefore must be considered alongside other measures of 

subpopulation performance in-order to properly assess status. 
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 The Kane Basin (KB) polar bear subpopulation is part of the archipelago ecoregion as 

defined by Amstrup et al. (2008), where sea ice does not melt entirely in the summer and some 

bears remain on the ice year-round.  However, the sea ice situation in Kane Basin has changed 

markedly in recent decades (Chapter 9).  Although currently designated as declining based on 

population viability modelling (PBSG 2010), a comparison of results from two mark recapture 

studies suggests the abundance of this small, low density subpopulation has not changed 

significantly over the two decades (Taylor et al. 2008a, Chapter 10).  KB has experienced long 

term changes in sea-ice composition, and a trend towards earlier spring break-up and later fall 

freeze-up (Laidre et al. 2015, Chapters 4 and 9).  However, model projections predict that KB 

will be one of the last polar bear subpopulations to experience the negative consequences of 

climate change including reproductive failure (Amstrup et al. 2008, Hamilton et al. 2014).  Here, 

we summarize reproductive metrics for KB using data collected during two periods of mark-

recapture sampling from 1992 to 1997 (Taylor et al. 2008a) and 2012 to 2014 (Chapter 10).  Our 

results provide additional context for interpreting the results of mark-recapture analyses and 

assessment of this subpopulation’s present status. 

 

12.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The KB polar bear subpopulation covers roughly 150,000 km2 and spans portions of 

Nunavut, Canada, including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (Taylor et al. 

2008a).  However, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation encompasses a substantial amount of 

land and glaciers so that the essential sea-ice polar bear habitat only amounts to less than one 

half of the area enclosed by the borders of the management unit; cf. Figure 11.2).  The 
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subpopulation ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound and adjacent fjords on eastern 

Ellesmere Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq areas).  It is bounded to the north by the 

Arctic Basin subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the BB and LS 

subpopulations, and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW).  Kane Basin forms part of the Arctic 

archipelago ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); sea ice remains present in the northern range (i.e., 

Nares Strait-Kane Basin) throughout the year, largely due to the movement of polar pack ice 

from Arctic Basin, and reaches a minimum in late summer.  However, the amount of sea ice 

during summer in Nares Strait-Kane Basin has dropped markedly in recent decades (e.g., Figure 

9.2). 

 

Field Sampling 

 Data for the study were collected during two periods of mark-recapture sampling in KB.  

Sampling occurred on the sea ice in April and May.  During the 1990s, bears were sampled by 

physical capture and examination using methods previously described (Taylor et al. 2008a).  

Data on the sex, age-class and reproductive status of each individual were recorded.  Age of 

individuals was determined based on previous capture history, known (in the case of cubs and 

yearlings) or estimated from counts of annular rings in an extracted vestigial premolar tooth 

(Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  Individuals were identified by means of uniquely numbered ear 

tags and lip tattoos.  Group size, family status, location and date were also recorded. 

 During the 2000s, sampling occurred via physical capture or biopsy darting and 

subsequent genetic analysis to determine genetic sex and identify individuals.  Sampling 

occurred during 25 April-6 May in 2012 and during 27 April and 10 May in 2013.  With biopsy 

darting, we remotely estimated sex and age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 



Chapter 12 SWG Final Report 

544 | P a g e  

4], and adult) from the air at a range of 3-7 m above ground.  Sex was later confirmed via genetic 

analysis.  In estimating age-class and sex, the observer used multiple cues, including the size of 

an individual relative to its surrounding environment or accompanying bears, membership in a 

family group (mothers and cubs or yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males; e.g., 

fore-leg guard hairs), body shape and proportions, the presence of scars (which are most often 

seen on adult males) and observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under tail in 

females).  Fields notes also assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic sex 

was known.  Age-class was later verified in some bears from previous or future captures in 

which an individual was captured and physically examined or where an individual was matched 

via DNA to membership in a known family at some past or future point.  We assessed the 

accuracy of this system for estimating the age-class and sex of polar bears using a sample of 

known age-class individuals (Appendix B). 

 

Reproductive Metrics 

 We calculated annual reproductive metrics that have been previously recommended 

(Vongraven et al. 2012) or used in studies of polar bears (e.g., Derocher and Stirling 1995, Rode 

et al. 2010, Peacock et al. 2013, Stapleton et al. 2014, Regehr et al. 2015).  For cubs-of-the-year 

(COY) and yearlings, mean litter sizes were calculated from observed litter sizes.  Because we 

did not have estimated ages for adult females sampled in 2012-2014 and because samples sizes 

were small in most years, we calculated a pooled mean for each year rather than age-specific 

values.  Numbers of COY and yearling were expressed as a proportion of the total bears sampled 

each year.  An index of recruitment was calculated as the total number yearlings divided by the 

total number of adult females in the sample (Derocher and Stirling 1995, Regehr et al. 2015).  
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Some individuals were sampled more than once in a given year.  These recaptures were excluded 

from analyses.  Captures of the same individual over multiple years were included. 

 We examined annual variation in reproductive metrics and compared metrics between the 

two epochs (1992-1997 and 2012-2014).  Statistical analyses were performed using the SPSS 

package (Version 24.0, IBM Corp. 2016). 

 

12.3.  Results 

 During 1992-1997 and 2012-2014, we sampled 53 family groups consisting of an adult 

female and 1-2 dependent COY (87 COY in total).  We also sampled 24 family groups 

consisting of an adult female and 1-3 dependent yearlings (32 yearlings in total).  The mean 

number of family groups sampled annually was 5.9 (range: 2-15) and 2.7 (range: 0-5) for COY 

and yearling families respectively.  Annual reproductive metrics are presented in Table 12.1. 

 Annual variation in observed litters sizes was not significant amongst COY (Kruskal-

Wallis, H = 4.86, P = 0.772) or yearlings (Kruskal-Wallis, H = 9.49, P = 0.219).  COY 

comprised between 9 and 38% of the bears sampled annually.  Yearlings comprised between 0 

and 16% of annual observations.  Recruitment ranged from zero to 0.43.  Sample sizes were too 

small to permit further analyses of annual reproductive metrics.  Pooling data within epochs 

there were no differences in mean litter sizes between the 1990s and 2000s (Mann-Whitney U 

test, U = 369, P = 0.700 for COY; U = 79.5, P = 0.671 for yearlings).  Proportions of COY and 

yearlings were also similar between epochs (Table 12.2). 

 During sampling in 2012-2014, 9 (12%) of 78 adult females encountered were of known 

age (marked during the 1990s) and ranged in age from 18 to 35 years.  Five were between 18 and 

20 years old, three of which were observed with litters.  None of the 4 (5%) bears > 20 years old 
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were observed with offspring.  In comparison, during sampling in the 1990s, 77 adult females 

were sampled.  Of these, 10 (13%) were 18 years old or greater (based on tooth aging) ranging in 

age from 18 to 21 years, and seven were accompanied by offspring.  Two (2.6%) were greater 

than 20 years of age. 

 

12.4.  Discussion 

 Sample sizes were too small in most years to permit investigation of annual variation in 

reproductive metrics in KB.  Observed variation likely was primarily the product of sample size 

rather than biological effect.  During the years with the largest sample sizes (1995, 2013, and 

2014), the total sample exceeded 50 bears, representing a sizeable portion of this small 

subpopulation.  In these years, there was notable variation in the proportions of COY (15% - 

30%; Table 12.1).  In contrast, proportions of yearlings and the recruitment index were relatively 

invariant among years.  We are unaware of any source of sampling bias that would account for 

this apparent variation in COY production and suggest that it may reflect pulsing or synchrony in 

reproduction.  Anecdotally, dates of spring and fall sea-ice transition in the years prior to these 3 

years were unremarkable in terms of variation; offering no explanation in terms of environmental 

conditions. 

 Our surveys were conducted in late April-early May.  Den emergence date even at high 

latitutes (i.e., > 76° N) late March (Ferguson et al. 2000; Chapter 9, Figure 9.14).  Hence, we are 

confident that our observations of adult females with COYs were representative. 

 During recent sampling, 2012-2014, we recaptured a small number of older, known age 

adult females that were originally marked in the 1990s.  Amongst this sample, none of the 

individuals >20 years of age were accompanied by offspring.  Although the sample size is small, 
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this is consistent with the reproductive senescence reported in some other subpopulations 

Ramsay and Stirling 1988, Derocher and Stirling 1994). 

 Reproductive metrics for KB in both time periods were comparable, and mean litter sizes 

in KB were within the range of observed variation for other polar bear subpopulations in the 

archipelago ecoregion (Table 12.2).  In summary, we found no evidence of lower reproductive 

performance in KB, but sparse data limited our conclusions. 

 

12.5.  Literature Cited 

Amstrup, S. C., B. G. Marcot, and D. C. Douglas. 2008. A Bayesian network modeling approach 

to forecasting the 21st century worldwide status of polar bears. Pages 213–268 in E. T. 

DeWeaver, C. M. Bitz and L. B. Tremblay, editors. Arctic sea ice decline: Observations, 

projections, mechanisms and implications. Geophysical Monograph Series 180. 

American Geophysical Union, Washington, DC, USA. 

Calvert, W., and M. A. Ramsay. 1998. Evaluation of age determination of polar bears by counts 

of cementum growth layer groups. Ursus 10:449–453. 

Derocher, A. E. 2005. Population ecology of polar bears at Svalbard, Norway. Population 

Ecology 47:267–275. 

Derocher, A. E., N. J. Lunn, and I. Stirling. 2004. Polar bears in a warming climate. Integrative 

and Comparative Biology 44:163–176. 

Derocher, A. E., and I. Stirling. 1994. Age-specific reproductive performance of female polar 

bears (Ursus maritimus). Journal of Zoology 234:527–536. 

Derocher, A. E., and I. Stirling. 1995. Temporal variation in reproduction and body mass of polar 

bears in western Hudson Bay. Canadian Journal of Zoology 73:1657–1665. 

Ferguson, S. H., M. K. Taylor, A. Rosing-Asvid, E. W. Born, and F. Messier. 2000. 

Relationships between denning of polar bears and conditions of sea ice. Journal of 

Mammalogy 81:1118–1127. 

Fowler, C. W. 1981. Density dependence as related to life history strategy. Ecology 62:602–610. 



Chapter 12 SWG Final Report 

548 | P a g e  

Fowler, C. W. 1987. A review of density dependence in populations of large mammals. Current 

Mammalogy 1:401–441. 

Hamilton, S. G., L. Castro de la Guardia, A. E. Derocher, V. Sahanatien, B. Tremblay, and D. 

Huard. 2014. Projected polar bear sea ice habitat in the Canadian Arctic Archipelago. 

PLoS ONE 9(11): e113746. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0113746. 

Laidre, K. L., H. Stern, K. M. Kovacs, L. Lowry, S. E. Moore, E. V. Regehr, S. H. Ferguson, Ø. 

Wiig, P. Boveng, R. P. Angliss, E. W. Born, D. Litovka, L. Quakenbush, C. Lydersen, D. 

Vongraven, and F. Ugarte. 2015. Arctic marine mammal population status, sea ice habitat 

loss, and conservation recommendations for the 21st century. Conservation Biology 

29:724–737. 

Molnár, P. K., A. E. Derocher, T. Klanjscek, and M. A. Lewis. 2011. Predicting climate change 

impacts on polar bear litter size. Nature Communications 2:1–8. 

PBSG [IUCN/SSC Polar Bear Specialist Group]. 2010. 2009 status report on the world’s polar 

bear subpopulations. Pages 31–80 in M. E. Obbard, G. W. Thiemann, E. Peacock, and T. 

D. DeBruyn, editors. Polar Bears: Proceedings of the 15th Working Meeting of the 

IUCN/SCC Polar Bear Specialist Group. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, UK. 

Peacock, E., M. K. Taylor, J. Laake, and I. Stirling. 2013. Population ecology of polar bears in 

Davis Strait, Canada and Greenland. Journal of Wildlife Management 77:463–476. 

Ramsay, M. A., and I. Stirling. 1988. Reproductive biology and ecology of female polar bears 

(Ursus maritimus). Journal of Zoology 214:601–634. 

Regehr, E. V., N. J. Lunn, S. C. Amstrup, and I. Stirling. 2007. Effects of earlier sea ice breakup 

on survival and population size of polar bears in western Hudson Bay. Journal of Wildlife 

Management 71:2673–2683. 

Regehr, E. V., R. R. Wilson, K. D. Rode, and M. C. Runge. 2015. Resilience and risk – a 

demographic model to inform conservation planning for polar bears. U.S. Geological 

Survey Open-File Report 2015-1029. U.S. Geological Survey, Reston, Virginia, USA. 

Rode, K. D., S. C. Amstrup, and E. V. Regehr. 2010. Reduced body size and cub recruitment in 

polar bears associated with sea ice decline. Ecological Applications 20:768–782. 

Rode, K. D., E. V. Regehr, D. Douglas, G. Durner, A. E. Derocher, G. W. Thiemann, and S. M. 

Budge. 2014. Variation in the response of an Arctic top predator experiencing habitat 



Chapter 12 SWG Final Report 

549 | P a g e  

loss: feeding and reproductive ecology of two polar bear populations. Global Change 

Biology 20:76–88. 

Stirling, I. 2002. Polar bears and seals in the eastern Beaufort Sea and Amundsen Gulf: A 

synthesis of population trends and ecological relationships over three decades. Arctic 

55:59–76. 

Stirling, I., W. Calvert, and D. Andriashek. 1980. Population ecology studies of the polar bear in 

the area of southeastern Baffin Island. Canadian Wildlife Service Occasional Paper No. 

44. 

Stirling, I., and A. E. Derocher. 2012. Effects of climate warming on polar bears: a review of the 

evidence. Global Change Biology 18:2694–2706. 

Stirling, I., and N. J. Lunn. 1997. Environmental fluctuations in arctic marine ecosystems as 

reflected by variability in reproduction of polar bears and ringed seals. Pages 167–181 in 

S. J. Woodin, and M. Marquiss, editors. Ecology of arctic environments. Special 

Publication No. 13 of the British Ecological Society, Blackwell Science Ltd., Oxford, 

UK. 

Stirling, I., N. J. Lunn, and J. Iacozza. 1999. Long-term trends in the population ecology of polar 

bears in Western Hudson Bay in relation to climatic change. Arctic 52:294–306. 

Stirling, I., and N. A. Øritsland. 1995. Relationships between estimates of ringed seal and polar 

bear populations in the Canadian Arctic. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic 

Sciences 52:2594–2612. 

Stirling, I., and C. L. Parkinson. 2006. Possible effects of climate warming on selected 

populations of polar bears (Ursus maritimus) in the Canadian Arctic. Arctic 59:261–275. 

Taylor, M. K., J. Laake, P. D. McLoughlin, H. D. Cluff, E. W. Born, A. Rosing-Asvid, and F. 

Messier. 2008a. Population parameters and harvest risks for polar bears (Ursus 

maritimus) of Kane Basin, Canada and Greenland. Polar Biology 31:491–499. 

Taylor, M. K., J. Laake, P. D. McLoughlin, H. D. Cluff, and F. Messier. 2006. Demographic 

parameters and harvest-explicit population viability analysis for polar bears in 

M’Clintock Channel, Nunavut, Canada. Journal of Wildlife Management 70:1667-1673. 

Taylor, M. K., J. Laake, P. D. McLoughlin, H. D. Cluff, and F. Messier. 2008b. Mark-recapture 

and stochastic population models for polar bears of the high arctic. Arctic 61:143–152. 



Chapter 12 SWG Final Report 

550 | P a g e  

Taylor, M. K., J. Laake, P. D. McLoughlin, H. D. Cluff, and F. Messier. 2009. Demography and 

population viability of polar bears in the Gulf of Boothia, Nunavut. Marine Mammal 

Science 25:778-796. 

Vongraven, D., J. Aars, S. Amstrup, S. N. Atkinson, S. Belikov, E. W. Born, T. D. DeBruyn, A. 

E. Derocher, G. Durner, M. Gill, N. Lunn, M. E. Obbard, J. Omelak, N. Ovsyanikov, E. 

Peacock, E. Richardson, V. Sahanatien, I. Stirling, and Ø. Wiig. 2012. A circumpolar 

monitoring framework for polar bears. Ursus 5:1–66. 



Chapter 12 SWG Final Report 

551 | P a g e  

Table 12.1.  Reproductive metrics derived from annual mark-recapture sampling data from Kane 

Basin.  Captures and between season recaptures are included. 

Year 

Mean Litter Size  

(n, SD) 
Proportion of Total 

Observations (n) 
Recruitment 

Index 1 
(Yearlings/adult 

female) 
COY Yearling COY Yearlings 

1992 2.00 (3, 0.00) 0.00 (0, 0.00) 0.38 (16) 0.00 (16) 0.00 

1993 2.00 (2, 0.00) 1.00 (3, 0.00) 0.17 (23) 0.13 (23) 0.43 

1994 1.60 (5, 0.55) 2.00 (2, 0.00) 0.26 (31) 0.13 (31) 0.40 

1995 1.70 (10, 0.48) 1.50 (2, 0.71) 0.25 (67) 0.04 (67) 0.14 

1996 1.40 (5, 0.55) 1.00 (3, 0.00) 0.19 (36) 0.08 (36) 0.23 

1997 1.50 (2, 0.71) 2.00 (2, 1.41) 0.09 (32) 0.13 (32) 0.40 

2012 1.50 (4, 0.58) 1.40 (5, 0.55) 0.14 (44) 0.16 (44) 0.37 

2013 1.57 (7, 0.53) 1.33 (3, 0.58) 0.15 (71) 0.06 (71) 0.14 

2014 1.65 (14, 0.50) 1.00 (4, 0.00) 0.30 (84) 0.05 (84) 0.13 

1 – Sensu Regehr et al. (2015)  
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Table 12.2.  Comparison of reproductive metrics for some polar bear subpopulations in the 

Arctic archipelago ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008).  Sampling occurred during ice-free periods. 

Subpopulation Mean Litter Size Proportion of Total 
Observations Source 

COY Yearling  COY Yearlings 
Kane Basin 
(1992-97) 1.67 1.42 0.22 0.08 Taylor et al. 

(2008a) 
      

Kane Basin 
(2012-14) 1.60 1.25 0.21 0.08 This study 

      

GB 1.65 - - - Taylor et al. 
(2009) 

      

LS 1.69 - - - Taylor et al. 
(2008b) 

      

MC 1.68 - - - Taylor et al. 
(2006) 

      

NW 1.71 - - - Taylor et al. 
(2008b) 
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CHAPTER 13 

OBSERVATIONS ON THE BODY CONDITION AND FORAGING 

HABITS OF POLAR BEARS IN KANE BASIN DURING THE SPRING 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Body condition was better amongst KB subadults and adult females with yearlings during 
the 2010s relative to the 1990s, though sample sizes were limited. In contrast, condition 
amongst adult males, adult females with COYs, and lone adult females was similar 
between these time periods. 

• Improved condition in the 2010s may reflect natural variation or a response to long-term 
changes in the sea-ice regimen in Kane Basin, largely turning into a system resembling a 
seasonal sea-ice ecoregion. 

• Seals and polar bears were similarly distributed in Kane Basin. 

• Relatively high densities of both seals and bears in northeastern Kane Basin, near the 
Humbolt Glacier, indicates that this region has high productivity and is important habitat 
for polar bears in the subpopulation. 

• A high proportion of KB bears were found to have extensive hair loss and skin ulcerations 
on their feet.  The cause of these lesions is unknown to science.  Traditional knowledge 
suggests this phenomenon is the result of abrasive injuries sustained by walking and 
digging in hard, icy, coarse snow cover on the spring sea ice combined with increased 
rates of movement during the peak mating and feeding periods. 

 

13.1.  Introduction 

 For populations of large, long-lived mammals changes in body condition will be among 

the early indicators of density-dependent regulation and / or changes in environmental carrying 

capacity (Fowler 1987, 1990, Zedrosser et al. 2006).  In populations approaching K, declines in 

condition will occur before declines in adult survival.  From both wildlife management and 

species conservation perspectives, monitoring body condition may therefore provide a useful tool 

for the early detection of population trends that warrant more in-depth study.  This is especially 
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true for populations where cost or logistical constraints limit the capacity to undertake on-going, 

intensive demographic studies.  In these cases, monitoring condition may provide a form of 

surveillance that can be used to trigger periods of more intensive study. 

 The annual life-cycle of polar bears is characterized by large seasonal changes in body 

condition (Watts & Hansen, 1987, Ramsay et al., 1992, Ramsay and Stirling 1988, Atkinson and 

Ramsay 1995).  Throughout most of their circumpolar range, bears are thought to gain condition 

during the spring and early summer when juvenile seals are abundant and relatively susceptible 

to predation (Stirling and Archibald 1977, Smith 1980, Hammill and Smith 1991, Stirling and 

Øritsland 1995, Pilfold et al. 2012).  This period of hyperphagia is followed by a scarcity of food 

in the late summer and fall when sea ice reaches a minimum throughout the Arctic.  During this 

season, bears in some regions are forced onto land by the melting sea ice where access to seals 

and other marine mammal prey is greatly reduced (Stirling et al. 1977, Derocher and Stirling 

1990, Ramsay et al. 1991).  In other regions, bears remain on off-shore pack-ice but likely also 

have reduced access to and/or less success in catching seals (Amstrup et al. 2000, Stirling 2002, 

Atwood et al. 2015a, Rode et al. 2015). 

 Given this dynamic cycle of feeding and fasting, body condition attained during the 

spring and early summer is expected to exert a significant influence on the survival, reproductive 

performance and thus status of polar bear subpopulations (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, Derocher 

and Stirling 1995, 1996, Molnár et al. 2010, Molnár et al. 2011).  Tracking long-term trends in 

body condition has thus been identified as an important component of the monitoring scheme for 

polar bears across their circumpolar range (Vongraven et al. 2012, Patyk et al. 2015).  In the 

absence of more intensive studies, simple body condition metrics may be useful indices for 

monitoring subpopulations and detecting responses to changing environmental conditions 
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(Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 2008a, Vongraven et al. 2012).  Of particular concern, 

changes in body condition are predicted to be amongst the first subpopulation-level impacts of 

climate change evident in this species (Derocher et al. 2004, Stirling and Parkinson 2006, Wiig et 

al 2008, Stirling and Derocher 2012).  Indeed, declines in condition have been documented in 

several polar bear subpopulations in association with long-term changes in sea-ice conditions 

that appear to be climate induced (e.g., Stirling et al. 1999, Rode et al. 2010, Rode et al. 2014, 

Obbard et al. 2016). 

 A variety of quantitative and qualitative body condition indices have been used on polar 

bears including body weight estimated from girth (e.g., Derocher and Stirling 1995, Rode et al. 

2011), body mass indices standardized for length (e.g., Stirling et al 1999, Cattet et al. 2002, 

Obbard et al. 2016), skull width (Rode et al. 2010, 2011), percent body fat determined by 

isotopic dilution or bioelectrical impedance analysis (Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, 1996, 

McKinney et al. 2014), percent lipid content of adipose tissue biopsies (Stirling et al. 2008b, 

McKinney et al. 2014) and a visually assigned fatness index (Amstrup et al. 2006, Stirling et al. 

2008a, b).  Most of these condition indices require the handling of bears to collect measurements.  

However, the fatness index (FI) and potentially the lipid content of adipose tissue (Pagano et al. 

2014, McKinney et al. 2014) may be obtained without handling thus making them suitable for 

use in subpopulations monitored by less invasive methods such as aerial survey or genetic mark-

recapture. 

 The Kane Basin (KB) polar bear subpopulation is part of the archipelago ecoregion as 

defined by Amstrup et al. (2008), where sea ice does not melt entirely in the summer and some 

bears remain on the ice year-round.  Although currently designated as declining based on 

population viability modelling (PBSG 2010), a comparison of results from two mark recapture 
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studies suggests the abundance of this small, low density subpopulation has not changed 

significantly over the two decades (Taylor et al. 2008a, Chapter 10).  KB has experienced long 

term changes in sea-ice composition, and a trend towards earlier spring break-up and later fall 

freeze-up (Laidre et al. 2015, Chapter 4).  However, model projections predict that KB will be 

one of the last polar bear subpopulations to experience the negative consequences of climate 

change including reproductive failure (Amstrup et al. 2008, Hamilton et al. 2014). 

 Here we summarize information on the body condition of polar bears in KB collected 

during two periods of mark-recapture sampling from 1992 to 1997 and 2012 to 2014.  Using the 

Fatness Index (FI: Stirling et al. 2008b) as a qualitative metric we examine differences in 

condition between the two time periods.  Our results provide supplementary information for 

interpreting the results of the genetic mark-recapture (Chapter 10) and other recent studies in KB 

(Chapters 2 and 9), and for understanding the present status of this subpopulation.  We also 

report on incidental observations of prominent skin lesions that were found on some KB bears 

during the latter period of the study.  Finally, we report incidental observations of spring time 

foraging by bears and the distribution of seals in KB. 

 

13.2.  Materials and Methods 

Study Area 

 The KB polar bear subpopulation covers roughly 150,000 km2 and spans portions of 

Nunavut, Canada, including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (Taylor et al. 

2008).  However, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation encompasses a substantial amount of 

land and glaciers so that the essential sea-ice polar bear habitat only amounts to less than one 

half of the area enclosed by the borders of the management unit (cf. Figure 13.1).  The 
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subpopulation ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound and adjacent fjords on eastern 

Ellesmere Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq area).  It is bounded to the north by the 

Arctic Basin subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the BB and LS 

subpopulations, and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW).  Kane Basin forms part of the Arctic 

archipelago ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); sea ice remains present in the northern range (i.e., 

Nares Strait-Kane Basin) throughout the year, largely due to the movement of polar pack ice 

from Arctic Basin, and reaches a minimum in late summer.  However, sea-ice conditions have 

changed markedly in the Kane Basin region in recent decades (Born et al. 2011; Figure 9.2). 

 

Field Sampling 

 Data for the study were collected during two periods of mark-recapture sampling in KB.  

In both periods sampling occurred on the sea ice in April and May using a helicopter flying at 

300-500 feet above sea-level to search for bears across the study area.  During the 1990s (1992-

97), bears were sampled by physical capture and examination using methods previously 

described (Taylor et al. 2008a).  Data on the sex, age-class and reproductive status of each 

individual were recorded.  Age of individuals was determined based on previous capture history, 

known (in the case of cubs and yearlings) or estimated from counts of annular rings in an 

extracted vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  Individuals were identified by 

means of uniquely numbered ear tags and lip tattoos.  Group size, family status, location and date 

were also recorded. 

 During the 2010s (2012-14), sampling occurred via physical capture or biopsy darting 

and subsequent genetic analysis to determine genetic sex and identify individuals.  With biopsy 

darting, we remotely estimated sex and age class (cub-of-the-year, yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 
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4], and adult) from the air at a range of 3-7 m above ground.  Sex was later confirmed via genetic 

analysis.  In estimating age-class and sex, the observer used multiple cues, including the size of 

an individual relative to its surrounding environment or accompanying bears, membership in a 

family group (mothers and cubs or yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males; e.g., 

fore-leg guard hairs), body shape and proportions, the presence of scars (which are most often 

seen on adult males) and observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under tail in 

females).  Fields notes also assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic sex 

was known.  Age-class was later verified in some bears from previous or future captures in 

which an individual was captured and physically examined or where an individual was matched 

via DNA to membership in a known family at some past or future point.  We assessed the 

accuracy of this system for estimating the age-class and sex of polar bears using a sample of 

known age-class individuals (Appendix B). 

 

Body Condition Scoring 

 Because most of the bears sampled during the latter period of sampling (2012-2014) were 

biopsy darted rather than captured and handled, our ability to compare body condition between 

time periods was limited to visually assigned Fatness Index (FI) scores only.  The FI has been 

validated as a measure of condition in polar bears, being closely correlated with more 

quantitative condition indices (Stirling et al. 2008b, McKinney et al. 2014) and other biological 

factors (e.g., Henricksen et al. 2001, Amstrup et al. 2006).  During both sampling periods, all 

encountered bears were assigned a FI score on a scale of 1-5 where 1 and 5 represent the leanest 

and most obese bears, respectively (Stirling et al. 2008b).  During the 1990s, this score was 

based on physical examination of captured bears.  For bears in the 2010s, FI scores for most 
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(67%) individuals were assigned based on examination from the air at a distance of 3-7 m above 

ground.  The remaining portion was assigned FI scores based on physical examination after 

capture. 

 All bears were initially scored in the field according to the standard FI on a scale of 1 to 5 

(Stirling et al. 2008b).  This scoring system was subsequently simplified to a binary Body 

Condition Score (BCS) where individuals in poor (FI = 1, 2) and fair-good (FI = 3, 4 or 5) 

condition were assigned scores of 1 and 2 respectively.  Similar modifications of the FI for polar 

bears have been employed in other studies to facilitate analyses (Stirling et al. 2008a) or have 

been recommended for use in general monitoring schemes for polar bears (Vongraven et al. 

2012).  In our case, this refinement was necessary due to the small samples sizes overall in our 

study and the low frequencies of bears at the extremes of the 5 point FI scale (i.e., very few or no 

bears with FI scores of 1 or 5).  This simplified scoring system was also a potential means to 

reduce bias in assigning condition scores.  The assumption made was that a simplified scale 

would be subject to less bias resulting from different observers and / or distance from bear at 

time of scoring.  Experienced observers should be able to discriminate a bear in poor condition 

even at distances of up to 7 m.  All observers in our study had extensive experience studying 

polar bears including capture, handling and body condition scoring. 

 For analyses, we pooled BCS data collected in different years into two periods (epochs); 

the 1990s (1992-97) and the 2010 (2012-2014).  Again this was necessary due to low samples 

sizes.  Repeated observations of the same individual (as identified by physical mark or genotype) 

within a given year were excluded from the analyses.  Observations of the same individual in 

different years were included.  Similar to Stirling et al. (2008a), we assumed that observations of 

the same individual in different years were statistically independent given the dynamic nature of 
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body condition in polar bears (Watts and Hansen 1987, Atkinson and Ramsay 1995, 1996) and 

it’s response to annual variation in environmental conditions. 

 For different sex, age and reproductive classes of polar bears we compared BCS between 

the two epochs using contingency tables analyses (Cross Tabs procedure in SPSS Version 24.0, 

IBM Corp. 2016).  We also considered the potential effect of the timing of sampling on the BCS 

of bears.  Along with the binary categorical variable (Epoch: 1990s and 2010s), Julian Day of 

sampling was used as an independent variable in a logistic regression (Binary Logistic procedure 

in SPSS Version 24.0, IBM Corp. 2016) to examined variation in BCS.  Both variables were 

entered into the regression model.  We did not specify an interaction between Julian Day and 

Epoch.  All tests were two-tailed with alpha at 0.05. 

 

Other Observations 

 During sampling from 2012-2014, we also made several other types of observations 

either systematically or opportunistically.  For each bear encountered we noted any evidence of 

recent feeding.  The presence of a seal kill or bears with full pendulous stomachs constituted 

evidence of feeding.  While searching for bears in 2013, we noted the locations of live seals 

using a GPS.  Each group comprising 1 or more individuals was recorded as a single observation.  

Finally, during capture and physical examination of bears in 2011 and 2012 we noted the 

presence or absence of some prominent skin lesions that had not previously been described in the 

literature. 

 

13.3.  Results 

Body Condition Scores 
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 Body Condition Scores (BCS) were assigned to 129 and 135 subadult and adult polar 

bears encountered during sampling in KB in the 1990s and 2010s, respectively.  BCS for adult 

males were similar between the two epochs (Table 13.1).  In contrast, across all reproductive 

classes, adult females in the 2010s tended to be in better condition than those in the 1990s; 

although this was statistically significant for adult females with yearlings only.  Similarly, 

subadults in the 2010s were in better condition at time of encounter. 

 Although sampling occurred in April and early May during both epochs, timing of 

sampling differed (Mann-Whitney U = 1,557.00, P = 0.002).  Median Julian day of sampling 

was slightly earlier during the 1990s (121.45) relative to the 2010s (124.68) across all sex-age 

classes.  Within sex-age classes, these slight differences in timing of sampling were maintained 

(e.g., adult females with yearlings, Mann-Whitney U = 104.50, P = 0.060; sub adults, Mann-

Whitney U 275.0, P = 0.02).  Incorporating Julian day of sampling into a logistic regression did 

not explain variation in body condition amongst most classes of bears with the exception of adult 

females with cubs-of-the-year (COY) where bears sampled later tended to be in better condition 

(Appendix E).  Amongst adult females with yearlings, Julian day was not a predictor of BCS and 

condition was better in the 2010s than in the 1990s.  For subadults there was no effect of either 

timing of sampling or epoch on the probability of a bear being in poor versus fair-good 

condition. 

 

Other Observations 

Feeding – During sampling in 2012-2014, 14% of bears encountered showed evidence of 

recent feeding (excluding dependent offspring).  Prevalence of feeding observations was highest 

amongst adult females with offspring and lowest in adult males and subadults (Table 13.2). 



Chapter 13 SWG Final Report 

562 | P a g e  

Seals – In 2013, 94 groups consisting of one or live ringed seals, Phoca hispida, were 

observed while searching for bears in KB.  Notable concentrations of seals were encountered in 

north east Kane Basin in front of the Humbolt glacier and inside fiords along eastern Ellesmere 

Island (Figure 13.1). 

Skin Lesions –In 2012 and 2013, 40% of the bears that were captured and physically 

examined were found to have unusual skin lesions.  These were characterized as locally 

extensive alopecia (hair loss) over the feet, in most cases (75%) affecting all four feet (Figure 

13.2).  In addition, some of the affected individuals had multi-focal ulcerations on the 

plantar/palmar heel and digital foot pads and on the dorsal aspects of all 4 feet (Figure 13.3).  

Discharge from these lesions was purulent and sanguinous.  Granulation tissue forming in some 

of these ulcers indicated they were chronic in nature.  Even under anesthesia, some bears 

exhibited notable discomfort when these ulcers were gently palpated during examination, often 

reacting by moving the foot or lifting their head.  Finally, two individuals (an adult male and a 

yearling) were found to have mild generalized alopecia over the dorsal neck, thorax and 

abdomen. 

 The prevalence of foot lesions was highest amongst adult males (75%) and lowest 

amongst cubs-of-the-years (0%) (Table 13.3).  The prevalence of bleeding ulcerations on the 

feet, an indication of the severity and/or chronicity of the condition, was highest amongst adult 

males with 75% exhibiting some degree of ulceration.  Also of note were two bears captured in 

2012 without lesions that were recaptured in 2013 with lesions. 

 

13.4.  Discussion 

Body Condition 
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 With the limited data in this study we found evidence of differences in the spring time 

body condition of KB polar bears between the 1990s and 2010s.  Condition amongst adult 

females with yearlings and subadults was better in 2010s.  In contrast, condition amongst adult 

males, adult females with COY, and lone adult females was similar between these time periods.  

These findings may be attributable to several factors including bias in the data, natural variation 

in condition and long-term trends in environmental conditions. 

 Several sources of bias were possible in our study associated with use of a qualitative 

body condition score rather than a quantitative metric.  BCS data were collected by several 

observers.  In the 1990s, most data were collected by a single observer.  In the 2010s all data 

were collected by a single but different observer.  Differences in the assignment of condition 

scores by these two observers could therefore generate the apparent differences in condition 

between time periods.  Since individual bears were not scored by more than one observer, 

teasing out potential observer effects is challenging.  While we cannot exclude the possibility of 

observer bias in our study, several lines of evidence suggest that this potential bias is unlikely to 

account for our results.  First, to reduce observer bias we employed (post-hoc) a simplified body 

condition scoring system that required observers to discriminate between bears in poor versus 

fair-good condition.  All observers in the study were experienced polar bear biologists who had 

previously handled hundreds or thousands of bears in varying condition and should have been 

capable of accurately discriminating such bears.  Second, as noted by Stirling et al. (2008a) 

although the FI from which our condition metric was derived is a qualitative index and thus 

subjective, it has been found to be “repeatable between individual biologists when blind 

comparisons are done in the field over both short and long time periods.”  In other studies, FI 

data collected by multiple observers have been found to correlate closely with quantitative 
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indices of condition (e.g., Stirling et al. 2008b, McKinney et al. 2014).  Finally, we found 

differences in condition between time periods amongst adult females with yearling and subadult 

only.  If these differences in condition reflect observer bias we would expect this to be evident in 

all classes of bears. 

 Body condition scores in the 1990s were collected from bears captured and physically 

examined.  In contrast scores in the 2000s were from bears either captured (33%) or observed 

from the air without handling (67%).  The effect of close-up versus distance examination on the 

scoring of condition is unknown.  McKinney et al. (2014) found that remotely assigned FI 

ratings did not correlate with the % lipid content of adipose tissue; another measure of condition.  

However, their sample sizes were small and limited to comparisons of bears of FI 3 and 4 only 

whereas bears in our study had FI ratings ranging from 1 to 5.  Remotely scoring FI may be a 

less robust (precise) index of condition but is not necessarily inherently biased relative to 

physical examination.  For many of the same reasons discussed previously concerning observer 

effects, we suggest that this potential source of bias is unlikely to account for our results.  The 

use of a simplified scoring system (poor versus fair-good) in our study should have helped to 

reduce errors in scoring for bears observed from the air. 

 Another source of error in our study associated with differences in sampling between the 

1990s (physical capture) and 2010s (physical capture or aerial observation) was in the 

classification of bears by sex and age-class based on aerial observation rather than handling.  

Classifying bears from the air is without doubt less accurate than physical examination.  

However, aerial classification is accurate in most instances (Chapter 5, Appendix B), especially 

amongst adult males and adult females with offspring.  Misclassification was therefore unlikely 

to explain differences in condition of adult females with yearlings.  Additionally, despite being 
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less precise we have no evidence to suggest that aerial classification results in a bias in age and 

sex classifications amongst a group of bears.  This source of measurement error thus seems 

unlikely to account for our results. 

 Body condition amongst bears likely improves progressively during the spring and early 

summer as the availability of seals increases (Stirling and Archibald 1977, Smith 1980, Hammill 

and Smith 1991, Stirling and Øritsland 1995, Pilfold et al. 2012).  Sampling in the 1990s tended 

to occur earlier in the spring than in the 2010s.  This difference in the timing of sampling could 

therefore partially account for the better condition we observed amongst some classes of bears in 

the 2010s.  However, we note that differences in timing although significant were relatively 

small (i.e., 3-4 day difference in median day of sampling) so the effect on condition data may be 

minor.  Additionally, timing of sampling was not a significant predictor of body condition 

amongst adult females with yearling or subadults; the two classes of bear in which differences in 

condition scores were detected.  Finally, if timing of sampling were a significant factor we would 

have expected similar bias in other classes.  Interestingly, we found that condition amongst adult 

females with COY was a function of Julian day of sampling suggesting consistent with the 

hypothesis that females emerging from maternal dens begin to steadily recover lost body 

condition in the spring. 

 Several ecological explanations could explain our findings.  Body condition amongst 

polar bears fluctuates on temporal and spatial scales in response to annual variation in 

environmental conditions regardless of any underlying long-term trends (Kingsley 1979, Stirling 

2002).  Our findings may simply reflect this normal variation in condition whereby sampling in 

the 2010s occurred at a higher point in condition than in the 1990s.  However, this would not 

account for the fact that improved condition was only detected amongst adult females with 
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yearlings and subadults; since presumably all classes of bears can capitalize on improved 

environmental conditions.  Failure to find differences in condition amongst other age classes may 

be due to the limited samples sizes, lack of precision in condition scoring and / or bias in our 

study.  We note that condition tended to be better in 2010s amongst all classes of adult females; 

although only statistically significant for those with yearlings. 

 As an alternative explanation, differences in body condition between the 1990s and 2010s 

may reflect long-term changes in environmental conditions.  At the southern extent of the polar 

bears’ range, declining condition has been associated with reduced sea-ice cover resulting from 

climate change (e.g., Stirling et al. 1999, Rode et al. 2010, Rode et al. 2014, Obbard et al. 2016).  

However, High Arctic polar bears such as those in KB are predicted to be amongst the last 

members of the species negatively impacted by climate change (Derocher et al. 2004).  An initial 

impact of climate change in KB has been an observed reduction in the extent of multi-year ice 

and replacement with thinner annual ice (Hamilton et al. 2014, Chapter 4).  Such changes in ice 

regimen are predicted to have a positive effect on polar bears via increased primary productivity 

and access to prey (Derocher et al. 2004).  Our finding of improved body condition amongst 

adult females and subadults is consistent with this prediction and may be a sign of improved 

environmental conditions (albeit temporarily).  In some subpopulations where effects of climate 

change have been reported, body condition has been negatively affected to a greater and / or 

more easily detectable degree amongst the adult female and subadult classes (Obbard et al. 2006, 

Rode et al. 2010).  This suggests that sensitivity to deteriorating environmental conditions varies 

by sex, age, and reproductive status; presumably as a result of differing nutritional and energetic 

requirements and / or rates of food intake.  Conversely, it is reasonable to assume that the age 

classes most readily impacted by negative changes in the environment will be the first to respond 
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positively as conditions improved.  This hypothesis is consistent with our finding that condition 

improved significantly amongst adult females and subadults but not adult males. 

 Given the limitations of our data set as discussed above, we are unable to confidently 

resolve between the differing explanations for our finding of improved body condition between 

the 1990s and 2010s.  We therefore urge caution in interpreting these results.  Never-the-less, it 

is reasonable to conclude that there has been no decline in condition in KB. 

 

Feeding Observations 

 During the 2010s, the proportion of individuals showing signs of having recently fed was 

lowest amongst adult males.  This is consistent with the hypothesis that adult males forgo 

foraging opportunities during the spring mating period while pursuing estrous females (Cherry et 

al. 2009, Stirling et al. 2015).  The relatively low feeding rates we observed amongst subadults is 

consistent with the hypothesis that juvenile bears are less successful in hunting.  We did not have 

data on feeding rates during the 1990s sampling period for comparison.  Consequently, we are 

unable to assess potential changes in hunting success that could account for the improved 

condition observed amongst bears in the 2010s. 

 

Seal Distribution 

 The distribution of seal observations made during mark-recapture sampling of polar bears 

was uncorrected for search effort.  However, we note that the relative densities of seals along our 

search tracks was similar to the distribution of the polar bears we encountered (Chapters 10 and 

11).  Not surprisingly, where we found relatively high numbers of seals, we also found relatively 

high numbers of bears.  The high densities of ringed seals found in north eastern KB at the front 
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of the Humbolt Glacier is consistent with other studies that have found sea ice in front of tide-

water glaciers to be prime breeding habitat for seals (Lydersen et al. 2014).  This area of Kane 

Basin appears to have high productivity and is likely an important feeding area for polar bears.  

This is consistent with traditional ecological knowledge indicating that the area was a preferred 

hunting location for Greenlandic Inuit (Born et al. 2011).  According to PBSG (1998), Taylor et 

al. (2001), and Born (pers. obs. 1994 and 1995) both the Greenland and Canadian portions of 

Kane Basin were mostly mixed annual and multi-year sea ice that appeared to be favourable 

habitat for polar bears in the 1990s.  Ringed seals were common in both eastern and western KB 

(ibid.).  The relatively few polar bears encountered in this region during the 1990s was thus 

likely the result of hunting pressure rather than habitat suitability (Taylor et al. 2001). 

 

Skin Lesions 

 We documented hair loss (alopecia) and ulcerations on the feet of polar bears in Kane 

Basin during capture sampling in 2012 and 2013.  These types of lesions have not been reported 

previously in the literature.  Atwood et al. (2015b) documented an alopecia syndrome of 

unknown etiology amongst polar bears from the Southern Beaufort Sea (SB).  However, those 

lesions were largely confined to the head, neck and shoulders rather than the feet.  Additionally, 

they were most prevalent amongst subadult bears whereas those in KB were most common 

amongst adult males.  Overall prevalence of lesions in KB bears (40% in 2012 and 2013) was 

higher than peak prevalence observed in the SB (28%).  In particular, we note that seventy-five 

percent of adult males sampled in KB in 2012 and 2013 were affected.  Lesions on adult males 

were also more severe than on other age classes as indicated by the presence of skin ulcerations 

some of which were apparently very painful.  Atwood et al. (2015b) found that bears with 
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alopecia were in poorer body condition.  What impact, if any, the lesions found on KB bears may 

have had on condition is unknown since samples sizes were too small to support analyses. 

 Whether the lesions reported in SB and KB share a common etiology (cause) is unknown.  

Discussions with Inuit hunters from Grise Fiord (near Kane Basin) suggest this phenomenon of 

hair loss on the feet is well known to occur in spring time (M. Akeeagok, J. Kiguktak, D. 

Akeeagok pers. comm.).  It is believed that increased rates of movement in spring, when bears 

are mating and hunting activity is high, result in abrasions to the feet.  Dog teams in the 

Canadian Arctic are well known get similar lesions in the spring when travelling over coarse, 

icing snow formed by melting and refreezing as temperatures fluctuate throughout the day (D. 

Iqqaqrialu pers. comm.).  The condition may become so severe that some dogs become lame and 

unable to pull sleds.  Snow cover on the sea-ice in KB in 2012 and 2013 was noticeably icy and 

granular in composition (Figure 13.4) with a hard ice-covered crust on top.  It is therefore 

plausible that the lesions we observed were the result of snow conditions.  The finding that 

prevalence was highest in adult males may be due to their greater weight and the likelihood that 

they break the ice crust while walking, combined with potentially increased time allocated to 

travelling in the spring while searching for estrous females1.  Lesions similar to those observed 

in 2012 and 2013 were not seen on polar bears captured in KB between 1992 and 1997 (M. K. 

Taylor and E. W. Born, pers. comm.).  Whether this is a new phenomenon in KB brought about 

by changing snow conditions and progressively warmer spring temperatures or an incidental 

observation in the years we were sampling bears is unknown. 
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Table 13.1.  Body condition scores assigned to polar bears in Kane Basin during sampling in the 

1990s (1992-1997) and 2010s (2012-2014).  Within each epoch and sex-age class, the proportion 

of individuals in the two BCS categories is presented in parenthesis. 

  Body Condition Score  

Sex-Age Class Epoch Poor Fair-Good Test Result1 

Adult Male 
1990s 5 (0.10) 44 (0.90) 

P = 1.000 
2010s 5 (0.11) 40 (0.89) 

Adult Female (Lone) 
1990s 9 (0.28) 23 (0.72) χ2  = 2.100 

P = 0.147 2010s 5 (0.14) 31 (0.86) 

Adult Female (w/COY2) 
1990s 11 (0.42) 15 (0.58) χ2 = 1.922 

P = 0.166 2010s 6 (0.24) 19 (0.76) 

Adult Female (w/yearling) 
1990s 8 (0.67) 4 (0.33) 

P = 0.015 
2010s 2 (0.15) 11 (0.85) 

Subadults 
1990s 4 (0.29) 10 (0.71) 

P = 0.037 
2010s 0 (0.00) 16 (1.00) 

 

1 Unless otherwise indicated all tests results report values of P for Fisher’s exact test (two-tailed) 
2 Cub-of-the-year (COY) 
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Table 13.2.  Observations of recent feeding amongst polar bears encountered in Kane Basin, 

2012-2014.  Evidence of feeding includes presence of seal kills and bears encountered with full, 

pendulous stomachs. 

Sex-age class Proportion Feeding (n) 

Adult Male 0.07 (46) 

Adult Female (Lone) 0.17 (36) 

Adult Female (with offspring) 0.26 (43) 

Subadult 0.07 (16) 
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Table 13.3.  Frequency of hair-loss (alopecia) and skin ulcerations on the feet of polar bears 

captured in Kane Basin, Nunavut, 2012 and 2013. 

Sex-Age Class No. of Individuals 

Examined 

Proportion 

with Alopecia 

Proportion with 

Ulcerations 

Adult Male 12 0.75 0.75 

Adult Female (Lone)   9 0.22 0.00 

Adult Female (with COY)   7 0.29 0.00 

Adult Female (with Yearling)   6 0.50 0.17 

Adult Female (with 2-year-old)   1 0.00 0.00 

Subadult   4 0.50 0.25  

2-year-old   1 0.00 0.00 

Yearling   8 0.63 0.25 

Cub-of-the-year (COY) 11 0.00 0.00 

Total 59 0.40 0.22 
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Figure 13.1.  Distribution of seal observations during polar bear mark-recapture sampling in 

Kane Basin, 2013.  Flight tracks are shown. 
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Figure 13.2.  Examples of alopecia over the feet of polar bears handled in Kane Basin, 

April/May 2012 and 2013. 
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Figure 13.3.  Examples of ulcerative lesions on the feet of polar bears handled in Kane Basin, 

April/May 2012 and 2013. 
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Figure 13.4.  An example of the granular snow found in many parts of Kane basin during polar 

bear sampling in April/May 2012 and 2013. 
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CHAPTER 14 

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND ADVICE 

TO THE JOINT COMMISSION 
 

14.1.  Conclusions 

 In 2010, the Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on Polar Bear (JC) tasked the 

Scientific Working Group with using the best available scientific information to (1) propose 

Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels for the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations and 

provide the JC with a written report of its recommendations, and (2) provide science advice to 

the JC for monitoring the effects of habitat changes on polar bears.  Given the age of the mark-

recapture data on which abundance and vital rates for BB and KB were estimated combined with 

large-scale environmental changes in Baffin Bay during the last decades and suspected large-

scale environmental changes in Kane Basin in recent time, the SWG strongly recommended that 

new estimates of subpopulation abundance, population delineation, and vital rates be given high 

priority. 

 Based on the decisions of the JC that physical MR should not be used in this study a 

multi-year programs began in 2011 (BB) and 2012 (KB) to re-assess the size of both 

subpopulations using genetic mark-recapture (MR) techniques that involved biopsy sampling 

from both live and harvested polar bears.  In addition, satellite transmitters were deployed on 

male and female polar bears in NW Greenland during 2009-2013 to study polar bear movement 

and habitat choice and to gather data for planning and interpretation of the genetic MR study in 

Baffin Bay.  With the same purpose satellite transmitters were deployed on male and female 

polar bears in both the Canadian (Nunavut) and Greenland parts of Kane Basin in 2012 and 
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2013.  In addition, a helicopter-based aerial survey was flown in Kane Basin in spring 2014 

concomitantly with the MR operation to evaluate the feasibility of estimating KB abundance 

with an aerial survey flown over springtime sea ice. 

 A total of 2,690 genetic samples were collected from live and harvested polar bears in BB 

and KB, 125 satellite transmitters were deployed, and 4,160 linear km of transects flown during 

the aerial survey in KB as part of the overall research program.  In addition, many hours were 

subsequently spent processing samples; analyzing genetic, aerial survey, and sea-ice data; in 

discussion interpreting the results; and, writing this report. 

 The study has resulted in new estimates of abundance of polar bears in the Baffin Bay 

and Kane Basin subpopulations and provided significant and comprehensive information about 

polar bear ecology and sea-ice dynamics in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin.  The results of this 

program are described in detail in Chapters 2 through 13.  They are also summarized concisely in 

the Executive Summary document. 

 

14.2.  Lessons from Genetic Mark-Recapture 

 The SWG recommended that physical mark-recapture be used for assessing the size of the 

Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations.  However, as described in Chapter 1 the Canada-

Greenland Joint Commission decided to use genetic mark-recapture for assessment. 

 The Baffin Bay and Kane Basin studies represent the first time that genetic mark-recapture 

has been implemented at population-wide scales for estimating polar bear abundance and 

demographic rates.  As such, these studies provide valuable information about the utility of 

genetic mark-recapture as a monitoring tool for assessing polar bear subpopulations ranging over 
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large areas like Baffin Bay with dynamic sea-ice conditions, and how the technique may be most 

successfully implemented in the future. 

 Sampling via biopsy darting was highly successful in yielding tissue samples suitable for 

genotyping in both Baffin Bay and Kane Basin (Chapters 5 and 10) essential if genetic mark-

recapture is to be implemented in other subpopulations. 

 Moreover, genetic analyses identified that reporting of marked bears in the harvest is 

incomplete; specifically, decreases in reporting are related to greater marker age, suggesting that 

the loss of physical markers (loss of ear tags and fading of lip tattoos) over time makes it difficult 

for hunters to correctly identify marked bears.  As such, we encourage the use of genetics for 

identifying marked bears in the harvest in the future; for those subpopulations not inventoried via 

genetic mark-recapture, this will require genotyping archived samples as well (see also [3] 

below). 

 Collecting samples for genotyping via biopsy darting is generally fast, efficient, and less 

invasive than physical mark-recapture, since bears are not immobilized (Chapter 5).  Because 

biopsying for genetic MR estimation is less time consuming than handling individual bears 

during physical MR operations genetic MR has the potential of resulting in more “marks” and 

“recaptures” which theoretically improve precision of estimates of abundance in MR.  In Baffin 

Bay success in sampling a large number of biopsies in the huge coastal distribution areas within 

a relatively short time was obtained by using three helicopters (2 along eastern Baffin Island and 

1 in NW Greenland) during the same time in fall.  Using three helicopters during fall biopsying 

for several years inevitably increased the costs of the surveys. 

 In physical mark-recapture information on a recapture is obtained from direct physical 

inspection of the presence of numbered ear tags and/or a number in the lips.  Data on marking 
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and recapture is therefore readily at hand for analyses.  In contrast, during genetic mark-

recapture the information on whether a biopsied bear was a “recapture” or not is not obtained 

until after genetic analyses are conducted in a qualified laboratory.  This adds a delay in the 

analyses. In our case the commitment of the contracted laboratory, one that is recognized world-

wide as an expert and of high quality, to undertake other genetic analyses caused a serious delay 

in processing the polar bear samples.  This resulted in a delay in data analyses for the abundance 

estimation. 

 However, there were trade-offs with the genetic mark-recapture method that resulted in 

lack of information that would have been available with a physical capture protocol.  Physical 

mark-recapture provides a wider range of information including estimates of rates of birth and 

death, detailed age-structure and body condition information, and a suite of physical samples can 

further inform individual and population status.  Because bears had to be identified from the air 

using genetic MR, there is uncertainty in the age structure especially for younger bears.  Overall, 

physical mark-recapture permits a more comprehensive assessment of population status, as 

previously recommended by SWG (2010). 

 Furthermore, even if physical mark-recapture is not used for assessment, some physical 

capture is necessary for studies at this scale to provide data on movements of bears and habitat 

use. In this study, 139 bears were captured in West Greenland, and of these 38 adult females with 

collars informed both the mark-recapture assessment itself (e.g., temporary emigration analyses, 

range sizes) as well as provided key information on changes in sea-ice habitat use that set the 

mark-recapture results into context.  

 Research in the Kane Basin subpopulation during 2014 illustrated that aerial survey and 

genetic mark-recapture methods can be implemented simultaneously (Chapters 10 and 11) to 



Chapter 14 SWG Final Report 

587 | P a g e  

generate more comprehensive demographic information and to ensure efficient and 

representative allocation of sampling effort.  In the present study we illustrate that combining the 

two methods simultaneously is feasible for subpopulations which are surveyed on sea ice during 

spring and which have a relatively small geographical distribution like the Kane Basin 

subpopulation.  However, using a helicopter like we did with a relatively short range for both 

biopsying and aerial surveys at the same time may be suboptimal.  Using only a single helicopter 

limits the ability to expand survey effort to offshore polar bear habitat with loose drift ice and 

open water as demonstrated in our study where a substantial portion of the KB subpopulation’s 

range could not be surveyed (also for safety reasons) leading to an abundance estimate which 

was negatively biased to an unknown extent. 

 With genetic mark-recapture, the ability to leverage historical data to improve estimates of 

survival is limited by the availability of archived samples for genotyping.  For both Baffin Bay 

and Kane Basin, tissues samples suitable for genotyping were available for most – but not all – 

bears initially marked during research in the 1990s.  This lack of tissue samples for a small 

proportion of the sampled population necessitated identifying those individuals which could still 

be alive (based on harvest records and age at time of first capture; Chapters 5 and 10) and fixing 

their recapture probabilities during the 2010s sampling to zero.  Although this solution 

complicated analyses, it enabled us to incorporate historical capture data.  Moreover, the large 

sampling interval between the past and present BB and KB studies did not favor recoveries of 

old “marks” that also could have assisted in improving some vital rates.  If successive population 

studies are envisaged within a 10-15 year time frame, then a single-year biopsy sampling session 

should be implemented 5-7 years after the study was completed in order to increase or maintain 
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marks in the population that can be recovered through either harvest or the subsequent new 

study. 

 During physical mark-recapture individual age is obtained from every single bear that is 

handled and marked.  During immobilization a vestigial tooth is extracted and individual age is 

obtained from reading growth-layers in the cementum.  This allow for implementing age-

structured models for estimating abundance and vital parameters.  The fact that individual ages 

are not obtained from bears that are biopsied during genetic mark-recapture represents a 

limitation on post hoc analyses as indicated in Chapter 5.  Hence, we implemented only coarse 

age structures for demographic analyses, pooling individuals ≥2 years and ≥3 years for the 

Baffin Bay and Kane Basin studies, respectively (Chapters 5 and 10).  Thus, survival could not 

be estimated for 2 year olds and subadults separately from adults.  Ancillary data suggest that 

experienced biologists may be able to discriminate among finer age classes (i.e., 2 – 4 year old 

subadults versus adults ≥5 years) with a high degree of accuracy for adults and a lesser degree 

for subadults (Appendix B), particularly since the sex of individuals is confirmed via genetics 

(Appendix B).  As such, genetic mark-recapture may have the potential to yield estimates of 

survival and reproductive output that are relevant to management and comparable to previous 

research however more work needs to be done (e.g., Taylor et al. 2005, 2008a, Peacock et al. 

2013).  However, it must be kept in mind that field-estimation of individual age during genetic 

mark-recapture relies heavily upon the individual researcher’s experience in assigning polar 

bears to more specific age classes. 

 We completed a detailed review of historical records to assess previous research in Baffin 

Bay and Kane Basin.  These reviews proved critical to our interpretation of results, as apparent 

changes in the sampling frames between epochs (i.e., incomplete spatial sampling during the 



Chapter 14 SWG Final Report 

589 | P a g e  

1990s, relative to the 2010s) limited our ability to assess trends in abundance.  However, we 

were not able to locate original and detailed data files from the physical mark-recapture study 

and telemetry study conducted in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin in the 1990s.  This finding 

underscores the need to archive data securely and for complete and consistent sampling of the 

study areas.  We recommend that any polar bear study archives data securely at institutes that 

were central in the collaborative studies to allow future studies to thoroughly assess historical 

inventories to ensure proper interpretation of results.  For the same reason, the 

Canada/Nunavut/Greenland institutes that conducted the recent study in Baffin Bay and Kane 

Basin have signed a contract where collaborating institutes have access to and must securely 

archive all data stemming from the joint study. 

 We defined and stratified the study areas for recent inventories based on recent telemetry 

data (and historical capture records).  For this purpose, data obtained from satellite transmitters 

deployed in West and Northwest Greenland in 2009 and 2010 for other purposes proved to be an 

important tool.  This process improved our allocation of effort and ensured that results reflected 

the entire subpopulations as best as possible.  Satellite telemetry data (both historical from the 

1990s and recent from 2009-2014) were also used to interpret post-hoc to what extent the biopsy 

samplings in the 1990s and 2000s were for the entire subpopulations in BB and KB.  Hence, 

information on movement and area occupancy obtained from satellite telemetry is an essential 

tool in mark-recapture studies of polar bears. 

 Finally, the telemetry data identified that 18% of the adult females collared in West 

Greenland remained in Melville Bay for a least one summer season and in some cases for over a 

year.  There would be value in future work investigating what fraction of the BB subpopulation 

uses Melville Bay year-round.  This could make use of the existing genetic marks from this 
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study, with the addition of one or two sampling seasons in fall in Melville Bay only.  Densities 

appeared low based on observations during data collection in 2012 and 2013 however there 

would be value in quantifying this using more detailed sampling of the area. 

 In conclusion, the present study has shown that a genetic mark-recapture assessment of a 

polar bear subpopulation at a large scale is possible.  However, such a study would likely involve 

an absolute minimum of three years of sampling and, subsequently, additional time for 

laboratory analysis of samples, analysis of data, and report writing.  Thus, these timelines must 

be considered in advance if timely information on abundance for management is paramount.  In 

this study, our reporting of abundance of polar bears in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin is given 5+ 

years after initiation of the study in 2011. 

 

14.3.  Recommendations on Sustainable Harvest 

 Historically, the management of polar bears assumed that their sea-ice habitat was 

relatively stable and, once subpopulation size was known, conservation of polar bears could be 

achieved through harvest management (SWG 2011).  The sustainable harvest of a subpopulation 

would, therefore, be largely dependent on an estimation of abundance, demographic rates (e.g., 

birth and death vital rates), and the magnitude, and sex and age composition of the harvest.  

Since the 1980s, management and conservation of polar bears, particularly in Canada, has been 

informed by predictive modelling, which has provided guidance to managers on the setting of 

sustainable harvest levels that have been based on a better understanding of the risk associated 

with different harvest scenarios (Taylor et al. 1987b, 2002, 2005).  The primary predictive model 

used, RISKMAN (Taylor et al. 2001), focused on harvest management and did not account for 
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any future change in survival or birth rates during the period over which the simulations were 

run.  Furthermore it did not include changes in carrying capacity (K). 

 Based on demographic rates derived from pooled subpopulation data collected across the 

Canadian High Arctic in the 1970s and 1980s, modeling indicated that under optimal conditions 

the sustainable yield of adult females is typically <1.6% of the total population (Taylor et al. 

1987a).  Hence, level of total sustainable catch (C) was inferred from this relationship (PBSG 

1998): C = N * 0.015/sex ratio in harvest; where N is subpopulation size, 0.015 is the sustainable 

rate of harvest of adult (independent) females from the population, and the denominator is the 

ratio of adult females in the harvest.  Hence, the ratio of adult female bears in the harvest was 

important for the sustainable total yield.  Using this relationship and a general 2:1 sex ratio of 

males to females in the harvest, the historical standard for the harvest rate of polar bear 

subpopulations has been 4.5%, which was based on a 2:1 sex ratio of males to females and, 

initially, on generalized demographic rates derived from pooled subpopulation data collected 

across the Canadian High Arctic in the 1970s and 1980s (Taylor et al. 1987a, b).  More recently, 

as more studies were undertaken and additional analytical methods developed, it became clear 

that demographic rates were subpopulation specific (e.g., Amstrup et al. 2001, Taylor et al. 2002, 

2005, PBSG 2006, Taylor et al. 2006, Regehr et al. 2007, PBSG 2010).  In their recent 

development of a matrix-based demographic model for polar bears, Regehr et al. (2015) noted 

that harvest management based on this standard rate and the 2:1 male-biased sex ratio is 

reasonable under many biological and management conditions; although in some cases, lower or 

higher rates may be more appropriate. 

 The ultimate threat to polar bears throughout their range is the reduction in sea-ice habitat 

expanse, duration, and quality as a consequence of climate change (Derocher et al. 2004, Laidre 
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et al. 2008, 2015a, Wiig et al. 2015).  At their 2009 Meeting in Tromsø, Norway, the Polar Bear 

Range States agreed that the impacts of climate change constitute the most important threat to 

polar bear conservation (Polar Bear Range States 2015).  Hence, the effective and sound 

management of polar bears can no longer rely solely on estimates of abundance but must also 

incorporate impacts of a changing environment (e.g., loss of ice and reduction in carrying 

capacity).  In addition, as other threats (i.e., pollution, resource exploration and development, 

tourism) become better understood, management of polar bear subpopulations will need to be 

modified, particularly if reproduction or survival rates are negatively affected (Vongraven and 

Peacock 2011, Vongraven et al. 2012).  Thus, understanding the risks associated with a range of 

harvest management options is important for polar bear conservation. 

 One of the stated purposes and objectives of the 2009 Canada-Nunavut-Greenland 

Memorandum of Understanding is to manage polar bears within the KB and BB management 

units in order to ensure their conservation and sustainable management into the future (Anon. 

2009).  The SWG was subsequently tasked with proposing Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) 

levels for both the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations (Chapter 1) but was not provided 

with any specific guidance on management goals. 

 To facilitate the ability of the SWG to provide the Joint Commission (JC) with useful 

recommendations on TAH, the SWG requested that the JC provide: 

1) A statement of management objectives for each subpopulation, 

2) Information on the expected frequency and intensity of future monitoring, and 

3) A statement of risk tolerance with respect to the effects of human caused removals. 

 As a consequence of not receiving the necessary information from the JC on which to 

base recommendations on TAH despite repeated requests, the SWG is currently unable to 
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provide these recommendations.  Specific objectives for the management and conservation of 

BB and KB polar bears are critical as these will largely influence recommendations on TAH, 

which in turn will ensure that decision makers have all the necessary information available to 

them.  Risk tolerance and management objectives are not decisions to be made by scientific staff 

but rather by those with management authority for the resource and, ideally, made after 

consideration of not only subsistence harvest but also other sources of human-caused removals 

(e.g., human-bear interactions) and after consultation with all stakeholders. 

 Once the JC provides the requested information, the SWG strongly recommends that 

subsequent advice on TAH be based on population simulations using models that have the ability 

to incorporate changing sea-ice conditions (e.g., reductions in carrying capacity) and 

demographic data quality as part of the overall process to assess risk under different harvest 

management scenarios.  For example, Regehr et al. (2015) developed a state-dependent 

management framework that linked the demographic model to simulated population assessments, 

which can be used to estimate the maximum sustainable rate of human-caused removals.  It can 

also be used to calculate a recommended sustainable harvest rate, which Regehr et al. (2015) 

note is generally lower than the maximum sustainable rate because it is dependent on 

management objectives, the precision and frequency of population data, and risk tolerance. 

 

14.4.  Recommendations on Monitoring Habitat Change on Polar Bears 

 There have been numerous reports regarding the effects of climate change and in 

particular the loss of sea ice, on polar bears (Derocher et al. 1994, Laidre et al. 2008, Wiig et al. 

2008).  Changes in distribution of polar bears in several populations including in BB have been 

summarized by Stirling and Parkinson (2006).  Furthermore, information on local observations 
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of the effects of climate change on polar bears in BB made by hunters and elders have been 

presented by Dowsley (2005), Dowsley and Taylor (2006), and Dowsley and Wenzel (2008) for 

eastern Baffin Island and by Born et al. (2008a, b, 2011) based on interviews with experienced 

polar bear hunters NW Greenland.  These sources indicate that polar bears in BB (and likely also 

KB) currently are affected by large-scale environmental changes. 

 Monitoring habitat change will improve our understanding of the relationship between 

BB and KB polar bears and the environment.  It provides insights into how factors such as sea 

ice and prey abundance and availability affect polar bear distribution and vital rates.  The results 

of the habitat assessment work conducted in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin since 2009, largely 

based on satellite telemetry data from collared adult female polar bears, have provided a wealth 

of new information on habitat and habitat change, which directly inform the status of the BB and 

KB subpopulations (Chapters 2, 4, and 9).  The movement information has also assisted in 

interpreting the BB and KB abundance and demographic data, which were associated with some 

biases that could be addressed through the use of the telemetry data (Chapter 3). 

 Vongraven et al (2012) developed a circumpolar monitoring framework for polar bears, 

which was focused on the sustained long-term monitoring necessary to understand ongoing 

effects of climate warming and other population-level stressors in order to inform management 

and policy responses to changing worldwide polar bear status and trends.  The current scientific 

understanding of polar bears and their reliance on sea-ice habitats is the result of long-term 

monitoring that has been conducted in only a few subpopulations.  There is variability in the 

response of each subpopulation to loss of sea ice, as manifested in this study through the 

differences in responses in KB and BB despite roughly the same rates of sea-ice loss (Chapters 4 

and 9).  Therefore it is critical that scientific studies be conducted within the subpopulation(s) of 
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interest to gain an in depth understanding of the complex ecological ramifications of climate 

change in that area (e.g., Rode et al. 2014), rather than making assumptions based on studies in 

other areas that may have different responses. 

 The BB and KB satellite telemetry studies allowed for comparison and quantification of 

range use across decades, seasons and months, changes in overlap of the population range over 

time, shifts in median latitude of bears across seasons, changes in immigration and emigration 

across subpopulation boundaries, changes in movement rates, shifts in sea ice and terrestrial 

habitat use and habitat selection, and changes in maternity denning timing, and changes in 

maternity denning areas and habitat.  Though not included in the report, time series from 

captures in BB and KB provide information on causal links between factors that determine 

health, nutritional ecology and population-level processes.  Analyses have been initiated (using 

samples from recent BB captures) and are expected to provide new information on feeding and 

nutritional ecology. 

 The SWG concludes that future physical capture and satellite tagging studies in BB and 

KB (collaring and tracking adult female bears for periods of years) will be critical to extending 

the current time series and informing managers of the impacts of sea-ice habitat loss.  Given the 

large physical changes documented in this study, and clear responses of polar bears in both areas, 

continuation of the time series of satellite telemetry data will improve our understanding of the 

impacts of future biotic and abiotic changes on the two subpopulations.  The satellite telemetry 

studies should be conducted on intervals of 10 years or less, with samples sizes roughly 

equivalent to those collected in the 1991-1997 and 2009-2013 (approximately 40 adult females 

tracked over a period of several years).  Lower sample sizes will make assessments more 

difficult due to individual variability and lack of model convergence (as seen for KB). 
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 By use of satellite telemetry, the present study documented that a group of adult female 

polar bears occur year round at glacier fronts in Melville Bay in NW Greenland (Chapter 2).  To 

protect important polar bear habitat the Melville Bay Nature Reserve was established in 1980.  

All access and hunting within the central zone of the nature reserve is prohibited (Appendix D).  

The (re-)establishment of a local group of polar bears with affinity to Melville Bay appears to be 

relatively recent and is likely an effect of the protection places on this important polar bear 

habitat.  Satellite telemetry in the 2000s has also shown females to be denning in the Melville 

Bay Nature Reserve.  When the areas were surveyed during spring 1992 and 1993 very little 

signs of polar bear activity were observed in the nature reserve and of the 1990s satellite 

telemetry indicated that adult females did not use the Melville Bay (Chapter 2). 

 Hence, recent data indicate that the Melville Bay Nature Reserve represents an example 

of how important polar bear habitat can be protected resulting in polar bears reestablishing 

groups "locally" in prime habitat.  Hence, the nature reserve exemplifies a means of protecting 

polar bears in the future.  However, the broader effect of the nature reserve on polar bears should 

be followed.  This can be done by regularly conducting a genetic mark-recapture estimation of 

trends in numbers in the local group of bears (baseline genetic data now exist from the present 

study) and by tracking individuals by use of satellite telemetry at 5-10 years intervals. 

 Continued assessment of changes in habitat in BB and KB via satellite-based observation 

of sea ice (passive microwave data, MODIS, or Radar images) provide useful context for 

changes in the physical environment.  Arctic sea ice is the most critical habitat for the survival of 

polar bear subpopulations as distribution and timing of ice relative to critical phases of polar bear 

life history have been linked to subpopulation status and trend (Stirling et al. 1999, Hunter et al. 

2010, Regehr et al. 2010).  The SWG recommends continued monitoring of sea-ice habitat 
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change through these studies (described herein as well as Stern and Laidre 2016).  Furthermore, 

contrasting changes in BB and KB with other polar bear subpopulations provides an important 

baseline for comparison. 

 Continued development and refinement of habitat models will be necessary in the future 

to identify habitat selection changes and better predict critical habitat in BB and KB.  

Standardized methods of developing habitat models (resource selection functions, RSFs) for 

polar bears have been developed for several subpopulations (Mauritzen et al. 2003, Ferguson et 

al. 2000, Durner et al. 2004, 2006, Wilson et al. 2014, Laidre et al. 2015b, Chapters 4 and 9) and 

within a large part of polar bear range (Durner et al. 2009).  RSFs are developed from satellite 

radio telemetry data of adult female bears and readily available sea-ice data in geographic 

information system (GIS) format.  Habitat models are powerful tools for predicting the 

occurrence of terrestrial den habitat (Howlin et al. 2002, Richardson et al. 2005).  Knowledge of 

the distribution of maternal den habitat has significant management potential to protect polar 

bears in dens.  Trends in sea-ice den habitat may be estimated by monitoring sea-ice conditions 

as changes in the composition of sea ice has been linked to changes in den distribution 

(Fischbach et al. 2007). 

 Habitat availability and change have been linked to polar bear demography and/or 

condition in some subpopulations (Regehr et al. 2007, Bromaghin et al. 2015, Lunn et al. 2016).  

Quantitative links between habitat and demographic parameters are complex and need to be 

refined and specific to the subpopulation of interest.  Continued habitat monitoring will improve 

the understanding between the links to demography and productivity for both BB and KB. 

 Stable isotope (Bentzen et al. 2007), fatty acid analysis (Iverson et al. 2006), and lipid 

content in adipose tissues (McKinney et al. 2014) conducted from blood, fat and hair collected 
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during captures can provide information on the polar bear prey base and help to identify shifts in 

food webs and body condition  in BB and KB.  This information can be used in concert with 

information on movements and habitat use from the telemetry to better inform how bears use the 

ecosystem.  While some of this information can be collected from harvest sampling, physical 

capture of polar bears provides opportunities that are not available from harvest samples (e.g., 

collection of samples from the same individuals over time). 

 Continued monitoring of TEK and LEK in BB and KB will also be critical for providing 

information on how changes in sea ice are impacting the polar bear hunt (e.g., hunting practices), 

the overall harvest, and the condition of bears harvested.  Local perspectives on changes both to 

the physical environment and the population are important inputs to managers.  Repeated studies 

with a robust interview study design and data collection process (e.g., Born et al. 2011) are 

needed. 

 Finally continued subsistence harvest monitoring is needed in both Canada and 

Greenland, providing critical information on numbers, sex ratios and ages of bears taken in both 

areas.  In this study, this information provided important content into changes in harvest patterns 

and composition of the harvest (Chapter 8).  Genetic validation of the sex of individual bears (as 

reported by the hunters) showed that the gender was incorrectly reported in a significant number 

of cases.  Improvement in gender reporting is needed; inaccuracies in gender reporting were 

greatest in Greenland. 
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APPENDIX B.  The accuracy of estimating polar bear age-class and sex from helicopter-based, 

aerial observations: Implications for the use of non-invasive survey methods in monitoring 

subpopulations. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 Although some subpopulations of polar bears (Ursus maritimus) have been studied and 

monitored for more than 4 decades (e.g., Stirling et al. 1977, Lunn et al. 2016), there is 

considerable variation in the depth and scope of knowledge across their circumpolar range 

(Vongraven et al. 2012).  Large gaps in basic information exist.  Growing concerns about the 

impacts of climate change, increasing industrial development, harvest and contaminants in the 

Arctic have prompted range state governments, researchers, environmental organizations and 

local communities to call for an enhanced and coordinated circumpolar monitoring effort 

(Vongraven et al. 2012, Range States 2015). 

 Polar bears typically have been monitored by means of physical mark-recapture.  This 

method has yielded detailed demographic data, allowing researchers to assess the status of 

subpopulations and closely examine the impacts of climate change and other threats.  Hence, 

physical mark recapture provides tissue samples and samples of e.g., blood and milk which have 

been used in a wealth of studies of health and pollution in polar bear populations (e.g., Regehr et 

al. 2007, Hunter et al. 2010, Sonne 2010, Peacock et al. 2013, Bromaghin et al. 2015, Lunn et al. 

2016).  However, gaps in knowledge and the demand for rapid dissemination of up-to-date 

information have generated interest in the use of alternative methods for monitoring polar bears.  

Aerial surveys have proven to be an effective and expedient way of assessing abundance in polar 

bear subpopulations even in subpopulations with a large range (Aars et al. 2009, Stapleton et al. 
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2014, 2016).  Genetic mark-recapture (Herreman and Peacock 2013, Pagano et al. 2014, 

Chapters 5 and 10) and remote sensing (Stapleton et al. 2014) may also offer viable alternatives 

in situations where logistical and financial limitations preclude the use of physical mark-

recapture or where concerns about the impacts of handling bears outweigh the benefits 

(Vongraven et al. 2012). 

 Aerial surveys are widely used for monitoring wildlife populations.  Unlike physical mark-

recapture studies where individuals are captured, marked and released, aerial surveys do not 

provide detailed demographic data such as estimates of birth rates and survival that can be used 

to project population growth.  Nevertheless, aerial surveys, which only rely on one season are an 

effective means of yielding a snapshot of estimates of abundance/status.  Inferences about 

population trends can be derived from repeated aerial surveys.  In addition to estimating 

abundance, aerial surveys can also provide information on spatial distribution, sex and age 

composition, body condition and reproductive performance that can be used to facilitate 

population status assessment (e.g., Stapleton et al. 2014).  In contrast to genetic and physical 

mark-recapture estimation, which relies on several years of sampling, aerial surveys can provide 

an estimate of abundance from only one season of study. 

 Genetic mark-recapture has been increasingly used for wildlife population monitoring 

(Palsbøll et al. 1997, Boersen et al. 2003, Boulanger et al. 2004, Kendall et al. 2009).  Like aerial 

surveys, genetic mark-recapture does not require the capture and physical handling of 

individuals.  Tissue samples are collected for genotyping and identification of individuals by 

methods such as biopsy darting or hair-snagging.  With protocols such as biopsy darting, 

individuals can be observed from a distance, facilitating collection of additional information on 
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sex, age class and body condition.  However, the reliability of this ancillary information depends 

on the ability to correctly classify individuals by sex and age class. 

 Using data collected during two recent genetic mark recapture studies of polar bears in the 

Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) subpopulations, we assessed the accuracy of classifying 

polar bears into sex and age classes from the air without physical handling.  From a sample of 

bears of known sex and age class, we examined variation in accuracy of classification dependent 

on the method of survey (aerial vs genetic mark-recapture) and amongst sex-age classes.  We 

discuss the implications of the results for expanding the utility of aerial survey and genetic mark-

recapture as less invasive methods for monitoring species status. 

 

METHODS 

Study Area 

 The boundaries of the BB polar bear subpopulation (BB) encompass an area ~1 million 

km2 in Baffin Bay, covering portions of Baffin Island and all Bylot Island (66.2° N to 73.8° N) in 

Nunavut/ Canada and parts of West and Northwest Greenland (66.0° N to 77.0° N; Taylor et al. 

2005).  BB is bounded by Greenland to the east, Baffin Island to the west, the North Water 

polynya in the north and Davis Strait to the south.  Three communities in Nunavut and 37 

communities in Greenland harvest bears from BB, although the majority of the Greenland 

harvest is taken between ca. 72° and 76° N.  Baffin Bay is ice-covered in winter but typically 

ice-free in summer. During late spring and summer break-up, sea ice recedes from Greenland 

westward across Baffin Bay; the last remnants of ice typically occur off the coast of Baffin 

Island. Most polar bears remain on the sea ice as it recedes and then come ashore to spend the 
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ice-retreat period on Baffin and Bylot Islands (Taylor et al. 2005). A small number of bears 

remain on land in northwestern Greenland throughout the ice-retreat period. 

 The KB polar bear subpopulation covers roughly 150,000 km2 and spans portions of 

Nunavut, Canada, including Ellesmere Island, as well as northwestern Greenland (Taylor et al. 

2008).  However, the boundaries of the KB subpopulation encompasses a substantial amount of 

land and glaciers so that the essential sea ice polar bear habitat only amounts to less than one half 

of the area enclosed by the borders of the management unit; cf. Figure 13.1).  The subpopulation 

ranges over Kane Basin, Nares Strait, Smith Sound and adjacent fjords on eastern Ellesmere 

Island and Northwest Greenland (the Qaanaaq area). It is bounded to the north by the Arctic 

Basin subpopulation (via the Kennedy Channel), to the south by the BB and LS subpopulations, 

and to the west by Norwegian Bay (NW). Kane Basin forms part of the Arctic archipelago 

ecoregion (Amstrup et al. 2008); sea ice remains present in the northern range (i.e., Nares Strait-

Kane Basin) throughout the year, largely due to the movement of polar pack ice from Arctic 

Basin, and reaches a minimum in late summer.  However, in recent decades, sea ice conditions in 

KB have changed markedly (Chapter 9) 

Genetic Mark-Recapture Study 

 Genetic mark-recapture studies were conducted in BB and KB between 2011-2013 and 

2012-2014 respectively (Chapters 5 and 10 in this report).  Sampling of bears in BB occurred 

from late August to mid- October along the east coast of Baffin Island and around Bylot Island, 

Canada.  During this period, bears were on land in a variety of habitats ranging from flat coastal 

plains and beaches to steep rocky slopes and glaciers.  Bears were observed against different 

backgrounds including sand, rocks, low lying vegetation, snow and water.  Sampling in KB 
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occurred in April and May while bears were on the sea ice.  Bears were observed on a range of 

sea-ice types including flat, shorefast ice, consolidated pack-ice and unconsolidated pack-ice. 

 Using a helicopter (Bell 206 LongRanger), we searched for and biopsy darted polar bears 

using methods described previously (Chapters 5 and 10).  Upon encounter, the sex and age class 

(cub-of-the-year [COY], yearling, subadult [ages 2 – 4], and adult) of each bear was estimated 

from the air at a range of 3 – 7 m above ground.  The individual identity and sex of each bear 

was later confirmed via genetic analysis (Chapter 5 and 11).  In estimating age-class and sex, the 

observer used multiple cues, including the size of an individual relative to its surrounding 

environment or accompanying bears, membership in a family group (mothers and cubs or 

yearlings), secondary sexual characteristics (adult males; e.g., fore-leg guard hairs), body shape 

and proportions, the presence of scars (which are most often seen on adult males) and 

observations of urination (i.e., urine dribbling from under the tail of females).  Fields notes, and 

in some cases photographs, also assisted in post-hoc reassessment of age-sex class once genetic 

sex was known. All observations were made by experienced polar bear biologists who had 

previously participated in physical mark-recapture studies. 

 At the time of encounter, observers had no prior knowledge of the sex or age class of bears.  

However, amongst the individuals encountered, a proportion were of known sex and age class 

based on one or more lines of evidence (Table B1), including a number of bears whose 

genotypes matched those of bears handled during physical mark-recapture studies in BB (Taylor 

et al. 2005), KB (Taylor et al. 2008, Chapter 10 in this report) and Davis Strait (Peacock et al. 

2013).  We assessed the accuracy of remote classification using this sample of ‘known’ bears and 

examined two scenarios.  The first scenario simulated the outcome of an aerial survey in which 

the sex of bears cannot be confirmed via genotyping.  Sex and age classification under this 



Appendix B SWG Final Report 

612 | P a g e  

scenario therefore relies solely on field observation.  The second scenario simulated a genetic 

mark-recapture, whereby inaccuracies in field sexing of bears can be corrected following 

genotyping and field notes made at the time of observation can be used to make post-hoc 

adjustments to age class once genetic sex is known1. 

 We restricted our analyses to bears that were sub adults or adults at time of encounter due 

to small sample sizes for COYs and yearlings and because these dependent offspring can be 

easily identified when part of a family group (> 96% and 91% accurate for COY and yearlings 

respectively; GN unpublished data from Davis Strait).  Our analysis was a simple comparison of 

the estimated and known frequencies of bears in each sex and age class under these two 

scenarios. 

RESULTS 

 During genetic mark-recapture studies in BB and KB, 2011-2014, there were 309 

encounters with individuals classified from the air as adult females based on the presence of 

accompanying offspring (either COY or yearlings), including 29 instances in which the sex and 

age class of the adult female was also known from capture and physical examination (n = 2) and 

tooth aging (n = 27) on a prior or future occasion.  Twenty-five adult females were subject to 

aerial classification during fall when they were accompanied by COY (n = 12) or yearlings (n = 

4) and 4 were classified during spring (3 with COY, 1 with yearlings).  All adult females with 

dependent offspring were correctly classified from the air. 

 In addition to adult females with accompanying offspring, we recorded 128 unencumbered 

bears of known sex and age class (Table B2).  Aerial classification of these bears without 

subsequent genotyping and reclassification based on genetic sex (i.e., the aerial survey scenario) 

resulted in an overall accuracy of 73%.  For lone adults, 95% males and 74% of females were 
                                                           
1 An example of a field note used for post-hoc adjustment of age class would be: “If not female is a sub adult male”. 
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correctly classified.  Inaccuracies were greatest amongst subadult bears.  Although 70% of 

subadults were correctly classified, only 23% were correctly classified as sub adults of a 

particular sex. 

Aerial classification combined with subsequent reclassification based on genetic sex, field notes 

and photographs (i.e., the genetic mark-recapture scenario) resulted in an overall accuracy of 

91% amongst the 128 known age, independent bears.  Again, accuracy varied by sex and age 

class (Figure B1); accuracy was highest for adult males (97%) and lowest for sub adult females 

(79%) (Table B3). 

DISCUSSION 

 One of the criteria used to classify adult females was the presence of dependent offspring 

(COY or yearling) at the time of aerial observation or during a prior encounter.  Use of this 

criterion was based on the assumption that accuracy in identifying females with offspring of this 

age was at, or near 100%.  Although the sample size was relatively small, our results support this 

assumption and the validity of this age classification criterion.  All of the adult females with 

offspring whose age could also be confirmed by tooth aging or physical examination were 

correctly classified from the air.  However, we did not have any adult females accompanied by 2-

year-olds in our sample of known-aged bears so we were unable to test the accuracy of 

classifying adult females based on the presence of 2-year-old offspring nor were we able to test 

accuracy in classifying 2-year-olds themselves. 

 Our results suggest that experienced observers can estimate the sex and age class of bears 

from the air with high accuracy for most sex and age classes, particularly when aerial 

observations are combined with genetic sexing, field notes and photographs.  These findings are 

consistent with results from a similar study using a larger dataset of known-age bears (n = 445 
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based on tooth aging) from Davis Strait in which aerial observers correctly classified 97%, 88%, 

80% and 80% of adult males, adult females, subadult males and subadult females respectively 

(GN unpublished data). 

 Not surprisingly, the greatest inaccuracies occur in classifying subadult bears.  While the 

ability to classify an individual as a subadult is reasonably good from the air, the ability to 

determine the sex of subadult bears based on aerial observation alone is poor.  Another area of 

potential inaccuracy that we were unable to test was the identification of independent yearlings.  

In some polar bear subpopulations, a proportion of yearlings are found alone during the summer 

or fall; presumably having been weaned (Derocher and Stirling 1995, 2012, Stirling et al. 1999).  

In Baffin Bay during the 1990s, approximately 6% of yearlings encountered during mark-

recapture sampling were independent (GN unpublished data).  The extent to which weaning of 

yearlings is occurring in BB at present is unknown.  Of 16 bears recaptured as yearlings during 

genetic mark-recapture sampling from 2011 to 2013, all were still with their mother, but this 

small sample size limits inferences.  However, in Western Hudson Bay, the proportion of 

yearlings that are independent during the fall has declined dramatically from > 81% prior to 1980 

to almost zero at present (Stirling and Derocher 2012).  This decline in early weaning of 

offspring has occurred in association with changing sea-ice conditions leading to the suggestion 

that early weaning is associated with favorable environmental conditions.  Given trends in sea 

ice in BB (Laidre et al. 2015), a reduction in the proportions of independent yearlings may also 

be occurring.  The number of independent yearlings encountered during our genetic mark-

recapture was likely negligible. 

 Based on the accuracy of classification documented in this study, we conclude that the sex 

and age class data derived from aerial surveys or genetic mark-recapture studies can provide 
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reliable data to support monitoring and assessment of population status.  From aerial 

observations, adult males, adult females, COY, and yearlings can be identified with high 

accuracy.  Subadult age classes also can be accurately determined, but classification by sex is 

poor.  Combined with genetic sexing, field notes and photographs, accuracy is improved for all 

classes of bears.  While we cannot derive specific ages for bears from aerial observations, such 

data do support monitoring the basic age structure of subpopulations.  In addition, with genetic 

mark-recapture, there is an opportunity to model survival of specific age classes, albeit with a 

degree of uncertainty.  For example, remote classification of sex and age classes does not permit 

modeling senescent age classes, nor can we model the transition from subadult to adult age 

classes with certainty.  Finally, given the accuracy in identifying adult females and their 

dependent COY and yearling offspring, reproductive indices such as litters size and recruitment 

(yearlings per adult female) can be reliably obtained. 

 In our genetic mark-recapture studies in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin approximately one-

third and two-thirds of sampling, respectively, occurred for bears of known age class based on 

our criteria (Table B1).  The higher proportion of known age bears in Kane Basin was the result 

of physical captures completed to deploy satellite telemetry instruments.  For the two thirds and 

one third of bears of ‘unknown’ age that were age classed based on aerial observations, genetic 

sex, field notes and photographs we can be confident in the accuracy of those classifications.  For 

mark-recapture analyses, we adopted a coarser age class structure than was assessed in the 

present study due to concerns about the ability to remotely classify bears (Chapters 5 and 10).  

Our findings suggest that the accuracy of remote classification is sufficient to justify the use of 

finer scale age-class structures in the future. 
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Figure B1.  Accuracy of estimating the age class of bears during genetic mark-recapture studies 

in Baffin Bay and Kane Basin (2011-2014).  Data are for bears of known age-class and sex.  Sex 

is based on genotyping and age class is based on one or more of the criteria listed in Table A1.  

Data are presented as percentages correctly (grey) and incorrectly (white) classified with sample 

sizes in parentheses. 
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Table B1.  Lines of evidence (criteria) used to determine the ‘known’ sex and age class of polar bears. 

Sex-Age Class Evidence Used to Determine Class 
Subadults • Genotype matched to an individual previously encountered and / or captured as a COY or yearling. 

• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior or future occasion.  Age at capture determined by 
tooth1. 

• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion.  Age at capture determined by physical 
examination and the interval between capture and biopsy confirms the individual to be subadult. 

• Genotype matched to a bear subsequently harvested for which age was determined by tooth1. 
  
Adult Females with 
dependent offspring 
(COY or yearling) 

• Accompanied by dependent offspring at time of encounter or during previous encounter and / or capture. 
• Genotype matched to an individual previously encountered and / or captured as a COY or yearling. 
• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior or future occasion.  Age at capture determined by 

tooth1. 
• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion.  Age at capture determined by physical 

examination and the interval between capture and biopsy confirms the individual to be adult. 
• Genotype matched to a bear subsequently harvested for which age was determined by tooth1. 

  
Lone Adult Females • Genotype matched to an individual previously encountered and / or captured as a COY or yearling. 

• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion or future occasion.  Age at capture 
determined by tooth1. 

• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion.  Age at capture determined by physical 
examination and the interval between capture and biopsy confirms the individual to be adult. 

• Genotype matched to an adult female previously accompanied by dependent offspring. 
• Genotype matched to a bear subsequently harvested for which age was determined by tooth1. 

  
Adult Males • Genotype matched to an individual previously encountered and / or captured as a COY or yearling. 

• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion.  Age at capture determined by tooth1. 
• Genotype matched to an individual captured on a prior occasion.  Age at capture determined by physical 

examination and the interval between capture and biopsy confirms the individual to be adult. 
• Genotype matched to a bear subsequently harvested for which age was determined by tooth1. 

1 Age estimated by counting annular rings in an extracted vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998).  
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Table B2.  Comparison of sex and age classes as estimated from the air versus known sex and age for bears observed in Baffin Bay 

and Kane Basin, Canada, 2011-2014.  Estimated sex and age based on aerial observation only (aerial survey scenario).  Data are 

frequencies.  Percentage of bears correctly classified are presented in parentheses. 

 

 Known 

Sub adult (<5yrs)  Adult 

Female Male 

 Female 
(with 

offspring) 
Female 
(Lone) Male 

Estimated 

Sub adult (<5yrs) 

Female 3 (21.4)      

Male 3 4 (25.0)    1 

Unknown/Not recorded 5 6     

Sub adult or adult 

Female     1  

Male     2 1 

Unknown/Not recorded     1  

Adult 

Female (with offspring)    309 (100)   

Female (Lone) 3 4   28 (73.7) 1 

Male  2   4 59 (95.2) 

  

Total Individuals 14 16  309 36 62 
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Table B3.  Comparison of sex and age classes as estimated from the air versus known sex and age for bears observed in Baffin Bay 

and Kane Basin, Canada, 2011-2014.  Estimated sex and age based on aerial observation and post-hoc correction for genetic sex 

(genetic mark-recapture scenario).  Data are frequencies.  Percentage of bears correctly classified are presented in parentheses. 

 

 Known 

Sub adult (<5yrs)  Adult 

Female Male 

 Female 
(with 

offspring) Female (Lone) Male 

Estimated 

Sub adult (<5yrs) 

Female 11 (78.6)      

Male  14 (87.5)    1 

Unknown/Not recorded       

Sub adult or adult 

Female     4  

Male      1 

Unknown/Not recorded       

Adult 

Female (with offspring)    309 (100)   

Female (Lone) 3    32 (88.9)  

Male  2    60 (96.8) 

  

Total Individuals 14 16  309 36 62 
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APPENDIX C.  Regression results for an annual body condition metric for polar bears in Baffin Bay (BB).  The metric, proportion of 

bears in good condition, was derived from observed frequencies of Fatness Index (FI) scores ranging from 1 to 5 (Stirling et al. 2008).  

Bears of FI 4 or 5 were in good condition.  Spring ice transition was the decimal day (1-365) when ice cover over the continental shelf 

of BB reached 50%.  Data for all years were collected within a standardized sampling area (see chapter 3). Regressions were 

performed in the Curve Estimation procedure of SPSS (Version 24.0). 

 

Sex-Age Class Dependent Variable F6 r2 P Curve Type 

Adult Male Spring Ice Transition 59.89 0.97 0.001 Quadratic (2nd order) 

Adult Male Year 18.90 0.79 0.007 Linear 

Adult Female (alone) Spring Ice Transition 0.25 0.05 0.635 Linear 

Adult Female (alone) Year 2.09 0.29 0.208 Linear 

Adult Female (with offspring) Spring Ice Transition 51.77 0.91 0.001 Exponential 

Adult Female (with offspring) Year 13.24 0.73 0.015 Exponential 

Yearling Spring Ice Transition 9.75 0.83 0.029 Quadratic (2nd order) 

Yearling Year 4.71 0.49 0.082 Linear 
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APPENDIX D.  Description of the polar bear harvest management and monitoring systems in 

Canada and Greenland. 

 

HARVEST MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING IN CANADA 

 Within Canada, harvesting of polar bears has been managed on a quota system since 

1967 (Lee and Taylor 1994).  This system has undergone several revisions over time both in 

terms of the size of quotas and the methods of management.  Since 1996, the quota system for 

BB, KB and other neighboring subpopulations managed by the Government of the Northwest 

Territories (and now the Government of Nunavut) has had several notable features.  The term 

quota has been replaced by the term Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) to reflect language in the 

Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA).  However, TAH and quota are often used 

interchangeably in reports.  The TAH is managed on a flexible system that allows the annual 

level of harvest to vary somewhat from year-to-year to some degree.  Each community hunting 

from a subpopulation is allocated a portion of the TAH.  Exceedance of that allocation in a given 

year is compensated for by a reduction in the community’s allowable harvest the following year.  

Exceedances occur when the total number of bears harvested is greater than the available limit or 

when too many females are harvested.  This sex selective harvest management system is based 

on a target sex ratio of 2 or more males for every female harvested which allows a higher 

sustainable harvest than a 1:1 sex ratio (Taylor et al. 2008b).  All human-caused mortalities are 

counted against the available TAH.  Adult females with dependent offspring (cubs-of-the-year, 

yearling or two-year-olds) and those in or constructing dens are protected from hunting.  The 

hunting season runs from July 1st to June 30th the following year.  Most hunting is for subsistence 

purposes by Inuit.  However, a portion of each community’s TAH may be allocated to guided 
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sport hunting by non-Inuit, at the discretion of Inuit (Tyrell 2009; Wenzel 2008, 2011).  Methods 

of hunting are regulated under the Nunavut Wildlife Act.  With the exception of sport hunters 

who must travel by dog-team only, hunting may be facilitated by use of various forms of 

transportation including snow machine, All Terrain Vehicle or boat and with firearms of 

authorized calibers. 

 In Canada (Nunavut), the reporting of all harvested bears is mandatory.  Hunters are 

required to provide evidence of the sex in the form of a baculum from harvested males.  In the 

absence of a baculum, sex may be determined by DNA (Prior to 2005, proof of sex could also be 

established by sworn affidavit).  When proof of sex is unavailable a harvested bear is counted as 

a female for quota management purposes.  In addition to proof of sex, hunters are required to 

submit a set of standard specimens from each harvested bear including the lower jaw (or skull) 

for extraction of a tooth for aging, lip tattoos and ear tags if present.  Payment is provided by the 

Government of Nunavut (GN) for these specimens. 

 Following harvest of a bear, hunters submit the required specimens and other information 

to local GN Conservation Officers.  For each bear, details are recorded including location of 

harvest, date, hide length, estimated age, sex, type of hunt (e.g., regular subsistence, sport hunt, 

defense-of-life-and-property), ear tag number (and tags) if present and lip tattoo number (and 

tattoo) if present.  The hide from each harvested bear is then marked with a uniquely numbered 

tag (hide seal) that is permanently affixed.  This hide seal is required for export of hides from 

Nunavut and sale. 

 The information collected on each harvested bear is recorded on Hunter Kill Return 

(HKR) forms completed by Conservation Officers.  HKR forms are submitted to the GN’s polar 

bear management program where they were checked for omissions and errors before entry into 
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the GN’s polar bear harvest database.  The sex of harvested bears is again verified by submission 

of a baculum or by DNA submitted for analysis to Wildlife Genetics International (Nelson, BC, 

Canada).  The age of harvested bears is determined from counts of annular rings in an extracted 

vestigial premolar tooth (Calvert and Ramsay 1998). 

HARVEST MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING IN GREENLAND 

Harvest management 

 Following the signing of the Agreement on Conservation of Polar Bears in 1973 (Anon. 

1973), regulations for the harvest and the protection of polar bears for all areas of Greenland 

were introduced and were enforced by 1 January 1975 (Anon. 1976, Vibe 1985).  Since then, 

several amendments have been made to the regulations (cf. Born 1995).  The latest amendment 

was made in 2005 (Anon. 2005). 

 When Greenland Home Rule was established in 1979, Greenland took over the legal 

responsibility for management of its renewable resources, including polar bears.  In October 

2005, a new Executive Order (Anon. 2005) came into force.  Some important protective 

measures in this executive order are (Anon. 2005, Lønstrup 2006, Hansen 2010): 

• year round protection of all cubs (regardless of age) and females accompanied by 

cubs.  The executive order also introduces a prohibition of the export of polar bear 

cubs; 

• protection of all polar bears from 1 July to 31 August; in the local authority districts of 

Ittoqqortoormiit og Ammassalik from 1 August to 30 September; 

• prohibition to disturb or dig out polar bears in dens; 

• introduction of quotas from 1 January 2006 and the possibility that part of the quota 

may be used for trophy hunting.  There has never been and currently is no trophy 
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hunting of polar bears in Greenland.  Special provisions on trophy hunting will be laid 

down in a separate executive order; 

• only Greenland residents who hunt as a full-time occupation are allowed to hunt polar 

bears; 

• it is mandatory to report to the Greenland management authorities all catches 

including struck-and-lost polar bears; 

• aircraft, helicopters, motorized vehicles, including snow scooters and boats larger than 

20 GRT/15GT are not allowed in the hunt or for transportation to and from the hunting 

grounds; 

• poison, traps, foot snares or self-shooting guns are not allowed; 

• rim-fire rifles, shot guns or semi- or fully automatic weapons are not allowed.  Polar 

bears may only be hunted using a rifle with a minimum caliber of 30.06 (7.62 mm); 

• all meat, skin and other useable parts of the bear must be brought back (or cached in 

the field for later use); and, 

• no parts of the polar bear must be sold until the catch has been officially registered and 

the license has received an official stamp. 

 The Melville Bay Nature Reserve offers protection of polar bears in the Baffin Bay 

subpopulation.  This reserve (10 500 km2) was established in1980 to protect important polar bear 

habitat. All hunting within the central (coastal) zone I of nature reserve is prohibited (Vibe 1985, 

Anon. 1989). 

 The Greenland Home Rule Act. No. 12 of 29 October 1999 provides the legal framework 

for wildlife management.  Various laws on environmental protection and animal welfare also 

apply to the management of polar bears (Polar Bear Range States 2015). 
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 Responsibility for the management of polar bears resides with the Department of 

Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture, DFHA (Aalisarnermut, Piniarnermut Nunalerinermullu 

Naalakkersuisoqarfik, APNN) of the Greenland Government. 

 Quotas for the take of polar bears in Greenland were introduced in 2005 taking effect 1 

January 2006 (Lønstrup 2006).  The Minister of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture sets an 

annual polar bear quota.  The minister drafts a preliminary regional allocation of the quota based 

on the latest scientific advice and harvest results for the preceeding harvest season, and then 

sends the draft to the Hunters´ National Association, the municipalities, the Ministry of Nature 

and Environment and the Greenland Institute of Natural Resources for consultation for a period 

of not less than five weeks.  Based on the resulting consultation, the Ministry of Fisheries, 

Hunting and Agriculture prepares a final presentation of the total annual quota to the Minister 

(Polar Bear Range States 2015).  Licenses to hunt polar bears are issues by the municipalities, 

within annual quotas set by DFHA and the National Government. 

 The Greenland Fisheries License Control Authority is tasked with enforcing the 

regulations set by the government and the municipalities (Polar Bear Range States 2015). 

 When polar bear studies conducted by the Greenland Fisheries Research Institute 

(predecessor of Greenland Institute of Natural Resources, Nuuk) were initiated in 1991, 

Greenland de facto took over the responsibility providing scientific data for the management of 

its polar bear subpopulations as outlined in the 1973 Agreement on Conservation of Polar Bears. 

 During the fall of 2000, the Greenland Home Rule Government signed a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) with the Government of Nunavut (Canada).  An appendix to this MOU 

contains a prioritized list of items, including that there should be cooperation between both 

regarding shared polar bear subpopulations (Lønstrup 2006). 
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Harvest Monitoring 

 Home Rule was established in Greenland 1979. Since then the Department of Fisheries, 

Hunting and Agriculture (DFHA, Nuuk) has been responsible for organizing the collection of 

catch statistics in Greenland and for summarizing and publishing the data.  Until 1987 

information about the number of polar bears taken in Greenland was available through the 

Hunters´ Lists of Game (HLG) where hunters reported their catch of various wildlife including 

polar bears voluntarily. The HLG (Anon. 1954-83 and unpublished 1984-87) was based upon the 

principle that an appointed person from each settlement kept count of the catch of various 

hunting animals by all the hunters in his settlement and reported the numbers to the authorities 

(Rosing-Asvid 2002). When such reports for some reason were missing, the central authority 

added an estimate to account for unreported catch based upon “other information” (i.e., for 

example notices of catches in newspapers or records of trade of skin etc.). The HLG-summaries 

of the catch, including estimates of unreported catch, were published annually by the Ministry 

for Greenland in Copenhagen (until 1983). After the Greenland Home Rule Government took 

over the HLG-system, unpublished summaries of the catch in 1985, 1986 and 1987 became 

available from the Department of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture, DFHA (Nuuk). However, 

the reliability of the reporting in the HLG deteriorated since about the mid-1970s (Born 1995, 

Rosing 1998) and this way of monitoring the catch in Greenland stopped in 1987.  

 Some information (HLG and trade) was available during the decade prior to the 

introduction of a new system of reporting catches in 1993 (see the following). However, none of 

these sources gave the total picture and the size of the annual catch of polar bears from the BB 

and KB subpopulations in the 1980s and the information of annual catches was largely based on 

estimates (Born 1995). Born (1995) and Rosing-Asvid (2002) estimated that during 1980-1992 a 
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total of between 25(30) and 70(80) polar bears were taken each year by Greenlanders from the 

BB and KB subpopulations (the estimates of the total catch was not separated to BB and KB). 

 On January 1993 a new system of reporting catches – the ”Piniarneq” (Greenlandic word 

for “catch”) – was introduced in Greenland on 1 January 1996.  The “Piniarneq” relies upon each 

hunter voluntarily reporting his annual catch (between 1 October and 30 September) of various 

species including polar bears.  The Piniarneq system is linked to the issuing of hunting licenses, 

of which two categories exist: one for full-time hunters and another for part-time hunters.  

Hunters in both categories have to pay a small fee for renewal of the license, at which time they 

are obliged to report their catches during the previous 12 months.  Only full-time hunters can get 

a license to hunt polar bears.  The information on catches is compiled by the Department of 

Fishery, Hunting and Agriculture (Nuuk) which publishes summaries of the annual catch by 

area.  In the summaries, the catch is reported by municipality, meaning that in ”Piniarneq” there 

are no records of the exact site of kill.  There is also no information on sex and age of the caught 

bears or whether the bear(s) was (were) killed during a hunt involving more hunters than the one 

reporting the catch(es). 

 In recognition of the fact that a potential problem of reporting catches of polar bears via 

Piniarneq might be that more than one hunter reports the catch of a bear because several hunters 

participated in the hunt leading to multiple- reporting of a kill (see Discussion) it became 

mandatory from 1994 to report every kill of a polar bear on specific forms (“Special Reporting 

Forms”; “Særmeldingsskemaer”).  On these forms the hunter´s name, civil registration number, 

settlement/town, place and date of the kill, sex and approximate age (young, adult, old) of the 

bear ha to be given.  To be able to reduce the problem of potential multi-reporting of a single kill 

the hunter who finished off the bear was supposed to fill in the form and also give the name etc. 
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of the other participants in the catch.  During the years this system worked with variable success 

and not all bears that were caught were reported (Born 1998). 

 Quotas on polar hunting were first introduced in Greenland in 2006.  After the 

introduction of quotas taking effect 1 January 2006 the Ministry of Fisheries, Hunting and 

Agriculture has improved the hunting statistics by developing a new database and a double 

reporting system.  This means that a hunter must be issued a license before the hunt and 

immediately following the hunt the hunter must report the catch to the local authority using a 

standardized form.  This standardized form includes information on the name of the hunter(s), 

place of residence, date, license number, location of kill, and the sex and age category, and 

whether the bear was marked.  As an additional control, all hunters must report their annual 

harvest of all species (including polar bears) in Piniarneq (Hansen 2010). 

 In connection with studies of movement and subpopulation assessment more than 1500 

polar bears have been physically marked in the Kane Basin and Baffin Bay subpopulations since 

the 1970s  (Born 1995, Taylor et al. 2005, 2008, Peacock et al. 2012).  Before the quotas the 

hunters received a token payment for returning marks (and transmitters) to the authorities with 

information on the bear (date, site, sex etc. etc).  By the introduction of quotas it became 

mandatory to report whether a bear was marked or not and return tags (and transmitters) (Anon. 

2005). 

 Since the 1980s biological samples from the polar bear catch (various tissues, sexual 

organs, teeth for ageing etc.) have been collected during various specific programs in connection 

with studies of pollution and the demography of the catch (e.g., Rosing-Asvid 2002, Sonne et al. 

2012).  However, these programs which relied upon the hunters collecting the samples with an 
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economical compensation served specific purposes and in case of monitoring the catch have 

been intermittent (Rosing-Asvid 2002). 

 In order to continuously monitor the Greenland catch of polar bears demographically and 

provide information on sex and age composition of the catch it became mandatory in 2012 for 

the polar bear hunters to deliver a tissue sample (for genetic analyses) and a small vestigial tooth 

(for age determination) from each bear killed.  The samples shall be sent to the Greenland 

Institute of Natural Resources in Nuuk which is responsible for arranging the sampling program 

practically and for processing the samples.  Each sample is accompanied by a filled form where 

with details about the catch (date, site, name of hunter, sex of the bear and its approximate age 

etc. etc.).  The hunters are required to also send the same information to the Greenland 

management authorities (i.e., the Department of Fisheries Hunting and Agriculture in Nuuk). 
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APPENDIX E.  Results of binary logistic regressions for body condition scores (poor, fair-good) 

for polar bears in Kane Basin. 

Sex-Age Class Independent 
Variables 

B Wald Statistic P 

Adult male Julian Day -0.095 1.617 0.204 

Epoch (1990s-2010s) 0.230 0.082 0.774 

Adult female 

(lone) 

Julian Day 0.104 2.413 0.120 

Epoch (1990s-2010s) 0.775 1.152 0.283 

Adult female 

(with COY) 

Julian Day 0.251 9.210 0.002 

Epoch (1990s-2010s) 0.327 0.194 0.660 

Adult female 

(with yearling) 

Julian Day 0.082 0.617 0.432 

Epoch (1990s-2010s) 2.064 4.081 0.043 

Subadult Julian Day 0.111 0.741 0.389 

Epoch (1990s-2010s) 20.056 0.000 0.998 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ (HTO) ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2-ᒥ, 2018 ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕆᓕᕐᖢᓂᐅᒃ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᑲᑕᒃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 9-ᒥ, 2017 ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓕᖅᐹᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐱᑭᐊᓚᓱᔅᓱᐊᖅᒥᑦ (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᑦ (TK) ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒍᑎᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐆᒥᖓ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓇᙵ 

ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᖁᐊᕐᓵᕐᓇᕈᑎᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓂᑯ ᐅᑯᓇᙵ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓖᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᑦ (SWG).  

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏ (TK) ᓄᐊᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) 

ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐱᑭᐊᓚᓱᔅᓱᐊᖅᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ.  

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᓈᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᖃᕋᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ.  
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ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᓕᕈᑎᖓ 

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᖔᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ. 
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1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂ ᑲᑎᕐᓱᐃᒍᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓈᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ 

(JC) ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑭᐊᓚᓱᔅᓱᐊᖅᒥᑦ (KB) ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᖕᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ (TK) ᓄᐊᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ ᐱᑭᐊᓚᓱᔅᓱᐊᖅᒥᑦ (KB) ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2−ᒥᑦ, 2018. 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋ 

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥᑦ. ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

(NWMB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (DOE), ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB), ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (NTI), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ (QWB) ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᐅᔪᖅ. 

 

2.0 ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᓛᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐆᒧᖓ ᐱᑭᐊᓚᓱᔅᓱᐊᖅᒥᑦ (KB) 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᑦ (SWG). ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓖᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ (SWG) ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) 

ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᐅᑯᑎᒎᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ/ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᐊᕐᓵᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓇᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᑦ (SWG), ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐆᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

(TAH). ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᑕ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᖕᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ 

(JC)−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐱᑭᐊᓚᓱᔅᓱᐊᑉ ᓇᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (DOE) 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

2.1 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5:30−ᒥᑦ 6:00−ᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖁᓪᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖅ, ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᓪᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᓕᖃᑐᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᒃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ 

ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑭᐊᓚᓱᔅᓱᐊᖅᒥᑦ (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 1). ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᙵᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐱᕐᓱᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋ. ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᒪᑕ.  



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 5 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 8 

 

3.0 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᖕᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2, 2018 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ: 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔭᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ: ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᓕᖃᑐᖅᑐᖅ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔪᐃᔨ: ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔭᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ: ᓯᑳᑦ ᔮᓐᓴᓐ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᐅᕈᓪ ᕗᕇ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑕᓂᔅ ᓇᑎᓗ 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ: ᑲᐃᐅᓪ ᐅᕆᑦᓯ 

 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨ: ᐋᑕᒥ ᓄᓇ 

 ᐃᕕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

o ᔭᕗᕇ ᖃᐅᓐᓇᖅ 

o ᔮᕐᓘ ᑭᒍᑦᑕᖅ 

o ᓕᓴ ᓂᖏᐅᖅ 

o ᒪᐅᑎ ᑯᓗᒍᑕᖅ 

o ᐃᓐᒍᓖᔅ ᑯᕆᔅᑕᓐᓴᓐ 

o ᐊᒪᓐ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖅ 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᑦ: 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᒧᒪᖏᑦᑐ 

ᐱᑭᐊᓚᓱᔅᓱᐊᖅᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓲᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓛᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᑭᐊᓚᓱᔅᓱᐊᖅᒥᑦ 

ᓇᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄ, ᐊᖑᓇᓲᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓲᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑐᐊᓘᓚᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓲᑏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ 4.5% 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᓛᖡᑦ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔭᖓᓂ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 2.8%−ᒧᑦ ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC)−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᖓᓂ. 

 

4.0 ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᔪᑎᑦ  

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ (DOE)ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑭᐊᓚᓱᔅᓱᐊᑉ ᓇᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑐᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᒐᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ 4.5% ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᑲᓛᖡᑦ 

ᐱᔪᒪᓯᒪᔭᖓᓂ, ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 2.8%-ᒥᑦ ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐ, ᑲᓇᑕ-ᑲᓛᓪᖡᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒥᓴᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC)−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᖓᓂ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓗᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

(NWMB) ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ. 

 

 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 6 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 8 

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ 1



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 7 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 8 

 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 8 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 8 

 

 

 



2 
 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᖅ “ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᕐ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ: ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ” ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 31 ᔪᓚᐃ 2016.  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ “SWG 2016” (ᑕᑯᒃᑭᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ). 

ᓇᓗᓴᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂ 14 ᓴᑉᑕᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) Kane Basin (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: SWG [ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ]. 2016. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ: ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ. 31 ᔪᓚᐃ 2016: x + 636 pp. 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ S. N. ᐋᑦᑭᓐᓴᓐ (SWG), E. W. ᐳᐊᕐᓐ (SWG), K. L. ᓚᐃᑐᖃᐃ (SWG), N. 

J. ᓚᓐ (SWG) ᐊᒻᒪ Ø. ᕗᐃᒡ (SWG) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᒪᑖᓃᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᓐᓂᓖᑦ T. ᐋᓄᕐᑦ, M. ᑎᒃ, E. V. ᐱᒋᐅ, H. ᓯᑑᓐ, ᐊᒻᒪ S. 

ᓯᑕᐃᐳᑕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᑲᑎᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ K. L. ᓚᐃᑐᕋᐃ ᐊᒻᒪ N. J. ᓚᓐ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 1: ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ 
 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (JC) ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ “ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᒻᒥᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ” (MOU) 30 ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ 2009 (Anon. 2009). ᑐᕌᒐᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᖏᑦ MOU ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎ (1) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ Kane Basin ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪ)ᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᖑᓴᐃᖏᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (2) ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. JC ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᒪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ (SWG) 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin (KB) ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ.  JC ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ SWG−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐱᐅᓛᖑᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ: 

(1) ᐱᖁᔨᓗᑎ ᖃᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᒋᑦ JC 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ (2) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎ JC−ᒧᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᒪᐃᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2010 SWG ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ JC−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ (SWG 2010) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  SWG ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᖏᑦ BB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ (PVA) ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᑦ 100%−ᒥ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᓪᓚᕆᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖁᓕᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᖄ

 ᖏᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑲᑕ (PBSG 2010). SWG ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ JC−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓪᓚᕆᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕋᔪᓲᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑖᓅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 10−15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓅᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ PVA−ᖑᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᔭᔅᓴᐅᓇᑎ.  ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, SWG 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒥ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯ,ᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ (PBSG 2010) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᓕᑦ, SWG ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
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ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦᐱᔭᐅᓗᑎ BB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB (SWG 2010). 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑕᖐᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᒋᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖓᓂ 2010 ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᕝᕙᓐᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓐᖓᐅᑎᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖓ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂ ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB. 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᑐᖃᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ (MR), ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ M-R (SWG 2011). SWG ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ MR ᐱᐅᓛᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ BB−ᒥ.  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐱᐅᓛᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ KB. SWG ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖏᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍ SWG ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ, JC ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ MR 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑎᒥᑎᒍ MR ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔾᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᓕᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᐱᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ.  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, JC ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ MOU−ᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ MR  BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KBᒥ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ. 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ SWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ: (1) ᐊᐅᖏᓪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐱᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ 

ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB-ᒥᑦ; (2) ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᓐᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (3) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓂᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 

(ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ) BB-ᒥ, KB ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ. ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᕈᕋᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2011 

ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ: 1) ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ (ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ) ᓇᓄᖏᑦ 

BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KBᒥ; 2) ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖑᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ (1991−1997), 

ᖃᐅᔨᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ; 3) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ BB−ᒧ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ; 4) ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

(ᐊᑕᖏᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᑦ) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᖃᐃᔨᓴᐃᓗᑎᓗ; ᐊᒻᒪ 5) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓯᑯᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ, ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ (SWG 2016) ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᓕᒫᖑᔪᓂᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ. 
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ᓵᑉᑕ  2: ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin 
 

ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ BB−ᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ KBᒥ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 1997−ᒥᑦ. ᓵᑉᑕ 2 ᐊᑐᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᔪᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᑦ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KBᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 2 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓕᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᕐᕉᔫᓐᓂᒃ (1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ; 2000−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖁᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒥᖓᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑦᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒐᓚᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ’ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ 92% ᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐅᐱᕐᖔᑯᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᔪᒥ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᓕᒫᖑᔪᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ) ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖓ ᖁᓕᕇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒦᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB 95% 

ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖓ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ) ᑕᖅᑭᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᒍ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓛᖑᔪᑦ 60% ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᖁᓕᕇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ 1990ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ < 50% ᑕᖅᑭᓕᒫᓂᑦ, ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖑᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᖑᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔩᔪᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ Bbu 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖑᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ BB−ᒥ ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓄ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ, BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

BB−ᒥᖒᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ, ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ BB−ᒥ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᖃᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔭᐅᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ. 

KB−ᒥᑦ, ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖓ 95% ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᒃᓂᖓ 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᒫᖑᕙᑦᑐᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑐᐊᖅ (ᔫᓂ-ᓯᑎᐱᕆ), 

ᓇᒧᖓᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐊᑎᖅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᓇᒧᖓᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ, KB ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᖅ (BB-ᑎᑐᑦ) ᓯᑯᓕᒫᐸᓗᖓ 

ᐊᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᑕᒫᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦᒃ ᐊ−ᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  

 

 

 

ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ: ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᕋᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑰᑲᐃᓐᓇᐸᒻᒪᑕ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓚᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᒃᓂᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ. 

ᓱᓕ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᖄᖓᒎᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ KB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂ (50-98% 
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ᖁᓕᕇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ), ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒥᖓᔅᓴᐃᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥ. ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᒻᒥᑦ 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ KB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ (ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ BB−ᒥ) ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᒻᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖅᑲᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓐᓇᖓᓂ KB ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ.. 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ 8 polymorphic microsatellites ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 5 ᐊᒻᒪ 10). ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒥᑦ, 

ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. BB ᐊᒻᒪ KB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ, BB ᖃᒻᒪ KB ᓇᓄᖏᑦᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᐳᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ BB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒧ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖃᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑎᕐᓂᖏᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᑭᓐᖔᕐᕕᒋᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 1 ᐊᒻᒪ 2 ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

(2011−2012 BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2012-2013 KB−ᒥᑦ) ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ~34% ᐊᒻᒪ ~25% ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ BB ᐊᒻᒪ KB, ᑐᖏᓕᕇᑦᑐᑎ.  ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᕐᑕᖅᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ≤ 1% 

ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑎᖅᑐᓂᑦ  BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖓᓗ KB−ᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

< 4% ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑎᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᓴᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ BB ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᒻᒥᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓂ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᑯᖃᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒍ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᖏᑦ BB−ᒧ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑑᔮᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 3: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ 

ᓵᑉᑕ 3 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᒥᖓᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᑕᒪᖓᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 
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ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ BB−ᒥᑦ 2011-2013−ᒥ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᕕᓴᐃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐆᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᑎᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓚᐃᓇᖏᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ MR ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᓄᑦ BB ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ BB−ᒧᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ 1993-2013 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ. 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ BB ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ,  ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᖑᐊᖅᑐᒍ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖓᓂ, ᑲᑎᓐᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᐱᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓚᕆᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 3) ᑕᕝᕙᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB−ᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ (229 ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ), ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖓ 

2010−ᖏᓐᓂ (470 ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ), ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ: 1993-1996 

ᐊᒻᒪ 1997 ᓯ−ᔭᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ (1998-2010), ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ. ᒥᑭᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᓐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄ 

ᓴᖏᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦᒃ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᐃᓚᐃᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᓐᓂᖅ. 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓪᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒻᒥ ᓯᔾᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖓ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒍᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990s ᐊᒻᒪ 2010s. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒦᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᖔᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ½ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ. 

2010−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑑᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓈᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᒥᑭᔫᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ, MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ (1) ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒋᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ MR ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

(2)ᓄᓇᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ MR ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ (ᓵᑉᑕ 5). 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓚᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ. 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᒥᓲᑲᐃᓐᓇᐸᓪᓚᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᒦᑦᑐᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᑯᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ 
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ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᑭᒃ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᑯᕋᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ. ᓯᑯᖓ 

ᐊᖏᔪᒥ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᓂ ᐋᒡᒌᓯᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᕐᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1993 ᐊᒻᒪ 2013, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᖏ ᐊᒃᓇᐃᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ, ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ <30% 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑰᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ MR−ᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 70-80% ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕐᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕕᒻᒥᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᑭᔫᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᖃᑕᐅᖏᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ. ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒫᖓᑐᐃᓐᓈᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒨᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓇᔪᖅᓴᓯᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ 

ᑎᓯᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ), ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᓇᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᓂᑦ. 

ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010-ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ) ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᕐᕉᔫᓐᓂᒃ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ, ᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔮᖅᑐᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕈᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ MR  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᒍᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᑳᓪᓚᑦᑐᑦ) 

ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓐᖓᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦs BB−ᒧ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ. (2005). ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑦᑕᑲᐅᔪᑦ MR ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒋᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ, 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᒥᑭᔫᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓄᑦ, ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᒦᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒫᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᖄᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒨᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ 2010-ᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔪᓐᓇᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 
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ᓵᑉᑕ 4: ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
 

ᓵᑉᑕ 4 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ BB−ᒥ ᓯᑯᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010-ᖏᓐᓂᑦ (2009-2015). ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒦᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᑕ−ᕗᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᓂᑦ JC−ᒧᑦ (ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ MR−ᒧ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᕙᑎ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒦᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ (LEK) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ 

ᓯᕝᔭᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᓯᑯᖓᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ BB−ᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ 1979−ᒥᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᔪᓯᓪᓗᓂ 2015−ᒧ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ (ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ). ᓯᑯᖓᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᕿᑎᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᖓ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᐱᕐᖓᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒧᑦ) ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ/ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐳᐃᑦ ᖁᓖᑦ 1979−ᒥᓂᑦ. 

ᓯᖁᖃᕐᓂᕆᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᔫᓐᓂ−ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆᒧ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 4% ᖁᓕᓂᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. ᐊᐅᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖓ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᖅ 3-4 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. BB 

ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᔭᒐᐃᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ. 

ᓇᓄᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ (ᐋᒡᒌᓯ−ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ) 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᒫᓅᕋᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᖔᖅᑐᑎᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

BB ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᑯᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓂᓴᕈᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 300 m ᐃᑎᓂᓕᒻᒥᑦ (ᓯᑯᒥ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥ) 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᑐᐊᕆᖏᑕᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑑᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ; ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ 

ᓯᑯᒨᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑲᑕ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ (<300 m). ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᖃᓂᔅᓴᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓕᒫᓂᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓯᑯᐃᖅᑎᓪᓗᐳ (ᔫᓂ−ᔪᓚᐃ), ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᓯᑯᒦᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᓂᕿᔅᓴᓯᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ. 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐳᐃᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ >100 km ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᓯᑯᒥᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒧᑦ, <10%ᔾᒥ ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᑯᓪᓗ 

ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑐᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᔅᓴᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᒫᓃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖁᓂᒡᒍᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ 2011−ᒥᑦ. 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᐃᔅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓯᒥᑯᓇᓵᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᒦᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  
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ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑭᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓪᓗᐊᒥ ᑎᑭᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 20-30 ᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᐅᕙᔪᒻᒪᓂᑦ. ᓇᓅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᒻᒨᖅᐸᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒧᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥᑐᐊᖅ (ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᑦ Melville 

Bay ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ). ᖃᓂᒌᑦᑐᑎᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᖅᑦᑕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒧ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᐃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒦᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓯᑯᒨᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓴᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᓂᖓ. 

16 ᑎᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2009 ᐊᒻᒪ 2015 (15 ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ 

ᐊᒻᒪ 1 Melville Bay, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ). ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᓯᒥᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ. ᑎᓯᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ Melville Bay−ᒥ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ Melville Bay ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒐᓚᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᑎᓯᒨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ >1 ᑕᖅᑭᒥᑦ 

ᑭᖑᕙᓯᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᓂᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᑎᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ BB−ᒥ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂ; ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᓇᔾᔨᔪᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᒥᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᒦᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᓯᖏᓐᓅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ. 

ᑎᓯᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒦᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕕᖓᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 

ᐊᐳᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓅᔪᔅᓴᐅᔪᖅ. 

ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᕐᓗᒍ, ᐊᖏᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ 25−ᓂ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 5: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
 

ᓵᑉᑕ 5 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ BB 

ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2011-2013. ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ −ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ NR ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ 914 ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᑦ 1993-1995 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1997 ᐊᒻᒪ 1,410 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᖁᑭᐅᑦᑕᐅᔭᓄᑦ 2011- 2013. ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ (n=243) ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 21−ᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ r (1993-2013) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᖃᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 13−ᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 1998 – 2010. 
 

 
 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ (ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ) ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2011-2013 ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 0.90 

(SE = 0.05) ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ ≥ 2, ᐊᒻᒪ 0.78 (SE = 0.06) ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᓐᓄᑦ 2 ≥. ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑲᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᓕᒫᖑᔪᓂᑦ 1993-2013, 

ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐ 0.87 (SE = 0.06). ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ 2012-2013−ᒥ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2,826 (95% CI = 2,059-

3,593)ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 1994-1997 ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2,173 (95% CI = 1,252-3,093) 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ. (2005). ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 
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ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 2011-2013 ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ ≥ 2 ᐅᑯᐊᖑᒪᐅᖅᑐᑦ 0.91 (SE = 0.05) ᐊᒻᒪ  0.83 (SE = 

0.06), ᑐᖏᓕᕇᑦᑐᑎᑦ. ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖅᑯᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ (ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᓵᑉᑕ 3). 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ.  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᕗᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓄᓗᑎ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᑦ 2011 – 2013 ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓴᕐᒥ ᓯᑯᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓄ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒦᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑎᒍᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂᑦ 10% 

ᐱᐅᖏᑐᓂ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ . ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᓪᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓ BB−ᒥ ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᖔᖅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᓯᖁᒥ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓯᑯᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ 

ᓇᑭᓐᖔᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᑎᑦᑎᖏᑦᑐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑕᕗᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ. 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ (, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ). ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐅᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑲᐅᖏᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ MR ᐊᑐᖅᑕᒧᑦ, ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᑳᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᑎᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᑎᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᖏᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ BB ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓃᑦ 

ᒥᑭᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ MR−ᒨᕐᓗᑎ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖃᖅᑰᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᒦᖦᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᕋᔅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐅᓗᑎ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖓᓄ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 2010−ᖏᓐᓂ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒡᒍᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖏᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 1993−2013 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 
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2011 – 2013 ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖅᑰᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᓂ 

ᒪᑭᑕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᓯᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖑᐊᕐᓂᖅ (ᓱᕐᓗ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ) ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᓄᓐᓅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖓ (ᓵᕐᓗ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᖏᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ) ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ  6: ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔫᓐᓂᒃ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ (1993-1995, 

1997 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2011- 2013) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ. BB−ᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ (COY) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓗᐊᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖓᔅᓵᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ  COY ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  

(ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ COY ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑦ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ) ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ. 1993−ᒥ 2013−ᒧᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᔅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᓯᑯᖓᓄ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ (ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒧᑦ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ) BB-ᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1993-2013 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 0.24 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 

0.51. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ BB ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ 

Regehr et al. (2015), ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᖓ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦᕝ 0.1 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 0.3 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ COY ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ t ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ year t + 1, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓴᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ COY ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑐᖁᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖏᓐᓂᑦ 8−ᓂ ᑕᖅᑭᓂᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

COY ᐃᕐᓂᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓄ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ COY ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒦᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓂ BB−ᒥᑦ, ᑲᖐᓱᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 
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ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ COY ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ Foxe Basin− ᐊᒻᒪ, ᓂᒋᖓᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ . ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓪᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ BB ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔫᔮᕋᑖᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 7: ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ 
 

ᐅᖅᓱᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (FI) ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂ MR 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ, 1993-1995, 1997 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2011- 2013. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᕐᓂᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ  BB−ᒥ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

1993 ᐊᒻᒪ 2013. ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ  BB−ᒥ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ  

ᐃᒪᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖓᓄᑦ. ᑖᓇ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᒦᒍᓐᓃᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗᖃᐃ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᔭᕈᕋᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᒧᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᖓ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ BB−ᒥ 

ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ 2010−ᒥ ᐊᑐᑐᑎ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (Rode et al. 

2012). ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᓂᑦ ᓵᑉᑕ 7 ᐊᑕᖐᔪᒦᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔫᓐᓂᒃ (1993-1997 ᐊᒻᒪ 2011-

2013) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ Rode et al. (2012) ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

BB−ᒥ ᐱᐅᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 200−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᐸᓗᑦᑐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ (Dowsley ᐊᒻᒪ Wenzel 2008, 

Born et al. 2011) 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ 9% BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ, 

ᓇᑉᐸᓪᓗᐊᐸᓗᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦᓇᓗᓇᐃᕋᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 8: ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, 1993 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2014. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 8 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ BB-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ; 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᒥᓯᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᑲᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᑎᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑲᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ. 
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ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᑲᓇᑕ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 1993-2005−ᒧᑦ 

(ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑰᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ) ᑲᑎᓐᖓᓪᓗᒋ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 165 (ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ: 120-268) 12 (ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ: 6-26) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ BB-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᑐᖏᓕᕇᑦᑐᑎ. ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2002 ᐊᒻᒪ 5005 ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᓗ. 

BB−ᒥ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓ)ᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᖏᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2:1 (ᐊᖑᑎᑦ: ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ) 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖑᒐᔪᑦᑐᓂ 35% ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. KB−ᒥ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

33%−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ 1993-2014.  ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑰᑕᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒻᒪᑕᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 44%−ᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓪᓚᕆᒋᔭᖓ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ KB−ᒥ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᑲᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖐᑦᑐᖅ. 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᑲᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓂ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓕ ca. 40% ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒧᑦ (ᐋᒡᒌᓯ − ᓅᕖᐱᕆ) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᖅᐸᓯᒻᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ 

16% ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖃᓛᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎ 2008−ᒥ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖃᑦᑕᓲᑦ ᓇᓄᑐᖃᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ, ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑦ. 

ᐃᒻᒥᓂ ᐱᖁᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ (DLPs) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ (2-3 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ). ᖃ ᐅ ᔨ ᓂ ᒥ ᖃ ᓚ ᐅ ᖏ ᑦ ᑐ ᒍ ᑦ  ᐊ ᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃ ᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒥᒨᓂᖏᑦ DLPs ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

1993 ᐊᒻᒪ 2014.  ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ DLPs ᐃᒪᐃᒻᓇᒦᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᐋᒡᒌᓯ−ᓅᕕᐱᕆ) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᔅᔭᒦᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ. 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ DLPs ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᑯᓪᓗ. 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓃᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ, 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑲᒻᒪᔅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 

(ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ) ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑐᖃᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᔭᒐᐃᓪᓗᑎ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᔭᒐᑦᑐᑎ ᓯᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ, ᐊᑲᐅᖏᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᑦᑐᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᑎᒍᑦ: (1) 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1967−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ 2006−ᒥᑦ, 

(2) ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ, (3) ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ 2:1 (ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ) ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ (4) ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᒧᔅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓕ ᖃᒧᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. 
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ᓵᑉᑕ 9: ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ Kane Basin−ᒥᑦ 
 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ KB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥ ᓯᑰᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ (>30% ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ) 

ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓕᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᑦᑐᐃᓇᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ (<5% ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ). 

ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓴᕋᐅᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 7−ᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᓂ/ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᓇᓵᕐᓂᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 5-6 

ᐅᓪᓗᓂ/ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᖓ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᓂᖓᓄᑦ) 

ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 12 ᐅᓪᓗᓂ/ᖁᓕᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖓ ᔫᓂᒥ ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆᒧᖅ ᐊᑎᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ 5-6% 

ᖁᓕᐅᓂᖅᑕᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. 

KB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖅᐸᓕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᔪᖅᐸᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᐸᓗᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓯᑯᒦᑉᐸᑦᑐᑦ (ᒨᕐᓗ, ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐ 

ᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᑦᑕᖏᑦ, ᑕᑯᒍᑦ ᓵᑉᑕ 2 ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ). ᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ 

ᑎᓴᒪᓂᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ BBᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᖏᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆᒥ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ r. 

ᓄᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ KB−ᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᔅᓴᐃᓈᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᖏᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᓯᑰᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ  

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᔾᔭᖓ. ᓄᓇᒨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᒍᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᔾ;ᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᒻᒧᑦ. 

ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑎᓰᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᓯᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓯᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ, ᐊᓂᕕᖏᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒍ, ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 2) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓃᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 11) ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 12)ᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ KB−ᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 

ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ, 1990−ᖏᒻᓂᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒍ 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 10: ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ Kane Basin−ᒥ 
 

ᓵᑉᑕ 10 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ KB−ᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

(23-ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ) ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓕᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ (1992 – 1997) ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 14-ᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 

ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑐᑐᐊᑦ (1998 – 2011) ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᓯᒪᔪᕐᓗ (2012 – 2014) ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᑐᕌᒐᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ  KB−ᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ (Taylor et 

al. 2008). 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ KB−ᒥ 357 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI: 221 – 

493) 2013 – 2014−ᒧᑦ. ᐋᖅᑭᑕᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ  1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 224 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI: 

145 – 303) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 1995 – 1997. ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ MR, ᐊᖏᓂᖓ KB 
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ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 164 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI: 94-234) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 1994-1997 (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ; Taylor et al. 2008). 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ KB ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂ 2012 – 2014 ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1994-1997.  

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓ Kane Basin ᕿᓂᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓇᓄᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ. ᓇᑦᑎᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ Kane Basin ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᕋᔅᓴᑦᑎᐅᕙᐅᓪᓗᓂ (Taylor et al. 2001). ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᔫᓄᔅᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ KB ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᒃᑲᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᒧᓄᐃᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

2013 – 2014 ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 357 (221 – 493) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 

ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, Kane Basin ᓇᓄᓕᒫᖏᑦ; Kendall et al. 1997), ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ. ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2013-2014 ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1995-1997 ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 133 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ≈ 80 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ), 

95% ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᑑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᔫᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᖁᔨᔪᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪ)ᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᓐᓄᑦ 3+ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ (0.95; SE: 0.04) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᕋᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᑖᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᓐᓄᑦ 3+ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ (0.87; SE: 0.06). ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᖅᐳᑦ, ᐱᔭᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᐳᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1998-2011, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓴᐃᔮᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ, 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 2006−ᒥ. ᓄᓇᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓃᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ KB−ᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ, <4% 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᑎ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓵᑉᑕ 2−ᒦᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 11: ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂ Kane Basin 
 

ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᓵᑉᑕ 10). ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑯᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒌᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑐᑭᓯᒋᔭᖓ “ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ” 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ. 
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ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 2014−ᒥ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 206−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ CI: 83 - 510). ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᒻᕼᕐᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ. ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 2013-

2014 MR ᖃᐊᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ (357 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, 95% CI = 221 – 493) ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 151 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖏᑦ 

≈ 127 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ), 88%−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᔫᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, MR ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ). 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ MR ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ KB−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒻᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ. ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ). NR 

ᐊᑕᖐᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖏᑐᖅᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ). ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ MR ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ (ᓲᕐᓗ Barents Sea; Aars et al. 2009) ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᒥ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ KB. ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ KB−ᒥ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᑭᔫᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐱᐅᓯᑎᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑯᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 12: ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅ)ᔪᓄᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ Kane Basin−ᒥ 
 

ᓵᑉᑕ 12 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ MR 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ 1992 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 1997 (Taylor et al. 2008) ᐊᒻᒪ 2012 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2014 (ᓵᑉᑕ 10). 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ MR ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ KB−ᒧ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 

(COY) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒧᑦ MR−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ), ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ KB−ᒥ (COY−ᒧᑦ: 1.67 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 1.60 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ) 

ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ (ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1.65 - 1.71). 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓗᑎ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐ ᕌᒎᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ (1995, 2013, ᐊᒻᒪ 2014), ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 50−ᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᔅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ (ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 15% - 30%) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᔪᓂᑦ 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᒍ, ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ KBᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᖅᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᕐᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 13: ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᒥ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ Kane Basin−ᒥ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒍ ᐅᖅᓱᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓵᑉᑕ 7) ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ KB-ᒥ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓕᓐᓂᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᐸᔭᑦᑕᖏᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑦ, ᐃᓐᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ Coy−ᖃᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᑑᔪᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐲᐸᕋᓗᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 2010−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᒧᑦᓯᑯᖓᓂ KB−ᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨᖃᐸᓗᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ. ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ Kane Basin. ᐊᒥᓱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓴᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ Kane Basin, ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ Humbolt Glacier (ᖃᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ KB), 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᐅᑦᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ KBᔾᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᑦᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᖅᑯᐃᔭᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᑦᑐᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐲᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓯᒐᖏᑕ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐊᕐᖏᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓯᖅ ᐱᓱᑦᑐᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒡᒐᑦᑐᑎᑦ ᑎᓯᔪᒥᑦ, ᓂᓚᒥᑦ, ᒪᓃᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᐳᒻᒥᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᖓ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᓵᑉᑕ 14: ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ 
 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ 

 

BB ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖁᑭᐅᑦᑕᐅᔭᓄ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᑲᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖏᓐᓄ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᓱᑲᑦᑑᔪᖅ, ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐸᕝᕕᓴᐃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᒍᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᕙᖏᒻᒪᑕ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐸᕕᓴᐃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎ. 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᖦᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅ<ᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑭᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ,ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᖅᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᖏᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᓃᑦ). 

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕿᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᒧᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓪᓗᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᑎᑐᑦ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᖃᑕ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ 10-15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑕᒫᑦ BB-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ  ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᑎᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐃᑦ  ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᒃᑕᕐᓗᑎ 5-7 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑕᒫᑦ.  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕ ᐊᐃᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓖᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᑖᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᓴᖏᑦ. 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᒧᑦ. ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ post hoc ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐊᐃᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᓂᖅ (ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓂ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᑦᓯᒥᖅ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ, 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ) ᑕᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓗᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ 

ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᓰᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒥ ᓯᑯᒥ). 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᓂ 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (Aars et al. 2009).  

ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓂᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅ)ᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ. 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᓚᑲᒻᒪᐅᖃᑦᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕿᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. 

SWG ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ (TAH) ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄ ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᕼᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕈᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ JC−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᑎᒐᓚᑦᑐᑎᑦ 

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖃᑦᑕᑦᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᒪᐅᔪᓂᑦ. SWG ᑐᔅᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ JC ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ: 

1) ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

 

2) ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓂᕿᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 
 

3) ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓴᕐᓂᖓᓄ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐱᔭᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ TAH JC−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ, SWG−ᑯᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

BB−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔭᐅᕈᑎᖃᓪᓗᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ TAH, 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  
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ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓴᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐅᓂᓕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒡᓴᐅᔪᖅ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋ.ᖃᒪᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᓄᓲᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᒪᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

JC ᑐᓂᓯᑐᐊᕈᓂ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ, SWG ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ TAH−ᒥ 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓗᑎ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾ“ᒍᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᓅᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, 

ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᐅᔨᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓐᓚᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  SWG ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ, ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ Regehr et al. (2015), ᑎᒥᒧᑦ−ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᑲᓱᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᓐᖑᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓛᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁ−ᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, 

ᐊᑐᖅᑲᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ  ᐋᑦᑭᔅᓯᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, Regehr 

et al. (2015) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ 

 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ (ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

(Dowsley et al. 2005, Dowsley and Wenzel 2008 and Born et al. 2011) ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓ) ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ (KB−ᒥᐅᔪᔅᓴᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ). ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᐊᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓐᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ  ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin−ᒥ 2009−ᒥᓂᑦ, ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓐᓄᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ, ᐱᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

SWG ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᓂᖅ BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 

KB−ᒥᑦ (ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᒪᓐᓄᑦ) ᐱᒻᒪᕿᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐅᖓᕐᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ, ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᑎᓐᓇᒋᓐᓂᖏᓐᓃᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᑐᖔᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 1991-1997 ᐊᒻᒪ 2009-2013 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ (ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂ 40 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ). ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᔪᒃᓇᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᔅᓴᖅᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ RSFs (ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ). 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 18% ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓂᑦ 

ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ Melville Bay−ᒦᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
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ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᔭᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓪᓚᕆᓐᓄᑦ Melville Bay−ᒥ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᖅᑕᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ Melville Bay, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ Taylor et al. (2005) ᐊᒻᒪ 

Born et al. (2011).  ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ ᖃᑦᑎᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ BB−ᓇᓄᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᖃᑦ Melville Bay ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥ Melville Bay−ᒦᑉᐸᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᒻᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖃᓪᓗᑎ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐ ᒪᕐᕉᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ Melville Bay−ᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᒡᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

SWG ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ 

ᖁᒻᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᓯᑯᖓ (ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓄ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, MODIS, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ Radar ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖏᑦ, 

ᐱᔭᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ Durner et al. 2009, Laidre et al. 2015 ᐊᒻᒪ ᓵᑉᑕᖏᑦ 4 ᐊᒻᒪ 

9), ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᑦᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ TEK ᐊᒻᒪ LEK ᑲᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᒻᑐᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ), ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒍ 

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

 

ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆᒥ 2010, JC ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ SWG−ᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎ: (1) ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ Kane Basin−ᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ JC ᑐᓂᓯᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ, (2) 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓃᖔᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑕ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, SWG ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (SWG 2011) ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᕋᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓪᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪ Kane Basin (KB) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ−ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ (1993-1997)  BB−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᑕᖃᖅᑐᑎ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓪᓗᐊᑲᓪᓚᔅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᖓ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍᓕ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ (TEK) ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑑᔮᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐋᖅᑭᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᖅ, SWG ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ 2011−ᒥ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎ (1) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ BB-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ (2) ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓗᑎ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

 

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔪᒧᑦ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ KB−ᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ 25 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. BB ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖑᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᒍ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᒃᑲᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎ 

ᓴᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ (KB, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ  
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ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ). ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓴᕋᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓯᑰᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓯᑯᓇᓵᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᒫᓅᕈᓐᓇᖏᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

1990-ᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᖅ KB−ᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒃ ᐊᔾᒪ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ KB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥᑦ ᓯᑯᒨᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖓᓄ 

ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓅᖏᖔᖅᑐᖅ ᓲᕐᓗ BB−ᑎᑐᑦ.  1990−ᖏᓐᓂᐅᕙᔪᒻᒪᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 

ᑐᕌᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖏᑦ BB−ᒥ ᐊᐅᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᑕᒫᑦ (i.e., 

“ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ” ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ). ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᖅᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ KB ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄ ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᐅᕙᔪᒪᓂᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᒍᓐᓇᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ “ᐊᕙᑎᖓ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ” ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ 

 

BB−ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥ ᓯᑯᒥ 

ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᖃᓂᓐᓂᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒨᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᕙᓯᓐᓂᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᑕᖅᑭᓪᓗᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ (20-30 ᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ) ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᕋᑖᒧᑦ ᓯᑯᓇᓵᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐳᐃᒥᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ. ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑎᓯᖏᓐᓅᖅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅᒥᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓂᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥ ᑎᓯᖓᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᒃᑐᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᓯᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᒦᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

2000−ᖏᓐᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐳᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄ ᐃᓐᓈᕈᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB 

ᓇᓄᖏᑦ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓯᑯᐃᖅᓴᕋᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᓂᑦ. ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᒍᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒻᒥᑰᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ 2000ᕝᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ, ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ BBᒥᑦ 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1993 ᐊᒻᒪ 2013 ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓᓄ ᓯᑯᖃᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂ 

ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ. 
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ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ BB−ᒧᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᖁᑲᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ KB−ᒧᑦ 

1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ (ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᖑᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᖓᓄᑦ), 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖓ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖓᓄᑦ Kane Basin, ᓴᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᖁᕝ>ᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ. 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
 

ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᓂᖅᕝᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᓂᖅ BB− ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᓂᑦ (2012-2013) ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 2,826 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI = 2,059-3,593). ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ, 

ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2000−ᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᒐᔅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᒍ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ (1,546 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ cf. PBSG 2015); ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ PBSG’s (2015) 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ BB ᐊᑐᑦᑎᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. TEK ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ BB ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, Dowsley and Taylor 2006, Born et al. 2011). 

ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᑕᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ BB−ᒥᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᐃᖏᕋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᖓ, ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ BB ᓇᓄᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᑰᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑲᑕ ᓯᑯᖓ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᒥ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᒐᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᓂᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ, ᑕᐃᒪᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ, ᓄᑖᖑᔪᖅ (2013-2014) ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 357 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI: 221 – 493). ᐋᖅᑭᑕᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1990 ᐱᔭ.ᐅᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ 

ᒥᒡᓴᐅᓴᑦᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 224 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (95% CI: 145 – 303) ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄ 1995 – 1997. ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖑᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄ ᒪᑭᑕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ TEK 

(Born et al. 2011). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓈᒻᒪᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᐃᓐᓇᕈᔪᑦᑐᑎ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

(Taylor et al. 2008); ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ PBSG’s (2010) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ KB 

ᐊᑐᑦᑎᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ KB−ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖓᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᒥ ᑲᔪᓯᑉᐸᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᐅᔪ)ᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᕐᑉᕕᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᖓ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑲᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
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ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ 

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ: ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂ 

ᐱᕙᒌᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ−ᑲᓛᖦᖡ ᓄᓈᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐋᑐᐋ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 25–27, 2017 

 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓛᑦᖠᓂᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ−ᑲᓛᖦᖡ ᓄᓈᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ (JC) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᕐᓂᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᖕᓂ. 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ (JC) ᐅᖃᐅᔭᐅᒋᐊᓱᖑᒪᑕ ᐅᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ. ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ 2011–2014, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ [TAH]; ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 

ᓄᖑᓗᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ). ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 1990−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᑐᖃᐅᓗᐊᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 2011–2014 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᓯᐊᓃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᓂ. 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ (JC) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) 

ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ 2011–2014-ᒥᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᙳᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ (JC) ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 

ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᓈᒪᒃᑲᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ: (1) ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᔫᓂᑦ; 

(2) ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᖏᔫᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᑕᒪᐅᖓᑐᐊᖅ, (3) 

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᔫᓂᖓ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᓪᓗᐊᐸᓗᒃ 30% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ  

10–15 ᐊᕐᕌᖑᓂ. ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ (JC) ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ 



ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᓗᓈᕿᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᔪᒥᑦ ᑮᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᑦ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑦ (JC) 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓕᖅᐸᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) 

ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒃᑐᒪᕆᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (90% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᑦ) ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

(ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᖃᒃᐳᖅ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒃᑐᒪᕆᐅᒐᔭᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ), 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᓗᑎᒃ (70% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂᑦ) ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ (ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ 

ᑐᑭᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓃᑦᑐᑦ). 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᑭᐅᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ 2011-2014 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH), ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ (TEK) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ. ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᑲᑦᑕᖅᐸᑦ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒡᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᐊᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᐸᑕ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH). 

 



ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ  

2011–2013 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓘᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2800 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ  

(95% ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ [CI]=2,059–3,593) ᑕᒫᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᑕᕆᐅ ᓯᑯᖓ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᖁᔨᐅᔪᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓱᒥᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓱᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᓴᓗᒡᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ. ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑦ 

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᐅᓈᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᑎᖓᓂ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᓂᑦ SWG ᖃᐅᔨᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᓱᒋᐊᖓ 

ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ (1) ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᕋᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓚᕆᖑᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᕋᐃᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ (3) 30% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖁᒃᓴᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒃᑐᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ (2) ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᑎᑭᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 120−ᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᖑᒥ (ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᑎᑦ 4.3% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ (2) ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᑎᒃ 160−ᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᖑᒥ (ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 5.7% 

ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ). ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᖑᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᓴᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓛᑦᖠᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᐸᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1998 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2013 ᒪᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 1.25 ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 1 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓕ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᒃᐸᑕ 

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓱᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᑕ, ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓛᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH) 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕋᔭᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ. ᐱᖃᑖᓂ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᑦ (TEK) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ, ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔪᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAH) ᓈᑐᐊᕋᖓᑕ 

15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑉᐸᑕ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᐊᔪᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ 



ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒡᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᖃᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᑉᐸᒃᑯᓇᓂ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖏᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑎᓂᑦ (JC) 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒡᓂᖅᓵᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᒃᖢᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. 

ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒪᑕ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2011-2013 ᓱᓕᓚᐅᖏᒪᑕ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᑐᓚᕆᒃᑐᒥ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᓱᓕᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᐅᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᐅᓈᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᑉ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ, ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᑦᓯᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓂᓪᓕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖕᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒡᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐊᖑᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐱᖃᑖᓂ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ 

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᑕᒫᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᑦᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑕᒫᓂ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᒥ ᒪᑭᒪᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ. ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᖅ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓱᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓂᑦ (SWG) 

ᑐᖓᐅᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ−ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᖅᓯᔪᒥᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᐅᓈᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕋᓱᒋᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (BB) ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑉᐸᑦ, ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓚᒃ 

ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒡᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᖃᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑉᐸᒃᑯᓇᓂ 

ᖁᓛᓂ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓇᐅᒐᓗᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ−ᑕᐅᕗᖓᑐᖃᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓃᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᒪᑕ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖏᑎᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᐸᓗᖕᒪᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕙᒌᕋᓱᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓕᖁᔨᓕᒪᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᓂᕐᓗᒃᑕᐅᔭᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒃᓲᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ−ᐊᖑᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ 

(BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ. 



ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ  

2012–2014 ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓘᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 360 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

(95% ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ [CI]=221–493) ᑕᒫᓂ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ KB ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓗᒍ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓱᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᖏᒪᑦ ᐱᐅᓈᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐄᓚᒃ, ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓕᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᕈᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒪᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓚᖅ ᐱᐅᓈᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᒪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑕ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ (1) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (2). 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᐃᒪᓐᓇᖔᕐᓕ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᒃᐳᖅ ᓇᓗᓈᕿᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ, 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᐸᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒋᐊᖏᑕ. ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᓐᓈᕿᖕᒪᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ (1) ᐅᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᑎᒃ 10 ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ 

(ᐊᖑᑦᔭᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖕᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᑎᒃ 2.8% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓄᑦ). ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑎᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ (TEK) ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᕋᐃᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᖁᔨᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1990-ᒥᑦ. 

ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕆᔭᖏᑕ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᖑᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᓴᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓛᑦᖠᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᑕᐅᔭᕌᖓᑕ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᐅᒐᔪᒃᐳᑦ 0.94 ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ 1 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓕᒐᖅᑐᖃᕌᖓᑦ. ᐱᖃᑖᓂ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᓴᕿᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᒃᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ (TEK) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᑐᒥᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ, ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔪᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᓈᑐᐊᕌᖓᑕ 15 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖃᖏᑉᐸᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔪᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 



ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) 15-ᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑉᐸᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᒃᓲᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐱᕕᒡᔪᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ-ᓇᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᐃᑦ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ. 

ᑕᐅᕙᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖓᓪᓕ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᔾᔨᓪᓗᐊᐸᓗᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (BB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ, ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᑦᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ 

ᐆᒪᑯᑖᒍᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᑯᑖᒡᓂᕆᓲᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐱᖃᑖᓂ, ᑕᕆᐅᑉ-ᓯᑯᖓ 

ᓄᖑᓴᕋᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᐅᓈᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ 

(KB) ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᖑᓂ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓈᕈᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓂ ᑕᐅᕗᖓᑐᖃᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ-ᓯᑯᖓ ᓄᖑᓴᕋᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂ, ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᐸᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᖏᑦᑐᑯᓘᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐸᒐᕐᓂᖏᑦᑐᒦᑦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓱᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦ (SWG) ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓗᖁᔨᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᔪᑎᑦ (JC) ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕐᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ, 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕐᓕᕋᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ (KB) 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓱᕐᓗ ᒪᑯᓇᓂ ᓈᒪᒃᓯᑐᐊᕋᖓᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓱᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᒃ 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᑦ (TEK), ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ-ᓇᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᖅᐸᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᓗᐊᕌᓗᒃ ᐱᓂᕐᓗᒃᓯᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 
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Executive Summary 

Background 

The Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) polar bear subpopulations are jointly 

managed by Canada (Nunavut) and Greenland. The Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on 

Polar Bear (JC) facilitates coordination between the two jurisdictions. In 2011, due to concerns 

about potentially unsustainable harvest and the demographic effects of observed, long-term 

changes in sea-ice habitat, the JC tasked its Scientific Working Group (SWG) with reassessing 

the status of the BB and KB subpopulations. Both subpopulation were surveyed in the 1990s. 

However, by 2011 these earlier surveys were considered too old to provide a reliable basis for 

assessment or future harvest management. Consequently, the SWG undertook a research 

program using genetic capture-recapture (BB and KB), radiotelemetry (BB and KB), and aerial 

surveys (KB) from 2011–2014 to obtain updated information on subpopulation size, status, 

delineation, habitat quality, and habitat use (SWG 2016).  

Results from these recent studies suggest that, over the last few decades, the BB 

subpopulation has undergone significant changes in range, movements, habitat use, body 

condition, and reproductive performance concurrent with a decline in sea-ice extent, duration, 

and quality. Baffin Bay is a relatively abundant subpopulation with an estimated 2,826 bears in 

2011–2013 (95% CI = 2,059–3,593). However, due to differences in capture-recapture (CR) 

sampling designs, results from the surveys in the 1990s and 2010’s cannot be directly compared 

to assess trends in the size of the subpopulation. For KB, recent studies suggest that the 

subpopulation is transitioning from a multiyear sea-ice system towards a sea-ice regimen 

characteristic of the seasonal ice ecoregion, where sea ice melts almost entirely during the 

summer. The KB subpopulation has responded to changing sea ice by expanding its range since 

the 1990s, especially during summer. Larger and more variable home ranges, and the use of 

lower sea-ice concentrations in summer and fall, have also been observed (SWG 2016). The 

current abundance of the KB subpopulation was estimated at 357 bears in 2012–2014 (95% CI = 

221–493), with the available evidence suggesting this subpopulation has been stable or 

increasing since the 1990s.  
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Harvest assessment approach 

Following a review of research findings for BB and KB (SWG 2016), the JC provided the 

SWG with three potential alternatives for subpopulation Management Objectives: (1) maintain a 

relatively stable subpopulation size; (2) maintain a subpopulation size that achieves maximum 

sustainable yield, with respect to a potentially changing environmental carrying capacity; and (3) 

reduce subpopulation size by approximately 30% in 10–15 years. Management Objectives 1 and 

2 were considered potential objectives for both BB and KB, while an exploration of Management 

Objective 3 was associated with concerns about human-bear conflicts, and was requested for BB 

only. The JC requested that the SWG use the best-available information to provide advice on 

harvest management strategies, including levels of Total Allowable Harvest, under which these 

objectives could be achieved. The JC provided two levels of risk tolerance (“low” and 

“medium”) for not meeting each objective.  

In this report, we use the ecological and demographic data from SWG (2016) to evaluate 

a suite of potential harvest strategies for the BB and KB subpopulations. We evaluated all 

strategies against the specific management objectives and risk tolerances provided by the JC, and 

for each strategy we also recorded other metrics of biological or management interest (e.g., the 

probability of severely depleting adult male bears). We interpreted the JC’s request for advice on 

“low” and “medium” risk tolerance to mean a 90% and 70% chance of successfully meeting a 

management objective, respectively (alternatively, a 10% and 30% chance of failing to meet a 

management objective). 

We performed a quantitative risk assessment using a demographic model based on the 

life history of polar bears, which can include the effects of environmental change (Regehr et al. 

2017). The potential effects of future changes in sea-ice conditions on subpopulation size and 

status, and the resulting implications for harvest management, were incorporated in the analyses 

by using projected trends in carrying capacity (K, the capacity of the environment to support a 

given number of polar bears). In addition to this direct environmental effect, the model included 

a mechanistic submodel of Allee effects in the mating system, which limited reproduction under 

conditions of low subpopulation density or imbalanced numbers of adult females and males. We 

considered several different scenarios of the vital rates (e.g., rates of reproduction and survival) 

for each subpopulation due to uncertainty and potential bias in some demographic parameters 

from CR studies for both BB and KB.  
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For each combination of management objective and vital rates scenario, we evaluated 

multiple harvest strategies. Harvest strategies were defined in terms of the key elements that can 

be identified and adaptively managed by authorizing agencies, including harvest rate and harvest 

level (measured in number of independent bears [i.e., not including cubs-of-the-year or 

yearlings] removed annually), the sex and age composition of the harvest, the management 

interval, and the quality (i.e., level of statistical precision) of available survey data. We evaluated 

10, 15, and 20-year management intervals, defined as the number of years between successive 

changes to the harvest based on new data from subpopulation surveys. The management interval 

often used as an objective in Canada is 15 years. For BB and KB, the interval between the two 

most recent surveys was 18 years (1993 to 2011), although some management adjustments 

occurred during this period. Thus, a management interval of 15–20 years approximates current 

practices for these subpopulations. A management interval of 10 years was used to illustrate the 

effects of more frequent subpopulation surveys and management changes.  

Strategies using three harvest sex ratios (SR) were examined; SR = 1 (i.e., a 1:1 male-to-

female ratio) reflecting conditions where harvest is not selective for either males or females; SR 

= 2 reflecting the target ratio for sex-selective harvest currently implemented in Canada, and 

reflecting the reported sex ratio of the combined Canada-Greenland harvest 1998–2013; and, for 

each subpopulation, a ‘status quo’ sex ratio of the combined Canada-Greenland harvest 1998–

2013, based on results from recent genetic sampling (2011–2013) indicating that sex was 

incorrectly reported for a substantial number of harvested bears.  

All population projections assumed a state-dependent (i.e., dependent on current 

conditions) management approach, under which harvest levels did not remain constant in the 

future, but rather were updated according to the management interval. This means that the 

harvest strategies are tied directly to the timeline for reassessing subpopulation abundance and 

vital rates. 

 

Baffin Bay  

For the BB subpopulation, projections included a proxy for changes in K estimated from 

the number of ice-covered days per year in the BB region, which decline by approximately 5.5% 

per decade when projected forward in time. Use of a projected, declining trend in K is consistent 

with evidence for range contractions, and changes in nutritional condition and reproductive rates 
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of BB polar bears associated with sea-ice loss (SWG 2016). In the demographic model, we 

assumed that the current rates of survival and reproduction for BB polar bears reflect a 

subpopulation that is near its maximum net productivity level (MNPL, the subpopulation size 

that results in the greatest net annual increment in numbers resulting from reproduction minus 

losses due to natural mortality). In other words, we assumed that subpopulation size has been 

held below K due to harvest, and that BB bears are not currently experiencing strong density-

dependent suppression of survival or reproduction. Our projections did not include potential 

density-independent effects of sea-ice loss, which could reduce subpopulation resilience and 

capacity to support harvest in the future. If such changes occur rapidly compared to the schedule 

for future subpopulation surveys and harvest changes (as determined by the management 

interval), the risk of negative population outcomes would be higher than estimated from our 

projections.   

We evaluated three scenarios of the vital rates for the BB subpopulation. Each scenario 

used the same rates of reproduction (litter production rate and cub-of-the-year litter size) as 

calculated from the recent genetic CR data (2011–2013) but differed in the rates of survival. 

Scenario 1 used estimates of unharvested survival (S*) calculated from CR data for the period 

2011–2013. Scenario 2 used estimates of S* calculated from CR data for the period 1998–2010. 

Scenario 3 used estimates of S* representing the “average” rates seen amongst polar bear 

subpopulations; this provided a benchmark for comparison with other subpopulations. Of the 

three scenarios, we considered Scenario 2 a more likely representation of the status of the BB 

subpopulation, because it used data specific to BB and could reproduce plausible trends in 

subpopulation abundance and sex ratio that were consistent with the available scientific 

information and Traditional Ecological Knowledge. Additionally, unlike Scenario 1, estimates of 

S* for the period 1998–2010 were less susceptible to terminal bias (i.e., bias at the end of a time 

series of estimates, a common problem in CR studies).   

Scenario 2 resulted in an unharvested asymptotic population growth rate λ = 1.08 (SE = 

0.02) annually (i.e., 8% per year). For harvest strategies with SR = 1.25 (i.e., a 1.25:1 male-to-

female sex ratio in the harvest, the estimated status quo for BB based on genetic data), an age 

composition based on historic harvest data, and a 15-year management interval, present-day 

harvest rates of up to 4.3% and 5.7% were consistent with Management Objective 2 under “low” 

and “medium” risk tolerances, respectively. We focused on Management Objective 2 for the BB 
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subpopulation because this objective is more relevant to sustainable harvest when K is declining. 

Applying these harvest rates to the current subpopulation size of 2,826 would result in present-

day harvest levels of up to approximately 120 and 160 bears per year, depending on risk 

tolerance. Under this harvest strategy, the present-day harvest level would be maintained for a 

15-year period, at which point a new subpopulation survey should have been completed and the 

harvest should have been re-calculated. Over the next 35 years (approximately three polar bear 

generations), the harvest level would be expected to decline due to declining K with sea-ice loss, 

and possibly due to other demographic effects.  

The harvest strategies listed above (i.e., present-day harvest rates of up to 4.3% and 

5.7%) should be interpreted with caution for several reasons. First, strategies at the upper end of 

this range were associated with up to a 12% probability of severely depleting adult male bears, 

and up to a 4% probability of extirpation (i.e., reduction to a very small and non-viable 

subpopulation size) after 35 years. Second, recent subpopulation studies provided evidence for 

ecological effects of sea-ice loss that could, now or in the future, translate into negative 

demographic effects above and beyond the declining trend in K and Allee effects included in our 

model. Although there were several reasons to place less confidence in the relatively low 

estimates of S* from 2011–2013 (Scenario 1), it is possible that these lower estimates reflected, 

to some extent, a reduced capacity for subpopulation growth due to sea-ice loss. If that is the 

case, the risks of negative population outcomes could be much higher than estimated under 

Scenario 2. Our analyses did not make purposefully-conservative assumptions, and therefore 

could have understated the future effects of sea-ice loss. Such risks could be reduced through a 

precautionary approach to harvest management.  

Simulations for Management Objective 1 (maintaining a relatively stable subpopulation 

size) demonstrated that this objective likely cannot be achieved in the mid- to long-term due to 

projected declines in K, which would reduce subpopulation size regardless of harvest level. 

Simulations also suggested that Management Objective 3 for the BB subpopulation (reduction of 

30% in 10–15 years) is probably not feasible at the level of risk tolerance stated by the JC. The 

largest-possible subpopulation reduction that remained within risk tolerance (with some 

caveats—see main text) was approximately 25% over 15 years. This required a 1:1 male-to-

female sex ratio in the harvest, a 5-year management interval, and improved precision in the vital 

rates estimated from future subpopulation surveys. Under this harvest strategy, a present-day 
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harvest rate of 8.7% (approximately 245 bears per year) would be applied for a 5-year period, at 

which point a new subpopulation survey would have been completed and the harvest would be 

re-calculated. Over a 15-year period, the harvest level would need to decline rapidly as 

subpopulation size declined. Results suggested that attempting a managed subpopulation 

reduction without a near-optimal, state-dependent approach—for example, applying a fixed-level 

harvest of 245 bears per year without new subpopulation surveys—would be associated with 

high probabilities of severe male depletion and extirpation after 15 years. 

 

Kane Basin 

For the KB subpopulation, projections included interannual variation in K but no 

declining trend, reflecting evidence that decreasing sea ice in the multiyear-ice region of KB may 

have positive ecological effects in the near term (e.g., increased marine productivity as the 

system transitions to annual sea-ice dynamics; SWG 2016). Similar to BB, we assumed that the 

estimated rates of survival and reproduction for KB polar bears reflect a subpopulation that is 

currently functioning near MNPL.   

We evaluated two scenarios of the vital rates that differed in terms of estimated survival 

rates for young bears. Scenario 1 used time-constant estimates of S* calculated from CR data for 

the period 1992–2014; and Scenario 2 used similar estimates, but with mean values of S* for 

bears less than or equal to 2 years of age modified, to reproduce the estimated increase in 

subpopulation abundance from 224 bears in the 1990s to 357 bears in the 2010s (SWG 2016). 

We considered Scenario 2 a more likely representation of the status of the KB subpopulation, 

because under Scenario 1 the unmodified estimates of S* for bears age 2 years or less were low 

(range across age classes of 0.45–0.73) compared to other subpopulations of similar productivity, 

and had high statistical uncertainty due to sparse data (e.g., less than 4 cubs-of-the-year were 

sampled per year 2012–2014). Additionally, use of survival rates under Scenario 1 suggested a 

poor demographic status for the KB subpopulation, yielding an unharvested population growth 

rate of 1% per year (λ = 1.01 [SE = 0.04]). This low rate is inconsistent with multiple lines of 

evidence for the KB subpopulation, including estimated increases in subpopulation size since the 

1990s (SWG 2016), the likely positive trends in marine productivity in the region, recent 

information on nutritional condition and reproduction, and available Traditional Ecological 

Knowledge.  
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Scenario 2 for the KB subpopulation resulted in an unharvested population growth rate of 

5% per year (λ =1.05 [SE = 0.06]). For harvest strategies with a SR = 0.94 (the estimated status 

quo, based on genetic data), an age composition based on historic harvest data, and a 15-year 

management interval, present-day harvest rates up to 1.7% and 1.1% were consistent with 

Management Objectives 1 and 2, respectively, at the “medium” level of risk tolerance. At the 

“low” level of risk tolerance, Management Objectives 1 and 2 could not be met in the absence of 

harvest, due to variability in subpopulation trajectories resulting from high uncertainty in the 

vital rates. Applying harvest rates of 1.1% to 1.7% to the current subpopulation size of 357 

would result in a present-day harvest levels of up to approximately 4–6 bears per year. Under 

this harvest strategy, the present-day harvest level would be maintained for a 15-year period, at 

which point a new subpopulation survey would be completed and the harvest would be re-

calculated. Over the next 35 years, the harvest level would be expected to remain stable or 

increase due to stable or potentially increasing K. Harvest strategies at the upper end of this 

range were associated with up to a 17% probability of severely depleting adult male bears, and 

up to a 3% increased probability of extirpation compared to projections with no harvest, after 35 

years. 

Under Scenario 2, harvest rates that met management objectives for the KB 

subpopulation were lower than the observed harvest rate for the period 1998–2014, during which 

subpopulation size likely increased (SWG 2016). This inconsistency was due primarily to high 

statistical uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears age 2 years or less, a consequence of small 

sample sizes and relatively short study periods of research in KB. If alternative assumptions were 

made for uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears age 2 years or less (e.g., if the precision of these 

estimates was increased to match the precision of survival estimates for older bears), present-day 

harvest rates up to 2.2% to 2.8% (8–10 bears per year) were consistent with Management 

Objective 1 at a “medium” risk tolerance, when following a state-dependent approach with a 15-

year management interval.  

Considering all available ecological and demographic data for the KB subpopulation, 

present-day harvest rates up to approximately 2.8% (10 bears per year) seem unlikely to cause 

negative population outcomes under a state-dependent approach with effective monitoring. It is 

possible that the logistical challenges of studying the KB subpopulation may lead to continued 

difficulty in obtaining accurate and precise estimates of vital rates, despite increased survey 
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efforts. We therefore suggest developing a suite of ecological and demographic indicators to 

monitor subpopulation status, including accurate information on the level and composition of the 

harvest, marine productivity, habitat availability, reproductive rates, and estimates or indices of 

subpopulation size (via aerial survey or CR).  

 

Monitoring requirements and further research  

The results in this report are intended to help inform and guide subsequent decisions of 

the JC with respect to determining appropriate levels of harvest for these two shared 

subpopulations of polar bears. Both BB and KB are experiencing long-term trends in the extent, 

duration, and quality of sea-ice habitat. Our analyses identify harvest strategies that are designed 

to maintain subpopulation size near MNPL with respect to a changing K, and to limit negative 

effects of harvest on the probability of subpopulation persistence. All of the harvest strategies 

presented in this report require the existence of a coupled research-management system under 

which both the sustainable harvest rate and the harvest level are adjusted periodically, based on 

new scientific information from subpopulation surveys and other sources. For both BB and KB, 

our analyses demonstrate that shorter management intervals and more precise data can 

substantially reduce the risk of negative population outcomes associated with a given harvest 

strategy. A state-dependent management approach is an effective means of reducing the risk of 

overexploitation while maintaining opportunities for use. This is especially important if sea-ice 

loss is currently having ecological effects on polar bears that may signal negative demographic 

effects in the future (BB); or if a less-conservative harvest strategy is selected when the currently 

available estimates of vital rates have high uncertainty and appear inconsistent with other lines of 

evidence (KB). Harvest strategies that appear sustainable over the next three polar bear 

generations under a state-dependent approach could lead to subpopulation depletion or 

extirpation under a fixed-level approach that removes the same number of bears annually without 

reassessment. 

In addition to regular, periodic surveys to estimate subpopulation size and vital rates, we 

recommend more frequent but less intensive monitoring of sea-ice habitat, movement and habitat 

use, nutritional condition, and reproductive indices based on research and harvest data, and 

Traditional Ecological Knowledge. Continuous genetic monitoring of the harvest to detect 

recoveries of genetically marked animals, and improving the accuracy of harvest reporting, are 
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also needed. Systematic analysis of all harvest data, especially for the BB subpopulation, could 

provide complimentary estimates of harvest rate and other demographic parameters. During the 

intervening years between scheduled subpopulation surveys, these monitoring programs may 

provide a mechanism to detect sudden shifts in environmental conditions or subpopulation status 

that might necessitate a change in harvest strategy (e.g., a shortening of the management 

interval). Also, these monitoring programs will provide information essential for designing and 

implementing periodic subpopulation assessments. We suggest that future subpopulation 

assessment protocols consider the use of integrated population models, which can analyze data 

from multiple sources (e.g., different types of research, harvest, and Traditional Ecological 

Knowledge) in a unified framework, potentially leading to improved assessments of overall 

subpopulation status.  

For the BB and KB subpopulations, the harvest sex ratios in recent decades, based on 

genetic sex determination, indicate weaker selection for males compared to the reported sex ratio 

and the management goal of a 2:1 male-to-female ratio. In most of our simulations, a harvest 

strategy with SR = 2 (instead of the lower status quo values of SR) did not result in higher 

harvest rates that met management objectives. This is because, for both subpopulations, 

estimates of S* were lower for males than females, and females currently comprise 

approximately 70% of independent bears. These factors, if combined with a strongly male-

selective harvest, often led to the severe depletion of adult males in our simulations, which had 

negative effects on reproduction and increased the probability of extirpation due to Allee effects 

in the mating system. These findings do not provide evidence against the conservation value of 

sex-selective harvest for polar bears. Rather, they indicate that depletion of males may be an 

emerging conservation concern for the BB and KB subpopulations. Given the current regulation 

of harvest in Canada (Nunavut) based on a sex 2:1 male-to-female sex ratio, it is important to 

further investigate this issue and particularly the lower estimates of survival for male bears. Our 

finding of skewed sex ratios in both subpopulations, despite an overall harvest that may not be 

strongly selective, suggests that these lower survival rates have a biological basis. Concurrent 

monitoring of the sex ratio in the harvest, the sex and age composition of the subpopulation, and 

the litter production rate, are necessary to determine the extent to which reduction of male bears 

could negatively affect the productivity of the BB and KB subpopulations. 
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Introduction 

Background on the Joint Commission, and the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulation 

reassessments 

 The Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on Polar Bear (JC) was established with the 

signing of a “Memorandum of Understanding between the Government of Canada, the 

Government of Nunavut, and the Government of Greenland for the Conservation and 

Management of Polar Bear Populations” on 30 October 2009 (Anon. 2009). The primary 

objectives of this Memorandum of Understanding are to: “(1) to manage polar bear within the 

Kane Basin and Baffin Bay management units in order to ensure their conservation and 

sustainable management into the future, and, (2) establish an effective system of management 

which will include adhering to the principles of conservation”. The JC subsequently established a 

Scientific Working Group (SWG) to provide scientific advice and recommendations with respect 

to the conservation and management of the Baffin Bay (BB) and Kane Basin (KB) polar bear 

subpopulations. In 2010, the JC tasked the SWG with using the best-available scientific 

information to: 

(1) Propose Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels for the Kane Basin and Baffin Bay 

subpopulations. 

(2) Provide science advice to the Joint Commission for monitoring the effects of habitat 

changes on polar bears. 

 The SWG reviewed the available scientific information and reported (SWG 2010) that for 

both subpopulations the most recent status updates indicated that 100% of population viability 

analysis (PVA) simulations, using current harvest levels, resulted in subpopulation declines after 

10 years (PBSG 2010). The SWG also noted that PVA simulations are typically run 10–15 years 

beyond the point in time that abundance and vital rates were estimated. Given that the most 

recent estimates of demographic parameters for the BB and KB subpopulations were from the 

mid- to late 1990s (Taylor et al. 2005, 2008a; PBSG 2010), the SWG concluded that the 

available information was outdated and it was unknown whether demographic parameters had 

changed over time. These factors, in combination with the large-scale environmental changes in 

BB during recent decades, led the SWG to recommend that a high priority be given to 
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developing new estimates of subpopulation abundance, subpopulation delineation, and vital rates 

(SWG 2010). 

 As a result, the JC tasked the SWG with evaluating various methods for assessing the 

number of polar bears in BB and KB (JC 2010). The SWG considered the pros and cons of 

physical CR, genetic CR, and aerial surveys; and concluded that physical CR was the preferred 

method to obtain robust ecological and demographic data (SWG 2011). However, due to the lack 

of support for physical CR among Inuit in Nunavut, and concerns that variability in sea-ice 

conditions can make it difficult to obtain accurate abundance estimates from aerial surveys, the 

JC recommended development of a 3-year research program based on genetic CR methods using 

biopsy darting. Following this recommendation, field research programs were conducted 2011–

2014 as part of comprehensive reassessments of the BB and KB polar bear subpopulations (SWG 

2016). 

 

Estimation of sustainable harvest for polar bears 

 Historically, polar bear management was based on the assumption that sea-ice habitat 

was relatively stable over the long term and that, once subpopulation size (N) had been 

estimated, conservation could be achieved through harvest management (SWG 2011). 

Sustainable harvest, therefore, would depend on estimates of abundance and vital rates (e.g., 

probabilities of survival and reproduction), the harvest level, and the sex and age composition of 

the harvest. Early modeling suggested that sex-selective harvest at a rate of 4.5% of total 

population size, was sustainable for polar bears under optimal conditions (Taylor et al. 1987a, b). 

Recently, Regehr et al. (2015, 2017) also found that a 4.5% harvest rate, with a 2:1 male-to-

female sex ratio in the harvest, was reasonable under many biological and management 

conditions, provided that population surveys were conducted periodically and harvest levels were 

adjusted when necessary. Regehr et al. (2017) also noted that sustainable harvest rates could be 

lower or higher than 4.5% under some conditions. This finding is consistent with recent studies 

that have provided a better understanding of how vital rates vary across subpopulations and 

change over time (e.g., Amstrup et al. 2001; Taylor et al. 2002, 2005, 2006; PBSG 2006, 2010; 

Regehr et al. 2007, 2010). 

 In recent decades, management and conservation of polar bears, particularly in Canada, 

have been informed by predictive modeling that incorporates subpopulation-specific vital rates. 
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The development of RISKMAN (Taylor et al. 2001), a stochastic population model, made it 

possible to perform detailed harvest assessments for multiple subpopulations, providing 

managers with a better understanding of the risk associated with different harvest strategies 

(Taylor et al. 2002, 2005, 2006, 2008a). However, RISKMAN was primarily intended to inform 

near-term management under stable conditions. It did not include a detailed model of density 

dependence, allow for future changes in environmental conditions or demographic parameters, or 

provide a way to directly assess how the frequency and intensity of subpopulation surveys can 

affect the risk of different management actions.  

 At present, the primary threat to polar bears throughout their range is the reduction in sea-

ice habitat area, duration, and quality as a consequence of climate change (Derocher et al. 2004; 

Laidre et al. 2008, 2015; Wiig et al. 2015; Atwood et al. 2016). In 2009, the Polar Bear Range 

States (2015) agreed that the impacts of climate change constitute the most important threat to 

polar bear conservation and recommended that best management practices should “Consider the 

cumulative effects of climate change and human activities on polar bear subpopulations when 

making management decisions using tools such as predictive modeling”. Hence, in many 

situations sound harvest management will no longer rely solely on an estimate of abundance and 

a fixed annual harvest rate (e.g., 4.5%), or on predictive modeling that assumes stable conditions. 

The current demographic status of the world’s 19 polar bear subpopulations is variable (PBSG 

2017) due to ecological variation, different rates of habitat change, and the influence of 

anthropogenic stressors (Vongraven and Peacock 2011; Atwood et al. 2016). Furthermore, 

although national and international agreements provide common standards for polar bear 

conservation, near-term management goals can vary across jurisdictions as a function of 

environmental, social, and other factors (Polar Bear Range States 2015). In light of this 

variability and the primary threat of habitat loss due to climate change, there is a need for 

improved risk assessment tools that can incorporate a broad range of environmental and direct 

human-caused factors to address specific management goals. 
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Harvest assessment for the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin subpopulations 

 Recent reassessments of the BB and KB polar bear subpopulations provided the 

ecological and demographic data necessary for harvest risk assessments (SWG 2016). However, 

the SWG was unable to provide harvest options as part of its final report because the JC had not 

provided specific guidance on (i) management objectives for each subpopulation, (ii) the 

expected frequency and intensity of future monitoring, and (iii) risk tolerance with respect to the 

effects of human-caused removals. Subsequently, the JC requested that the SWG propose TAH 

levels for both the BB and KB subpopulations based on the abundance estimates in SWG (2016), 

historical harvest levels, an expected 7–15 year frequency between subpopulation surveys, and 

that TAH be evaluated relative to the following management objectives (JC 2016): 

1a) Maintaining a stable subpopulation at the current subpopulation estimate, with a low 

tolerance for the risk of declines below 90% of this level. 

1b) Maintaining a stable subpopulation at the current subpopulation estimate, with a 

medium tolerance for the risk of declines below 90% of this level. 

2a) A TAH that would ensure a maximum sustainable yield, with a low level of risk 

tolerance for the subpopulation declining below this level. 

2b) A TAH that would ensure a maximum sustainable yield, with a medium level of risk 

tolerance for the subpopulation declining below this level. 

Lacking further guidance, the SWG interpreted “low” and “medium” tolerance for the risk of a 

subpopulation decline below a specified level, to mean requiring a 90% or 70% probability of 

maintaining a subpopulation size above the specified level, respectively.  

 In addition to the management objectives above, the JC subsequently requested that the 

SWG explore possible methods to achieve a managed reduction of the BB subpopulation, from 

the current estimate of 2,826 animals (SWG 2016) to approximately 2,000 animals, over a 10–15 

year period (JC 2017). Possible reasons for considering a managed reduction could be to reduce 

human-bear conflicts in circumstances where densities of polar bears have increased or 

nutritionally-stressed bears are increasingly coming in close proximity to humans, which may 

occur as sea-ice loss continues (Wilder et al. 2017). 

 In this report, we used recent estimates of abundance and vital rates (SWG 2016) in a 

matrix-based demographic model (adapted from Regehr et al. 2015, 2017) to evaluate TAH for 

the BB and KB polar bear subpopulations, relative to management objectives provided by the JC. 
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The demographic model is based on the life history of polar bears, and provides several 

advantages compared to other predictive modeling tools, including (i) an ability to incorporate 

the effects of a changing habitat (e.g., through a variable or declining K), (ii) a species-specific 

model of density dependence, which is important when evaluating the combined effects of 

habitat change and human-caused removals; (iii) an integrated model of Allee effects in the 

mating system, based on the work of Molnár et al. (2008, 2014); and (iv) a direct link between 

research and management actions, so that harvest strategies can be evaluated in light of the 

frequency and intensity of future subpopulation surveys.  

 For each subpopulation, we used data from SWG (2016) to develop alternative scenarios 

of the vital rates, which either represented plausible conditions for the current status of the 

subpopulation or provided a useful benchmark (e.g., for comparison with a subpopulation of 

“average” productivity). We considered multiple scenarios because estimates of demographic 

parameters from CR studies for polar bears can include uncertainty that is not reflected in the 

statistical distributions of the parameters, as well as multiple types of bias (Regehr et al. 2009; 

Chapter 3 in SWG 2016). To obtain robust results from predictive modeling it is important that 

demographic parameters be evaluated for biological realism and within the framework of other 

available information (e.g., Skalski et al. 2012).    

 Our analyses focused on harvest management strategies that were defined in terms of the 

harvest rate (percentage of the total subpopulation size removed per year), harvest level 

(measured in number of independent bears removed per year), sex and age composition of 

removed animals, management interval (number of years between successive subpopulation 

surveys and management changes), and the precision of demographic parameters estimated from 

subpopulation surveys. All harvest strategies were evaluated using a state-dependent (i.e., 

dependent on current conditions; Lyons et al. 2008) management approach, under which both the 

harvest rate and harvest level were updated periodically according to the management interval. 

State-dependent management has many features in common with the “adaptive management” 

approach recommended by the Range States (Polar Bear Range States 2015). It also has many 

advantages over other management approaches (e.g., a fixed-level harvest), both in terms of 

mitigating harvest risks and making it possible to maximize long-term yield (Regehr et al. 2017). 

Because our analyses incorporated multiple types of variability (e.g., statistical uncertainty and 
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environmental variation), results are presented in a probabilistic manner that is consistent with 

management objectives provided by the JC.  

 The final results of this analysis are a series of potential harvest strategies for the BB and 

KB subpopulations. It is intended that these results help inform and guide subsequent decisions 

of the JC with respect to its determination of appropriate levels of harvest for these two shared 

subpopulations of polar bears. 

 

Methods 

Demographic and management model 

 We performed population projections using the matrix-based demographic model 

described in Regehr et al. (2015, 2017). The demographic model is based on the polar bear life 

cycle (Figure 1), with six female stages representing age and reproductive status, and four male 

stages representing age (Hunter et al. 2010; Regehr et al. 2010). Transitions between stages are 

defined by vital rates relative to a post-breeding census from the autumn or spring of year t to the 

autumn or spring of year t + 1, for the BB and KB subpopulations, respectively. Projections were 

referenced to independent bears (i.e., bears age ≥ 2 years that are not members of a family group) 

because cubs-of-the-year (C0) and yearlings (C1) are not included as individuals in the life cycle, 

but rather are used to define the reproductive status of an adult female (adult females with C0, 

stage 5; adult females with C1, stage 6). Projections were referenced to individual 

subpopulations and were not designed to consider immigration, emigration, or metapopulation 

dynamics. Unless otherwise noted, details of the projection model and its application follow 

from Regehr et al. (2015, 2017). A list of abbreviations, acronyms, symbols, and definitions is 

provided at the end of this report.  

 

Density dependence  

Including density dependence is necessary to evaluate the combined effects of habitat 

change and human-caused removals (Guthery and Shaw 2013). We constructed density-

dependent curves of the vital rates (sample curves shown in Figure BB1) using methods and 

shape parameters described in Appendix S2 of Regehr et al. (2017). We assumed that available 
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vital rates for the BB and KB subpopulations (section Vital rates) corresponded to an estimated 

subpopulation size at maximum net productivity level (MNPL; section Abbreviations, Acronyms 

etc.) under asymptotic population dynamics.  

The matrix model was used to project hypothetical polar bear subpopulations forward 

over annual time steps starting at t = 1 (section Population projections). At each time step, 

density was determined as the sum of metabolic energetic equivalent (mee) values in the 

subpopulation, divided by carrying capacity (K; section Carrying capacity and environmental 

variation) expressed as energetic equivalents (Regehr et al. 2017). Under this approach, larger 

bears (e.g., adult males) occupied more energetic space and therefore had a greater density effect 

than smaller bears (e.g., subadult females). Regehr et al. (2017) found that individual variation in 

energetic requirements can influence population productivity because a given environment can 

generally support more females than males. We used mee values from Regehr et al. (2017) that 

were calculated from data on body mass and diet for the Chukchi Sea and Southern Beaufort Sea 

subpopulations (Table S2 in Regehr et al. 2017) because equivalent data were not available for 

the BB and KB subpopulations.  

The demographic model incorporated a mechanistic submodel for Allee effects in the 

mating system, following the recommendation of Regehr et al. (2017). Molnár et al. (2008, 

2014) proposed that, under some conditions, reproductive rates for polar bears may decline due 

to limitations in mate finding. Such declines can occur if adult males are depleted relative to 

adult females, which is possible under sex-selective harvest (McLoughlin et al. 2005; Taylor et 

al. 2008b); or if polar bear densities are low during the breeding season. Because Allee effects in 

the BB and KB subpopulations have not been studied directly, the submodel for Allee effects 

was based on equation 3 from Molnár et al. (2014) with input parameters for a “generic 

population”. For both the BB and KB subpopulations, we calibrated the Allee submodel by 

calculating the degree of mating season aggregation that would result in a litter production rate 

equal to the estimated value from recent subpopulation studies (section Vital rates). This ensured 

that reproductive rates at t = 1 were equivalent to observed values. In subsequent years of 

projections (t = 2, 3, …), the estimate of litter production rate from the Allee submodel was 

standardized by dividing by its value at t = 1. The resulting value was constrained to the interval 

[0,1] and used to modify the value of litter production rate (β4) obtained from the density-

dependent curves of the vital rates. Under this approach, a subpopulation that did not experience 
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male depletion or significant reductions in abundance, did not experience declines in 

reproduction due to Allee effects.  

For the BB subpopulation, we used an on-ice area of 656,000 km2 (Stern and Laidre 

2016) to calculate the densities of female and male bears available to breed at each time step 

(stages 4 and 10, respectively), which are inputs to the Allee submodel (Molnár et al. 2014). A 

mating season aggregation parameter of 0.43 resulted in a litter production rate of 0.93, as 

estimated from 2011–2013 field data (section Results). For the KB subpopulation, we used an 

on-ice area of 53,000 km2 (Stern and Laidre 2016). We set the mating season aggregation 

parameter to 1.0 because the Allee submodel could produce a litter production rate of 0.71, as 

estimated from 2012–2014 field data (section Results), without a reduction in the effective 

subpopulation area. 

 

Carrying capacity and environmental variation 

Modeling wildlife populations under climate change required consideration of the effects 

of variability and trends in the environment (Boyce et al. 2006). We derived a proxy metric to 

represent potential changes in K using satellite data of sea-ice extent. We calculated separate 

metrics for the BB and KB subpopulations, based on the number of ice-covered days per year 

within the management boundary for each subpopulation (Chapters 4 and 9 in SWG 2016). We 

used the number of ice-covered days because it integrates spatial and temporal variation in sea-

ice availability in a manner that is biologically relevant to polar bears (Stern and Laidre 2016). 

For each subpopulation, we fit a linear model to the time series of ice-covered days from 1979–

2014. We then used the fitted model to project correlated values of ice-covered days forward in 

time, using methods of Gelman and Hill (2007) to simulate uncertainty in the slope coefficient 

and residual standard errors. Finally, we standardized the metric by dividing the projected values 

of ice-covered days at year t = 1, 2, … k, by the fitted value at year t = 1. This resulted in a 

dimensionless metric (κ) representing proportional changes in K. During population projections, 

carrying capacity at year t, calculated as K(t) = K(t = 1) × κ(t), operated on vital rates through the 

density-dependent relationships.  

The number of ice-covered days in the BB management area declined over the period 

1979–2014 (slope = -1.22 days/year, SE = 0.23, P < 0.001), from fitted values of 245 days in 

1979 to 203 days in 2014. This is a decline of approximately 5.5% per decade. During harvest 
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assessment analyses for the BB subpopulation, projected values of κ were based on the estimated 

slope coefficient due to evidence for the effects of sea-ice loss on subpopulation ecology (SWG 

2016). Therefore all population projections for BB included a proxy for K that varied from year-

to-year, and declined by approximately 23% over three polar bear generations (section 

Population projections).  

The number of ice-covered days in the KB management area declined over the period 

1979–2014 (slope = -1.24 days/year, SE = 0.41, P < 0.01), from fitted values of 253 days in 1979 

to 210 days in 2014. This is a decline of approximately 5.3% per decade. During harvest 

assessment analyses for the KB subpopulation, projected values of κ were based on a slope 

coefficient of 0, due to evidence for potential increases in productivity of the KB subpopulation 

associated with a transition from a multi-year ice region to seasonal ice conditions (SWG 2016). 

Therefore all population projections for KB included a proxy for K that varied from year-to-year, 

but remained stable over three polar bear generations (section Population projections). In other 

words, unlike for the BB subpopulation, projections for KB did not reflect the potential effects of 

long-term, decreasing trends in sea-ice cover.  

In addition to density-dependent variation in the vital rates resulting from variation in K, 

we subjectively included additional density-independent variation as 25% of total uncertainty 

(i.e., temporal variation plus sampling uncertainty) in estimated vital rates, following the 

example of Taylor et al. (2002). Density-independent variation was implemented using the 

correlation matrix from Regehr et al. (2010), because that analysis estimated vital rates with a 

multistate CR model that was based on a life cycle graph similar to Figure 1. 

 

Harvest and simulated population assessments 

During population projections, harvest was implemented annually at a calculated level. 

Throughout our analyses the harvest level refers to the number of independent bears removed 

from a subpopulation by humans (i.e., the combination of subsistence harvest, sport hunting, 

removals of problem bears, defense kills, etc.). The calculated harvest level was updated every 

several years, according to the management interval (section Abbreviations, Acronyms etc.). To 

account for selectivity in human-caused removals and individual variation in the reproductive 

value of polar bears, harvest was implemented using stage-specific harvest vulnerability vectors. 

For females and males separately, we estimated harvest vulnerability by comparing the age 
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structure of the harvest to the estimated age structure of the subpopulation (section Population 

initialization). For the BB subpopulation, age structure of the harvest in Canada was estimated 

using data from 805 bears for which age had been determined from counts of cementum annuli 

(Christensen-Dalsgaard et al. 2010) or from individual capture histories, during the period 1998–

2013. Because age determination for polar bears is referenced to the spring, whereas stage 

transitions in the life cycle graph were referenced to autumn for BB, we subtracted 1 from the 

known age of bears harvested January through August. For example, a 4-year-old male bear in 

the spring of calendar year t remained a member of stage 8 (3 years) until it transitioned to stage 

9 (4 years) in the autumn of year t. Age structure of the Greenland harvest was determined from 

212 bears taken during the period 2012–2015. We assumed this sample was representative of the 

Greenlandic harvest because cementum ages were not available for other years. Overall harvest 

vulnerability vectors were derived by averaging the Canadian and Greenlandic vectors, weighted 

by the total reported harvest in each country 1998–2014 (Table 8.6 in SWG 2016). The resulting 

harvest vulnerability vectors for females (stages 1–6) and males (stages 7–10) were [0.93, 1.17, 

1.10, 1.00, 0.00, 0.00] and [1.25, 1.34, 1.01, 1.00], respectively. During population projections 

for KB, we used the same harvest vulnerability vectors as were estimated for BB, because 

harvest data for the KB subpopulation were sparse and the two subpopulations are subject to 

similar harvest management regimes (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). 

At the beginning of each population projection (i.e., t = 1), the harvest level was 

calculated using the mean values of the vital rates and N as estimated from recent subpopulation 

surveys (section State-dependent management approach ). This ensured that starting harvest 

levels reflected current data for the BB and KB subpopulations. At the beginning of each 

subsequent management interval, the harvest level was calculated using estimates of vital rates 

and N derived from simulated population assessments. Conceptually, the simulated population 

assessments represent new subpopulation surveys, performed in the future, to obtain updated 

data that can be used for management. The simulated population assessments included sampling 

uncertainty, for which the level and correlation structure were based on recent CR studies (SWG 

2016). In other words, each successive simulated population assessment produced demographic 

parameters of similar precision to the most recent genetic CR studies for the BB and KB 

subpopulations (SWG 2016). Exceptions were made for some simulations, which included a 

modified level of precision in simulated population assessments (section Population projections). 
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This allowed us to evaluate the effects on harvest management of future survey methods that 

provide more precise or less precise estimates of N and the vital rates (section Simulations).  

  

State-dependent management approach 

We used a state-dependent management approach to calculate harvest level (Regehr et al. 

2017) as a function of N and the intrinsic population growth rate (r, which depends on the vital 

rates) as follows: 

 

 𝐻𝐻𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓(𝑡𝑡) = 𝐹𝐹𝑂𝑂 × �̃�𝑟𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀(𝑡𝑡) × 0.5 × 𝑁𝑁�(𝑡𝑡) [eqn 1] 

and 

 𝐻𝐻𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓(𝑡𝑡) = 𝐻𝐻𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓(𝑡𝑡) × 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 [eqn 2] 

 

where  H female is the number of females that can be removed annually; 

FO  is a factor that directly adjusts the harvest rate to reflect management 

objectives and the risk tolerance of managers with respect to harvest; 

�̃�𝑟𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 is an estimate of the intrinsic population growth rate from subpopulation 

studies, referenced to population density at MNPL and selected as the 50th 

percentile of its sampling distribution;  

0.5  is a factor to calculate female removals assuming an equal sex ratio in the 

subpopulation, which serves to protect against excessive female removals 

when the male segment of a subpopulation is depleted; 

𝑁𝑁�  is an estimate of N from subpopulation studies and selected as the 50th 

percentile of its sampling distribution; 

H male is the number of males that can be removed annually; and 

SR  is a factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in removals. 

 

To implement this state-dependent approach, managers must choose input values of the 

parameters FO and SR. The parameter FO directly influences the harvest rate: higher values lead 
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to a higher harvest, which can eventually increase the risk of negative population outcomes (e.g., 

depletion). The parameter SR determines the sex ratio of the harvest.  

In our analyses, values of FO and SR remain constant for the duration of population 

projections, so that each harvest strategy had a consistent definition. In practice these parameters 

could be adjusted over time in response to changing biological or management conditions. In 

contrast, in our analyses the biological parameters in equations 1 and 2 (i.e., the true values of 

rMNPL and N, as well as their estimated values �̃�𝑟𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 and 𝑁𝑁�) varied during population projections 

(e.g., N declined over time due to declining K). The notation for time (t) in equations 1 and 2 

indicates that the estimated parameters �̃�𝑟𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 and 𝑁𝑁� are updated periodically, as determined by 

the management interval. Equations 1 and 2 are written in terms of harvest level for convenience; 

the harvest rate (in this instance, referenced to the number of independent bears in the 

subpopulation) for females is the right side of equation 1 before multiplying by 𝑁𝑁�.  

 

Management Objectives 

We evaluated harvest relative to three management objectives provided by the JC 

(section Introduction; Table BB1).  

Management Objective 1 was to maintain N above 90% of its starting value. Although we 

report results for this objective for both subpopulations, it was of limited value for BB because 

our analyses included projected trends in K that made it unlikely to meet Management Objective 

1 even with no harvest (section Carrying capacity and environmental variation).  

For Management Objective 2, we interpreted the language “…ensure a maximum 

sustainable yield” (JC 2016) as a desire to maintain a subpopulation size above MNPL relative to 

a potentially changing K (Management Objective 2 in Table BB1). To evaluate this objective we 

used a single value of MNPL corresponding to a subpopulation density (N/K) = 0.70, which is 

similar to the mean estimate of density at MNPL across a wide range of vital rates (Regehr et al. 

2017). Using a single value of MNPL across all population projections, had the benefit of 

providing a consistent point of reference for management decisions.  

Management Objective 3 was specific to BB, and reflected the goal of a managed 

reduction in total subpopulation size to 2,000 bears in 10–15 years. This corresponds to a 

reduction of approximately 30% relative to the mean estimate of 2,826 for the period 2012–2013 
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(SWG 2016). In Table BB1, we express this objective as a desire to maintain a subpopulation 

size above 70% of its starting value (Table BB1), noting that Joint Commission (2017) indicated 

that Management Objective 3 should also consider “…not achieving an abundance below the 

level that would produce maximum sustainable yield” as well as “…a potentially changing 

environmental carrying capacity”. We interpret this as meaning that, to achieve Management 

Objective 3, the conditions for both Management Objectives 2 and 3 must be met.  

In Table BB1 there are two versions of each Management Objective, reflecting “low” and 

“medium” levels of risk tolerance for not meeting the objective (section Introduction). We 

interpreted Management Objectives 1 and 2 as mid- to long-term objectives, and therefore 

evaluated them at the final time step t = 36 years, corresponding to approximately three polar 

bear generations in the future (section Population projections). Management Objective 3 was a 

short-term objective and was evaluated at t = 15. When reporting which harvest strategies met 

the management objectives, we included an additional condition requiring that the increased 

probability of a subpopulation being extirpated (Pextirpation) due to harvest, compared to an 

identical projection without harvest, not to exceed 0.05. In other words, this condition sought to 

ensure that harvest alone would not result in more than a 1-in-20 chance of extirpation. Applying 

this condition and Management Objective 2 together, over a sufficiently long time period, is 

consistent with the definition of “sustainable harvest” suggested by Regehr et al. (2107). Harvest 

strategies that met Management Objectives 1 and 2 generally were not associated with a high 

probability of extirpation, which meant that the condition on Pextirpation had only a minor influence 

on the results. The exception was for some harvest strategies associated with Management 

Objective 3 (section Results).   

 

Vital rates 

 We parameterized the matrix-based projection model using estimates of vital rates for the 

BB and KB subpopulations from recent genetic CR studies (SWG 2016). The published vital 

rates were adapted to the matrix-based projection model using methods described in Appendix 

S1 of Regehr et al. (2017).  

 For both the BB and KB subpopulations, litter production rate (equivalent to the 

parameter β4 in Figure 1, for bears age ≥ 5 years) was not reported in SWG (2016) due to 

uncertainty in the age of bears that were observed from the air but not physically captured, and 
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therefore did not provide a tooth for subsequent age determination. Also, there was uncertainty in 

the sex of some animals for which genetic samples were not obtained. We used simulation 

methods to estimate reproductive parameters for each subpopulation in a manner that accounted 

for this uncertainty. First, we created 10,000 bootstrap datasets by resampling, with replacement, 

from the 2010s field data. In each bootstrap dataset, animals with known reproductive status (i.e., 

adult females with dependent young), or of known age (from counts of cementum annuli) and 

known sex (from genetic analysis of tissue samples), were deterministically assigned to a life 

cycle stage. For animals of known sex but unknown age, a value for numeric age was sampled 

from a multinomial distribution created for bears of the same field-estimated age class. The 

multinomial distribution used probabilities calculated from Table B3 in SWG (2016), which 

compares sex and age classes as estimated from the air, with known sex and age for bears 

observed in BB and KB during the period 2011–2014. For animals of unknown sex, a similar 

procedure was used that considered both sex and age, with probabilities calculated from Table 

B2 in SWG (2016). For each bootstrap dataset, we estimated mean litter production rate as the 

number of females with C0 (stage 5) in year t + 1 divided by the product of adult female survival 

and the number of females available to breed (stage 4) in year t, taking into account annual 

sample sizes (Taylor et al. 1987b). The number of bears in each stage was calculated directly 

from the field data because CR modeling did not identify differences in recapture probabilities 

among female bears (Chapters 5 and 10 in SWG 2016). Standard error in the reproductive 

parameters was estimated as the standard deviation of point estimates from the 10,000 bootstrap 

datasets.   

 

Baffin Bay 

 During recent subpopulation studies for BB, there was uncertainty and concern about bias 

in estimates of survival probability, particularly during the period 2011–2013 (Chapter 5 in SWG 

2016). Therefore, we considered three alternative scenarios for the vital rates of BB polar bears, 

which represented a potential range of conditions (i.e., from low to high) for the current status of 

the subpopulation. We performed population projections using the vital rates for all three 

scenarios (section Simulations) and attempt to provide guidance about which results are most 

applicable to management.   
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Reproductive parameters 

 All three scenarios of the vital rates for the BB subpopulation used reproductive 

parameters estimated from CR studies 2011–2013, based on field data described in Chapter 6 of 

SWG (2016), and using the methods described above. To calculate litter production rate we used 

S = 0.95, the estimate of total survival for females ≥ 2 years during the period 1998–2010 (Table 

5.8 in SWG 2016). The resulting litter production rate for bears age ≥ 5 years (β4) was 0.93, 

which suggests relatively high mating success and cub production. Other reproductive 

parameters were similar to values presented in Chapter 6 of SWG (2016), with minor differences 

in the point estimates and variances due to the simulation methods used here (Table BB1). The 

parameter β4 is the most important breeding parameter in the matrix-based projection model 

(Hunter et al 2007). Due to the lack of age data for most observations in BB during the period 

2011–2013, we were unable to estimate litter production rate for 4-year-old bears (β3) with an 

acceptable degree of accuracy, and therefore used the value 0.10 for this parameter from Taylor 

et al. 2005. We set the value for β5 to 0, because females that are observed with C0 in the autumn 

of year t are not able to subsequently lose their cubs, re-breed, and be observed with a new litter 

of C0 in year t + 1.  

 

Scenarios for survival 

 We evaluated three scenarios for survival rates of BB polar bears, representing alternative 

hypotheses for the current status of the subpopulation. Scenario 1 used estimates of natural (i.e., 

unharvested) survival (S*) for the period 2011–2013 (page 261 in SWG 2016). Scenario 1 

represents the hypothesis that estimates of S* for 2011–2013 are accurate, in contrast to the 

higher estimates for BB polar bears during the period 1998–2010 and the higher mean estimates 

for most other subpopulations (Appendix S1 in Regehr et al. 2017). This scenario suggests a 

relatively poor status for the BB subpopulation (section Results).  

 For Scenario 2, we calculated S* from estimates of total survival (i.e., including harvest) 

and harvest reporting probabilities for the period 1998–2010 (Table 5.8 in SWG 2016), using the 

equations for natural survival on page 257 of SWG (2016). Scenario 2 represents the hypothesis 

that the 1998–2010 estimates of S* for BB are accurate, whereas the 2011–2013 estimates were 

negatively biased. SWG (2016) proposed that such bias may occur due to heterogeneity in 
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recapture probability, non-random patterns of temporary emigration, of other factors. Terminal 

bias (i.e., bias at the end of a time series) in survival estimates commonly occurs in CR studies of 

long-lived, mobile animals (Peñaloza et al. 2014). Similar to our rationale in using Scenario 2, 

other studies have elected not to use terminal estimates S* in population viability analyses due to 

concerns about bias (e.g., Langtimm 2009).  

 Scenario 3 used hypothetical survival rates representing an “average” polar bear 

subpopulation. To derive mean estimates of S* for Scenario 3, we started with the estimates of 

S* from Scenario 1 for female bears, and set estimates of S* for male bears equal to 99% of these 

values. This reflects observations from other case studies that natural survival is generally similar 

for females and males (Table S1 in Regehr et al. 2017). Next, we increased all estimates of S* in 

equal increments, until they produced an intrinsic population growth rate (r) of 0.05 under 

deterministic and asymptotic population dynamics. The value r = 0.05 is the mean estimate 

across case studies for polar bears as reviewed in Appendix S2 of Regehr et al. (2017). For 

Scenario 3, we used an amount of sampling uncertainty equivalent to data precision level 3 in 

Regehr et al. (2017). This represents the 50th percentile of estimated sampling uncertainty in case 

studies for polar bears, and is therefore typical of recent studies for the species (Appendix S4 in 

Regehr et al. 2017). Scenario 3 provides a benchmark for comparison with scenarios 1 and 2; it 

does not represent a data-based hypothesis for the current status of the BB subpopulation.  

 Estimates of S* corresponding to the three scenarios of the vital rates are presented in 

Table BB3. For each scenario, we used the matrix-based projection model to calculate basic 

demographic parameters under asymptotic population dynamics (Table BB4). These parameters 

provide a general sense of the capacity for subpopulation growth under each scenario, but do not 

fully describe how the subpopulations behaved in the demographic model, because the model 

includes multiple types of stochasticity and can produce transient dynamics. 

 

Kane Basin 

 During recent subpopulation studies estimates of S* were derived from CR and harvest 

data collected during the period 1992–2014 (Chapter 10 in SWG 2016). Due to sparse data, 

SWG (2016) did not consider estimation models that allowed for temporal variation in survival. 

This presents a challenge for harvest assessment because all available estimates of S* represent 

average values over a 23-year period, and do not reflect potential changes in survival in recent 
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years. Furthermore, exploratory population reconstruction using the time-constant estimates of 

S* and observed harvest patterns, resulted in a declining subpopulation trend over the period 

1998–2014 (section Population initialization). This is inconsistent with estimated increases in 

abundance of the KB subpopulation from CR modeling, from 224 (SE = 40) for the period 1995–

1997, to 357 (SE = 92) for the period 2013–2014 (Chapter 10 in SWG 2016). SWG (2016) 

provide several caveats for the estimated increase in abundance, including potentially 

inconsistent sampling frames between the 1990s and 2010s. However, other lines of evidence 

from subpopulation ecology and Traditional Ecological Knowledge also suggest that the KB 

subpopulation is currently healthy and has been stable or increasing in recent years (SWG 2016). 

We considered two alternative scenarios of the vital rates for the KB subpopulation to reflect 

uncertainty in current subpopulation status.  

 

Reproductive parameters 

 The two scenarios of the vital rates for KB used reproductive parameters estimated from 

CR studies 2012–2014, based on field data described in Chapter 21 of SWG (2016) and using the 

methods described above. To calculate litter production rate we used S = 0.95, the estimate of 

total survival for females ≥ 3 years during the period 1992–2014 (Table 10.3 in SWG 2016). The 

resulting litter production rate for bears age ≥ 5 years (β4) was 0.71 (Table KB1). Because we 

were unable to estimate litter production rate for 4-year-old bears (β3) using data from genetic 

sampling conducted 2012–2014, we set this parameter to 0 based on the finding by Taylor et al. 

(2008) that 4-year-old bears did not reproduce. We set the value for β5 to 0.10 based on Regehr 

et al. (2010), which is the only study to directly estimate the probability that a female observed 

with C0 in the spring of year t, conditional on losing her cubs, will re-breed and produce a new 

litter of C0 in the spring of year t + 1. This likely had a minor effect on results, due to the relative 

unimportance of β5 to population growth (Hunter et al. 2007). 

 

Scenarios for survival 

 We evaluated two scenarios for survival rates of KB polar bears. Scenario 1 used un-

modified estimates of S* as reported on page 496 of SWG (2016). Scenario 1 represents the 

hypothesis that time-constant estimates of S* are accurate and represent the current status of the 
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KB subpopulation, despite being too low to reproduce the estimated increase in abundance over 

the period 1998–2014 (section Population initialization). Scenario 1 suggests a relatively poor 

status for the KB subpopulation (section Results).  

 For Scenario 2, we modified values of S* for some sex and age classes until the vital 

rates were sufficiently high to reproduce the estimated increase in abundance over the period 

1998–2014. Specifically, for female and male polar bears age ≤ 2 years, we created 10 equal-

increment values of S* from a minimum corresponding to the point estimate for that sex and age 

class, to a maximum corresponding to the estimate of S* for bears age ≥ 3 years of the same sex. 

This approach retained the lower values of unharvested survival for males compared to females, 

a pattern that was apparent for both the BB and KB subpopulations (SWG 2016). We chose to 

modify values of S* for bears ≤ 2 years, rather than for adults, because CR and dead-recovery 

sample sizes were small for younger bears (Table 10.1 in SWG 2016), which resulted in high 

sampling uncertainty and increased potential for bias (Pollock et al. 1990). We performed 

population reconstructions for each set of equal-increment values of S*, to determine the 

magnitude of increases in S* necessary to achieve a 50% probability of reproducing the 

estimated increase in abundance of the KB subpopulation (section Population initialization). 

Thus, Scenario 2 represents the hypothesis that estimates of N for the KB subpopulation are 

accurate and provide a valid basis for inference about the subpopulation’s capacity to grow and 

support harvest. Uncertainty in estimates of S* for Scenario 2 was calculated from the relative 

standard deviations for Scenario 1, which meant that even though estimates of S* for bears ≤ 2 

years were increased under Scenario 2, the corresponding level of data precision was not 

improved.  

 Estimates of S* corresponding to the two scenarios of the vital rates are presented in 

Table KB2. Basic demographic parameters, calculated under asymptotic population dynamics, 

are presented in Table KB3. 

 

Population projections 

 We performed population projections to evaluate the dynamics of the BB and KB polar 

bear subpopulations and to investigate the effects of different harvest strategies. For a given 

projection, the main biological inputs were: a starting value of N (expressed as a number of 

independent bears); mean values from a scenario of the vital rates, referenced to MNPL; 
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estimates of sampling variation, process variation, and the correlation structure of the vital rates; 

a starting stage distribution; a starting subpopulation density, expressed as the ratio N/K; stage-

specific mee values; and a stochastic projection of the dimensionless metric κ, representing 

future variation in K. The main management inputs were: a value of FO for use in Equation 1 to 

calculate harvest rate; a value of SR for use in Equation 2 to calculate harvest level; stage-

specific harvest vulnerability vectors for females and males; a value for the management 

interval; and rsd.mod, the modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates 

due to sampling uncertainty, which was applied to future subpopulation assessments (section 

Abbreviations, Acronyms, etc.).  

Populations were projected 35 years into the future (i.e., from t = 1, 2, … 36), which is 

equivalent to approximately three polar bear generations (Regehr et al. 2016). At each time step t 

= 2, 3, … k, the following operations were performed. First, subpopulations were projected 

forward 1 year using a stage-structured matrix model: n(t+1) = A(t) × n(t), where n(t) is a stage 

distribution vector representing the number of animals in each life cycle stage at time step t, and 

A(t) is a 10×10 projection matrix (Caswell 2001). Entries in A(t) were defined in terms of vital 

rates in the life cycle graph (Figure 1). Demographic stochasticity was not included, because it is 

considered relatively unimportant at subpopulation sizes typical of polar bears (White 2000). 

Second, harvest was allocated among stages using a multinomial distribution with the probability 

for each stage calculated as the product of its proportional stage distribution and harvest 

vulnerability vector. For some projections, selective harvest led to the depletion of bears in one 

or more stages. If the specified harvest level exceeded the number of bears in a stage, the excess 

harvest was applied to adult bears of the same sex (i.e., stages 4 or 10). If the specified harvest 

exceeded the total number of one sex, the excess harvest was applied to adult bears of the other 

sex. Third, subpopulation density was calculated by summing mee values across animals in the 

subpopulation, then dividing by the total mee values available at carrying capacity. The survival 

and reproductive rates corresponding to this density were determined from the density-dependent 

curves, with modifications applied to the parameter β4 based on the Allee submodel. Fourth, 

these vital rates were subject to density-independent stochastic variation. Finally, the resulting 

vital rates were used to construct a projection matrix for the next time step A(t+1).  

 During population projections, we defined persistence as maintaining a subpopulation 

size greater than a pre-determined quasi-extinction threshold. We used a threshold of 100 
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independent bears for the BB subpopulation, which is similar to values that have been used for 

brown bears (Wielgus 2002). We used a threshold of 25 independent bears for KB, because it is 

a smaller subpopulation and 25 bears was likely high enough to avoid negative small-population 

dynamics resulting from demographic stochasticity (Morris and Doak 2002). We note that 

Regehr et al. (2017) used higher quasi-extinction thresholds, calculated as 15% of starting N. We 

did not follow that approach because our analyses incorporated an Allee submodel, which 

provided a mechanistic description of small-population dynamics that have been suggested as 

important for polar bears (Molnár et al. 2014). During projections, subpopulations that crossed 

below the quasi-extinction threshold were considered extirpated and could not recover.   

 

Population initialization 

 For both BB and KB we performed exploratory population reconstruction, which 

consisted of retrospective projections that used historic biological and management conditions. 

This helped to evaluate the vital rates, establish reasonable initial conditions for the main 

population projections (e.g., a subpopulation composition that was consistent with the history of 

sex-selective harvest), and reduce transient dynamics in early years of projections (Caswell 

2001). 

 

Baffin Bay 

 We performed population reconstruction for the period 1998–2010 using vital rates from 

Scenario 2. We did not include 2011–2013 in the reconstruction due to concerns about bias in the 

survival estimates for those years (SWG 2016). For the population reconstruction, the mean 

value of starting N was set to 1,968 independent bears. This was calculated from the estimated 

total subpopulation size (i.e., including C0 and C1) of 2,826 for the period 2011–2013 (Chapter 5 

in SWG 2016). We used this starting value because of potential bias in the 1993–1997 estimate 

of N due to limited geographic sampling in the 1990s (Chapters 3 and 6 in SWG 2016). Methods 

to convert from total subpopulation size, to the number of independent bears, are described 

below. Starting N/K (i.e., at t = 1) was set to 0.67, which corresponded to MNPL as estimated 

from the density-dependent curves of the vital rates for Scenario 2. Harvest was implemented at 
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a fixed level of 162 independent bears per year, which was the mean reported harvest for the BB 

subpopulation during the period 1998–2010 (Table 8.4 in SWG 2016).  

 We used a male-to-female sex ratio in the harvest (SR) of 1.25 for population 

reconstruction. This value was derived by averaging Canadian and Greenlandic harvest sex 

ratios, weighted by the total reported harvest in each country. The Canadian sex ratio was 

calculated directly from hunter-reported sex as it agreed with the genetically-determined sex, 

which indicated that 0.34 of harvested bears were female (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). The 

Greenlandic sex ratio was estimated separately for this analysis, due to apparent discrepancies 

between hunter-reported sex and genetically-determined sex (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). 

Specifically, we used the genetic sex data from tissue samples collected from 77 polar bears 

harvested in Greenland during the period 2011–2013, to estimate that 0.53 of the reported 

harvest was female. Lacking genetic sex data for other years, we assumed that this proportion 

was representative of the Greenlandic harvest 1998–2010. Harvest was implemented using the 

stage-specific harvest vulnerability vectors for the BB subpopulation. For population 

reconstruction, we used a deterministic proxy metric for K that was based directly on the 

observed time series of ice-covered days 1998–2010. Other specifications for population 

reconstruction were the same as for the full suite of projections (section Simulations). 

 The reconstructed subpopulation, using vital rates from Scenario 2 and a fixed-level 

harvest of 162 bears per year, exhibited a relatively stable trajectory during the period 1998–

2010. The observed population growth rate was 1.01 (SE = 0.10) per year as calculated using the 

methods of Humbert et al. (2009). The ending proportion of females in the subpopulation was 

0.69. For comparison, the mean proportion of females in the BB subpopulation during the period 

2011–2013 was 0.66, as calculated using sex- and age-specific estimates of abundance for bears 

age ≥ 2 years from the most-supported CR model (Chapter 5 in SWG 2016). The similarity 

between the proportions 0.69 and 0.66, and the ability of population reconstruction to produce 

plausible population dynamics (i.e., a stable subpopulation under the observed harvest), provide 

a degree of confidence in the vital rates of Scenario 2. 

 To obtain a starting stage distribution for the full suite of population projections, we 

adjusted the final stage distribution from the population reconstruction until the proportion of 

females was 0.66, keeping the within-sex stage distributions constant. This produced the 10-

stage distribution vector [0.07, 0.05, 0.05, 0.17, 0.18, 0.14, 0.07, 0.05, 0.05, 0.17]. When 
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combined with estimates of C0 and C1 litter size for Scenario 2, this produced a ratio of 

independent bears to total bears of 0.70. Therefore, all projections for the BB subpopulation 

started with a mean value of Nt=1 = 2,826 × 0.70 ≈ 1,968 independent bears, where 2,826 is the 

estimated total subpopulation size for 2011–2013 from SWG (2016). To reduce transient 

dynamics, all projections started at a subpopulation density N/K = 0.81, the median estimated 

density at the final year of population reconstruction.    

 

Kane Basin 

 We performed population reconstruction for the period 1998–2014, to evaluate the vital 

rates from Scenario 1 and to identify values of S* for Scenario 2 (section Vital rates). For the 

population reconstruction, the mean value of starting N was set to 153 independent bears. This 

was calculated from the estimated total subpopulation size of 224 for the period 1995–1997 

(Chapter 10 in SWG 2016). Methods to convert from total subpopulation size, to the number of 

independent bears, are described below. Starting N/K was set to 0.73, which corresponded to 

MNPL as estimated from the density-dependent curves of the vital rates for Scenario 1. Harvest 

was implemented at a fixed level of 8 independent bears per year, which is the mean harvest 

reported for the KB subpopulation during the period 1998–2013 (Tables 8.2 and 8.5 in SWG 

2016). 

 We used SR = 0.94 for population reconstruction. This value was derived by averaging 

Canadian and Greenlandic harvest sex ratios, weighted by the total reported harvest in each 

country. The Canadian sex ratio was calculated directly from hunter-reported sex, which 

indicated that 0.33 of harvested bears were female (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). The Greenlandic 

sex ratio was based on genetically-determined sex for bears harvested from the KB 

subpopulation during the period 2011–2014, which indicated that 0.53 of harvested bears were 

female (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). Lacking genetic sex data for other years, we assumed that this 

proportion was representative of the Greenlandic harvest 1998–2014. Harvest was implemented 

using the stage-specific harvest vulnerability vectors that were calculated for the BB 

subpopulation.  

For KB population reconstruction, we used a deterministic proxy metric for K with 

interannual variation based on the observed time series of ice-covered days 1998–2014, but with 
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an increasing trend of approximately 3% per year. We subjectively included this trend in K, 

rather than using observed values of the sea-ice metric, because an increasing trend would be 

necessary to allow N to increase from 224 bears in 1995–1997 to 357 bears in 2012–2014 (i.e., 

Nt=17 / Nt=1 ≈ 1.6; Chapter 10 in SWG 2016), conditional on vital rates that were sufficiently high 

to produce such an increase. Other specifications for population reconstruction were the same as 

for the full suite of projections (section Simulations). 

An initial KB population reconstruction used vital rates from Scenario 1 and a fixed-level 

harvest of 8 bears per year. This resulted in a declining trajectory during the period 1998–2014, 

with an observed population growth rate of 0.98 (SE = 0.40) per year. The large variance in the 

observed growth rate was due primarily to high sampling uncertainty in vital rates for the KB 

subpopulation (Chapter 10 in SWG 2016). The fact that the growth rate was negative, despite an 

increasing proxy for K, suggests that a subpopulation with vital rates similar to Scenario 1 would 

be unlikely to support a harvest of 8 bears per year, even in the absence of density-dependent 

regulation.  

Subsequent KB population reconstructions used the same conditions as described above, 

but with the estimates of S* from Scenario 1 modified to include incremental increases in 

survival for bears age ≤ 2 years (section Vital rates). We found that an average proportional 

increase in S* of 38% (i.e., 𝑆𝑆𝑓𝑓𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑓𝑓𝑚𝑚𝑓𝑓𝑚𝑚∗  = 1.38 × 𝑆𝑆𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑜𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓∗ ) produced an increasing trajectory 

during the period 1998–2014, with an observed population growth rate of 1.03 (SE = 0.33). This 

corresponded to a median increase in abundance of Nt=17 / Nt=1 = 1.59 (SE = 0.71), which is 

similar to the estimated increase in abundance for the KB subpopulation from 1995–1997 to 

2012–2014. Therefore, Scenario 2 of the vital rates for the KB subpopulation included these 

modified estimates of S* for bears ≤ 2 years (section Results).  

The reconstructed subpopulation, using vital rates from Scenario 2 and a fixed-level 

harvest of 8 bears per year, produced an ending proportion of females in the subpopulation of 

0.70. For comparison, the mean proportion of females in the KB subpopulation during the period 

2012–2014 was 0.71, as calculated from sex- and age-specific estimates of abundance for bears ≥ 

2 years from the most-supported CR model (Chapter 10 in SWG 2016). To obtain a starting 

stage distribution for the full suite of projections, we adjusted the final stage distribution from the 

population reconstruction until the proportion of females was 0.71, keeping the within-sex stage 

distributions constant. This produced the 10-stage distribution vector [0.06, 0.06, 0.05, 0.24, 
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0.16, 0.14, 0.05, 0.04, 0.03, 0.17]. When combined with estimates of C0 and C1 litter size for 

Scenario 2, this leads to a ratio of independent bears to total bears of 0.68. Therefore, all 

projections for the KB subpopulation started with a mean value of Nt=1 = 357 × 0.68 ≈ 244 

independent bears, where 357 is the estimated total subpopulation size for 2012–2014 from SWG 

(2016). To reduce transient dynamics, all projections started at a subpopulation density N/K = 

0.69, the median estimated density at the final year of population reconstruction.  

 

Simulations 

 We define a “simulation” as multiple replicates of a population projection, where each 

replicate has the same mean biological inputs and the same management inputs (section 

Population projections). For each simulation, we used a parametric bootstrap procedure that 

generated 250 correlated random samples of the input vital rates and starting value of N, for the 

purpose of representing sampling variation in the vital rates (White 2000). We subjectively 

included sampling variation as 75% of total uncertainty (i.e., temporal variation plus sampling 

uncertainty) following the example of Taylor et al. (2002). Samples of the vital rates were 

generated using either a multivariate beta distribution or a stretched beta distribution (Morris and 

Doak 2002), as described in Appendix S3 of Regehr et al. (2017). When vital rates were near the 

boundary conditions [0,1] and variances were large, shape parameters for the beta distribution 

occasionally could not be determined. When this occurred, we generated a sample for the vital 

rate in question using a truncated normal distribution. The correlation structure for sampling 

variation in the vital rates was informed by the most-supported CR model for the BB 

subpopulation (Table 5.7 in SWG 2016). Specifically, we used a correlation coefficient of 1 

within the following sets of parameters, and a correlation coefficient of 0 between the sets: [σ1, 

σ2, σ3, σ4, σ5, σ6], [σ7, σ8, σ9, σ10], [σL0, σL1], [β3, β4, β5], and [N]. This correlation structure was 

also used for simulated population assessments, based on the assumption that future estimation 

methods would be broadly similar to SWG (2016).  

 For each random sample of the vital rates and starting N, we ran 50 projections, each with 

a different stochastic projection of κ (section Carrying capacity and environmental variation). 

Also, the projections included stochastic, density-independent variation at each time step. 

Therefore, for each simulation the resulting 250 × 50 = 12,500 replicate projections reflected 
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both sampling and environmental variation. Although 12,500 is a relatively small number of 

replicates for population viability analysis (White 2000), this number was computationally 

feasible (section Software) and gave reproducible results at the levels of precision we report.  

 For each subpopulation, we performed simulations designed to evaluate a range of 

biological conditions and harvest strategies relevant to polar bear management (see below). For 

each simulation, we report the probability of meeting management objectives, calculated as the 

number of replicates that met the corresponding population condition (Table BB1) divided by the 

total number of replicates. At specific time steps, we also report Pextirpation, defined as the 

proportion of replicates for which N declined below the quasi-extinction threshold at any time 

step prior to time step t = k; and the probability of male depletion (Pmale.dep), defined as the 

proportion of replicates for which the number of adult males (stage 10) was below 50% of the 

quasi-extinction threshold at t = k. The metric Pmale.dep is relevant because lower values of S* for 

males compared to females, combined with sex-selective harvest, led to severe depletion of adult 

male bears under some conditions. Finally, we report the median change in subpopulation size 

(Nt=k / Nt=1), the median subpopulation density (Nt=k / Kt=k), and the mean realized harvest level 

(Ht=k). These values were calculated over all replicates, including those that led to extirpation. 

The metric H is relevant because some simulations included declining N (to declining K or to 

high harvest) and declining r (due to Allee effects caused by male depletion), which led to 

declining values of H over time under state-dependent approach.   

 

Baffin Bay 

We performed a primary set of simulations for the BB subpopulation to evaluate 

sustainable harvest for the three scenarios of the vital rates. All primary simulations used a 

management interval of 15 years and rsd.mod = 1. For each scenario, we performed simulations 

over 36 annual time steps for all combinations of the following inputs: 

1. Five, 11, and 8 values of the management factor FO for Scenarios 1, 2, and 3, 

respectively. These values of FO corresponded to starting harvest levels that differed 

by 20 bears per year, and encompassed the estimates of maximum sustainable yield 

for each scenario based on asymptotic dynamics and non-selective harvest (section 

Results). 
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2. Three values of sex ratio in the harvest, corresponding to SR = 1.0, 1.25, and 2.0. The 

value of SR = 1.25 represents the current status quo for the BB subpopulation under 

the assumptions made during population reconstruction (section Population 

initialization). We included SR = 2 because it is a common management objective for 

polar bears (Taylor et al. 2008b). We included SR = 1 to evaluate non-sex selective 

harvest, which might be a strategy for managed population reduction.  

 We performed a secondary set of simulations using the vital rates for Scenario 2 only, 

which we considered the most likely representation of the current status of the BB 

subpopulation. The objectives were to evaluate the effects of changes in the management interval 

and the precision of data obtained from future subpopulation assessments. All secondary 

simulations used SR = 1.25. We performed simulations over 36 annual time steps for all 

combinations of the following inputs: 

1. Nine values of the management factor FO, corresponding to starting harvest levels 

that differed by 10 bears per year, and encompassed the range of harvest that met 

management objectives for Scenario 2 during primary simulations.  

2. Three values for the management interval corresponding to 10, 15, and 20 years. 

3. Three levels of precision in subpopulation data, corresponding to rsd.mod = 0.5, 1.0, 

and 1.5.  

 We also performed several post hoc simulations that were focused on the issue of 

managed population reduction.  

 

Kane Basin 

We performed a primary set of simulations for the KB subpopulation to evaluate 

sustainable harvest for the two scenarios of the vital rates. All primary simulations used a 

management interval of 15 years and rsd.mod = 1. For each scenario, we performed simulations 

over 36 annual time steps for all combinations of the following inputs: 

1. Five and 9 values of the management factor FO for Scenarios 1 and 2, respectively. 

These values of FO corresponded to starting harvest levels that differed by 2 bears per 

year, and encompassed the estimates of maximum sustainable yield for each scenario 

based on asymptotic dynamics and non-selective harvest (section Results). 
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2. Two values of sex ratio in the harvest, corresponding to SR = 0.94 and 2.0. The value 

of SR = 0.94 represents the current status quo for the KB subpopulation under the 

assumptions made during population reconstruction (section Population 

initialization).  

 We performed a secondary set of simulations using the vital rates for Scenario 2 only, to 

evaluate the effects of changes in the management interval and the precision of data obtained 

from future subpopulation assessments. Scenario 2 was more useful for this investigation 

because, unlike Scenario 1, it led to non-zero harvest levels that met management objectives. All 

secondary simulations used SR = 0.94. We performed simulations over 36 annual time steps for 

all combinations of the following inputs: 

1. Nine values of the management factor FO, corresponding to starting harvest levels 

that differed by 1 bear per year, and encompassed the range of harvest that met 

management objectives for Scenario 2 during the primary simulations.  

2. Three values for the management interval corresponding to 10, 15, and 20 years. 

3. Three levels of precision in subpopulation data, corresponding to rsd.mod = 0.5, 1.0, 

and 1.5.  

Finally, we performed several post hoc simulations focused on the ramifications of high 

uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years.  

 

Software 

Computations were performed in the R computing language (version R 3.4.0; The R 

Project for Statistical Computing; http://www.r-project.org). Simulations were run the Amazon 

Elastic Compute Cloud (http://aws.amazon.com/ec2/) using an Amazon Machine Image for RStudio 

Server (RStudio 2016) developed by L. Aslett (http://www.louisaslett.com/RStudio_AMI/). Each 

simulation took approximately 60 minutes using a Memory Optimized r4.xlarge computing 

instance.  
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Results 

Baffin Bay 

Primary simulations 

We performed a primary set of simulations to evaluate population dynamics and 

sustainable harvest, for three scenarios of the vital rates, over a period of three polar bear 

generations during which K declined. Projections used a 15-year management interval, a baseline 

level of data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1.0) based on recent subpopulation surveys (SWG 2016), 

and a mean starting subpopulation size Nt=1 = 1,968 (SE = 236) independent bears with a stage 

distribution and subpopulation density determined from population reconstruction (section 

Population initialization). Tables BB5–BB7 present the highest harvest strategies that met 

management objectives for each scenario of the vital rates (see below). The harvest rate (h) in 

these tables is presented as the percentage of total subpopulation size (i.e., subpopulation size 

including C0s and C1s) that is removed each year as independent bears, because this definition 

of h is commonly used in polar bear management. Strategies with lower values of FO than appear 

in Tables BB5–BB7, but otherwise similar inputs (e.g., the same harvest sex ratio), also met 

management objectives. Some of the harvest strategies in Tables BB5–BB7 could result in the 

depletion of adult male bears; probabilities of extirpation, compared to projections with no 

harvest, that approach the upper limit of 0.05; or declines in the calculated harvest level over 

time. Detailed results from the primary simulations are presented in Appendix S1. 

 

Scenario 1  

Scenario 1 of the vital rates resulted in an asymptotic intrinsic growth rate at MNPL 

(rMNPL) of 0.03 (Table BB4), suggesting a limited capacity for growth and low resilience relative 

to other polar bear subpopulations (Regehr et al. 2017). Statistical uncertainty in estimates of S* 

for the period 2011–2013 (Table BB3) contributed to high uncertainty in the estimate of rMNPL, 

with approximately 26% of its sampling distribution below 0 (i.e., corresponding to a negative 

intrinsic growth rate). Management Objective 1 was not achievable even in the absence of 

harvest, due to the combined effects of low r, declining K, and high uncertainty in the vital rates 

(Table BB5). Management Objective 2 could be met using FO = 0 to 0.41, depending on the 
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value of SR and risk tolerance. This corresponds to a starting harvest rate ht=1 = 0 to 0.7%, and a 

starting harvest level Ht=1 = 0 to 20 bears per year. Upper limits on FO that met Management 

Objective 3 were 0 to 1.22, depending on SR and risk tolerance. However, due in part to high 

uncertainty in the vital rates, harvest strategies at the upper end of this range simultaneously 

increased Pextirpation toward the upper condition of 0.05 at t = 15, while being unlikely to reduce 

the median subpopulation size by 30% (Table S.BB1). A subpopulation similar to Scenario 1 

would have little capacity to support harvest, and would risk a 2 to 3% chance of extirpation at t 

= 36 in the absence of harvest (Table S.BB1).  

 

Scenario 2  

Scenario 2 resulted in rMNPL = 0.08 (Table BB4), suggesting a strong capacity for growth 

and relatively high resilience. Due to declining K, Management Objective 1 was either not 

achievable or only achievable with no harvest (Table BB6). Management Objective 2 could be 

met using FO = 0.43 to 1.03, depending on SR and risk tolerance. This corresponds to a starting 

harvest rate ht=1 = 3.6 to 5.7%, and a starting harvest level Ht=1 = 100 to 160 bears per year. At 

the upper end of this range, a harvest strategy using FO = 0.92 and the status quo value of SR = 

1.25 corresponds to ht=1 = 5.7% and Ht=1 = 160 bears per year, which is similar to harvest of the 

BB subpopulation in recent decades (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). A sample of replicates from 

population projections can help visualize the effects of this harvest strategy on subpopulation 

trajectories. Figure BB3 shows that the median subpopulation size declines in parallel with (but 

not faster than) declining K, which is a consequence of a state-dependent management approach 

that meets Management Objective 2. The color-coding in Figure BB3 identifies the potential for 

male depletion or subpopulation extirpation in later years (Table S.BB2). For replicates that 

experienced male depletion, reproductive rates declined due to Allee effects in the mating 

system. This reduced the subpopulation’s capacity for growth and resulted in lower calculated 

harvest levels under the state-dependent approach. Figure BB4 illustrates these effects, for the 

same harvest strategy that was shown in Figure BB3. Other harvest strategies that were more 

selective for males (i.e., SR = 2), including some strategies that met Management Objective 2 

(Table BB6), had higher probabilities of causing male depletion (e.g., up to 0.25 at t = 36; Table 

S.BB2). Evaluation of Management Objective 3 is presented with results from the secondary 

simulations (see below).  
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Scenario 3  

Scenario 3 was based on hypothetical vital rates that resulted in rMNPL = 0.05 (Table 

BB4), representing a subpopulation with average capacity for growth and resilience. This 

scenario provided a benchmark for comparison with the data-based Scenarios 1 and 2. Similar to 

Scenario 2, Management Objective 1 was either not achievable or only achievable with no 

harvest, due to declining K (Table BB7). Management Objective 2 could be met using FO = 0.53 

to 0.89, depending on SR and risk tolerance. This corresponds to a starting harvest rate ht=1 = 2.1 

to 3.6%, and a starting harvest level Ht=1 = 60 to 100 bears per year. Harvest strategies under 

Scenario 3 that used SR = 2 were less likely to cause male depletion than similar strategies under 

Scenario 2 (Table S.BB3), because under Scenario 3 values of S* were similar for adult females 

and adult males. Upper limits on FO that met Management Objective 3 were 0.66 to 1.40, 

depending on SR and risk tolerance. In some cases, the condition requiring that Pextirpation < 0.05 

at t = 15, compared to a similar projection without harvest, was the limiting factor for 

Management Objective 3. In other words, a harvest strategy could achieve an acceptable level of 

risk with respect to the population condition Nt=15 > (0.7 × Nt=1) but also result in Pextirpation > 

0.05. Harvest strategies that met Management Objective 3, in terms of both Nt=15 > (0.7 × Nt=1) 

and the condition on Pextirpation, were unlikely to reduce the subpopulation size by 30% (Table 

S.BB3). These findings suggest that a managed population reduction of 30% is unlikely to be 

achieved, within the guidelines for risk tolerance provided by the JC, when using a 15-year 

management interval for a subpopulation with vital rates and a level of data precision similar to 

Scenario 3. 

 

Secondary simulations 

We performed a secondary set of simulations for Scenario 2 to evaluate the effects of 

management interval and data precision. Table BB8 shows the highest harvest strategies that met 

Management Objective 2b as a function of these factors, illustrating the potential impact of 

different management conditions. For example, ht=1 is 54% higher for a 10-year management 

interval and rsd.mod = 0.5 (which corresponds to a relative standard deviation of 0.01 in σ4 due 

to sampling uncertainty), compared to a 20-year management interval and rsd.mod = 1.5 (which 
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corresponds to a relative standard deviation of 0.03 in σ4). Table S.BB4 provides detailed results 

for the simulations summarized in Table BB8. In Table S.BB4, results for the expected value of 

Ht=36 require additional explanation. It appears counterintuitive that Ht=36 is higher for a 20-year 

management interval than for a 15-year management interval. This occurs because the harvest 

strategies in Table S.BB4 are fairly aggressive, and can result in moderate degrees of male 

depletion and reduced capacity for growth at t = 36. Using a 15-yr management interval, these 

negative effects result in a reduced harvest level at the second subpopulation assessment, which 

occurs at t = 32. In contrast, using a 20-year management interval, the second subpopulation 

assessment does not occur until t = 42, which is beyond the duration of projections. The 

ramifications are that using a 20-year management interval (i) leads to higher probabilities of 

extirpation at t = 36, and (ii) would be expected to result in large reductions to the calculated 

harvest level at t = 42.  

We used results from the secondary set of simulations to evaluate Management Objective 

3, because the primary simulations suggested that achieving a subpopulation reduction, within 

the specified risk tolerance, would require a short management interval and improved data 

precision. In the secondary simulations, the harvest strategy with the highest harvest and best 

management conditions was FO = 1.15, a 10-year management interval, and rsd.mod = 0.5. This 

corresponded to ht=1 = 7.1% and Ht=1 = 200. For this strategy, the median value of Nt=15 / Nt=1 

was 0.86 at t = 15 (i.e., a median reduction of 14% in starting subpopulation size; Table S.BB4). 

Although this strategy met Management Objective 3b as stated in Table BB1, it did not reduce 

the subpopulation by 30%. Also, it led to a 0.38 probability that subpopulation size was below 

MNPL at t = 15, which exceeded the risk tolerance for the condition on maximum sustainable 

yield that was associated with Management Objective 3 (section Management Objectives).  

 

Post hoc simulations 

We performed two post hoc simulations to inform future considerations for managed 

population reduction. First, we identified a state-dependent harvest strategy (BB_S1) that came 

as close as possible to achieving a subpopulation reduction of 30% in 15 years, while meeting 

the population condition for Management Objective 3b as stated in Table BB1, but without the 

additional condition related to maximum sustainable yield. Harvest strategy BB_S1 used FO = 

1.58, SR = 1.0, a 5-year management interval, and rsd.mod = 0.5. Use of SR = 1 promoted 
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subpopulation reduction by removing more females, compared to a sex-selective harvest. This 

strategy corresponded to ht=1 = 8.7% and Ht=1 = 245. At t = 15, the median value of Nt=15 / Nt=1 

was 0.75 (i.e., a median reduction of 25% in starting subpopulation size) and Management 

Objective 3b was met (Table S.BB5). The mean harvest level declined at each management 

interval, concurrent with declining subpopulation size (e.g., Ht=15 = 180 bears per year; Table 

S.BB5). Conceptually, BB_S1 represents a near-optimal harvest strategy that would require 

nearly continuous surveys and rapid management response.   

For comparison with BB_S1, we evaluated a second harvest strategy (BB_S2) that used 

the same starting harvest level, but did not follow a state-dependent approach and used the status 

quo value SR = 1.25. Strategy BB_S2 applied a fixed-level harvest of 250 bear per year, for a 

period of 15 years, without new subpopulation assessments or changes to management during 

this period. At t = 15, the median value of Nt=15 / Nt=1 was 0.55, indicating that the subpopulation 

was depleted beyond the desired 30% reduction. Also, strategy BB_S2 did not meet 

Management Objective 3 and resulted in a 0.30 probability of male depletion and a 0.23 

probability of subpopulation extirpation at t = 15 (Table S.BB5).  

 

Kane Basin 

Primary simulations 

We performed a primary set of simulations to evaluate population dynamics and 

sustainable harvest, for two scenarios of the vital rates, over a period of three polar bear 

generations during which K remained stable. Projections used a 15-year management interval, 

the baseline level of data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1.0), and a mean starting subpopulation size 

Nt=1 = 244 (SE = 41) independent bears with a stage distribution and subpopulation density 

determined from population reconstruction (section Population initialization). Tables KB4–KB6 

present the highest harvest strategies that met management objectives for each scenario of the 

vital rates. Strategies with lower values of FO, but otherwise similar inputs, also met management 

objectives. Some of the harvest strategies in Tables KB4–KB6 could result in the depletion of 

adult male bears or increased probabilities of extirpation, compared to projections with no 

harvest, that approached the upper limit of 0.05. Detailed results for the primary simulations are 

presented in Appendix S1.  
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Scenario 1 

 Scenario 1 of the vital rates resulted in rMNPL = 0.01 (Table KB3), suggesting a very 

limited capacity for growth and low resilience. Statistical uncertainty in estimates of S* for the 

period 2012–2014 (Table KB2), especially for bears ≤ 2 years, contributed to high uncertainty in 

the estimate of rMNPL, with approximately 29% of its sampling distribution below 0 (i.e., 

corresponding to a negative intrinsic growth rate). Due to low values of r and high uncertainty in 

the vital rates, most management objectives could not be met even with no harvest (Table KB4). 

This is illustrated by Figure KB1, which shows a sample of replicates from population 

projections with FO = 0 (i.e., no harvest). Although the median N increases gradually over time, 

the subpopulation trajectories are highly variable. The color-coding in Figure KB1 indicates that 

male depletion is possible due to lower estimates of S* for males compared to females (e.g., 

Pmale.dep = 0.10 at t = 15; Table S.KB1). A subpopulation with vital rates similar to Scenario 1 

would have little guarantee of supporting harvest, and would face a 2 to 4% chance of extirpation 

at t = 36 in the absence of harvest (Table S.KB1). The ramifications of high uncertainty in vital 

rates for the KB subpopulation were evaluated in the secondary and post hoc simulations (see 

below). 

 

Scenario 2 

Scenario 2 resulted in rMNPL = 0.05 (Table KB3), suggesting a medium capacity for 

growth and resilience. Management Objectives 1a and 2a (i.e., the version of the objectives with 

low risk tolerance for not achieving the population condition; Table BB1) could not be met with 

no harvest, due to variability in subpopulation trajectories arising from uncertainty in the vital 

rates (Table S.KB2). Management Objective 1b could be met using FO = 0.31 to 0.48, depending 

on the value of SR (Table KB5). This corresponds to a starting harvest rate ht=1 = 1.7% and a 

starting harvest level Ht=1 = 6 bears per year, which is similar to recent harvest of the KB 

subpopulation (SWG 2016). Management Objective 2b could be met using FO = 0.21 to 0.31, 

depending on the value of SR. This corresponds to a starting harvest rate ht=1 = 1.1% and a 

starting harvest level Ht=1 = 4 bears per year. The harvest strategy that meets Management 

Objective 2 is lower than the strategy that meets Management Objective 1, because projections 
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for the KB subpopulation included a stable trend in K (i.e., Kt=36 ≈ Kt=1) Therefore, at t = 36, 

Management Objective 1 requires a subpopulation size that is greater than 0.9 × Nt=1 = 0.90 × 

(0.69 × Kt=1) ≈ 0.62 × Kt=1; whereas Management Objective 2 requires a subpopulation size that 

is greater than 0.70 × Kt=36 ≈ 0.70 × Kt=1 (i.e., a lower subpopulation size). Harvest strategies that 

met Management Objectives 1 and 2 were associated with increases in median N of up to 21% at 

t = 36 (Table S.KB2). This indicates that uncertainty in the vital rates, rather than the mean 

values of the rates, was a limiting factor in meeting management objectives. At t = 36, the 

harvest strategies in Table KB5 were associated with probabilities of causing male depletion of 

up to 0.27, due in part to lower S* of males; and increased probabilities of extirpation, compared 

to projections with no harvest, of up to 0.03 (Table S.KB2).  

 

Secondary simulations 

We performed secondary simulations for Scenario 2 to evaluate the effects of 

management interval and data precision. Table KB6 shows the highest harvest strategies that met 

Management Objective 1b as a function of these factors, indicating the potential impact of 

different management conditions on harvest strategies for the KB subpopulation. For example, 

the highest harvest strategy under improved management conditions (i.e., a 10-year management 

interval and rsd.mod = 0.5) corresponded to ht=1 = 2.2% and Ht=1 = 8. This harvest rate is 57% 

higher than the rate for a 20-year management interval and rsd.mod = 1.5.  

In contrast to the BB subpopulation, the highest starting harvest level for the KB 

subpopulation, under improved management conditions, was lower than the expected value of 

maximum sustainable yield based on asymptotic population dynamics (i.e., 13 bears per year; 

Table KB3). This finding is largely due to high uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 

years (Table KB3). The reason is that improved data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 0.5) only reduced 

sampling variation for simulated population assessments that occur in the future. Therefore, all 

subpopulation trajectories were highly variable during the first management interval (i.e., for the 

first 10, 15, or 20 years) due to high uncertainty in the baseline vital rates for Scenario 2. 

Because we only evaluated strategies with time-constant values of FO, the range of harvest 

strategies that met management objectives was constrained by high uncertainty in the currently-

available data for the KB subpopulation. A consequence of this effect is that, for some harvest 
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strategies, the calculated harvest level increased after the first management interval, and 

remained 1-2 bears higher than the starting value at t = 15 and 36 (Table S.KB3). 

 

Post hoc simulations 

We performed two post hoc simulations to explore the ramifications of high uncertainty 

in estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years. First, we reduced sampling variation in these estimates 

by 75%, which resulted in levels of uncertainty similar to bears age ≥ 3 years (e.g., the reduced 

relative standard deviation due to sampling uncertainty was 0.04 for the vital rate σ1, which is 

equivalent to the un-modified value for σ4). Conceptually, this permitted exploration of how a 

higher level of confidence in estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years might affect sustainable 

harvest. After reducing the uncertainty in estimates of S*, we performed simulations under 

conditions similar to current harvest practices for the KB subpopulation (i.e., SR = 0.94, a 15-

year management interval, and rsd.mod = 1.0) and identified the highest strategy that met 

Management Objective 1b. The resulting strategy (KB_S1) corresponded to FO = 0.80, ht=1 = 

2.8%, and Ht=1 = 10 bears per year (Table S.KB4). Interpretation of these results requires 

caution, because there was not an analytical basis for reducing uncertainty in estimates of S* for 

bears age ≤ 2 years. Nonetheless, this post hoc simulation can provide guidance on what a 

sustainable harvest strategy might be, if it was assumed with an increased degree of confidence 

that survival rates of bears age ≤ 2 years have been sufficiently high to produce the estimated 

increase in abundance for the KB subpopulation.  

Second, we explored uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years using a 

different approach. For all other simulations in this report, total uncertainty in the vital rates was 

partitioned as 75% sampling variation and 25% process variation, following the example of 

Taylor et al. (2002). Because time-constant estimates of S* for KB bears were referenced to a 23-

year period from 1992–2014, this partitioning may not be accurate for younger animals, which 

often exhibit higher interannual variation in survival compared to adults (Eberhardt 2002). We 

were not able to perform an analysis of variance components in S* (e.g., Cooch and White 2016) 

due to sparse data. Therefore, for bears age ≤ 2 years, we subjectively repartitioned total 

uncertainty as 25% sampling variation and 75% process variation. After making this change, we 

performed simulations under conditions similar to current harvest practices for the KB 

subpopulation (i.e., SR = 0.94, a 15-year management interval, and rsd.mod = 1.0) and identified 
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the highest harvest strategy that met Management Objective 1b. The resulting strategy (KB_S2) 

corresponded to FO = 0.64, ht=1 = 2.2%, and Ht=1 = 8 bears per year (Table S.KB4). 

 

Discussion 

We used subpopulation data from SWG (2016) in a demographic model adapted from 

Regehr et al. (2017) to evaluate a suite of potential harvest strategies for the BB and KB polar 

bear subpopulations, relative to management objectives and risk tolerances provided by the JC.  

 

Demographic and management model 

Additional details of the demographic model are presented in Regehr et al. (2015, 2017), 

including caveats and topics for future work. In this report we integrated the demographic model 

with a mechanistic submodel of Allee effects in the mating system (Molnár et al. 2008, 2014). In 

simulations for both the BB and KB subpopulations, lower estimates of S* for males than 

females, combined with a sex-selective harvest, produced stage distributions that were skewed 

toward females. If the demographic model did not incorporate Allee effects, such subpopulations 

could exhibit unrealistically high values of r (i.e., in excess of the theoretical rmax under 

asymptotic population dynamics) because most adults were female and litter production rates 

could potentially remain high even in the near-absence of adult males. This effect could be 

compounded by the fact that the model tracked subpopulation density in terms of metabolic 

energetic equivalents, which allowed a given resource base to support a larger number of females 

compared to males (section Density dependence). We suggest that deriving parameters of the 

Allee submodel for the BB and KB subpopulations, and validating model-based predictions 

against field data, are areas for future work.   

The demographic model differed from RISKMAN (Taylor et al. 2001) in several ways, 

including its ability to model temporal changes in vital rates and K. Also, we used a correlation 

structure for sampling variation that was informed by the CR models used to estimate vital rates 

(Chapter 6 in SWG 2016), whereas RISKMAN assumes sampling errors are independent (Taylor 

et al. 2006). This can influence PVA results, with correlated vital rates generally resulting in 

more variable subpopulation trajectories and higher risks of negative outcomes. To illustrate, we 

used the demographic model to calculate an unharvested, asymptotic population growth rate (λ) 
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using vital rates for the BB subpopulation as reported in Taylor et al. (2005). Our estimate of λ = 

1.053 (SE = 0.022) was similar to the geometric mean estimate of unharvested λ = 1.055 (SE = 

0.011) in Taylor et al. (2005), but our estimated standard error was twice as large. We suggest 

that our approach is more consistent with recommended practices in population viability analysis 

(Morris and Doak 2002).  

Application of the demographic model required several key assumptions. First, to create 

density-dependent curves of the vital rates it was necessary to specify a subpopulation density 

(N/K) at which the vital rates were estimated. In practice, it is not possible to directly estimate K 

for wildlife populations (e.g., Gerrodette and Demaster 1990). Therefore, we inferred that N/K 

corresponded to a subpopulation size in the vicinity of MNPL, based on evidence that harvest in 

recent decades had been near maximum sustainable yield (Regehr et al. 2017). If actual N/K 

corresponded to a subpopulation size below MNPL, our estimates of intrinsic growth rate (r) 

could be positively biased. That is, the value of r corresponding to the vital rates would be closer 

to rmax, whereas we assumed it was equivalent to rMNPL. If actual values of N/K corresponded to a 

subpopulation size significantly above MNPL, bias would be in the opposite direction. Second, 

we initialized population projections at time step t = 1 at a subpopulation size close to MNPL. 

This assumed that the BB and KB subpopulations are currently not experiencing strong density-

dependent suppression of demographic parameters, which could be inaccurate for BB given 

evidence of range contraction (Chapter 4 in SWG 2016) and links between sea-ice and 

nutritional condition and reproductive rates (Chapters 6 and 7 in SWG 2016). Although we 

placed low confidence in the low estimates of S* for the BB subpopulation from 2011–2013 

(Scenario 1; see below), it is possible these estimates partially reflected negative effects of sea-

ice loss. In combination, the short duration of recent subpopulation assessments in BB and KB, 

statistical uncertainty and potential bias in demographic parameters, and interannual variation, 

precluded direct estimation of subpopulation density. Our modeling approach did not make 

purposefully conservative assumptions about current density effects, especially for the BB 

subpopulation, and therefore could have understated the current and future effects of sea-ice loss. 

We recommend that future predictive modeling include sensitivity analyses with respect to key 

assumptions (e.g., Zabel et al. 2006).   

Polar bears are distributed throughout the circumpolar Arctic in 19 subpopulations 

(PBSG 2010). Their life history is dependent on sea ice (Laidre and Regehr 2017), which is used 
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as a platform from which to hunt their primary prey, ringed seals (Pusa hispida) and bearded 

seals (Erignathus barbatus).  Earlier sea-ice breakup and reductions in optimal ice habitat have 

been linked to reductions in polar bear body condition, survival, reproduction, and abundance in 

some subpopulations (Stirling et al. 1999; Regehr et al. 2007, 2010; Rode et al. 2012; Bromaghin 

et al. 2015; Lunn et al. 2016; Obbard et al. 2016). Additional studies have documented use of 

less optimal sea ice habitat in several polar bear subpopulations (e.g. Durner et al. 2009, Wilson 

et al. 2014, Laidre et al. 2015, McCall et al. 2015). Our population projections for the BB and 

KB subpopulations included environmental variation primarily through the proxy metric for K, 

which was calculated from remote-sensing data for sea ice. Sea-ice metrics from other case 

studies for polar bears are reviewed by Stern and Laidre (2016). We did not consider rapid, non-

linear declines in K or potentially catastrophic ecological or demographic effects due to climate 

change (e.g., Derocher et al. 2013), although the modeling framework could readily be adapted 

to include such effects. If subpopulations experience negative density-dependent effects that are 

larger or more abrupt than represented by the proxy metric for K, or negative density-

independent effects that occur rapidly with respect to the management interval (i.e., so that 

multiple years elapse before such effects are detected), the harvest strategies identified in this 

report might cease to meet management objectives, resulting in increased risk of negative 

outcomes. Following a state-dependent management approach with a relatively short 

management interval (e.g., 10–15 years) can mitigate such risks, because reductions in N and the 

vital rates, whatever their cause, could be detected in future subpopulation surveys, and harvest 

strategies adjusted accordingly. Population dynamics and harvest strategies for declining 

populations are reviewed in detail in USFWS (2016). 

 

Management objectives 

We evaluated Management Objectives 1 and 2 at t = 36, corresponding to three polar bear 

generations (Regehr et al. 2016) in the future, a common time reference for population 

projections (e.g.,  IUCN 2017). We also report results at t = 15 years to provide insight into near-

term population dynamics and identify potential metrics for monitoring (e.g., the proportion of 

females, see below).  

Management Objective 1, which desired to achieve N ≥ 90% of its current value, is more 

relevant to harvest assessments when habitat is stable or increasing. Under conditions of 
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declining K, it is not possible to meet Management Objective 1 over the long term, even in the 

absence of harvest. For example, population projections for BB only met Management Objective 

1b under cessation of harvest, which resulted in transient subpopulation increases as N 

approached K, followed by declines as N/K reached 1 (Tables BB6 and S.BB2).  

Management Objective 2, which desired to keep N ≥ MNPL with respect to a changing 

K, is more relevant to harvest assessments when habitat is declining. The goal is to maintain a 

constant ratio of N/K, such that subpopulation size and carrying capacity decline in parallel. If N 

remains far enough below K due to harvest (e.g., at MNPL), density effects are alleviated and 

there is a harvestable surplus. Under a harvest strategy that fulfills these conditions, long-term 

declines in N are driven primarily by declines in K. Regehr et al. (2017) proposed that such 

strategies are possible for polar bears, as long as habitat loss affects subpopulations primarily 

through density-dependent mechanisms (e.g., increased crowing and competition for limited 

resources), or if a state-dependent management approach is followed and the management 

interval is short enough to respond to density-independent reductions in r (e.g., reduced 

reproductive success because bears have insufficient time to hunt seals on the sea ice, regardless 

of density). Figure BB3 shows sample replicates from population projections that illustrate this 

concept, except toward the end of the projections when the probability of severe male depletion 

increases and causes reproductive failure (see below).  

Management Objective 3 desired to achieve, but not exceed, a 30% reduction in N in 10–

15 years, while maintaining subpopulation size above the level necessary to achieve maximum 

sustainable yield (i.e., above MNPL). Simultaneously meeting these two population conditions is 

likely not possible. That is because MNPL for polar bears occurs at approximately N/K = 0.70 

(Regehr et al. 2017). Unless a subpopulation started at N/K = 1, a 30% reduction in N would 

necessarily result in a density N/K < 0.70 (i.e., below the subpopulation size that would produce 

maximum sustainable yield).  

 

Harvest and subpopulation sex ratio 

For both subpopulations, we performed projections with multiple values of sex ratio in 

the harvest (SR). Male-biased harvest is a common wildlife management and conservation tool 

(e.g., Mysterud 2011). For polar bears, seeking to harvest at SR = 2 (i.e., a 2:1 male-to-female 

ratio) is intended to protect adult females (Taylor et al. 2008b), which have the highest 
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reproductive value (Hunter et al. 2007). For the BB and KB subpopulations, harvest data from 

recent decades suggested that SR = 1.25 and 0.94, respectively. These estimates were based on 

hunter-reported sex in Canada, which genetic testing suggests is highly accurate; and genetic sex 

determination of harvest samples from Greenland in the 2010s, which was assumed to represent 

the long-term sex ratio in the Greenlandic harvest due to apparent inaccuracies in hunter-reported 

sex (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). For most of our simulations, harvest strategies that used SR = 2, 

instead of the lower status quo values of SR, did not result in higher harvest rates that met 

management objectives. This should not be interpreted as evidence against the conservation 

value of sex-selective harvest. Rather, it is a consequence of lower estimates of S* for males than 

females in both subpopulations which, in conjunction with a sex-selective harvest, often led to 

the depletion of males. This had negative effects on reproduction via Allee effects in the mating 

system, translating into lower realized values of r and lower sustainable harvest. Taylor et al. 

(2008b) suggested that a 2:1 male-to-female harvest designed to achieve maximum sustainable 

yield, is unlikely to reduce the abundance or mean age of male bears to the point of reducing 

mating success. However, that analysis used equal survival rates for males and females, and the 

harvest rate was calculated relative to a different interpretation of maximum sustainable yield 

than is used here. Accurate monitoring of the sex ratio in the harvest, as well as the sex 

composition of the subpopulation and the litter production rate, are necessary to determine the 

extent to which reduction of male bears might affect the productivity of the BB and KB 

subpopulations. We suggest that it is important to investigate the analytical and biological 

reasons for lower estimates of S* for male bears. Our finding that females comprise 

approximately 70% of independent bears in both subpopulations, despite harvest that may not be 

strongly selective for males, suggests that there is a biological basis for this finding, which could 

signal an emerging conservation concern and have demographic consequences not considered in 

our analyses.  

We estimated stage-specific harvest vulnerability vectors for females and male using age 

data from the BB subpopulation (section Population initialization). Results suggested a slight 

preferential selection for juvenile bears of both sexes, compared to their representation in the 

subpopulation. For example, male two-year-olds (stage 7) were 25% more likely to be harvested 

compared to what would be expected based on their relative abundance. Strong selection against 

adult female bears with dependent young (stages 5 and 6) was consistent with the protection of 
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family groups in BB (Chapter 8 in SWG 2016). All population projections assumed that harvest 

vulnerability will remain constant in the future. If this is not the case (e.g., if selection becomes 

stronger for adults and weaker for subadults), the harvest strategies that meet management 

objectives might change.  

 

Baffin Bay 

We suggest that demographic modeling results for both subpopulations should be 

interpreted within the context of other available information. Sea-ice habitat in the BB region 

significantly declined between the previous subpopulation assessment in the 1990s and the recent 

reassessment in the 2010s (Chapter 4 in SWG 2106). The length of summer (i.e., the number of 

days from sea-ice retreat in spring to sea-ice advance in fall) increased by 12 days/decade since 

1979. The mean sea-ice concentration during June–October decreased by 4% per decade. The 

general pattern of melt occurs about 3–4 weeks earlier in the 2010s than in 1990s. In general, BB 

has incurred large changes in the sea-ice regime experienced by polar bears and this has resulted 

in habitat loss (Stern and Laidre 2016; SWG 2016), which has translated to biological changes in 

the subpopulation. BB bears used significantly lower sea-ice concentrations in winter and spring 

in the 2010s than the 1990s (SWG 2016). Adult female bears are significantly closer to land in 

all months than in the 1990s, except at the end of breakup (June–July) when they stay on 

offshore sea ice as long as possible, likely to maximize feeding. Arrival dates on Baffin Island in 

summer are one month earlier in the 2010s than in the 1990s, and therefore the amount of time 

bears spent on land has increased by 20–30 days since the 1990s. There is a significantly shorter 

maternity den duration in the 2010s and maternity dens occur at higher elevations and steeper 

slopes than maternity dens in the 1990s, likely due to reduced snow cover (Escajeda et al. 2017). 

Body condition declined in BB between 1993 and 2013, and declines were in close 

association with the duration of the ice-free period and spring sea ice transition dates. 

Reproductive metrics indicate that, from 1993 to 2013, an annual index of C0 recruitment 

declined concurrent with a trend towards earlier spring sea-ice break-up (SWG 2016). There has 

also been a significant reduction in the size of the 2010s BB 95% kernel range (i.e., a measure of 

the area used by bears fitted with radiocollars) in all months and seasons compared to the range 

in the 1990s. The most marked reduction is a 60% decline in subpopulation range size in 

summer. With respect to movements across subpopulation boundaries, BB bears in the 2010s 
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were significantly less likely to leave BB than in the 1990s. In particular, there was a reduction 

in the number of collared bears moving into Davis Strait and Lancaster Sound, apparently due to 

reduced winter sea-ice coverage. This suggests the BB subpopulation has become more discrete, 

with less exchange between it and other subpopulations. 

For the BB subpopulation, litter production rate for females age ≥5 years (β4) was 

estimated to be 0.93 (SE = 0.08) from field data collected 2011–2013. Taking into account 

statistical uncertainty, this value is similar to the values of 0.88 for bears age 5 years, and 1.00 

for bears age ≥ 6 years, reported for BB by Taylor et al. (2005); and higher than the mean value 

of 0.80 for bears age ≥ 6 years across 11 other subpopulations (range = 0.44 to 0.98; Table S1 in 

Regehr et al. 2017). Relatively high litter production is consistent with our modeling assumption 

that, despite evidence for ecological change, the BB subpopulation is currently not experiencing 

strong density-dependent limitation in demographic parameters. We estimated β4 directly from 

the sample of observed bears (section Methods), which was assumed to reflect the subpopulation 

because CR modeling did not identify differences in recapture probabilities (Chapter 5 in SWG 

2016). However, during the autumn single adult females were more likely to be inland or at high 

elevations (SWG 2016), which could have led to heterogeneity in recapture probabilities that was 

not detected in the modeling process. If this was the case, single adult females could have been 

under-represented in the observation sample, which could lead to positive bias in estimates of β4 

because the number of single adult females appears in the denominator of the equation for litter 

production rate.  

The three scenarios of the vital rates for BB corresponded to significant differences in 

subpopulation status (Table BB4) and therefore in harvest strategies. We placed less confidence 

in Scenario 1, because estimates of S* for the period 2011–2103 were based primarily on three 

years of sampling, and bias in survival during the terminal years of a CR study is common when 

there is un-modeled heterogeneity in recapture probabilities or non-random temporary 

emigration from the sampling area (Peñaloza et al. 2014). Estimates of S* for Scenario 2 were 

referenced to 1998–2010, a longer period that was bracketed by intensive sampling in the 1990s 

and 2010s, and throughout which research marks were returned in the harvest. Furthermore, 

population reconstruction suggested that a subpopulation with the vital rates from Scenario 2 

could exhibit a stable trajectory over the period 1998–2010, when subject to the observed harvest 

of approximately 162 bears per year and observed variation in sea-ice conditions. We started the 
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population reconstruction in 1998 at an assumed abundance of 2,826 (i.e., the estimate for the 

period 2011–2013), because SWG (2016) indicated that lower estimates of N from the 1990s 

included an unknown level of negative bias, and that trends in the size of the BB subpopulation 

could not be reliably determined. Our finding that the vital rates of Scenario 2 were capable of 

maintaining a stable subpopulation does not constitute evidence that this occurred. We did not 

complete a comprehensive suite of population reconstructions, and other combinations of factors 

(e.g., higher starting N and lower vital rates) might reproduce equally plausible histories. 

Nonetheless, the vital rates of Scenario 2 appear consistent with available information on the 

history of the BB subpopulation, to the extent this can be determined given uncertainties and 

potential biases in the data. Also, population reconstruction from 1998–2010 led to an ending 

proportion of females in the subpopulation that was similar to the value estimated from sex- and 

age-specific abundance estimates for the period 2011–2013. 

For the reasons discussed above, we considered Scenario 2 to be the more likely 

representation of the current status of the BB subpopulation. Harvest strategies in Table BB6 that 

met Management Objective 2 are likely to satisfy the definition of sustainable harvest proposed 

by Regehr et al. (2017), which requires maintaining a subpopulation size above MNPL with 

respect to a changing K, and limiting the negative effects of harvest on persistence. For harvest 

strategies using the status quo value of SR = 1.25 and a 15-year management interval, the upper 

limits on present-day harvest rate (ht=1) were 4.3 and 5.7% for “low” and “medium” risk 

tolerances, as stated by the JC. This corresponds to present-day harvest levels of up to 120 and 

160 bears per year, respectively, which would be applied for a period of 15 years and then 

updated. This range encompasses current TAH of 132 for the BB subpopulation (SWG 2016). 

The sustainability of these harvest strategies is conditional on the input data and assumptions of 

our modeling approach, including (1) that Scenario 2, the most optimistic scenario of the vital 

rates, is an accurate representation of the current and future status of the BB subpopulation; and 

(2) adherence to a state-dependent management approach over the next 35 years, with a 15-year 

management interval and future subpopulation assessments that provide a level of precision 

similar to the 1998–2010 estimates of S* (SWG 2016). The harvest strategy corresponding to 

“low” risk tolerance (i.e., ht=1 = 4.3%) is associated with lower probabilities of male depletion 

and extirpation in later years of the projection. For the BB subpopulation, nearly all harvest 

strategies can be expected to require reductions in the harvest level over time, due primarily to 
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declining K, but also potentially due to harvest if there are inaccuracies in the input data or our 

modeling approach. It is also possible that the harvest rate will decline over time due to Allee 

effects in the mating system or to density-independent reductions in r that were not considered in 

our analyses.  

We included Scenario 3 of the vital rates, to provide a means of comparison with an 

“average” polar bear subpopulation. Table BB7 indicates that, using the status quo SR = 1.25 and 

a 15-year management interval, harvest strategies with ht=1 = 3.6% could meet Management 

Objective 2 at the “medium” level of risk tolerance. This corresponds to a present-day harvest 

level of up to 100 bears per year. The upper limit on ht=1 was also 3.6% for a harvest strategy 

with SR = 2, which is lower than the historic standard 4.5% harvest rate when using a 2:1 male-

to-female sex ratio, for subpopulations experiencing positive environmental conditions (Taylor et 

al. 1987a). This difference is partially due to our inclusion of a declining trend in K for the BB 

subpopulation. It also suggests that our demographic modeling approach, when used in 

conjunction with Management Objective 2 and a “medium” risk tolerance as stated by the JC, 

may be slightly more conservative than previous predictive modeling for polar bears.   

For the BB subpopulation, the challenges of meeting Management Objective 3, as it was 

stated by the JC, were presented above. To inform future discussion of subpopulation reduction, 

we identified a harvest strategy that resulted in a 25% reduction in starting subpopulation size 

over 15 years, while remaining with the stated risk tolerance for not exceeding a 30% reduction 

(Management strategy BB_S1 in Table S.BB5). This strategy required SR = 1, a 5-year 

management interval, and improved precision in the vital rates estimated from future 

subpopulation surveys. The starting harvest rate was 8.7%, corresponding to a present-day 

harvest level of 245 bears per year. It is unlikely that the near-optimal management conditions 

required by this strategy are feasible in practice, suggesting that either the management 

objectives or risk tolerances associated with a managed subpopulation reduction require 

reconsideration. Another practical challenge of managed reduction is that harvest must be rapidly 

reduced from very high levels in early years, to much lower levels once the target subpopulation 

size has been achieved. The risks of not reducing harvest in this manner were demonstrated by 

harvest strategy BB_S2, which maintained a fixed-level harvest of 245 bears per year for 15 

years, without new subpopulation assessments or adjustments to the harvest. That strategy 

resulted high probabilities of extirpation (Table S.BB5), emphasizing the critical importance of 
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monitoring and responsive management under aggressive harvest regimens. 

 

Kane Basin 

The annual cycle of sea-ice habitat in KB has shifted from a largely year-round ice 

platform (>30% coverage in summer) to a cycle that resembles the seasonal ice ecoregion 

(Amstrup et al. 2008) with complete melt-out in summer (<5% coverage; SWG 2016). The KB 

subpopulation has responded to changing sea-ice conditions with broad movement and habitat 

use patterns that are more similar to those of bears in seasonal sea-ice ecoregions (e.g., expanded 

seasonal home ranges). Apparent improvement in body condition in the 2010s, and no evidence 

of changes in reproductive performance in KB between the 1990s and 2010s, may reflect natural 

variation or a response to long-term changes in sea-ice dynamics in KB (SWG 2016). These 

observed changes reflect general differences in habitat use of bears occupying the archipelago vs. 

seasonal ice ecoregions: bears inhabiting seasonal ice regions have larger and more variable 

home ranges as they temporally track sea ice, whereas bears in archipelago regions have smaller 

home ranges with less variation. 

For the KB subpopulation, litter production rate for females age ≥5 years (β4) was 

estimated to be 0.71 (SE = 0.16) from field data collected 2012–2014. Considering statistical 

uncertainty, this suggests reproductive success similar to, or slightly lower than, other 

subpopulations (Table S1 in Regehr et al. 2017). The two scenarios of the vital rates for KB 

corresponded to significant differences in subpopulation status (Table KB3) and therefore in 

harvest strategies. Scenario 1 was characterized by low capacity for growth and high uncertainty 

(λ = 0.01 [SE = 0.04]), due largely to low and uncertain estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years 

(Table KB2). We placed less confidence in Scenario 1 because survival estimates of young bears 

were based on very small sample sizes during the period 2012–2014 (e.g., < 4 C0 marked per 

year). Furthermore, population reconstruction suggested that a subpopulation with vital rates 

from Scenario 1 would exhibit a declining trend from 1998–2014, when subject to the observed 

harvest of approximately 8 bears per year and an increasing trend in K. This is inconsistent with 

the estimated increase in abundance from 224 in the 1990s to 357 in the 2010s (Chapter 10 in 

SWG 2016), and with other evidence for productivity of the KB subpopulation (Chapters 9, 12, 

and 13 in SWG 2016).  
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Scenario 2 for KB included modified values of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years, as necessary to 

reproduce the estimated subpopulation trend between the 1990s and 2010s, keeping other vital 

rates (e.g., adult survival) identical to Scenario 1. Vital rates in Scenario 2 retained the same 

amount of sampling variation as Scenario 1. Therefore, trajectories during population 

reconstruction were highly variable, corresponding to an 80% probability that the ending 

subpopulation size was at least one bear larger than the starting subpopulation size (i.e., that 

N2014 > N1998). This stochastic representation of the history of the KB subpopulation was slightly 

more pessimistic (i.e., more likely to correspond to a declining subpopulation) compared to 

findings in SWG (2016), which suggested that the probability of a positive subpopulation change 

between the 1990s and 2010s was 95%. For Scenario 2, the modified estimates of S* for bears 

age ≤ 2 years (Table KB2) were lower than the corresponding estimates for BB (noting that 

survival has a different time reference for the two subpopulation based on spring vs. autumn 

sampling), and within the range of juvenile survival estimates for other subpopulations with 

spring sampling (Table S1 in Regehr et al. 2017). The estimate of λ = 1.05 for Scenario 2 was 

equivalent to the mean estimate of unharvested population growth rate for other subpopulations 

(Regehr et al. 2017). Considering other lines of evidence for increasing productivity in the KB 

region, we suggest that Scenario 2 is a plausible representation of the current demographic status 

of this subpopulation.   

For Scenario 2 of the vital rates and using the status quo value of SR = 0.94 and a 15-year 

management interval, the highest harvest strategy that met Management Objective 1 at 

“medium” risk tolerance corresponded to ht=1 = 1.7% and Ht=1 = 6 bears per year. This finding is 

conditional on the input data and assumptions of the modeling approach, including (1) that 

Scenario 2 is an accurate representation of the KB subpopulation; (2) that K will remain stable 

for the next 35 years; and (3) adherence to a state-dependent management approach over the next 

35 years, with a 15-year management interval and future subpopulation assessments that provide 

a level of precision similar to the estimates of S* in SWG (2016). Sustainable harvest strategies 

for KB exhibited slight increases in mean harvest level over time (Table S.KB2), due in part to 

stability in K. If increasing biological productivity in the KB region leads to increasing trends 

over time in K and the intrinsic population growth rate, sustainable harvest levels would be 

expected to increase as well.    
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The relatively low estimate of sustainable harvest for KB was largely due to high 

uncertainty in vital rates, particularly estimates of S* for bears age ≤ 2 years. This is evidenced 

by comparing a harvest level of up to 6 bears per year, calculated from the stochastic model 

projections (see above), with the estimated maximum sustainable yield of 13 bears per year 

based on asymptotic population dynamics (Table KB3). To investigate further, we performed 

two post hoc simulations with alternative assumptions for sampling uncertainty. The first 

simulation, which reduced uncertainty in estimates of S* for bears ≤ 2 years to match the level of 

uncertainty in other survival estimates, resulted in a sustainable harvest of up to 2.8% (10 bears 

per year) under Management Objective 1 with “medium” risk tolerance, when using a 15-year 

management interval. The second simulation, which reallocated total uncertainty between 

sampling and process variation, resulted in a sustainable harvest of up to 2.2% (8 bears per year) 

under the same management conditions. These simulations were relevant because it is difficult to 

obtain precise and accurate estimates of vital rates for small and remote subpopulations such as 

KB. Without such estimates, the options available to managers include (1) inferring 

subpopulation status and sustainable harvest based on data other than the estimated vital rates 

(e.g., by modifying some estimates of S* based on other information, similar to Scenario 2 and 

the post hoc simulations); or (2) adopting a conservative harvest strategy (e.g., Taylor et al. 

2002).  

Considering all available ecological and demographic data for the KB subpopulation, we 

suggest that present-day harvest rates up to approximately 2.8% (10 bears per year) are unlikely 

to cause negative population outcomes, if coupled with effective monitoring under a state-

dependent approach. Use of a 10-year management interval would reduce the risks of harvest 

associated with high uncertainty in the currently available vital rates. If the challenges of 

studying the KB subpopulation lead to continued difficulty in obtaining accurate and precise 

estimates of vital rates, despite increased survey efforts, supplementary monitoring that is more 

frequent but less intensive may be valuable. We suggest developing a suite of ecological and 

demographic indicators to monitor subpopulation status, including accurate information on the 

level and composition of the harvest, marine productivity, habitat use and availability, 

reproductive rates, and estimates or indices of subpopulation size (via aerial survey or CR). 
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Monitoring 

All of the harvest strategies considered in this report require the existence of a coupled 

research-management system under which both the sustainable harvest rate and the harvest level 

are adjusted periodically, based on new scientific information from subpopulation surveys and 

other sources. For both subpopulations, shorter management intervals and more precise estimates 

of N and vital rates, can substantially reduce the risk of negative population outcomes associated 

with a given harvest strategy. Results from the secondary simulations can help managers balance 

trade-offs between monitoring frequency and intensity (and therefore cost), the sustainable 

harvest rate, and harvest risks (Tables BB8 and KB6).  

In our simulations, the management interval corresponded to the exact number of years 

between changes to the harvest level. For example, during population projections a 15-year 

management interval meant that new simulated population assessments were completed, and 

changes to the harvest level implemented, every 15 years. In practice, time lags in the coupled 

research-management system will likely result in departures from this simplified representation. 

For example, even if on-the-ground changes to TAH are implemented every 15 years, each 

change might be based on data from subpopulation surveys that were completed 2–3 years 

earlier. Application of the findings in this report should consider major differences, if they exist, 

between the definition of the management interval in practice and the definition used here.   

Periodically obtaining new estimates of N and the vital rates (which determine r) is a 

central feature of a state-dependent management approach (Regehr et al. 2017). These 

parameters can be difficult and expensive to collect for wildlife populations (e.g., Williams et al. 

2002), although both field methods (e.g., genetic CR; SWG 2016) and analytical approaches 

(e.g., Bayesian implementation of multistate models; Lunn et al. 2016) continue to evolve. Our 

analyses highlight the challenges of using estimated demographic parameters in harvest 

assessments for polar bears, even when the parameters were obtained from well-designed CR 

studies (SWG 2016). We sought to address these challenges primarily through consideration of 

multiple scenarios of the vital rates, which were developed based on (i) the estimated vital rates, 

referenced to different time periods; (ii) insights into the magnitude and directionality of 

potential bias (e.g., Schaub et al. 2004; Peñaloza et al. 2014); (iii) population reconstruction; and 

(iv) comparison with other case studies for polar bears. Although the magnitude of bias is 

generally lower in estimates of survival from CR studies compared to estimates of abundance 
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(Williams et al. 2002), the ramifications of relatively small bias in survival (e.g., 1–2%) can be 

profound when survival rates are used for population projections (e.g., Regehr et al. 2009). 

Skalski et al. (2012) recommend that biological realism should serve as a fundamental check for 

estimated demographic parameters and trends, and that auxiliary information should be used 

whenever possible to validate the results from predictive modeling. Peacock et al. (2011) 

recommend that management decisions for polar bears also include assessments of changes in 

body condition, habitat, population, and genetic delineation, and simultaneous surveys on 

Traditional Ecological Knowledge and human dimensions. Most of these subjects were 

successfully addressed during recent studies in BB and KB (SWG 2016). In this report, analyses 

relied heavily on estimates of subpopulation abundance and vital rates from SWG (2016), with 

limited interpretation of these estimates for the purpose of developing alternative scenarios and 

post hoc simulations.  

Detailed recommendations on how to improve future estimates of N and r for the BB and 

KB subpopulations are beyond the scope of this report. Analyses to optimize the design of CR 

studies are being conducted under implementation of the Circumpolar Action Plan for polar 

bears (Polar Bear Range States 2015). For BB and KB, we suggest considering CR studies with a 

modified sampling scheme (e.g., sampling every other year for a period of six years, rather than 

sampling annually for three years), which could be combined with ongoing, less-intensive 

monitoring (see below). Also, we suggest that future study plans consider collecting and 

analyzing multiple types of data under the framework of an integrated population model (e.g., 

Frederiksen et al. 2014). Integrated population models can offer benefits for precision, accuracy, 

and the number of relevant parameters that can be estimated. For example, Regehr et al. (In 

preparation) concurrently analyzed radiotelemetry and CR data, which allowed direct estimation 

of temporary emigration and likely reduced bias in estimates of survival. Integrated population 

models can lead to increased consistency among demographic parameters (e.g., such that 

estimates of survival from studies of individually-marked animals, are consistent with estimates 

of subpopulation trend from aerial surveys). Finally, these models could allow integration of 

multiple types of research data with information from the harvest, local observations, and 

Traditional Ecological Knowledge. This has the potential to provide an improved assessment of 

overall subpopulation status that represents multiple perspectives.  

Together with the conclusions and recommendations in SWG (2016), our analyses 
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highlight important ecological and demographic indices for monitoring the BB and KB 

subpopulations. Accurate knowledge of the number, and sex and age composition, of human-

caused removals is critical to understanding the effects of harvest on a subpopulation. Incomplete 

harvest reporting can lead to subpopulation depletion and other undesired outcomes, including 

negative bias in estimates of S* that result in pessimistic population projections and lower 

estimates of sustainable harvest. We recommend that all harvested bears for the BB and KB 

subpopulations be genetically monitored, to detect recoveries of animals that were genetically 

marked during research. When used in CR models, accurate recovery data provide important 

information on survival and can reduce bias compared to studies with live recaptures only 

(Kendall et al. 2013). Furthermore, a systematic analysis of the sex and age composition of all 

harvest data (i.e., not only from research-marked bears) could provide complementary estimates 

of harvest rate and other demographic parameters (Skalski et al. 2005). Although such analyses 

can be limited by low statistical power and untestable assumptions, these problems are reduced if 

sample sizes are large (e.g., for the BB subpopulation) and recent data are available from a 

comprehensive subpopulation assessment. We suggest that systematic analysis of harvest data 

can be a useful monitoring tool between subpopulation surveys.  

Nutritional condition and reproductive rates should be monitored as key indicators of 

subpopulation productivity (e.g., Vongraven et al. 2012). Changes in these parameters may 

precede or occur at the same time as other demographic changes (e.g., declining survival). 

Estimated relationships between time series of reproductive rates (or any other vital rate) and 

environmental conditions can be used in population projections to evaluate the future effects of 

habitat loss (e.g., Hunter et al. 2010). When such relationships are available, this represents an 

empirical alternative to our approach of projecting future trends in K that operated on vital rates 

through the density-dependent functions.  

For a subpopulation that is harvested near maximum sustainable yield, and therefore in 

theory should function at a density well below carrying capacity (e.g., N/K = 0.70), declining 

nutritional condition and reproductive rates may signal negative density-independent effects. 

Density-independent limitation can result in lower values of rMNPL, thus reducing the sustainable 

harvest rate that is calculated from equations 1 and 2. Under strong density-independent 

limitation, continued harvest without adjustment could lead to predominately additive mortality, 

with the potential to accelerate subpopulation declines compared to what would be expected 
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under sea-ice loss only (USFWS 2016). Given that there is uncertainty about the extent to which 

sea-ice loss affects polar bears via density-dependent vs. density-independent mechanisms (e.g., 

Rode et al. 2012; Lunn et al. 2016), a high priority should be placed on monitoring spatial and 

temporal changes in habitat availability (e.g., as estimated from remote-sensing data of sea ice; 

Stern and Laidre 2016) along with indices of nutritional status and reproduction. SWG (2016) 

presented multiple reproductive indices for the BB and KB subpopulations, and we suggest that 

the number of yearlings per adult female may be particularly useful because it integrates litter 

production rate and juvenile survival (Rode et al. 2014; Regehr et al. 2015). Furthermore, 

concurrent monitoring of reproduction and the proportion of females in the subpopulation, is 

important to detect potential declines in subpopulation productivity due low male survival, 

skewed sex ratios in the subpopulation, and potential Allee effects in the mating system. Our 

analyses highlight these issues as potential conservation concerns for both the BB and KB 

subpopulations.  
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Abbreviations, Acronyms, Symbols, and Definitions 

Adult – A polar bear age ≥ 5 years. 

Allee effect – In this report, Allee effects refer to changes in reproductive rates due to density 

effects in the mating system. Declining reproductive rates can occur if adult males are 

depleted relative to adult females, or if overall subpopulation density is low during the 

spring on-ice breeding season. 
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Capture-recapture (CR) – A type of research study in which animals are individually marked, 

often through biopsy darting to obtain a genetic sample, or chemical immobilization to 

apply a physical mark (e.g., ear tags and lip tattoos). Over multiple years, data on 

individually marked animals can be used to estimate abundance and vital rates.  

Carrying capacity (K) – The maximum number of individuals in a subpopulation that can be 

supported by the environment. This limit reflects the availability of food, habitat, and 

other resources. In this report, K is measured in the number of independent bears. Within 

the demographic model K is converted to metabolic energetic equivalents for the purpose 

of tracking subpopulation density over time.  

Coefficient of variation (CV) – Ratio of the standard deviation to the mean of a statistical 

distribution of values. The CV reflects the level of uncertainty in an estimate, compared 

to the value of the estimate.  

Confidence interval (CI) – A range of values that describes the uncertainty surrounding an 

estimate. Estimates of abundance and vital rates are often accompanied by a 95% CI. 

Cub-of-the-year (C0) – A polar bear cub less than one year of age. In the polar bear life cycle it 

is assumed that C0 are born on 01 January of each year.  

Density dependence – Demographic processes that change the birth or death rates as 

subpopulation density (i.e., the number of individuals per unit of habitat) changes.   

Dependent young – A polar bear age ≤ 2 years that is accompanied by its mother.  

Extirpation – The functional extinction of a subpopulation, which occurs in the population 

projections when a subpopulation size falls below the quasi-extinction threshold. In our 

analyses, extirpation is an irreversible condition that cannot be recovered from once the 

quasi-extinction threshold is crossed.   

Harvest – In this report, harvest refers to all types of human-caused removals (i.e., subsistence 

harvest, sport hunting, removal of problem bears, defense kills, etc.). 

Harvest level (H) – The number of independent bears removed each year through harvest. 

Harvest rate (h) – Percentage of the total subpopulation size (i.e., the number of all bears, 

including dependent young) that is removed as independent bears each year through 

harvest.  

Harvest strategy – A particular set of management and research conditions that define how 

harvest is conducted within the context of a state-dependent management approach. A 
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harvest strategy is specified by inputs to equations 1 and 2, which determine the level and 

sex ratio of the harvest; as well as by the management interval and the level of precision 

in subpopulation data.  

Independent bears – Polar bears age ≥ 2 years that are not with their mothers. Includes all polar 

bears in a subpopulation except for yearlings, cubs-of-the-year, and dependent two-year 

olds.   

Intrinsic population growth rate (r) – The intrinsic population growth rate in the absence of 

human-caused removals. The maximum intrinsic growth rate (rmax) occurs at a low 

density relative to carrying capacity. The intrinsic growth rate at a density referenced to 

maximum net productivity level is denoted rMNPL. Both rmax and rMNPL are unharvested, 

potential growth rates that provide measures of the resilience of a subpopulation.  

κ – A dimensionless metric representing proportional changes in carrying capacity (K), 

calculated from the number of ice-covered days per year. During projections, carrying 

capacity at year t, calculated as K(t) = K(t = 1) * κ (t), operated on vital rates through the 

density-dependent relationships.  

Litter production rate (β4) – The proportion of adult females that are available to breed in year 

t, which produce a litter of cubs-of-the-year in year t+1.  

Management interval (mgmt.interval) – Duration (in years) of the interval between successive 

changes to the harvest level based on new data from completed subpopulation surveys. 

For example, under a 10-year management interval, a harvest level would calculated in 

year t = 1 and then applied each year t = 1, 2, ... 10. During the later years of this period, 

a subpopulation survey would be completed to provide updated estimates of abundance 

and the vital rates. A new harvest level would be calculated using these data equations 1 

and 2, and the new harvest level would be applied in each year t = 11, 12, … 20.  

Management Objective – An overall goal for management of a subpopulation, as stated by the 

responsible management agencies. In this report, management objectives are presented as 

a desired population condition (e.g., maintaining a relatively stable subpopulation size) 

along with a risk tolerance for not meeting the population condition.  

Maximum net productivity level (MNPL) – The subpopulation size that results in the greatest 

net annual increment in subpopulation numbers resulting from reproduction minus losses 

due to natural mortality. The value of MNPL depends on how density dependence 
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operates in a subpopulation. Regehr et al. (2017) suggested that for polar bears MNPL 

occurs at approximately 70% of the maximum number of animals the environment can 

support on average (i.e., MNPL ≈ 0.70 × K). 

Metabolic energetic equivalent value (mee) – The energetic requirements of an individual bear, 

expressed relative to the energetic requirements of an average adult female. Larger bears 

(e.g., adult males) have higher mee values that smaller bears (e.g., subadult females), and 

therefore occupy more “energetic space” and make a greater individual contribution to 

density effects. 

Pextirpation – The probability of extirpation for a subpopulation. 

Pmale.dep – The probability of severe male depletion, defined as the number of adult males in a 

subpopulation (stage 10 in Figure 1) falling below 50% of the quasi-extinction threshold.  

PObjective – The probability of meeting the population condition corresponding to a Management 

Objective as defined in Table BB1. 

Population growth rate (λ) – The rate of change of subpopulation size, measured in numbers of 

individuals per unit time.  

Population projection – A simulated process in which the matrix-based model is used to project 

the size and composition of a subpopulation forward over a certain number of annual 

time steps. Each projection was defined by a specific set of biological and management 

conditions.  

Population reconstruction – In this report, population reconstruction refers to retrospective 

population projections that used historic biological and management conditions. 

Population reconstruction was used to explore the past performance of the BB and KB 

subpopulations.   

Quasi-extinction threshold – The size below which a subpopulation is considered to be 

extirpated. Population viability analyses often use quasi-extinction thresholds that are 

larger than one animal, because at very low numbers there can be negative small-

population dynamics that reduce viability and accelerate extirpation. In this report, the 

quasi-extinction thresholds were 100 and 25 independent bears for the BB and KB 

subpopulations, respectively. 

Risk tolerance – The attitude toward risk of the responsible management agencies. In this 

report, risk tolerance is expressed as the required probability of meeting the population 
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condition associated with a Management Objective (e.g., the required probability, as 

stated by managers, of maintaining subpopulation size above a desired level).  

rsd.mod – A modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation (SD) of the vital rates due to 

sampling uncertainty. Using different values of rsd.mod in population projections, 

allowed evaluation of the effects of different levels of precision in the data obtained from 

future subpopulation surveys. For example, a projection with rsd.mod = 0.5 meant that 

simulated population assessments would produce estimates of the vital rates and 

subpopulation size with approximately 50% less sampling variation, compared to the 

actual amount of sampling variation for the corresponding scenario of the vital rates. 

Scenario of the vital rates – A specific set of vital rates assumed to represent the current status 

of a subpopulation. In this report, multiple scenarios of the vital rates were considered 

because of uncertainty and potential bias in estimates of certain demographic parameters 

from CR studies for both the BB and KB subpopulations (SWG 2016).  

Stage – Stages in the life cycle graph representing bears of different sex, age, and reproductive 

status (Figure 1).   

Standard deviation (SD) – A statistical measure that quantifies the amount of variation of a set 

of numbers around the mean (i.e., average) value. A low standard deviation means that 

most numbers are very close to the mean.  

Standard error (SE) – A statistical measure that quantifies the amount of variation associated 

with an estimated parameter. The standard error is the standard deviation of a parameter’s 

sampling distribution (i.e., its probability distribution, as estimated from a random sample 

of data).  

Sex ratio (SR) – A factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest. For example, SR 

= 2 is equivalent to a 2:1 male-to-female sex ratio.  

Simulated population assessments – Simulated subpopulation surveys that were performed 

during population projections, on a schedule according to the management interval. The 

simulated population assessments provided updated estimates of subpopulation size and 

vital rates, which were used in equations 1 and 2 to calculate an updated harvest level, 

which was applied for the subsequent management interval.  

State-dependent management – An approach under which management actions are based on 

the current state (status) of the subpopulation. In this report, state-dependent management 
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refers to a coupled research-management system under which both the harvest rate and 

the harvest level are adjusted periodically, based on new scientific information from 

subpopulation surveys. 

Subadult – Independent polar bear aged 2–4 years 

Subpopulation – One of the 19 polar bear subpopulations recognized by the International Union 

for the Conservation of Nature (in the present case the Baffin Bay and Kane Basin 

subpopulations). 

Subpopulation size (N) – The number of bears in a subpopulation. 

t – Annual time step in a subpopulation projection. Quantities labeled with a subscript t are 

referenced to a specific time step. For example, Ht=1 is a harvest level at year 15.  

Vital rates – Demographic parameters such as reproductive rates and survival rates, which 

define transitions in the life cycle graph (Figure 1) and determine the composition and 

growth of a subpopulation.  

Yearling (C1) – A polar bear cub between one and two years of age. 
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Tables and Figures 

Table BB1. Potential Management Objectives for the Baffin Bay (1-3) and Kane Basin (1-2) 

polar bear subpopulations. Population size (N) and carrying capacity (K) are measured in the 

number of independent bears and referenced to an annual time step (t) during population 

projections. 

 

Management 

Objective 

 

Population condition 

Required probability of 

meeting objective 

1a Nt=36 > (0.9 × Nt=1) ≥ 0.90 

1b Nt=36 > (0.9 × Nt=1) ≥ 0.70 

2a Nt=36 > (0.7 × Kt=36) ≥ 0.90 

2b Nt=36 > (0.7 × Kt=36) ≥ 0.70 

3a Nt=15 > (0.7 × Nt=1) ≥ 0.90 

3b Nt=15 > (0.7 × Nt=1) ≥ 0.30 
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Table BB2. Reproductive parameters for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation estimated 

from field data collected 2011-2013. Dependent young are cubs-of-the-year (C0) and yearlings 

(C1). Adult females are ≥ 5 years. The mean and standard error (SE) we calculated using 

simulations methods described in the main text. 

 

Parameter Mean SE 
Litter production rate for adult females (β4) 0.93 0.08 

C0 per adult female 0.58 0.04 

Proportion of adult females with C0 0.38 0.02 

C0 litter size 1.55 0.04 

C1 per adult female 0.35 0.03 

Proportion of adult females with C1 0.24 0.02 

C1 litter size 1.47 0.05 
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Table BB3. Estimates (mean and standard error [SE]) of unharvested survival (S*) for three 

scenarios of the vital rates for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation. The scenarios are 

described in the main text. 

†The life cycle graph (Figure 1) does not include separate stages for cubs-of-the-year (C0) and 

yearlings (C1), but survival rates for these age classes contribute to transition probabilities 

between reproductive stages for adult females. 

 

 Age 
class 

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 
Sex Stage Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE 
female C0 † 0.88 0.06 0.88 0.06 0.88 0.06 

female C1 † 0.89 0.06 0.89 0.06 0.89 0.06 

female 2-4 year 1-3 0.91 0.05 0.96 0.02 0.93 0.05 

female ≥5 year 4-6 0.91 0.05 0.96 0.02 0.93 0.05 

male C0 † 0.88 0.06 0.88 0.06 0.88 0.06 

male C1 † 0.89 0.06 0.89 0.06 0.89 0.06 

male 2-4 year 7-9 0.83 0.06 0.91 0.02 0.92 0.06 

male ≥5 year 10 0.83 0.06 0.91 0.02 0.92 0.06 
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Table BB4. Demographic parameters (mean and standard error [SE]) for the Baffin Bay polar 

bear subpopulation, corresponding to the three scenarios of the vital rates, based on asymptotic 

population dynamics. The parameters are: unharvested population growth rate (λ); subpopulation 

density (i.e., N/K) corresponding to maximum net productivity level (MNPL); intrinsic 

population growth rate at MNPL (rMNPL); intrinsic population growth rate at low population 

density (rmax); and maximum sustainable yield (MSY) measured in numbers of independent bears 

under non-selective harvest. 

 

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 

Sex Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE 

λ 1.03 0.05 1.08 0.04 1.05 0.03 

MNPL 0.72 0.04 0.67 0.03 0.70 0.03 

rMNPL 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.03 0.05 0.03 

rmax 0.03 0.06 0.10 0.04 0.06 0.04 

MSY 49 67 156 50 100 59 
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Table BB5. Summary of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 1 of the vital rates. For each row in the table, parameters are shown for the maximum 

starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest strategy that meets the corresponding Management Objective (Table 

BB1). FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies 

the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; and ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total 

population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears. 

All simulations followed a state-dependent management approach with a 15-year management 

interval and baseline data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1). NA indicates that a Management 

Objective was not met with no harvest.  

 

Management 
Objective 

SR = 1.0 SR = 1.25 SR = 2.0 
FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 

1a NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1b NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

2a 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 

2b 0.41 20 0.7% 0.36 20 0.7% 0.27 20 0.7% 

3a 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 

3b 1.22 60 2.1% 1.08 60 2.1% 1.08 80 2.8% 
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Table BB6. Summary of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 2 of the vital rates. For each row in the table, parameters are shown for the maximum 

starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest strategy that meets the corresponding Management Objective (Table 

BB1). FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies 

the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; and ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total 

population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears. 

All simulations followed a state-dependent management approach with a 15-year management 

interval and baseline data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1). NA indicates that a Management 

Objective was not met with no harvest.  

 

Management 
Objective 

SR = 1.0 SR = 1.25 SR = 2.0 
FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 

1a NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1b 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 

2a 0.78 120 4.3% 0.69 120 4.3% 0.43 100 3.6% 

2b 1.03 160 5.7% 0.92 160 5.7% 0.60 140 5.0% 

3a 1.03 160 5.7% 0.92 160 5.7% 0.60 140 5.0% 

3b 1.16 180 6.4% 1.15 200 7.1% 0.78 180 6.4% 

 

  



Baffin Bay and Kane Basin Harvest Assessment Final Report to the Joint Commission (2017) 
 

81 | P a g e  

Table BB7. Summary of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 3 of the vital rates. For each row in the table, parameters are shown for the maximum 

starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest strategy that meets the corresponding Management Objective (Table 

BB1). FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies 

the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; and ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total 

population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears. 

All simulations followed a state-dependent management approach with a 15-year management 

interval and baseline data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1). NA indicates that a Management 

Objective was not met with no harvest. 

 

Management 
Objective 

SR = 1.0 SR = 1.25 SR = 2.0 
FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 

1a NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1b 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 0.00 0 0.0% 

2a 0.60 60 2.1% 0.53 60 2.1% 0.53 80 2.8% 

2b 0.80 80 2.8% 0.89 100 3.6% 0.66 100 3.6% 

3a 1.00 100 3.6% 0.71 80 2.8% 0.66 100 3.6% 

3b 1.40 140 5.0% 1.24 140 5.0% 0.93 140 5.0% 
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Table BB8. Summary of secondary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Rows are different levels of rsd.mod, a modifier on the 

baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty. Columns are 

different management intervals. Values in the cells represent the upper limits that meet 

Management Objective 2b (Table BB1); where FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate, and ht=1 is 

the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent 

young) that is removed each year as independent bears. All simulations followed a state-

dependent management approach with SR = 1.25. 

 

  Management interval (years) 
rsd.mod 10 15 20 

(Results reported as values of FO) 

0.5 1.15 0.98 0.86 

1.0 1.03 0.92 0.80 

1.5 0.92 0.80 0.75 

(Results reported as values of ht=1) 

0.5 7.1% 6.0% 5.3% 

1.0 6.4% 5.7% 5.0% 

1.5 5.7% 5.0% 4.6% 
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Table KB1. Reproductive parameters for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation estimated 

from field data collected 2012-2014. Dependent young are cubs-of-the-year (C0) and yearlings 

(C1). Adult females are ≥ 5 years. The mean and standard error (SE) we calculated using 

simulations methods described in the main text. 

 

Parameter Mean SE 
Litter production rate for adult females (β4) 0.71 0.16 

C0 per adult female 0.55 0.10 

Proportion of adult females with C0 0.34 0.06 

C0 litter size 1.64 0.10 

C1 per adult female 0.22 0.06 

Proportion of adult females with C1 0.17 0.04 

C1 litter size 1.23 0.12 
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Table KB2. Estimates (mean and standard error [SE]) of unharvested survival (S*) for two 

scenarios of the vital rates for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation. The scenarios are 

described in the main text. 

†The life cycle graph (Figure 1) does not include separate stages for cubs-of-the-year (C0) and 

yearlings (C1), but survival rates for these age classes contribute to transition probabilities 

between reproductive stages for adult females. 

 

 
Age class 

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 
Sex Stage Mean SE Mean SE 
female C0 † 0.45 0.15 0.74 0.25 

female C1 † 0.74 0.15 0.87 0.15 

female 2 year 1 0.74 0.15 0.87 0.15 

female 3 year 2 0.97 0.04 0.97 0.04 

female 4 year 3 0.97 0.04 0.97 0.04 

female ≥5 year 4-6 0.97 0.04 0.97 0.04 

male C0 † 0.45 0.15 0.70 0.23 

male C1 † 0.54 0.17 0.74 0.23 

male 2 year 7 0.54 0.17 0.74 0.23 

male 3 year 8 0.90 0.06 0.90 0.06 

male 4 year 9 0.90 0.06 0.90 0.06 

male ≥5 year 10 0.90 0.06 0.90 0.06 
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Table KB3. Demographic parameters (mean and standard error [SE]) for the Kane Basin polar 

bear subpopulation, corresponding to the two scenarios of the vital rates, based on asymptotic 

population dynamics. The parameters are: unharvested population growth rate (λ); subpopulation 

density (i.e., N/K) corresponding to maximum net productivity level (MNPL); intrinsic 

population growth rate at MNPL (rMNPL); intrinsic population growth rate at low population 

density (rmax); intrinsic population growth rate at low population density in the absence of 

human-caused removals (rmax); and maximum sustainable yield (MSY) measured in numbers of 

independent bears under non-selective harvest. 

 

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 
Sex Mean SE Mean SE 
λ 1.01 0.04 1.05 0.06 

MNPL 0.73 0.05 0.69 0.04 

rMNPL 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.06 

rmax 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.06 

MSY 3 6 13 13 
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Table KB4. Summary of primary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 1 of the vital rates. For each row in the table, parameters are shown for the 

maximum starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest strategy that meets the corresponding Management 

Objective (Table BB1). FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a 

factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level 

measured in the number of independent bears per year; and ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, 

defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed 

each year as independent bears. All simulations followed a state-dependent management 

approach with a 15-year management interval and baseline data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1). NA 

indicates that a Management Objective was not met with no harvest. 

 

Management 
Objective 

SR = 0.94 SR = 2.0 
FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 

1a NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1b 0.00 0 0.0% NA NA NA 

2a NA NA NA NA NA NA 

2b NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Table KB5. Summary of primary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. For each row in the table, parameters are shown for the 

maximum starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest strategy that meets the corresponding Management 

Objective (Table BB1). FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a 

factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level 

measured in the number of independent bears per year; and ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, 

defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed 

each year as independent bears. All simulations followed a state-dependent management 

approach with a 15-year management interval and baseline data precision (i.e., rsd.mod = 1). NA 

indicates that a Management Objective was not met with no harvest. 

 

Management 
Objective 

SR = 0.94 SR = 2.0 
FO Ht=1 ht=1 FO Ht=1 ht=1 

1a NA NA NA NA NA NA 

1b 0.48 6 1.7% 0.31 6 1.7% 

2a NA NA NA NA NA NA 

2b 0.32 4 1.1% 0.21 4 1.1% 
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Table KB6. Summary of secondary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Rows are different levels of rsd.mod, a modifier on the 

baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty. Columns are 

different management intervals. Values in the cells represent the upper limits that meet 

Management Objective 1b (Table BB1); where FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate, and ht=1 is 

the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent 

young) that is removed each year as independent bears. All simulations followed a state-

dependent management approach with SR = 0.94. 

 

  Management interval (years) 
rsd.mod 10 15 20 

(Results reported as values of FO) 

0.5 0.64 0.64 0.56 

1.0 0.56 0.48 0.48 

1.5 0.56 0.40 0.40 

(Results reported as values of ht=1) 

0.5 2.2% 2.2% 2.0% 

1.0 2.0% 1.7% 1.7% 

1.5 2.0% 1.4% 1.4% 
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Figure BB1. The polar bear life cycle graph underlying the matrix-based projection model, 

reproduced from Figure 1 in Regehr et al. (2017). Stages 1–6 are females and stages 7–10 are 

males; σi is the annual probability of survival of an individual in stage i, σL0 and σL1 are the 

probabilities of at least one member of a cub-of-the-year (C0) or yearling (C1) litter surviving, f 

is the expected size of C1 litters that survive to 2 years, and βi is the probability, conditional on 

survival, of an individual in stage i breeding, thereby producing a C0 litter with at least one 

member surviving. Solid lines are stage transitions and dashed lines are reproductive 

contributions. 
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Figure BB2. Sample density-dependent curves of the vital rates for the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation for Scenario 2. Vital rates shown are survival probability for stage 4 (σ4, solid 

line), survival probability for stage 1 (σ1, dashed line), survival probability for cub-of-the-year 

litters (σL0, dotted line), and breeding probability for stage 4 (β4, dash-dot line). Density on the x-

axis is expressed as the ratio of population size (N) to carrying capacity (K). The solid vertical 

line corresponds to N/K = 1 at carrying capacity. The vital rates at this density would result in a 

stable subpopulation (i.e., intrinsic population growth rate [r] = 0) assuming asymptotic 

dynamics. The dashed vertical line corresponds to maximum net productivity level (MNPL). The 

vital rates at a subpopulation size equivalent to MNPL are the mean parameter values for 

Scenario 2 (Tables BB2 and BB3). 
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Figure BB3. Sample replicates (black lines) from population projections for the Baffin Bay 

subpopulation, using vital rates from Scenario 2. The grey shaded area in the background 

represents the upper 95% confidence interval for carrying capacity, measured in number of bears, 

which declined at a rate of approximately 5.5% per decade. The y-axis N is subpopulation size 

referenced to independent bears, and the heavy black line is median subpopulation size. 

Replicates are shaded yellow and red for time steps at which they experienced male depletion or 

extirpation, respectively. Projections are for a harvest strategy with F0 = 0.92, SR = 1.25, a 15-

year management interval, and rsd.mod = 1.0 (management inputs are defined in the main text). 

This harvest strategy equates to a starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest level of 160 bears per year. 
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Figure BB4. Example results from population projections for the Baffin Bay polar bear 

subpopulation, using vital rates from Scenario 2. The left y-axis H is the harvest level, with the 

circles and cross-circles representing the average number of independent male and female polar 

bear removed per year, respectively, under a state-dependent management approach. The right y-

axis is the probability of severe male depletion, values of which are plotted as the dashed line. 

Projections are for a harvest strategy with F0 = 0.92, SR = 1.25, a 15-year management interval, 

and rsd.mod = 1.0 (i.e., the same harvest strategy as Figure BB3; management inputs are defined 

in the main text). This harvest strategy equates to a starting (i.e., t = 1) harvest level of 160 bears 

per year. 
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Figure KB1. Sample replicates (black lines) from population projections for the Kane Basin 

subpopulation, using vital rates from Scenario 1. The grey shaded area in the background 

represents the upper 95% confidence interval for carrying capacity, measured in number of bears, 

which declined at a rate of approximately 5.5% per decade. The y-axis N is subpopulation size 

referenced to independent bears, and the heavy black line is median subpopulation size. 

Replicates are shaded yellow and red for time steps at which they experienced severe male 

depletion or extirpation, respectively. Projections are for a subpopulation with no harvest. 
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Appendix S1. 

Table S.BB1. Detailed results of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using Scenario 1 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to 

one simulation, with results reported at time steps t = 15 and 36. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies the male-

to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the 

fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is the management interval 

(years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to 

independent bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of meeting population conditions 

corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 1-3 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 t = 1 t = 1 t = 1 
FO 0.00 0.41 0.81 1.22 1.63 0.00 0.36 0.72 1.08 1.45 0.00 0.27 0.54 0.81 1.08 
ht=1 0.0% 0.7% 1.4% 2.1% 2.8% 0.0% 0.7% 1.4% 2.1% 2.8% 0.0% 0.7% 1.4% 2.1% 2.8% 
Ht=1 0 20 40 60 80 0 20 40 60 80 0 20 40 60 80 
SR 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 t = 15 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.05 1.05 0.95 0.90 0.89 1.08 1.03 0.99 0.93 0.87 1.07 1.04 0.98 0.97 0.90 
Nt/Kt 0.94 0.91 0.85 0.80 0.78 0.95 0.91 0.87 0.82 0.76 0.94 0.93 0.87 0.86 0.81 

Ht 0 20 40 59 77 0 20 40 58 77 0 20 39 59 78 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.11 
PObjective1 0.78 0.73 0.66 0.58 0.53 0.81 0.78 0.69 0.60 0.51 0.81 0.79 0.69 0.68 0.57 
PObjective2 0.83 0.79 0.72 0.67 0.63 0.86 0.82 0.77 0.69 0.60 0.87 0.82 0.76 0.76 0.67 
PObjective3 0.86 0.83 0.77 0.71 0.69 0.89 0.86 0.82 0.74 0.66 0.91 0.85 0.80 0.81 0.73 
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Table S.BB1. Continued. 

 t = 36 t = 36 t = 36 

Nt/N1 0.88 0.83 0.65 0.42 0.37 0.90 0.82 0.69 0.45 0.30 0.89 0.83 0.63 0.39 0.25 

Nt/Kt 0.93 0.85 0.68 0.45 0.38 0.94 0.87 0.72 0.47 0.32 0.94 0.88 0.66 0.41 0.27 

Ht 0 27 39 41 46 0 28 39 40 38 0 27 31 35 33 

Pextirpation 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.21 0.22 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.20 0.26 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.25 0.33 

Pmale.dep 0.01 0.04 0.11 0.18 0.20 0.02 0.03 0.12 0.20 0.22 0.01 0.05 0.23 0.26 0.25 

PObjective1 0.53 0.30 0.13 0.07 0.05 0.55 0.34 0.15 0.08 0.05 0.55 0.37 0.15 0.09 0.07 

PObjective2 0.78 0.72 0.49 0.31 0.26 0.81 0.77 0.53 0.33 0.24 0.81 0.77 0.48 0.33 0.26 

PObjective3 0.78 0.71 0.47 0.28 0.23 0.80 0.76 0.50 0.29 0.21 0.80 0.76 0.45 0.29 0.22 
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Table S.BB2. Detailed results of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at time 

steps t = 15 and 36. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that 

specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population 

size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is 

the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the 

vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to independent bears; and K is 

carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of 

meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 

1-3 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 

(a) male-to-female sex ratio in harvest (SR) = 1.0 

 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.516 0.646 0.775 0.904 1.033 1.162 1.291 1.420 1.549 1.679 
ht=1 0.0% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 7.1% 7.8% 8.5% 9.2% 
Ht=1 0 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.14 1.03 1.01 0.97 0.95 0.87 0.85 0.77 0.73 0.57 0.47 
Nt/Kt 1.00 0.91 0.89 0.86 0.83 0.78 0.75 0.68 0.64 0.51 0.41 

Ht 0 82 102 122 142 162 180 198 220 220 225 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.16 0.21 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.10 0.12 0.21 0.26 
PObjective1 1.00 0.98 0.92 0.83 0.68 0.45 0.31 0.17 0.09 0.04 0.03 
PObjective2 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.91 0.79 0.66 0.45 0.34 0.19 0.14 
PObjective3 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.96 0.90 0.80 0.62 0.55 0.36 0.27 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.96 0.86 0.84 0.80 0.78 0.72 0.69 0.62 0.57 0.39 0.20 
Nt/Kt 1.00 0.90 0.88 0.85 0.81 0.77 0.72 0.65 0.59 0.41 0.21 

Ht 0 72 86 97 104 105 107 105 108 94 90 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.14 0.18 0.35 0.43 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.11 0.13 0.13 
PObjective1 0.75 0.32 0.22 0.13 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.00 
PObjective2 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.84 0.71 0.55 0.40 0.30 0.18 0.11 
PObjective3 1.00 0.99 0.97 0.91 0.80 0.66 0.50 0.33 0.24 0.14 0.08 
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Table S.BB2. Continued  

(b) male-to-female ratio in the harvest (SR) = 1.25 

 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.459 0.574 0.689 0.804 0.918 1.033 1.148 1.263 1.378 1.492 
ht=1 0.0% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 7.1% 7.8% 8.5% 9.2% 
Ht=1 0 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.12 1.06 1.00 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.88 0.80 0.75 0.59 0.41 
Nt/Kt 1.01 0.92 0.89 0.87 0.85 0.82 0.78 0.71 0.66 0.53 0.37 

Ht 0 81 101 122 142 161 181 198 211 212 205 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.18 0.28 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.14 0.23 0.34 0.39 
PObjective1 1.00 0.98 0.93 0.86 0.75 0.59 0.43 0.26 0.16 0.07 0.03 
PObjective2 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.96 0.93 0.85 0.73 0.55 0.42 0.25 0.12 
PObjective3 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.97 0.92 0.85 0.72 0.58 0.39 0.24 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.94 0.88 0.85 0.81 0.78 0.75 0.71 0.65 0.56 0.37 0.14 
Nt/Kt 1.00 0.91 0.89 0.87 0.82 0.79 0.74 0.68 0.58 0.39 0.15 

Ht 0 71 81 89 93 94 98 100 99 96 93 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.11 0.16 0.25 0.36 0.45 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.12 0.14 0.20 0.22 0.21 0.23 
PObjective1 0.76 0.39 0.28 0.21 0.13 0.09 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01 
PObjective2 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.84 0.74 0.64 0.51 0.37 0.25 0.17 
PObjective3 1.00 0.99 0.97 0.93 0.81 0.69 0.57 0.42 0.29 0.18 0.12 
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Table S.BB2. Continued  

(c) male-to-female ratio in the harvest (SR) = 2.00 

 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.344 0.430 0.516 0.603 0.689 0.775 0.861 0.947 1.033 1.119 
ht=1 0.0% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 7.1% 7.8% 8.5% 9.2% 
Ht=1 0 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.12 1.04 1.02 1.01 0.99 0.94 0.85 0.78 0.60 0.41 0.15 
Nt/Kt 1.01 0.94 0.91 0.89 0.87 0.83 0.76 0.69 0.54 0.36 0.13 

Ht 0 81 102 122 142 161 181 195 198 197 181 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.16 0.26 0.42 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.17 0.32 0.46 0.57 0.60 0.51 
PObjective1 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.92 0.81 0.63 0.39 0.24 0.09 0.06 0.02 
PObjective2 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.94 0.83 0.69 0.51 0.31 0.20 0.11 
PObjective3 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.89 0.79 0.61 0.41 0.27 0.15 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.94 0.88 0.85 0.83 0.79 0.73 0.68 0.61 0.48 0.22 0.00 
Nt/Kt 1.00 0.93 0.90 0.87 0.82 0.77 0.72 0.64 0.51 0.23 0.00 

Ht 0 64 66 68 67 73 87 94 101 92 77 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.09 0.14 0.19 0.27 0.40 0.55 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.02 0.08 0.17 0.25 0.29 0.34 0.34 0.33 0.34 0.27 
PObjective1 0.76 0.47 0.37 0.28 0.20 0.14 0.10 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.01 
PObjective2 1.00 0.99 0.93 0.85 0.74 0.66 0.60 0.47 0.36 0.21 0.11 
PObjective3 1.00 0.98 0.92 0.83 0.72 0.62 0.53 0.39 0.28 0.15 0.08 
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Table S.BB3. Detailed results of primary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 3 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at time 

steps t = 15 and 36. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that 

specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population 

size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is 

the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the 

vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to independent bears; and K is 

carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of 

meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 

1-3 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 

(a) male-to-female ratio in the harvest (SR) = 1.0 

  t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.598 0.797 0.996 1.196 1.395 1.594 1.793 
ht=1 0.0% 2.1% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 
Ht=1 0 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.14 1.05 1.00 0.98 0.94 0.87 0.82 0.73 
Nt/Kt 1.02 0.93 0.90 0.87 0.83 0.78 0.72 0.66 

Ht 0 60 80 100 119 136 153 172 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.06 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.06 
PObjective1 0.97 0.94 0.88 0.80 0.68 0.48 0.35 0.21 
PObjective2 0.99 0.97 0.94 0.89 0.84 0.73 0.60 0.48 
PObjective3 1.00 0.98 0.97 0.92 0.89 0.81 0.70 0.59 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.94 0.84 0.79 0.73 0.68 0.64 0.61 0.57 
Nt/Kt 0.99 0.88 0.83 0.77 0.72 0.68 0.64 0.60 

Ht 0 51 66 76 79 80 82 80 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.15 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 
PObjective1 0.72 0.26 0.17 0.11 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.03 
PObjective2 0.97 0.94 0.86 0.68 0.54 0.46 0.41 0.36 
PObjective3 0.97 0.93 0.83 0.64 0.49 0.41 0.36 0.31 
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Table S.BB3. Continued 

(b) male-to-female ratio in the harvest (SR) = 1.25 

 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.531 0.709 0.886 1.063 1.240 1.417 1.594 
ht=1 0.0% 2.1% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 
Ht=1 0 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.15 1.05 1.02 0.99 0.94 0.87 0.83 0.79 
Nt/Kt 1.01 0.93 0.91 0.87 0.83 0.78 0.74 0.70 

Ht 0 60 80 99 119 136 156 167 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.09 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.06 
PObjective1 0.96 0.92 0.88 0.80 0.69 0.52 0.42 0.33 
PObjective2 0.97 0.94 0.92 0.86 0.82 0.71 0.64 0.56 
PObjective3 0.98 0.95 0.94 0.89 0.86 0.79 0.73 0.66 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.95 0.85 0.82 0.77 0.73 0.69 0.66 0.67 
Nt/Kt 0.99 0.89 0.86 0.80 0.76 0.73 0.70 0.70 

Ht 0 52 63 74 79 82 86 89 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.13 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 
PObjective1 0.70 0.33 0.23 0.17 0.12 0.09 0.07 0.06 
PObjective2 0.96 0.93 0.88 0.75 0.66 0.58 0.52 0.51 
PObjective3 0.96 0.92 0.86 0.72 0.62 0.53 0.47 0.45 
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Table S.BB3. Continued  

(c) male-to-female ratio in the harvest (SR) = 2.00 

 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.399 0.531 0.664 0.797 0.930 1.063 1.196 
ht=1 0.0% 2.1% 2.8% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 5.7% 6.4% 
Ht=1 0 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.14 1.07 1.05 1.02 0.98 0.94 0.91 0.84 
Nt/Kt 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 

Ht 0 60 80 99 118 136 153 171 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.06 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.17 
PObjective1 0.97 0.94 0.91 0.84 0.80 0.67 0.59 0.42 
PObjective2 0.99 0.96 0.95 0.89 0.86 0.80 0.72 0.60 
PObjective3 0.99 0.97 0.97 0.91 0.89 0.85 0.77 0.69 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.93 0.89 0.86 0.82 0.77 0.74 0.72 0.71 
Nt/Kt 0.98 0.93 0.91 0.86 0.81 0.79 0.76 0.74 

Ht 0 50 65 68 73 75 79 80 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.09 0.14 0.14 
Pmale.dep 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.14 
PObjective1 0.70 0.47 0.38 0.29 0.22 0.18 0.16 0.14 
PObjective2 0.96 0.96 0.94 0.82 0.74 0.68 0.62 0.59 
PObjective3 0.96 0.95 0.93 0.80 0.71 0.64 0.58 0.54 
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Table S.BB4. Detailed results of secondary simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at 

time steps t = 15 and 36. Results are presented for the highest strategies that meet Management Objective 

2b, for each unique combination of mgmt.interval and rsd.mod. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate 

using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting 

harvest level measured in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, 

defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year 

as independent bears; mgmt.interval is the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the 

baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size 

referenced to independent bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for 

Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, 

male depletion, and Management Objectives 1-3 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent 

management approach. 

 t = 1 
FO 1.148 0.976 0.861 1.033 0.918 0.804 0.918 0.804 0.746 
ht=1 7.1% 6.0% 5.3% 6.4% 5.7% 5.0% 5.7% 5.0% 4.6% 
Ht=1 200 170 150 180 160 140 160 140 130 
SR 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 

mgmt.interval 10 15 20 10 15 20 10 15 20 
rsd.mod 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 0.86 0.89 0.93 0.88 0.90 0.96 0.92 0.96 0.96 
Nt/Kt 0.76 0.78 0.82 0.78 0.81 0.85 0.81 0.84 0.85 

Ht 159 173 153 163 161 142 154 142 132 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Pmale.dep 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 
PObjective1 0.25 0.47 0.62 0.41 0.55 0.77 0.55 0.75 0.79 
PObjective2 0.62 0.77 0.87 0.75 0.80 0.93 0.85 0.92 0.93 
PObjective3 0.89 0.88 0.95 0.92 0.89 0.98 0.96 0.96 0.97 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 0.74 0.77 0.78 0.74 0.75 0.76 0.76 0.77 0.77 
Nt/Kt 0.77 0.80 0.81 0.77 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.80 0.81 

Ht 126 97 122 115 94 130 107 90 113 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.03 
Pmale.dep 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.14 0.10 0.18 0.10 0.10 0.13 
PObjective1 0.02 0.06 0.12 0.07 0.09 0.14 0.12 0.14 0.18 
PObjective2 0.76 0.80 0.83 0.71 0.76 0.77 0.73 0.76 0.78 
PObjective3 0.68 0.76 0.76 0.65 0.71 0.70 0.68 0.71 0.72 
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Table S.BB5. Detailed results of post hoc simulations for the Baffin Bay polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at time 

step t = 15. Management strategies BB_S1 and BB_S2 are described in the main text. FO is a factor to 

calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the 

harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the 

starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that 

is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is the management interval (years); rsd.mod is 

a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is 

population size referenced to independent bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of 

bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of meeting population conditions corresponding 

to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 1-3 (Table BB1). 

  

 Management strategy  
BB_S1 BB_S2 

 t = 1 
FO 1.58 - 
ht=1 8.7% 8.7% 
Ht=1 245 245 
SR 1.00 1.25 

mgmt.interval 5 - 
rsd.mod 0.50 - 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 0.75 0.55 
Nt/Kt 0.67 0.49 

Ht 180 212 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.23 
Pmale.dep 0.01 0.30 
PObjective1 0.05 0.07 
PObjective2 0.22 0.24 
PObjective3 0.73 0.36 
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Table S.KB1. Detailed results of primary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 1 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at time 

steps t = 15 and 36. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that 

specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number 

of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of total population 

size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is 

the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the 

vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to independent bears; and K is 

carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of 

meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 

1-2 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 t = 1 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.645 1.289 1.934 2.579 0.000 0.417 0.834 1.251 1.668 
ht=1 0.0% 0.6% 1.1% 1.7% 2.2% 0.0% 0.6% 1.1% 1.7% 2.2% 
Ht=1 0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8 
SR 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.10 1.02 0.90 0.79 0.79 1.09 1.02 0.98 0.83 0.75 
Nt/Kt 0.78 0.72 0.64 0.56 0.56 0.76 0.70 0.69 0.58 0.53 

Ht 0 2 4 6 7 0 2 4 6 7 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.07 
Pmale.dep 0.10 0.16 0.26 0.34 0.37 0.10 0.15 0.34 0.39 0.46 
PObjective1 0.74 0.64 0.52 0.46 0.43 0.71 0.61 0.63 0.48 0.42 
PObjective2 0.59 0.46 0.37 0.33 0.30 0.56 0.45 0.45 0.34 0.28 

 t = 36 t = 36 
Nt/N1 1.12 0.82 0.44 0.28 0.22 1.12 0.79 0.54 0.29 0.24 
Nt/Kt 0.80 0.59 0.31 0.20 0.16 0.79 0.55 0.38 0.21 0.17 

Ht 0 3 4 4 4 0 3 3 3 3 
Pextirpation 0.02 0.09 0.19 0.28 0.38 0.04 0.08 0.17 0.31 0.36 
Pmale.dep 0.20 0.36 0.45 0.47 0.43 0.27 0.45 0.59 0.50 0.51 
PObjective1 0.70 0.48 0.21 0.13 0.10 0.68 0.43 0.25 0.14 0.10 
PObjective2 0.64 0.33 0.14 0.08 0.07 0.61 0.31 0.16 0.09 0.06 
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Table S.KB2. Detailed results of primary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to 
one simulation, with results reported at time steps t = 15 and 36. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies the male-
to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the 
fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; mgmt.interval is the management interval 
(years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to 
independent bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of meeting population conditions 
corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and Management Objectives 1-2 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 t = 1 t = 1 
FO 0.000 0.159 0.319 0.478 0.638 0.797 0.956 1.116 1.275 0.000 0.103 0.206 0.309 0.412 0.516 0.619 0.722 0.825 
ht=1 0.0% 0.6% 1.1% 1.7% 2.2% 2.8% 3.4% 3.9% 4.5% 0.0% 0.6% 1.1% 1.7% 2.2% 2.8% 3.4% 3.9% 4.5% 
Ht=1 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 
SR 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

mgmt.interval 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.28 1.31 1.26 1.28 1.19 1.16 1.10 1.06 0.99 1.34 1.28 1.26 1.23 1.20 1.16 1.13 1.08 1.01 
Nt/Kt 0.92 0.91 0.88 0.88 0.83 0.81 0.78 0.75 0.70 0.92 0.91 0.89 0.86 0.84 0.82 0.78 0.76 0.70 

Ht 0 2 4 6 8 10 11 13 13 0 2 4 6 8 9 11 13 13 
Pextirpation 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.09 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.18 
Pmale.dep 0.06 0.10 0.13 0.12 0.16 0.20 0.24 0.26 0.18 0.05 0.08 0.14 0.15 0.23 0.28 0.31 0.32 0.36 
PObjective1 0.85 0.85 0.78 0.78 0.73 0.74 0.69 0.63 0.57 0.86 0.85 0.78 0.78 0.72 0.73 0.70 0.63 0.57 
PObjective2 0.77 0.77 0.72 0.69 0.64 0.64 0.58 0.53 0.48 0.79 0.78 0.71 0.70 0.64 0.65 0.61 0.54 0.49 

 t = 36 t = 36 
Nt/N1 1.26 1.29 1.20 1.19 1.07 0.97 0.84 0.72 0.59 1.33 1.26 1.21 1.14 1.03 0.91 0.78 0.54 0.48 
Nt/Kt 0.92 0.90 0.85 0.83 0.75 0.68 0.60 0.52 0.42 0.93 0.90 0.87 0.81 0.73 0.65 0.55 0.39 0.34 

Ht 0 3 5 7 8 9 9 9 10 0 3 4 6 6 7 7 6 7 
Pextirpation 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.14 0.22 0.29 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.10 0.12 0.17 0.26 0.32 
Pmale.dep 0.11 0.16 0.18 0.17 0.22 0.29 0.32 0.33 0.25 0.13 0.15 0.22 0.27 0.36 0.43 0.47 0.47 0.44 
PObjective1 0.81 0.83 0.75 0.73 0.66 0.60 0.50 0.42 0.37 0.84 0.83 0.75 0.72 0.61 0.56 0.46 0.36 0.33 
PObjective2 0.78 0.79 0.70 0.66 0.57 0.48 0.39 0.31 0.28 0.80 0.78 0.70 0.65 0.53 0.46 0.36 0.28 0.25 
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Table S.KB3. Detailed results of secondary simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, 

using Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at 

time steps t = 15 and 36. Results are presented for the highest strategies that meet Management Objective 

1b, for each unique combination of mgmt.interval and rsd.mod. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate 

using equation (1); SR is a factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting 

harvest level measured in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, 

defined as the fraction of total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year 

as independent bears; mgmt.interval is the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the 

baseline relative standard deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size 

referenced to independent bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for 

Pcondition are the estimated probabilities of meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, 

male depletion, and Management Objectives 1-2 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent 

management approach. 

 t = 1 
FO 0.638 0.638 0.558 0.558 0.478 0.478 0.558 0.398 0.398 
ht=1 2.2% 2.2% 2.0% 2.0% 1.7% 1.7% 2.0% 1.4% 1.4% 
Ht=1 8 8 7 7 6 6 7 5 5 
SR 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 

mgmt.interval 10 15 20 10 15 20 10 15 20 
rsd.mod 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.12 1.19 1.22 1.15 1.25 1.24 1.17 1.19 1.24 
Nt/Kt 0.80 0.82 0.86 0.82 0.89 0.88 0.84 0.84 0.87 

Ht 10 8 7 9 6 6 8 5 5 
Pextirpation 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 
Pmale.dep 0.17 0.15 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.14 0.10 0.09 0.09 
PObjective1 0.74 0.76 0.77 0.79 0.82 0.80 0.79 0.77 0.79 
PObjective2 0.61 0.66 0.69 0.69 0.74 0.72 0.69 0.67 0.70 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 1.08 1.10 1.11 1.10 1.17 1.15 1.12 1.15 1.18 
Nt/Kt 0.78 0.77 0.79 0.80 0.84 0.82 0.81 0.82 0.84 

Ht 9 9 9 8 7 7 7 5 6 
Pextirpation 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.08 
Pmale.dep 0.23 0.21 0.19 0.21 0.18 0.21 0.16 0.14 0.15 
PObjective1 0.70 0.72 0.72 0.75 0.79 0.75 0.74 0.72 0.74 
PObjective2 0.59 0.61 0.64 0.66 0.71 0.67 0.66 0.66 0.68 
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Table S.KB4. Detailed results of post hoc simulations for the Kane Basin polar bear subpopulation, using 

Scenario 2 of the vital rates. Each column corresponds to one simulation, with results reported at time 

step t = 15 and t = 36. Harvest strategies KB_S1 and KB_S2 and the simulation conditions on which they 

are based, are described in the main text. FO is a factor to calculate the harvest rate using equation (1); SR 

is a factor that specifies the male-to-female ratio in the harvest; Ht=1 is the starting harvest level measured 

in the number of independent bears per year; ht=1 is the starting harvest rate, defined as the fraction of 

total population size (i.e., including dependent young) that is removed each year as independent bears; 

mgmt.interval is the management interval (years); rsd.mod is a modifier on the baseline relative standard 

deviation of the vital rates due to sampling uncertainty; N is population size referenced to independent 

bears; and K is carrying capacity expressed as numbers of bears. Results for Pcondition are the estimated 

probabilities of meeting population conditions corresponding to: extirpation, male depletion, and 

Management Objectives 1-2 (Table BB1). All results assume a state-dependent management approach. 

 Management strategy  
KB_S1 KB_S2 

 t = 1 
FO 0.80 0.60 
ht=1 2.8% 2.2% 
Ht=1 10 8 
SR 0.94 0.94 

mgmt.interval 15 15 
rsd.mod 1.00 1.00 

 t = 15 
Nt/N1 1.20 1.19 
Nt/Kt 0.85 0.83 

Ht 10 8 
Pextirpation 0.02 0.00 
Pmale.dep 0.07 0.11 
PObjective1 0.82 0.79 
PObjective2 0.69 0.65 

 t = 36 
Nt/N1 1.09 1.08 
Nt/Kt 0.80 0.77 

Ht 10 8 
Pextirpation 0.04 0.04 
Pmale.dep 0.21 0.18 
PObjective1 0.71 0.70 
PObjective2 0.56 0.55 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᓯ ᔨ ᒻ ᒪᕆᖓᓐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑎᒃ  ᓯᕗᒧᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᔭ ᒍᑎᒃ ᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᕗᖕ ᒥ  ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᖁᔭᓄᑦ .  

  

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐ ᒪ  ᒪ ᕐ ᕈᐃᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃ ᓯ ᔪ ᒪᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  

(ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑲᐅᑏᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨ ᒻ ᒪᕆᓂᒃ ) ᐃᑲᔪ ᓐ ᓂᖃᕋᔭ ᕐ ᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓕᕐ ᐸᑕ  

ᓄᓇᕗᖕ ᒥ  ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᖁᔭ ᑦ .  

  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨ ᒻ ᒪᕆᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃ ᑐᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕋᑎᒃ  ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  

ᑲᑎᒪᓯ ᒪᓕᕐ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᒻ ᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᓪ ᓚᑦ ᑖᓛᖅᑐᑎᒃ  ᔭ ᓐ ᓄᐊᕆ 30-ᒥ . ᑕᕝ ᕙᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪ ᒥ  

ᐱᕚᓪ ᓕᕐ ᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐ ᑐᑦ  ᐊᒥᓱ ᑲᓪ ᓚᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐ ᓇᑐᓂᒃ  ᑲᒪᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ . ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ  

ᑲᑎᒪᓪ ᓚᑖᕐ ᓂᐊᔪ ᒫᕐ ᑐᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖓᓂᒃ  ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 26 ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ.   

  

ᐊᖏᔪ ᓪ ᓗᐊᑲᓪ ᓚᓐ ᓂᒃ  ᐱᕚᓪ ᓕᐹᓪ ᓕᕈᑎᖃᖁᒥᓇᕐ ᐳᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪ ᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᖕ ᒥ  

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐱᖁᔭ ᑦ  ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖁᓪ ᓗᒍ  ᐊᑑᑎᒋᔪ ᒫ ᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᑕᖏᑦ  ᐱᖁᔭ ᑦ  

ᑐᓴ ᕐ ᑕᐅᒃ ᑲᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᓛᕐ ᒪ ᑦ  ᒥᓂᔅ ᑕᒧ ᑦ /ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖓᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᔪᓚᐃᑦ  9, 

2018-ᒥ .  

  

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪ  ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: ᓯ ᑲ ᑦ  ᒋᐅᓪ ᐳᑦ , ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃ ᑎᑦ ᑎᔨ  ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᑦ ᑎᐊᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ   

    ᐃᒪᕐ ᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ   

    ᔨ ᐊ1 ᒨᕆᔅ , ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ  ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨ   

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᑐᙵᕕᒃ  ᑎᒥᖓ  

 

 

ᐅᓪ ᓗᖓ: ᕕᕝ ᕗᐊᕆ 2, 2018 
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bnc.. _:ire <l'rc;Ct>L ~( J\JnC\.,C c;b.D~ c.. _:i<lcr'rc ~c-°"L~C cc;c;rt>cc;.Dc (Panda/us Borealis) 
<JLL_:i c;d>nc-Q..Dc (Panda/us Montagw) P'\Jc;c.....D' 2018/19-r ~c;b-=>Q.cr<la...r 



L G?b.C P'\JGc.... \~c (Gd>nc--c - Panda/us Montagui <JLL_) CGc;rt>uc Panda/us Borealis) 
A GbGb,itJ~C t>Pt>GCJr PtJGc....CJ<JG6\r C'-_)?nt>< Cf"\..t>°"L,CJ <JLL_) bPc;\ G~<Jr r'GPCJt>< 
...ob6\<lJ~r'b CL Cl.a... Gb_)r'n'-_JJ Llc....r7t>~CJb ...oa...~cr ...oa...C'\Jr'L ~...oc (NSA) <JLL_) ...oa...6\t>< 
Cf"\..t>Gdn°"L,...oc (NMR). bnc,.irc <l°"rGCt>L ~c J\Jnc~c (TAC) <l)CJ P'\JGc.... \7...oc <:jGGPCt>r'L ~c 
LG? b...oc be.... bdc LlrLc?nnJc Gbt>;>.\ G6\...oc (r'GPCJt>< ...oll6\<JJC <JLL_) Cl A ~6\<JJC), UL 
<J6\CJr'L Lr rnb <lt>c.... cr';>.t>6\ Cl....o( Lc--.crCJ a..._)-un.. VL ~(lb <JrGGb?nGbGCJ JC <l°"rGbnr"JnCJb. 

JGGbCG6\t>< JPC°"rc J\c~nc--c 2017 /18-r TAC-CJb <lJVL~c brLC?nc brLc-t>GCJJn°"rCl.CJb, 
(bd<J_)CCt>Gb LlrL Lr rnb 2016-r 2015-r _) Pr'Cl.CJdc Gbt>;>.LJnC6\CJGClb, JPC'\Jr'L ~CJ'-_) 
<JLL_) <:jGGPCt>Gd76\CJGCJb NWMB-d...oc <JLL_) NMRWB-d...oc, <JLL_) brL C\r't>?n6\CJGCJb 
t>Pt>GCJr P'\JGc....CJb Gbt>;>.L;>.t>CJGJC bnL;>.<JA Cl.Clb EAZ-r. 2017 / 18-r fl Gb_)Cl.CJ<la...Jc, TAC-
... rc <JLL_) <JLJ?nc CL '\.rCl.Clb P'\JGc_(Jb WAZ-r <JLL_) EAZ-r LPUCl.a...nCt>r'L~c. 

ra...rc8 c P'\JGc....CJb Gbt>;>.\t>nc <JJGCt>,i'\J~c <JG(;Jb L G?b cl c, P'\J'-c-Gb ra...r'-_)re 
Gbt>;>.\ GCIGb CJf"\..t>Cl.a...n'-_)J 2019-r. LlrLCGCJGb ...ob cr'JCt>r'L ~Gb P'\JG"Jc Gb...oHL °"LC 
J\bbCJGnr'JnCJb Gbt>;>.LJCt>c.... °"L,n'-_)re TAC-CJb JPC?n...oc <lJc.... °"L,~...oc Gq~r 
fl Gb_)Cl.CJ<Ja...r. 

JPCG(rC <JLL_) <:jGGPCt>Gd;>.J(IC <JC)<J~C Gb...ob '-_J<J)CJb TAC-GbGCJ JC r'GPCJt>< Cl;\ ~6\<JJC 
Gbt>;>.\ G6\r (WAZ) <JLL_) r'GPCJt>< ...ob6\<JJC Gbt>;>.\ G6\r (EAZ) be.... bdc Llc-°"L,~c <lJCJ 
P'\JGc.... \7...oc 2018/ 19-r fl Gb_)Cl.CJ<Ja...r Ar<JGbc-Gr ~c CL ... rCl.Clb bnL;>.t>6\ Cl.Clb. 

UlL,_J<JGn_)J , J\t>r't>GbcCr'L c,.iCJ _) r'~CJGr, brL C\r't>Go-c <JLL_) <l t>c__ cr';>.t>Gbnrc J\ G?r'°"rcc 
Gb°"L, b~r'nCt>CJ°"rc <JLL_) <lJLl Cl.a...r'JCl.a...CJGb ...oCCJb brLC?n...oc Gbt>;>.LJnCCJb JPCGCJ JC 
JP J<lJnc\CJb re- brL_)Cl.a...c.... Gr ~c CLL,(J fl Gb_)Cl.CJ<la...r. LlrLC?n...oc J\bbCJ?nc 
GbLrCJCt>CJG<Clb 2017-r Pr'JnCJb CJf"\..t>Cl.a...Jc 6\?<lf"\..t>< GPn°"L,CJ br<lCT ....JCl.o-c Pr'<lCJ, 
2018-r. LlrL C\r't>GbnGbGCJGb NSAC-dCJb r'~CJc-t>Gr'L ~Gb L c;.t>< Ar<l°"°"rCJ°"L,...oc. NWMB-dc 
<JLL_) NMRWB-dc bnLCJ Jb Cl.a... ... re J\t>r'bdc <J)n,it.J ~c L c;.t>< GPn°"L,CJ <JLL_) P'\JGc__(Jb 
fl Gb_)Cl.CJ<la...t>< [>bdflCJ°"l., JSG>Gb "iJ f"\..C- 1-JC. 

UlLL c, LlCJ'-c....r'<lCJG\t>Gd_)J fl Gb_)Cl.CJ<l6\ b 2018/ 19-r fl Gb_)Cl.CJ<la...Jc <JLL_) P'\J~?nCJb 

<JJGd;>.°"°"r JC CLJL J\6\GbGCJc-L °"L,...oc, Ac~;.6\b A~L~Gb bnL;.t>6'c JPCGCJ°"rCl.Clb <JLL_) 
LlrLc-t>GCJJn°"rCl.Clb <JCJ<J~CJb <l°"rGct>r"VL ~(lb A G?r'GbGnr'CJGJC TAC-CJb 2018/ 19-r 
flGb_)Cl.CJ<la...r WAZ-r <JLL_) EAZ-r. 

WAZ fl....JCl.a...CJ bc....t>~Gb NSA/ NMR fl_J<JCJ. Ar<JGrJ 2014-r , brLC?n...oc Gbt>;>.\GCJGb WAZ
r <J)GCt>r'L ~Gb t>Pt>GCJr P'\JGc_(Jb Gb[>;>.\t>n...oc Pa...t>7Gbt>nJC (NSRF) <JLL_) ;\ C~;>.6\ cn...oc. 
UlLL c, t>r <JGb <JLL_) Aa...,inc <JJGJC Gbt>;>.\ G(Jrb <lCJJGnr'Jct>crnb <lr'c;>.r'L ~c, <JLL_) Gb°"L, 
<JG(;j< fl_J<lCJ Gb[>;>.\ G<CJ°"V <Jr'C;>.r'L Lr rCJ. P'\JCJt>n'-_JJ CL)J°"L,, Gb"i.l_,bdC P'\Jc-n.. cnJC 
CLL,(J Gbt>;>.\ G6\r Ar<lcr'<lnCt>r'L ~c 2014 <JGSJ°"L, r'~'-c-<t>r'n'-_)J . LlrLC?nc 
a..._)-uVr'L ~c flPCl.CJ<°"L,...oc 3-5-CJb CGr'?nCJb Gb°"L,t>CJGr JC P'\Jc-r'LCJb J\CGbf"\.. <JGbGn_)J 
fl<J\JrCr'<J_)CJ JPCGJGbGCJ<J<c <JGGPr<l?nCJb TAc-...oc. WAZ fl_J<lCJ, <lr'c;.?nc 
fl Gb_)Cl.CJ<JL, '-_)<Jc <Jr'1Cl.CJ°"L,nJc Gb ... rt>n~c 25%-rb (LlrLr7t>~rb bCCJLf"\.. <J....Jn'-_)J) 
...ob GbcCr'L~c CL ... rel.CJ PtJGc__ \7CJ <JGSJCL c UL °"°"l.,CJb (bd<J ...o(c Gbt>;>.\ Gbcco-c 
Ar<lc....t>~LLC , Ul°"°"rJ)n'-_)re cGc;rt>uc 2013-r <JLL_) 2014-r Gbt>;>.\ GCt>JCCl.CJ. 2016-r 
Gbt>;>.\?n6\o-c <JGSCJ a..._)-uVc__t>~~c fl Gb_)Cl.CJ<ll., '-_)<Jc <lr'1Cl.CJ°"L,C bCCJ6\CJt>CJ°"l.,CJb 
CGc;rt>cGnJc (54%) <JLL_) Gd>nc-cnJc (42.5%). <lJf"\.. <l'-c__ncr'CJGb TAC-CJb (2,080t <JLL_) 
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6,138t) .nt.ncr'r'L~Gb ER-[b 15.9%-[b CGS[!>CG_oc <JLL_) 19.3%-[b c;d>nc-a. .nc. 2016-r 
li c;b..Ja.o:<la...1>< r'S!>o:<JJC, ER-""rc 15% <lCo:c;bcCc__l>~~c UL °"°"Ll>o:c;~ Gb. 

Lc-cnrc-1>nc;J dco:b <JLL_) bnc.. _)re <J""rc;Cl>r'L ~o:b /\Jnc~o:b (TAT) JPCGo:""ra. _oc 
bnL'C!>~C 2017 /18-[, <l""rGC!>c__l>~~.Dc JGGbCG6'_JC, b~r'ncr'c__!>~L[ ~( 50/50-[b <l6'.Jn[b 
li...Ja.6..o:b TA(-[b .Da...5!>CJC <JLL..J .Da...6'.l JC. 

/\ cs'C6'.b /\sL5!>Gb CL ""rec bnL'CI>~ c JPc>ra.o=b Nzl>Ja.a...Jc Gb.n.6. <-.. Y<lo=""ra.o=b NU/NK-r 
;c;po-1>< en\ ~6'.<JJC <.6.L b, .6...)a.a...Jc TAC-Cb). <JLL..J ;c;c;d.6.ncr'o:°"Lo=b <l&Jnrb .6....Ja.a...Jc 
JA(-[b <lda.o=r .Da...5!>C <JLL..J .Da...c)\b .6..n""ra. .d. 

lirL c;o: lirLC?nc r'CLo:b Gb!>'CLJnc CVJn""ra.o:b /\CGbGo:°"Lo:b Gb°"Ll>o:G[ JC PtJc-r\.o:b, 
<JLL_) lirL c;o: bCCJLfl. <J...JGbCCr'Lo:""ra.o:b li Gb..Ja.o:<JL <-..J<JC <l['la.o:a,,rc CL a,,ra.o: 

TACs: 

PtJGc__ ~70: <JGSJo: Gbl[Gb, rL_)li """"rJrb /\l>r'Gb?nc~ Gb ;c;c;dlic °"L_)o: PtJGc__o:1>< 
.na...CG6'.l>r'L ~c lio:""rcc t._)<Jo: c;b""r1>n""""ro:""Lo:b LPC7<-_)<Jo:b <Ja.o:JGJC 
/\Jn""ra.o:b <JCJ<JS!>Gb Ulc-°"'la.a...nc;o:c;Jc 1><-..JI TAC-o:b WAZ t._)<Jo: <JLL_) 
Ao:GJC <JC1>r'r<J<-crb Gbl>'CLJnc cc;;Jn""Lo:b Gb°"Ll>o:bdc PtJc-n.o: 
<:jc;c;pr<Jc;n;~c;b""""ro:""Lo: TA(-o:b. Ul""ra.a...ncr'o:Gb 1><-_)[ TA(-o:b 2018/ 19-[ 
rL..JliL7""""rJGb lirLC?nnJC Cda.a...rJ lirL c;o: Gbl>'C~;:>nc Gbl[ o:C/\l>o:°"Lo:b. 
Pr'<lo:, Ulc-°"L~[b b~r'nc;o:c;b .Dli c;~Jli a.a...fl. <JGbG[ ~Gb ER-°"LC <JCl>!c 
CL ""rcc...Ja.o-c PtJG""Jc /\c-l>r o:°"Lo:b rba.o:~I> _)a: 1><-_)r 15.9%-[b CGS[!>CGnJc 
<JLL_) 19.3%-rb c;d>nc-cnJc. bnL'CI>~ c lirLJa.a...Jc, Lbf'bdC1>n<-_)J, LPcr'o:G[b 
TAC-o:b )°"°"L6'.c;bc;n_)rc 15%-[b ER-[b, CL a.Q__) _oliCr'Ja.a...ro: a... <-c-<Jo:b 
<J[ r°"tJ~[o:G[b 1>~~__)0.(J-C liPc-l>[o:G[b <JC!>! _oC CL a,,ra. .D...Ja.o-c PtJGc___oC. 2018-[ 
Gb!>'C~?nc <JGSJ .nt.c;c_ GJC <JGSJt.C cc..c-L °"LO.o:b Gb°"L!>o:bdc PtJc-n.o:, 
/\Jnc~?c;..Jnb >GP<J""""ro:c;~1>o:G[b a...1> Jli a."Dc <lr'c'C;:>nc TAC-_oc J°"°"L6' c;bc;o:°"Lo:b 
li..Jli CJc-L c;o:~[b JPr'Lo:G[b (bdo:°"L li Gb_)a.O:<lL Go:b. 

a... <-c-b?nc~c;b 1: 
Ul""ra.a...nc;o:c;b CL ""ra.o:b TAC-o:b c1a. .nc PtJGc___oc cc..c-L °"tJ?nc Gbl>'CLJno:b CG!Jn.nc 
/\ """"ro:""ra.o: <JGSJ Gb1>'C~1>no:b , Ubo: ra...rcJc PtJGc__o:b Gb1>'C~1>nc b~r'nc1>c_ c;n__)rc. 

a... <-c-b?nc~ Gb 2: 
Ul""ra.a...ncr'o:Gb TA(-o:b c1a. .DC PtJGc___oC 1><-_)[ ER-""rc (15.9% CGS[!>CG_oC <JLL..J 19.3% 
c;d>nc-a. .nC) c;b""r1>n'71>""""rc1>G<C 2018-r Gb1>'C~1>nc Q.._)"'OV~ Go:<J<C t. Gb..Ja.o:<JL c.. ..J<lc 
<ll'la.o:°"LC bCa.o:°"Lo:b. 

a... <-c-b?nc~c;b 3: (<IJ'ida... GJCib) 
LPcr'o:c;b ll..)a.6..Jc TAC-o:b J°"°"L6'.c;bc;..Jo: 15%-[b ER-[b CL ""ra..nc PtJGc__oc 
Lbf'bdCl>nc.. _)J. 

EAZ JGGdr'L;!>Gb CL ""ra. _oc NSA/ NMR li..J<l.nc <JLL..J r'c__(.nc. (bd<J PtJGc_ ""re 
<J1>cc1>JnGbVL ~c rn-rb 15%-JC Gbo:CJ""ra.a...c-L GJ[b. cc;sr1>uc PtJG"Jc 
Gb.nli """"rJr'"""ra.a... S..J<JGn__)rc /\ c~'CNC PA-.nc t.o:<-cn ?n""ra.o:, re- ;c;c;dli ""r Jno:b 
f\CGbC\.,Q.. G)Gb c;d>nc-a. _oC <JCJ<J~o:b . 
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EAZ-r, TAC-'rc 2017 / 18-r t. Gb__)a.o=<la.r Ul'ra.a..nc1>c....1>._i..,,ic CG<:;rt>CG...oc (9,488t) <JLL__) 
Gd>nc-a....oc (840t), ...ot.cr'cnb ER-rb 14.47%-rb (CGc;rt>CG...oC) <JLL__) 6.1%-rb (Gd>nc-a....oC), 
CL a.Q___) <J'l.rGbCt>~Gb <ll>c.... Cr'Jn...oc Clo= t.o=r 15%-rb ER-rb rc~l>r'Jnc-Lr. cc-t>Lr ._iGb, 
t.cLa... Gnc1>._iGb dco=b <JLL__) TAT-o=b JPc?nS\o-'ra. ...oc bnLS\t>._ic <Do= 2015/ 16 -
2017 /18 t. Gb_)a.CT<la.. Go=, )GGdCGS\J"" __) <J'l.rGCt>c....1>._icco=, <JCJ<Jr ._iGb b..,,ir'ncr'o=GJC 
<JS\CJ?nrb ...oa..~c <JLL__) ...oa..S\b t....o'ra....oc NU/ NK-r r'GPo=t>< ...ot.S\<JJC, <JLL_) <JS\CJ?nrb 
<lda.o=r NU / NK-r r'GPo-1>< ...ot.S\Jc <JLL__) C"" _)?n1>< CrLl>'Lo= <ll>c.... cr'S\...oc. 

EAZ-r, Gd>nc--c JSGCl>cnb t. Gb__)a.o=<lLl>~c <JLL__) CG<:;r1>uc A Gbr'l>nccrc A7t>,iti~c 
...DQ..~cr <JLL__) ...oa..S\Lr r'GPo-1>< ...ot.S\<JJC <ll>c.... Cr'~l>S\ a.CT, Jr <l cc-Lrn"" __)J t.L Gf\r 
C"" __)?n1>< CrLl>'Lo= <lt>c.... cr'~t>S\ a.a=. Gb...oJt. a.a.. Gb t.cLo=Gb <l'r""c-nr\.o=Grb cGc;r1>CG...oc 
TAC-o=b t.cLJCt>r<JGbGGdGb cGGdt.rL <JGbGo=rb Gd>nc--c <JJt. a.a..l>o='LC a_ LLc.... 'Lo='Lo=b; 
ca..rCJC Gd>nc-a.o=b ;\ Gbr'l>nJnC i\7t>C~o=<JG<C , CG<:;r1>CGo=b t. Gb__)a.o=<Jo=Gb l>bd<JCl>L7GL c 
<JLL_) Jr"" _)re UlL7G<C CL a.a.. 1..,a.a.. Gb cc-L7Gr co=. 

i\c._i~S\b ;\..,,iL~Gb <iGGPCt>Gd7'ra.o=b bLS\t>._ic i\c._inc-a.o=b TAC-o=b CL 'ra. ...oc PtJGc.... ~7...oc EAZ 
t.__)<lCT. bnL~I>~ c t.cLc-i>Go=Jn'rc TAC-rb ;\ c._inc--c be La.. Gnr'c.... 'l.L,..,,ic_t,.L G;\JC (C"" __)?nt>< 
CrLl>'L...oC) <JLL__) NSA/ NMR-JC (NU/ NK-r r'GPo-1>< ...ot.S\<JJC <Jt>c.... er' S\ a. ...o9 <JNJnCr'Jnt>< 
cGGdt,o='Lo=b. cc-r<l""c.... b, ;\ c._i~S\b ;\ ..,,iL Lr ._iGb bnLS\t>._ic JPC'ra.o=b <JC)<J..,,io=b <la.CT J?nc 
Gb...ot."" __)<Jo='L...oc NU /NK-r r'GPo-1>< ...ot.S\ <JJC <l l>c.... er' S\ a.a-. 

IA.Cs.: 
a.. ""c-b?nc~ Gb 1: ( <Dc;da.. c;Jc;b) LPccr' o=Gb CL 'ra.o=b TAC-o=b I>"" _)r Gb...ot."" _)<J o='rc 
Ulc-'V'-ia.. Gn_)rc, t.c-CVL__)o= (bd<J PtJGJc <ll>c....Cl>c-o=l>o='Lo=b 15%-rb ER-GbGncrc, 
r'~""c-GbGr'Ln"" _JJ r'GPo=~r'a.o='ra.o= 1> ...oGo=<'L...oc rn-rb 20%-rb, 15%-r"" __) <JLL_) 10%-rb 
(bd<J Gb...ot. 'l.'l.rJc, t. <f\rCr'<JrL <J(--C <JLL_) <JCCa..c-G)C t.o='ra.a--n"" __)re t,.(_ bdc. 

t.cLC?n...oc b'tla.. GP1>nc Q.._)-oV<C "cbCJLrL Lrb <Jr'C~?nrb t. Gb__)a.o=<lL"" _)<le 
<lr'la.o='LnJc" (GdLJC <JLJ....Ja.a-c, <l'ro=G~t><c 25%-rb) a.. ""c-Jt.a.a.. 'ra....oc PtJGc.......oc WAZ-r 
1>~~....Ja.a-c EAZ-r, DFo-dc Jcr'c;c_ GJC <iGGPr<l?nrb bnL~l>~c CLJJa.. JPCVL7'ra....oc 
<]LL_) <iGGPCl>Gdr'L7'ra. ...De. 

t>'ba<JP'rO?O :JC,-5t>QJC 

1) <l'rGbCl>o='Lo=b LPcr'o=Gfb t.....Ja.o..Jc TAC-o=b J''LS\ GbGn_)rc 15%-rb ER-rb 
CL 'ra. ...oc PtJGc.......oc WAZ-r (a.. ""c-b?nc~Gb 3), t.cL_)o= <lr'c~cGJo=b t.Gb_)a.o=<lL"" __)<le 
<Jr'l""o='LnJc <JGC;Jo= GbL!Gb <JLL__) <JC1>r'r<l""c....1>< Gb1>~~1>nc cv?n'LC 
Gb'Ll>o=bdc PtJ""c-n..o= ...ot. cr'L7Go='Lo=b JPr'L cr'<Jo=G~1> _)(T TAC-c-1>?no=b. 

2) <iGGPCl>Gd7'Lo=b ;\ c._inc-Lrb TA(-o=b CL .,,ra. _oC PtJGc__oC EAZ-r, t.cL__)nb t.cla.6___)b 
<lr'c~cGo='Lo=b <JLL_) ...ot.c.... GP71>..,,irb cGGdt.c''ro=Grb <JCJ<J..,,irb Gd>nc-a. ...oc PtJGc.......oc, 
<JLL__) I>"" __)r1>._iGb CG<:;r1>uc PtJGJC Gb...ot. 'l.'l.ro-1>< t.o='LO-a.o='Lo=b. ;\ c._i~S\ b 
<J)GCt>Gd~L,7GJGb Q_ ""c-b?nc~rb 1; <]LL__) 

3) <JIGGb?nGbGo= JC JPC'ra.o=b, t.cLa.. GnCl>Ja.a..n"" _)re TAC-...oc <JLL__) <la.o=J?nc1..,c 
Gb_ot,. <. _)<JCT'l.ra. _oC; 
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a. JPCGo-lb <Jl'iGb?nGb'io-1>< ...on_~C <JLL.J ...on_S\b t.o-c:.c?n""ra.o-b WAZ t._.)<lO-
b. JPCGa-rb <JIGGb?nGbGa-1>< t.a-c:.c?n""ra.a-b NU/ NK-r r''iPa-1>< ...ot.6\<JJC 

<J !>c_ Cr' 6\ a.0-
c. <:iGGP(!>'id7°"LO-b <JLJncr'Jn...oc EAZ-r TAC-o-b NU/NK-r r''iPo-1>< ...ot.6\<JJC <JLL....J 

cc:. _.)?n1>< CrL.l>°"La- <ll>c cr' 6' a. ...oc 
4) JPC""ra.a-b <JCJ<J.._ia-b t.Gb_.)Q.o-<ln_JC t.bG"?na-b WAZ-r, <JLL_.) t.rLc-l>'ia-Jn""ra.a-b 

<JCJ<l.._io-b 'ib_o'ib b.._ir'nc8c"l>o-'iJC (crl°"L Lc-L'ilb EAZ-1, bLr7c"l>nc:. ....JJ 
t,(_ bd....Jo- JCr'c;!>no-b 1-3, 'idC....o- (LLo-. 

<Jc:.c_o-b <ic;c;p rt, ~C: 
t.L c;Ac bn_C 

6\?<lrL, 2018 
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1

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) 

ᒫᔾᔨ 7, 2018



• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ

• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᐊᖅ

• 2017−ᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ

• ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ

• ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ

• ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔨᑦ

• ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

• ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖓᓐᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ

ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ
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• ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᐱᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ (ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ 
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ) 1987−ᒥ. 

• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 2001−ᒥ, ᑲᑎᑎᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ 0A 
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 6−ᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᖓᓱᓂ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᒃᑯᑦ.

• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓄᑦ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᓪᓗ) ᐊᔭᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.

• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 70%−ᒥ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᓂᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒧᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᓂ 
ᐱᔪᒪᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ.  

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
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ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 2017-ᒥ

4

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐃᖃ

ᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

162

1%

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

6,014

33.6%

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 

ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᒃᑯᑦ

10,386

58%

ᑎᓄᔾᔭᕐᕕᖕᒥ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

1,355

7.6%

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐃᖃᓗ

ᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

2,232

19%

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

6,208t

52%

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 

ᑯᐊᐳᕆᓴᒃᑯᑦ

1,272t

10%

ᑎᓄᔾᔭᕐᕕᖕᒥ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

2,131t

18%

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

100t 

1%

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑦ



• ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓅᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓂᖏᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ/ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ

• ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐱᔪᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 100%−ᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᓂ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᖕᓂ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᓂᑦ (2)

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᐊᖅ 

5

• ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓂᕐᒧᑦ 100%−ᒥ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓂ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᓂᑦ, ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑭᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 



• ᓱᒃᑲᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 2016−ᒥ

• ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2017−ᒥ

• ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᕗᑦ

• $10 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖓ 
2018-2020−ᒧᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᐊᖅ, 2
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• ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓂᖅ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓄᖕᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖅᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑭᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᓂᖓᓂ

• ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᑭᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦᑐᙵᕕᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ

• ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᕈᓐᓚᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ.

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᕈᑎᑦ
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ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ

8

ᐅᕘᓇ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᕐᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑰᑕᖃᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐅᑯᓇᓂ:
• ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥ 0A−ᒥ
• ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥ 0B−ᒥ 
• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ 

ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᓪᓗ
• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ 

ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᓪᓗ
• ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ 

ᐃᓂᖓ-1



ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 2017−ᒥ 
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• ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓄᑦ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ

• ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 21-ᒥ, ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᕆᕙᒃᑕᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ

• ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ $1.4 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂ ᐸᓴᒋᔭᕐᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᓗᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ, ᒪᕐᕈᖓᓂ 
ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᒃᑐᐱᕆᒥ, ᐲᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂ, 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ

• ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ, ᑐᓂᓯᔨᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᕆᕙᒃᑕᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒻᒪᕆᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓴᙱᒃᑎᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ

• BMO ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᑯᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ: “ᐅᓇ ᑕᑯᕙᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕐᓘᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᑎᒥᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᖁᕕᐊᑉᐳᒍᑦ ᓴᙱᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ.”



ᓄᑖᖑᔪᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 
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• ᓄᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖅᑐᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᕆᕙᒃᑕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ 
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᙱᓐᓂᐅᔪᒥ 

• 50% ᐅᖓᑖᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓪᓚᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓴᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᑭᓕᒐᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

• ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ, ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓂᓕᖕᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

• ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ 
ᐃᓗᐊᒎᓕᖅᐳᑦ, ᓇᒃᓴᖅᑐᒥ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ $1.8 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 2018 ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ

• ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓂᖓ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐱᔨᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ 
100%−ᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ (ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ 12-ᓂ), ᑎᑎᕋᐅᔭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
100% ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᒥ (ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ)



ᓄᑖᖑᔪᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
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• ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᕗᖅ ᓅᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂ 
ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ 2018-2019−ᒥ

• ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᓄᑖᓂ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ/ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓐᓂ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓂ ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ

• ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᒥᑭᓛᖓᓂ $15 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ. 

• ᓄᑖᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒻᒥᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ
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ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ

2016 ᓄᑖᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑎᕆᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑐᒥ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ 2016−ᒥ

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ $1,400,000

2017 ᓄᑖᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑎᕆᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ 2017−ᒥ

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ $1,300,000

2017 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅᓅᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖁᐊᒃᑯᕕᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ $715,000*

2017 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒪᕈᕐᒧᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ $310,000

2018 ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒑᐱᒃ $1,100,000

2019 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ $600,000

2020 ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ $600,000

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ $6,035,000

" ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖁᐊᒃᑯᕕᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ, 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ 
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ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ

$1,400 $1,710 $1,000 $600 $1,100 $5,810

ᓯᒡᔭᒥ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ

$50 $110 $250 $250 $250 $910

ᓂᖏᖅᑕᕐᓂᑦ $1,450 $1,400 $1,500 $1,750 $2,000 $8,100

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ $2,900 $3,140 $2,750 $2,600 $2,750 $14,810

ᐊᖏᓂᐅᔪᑦ $000−ᒦᑦᑐᑦ

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖓ

14

ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᖅ PFL−ᒧᑦ 2017−ᒥ 
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂ 32%−ᒧᑦ

• ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖁᐊᒃᑯᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᔨᓄᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ

• ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖁᐊᒃᑯᕕᖕᒥ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᖅᓯᐅᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
2018−ᒥ; ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ

• ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ, ᑳᓐᓄᐊᕐ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒫᓗᖕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ 2018−ᒥ.



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖓ
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ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᓂᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ 2018/2019

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᖅ

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᖓ

ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᓂᑦ ᑕᑭᔫᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᖓ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᕗᑦ ᓴᖑᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 43' ᓴᕕᕋᔭᐅᔭᒥ 

ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒑᐱᖕᒥ

$400,000

ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ • ᐃᕐᙲᓐᓇᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᑕᖄᓂᒃᑐᓂ ᑭᕕᒍᑎᓂᑦ

• ᐴᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ

• ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᓂ ᓂᒃᓯᓂᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ

• ᓂᕿᑕᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ, ᑐᕌᖓᔪᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᒃᓱᖕᒥ

$100,000

ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᐊᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ; ᐃᑲᔫᓯᕈᑎᒃᓴᒥ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ

$25,000

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᒥ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᒥ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦᑕᒪᒃᑭᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᓂᑦ

ᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ

*ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᑭᐳᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓇᓕᒧᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖓ
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ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᖅ

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓯᒪᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᑕᑭᔪᒥ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᒃᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᑕᓂᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕿᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔩᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᔾᔪᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕿᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ 

ᒥᑭᑦᑑᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᓂᑦ

ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑖᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᓂᐅᕕᖅᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ 

ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᓂᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖓᓂ ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂ, 

ᐊᒡᒐᒧᑦ−ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓂᑦ.

ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖓ
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ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᓂᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᖅ

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᐅᔭᖅᑐᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ/NEAS ᐅᓯᑲᑦᑕᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎ ᐅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᐊᖑᔪᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᑦ 

ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᐅᔭᖅᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

OTC ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᓇᓱᐊᙱᑕᒥᓂᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ. 

ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓅᑎᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕋᐃᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᔮᒧᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐊᕆᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ 

ᐅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᐅᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖓ

ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ: 

1. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓂ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ−ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ

2. ᐊᖏᓛᖑᔪᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂ

3. ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ

18

ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᐅᔭᖅᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖓ ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ
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ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ 
ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ 2017

• 100%−ᑲᓴᖕᒥ ᐱᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ; 
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓂ: ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ−ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂ 

ᐅᖓᕙ ᒫᓐᑕᐃᒡᒥ

• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ ᐅᑭᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓ−ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥ−ᒥ 
163 ᑕᓐᓂᑦ

• ᒪᑭᕕᖕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
150 ᑕᓐᓂ

• ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᓂᖓ 1 
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔪᑦ
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ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᖃᓕᕋᓕᑦ 2017

• ᐱᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 100%−ᑲᓴᖕᓂ 
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ

• 600 ᑕᓐᓂ 0A ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖕᓂᑦ 
ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓂ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓄᑦ 
ᑲᒻᐸᓂ−ᓄᑦ 1350 ᑕᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓄᑦ

• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ ᑎᓄᔾᔭᕐᕕᖕᒥ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ−ᑯᓐᓂ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ−ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᒥ



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖓ

ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ: 

1. ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᔮᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂᑦ

2. ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ
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ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔨᑦ



BAFFIN FISHERIES CREWING

STRATEGY
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ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ
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ᐊᑦᑕᓇᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᐸᐸᑦᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᖁᕝᕙᖅᓴᐃᓂᖓ



ᐊᑦᑕᓇᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ 
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ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᐅᔪᒥ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖓ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂ 
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖓᓂ

ᐊᕿᑦᑐᒥ ᑕᖏᓕᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂ 
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖓᓂ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ 1.70 1.70 1.70

ᓅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓛᐸᑐᐊ 
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2.10 3.20 1.10

ᓅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓛᐸᑐᐊ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᑦ 3.30 4.70 1.90

ᓅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᓛᐸᑐᐊ  
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᖕᓂᖓ 1.50 2.20 1.00

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖅ 
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᖏᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᐳᖅ. ᖃᖓᓕᒫᑦᑎᐊᖅ. 

• ᓄᑖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ:

• ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ

• ᓱᐴᖅᑐᒐᑦ ᐋᖓᔮᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒥᐊᓗᒃ

• ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ

• ᓄᑖᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᔾᔪᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ

• ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᖓ 0−ᒥ ᐱᕐᕈᓗᐊᕿᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ.

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ



ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
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ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖅᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓈᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑐᓴᖅᓴᐅᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ NFMTC−ᑯᓐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᑖᓂ ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᓂᑯᓂ

ᐊᖏᓛᖑᑎᓐᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓂᑰᙱᑦᑐᓂ 
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᓄᖕᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ

ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐸᐸᑦᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ−ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᒋᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ



ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ
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2016
• ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

(“ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂ”) 
ᐊᐅᓪᓛᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ 
ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖃᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ

2017 
• 15 ᐊᐅᔾᓛᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ, 12−ᖑᔪᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ
• ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ



ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᑦ 2017−ᒥ
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*ᐃᓚᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖅᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕇᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
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Arluk Sivulliq Inuksuk Total

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ %−ᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ*

2016 2017

ᐃᓄᒃᓱᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦᐊᕐᓗᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ



2017−ᒥ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ
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• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓄᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ

• ᓄᑖᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖅᑎᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᐳᑦ 2017−ᒥ

• ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᕐᓂᖅ 5−ᒥ 73%−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ (11−ᖑᔪᑦ 15−ᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ)

• ᓄᑖᖅ ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᖓ 75%−ᖑᕗᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ 50%−ᖑᔪᒥ

• ᐸᐸᑦᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᑦᑏᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ 2017−ᒥ



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖓ

2017−ᒥ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᕗᖓ: 

1. ᐲᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ $1.8 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂ ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂ−ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᕈᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᒥ

2. ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ, ᐱᐅᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᐊᓗᖕᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ 
ᓴᓇᐅᒐᓂᑦ

3. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ; 
ᓅᑎᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ

4. ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂ−ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ.
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ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖓ

• ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
100%−ᒥ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓄᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 

• ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ 
ᓂᕿᓂᑦ ᐅᕘᓇ ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂ 
ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᒍᑦ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 

• ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓂᒡᓕᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᓯᒪᕕᓕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᓂᑦ

30

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ
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• ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᑦ ᓂᐊᕕᐊᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᓯᔭᐅᓂᖓ 
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᓂᑦ ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓛᖦᖠᐅᑉ 
ᓄᓈᓐᓂ 

• ᓂᐅᕕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑭᓖᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᒧᐊᑐᐊᕌᖓᒥ

• ᓂᐅᕕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᓂ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᓯᓚᑖᓄᑦ ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐅᓯᖐᔭᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ, ᓂᒡᓕᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑐᖅᑯᐃᓯᒪᕕᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓇᓪᓕᐅᒃᑯᒫᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 

• ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

ᐅᓯᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ
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• 2017−ᒥ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 
ᔮᐸᓃᓯᒥ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᓄᑦ 

• ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᓲᓯᒥ ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕗᖅ

• ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒥ ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻᒥ 
ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

• ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ ᐊᖏᓛᖑᔪᓂ ᓂᐅᕕᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᔭᐹᓐᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᔾᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ. 

ᓄᑖᓂ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ
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• ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᓂᐅᔪᓂ 
ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥ 

• ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᒥ 
ᐱᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᓂᑦ

• ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐱᖓᔪᖓᓐᓂ−ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ 
ᕿᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂ 

• ᐱᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ

ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᓂᐅᔪᑦ
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ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ

1. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓂ ᑎᓴᒪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᑰᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓴᙱᔪᒥ ᓂᐱᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ

3. ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᔪᒥ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ. 



35

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ

1. ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᑎᒋᐊᓪᓚᒡᓗᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ

2. ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂ 
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑰᑕᖓᓂ

3. ᒥᑭᓛᖓᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ (5) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ

4. ᓅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᖏᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ

5. ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᓗᒍ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖑᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒫᔾᔨ 2018  
 
 
ᐆᒧᖓ  
 
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᖅ: X         ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᒃ:  
 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ: ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ -ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᕐ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  
 
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ:  
 
ᔫᓂᒥ 2016, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᖓᑕ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓕᖅᑲᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᑦ 
ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕈᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ (MCTs), ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐋᖅᑮᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦᑎᓐᓂ (MPAs). ᐃᒪᕐᒥ 
ᐸᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓂᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ, 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖏᓪᓗ, ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓂᖅᐹᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᕐᕖᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖅᑳᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᔭᒐᔭᖅᑕᑎᓐᓂ (AOIs).  
 

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᑦ (AOIs):  

 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᒋᕋᑖᓚᐅᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᒪᔭᖓᓐᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᑦᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᖅᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᓪᓗ 9−ᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᒐᔭᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 
(ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ).  

 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᒪᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᖓᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᓕᖅᑲᑕ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑕ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᑎᑦ. 

 ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖑᓚᐅᑎᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᓗ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᕐᒥᐅᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᕈᓗᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᒪᒐᔭᓐᖑᐊᖅᑕᖓᓐᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᑦᑎᓄᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᕐᕕᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ. 

 ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ 
ᐊᑦᑑᑉᐱᕆᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2017, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 

 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ: ᕿᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ – ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᖅ  
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2, 2018 
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