
  

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

  

ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ: ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕇᓐᓇᓲᕆᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ 003-2022 
ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 8, 2022 

ᓯᓂᒃᑕᕐᕕᒃ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᒃ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᖃᔅᓯᒧᐊᖅᐸᑦ  ᓈᓴᐅᑦ ᓱᓇᓕᕆᓂᖅ/ᑭᓱᓕᕆᓂᖅ: ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ ᐅᓂᑳᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᒃ 

            
9:00 - 9:02 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ 1 ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ   ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᕆᔭᐅᑲᐃᓇᖅᑐᖅ 2 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᒃ 
            
9:02 - 9:04 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ 2 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᔾᔪᑦᑕᐅᓚᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅ   ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᕆᔭᐅᑲᐃᓇᖅᑐᖅ 2 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᒃ 
            

9:04 - 9:05 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ 3 ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ: RM003-
2022 1 ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᕆᔭᐅᑲᐃᓇᖅᑐᖅ 1 ᒥᓂᑦᒥᒃ 

            

9:05 - 10:00 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ 4 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ  
(ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ) 

2 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

55 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ 

            
10:00 - 10:15 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ   ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ     15 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ 
            

10:15 - 11:15 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ 4 
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ  (ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ) 

3 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

60 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ 

            
11:15 ᐅᓛᑯᑦ - 12:00 
ᐅᓗᑯᑦ 5 ᓄᓇᖅᐱᐅᓂᕐᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᔪᓐᓂ 2021-ᒥ 

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ) 4 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ 

            

12:00 - 1:30 ᐅᓗᑯᑦ   ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒥᑕᕐᕕᒃ     1 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
30 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ 

            

1:30 - 2:30 ᐅᓗᑯᑦ 6 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 100 ᑕᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓖᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᑖᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ 
ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓕᖕᓂ 0-ᒥ 2023-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2024-ᒥ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ (ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ/ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᕕᒃᓴᖅ) 

5 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 60 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ 

            



2:30 - 3:00 ᐅᓗᑯᑦ 7 

ᑲᔪᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᒃᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂᑦ ᓯᑯᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖏᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕙᖕᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
(ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ) 

6 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ 30 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ 

            
3:00 - 3:15 ᐅᓗᑯᑦ   ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ     15 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ 
            

3:15 - 4:00 ᐅᓗᒃᑯᑦ 8 ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 2022 
(ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ) 7 ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 45 ᒥᓂᑦᓰᑦ 

            
  9 ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖓ RM003-2022-ᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ    ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᕆᔭᐅᑲᐃᓇᖅᑐᖅ   

 



 

 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᕗᖓ 

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖓ:                                                                                                                 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ: X 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎ: ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ.                                                                              

 

 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓ:   

 ᑲᓇᑕᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ (ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ, 

ᔫᑳᓐ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐊᓐ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᒫᓂᑑᐸ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ, ᑯᐸᐃᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓛᐸᑐᐊ). ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ, 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ). 

 ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ (2019) ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2014, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2014 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᐊᖅᖢᒍ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥ ᑲᑎᖓᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ 

ᓵᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᕙᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖃᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓱᐊᓗᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ© Willow 

 

 
 

ᓇᒧᖔᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ (ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᑯᐊᓂᐅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓ - ᑎᖏᒥᐊᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᓂᓄ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᖃᕐᕕᖓ, ᐅᓗᐱᒐ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2000) 

 

 



 

 

ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2016. 

 ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A). ᐅᓇ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐃᒍᖅ B. 

 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᕼᐅᑭᒃ ᐃᓄᓂᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᖏᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᒋᐊᑐᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑕ. 
 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ: 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᓄᓇᖃᑎᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ (ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ) 
 

 ᐅᓇ ᐆᒃᑑᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᓄᓇᖃᑎᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑐᓂᐅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 2020 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: 

o ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐊᕿᒋᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᕿᓐᖓᐅᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐊᒪᕈᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐃᔅᓴᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐊᕿᒡᒋᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᒪᔪᒐᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᖁᑕᐃᒍᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᓯᐱᓐᔅ ᐸᐃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᓇᓐᒪᐅᑕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

o ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

o ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

o ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 

 ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 2020, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 



 

 

 ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐃᕆᓕ 2020, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ 

ᑭᐅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᓐᖏᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᓐᖏᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

 ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᒪᐃ 2020, ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᒍ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

o ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐱᓯᒪᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒡᕗᖓ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᑎᓪᖢᒍ. 

 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᔪᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2020 ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ 

ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

 ᐅᐃᒍᖅ D ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖃᑎᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ. 

 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (90-ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᓂᖓ) 

 ᐅᓇ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅ  ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑑᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᖓᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 20, 2022 ᑕᐃᒪᓗ 90-ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᐅᑕᕿᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂᓗ ᐃᓱᓕᕕᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᐃᕆᓕ 20, 2022. ᐅᑯᐊ 60-ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ-19 

ᐃᓂᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

 ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 9, 2022, ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᑎᑦᑎᕕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ, ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᒋᑎᑕᐅᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ: 

o ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓ 

o ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

o ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

o ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑰᒐᕐᔪᒃ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐅᔮᑦ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ

 

 ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 9, 2022, ᖁᑕᐃᕈᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᖁᑕᐃᕈᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᒫᑦᓯ 30, 

2022, ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐃᓱᐊᓄᐊᖢᒍ ᒪᐃ 2022. ᖁᑕᐃᕈᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑲᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry/management-plans/red-necked-phalarope-proposed-2022.html


 

 

 ᐅᐃᒍᖅ D ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᑦ (ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ). 

ᒥᑭᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᕈᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᒍ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᓯᕈᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ 

ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ: 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕋᓱᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᒥᒃ. 

 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᖓ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖓᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ 5.2.34 

 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ: 

 ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᐃᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂ 5.2.3.  

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ:   

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ,      ᔪᓚᐃ 2022 



 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓈᒪᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ (Phalaropus 
lobatus) ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 
 

2022 

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑲᓇᑕ 



 

ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ:   1 

  2 

ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 2022. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓈᒪᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ (Phalaropus lobatus) 3 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ [ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ]. ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 4 

ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐋᑐᕚ iv + 40 ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ. 5 

 6 

 7 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ   8 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖅ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅᕗᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ PDFᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ 9 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓇᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᐊᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖏᑕ.   10 

 11 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ    12 

ᐊᑐᓪᓚᑦᑖᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ HTMLᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓇᒍᑏᑦ 13 

ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᐊᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖏᑕ.    14 

 15 

 16 

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᑉ, ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔾᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ, 17 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ, 18 

ᐊᖏᕐᕋᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓄᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 19 

ᑎᑎᕋᓄᑦ, ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᐅᓇ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕝᕕᒃ1. 20 

 21 

 22 

ᖄᖓᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖓ: ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ © ᑯᕆᔅᑎᐊᓐ ᒪᑲᑦᒧᑦ 23 

  24 

 25 

Également disponible en français sous le titre 26 

« Plan de gestion du Phalarope à bec étroit (Phalaropus lobatus) au Canada  [Proposition] » 27 

 28 

 29 

© ᖁᑦᓯᓐᓂᖓ ᑯᐃᓐ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 2022 30 

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓲᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ.  31 

ISBN  32 

ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᐊ: 33 

 34 

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᖏᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᑦ) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᒃ 35 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕝᕕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ.  36 

                                                 
1 www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html 

  

http://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html
http://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html


ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ  ᓈᒪᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ  2022 

 

i 
 

ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ 37 

 38 

ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ 39 

ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ (1996)2 ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 40 

ᐱᖁᔭᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᑦᓯᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. 41 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ (S.C. 2002, c.29) ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ 42 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 43 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒋᓪᓗ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 44 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓴᕐ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᒻᒥ.  45 

 46 

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓗ ᑲᒪᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 47 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᖏᑦᑑᕗᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ 48 

ᐸᕐᓇᔅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 65 ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ 49 

ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ. ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ, ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 50 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ, ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᔩᑦ, ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᐴᑕᐅᑉ, ᐳᕆᑎᔅ 51 

ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᑉ, ᒫᓂᑑᐸᐅᑉ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ, ᓴᔅᑲᑦᓱᐋᓐ, ᔫᑲᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ, 52 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᑎᒦᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 66(1) ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ.   53 

 54 

ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖅ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐆᒪᔪᑦ  ᑐᙵᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ 55 

ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 56 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔮᖏᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, 57 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᓕᒃ ᐃᓄᑑᓗᓂ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓕᒫᑦ 58 

ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᕚᓪᓗᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 59 

ᓴᕐᕌᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ.    60 

 61 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑐᙵᔪᖅ ᑎᒍᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓄᓪᓗ 62 

ᐸᕐᓇᔅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓕᓐᓄᑦ  ᑎᒥᓄᓪᓗ.  63 

64 

                                                 
2 www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding.html#2 

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding.html#2
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding.html#2
http://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding.html#2


ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ  ᓈᒪᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ  2022 

 

ii 
 

ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓃᑦ 65 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓕᐊ ᑲᒃᔅᒧᑦ  (ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 66 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕐᓃᑦ –  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕝᕕᒻᒥ). 67 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓖᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ: 68 

ᒪᕐᒃ-ᐊᓐᑐᕋᐃ ᓯᐅᕐ, ᑯᕆᔅᑎᐊᓐ ᐊᕐᑐᓱ, ᔨᐊᓂᕗ ᐳᕈᕕᓐᓱᓗ (ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  69 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕐᓃᑦ —ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕝᕕᒻᒥ), ᐊᓐ ᒪᑭᐊᓗ,  (ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ 70 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕐᓃ ᑦ —ᓄᓇᑭᑦᑐᓂ), ᔪᓕ ᐸᑭᐊᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 71 

ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕐᓃᑦ —ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓂ), ᓯᐅᕆ ᒍᕋᑐ-72 

ᑐᕆᐊᕗ (ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ—ᓄᓇᑭᑦᑐᑦ 73 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒥᐅᓪᓗ), Hᐃᐊᑐ ᐳᕆᒃ ᓲᐱ ᕙᔅᑐᓗ (ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ), ᔭᓐ ᓂᐅᓪ 74 

(ᔪᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑦ ᓄᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᔅᓴᓄᑦ-ᐆᒪᒧᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᔅᓴᑦ), ᕕᓗ ᐃᖕᓕᔅᓗ (ᑲᕈᑕᓐ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕝᕕᔾᔪᐊᖅ). 75 

ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐊᐅᕗᑦ ᓇᑯᕐᒦᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᔮᓐᔅᒧᑦ (ᐊᐅᐴᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᓄᓪᓗ), ᐃᔅᓯᑎᕋ ᓴᐃᓐᑦ 76 

ᓗᐃ (ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ ᒥᓂᔅᑐᕆᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ), ᑕᖕᑲᓐ ᒪᑯᓪ, ᔪᓕ ᔅᑐᕕᒃᔅ  77 

(ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓃᑦ, ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ), ᐊᓐ ᒪᑭᐊᓗ (ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ 78 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕐᓃᑦ -ᓄᓇᑭᑦᑐᓂ), ᐃᐅᕆᒃ ᒍᕈᔅ (ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 79 

ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕐᓃᑦ —ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᓄᓇᓂ), ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 80 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ - ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᑲᐃᑦᓕᓐ ᑰᐳ (ᒍᕆᑦᑎᓐ ᓄᖑᔭᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ), ᑲᓐᑕ ᓇᒪ  (ᒍᕆᑦᑎᓐ 81 

ᐃᓄᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ), ᑎᒻ ᐴᓪ (ᒪᓂᑐᐸᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓂᒡᓗ ᓴᓇᓃᑦ), ᑕᓂᑲ Hᐅᒐᓐ  (ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 82 

ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕐᓃᑦ -ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒥ ᓄᓇᓂ), ᑲᐃᐅᓪ ᕆᑦᑎ 83 

(ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ), ᐃᕝᔅ ᐊᐅᐳᕆ, ᒥᓯᐊᓪ ᕈᐱᐊᕐ, ᕕᕋᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᓕ (ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ 84 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕐᓃᑦ -ᑯᐱᐊᒃ ᓄᓇᖓ), ᔭᓐ ᐳᕆᐊᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ 85 

ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕐᓃᑦ -ᐊᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅ ᓄᓇᓂ), ᓯᐊᓕ ᒐᕐᓚᓐ 86 

(ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐ ᓚᐸᑐᐊᓪᓗ), ᐊᐅᕇᐊᓪ ᓴᒡᓇᓐ-ᓚᕗᐊᑦᑑᓐ, ᑲᓖᓐ ᒧᕐᓯᓴᓐ, ᓕᐊ ᑎ ᕗᐊᕆᔅᑦ, ᒪᑦ 87 

ᕕᐊᑉ, ᐲᑦ ᓯᓐᑭᓐᔅ, ᐊᓕᓴᓐ ᑳᓯᑎ, ᔭᐃ ᕗᕋᓐᓴᓐᓗ (PCA) ᐊᓐᔨᓚ ᐸᕋᑲᑦᓗ, ᑕᒪᔅ ᑯᓪᑐ, ᒥᒐᓐ ᔅᑕᓐᓕ, ᒋᓇ ᔅᑲᓪᒃᓗ 88 

(ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕐᓃᑦ —ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 89 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑎ ᑎᑎᕋᕝᕕᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ) ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  90 
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 ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 92 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ (Phalaropus lobatus) ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᒌᓂᑦ ᔅᑯᓗᐸᓯᑕᐃᓂᑦ. ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 93 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓲᖅ ᐃᕙᕙᑦᑐᓂ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ, ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᑭᐊᓂ ᐊᐃᓯᐊᒥᓗ. 94 

ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᕙᓲᖅ ᓯᔾᔭᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓚᓐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᓗ ᔫᑲᓐᑯᑦ ᒪᓂᑐᐸᐅᑉ 95 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᒍᑦ, ᐊᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑯᐸᐃᒡᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊᑉ ᓯᔾᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᓲᖅ ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᐸᓯᕕᒃᓗ 96 

ᓯᔾᔭᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑮᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖓᓂ, 97 

ᓯᔾᔭᖏᑕ ᓵᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᐊᑯᐃᑐᐊ ᐳᕈ, ᓯᓕᓗ.     98 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 99 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC)  2014ᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 100 

1ᒥ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᒻᒥ 2019ᒥ.  2004ᒥᓂᑦ,  IUCN ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 101 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᕙᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᓛᖑᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᓲᕝ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂᒋᓪᓗ 102 

ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ G4 ᑐᑦ- ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ 2001ᒥᓂᑦ. ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 103 

ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᓲᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐱᖁᔪᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ.     104 

 ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2.3 ± 0.7 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 105 

ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓄᓪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ. ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ, 106 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 107 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖅᑰᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑐᑦ 7.6 ᐳᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 108 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓂ ᕙᓐᑕᐃᒥ, ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᔅᕕᒃᒥ, ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᕝᕕᓪᓚᕆᐊᓗᒃ, ᐅᖃᖅᑰᔨᕗᑦ 109 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 1980 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐃᓱᒪᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ 110 

ᓴᙱᔪᓪᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᐊᓪ ᓃᓄᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ 1982ᒥᑦ 1983ᒧᑦ, ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 111 

ᓂᑭᖅᓴᖃᕈᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑮᕝᕖᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 112 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑰᔨᒻᒪᑕ.  113 

ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ. ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᓈᒪᔅᓱᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 114 

ᓂᕿᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕿᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᓂᑦ 115 

ᓇᑭᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᓗ ᐅᖅᓱᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᐃᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᓪᓚᒃᐳᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓄᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑲᓴᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᐅᑉ 116 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᕙᓲᑦ ᑲᑎᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᑦ ᓱᕈᐃᓃᑦ ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔮᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ 117 

ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᕐᓗᒃᑎᑦᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ ᐸᓂᕐᒪᑕ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 118 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᖁᑦᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒥᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᑦᓯᐊᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᖑᐃᓪᓗ (Chen 119 

caerulescens) ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᐳᔪᓐᓃᓕᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ. ᒨᑯᕆᒧᑦ ᓱᕈᐃᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᕈᓘᔭᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 120 

ᓱᕈᐃᓃᑦ ᑎᒫᓃᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 121 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᙵᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, 122 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 10 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ, 2040 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ. ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 123 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥ ᑐᕌᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ, ᐃᓂᖏᑦ 124 

ᓱᕋᔾᔭᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ, ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ, ᓱᕈᐃᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ 125 

ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᐅᓛᖑᕗᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᒃ 126 
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ᐅᓪᓗᐊ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐅᑉ: ᓅᕕᒻᐱᕆ 2014  
 

ᐊᑎᕆᒐᔪᒃᑕᖓ: (ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ): ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 

  

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑎᖓ: Phalaropus lobatus 

 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ:  

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖅ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᖅ 40 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᕿᒪᑦᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᑕᖃᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᖓᓂ; 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐄᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐅᔪᑦ. ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓵᙵᕗᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖕᒥᓂ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᕋᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓱᕈᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᕗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᑯᕕᔪᓄᑦ  

ᐊᓯᐊᓄᙵᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᓪᓗ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐳᖅ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᕋᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ, 

ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᓂᒃ.     

  

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ: 

ᔫᑳᓐ,  ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ,  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ,  ᐳᕆᑎᔅ  ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ, ᐊᐅᐴᑕ,  ᓴᔅᑲᑦᑎᕗᐊᓐ,  ᒫᓂᑑᐸ,  ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅ, ᑯᐱᐊᒃ, 

ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᔅᕕᒃ,  ᐳᕆᓐᔅ  ᐃᑐᐊᑉ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ,  ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓯᐊ,  ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᓗ,  ᐸᓯᕕᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᖓ, 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ  ᑕᕆᐅᖓ, ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ  ᑕᕆᐅᖓ 

 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ   ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᕿᒪᑦᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ:  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓅᕕᒻᐱᕆ 2014ᒥ. 

* ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (Committee on the Status of Endangered 159 

Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC)) 160 

 161 

2. ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ   162 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ (Phalaropus lobatus)  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  163 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ3  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅᒥ (S.C. 2002,  C.29) 164 

2019ᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 165 

                                                 
3 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓗᑎᒡᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ.   
 



ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ  ᓈᒪᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ  2022 

 

3 
 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 2014ᒥ. ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ,  ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 166 

ᑐᖑᔭᖅᑕᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ  ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂᓗ 167 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅᒥ. ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ,  ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 168 

ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᐅᔪᑐᑦ  ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ  10ᓂ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ.4  169 

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ,  ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ G4ᑐᑦ—ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᑦᑐᕉᖅ ᓇᐃᑐᓱᕝᑯᓐᓂᑦ 170 

(ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᑦ 2016ᒥ; ᑕᑯᒃᑭᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1 ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ). IUCN 171 

ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᓲᑎᓯᒪᔭᖓᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑕᑦ 2004 ᒥᓂᑦ; 172 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ/ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓄᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ 173 

1988ᒥ (BirdLife International 2018).  174 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1. ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᓂ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓇᐃᑐᓲᕝ 175 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᐸᐃᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ. ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ: ᓇᐃᑐᓲᕝ, 2020.   176 

 ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥ (G) 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 

ᒐᕙᒪᖃᑎᒌᓂ (G) 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ (G) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 

G4 ᑲᓇᑕ 

N4N5B, N3N4N, 

N4N5M 

ᐊᐅᓪᐴᑕ (SU), ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ (S3S4B), 

ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐ (S3S4N), ᓚᐸᑐᐊ (S4B,S4M), ᒫᓂᑑᐸ 

(S3S4B), ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᔅᕕᒃ (S3M), ᓄᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ (S3B), ᓅᕙ 

ᔅᑰᓯᐊ (S2S3M), ᓄᓇᕗᑦ (S3B,S3M), ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅ 

(S3S4B), ᐳᕆᓐᔅ ᐃᑐᐊᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ (SNA),  ᑯᐸᐃᒃ 

(S3B), ᓴᔅᑲᑦᑎᕗᐊᓐ (S4B,S3M), ᔫᑳᓐ (S3B) 

ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᑦ 

N4N5B 

ᐊᓚᐸᒪ (SNRM), ᐊᓛᔅᑲ (S4S5B), ᐊᕆᔪᓇ  (S4S5M), 

ᐋᑲᓐᓴ (SNA), ᑲᓕᕗᐊᓂᐊ (SNRN), ᑲᓗᕌᑐ (SNA), 

ᑎᐊᓚᕕᐊ (SNA), ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ (S1N), ᕗᓗᐊᕆᑕ 

(SNRN), ᔪᐊᔨᐊ (SNRN), ᐊᐃᑕᕼᐅ (S3M), 

ᐃᓚᓄᐊᐃ (SNA), ᐃᓐᑎᐊᓇ (SNA), ᐊᐃᐅᐊ (S1N), 

ᑲᓐᓴᔅ (SNA), ᑭᓐᑕᑭ (SNA), ᒪᐃᓐ (S3S4N), ᒥᕆᓚᓐᑦ 

(SNA), ᒪᓴᓲᓴᑦᔅ (S4N), ᒥᓯᒐᓐ (SNRN), ᒥᓂᓲᑕ 

(SNRM), ᒥᓱᕆ (SNA), ᒪᓐᑖᓇ (SNA), ᓇᕙᕼᐅ ᓇᐃᓴᓐ 

(S4M), ᓂᐳᕌᔅᑲ (SNRN), ᓂᕙᑕ (S4M), ᓂᐅ 

ᕼᐊᒻᑉᓴᐃᐅ (SNA), ᓂᐅ ᔪᓯ (S4N), ᓂᐅ ᒥᐊᒃᓯᑯ (S4N), 

ᓂᐅ ᔪᐊᒃ (SNRN), ᑭᐊᕈᓚᐃᓇ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓ  (SNA), 

ᑕᖁᑕ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓ  (SNRM), ᐅᕼᐃᐅ (SNA), 

ᐅᒃᓚᕼᐆᒪ (S2N), ᐅᕆᒐᓐ (SNA), ᐱᐊᓐᓱᕙᐃᓇ (S4M), 

ᕈᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅ (SNA), ᑭᐊᕈᓚᐃᓇᐅᑉ ᓂᒋᐊ (SNRN), 

ᑕᑯᑕ ᓂᒋᐊ (SNA), ᑎᐊᒃᓴᔅ (SNA), ᔪᑕ (S3N), ᕗᒪᓐᑦ 

                                                 
4 ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐃᐊ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ: ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᖅᑲᐃᓪᓗ, ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓖᑦ, 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓖᑦ ᓵᕝᑦᕘᑦ  ᓴᐳᔾᔪᑎ, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓖᑦ ᑕᐃᒐ ᓄᓇᑭᑦᑐᑦ, ᓇᖅᓴᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒥ ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓖᑦ, ᓄᓇᑭᑦᑐᓂ 

ᐃᑎᖅᓴᑦ, ᔅᑯᓯᐊᓐ ᓄᓇ, ᑕᐃᒐ ᓴᐳᔾᔪᑎ  ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐᒥᓗ ᓄᓇᑭᑦᑐᑦ.   
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(SNA), ᕗᔨᓂᐊ (SNA), ᕗᐊᓯᖕᑕᓐ (S4N), ᕕᔅᑳᓐᓯᓐ 

(SNA), ᕙᐃᐅᒥᖕ (S3N) 

ᒐᕙᒪᖃᑎᒌᓂ (N) ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂ (S) ᓇᐃᑐᓲᕝ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ: 1 – ᔅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᑦ, 177 

2 – ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ, 3 – ᑲᑉᐱᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ, 4 – ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ 5 – ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑐᑦ – ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ , 178 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ – ᐊᑐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, SU – ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒎᓰᑦ: ᑉ –ᕿᑐᕐᓂᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᒻ – ᓅᓲᖅ. N3N4B 179 

ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 180 

 181 

3. ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ 182 

3.1. ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ   183 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑑᔪᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖅ ᐃᓚᒌᓂᑦ ᔅᑯᓗᐸᓯᑕᐃᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕇᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ 184 

ᑕᐅᖅᓰᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐊᕋᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓕᐊᒐᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᑎᒃ. ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᒻᒪᒋᑦ 185 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕇᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᓰᓲᑦ, ᓈᒪᔅᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕌᕐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑦ(~40 ᒡ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ 186 

~33 ᒡ)  ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓱᓗᖏᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (Rubega et al. 2000). ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ 187 

ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᕈᔪᒃ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓱᓗᓄᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᐊᓂᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂ ᑮᓇᖓᑕ 188 

ᓴᓂᐊᓄᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᓄᓕᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓄᓕᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓂᐊᖁᐊ, ᑐᓄᐊ, ᐃᓴᕈᖏᑦ, ᐸᒥᐅᖓᓗ ᓯᐊᕐᓇᕆᒃᑑᔪᑦ 189 

ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑎᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒎᓗᓂᒡᓗ ᑕᖅᓴᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓗᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᓄᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓐᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᐃᒥᒍᓪᓗ 190 

ᓱᓗᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂ. ᐃᓴᕈᖏᑕ ᐊᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᒡᒍᐊᓗ, ᓈᖓ, ᐃᔨᖏᑕᓗ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᓂ (ᐃᓛᓐᓂ 191 

ᑐᑭᓕᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᓕᒃ). ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 192 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᑲᓴᑦᑎᐊᖅᑑᒃ, ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑕᒥᒃ ᓂᐊᖁᖃᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑕᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᐃᔨᐊᒍᑦ 193 

ᑐᓄᐊᒍᓪᓗ. ᕿᕐᓂᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᑲᔾᔨᐊᒍᑦ. ᖁᖓᓯᖅ ᓴᒡᕕᓪᓗ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ, ᓯᐊᕐᓇᓂᒃ ᐃᓴᕈᖃᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᑐᓄᐊᓗ. 194 

ᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᕙᐃᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᖅᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 195 

ᓱᓗᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᑦ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᑐᓄᐊᓂ. ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑕᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᓖᑦ ᑕᑭᔪᓂᒡᓗ 196 

ᒥᖅᑯᑎᐅᖅᑰᔨᔪᒥᒃ ᓯᒡᒍᖃᖅᑐᑎᒃ.  197 
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3.2. ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗ   198 

 199 
ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ  1. ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᐄᓂ. Bateman et al. 2019. 200 

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 201 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖏᓐᓂᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᐅᐸᔅᓯᒪᕙᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑲᓛᖦᖡᑦ 202 

ᓄᓇᖓᓂ, ᔅᐱᑦᔅᐳᒐᓐᒥ, ᐊᐃᔅᓚᓐᒥ, ᕙᐃᕈᔅᒥ, ᔅᑲᑦᓚᓐᒥ, ᓄᐊᕗᐊᐃᒥ, ᐃᔅᑐᓂᐊᒥ, ᕋᓯᐊᒥ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥᓗ 203 

(COSEWIC 2014). ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᓂ,  ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᓯᔾᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥᑦ ᑳᐳ 204 

ᑰᖓᑕ ᐊᑯᐊᓂᑦ ᐹᑐ ᐅᖅᑯᐃᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒧᑦ  (ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1).  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ 205 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓃᓛᖓᓄᑦ ᑮᓕᓂᕐᒥ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ. ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒥ, ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ 206 

ᕿᑎᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ ᔫᑲᓐᒧᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᒫᓂᑐᐸᐅᑉ, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅ, ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂ 207 

ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐ ᑲᖏᖅᑑᑉ, ᓂᒋᐊᓂᓗ ᑯᐸᐃᒃ ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᓯᔾᔭᖓᓄᑦ. ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᐊᑕᔪᖅ B ᓇᓕᐊᓪᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 208 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑦ ᐊᑕᔪᖅ Cᓗ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 209 

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓄᓪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ 210 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ  (PRISM). ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᒥᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᕐᓂᑦ 211 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᒋᕐᒧᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ 212 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 213 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᓪᓗᐊᑕᓲᑦ  ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 214 
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5 ᕕᓇᓚᔨ: ᑭᓪᓕᒋᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᖅ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᓄᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᕈᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓪᓗᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᑦ, 

ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᓄᑦ.   
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ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ, 268 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊ ᕙᓐᑕᐃᑉ ᓅᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓚᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ. ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ 269 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2ᒥᑦ 3 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓄᑦ 1970ᓂ 1980ᓂᓗ 100,000ᒥᑦ 300,000ᓄᑦ 2008ᒥᑦ 2010ᒧᑦ 270 

(Duncan 1995; Nisbet and Veit 2015; Hunnewell et al. 2016). ᓄᓇᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 1980ᓂ 271 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᓂ 1985 1989ᓗ (Duncan 1995). Nisbet 272 

and Veit (2015) ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᓪᓛᓗᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 1983ᒥ, ᓴᙱᔪᓪᓛᓗᒻᒥᒃ 273 

1982-1983 ᐃᐅᓪ ᓂᓄ-ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐅᐃᔾᔮᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ6 (ENSO), ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓗᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂᓗ 274 

1986-1987 ᐃᐅᓪ ᓂᓄ-ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐅᐃᔾᔮᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᐅᓪ ᓂᓄ-ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐅᐃᔾᔮᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 275 

ᓄᖑᑎᑦᑎᔪᐊᓘᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐅᑮᕕᐅᓲᓂ, ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ 276 

ᓂᕿᔅᓴᑭᑦᑐᐊᓘᓕᖅᑐᑎᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓗᐊᕐᓇᑎᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  277 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂ ᓚ ᐱᕈᔅ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᒻᒥ, ᒪᓂᑐᐸᒥ 278 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᓂ 1982 1984ᓗ, ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ (Reynolds 1987).  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 279 

ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ  ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖃᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᐅᐸᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᒍᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊ ᕙᓐᑕᐃ 280 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᔫᕈᑉᒥᐅᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᓅᓲᑦ ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᒪᑕ, 281 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᕕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓂ.  282 

ᓇᓕᐊᓪᓗᐊᕐᑐᑐᐊᖅ  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕝᕕᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ. ᕼᐅᓱ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥ, ᔪᑲᓐᒥ, 1990ᓂ, 283 

ᐱᑕᖃᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ; ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 1999ᒥᓂᑦ 284 

(Cooley et al. 2012). ᓇᓕᐊᓪᓗᐊᕐᑐᑐᐊᖅ  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕝᕕᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓯᕕᖓᔪᓂ 285 

ᑯᕈ ᕝᓚᑦᔅᒥᓗ, ᔫᑳᓐ (Cooley et al. 2012; COSEWIC 2014). ᓲᓯᐅᒥ, ᒫᓂᑑᐸ, ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓪᓗ, 286 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1930ᓂᑦ 1990ᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 287 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ (Jehl and Lin 2001; COSEWIC 2014). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓃᑦ ᓲᔅᓯᓪᒥ ᓚ ᐱᕈᔅ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᒻᒥ 288 

ᑕᕝᕙᓂᑐᐊᖑᖅᑰᔨᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᓂᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓂ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ (Artuso 2018).   289 

3.3.  ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ  ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 290 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ 291 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᒐᔪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᐃᒪᖅᓱᓐᓂ, ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 43 ᐳᓴᓐ ᓄᓇ 292 

ᐃᒫᓃᑐᓂ (Andres et al. 2012b). ᑕᕆᐅᖑᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖅᑖᕋᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ 293 

ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓂᕿᓂᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕇᓄᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖓᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ. ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 294 

ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓲᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓕᐊᓪᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ ᑐᙵᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓂᒃ 295 

(Walpole et al. 2008a). ᓄᓇᖃᓲᖑᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᕆᓇᓱᒃᑕᒥᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᖃᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᑎᒃ 296 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ, ᐃᕕᕐᓚᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖅᑐᓕᓐᓂ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᖁᓛᓂᑦ, 297 

ᒪᕐᕋᖃᓗᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ (Rodrigues 1994; Walpole et al. 2008b). ᐱᐅᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 298 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ Arctophila (ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᕕᓄᑦ) ᐃᒫᓂᓗ ᑭᓕᕐᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ 299 

(Carex aquatilis) (Andres et al. 2012b). ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᓃᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ ᐳᖅᑐᓂᐊᕐᔪᓐᓂ 300 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ (Gratto-Trever 1996). ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᑎᒃ 301 

                                                 
6 ᐃᐅᓪ ᓂᓄ-ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐅᐃᔾᔮᕐᓂᖅ ᓯᓚᓗᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕌᖓᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᖄᖓᑕ ᐆᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᖅᑰᔪᐊᓗᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ. ᐃᐅᓪ ᓂᓄ-ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐅᐃᔾᔮᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᐅᓪ ᓂᓄ-ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐅᐃᔾᔮᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓲᖅ ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᓕᒫᑲᓴᓐᓂ.   
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ᐊᖏᕐᕋᖃᕝᕕᒋᔭᒥᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ ᐱᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᕕᕐᓚᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᖏᔭᖓᓃᓪᓗᑎᒃ; ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 302 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖓ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓲᓄᑦ (Walpole et al. 2008b). 303 

ᓈᒪᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᖃᕝᕕᒋᔭᖓᑕ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 304 

(Artuso 2018; Michel Robert ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ). ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖏᑦ 305 

ᐱᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᔾᔪᓕᐅᓲᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᖅᓱᓂᒃ, ᐃᒪᖅᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᒪᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ. 306 

ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒥ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᕙᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓕᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᐳᑏᑦ ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ 307 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᐸᒃᐸᒐᓂ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᓪᓚᑐᓂᒃ, ᐳᖅᑐᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓕᓐᓂᒃ (Artuso 2018). ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ, 308 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᕙᓲᑦ ᐃᒪᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕙᓗᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᕕᕐᓚᐅᔭᕐᓄᑦ (Michel Robert ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ 309 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ). ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᑲᓴᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᙶᖅᑐᑦ 310 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ.  311 

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᓰᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ, ᓈᒪᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᕆᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ 312 

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕇᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᓐᓃᑦ 313 

ᐃᒍᓇᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (Rubega et al. 2000). ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖅᑖᕋᓱᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᓪᓗ ᐸᖅᑭᕙᑦᑐᑎᒃ 314 

ᕿᑐᕐᖓᒥᓂᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑐᒍ ᒪᓐᓂᓂᒃ ᐃᕙᓃᑦ (Reynolds 1987; Sandercock 1997). ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᑦᑐᑎᒃ 315 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᑎᑭᓲᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᖏᑦᑐᑎᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖅᑖᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 316 

ᐃᕙᕝᕕᒋᔭᒥᓄᙵᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (Hildén and Vuolanto 1972). ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕇᓕᑦᑎᐊᑲᐅᖅᑐᖅᐸᑦᑐᑎᒃ, ᐃᓛᓐᓂ 317 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 4 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕇᒐᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (Reynolds 1987). ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕇᓕᓱᖓᕋᒥᒃ, ᐊᖑᑏᑦ 318 

ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᓲᖑᕗᑦ 5 ᒦᑕᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᕐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᒥᓄᑦ 75 ᐳᓴᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᓕᒫᖅ, ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 319 

ᓄᓕᐊᑲᑕᓪᓚᑦᑐᑎᓪᓗ (Whitfield 1990; Schamel et al. 2004a). ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ 320 

ᐅᓄᖏᑦᑐᓪᓛᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᖏᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ , 98.3% ᒪᖑᓴᓴᓂᓴᑐᓴᓂᑎ ᐃᕙᔭᐅᔪᓂ 321 

ᐊᑖᑕᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᓲᒧᑦ; Schamel et al. 2004a).   322 

ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕖᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᕿᓂᖅᐸᑦᑐᑎᒃ  (Rubega et al.  323 

2000). ᐊᕐᓇᖅ ᑎᓴᒪᓂᒃ ᒪᓐᓂᖃᒡᒍᓪᓗᓂ, ᐊᖑᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᕙᑦᑐᓂᒋᑦ. ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ 324 

ᕿᑐᕐᖓᒥᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 18ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᖃᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖓᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᑦᑎᐊᓲᖑᕗᑦ  (Rubega et al.  2000). 325 

ᒪᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓᑕ, ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐃᕙᒃᑲᓐᓂᓲᖑᕕᑦ, ᓄᓕᐊᒐᔪᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᓂ ᑕᒫᓂᒃᑯᓂ ᓱᓕ 326 

ᐊᓯᐊᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᕇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓕᐊᔾᔭᖏᓐᓇᒥ (Hildén and Vuolanto 1972; 327 

Schamel et al. 2004b). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐃᕙᖃᑦᑕᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐸᖅᑭᓇᓂᒋᓪᓗ ᕿᑐᕐᖓᓂ, ᐊᖑᑎᐅᑉ 328 

ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᖅᓯᒪᕙᒌᖅᑐᔅᓴᐅᕗᖅ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᓂ (ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ 329 

ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖃᖏᑦᑐᕕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᒥᒃ ᒪᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ). 330 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᕈᑕᐅᙱᓛᖑᕗᖅ, ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ 30 60 ᐳᓴᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᓐᓂᒃ 331 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ (Sandercock 1997; Walpole 2008b; Weiser et al. 2018). ᐃᕙᕝᕖᑦ 332 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᕕᙵᑭᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓᒥᒃ 333 

ᓂᕿᒋᔪᒪᓂᖅᓴᒥᓂᒃ (ᐊᕕᙵᑦ), ᒪᓐᓂᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᖔᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᑐᑭᖅᑐᕕᓂᕐᓂᒡᓗ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 334 

ᐊᓯᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᑰᓘ 335 

ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓪᓗ (Blomqvist et al. 2002) ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᓇᑎᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓂ.   336 

 ᓅᓐᓃᑦ 337 
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ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ, ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖏᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᐸᖅᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖓᖏᑦ; ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑐᑦ 338 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᓲᑦ (Rubega et al. 2000). ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖑᕗᑦ 120-130 339 

ᑭᓛᒥᑕᐸᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥ ᓅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂ (van Bemmelen et al. 2019). ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᓲᖑᕗᑦ 340 

ᓂᕆᓇᓱᑐᓂ ᑕᖃᐃᖅᓯᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐸᓗᒻᒧᑦ  (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐅᖓᑖᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᓪᓘᒃ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ) 341 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᓅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥ ᓅᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦ (van Bemmelen et al. 2019). 342 

ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᕗᑦ (ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᓕᓐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ, 343 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒦᒐᔪᑦᑐᑎᒃ) ᓄᖅᑲᖔᒐᔪᑦᑐᑎᒃ  ᓄᓇᒐᓴᒡᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᒥᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 344 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᑕ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᓄᐊᖅᐸᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ  (Mercier and Gaskin 1985; Brown and 345 

Gaskin 1988). ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᓅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓇᓐᓇᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ, 346 

ᐅᓄᖅᑐᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᓴᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ (Rubega et al. 2000). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 347 

ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒻᒥ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᑭᖅᓴᖅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᖃᐃᖅᓯᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖅᓱᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᓂᓗ, ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ 348 

ᑕᕆᐅᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᓂᓗ (Page et al. 1999; Jehl 1986). ᐅᓄᓪᓚᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᑎᑭᓲᖑᕗᑦ  ᓴᔅᑲᑦᑎᕗᐊᓐᒧᑦ, 349 

ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ (Gratto-Trever et al. 2001). ᑕᕆᐅᖑᔪᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᒪᓄ ᑕᓯᖅ 350 

ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᓗ, ᑲᓕᕗᐊᓂᐊᒥ ᓴᑉᓕᓐ ᑕᓯᕐᓗ   ᓴᔅᑲᑦᑎᕗᐊᓐ, ᐅᓄᓗᐊᒪᔮᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᑦᑕᐅᓲᑦ 351 

ᓄᖅᑲᖓᕝᕕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑎᒡᓗ (Jehl 1986; Beyersbergen and Duncan 2007; Frank and Conover 352 

2019; A. McKellar ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ). ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᒐᔪᑉᐳᑦ 353 

ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᖑᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᓄᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᐃᒥᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑎᒃ 354 

ᐅᐊᓴᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ (Jehl 1986). 355 

ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᓯᔾᔭᒥ, ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐊᓂ ᕙᓐᑕᐃ, ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᓂ ᓅᕙ ᔅᑰᓯᐊ   ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᔅᕕᒃᓗ 356 

ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᓪᓚᕆᐊᓗᒃᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑎᒃ 11ᓂᑦ 22ᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ (Mercier 1985; 357 

Hunnewell et al. 2016; van Bemmelen et al. 2019). ᑖᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᐳᑦ 358 

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᒋᓪᓗ ᐅᖅᓱᓂ ᓱᒃᑲᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ 1 ᒍᕋᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥ (Mercier 1985). ᓄᑖᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 359 

ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᑦ ᑯᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐳᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᐅᑉ 360 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᔪᕈᑉᒥᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ (Smith et al. 2014; van Bemmelen et al. 361 

2019).  362 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 363 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᑮᓲᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ. ᐅᑮᔪᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᐸᔅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ 364 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᓕᒫᖅ, ᓅᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᐅᑉ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᐊᖓᓂ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥ 365 

ᓅᓐᓂᖓᑕ (van Bemmelen et al. 2019). ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᓯᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓗᑐᓂᐅᑉ 366 

ᑲᑎᕝᕕᖓᓂ ᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ, ᑲᑎᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᑭᓱᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᔾᔭᐃᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ ᐃᒪᑦ ᐃᑎᔪᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᑦ 367 

ᐃᒥᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᓪᓗ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ (Haney 1985). ᓅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᖓ, 368 

ᓂᕿᓯᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ Sargassum ᐃᖂᑏᑦ, ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ (Haney 1986; Moser and 369 

Lee 2012).  370 

ᓂᕿᖏᑦ 371 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕆᓪᓗᐊᑕᓲᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓂᒃ, ᑭᖒᒐᔪᑦᑐᑎᒃ, ᐊᓇᙲᑦ ᕿᑎᕈᓪᓕᖏᑦ, ᐊᓯᓂᓪᓗ 372 

ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓂᒃ, ᓂᕆᔭᓂ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᔾᔪᒃ ᑐᙵᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᑭᓱᑦ ᓂᖀᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ (Rubega et al. 373 

2000). ᑕᓯᕐᓃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᔅᓱᓐᓂ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒻᒥ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓂᕆᓲᑦ ᑭᕈᓄᒥᑦᓂᒃ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᕿᑎᕈᓪᓖᑦ; 374 
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Hildén and Vuolanto 1972). ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓂ ᕙᓐᑕᐃ, ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᔅᕕᒃ, ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᑦ 375 

ᓂᕆᓇᓱᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᑎᐊᕙᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓄᓪᓚᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᑭᖑᓐᓄᑦ, Calanus finmarchicus, 376 

ᓂᕿᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ (Mercier and Gaskin 1985). ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᓅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓄ ᑕᓯᒻᒥ ᑲᓕᕗᐊᓂᐊ, 377 

ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᓇᙲᑦ 90%ᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᕙᐃᑦ (Jehl 1986). ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ 378 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᒻᒥ ᑕᓯᕐᒥ, ᑕᕆᐅᒥᐅᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᑦ 379 

ᓂᕿᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᓇᙱᓂᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᙱᓚᑦ  (Jehl  380 

1986). ᓂᕿᑐᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓂᒃ, ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓗᑦᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᒍᑎᒃ 381 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓂᕆᓪᓚᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓂᒃ (Rubega and Inouye 1994). ᓅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓵᖓᒍᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᑕ 382 

ᑭᐊᕈᓚᐃᓇ ᐅᐊᖓᖓᑕ, ᓈᒪᔅᑐᑦ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ Sargassum ᐃᖂᑏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᒥ 383 

ᓂᕆᓪᓗᐊᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓵᒑᓴᒻ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓂᒃ (Latreutes fucorum) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᐊᕐᔪᓐᓂᖏᑦ 384 

ᐳᓪᓚᓖᑦ (Litiopa melanostoma) ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ Sargassum ᐃᖂᑎᓄᑦ  (Moser and Lee 2012).  385 

ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᒃ ᐅᒡᒋᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᒍᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ. ᓈᒻᒪᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓯᕙᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᒃᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᓂᑦ, 386 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒍ ᐃᒥᐅᑉ ᒥᓗᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᑭᕕᒍᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᑦᑕᓂ ᐃᒥᕐᒥ ᑯᓯᒻᒥ ᖁᒻᒧᑦ ᓯᒡᒍᒥᓄᑦ, ᓯᒡᒍᓂ 387 

ᒪᑐᐃᕌᕐᔪᓕᖅᑐᓂᐅᒃ ᑯᕕᑎᑦᑐᒍ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒥᖅ (Rubega and Obst 1993). ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖅᑕᖃᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓᑦ 388 

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᓂ, ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐃᔾᔮᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐅᐃᔾᔮᓲᑐᑦ ᐱᙳᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ 389 

ᐃᓂᕐᕋᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᓄᑦ 50 ᓯᐊᓐᑕᒦᑕᓂᑦ ᐃᑎᓕᓐᓂᑦ (Obst 390 

et al. 1996). ᐊᑐᓂ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᐳᑦ, ᐅᐃᔾᔮᖏᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑎᒃ (Rubega 391 

et al. 2000). ᓂᕆᓇᓱᓕᕌᖓᒥ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ Sargassum ᐃᖂᑎᓂ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᑮᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 392 

ᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᖂᑎᓂᑦ, ᐅᐃᔾᔮᕐᓇᑎᒃ (Moser and Lee 2012). 393 
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4. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ 394 

4.1. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓃᑦ 395 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ ᑐᙵᔪᖅ IUCN-CMP (ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᓃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ) 396 

ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓅᖅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑲᐅᑎᒋᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅᑎᑐᑦ 397 

ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖅᑐᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ ᓱᕋᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᓱᕋᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂᒃ, 398 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᐊᔅᓯᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ (ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖓ ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᒡᕖᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ 399 

(ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ, ᒐᕙᒪᖃᑎᒌᓂ, ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ). ᐱᕕᑭᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓯᓐᓂ. ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ, 400 

ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑲᐅᑎᒋᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 401 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃᑯᕕᒻᒥ.  402 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2:  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ  403 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑑᑉ 

ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑐᖓ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑑᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ a ᐊᖏᓂᖓ b ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓂᖓ c ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ d 

7 ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᒥᑭᑦᑐᖅ  (1-10%) ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

7.2 
ᓴᐳᑏᑦ ᐃᒦᓪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ/ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᒥᑭᑦᑐᖅ  (1-10%) ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

8 

ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓲᓪᓗ ᖃᓂᒻᒪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥᓂᓪᓗ ᑎᒥᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᖅ  ᒥᑭᑦᑐᖅ  (1-10%) 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ  (11-

30%) 
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

8.2 
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓪᓗ   
ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᖅ  ᒥᑭᑦᑐᖅ  (1-10%) 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ  (11-

30%) 
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

9 
ᓱᕈᐃᓃᑦ   

 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ  

ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔮᖅᑐᑦ  (71-

100%) 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ  (11-

30%) 
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

9.2 ᐴᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌ ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  
ᐱᕕᑭᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ  (11-

30%) 
ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

9.4 
ᓴᓃᑦ ᑎᓯᔪᓪᓗ ᓱᕈᑦ 

 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ  

ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔮᖅᑐᑦ  (71-

100%) 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ  (11-

30%) 
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ) 

9.5 ᓯᓚᒃᑰᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᕈᑦ   ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  
ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔮᖅᑐᑦ  (71-

100%) 
ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  
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ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑑᑉ 

ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑐᖓ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑑᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ a ᐊᖏᓂᖓ b ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓂᖓ c ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ d 

11 ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ  
ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔮᖅᑐᑦ  (71-

100%) 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ  (11-

30%) 
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

11.1 ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᒡᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᓃᑦ   ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ  
ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔮᖅᑐᑦ  (71-

100%) 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ  (11-

30%) 
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

11.3 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖅᑰᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓂᒡᓚᓱᓐᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᓗ 
ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  

ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔮᖅᑐᑦ  (71-

100%) 
ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

11.4 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᒪᖁᑦᑐᓂ ᖃᓐᓂᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᒦᓪᓗ 

ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂ   
ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  

ᐱᕕᑭᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ  (11-

30%) 
ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

11.5 ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ/ᓯᓚᓗᕈᓗᔪᓗᐊᒪᔮᑦ ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ)  

a ᐊᒃᑯᐃᓂᖅ – ᖃᓄᑎᒋᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᑕᑎᒌᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑲᖐᒋᔭᐅᔪᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑲᐅᑎᒋᐅᖏᑦᑐᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᕐᒦᑎᑕᐅᕙᑦ 404 

ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ. ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑐᙵᔪᖅ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᐳᖁᑐᓂᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐅᑯᐊᑐᐊᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᒥ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥᓗ 405 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 406 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ/ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᕕᐅᔫᑉ. ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ. 407 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᒐᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓃᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᑉᐳᑦ ᑲᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓃᑦ ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 408 

ᐳᖅᑐᔪᓪᓛᓗᒃ (75% ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ), ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ (40%), ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ (15%), ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᕐᓗ (3%). ᓇᓗᓇᐅᔪᖅ: ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᒃᑯᓂ 409 

(ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐊᑭᖏᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ); ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑉᐸᑦ: ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ 410 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖓᑕ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᒻᒪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᖓ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖏᒃᑯᓂ/ᒥᑭᓗᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᐳᒃᑭᓪᓗᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᒥ ᕿᒪᑦᑕᑦᑎᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ); 411 

ᒥᑭᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ: ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓂᖓᓗ ᒥᑭᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ; ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ: ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔪᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ.         412 

b ᐊᖏᓂᖓ – ᖃᓄᑎᒋᒧᑦ  ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 10 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ. ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 413 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ  (ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔮᖅᑐᑦ  = 71–100%; ᐊᖏᔪᖅ  = 31–70%; ᐱᕕᑭᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ  = 11–30%; ᒥᑭᑦᑐᖅ  = 1–10%; ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖏ  < 1%). 414 

c ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓂᖓ –  ᐊᖏᓂᖓᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, ᓱᕋᓐᓂᖓ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖓᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 10 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. 415 

ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕈᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ  ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ’ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. (ᓴᙱᓗᐊᒪᔮᖅᑐᖅ  = 71–100%; ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᓪᓚᑦᑐᖅ  = 31–70%; ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ  = 11–30%; 416 

ᒥᑭᑦᑐᖅ = 1–10%; ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖏ  < 1%; ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᑐᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ≥ 0%).  417 

d ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ – ᐳᖅᑐᒧᖅ = ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ; ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ  = ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  (ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓴᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᒥ [<10 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ]) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ 418 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ  (ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᒥ); ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᖅ  = ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  (ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᔅᓴᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᒥ) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ 419 

(ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐ ᐊᑯᓂᒥ); ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ /ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖏ  = ᕿᒪᑦᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᑎᔾᔮᔪᒃᓴᐅᓇᓂ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑲᐅᑎᒋᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᕕᖃᕝᕕᑭᑦᑐᖅ.   420 
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4.2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 421 

ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖅ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ. ᑭᓱᓪᓚᑦᑖᓄᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 422 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 423 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᓂᓪᓗ. ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᓐᓂ 424 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒦᒐᔪᑦᑐᐊᓘᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓅᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ, ᑭᓂᖅᑐᑦ 425 

ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᓪᓗ ᓱᕈᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᕗᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ 426 

ᐱᖅᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ ᐃᒦᑦ ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᐅᓲᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᒪᖁᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 427 

ᐃᒦᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᒨᑯᕆᒧᑦ ᓱᕈᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ 428 

ᑲᖑᓄᑦ (Chen caerulescens) ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 429 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒋᓂᒃ 10 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᑦ, ᐳᖅᑐᓛᒥᑦ ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ. 430 

(ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2). 431 

11. ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ) 432 

11.1 ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᕝᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᑦᑕᐅᓃᑦ: (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ) 433 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑎᑐᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ 434 

ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓪᓚᖖᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ.  ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ, ᓯᓚᐃᑦ 435 

ᓇᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᒻᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 90% ᒫᐊᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᑦ 436 

ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᓛᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 2070ᒥ (Wauchope et al. 2017). ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᐸᓗᐃᑦ 437 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᔅᑲᓐᑎᓇᐃᕕᐊᒥ (Virkkala et al. 2008). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ 438 

ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᕈᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᒻᒪᑕ ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᓂᒃ  439 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᕝᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᓄᑦ7 ᐅᑎᓲᖑᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᐸᓗᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ 440 

ᐅᑎᓲᖑᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᓄᑦ8 ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ (Colwell 441 

et al. 1988; Reynolds and Cooke 1988). ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ ᐋᑐᐸᓐ ᓴᓴᐃᐊᑎᖓᑕ ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᖓ 442 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓪᓚᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᑐᒋᓪᓗ 3°ᒥᒃ ᐅᖅᑰᓯᒋᐊᕈᓂ 443 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ 58%ᒧᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓗ ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ 11%ᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 444 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᓄᑦ (Bateman et al. 2019). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖃᐃᕐᒪᑕ 445 

ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓃᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᖏᓐᓃᓪᓗ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᖏᓪᓚᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.    446 

 ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓚᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 447 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑕᓰᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᓂᕆᕝᕕᒋᒐᔪᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᕈᑎᒻᒪᑕ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ 448 

ᓱᒃᑲᓕᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᒍᓯᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᑕᓰᑦ. ᐅᑦᕿᐊᒡᕕᒻᒥ 449 

(ᐱᐊᕈᓚᐅᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ), ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥ,1948ᒥᑦ  2013ᒧᑦ,  ᑕᓰᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 15%ᒧᑦ 450 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᓪᓗ ᑕᓯᖃᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 30%ᒧᑦ, ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓴᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ, ᐊᖏᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ 451 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ, ᐸᓂᓕᕐᒪᑕ (Anderson and Lougheed 2015). ᓯᓚᒧᑦ 452 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖅᑰᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᓄᑦ ᐸᓂᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᒥᒻᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 453 

                                                 
7 ᓇᐃᑐᓪ ᕕᓗᐸᑐᕆ: ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᕝᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓄᑦ    
8 ᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᕕᓗᐸᑐᕆ: ᐃᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᓲᖑᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᓄᑦ  
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ᑕᓯᕐᓂᒃ (AMAP 2012). ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑕᓯᖅᑖᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑐᑦ ᓯᕐᒦᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 454 

ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ; ᐊᔅᓱᓪᓖᓛᒃ ᕿᓚᒥᒧᑦ (Morrison et al. 2019).  455 

ᓄᓇᒥ, ᐊᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓯᒻᒥᖏᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᔪᓕᓐᓂᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᑦ 456 

ᓇᒧᙵᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ. ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖅᑰᓯᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 457 

ᐱᕈᖅᐳᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᖅ ᖃᐅᓯᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ (Elmendorf et al. 2012). ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ, 458 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᕋᓛᖑᖅᑰᔨᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᓪᓚᓱᓛᓂ ᑕᑭᓂᖅᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᕋᓛᖑᖅᑰᔨᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᓯᓂ; 459 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᒐᔪᑦᑐᖅ ᒫᓯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᓚᐃᑲᓂᒃ ᐃᕕᕐᓚᐅᔭᕐᓂᓪᓗ (Elmendorf 460 

et al. 2012). ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕈᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᓂ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂ 461 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᓰᑦ (Walpole et al. 2008b). ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᕕᑉᐳᕕᐅᓪ 462 

(Numenius phaeopus) ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑰᒡᔪᐊᕌᐱᒻᒥ, 463 

ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒥ, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓪᓕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᑎᑦᑎᐊᖓᓄᑦ (Ballantyne and Nol 464 

2015). ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓂ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 465 

ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂ 10 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ 466 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓄᑦ.  467 

11.3 ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᓐᓅᓂᐅᓲᓄᑦ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 468 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖏᓂᕐᒧᑦ9 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑰᒃ ᓯᑯᖏᑦ 469 

ᓱᕋᑦᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᐳᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖓᒃᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑰᑦ ᓱᐱᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (Ely et al. 2018) 470 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥ ᐅᖅᑰᓃᑦ ᐅᖅᑰᓯᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᐳᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᔅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ 471 

(Liebezeit et al. 2014; Saafeld and Lanctot 2017; Kwon et al. 2018). ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 472 

ᐊᔪᖏᖅᑰᔨᒐᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᓵᓕᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 473 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᖖᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ 474 

ᖃᖓᒧᑦ (Saafeld and Lanctot 2017; Ely et al. 2018 ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᑯᒍᒃ Liebezeit et al. 2014 475 

ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ [Phalaropus fulicarius] ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓪᓗ), ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 476 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᐅᒃ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐳᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ 477 

(Saafeld and Lanctot 2017; Kwon et al. 2018) ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥᓗ ᐅᖅᑰᓃᑦ ᐅᖅᑰᓯᓕᖅᑐᑎᒃ (Liebezeit et 478 

al. 2014). ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᕈᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᖅᒃᓴᖅ ᖃᖓᒥ ᐅᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᕙᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ 479 

ᖃᐅᔨᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᔭᖓᑕ ᓯᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, 480 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖏᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ 481 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓛᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᕙᔭᖏᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᖃᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, Tulp and Schekkerman 2008). 482 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᕙᔭᖏᑕ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ 1990ᓂᑦ, ᐃᒻᒪᖄᖃᐃ 483 

ᐅᖃᖅᑰᔨᓪᓗᓂ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐳᖅ (Kwon et al. 2018).  484 

ᓂᑭᖅᓴᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒻᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 485 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᒃᓯᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓯᒻᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑑᑉ ᑕᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᑖᖅᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᓂᒋᑦ ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ 486 

                                                 
9 ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖏᓂᖅ:ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖏᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᓲᖑᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖏᓂᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᓲᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒻᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕌᖓᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑐᒃᑰᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᑎᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑳᑐᐱᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᓵᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓪᓗ ᓂᕆᓲᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑳᑐᐱᓗᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕙᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑎᒃ 

ᓂᕆᓂᐊᕋᒥᒋᑦ ᑲᑐᐱᓗᐃᑦ). 
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ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᕈᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (Morrison et al. 2019). ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍᖃᐃ 487 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓯᑳᓪᓚᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᐆᓇᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᖁᐱᕐᕈᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ 488 

ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓪᓚᓕᖅᑐᑦ (Lougheed et al. 2011; Taylor et al. 489 

2016). ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓲᑦ ᕿᑎᕈᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ (Lougheed et al. 490 

2011; Taylor et al. 2016). ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓂᒃ, 491 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᖅᑰᓯᓕᕐᓃᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒍᑎᒃ ᕿᑎᕈᓪᓕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓂᒃ 492 

(Lougheed et al. 2011), ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖏᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 493 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  494 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖕᓇᓂ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ   ᓴᙱᓗᐊᒪᔮᖅᑐᒧᑦ 495 

ᐃᐅᓪ ᓂᓄ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓐᓂ (Nisbet and Veit 2015). ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 496 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓂ, ᐃᐅᓪ ᓂᓄ-ᓂᒋᕐᒥ ᐅᐃᔾᔮᕐᓂᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ, 497 

ᓴᙱᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᓗᖃᕐᓗᓂ (Maher et al. 2018). ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᙱᓗᐊᒪᔮᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᐅᓪ ᓂᓄ-ᓂᒋᕐᒥ 498 

ᐅᐃᔾᔮᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ 499 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ.    500 

ᐅᖅᑰᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᒪᓱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ; ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒻᒥ, 501 

ᐅᖅᑰᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ ᐱᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᕙᕝᕕᓐᓂᒃ 502 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓂ (Sandercock 1997; Walpole 503 

2008b; Weiser et al. 2018), ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓪᓚᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 504 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥ, ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ 505 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ, ᓴᓂᓕᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 506 

ᐅᖅᑰᓂᓐᓂᐃᓐᓂ (Kubelka et al. 2018).  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᖏᑦᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ 507 

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ (Bulla et al. 2019; Kubelka et al. 508 

2019).  509 

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖏᑦ 510 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓄᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ 511 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᖅᑰᔨᔪᖅ ᐊᕕᙵᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᕕᙵᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ 512 

ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓂ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᖓᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 513 

ᐊᕕᙵᖃᓪᓚᒑᖓᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓲᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᕕᙵᑭᑦᑕᕌᖓᑦ, ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ 514 

ᑐᑭᖅᑎᑕᖏᑕ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᔭᒧᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (Blomqvist et 515 

al. 2002; McKinnon et al. 2014). ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕕᙵᑦ 516 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᐊᓂᓗ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐊᕕᙵᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 517 

“ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ” ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ  (Gilg et al. 2009) ᓯᒡᔭᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 518 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ (Kubelka et al. 2018). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᙵᐃᑦ 519 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ “ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ” ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ  ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 520 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ (Gilg et al. 2009); ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᖅ 521 

ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᖅ (Vulpes lagopus) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᙵᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 522 

“ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ” ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ (Fuglei and Ims 2008).  523 
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ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 524 

ᐅᖅᑰᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ (Gauthier et al. 2013) 525 

ᐱᕕᖃᕈᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᙵᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ, ᐃᒻᒪᖄᖃᐃ 526 

ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᔅᓴᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂᖃᐃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ 527 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒫᓃᑉᐸᒌᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ (Fuglei and Ims 2008; Kubelka et al. 2018 ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 528 

ᑕᑯᒍᒃ Gauthier et al. 2013). ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓲᑦ ᓈᒪᓱᑦᑐᓂᒃ (Liebezeit et al. 529 

2014; English et al. 2017), ᐊᔪᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᓂᑦ (Vulpes vulpes) 530 

ᓄᓇᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᓕᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ (Fuglei and Ims 2008). ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ 531 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᕙᔪᓂᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ. ᓯᔾᔭᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 532 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᔨᕝᕕᖃᕈᓐᓂᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ (Kubelka 533 

et al. 2018).  534 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᖅᑰᔾᔨᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓲᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖅᐳᑦ. 535 

11.4 ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᒪᖁᖕᓂᕐᓂ ᖃᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᓂᓗ ᐃᒦᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 536 

ᐃᒪᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᒫᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓅᓲᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᓯᓕᓐᓂ 537 

ᑕᓯᕐᓂ. ᐃᒻᒥᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓃᕌᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓖᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᙳᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᒻᒪᑕ, 538 

ᖁᐱᕐᕉᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ (Rubega and Inouye 539 

1994). ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᑕᓯᖅ ᐊᐳᑦ, ᐅᐊᕆᒐᓐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᙳᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓪᓗ 540 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᑎᒃ 1930ᓂ ᐳᔫᕐᔪᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᖁᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥ (Larson et al. 2016). ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 541 

ᒪᖁᖃᖏᓐᓂᐅᑉ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ . ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂ 542 

ᑕᕆᐅᓕᓐᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᓄ ᑕᓯᖓ ᑕᕆᓕᕐᔪᐊᕐᓗ ᑕᓯᖅ ᑳᓕᕗᐊᓂᐊᒥ ᓴᑉᓚᓐ ᑕᓯᖓᓂᓗ, ᓴᔅᑲᑦᑎᕗᐊᓐ,  543 

ᓈᓇᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᓅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  544 

11.4 ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ / ᓴᙱᓗᐊᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑦ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 545 

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᐃᒪᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ 0.9ᒥᑦ 1.6 ᒦᑕᓄᑦ ᖁᓛᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 546 

ᐳᖅᑐᓂᐊᓄᑦ 2100ᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ (AMAP 2012). ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓯᕐᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓕᕋᒥᒃ, ᐳᖅᑐᓯᒪᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 547 

ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᐱᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᓂᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 548 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ. ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᐃᒦᑦ ᐱᖅᓯᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᔭᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 549 

ᐃᖏᐅᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓄᓪᓗ ᓱᐴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᙳᖅᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᓄᑦ 550 

ᖃᓂᑦᑐᑦ (Jones et al. 2009). ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ ᓱᐱᔫᑉ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐅᔪᑦ.  551 

9. ᓱᕈᐃᓃᑦ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᑐᖅ) 552 

9.2 ᐴᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 553 

ᑭᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᖁᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑲᓴᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᓐᓂᒃ 554 

ᑐᖁᓐᓇᓪᓚᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ (Jenssen 1994). ᒃᓯᐊᓂᖔᖅ, ᑭᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᖄᐹᖅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑦ 555 

ᓱᓗᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑲᑎᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᒥᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᔅᓴᔭᓕᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᕿᐅᔭᓐᓇᔭᓕᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ. (Jenssen 1994). ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓱᓗᒥᓂᒃ 556 

ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᓇᓱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐄᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓱᕉᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᓱᓗᓄᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ 557 

ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᔪᓄᑦ (Jenssen 1994). ᐅᑎᒐᔪᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐅᐸᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᒥᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓘᓱᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓕᖅᓯᒪᓗᓂ 558 
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ᐅᖅᑰᔪᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᑐᖁᔾᔪᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᐃᑦ ᕿᐅᓗᐊᒧᑦ (Jenssen 1994). ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐳᖅ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ 559 

ᓴᑦᑎᑦᑐᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᓂ ᐃᓂᓖᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᒐᔪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᓂ ᑭᓂᖅᑑᓗᓂ ᓯᒐᔭᓂᑦ 560 

ᖃᓂᑦᑐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᑦ, ᕿᒫᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕᓕ ᓯᔾᔭᒧᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᖅᑰᓯᑦᑎᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᓂᖅᓴᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ 561 

ᓇᓂᔭᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓖᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐆᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ (Henkel et al. 2014). ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 562 

ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ ᓅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᓐᓂ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓂᓗ, 563 

ᓇᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑯᕕᔪᖅ ᓱᕋᐃᔪᓪᓛᓘᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕈᓂ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 564 

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓗ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᖅᑕᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ 565 

ᓅᒃᑕᕝᕕᐅᓲᒃᑯᑦ. ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᖅᑕᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 566 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓂ ᕙᓐᑕᐃᒥ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐋᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᓴᐃᓐᑦ ᔭᓐ, ᓂᐅ 567 

ᐳᕋᓐᔅᕕᒃᒧᑦ (J. Paquet ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ).  568 

ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑯᕕᔪᓪᓚᑦ, ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᓪᓚᒃᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ, ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 569 

ᐃᐊᒃᓴᓐ ᕙᓪᑏᔅ ᑯᕕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1989ᒥ, ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓇᐃ ᓄᕙᕐᔪᑯᑖᖕᒥ, 570 

ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥ, ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ. 1991 ᑎᑭᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ 571 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ 572 

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᓂ ᑯᕕᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ (Day et al. 1997a). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 573 

ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖅᓱᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᒥ ᐅᓕᕝᕕᓐᓂᓗ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᒧᑦ (ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᔪᓄᑦ), 574 

ᑐᖁᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒨᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᕐᒧᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ (Day et al. 1997a). ᐳᕆᓐᔅ ᕗᐃᓕᐊᒻ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒻᒥ, 575 

ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥ ᓈᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᓕᓐᓂ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᖅᓲᖏᑦᑐᓂᓗ ᐃᓂ 2.5 576 

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᐊᒃᓴᓐ ᕙᓪᑏᔅ ᑯᕕᔪᖅ (Day et al. 1997b).  577 

ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑯᕕᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᐊᖑᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᕗᑦ ᓇᓘᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑭᓂᖅᑐᕈᔪᑦ, ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 578 

ᓇᓂᔭᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᓂ ᑳᓕᕗᐊᓂᐊᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓅᓯᒪᒐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ ᐱᖃᑕᓛᖑᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᑦ 579 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᕿᓂᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᒥ (Roletto et al. 2003; Henkel et al. 2014). 580 

ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᖔᖅ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ 581 

ᓱᕉᖏᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᕐᖔᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᒐᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᐃᓇᑎᓪᓗ 582 

ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ. ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓃᑦ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ ᓯᔾᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑰᔾᔨᕗᑦ ᓱᕉᖏᓐᓇᐅᔭᕐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ 583 

ᒪᕐᕈᓪᓗᐊᓂ: ᕼᐃᐊᒃᑕᐃᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᕐᒥ ᑎᒃᓴᓐ ᐃᓯᕆᐊᒥ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒥ, ᔅᑲᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᓗ ᓂᒋᕐᒥ (Fox et al. 2016). 584 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 41% ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᑦ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ ᓯᔾᔭᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᐸᔅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 585 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᓪᓚᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓕᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᓯᔾᔭᐃᑦ (Fox et al. 2016).  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖓ 586 

ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐊᖏᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ.    587 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓅᒃᑕᕝᕕᓐᓂ, ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 588 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᒃᑭᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂᑦ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᖃᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᕐᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᕐᔪᐊᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑮᕕᒻᒥᓂ 589 

ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓂ. ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐲᔭᐃᓃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑭᓱᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ, 590 

ᐅᓄᖅᑐᐊᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃᑕᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᖅᐸᑦᑐᓂ (UNEP 2006). ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᓂᒃ 591 

ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑯᕕᔪᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ, ᑲᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ 592 

ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕝᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᓂ ᒍᐊᐃᐊᑯᕕᐅᓪ, ᐃᐊᑯᐊᑐᐊ, ᓖᒪ, ᐱᕈ, ᐳᐃᑐ ᑭᓐᑎᕈ, ᓴᓐ ᕕᓐᓯᓐᑎ, ᐳᓐᑕ 593 

ᐊᕆᓇᔅ, ᓯᓕᓗ (UNEP 2006).    594 
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ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᑦ.   596 

9.4 ᓴᓃᑦ ᑎᓯᔪᓪᓗ ᓱᕈᐃᑦ (ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ) 597 

ᐊᐅᑦᑕᔫᓄᑦ ᓱᕆᓃᑦ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑲᓴᓪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᓂᕆᓯᒪᔪᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᕋᓛᓂᒃ. 598 

ᓄᐊᑦ ᑲᕆᓚᐃᓇ ᓯᔾᔭᖓᑕ ᓵᖓᓂ 59 92ᓂᑦ ᓇᓘᓱᖅᑐᑦ (64%), ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 599 

ᓂᕆᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑦᑐᓈᓂᒃ, ᑐᐊᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓂᒃ 600 

ᐃᕙᓗᓂᒃ, ᓵᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ (Moser and Lee 1992). ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓂ, 601 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓲᕐᓗᑐᑦ ᓇᓘᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᑭᖅᓴᖅᓯᐅᓲᑦ ᖄᖓᓂ ᑯᑭᐅᔭᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᖅᓴᐅᒐᔪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 602 

ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᕋᓛᓂᒃ (Moser and Lee 1992). 53 ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ (Phalaropus fulicarius) ᖁᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 603 

ᑳᓕᕗᐊᓂᐊ ᓯᔾᔭᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖏᑦ 34 ᐃᓗᓕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᕋᓛᓂᒃ (64%; Briggs et al. 1984). 604 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ 7 ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓗᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᔭᓄᑦ ᑳᓕᕗᐊᓂᐊᒥ, 6 ᐄᓯᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᕋᓛᓂᒃ 605 

86%; Connors and Smith 1982). 606 

ᐄᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᑦ ᐄᓯᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ 607 

ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ (ᐊᖏᑭᒃᑯᑦ) ᐅᖅᓱᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᖃᖅᑰᔨᓪᓗᓂ ᓂᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ 608 

(Connors and Smith 1982). ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ 9ᓂᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ 609 

ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥ, ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᕋᓛᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᒥᓂ ᓴᓗᓗᐊᒪᔮᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ (Drever et al. 2018). 610 

ᐱᓚᒃᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑲᓴᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᑐᖁᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕐᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ 611 

ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᕐᓗᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᖏᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐊᓗᐊᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᑦᑐᓂᒃ, 612 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕐᓕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ, ᐊᐅᑕᔫᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 613 

ᐃᓇᓗᐊᕐᓂᒃ (Drever et al. 2018; Jennifer Provencher ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ). ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᒧᑦ 614 

ᖃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖅᑰᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐆᓇᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 615 

ᖁᐱᕐᕈᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᓴᑦᑎᑦᑐᒥ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᖅᑲᐃ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᖃᓗᐊᖅᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᓄᑦ (Drever et al. 616 

2018).  617 

ᐊᐅᑦᑕᔫᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓇᓗᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓲᖑᒻᒪᑦ 618 

ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓂᒃ ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ, ᓂᕆᔭᕐᓂᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᑮᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓃᑦ 619 

ᑲᐃᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᒥᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ, ᕿᒪᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐳᒃᑕᓛᖅᑐᓂ ᓴᓂᕐᓂ 620 

(Bourne and Clarke 1984). ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᓃᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᑎᓯᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᓱᕈᓂᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ 621 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᐳᑦ.  622 

9.5 ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ ᐳᔪᐃᑦ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 623 

ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᑕ, 624 

ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᓂᒃ ᒨᑯᕆᓂᒃ ᑯᕕᓯᔪᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ 1960 ᒥᓂᑦ (Muir et al. 625 

2009). 13 ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐊᓂ ᕙᓐᑕᐃ, ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᔅᕕᒃ ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᓂᒃ 626 

ᓄᑭᒥᓂ ᒨᒃᑯᕆᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᒻᒪᖄᖑᔪᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ, ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖏᑉᐳᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ 627 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᒨᒃᑯᕆᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖏᒃ ᓂᕆᓲᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ (Braun et al. 1987). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 628 

ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᓵᖅ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐅᑦᕿᐊᕝᕕᒃ (ᐱᐊᕈᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ), ᐊᓛᔅᑲ ᐊᐅᖓᓂ ᒨᒃᑯᕈᖃᖅᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᓛᓂ 629 

ᑭᓪᓕᐊᑕ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᓂ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓂ (1.21 ug g-1; Perkins et al. 2016). 630 
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ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᐊᑕᐅᓰᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 631 

ᔅᑐᕋᓐᑎᐅᒻ ᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᐳᖅᑐᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 9.7 µᒡᖑᒐᔪᑦᑐᑎᒃ  ᔅᑐᕋᓐᑎᐅᒻ ᐊᑐᓂ ᒍᕌᒻᒧᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ, 632 

ᖁᓛᓃᑦᑐᓂ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᓂ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓂ (Saalfeld et al. 2016). ᔅᑐᕋᓐᑎᐊᒻ 633 

ᓇᒧᙵᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᐊᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐳᔫᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ 634 

ᓱᕈᐃᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ.   635 

8. ᑕᒪᐅᙵᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓗᕈᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᖃᓂᒻᒪᓐᓇᑦ ᑎᒥᓕᐅᕈᑏᓪᓗ  (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: 636 

ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᖅ)  637 

8.2 ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᑐᖃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᓪᓗ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᖅ) 638 

ᑲᑎᓐᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᑲᖑᐃᑦ ᑲᖒᖃᑎᒌᕝᕕᓐᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 639 

ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᑦᑐᓂ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒃ ᑲᑎᔾᔮᓇᓂ. ᐱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓪᓚᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓄᓄᑦ 640 

ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓪᓚᒍᑎᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᓪᓗ (Abraham et al. 2005). ᑲᖑᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 641 

ᐅᓄᓗᐊᒪᔮᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 1998ᒥᑦ. ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᐅᓪᓗ ᑲᖑᐃᑦ 1999ᒥᑦ, 642 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓪᓗ ᐱᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᖑᖏᓐᓂ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᖑᓂ 2014ᒥᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 643 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᒪᔮᖅᑐᑐᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᖑᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂ 644 

ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᖃᔅᓯᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᖁᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᑲᖑᓂᒃ 645 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.  646 

ᐅᓄᓗᐊᒪᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᖑᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐳᑐᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᔾᔪᖅ, ᕿᒪᐃᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᔾᔪᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ 647 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᓪᓗ (Abraham et al. 2005; Peterson et al. 2013). ᑲᖑᐃᑦ ᐳᑐᓯᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 648 

ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᔾᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᔾᔪᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᕙᑦᑐᑎᓪᓗ, 649 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖑᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 650 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᕐᓂᓪᓗ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓂᒃ (Milakovic et al. 2001). ᑲᖑᖃᕈᓐᓃᕋᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ 651 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ (Peterson et al. 2013).  652 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᐃᑉ ᓲᔅᓯᐅᓪ, ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒥ, ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 653 

ᑲᖑᖃᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 1990ᓂ (Sammler et al. 2008). ᑲᖑᓂᒃ ᐃᕙᔪᖃᓚᐅᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᑲᐃᑉ 654 

ᓲᔅᓯᓪᒥ, ᑲᖑᐃᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓚ ᐱᕈᔅ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒻᒥ ᐱᓱᓱᖃᑎᒋᓲᕆᒻᒪᒋᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖓᓂ ᓲᔅᓯᓪ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓄᑦ 655 

ᓂᕆᔭᖅᑐᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂ (Cooch et al. 1993), ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑐᒍᖃᐃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᒃᓴᖅ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 656 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ (Sammler et al. 2008). ᓚ ᐱᕈᔅ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᖃᖅᐳᖅ 657 

ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓃᑐᓂᑦ (Artuso 2018) ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓚ ᐱᕈᔅ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒻᒥ 658 

1983ᒥ, ᑲᖑᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ 659 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖕᒪᑦ 1982-1983 ENSO, ᑲᖑᐃᑦᖑᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 660 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (Reynolds 1987; Nisbet and Veit 2015; C. Gratto-661 

Trevor ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓄᑦ 662 

ᐃᑲᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.    663 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓗᕈᑕᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ 664 

ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᑕ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᖑᓄᑦ ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᓂᓂᑦ 665 

ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᑲᖑᓄᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓛᖑᕗᑦ ᐱᓇᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐ ᐸᐃᒥ ᔭᐃᒻᔅ ᐸᐃᓗ, 666 
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ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅᒥ, ᑯᐃᓐ ᒫᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒻᒥ ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕕᒻᒥ, ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᓴᐅᑦᕼᐊᒻᑉᑕᓐ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒥᓗ, 667 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ (COSEWIC 2014).  668 

7. ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓃᑦ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ : ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 669 

7.2 ᓴᐳᑏᑦ ᐃᒦᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ/ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ: ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 670 

ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒥᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓅᓲᖑᕗᑦ 671 

ᐃᓗᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᓂᑭᖅᓴᖅᓯᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓪᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒥᓄᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᓄ ᑕᓯᕐᒥ ᑳᓕᕗᐊᓂᐊ, 672 

ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒦᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᒃ ᑕᓯᖅ, ᑕᕆᐅᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒥᖅ ᓴᖑᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᒋᑦ 673 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ 1940ᓂ. ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᓐᓇᕆᓛᖓ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᓇᙲᑦ, ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒻᒪᑕ 674 

ᑕᕆᐅᙳᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 1990ᓂᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᓇᙲᑦ ᓄᖑᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᕿᒪᑦᑐᒋᑦ 675 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕋᑎᒃ (Rubega and Inouye 1994). ᐅᓪᓗᒥ, ᒪᓄ ᑕᓯᕐᒥ ᐃᒥᖏᑦ ᑎᒫᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ 676 

ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑎᒍᑦ.  ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑎᖃᕆᕗᑦ; ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓄᑦ 677 

ᓄᖅᑲᓈᕝᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᓯᖅ ᐊᐅᐳᑦᒥ, ᐅᐊᕆᒐᓐ ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖅᑰᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᙳᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 678 

(Larson et al. 2016). ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓪᒍ, ᐃᒥᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕗᖅ 679 

ᐱᕕᑭᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᔭᐅᔪᖅ, ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 680 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓗᐊᔾᔮᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓇᓂ. 681 

5. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ 682 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 683 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 2040ᒧᑦ.   684 

ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ   685 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᔭᑦᑐᓐᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ 686 

2040 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 687 

ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ (2.35 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐸᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ), ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓪᓗ 688 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 689 

ᓄᖅᑲᖓᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᓯᓐᓂ 40 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓇᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 690 

ᖃᓄᐃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᙵᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 691 

ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᓐᓂ. 10 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᑦᓯᐊᕐᓃᑦ 692 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓲᑦ 693 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᕕᙵᓂᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ, ᑐᙵᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕕᙵᖃᕐᓃᑦ 694 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (Blomqvist et al. 2002). ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔾᔮᙱᓚᖅ 695 

ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓲᖑᓂᖏᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑎᖏᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ 696 

ᖃᓄᐃᑎᑦᓯᓇᓱᑦᑐᖅ ᓵᑦᑎᕗᖅ  ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂ 697 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑐᑦ (COSEWIC 2014) 698 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᐱᐅᓕᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 699 

ᐊᐅᓚᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑯᕕᔪᓂᑦ ᓱᕈᐃᓃᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ 700 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ 701 
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ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᐸᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 702 

ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ.  703 

6.  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑏᑦ  ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᓃᓪᓗ 704 

6.1. ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᕙᒌᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 705 

 ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓄᓪᓗ 706 

ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕐᕖᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓃᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᖓᑕ 707 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 708 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᐅᓛᖑᕗᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᒐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 709 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ.  710 

 2005 ᒥᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃᒥ 1996ᒥᓗ ᐸᓯᕕᒃᒥ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓂ 711 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᓂᑦ. ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃᒥ, ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᓯᓐᓂᑦ 712 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᕈᕐᕋᒻ ᐃᓐᑎᒍᕆ ᑎ ᕆᓱᕐᓯᔅ ᓱᕐ ᓕᔅ ᕗᐊᓱ ᓕᓚᒋᒃᔅ (PROP) 713 

ᐊᐅᓚᓪᓗᓂ 1966ᒥᑦ 1992ᒧᑦ, ᐸᓯᕕᒃᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᕕᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᒐᔪᑦᑐᓄᑦ 714 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 1982ᒥᑦ 715 

2010ᒧᑦ.  716 

 ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓯᔾᔭᓐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ 717 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᓅᓲᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ 718 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᒧᑦ 719 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ, ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᓴᑦᓯᑦᑐᒃᑰᖅᑐᓂᒃ.      720 

 ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕆᐅᓲᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᓇᓱᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 721 

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᓪᓗ ᐊᕝᕙᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᕝᕙᖓᑕ 722 

ᓯᔾᔭᓂ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ (WHSRN). ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ 723 

ᑐᕌᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᓄᑦ.     724 

 ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᐅᓛᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᓂ 725 

ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑏᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ  (CAFF 726 

2019).  727 

 ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ-ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᒍᕋᐃ ᕼᐋᓇᔅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᒃ, 728 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕕᒃ, ᕼᐊᐃᑕ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓴᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ (PCA 2016) ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᕗᑦ 729 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᒻᒥ, 730 

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᓈᓗᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓰᓪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ 731 

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕝᕕᒻᒥ.    732 

 1994ᒥ,  ᑳᓕᕗᐊᓂᐊᒥ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐃᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 733 

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓚᔅ ᐊᓐᔨᓕᔅᒥᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒦᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᑦ ᒪᓄ ᑕᓯᕐᒧᑦ. ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 734 

ᐃᒦᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᑉᐸᒌᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᒦᑦ ᒪᓄ ᑕᓯᕐᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᑎᒍᑦ 735 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᑭᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᒥᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖔᖅᑐᑎᒃ 736 

“ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕖᑦ” ᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.   737 
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 2018ᒥ, ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᓂ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓄᑦ 738 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᓴᓂᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᒃᑭᓇᐅᔭᓄᑦ 739 

ᒥᑭᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ.      740 

 ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖓᑦ (UNDP) ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᑯᓪᓗ  741 

(GEF) ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ- ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ 742 

ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖓᑦ-ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 2010ᒥᑦ 2016ᒧᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 743 

ᓯᓕᐊᓐ ᐱᕈᕕᐊᓐ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ.    744 

 2016ᒥ, ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ 745 

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖓᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᕐᒥ 746 

ᐊᖏᔪᕐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑏᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᕈᕆᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᓯᓐᓂ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 747 

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓗᐊᙳᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᓄᑖᖅ ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 748 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ.     749 

 ᐱᕈ ᓴᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒍᐊᓄ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕋᓛᓂᒃ, ᑲᐃᑉᔅ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑕ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᔪᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ 750 

2009ᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᒪᕕᒃ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ~84,500 ᕼᐃᐊᒃᑎᐊᔅᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐃᓂᓂᒃ 751 

ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᕐᒥ ~3,000 ᕼᐃᐊᒃᑎᐊᔅᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᒥ ᓯᔾᔭᓂ.     752 

 ᕗᐊᓐ ᕕᓇᓐᑦᕆᐊᔅ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ (ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᑦ 753 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ) ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ~24,000 ᓴᓂᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᓪᓗ ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓂᒃ ᓴᑦᓯᑦᑐᒥ ᓯᓕᒥ 754 

ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᕐᒥ. ᓯᓕ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ 755 

ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᓚᑉᔅᑐᓄᑦ 756 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.      757 

 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔫᓂ, 2019ᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ 758 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓃᑦ ᓵᑦᓯᔪᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᓱᔾᒐᑦ, ᕕᐅᓪᓴᐅᓪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᖓ (Phalaropus tricolor), 759 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ. ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᐅᔪᑦ 760 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ:   761 

o ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ  762 

o ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᒋᑦ 763 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ    764 

o ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ ᒧᑕᔅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᕈᑎ10 ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ 765 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᑦᓯᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ 766 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᔾᔪᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖃᐃ ᓇᐸᔪᓂᒃ 767 

ᓇᑉᐸᖅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᑦ.   768 

 ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓄᑦ ᒪᓄ ᑕᓯᕐᒥ, ᑳᓕᕗᐊᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2019ᒥ. 769 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᔅᓯᓕᖓᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐳᕈᖅᓴᐃᕗᑦ ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᓯᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 770 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 771 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ. 772 

 773 

                                                 
10 ᒨᑕᔅ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᒧᙵᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ. 
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6.2. ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑏᑦ  774 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ 775 

ᐃᒪᐃᑉᐳᑦ:     776 

 ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ    777 

 ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᑎᑦᓯᖏᓐᓃᑦ    778 

 ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓃᑦ    779 

 ᓱᕈᖅᑎᑦᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓃᑦ   780 

 ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 781 

 782 

6.3. ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᓃᑦ  783 

 784 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3. ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ 785 

ᒪᓕᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2ᒥ.  786 

 ᓄᖑᑎᑦᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑲᐅᒋᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᐅᔪᖅe 

ᐅᓗᕿᐊᓇᖅᑐ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗᓐᓃᓐ 

ᓲᑕᐅᔪᑦ  
ᖃᖓᒥᑦ ᖃᖓᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓱᕈᓘᔭᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓐᓃᑦ: ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 

ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᓯᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. 

ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  2022-2027 

ᐊᑕᐅᑦᓯᒃᑰᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓃᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 

ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᓴᓂᕇᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᐅᑉ 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂ 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᓂ. 

ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  2022-2027 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓅᒃᑕᕐᕖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᓗ 

ᓅᒃᑕᕐᕖᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ.   

ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  2022-2032 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓪᓗ.  
ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  2027-2032 

ᑭᓱᕈᓘᔭᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓐᓃᑦ: ᐃᓗᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᕐᓃᑦ  

ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓃᓪᓗ 

ᓵᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ. ᑎᓕᐅᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖃᑦᑕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᑎᓐᓇᓱᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔨᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ-ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᓃᓪᓗ (ᓲᕐᓗ eBird, Beach Watch). 

ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᖅ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ  ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ  

ᑭᓱᕈᓘᔭᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓐᓃᑦ: ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᓃᑦ 

ᐃᒥᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓗᐊᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᐃᒥᖅᑖᕝᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᑦ 7.2 ᐊᒻᒪ 11.2 ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ  
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ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑏᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᖏᑕ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂ 

ᐃᒥᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓯᓕᓐᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ 

ᓅᒃᑕᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᓐᓂᓗ 

ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐃᓄᖃᕈᓐᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ 

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, 

ᓯᓚᒧᑦ ᓂᑲᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ). 

ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ  
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᑦ 11.1, 11.2, 11.3, ᐊᒻᒪ 

11.4 
2027-2032 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᑎᑦᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓃᑦ ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖏᔪᕐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖃᑎᒌᓂ. 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᑦ 9.2 ᐊᒻᒪ 9.4 2027-2032 

ᑭᓱᕈᓘᔭᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓐᓃᑦ: ᓴᖁᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᓃᑦ  

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑮᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑯᕕᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᐊᓗᓐᓄᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᖏᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ. 

ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅ  9.2 ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ  

ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᓖᑦ ᓴᑦᓯᑦᑐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 

ᐳᖅᑐᔪᖅ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅ  9.2 ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ  

ᑭᓱᕈᓘᔭᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓐᓃᑦ: ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᑭᒃ  ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑏᑦ 

ᐄᓯᓲᖑᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᓗ ᐄᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅ  9.4 2027-2032 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᑦ ᐊᓰᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᓅᒃᑕᕐᕖᑦ 

ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑲᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᕙᓐᑕᐃᑉ) 

ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓪᓗ. 

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅ  11.3 2022-2027 

e “ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᐅᔪᖅ” ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 787 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 788 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ. ᐳᖅᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ 789 

ᑐᕌᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ. ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ 790 

ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑲᐅᑎᒋᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᕌᑲᐅᑎᒋᖏᑦᑐᓂᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᒋᑦ 791 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐳᒃᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑏᑦ 792 

ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᑐᕌᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᕋᔮᑦᑐᒥᓪᓘᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ 793 

ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕐᔪᐊᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ 794 

ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ.  795 

  796 

 797 
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6.4. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ 798 

ᐸᓐᓇᔅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ    799 

ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᓃᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓵᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓃᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ 800 

ᓇᐅᒃᑯᕈᓘᔭᖅ. ᓄᖑᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᓃᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓇᓛᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᓗᑎᓪᓗ 801 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓵᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ.    802 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖏᓪᓚᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᓘᒪᔪᖅᑐᑦ 803 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐱᖃᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 804 

ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᓴᖅ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ 805 

(ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂ) ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖏᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 806 

ᓅᒃᑕᕝᕕᖏᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ. ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ, ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᔅᓱᕉᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ 807 

ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᒥᒧᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. 808 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᓱᓕᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᒥᒃ, ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑏᑦ 809 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᓐᓂᒃ. ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᕇᕐᒪᑕ, 810 

ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᖅᑯᕝᕕᒻᒥ 811 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᓯᓐᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ. 812 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓂᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓯᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓲᕐᓗᑐᑦ 813 

ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᓲᓄᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᒻᒥᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 814 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ. 815 

ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᐃᒍᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᑖᒥ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 816 

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᒥᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 817 

ᐊᑕᐅᑦᓯᒃᑯᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ. 818 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂ ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᓐᓂ 819 

ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕋᓱᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᑭᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᒧᑦ 820 

ᓇᐃᓴᕋᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᓇᐃᓴᕋᓱᒡᓗᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ, 821 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᐸᔅᓯᒪᕝᕕᓐᓂᓗ ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᓐᓂ.  822 

ᖃᖓᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓂ ᓇᓂᓯᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓅᑐᓂᒃ 823 

ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᖓᒍᑦ (Smith et al. 2014, van Bemmelan et al. 2019). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 824 

ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᑦᓯᐊᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑦᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᒧᑕᔅᒥᒃ 825 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ, ᐃᓗᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᐊᓲᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᒧᑕᔅᒥᒃ ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ 826 

ᒧᑕᔅᒧᑦ ᓇᐸᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᖏᑦᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᒧᑕᔅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ 827 

ᐊᕙᓗᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᓐᓂᒃ. ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓯᒪᕗᑦ. ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓄᑦ 828 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒧᑕᔅ ᓇᐸᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓄ ᑕᓯᕐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᒡᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᑕᓯᕐᒥ, ᑳᓕᕗᐊᓂᐊᒥ.  829 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ, ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᒻᒥ, ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂ 830 

ᐱᕕᖃᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓪᓗ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓄᑦ. 831 

ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓗᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ 832 

ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓅᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ 833 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᓐᓂ ᓅᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᓯᐊᕐᓇᓛᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 834 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓃᑦ. 835 
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 ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓛᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 836 

ᐊᖏᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓘᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 837 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 90%ᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ 838 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2070ᒧᑦ ᓯᓚ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓘᔭᖃᑦᑕᓕᕈᓂ (Wauchope et al. 2017) ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓗᑎᒡᓗ 42% 839 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᕕᓂ 3° ᐅᖅᑰᓯᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ (Bateman et al. 2019). ᐊᓂᒍᓚᐅᕐᓗᓂ 3° ᐅᖅᑰᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ, 840 

11% ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓯᓚᒧᑦ ᓂᑲᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᓂᒃ ᓅᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒧᑦ 841 

(Bateman et al. 2019). ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᖅᑭᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 842 

ᓅᒃᑕᕐᕖᓪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᙳᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 843 

ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᒧᑦ ᓂᑲᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ).  844 

ᐃᒦᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᕈᑎᓗᐊᒪᔮᕈᑎᒃ, ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖑᓕᓗᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᓂᒃ 845 

ᓂᕆᔭᐅᓲᓂᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐃᒥᖅᑖᕝᕕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔪᓐᓇᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ  846 

ᒪᖁᒍᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖅᑎᖏᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒦᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ ᐃᒻᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 847 

ᐃᒪᐃᖏᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓃᓪᓗ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓄᑦ. ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒥᕐᓂᒃ 848 

ᐊᑐᓗᐊᖏᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒥᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐃᒥᖅᑖᕝᕕᐅᓲᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᖅᑭᓂᕐᓄᑦ 849 

ᑖᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᐅᓲᓄᑦ.  850 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐄᓯᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᓯᖅᑰᔨᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒥᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓂᒃ 851 

ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᑲᓴᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ 852 

ᖄᖏᓐᓂ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᕋᓛᓄᑦ, ᐄᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᖃᐃ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᓂᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᑦ. 853 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕋᓱᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᐄᓯᓲᖑᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᓇᑭᓪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᑦ 854 

ᐄᓯᓛᖑᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ (ᐅᑮᔪᑦ, ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᒃᑕᕝᕕᒻᒥᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ) ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 855 

ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᙱᓗᐊᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᑦᓯᓐᓂ.  856 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕆᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 857 

ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓐᓂᓗ. ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᕋᓛᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 858 

ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 859 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑎᖃᙱᓚᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᐋᒃᑲᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  860 

ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒦᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ, ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᖃᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᑦ 861 

ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᑯᕕᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ 862 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 863 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖁᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖏᒃ. 864 

ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᓄᓇᓂ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᖃᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᕕᐅᓪᓚᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ 865 

ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ 866 

ᑖᒃᑯᑐᓇᖅ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ. 867 

ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗ, ᓄᓇᓂ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᖃᐅᔭᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂ ᑯᕕᕕᐅᕐᔪᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ, 868 

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᖃᕐᒧᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ 869 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑎᑐᑦ. ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᑦᑐᑎᒃ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᕙᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 870 

ᑲᑎᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᕐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕐᓇᓪᓚᒃᑲᔭᖅᐳᖅ 871 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᓗᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓕᓯᓇᓱᓪᓗᓂ 872 
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ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᕼᐊᒻᐳᓪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᖏᔪᕐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᑕᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ 873 

ᑲᑎᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᖁᒥᒃ ᐱᕈ ᓯᓕᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ. 874 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑏᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓄᑦ 875 

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ, ᑭᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖓ ᓱᕋᐃᕐᔪᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ 876 

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᓗ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓐᓂᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᓚᖅ.  877 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ, ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᓯᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ 878 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓵᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 879 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᕙᔪᓂᒃ ᓅᑦᑐᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ 880 

ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ eBird. ᓯᔾᔭᓂ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ 881 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᔅᓯᓂᕐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓗ 882 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᕈᔫᓪᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓪᕇᓃᑦ 883 

ᐃᑲᔪᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᑦ ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᓱᕈᓂᑦ. 884 

   885 

7. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 886 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑲᓇᓂ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᒧᑦ 887 

ᐱᓇᓱᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ 888 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ.   889 

 890 

 2030ᒥ, ᓱᓕᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᑦᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 891 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᓛᖅᑐᑦ.  892 

 2030ᒥ, ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒃᑲᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᓕᒫᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ. 893 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᑦᑖᖅ ᓴᙱᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ 30%ᒧᑦ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓂ 894 

10 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ.    895 

 2040ᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᕐᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 896 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓅᕖᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕝᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 10 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ.    897 

  898 
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ᐱᔮᕆᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ ᐱᕚᓕᕈᑕᐅᓇᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 1197 

ᐸᕐᓇᒐᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᙵᔪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᐃᓚᐃᐅᔾᔨᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓂᒃ 1198 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᐊᖅᑐᒍ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ 1199 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᑦ 1200 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᑲᓇᓂ 1201 

ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ. 1202 

ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓖᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᓄᑦ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᓄᑦ, ᓅᓲᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᓄᑦ 1203 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᓄᓪᓗ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ. ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕕᐅᓴᓐᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᕆᐊᖓ (Phalaropus tricolor) ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ 1204 

ᐊᑐᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᔾᒐᓂᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᒥᖃᕋᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒥᕐᓂᒃ 1205 

ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓂᖀᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 1206 

ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ.   1207 

                                                 
11 www.canada.ca/en/environmental-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-

assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html 
12 www.fsds-sfdd.ca/index.html#/en/goals/  

http://www.canada.ca/en/environmental-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html
http://www.canada.ca/en/environmental-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html
http://www.fsds-sfdd.ca/index.html#/en/goals/
http://www.canada.ca/en/environmental-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html
http://www.canada.ca/en/environmental-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html
http://www.fsds-sfdd.ca/index.html#/en/goals/
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10. ᐊᑕᔪᖅ  B: ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ  ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ   ᓈᒪᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ 1208 

 1209 

ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᑦ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ, ᒪᓂᑐᐸ, ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅ, ᑯᐸᐃᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ 1210 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᓂᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᒥᒃ 1211 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓈᒪᓱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᔅᑲᑦᓯᕗᐊᓐᒥ ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖓᓂ. ᐊᐅᐴᑕᒧᑦ 1212 

ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 1213 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᓐᓂ, ᐱᑕᖃᒐᔪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᐃᑦ 1214 

ᐊᓯᐊᓄᙵᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᓇᓂ.      1215 

  1216 

ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᑕᑦᓯᓐᓯᓂ ᐃᓗᑐᓂᕐᒦᓪᓗᐊᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒥ ᐱᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ, 1217 

ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᕐᒥ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᓂ 1218 

ᓂᒋᕐᒦᓛᒥᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔭᕆᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ (Di Corrado 2015). ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ, 1219 

ᓇᓘᒪᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᕙᓲᑦ ᖃᐅᓯᖅᑐᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᓐᓂ ᑭᓕᕐᓇᓂ ᕕᓗᓂᓗ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 1220 

ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ (Di Corrado 2015). 1221 

 1222 

ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒥ, 2010-2014 ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓚᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᐅᔪᓄᑦ 1223 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᐃᐅᔾᔨᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᒋᓪᓚᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᑦ 1224 

(Artuso 2018). ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒥ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᕙᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᕕᐊᓐᔅᓂ, ᐃᔾᔪᓕᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᖅᓱᓐᓂ, ᑭᓕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᓐᓂᓗ 1225 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᓂ. ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᕙᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ ᕕᓗ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᕋᓛᓪᓗ, 1226 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐃᓕᒪᖅᑰᔨᕙᑦᑐᓂ  ᐳᖅᑐᔪᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᓪᓚᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᕋᓛᓂᒃ  (Artuso 2018).  1227 

 1228 

ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅᒥ, ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓃᓛᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ. 1229 

ᓇᐅᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᕕᕐᓚᐅᔭᓂ ᑭᓕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᓗ ᐱᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᖅᓱᓐᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓂᓗ 1230 

ᐃᒃᑲᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ (Nol and Beveridge 2007). ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ 1231 

ᐃᔾᔪᕐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᓯᐊᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᓐᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᒥ, ᐅᖃᖅᑰᔨᓪᓗᓂ 1232 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅᒥ (Nol and 1233 

Beveridge 2007).    1234 

 1235 

ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ, ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒐᖅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 1236 

ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᑯᐱᐊᒃ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᐊᓄᑦ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒧᑦ. ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑏᐃᑦ 1237 

ᐃᕙᒐᔪᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᒻᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᓗ ᑕᓯᓕᓐᓂ ᐃᔾᔪᓕᓐᓂᓗ ᐊᕙᓗᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᕕᕐᓚᐅᔭᓄᑦ 1238 

(Michel Robert, ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ).  1239 

 1240 

 1241 

 1242 

  1243 
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 1244 
ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ  B1: ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᑕ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥ  ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒥᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ 1245 

ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥ, 2008-2012 (ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ: Di Corrado 2015) ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐ 1246 

Breeding Evidence = ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 1247 

Possible = ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ  1248 

Probable = ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ   1249 

Confirmed = ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 1250 

Not Surveyed = ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1251 

Not observed = ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ  1252 

 1253 
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 1254 
ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ B2: ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐ ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᑕ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒥ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒥᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒥ, 1255 

2010-2014 (ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ: Artuso 2018) 1256 

Manitoba Breeding Bird Atlas = ᒫᓂᑑᐸ ᐃᕙᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 1257 

Red-necked Phalarope = ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐ 1258 

Breeding Evidence = ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 1259 

Possible = ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ  1260 

Probable = ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ   1261 

Confirmed = ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 1262 

Not Surveyed = ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1263 

Not Observed = ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1264 
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 1265 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ B3: ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᑕ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅᒥ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒥᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅᒥ, 1266 

2001-2005. (ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ: Nol and Beveridge 2007) 1267 

Red-necked Phalarope = ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐ 1268 
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Breeding Evidence = ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 1269 

Possible = ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1270 

Probable = ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 1271 

Confirmed = ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 1272 

Square with adequate coverage = ᑭᑉᐹᕆᑦᑐᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᖃᑐᓂ 1273 

Found in second Atlas, but not in first = ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1274 

Found in first Atlas, but not in second = ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1275 

Source = ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ 1276 

Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario = ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒥᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐋᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅ 1277 

(2001-2005) = (2001-2005) 1278 

Map: = ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ: 1279 

Bird studies Canada = ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 1280 

 1281 



ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓈᒪᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ  2022 

  

   

43 
 

1282 
   1283 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ B4: ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᕝᕕᖏᑕ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᒥᑦ  ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᑯᐱᐊᒃᒥ, 2010-2019 1284 

(ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ: https://www.atlas-oiseaux.qc.ca/donneesqc/cartes.jsp?lang=en) 1285 

Red-necked Phalarope = ᓇᓘᒪᓱᖅᑐ 1286 

Nidification = ᐃᕙᕝᕕᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1287 

https://www.atlas-oiseaux.qc.ca/donneesqc/cartes.jsp?lang=en
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Breeding Evidence = ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ 1288 

Possible = ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1289 

Probable = ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 1290 

Confirmed = ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 1291 

Not surveyed = ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1292 

Not observed = ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ 1293 

Updated: 17 Dec. 2019 = ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐸᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ: 17 ᑎᓯᒻᐱᕆ 2019 1294 

 1295 

 1296 

11. ᐊᑕᔪᖅ  C: ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐳᕆᔅᒻ (PRISM) ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 1297 

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓄᓪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 1298 

ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᓈᒪᓲᑦᑐᓄᑦ 1299 

 1300 

ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ  C1: ᐊᖏᓂᖓ 25 x 25 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᖑᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 1301 

ᐊᕕᔅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᓄᓪᓗ ᓯᔾᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ (Paul Allen Smith and Jennie Rausch, ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ 1302 

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ).  1303 



 

  

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

 ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ(Phalaropus lobatus) 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

                       

ᐅᓇ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ 

ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ. ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓴᒡᓕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ 

2019-ᒥ. 
 

ᐅᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑐᕌᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᖅᑑᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᐃᑦ. ᐅᓇ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒫᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᑦ 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. 

ᐅᓇ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᕐᕋᖓ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒋᓂᐊᕋᖕᓂ (ᐅᐃᒍᖅ A). 
 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ (ᒪᒃᐱᒐᐃᑦ 1-2) 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᒃᐱᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖕᓃᑦᑐᑦ, 

ᐅᑯᐊᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᓕᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᕕᖏᓐᓂ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᕈᓯᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. 
 

ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᖃᓄᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕙᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓇᐃᑦᓱᓲᕕ. 

ᓇᐃᑦᓱᓲᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ S3B, S3M. S = 

ᑎᐊᓕᑐᐊᓕᑎᒍᑦ, 3 = ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, B = ᐃᕙᔪᑦ, M = 

ᓄᒃᑕᖅᑐᑦ. 

 
 

 
 
 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ: ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2014 

ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ (ᑲᑎᖓᔪᑦ) : ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ: Phalaropus lobatus 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ: 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᑦ ᓴᓂᖅᕙᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ: 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ 40 ᐅᑭᐅᓂ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᕙᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ; ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᖁᓕᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓵᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᕙᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᕈᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᖁᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓱᕈᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒥᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᖅᑑ ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᒪᓪᓕᓲᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᓱᕈᕐᓂᒃ. 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᑦ:  

ᔫᑳᓐ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐳᑎᓯ ᑲᓚᑉᐱᐊ, ᐊᐃᐳᑕ, ᓴᔅᑳᑦᑐᐊᓐ, ᒫᓂᑑᐸ, 

ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᐅ, ᑯᐸᐃᒃ, ᓅ ᐳᓚᓐᔅᕕᒃ, ᐳᓕᑦᔅ ᐃᑦᕗᑦ ᐊᐃᓚᓐᑦ, ᓅᕙ ᓯᑰᓯᐊ, 

ᓅᕙᐅᓐᓛᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᐸᑐᐊ, ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᖓ, ᐋᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᖓ, ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕕᖓ 

 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔭᐅᓂᖏᒃ 

ᐃᒻᒪᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᒃ: ᓴᓂᖅᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2014-ᒥ. 
* ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ© Willow 



ᐅᓇ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓅᓴᒃᓯᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ              ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒃᑑᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᐊᑏ 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᖅ 1-800-

668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑐᐊᖅ) ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ (819) 997-2800 ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 
enviroinfo@ec.gc.ca. 
Aussi disponible en français 

 

© ᑯᐃᖕ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ,  

represented by the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change, 2022 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒋᓗᑎᒍᑦ, ᐅᕙᓂ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ –  

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ 

933 ᒥᕕᒃ ᐊᖁᑖ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0A0H0 ᑎᑎᖃᒃᑯᕕᒃ 1870 

ᐅᖃᓘᑖ: 867-445-7927  

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ: Rhiannon.pankratz@ec.gc.ca 

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ: 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (www.sararegistry.gc.ca) 

 

ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ (ᒪᒃᐱᒐᐃᑦ 2-9) 
ᐅᓇ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓱᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 
 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖑᕙᑦ 

 ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦᐊᖏᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᐅᕋᐃᑦ 

ᓴᒡᕕᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖕᒪᓗᒐᓛᒃᑐᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᖓᓯᖓᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᓂᐊᖁᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᐃᕙᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

 ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓵᕐᔫᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᕐᓂᒃ (40 

ᒍᓚᒻᔅ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᓪᓕ 33 ᒍᓚᒻᔅ). 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒧᖔᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

 ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᔾᔨᐊᓂ 

ᐃᕙᓲᑦ. 

 ᐃᕙᓲᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᕙᒐᑎᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ. 

 ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᓲᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᒃᑰᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᑯᐊᑐ, ᐳᓗ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓕ. 
 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖑᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᕈᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦᐱᔭᕐᓂᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓈᓴᕋᓱᒡᖢᒋᑦ ᑕᕿᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓃᕕᖏᑦᑕ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᕙᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ.  

 ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓈᓴᐃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2020 ᐃᒫᒃ 2.3 ± 0.7 

ᒥᓕᐊᓐ. 

 ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕆᐊᓂ 

ᐃᕙᕕᖏᓐᓂ, ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕ ᓯᒡᔭᐅᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ 1974 ᑎᑭᓪᖢᒍ 1998 ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᓲᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᒥᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓯᓚᑖᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 7.6% ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ. 

 ᐅᓇ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᐊ ᕙᓐᑎ ᓄᖃᖅᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᒫᖓᑦ 2-3 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 1970ᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1980ᓂ 

ᑎᑭᓪᖢᒍ 100,000 – 300,000 ᑕᐃᑲᖓ 2008-ᒥᑦ 

2010ᔾᒧᑦ. 

 ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓐᖏᑕᖓᒎᖅᐸᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ. 

 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᕿᓪᓚᖃᕐᕕᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓯᕕᖓᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑯᓗ ᕙᓚᑦᔅ, ᔫᑳᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓲᓯᐅ, 

ᒫᓂᑑᐸ. 
 

ᑭᓐᖕᖑᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ (ᐃᕙᕕᒃᓴᑦ, ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᒃᓴᑦ, ᐅᕙᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᖏᑦ) 

 ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᐃᕙᓲᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐃᒪᖅᓱᖃᖅᑐᓂ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂᓗ 43% ᓄᓇᖓ 

ᐃᒪᖅᓱᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᓇᒧᖔᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ(ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᑯᐊᓂᐅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓ - ᑎᖏᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᓂᓄ 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᖃᕐᕕᖓ, ᐅᓗᐱᒐ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 2000) 

ᐃᕙᔪᑦ 
ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏ 
ᐃᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 



ᐅᓇ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓅᓴᒃᓯᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ              ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒃᑑᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᐊᑏ 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᖅ 1-800-

668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑐᐊᖅ) ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ (819) 997-2800 ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 
enviroinfo@ec.gc.ca. 
Aussi disponible en français 

 

© ᑯᐃᖕ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ,  

represented by the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change, 2022 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒋᓗᑎᒍᑦ, ᐅᕙᓂ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ –  

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ 

933 ᒥᕕᒃ ᐊᖁᑖ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0A0H0 ᑎᑎᖃᒃᑯᕕᒃ 1870 

ᐅᖃᓘᑖ: 867-445-7927  

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ: Rhiannon.pankratz@ec.gc.ca 

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ: 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (www.sararegistry.gc.ca) 

 

 ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᒃ ᑕᓰᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᕕᐅᑦ 

ᐃᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  

 ᐃᕙᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓯᐅᕐᕋᐃᑦ, 

ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᑎᓕᑐᐊᓕᔅᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓲᖑᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᖏᓐᓇᓲᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᒥᖕᓂ. 

  fᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᕙᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᓄᖃᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᐹᖅᑐᓂ 

ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓕᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᒥ, ᐃᒪᖅᓱᖕᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᓯᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂ. 

 ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᕈᓚᐅᑎᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐊᖑᑎᕈᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᓰᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ (ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᕙᕕᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ). 

 ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓂᕿᖃᓲᑦ ᐃᕙᔭᕋᓗᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᕿᒪᒍᑎᓲᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᕐᓂᒃ. 

 ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 120-130 

ᑭᓚᒦᑕᔅ ᐅᓪᓗᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ. 

 ᑕᒪᕐᒥᐸᓗᒃ ᓄᒃᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᖄᖓᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖄᖁᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᒃᑕᓲᖑᖕᒥᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑎᒍᑦ (ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᐊ ᕙᓐᑎ ᐅᓄᓛᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓄᖃᖓᕕᐅᓲᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ). 

 ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᑭᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ. 

 ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᓲᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᓗᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ, ᐊᓇᖏᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᕐᓂᒃ. 
 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ (ᒪᒃᐱᒐᐃᑦ 10-18) 
ᐅᓇ ᐃᓚᖓ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓲᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂ, ᐃᕙᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒪᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᓂᒃ: 

 ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᖏᓐᓂᑦ –ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ 

ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 90% ᒫᓐᓇ 

ᐃᕙᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒍᓃᕈᒫᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᖏᓐᓇᒍ 

2070. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 ᐊᒃᑕᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦ – ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᑦ 

ᓱᕈᖅᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᖏᔾᔪᑎᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕕᖕᓂ 

ᓯᐅᕐᕋᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ. ᓯᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᐄᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓂᒃ ᕿᓪᓚᔪᑭᐊᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ 

ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 ᐃᓗᐊᖏᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ –

ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᑏᑦ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑑᕗᖅ 

ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ ᐃᕙᕕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᕐᓂᑦ. 
 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 

(ᒪᒃᐱᒐᐃᑦ 18-19) 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ: 

 ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᓯᕈᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᑎᓐᓇᒍ 2040. 
  

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ (ᒪᒃᐱᒐᐃᑦ 19-24) 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ: 

ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ: 

 ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑕᒫᓂ 

ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ 

 ᓴᓂᖅᕙᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᑦ  

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᒋᐊᓕᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. 

 ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᓯ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ. 

 ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ 

ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ. 

 ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆ ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᑭᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᒃᑕᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ. 
 

 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ: 

 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖕᒥᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓕᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᒥᓗ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓲᖑᕙᑦ ᑎᑭᓲᖑᕙᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓄᖃᕐᕕᒋᔭᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ. 
 
 
 



ᐅᓇ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓅᓴᒃᓯᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ              ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒃᑑᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ, ᐊᑏ 

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᖅ 1-800-

668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑐᐊᖅ) ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ (819) 997-2800 ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 
enviroinfo@ec.gc.ca. 
Aussi disponible en français 

 

© ᑯᐃᖕ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ,  

represented by the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change, 2022 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒋᓗᑎᒍᑦ, ᐅᕙᓂ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ –  

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ 

933 ᒥᕕᒃ ᐊᖁᑖ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0A0H0 ᑎᑎᖃᒃᑯᕕᒃ 1870 

ᐅᖃᓘᑖ: 867-445-7927  

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ: Rhiannon.pankratz@ec.gc.ca 

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ: 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (www.sararegistry.gc.ca) 

 

 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑖᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᒥᓗ 

ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓈᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ. 

 ᓈᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ. 

 ᑲᑎᒪᐅᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ, ᐊᔭᐅᕆᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᖅᓵᕆᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔭᐅᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ. 

 ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑰᒡᕕᐅᔪᒃ 

ᐊᕙᑭᖓᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓄᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᒪᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ. 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓱᕋᒍᓐᓇᓐᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᕙᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ.  

 ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᕼᐊᒻᐳᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ. 

 ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᐃᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᑯᕕᔭᐅᒍᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒥ ᑯᕕᔪᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᐅᑉ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ. 

 ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐄᓯᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᕿᓪᓚᔪᑭᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᕐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑦ 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᖓᓂ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ 

ᓄᒃᑕᐅᑎᒋᓗᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᐊ 

ᕙᓐᑎ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ. 
 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ (ᒪᒃᐱᒐᐃᑦ 24-
25) 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒨᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 

 ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ 2030, ᑕᒪᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕐᓗᒋᑦ. 
 
 
 
 

 ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ 2030, ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᒐᓗ 

ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ. ᐅᓇ 

ᐊᑐᕈᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᔫᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

30% ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 10-ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. 

 ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ 2040, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ 

ᐊᓯᕈᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᑦ 

ᐊᓯᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐋᕿᒍᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᕙᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓄᖃᕐᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

10-ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ. 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 

  

 

ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ  

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᓕᑦ 

ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᓕᒑᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᔪᐊᖅ (SARA), 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ 

ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᔭᕆᐸᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ. ᑕᒻᓇ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᖅ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓗᐊᖅᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᒃ. 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏ  

ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ 

(Phalaropus lobatus) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑯᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᖕᓇᖅᓯᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓ (SARA) ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 2019.  

ᐅᓂᑉᑲᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒪ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ  

ᒥᑭᔪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᒻᒪᔪᒻᒥᒃ 

ᓯᖁᖏᓯᓂᖓᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓚᖓᓪᓕ ᑎᒥᐊᑕ ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑉᓗᓐᓂ 

ᕿᕐᓇᖓᔪᑉᓗᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ (ᓂᐊᖁᖓ, ᑐᓐᓄᐊ, ᓱᓗᖏᓪᓗ) ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑉᓗᑎᒃ (ᓱᓗᖏᑕ ᐊᑕᐃ, ᐅᓗᐊᖏᑦ, ᓇᖓᓪᓗ). 

ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓐᓂᑦi 

ᑲᓚᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑉᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐱᐊᓚᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᑭᐊᒻᒥ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᕙᒃᐳᑦ (ᓂᐊᖁᖏᑦ ᓴᖏᓪᓗ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᕐᓇᖓᔪᑉᓗᑎᒃ 

(ᓱᓗᖏᑦ ᐸᒥᐅᖏᓪᓗ), ᕿᕐᓂᕐᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᒧᓇᓗᒃᑕᖅ 

ᐃᔨᖏᑕᓗ ᑐᓐᓄᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᕐᓂᕐᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓂᐊᖁᖏᑎᒍᑦ. 

 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᓕᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ 74% 

ᓄᐊᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥᓯᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᖏᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ, ᔪᑲᓐᒥ; 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓐᓂ ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᑯᐃᐱᒃ. 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᒃᐳᑦ 

ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᓯᓇᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᕕᒃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᖅᐸᒃᐳᑦ ᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐᒥ ᑕᐃᔭᐃᔪᒻᒥ Hᐊᒻᐳᑦ 

ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ.  

ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᓕᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᒃᐳᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᒻᑐᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖅᓴᓐᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᕿᔪᓕᕋᕐᓂ. ᐃᓚᓐᓂᑯᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖅᓴᐅᐸᒃᐳᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᖁᔨᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐊᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊᓗ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᐊᓚᖃᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ, ᐃᓚᓐᓂᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖅᓴᓐᓂ, ᑕᓯᕐᓂᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᓐᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᒥ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ, 

ᓄᓇᒥᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᕕᖕᒥᓐᓄᑦ.  

 

 



ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᓕᒑᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᔪᐊᖅ ᐃᒡᕕᓪᓗ                     ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ  

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᕈᕕᑦ ᐊᔨᓕᐅᕆᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᒥᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ 1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ) 

ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 

ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, ᑭᖓᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 

 

ᑐᓴᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ (ECCC) –  

Canadian Wildlife Service, Northern Region 

PO Box 1870, Iqaluit NU  X0A 0H0 

Fax: 867-975-4645   Phone: 867-979-7058 

Email: Teresa.tufts@canada.ca 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ ᕕᕕᑎᑐᑦ 

 

 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

 ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᕙᓪᓕᐊᕗᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓗ ᐸᓂᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ.  

 ᐱᐊᓚᖅᑕᖅᐸᓕᐊᓗᐊᖏᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᒡᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐱᐊᓚᖅᑕᑲᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑕᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓂᕿᖃᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥᓐᓂ. 

 ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐊᓚᓕᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ENSO 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒻᒥ.  

 ᐊᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᖕᒥ ᑕᓯᕐᒥ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇ ᐸᓂᓗᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᒪᖃᑎᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᑕᒪᓇ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖃᓗᐊᕈᑕᐅᓕᕐᒪᑦ.  

 ᑐᖁᕙᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐊᓚᓕᐅᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 

ᓯᒡᔭᖓᑕ ᓴᓗᒪᐃᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

 ᑐᖁᕙᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑯᕕᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓴᓗᒪᐃᓕᑎᑦᓯᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ.  

 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ   

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᓪᓕᒡᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ:  

1. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᕋᒍᒻᒧᑦ 2030.  

2. ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᑎᓐᓂᓗᒡᓗᒍ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓕᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᖓᓪᓗ ᐊᕋᒍᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 

2040. 

 

 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ:  

 ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᔪᒻᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᓗᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᐊᑦ 

ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥ ᐃᖏᕋᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᕆᐊᕐᕕᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ. 

 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ. 

 ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒥᖃᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐊᑉᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒥᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᒻᑎᐊᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖃᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓯᑦ. 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐊᓚᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖏᕋᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ.  

 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑕ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᐅᔪᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ Hᐊᒻᐳᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 ᐃᓱᒪᒋᑉᓗᒋᒃ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᐅᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓯᐅᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ 

ᑯᕕᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 

ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᐊᕿᐅᒪᑎᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ.  

 ᓇᓂ ᓂᕆᓗᐊᖅᑕᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᖃᐅᖏᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐳᓚᔅᑎᖑᓂᕋᒐᐅᔪᓐᓂᒃ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᔪᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᓂᓯᐅᖅᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓗᐊᖅᑐᓐᓂ ᓄᖃᖅᑕᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑎᑭᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ (ᐅᓇᑐ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ 

ᕙᓐᑎᐅᑉ) ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᓗ  

 

 

 



ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᓕᒑᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᔪᐊᖅ ᐃᒡᕕᓪᓗ                     ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ  

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᕈᕕᑦ ᐊᔨᓕᐅᕆᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᒥᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ 1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ) 

ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 

ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, ᑭᖓᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 

 

ᑐᓴᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ (ECCC) –  

Canadian Wildlife Service, Northern Region 

PO Box 1870, Iqaluit NU  X0A 0H0 

Fax: 867-975-4645   Phone: 867-979-7058 

Email: Teresa.tufts@canada.ca 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ ᕕᕕᑎᑐᑦ 

 

 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᖅᐱᑦ  

 ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᑎᑕᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐ 

ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑕ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᓂ 

www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-

change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html; 

 ᐱᓕᕆᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᓴᕐᓗᓐᓂ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᐅᒃᑐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ: 

 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓯ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᓴᐳᔨᓯᒪᔪᓂᒡᓗ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ   

 ᐱᓕᕆᑕᐃᓕᓗᓯ ᐊᓐᓂᕐᓂᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐅᑯᐊᑐᑦ eBird). 

 

 

 
 

ᓇᒧᐊᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ (ᑯᐊᓂᐅᓪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓᓂᑦ - ᓄᐊᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒥ, Rubega et 

al. 2000) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Archived: June 16, 2022 9:05:35 AM
From: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Sent: February 9, 2022 12:26:00 PM
To: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Bcc: ikajutit@baffinhto.ca; hto_ab@qiniq.com; htoclyde@qiniq.com; clyde@baffinhto.ca; iviq@baffinhto.ca;
hbhta@baffinhto.ca; hbhta@qiniq.com; igloolik@baffinhto.ca; pond@baffinhto.ca; rbhta@qiniq.com; rbhta@baffinhto.ca;
aiviq_hunters@qiniq.com; aiviq@baffinhto.ca; amaruq@qiniq.com; amaruq@baffinhto.ca; kimmiruthto@qiniq.com;
mayukalik@baffinhto.ca; pang@baffinhto.ca; nativak@baffinhto.ca; sani@baffinhto.ca; sanihta@qiniq.com;
panghta@qiniq.com; wildlifeadvisor@niws.ca; fdcqwb@niws.ca; info@qia.ca; jgroves@qia.ca 
Subject: FOR COMMENT: Proposed Management Plan for the Red-necked Phalarope in Canada (Due: April 20, 2022)
Inuktitut and English
Sensitivity: Normal
Attachments:
RNPH_Factsheet_2022_Inuktitut.pdf ;mp_red_necked_phalarope_e_proposed.pdf ;RNPH_Factsheet_2022.pdf ;

Hello,
 
I am writing to notify you that the proposed Management Plan for Red-necked Phalarope in Canada was posted on the
Species at Risk Public Registry on January 20th, 2022, for a 90-day public comment period which ends on April 20,
2022. Comments received from provinces, territories, wildlife management boards, and Indigenous governments across
Canada were considered in the drafting of the current version of the Management Plan. Following the 90-day public comment
period, the Department will then have 30 days to consider the comments received, after which the final version of the
Management Plan will go to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board for decision. The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board
process is the final stage before the Management Plan will be posted on the Species at Risk Public Registry as final. Note that
as a species of special concern, there are no general prohibitions or critical habitat requirements for this species.  
 
You can read the proposed Management Plan at: Species at risk registry (canada.ca). I have also attached the Management
Plan to this email for your convenience.
 
There is also a summary fact sheet attached in English and Inuktitut that provides an overview of the document.
 
Please submit all comments to ec.planificationduretablissement-recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca or directly to me at
Hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca or 867-222-0112.
 
 
I welcome your participation in this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Hayley Roberts / Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
Pronouns: She/Her
 
Species at Risk Biologist, Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tel: +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112
**NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS ENDING**
 
Biologiste des Espèces en Péril, Service Canadien de la faune
Environnement et Changement climatique Canada / Gouvernement du Canada



hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tél. : +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112
 
ᐊᐃᖓᐃ,
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑐᒪᓪᓗᓯ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᓂ ᑕᒫᓂ
ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 20, 2022-ᒥ, ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᓪᓕᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐄᐳ 20, 2022-ᒥ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᑕ
90 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒡᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ 30-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᕕᖓᒍᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖕᒋᓪᓚᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓇᔪᒐᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓚᕆᒋᐊᖃᖏᓪᓚᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.
 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕌᕈᒻᒥ: Species at risk registry-ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ (canada.ca). ᑐᓂᓯᒋᕗᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕆᔭᕐᓂ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ.
 
ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓂᑳᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᑖᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ ec.planificationduretablissement-
recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca ᐅᕙᓄᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᓂHayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᓗᓯ
867-222-0112-ᒧᑦ.
 
 
ᖁᔭᓕᔪᖓ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ.
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ
 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: +1 (867) 979-7045, ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᕋᓛᖅ: +1 (867) 222-0112
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From: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Sent: February 9, 2022 12:27:00 PM
To: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Bcc: 'BDean@tunngavik.com'; 'pirngaut@tunngavik.com'; 'kritchie@nwmb.com'; 'jringrose@gov.nu.ca'; 'Aroberto-
charron@gov.nu.ca'; 'lleclerc@gov.nu.ca'; 'mcampbell1@gov.nu.ca' 
Subject: FOR COMMENT: Proposed Management Plan for the Red-necked Phalarope in Canada (Due: April 20, 2022)
Inuktitut and English
Sensitivity: Normal
Attachments:
mp_red_necked_phalarope_e_proposed.pdf ;RNPH_Factsheet_2022_Inuktitut.pdf ;RNPH_Factsheet_2022.pdf ;

Hello,
 
I am writing to notify you that the proposed Management Plan for Red-necked Phalarope in Canada was posted on the
Species at Risk Public Registry on January 20th, 2022, for a 90-day public comment period which ends on April 20,
2022. Comments received from provinces, territories, wildlife management boards, and Indigenous governments across
Canada were considered in the drafting of the current version of the Management Plan. Following the 90-day public comment
period, the Department will then have 30 days to consider the comments received, after which the final version of the
Management Plan will go to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board for decision. The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board
process is the final stage before the Management Plan will be posted on the Species at Risk Public Registry as final. Note that
as a species of special concern, there are no general prohibitions or critical habitat requirements for this species.  
 
You can read the proposed Management Plan at: Species at risk registry (canada.ca). I have also attached the Management
Plan to this email for your convenience.
 
There is also a summary fact sheet attached in English and Inuktitut that provides an overview of the document.
 
Please submit all comments to ec.planificationduretablissement-recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca or directly to me at
Hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca or 867-222-0112.
 
 
I welcome your participation in this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Hayley Roberts / Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
Pronouns: She/Her
 
Species at Risk Biologist, Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tel: +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112
**NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS ENDING**
 
Biologiste des Espèces en Péril, Service Canadien de la faune
Environnement et Changement climatique Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tél. : +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112
 
ᐊᐃᖓᐃ,



 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑐᒪᓪᓗᓯ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᓂ ᑕᒫᓂ
ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 20, 2022-ᒥ, ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᓪᓕᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐄᐳ 20, 2022-ᒥ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᑕ
90 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒡᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ 30-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᕕᖓᒍᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖕᒋᓪᓚᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓇᔪᒐᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓚᕆᒋᐊᖃᖏᓪᓚᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.
 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕌᕈᒻᒥ: Species at risk registry-ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ (canada.ca). ᑐᓂᓯᒋᕗᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕆᔭᕐᓂ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ.
 
ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓂᑳᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᑖᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ ec.planificationduretablissement-
recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca ᐅᕙᓄᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᓂHayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᓗᓯ
867-222-0112-ᒧᑦ.
 
 
ᖁᔭᓕᔪᖓ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ.
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ
 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: +1 (867) 979-7045, ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᕋᓛᖅ: +1 (867) 222-0112
 
 
 
 
 
 



Archived: June 16, 2022 9:10:03 AM
From: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Sent: February 9, 2022 12:27:00 PM
To: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Bcc: 'bathurst@kitikmeothto.ca'; 'cambay@krwb.ca'; 'cambay@kitikmeothto.ca'; 'Gjoa@krwb.ca'; 'gjoa@kitikmeothto.ca';
'kugluktukhto@qiniq.com'; 'kugluktuk@kitikmeothto.ca'; 'kugluktuk@krwb.ca'; 'kugaaruk@kitikmeothto.ca';
'kugaaruk@krwb.ca'; 'chimo@kitikmeothto.ca'; 'taloyoak@kitikmeothto.ca'; 'taloyoak@krwb.ca'; 'pwong@krwb.ca';
'krwb@niws.ca'; 'dirlands@kitia.ca'; 'execdir@kitia.ca'; 'envofficer@kitia.ca' 
Subject: FOR COMMENT: Proposed Management Plan for the Red-necked Phalarope in Canada (Due: April 20, 2022)
Inuktitut and English
Sensitivity: Normal
Attachments:
RNPH_Factsheet_2022.pdf ;mp_red_necked_phalarope_e_proposed.pdf ;RNPH_Factsheet_2022_Inuktitut.pdf ;

Hello,
 
I am writing to notify you that the proposed Management Plan for Red-necked Phalarope in Canada was posted on the
Species at Risk Public Registry on January 20th, 2022, for a 90-day public comment period which ends on April 20,
2022. Comments received from provinces, territories, wildlife management boards, and Indigenous governments across
Canada were considered in the drafting of the current version of the Management Plan. Following the 90-day public comment
period, the Department will then have 30 days to consider the comments received, after which the final version of the
Management Plan will go to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board for decision. The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board
process is the final stage before the Management Plan will be posted on the Species at Risk Public Registry as final. Note that
as a species of special concern, there are no general prohibitions or critical habitat requirements for this species.  
 
You can read the proposed Management Plan at: Species at risk registry (canada.ca). I have also attached the Management
Plan to this email for your convenience.
 
There is also a summary fact sheet attached in English and Inuktitut that provides an overview of the document.
 
Please submit all comments to ec.planificationduretablissement-recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca or directly to me at
Hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca or 867-222-0112.
 
 
I welcome your participation in this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Hayley Roberts / Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
Pronouns: She/Her
 
Species at Risk Biologist, Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tel: +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112
**NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS ENDING**
 
Biologiste des Espèces en Péril, Service Canadien de la faune
Environnement et Changement climatique Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tél. : +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112



 
ᐊᐃᖓᐃ,
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑐᒪᓪᓗᓯ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᓂ ᑕᒫᓂ
ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 20, 2022-ᒥ, ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᓪᓕᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐄᐳ 20, 2022-ᒥ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᑕ
90 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒡᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ 30-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᕕᖓᒍᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖕᒋᓪᓚᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓇᔪᒐᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓚᕆᒋᐊᖃᖏᓪᓚᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.
 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕌᕈᒻᒥ: Species at risk registry-ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ (canada.ca). ᑐᓂᓯᒋᕗᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕆᔭᕐᓂ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ.
 
ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓂᑳᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᑖᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ ec.planificationduretablissement-
recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca ᐅᕙᓄᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᓂHayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᓗᓯ
867-222-0112-ᒧᑦ.
 
 
ᖁᔭᓕᔪᖓ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ.
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ
 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: +1 (867) 979-7045, ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᕋᓛᖅ: +1 (867) 222-0112
 
 
 
 
 
 



Archived: June 16, 2022 9:11:00 AM
From: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Sent: February 9, 2022 12:27:00 PM
To: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Bcc: 'arviat@kivalliqhto.ca'; 'bakerlake@kivalliqhto.ca'; 'aqigiq@kivalliqhto.ca'; 'htochester@qiniq.com'; 'aiviit@kivalliqhto.ca';
'rankin@kivalliqhto.ca'; 'rankinhto@qiniq.com'; 'arviq@kivalliqhto.ca'; 'repulsebayhto@qiniq.com'; 'issatik@kivalliqhto.ca';
'whalecovehto@qiniq.com'; 'kwb@niws.ca'; 'reception@kivalliqinuit.ca' 
Subject: FOR COMMENT: Proposed Management Plan for the Red-necked Phalarope in Canada (Due: April 20, 2022)
Inuktitut and English
Sensitivity: Normal
Attachments:
mp_red_necked_phalarope_e_proposed.pdf ;RNPH_Factsheet_2022_Inuktitut.pdf ;RNPH_Factsheet_2022.pdf ;

Hello,
 
I am writing to notify you that the proposed Management Plan for Red-necked Phalarope in Canada was posted on the
Species at Risk Public Registry on January 20th, 2022, for a 90-day public comment period which ends on April 20,
2022. Comments received from provinces, territories, wildlife management boards, and Indigenous governments across
Canada were considered in the drafting of the current version of the Management Plan. Following the 90-day public comment
period, the Department will then have 30 days to consider the comments received, after which the final version of the
Management Plan will go to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board for decision. The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board
process is the final stage before the Management Plan will be posted on the Species at Risk Public Registry as final. Note that
as a species of special concern, there are no general prohibitions or critical habitat requirements for this species.  
 
You can read the proposed Management Plan at: Species at risk registry (canada.ca). I have also attached the Management
Plan to this email for your convenience.
 
There is also a summary fact sheet attached in English and Inuktitut that provides an overview of the document.
 
Please submit all comments to ec.planificationduretablissement-recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca or directly to me at
Hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca or 867-222-0112.
 
 
I welcome your participation in this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Hayley Roberts / Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
Pronouns: She/Her
 
Species at Risk Biologist, Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tel: +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112
**NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS ENDING**
 
Biologiste des Espèces en Péril, Service Canadien de la faune
Environnement et Changement climatique Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tél. : +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112
 



ᐊᐃᖓᐃ,
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑐᒪᓪᓗᓯ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᓂ ᑕᒫᓂ
ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 20, 2022-ᒥ, ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᓪᓕᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐄᐳ 20, 2022-ᒥ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᑕ
90 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒡᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ 30-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᕕᖓᒍᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖕᒋᓪᓚᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓇᔪᒐᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓚᕆᒋᐊᖃᖏᓪᓚᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.
 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕌᕈᒻᒥ: Species at risk registry-ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ (canada.ca). ᑐᓂᓯᒋᕗᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕆᔭᕐᓂ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ.
 
ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓂᑳᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᑖᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ ec.planificationduretablissement-
recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca ᐅᕙᓄᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᓂHayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᓗᓯ
867-222-0112-ᒧᑦ.
 
 
ᖁᔭᓕᔪᖓ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ.
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ
 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: +1 (867) 979-7045, ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᕋᓛᖅ: +1 (867) 222-0112
 
 
 
 
 
 



Archived: June 16, 2022 9:11:25 AM
From: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Sent: February 9, 2022 12:28:00 PM
To: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Bcc: 'cao@city.iqaluit.nu.ca'; 'sao@resolute.ca'; 'hamletcedo1@xplornet.com'; 'sao@whalecove.ca'; 'mayor@whalecove.ca';
'sao_ab@qiniq.com'; 'sao@arviat.ca'; 'blsao@northwestel.net'; 'mlimousin@cambridgebay.ca'; 'muncdsao@capedorset.ca';
'sao_hamlet@qiniq.com'; 'cao@clyderiver.ca'; 'munch@qiniq.com'; 'saogjoa@qiniq.com'; 'gfsao@qiniq.com';
'gfasao@qiniq.com'; 'sao_hbhamlet@qiniq.com'; 'sao@igloolik.ca'; 'sao@rankininlet.ca'; 'saokug@qiniq.com';
'sao@kugluktuk.ca'; 'saonaujaat@qiniq.com'; 'pang_sao@qiniq.com'; 'sao@pondinlet.ca'; 'hamletpond_mayor@qiniq.com';
'munqik@qiniq.com'; 'sao@sanikiluaq.com'; 'sao@taloyoak.ca'; 'sanisao@qiniq.com'; 'sanimayor@qiniq.com' 
Subject: FOR COMMENT: Proposed Management Plan for the Red-necked Phalarope in Canada (Due: April 20, 2022)
Inuktitut and English
Sensitivity: Normal
Attachments:
RNPH_Factsheet_2022.pdf ;RNPH_Factsheet_2022_Inuktitut.pdf ;mp_red_necked_phalarope_e_proposed.pdf ;

Hello,
 
I am writing to notify you that the proposed Management Plan for Red-necked Phalarope in Canada was posted on the
Species at Risk Public Registry on January 20th, 2022, for a 90-day public comment period which ends on April 20,
2022. Comments received from provinces, territories, wildlife management boards, and Indigenous governments across
Canada were considered in the drafting of the current version of the Management Plan. Following the 90-day public comment
period, the Department will then have 30 days to consider the comments received, after which the final version of the
Management Plan will go to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board for decision. The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board
process is the final stage before the Management Plan will be posted on the Species at Risk Public Registry as final. Note that
as a species of special concern, there are no general prohibitions or critical habitat requirements for this species.  
 
You can read the proposed Management Plan at: Species at risk registry (canada.ca). I have also attached the Management
Plan to this email for your convenience.
 
There is also a summary fact sheet attached in English and Inuktitut that provides an overview of the document.
 
Please submit all comments to ec.planificationduretablissement-recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca or directly to me at
Hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca or 867-222-0112.
 
 
I welcome your participation in this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Hayley Roberts / Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
Pronouns: She/Her
 
Species at Risk Biologist, Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tel: +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112
**NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS ENDING**
 
Biologiste des Espèces en Péril, Service Canadien de la faune



Environnement et Changement climatique Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tél. : +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112
 
ᐊᐃᖓᐃ,
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑐᒪᓪᓗᓯ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᓂ ᑕᒫᓂ
ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 20, 2022-ᒥ, ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 90-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᓪᓕᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐄᐳ 20, 2022-ᒥ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᑕ
90 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒡᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ 30-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᕕᖓᒍᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖕᒋᓪᓚᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓇᔪᒐᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓚᕆᒋᐊᖃᖏᓪᓚᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.
 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑐᕌᕈᒻᒥ: Species at risk registry-ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ (canada.ca). ᑐᓂᓯᒋᕗᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕆᔭᕐᓂ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ.
 
ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓂᑳᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ ᑐᕌᖓᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᑖᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ ec.planificationduretablissement-
recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca ᐅᕙᓄᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᓂHayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᓗᓯ
867-222-0112-ᒧᑦ.
 
 
ᖁᔭᓕᔪᖓ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ.
 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ
 
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: +1 (867) 979-7045, ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᕋᓛᖅ: +1 (867) 222-0112
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  

 

ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᓕᒑᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᔪᐊᖅ (SARA), 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ 

ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᔭᕆᐸᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ. ᑕᒻᓇ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᖅ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓗᐊᖅᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᒃ. 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏ  

ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ 

(Phalaropus lobatus) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑯᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᖕᓇᖅᓯᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᖓ (SARA) ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 2019.  

ᐅᓂᑉᑲᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒪ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ  

ᒥᑭᔪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᒻᒪᔪᒻᒥᒃ 

ᓯᖁᖏᓯᓂᖓᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓚᖓᓪᓕ ᑎᒥᐊᑕ ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑉᓗᓐᓂ 

ᕿᕐᓇᖓᔪᑉᓗᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ (ᓂᐊᖁᖓ, ᑐᓐᓄᐊ, ᓱᓗᖏᓪᓗ) ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑉᓗᑎᒃ (ᓱᓗᖏᑕ ᐊᑕᐃ, ᐅᓗᐊᖏᑦ, ᓇᖓᓪᓗ). 

ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓐᓂᑦi 

ᑲᓚᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑉᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐱᐊᓚᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᑭᐊᒻᒥ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᕙᒃᐳᑦ (ᓂᐊᖁᖏᑦ ᓴᖏᓪᓗ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᕐᓇᖓᔪᑉᓗᑎᒃ 

(ᓱᓗᖏᑦ ᐸᒥᐅᖏᓪᓗ), ᕿᕐᓂᕐᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᒧᓇᓗᒃᑕᖅ 

ᐃᔨᖏᑕᓗ ᑐᓐᓄᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᕐᓂᕐᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓂᐊᖁᖏᑎᒍᑦ. 

 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᓕᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ 74% 

ᓄᐊᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥᓯᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᖏᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ, ᔪᑲᓐᒥ; 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓐᓂ ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᑯᐃᐱᒃ. 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᒃᐳᑦ  

female Red-necked Phalarope ©Willow English 

 

 

ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐸᓯᕕᒃ ᓯᓇᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᕕᒃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᖅᐸᒃᐳᑦ ᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐᒥ ᑕᐃᔭᐃᔪᒻᒥ Hᐊᒻᐳᑦ 

ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ.  

ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᓕᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᒃᐳᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᒻᑐᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖅᓴᓐᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᕿᔪᓕᕋᕐᓂ. ᐃᓚᓐᓂᑯᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖅᓴᐅᐸᒃᐳᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᖁᔨᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐊᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊᓗ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᐊᓚᖃᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ, ᐃᓚᓐᓂᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ, 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖅᓴᓐᓂ, ᑕᓯᕐᓂᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᓐᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᒥ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ, 

ᓄᓇᒥᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᕕᖕᒥᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

 ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᕙᓪᓕᐊᕗᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓗ ᐸᓂᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ.  

ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᓕᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ 



ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᓕᒑᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᔪᐊᖅ ᐃᒡᕕᓪᓗ                     ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ  

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᕈᕕᑦ ᐊᔨᓕᐅᕆᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᒥᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ 1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ) 

ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 

ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, ᑭᖓᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ, ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ) –  

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔩᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ, 

933 ᒥᕝᕕᒃ ᐊᖁᑖ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0AOHO 

ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 1870 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867-979-7045 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᒐ: hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca 

ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑎ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᐳᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑎᐊᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ: 

Species at Risk Public Registry (www.sararegistry.gc.ca 

 

 ᐱᐊᓚᖅᑕᖅᐸᓕᐊᓗᐊᖏᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᒡᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐱᐊᓚᖅᑕᑲᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑕᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓂᕿᖃᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥᓐᓂ. 

 ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐊᓚᓕᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ENSO 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒻᒥ.  

 ᐊᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᖕᒥ ᑕᓯᕐᒥ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇ ᐸᓂᓗᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᒪᖃᑎᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᑕᒪᓇ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖃᓗᐊᕈᑕᐅᓕᕐᒪᑦ.  

 ᑐᖁᕙᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐊᓚᓕᐅᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 

ᓯᒡᔭᖓᑕ ᓴᓗᒪᐃᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

 ᑐᖁᕙᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑯᕕᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓴᓗᒪᐃᓕᑎᑦᓯᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ.  

 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ   

 

1. ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᑎᓐᓂᓗᒡᓗᒍ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓕᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᖓᓪᓗ ᐊᕋᒍᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 

2040. 

 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ 

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ:  

 ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᔪᒻᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᓗᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᐊᑦ 

ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥ ᐃᖏᕋᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᕆᐊᕐᕕᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓄᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ. 

 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ. 

 ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒥᖃᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐊᑉᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒥᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᒻᑎᐊᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑕᕆᐅᖃᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓯᑦ. 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐊᓚᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᖏᕋᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ.  

 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑕ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᐅᔪᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ Hᐊᒻᐳᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 ᐃᓱᒪᒋᑉᓗᒋᒃ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᐅᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓯᐅᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ 

ᑯᕕᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 

ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᐊᕿᐅᒪᑎᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ.  

 ᓇᓂ ᓂᕆᓗᐊᖅᑕᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᖃᐅᖏᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐳᓚᔅᑎᖑᓂᕋᒐᐅᔪᓐᓂᒃ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᔪᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᓂᓯᐅᖅᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓗᐊᖅᑐᓐᓂ ᓄᖃᖅᑕᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑎᑭᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ (ᐅᓇᑐ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ 

ᕙᓐᑎᐅᑉ) ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᓗ  

 

 

 



ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᓕᒑᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᔪᐊᖅ ᐃᒡᕕᓪᓗ                     ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ  

 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᕈᕕᑦ ᐊᔨᓕᐅᕆᑲᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᒥᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ 1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ) 

ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᑎᑦ ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 

ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, ᑭᖓᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ, ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ: 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ) –  

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔩᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ, 

933 ᒥᕝᕕᒃ ᐊᖁᑖ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0AOHO 

ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 1870 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867-979-7045 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᒐ: hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca 

ᑕᑯᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑎ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᐳᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑎᐊᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ: 

Species at Risk Public Registry (www.sararegistry.gc.ca 

 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᖅᐱᑦ  

 ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᑎᑕᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐ 

ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑕ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᓂ 

www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-

change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html; 

 ᐱᓕᕆᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᓴᕐᓗᓐᓂ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᐅᒃᑐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ: 

 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓯ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᓴᐳᔨᓯᒪᔪᓂᒡᓗ 

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ   

 ᐱᓕᕆᑕᐃᓕᓗᓯ ᐊᓐᓂᕐᓂᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ. 

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐅᑯᐊᑐᑦ eBird). 

 

 

 
 

ᓇᒧᐊᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᖏᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᕐᔪᐃᑦ (ᑯᐊᓂᐅᓪ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓᓂᑦ - ᓄᐊᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒥ, Rubega et 

al. 2000) 

 



 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ: ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ: X 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ: ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ (Tryngites subruficollis) ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA). 

 
ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᑦᑎᖅ ᑰᖕᒥᑦ (Seal River Estuary) ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ © ᑯᕆᔅᑎᐊᓐ ᐊᕐᑐᓲ (Christian Artuso) 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

 

 ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᑳᓐ. 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓃᑦᑐᑦ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᑖᓗᖕᒥᑦ). 

 ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ 87% ᖃᓂᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓕᑲᒥᑦ ᐱᐊᓛᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᓲᓂᑦ. 



 

 
ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ (ᑯᐊᓂᐅᓪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕝᕕᖕᒥᑦ - 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᐅᑉ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒋᐊᖅᑕᕐᕕᒃ, McCarty et al. 2017) 

 
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᐅᑉ ᐱᐊᓛᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ (ᐱᔭᐅᔪᖅ J. Rausch, ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ). ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᓇᒧᙵᐅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑉᓯᒪᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐊᓛᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

COSEWIC ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᑉᑰᖅ (2013). 

 

 ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ (2017) ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ-ᒥᑦ (SARA). 2012-ᒥᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓴᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (COSEWIC) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᖕᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑉᖁᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐃᓂᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ SARA-ᑯᑦ 2014-ᒥᑦ. 

 ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᑐᑦ SARA-ᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᖃᖅ A). ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᖃᐅᑎ ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑎᑑᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᖃᖅ B-ᒥᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ. 

 ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

  



 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ: 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ (ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ) 

 ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ 

ᑐᓂᐅᖅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᖅᖀᓐᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅ (ᔭᓄᐊᕆ) 2020-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐱᓐᓂᒃᑯᓂᒃ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑎᑑᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:

o ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐹᑑᔅᑦ ᐃᓐᓚᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᑯᕐᑕᐃᕈᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐅᒥᖕᒪᑑᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐊᕿᒡᒋᐊᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐊᕐᕕᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐃᓴᑎᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᐃᕕᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

o ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᕿᑭᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

o ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 

 ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕗᓐᓂᕕᒃ (ᕕᕗᐊᕆ) 2020-ᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ. 

 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑕᒑᕆᕝᕕ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ) 2020-ᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᖃᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᕿᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᓂᑉᓕᐅᑎᖃᕈᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᐋᖅᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ.  

 ᑎᑎᖅᖃᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ C ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᖃᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᓴᖅᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ (90-ᐅᑉᓗᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᓂᑉᓕᐅᑎᖃᕈᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᐋᖅᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ) 

 ᐅᑎᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᖃᖅ ᓴᖅᕿᔮᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᑲᑕᒑᕆᕝᕕᒃ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ) 17, 2021-ᒥᑦ 90-ᐅᑉᓗᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᓂᑉᓕᐅᑎᖃᕈᒪᒃᐸᑕ 

ᐋᖅᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᕗᓐᓂᕕᒃ (ᕕᕗᐊᕆ) 15, 2022-ᒥᑦ. ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ 60 ᐅᑉᓗᓄᑦ ᓂᑉᓕᐅᑎᖃᕈᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᐋᖅᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒍ ᐱᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

 

 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᖃᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᓐᓂᑯᓂᒃ 

ᐊᓕᓚᔪᖅ ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑎᑑᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑕᒑᕆᕝᕕᒃ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ) 18, 

2021-ᒥᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᖃᐅᑎᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ: 

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry/management-plans/buff-breasted-sandpiper-proposed-2021.html


 

o ᕿᑎᕐᓂᐅᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, 

o ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ  

o ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ  

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᑦᑐᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑰᒑᕐᔪᒃ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐅᔮᑦ 

o ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ

 

 ᑎᑎᖅᖃᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ C ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᑦ 

ᓂᑉᓕᐅᑎᖃᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᕿᒃᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ (ᓄᑖᙳᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓐᓂᑯᓄᑦ ᐊᓕᓚᔪᖅ, ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᖃᐃᑦ) 

ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒍᑏᑦ: 

 ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᖅᕿᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᖃᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒃᑰᖓᑉᓗᒍ. 

 ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᖃᖅ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 5.2.34. 

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᖅ: 

 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᓄᑦ 

(Tryngites subruficollis) ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 5.2.34. 

 

 

 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ:   

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖓ    ᔪᓚᐃ 2022 
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Preface 41 
 42 
The federal, provincial, and territorial government signatories under the Accord for the 43 
Protection of Species at Risk (1996)2 agreed to establish complementary legislation and 44 
programs that provide for effective protection of species at risk throughout Canada. 45 
Under the Species at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c.29) (SARA), the federal competent 46 
ministers are responsible for the preparation of management plans for listed species of 47 
special concern and are required to report on progress within five years after the 48 
publication of the final document on the SAR Public Registry.  49 
 50 
The Minister of Environment and Climate Change and Minister responsible for the Parks 51 
Canada Agency is the competent minister under SARA for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 52 
and has prepared this management plan, as per section 65 of SARA. To the extent 53 
possible, it has been prepared in cooperation with other federal government 54 
departments, Provinces/Territories, Wildlife Management Boards, and Aboriginal 55 
organizations as per section 66(1) of SARA. 56 
 57 
Success in the conservation of this species depends on the commitment and 58 
cooperation of many different constituencies that will be involved in implementing the 59 
directions set out in this plan and will not be achieved by Environment and Climate 60 
Change Canada and the Parks Canada Agency, or any other jurisdiction alone. All 61 
Canadians are invited to join in supporting and implementing this plan for the benefit of 62 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper and Canadian society as a whole. 63 
 64 
Implementation of this management plan is subject to appropriations, priorities, and 65 
budgetary constraints of the participating jurisdictions and organizations. 66 
 67 
 68 
  69 

                                            
2 www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding.html#2 

http://registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=6B319869-1%20
http://registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=6B319869-1%20
http://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding.html#2
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Executive Summary 117 
 118 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is 119 
an arctic-breeding shorebird. The species nests on the upland coast of the Yukon, 120 
Northwest Territories, Nunavut and Alaska before migrating along the Midcontinental 121 
flyway to the coast of Argentina, Uruguay, and Brazil where birds stay during the boreal 122 
winter.  123 

The species was assessed as Special Concern by COSEWIC in 2012 and listed under 124 
Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act in 2017. Globally, the IUCN Red List has 125 
categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004. As a long-distance migrant, 126 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act in 127 
Canada and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in the United States.  128 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is estimated at 56,000 individuals (range: 129 
35,000–78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010), 75% of which are thought to breed in Canada 130 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). After massive declines during the early 1900s caused by 131 
hunting in Canada and the United States, the species appears to be still declining today. 132 
The scale of the decline is uncertain due to the challenges in surveying the species and 133 
the current lack of data.  134 

The exact causes of this decline are unknown. A combination of factors resulting in 135 
habitat loss or poor habitat quality on the migratory and wintering grounds are likely 136 
driving the decline. Those factors include conversion of natural areas to agriculture, 137 
pesticide exposure, wind turbines, resource extraction, and climate change.  138 

The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain the 139 
population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2026 to 2036. The 140 
baseline for this management objective will be a more reliable and accurate population 141 
estimate obtained within the next 5 years (2021–2026).  142 

The broad strategies identified in this management plan aim to conserve habitat, 143 
monitor the population and distribution of the species, and understand characteristics of 144 
non-breeding habitats through research. Much of this habitat is outside of Canada, so 145 
supporting international conservation and research efforts should play a key role in 146 
Canada’s conservation strategies for the species. 147 
 148 
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1. COSEWIC* Species Assessment Information 176 
 177 

Date of Assessment: May 2012  
 

Common Name (population): Buff-breasted Sandpiper 
  
Scientific Name: Tryngites subruficollis** 
 
COSEWIC Status: Special Concern 
 
Reason for Designation:  
The Canadian Arctic supports about 87% of the North American breeding range of 
this shorebird and about 75% of its global population. The species was once common 
and perhaps even abundant historically, but it suffered severe declines stemming 
from intensive market hunting in the late 1800s and early 1900s. By the 1920s, it was 
thought to be at the brink of extinction. Its population has grown since hunting was 
banned in North America, but numbers remain much lower than those before hunting 
began. There is evidence for population decline in recent decades, and many 
conservation organizations consider the species to be of concern throughout its 
range. However, this species is difficult to monitor effectively, and data necessary to 
estimate population trends are currently lacking. Outside the breeding period, loss 
and degradation of its specialized grassland habitat, both on its wintering grounds in 
South America and along its migration routes, are believed to pose the most 
significant threats. 
  
Canadian Occurrence:  
Yukon, Northwest Territories, Nunavut, British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, 
Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec 
 
COSEWIC Status History:  
Designated Special Concern in May 2012. 

* COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) 178 
** The scientific name of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis) changed in 2013 (Chesser 179 

et al. 2013), after COSEWIC assessment in May 2012. Documents developed under the Species at 180 
Risk Act (SARA) must follow the species nomenclature used in Schedule 1 of SARA. 181 

 182 
 183 

2. Species Status Information 184 
 185 
An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper population breeds in Canada 186 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). In Canada, the species was assessed as Special Concern by 187 
COSEWIC in 2012 and listed as Special Concern under Schedule 1 of the Species at 188 
Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c. 29) in 2017. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is not listed under any 189 
provincial species at risk legislation. The species has been identified as a priority 190 
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species in four of the twelve Bird Conservation Regions3. A recently updated 191 
assessment of shorebirds in Canada deemed Buff-breasted Sandpiper to be of High 192 
Concern in Canada based on the probable decline and threats to the species (Hope 193 
et al. 2019).  194 
 195 
Table 1. Summary of national and provincial or state NatureServe ranks for the 196 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper where it occurs in North America (NatureServe, 2019) 197 
Global 
(G) Rank 

National (N) 
Ranks 

Sub-national (S) Ranks 

G4 Canada 
N2N4B, N4N5M 
 
 

Alberta (S3M), British Columbia (SUM), Labrador 
(SNA), Manitoba (S1S2M), Newfoundland Island 
(SNA), Northwest Territories (S2S4B), 
Nunavut (S3B, S3M), Ontario (SNA), Quebec (S3M), 
Saskatchewan (S4M), Yukon (S1B) 

United States 
N4B 

Alabama (SNRM), Alaska (S2B), Arkansas (SNA), 
California (SNA), Colorado (SNA), Connecticut (SNA), 
Delaware (SNA), Florida (S2M), Georgia (SNRN), 
Illinois (SNA), Indiana (S3M), Iowa (S3N), Kansas 
(SNA), Kentucky (SNA), Louisiana (S3M), Maine 
(SNA), Maryland (SNA), Massachusetts (S1N), 
Michigan (SNRN), Minnesota (SNRM), Mississippi 
(SNA), Missouri (SNA), Nebraska (S2N), New Jersey 
(S4N), New York (SNRN), North Carolina (SNA), 
North Dakota (SNA), Ohio (SNA), Oklahoma (S3M), 
Pennsylvania (S2M), Rhode Island (S1N), 
South Carolina (SNA), South Dakota (SNA), 
Tennessee (S3N), Texas (S2S3), Virginia (SNA), 
Washington (SNA), Wisconsin (S3N), Wyoming (S4N) 

National (N) and Subnational (S) NatureServe alphanumerical ranking: 1 – Critically Imperiled, 198 
2 – Imperiled, 3 – Vulnerable, 4 – Apparently Secure, 5 – Secure, NR – Unranked, NA – Not Applicable, 199 
U – Unrankable. Occurrence definitions: B – Breeding, M – Migrant. The N2N4B range indicates the 200 
range of uncertainty about the status of the species.  201 
 202 
The global NatureServe rank is G4 – Apparently Secure (reviewed in 2016; 203 
NatureServe 2019; see Table 1 for additional sub-rankings) and the IUCN Red List has 204 
categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004 when its status was upgraded 205 
from Lower Risk (BirdLife International 2017). The species was listed in 1999 in 206 
Appendix I and II of the UN Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of 207 
Wild Animals, which prohibits hunting of the species in its wintering range4. The 208 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper is also protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 209 
1994 which protects all individuals of the species as well as its nest and eggs on federal 210 
and non-federal lands.  211 

                                            
3 Those Bird Conservation Regions are the Arctic Plains and Mountains, the Lower Great Lakes/St. 
Lawrence Plain, the Prairie Potholes, and the Taiga Shield and Hudson Plains. 
4 This document refers to the wintering range as the species’ range occupied during the northern 
hemisphere’s winter months (December to March). 
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The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a Species of High Concern in the United States. 212 
(USSCP, 2016). In South America, the species is considered Vulnerable in Brazil, 213 
Threatened in Paraguay (Ministerio de Ambiente y Desarrollo Sostenible, 2019), a 214 
Priority Species for Conservation in Uruguay, Threatened in Argentina, and Highly 215 
Threatened in Colombia (Johnston-González et al. 2010).  216 

 217 

3. Species Information 218 
 219 

3.1. Species Description 220 
 221 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized, buff-coloured (light brownish yellow), 222 
arctic-breeding shorebird. Males weigh about 70 g and females weigh about 55 g 223 
(McCarty et al. 2017). They are marked with dark brown spots or streaks along the 224 
crown and sides of the breast, and narrow, teardrop shaped, dark-brown streaks edged 225 
in buff along the feather shafts on their back, scapulars5, upper tail, and wing coverts6 226 
(COSEWIC 2012). Male, female, and juvenile plumage is similar, but the dark spots on 227 
the undersides of the outer primaries are larger in males than in females who have 228 
larger spots than juveniles (McCarty et al. 2017). The species has yellow legs and a 229 
black bill.  230 
 231 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are the only North American shorebird with an exploded lek7 232 
mating system (Lanctot et al. 1998). In an exploded lek, males are further away from 233 
one another than they would be in a classic lek. Because of density-dependent effects8 234 
associated with its unusual lek-mating system, further reductions in the species’ 235 
abundance could accelerate population collapse if males and females cannot locate 236 
each other in their expansive breeding grounds. However, at present, there is no 237 
indication that genetic diversity declined as a result of historic reductions in population 238 
size (Lounsberry et al. 2013, 2014).  239 
 240 

3.2. Species Population and Distribution 241 
 242 
Distribution 243 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low densities in the tundra along the coastline of 244 
Alaska and Canada from Point Barrow, Alaska through the Northwest Territories and to 245 
the Boothia Peninsula, Nunavut and as far north as Melville, Bathurst, and Devon 246 
Islands, Nunavut (Figure 1; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). There are also small 247 
populations (280-650 individuals) breeding in Russia on Wrangel Island and the 248 

                                            
5 Scapulars are the feathers at the top of the wing when the bird is at rest. 
6 Wing coverts are the feathers that cover the wing’s flight feathers. 
7 A lek is an aggregation of male animals gathered to engage in competitive displays, lekking, to entice 
visiting females, which are surveying prospective partners to mate. 
8 Density-depended effects occur when a change in the size of a group influences, either positively or 
negatively, the conditions of habitat available for individual. For example, a lower number of Buff-breasted 
Sandpipers (lower density) might result in a decreased ability of individuals to find a mate in a given area, 
especially if the mating area is widespread. 
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Chukotski Peninsula (Lappo et al. 2012). The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low 249 
densities; their local distribution is patchy and variable both between and within years—250 
one Alaskan study found only 10% of leks to be present in all three consecutive years of 251 
the study (Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). There is little to no breeding site fidelity 252 
(less than 10% of adults return; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997) 253 
and males may display at multiple leks across the entire breeding range (Lanctot et al. 254 
2016).  255 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper migrates south mainly following the Midcontinental flyway, 256 
through the prairies and plains, where they make multiday stops in locations such as 257 
southern Saskatchewan, in the Kansas Flint Hills, southcentral Texas and the Gulf of 258 
Mexico coast in the United States (Lanctot et al. 2016; Lyons et al. 2019; Tibbitts et al. 259 
2019). Some juveniles frequent the Atlantic coast during southbound migration, with 260 
vagrant birds also migrating on the Pacific and Atlantic coasts (McCarty et al. 2017; see 261 
Figure 1). Then, they follow the Midcontinental Amazonia/Pantanal flyway, stopping in 262 
Bolivia and Paraguay (Lanctot et al. 2016; Tibbitts et al. 2019) before arriving on their 263 
wintering grounds on the coast of central Argentina, southeast Uruguay, and southeast 264 
Brazil (Lanctot et al. 2002; McCarty et al. 2017). The wintering grounds overlap with the 265 
Southern Cone Grasslands, also known as the pampas. On their northbound migration, 266 
birds stop in the Llanos plains of Colombia and Venezuela before crossing the Gulf of 267 
Mexico. This region therefore represents an important stopover site on migration. Fall 268 
and spring migrants take similar routes, but in the fall, juveniles migrating south may 269 
follow the Atlantic and Pacific coasts leading to a more dispersed route in the fall than 270 
spring (COSEWIC 2012). In contrast to the breeding grounds, birds show fairly high 271 
wintering site fidelity (55% to 64% return rate), with males being somewhat more likely 272 
to emigrate than females (Almeida 2009).  273 
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 274 
Figure 1. Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the Americas. Shaded yellow areas are 275 
migration corridors where the species is found at low densities; the species funnels through 276 
areas represented in dark yellow (from Cornell Lab - Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et 277 
al. 2017).  278 
 279 

Population Size and Trends 280 

Based on surveys done on stopover sites in the United States, the Buff-breasted 281 
Sandpiper population is estimated to include 56,000 individuals (range of 35,000 to 282 
78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010); earlier estimates were between 15,000 and 30,000 283 
(Morrison et al. 2006), but likely were underestimates (Lanctot et al. 2010). The current 284 
estimate of 56,000 individuals is based on counts in the Rainwater Basin, Nebraska, an 285 
important stopover location9 during northbound migration (Jorgensen et al. 2008). The 286 
uncertainty of the current population estimate depends on turnover rates estimated at 287 
stopover sites. Stopover duration at the Rainwater Basin is now known to be 48 hours 288 

                                            
9 Lanctot et al. (2010) defined key conservation sites as areas where at least 0.2% of the population 
(about 100 birds) occur regularly through time. 
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or less (McCarty et al. 2015), suggesting actual population size may be higher than 289 
previously estimated (Farmer and Durbian 2006). In addition, recent tracking data 290 
suggests that some birds bypass the Rainwater Basin, again potentially increasing 291 
population size estimates (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2020). It should be noted that 292 
surveys of Buff-breasted Sandpipers on wintering grounds do not cumulatively support 293 
a population estimate of more than 50,000 birds. This suggests either a smaller 294 
population than estimated at the Rainwater Basin, or the existence of unknown 295 
wintering sites with large concentrations of birds (A.J. Lesterhuis, pers. comm. 2020; 296 
see Appendix B for a summary of population estimates). 297 
 298 
Arctic Program for Regional and International Shorebird Monitoring (PRISM) surveys 299 
conducted between 1997 and 2007 across parts of Arctic Alaska yielded a population 300 
size estimate of 42,839 individuals for the areas surveyed at that time (95% range = 301 
5,856–79,260; Bart and Smith, 2012). PRISM surveys conducted on the breeding 302 
grounds in Arctic Canada between 2010 and 2017 yielded much higher densities than 303 
expected based on conventional assumptions of the species’ distribution and 304 
abundance. The population estimates arising from these surveys are many times larger 305 
than the currently proposed range-wide estimate of 56,000 (Lanctot et al. 2010). At the 306 
time of developing this management plan, these results are being carefully evaluated to 307 
ensure that they are accurate (P.A. Smith, pers. comm. 2020). PRISM estimates for the 308 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper present unique challenges because the species breeds at 309 
highly variable densities, due to its lek mating system, and they inhabit dry upland areas 310 
that are surveyed less intensively than the wetlands area used by many species 311 
(Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012). These new PRISM analyses will provide 312 
important information on abundance, distribution and habitat use for Buff-breasted 313 
Sandpipers. Surveys such as the North American Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) and 314 
Audubon Christmas Bird Count (CBC) provide very limited insight on this species.  315 
 316 
Estimating trends is difficult because the species occurs in unpredictable locations on 317 
the breeding grounds, and appears to adjust when, where and how long it uses sites on 318 
both the migration and wintering grounds depending on environmental conditions 319 
(Lanctot et al. 2010). Historically, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper numbered in the 320 
hundreds of thousands. By the end of the 19th century, extensive commercial hunting 321 
during migration, and to a lesser extent on the wintering grounds, resulted in population 322 
numbers approaching dangerously low levels (McCarty et al. 2017; Lanctot et al. 2002, 323 
2010). When the Migratory Birds Convention Act in 1917 and Migratory Bird Treaty Act 324 
in 1918 came into force, hunting pressure on the population declined, likely slowing the 325 
dramatic population decline (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010; COSEWIC 2012).  326 

Following hunting regulations, it is unknown whether the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 327 
population recovered or remained at low levels between the 1920s and the 1970s. 328 
The population is thought to have continued to decline in the recent decades (Lanctot 329 
et al. 2002, 2010). Observers on the migratory and wintering grounds alike have 330 
anecdotally reported declining numbers since at least the 1980s (Lanctot et al. 2002, 331 
2010; COSEWIC 2012). For example, on the wintering grounds, there were 1,000 to 332 
2,000 individuals during the winters of 1973 and 1974, with roosts of 600 to 333 
1,000 individuals at Estancia Medaland, Argentina (Myers 1980). When the survey was 334 
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repeated in 1996–2000, there were rarely more than 100 birds sighted and never more 335 
than 94 individuals together (although there was a flock of ~300 sighted outside the 336 
study area) (Isacch and Martínez 2003a, 2003b). Estancia Medaland was declared a 337 
Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN) site of Regional 338 
Importance in 2018, in part based on counts of 1,010 Buff-breasted Sandpipers 339 
recorded at the site in 2017 (Martínez-Curci et al. 2018). The extent to which birds move 340 
between sites within a year is unknown but their numbers often vary substantially 341 
between years and even within the season, so short-term studies should be interpreted 342 
with caution (Myers 1980; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997; Lanctot 343 
et al. 2002, 2016; but see Almeida 2009).  344 

3.3. Needs of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 345 

Breeding 346 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, preferring to breed on the drier, 347 
elevated ridges of the tundra, rather than the wet, polygon lowlands as is common for 348 
many other shorebirds. In the spring, males begin foraging and displaying on the first 349 
snow-free areas, usually along bluffs and ridges bordering rivers (Pruett-Jones 1988; 350 
Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). As the snow melts, males display on leks in moist 351 
graminoid meadow with many clumps of grasses (20 cm tall, 25-50 cm diameter; 352 
Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). Display areas typically are 353 
non-patterned ground, with few of the geometric patterns created by permafrost that are 354 
common in many arctic areas. Buff-breasted Sandpipers have an exploded lek mating 355 
system, with groups of 2-20 (average 2.6) males displaying together in a lek (Lanctot 356 
and Weatherhead 1997). Males typically display at one lek for only a short time,  357 
apparently moving between leks based on the number of available females (Lanctot and 358 
Weatherhead 1997). This causes lek location to be unstable within and across years. 359 
Solitary males may also display near the nest while females are fertile; this may be a 360 
more reliable tactic later in the season when there are fewer available females (Prevett 361 
and Barr 1976; Pruett-Jones 1988; but see Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). Males 362 
leave breeding grounds following the initiation of nesting by females (Sutton 1967; 363 
Pitelka et al. 1974; McCarty et al. 2017). 364 

Females nest away from lek sites (270-830 m; Pruett-Jones 1988), in well-drained 365 
grassy tundra with sedge grass clumps or moss-willows or moist sedge–graminoid 366 
meadows (Sutton 1967; Prevett and Barr 1976; Lanctot et al. 2010; McCarty et al. 367 
2017). During incubation breaks, females forage in areas with little vegetation, often 368 
along streams. They may also use habitats with a distinct net-like pattern across the 369 
ground caused by permafrost freeze/thaw cycle. After their eggs hatch, females forage 370 
with their brood in wetter areas, often along streams in emergent vegetation (Lanctot et 371 
al. 2010). Unlike many other species, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the 372 
uplands throughout brood rearing (McCarty et al. 2017). 373 

Migration 374 

Historically, during the North American portion of migration, Buff-breasted Sandpipers 375 
would have congregated in the short-grass prairies, where fire and grazing bison kept 376 
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vegetation short (Jorgensen et al. 2007). These prairies are now largely taken over by 377 
agriculture. Currently, migrating Buff-breasted Sandpipers congregate in surrogate 378 
short-grass areas, like newly planted crops, pastures, plowed fields, sod farms, golf 379 
courses, cemeteries, airports, freshly cut hayfields, lawns, and fallow or short-growth 380 
agricultural fields (Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). The 381 
species is attracted to “relatively moist” fields and, especially in drier year, to recently 382 
watered fields (Lanctot et al. 2010 citing D. Newstead). In the Rainwater Basin, 383 
Nebraska, an important stopover site, migrating birds congregate in corn or soybean 384 
fields, with a strong preference for fields where soybean had been harvested on the 385 
previous year (Jorgensen et al. 2007). Buff-breasted Sandpipers tend to use cornfields 386 
where stalks are cut at the base and less than 10 cm in height (Jorgensen et al. 2007). 387 
The birds spend about 50% of their time at migratory stopover sites foraging (McCarty 388 
et al. 2009) and prefer the foraging site to be near (but not in) a wetland (Jorgensen et 389 
al. 2007), which they use for bathing and drinking (McCarty et al. 2009). On the Gulf 390 
Coast, staging Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on commercial sod and other 391 
forms of agriculture to a lesser extent (Stone et al. 2019). In South America, migrating 392 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers primarily use short-grass areas along rivers and wetlands. 393 
They are also found in harvested or newly planted agricultural fields (particularly sugar 394 
cane and rice), sand bars, or other short-grass habitats (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010).  395 

Non-breeding 396 

Buff-breasted Sandpipers winter in the Pampas biome and show high fidelity to previous 397 
wintering sites (Isacch and Martinez 2003b). As during migration, they prefer grasslands 398 
where vegetation is 2 to 5 cm tall (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004). Over winter, the birds rely 399 
primarily on intensively grazed pastureland or areas with flooding events, high salinity, 400 
and naturally short vegetation (Isacch and Martínez 2003b). Alternatively, the species 401 
relies on soybean or rice agricultural fields (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004). Habitat tracking 402 
of wintering birds in the Samborombón Bay shows they rely on a combination of 403 
Pampas grassland (day) and salt-tolerant coastal (night) areas in Argentina (Castresana 404 
et al. 2019). In the Estancia Medaland, Buff-breasted Sandpipers move to freshwater 405 
swamps at night (J.P. Isacch, pers. comm. 2019) 406 

Diet 407 

Buff-breasted Sandpipers feed on insects, with some seeds and plant material. They 408 
also eat aquatic zooplankton, particularly during the fall after brood-rearing (McCarty 409 
et al. 2017). Their exact diet is poorly documented and likely varies between sites. 410 
However, on the wintering grounds, birds preferentially eat adult and larval beetles, 411 
ants, flies, spiders and earthworms (Isacch et al. 2005). Although most other arctic 412 
shorebirds eat worms, insect larvae, and marine zooplankton during brood rearing in the 413 
wet lowlands, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the uplands throughout brood 414 
rearing and therefore does not feed heavily on these aquatic invertebrates (McCarty 415 
et al. 2017).  416 
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4. Threats 417 
 418 

4.1. Threat Assessment 419 
 420 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper threat assessment is based on the IUCN-CMP (World Conservation Union–Conservation 421 
Measures Partnership) unified threats classification system (Salafsky et al. 2008). This threat assessment was conducted 422 
in June 2019. Threats are defined as the proximate activities or processes that have caused, are causing, or may cause in 423 
the future the destruction, degradation, and/or impairment of the entity being assessed (population, species, community, 424 
or ecosystem) in the area of interest (global, national, or subnational). Limiting factors are not considered during this 425 
assessment process. Historical threats, indirect or cumulative effects of the threats, or any other relevant information that 426 
would help understand the nature of the threats are presented in the Description of Threats section. 427 

 428 

Table 2. Threat calculator assessment.  429 

Threat # Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 

1 Residential and commercial development Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
1.1  Housing and urban areas Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
1.3  Tourism and recreation areas Unknown Small (1-10%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
2 Agriculture and aquaculture Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
2.1  Annual and perennial non-timber crops Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
2.2  Wood and pulp plantations Not Calculated 

(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) 

Negligible (<1%) Negligible (<1%) Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 

2.3  Livestock farming and ranching Not a Threat Large (31-70%) Neutral or Potential 
Benefit 

High (Continuing) 

3 Energy production and mining Medium-Low Large - Restricted 
(11-70%) 

Moderate (11-30%) High (Continuing) 

3.1  Oil and gas drilling Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
3.2  Mining and quarrying Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
3.3  Renewable energy Medium - Low Large - Restricted 

(11-70%) 
Moderate (11-30%) High (Continuing) 

4 Transportation and service corridors Negligible Large - Restricted 
(11-70%) 

Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 

4.2  Utility and service lines Negligible Large - Restricted 
(11-70%) 

Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
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Threat # Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 

5 Biological resource use Negligible Negligible (<1%) Extreme (71-100%) Moderate (Possibly in 
the short term, < 10 
yrs) 

5.1  Hunting and collecting terrestrial animals Negligible Negligible (<1%) Extreme (71-100%) High (Continuing) 
7 Natural system modifications Low Pervasive-Large 

(31-100%) 
Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 

7.1  Fire and fire suppression Low Pervasive - Large 
(31-100%) 

Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 

7.2  Dams and water management/use Negligible  Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
7.3  Other ecosystem modifications Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
8 Invasive and problematic species, 

pathogens and genes 
Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 

8.1  Invasive non-native/alien plants and 
animals 

Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 

8.2  Problematic native plants and animals Not a Threat Restricted (11-30%) Neutral or Potential 
Benefit 

High (Continuing) 

9 Pollution Unknown Pervasive (71-100%)  Unknown High (Continuing) 
9.3  Agricultural and forestry effluents Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
11 Climate change Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
11.1  Ecosystem encroachment Not Calculated 

(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) 

Large (31-70%) Unknown Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 

11.4  Changes in precipitation and hydrological 
regimes 

Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown Moderate (Possibly in 
the short term, 
<10 yrs) 

11.5  Severe / Extreme Weather Events Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
a Impact – The degree to which a species is observed, inferred, or suspected to be directly or indirectly threatened in the area of interest. The 430 
impact of each threat is based on Severity and Scope rating and considers only present and future threats. Threat impact reflects a reduction of a 431 
species population or decline/degradation of the area of an ecosystem. The median rate of population reduction or area decline for each 432 
combination of scope and severity corresponds to the following classes of threat impact: Very High (75% declines), High (40%), Medium (15%), 433 
and Low (3%). Unknown: used when impact cannot be determined (e.g., if values for either scope or severity are unknown); Not Calculated: 434 
impact not calculated as threat is outside the assessment timeframe (e.g., timing is insignificant/negligible or low as threat is only considered to be 435 
in the past); Negligible: when scope or severity is negligible; Not a Threat: when severity is scored as neutral or potential benefit. 436 
b Scope – Proportion of the species that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat within 10 years. Usually measured as a 437 
proportion of the species’ population in the area of interest. (Pervasive = 71–100%; Large = 31–70%; Restricted = 11–30%; Small = 1–10%; 438 
Negligible < 1%). 439 
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c Severity – Within the scope, the level of damage to the species from the threat that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat 440 
within a 10-year or three-generation timeframe. Usually measured as the degree of reduction of the species’ population. (Extreme = 71–100%; 441 
Serious = 31–70%; Moderate = 11–30%; Slight = 1–10%; Negligible < 1%; Neutral or Potential Benefit ≥ 0%).  442 
d Timing – High = continuing; Moderate = only in the future (could happen in the short term [< 10 years or 3 generations]) or now suspended 443 
(could come back in the short term); Low = only in the future (could happen in the long term) or now suspended (could come back in the long 444 
term); Insignificant/Negligible = only in the past and unlikely to return, or no direct effect but limiting. 445 
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4.2. Description of Threats 446 
 447 
The exact causes of the decline of Buff-breasted Sandpipers are unknown. Multiple 448 
factors likely reduce the suitability or availability of stopover and wintering sites, 449 
including fire suppression, resource extraction, conversion of short-grass prairies to 450 
agricultural land, and pesticide contamination. Habitat loss as a result of these factors 451 
likely are the most immediate threat to the species. Habitat loss from wind farm 452 
encroachment and direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines at important 453 
stopover and wintering sites are significant threats to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. A 454 
large proportion of the population is exposed to threats occurring on the Midcontinental 455 
flyway as the species uses this narrow migration corridor in spring and fall. Most of the 456 
threats to the species, and their underlying factors, are ongoing. The species faces few 457 
threats on its breeding grounds, but an expansion of industrial activities in the Arctic 458 
could cumulatively result in impacts on the species. In the coming years, climate change 459 
will likely play a larger role in the decline of the species. Threats likely to affect the 460 
species within the next ten years are described below from highest to lowest impact and 461 
certainty (Table 4).  462 

IUCN-CMP Threat 3.3 Renewable energy (Medium to Low Impact) 463 

The development of wind farms is thought to have a medium to low impact on 464 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers, though there is uncertainty in both the scope and severity of 465 
this threat. Wind farms may kill birds if they enter the rotor sweep zone or cause birds to 466 
avoid historic staging areas (Lanctot et al. 2010). Pre-construction surveys in Indiana 467 
found that more than 20% of staging American Golden-Plovers (Pluvialis dominica), 468 
who often migrate with Buff-breasted Sandpipers, flew in the proposed rotor sweep 469 
zone (West Inc., unpublished report, described in Lanctot et al. 2010). Wind energy 470 
production has grown substantially in Canada and the United States with more growth 471 
projected (Statistics Canada 2017; U.S. Energy Information Administration 2019). Most 472 
wind farms in the United States are located along the Midcontinental flyway, where birds 473 
migrate both in the fall and in spring. This biannual use of the migration corridor 474 
increases the risk of negative interaction with wind farms. In Canada, wind energy 475 
installations are mostly found outside of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s breeding and 476 
migration ranges (Canadian Wind Energy Association 2019). There are at least 10 wind 477 
farms in development in southern Alberta (Dowdell and Patel 2020), but they also seem 478 
to be outside of the main migration corridor (McCarty et al. 2015, 2017). However, 479 
northern regions and the Prairies show high wind energy potential (Canadian 480 
Geographic Enterprises 2009). Extensive windfarm development is projected in the 481 
grassland and coastal areas of Brazil, Uruguay and Argentina. As of 2018, the Global 482 
Wind Energy Council ranks Brazil as having the 8th largest wind power capacity in the 483 
world and the largest in South America, while Uruguay has the 3rd largest capacity in 484 
South America. In Brazil, ongoing windfarm development overlaps with important 485 
wintering areas for Buff-breasted Sandpipers, where flocks of 200 to 300 birds have 486 
been reported (J.B. Almeida, pers. comm. 2019).  487 
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IUCN-CMP Threat 7.1 Fire and fire suppression (Low Impact) 488 

Buff-breasted Sandpipers seem to prefer grassland that has been recently burned 489 
(Penner et al. 2015). The species may have benefitted from indigenous people’s 490 
practices of burning the grasslands in the Midwestern United States and on the 491 
wintering grounds (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019a). Current fire suppression allows 492 
woody vegetation to encroach into grasslands, reducing habitat availability (Brockway 493 
et al. 2002), particularly as this species prefers areas without nearby trees or other 494 
obstructions (Jorgensen et al. 2007). In the Kansas’ Flint Hills, new management 495 
techniques are starting to use fire for prairie conservation. Fire suppression was 496 
deemed to have a low impact on Buff-breasted Sandpipers.  497 

IUCN-CMP Threat 11.5 Severe weather events (Low Impact) 498 

Because of climate change, severe storms are increasing, and this increase is linked to 499 
declines in songbirds, particularly those that migrate over the Atlantic, as they cannot 500 
seek shelter (Butler 2000). Buff-breasted Sandpipers’ migration across the Gulf of 501 
Mexico may become increasingly perilous. Similarly, juvenile mortality may increase 502 
with storm number and severity. Unlike adults, juveniles often migrate along the Atlantic 503 
Coast (Lanctot et al. 2010) and are therefore more likely to encounter storms or 504 
hurricanes. On the breeding grounds, extreme weather may cause nest failure, but 505 
losses to nests and chicks have not yet been studied in detail (J. Rausch, pers. comm. 506 
2019). Overall, the impact of severe weather events is likely low.  507 

IUCN-CMP Threat 3.1 Oil and gas drilling (Low Impact) 508 

Buff-breasted Sandpipers have been documented breeding in the National Petroleum 509 
Reserve, Kuparuk and Prudhoe Bay oil fields and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in 510 
Alaska, where oil and gas drilling is either already occurring or proposed (Lanctot et al. 511 
2010). The infrastructure associated with arctic oil and gas projects (e.g. roads, 512 
runways, buildings) is usually built in the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 513 
Sandpiper males display. Building in these areas may lead to habitat loss and 514 
disturbance during the breeding season, possibly causing females to abandon nests if 515 
they are repeatedly flushed, or to increased predator numbers due to the presence of 516 
artificial food sources.  517 

Since 2007, oil drilling, particularly horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing (fracking) 518 
has increased across the prairies in both Canada and the United States (National 519 
Energy Board 2013). Horizontal drilling may reduce the amount of land affected by oil 520 
and gas development. Many grassland species avoid these sites and their surroundings 521 
to varying degrees (Thompson et al. 2015). On the wintering grounds, Colombian 522 
grasslands are seeing an increase in habitat loss due to drilling (C. Ruiz-Guerra, pers. 523 
comm. 2019). Given the limited extent of oil and gas development, their impact is likely 524 
low. 525 

IUCN-CMP Threat 3.2 Mining and quarrying (Low Impact) 526 

As with oil and gas drilling, infrastructure associated with arctic mines (e.g. roads, 527 
runways, buildings) is usually built on the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 528 
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Sandpipers display and occasionally nest. There has been increased mining in Brazil on 529 
the wintering grounds (COSEWIC 2012), but biologists negotiated the movement of an 530 
8,000-hectare mine project south of Lagoa do Peixe away from Buff-breasted Sandpiper 531 
habitats (Lanctot et al. 2010). Similar to oil and gas development, the limited footprint of 532 
mining and quarrying resulted in this threat’s low impact score. 533 

IUCN-CMP Threat 7.3 Other ecosystem modifications (Unknown Impact) 534 

Buff-breasted Sandpipers may be exposed to a wide array of pesticides because they 535 
rely on agricultural habitat when migrating and during the winter (Strum et al. 2008, 536 
2010). Although attractive to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper because of their physical 537 
characteristics, surrogate short-grass habitat with intensive pesticides use could 538 
represent ecological traps for the species from direct or indirect contamination (Lanctot 539 
et al. 2010). Direct effects of pesticides are discussed under “Description of Threats: 540 
9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents”. Insect abundance is also likely lower on cropland 541 
that has been treated with insecticides, reducing food availability for insectivorous birds, 542 
including this species (Hart et al. 2006; Bellavance et al. 2018). Poor insect abundance 543 
in these areas may reduce survival because Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on 544 
those insects to provide energy for migration. The impact on the population is unknown.  545 

IUCN-CMP Threat 9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (Unknown Impact) 546 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper may be exposed to pesticides during migration and the 547 
wintering period because they rely mainly on human-altered habitat (such as cropland, 548 
sod fields and golf courses) sprayed with pesticides. Carbamate insecticides like 549 
Furadan F4 have been linked to Buff-breasted Sandpiper mortality during migration 550 
(Flickinger et al. 1986; Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers wintering in rice 551 
fields and cattle pastures in Argentina and Uruguay have shown evidence of being 552 
exposed to contaminants that altered the birds’ nervous system (Strum et al. 2010). 553 
Effects of the increasing use of neonicotinoid, the most widely used insecticide known to 554 
be highly detrimental for seed eating birds (Goulson 2013, Gibbons et al. 2015), remain 555 
undocumented for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (McCarthy et al. 2017). Since 2016, 556 
Brazil has approved the usage of more than 1200 pesticides, many of which are banned 557 
elsewhere, which creates a concern of further negative effects on the species. Because 558 
of the species’ habitat use, a large proportion of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population 559 
might be exposed to pesticides and contaminants; however, population effects have not 560 
been quantified. The overall impact of agricultural contaminants on the Buff-breasted 561 
Sandpiper population is unknown, but likely is significant and in need of study.  562 

IUCN-CMP Threat 2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crops (Unknown Impact) 563 

Most of the native, short-grass prairie historically used as stopover habitat has been 564 
converted to agricultural fields, resulting in a profound loss of natural stopover habitat. 565 
Short-grass prairies managed under cattle grazing provide suitable habitat for 566 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers, but those areas are increasingly converted to agricultural 567 
cropland. Conversion to agricultural cropland across Canada, the United States and 568 
Mexico is ongoing, driven by the need to feed growing human populations, demands for 569 
biofuel, and increasing crop irrigation in traditionally dry areas as electricity becomes 570 
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available (Meeting of the Canada/Mexico/United States Trilateral Committee for Wildlife 571 
and Ecosystem Conservation and Management 2019; Agenda item 24). Similar 572 
agricultural expansions are happening in South America in both migratory and wintering 573 
habitat. Farmers are converting traditional rangeland into cropland in fertile areas 574 
(Lanctot et al. 2010). Important migratory stopovers during northern migration in the 575 
savannahs of Los Llanos, Colombia (Lanctot et al. 2016) have rapidly been converted 576 
for palm oil and rice cultivation since 2000 (Romero-Ruiz et al. 2011). Illegal drainage 577 
canals to irrigate rice and drain areas for cultivation threaten Brazilian wintering habitat 578 
around coastal lagoons (Lanctot et al. 2010).  579 

Because there is little unaltered short-grass habitat, Buff-breasted Sandpipers have 580 
adopted some types of croplands as alternative habitat during migration and over the 581 
winter. It is unclear whether agricultural areas are high-quality substitutes—there may 582 
simply be no natural habitat available. Some types of fields are preferable to others 583 
(e.g., soy is preferable to corn; Jorgensen et al. 2007).  In Saskatchewan and Manitoba, 584 
two important staging areas during northern migration (Tibbitts et al. 2019), pasture land 585 
has decreased between 2011 and 2016 by 5% and 7%, respectively (Statistics Canada 586 
2020). The increased agricultural production discussed above may provide habitat, 587 
depending on which crops are planted. Some agricultural practices, increasingly used 588 
for other conservation purposes, may be at odds with Buff-breasted Sandpiper 589 
conservation (e.g., no-till agriculture conserves soil and water but may reduce insect 590 
abundance in fields; Lanctot et al. 2010). No-till agriculture and monocultures, such as 591 
sod fields, require increased chemical application, discussed under 7.3 Other 592 
ecosystem modifications. Since the conversion of native areas to cropland both 593 
destroys traditional habitat and creates an alternative—albeit likely inferior—habitat, the 594 
overall impacts of non-timber crops are unknown.  595 

IUCN-CMP Threat 11.4 Changes in precipitation and hydrological regimes (Unknown 596 
Impact) 597 

Conditions on the breeding ground may get drier as precipitation regimes shift, 598 
permafrost thaws, and drainage increases (Hinzman et al. 2005), which may change the 599 
insect prey available to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Along the migratory route, more 600 
frequent severe droughts are predicted in the Great Plains, which will reduce wetland 601 
habitat (Johnson et al. 2005). These areas are currently used by Buff-breasted 602 
Sandpipers for resting and maintenance (McCarty et al. 2009). However, the large, 603 
shallow lakes in the Parkland regions of Alberta (such as Beaverhill Lake and North 604 
Cooking Lake) have been at extremely low water levels since the late 1990s (G. Court, 605 
pers. comm. 2020). Those historical staging areas for Buff-breasted Sandpipers are 606 
now used less frequently by the species (G. Court, pers. comm. 2020). Increasing 607 
precipitation in the wintering range may contribute to flooding and displacement (Nuñez 608 
et al. 2008). Important sites for the species, such as Asuncion Bay and Estancia 609 
Medaland, are regularly flooded, which temporarily reduces the amount of available 610 
habitat locally, yet overall effects on the wintering population are unknown 611 
(A. Lesterhuis, pers. comm. 2019). It is ultimately unknown how changing precipitation 612 
regimes will impact Buff-breasted Sandpiper populations.  613 

https://www.trilat.org/images/2019%20Agenda%20EWCT%20(4.10).pdf
https://www.trilat.org/images/2019%20Agenda%20EWCT%20(4.10).pdf
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IUCN-CMP Threat 1.3 Tourism and recreational areas (Unknown Impact) 614 

Because this species prefers short grass habitat, birds use airports, golf courses, and 615 
other large landscaped areas during their migration as short-term resting sites (Lanctot 616 
et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). These sites may represent poor 617 
habitat—golf courses use large amounts of pesticides, and airport managers harass 618 
birds to prevent bird strikes on planes (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019a). Those 619 
surrogate habitats may be attractive to the species, but could result in poor foraging 620 
conditions compared to natural habitat. The impact of tourism and recreation is 621 
unknown.  622 

IUCN-CMP Threat 7.2 Dams & water management/use (Negligible Impact) 623 

Ground water pumping and surface drainage can result in drier fields, reducing the 624 
suitability of short-grass habitat for Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Surface and ground water 625 
management is a common practice in agricultural fields to optimize crop production. 626 
Those practices likely influence the suitability of a large portion of the Buff-breasted 627 
Sandpiper’s non-breeding range, given that the species relies almost exclusively on 628 
crops as stopover and wintering sites. The impact of dams and water management has 629 
been considered as negligible for the species. This impact score could be revised 630 
following further investigation on the permanent effects of drainage on the species’ 631 
habitat.  632 

IUCN-CMP Threat 1.1 Housing and urban areas (Negligible Impact) 633 

While the North American prairies that the Buff-breasted Sandpiper historically relied on 634 
during migration have overwhelmingly been converted for agricultural use (Gauthier and 635 
Wiken 2003), housing and urban areas expansion has likely been negligible. Evidence 636 
from Nebraska suggests that while migrating the species prefers areas without 637 
obstructions, such as buildings, trees, and other structures associated with human 638 
settlements (Jorgensen et al. 2007). On the wintering grounds, the species is no longer 639 
found surrounding Buenos Aires, Argentina after heavy urban development and habitat 640 
destruction (Lanctot et al. 2002). The impact of this threat has been deemed negligible.  641 

IUCN-CMP Threat 8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants and animals (Negligible Impact) 642 

Non-native plant species may spread into the remaining native grassland. This is 643 
particularly true given that the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community 644 
Pasture Program ended in 2012 and federally managed grassland was returned to the 645 
provinces by 2018, decreasing resources for pasture management in Canada. Fire 646 
suppression may also contribute to the spread of non-native plants that are not as 647 
fire-resistant as their native competitors (Brockway et al. 2002). Finally, grasslands on 648 
the wintering grounds are often modified by planting non-native grasses that can 649 
increase forage levels for livestock (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019b). It is unclear 650 
whether this modification will affect the use of the areas by Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 651 
On wintering grounds, feral pigs alter vegetation where the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 652 
occurs, but effects on the species have not been assessed. Despite the potential 653 
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negative effects, non-native species invasion poses a negligible threat to the Buff-654 
breasted Sandpiper.  655 

IUCN-CMP Threat 4.2 Utility and service lines (Negligible Impact) 656 

Although there have been instances where Buff-breasted Sandpipers collide with 657 
powerlines, generally the species seems to coexist with powerlines without population-658 
level impacts, so the impact has been deemed negligible (Lanctot et al. 2010).  659 

IUCN-CMP Threat 5.1 Hunting and collection of terrestrial animals (Negligible Impact) 660 

Though historically commercial hunting was prevalent in North America, Buff-breasted 661 
Sandpipers have been protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act in Canada 662 
and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in the United States since 1917 and 1918, 663 
respectively. The species is listed in Appendix I and II of the UN Convention on the 664 
Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals, which prohibits hunting of the 665 
species in its wintering range. Presently, there is little risk of hunting throughout their 666 
range. Small amounts of legal and illegal shorebird harvesting do occur in parts of Latin 667 
America (the Guianas, the Caribbean, along the northern coast of South America, and 668 
potentially other areas) but these areas are not along the main migratory route (Wege et 669 
al. 2014). Currently, it is estimated that no more than 1371 +/- 282 Buff-breasted 670 
Sandpipers could be sustainably harvested annually (Watts et al. 2015). This level of 671 
hunting is unlikely to be occurring and hunting was deemed a negligible threat to the 672 
population.  673 

IUCN-CMP Threat 11.1 Ecosystem encroachment (Outside of Assessment Timeframe) 674 

Buff-breasted Sandpipers are expected to lose about 50% of their potential suitable 675 
breeding habitat by 2070 because of climate change (Wauchope et al. 2017). Warming 676 
is allowing shrub growth to expand northward across the tundra (Sturm et al. 2001). 677 
Melting permafrost may affect the shallow tundra wetlands, preferred for foraging. 678 
Coastal erosion has accelerated as the permafrost melts and there are more ice-free 679 
days with heavy wave action, even flooding some freshwater areas with saltwater 680 
(Jones et al. 2009). Rising sea levels may also flood breeding sites and salinize 681 
freshwater wetlands used for foraging (Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers 682 
have low breeding site fidelity and ample breeding habitat, providing them some 683 
flexibility in adjusting where they breed (Lanctot et al. 2016). Thus, the species may be 684 
able to cope with changes in the near term but may struggle if habitat becomes more 685 
limiting.  686 

Additionally, in response to earlier spring thaws in the Arctic, the arthropods that 687 
shorebirds feed on are emerging earlier. Some other shorebirds are responding to these 688 
changes by breeding earlier. However, many species are no longer able to synchronize 689 
the hatching of their eggs with peak insect emergence (i.e., phenological mismatch is 690 
occurring; McKinnon et al. 2012; Tulp and Schekkerman 2008). It is unknown whether 691 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are able to adjust to these changes. 692 

Climate change is projected to shift the location of suitable migratory stopover habitat 693 
along the Midcontinental flyway (Wauchope et al. 2017).  694 
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Most Buff-breasted Sandpiper wintering habitat is coastal and could be flooded as a 695 
result of the projected rise in sea levels. The species may be forced to move inland to 696 
hillier, drier habitats or agricultural areas, which long-term suitability have not been 697 
assessed. While the impact of ecosystem encroachment was not calculated because 698 
these impacts are outside the timeframe of the threat assessment, rising sea levels on 699 
the wintering ground may pose the largest threat to the species. 700 

IUCN-CMP Threat 2.2 Wood and pulp plantations (Outside of Assessment Timeframe) 701 

In Brazil, and to a lesser extent Argentina, tree plantations may affect Buff-breasted 702 
Sandpipers wintering habitat. Ten percent of the grasslands in Rio Grande do Sul, 703 
Brazil have been converted to pine, eucalyptus, and acacias plantations (Gautreau and 704 
Vélez 2011), though much of this grassland is not coastal. These plantations are 705 
avoided by Buff-breasted Sandpipers (Dias et al. 2013). Pine plantations are particularly 706 
concerning because their seeds may disperse into adjacent grassland habitat, altering 707 
even greater areas than the plantations themselves, and ecological restoration is 708 
challenging (Simberloff et al. 2010; Lanctot et al. 2010). In fact, invasions of non-native 709 
pines into native habitat have already occurred around the world, resulting in varying 710 
degrees of habitat loss (Simberloff et al. 2010). This threat’s impact is negligible to the 711 
species. This impact score could be revised following further investigation on the 712 
species’ range overlap with tree plantation areas. 713 

IUCN-CMP Threat 8.2 Problematic native plants and animals (Not a Threat) 714 

Expanding Snow Goose (Anser caerulescens) populations cause habitat degradation in 715 
agricultural fields in Saskatchewan and to a lesser extent Manitoba and Alberta where 716 
geese grub for food on migratory staging grounds (Mowbray et al. 2000). Since Snow 717 
Geese stage in Saskatchewan earlier than the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the spring 718 
and later in the fall, Snow Geese are not expected to impact Buff-breasted Sandpipers 719 
on migration (Mowbray et al. 2000; McCarty et al. 2017). Grubbing may even be 720 
beneficial if it exposes soil and invertebrates for Buff-breasted Sandpiper foraging 721 
(C. Artuso, pers. comm. 2019). In two studies performed on the breeding grounds, the 722 
presence of goose colonies were shown to increase predation risk to nesting 723 
shorebirds; however, Buff-breasted Sandpipers were not specifically included in these 724 
studies (Lamarre et al. 2017; Flemming et al. 2019).  725 

Nest predators such as the Arctic Fox (Vulpes lagopus) and the Red Fox (V. vulpes), 726 
whose range’s has expanded northward over the last decades (Stickney et al. 2014, 727 
Elmhagen et al. 2017), are expected to have a higher impact on nest survival through 728 
changes in distribution, increased densities, and adapted behavior (Kubelka et al. 729 
2018). Oil and gas development is thought to increase the number of avian and 730 
mammalian predators due to the presence of artificial food sources and additional 731 
denning and nesting sites. However, according to two studies, there is no evidence that 732 
the infrastructure reduces nest survival of shorebirds as a group, although both studies 733 
included only a small number of Buff-breasted Sandpiper nests (10 and 3, respectively; 734 
Liebezeit et al. 2009; Bentzen et al. 2017).  In general, predation risk has increased 735 
over the last 70 years in the Northern Hemisphere, especially in the Arctic (Kubelka 736 



Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2021 

19 
 

et al. 2018). Problematic native plants and animals are deemed not a threat to this 737 
species.  738 

IUCN-CMP Threat 2.3 Livestock farming and ranching (Not a Threat) 739 

Buff-breasted Sandpipers extensively use tame pastures during the winter and, to a 740 
lesser extent, during migration (Lanctot et al. 2004; Jorgensen et al. 2007; Isacch and 741 
Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). Tame pastures might provide similar amount of food 742 
as in natural grasslands if grazing conditions are similar, and therefore adequate 743 
wintering and stopover habitat. Pastures with suboptimal grazing conditions for the 744 
species might still be used, as those may simply be the dominant habitat in the area. 745 
Though this species prefers to forage in overgrazed areas, grazing to that intensity 746 
year-round might be detrimental to the soil (Lanctot et al. 2004; Aldabe et al. 2019) and 747 
can degrade the quality of the forage and increase erosion (Bement 1969, Cingolani et 748 
al. 2005). Instead, Buff-breasted Sandpipers may benefit from seasonal rotations in 749 
grazing intensity that maintain vegetation height from 2 to 5 cm while birds are present 750 
(Isacch and Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). In Canada, the Prairie Farm 751 
Rehabilitation Administration’s Community Pasture Program ended in 2012, and 752 
federally managed grassland was returned to the provinces by 2018. This may lead to 753 
overgrazing, soil erosion, and damage in some areas where Buff-breasted Sandpipers 754 
stopover depending on how the areas are managed going forward. On the balance, 755 
livestock farming and ranching are not a threat to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 756 

 757 

5. Management Objective 758 

The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain the 759 
population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2025 to 2035 760 
using new stopover sites estimates provided by 2025.  761 

Accounts of historical population sizes are limited and the trend of the population is 762 
unknown. The species is difficult to survey given its sparse distribution on breeding 763 
grounds and the difficulty to detect individuals in the field. Surveys at key stopover 764 
areas currently provide the most reliable estimates of population size and will contribute 765 
in measuring progress towards the management objective. A tracking study revealed 766 
that the Flint Hills, located in Oklahoma and Kansas, and the Texas Gulf Coast are the 767 
two main stopover areas for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the U. S., the latter likely 768 
being the most important (Lanctot et al. 2016). From 2016 to 2019, the United States 769 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the United States Geological Survey (USGS), and 770 
the University of Nebraska Omaha, working with citizen scientists, conducted spring 771 
ground surveys for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper on the Texas Gulf Coast. Those 772 
surveys will yield a more reliable population estimate10 for the species, which should be 773 
available by 2026, and will provide a baseline for the long-term management objective. 774 

                                            
10 The current estimates did not take turnover rates into account, which are known to be relatively high 
(see Population Size and Trends in section 3.2). This could lead to an underestimation of the population 
count. New estimates are expected to be more reliable as specific effort was put in assessing turnover 
rates at the Texas stopover sites throught radio-tracking of individuals.  
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Progress towards meeting the management objective will be evaluated as new 775 
population estimates become available. 776 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper was designated as Special Concern because of ongoing 777 
threats related to habitat loss and degradation on the non-breeding grounds (COSEWIC 778 
2012). Since hunting of the species was banned in North America in the early 1900s, its 779 
population has grown, but numbers remain much lower than they were before hunting 780 
began. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper population appears to be limited by the availability 781 
of habitat on migration and non-breeding areas. Hence, the long-term management 782 
objective will be achieved by ensuring a no net loss of suitable sites at the landscape 783 
level on migration and wintering grounds. Considering the extent of non-breeding 784 
habitat found outside Canada, achieving this goal will only be possible through strong 785 
collaboration with Canada’s international partners. 786 

The United States Conservation Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper sets the goal to 787 
increase the population by more than 90% to at least 100,000 individuals (Lanctot et al. 788 
2010). This goal aims to build resiliency in the population of the species to offset future 789 
threats (Lanctot et al. 2010). In contrast, this management plan’s objective seeks to 790 
address the risk of the species to become endangered or threatened, which led 791 
COSEWIC to assign a Special Concern status to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper.  792 

 793 

6. Broad Strategies and Conservation Measures 794 

6.1. Actions Already Completed or Currently Underway 795 

In Canada, there has been little conservation work specifically targeting the 796 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper. The following list is not exhaustive, but is meant to illustrate 797 
the main areas where work has been completed or is already underway, to give context 798 
to the broad strategies outlined in section 6.3. Actions completed or underway include 799 
the following: 800 

 Broad-scale initiatives which benefit the conservation and management of the 801 
species: 802 
 The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is one of the focal species for the Americas Flyway 803 

Action Plan of the Arctic Migratory Birds Initiative (AMBI). This designation 804 
focuses efforts at understanding the factors limiting this species and ways to 805 
improve its conservation throughout the flyway (CAFF 2019).  806 

 The USFWS is leading work, with contribution from the Canadian Wildlife Service 807 
(CWS), to update the full life-cycle conservation plan for the Buff-breasted 808 
Sandpiper. 809 

 Many organizations and programs provide financial incentives to farmers and 810 
ranchers for conserving or restoring grassland and wetland habitats along the 811 
migratory route. Examples include the United States and Canada Joint Ventures, 812 
MultiSAR in Alberta, South of the Divide Conservation Action Program, the 813 
United States Department of Agriculture’s Conservation Reserve Program, and 814 
the Sustainable Grazing Network in Mexico.  815 
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 Research identifying key breeding, stopover, and wintering locations using 816 
satellite and GPS tracking technology is ongoing. See section 3. Species 817 
Information. 818 

 819 
 Conservation and management of the species in Canada: 820 

 Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeding habitat is conserved in the national parks, 821 
migratory bird sanctuaries, national wildlife areas of the Canadian Arctic, as well 822 
as through the Inuvialuit community conservation plans.  823 

 The Ahiak Migratory Bird Sanctuary Management Plan (2018) outlines a plan for 824 
the co-management of Buff-breasted Sandpipers and other species by 825 
Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) and local Inuit in the 826 
sanctuary (ECCC 2018).  827 

 The Arctic PRISM, a joint effort between ECCC, the USGS, and the USFWS, has 828 
been surveying the Arctic for shorebirds from 2002 to 2018 to determine 829 
population sizes and trends, and clarify distribution and habitat usage of all 830 
species, including the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. At the time of developing this 831 
management plan, new estimates of population size and breeding distribution for 832 
the species are being carefully evaluated to ensure accuracy.  833 

 Land from the former Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community 834 
Pasture Program had been returned by 2018 to provinces for management and 835 
is in large part still being managed for conservation by different groups in a way 836 
that benefits the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 837 

 838 
 Conservation and management of the species outside Canada: 839 

 Some of the identified key stopover sites have been designated as sites of 840 
importance by the WHSRN, including Rainwater Basin in Nebraska (2009) and 841 
the Flint Hills in Kansas and Oklahoma (2016) as sites of hemispheric 842 
importance, as well as Asuncion Bay in Paraguay (2008) and Barba Azul Nature 843 
Reserve in Bolivia (2015) as sites of regional importance.  844 

 Following habitat destruction from construction in Asuncion Bay (Paraguay) in 845 
2010, the CWS and the United States’ Neotropical Migratory Birds Conservation 846 
Act (NMBCA) have supported the local government in restoring habitat for 847 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper and other impacted shorebirds.  848 

 In 2018, a grant from NMBCA was awarded to fund the purchase of an additional 849 
681 hectares of grassland and the management of 15,000 hectares of 850 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper habitat at the Barba Azul Nature Reserve, Bolivia 851 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Program 2018). Starting October 2019, the reserve will be 852 
experimenting with beneficial management practices for cattle ranching to create 853 
and maintain Buff-breasted Sandpiper staging habitat. Long-term monitoring of 854 
the species will also be conducted at the site (Asociación Armonía 2019).  855 

 The Southern Cone Grassland Alliance, supported in part by CWS, has helped 856 
guide the development of beneficial management practices for sustainable 857 
land-use in Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Brazil. Through this project, 858 
ranching practices were improved on 116,479 hectares of grasslands and other 859 
beneficial management practices implemented on 25,371 hectares (Rosenberg 860 
et al. 2016).  861 
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 Four sites of importance for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper on the wintering 862 
grounds have been designated under WHSRN, namely Lagoa do Peixe in Brazil 863 
(1990) and Bahía Samborombón in Argentina (2011) as sites of international 864 
importance, and Laguna de Rocha in Uruguay (2010) and Estancia Medaland in 865 
Argentina (2018) as sites of regional importance. These sites include both 866 
publicly and privately-owned land.  867 

 Biologists in several countries within the Southern Cone Grassland Alliance have 868 
conducted surveys for Buff-breasted Sandpipers with the goal of providing a 869 
winter-based population estimate and trend for the species. 870 

 871 

6.2. Broad Strategies  872 
 873 
The broad strategies for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper have been developed to address 874 
the threats this species is facing across its range, primarily focusing on mitigating the 875 
most pressing threats and gathering the information needed to address the remaining 876 
threats. While renewable energy development received the highest impact score in the 877 
threat assessment and this impact score could rapidly increase, wintering and stopover 878 
habitat loss from a combination of factors (see section 4.2) remain the most immediate 879 
threat to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. Strategies fall under the following broad 880 
categories11:  881 

 Livelihood, Economic & Moral Incentives  882 
 Conservation Designation & Planning 883 
 Institutional Development 884 
 Research and Monitoring  885 

 886 

6.3. Conservation Measures  887 
 888 
Table 3. Conservation Measures and Implementation Schedule 889 

Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or 
Concerns 

Addressed 
Timeline 

Broad Strategy: Livelihood, Economic & Moral Incentives 

Market-based Incentives 

 Provide resources to landowners through 
stewardship programs to consider Buff-
breasted Sandpiper habitat needs (such as 
short-grass, adequate soil moisture, and 
vital dry Arctic uplands in danger of 
flooding as sea levels rise) when 
managing their lands. 

High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 7.1, and 7.2 

Ongoing 

                                            
11 The broad strategy categories follow the International Union for Conservation of Nature – Conservation 
Measures Partnership (IUCN-CMP) Conservation Actions Classification v 2.0 (http://cmp-
openstandards.org/tools/threats-and-actions-taxonomies/), 

http://cmp-openstandards.org/tools/threats-and-actions-taxonomies/
http://cmp-openstandards.org/tools/threats-and-actions-taxonomies/
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Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or 
Concerns 

Addressed 
Timeline 

Better Products & Management Practices 

 Encourage the wind energy sector to 
develop, implement, and promote 
beneficial management practices to 
mitigate threats to the Buff-breasted 
Sandpiper and its habitats where the 
species is known to occur. 

High IUCN Threat 3.3 2021–2031 

Better Products & Management Practices 

 Assist landowners to implement and 
promote beneficial management by 
providing or helping to develop written and 
digital resources to strengthen stewardship 
programs, which directly contribute to 
creating and maintaining Buff-breasted 
Sandpiper habitat and an appreciation of 
its value. 

Moderate 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 7.1, and 7.2 

2026–2036 

Broad Strategy: Conservation Designation & Planning  

Protected Area Designation &/or Acquisition 

 Conserve habitat at key sites. 
Moderate 

IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 3.1, 3.2 and 
3.3 

Ongoing 

Broad Strategy: Institutional Development  

Alliance & Partnership Development  

 Develop new international partnerships for 
conservation and maintain existing ones. 

High All Ongoing 

Broad Strategy: Research and Monitoring  

Basic Research & Status Monitoring  

 Centralize data from past surveys and 
complete the analysis of tracking studies 
that identify sites with high densities of 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 

High Knowledge gap 2021–2026 

Basic Research & Status Monitoring 
 Monitor the species at known and potential 

key sites during southbound and 
northbound migration;  

 Establish a list of key sites where at least 
0.2% of the population (about 100 birds) 
occur regularly through time. 

High Knowledge gap 2021–2026 

Basic Research & Status Monitoring  

 Develop a more reliable and accurate 
population estimate within the next 5 years 

High Knowledge gap 2021–2026 
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Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or 
Concerns 

Addressed 
Timeline 

Basic Research & Status Monitoring  

 Determine fine-scale landscape features 
that predict habitat usage both on breeding 
and non-breeding grounds 

High 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 
3.2, 11.1, and 11.4 

2021–2026 

Basic Research & Status Monitoring  

 Identify the natural processes that created 
and maintained suitable habitats to 
develop land-use practices beneficial for 
the species 

High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 7.1, and 7.2 

2021–2026 

Basic Research & Status Monitoring  

 Continue to monitor the species and its 
habitat on the breeding ground as part of 
the Arctic PRISM survey. 

High Knowledge gap 2021–2031 

Basic Research & Status Monitoring  

 Determine level of exposure of the species 
to pesticides and effects of those 
contaminants on survival, fitness and food 
availability. 

Medium 
IUCN Threats 7.3 
and 9.3 

2021–2026 

Basic Research & Status Monitoring  

 Evaluate current and past population 
monitoring methods and identify the most 
appropriate methods to assess progress 
towards the management objective. 

Medium Knowledge gap 2021–2026 

Basic Research & Status Monitoring  

 Determine the fall migration route, survival 
rates and potential threats to juveniles of 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population. 

Low Knowledge gap 2026–2031 

Basic Research & Status Monitoring  

 Assess the severity of the effects of 
climate change on demographics and 
distribution 

Low 
Threats 11.1, 11.4, 
and 11.5 

2026–2031 

e “Priority” reflects the degree to which the measure contributes directly to the conservation of the species 890 
or is an essential precursor to a measure that contributes to the conservation of the species. High priority 891 
measures are considered those most likely to have an immediate and/or direct influence on attaining the 892 
management objective for the species. Medium priority measures may have a less immediate or less 893 
direct influence on reaching the management objective but are still important for the management of the 894 
population. Low priority conservation measures will likely have an indirect or gradual influence on 895 
reaching the management objective but are considered important contributions to the knowledge base 896 
and/or public involvement and acceptance of the species. 897 
 898 
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6.4. Narrative to Support Conservation Measures and 899 

Implementation Schedule  900 
 901 
Institutional Development 902 

Considering the extent of non-breeding habitat found outside Canada, implementing 903 
broad strategies that benefit the Buff-breasted Sandpiper will only be possible through 904 
strong collaboration with Canada’s international partners. In addition, collaboration with 905 
the wind energy sector is required to mitigate threats to the species and its habitat at 906 
key sites.  907 

As such, Canada and international partners created the Midcontinental Shorebird 908 
Conservation Initiative (MSCI), which aims to deliver full life-cycle conservation for the 909 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper and other species. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is recognized 910 
as high conservation concern in many countries because it occupies several locations 911 
relevant to shorebird conservation that are prioritized as part of the MSCI.  912 

Livelihood, Economic & Moral Incentives, and Conservation Designation & Planning  913 

Wintering and stopover habitat used by the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is predominantly 914 
privately owned and used as agricultural cropland or pastureland, so the involvement of 915 
private landowners is critical. Stewardship programs can support and incentivize 916 
landowners to manage their land for short-grass habitat and shorebird conservation. 917 
Where appropriate and after consideration of a range of ecological targets, this may 918 
involve using livestock or fire to maintain short-grass habitat, as well as appropriate soil 919 
moisture in sod fields. Support could also be given to sod farm owners, where housing 920 
development exerts pressure on agricultural lands. Further research is need to 921 
determine if this type of habitat provides adequate conditions to support the recovery of 922 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper. Conservation managers and landowners of key migratory and 923 
wintering sites should be educated about Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s unusual habitat 924 
requirements (shortgrass rather than the taller coastal wetland grasses preferred by 925 
most shorebirds and waterbirds) so that these requirements are not overlooked when 926 
implementing management practices for shorebirds more broadly.  927 

Appropriate buffers and mitigation measures for renewable energy developments must 928 
be put in place in locations where there is high density of Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 929 
Standards for monitoring nonbreeding shorebirds in the Western Hemisphere (PRISM 930 
2018) provide a comprehensive protocol for ad hoc assessments of habitat use by 931 
shorebirds.  932 

Research and Monitoring 933 

Buff-breasted Sandpipers should be monitored to determine habitat usage, population 934 
size and trends. By 2025, this monitoring effort should inform a more reliable and 935 
accurate baseline population size towards the management objective. Surveys on 936 
staging or wintering grounds may be more effective in determining population sizes and 937 
trends than arctic surveys because the species does not congregate in large numbers 938 
or show site fidelity on the breeding grounds. This is particularly important as population 939 
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trends have not been quantified. At the same time, arctic breeding ground surveys and 940 
GPS-tracking can provide important information about micro-scale habitat use, which is 941 
needed to identify areas sensitive to industrial development and to climate change. 942 
Arctic PRISM may provide some of this information as upland habitats are included in 943 
the surveys (COSEWIC 2012). Surveys along the migratory route and in the wintering 944 
grounds can provide similar information about habitat use during these stages. 945 

Monitoring of habitat use and research on suitable habitat characteristics are key steps 946 
in shaping conservation actions for the species. By 2025, key wintering and migratory 947 
stopovers sites that cumulatively support 80% of the current population estimate of 948 
56,000 individuals should be identified. Canada will collaborate with its international 949 
partners to work towards a no net loss of suitable habitat at those sites. Tracking 950 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers using technology such as isotopes, genetics, radio-telemetry, 951 
geolocators, and satellite telemetry provides a wealth of information, including the 952 
location of sites with high densities of the species. Once identified, high-density 953 
locations can be conserved and managed cooperatively with landowners. Much of the 954 
species monitoring work is already in progress, but the analysis of the data is ongoing 955 
(R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019b). Additionally, to most effectively use this technology, 956 
the potential effects of geolocators and telemetry units on movement and survival must 957 
be assessed (identified as High priority by the ECCC Shorebird Technical Committee in 958 
2016).  959 

Various threats to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper require further investigation to 960 
understand their impact. The species’ reliance on agricultural areas during the 961 
non-breeding period puts individuals at risk of pesticide contamination. While there has 962 
been some research into the effects of pesticides, multiple unknowns remain, such as 963 
the extent of exposure to various chemicals; the direct effects of those chemicals on the 964 
species, and; the indirect effects on the invertebrates eaten by the species.  965 

Climate change may become one of the greatest threats facing this species but the 966 
severity of its current and projected effects on the Buff-breasted Sandpiper requires 967 
more research. As average temperatures increase in the Arctic, the northern limit of 968 
shrub vegetation is advancing into the Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s breeding habitat. On 969 
the wintering grounds, habitat is expected to be lost from coastal erosion and rising sea 970 
levels.  It is unclear whether the species is adjusting its breeding schedule to match 971 
earlier insect emergence in the Arctic. Along migration, habitat and weather patterns are 972 
expected to shift and it is unknown whether the species will adapt to these changes. 973 
The population-level effect of these threats is unknown. Some changes, like more 974 
frequent and severe storms, may have strong impacts on individual survival, but more 975 
study is needed to determine whether birds are able to survive such situations. During 976 
fall migration, juveniles following the Atlantic coast might be disproportionally vulnerable 977 
to increased frequency and severity of storms compared to adults who migrate inland. 978 
Overall, more research into the effects of climate change on Buff-breasted Sandpiper 979 
demographics and distribution is needed.  980 
 981 
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7. Measuring Progress 982 
 983 
The performance indicators presented below provide a way to measure progress 984 
towards achieving the management objective and monitoring the implementation of the 985 
management plan. 986 
 987 

- By 2026, a more accurate population estimate from stopover sites is available. 988 
- By 2026, key wintering and migratory stopovers sites that cumulatively support 989 

80% of the current population estimate are identified. Key sites are defined as 990 
areas where at least 0.2% of the population (about 100 birds) occur regularly 991 
through time. 992 

- By 2036, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is maintained at the 2026 level 993 
detected from stopover surveys.  994 

 995 
 996 
  997 
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Appendix A: Effects on the Environment and Other Species 1310 
 1311 
A strategic environmental assessment (SEA) is conducted on all SARA recovery 1312 
planning documents, in accordance with the Cabinet Directive on the Environmental 1313 
Assessment of Policy, Plan and Program Proposals12. The purpose of a SEA is to 1314 
incorporate environmental considerations into the development of public policies, plans, 1315 
and program proposals to support environmentally sound decision-making and to 1316 
evaluate whether the outcomes of a recovery planning document could affect any 1317 
component of the environment or any of the Federal Sustainable Development 1318 
Strategy’s13 (FSDS) goals and targets. 1319 
 1320 
Conservation planning is intended to benefit species at risk and biodiversity in general. 1321 
However, it is recognized that implementation of management plans may also 1322 
inadvertently lead to environmental effects beyond the intended benefits. The planning 1323 
process based on national guidelines directly incorporates consideration of all 1324 
environmental effects, with a particular focus on possible impacts upon non-target 1325 
species or habitats. The results of the SEA are incorporated directly into the 1326 
management plan itself but are also summarized below in this statement.  1327 
 1328 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an arctic shorebird, breeding in the coastal uplands and 1329 
relying on short-grass habitat on migratory stopover sites and wintering grounds. 1330 
Conservation measures aiming to preserve short-grass habitats and manage 1331 
pasturelands for Buff-breasted Sandpipers are expected to provide habitat for other 1332 
shorebirds migrating and wintering with them, including but not limited to the 1333 
Semipalmated Plover (Charadrius semipalmatus), Baird’s Sandpiper (Calidris bairdii), 1334 
American Golden-Plover (Pluvialis dominica), Pectoral Sandpiper (Calidris melanotos), 1335 
and Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda). On the breeding ground, other species 1336 
also nest in the upland coastal habitat including Black-bellied Plover (Pluvialis 1337 
squatarola) and American Golden-Plover so conservation measures on the breeding 1338 
ground (e.g., managing development, climate action) may be of broad benefit.  1339 

                                            
12 www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-
directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html  
13 www.fsds-sfdd.ca/en#/en/goals/   

https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html
https://www.fsds-sfdd.ca/en#/en/goals/
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Appendix B: Summary of Buff-breasted Sandpiper Population Estimates 1340 
 1341 

Life Cycle Stage Location Year Estimation 
(thousands) 

Scope Particularities Reference 

Spring migration Rainwater 
Basin 

2004–2005 56 

(35–78, 95%CI) 

Global - Stopover duration (2 days) not 
considered; possible high underestimation 

- Assumes that all individuals stop there but 
they don’t; possible underestimation 

Jorgensen et al. 
2008; Lanctot et 
al. 2010; McCarty 
et al. 2015. 

Spring Migration Flint Hills 
ecoregion 

2014 20.7 

(11.7–35,4, 95%CI) 

Surveyed 
area 

- Surveys performed from a moving vehicle 
- Stopover duration not considered; 

possible high underestimation  
Lyons et al. 2016. 

Spring Migration Flint Hills 
ecoregion 

2015 12.7 

(5–28.9, 95%CI) 

Surveyed 
area 

- Difference with 2014 could be that fewer 
birds stopped in the study area or could 
be due to timing of surveys 

Lyons et al. 2016. 

Spring migration Coastal Texas 2016–2019 Not yet available Global - Stopover duration obtained through 
tagging data and considered for 
estimation 

J.E. Lyons, 
pers.comm, 2020; 
Lanctot et al. 
2016. 

Breeding grounds Canadian 
Arctic 

2010–2017 550 

(293–719, 85%CI) 

(358–654, 95%CI) 

Canada - Currently being reviewed to evaluate 
accuracy  

- Effects of deviation from random site 
selection unknown; possible positive bias 

- Small sample size in marginal habitats; 
possible unstable estimates 

- Many of the PRISM estimates are much 
higher than estimates based on summed 
winter counts, because for widely 
dispersed species, there are always birds 
wintering in low numbers in areas that 
aren't surveyed 

P.A. Smith, pers. 
comm. 2020; 
CWS, unpublished 
data. 

Breeding grounds Arctic Alaska 1997–2007 42.5 

(5.8–79, 95%CI) 

Surveyed 
area 

- Estimation based on only 60 observations; 
high uncertainty 

Andres et al. 2012; 
McCarty et al. 
2020; Bart and 
Smith 2020. 
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Life Cycle Stage Location Year Estimation 
(thousands) 

Scope Particularities Reference 

Wintering grounds Argentina, 
Uruguay, 

Brazil 

1999 & 
2001 

None provided but 
could be 100–200 

Global - Not provided for statistical reasons 
associated with the use of unsupervised 
satellite image classification 

R.B. Lanctot, pers. 
comm. 2020; 
Lanctot et al. 
2004. 

Wintering grounds South 
America 

- Less than 50 Global - Most likely missing important wintering 
sites or birds too dispersed 

A.J. Lesterhuis, 
pers. comm. 2019. 
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Preface 35 


 36 
The federal, provincial, and territorial government signatories under the Accord for the 37 
Protection of Species at Risk (1996)2 agreed to establish complementary legislation and 38 
programs that provide for effective protection of species at risk throughout Canada. 39 
Under the Species at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c.29) (SARA), the federal competent 40 
ministers are responsible for the preparation of management plans for listed species of 41 
special concern and are required to report on progress within five years after the 42 
publication of the final document on the SAR Public Registry.  43 
 44 


                                            
1 https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html  
2 http://registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=Enandn=6B319869-1%20  
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The Minister of Environment and Climate Change and Minister responsible for the Parks 45 
Canada Agency is the competent minister under SARA for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 46 
and has prepared this management plan, as per section 65 of SARA. To the extent 47 
possible, it has been prepared in cooperation with provide list: other federal government 48 
departments, Provinces/Territories, Wildlife Management Boards, Aboriginal 49 
organizations, and any others as per section 66(1) of SARA. 50 
 51 
Success in the conservation of this species depends on the commitment and 52 
cooperation of many different constituencies that will be involved in implementing the 53 
directions set out in this plan and will not be achieved by Environment and Climate 54 
Change Canada and the Parks Canada Agency, or any other jurisdiction alone. All 55 
Canadians are invited to join in supporting and implementing this plan for the benefit of 56 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper and Canadian society as a whole. 57 
 58 
Implementation of this management plan is subject to appropriations, priorities, and 59 
budgetary constraints of the participating jurisdictions and organizations. 60 
 61 
 62 
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Executive Summary 104 


 105 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is 106 
an arctic-breeding shorebird. The species nests on the upland coast of the Yukon, 107 
Northwest Territories, Nunavut and Alaska before migrating along the Central Flyway to 108 
the coast of Argentina, Uruguay, and Brazil where birds stay during the boreal winter.  109 


The species was assessed as Special Concern by the COSEWIC in 2012 and listed 110 
under Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c. 29) in 2017. Globally, the 111 
IUCN Red List has categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004. As a long-112 
distance migrant, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is protected under the Migratory Bird 113 
Convention Act in Canada and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in the U.S.  114 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is estimated at 56,000 individuals (range: 115 
35,000–78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010), 75% of which are thought to breed in Canada 116 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). After massive declines during the early 1900s caused by 117 
hunting in Canada and the United States, the species appears to be still declining today. 118 
The scale of the decline is unknown due to the challenges in surveying the species and 119 
the current lack of data.  120 


The exact causes of this decline are unknown. A combination of factors resulting in 121 
habitat loss or poor habitat quality on the migratory and wintering grounds are likely 122 
driving the decline. Those factors include conversion of natural areas to agriculture, 123 
pesticide exposure, wind turbines, resource extraction, and climate change.  124 


The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain or, if possible, 125 
increase the population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2025 126 
to 2035. The baseline for this management objective will be a more reliable and 127 
accurate population estimate obtained within the next 5 years (2020–2025).  128 


The broad strategies identified in this management plan aim to conserve habitat, 129 
monitoring population and distribution of the species, and understand characteristics of 130 
non-breeding habitat through research. Much of this habitat is outside of Canada, so 131 
supporting international conservation efforts should play a key role in Canada’s 132 
conservation strategies for the species. 133 
 134 
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1. COSEWICa Species Assessment Information 161 


 162 


Date of Assessment: May 2012  
 


Common Name (population): Buff-breasted Sandpiper 
  
Scientific Name: Tryngites subruficollisb 
 
COSEWIC Status: Special Concern 
 
Reason for Designation:  
The Canadian Arctic supports about 87% of the North American breeding range of 
this shorebird and about 75% of its global population. The species was once common 
and perhaps even abundant historically, but it suffered severe declines stemming 
from intensive market hunting in the late 1800s and early 1900s. By the 1920s, it was 
thought to be at the brink of extinction. Its population has grown since hunting was 
banned in North America, but numbers remain much lower than those before hunting 
began. There is evidence for population decline in recent decades, and many 
conservation organizations consider the species to be of concern throughout its 
range. However, this species is difficult to monitor effectively, and data necessary to 
estimate population trends are currently lacking. Outside the breeding period, loss 
and degradation of its specialized grassland habitat, both on its wintering grounds in 
South America and along its migration routes, are believed to pose the most 
significant threats. 
  
Canadian Occurrence:  
Yukon, Northwest Territories, Nunavut, British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, 
Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec 
 
COSEWIC Status History:  
Designated Special Concern in May 2012. 


a COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) 163 
b The scientific name of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis) changed since the COSEWIC 164 


assessment in May 2012. Documents developed under the Species at Risk Act must follow the species 165 
nomenclature used at the moment of COSEWIC assessment. 166 


 167 
 168 


2. Species Status Information 169 


 170 
An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper population breeds in Canada 171 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). In Canada, the species was assessed as Special Concern by 172 
the COSEWIC in 2012 and listed as Special Concern under Schedule 1 of the Species 173 
at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c. 29) in 2017. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is not listed under 174 
any provincial species at risk legislation. The species has been identified as a priority 175 
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species in four of the twelve Bird Conservation Regions3. A recently updated 176 
assessment of shorebirds in Canada deemed Buff-breasted Sandpiper to be of High 177 
Concern in Canada based on the probable decline and threats to the species (Hope et 178 
al. 2019).  179 
 180 
Table 1. Summary of national and provincial or state NatureServe ranks for the 181 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper where it occurs in North America (NatureServe, 2019) 182 


Global 
(G) Rank 


National (N) 
Ranks 


Sub-national (S) Ranks 


G4 Canada 
N2N4B, N4N5M 
 
 


Alberta (S3M), British Columbia (SUM), Labrador 
(SNA), Manitoba (SNA), Newfoundland Island (SNA), 
Northwest Territories (S2S4B), Nunavut (S3B, S3M), 
Ontario (SNA), Quebec (S3M), Saskatchewan (S4M), 
Yukon Territory (S1B) 


United States 
N4B 


Alabama (SNRM), Alaska (S2B), Arkansas (SNA), 
California (SNA), Colorado (SNA), Connecticut (SNA), 
Delaware (SNA), Florida (SNA), Georgia (SNRN), 
Illinois (SNA), Indiana (S3M), Iowa (S3N), Kansas 
(SNA), Kentucky (SNA), Louisiana (S3N), Maine 
(SNA), Maryland (SNA), Massachusetts (S1N), 
Michigan (SNRN), Minnesota (SNRM), Mississippi 
(SNA), Missouri (SNA), Nebraska (S2N), New Jersey 
(S4N), New York (SNRN), North Carolina (SNA), 
North Dakota (SNA), Ohio (SNA), Oklahoma (SU), 
Pennsylvania (SNA), Rhode Island (S1N), South 
Carolina (SNA), South Dakota (SNA), Tennessee 
(S3N), Texas (S2S3), Virginia (SNA), Washington 
(SNA), Wisconsin (S3N), Wyoming (S4N) 


National (N) and Subnational (S) NatureServe alphanumerical ranking: 1 – Critically Imperiled, 2 – 183 
Imperiled, 3 – Vulnerable, 4 – Apparently Secure, 5 – Secure, NR – Unranked, NA – Not Applicable, U – 184 
Unrankable. Occurrence definitions: B – Breeding, M – Migrant. The N2N4B range indicates the range of 185 
uncertainty about the status of the species.  186 
 187 
The global NatureServe rank is G4 – Apparently Secure (reviewed in 2016; 188 
NatureServe 2019; see Table 1 for additional sub-rankings) and the IUCN Red List has 189 
categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004 when its status was upgraded 190 
from Lower Risk (BirdLife International 2017). The species was listed in 1999 in 191 
Appendix I and II of the UN Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of 192 
Wild Animals, which prohibits hunting of the species in its wintering range4. The Buff-193 
breasted Sandpiper is also protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 194 
which protects all individuals of the species as well as its nest and eggs on federal and 195 
non-federal lands.  196 


                                            
3 Those Bird Conservation Regions are the Arctic Plains and Mountains, the Lower Great Lakes/St. 
Lawrence Plain, the Prairie Potholes, and the Taiga Shield and Hudson Plains. 
4 This document refers to the wintering range as the specie’s range occupied during the northern 
hemisphere’s winter months (December to March). 
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The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a Species of High Concern in the U.S. (USSCP, 2016). 197 
In South America, the species is considered Vulnerable in Brazil, Near-threatened in 198 
Paraguay, a Priority Species for Conservation in Uruguay, and Threatened in Argentina.  199 


 200 


3. Species Information 201 


 202 


3.1. Species Description 203 


 204 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized, buff-coloured, arctic-breeding 205 
shorebird. Males weigh about 70 g and females weigh about 55 g (McCarty et al. 2017). 206 
They are marked with dark brown spots or streaks along the crown and sides of the 207 
breast, and narrow, teardrop shaped, dark-brown streaks edged in buff along the 208 
feather shafts on their back, scapulars, upper tail, and wing coverts (COSEWIC 2012). 209 
Male, female, and juvenile plumage is similar, but the dark spots on the undersides of 210 
the outer primaries are larger in males than in females who have larger spots than 211 
juveniles (McCarty et al. 2017). The species has yellow legs and a black bill.  212 
 213 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are the only North American shorebird with an exploded lek 214 
mating system (Lanctot et al. 1998). In an exploded lek, males are further away from 215 
one another than they would be in a classic lek. Because of density-dependent effects 216 
associated with its unusual lek-mating system, further reductions in the species’ 217 
abundance could accelerate population collapse if males and females cannot locate 218 
each other in their expansive breeding grounds. However, at present, there is no 219 
indication that genetic diversity declined as a result of historic reductions in population 220 
size (Lounsberry et al. 2013, 2014).  221 
 222 


3.2. Species Population and Distribution 223 


 224 
Distribution 225 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low densities in the tundra along the coastline of 226 
Alaska and Canada from Point Barrow, Alaska through the Northwest Territories and to 227 
the Boothia Peninsula, Nunavut and as far north as Melville, Bathurst, and Devon 228 
Islands, Nunavut (Figure 1; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). There are also small 229 
populations (280-650 individuals) breeding in Russia on Wrangel Island and the 230 
Chukotski Peninsula (Lappo et al. 2012). The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low 231 
densities; their local distribution is patchy and variable both between and within years—232 
one Alaskan study found only 10% of leks to be present in three consecutive years 233 
(Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). There is little to no breeding site fidelity (less than 234 
10% of adults return; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997) and males 235 
may display at multiple leks across the entire breeding range (Lanctot et al. 2016).  236 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper migrates south following the Central flyway, through the 237 
prairies and plains, where they make multiday stops in locations such as southern 238 
Saskatchewan, in the Kansas Flint Hills, southcentral Texas and the Gulf of Mexico 239 
coast (Lanctot et al. 2016; Lyons et al. 2019; Tibbitts et al. 2019). Then, they follow the 240 
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Central Amazonia/Pantanal flyway, stopping in Colombia and Bolivia (Lanctot et al. 241 
2016;Tibbits et al. 2019) before arriving on their wintering grounds on the coast of 242 
central Argentina, southeast Uruguay, and southeast Brazil (Lanctot et al. 2002; 243 
McCarty et al. 2017). Fall and spring migrants take similar routes, but in the fall, 244 
juveniles migrating south may follow the Atlantic coast leading to a more dispersed 245 
route in the fall than spring (COSEWIC 2012). In contrast to the breeding grounds, birds 246 
show fairly high wintering site fidelity (55% to 64% return rate), with males being 247 
somewhat more likely to emigrate than females (Almeida 2009).  248 


 249 
Figure 1. Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the Americas (from Cornell Lab - Birds of 250 
North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017).  251 
 252 


Population Size and Trends 253 


Based on surveys done on stopover sites in North America, the Buff-breasted 254 
Sandpiper population is estimated to include 56,000 individuals (range of 35,000 to 255 
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78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010); earlier estimates were between 15,000 and 30,000 256 
(Morisson et al. 2006). This current estimate is based on counts in the Rainwater Basin, 257 
Nebraska, an important stopover location (Jorgensen et al. 2008). The uncertainty of 258 
the current population estimate depends on turnover rates estimated at stopover sites. 259 
Stopover duration at the Rainwater Basin is now known to be 48 hours or less, 260 
suggesting actual population size may be higher than previously estimated (McCarty et 261 
al. 2015). In addition, recent tracking data suggests that some birds bypass the 262 
Rainwater Basin, again potentially increasing population size estimates (R. B. Lanctot 263 
pers. comm.). Arctic Program for Regional and International Shorebird Monitoring 264 
(PRISM) surveys conducted between 1997 and 2007 in Alaska revised the North 265 
American breeding Buff-breasted Sandpiper population size to 42,839 individuals (95% 266 
range = 5,856–79,260) (Bart and Smith, 2012). Surveys conducted between 2010 and 267 
2017 on the breeding grounds in Canada also suggest a higher density than previously 268 
found (J. Rausch, pers. comm.). However, since this species breeds at low densities, 269 
lekking sites locations are variable, and they inhabit dry upland areas that are surveyed 270 
less intensively, PRISM surveys may provide poor estimates of overall Buff-breasted 271 
Sandpiper abundance (Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012). Nevertheless, PRISM 272 
data provide important breeding density estimates and habitat use data. Surveys such 273 
as the North American Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) and Audubon Christmas Bird Count 274 
(CBC) provide very limited insight on this species.  275 
 276 
Historically, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper numbered in the hundreds of thousands. By 277 
the end of the 19th century, extensive commercial hunting during migration, and to a 278 
lesser extent on the wintering grounds, resulted in population numbers approaching 279 
dangerously low levels (McCarty et al. 2017; Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010). When the 280 
Migratory Birds Convention Act in 1917 and Migratory Bird Treaty Act in 1918 came into 281 
force, hunting pressure on the population declined, likely slowing the dramatic 282 
population decline (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010; COSEWIC 2012).  283 


After the massive declines at the beginning of the 1900s, the population is thought to 284 
have continued to decline in the recent decades (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010). Generating 285 
trends is difficult because the species occurs in unpredictable locations on the breeding 286 
grounds, and appears to adjust when, where and how long it uses sites on both the 287 
migration and wintering grounds depending on environmental conditions. However, 288 
observers on the migratory and wintering grounds alike have anecdotally reported 289 
declining numbers since at least the 1980s (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010; COSEWIC 2012). 290 
For example, on the wintering grounds, there were 1,000 to2,000 individuals during the 291 
winters of 1973 and 1974, with roosts of 600 to 1,000 individuals at Estancia Medaland, 292 
Argentina (Myers 1980). When the survey was repeated in 1996–2000, there were 293 
rarely more than 100 birds sighted and never more than 94 individuals together 294 
(although there was a flock of ~300 sighted outside the study area) (Isacch and 295 
Martínez 2003a, 2003b). Estancia Medaland was declared a Western Hemisphere 296 
Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN) site in 2018, in part based on counts of 1,010 297 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers at the site (Martínez-Curci et al. 2018). The extent to which 298 
birds move between sites within a year is unknown but their numbers often vary 299 
substantially between years and even within the season, so short-term studies should 300 
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be interpreted with caution (Myers 1980; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 301 
1997; Lanctot et al. 2002, 2016; but see Almeida 2009).  302 


3.3. Needs of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 303 


Breeding 304 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, preferring to breed on the drier, 305 
elevated ridges of the tundra, rather than the wet, polygon lowlands as is common for 306 
many other shorebirds. In the spring, males begin foraging and displaying on the first 307 
snow-free areas, usually along bluffs and ridges bordering rivers (Pruett-Jones 1988; 308 
Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). As the snow melts, males display on leks in moist 309 
graminoid meadow with many clumps of grasses (20 cm tall, 25-50 cm diameter) 310 
(Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). Display areas typically are 311 
non-patterned ground, with few of the geometric patterns created by permafrost that are 312 
common in many arctic areas. Buff-breasted Sandpipers have an exploded lek mating 313 
system, with groups of 2-20 (average 2.6) males displaying together in a lek (Lanctot 314 
and Weatherhead 1997). Males typically display at one lek for only a short time, instead, 315 
apparently moving between leks based on the number of available females (Lanctot and 316 
Weatherhead 1997). This causes lek location to be unstable within and across years. 317 
Solitary males may also display near the nest while females are fertile; this may be a 318 
more reliable tactic later in the season when there are fewer available females (Prevett 319 
and Barr 1976; Pruett-Jones 1988; but see Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). 320 


Females nest away from lek sites (270-830m; Pruett-Jones 1988), in well-drained 321 
grassy tundra with sedge grass clumps or moss-willows or moist sedge–graminoid 322 
meadows, (Sutton 1967; Prevett and Barr 1976; Lanctot et al. 2010; McCarty et al. 323 
2017). During incubation breaks, females forage in areas with little vegetation, often 324 
along streams. There may also use habitats with a distinct net-like pattern across the 325 
ground caused by permafrost freeze/thaw cycle. After hatching, females forage with 326 
their brood in wetter areas, often along streams in emergent vegetation (Lanctot et al. 327 
2010). Unlike many other species, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the uplands 328 
throughout brood rearing (McCarty et al. 2017). 329 


Migration 330 


Historically, during the North American portion of migration, Buff-breasted Sandpipers 331 
would have congregated in the short-grass prairies, where fire and grazing bison kept 332 
vegetation short (Jorgensen et al. 2007). These prairies are now largely taken over by 333 
agriculture, and those areas that have been conserved are predominantly managed for 334 
tall-grass prairie. Currently, migrating Buff-breasted Sandpipers congregate in surrogate 335 
short-grass areas, like pastures, ploughed fields, sod farms, turf farms, golf courses, 336 
cemeteries, airports, freshly cut hayfields, lawns, and fallow or short-growth agricultural 337 
fields (Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). In the Rainwater 338 
Basin, Nebraska, an important stopover site, migrating birds congregate in corn or 339 
soybean fields, with a strong preference for fields where soybean had been harvested 340 
on the previous year (Jorgensen et al. 2007). Buff-breasted Sandpipers tend to use 341 
cornfields where stalks are cut at the base and less than 10 cm in height (Jorgensen et 342 
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al. 2007). The birds spend about 50% of their time at migratory stopover sites foraging 343 
(McCarty et al. 2009) and prefer the foraging site to be near (but not in) a wetland 344 
(Jorgensen et al. 2007), which they use for bathing and drinking (McCarty et al. 2009). 345 
On the Gulf Coast, staging Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on commercial sod 346 
and other forms of agriculture to a lesser extent (Stone et al. 2019). In South America, 347 
migrating Buff-breasted Sandpipers primarily use short-grass areas along rivers and 348 
wetlands. They are also found in harvested or newly planted agricultural fields 349 
(particularly sugar cane and rice), sand bars, or other short-grass habitats (Lanctot et al. 350 
2002, 2010).  351 


Non-breeding 352 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers winter in the Pampas biome and show high fidelity to previous 353 
wintering sites (Isacch and Martinez, 2003b). As during migration, they prefer 354 
grasslands where vegetation is 2 to 5 cm tall (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004). Over winter, 355 
the birds rely primarily on intensively grazed pastureland or areas with flooding events, 356 
high salinity, and naturally short vegetation (Isacch and Martínez 2003b). Alternatively, 357 
the species relies on soybean or rice agricultural fields (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004;. 358 
Habitat tracking of wintering birds in the Samborombón Bay shows they rely on a 359 
combination of Pampas grassland (day) and salt-tolerant coastal (night) areas in 360 
Argentina (Castresana et al. 2019). In the Estancia Medaland, Buff-breasted 361 
Sandpipers move to freshwater swamps at night (J.P. Isacch, pers. comm.) 362 


Diet 363 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers feed on insects, with some seeds and plant material. They 364 
also eat aquatic zooplankton, particularly during the fall after brood-rearing (McCarty et 365 
al. 2017). Their exact diet is poorly documented and likely varies between sites. 366 
However, on the wintering grounds, birds preferentially eat adult and larvea beetles, 367 
ants, flies, spiders and earthworms (Isacch et al. 2005. Although most other arctic 368 
shorebirds eat oligochaetes, insect larvae, and marine zooplankton during brood rearing 369 
in the wet lowlands, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the uplands throughout 370 
brood rearing and therefore does not feed heavily on these aquatic invertebrates 371 
(McCarty et al. 2017).  372 


 373 
 374 
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4. Threats 375 


 376 


4.1. Threat Assessment 377 


 378 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper threat assessment is based on the IUCN-CMP (World Conservation Union–Conservation 379 
Measures Partnership) unified threats classification system. Threats are defined as the proximate activities or processes 380 
that have caused, are causing, or may cause in the future the destruction, degradation, and/or impairment of the entity 381 
being assessed (population, species, community, or ecosystem) in the area of interest (global, national, or subnational). 382 
Limiting factors are not considered during this assessment process. Historical threats, indirect or cumulative effects of the 383 
threats, or any other relevant information that would help understand the nature of the threats are presented in the 384 
Description of Threats section. 385 


 386 


Table 2. Threat calculator assessment.  387 


Threat 
# Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 


1 Residential and commercial development Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


1.1  Housing and urban areas Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


1.3  Tourism and recreation areas Not a Threat Small (1-10%) Neutral or Potential Benefit High (Continuing) 


2 Agriculture and aquaculture Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


2.1  Annual and perennial non-timber crops Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


2.2  Wood and pulp plantations 


Not 
Calculated 
(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) Negligible (<1%) Negligible (<1%) 


Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 


2.3  Livestock farming and ranching Not a Threat Large (31-70%) Neutral or Potential Benefit High (Continuing) 


3 Energy production and mining Medium-Low 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Moderate (11-30%) High (Continuing) 


3.1  Oil and gas drilling Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


3.2  Mining and quarrying Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


3.3  Renewable energy Medium - Low 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Moderate - Slight (1-30%) High (Continuing) 


4 Transportation and service corridors Negligible 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


4.2  Utility and service lines Negligible 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


5 Biological resource use Negligible Negligible (<1%) Extreme (71-100%) 


Moderate (Possibly 
in the short term, < 
10 yrs) 
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Threat 
# Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 


5.1  Hunting and collecting terrestrial animals Negligible Negligible (<1%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


7 Natural system modifications Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


7.1  Fire and fire suppression Low 
Pervasive - Large (31-
100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


7.2  Dams and water management/use Negligible  Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


7.3  Other ecosystem modifications Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


8 


Invasive and problematic species, pathogens 
and genes Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


8.1  Invasive non-native/alien plants and animals Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


8.2  Problematic native plants and animals Not a Threat Restricted (11-30%) Neutral or Potential Benefit High (Continuing) 


9 Pollution Unknown Pervasive (71-100%)  Unknown High (Continuing) 


9.3  Agricultural and forestry effluents Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


11 Climate change Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


11.1  Ecosystem encroachment 


Not 
Calculated 
(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) Large (31-70%) Unknown 


Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 


11.4 


 Changes in precipitation and hydrological regimes 


Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown 


Moderate (Possibly 
in the short term, < 
10 yrs) 


11.5  Severe / Extreme Weather Events Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
a Impact – The degree to which a species is observed, inferred, or suspected to be directly or indirectly threatened in the area of interest. The 388 
impact of each threat is based on Severity and Scope rating and considers only present and future threats. Threat impact reflects a reduction of a 389 
species population or decline/degradation of the area of an ecosystem. The median rate of population reduction or area decline for each 390 
combination of scope and severity corresponds to the following classes of threat impact: Very High (75% declines), High (40%), Medium (15%), 391 
and Low (3%). Unknown: used when impact cannot be determined (e.g., if values for either scope or severity are unknown); Not Calculated: 392 
impact not calculated as threat is outside the assessment timeframe (e.g., timing is insignificant/negligible or low as threat is only considered to be 393 
in the past); Negligible: when scope or severity is negligible; Not a Threat: when severity is scored as neutral or potential benefit. 394 
b Scope – Proportion of the species that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat within 10 years. Usually measured as a 395 
proportion of the species’ population in the area of interest. (Pervasive = 71–100%; Large = 31–70%; Restricted = 11–30%; Small = 1–10%; 396 
Negligible < 1%). 397 
c Severity – Within the scope, the level of damage to the species from the threat that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat 398 
within a 10-year or three-generation timeframe. Usually measured as the degree of reduction of the species’ population. (Extreme = 71–100%; 399 
Serious = 31–70%; Moderate = 11–30%; Slight = 1–10%; Negligible < 1%; Neutral or Potential Benefit ≥ 0%).  400 


d Timing – High = continuing; Moderate = only in the future (could happen in the short term [< 10 years or 3 generations]) or now suspended 401 
(could come back in the short term); Low = only in the future (could happen in the long term) or now suspended (could come back in the long 402 
term); Insignificant/Negligible = only in the past and unlikely to return, or no direct effect but limiting. 403 
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4.2. Description of Threats 404 


 405 
The exact causes of the decline of Buff-breasted Sandpipers are unknown. However, 406 
the main limiting factors to the species appear to be habitat loss from wind farm 407 
encroachment and direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines at important 408 
stopover and wintering sites. In addition, multiple factors likely reduce the suitability or 409 
availability of stopover and wintering sites, including fire suppression, resource 410 
extraction, conversion of short-grass prairies to agricultural land, and pesticide 411 
contamination. Threats occurring on the Central flyway likely have a disproportionate 412 
effect on the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population; the species uses this narrow 413 
migration corridor in spring and fall, and therefore might be exposed twice to the same 414 
threats. Most of the threats to the species, and their underlying factors, are ongoing. In 415 
the coming years, climate change will likely play a larger role in the decline of the 416 
species. Threats likely to affect the species within the next ten years are described 417 
below from highest to lowest impact and certainty (Table 4).  418 


3.3 Renewable energy 419 


The development of wind farms is thought to have a medium to low impact on Buff-420 
breasted Sandpipers, though there is uncertainty in both the scope and severity of this 421 
threat. Wind farms may kill birds if they enter the rotor sweep zone or cause birds to 422 
avoid historic staging areas (Lanctot et al. 2010). Pre-construction surveys in Indiana 423 
found that more than 20% of staging American Golden-Plovers (Pluvialis dominica), 424 
who often migrate with Buff-breasted Sandpipers, flew in the proposed rotor sweep 425 
zone (West Inc., unpublished report, described in Lanctot et al. 2010). Wind energy 426 
production has grown substantially in Canada and the U.S. with more growth projected 427 
(Statistics Canada 2017; U.S. Energy Information Administration 2019). Most wind 428 
farms in the U.S. are located along the Central Flyway, where birds migrate both in the 429 
fall and in spring. This biannual use of the migration corridor increases the risk of 430 
negative interaction with wind farms. In Canada, wind energy is expected to be 431 
increasingly used for industry and local communities across the Arctic (M. Lamont 2015 432 
pers. comm.). Extensive windfarm development is projected in the grassland and 433 
coastal areas of Brazil, Uruguay and Argentina. As of 2018, the Global Wind Energy 434 
Council ranks Brazil as having the 8th largest wind power capacity in the world and the 435 
largest in South America, while Uruguay has the 3rd largest capacity in South America. 436 
In Brazil, ongoing windfarm development overlaps with important wintering areas for 437 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers, where flocks of 200 to 300 birds have been reported (J. 438 
Almeida, pers. comm.).  439 


7.1 Fire and fire suppression 440 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers seem to prefer grassland that has been burned (Penner et al. 441 
2015). The species may have benefitted from indigenous people practices of burning 442 
the grasslands in the Midwestern U.S. and on the wintering grounds (R. B. Lanctot pers. 443 
comm.). Current fire suppression allows woody vegetation to encroach into grasslands, 444 
reducing habitat availability (Brockway et al. 2002), particularly as this species prefers 445 
areas without nearby trees or other obstructions (Jorgensen et al. 2007). New 446 
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management techniques are starting to use fire for prairie conservation. Fire 447 
suppression was deemed to have a low impact on Buff-breasted Sandpipers.  448 


11.5 Severe weather events 449 


Because of climate change, severe storms are increasing, and this increase is linked to 450 
declines in songbirds, particularly those that migrate over the Atlantic, as they cannot 451 
seek shelter (Butler 2000). Buff-breasted Sandpipers’ migration across the Gulf of 452 
Mexico may become increasingly perilous. Similarly, juvenile mortality may increase 453 
with storm number and severity because, unlike adults, juveniles often migrate along 454 
the Atlantic Coast (Lanctot et al. 2010). On the breeding grounds, extreme weather may 455 
cause nest failure, but losses to nests and chicks have not yet been studied in detail (J. 456 
Rausch pers. comm.). Overall, the impact of severe weather events is likely low.  457 


3.1 Oil and gas drilling 458 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers have been documented breeding in the National Petroleum 459 
Reserve, Kuparuk and Prudhoe Bay oil fields and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in 460 
Alaska, where oil and gas drilling is either already occurring or proposed (Lanctot et al. 461 
2010). The infrastructure associated with arctic oil and gas projects (e.g. roads, 462 
runways, buildings) is usually built in the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 463 
Sandpiper males display. Building in these areas may lead to habitat loss and 464 
disturbance during the breeding season, possibly causing females to abandon nests if 465 
they are repeatedly flushed. Oil and gas development is also thought to increase the 466 
number of avian and mammalian predators due to the presence of artificial food sources 467 
and additional denning and nesting sites. However, there is no evidence that this 468 
infrastructure reduces nest survival, as the only study conducted suffers from high 469 
variability and small sample size, potentially obscuring any effects (Liebezeit et al. 470 
2009).  471 


Since 2007, oil drilling, particularly horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing (fracking) 472 
has increased across the prairies in both Canada and the U.S. (National Energy Board 473 
2013). Horizontal drilling may reduce the amount of land affected by development. 474 
Many grassland species avoid these sites and their surroundings to varying degrees 475 
(Thompson et al. 2015). On the wintering grounds, Colombian grasslands are seeing an 476 
increase in habitat loss due to drilling (C. Ruiz-Guerra pers. comm.). Given the limited 477 
extent of oil and gas development, their impact is likely low. 478 


3.2 Mining and quarrying 479 


As with oil and gas drilling, infrastructure associated with arctic mines (e.g. roads, 480 
runways, buildings) is usually built on the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 481 
Sandpipers display and occasionally nest. There has been increased mining in Brazil on 482 
the wintering grounds (COSEWIC 2012), but biologists negotiated the movement of an 483 
8,000-hectare mine project south of Lagoa do Peixe away from Buff-breasted Sandpiper 484 
habitats (Lanctot et al. 2010). Similar to oil and gas development, the limited footprint of 485 
mining and quarrying resulted in this threat’s low impact score. 486 


 487 
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7.3 Other ecosystem modifications 488 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers may be exposed to a wide array of pesticides because they 489 
rely on agricultural habitat when migrating and during the winter (Strum et al. 2008, 490 
2010). Direct effects of pesticides are discussed under “Description of Threats: 9.3 491 
Agricultural and forestry effluents”. Insect abundance is also likely lower on cropland 492 
that has been treated with insecticides, reducing food availability for insectivorous birds, 493 
including this species (Hart et al. 2006; Bellavance et al. 2018). Poor insect abundance 494 
in these areas may reduce survival because Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on 495 
agricultural insects to provide energy for migration. The impact on the population is 496 
unknown.  497 


9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents 498 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper may be exposed to pesticides during migration and the 499 
wintering period because they rely mainly on human-altered habitat (such as cropland, 500 
sod fields and golf courses) sprayed with pesticides. Carbamate insecticides like 501 
Furadan F4 have been linked to Buff-breasted Sandpiper mortality during migration 502 
(Flickinger et al. 1986; Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers wintering in rice 503 
fields and cattle pastures in Argentina and Uruguay have shown evidence of being 504 
exposed to cholinesterase-inhibiting contaminants (Strum et al. 2010). Since 2016, 505 
Brazil has approved the usage of more than 1200 pesticides, many of which are banned 506 
elsewhere, which creates a concern of further negative effects on the species. Because 507 
of the species’ habitat use, a large proportion of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population 508 
might be exposed to pesticides and contaminants; however, population effects have not 509 
been quantified. The overall impact of agricultural contaminants on the Buff-breasted 510 
Sandpiper population is unknown, but likely is significant and in need of study.  511 


2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crops 512 


Most of the native, short-grass prairie historically used as stopover habitat has been 513 
converted to agricultural fields, resulting in a profound loss of natural stopover habitat. 514 
Short-grass prairies managed under cattle grazing provide suitable habitat for Buff-515 
breasted Sandpipers, but those areas are increasingly converted to agricultural 516 
cropland. Conversion to agricultural cropland across Canada, the U.S., and Mexico is 517 
ongoing, driven by the need to feed growing human populations, demands for biofuel, 518 
and increasing crop irrigation in traditionally dry areas as electricity becomes available 519 
(Meeting of the Canada/Mexico/U.S. Trilateral Committee for Wildlife and Ecosystem 520 
Conservation and Management 2019; Agenda item 23). Similar agricultural expansions 521 
are happening in South America in both migratory and wintering habitat. Farmers are 522 
converting traditional ranchland into cropland in fertile areas (Lanctot et al. 2010). 523 
Important migratory stopovers during northern migration in the savannahs of Los 524 
Llanos, Colombia (Lanctot et al. 2016) have rapidly been converted for palm oil and rice 525 
cultivation since 2000 (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2017). 526 
Illegal drainage canals to irrigate rice and drain areas for cultivation threaten Brazilian 527 
wintering habitat around coastal lagoons (Lanctot et al. 2010).  528 
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Because there is little unaltered short-grass habitat, Buff-breasted Sandpipers have 529 
adopted some types of croplands as alternative habitat during migration and over the 530 
winter. It is unclear whether agricultural areas are high-quality substitutes—there may 531 
simply be no natural habitat available. Some types of fields are preferable to others 532 
(e.g., soy is preferable to corn; Jorgensen et al. 2007). In Saskatchewan, an important 533 
staging area during northern migration (Tibbits et al. 2019), sod acreage increased by 534 
26% between 2001-2006 (Saskatchewan Agriculture and Food 2006), potentially 535 
providing more habitat for the species. The increased agricultural production discussed 536 
above may provide habitat, depending on which crops are planted. Some agricultural 537 
practices, increasingly used for other conservation purposes, may be at odds with Buff-538 
breasted Sandpiper conservation (e.g., no-till agriculture conserves soil and water but 539 
may reduce insect abundance in fields; Lanctot et al. 2010). No-till agriculture requires 540 
increased chemical application, discussed under 7.3 Other ecosystem modifications. 541 
Since the conversion of native areas to cropland both destroys traditional habitat and 542 
creates an alternative—albeit likely inferior—habitat, the overall impacts of non-timber 543 
crops are unknown.  544 


11.4 Changes in precipitation and hydrological regimes 545 


Conditions on the breeding ground may get drier as precipitation regimes shift, 546 
permafrost thaws, and drainage increases (Hinzman et al. 2005), which may change the 547 
insect prey available to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Along the migratory route, more 548 
frequent severe droughts are predicted in the Great Plains, which will reduce wetland 549 
habitat (Johnson et al. 2005). These areas are currently used by Buff-breasted 550 
Sandpipers for resting and maintenance (McCarty et al. 2009). Increasing precipitation 551 
in the wintering range may contribute to flooding and displacement (Nuñez et al. 2008). 552 
However, it is ultimately unknown how changing precipitation regimes will impact Buff-553 
breasted Sandpiper populations.  554 


7.2 Dams & water management/use 555 


Ground water pumping and surface drainage can result in drier fields, reducing the 556 
suitability of short-grass habitat for Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Surface and ground water 557 
management is a common practice in agricultural fields to optimize crop production. 558 
Those practices likely influence the suitability of a large portion of the Buff-breasted 559 
Sandpiper’s non-breeding range, given that the species relies almost exclusively on 560 
crops as stopover and wintering sites. The impact of dams and water management has 561 
been considered as negligible for the species. This impact score could be revised 562 
following further investigation on the permanent effects of drainage on the species’ 563 
habitat.  564 


1.1 Housing and urban areas 565 


The North American prairies that the Buff-breasted Sandpiper historically relied on 566 
during migration have overwhelmingly been converted for human use (Gauthier and 567 
Wiken 2003). Evidence from Nebraska suggests that while migrating the species 568 
prefers areas without obstructions, such as buildings, trees, and other structures 569 
associated with human settlements (Jorgensen et al. 2007). On the wintering grounds, 570 
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the species is no longer found surrounding Buenos Aires, Argentina after heavy urban 571 
development and habitat destruction (Lanctot et al. 2002). The impact of this threat has 572 
been deemed negligible.  573 


8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants and animals 574 


Non-native plant species may spread into the remaining native grassland, particularly as 575 
the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community Pasture Program ended in 576 
2018 and resources for pasture management in Canada have decreased. Fire 577 
suppression may also contribute to the spread of non-native plants that are not as fire-578 
resistant as their native competitors (Brockway et al. 2002). Finally, grasslands on the 579 
wintering grounds are often modified by planting non-native grasses that can increase 580 
forage levels for livestock (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm.). It is unclear whether this 581 
modification will affect the use of the areas by Buff-breasted Sandpipers. On wintering 582 
grounds, feral pigs alter vegetation where the Buff-breasted Sandpiper occurs, but 583 
effects on the species have not been assessed. Despite the potential negative effects, 584 
non-native species invasion poses a negligible threat to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper.  585 


4.2 Utility and service lines 586 


Although there have been instances where Buff-breasted Sandpipers collide with 587 
powerlines, generally the species seems to coexist with powerlines without population-588 
level impacts, so the impact has been deemed negligible (Lanctot et al. 2010).  589 


5.1 Hunting and collection of terrestrial animals 590 


Though historically commercial hunting was prevalent in North America, Buff-breasted 591 
Sandpipers have been protected under the Migratory Bird Convention in both the U.S. 592 
and Canada since 1916. Presently, there is little risk of hunting throughout their range. 593 
Small amounts of legal and illegal shorebird harvesting do occur in parts of Latin 594 
America (the Guianas, the Caribbean, along the northern coast of South America, and 595 
potentially other areas) but these areas are not along the main migratory route (Wege et 596 
al. 2014). Currently, it is estimated that no more than 1371 +/- 282 Buff-breasted 597 
Sandpipers could be sustainably harvested annually (Watts et al. 2015). This level of 598 
hunting is unlikely to be occurring and hunting was deemed a negligible threat to the 599 
population.  600 


8.2 Problematic native plants and animals 601 


Expanding Snow Goose (Anser caerulescens) populations cause habitat degradation in 602 
agricultural fields in Saskatchewan and to a lesser extent Manitoba and Alberta where 603 
geese grub for food on migratory staging grounds (Mowbray et al. 2000). Since Snow 604 
Geese stage in Saskatchewan earlier than the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the spring 605 
and later in the fall, Snow Geese are not expected to impact Buff-breasted Sandpipers 606 
on migration (Mowbray et al. 2000; McCarty et al. 2017). Grubbing may even be 607 
beneficial if it exposes soil and invertebrates for Buff-breasted Sandpiper foraging (C. 608 
Artuso, pers. comm.). In one study, on the breeding grounds, Snow Goose colonies 609 
were shown to have little effect on shorebirds that nest in open areas; however, Buff-610 
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breasted Sandpipers were not specifically included in this study (Flemming et al. 2019). 611 
Problematic native plants and animals are deemed not a threat to this species.  612 


11.1 Ecosystem encroachment 613 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers are expected to lose about 50% of their potential suitable 614 
breeding habitat by 2070 because of climate change (Wauchope et al. 2017). Warming 615 
is allowing shrub growth to expand northward across the tundra (Sturm et al. 2001). 616 
Melting permafrost may affect the shallow tundra wetlands, preferred for foraging. 617 
Coastal erosion has accelerated as the permafrost melts and there are more ice-free 618 
days with heavy wave action, even flooding some freshwater areas with saltwater 619 
(Jones et al. 2009). Rising sea levels may also flood breeding sites and salinize 620 
freshwater wetlands used for foraging (Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers 621 
have low breeding site fidelity and ample breeding habitat, providing them some 622 
flexibility in adjusting where they breed (Lanctot et al. 2016). Thus, the species may be 623 
able to cope with changes in the near term but may struggle if habitat becomes more 624 
limiting.  625 


Additionally, in response to earlier spring thaws in the Arctic, the arthropods shorebirds 626 
feed on are emerging earlier. Some other shorebirds are responding to these changes 627 
by breeding earlier. However, many species are no longer able to synchronize the 628 
hatching of their eggs with peak insect emergence (i.e., phenological mismatch is 629 
occurring; McKinnon et al., 2012; Tulp and Schekkerman, 2008). It is unknown whether 630 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are able to adjust to these changes. 631 


Climate change is projected to shift the location of suitable migratory stopover habitat 632 
along the Central Flyway (Wauchope et al. 2017).  633 


Most Buff-breasted Sandpiper wintering habitat is coastal and could be flooded as a 634 
result of the projected rise in sea levels. The species may be forced to move inland to 635 
hillier, drier habitats or agricultural areas, which long-term suitability have not been 636 
assessed. While the impact of ecosystem encroachment was not calculated because 637 
these impacts are outside the timeframe of the threat assessment, rising sea levels on 638 
the wintering ground may pose the largest threat to the species. 639 


2.2 Wood and pulp plantations 640 


In Brazil, and to a lesser extent Argentina, tree plantations may affect Buff-breasted 641 
Sandpipers wintering habitat. Ten percent of the grasslands in the Rio Grande do Sul, 642 
Brazil have been converted to pine, eucalyptus, and acacias plantations (Gautreau and 643 
Vélez 2011), though much of this grassland is not coastal. These plantations are 644 
avoided by Buff-breasted Sandpipers (Dias et al. 2013). Pine plantations are particularly 645 
concerning because their seeds may disperse into adjacent grassland habitat, altering 646 
even greater areas than the plantations themselves, and ecological restoration is 647 
challenging (Simberloff et al. 2009; Lanctot et al. 2010). In fact, invasions of non-native 648 
pines into native habitat have already occurred around the world, resulting in varying 649 
degrees of habitat loss (Simberloff et al. 2009). This threat’s impact is negligible to the 650 
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species. This impact score but could be revised following further investigation on the 651 
species’ range overlap with tree plantation areas. 652 


1.3 Tourism and recreational areas 653 


Because this species prefers short grass habitat, they use airports, golf courses, and 654 
other large landscaped areas during their migration as short-term resting sites (Lanctot 655 
et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). These sites may represent poor 656 
habitat—golf courses use large amounts of pesticides, and airport managers harass 657 
birds to prevent bird strikes on planes (R. B. Lanctot pers. comm.). However, due to the 658 
species’ current use of these areas and their ability to choose other habitats, tourism 659 
and recreation have been deemed not a threat to the species.  660 


2.3 Livestock farming and ranching 661 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers extensively use grazed pastures during the winter and, to a 662 
lesser extent, during migration (Lanctot et al. 2004; Jorgensen et al. 2007; Isacch and 663 
Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). Grazed pastures might provide similar amount of 664 
food as in natural grasslands if grazing conditions are similar, and therefore adequate 665 
wintering and stopover habitat. Pastures with suboptimal grazing conditions for the 666 
species might still be used, as those may simply be the dominant habitat in the area. 667 
Though this species prefers to forage in overgrazed areas, grazing to that intensity 668 
year-round might be detrimental to the soil (Lanctot et al. 2004; Aldabe et al. 2019). 669 
Instead, Buff-breasted Sandpipers may benefit from seasonal rotations in grazing 670 
intensity that maintain vegetation height from 2 to 5 cm while birds are present (Isacch 671 
and Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). In Canada, the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation 672 
Administration’s Community Pasture Program was cut in 2012, returning all federally 673 
managed grassland to the provinces by 2018. This may lead to overgrazing, soil 674 
erosion, and damage in some areas where Buff-breasted Sandpipers stopover 675 
depending on how the areas are managed going forward. On the balance, livestock 676 
farming and ranching are not a threat to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 677 


 678 


5. Management Objective 679 


The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain or, if possible, 680 
increase the population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2025 681 
to 2035.  682 


Accounts of historical population sizes are limited and the trend of the population is 683 
unknown. The species is difficult to survey given its sparse distribution on breeding 684 
ground and the difficulty to detect individuals in the field. Surveys at key stopover areas 685 
currently provide the most reliable estimates of population size and will contribute in 686 
measuring progress towards the management objective. From 2016 to 2019, the U.S. 687 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), and the 688 
University of Nebraska Omaha, working with citizen scientists, conducted ground 689 
surveys for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in Coastal Texas. Those surveys will yield a 690 
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more reliable population estimate for the species that will provide a baseline for the 691 
management objective.  692 


A short-term objective is to develop a more reliable and accurate population estimate 693 
within the next 5 years (2020–2025). Progress towards meeting the management 694 
objective will be evaluated as more accurate population estimates become available.  695 


The species was designated as Special Concern because of ongoing threats related to 696 
habitat loss and degradation on the non-breeding grounds (COSEWIC 2012). Since 697 
hunting of the species has stopped in North America, the population of the species has 698 
not recovered and declines appear to continue albeit at a slower rate. The Buff-breasted 699 
Sandpiper population appears to be limited by the availability of habitat on migration 700 
and non-breeding areas. Hence, the long-term management objective will be achieved 701 
by ensuring a no net loss of suitable sites at the landscape level on migration and 702 
wintering grounds. A short-term objective is to locate, within 5 years (2020–2025), 703 
wintering and migratory stopovers sites that support 80% of the current population 704 
estimate of 56,000 individuals; those sites will be used to ensure a no net loss of 705 
suitable habitat in the non-breeding portion of the species’ range. Considering the 706 
extent of non-breeding habitat found outside Canada, achieving this goal will only be 707 
possible through strong collaboration with Canada’s international partners. 708 


The U.S. Conservation Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper sets the goal to increase 709 
the population by more than 90% to at least 100,000 individuals (Lanctot et al. 2010). 710 
This goal aims to build resiliency in the population of the species to offset future threats 711 
(Lanctot et al. 2010). This management plan’s objective seeks to address the immediate 712 
risk of extinction of the species, which led the COSEWIC to assign a Special Concern 713 
status to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 714 


 715 


6. Broad Strategies and Conservation Measures 716 


6.1. Actions Already Completed or Currently Underway 717 


 The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is one of the focal species for the Americas Flyway 718 
Action Plan of the Arctic Migratory Birds Initiative (AMBI). This designation 719 
focuses efforts at understanding the factors limiting this species and ways to 720 
improve its conservation throughout the flyway (CAFF 2019).  721 


 The Ahiak Migratory Bird Sanctuary Management Plan (2018) outlines a plan for 722 
the co-management of Buff-breasted Sandpipers and other species by ECCC 723 
and local Inuit in the park (ECCC 2018).  724 


 The Arctic PRISM, a joint effort between ECCC, the USGS, and the USFWS, has 725 
been surveying the Arctic for shorebirds from 2002 to 2018 to determine 726 
population sizes and trends, and clarify distribution and habitat usage of all 727 
species, including the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. PRISM will be providing in 2020 728 
new estimates of population size and breeding distribution for the species.  729 


 Land from the former Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community 730 
Pasture Program had been returned in 2018 to provinces for management and is 731 
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in large part still being managed for conservation by different groups in a way 732 
that benefits the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 733 


 Many organizations and programs provide financial incentives to farmers for 734 
conserving or restoring grassland and wetland habitats along the migratory route. 735 
Examples include the U.S. and Canada Joint Ventures, South of the Divide 736 
Conservation Action Program, the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Conservation 737 
Reserve Program, and the Sustainable Grazing Network in Mexico. Some of 738 
these initiatives likely benefit the Buff-breasted Sandpiper.  739 


 Some of the key stopover sites have been designated as sites of importance by 740 
the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN), including 741 
Rainwater Basin (Nebraska, 2009) and the Flint Hills (Kansas and Oklahoma, 742 
2016) as sites of hemispheric importance, as well as Asuncion Bay (Paraguay, 743 
2008) and Barba Azul Nature Reserve (Bolivia, 2015) as sites of regional 744 
importance.  745 


 The USFWS is leading work, with contribution from the CWS, to update the full 746 
life-cycle conservation plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 747 


 Following habitat destruction from construction in Asuncion Bay (Paraguay) in 748 
2010, the CWS and the Neotropical Migratory Birds Conservation Act (NMBCA) 749 
have supported the local government in restoring habitat for Buff-breasted 750 
Sandpiper and other impacted shorebirds.  751 


 In 2018, a grant from NMBCA was awarded to fund the purchase of an additional 752 
681 hectares of grassland and the management of 15,000 hectares of Buff-753 
breasted Sandpiper habitat at the Barba Azul Nature Reserve, Bolivia (U.S. Fish 754 
and Wildlife Program 2018). Starting October 2019, the reserve will be 755 
experimenting with beneficial management practices for cattle ranching to create 756 
and maintain Buff-breasted Sandpiper staging habitat. Long-term monitoring of 757 
the species will also be conducted at the site (Asociación Armonía 2019).  758 


 The Southern Cone Grassland Alliance, supported in part by CWS, has helped 759 
guide the development of beneficial management practices for sustainable land-760 
use in Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Brazil. Through this project, ranching 761 
practices were improved on 116,479 hectares of grasslands and other beneficial 762 
management practices implemented on 25,371 hectares (Rosenberg et al. 763 
2016).  764 


 Four sites of importance for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper on the wintering 765 
grounds have been designated under WHSRN, namely Lagoa do Peixe (Brazil, 766 
1990) and Bahía Samborombón (Argentina, 2011) as sites of international 767 
importance, and Laguna de Rocha (Uruguay, 2010) and Estancia Medaland 768 
(Argentina, 2018) as sites of regional importance. These sites include both 769 
publicly and privately-owned land.  770 


 Research identifying key breeding, stopover, and wintering locations using 771 
satellite and GPS tracking technology is ongoing (R. Lanctot pers. comm.). See 772 
section 3. Species Information. 773 


 Biologists in several countries within the Southern Cone Alliance have conducted 774 
surveys for Buff-breasted Sandpipers with the goal of providing a winter-based 775 
population estimate and trend for the species. 776 
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 777 


6.2. Broad Strategies  778 


 779 
The broad strategies of this management plan are as follows: 780 
 781 


 Habitat conservation and stewardship 782 


 Population monitoring and distribution surveys 783 


 Research 784 
 785 


6.3. Conservation Measures  786 


 787 
Table 3. Conservation Measures and Implementation Schedule 788 


Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Broad Strategy: Habitat conservation and stewardship 


Provide resources to landowners 
through stewardship programs to 
consider Buff-breasted Sandpiper 
habitat needs (such as short-grass 
and adequate soil moisture) when 
managing their land. 


High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 2.3, 
7.1, and 7.2 


Ongoing 


Protect habitat at sites of key 
importance. 


High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 2.3, 
and 3.1 


Ongoing 


Develop new international 
partnerships for conservation and 
maintain existing ones. 


High All Ongoing 


Broad Strategy: Population monitoring and distribution surveys  


Centralize data from past surveys 
and complete the analysis of 
tracking studies that identify sites 
with high densities of Buff-breasted 
Sandpipers. 


High All 2020–2025 


Determine fine-scale landscape 
features that predict habitat usage 
on non-breeding grounds 


High 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 3.2, 
8.2, and 11.1 


2020–2025 


Evaluate current and past 
population monitoring methods and 
identify the most appropriate 
methods to assess progress 
towards the management objective. 


Medium All 2020–2025 


Continue to monitor the species and 
its habitat on the breeding ground 
as part of the Arctic PRISM survey. 


Low 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 3.2, 
8.2, and 11.1 


2025-2030 
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Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Determine the fall migration route, 
survival rates and potential threats 
to juveniles of the Buff-breasted 
Sandpiper population. 


Low 
IUCN Threats 3.3, 5.1, 
9.3, and 11.5 


2025-2030 


Broad Strategy: Research 


Identify the natural processes that 
created and maintained suitable 
habitats to develop land-use 
practices beneficial for the species 


High 


All but particularly 
important to mitigate 
localized threats (e.g., 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 3.1, 
3.2, and 3.3) 


2020-2025 


Determine level of exposure of the 
species to pesticide and herbicide 
and effects of those contaminants 
on survival, fitness and food 
availability.  


Medium 
IUCN Threats 7.3 and 
9.3 


2020-2025 


Assess the severity of the effects of 
climate change on demographics 
and distribution  


Low 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 11.1, 
11.4, and 11.5 


2025-2030 


e “Priority” reflects the degree to which the measure contributes directly to the conservation of the species 789 
or is an essential precursor to a measure that contributes to the conservation of the species. High priority 790 
measures are considered those most likely to have an immediate and/or direct influence on attaining the 791 
management objective for the species. Medium priority measures may have a less immediate or less 792 
direct influence on reaching the management objective but are still important for the management of the 793 
population. Low priority conservation measures will likely have an indirect or gradual influence on 794 
reaching the management objective but are considered important contributions to the knowledge base 795 
and/or public involvement and acceptance of the species. 796 
 797 


6.4. Narrative to Support Conservation Measures and 798 


Implementation Schedule  799 


 800 
The conservation measures for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper have been developed to 801 
address the threats this species is facing across its range, primarily focusing on 802 
mitigating the most pressing threats and gathering the information needed to address 803 
the remaining threats.  804 


While renewable energy development received the highest impact score in the threat 805 
assessment and that this impact score could rapidly increase, wintering and stopover 806 
habitat loss from a combination of factors (see section 4.2) remain the most immediate 807 
threat to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. Much of this habitat is outside of Canada, so 808 
supporting international conservation efforts should play a key role in Canada’s 809 
conservation strategies for the species. This habitat is predominantly privately owned 810 
and used as agricultural cropland or pastureland, so the involvement of private 811 
landowners is critical. Stewardship programs can support and incentivize landowners to 812 
manage their land for short-grass habitat and shorebird conservation. Where 813 
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appropriate and after consideration of a range of ecological targets, this may involve 814 
using livestock or fire to maintain short-grass habitat. Support could also be given to turf 815 
farm operators who are being slowly absorbed by expanding housing developments. 816 
Further research is need to determine if this type of habitat provides adequate 817 
conditions to support the recovery of Buff-breasted Sandpiper (see next paragraph). 818 
Conservation managers and landowners of important migratory and wintering habitat 819 
should also be educated about Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s unusual habitat requirements 820 
(shortgrass rather than the taller coastal wetland grasses preferred by most shorebirds 821 
and waterbirds) so that these requirements are not overlooked when implementing 822 
management practices for shorebirds more broadly.  823 


The species’ reliance on agricultural areas during the migration and overwinter puts 824 
them at risk of pesticide and herbicide contamination. While there has been some 825 
research into the effects of pesticides, the extent the species is exposed to various 826 
chemicals, what effects these chemicals have on the species, and how they affect the 827 
invertebrates eaten by the species are still unclear. These effects should be the focus of 828 
future research.  829 


Appropriate buffers and mitigations measures for renewable energy developments must 830 
be put in place near locations of Buff-breasted Sandpiper high density. Standards for 831 
monitoring nonbreeding shorebirds in the Western Hemisphere (PRISM 2018) provide a 832 
comprehensive protocol for ad hoc assessments of habitat use by shorebirds.  833 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers should be monitored to determine habitat usage, population 834 
size and trends. Monitoring of habitat use and research on suitable habitat 835 
characteristics are key steps in shaping conservation actions for the species. Tracking 836 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers using technology such as isotopes, genetics, radio telemetry, 837 
geolocators, and satellite telemetry provides a wealth of information, including the 838 
location of sites with high densities of the species. Once identified, high-density 839 
locations can be protected and managed. Much of the species monitoring work is 840 
already in progress, but the analysis of the data is ongoing (R. B. Lanctot pers. comm.). 841 
Additionally, to most effectively use this technology, the potential effects of geolocators 842 
and telemetry units on movement and survival must be assessed (identified as High 843 
priority by the ECCC Shorebird Technical Committee in 2016).  844 


Surveys on staging or wintering grounds may be more effective in determining 845 
population sizes and trends than arctic surveys because the species does not 846 
congregate in large numbers or show site fidelity on the breeding grounds. This is 847 
particularly important as population trends have not been quantified. At the same time, 848 
arctic breeding ground surveys, possibly including GPS-tracking can provide important 849 
information about micro-scale habitat use, which is needed to identify areas sensitive to 850 
industrial development and to climate change. Arctic PRISM may provide some of this 851 
information as upland habitats are included in the surveys (COSEWIC 2012). Surveys 852 
along the migratory route and in the wintering grounds can provide similar information 853 
about habitat use during these stages. 854 


Climate change may become one of the greatest threats facing this species but the 855 
severity of its current and projected effects on the Buff-breasted Sandpiper require more 856 
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research. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper faces coastal erosion and rising sea levels on 857 
the breeding and wintering grounds and the population-level effect of this habitat loss is 858 
unknown. It is unclear whether the species is adjusting their breeding schedule to match 859 
earlier insect emergence in the Arctic. Along migration, habitat and weather patterns are 860 
expected to shift and it is unknown whether the species will adapt to these changes. 861 
Some changes, like more frequent and severe storms, may have strong impacts on 862 
individual survival, but more study is needed to determine whether birds are able to 863 
survive such situations. During fall migration, juveniles following the Atlantic coast might 864 
be disproportionally vulnerable to increased frequency and severity of storms. Overall, 865 
more research into the effects of climate change on Buff-breasted Sandpiper 866 
demographics and distribution is needed.  867 
 868 


7. Measuring Progress 869 


 870 
The performance indicators presented below provide a way to measure progress 871 
towards achieving the management objectives and monitoring the implementation of the 872 
management plan. 873 
 874 


- By 2025, a more accurate population estimate is available. 875 
- By 2025, wintering and migratory stopovers sites that support 80% of the current 876 


population estimate are identified 877 
- By 2035, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is maintained or increased over 878 


the most recent population estimate.  879 
 880 
 881 
  882 
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Appendix A: Effects on the Environment and Other Species 1095 


 1096 
A strategic environmental assessment (SEA) is conducted on all SARA recovery 1097 
planning documents, in accordance with the Cabinet Directive on the Environmental 1098 
Assessment of Policy, Plan and Program Proposals5. The purpose of a SEA is to 1099 
incorporate environmental considerations into the development of public policies, plans, 1100 
and program proposals to support environmentally sound decision-making and to 1101 
evaluate whether the outcomes of a recovery planning document could affect any 1102 
component of the environment or any of the Federal Sustainable Development 1103 
Strategy’s6 (FSDS) goals and targets. 1104 
 1105 
Conservation planning is intended to benefit species at risk and biodiversity in general. 1106 
However, it is recognized that implementation of management plans may also 1107 
inadvertently lead to environmental effects beyond the intended benefits. The planning 1108 
process based on national guidelines directly incorporates consideration of all 1109 
environmental effects, with a particular focus on possible impacts upon non-target 1110 
species or habitats. The results of the SEA are incorporated directly into the 1111 
management plan itself but are also summarized below in this statement.  1112 
 1113 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an arctic shorebird, breeding in the coastal uplands and 1114 
relying on short-grass habitat on migration and overwinter. Conservation measures 1115 
aiming to preserve short-grass habitats and manage pasturelands for Buff-breasted 1116 
Sandpipers are expected to provide habitat for other shorebirds migrating and wintering 1117 
with them, including but not limited to the Semipalmated Plover (Charadrius 1118 
semipalmatus), Baird’s Sandpiper (Calidris bairdii), American Golden-Plover (Pluvialis 1119 
dominica), Pectoral Sandpiper (Calidris melanotos), and Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia 1120 
longicauda). On the breeding ground, other species also nest in the upland coastal 1121 
habitat including Black-bellied Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) and American Golden-Plover 1122 
so conservation measures on the breeding ground (e.g., managing development, 1123 
climate action) may be of broad benefit.  1124 
 1125 
 1126 


                                            
5 https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-
assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html  
6 https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/sustainability/federal-sustainable-
development-strategy.html  
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Summary of the draft Management Plan for the  
 


BUFF-BREASTED SANDPIPER 
 


Under the Species at Risk Act (SARA), a management 


plan must be developed for each species listed as 


Special Concern in order to identify measures for the 


conservation of the species. This document highlights the 


key sections of the draft management plan. 


Species Conservation Status  


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, 


formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is listed as Special 


Concern under SARA since 2017.  


Description and Distribution 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized 


shorebird. This species is marked with dark brown spots 


or streaks along the crown and sides of the breast, and 


narrow, dark-brown streaks edged in buff along the 


feather shafts on their back, scapulars, upper tail, and 


wing coverts. Male, female, and juvenile plumage is 


similar. The species has yellow legs and a black bill. 


 


An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper 


population breeds in Canada. The species breeds in low 


densities in the tundra along the coastline of Alaska 


(U.S.), Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. In 


the spring, the species migrates mostly in the Prairie 


Provinces. In the fall, the species migrate on a broad 


front, from British Columbia to Newfoundland.  


Habitat Needs 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, 


preferring to breed on the drier, elevated ridges of the 


tundra. Males display in small groups (leks) in moist 


meadows. Females nest away from lek sites, in well-


drained grassy tundra. During migration, the species 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


congregates in natural or managed short-grass (less than 


10 cm in height) areas, such as pastures and ploughed 


fields.  


Threats to the Species’ Survival 


 Habitat loss from wind farm encroachment and 


direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines 


at important stopover (in the U.S.) and wintering 


sites (in South America).  


 Permanent habitat loss in the non-breeding 


period due to fire suppression; resource 


extraction; conversion to pine, eucalyptus, and 


acacias plantations; and invasive non-native 


species. 


 Decreased survival in the non-breeding period 


due to exposition to pesticides and reduced food 


availability, especially when natural habitats or 


pastures are not available.  


 Decreased survival of juveniles during migration 


and decreased nesting success on breeding 


grounds due to severe weather events. 


 


 
 
 
 


    


 


 


 


 


 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper at Seal River Estuary 


Important Bird Area © Christian Artuso 
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Management Objective  


Over a period of 10 years (2025 to 2035), maintain or, if 


possible, increase the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 


population size.   


Strategies to Help Meet Objectives 


Broad strategies to address the threats to the survival and 


recovery of the species include:  


 Provide resources to landowners through 


stewardship programs to consider Buff-breasted 


Sandpiper habitat needs (such as short-grass and 


adequate soil moisture) when managing their land; 


 Protect habitat at sites of key importance; 


 Develop new international partnerships for 


conservation and maintain existing ones; 


 Centralize data from past surveys and complete the 


analysis of tracking studies that identify sites with 


high densities of Buff-breasted Sandpipers; 


 Determine fine-scale landscape features that predict 


habitat usage on non-breeding grounds; 


 Evaluate current and past population monitoring 


methods and identify the most appropriate methods 


to assess progress towards the management 


objective; 


 Identify the natural processes that created and 


maintained suitable habitats to develop land-use 


practices beneficial for the species. 


 Determine level of exposure of the species to 


pesticide and herbicide and effects of those 


contaminants on survival, fitness and food 


availability. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


How You Can Help 


 Learn more about the Buff-breasted Sandpiper, 


the threats to its survival and its habitat needs at 


www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-


change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html; 


 Practice voluntary stewardship activities and 


beneficial management practices, for example: 


 Work in cooperation with Environment 


and Climate Change Canada and/or 


local conservation groups to conserve 


important habitat; and 


 Avoid activities that could harm the 


species or its habitat. 


 Submit observation data to conservation data 


centres (such as eBird). 


 


 
          


         
 


Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (from Cornell Lab – 


Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ    
 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ   
 


ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂ (SARA), 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓄᑦ 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 


ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 


ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒻᓇ ᑎᑎᖃᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 


ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑉ. 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖓ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (Calidris subruficollis, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 


Tryngites subruficollis) ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ 


ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓐᓂ (SARA) ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 


2017.  


ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏ ᐊᒪ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖅ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 


ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᖏ ᑯᑯᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᐊᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᕐᒥᑎᒍᑦ, 


ᐸᒥᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓴᕈᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ. ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓪᓗ 


ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᒥᐊᖅᐳᑦ, ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒍᒋᓪᓗ 


ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑉᓗᑎᒃ. 


 


ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ 75% ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 


ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓯᐅᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᓂᖏᓪᓗ 


ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ 


ᓄᓇᖓᓐ), ᔪᑲᓐᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ. ᐅᐱᕋᒃᓴᒻᒥ, ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 


ᓄᐸᓕᐊᕙᒃᐳᑦ  ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ. ᐅᑭᐊᒻᒥᓕ, 


ᓄᐸᓕᐊᓱᕆᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐᒧᑦ.  


ᓂᕿᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ, ᐸᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥᓗ 


ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓪᓗ ᑭᓂᐸᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. 


ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒥ.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓕᕋᖓᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐸᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖅᑕᓱᖅᑐᑦ 


(ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖏᑦ 10 ᓯᓐᑎᒥᑕᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕋᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᖅᑐᖃᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  


ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ  


 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᖃᐅᑎᓄᑦ 


ᓄᖃᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ (ᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥ).  


 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᓗᐊᕕᒃᑐᑦ 


ᐃᓂᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ; ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 


ᐱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ; ᓇᐸᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, eucalyptus, ᐊᒻᒪ acacias 


ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖁᑎᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓂᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 


 ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  


 ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖃᒐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᒥᖕᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 


ᓇᒻᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 


 
 
 
 


    


 


 


 


 
 


 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓇᑦᑎᓕᖕᒥ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᒻᒥ  


© Christian Artuso 







ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ                         ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ  


 


 


ᑲᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑦ: 


ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᕕᒃ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᒋᐊᕆ ᐊᓚᓐ  


ᓯᕈᓂᓐ ᕗᐊᑉᓚ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᑲᐅᓪ ᐃᒍᕆᓯ  


ᐳᓚᓐᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᐊᑐᖓ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᕋᐃᔭᓐ M. ᐳᐅᑕᓐ 


ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒥᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᑦ 


ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ ᐊᑭᖃᖏᑐᖅ  1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓐᓇᖅ) ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᑐᕋᕈᑎᖓ 


ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 


Aussi disponible en français. Also available in English. 


 


ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᑉᓯ ᐅᕗᒐ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 


Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) –  


Canadian Wildlife Service, Northern Region 


PO Box 1870, Iqaluit NU  X0A 0H0 


Fax: 867-975-4645   Phone: 867-979-7058 


Email: Teresa.tufts@canada.ca 


© ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 


ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 


 


 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ   


ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ 10 ᐊᕋᒍᑦ (2025 ᐅᕗᒐ 2035), ᐊᕿᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 


ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᐸᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ.   


ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 


ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  


ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᑲᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ:  


 ᐊᑐᒐᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 


ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᓄᓇᒋᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖓ 


ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ; 


 ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ; 


 ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ; 


 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᐅᓂᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᖃᓄᐃᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 


ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᒃ; 


 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 


ᐊᑐᒐᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ 


ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ; 


 ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᓂᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖏᑦ 


ᓇᖠᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᓚᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 


ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ; 


ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 


ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ. 


 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᖓᑕ 


ᓴᓗᒪᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᒻᒪᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 


 


ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᕐᒪᖓᖅᐱᑦ  


 ᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᑦ, 


ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᑎᓐᓂᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᓱᖅᑕᖏᑦ 


ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᓂ  www.canada.ca/en/environment-


climate-change/services/species-risk-public-


registry.html; 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 ᐊᑭᓕᒐᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᒥᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃᓕᖅ 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 


ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 


 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 


ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓗ 


ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ 


ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ   


 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᐃᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 


ᖃᓄᒥᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑕᐃᓕᓗᓯ. 


 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ 


ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᖕᒧᒃ (ᐅᓇᑐᑦ eBird). 


 


       


 
 


ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (ᐅᑯᓇᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ – ᓄᐊᑦ 


ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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Archived: August 4, 2022 9:31:48 AM
From: Tufts, Teresa (EC) 
Sent: January 17, 2020 1:28:00 PM
Bcc: 'cambay@kitikmeothto.ca'; 'bathurst@kitikmeothto.ca'; 'gjoa@kitikmeothto.ca'; 'kugaaruk@kitikmeothto.ca';
'chimo@kitikmeothto.ca'; 'taloyoak@kitikmeothto.ca'; 'arviat@kivalliqhto.ca'; 'bakerlake@kivalliqhto.ca';
'aqigiq@kivalliqhto.ca'; 'rankin@kivalliqhto.ca'; 'arviq@kivalliqhto.ca'; 'issatik@kivalliqhto.ca' 
Subject: Buff-breasted Sandpiper draft Management Plan for review 
Sensitivity: Normal
Attachments:
Buffbreasted-Sandpiper_mp_Factsheet-IKK.pdf ;Buffbreasted_sandpiper_MP.pdf ;Buffbreasted-Sandpiper_mp_Factsheet.pdf
;

Good day,
 
We are seeking comments on the draft Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. This bird breeds along the coast of
the Kitikmeot region and as far north as Melville, Bathurst, and Devon Islands. During migration, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper
passes through the Kivalliq region of Nunavut.  
 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper was listed as Special Concern under the federal Species at Risk Act in 2017. For species of Special
Concern, a management plan must be developed to identify measures for its conservation. Attached are a factsheet and a
complete draft of the Management Plan for your review. If you have any comments on the draft plan, please send them to
me by February 21, 2020.  
 
Many thanks and best regards,
 
Teresa Tufts ᑐ?ᕇ?ᓴ? ᑕ?ᕝ?ᔅ?
 
Species at Risk Biologist
Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
Teresa.Tufts@canada.ca / Tel: +1 (867) 979 7058
 
ᐆ?ᒪ?ᔪ?ᐃ?ᑦ? ᐊ?ᒥ?ᓱ?ᖏ?ᓗ?ᐊ?ᓕ?ᕐ?ᓂ?ᖏ?ᓐ?ᓄ?ᑦ? ᐆ?ᒪ?ᔪ?ᓕ?ᕆ?ᔨ?

ᑲ?ᓇ?ᑕ?ᒥ?ᐅ?ᑕ?ᓂ? ᐆ?ᒪ?ᔪ?ᓕ?ᕆ?ᔨ?ᑦ? ᐱ?ᔨ?ᑦ?ᑎ?ᕋ?ᐃ?ᔨ?ᖏ?ᓐ?ᓂ?

ᐊ?ᕙ?ᑎ?ᓕ?ᕆ?ᓂ?ᕐ?ᒧ?ᑦ? ᓯ?ᓚ?ᐅ?ᓪ?ᓗ? ᐊ?ᓯ?ᔾ?ᔨ?ᖅ?ᐸ?ᓪ?ᓕ?ᐊ?ᓂ?ᖓ?ᓄ?ᑦ? ᑲ?ᓇ?ᑕ?ᒥ?

Teresa.Tufts@canada.ca  / ᐅ?ᖄ?ᓚ?ᐅ?ᑦ? : +1 (867) 979 7058
 
Biologiste des espèces en peril
Service Canadien de la faune
Environnement et Changement climatique Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
Teresa.Tufts@canada.ca / Tél. : +1 (867) 979 7058
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ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ    
 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ   
 


ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂ (SARA), 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓄᑦ 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 


ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 


ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒻᓇ ᑎᑎᖃᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 


ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑉ. 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖓ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (Calidris subruficollis, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 


Tryngites subruficollis) ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ 


ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓐᓂ (SARA) ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 


2017.  


ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏ ᐊᒪ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖅ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 


ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᖏ ᑯᑯᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᐊᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᕐᒥᑎᒍᑦ, 


ᐸᒥᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓴᕈᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ. ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓪᓗ 


ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᒥᐊᖅᐳᑦ, ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒍᒋᓪᓗ 


ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑉᓗᑎᒃ. 


 


ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ 75% ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 


ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓯᐅᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᓂᖏᓪᓗ 


ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ 


ᓄᓇᖓᓐ), ᔪᑲᓐᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ. ᐅᐱᕋᒃᓴᒻᒥ, ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 


ᓄᐸᓕᐊᕙᒃᐳᑦ  ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ. ᐅᑭᐊᒻᒥᓕ, 


ᓄᐸᓕᐊᓱᕆᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐᒧᑦ.  


ᓂᕿᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ, ᐸᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥᓗ 


ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓪᓗ ᑭᓂᐸᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. 


ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒥ.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓕᕋᖓᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐸᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖅᑕᓱᖅᑐᑦ 


(ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖏᑦ 10 ᓯᓐᑎᒥᑕᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕋᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᖅᑐᖃᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  


ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ  


 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᖃᐅᑎᓄᑦ 


ᓄᖃᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ (ᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥ).  


 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᓗᐊᕕᒃᑐᑦ 


ᐃᓂᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ; ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 


ᐱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ; ᓇᐸᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, eucalyptus, ᐊᒻᒪ acacias 


ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖁᑎᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓂᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 


 ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  


 ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖃᒐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᒥᖕᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 


ᓇᒻᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 


 


 
 
 
 


    


 


 


 


 
 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓇᑦᑎᓕᖕᒥ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ 


ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᒻᒥ  © Christian Artuso 







ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ                         ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ  


 


 


ᑲᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑦ: 


ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᕕᒃ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᒋᐊᕆ ᐊᓚᓐ  


ᓯᕈᓂᓐ ᕗᐊᑉᓚ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᑲᐅᓪ ᐃᒍᕆᓯ  


ᐳᓚᓐᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᐊᑐᖓ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᕋᐃᔭᓐ M. ᐳᐅᑕᓐ 


ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒥᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ 


ᐃᓄᖕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ ᐊᑭᖃᖏᑐᖅ  1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓐᓇᖅ) ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 


ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᑐᕋᕈᑎᖓ ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 


Aussi disponible en français – Also available in English 


ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᑉᓯ ᐅᕗᒐ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 


Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) –  


Canadian Wildlife Service, Northern Region 


PO Box 1870, Iqaluit NU  X0A 0H0 


Fax: 867-975-4645   Phone: 867-979-7058 


Email: Teresa.tufts@canada.ca 


©            ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ,  


ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 


 


 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ   


ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ 10 ᐊᕋᒍᑦ (2025 ᐅᕗᒐ 2035), ᐊᕿᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 


ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᐸᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ.   


ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 


ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  


ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᑲᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ:  


 ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 


ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑲᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


(ᐃᕕᖃᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥ ᑭᓂᐸᔪᒥᓗ ᓄᓇᕋᕐᒥ) ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 


ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ; 


 ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 


ᐅᔨᕆᔭᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ; 


 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑕᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ 


ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑉᓗᒥ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ; 


 ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᑎᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᓄᓴᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᐅᕐᓕᕐᓂᖕᓐᓂᒃ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ; 


 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᒪᓂᒃᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒻᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


ᐱᐊᓚᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 


 ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑉᓯᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓇ ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᓗ ᓇᒧᐊᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


ᐱᐅᓚᖑᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ 


ᑐᕋᒐᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 


 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᕿᐅᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ 


ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᒐᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ. 


 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓄᐃᑕᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ 


ᐃᓚᖁᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 


 


 


ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᕐᒪᖓᖅᐱᑦ  


 ᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᑦ, 


ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᑎᓐᓂᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᓱᖅᑕᖏᑦ 


ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᓂ  www.canada.ca/en/environment-


climate-change/services/species-risk-public-


registry.html; 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 ᐊᑭᓕᒐᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᒥᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃᓕᖅ 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 


ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 


 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 


ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓗ 


ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ 


ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ   


 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᐃᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 


ᖃᓄᒥᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑕᐃᓕᓗᓯ. 


 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ 


ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᖕᒧᒃ (ᐅᓇᑐᑦ eBird). 


     


      
ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (ᐅᑯᓇᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ – ᓄᐊᑦ 


ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ, McCarty et al. 2017) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       
 


 


 



mailto:ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca
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Preface 35 
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The Minister of Environment and Climate Change and Minister responsible for the Parks 45 
Canada Agency is the competent minister under SARA for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 46 
and has prepared this management plan, as per section 65 of SARA. To the extent 47 
possible, it has been prepared in cooperation with provide list: other federal government 48 
departments, Provinces/Territories, Wildlife Management Boards, Aboriginal 49 
organizations, and any others as per section 66(1) of SARA. 50 
 51 
Success in the conservation of this species depends on the commitment and 52 
cooperation of many different constituencies that will be involved in implementing the 53 
directions set out in this plan and will not be achieved by Environment and Climate 54 
Change Canada and the Parks Canada Agency, or any other jurisdiction alone. All 55 
Canadians are invited to join in supporting and implementing this plan for the benefit of 56 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper and Canadian society as a whole. 57 
 58 
Implementation of this management plan is subject to appropriations, priorities, and 59 
budgetary constraints of the participating jurisdictions and organizations. 60 
 61 
 62 
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Executive Summary 104 


 105 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is 106 
an arctic-breeding shorebird. The species nests on the upland coast of the Yukon, 107 
Northwest Territories, Nunavut and Alaska before migrating along the Central Flyway to 108 
the coast of Argentina, Uruguay, and Brazil where birds stay during the boreal winter.  109 


The species was assessed as Special Concern by the COSEWIC in 2012 and listed 110 
under Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c. 29) in 2017. Globally, the 111 
IUCN Red List has categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004. As a long-112 
distance migrant, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is protected under the Migratory Bird 113 
Convention Act in Canada and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in the U.S.  114 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is estimated at 56,000 individuals (range: 115 
35,000–78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010), 75% of which are thought to breed in Canada 116 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). After massive declines during the early 1900s caused by 117 
hunting in Canada and the United States, the species appears to be still declining today. 118 
The scale of the decline is unknown due to the challenges in surveying the species and 119 
the current lack of data.  120 


The exact causes of this decline are unknown. A combination of factors resulting in 121 
habitat loss or poor habitat quality on the migratory and wintering grounds are likely 122 
driving the decline. Those factors include conversion of natural areas to agriculture, 123 
pesticide exposure, wind turbines, resource extraction, and climate change.  124 


The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain or, if possible, 125 
increase the population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2025 126 
to 2035. The baseline for this management objective will be a more reliable and 127 
accurate population estimate obtained within the next 5 years (2020–2025).  128 


The broad strategies identified in this management plan aim to conserve habitat, 129 
monitoring population and distribution of the species, and understand characteristics of 130 
non-breeding habitat through research. Much of this habitat is outside of Canada, so 131 
supporting international conservation efforts should play a key role in Canada’s 132 
conservation strategies for the species. 133 
 134 
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1. COSEWICa Species Assessment Information 161 


 162 


Date of Assessment: May 2012  
 


Common Name (population): Buff-breasted Sandpiper 
  
Scientific Name: Tryngites subruficollisb 
 
COSEWIC Status: Special Concern 
 
Reason for Designation:  
The Canadian Arctic supports about 87% of the North American breeding range of 
this shorebird and about 75% of its global population. The species was once common 
and perhaps even abundant historically, but it suffered severe declines stemming 
from intensive market hunting in the late 1800s and early 1900s. By the 1920s, it was 
thought to be at the brink of extinction. Its population has grown since hunting was 
banned in North America, but numbers remain much lower than those before hunting 
began. There is evidence for population decline in recent decades, and many 
conservation organizations consider the species to be of concern throughout its 
range. However, this species is difficult to monitor effectively, and data necessary to 
estimate population trends are currently lacking. Outside the breeding period, loss 
and degradation of its specialized grassland habitat, both on its wintering grounds in 
South America and along its migration routes, are believed to pose the most 
significant threats. 
  
Canadian Occurrence:  
Yukon, Northwest Territories, Nunavut, British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, 
Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec 
 
COSEWIC Status History:  
Designated Special Concern in May 2012. 


a COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) 163 
b The scientific name of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis) changed since the COSEWIC 164 


assessment in May 2012. Documents developed under the Species at Risk Act must follow the species 165 
nomenclature used at the moment of COSEWIC assessment. 166 


 167 
 168 


2. Species Status Information 169 


 170 
An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper population breeds in Canada 171 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). In Canada, the species was assessed as Special Concern by 172 
the COSEWIC in 2012 and listed as Special Concern under Schedule 1 of the Species 173 
at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c. 29) in 2017. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is not listed under 174 
any provincial species at risk legislation. The species has been identified as a priority 175 
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species in four of the twelve Bird Conservation Regions3. A recently updated 176 
assessment of shorebirds in Canada deemed Buff-breasted Sandpiper to be of High 177 
Concern in Canada based on the probable decline and threats to the species (Hope et 178 
al. 2019).  179 
 180 
Table 1. Summary of national and provincial or state NatureServe ranks for the 181 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper where it occurs in North America (NatureServe, 2019) 182 


Global 
(G) Rank 


National (N) 
Ranks 


Sub-national (S) Ranks 


G4 Canada 
N2N4B, N4N5M 
 
 


Alberta (S3M), British Columbia (SUM), Labrador 
(SNA), Manitoba (SNA), Newfoundland Island (SNA), 
Northwest Territories (S2S4B), Nunavut (S3B, S3M), 
Ontario (SNA), Quebec (S3M), Saskatchewan (S4M), 
Yukon Territory (S1B) 


United States 
N4B 


Alabama (SNRM), Alaska (S2B), Arkansas (SNA), 
California (SNA), Colorado (SNA), Connecticut (SNA), 
Delaware (SNA), Florida (SNA), Georgia (SNRN), 
Illinois (SNA), Indiana (S3M), Iowa (S3N), Kansas 
(SNA), Kentucky (SNA), Louisiana (S3N), Maine 
(SNA), Maryland (SNA), Massachusetts (S1N), 
Michigan (SNRN), Minnesota (SNRM), Mississippi 
(SNA), Missouri (SNA), Nebraska (S2N), New Jersey 
(S4N), New York (SNRN), North Carolina (SNA), 
North Dakota (SNA), Ohio (SNA), Oklahoma (SU), 
Pennsylvania (SNA), Rhode Island (S1N), South 
Carolina (SNA), South Dakota (SNA), Tennessee 
(S3N), Texas (S2S3), Virginia (SNA), Washington 
(SNA), Wisconsin (S3N), Wyoming (S4N) 


National (N) and Subnational (S) NatureServe alphanumerical ranking: 1 – Critically Imperiled, 2 – 183 
Imperiled, 3 – Vulnerable, 4 – Apparently Secure, 5 – Secure, NR – Unranked, NA – Not Applicable, U – 184 
Unrankable. Occurrence definitions: B – Breeding, M – Migrant. The N2N4B range indicates the range of 185 
uncertainty about the status of the species.  186 
 187 
The global NatureServe rank is G4 – Apparently Secure (reviewed in 2016; 188 
NatureServe 2019; see Table 1 for additional sub-rankings) and the IUCN Red List has 189 
categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004 when its status was upgraded 190 
from Lower Risk (BirdLife International 2017). The species was listed in 1999 in 191 
Appendix I and II of the UN Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of 192 
Wild Animals, which prohibits hunting of the species in its wintering range4. The Buff-193 
breasted Sandpiper is also protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 194 
which protects all individuals of the species as well as its nest and eggs on federal and 195 
non-federal lands.  196 


                                            
3 Those Bird Conservation Regions are the Arctic Plains and Mountains, the Lower Great Lakes/St. 
Lawrence Plain, the Prairie Potholes, and the Taiga Shield and Hudson Plains. 
4 This document refers to the wintering range as the specie’s range occupied during the northern 
hemisphere’s winter months (December to March). 







Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2020 
 


3 
 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a Species of High Concern in the U.S. (USSCP, 2016). 197 
In South America, the species is considered Vulnerable in Brazil, Near-threatened in 198 
Paraguay, a Priority Species for Conservation in Uruguay, and Threatened in Argentina.  199 


 200 


3. Species Information 201 


 202 


3.1. Species Description 203 


 204 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized, buff-coloured, arctic-breeding 205 
shorebird. Males weigh about 70 g and females weigh about 55 g (McCarty et al. 2017). 206 
They are marked with dark brown spots or streaks along the crown and sides of the 207 
breast, and narrow, teardrop shaped, dark-brown streaks edged in buff along the 208 
feather shafts on their back, scapulars, upper tail, and wing coverts (COSEWIC 2012). 209 
Male, female, and juvenile plumage is similar, but the dark spots on the undersides of 210 
the outer primaries are larger in males than in females who have larger spots than 211 
juveniles (McCarty et al. 2017). The species has yellow legs and a black bill.  212 
 213 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are the only North American shorebird with an exploded lek 214 
mating system (Lanctot et al. 1998). In an exploded lek, males are further away from 215 
one another than they would be in a classic lek. Because of density-dependent effects 216 
associated with its unusual lek-mating system, further reductions in the species’ 217 
abundance could accelerate population collapse if males and females cannot locate 218 
each other in their expansive breeding grounds. However, at present, there is no 219 
indication that genetic diversity declined as a result of historic reductions in population 220 
size (Lounsberry et al. 2013, 2014).  221 
 222 


3.2. Species Population and Distribution 223 


 224 
Distribution 225 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low densities in the tundra along the coastline of 226 
Alaska and Canada from Point Barrow, Alaska through the Northwest Territories and to 227 
the Boothia Peninsula, Nunavut and as far north as Melville, Bathurst, and Devon 228 
Islands, Nunavut (Figure 1; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). There are also small 229 
populations (280-650 individuals) breeding in Russia on Wrangel Island and the 230 
Chukotski Peninsula (Lappo et al. 2012). The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low 231 
densities; their local distribution is patchy and variable both between and within years—232 
one Alaskan study found only 10% of leks to be present in three consecutive years 233 
(Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). There is little to no breeding site fidelity (less than 234 
10% of adults return; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997) and males 235 
may display at multiple leks across the entire breeding range (Lanctot et al. 2016).  236 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper migrates south following the Central flyway, through the 237 
prairies and plains, where they make multiday stops in locations such as southern 238 
Saskatchewan, in the Kansas Flint Hills, southcentral Texas and the Gulf of Mexico 239 
coast (Lanctot et al. 2016; Lyons et al. 2019; Tibbitts et al. 2019). Then, they follow the 240 







Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2020 
 


4 
 


Central Amazonia/Pantanal flyway, stopping in Colombia and Bolivia (Lanctot et al. 241 
2016;Tibbits et al. 2019) before arriving on their wintering grounds on the coast of 242 
central Argentina, southeast Uruguay, and southeast Brazil (Lanctot et al. 2002; 243 
McCarty et al. 2017). Fall and spring migrants take similar routes, but in the fall, 244 
juveniles migrating south may follow the Atlantic coast leading to a more dispersed 245 
route in the fall than spring (COSEWIC 2012). In contrast to the breeding grounds, birds 246 
show fairly high wintering site fidelity (55% to 64% return rate), with males being 247 
somewhat more likely to emigrate than females (Almeida 2009).  248 


 249 
Figure 1. Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the Americas (from Cornell Lab - Birds of 250 
North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017).  251 
 252 


Population Size and Trends 253 


Based on surveys done on stopover sites in North America, the Buff-breasted 254 
Sandpiper population is estimated to include 56,000 individuals (range of 35,000 to 255 
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78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010); earlier estimates were between 15,000 and 30,000 256 
(Morisson et al. 2006). This current estimate is based on counts in the Rainwater Basin, 257 
Nebraska, an important stopover location (Jorgensen et al. 2008). The uncertainty of 258 
the current population estimate depends on turnover rates estimated at stopover sites. 259 
Stopover duration at the Rainwater Basin is now known to be 48 hours or less, 260 
suggesting actual population size may be higher than previously estimated (McCarty et 261 
al. 2015). In addition, recent tracking data suggests that some birds bypass the 262 
Rainwater Basin, again potentially increasing population size estimates (R. B. Lanctot 263 
pers. comm.). Arctic Program for Regional and International Shorebird Monitoring 264 
(PRISM) surveys conducted between 1997 and 2007 in Alaska revised the North 265 
American breeding Buff-breasted Sandpiper population size to 42,839 individuals (95% 266 
range = 5,856–79,260) (Bart and Smith, 2012). Surveys conducted between 2010 and 267 
2017 on the breeding grounds in Canada also suggest a higher density than previously 268 
found (J. Rausch, pers. comm.). However, since this species breeds at low densities, 269 
lekking sites locations are variable, and they inhabit dry upland areas that are surveyed 270 
less intensively, PRISM surveys may provide poor estimates of overall Buff-breasted 271 
Sandpiper abundance (Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012). Nevertheless, PRISM 272 
data provide important breeding density estimates and habitat use data. Surveys such 273 
as the North American Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) and Audubon Christmas Bird Count 274 
(CBC) provide very limited insight on this species.  275 
 276 
Historically, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper numbered in the hundreds of thousands. By 277 
the end of the 19th century, extensive commercial hunting during migration, and to a 278 
lesser extent on the wintering grounds, resulted in population numbers approaching 279 
dangerously low levels (McCarty et al. 2017; Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010). When the 280 
Migratory Birds Convention Act in 1917 and Migratory Bird Treaty Act in 1918 came into 281 
force, hunting pressure on the population declined, likely slowing the dramatic 282 
population decline (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010; COSEWIC 2012).  283 


After the massive declines at the beginning of the 1900s, the population is thought to 284 
have continued to decline in the recent decades (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010). Generating 285 
trends is difficult because the species occurs in unpredictable locations on the breeding 286 
grounds, and appears to adjust when, where and how long it uses sites on both the 287 
migration and wintering grounds depending on environmental conditions. However, 288 
observers on the migratory and wintering grounds alike have anecdotally reported 289 
declining numbers since at least the 1980s (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010; COSEWIC 2012). 290 
For example, on the wintering grounds, there were 1,000 to2,000 individuals during the 291 
winters of 1973 and 1974, with roosts of 600 to 1,000 individuals at Estancia Medaland, 292 
Argentina (Myers 1980). When the survey was repeated in 1996–2000, there were 293 
rarely more than 100 birds sighted and never more than 94 individuals together 294 
(although there was a flock of ~300 sighted outside the study area) (Isacch and 295 
Martínez 2003a, 2003b). Estancia Medaland was declared a Western Hemisphere 296 
Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN) site in 2018, in part based on counts of 1,010 297 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers at the site (Martínez-Curci et al. 2018). The extent to which 298 
birds move between sites within a year is unknown but their numbers often vary 299 
substantially between years and even within the season, so short-term studies should 300 
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be interpreted with caution (Myers 1980; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 301 
1997; Lanctot et al. 2002, 2016; but see Almeida 2009).  302 


3.3. Needs of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 303 


Breeding 304 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, preferring to breed on the drier, 305 
elevated ridges of the tundra, rather than the wet, polygon lowlands as is common for 306 
many other shorebirds. In the spring, males begin foraging and displaying on the first 307 
snow-free areas, usually along bluffs and ridges bordering rivers (Pruett-Jones 1988; 308 
Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). As the snow melts, males display on leks in moist 309 
graminoid meadow with many clumps of grasses (20 cm tall, 25-50 cm diameter) 310 
(Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). Display areas typically are 311 
non-patterned ground, with few of the geometric patterns created by permafrost that are 312 
common in many arctic areas. Buff-breasted Sandpipers have an exploded lek mating 313 
system, with groups of 2-20 (average 2.6) males displaying together in a lek (Lanctot 314 
and Weatherhead 1997). Males typically display at one lek for only a short time, instead, 315 
apparently moving between leks based on the number of available females (Lanctot and 316 
Weatherhead 1997). This causes lek location to be unstable within and across years. 317 
Solitary males may also display near the nest while females are fertile; this may be a 318 
more reliable tactic later in the season when there are fewer available females (Prevett 319 
and Barr 1976; Pruett-Jones 1988; but see Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). 320 


Females nest away from lek sites (270-830m; Pruett-Jones 1988), in well-drained 321 
grassy tundra with sedge grass clumps or moss-willows or moist sedge–graminoid 322 
meadows, (Sutton 1967; Prevett and Barr 1976; Lanctot et al. 2010; McCarty et al. 323 
2017). During incubation breaks, females forage in areas with little vegetation, often 324 
along streams. There may also use habitats with a distinct net-like pattern across the 325 
ground caused by permafrost freeze/thaw cycle. After hatching, females forage with 326 
their brood in wetter areas, often along streams in emergent vegetation (Lanctot et al. 327 
2010). Unlike many other species, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the uplands 328 
throughout brood rearing (McCarty et al. 2017). 329 


Migration 330 


Historically, during the North American portion of migration, Buff-breasted Sandpipers 331 
would have congregated in the short-grass prairies, where fire and grazing bison kept 332 
vegetation short (Jorgensen et al. 2007). These prairies are now largely taken over by 333 
agriculture, and those areas that have been conserved are predominantly managed for 334 
tall-grass prairie. Currently, migrating Buff-breasted Sandpipers congregate in surrogate 335 
short-grass areas, like pastures, ploughed fields, sod farms, turf farms, golf courses, 336 
cemeteries, airports, freshly cut hayfields, lawns, and fallow or short-growth agricultural 337 
fields (Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). In the Rainwater 338 
Basin, Nebraska, an important stopover site, migrating birds congregate in corn or 339 
soybean fields, with a strong preference for fields where soybean had been harvested 340 
on the previous year (Jorgensen et al. 2007). Buff-breasted Sandpipers tend to use 341 
cornfields where stalks are cut at the base and less than 10 cm in height (Jorgensen et 342 
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al. 2007). The birds spend about 50% of their time at migratory stopover sites foraging 343 
(McCarty et al. 2009) and prefer the foraging site to be near (but not in) a wetland 344 
(Jorgensen et al. 2007), which they use for bathing and drinking (McCarty et al. 2009). 345 
On the Gulf Coast, staging Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on commercial sod 346 
and other forms of agriculture to a lesser extent (Stone et al. 2019). In South America, 347 
migrating Buff-breasted Sandpipers primarily use short-grass areas along rivers and 348 
wetlands. They are also found in harvested or newly planted agricultural fields 349 
(particularly sugar cane and rice), sand bars, or other short-grass habitats (Lanctot et al. 350 
2002, 2010).  351 


Non-breeding 352 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers winter in the Pampas biome and show high fidelity to previous 353 
wintering sites (Isacch and Martinez, 2003b). As during migration, they prefer 354 
grasslands where vegetation is 2 to 5 cm tall (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004). Over winter, 355 
the birds rely primarily on intensively grazed pastureland or areas with flooding events, 356 
high salinity, and naturally short vegetation (Isacch and Martínez 2003b). Alternatively, 357 
the species relies on soybean or rice agricultural fields (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004;. 358 
Habitat tracking of wintering birds in the Samborombón Bay shows they rely on a 359 
combination of Pampas grassland (day) and salt-tolerant coastal (night) areas in 360 
Argentina (Castresana et al. 2019). In the Estancia Medaland, Buff-breasted 361 
Sandpipers move to freshwater swamps at night (J.P. Isacch, pers. comm.) 362 


Diet 363 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers feed on insects, with some seeds and plant material. They 364 
also eat aquatic zooplankton, particularly during the fall after brood-rearing (McCarty et 365 
al. 2017). Their exact diet is poorly documented and likely varies between sites. 366 
However, on the wintering grounds, birds preferentially eat adult and larvea beetles, 367 
ants, flies, spiders and earthworms (Isacch et al. 2005. Although most other arctic 368 
shorebirds eat oligochaetes, insect larvae, and marine zooplankton during brood rearing 369 
in the wet lowlands, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the uplands throughout 370 
brood rearing and therefore does not feed heavily on these aquatic invertebrates 371 
(McCarty et al. 2017).  372 


 373 
 374 
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4. Threats 375 


 376 


4.1. Threat Assessment 377 


 378 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper threat assessment is based on the IUCN-CMP (World Conservation Union–Conservation 379 
Measures Partnership) unified threats classification system. Threats are defined as the proximate activities or processes 380 
that have caused, are causing, or may cause in the future the destruction, degradation, and/or impairment of the entity 381 
being assessed (population, species, community, or ecosystem) in the area of interest (global, national, or subnational). 382 
Limiting factors are not considered during this assessment process. Historical threats, indirect or cumulative effects of the 383 
threats, or any other relevant information that would help understand the nature of the threats are presented in the 384 
Description of Threats section. 385 


 386 


Table 2. Threat calculator assessment.  387 


Threat 
# Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 


1 Residential and commercial development Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


1.1  Housing and urban areas Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


1.3  Tourism and recreation areas Not a Threat Small (1-10%) Neutral or Potential Benefit High (Continuing) 


2 Agriculture and aquaculture Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


2.1  Annual and perennial non-timber crops Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


2.2  Wood and pulp plantations 


Not 
Calculated 
(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) Negligible (<1%) Negligible (<1%) 


Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 


2.3  Livestock farming and ranching Not a Threat Large (31-70%) Neutral or Potential Benefit High (Continuing) 


3 Energy production and mining Medium-Low 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Moderate (11-30%) High (Continuing) 


3.1  Oil and gas drilling Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


3.2  Mining and quarrying Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


3.3  Renewable energy Medium - Low 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Moderate - Slight (1-30%) High (Continuing) 


4 Transportation and service corridors Negligible 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


4.2  Utility and service lines Negligible 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


5 Biological resource use Negligible Negligible (<1%) Extreme (71-100%) 


Moderate (Possibly 
in the short term, < 
10 yrs) 
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Threat 
# Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 


5.1  Hunting and collecting terrestrial animals Negligible Negligible (<1%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


7 Natural system modifications Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


7.1  Fire and fire suppression Low 
Pervasive - Large (31-
100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


7.2  Dams and water management/use Negligible  Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


7.3  Other ecosystem modifications Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


8 


Invasive and problematic species, pathogens 
and genes Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


8.1  Invasive non-native/alien plants and animals Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


8.2  Problematic native plants and animals Not a Threat Restricted (11-30%) Neutral or Potential Benefit High (Continuing) 


9 Pollution Unknown Pervasive (71-100%)  Unknown High (Continuing) 


9.3  Agricultural and forestry effluents Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


11 Climate change Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


11.1  Ecosystem encroachment 


Not 
Calculated 
(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) Large (31-70%) Unknown 


Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 


11.4 


 Changes in precipitation and hydrological regimes 


Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown 


Moderate (Possibly 
in the short term, < 
10 yrs) 


11.5  Severe / Extreme Weather Events Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
a Impact – The degree to which a species is observed, inferred, or suspected to be directly or indirectly threatened in the area of interest. The 388 
impact of each threat is based on Severity and Scope rating and considers only present and future threats. Threat impact reflects a reduction of a 389 
species population or decline/degradation of the area of an ecosystem. The median rate of population reduction or area decline for each 390 
combination of scope and severity corresponds to the following classes of threat impact: Very High (75% declines), High (40%), Medium (15%), 391 
and Low (3%). Unknown: used when impact cannot be determined (e.g., if values for either scope or severity are unknown); Not Calculated: 392 
impact not calculated as threat is outside the assessment timeframe (e.g., timing is insignificant/negligible or low as threat is only considered to be 393 
in the past); Negligible: when scope or severity is negligible; Not a Threat: when severity is scored as neutral or potential benefit. 394 
b Scope – Proportion of the species that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat within 10 years. Usually measured as a 395 
proportion of the species’ population in the area of interest. (Pervasive = 71–100%; Large = 31–70%; Restricted = 11–30%; Small = 1–10%; 396 
Negligible < 1%). 397 
c Severity – Within the scope, the level of damage to the species from the threat that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat 398 
within a 10-year or three-generation timeframe. Usually measured as the degree of reduction of the species’ population. (Extreme = 71–100%; 399 
Serious = 31–70%; Moderate = 11–30%; Slight = 1–10%; Negligible < 1%; Neutral or Potential Benefit ≥ 0%).  400 


d Timing – High = continuing; Moderate = only in the future (could happen in the short term [< 10 years or 3 generations]) or now suspended 401 
(could come back in the short term); Low = only in the future (could happen in the long term) or now suspended (could come back in the long 402 
term); Insignificant/Negligible = only in the past and unlikely to return, or no direct effect but limiting. 403 
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4.2. Description of Threats 404 


 405 
The exact causes of the decline of Buff-breasted Sandpipers are unknown. However, 406 
the main limiting factors to the species appear to be habitat loss from wind farm 407 
encroachment and direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines at important 408 
stopover and wintering sites. In addition, multiple factors likely reduce the suitability or 409 
availability of stopover and wintering sites, including fire suppression, resource 410 
extraction, conversion of short-grass prairies to agricultural land, and pesticide 411 
contamination. Threats occurring on the Central flyway likely have a disproportionate 412 
effect on the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population; the species uses this narrow 413 
migration corridor in spring and fall, and therefore might be exposed twice to the same 414 
threats. Most of the threats to the species, and their underlying factors, are ongoing. In 415 
the coming years, climate change will likely play a larger role in the decline of the 416 
species. Threats likely to affect the species within the next ten years are described 417 
below from highest to lowest impact and certainty (Table 4).  418 


3.3 Renewable energy 419 


The development of wind farms is thought to have a medium to low impact on Buff-420 
breasted Sandpipers, though there is uncertainty in both the scope and severity of this 421 
threat. Wind farms may kill birds if they enter the rotor sweep zone or cause birds to 422 
avoid historic staging areas (Lanctot et al. 2010). Pre-construction surveys in Indiana 423 
found that more than 20% of staging American Golden-Plovers (Pluvialis dominica), 424 
who often migrate with Buff-breasted Sandpipers, flew in the proposed rotor sweep 425 
zone (West Inc., unpublished report, described in Lanctot et al. 2010). Wind energy 426 
production has grown substantially in Canada and the U.S. with more growth projected 427 
(Statistics Canada 2017; U.S. Energy Information Administration 2019). Most wind 428 
farms in the U.S. are located along the Central Flyway, where birds migrate both in the 429 
fall and in spring. This biannual use of the migration corridor increases the risk of 430 
negative interaction with wind farms. In Canada, wind energy is expected to be 431 
increasingly used for industry and local communities across the Arctic (M. Lamont 2015 432 
pers. comm.). Extensive windfarm development is projected in the grassland and 433 
coastal areas of Brazil, Uruguay and Argentina. As of 2018, the Global Wind Energy 434 
Council ranks Brazil as having the 8th largest wind power capacity in the world and the 435 
largest in South America, while Uruguay has the 3rd largest capacity in South America. 436 
In Brazil, ongoing windfarm development overlaps with important wintering areas for 437 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers, where flocks of 200 to 300 birds have been reported (J. 438 
Almeida, pers. comm.).  439 


7.1 Fire and fire suppression 440 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers seem to prefer grassland that has been burned (Penner et al. 441 
2015). The species may have benefitted from indigenous people practices of burning 442 
the grasslands in the Midwestern U.S. and on the wintering grounds (R. B. Lanctot pers. 443 
comm.). Current fire suppression allows woody vegetation to encroach into grasslands, 444 
reducing habitat availability (Brockway et al. 2002), particularly as this species prefers 445 
areas without nearby trees or other obstructions (Jorgensen et al. 2007). New 446 
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management techniques are starting to use fire for prairie conservation. Fire 447 
suppression was deemed to have a low impact on Buff-breasted Sandpipers.  448 


11.5 Severe weather events 449 


Because of climate change, severe storms are increasing, and this increase is linked to 450 
declines in songbirds, particularly those that migrate over the Atlantic, as they cannot 451 
seek shelter (Butler 2000). Buff-breasted Sandpipers’ migration across the Gulf of 452 
Mexico may become increasingly perilous. Similarly, juvenile mortality may increase 453 
with storm number and severity because, unlike adults, juveniles often migrate along 454 
the Atlantic Coast (Lanctot et al. 2010). On the breeding grounds, extreme weather may 455 
cause nest failure, but losses to nests and chicks have not yet been studied in detail (J. 456 
Rausch pers. comm.). Overall, the impact of severe weather events is likely low.  457 


3.1 Oil and gas drilling 458 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers have been documented breeding in the National Petroleum 459 
Reserve, Kuparuk and Prudhoe Bay oil fields and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in 460 
Alaska, where oil and gas drilling is either already occurring or proposed (Lanctot et al. 461 
2010). The infrastructure associated with arctic oil and gas projects (e.g. roads, 462 
runways, buildings) is usually built in the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 463 
Sandpiper males display. Building in these areas may lead to habitat loss and 464 
disturbance during the breeding season, possibly causing females to abandon nests if 465 
they are repeatedly flushed. Oil and gas development is also thought to increase the 466 
number of avian and mammalian predators due to the presence of artificial food sources 467 
and additional denning and nesting sites. However, there is no evidence that this 468 
infrastructure reduces nest survival, as the only study conducted suffers from high 469 
variability and small sample size, potentially obscuring any effects (Liebezeit et al. 470 
2009).  471 


Since 2007, oil drilling, particularly horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing (fracking) 472 
has increased across the prairies in both Canada and the U.S. (National Energy Board 473 
2013). Horizontal drilling may reduce the amount of land affected by development. 474 
Many grassland species avoid these sites and their surroundings to varying degrees 475 
(Thompson et al. 2015). On the wintering grounds, Colombian grasslands are seeing an 476 
increase in habitat loss due to drilling (C. Ruiz-Guerra pers. comm.). Given the limited 477 
extent of oil and gas development, their impact is likely low. 478 


3.2 Mining and quarrying 479 


As with oil and gas drilling, infrastructure associated with arctic mines (e.g. roads, 480 
runways, buildings) is usually built on the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 481 
Sandpipers display and occasionally nest. There has been increased mining in Brazil on 482 
the wintering grounds (COSEWIC 2012), but biologists negotiated the movement of an 483 
8,000-hectare mine project south of Lagoa do Peixe away from Buff-breasted Sandpiper 484 
habitats (Lanctot et al. 2010). Similar to oil and gas development, the limited footprint of 485 
mining and quarrying resulted in this threat’s low impact score. 486 


 487 







Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2020 


12 
 


7.3 Other ecosystem modifications 488 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers may be exposed to a wide array of pesticides because they 489 
rely on agricultural habitat when migrating and during the winter (Strum et al. 2008, 490 
2010). Direct effects of pesticides are discussed under “Description of Threats: 9.3 491 
Agricultural and forestry effluents”. Insect abundance is also likely lower on cropland 492 
that has been treated with insecticides, reducing food availability for insectivorous birds, 493 
including this species (Hart et al. 2006; Bellavance et al. 2018). Poor insect abundance 494 
in these areas may reduce survival because Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on 495 
agricultural insects to provide energy for migration. The impact on the population is 496 
unknown.  497 


9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents 498 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper may be exposed to pesticides during migration and the 499 
wintering period because they rely mainly on human-altered habitat (such as cropland, 500 
sod fields and golf courses) sprayed with pesticides. Carbamate insecticides like 501 
Furadan F4 have been linked to Buff-breasted Sandpiper mortality during migration 502 
(Flickinger et al. 1986; Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers wintering in rice 503 
fields and cattle pastures in Argentina and Uruguay have shown evidence of being 504 
exposed to cholinesterase-inhibiting contaminants (Strum et al. 2010). Since 2016, 505 
Brazil has approved the usage of more than 1200 pesticides, many of which are banned 506 
elsewhere, which creates a concern of further negative effects on the species. Because 507 
of the species’ habitat use, a large proportion of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population 508 
might be exposed to pesticides and contaminants; however, population effects have not 509 
been quantified. The overall impact of agricultural contaminants on the Buff-breasted 510 
Sandpiper population is unknown, but likely is significant and in need of study.  511 


2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crops 512 


Most of the native, short-grass prairie historically used as stopover habitat has been 513 
converted to agricultural fields, resulting in a profound loss of natural stopover habitat. 514 
Short-grass prairies managed under cattle grazing provide suitable habitat for Buff-515 
breasted Sandpipers, but those areas are increasingly converted to agricultural 516 
cropland. Conversion to agricultural cropland across Canada, the U.S., and Mexico is 517 
ongoing, driven by the need to feed growing human populations, demands for biofuel, 518 
and increasing crop irrigation in traditionally dry areas as electricity becomes available 519 
(Meeting of the Canada/Mexico/U.S. Trilateral Committee for Wildlife and Ecosystem 520 
Conservation and Management 2019; Agenda item 23). Similar agricultural expansions 521 
are happening in South America in both migratory and wintering habitat. Farmers are 522 
converting traditional ranchland into cropland in fertile areas (Lanctot et al. 2010). 523 
Important migratory stopovers during northern migration in the savannahs of Los 524 
Llanos, Colombia (Lanctot et al. 2016) have rapidly been converted for palm oil and rice 525 
cultivation since 2000 (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2017). 526 
Illegal drainage canals to irrigate rice and drain areas for cultivation threaten Brazilian 527 
wintering habitat around coastal lagoons (Lanctot et al. 2010).  528 
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Because there is little unaltered short-grass habitat, Buff-breasted Sandpipers have 529 
adopted some types of croplands as alternative habitat during migration and over the 530 
winter. It is unclear whether agricultural areas are high-quality substitutes—there may 531 
simply be no natural habitat available. Some types of fields are preferable to others 532 
(e.g., soy is preferable to corn; Jorgensen et al. 2007). In Saskatchewan, an important 533 
staging area during northern migration (Tibbits et al. 2019), sod acreage increased by 534 
26% between 2001-2006 (Saskatchewan Agriculture and Food 2006), potentially 535 
providing more habitat for the species. The increased agricultural production discussed 536 
above may provide habitat, depending on which crops are planted. Some agricultural 537 
practices, increasingly used for other conservation purposes, may be at odds with Buff-538 
breasted Sandpiper conservation (e.g., no-till agriculture conserves soil and water but 539 
may reduce insect abundance in fields; Lanctot et al. 2010). No-till agriculture requires 540 
increased chemical application, discussed under 7.3 Other ecosystem modifications. 541 
Since the conversion of native areas to cropland both destroys traditional habitat and 542 
creates an alternative—albeit likely inferior—habitat, the overall impacts of non-timber 543 
crops are unknown.  544 


11.4 Changes in precipitation and hydrological regimes 545 


Conditions on the breeding ground may get drier as precipitation regimes shift, 546 
permafrost thaws, and drainage increases (Hinzman et al. 2005), which may change the 547 
insect prey available to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Along the migratory route, more 548 
frequent severe droughts are predicted in the Great Plains, which will reduce wetland 549 
habitat (Johnson et al. 2005). These areas are currently used by Buff-breasted 550 
Sandpipers for resting and maintenance (McCarty et al. 2009). Increasing precipitation 551 
in the wintering range may contribute to flooding and displacement (Nuñez et al. 2008). 552 
However, it is ultimately unknown how changing precipitation regimes will impact Buff-553 
breasted Sandpiper populations.  554 


7.2 Dams & water management/use 555 


Ground water pumping and surface drainage can result in drier fields, reducing the 556 
suitability of short-grass habitat for Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Surface and ground water 557 
management is a common practice in agricultural fields to optimize crop production. 558 
Those practices likely influence the suitability of a large portion of the Buff-breasted 559 
Sandpiper’s non-breeding range, given that the species relies almost exclusively on 560 
crops as stopover and wintering sites. The impact of dams and water management has 561 
been considered as negligible for the species. This impact score could be revised 562 
following further investigation on the permanent effects of drainage on the species’ 563 
habitat.  564 


1.1 Housing and urban areas 565 


The North American prairies that the Buff-breasted Sandpiper historically relied on 566 
during migration have overwhelmingly been converted for human use (Gauthier and 567 
Wiken 2003). Evidence from Nebraska suggests that while migrating the species 568 
prefers areas without obstructions, such as buildings, trees, and other structures 569 
associated with human settlements (Jorgensen et al. 2007). On the wintering grounds, 570 
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the species is no longer found surrounding Buenos Aires, Argentina after heavy urban 571 
development and habitat destruction (Lanctot et al. 2002). The impact of this threat has 572 
been deemed negligible.  573 


8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants and animals 574 


Non-native plant species may spread into the remaining native grassland, particularly as 575 
the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community Pasture Program ended in 576 
2018 and resources for pasture management in Canada have decreased. Fire 577 
suppression may also contribute to the spread of non-native plants that are not as fire-578 
resistant as their native competitors (Brockway et al. 2002). Finally, grasslands on the 579 
wintering grounds are often modified by planting non-native grasses that can increase 580 
forage levels for livestock (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm.). It is unclear whether this 581 
modification will affect the use of the areas by Buff-breasted Sandpipers. On wintering 582 
grounds, feral pigs alter vegetation where the Buff-breasted Sandpiper occurs, but 583 
effects on the species have not been assessed. Despite the potential negative effects, 584 
non-native species invasion poses a negligible threat to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper.  585 


4.2 Utility and service lines 586 


Although there have been instances where Buff-breasted Sandpipers collide with 587 
powerlines, generally the species seems to coexist with powerlines without population-588 
level impacts, so the impact has been deemed negligible (Lanctot et al. 2010).  589 


5.1 Hunting and collection of terrestrial animals 590 


Though historically commercial hunting was prevalent in North America, Buff-breasted 591 
Sandpipers have been protected under the Migratory Bird Convention in both the U.S. 592 
and Canada since 1916. Presently, there is little risk of hunting throughout their range. 593 
Small amounts of legal and illegal shorebird harvesting do occur in parts of Latin 594 
America (the Guianas, the Caribbean, along the northern coast of South America, and 595 
potentially other areas) but these areas are not along the main migratory route (Wege et 596 
al. 2014). Currently, it is estimated that no more than 1371 +/- 282 Buff-breasted 597 
Sandpipers could be sustainably harvested annually (Watts et al. 2015). This level of 598 
hunting is unlikely to be occurring and hunting was deemed a negligible threat to the 599 
population.  600 


8.2 Problematic native plants and animals 601 


Expanding Snow Goose (Anser caerulescens) populations cause habitat degradation in 602 
agricultural fields in Saskatchewan and to a lesser extent Manitoba and Alberta where 603 
geese grub for food on migratory staging grounds (Mowbray et al. 2000). Since Snow 604 
Geese stage in Saskatchewan earlier than the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the spring 605 
and later in the fall, Snow Geese are not expected to impact Buff-breasted Sandpipers 606 
on migration (Mowbray et al. 2000; McCarty et al. 2017). Grubbing may even be 607 
beneficial if it exposes soil and invertebrates for Buff-breasted Sandpiper foraging (C. 608 
Artuso, pers. comm.). In one study, on the breeding grounds, Snow Goose colonies 609 
were shown to have little effect on shorebirds that nest in open areas; however, Buff-610 







Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2020 


15 
 


breasted Sandpipers were not specifically included in this study (Flemming et al. 2019). 611 
Problematic native plants and animals are deemed not a threat to this species.  612 


11.1 Ecosystem encroachment 613 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers are expected to lose about 50% of their potential suitable 614 
breeding habitat by 2070 because of climate change (Wauchope et al. 2017). Warming 615 
is allowing shrub growth to expand northward across the tundra (Sturm et al. 2001). 616 
Melting permafrost may affect the shallow tundra wetlands, preferred for foraging. 617 
Coastal erosion has accelerated as the permafrost melts and there are more ice-free 618 
days with heavy wave action, even flooding some freshwater areas with saltwater 619 
(Jones et al. 2009). Rising sea levels may also flood breeding sites and salinize 620 
freshwater wetlands used for foraging (Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers 621 
have low breeding site fidelity and ample breeding habitat, providing them some 622 
flexibility in adjusting where they breed (Lanctot et al. 2016). Thus, the species may be 623 
able to cope with changes in the near term but may struggle if habitat becomes more 624 
limiting.  625 


Additionally, in response to earlier spring thaws in the Arctic, the arthropods shorebirds 626 
feed on are emerging earlier. Some other shorebirds are responding to these changes 627 
by breeding earlier. However, many species are no longer able to synchronize the 628 
hatching of their eggs with peak insect emergence (i.e., phenological mismatch is 629 
occurring; McKinnon et al., 2012; Tulp and Schekkerman, 2008). It is unknown whether 630 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are able to adjust to these changes. 631 


Climate change is projected to shift the location of suitable migratory stopover habitat 632 
along the Central Flyway (Wauchope et al. 2017).  633 


Most Buff-breasted Sandpiper wintering habitat is coastal and could be flooded as a 634 
result of the projected rise in sea levels. The species may be forced to move inland to 635 
hillier, drier habitats or agricultural areas, which long-term suitability have not been 636 
assessed. While the impact of ecosystem encroachment was not calculated because 637 
these impacts are outside the timeframe of the threat assessment, rising sea levels on 638 
the wintering ground may pose the largest threat to the species. 639 


2.2 Wood and pulp plantations 640 


In Brazil, and to a lesser extent Argentina, tree plantations may affect Buff-breasted 641 
Sandpipers wintering habitat. Ten percent of the grasslands in the Rio Grande do Sul, 642 
Brazil have been converted to pine, eucalyptus, and acacias plantations (Gautreau and 643 
Vélez 2011), though much of this grassland is not coastal. These plantations are 644 
avoided by Buff-breasted Sandpipers (Dias et al. 2013). Pine plantations are particularly 645 
concerning because their seeds may disperse into adjacent grassland habitat, altering 646 
even greater areas than the plantations themselves, and ecological restoration is 647 
challenging (Simberloff et al. 2009; Lanctot et al. 2010). In fact, invasions of non-native 648 
pines into native habitat have already occurred around the world, resulting in varying 649 
degrees of habitat loss (Simberloff et al. 2009). This threat’s impact is negligible to the 650 
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species. This impact score but could be revised following further investigation on the 651 
species’ range overlap with tree plantation areas. 652 


1.3 Tourism and recreational areas 653 


Because this species prefers short grass habitat, they use airports, golf courses, and 654 
other large landscaped areas during their migration as short-term resting sites (Lanctot 655 
et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). These sites may represent poor 656 
habitat—golf courses use large amounts of pesticides, and airport managers harass 657 
birds to prevent bird strikes on planes (R. B. Lanctot pers. comm.). However, due to the 658 
species’ current use of these areas and their ability to choose other habitats, tourism 659 
and recreation have been deemed not a threat to the species.  660 


2.3 Livestock farming and ranching 661 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers extensively use grazed pastures during the winter and, to a 662 
lesser extent, during migration (Lanctot et al. 2004; Jorgensen et al. 2007; Isacch and 663 
Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). Grazed pastures might provide similar amount of 664 
food as in natural grasslands if grazing conditions are similar, and therefore adequate 665 
wintering and stopover habitat. Pastures with suboptimal grazing conditions for the 666 
species might still be used, as those may simply be the dominant habitat in the area. 667 
Though this species prefers to forage in overgrazed areas, grazing to that intensity 668 
year-round might be detrimental to the soil (Lanctot et al. 2004; Aldabe et al. 2019). 669 
Instead, Buff-breasted Sandpipers may benefit from seasonal rotations in grazing 670 
intensity that maintain vegetation height from 2 to 5 cm while birds are present (Isacch 671 
and Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). In Canada, the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation 672 
Administration’s Community Pasture Program was cut in 2012, returning all federally 673 
managed grassland to the provinces by 2018. This may lead to overgrazing, soil 674 
erosion, and damage in some areas where Buff-breasted Sandpipers stopover 675 
depending on how the areas are managed going forward. On the balance, livestock 676 
farming and ranching are not a threat to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 677 


 678 


5. Management Objective 679 


The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain or, if possible, 680 
increase the population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2025 681 
to 2035.  682 


Accounts of historical population sizes are limited and the trend of the population is 683 
unknown. The species is difficult to survey given its sparse distribution on breeding 684 
ground and the difficulty to detect individuals in the field. Surveys at key stopover areas 685 
currently provide the most reliable estimates of population size and will contribute in 686 
measuring progress towards the management objective. From 2016 to 2019, the U.S. 687 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), and the 688 
University of Nebraska Omaha, working with citizen scientists, conducted ground 689 
surveys for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in Coastal Texas. Those surveys will yield a 690 
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more reliable population estimate for the species that will provide a baseline for the 691 
management objective.  692 


A short-term objective is to develop a more reliable and accurate population estimate 693 
within the next 5 years (2020–2025). Progress towards meeting the management 694 
objective will be evaluated as more accurate population estimates become available.  695 


The species was designated as Special Concern because of ongoing threats related to 696 
habitat loss and degradation on the non-breeding grounds (COSEWIC 2012). Since 697 
hunting of the species has stopped in North America, the population of the species has 698 
not recovered and declines appear to continue albeit at a slower rate. The Buff-breasted 699 
Sandpiper population appears to be limited by the availability of habitat on migration 700 
and non-breeding areas. Hence, the long-term management objective will be achieved 701 
by ensuring a no net loss of suitable sites at the landscape level on migration and 702 
wintering grounds. A short-term objective is to locate, within 5 years (2020–2025), 703 
wintering and migratory stopovers sites that support 80% of the current population 704 
estimate of 56,000 individuals; those sites will be used to ensure a no net loss of 705 
suitable habitat in the non-breeding portion of the species’ range. Considering the 706 
extent of non-breeding habitat found outside Canada, achieving this goal will only be 707 
possible through strong collaboration with Canada’s international partners. 708 


The U.S. Conservation Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper sets the goal to increase 709 
the population by more than 90% to at least 100,000 individuals (Lanctot et al. 2010). 710 
This goal aims to build resiliency in the population of the species to offset future threats 711 
(Lanctot et al. 2010). This management plan’s objective seeks to address the immediate 712 
risk of extinction of the species, which led the COSEWIC to assign a Special Concern 713 
status to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 714 


 715 


6. Broad Strategies and Conservation Measures 716 


6.1. Actions Already Completed or Currently Underway 717 


 The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is one of the focal species for the Americas Flyway 718 
Action Plan of the Arctic Migratory Birds Initiative (AMBI). This designation 719 
focuses efforts at understanding the factors limiting this species and ways to 720 
improve its conservation throughout the flyway (CAFF 2019).  721 


 The Ahiak Migratory Bird Sanctuary Management Plan (2018) outlines a plan for 722 
the co-management of Buff-breasted Sandpipers and other species by ECCC 723 
and local Inuit in the park (ECCC 2018).  724 


 The Arctic PRISM, a joint effort between ECCC, the USGS, and the USFWS, has 725 
been surveying the Arctic for shorebirds from 2002 to 2018 to determine 726 
population sizes and trends, and clarify distribution and habitat usage of all 727 
species, including the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. PRISM will be providing in 2020 728 
new estimates of population size and breeding distribution for the species.  729 


 Land from the former Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community 730 
Pasture Program had been returned in 2018 to provinces for management and is 731 
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in large part still being managed for conservation by different groups in a way 732 
that benefits the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 733 


 Many organizations and programs provide financial incentives to farmers for 734 
conserving or restoring grassland and wetland habitats along the migratory route. 735 
Examples include the U.S. and Canada Joint Ventures, South of the Divide 736 
Conservation Action Program, the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Conservation 737 
Reserve Program, and the Sustainable Grazing Network in Mexico. Some of 738 
these initiatives likely benefit the Buff-breasted Sandpiper.  739 


 Some of the key stopover sites have been designated as sites of importance by 740 
the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN), including 741 
Rainwater Basin (Nebraska, 2009) and the Flint Hills (Kansas and Oklahoma, 742 
2016) as sites of hemispheric importance, as well as Asuncion Bay (Paraguay, 743 
2008) and Barba Azul Nature Reserve (Bolivia, 2015) as sites of regional 744 
importance.  745 


 The USFWS is leading work, with contribution from the CWS, to update the full 746 
life-cycle conservation plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 747 


 Following habitat destruction from construction in Asuncion Bay (Paraguay) in 748 
2010, the CWS and the Neotropical Migratory Birds Conservation Act (NMBCA) 749 
have supported the local government in restoring habitat for Buff-breasted 750 
Sandpiper and other impacted shorebirds.  751 


 In 2018, a grant from NMBCA was awarded to fund the purchase of an additional 752 
681 hectares of grassland and the management of 15,000 hectares of Buff-753 
breasted Sandpiper habitat at the Barba Azul Nature Reserve, Bolivia (U.S. Fish 754 
and Wildlife Program 2018). Starting October 2019, the reserve will be 755 
experimenting with beneficial management practices for cattle ranching to create 756 
and maintain Buff-breasted Sandpiper staging habitat. Long-term monitoring of 757 
the species will also be conducted at the site (Asociación Armonía 2019).  758 


 The Southern Cone Grassland Alliance, supported in part by CWS, has helped 759 
guide the development of beneficial management practices for sustainable land-760 
use in Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Brazil. Through this project, ranching 761 
practices were improved on 116,479 hectares of grasslands and other beneficial 762 
management practices implemented on 25,371 hectares (Rosenberg et al. 763 
2016).  764 


 Four sites of importance for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper on the wintering 765 
grounds have been designated under WHSRN, namely Lagoa do Peixe (Brazil, 766 
1990) and Bahía Samborombón (Argentina, 2011) as sites of international 767 
importance, and Laguna de Rocha (Uruguay, 2010) and Estancia Medaland 768 
(Argentina, 2018) as sites of regional importance. These sites include both 769 
publicly and privately-owned land.  770 


 Research identifying key breeding, stopover, and wintering locations using 771 
satellite and GPS tracking technology is ongoing (R. Lanctot pers. comm.). See 772 
section 3. Species Information. 773 


 Biologists in several countries within the Southern Cone Alliance have conducted 774 
surveys for Buff-breasted Sandpipers with the goal of providing a winter-based 775 
population estimate and trend for the species. 776 
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 777 


6.2. Broad Strategies  778 


 779 
The broad strategies of this management plan are as follows: 780 
 781 


 Habitat conservation and stewardship 782 


 Population monitoring and distribution surveys 783 


 Research 784 
 785 


6.3. Conservation Measures  786 


 787 
Table 3. Conservation Measures and Implementation Schedule 788 


Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Broad Strategy: Habitat conservation and stewardship 


Provide resources to landowners 
through stewardship programs to 
consider Buff-breasted Sandpiper 
habitat needs (such as short-grass 
and adequate soil moisture) when 
managing their land. 


High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 2.3, 
7.1, and 7.2 


Ongoing 


Protect habitat at sites of key 
importance. 


High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 2.3, 
and 3.1 


Ongoing 


Develop new international 
partnerships for conservation and 
maintain existing ones. 


High All Ongoing 


Broad Strategy: Population monitoring and distribution surveys  


Centralize data from past surveys 
and complete the analysis of 
tracking studies that identify sites 
with high densities of Buff-breasted 
Sandpipers. 


High All 2020–2025 


Determine fine-scale landscape 
features that predict habitat usage 
on non-breeding grounds 


High 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 3.2, 
8.2, and 11.1 


2020–2025 


Evaluate current and past 
population monitoring methods and 
identify the most appropriate 
methods to assess progress 
towards the management objective. 


Medium All 2020–2025 


Continue to monitor the species and 
its habitat on the breeding ground 
as part of the Arctic PRISM survey. 


Low 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 3.2, 
8.2, and 11.1 


2025-2030 
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Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Determine the fall migration route, 
survival rates and potential threats 
to juveniles of the Buff-breasted 
Sandpiper population. 


Low 
IUCN Threats 3.3, 5.1, 
9.3, and 11.5 


2025-2030 


Broad Strategy: Research 


Identify the natural processes that 
created and maintained suitable 
habitats to develop land-use 
practices beneficial for the species 


High 


All but particularly 
important to mitigate 
localized threats (e.g., 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 3.1, 
3.2, and 3.3) 


2020-2025 


Determine level of exposure of the 
species to pesticide and herbicide 
and effects of those contaminants 
on survival, fitness and food 
availability.  


Medium 
IUCN Threats 7.3 and 
9.3 


2020-2025 


Assess the severity of the effects of 
climate change on demographics 
and distribution  


Low 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 11.1, 
11.4, and 11.5 


2025-2030 


e “Priority” reflects the degree to which the measure contributes directly to the conservation of the species 789 
or is an essential precursor to a measure that contributes to the conservation of the species. High priority 790 
measures are considered those most likely to have an immediate and/or direct influence on attaining the 791 
management objective for the species. Medium priority measures may have a less immediate or less 792 
direct influence on reaching the management objective but are still important for the management of the 793 
population. Low priority conservation measures will likely have an indirect or gradual influence on 794 
reaching the management objective but are considered important contributions to the knowledge base 795 
and/or public involvement and acceptance of the species. 796 
 797 


6.4. Narrative to Support Conservation Measures and 798 


Implementation Schedule  799 


 800 
The conservation measures for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper have been developed to 801 
address the threats this species is facing across its range, primarily focusing on 802 
mitigating the most pressing threats and gathering the information needed to address 803 
the remaining threats.  804 


While renewable energy development received the highest impact score in the threat 805 
assessment and that this impact score could rapidly increase, wintering and stopover 806 
habitat loss from a combination of factors (see section 4.2) remain the most immediate 807 
threat to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. Much of this habitat is outside of Canada, so 808 
supporting international conservation efforts should play a key role in Canada’s 809 
conservation strategies for the species. This habitat is predominantly privately owned 810 
and used as agricultural cropland or pastureland, so the involvement of private 811 
landowners is critical. Stewardship programs can support and incentivize landowners to 812 
manage their land for short-grass habitat and shorebird conservation. Where 813 
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appropriate and after consideration of a range of ecological targets, this may involve 814 
using livestock or fire to maintain short-grass habitat. Support could also be given to turf 815 
farm operators who are being slowly absorbed by expanding housing developments. 816 
Further research is need to determine if this type of habitat provides adequate 817 
conditions to support the recovery of Buff-breasted Sandpiper (see next paragraph). 818 
Conservation managers and landowners of important migratory and wintering habitat 819 
should also be educated about Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s unusual habitat requirements 820 
(shortgrass rather than the taller coastal wetland grasses preferred by most shorebirds 821 
and waterbirds) so that these requirements are not overlooked when implementing 822 
management practices for shorebirds more broadly.  823 


The species’ reliance on agricultural areas during the migration and overwinter puts 824 
them at risk of pesticide and herbicide contamination. While there has been some 825 
research into the effects of pesticides, the extent the species is exposed to various 826 
chemicals, what effects these chemicals have on the species, and how they affect the 827 
invertebrates eaten by the species are still unclear. These effects should be the focus of 828 
future research.  829 


Appropriate buffers and mitigations measures for renewable energy developments must 830 
be put in place near locations of Buff-breasted Sandpiper high density. Standards for 831 
monitoring nonbreeding shorebirds in the Western Hemisphere (PRISM 2018) provide a 832 
comprehensive protocol for ad hoc assessments of habitat use by shorebirds.  833 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers should be monitored to determine habitat usage, population 834 
size and trends. Monitoring of habitat use and research on suitable habitat 835 
characteristics are key steps in shaping conservation actions for the species. Tracking 836 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers using technology such as isotopes, genetics, radio telemetry, 837 
geolocators, and satellite telemetry provides a wealth of information, including the 838 
location of sites with high densities of the species. Once identified, high-density 839 
locations can be protected and managed. Much of the species monitoring work is 840 
already in progress, but the analysis of the data is ongoing (R. B. Lanctot pers. comm.). 841 
Additionally, to most effectively use this technology, the potential effects of geolocators 842 
and telemetry units on movement and survival must be assessed (identified as High 843 
priority by the ECCC Shorebird Technical Committee in 2016).  844 


Surveys on staging or wintering grounds may be more effective in determining 845 
population sizes and trends than arctic surveys because the species does not 846 
congregate in large numbers or show site fidelity on the breeding grounds. This is 847 
particularly important as population trends have not been quantified. At the same time, 848 
arctic breeding ground surveys, possibly including GPS-tracking can provide important 849 
information about micro-scale habitat use, which is needed to identify areas sensitive to 850 
industrial development and to climate change. Arctic PRISM may provide some of this 851 
information as upland habitats are included in the surveys (COSEWIC 2012). Surveys 852 
along the migratory route and in the wintering grounds can provide similar information 853 
about habitat use during these stages. 854 


Climate change may become one of the greatest threats facing this species but the 855 
severity of its current and projected effects on the Buff-breasted Sandpiper require more 856 
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research. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper faces coastal erosion and rising sea levels on 857 
the breeding and wintering grounds and the population-level effect of this habitat loss is 858 
unknown. It is unclear whether the species is adjusting their breeding schedule to match 859 
earlier insect emergence in the Arctic. Along migration, habitat and weather patterns are 860 
expected to shift and it is unknown whether the species will adapt to these changes. 861 
Some changes, like more frequent and severe storms, may have strong impacts on 862 
individual survival, but more study is needed to determine whether birds are able to 863 
survive such situations. During fall migration, juveniles following the Atlantic coast might 864 
be disproportionally vulnerable to increased frequency and severity of storms. Overall, 865 
more research into the effects of climate change on Buff-breasted Sandpiper 866 
demographics and distribution is needed.  867 
 868 


7. Measuring Progress 869 


 870 
The performance indicators presented below provide a way to measure progress 871 
towards achieving the management objectives and monitoring the implementation of the 872 
management plan. 873 
 874 


- By 2025, a more accurate population estimate is available. 875 
- By 2025, wintering and migratory stopovers sites that support 80% of the current 876 


population estimate are identified 877 
- By 2035, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is maintained or increased over 878 


the most recent population estimate.  879 
 880 
 881 
  882 
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Appendix A: Effects on the Environment and Other Species 1095 


 1096 
A strategic environmental assessment (SEA) is conducted on all SARA recovery 1097 
planning documents, in accordance with the Cabinet Directive on the Environmental 1098 
Assessment of Policy, Plan and Program Proposals5. The purpose of a SEA is to 1099 
incorporate environmental considerations into the development of public policies, plans, 1100 
and program proposals to support environmentally sound decision-making and to 1101 
evaluate whether the outcomes of a recovery planning document could affect any 1102 
component of the environment or any of the Federal Sustainable Development 1103 
Strategy’s6 (FSDS) goals and targets. 1104 
 1105 
Conservation planning is intended to benefit species at risk and biodiversity in general. 1106 
However, it is recognized that implementation of management plans may also 1107 
inadvertently lead to environmental effects beyond the intended benefits. The planning 1108 
process based on national guidelines directly incorporates consideration of all 1109 
environmental effects, with a particular focus on possible impacts upon non-target 1110 
species or habitats. The results of the SEA are incorporated directly into the 1111 
management plan itself but are also summarized below in this statement.  1112 
 1113 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an arctic shorebird, breeding in the coastal uplands and 1114 
relying on short-grass habitat on migration and overwinter. Conservation measures 1115 
aiming to preserve short-grass habitats and manage pasturelands for Buff-breasted 1116 
Sandpipers are expected to provide habitat for other shorebirds migrating and wintering 1117 
with them, including but not limited to the Semipalmated Plover (Charadrius 1118 
semipalmatus), Baird’s Sandpiper (Calidris bairdii), American Golden-Plover (Pluvialis 1119 
dominica), Pectoral Sandpiper (Calidris melanotos), and Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia 1120 
longicauda). On the breeding ground, other species also nest in the upland coastal 1121 
habitat including Black-bellied Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) and American Golden-Plover 1122 
so conservation measures on the breeding ground (e.g., managing development, 1123 
climate action) may be of broad benefit.  1124 
 1125 
 1126 


                                            
5 https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-
assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html  
6 https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/sustainability/federal-sustainable-
development-strategy.html  
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Summary of the draft Management Plan for the  
 


BUFF-BREASTED SANDPIPER 
 


Under the Species at Risk Act (SARA), a management 


plan must be developed for each species listed as 


Special Concern in order to identify measures for the 


conservation of the species. This document highlights the 


key sections of the draft management plan. 


Species Conservation Status  


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, 


formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is listed as Special 


Concern under SARA since 2017.  


Description and Distribution 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized 


shorebird. This species is marked with dark brown spots 


or streaks along the crown and sides of the breast, and 


narrow, dark-brown streaks edged in buff along the 


feather shafts on their back, scapulars, upper tail, and 


wing coverts. Male, female, and juvenile plumage is 


similar. The species has yellow legs and a black bill. 


 


An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper 


population breeds in Canada. The species breeds in low 


densities in the tundra along the coastline of Alaska 


(U.S.), Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. In 


the spring, the species migrates mostly in the Prairie 


Provinces. In the fall, the species migrate on a broad 


front, from British Columbia to Newfoundland.  


Habitat Needs 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, 


preferring to breed on the drier, elevated ridges of the 


tundra. Males display in small groups (leks) in moist 


meadows. Females nest away from lek sites, in well-


drained grassy tundra. During migration, the species 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


congregates in natural or managed short-grass (less than 


10 cm in height) areas, such as pastures and ploughed 


fields.  


Threats to the Species’ Survival 


 Habitat loss from wind farm encroachment and 


direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines 


at important stopover (in the U.S.) and wintering 


sites (in South America).  


 Permanent habitat loss in the non-breeding 


period due to fire suppression; resource 


extraction; conversion to pine, eucalyptus, and 


acacias plantations; and invasive non-native 


species. 


 Decreased survival in the non-breeding period 


due to exposition to pesticides and reduced food 


availability, especially when natural habitats or 


pastures are not available.  


 Decreased survival of juveniles during migration 


and decreased nesting success on breeding 


grounds due to severe weather events. 


 


 
 
 
 


    


 


 


 


 


 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper at Seal River Estuary 


Important Bird Area © Christian Artuso 
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Management Objective  


Over a period of 10 years (2025 to 2035), maintain or, if 


possible, increase the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 


population size.   


Strategies to Help Meet Objectives 


Broad strategies to address the threats to the survival and 


recovery of the species include:  


 Provide resources to landowners through 


stewardship programs to consider Buff-breasted 


Sandpiper habitat needs (such as short-grass and 


adequate soil moisture) when managing their land; 


 Protect habitat at sites of key importance; 


 Develop new international partnerships for 


conservation and maintain existing ones; 


 Centralize data from past surveys and complete the 


analysis of tracking studies that identify sites with 


high densities of Buff-breasted Sandpipers; 


 Determine fine-scale landscape features that predict 


habitat usage on non-breeding grounds; 


 Evaluate current and past population monitoring 


methods and identify the most appropriate methods 


to assess progress towards the management 


objective; 


 Identify the natural processes that created and 


maintained suitable habitats to develop land-use 


practices beneficial for the species. 


 Determine level of exposure of the species to 


pesticide and herbicide and effects of those 


contaminants on survival, fitness and food 


availability. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


How You Can Help 


 Learn more about the Buff-breasted Sandpiper, 


the threats to its survival and its habitat needs at 


www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-


change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html; 


 Practice voluntary stewardship activities and 


beneficial management practices, for example: 


 Work in cooperation with Environment 


and Climate Change Canada and/or 


local conservation groups to conserve 


important habitat; and 


 Avoid activities that could harm the 


species or its habitat. 


 Submit observation data to conservation data 


centres (such as eBird). 


 


 
          


         
 


Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (from Cornell Lab – 


Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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We are seeking comments on the draft Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. This bird breeds along the coast of
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BUFF-BREASTED SANDPIPER 
 


Under the Species at Risk Act (SARA), a management 


plan must be developed for each species listed as 


Special Concern in order to identify measures for the 


conservation of the species. This document highlights the 


key sections of the draft management plan. 


Species Conservation Status  


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, 


formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is listed as Special 


Concern under SARA since 2017.  


Description and Distribution 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized 


shorebird. This species is marked with dark brown spots 


or streaks along the crown and sides of the breast, and 


narrow, dark-brown streaks edged in buff along the 


feather shafts on their back, scapulars, upper tail, and 


wing coverts. Male, female, and juvenile plumage is 


similar. The species has yellow legs and a black bill. 


 


An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper 


population breeds in Canada. The species breeds in low 


densities in the tundra along the coastline of Alaska 


(U.S.), Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. In 


the spring, the species migrates mostly in the Prairie 


Provinces. In the fall, the species migrate on a broad 


front, from British Columbia to Newfoundland.  


Habitat Needs 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, 


preferring to breed on the drier, elevated ridges of the 


tundra. Males display in small groups (leks) in moist 


meadows. Females nest away from lek sites, in well-


drained grassy tundra. During migration, the species 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


congregates in natural or managed short-grass (less than 


10 cm in height) areas, such as pastures and ploughed 


fields.  


Threats to the Species’ Survival 


 Habitat loss from wind farm encroachment and 


direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines 


at important stopover (in the U.S.) and wintering 


sites (in South America).  


 Permanent habitat loss in the non-breeding 


period due to fire suppression; resource 


extraction; conversion to pine, eucalyptus, and 


acacias plantations; and invasive non-native 


species. 


 Decreased survival in the non-breeding period 


due to exposition to pesticides and reduced food 


availability, especially when natural habitats or 


pastures are not available.  


 Decreased survival of juveniles during migration 


and decreased nesting success on breeding 


grounds due to severe weather events. 
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Important Bird Area © Christian Artuso 
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Management Objective  


Over a period of 10 years (2025 to 2035), maintain or, if 


possible, increase the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 


population size.   


Strategies to Help Meet Objectives 


Broad strategies to address the threats to the survival and 


recovery of the species include:  


 Provide resources to landowners through 


stewardship programs to consider Buff-breasted 


Sandpiper habitat needs (such as short-grass and 


adequate soil moisture) when managing their land; 


 Protect habitat at sites of key importance; 


 Develop new international partnerships for 


conservation and maintain existing ones; 


 Centralize data from past surveys and complete the 


analysis of tracking studies that identify sites with 


high densities of Buff-breasted Sandpipers; 


 Determine fine-scale landscape features that predict 


habitat usage on non-breeding grounds; 


 Evaluate current and past population monitoring 


methods and identify the most appropriate methods 


to assess progress towards the management 


objective; 


 Identify the natural processes that created and 


maintained suitable habitats to develop land-use 


practices beneficial for the species. 


 Determine level of exposure of the species to 


pesticide and herbicide and effects of those 


contaminants on survival, fitness and food 


availability. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


How You Can Help 


 Learn more about the Buff-breasted Sandpiper, 


the threats to its survival and its habitat needs at 


www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-


change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html; 


 Practice voluntary stewardship activities and 


beneficial management practices, for example: 


 Work in cooperation with Environment 


and Climate Change Canada and/or 


local conservation groups to conserve 


important habitat; and 


 Avoid activities that could harm the 


species or its habitat. 


 Submit observation data to conservation data 


centres (such as eBird). 


 


 
          


         
 


Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (from Cornell Lab – 


Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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The Minister of Environment and Climate Change and Minister responsible for the Parks 45 
Canada Agency is the competent minister under SARA for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 46 
and has prepared this management plan, as per section 65 of SARA. To the extent 47 
possible, it has been prepared in cooperation with provide list: other federal government 48 
departments, Provinces/Territories, Wildlife Management Boards, Aboriginal 49 
organizations, and any others as per section 66(1) of SARA. 50 
 51 
Success in the conservation of this species depends on the commitment and 52 
cooperation of many different constituencies that will be involved in implementing the 53 
directions set out in this plan and will not be achieved by Environment and Climate 54 
Change Canada and the Parks Canada Agency, or any other jurisdiction alone. All 55 
Canadians are invited to join in supporting and implementing this plan for the benefit of 56 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper and Canadian society as a whole. 57 
 58 
Implementation of this management plan is subject to appropriations, priorities, and 59 
budgetary constraints of the participating jurisdictions and organizations. 60 
 61 
 62 
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Executive Summary 104 


 105 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is 106 
an arctic-breeding shorebird. The species nests on the upland coast of the Yukon, 107 
Northwest Territories, Nunavut and Alaska before migrating along the Central Flyway to 108 
the coast of Argentina, Uruguay, and Brazil where birds stay during the boreal winter.  109 


The species was assessed as Special Concern by the COSEWIC in 2012 and listed 110 
under Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c. 29) in 2017. Globally, the 111 
IUCN Red List has categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004. As a long-112 
distance migrant, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is protected under the Migratory Bird 113 
Convention Act in Canada and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in the U.S.  114 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is estimated at 56,000 individuals (range: 115 
35,000–78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010), 75% of which are thought to breed in Canada 116 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). After massive declines during the early 1900s caused by 117 
hunting in Canada and the United States, the species appears to be still declining today. 118 
The scale of the decline is unknown due to the challenges in surveying the species and 119 
the current lack of data.  120 


The exact causes of this decline are unknown. A combination of factors resulting in 121 
habitat loss or poor habitat quality on the migratory and wintering grounds are likely 122 
driving the decline. Those factors include conversion of natural areas to agriculture, 123 
pesticide exposure, wind turbines, resource extraction, and climate change.  124 


The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain or, if possible, 125 
increase the population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2025 126 
to 2035. The baseline for this management objective will be a more reliable and 127 
accurate population estimate obtained within the next 5 years (2020–2025).  128 


The broad strategies identified in this management plan aim to conserve habitat, 129 
monitoring population and distribution of the species, and understand characteristics of 130 
non-breeding habitat through research. Much of this habitat is outside of Canada, so 131 
supporting international conservation efforts should play a key role in Canada’s 132 
conservation strategies for the species. 133 
 134 
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1. COSEWICa Species Assessment Information 161 


 162 


Date of Assessment: May 2012  
 


Common Name (population): Buff-breasted Sandpiper 
  
Scientific Name: Tryngites subruficollisb 
 
COSEWIC Status: Special Concern 
 
Reason for Designation:  
The Canadian Arctic supports about 87% of the North American breeding range of 
this shorebird and about 75% of its global population. The species was once common 
and perhaps even abundant historically, but it suffered severe declines stemming 
from intensive market hunting in the late 1800s and early 1900s. By the 1920s, it was 
thought to be at the brink of extinction. Its population has grown since hunting was 
banned in North America, but numbers remain much lower than those before hunting 
began. There is evidence for population decline in recent decades, and many 
conservation organizations consider the species to be of concern throughout its 
range. However, this species is difficult to monitor effectively, and data necessary to 
estimate population trends are currently lacking. Outside the breeding period, loss 
and degradation of its specialized grassland habitat, both on its wintering grounds in 
South America and along its migration routes, are believed to pose the most 
significant threats. 
  
Canadian Occurrence:  
Yukon, Northwest Territories, Nunavut, British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, 
Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec 
 
COSEWIC Status History:  
Designated Special Concern in May 2012. 


a COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) 163 
b The scientific name of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis) changed since the COSEWIC 164 


assessment in May 2012. Documents developed under the Species at Risk Act must follow the species 165 
nomenclature used at the moment of COSEWIC assessment. 166 


 167 
 168 


2. Species Status Information 169 


 170 
An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper population breeds in Canada 171 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). In Canada, the species was assessed as Special Concern by 172 
the COSEWIC in 2012 and listed as Special Concern under Schedule 1 of the Species 173 
at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c. 29) in 2017. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is not listed under 174 
any provincial species at risk legislation. The species has been identified as a priority 175 
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species in four of the twelve Bird Conservation Regions3. A recently updated 176 
assessment of shorebirds in Canada deemed Buff-breasted Sandpiper to be of High 177 
Concern in Canada based on the probable decline and threats to the species (Hope et 178 
al. 2019).  179 
 180 
Table 1. Summary of national and provincial or state NatureServe ranks for the 181 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper where it occurs in North America (NatureServe, 2019) 182 


Global 
(G) Rank 


National (N) 
Ranks 


Sub-national (S) Ranks 


G4 Canada 
N2N4B, N4N5M 
 
 


Alberta (S3M), British Columbia (SUM), Labrador 
(SNA), Manitoba (SNA), Newfoundland Island (SNA), 
Northwest Territories (S2S4B), Nunavut (S3B, S3M), 
Ontario (SNA), Quebec (S3M), Saskatchewan (S4M), 
Yukon Territory (S1B) 


United States 
N4B 


Alabama (SNRM), Alaska (S2B), Arkansas (SNA), 
California (SNA), Colorado (SNA), Connecticut (SNA), 
Delaware (SNA), Florida (SNA), Georgia (SNRN), 
Illinois (SNA), Indiana (S3M), Iowa (S3N), Kansas 
(SNA), Kentucky (SNA), Louisiana (S3N), Maine 
(SNA), Maryland (SNA), Massachusetts (S1N), 
Michigan (SNRN), Minnesota (SNRM), Mississippi 
(SNA), Missouri (SNA), Nebraska (S2N), New Jersey 
(S4N), New York (SNRN), North Carolina (SNA), 
North Dakota (SNA), Ohio (SNA), Oklahoma (SU), 
Pennsylvania (SNA), Rhode Island (S1N), South 
Carolina (SNA), South Dakota (SNA), Tennessee 
(S3N), Texas (S2S3), Virginia (SNA), Washington 
(SNA), Wisconsin (S3N), Wyoming (S4N) 


National (N) and Subnational (S) NatureServe alphanumerical ranking: 1 – Critically Imperiled, 2 – 183 
Imperiled, 3 – Vulnerable, 4 – Apparently Secure, 5 – Secure, NR – Unranked, NA – Not Applicable, U – 184 
Unrankable. Occurrence definitions: B – Breeding, M – Migrant. The N2N4B range indicates the range of 185 
uncertainty about the status of the species.  186 
 187 
The global NatureServe rank is G4 – Apparently Secure (reviewed in 2016; 188 
NatureServe 2019; see Table 1 for additional sub-rankings) and the IUCN Red List has 189 
categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004 when its status was upgraded 190 
from Lower Risk (BirdLife International 2017). The species was listed in 1999 in 191 
Appendix I and II of the UN Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of 192 
Wild Animals, which prohibits hunting of the species in its wintering range4. The Buff-193 
breasted Sandpiper is also protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 194 
which protects all individuals of the species as well as its nest and eggs on federal and 195 
non-federal lands.  196 


                                            
3 Those Bird Conservation Regions are the Arctic Plains and Mountains, the Lower Great Lakes/St. 
Lawrence Plain, the Prairie Potholes, and the Taiga Shield and Hudson Plains. 
4 This document refers to the wintering range as the specie’s range occupied during the northern 
hemisphere’s winter months (December to March). 
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The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a Species of High Concern in the U.S. (USSCP, 2016). 197 
In South America, the species is considered Vulnerable in Brazil, Near-threatened in 198 
Paraguay, a Priority Species for Conservation in Uruguay, and Threatened in Argentina.  199 


 200 


3. Species Information 201 


 202 


3.1. Species Description 203 


 204 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized, buff-coloured, arctic-breeding 205 
shorebird. Males weigh about 70 g and females weigh about 55 g (McCarty et al. 2017). 206 
They are marked with dark brown spots or streaks along the crown and sides of the 207 
breast, and narrow, teardrop shaped, dark-brown streaks edged in buff along the 208 
feather shafts on their back, scapulars, upper tail, and wing coverts (COSEWIC 2012). 209 
Male, female, and juvenile plumage is similar, but the dark spots on the undersides of 210 
the outer primaries are larger in males than in females who have larger spots than 211 
juveniles (McCarty et al. 2017). The species has yellow legs and a black bill.  212 
 213 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are the only North American shorebird with an exploded lek 214 
mating system (Lanctot et al. 1998). In an exploded lek, males are further away from 215 
one another than they would be in a classic lek. Because of density-dependent effects 216 
associated with its unusual lek-mating system, further reductions in the species’ 217 
abundance could accelerate population collapse if males and females cannot locate 218 
each other in their expansive breeding grounds. However, at present, there is no 219 
indication that genetic diversity declined as a result of historic reductions in population 220 
size (Lounsberry et al. 2013, 2014).  221 
 222 


3.2. Species Population and Distribution 223 


 224 
Distribution 225 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low densities in the tundra along the coastline of 226 
Alaska and Canada from Point Barrow, Alaska through the Northwest Territories and to 227 
the Boothia Peninsula, Nunavut and as far north as Melville, Bathurst, and Devon 228 
Islands, Nunavut (Figure 1; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). There are also small 229 
populations (280-650 individuals) breeding in Russia on Wrangel Island and the 230 
Chukotski Peninsula (Lappo et al. 2012). The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low 231 
densities; their local distribution is patchy and variable both between and within years—232 
one Alaskan study found only 10% of leks to be present in three consecutive years 233 
(Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). There is little to no breeding site fidelity (less than 234 
10% of adults return; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997) and males 235 
may display at multiple leks across the entire breeding range (Lanctot et al. 2016).  236 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper migrates south following the Central flyway, through the 237 
prairies and plains, where they make multiday stops in locations such as southern 238 
Saskatchewan, in the Kansas Flint Hills, southcentral Texas and the Gulf of Mexico 239 
coast (Lanctot et al. 2016; Lyons et al. 2019; Tibbitts et al. 2019). Then, they follow the 240 
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Central Amazonia/Pantanal flyway, stopping in Colombia and Bolivia (Lanctot et al. 241 
2016;Tibbits et al. 2019) before arriving on their wintering grounds on the coast of 242 
central Argentina, southeast Uruguay, and southeast Brazil (Lanctot et al. 2002; 243 
McCarty et al. 2017). Fall and spring migrants take similar routes, but in the fall, 244 
juveniles migrating south may follow the Atlantic coast leading to a more dispersed 245 
route in the fall than spring (COSEWIC 2012). In contrast to the breeding grounds, birds 246 
show fairly high wintering site fidelity (55% to 64% return rate), with males being 247 
somewhat more likely to emigrate than females (Almeida 2009).  248 


 249 
Figure 1. Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the Americas (from Cornell Lab - Birds of 250 
North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017).  251 
 252 


Population Size and Trends 253 


Based on surveys done on stopover sites in North America, the Buff-breasted 254 
Sandpiper population is estimated to include 56,000 individuals (range of 35,000 to 255 
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78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010); earlier estimates were between 15,000 and 30,000 256 
(Morisson et al. 2006). This current estimate is based on counts in the Rainwater Basin, 257 
Nebraska, an important stopover location (Jorgensen et al. 2008). The uncertainty of 258 
the current population estimate depends on turnover rates estimated at stopover sites. 259 
Stopover duration at the Rainwater Basin is now known to be 48 hours or less, 260 
suggesting actual population size may be higher than previously estimated (McCarty et 261 
al. 2015). In addition, recent tracking data suggests that some birds bypass the 262 
Rainwater Basin, again potentially increasing population size estimates (R. B. Lanctot 263 
pers. comm.). Arctic Program for Regional and International Shorebird Monitoring 264 
(PRISM) surveys conducted between 1997 and 2007 in Alaska revised the North 265 
American breeding Buff-breasted Sandpiper population size to 42,839 individuals (95% 266 
range = 5,856–79,260) (Bart and Smith, 2012). Surveys conducted between 2010 and 267 
2017 on the breeding grounds in Canada also suggest a higher density than previously 268 
found (J. Rausch, pers. comm.). However, since this species breeds at low densities, 269 
lekking sites locations are variable, and they inhabit dry upland areas that are surveyed 270 
less intensively, PRISM surveys may provide poor estimates of overall Buff-breasted 271 
Sandpiper abundance (Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012). Nevertheless, PRISM 272 
data provide important breeding density estimates and habitat use data. Surveys such 273 
as the North American Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) and Audubon Christmas Bird Count 274 
(CBC) provide very limited insight on this species.  275 
 276 
Historically, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper numbered in the hundreds of thousands. By 277 
the end of the 19th century, extensive commercial hunting during migration, and to a 278 
lesser extent on the wintering grounds, resulted in population numbers approaching 279 
dangerously low levels (McCarty et al. 2017; Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010). When the 280 
Migratory Birds Convention Act in 1917 and Migratory Bird Treaty Act in 1918 came into 281 
force, hunting pressure on the population declined, likely slowing the dramatic 282 
population decline (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010; COSEWIC 2012).  283 


After the massive declines at the beginning of the 1900s, the population is thought to 284 
have continued to decline in the recent decades (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010). Generating 285 
trends is difficult because the species occurs in unpredictable locations on the breeding 286 
grounds, and appears to adjust when, where and how long it uses sites on both the 287 
migration and wintering grounds depending on environmental conditions. However, 288 
observers on the migratory and wintering grounds alike have anecdotally reported 289 
declining numbers since at least the 1980s (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010; COSEWIC 2012). 290 
For example, on the wintering grounds, there were 1,000 to2,000 individuals during the 291 
winters of 1973 and 1974, with roosts of 600 to 1,000 individuals at Estancia Medaland, 292 
Argentina (Myers 1980). When the survey was repeated in 1996–2000, there were 293 
rarely more than 100 birds sighted and never more than 94 individuals together 294 
(although there was a flock of ~300 sighted outside the study area) (Isacch and 295 
Martínez 2003a, 2003b). Estancia Medaland was declared a Western Hemisphere 296 
Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN) site in 2018, in part based on counts of 1,010 297 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers at the site (Martínez-Curci et al. 2018). The extent to which 298 
birds move between sites within a year is unknown but their numbers often vary 299 
substantially between years and even within the season, so short-term studies should 300 
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be interpreted with caution (Myers 1980; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 301 
1997; Lanctot et al. 2002, 2016; but see Almeida 2009).  302 


3.3. Needs of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 303 


Breeding 304 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, preferring to breed on the drier, 305 
elevated ridges of the tundra, rather than the wet, polygon lowlands as is common for 306 
many other shorebirds. In the spring, males begin foraging and displaying on the first 307 
snow-free areas, usually along bluffs and ridges bordering rivers (Pruett-Jones 1988; 308 
Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). As the snow melts, males display on leks in moist 309 
graminoid meadow with many clumps of grasses (20 cm tall, 25-50 cm diameter) 310 
(Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). Display areas typically are 311 
non-patterned ground, with few of the geometric patterns created by permafrost that are 312 
common in many arctic areas. Buff-breasted Sandpipers have an exploded lek mating 313 
system, with groups of 2-20 (average 2.6) males displaying together in a lek (Lanctot 314 
and Weatherhead 1997). Males typically display at one lek for only a short time, instead, 315 
apparently moving between leks based on the number of available females (Lanctot and 316 
Weatherhead 1997). This causes lek location to be unstable within and across years. 317 
Solitary males may also display near the nest while females are fertile; this may be a 318 
more reliable tactic later in the season when there are fewer available females (Prevett 319 
and Barr 1976; Pruett-Jones 1988; but see Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). 320 


Females nest away from lek sites (270-830m; Pruett-Jones 1988), in well-drained 321 
grassy tundra with sedge grass clumps or moss-willows or moist sedge–graminoid 322 
meadows, (Sutton 1967; Prevett and Barr 1976; Lanctot et al. 2010; McCarty et al. 323 
2017). During incubation breaks, females forage in areas with little vegetation, often 324 
along streams. There may also use habitats with a distinct net-like pattern across the 325 
ground caused by permafrost freeze/thaw cycle. After hatching, females forage with 326 
their brood in wetter areas, often along streams in emergent vegetation (Lanctot et al. 327 
2010). Unlike many other species, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the uplands 328 
throughout brood rearing (McCarty et al. 2017). 329 


Migration 330 


Historically, during the North American portion of migration, Buff-breasted Sandpipers 331 
would have congregated in the short-grass prairies, where fire and grazing bison kept 332 
vegetation short (Jorgensen et al. 2007). These prairies are now largely taken over by 333 
agriculture, and those areas that have been conserved are predominantly managed for 334 
tall-grass prairie. Currently, migrating Buff-breasted Sandpipers congregate in surrogate 335 
short-grass areas, like pastures, ploughed fields, sod farms, turf farms, golf courses, 336 
cemeteries, airports, freshly cut hayfields, lawns, and fallow or short-growth agricultural 337 
fields (Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). In the Rainwater 338 
Basin, Nebraska, an important stopover site, migrating birds congregate in corn or 339 
soybean fields, with a strong preference for fields where soybean had been harvested 340 
on the previous year (Jorgensen et al. 2007). Buff-breasted Sandpipers tend to use 341 
cornfields where stalks are cut at the base and less than 10 cm in height (Jorgensen et 342 
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al. 2007). The birds spend about 50% of their time at migratory stopover sites foraging 343 
(McCarty et al. 2009) and prefer the foraging site to be near (but not in) a wetland 344 
(Jorgensen et al. 2007), which they use for bathing and drinking (McCarty et al. 2009). 345 
On the Gulf Coast, staging Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on commercial sod 346 
and other forms of agriculture to a lesser extent (Stone et al. 2019). In South America, 347 
migrating Buff-breasted Sandpipers primarily use short-grass areas along rivers and 348 
wetlands. They are also found in harvested or newly planted agricultural fields 349 
(particularly sugar cane and rice), sand bars, or other short-grass habitats (Lanctot et al. 350 
2002, 2010).  351 


Non-breeding 352 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers winter in the Pampas biome and show high fidelity to previous 353 
wintering sites (Isacch and Martinez, 2003b). As during migration, they prefer 354 
grasslands where vegetation is 2 to 5 cm tall (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004). Over winter, 355 
the birds rely primarily on intensively grazed pastureland or areas with flooding events, 356 
high salinity, and naturally short vegetation (Isacch and Martínez 2003b). Alternatively, 357 
the species relies on soybean or rice agricultural fields (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004;. 358 
Habitat tracking of wintering birds in the Samborombón Bay shows they rely on a 359 
combination of Pampas grassland (day) and salt-tolerant coastal (night) areas in 360 
Argentina (Castresana et al. 2019). In the Estancia Medaland, Buff-breasted 361 
Sandpipers move to freshwater swamps at night (J.P. Isacch, pers. comm.) 362 


Diet 363 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers feed on insects, with some seeds and plant material. They 364 
also eat aquatic zooplankton, particularly during the fall after brood-rearing (McCarty et 365 
al. 2017). Their exact diet is poorly documented and likely varies between sites. 366 
However, on the wintering grounds, birds preferentially eat adult and larvea beetles, 367 
ants, flies, spiders and earthworms (Isacch et al. 2005. Although most other arctic 368 
shorebirds eat oligochaetes, insect larvae, and marine zooplankton during brood rearing 369 
in the wet lowlands, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the uplands throughout 370 
brood rearing and therefore does not feed heavily on these aquatic invertebrates 371 
(McCarty et al. 2017).  372 


 373 
 374 
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4. Threats 375 


 376 


4.1. Threat Assessment 377 


 378 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper threat assessment is based on the IUCN-CMP (World Conservation Union–Conservation 379 
Measures Partnership) unified threats classification system. Threats are defined as the proximate activities or processes 380 
that have caused, are causing, or may cause in the future the destruction, degradation, and/or impairment of the entity 381 
being assessed (population, species, community, or ecosystem) in the area of interest (global, national, or subnational). 382 
Limiting factors are not considered during this assessment process. Historical threats, indirect or cumulative effects of the 383 
threats, or any other relevant information that would help understand the nature of the threats are presented in the 384 
Description of Threats section. 385 


 386 


Table 2. Threat calculator assessment.  387 


Threat 
# Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 


1 Residential and commercial development Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


1.1  Housing and urban areas Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


1.3  Tourism and recreation areas Not a Threat Small (1-10%) Neutral or Potential Benefit High (Continuing) 


2 Agriculture and aquaculture Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


2.1  Annual and perennial non-timber crops Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


2.2  Wood and pulp plantations 


Not 
Calculated 
(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) Negligible (<1%) Negligible (<1%) 


Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 


2.3  Livestock farming and ranching Not a Threat Large (31-70%) Neutral or Potential Benefit High (Continuing) 


3 Energy production and mining Medium-Low 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Moderate (11-30%) High (Continuing) 


3.1  Oil and gas drilling Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


3.2  Mining and quarrying Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


3.3  Renewable energy Medium - Low 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Moderate - Slight (1-30%) High (Continuing) 


4 Transportation and service corridors Negligible 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


4.2  Utility and service lines Negligible 
Large - Restricted (11-
70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


5 Biological resource use Negligible Negligible (<1%) Extreme (71-100%) 


Moderate (Possibly 
in the short term, < 
10 yrs) 
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Threat 
# Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 


5.1  Hunting and collecting terrestrial animals Negligible Negligible (<1%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


7 Natural system modifications Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


7.1  Fire and fire suppression Low 
Pervasive - Large (31-
100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


7.2  Dams and water management/use Negligible  Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


7.3  Other ecosystem modifications Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


8 


Invasive and problematic species, pathogens 
and genes Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


8.1  Invasive non-native/alien plants and animals Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


8.2  Problematic native plants and animals Not a Threat Restricted (11-30%) Neutral or Potential Benefit High (Continuing) 


9 Pollution Unknown Pervasive (71-100%)  Unknown High (Continuing) 


9.3  Agricultural and forestry effluents Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 


11 Climate change Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


11.1  Ecosystem encroachment 


Not 
Calculated 
(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) Large (31-70%) Unknown 


Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 


11.4 


 Changes in precipitation and hydrological regimes 


Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown 


Moderate (Possibly 
in the short term, < 
10 yrs) 


11.5  Severe / Extreme Weather Events Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
a Impact – The degree to which a species is observed, inferred, or suspected to be directly or indirectly threatened in the area of interest. The 388 
impact of each threat is based on Severity and Scope rating and considers only present and future threats. Threat impact reflects a reduction of a 389 
species population or decline/degradation of the area of an ecosystem. The median rate of population reduction or area decline for each 390 
combination of scope and severity corresponds to the following classes of threat impact: Very High (75% declines), High (40%), Medium (15%), 391 
and Low (3%). Unknown: used when impact cannot be determined (e.g., if values for either scope or severity are unknown); Not Calculated: 392 
impact not calculated as threat is outside the assessment timeframe (e.g., timing is insignificant/negligible or low as threat is only considered to be 393 
in the past); Negligible: when scope or severity is negligible; Not a Threat: when severity is scored as neutral or potential benefit. 394 
b Scope – Proportion of the species that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat within 10 years. Usually measured as a 395 
proportion of the species’ population in the area of interest. (Pervasive = 71–100%; Large = 31–70%; Restricted = 11–30%; Small = 1–10%; 396 
Negligible < 1%). 397 
c Severity – Within the scope, the level of damage to the species from the threat that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat 398 
within a 10-year or three-generation timeframe. Usually measured as the degree of reduction of the species’ population. (Extreme = 71–100%; 399 
Serious = 31–70%; Moderate = 11–30%; Slight = 1–10%; Negligible < 1%; Neutral or Potential Benefit ≥ 0%).  400 


d Timing – High = continuing; Moderate = only in the future (could happen in the short term [< 10 years or 3 generations]) or now suspended 401 
(could come back in the short term); Low = only in the future (could happen in the long term) or now suspended (could come back in the long 402 
term); Insignificant/Negligible = only in the past and unlikely to return, or no direct effect but limiting. 403 
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4.2. Description of Threats 404 


 405 
The exact causes of the decline of Buff-breasted Sandpipers are unknown. However, 406 
the main limiting factors to the species appear to be habitat loss from wind farm 407 
encroachment and direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines at important 408 
stopover and wintering sites. In addition, multiple factors likely reduce the suitability or 409 
availability of stopover and wintering sites, including fire suppression, resource 410 
extraction, conversion of short-grass prairies to agricultural land, and pesticide 411 
contamination. Threats occurring on the Central flyway likely have a disproportionate 412 
effect on the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population; the species uses this narrow 413 
migration corridor in spring and fall, and therefore might be exposed twice to the same 414 
threats. Most of the threats to the species, and their underlying factors, are ongoing. In 415 
the coming years, climate change will likely play a larger role in the decline of the 416 
species. Threats likely to affect the species within the next ten years are described 417 
below from highest to lowest impact and certainty (Table 4).  418 


3.3 Renewable energy 419 


The development of wind farms is thought to have a medium to low impact on Buff-420 
breasted Sandpipers, though there is uncertainty in both the scope and severity of this 421 
threat. Wind farms may kill birds if they enter the rotor sweep zone or cause birds to 422 
avoid historic staging areas (Lanctot et al. 2010). Pre-construction surveys in Indiana 423 
found that more than 20% of staging American Golden-Plovers (Pluvialis dominica), 424 
who often migrate with Buff-breasted Sandpipers, flew in the proposed rotor sweep 425 
zone (West Inc., unpublished report, described in Lanctot et al. 2010). Wind energy 426 
production has grown substantially in Canada and the U.S. with more growth projected 427 
(Statistics Canada 2017; U.S. Energy Information Administration 2019). Most wind 428 
farms in the U.S. are located along the Central Flyway, where birds migrate both in the 429 
fall and in spring. This biannual use of the migration corridor increases the risk of 430 
negative interaction with wind farms. In Canada, wind energy is expected to be 431 
increasingly used for industry and local communities across the Arctic (M. Lamont 2015 432 
pers. comm.). Extensive windfarm development is projected in the grassland and 433 
coastal areas of Brazil, Uruguay and Argentina. As of 2018, the Global Wind Energy 434 
Council ranks Brazil as having the 8th largest wind power capacity in the world and the 435 
largest in South America, while Uruguay has the 3rd largest capacity in South America. 436 
In Brazil, ongoing windfarm development overlaps with important wintering areas for 437 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers, where flocks of 200 to 300 birds have been reported (J. 438 
Almeida, pers. comm.).  439 


7.1 Fire and fire suppression 440 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers seem to prefer grassland that has been burned (Penner et al. 441 
2015). The species may have benefitted from indigenous people practices of burning 442 
the grasslands in the Midwestern U.S. and on the wintering grounds (R. B. Lanctot pers. 443 
comm.). Current fire suppression allows woody vegetation to encroach into grasslands, 444 
reducing habitat availability (Brockway et al. 2002), particularly as this species prefers 445 
areas without nearby trees or other obstructions (Jorgensen et al. 2007). New 446 
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management techniques are starting to use fire for prairie conservation. Fire 447 
suppression was deemed to have a low impact on Buff-breasted Sandpipers.  448 


11.5 Severe weather events 449 


Because of climate change, severe storms are increasing, and this increase is linked to 450 
declines in songbirds, particularly those that migrate over the Atlantic, as they cannot 451 
seek shelter (Butler 2000). Buff-breasted Sandpipers’ migration across the Gulf of 452 
Mexico may become increasingly perilous. Similarly, juvenile mortality may increase 453 
with storm number and severity because, unlike adults, juveniles often migrate along 454 
the Atlantic Coast (Lanctot et al. 2010). On the breeding grounds, extreme weather may 455 
cause nest failure, but losses to nests and chicks have not yet been studied in detail (J. 456 
Rausch pers. comm.). Overall, the impact of severe weather events is likely low.  457 


3.1 Oil and gas drilling 458 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers have been documented breeding in the National Petroleum 459 
Reserve, Kuparuk and Prudhoe Bay oil fields and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in 460 
Alaska, where oil and gas drilling is either already occurring or proposed (Lanctot et al. 461 
2010). The infrastructure associated with arctic oil and gas projects (e.g. roads, 462 
runways, buildings) is usually built in the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 463 
Sandpiper males display. Building in these areas may lead to habitat loss and 464 
disturbance during the breeding season, possibly causing females to abandon nests if 465 
they are repeatedly flushed. Oil and gas development is also thought to increase the 466 
number of avian and mammalian predators due to the presence of artificial food sources 467 
and additional denning and nesting sites. However, there is no evidence that this 468 
infrastructure reduces nest survival, as the only study conducted suffers from high 469 
variability and small sample size, potentially obscuring any effects (Liebezeit et al. 470 
2009).  471 


Since 2007, oil drilling, particularly horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing (fracking) 472 
has increased across the prairies in both Canada and the U.S. (National Energy Board 473 
2013). Horizontal drilling may reduce the amount of land affected by development. 474 
Many grassland species avoid these sites and their surroundings to varying degrees 475 
(Thompson et al. 2015). On the wintering grounds, Colombian grasslands are seeing an 476 
increase in habitat loss due to drilling (C. Ruiz-Guerra pers. comm.). Given the limited 477 
extent of oil and gas development, their impact is likely low. 478 


3.2 Mining and quarrying 479 


As with oil and gas drilling, infrastructure associated with arctic mines (e.g. roads, 480 
runways, buildings) is usually built on the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 481 
Sandpipers display and occasionally nest. There has been increased mining in Brazil on 482 
the wintering grounds (COSEWIC 2012), but biologists negotiated the movement of an 483 
8,000-hectare mine project south of Lagoa do Peixe away from Buff-breasted Sandpiper 484 
habitats (Lanctot et al. 2010). Similar to oil and gas development, the limited footprint of 485 
mining and quarrying resulted in this threat’s low impact score. 486 


 487 
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7.3 Other ecosystem modifications 488 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers may be exposed to a wide array of pesticides because they 489 
rely on agricultural habitat when migrating and during the winter (Strum et al. 2008, 490 
2010). Direct effects of pesticides are discussed under “Description of Threats: 9.3 491 
Agricultural and forestry effluents”. Insect abundance is also likely lower on cropland 492 
that has been treated with insecticides, reducing food availability for insectivorous birds, 493 
including this species (Hart et al. 2006; Bellavance et al. 2018). Poor insect abundance 494 
in these areas may reduce survival because Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on 495 
agricultural insects to provide energy for migration. The impact on the population is 496 
unknown.  497 


9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents 498 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper may be exposed to pesticides during migration and the 499 
wintering period because they rely mainly on human-altered habitat (such as cropland, 500 
sod fields and golf courses) sprayed with pesticides. Carbamate insecticides like 501 
Furadan F4 have been linked to Buff-breasted Sandpiper mortality during migration 502 
(Flickinger et al. 1986; Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers wintering in rice 503 
fields and cattle pastures in Argentina and Uruguay have shown evidence of being 504 
exposed to cholinesterase-inhibiting contaminants (Strum et al. 2010). Since 2016, 505 
Brazil has approved the usage of more than 1200 pesticides, many of which are banned 506 
elsewhere, which creates a concern of further negative effects on the species. Because 507 
of the species’ habitat use, a large proportion of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population 508 
might be exposed to pesticides and contaminants; however, population effects have not 509 
been quantified. The overall impact of agricultural contaminants on the Buff-breasted 510 
Sandpiper population is unknown, but likely is significant and in need of study.  511 


2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crops 512 


Most of the native, short-grass prairie historically used as stopover habitat has been 513 
converted to agricultural fields, resulting in a profound loss of natural stopover habitat. 514 
Short-grass prairies managed under cattle grazing provide suitable habitat for Buff-515 
breasted Sandpipers, but those areas are increasingly converted to agricultural 516 
cropland. Conversion to agricultural cropland across Canada, the U.S., and Mexico is 517 
ongoing, driven by the need to feed growing human populations, demands for biofuel, 518 
and increasing crop irrigation in traditionally dry areas as electricity becomes available 519 
(Meeting of the Canada/Mexico/U.S. Trilateral Committee for Wildlife and Ecosystem 520 
Conservation and Management 2019; Agenda item 23). Similar agricultural expansions 521 
are happening in South America in both migratory and wintering habitat. Farmers are 522 
converting traditional ranchland into cropland in fertile areas (Lanctot et al. 2010). 523 
Important migratory stopovers during northern migration in the savannahs of Los 524 
Llanos, Colombia (Lanctot et al. 2016) have rapidly been converted for palm oil and rice 525 
cultivation since 2000 (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2017). 526 
Illegal drainage canals to irrigate rice and drain areas for cultivation threaten Brazilian 527 
wintering habitat around coastal lagoons (Lanctot et al. 2010).  528 
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Because there is little unaltered short-grass habitat, Buff-breasted Sandpipers have 529 
adopted some types of croplands as alternative habitat during migration and over the 530 
winter. It is unclear whether agricultural areas are high-quality substitutes—there may 531 
simply be no natural habitat available. Some types of fields are preferable to others 532 
(e.g., soy is preferable to corn; Jorgensen et al. 2007). In Saskatchewan, an important 533 
staging area during northern migration (Tibbits et al. 2019), sod acreage increased by 534 
26% between 2001-2006 (Saskatchewan Agriculture and Food 2006), potentially 535 
providing more habitat for the species. The increased agricultural production discussed 536 
above may provide habitat, depending on which crops are planted. Some agricultural 537 
practices, increasingly used for other conservation purposes, may be at odds with Buff-538 
breasted Sandpiper conservation (e.g., no-till agriculture conserves soil and water but 539 
may reduce insect abundance in fields; Lanctot et al. 2010). No-till agriculture requires 540 
increased chemical application, discussed under 7.3 Other ecosystem modifications. 541 
Since the conversion of native areas to cropland both destroys traditional habitat and 542 
creates an alternative—albeit likely inferior—habitat, the overall impacts of non-timber 543 
crops are unknown.  544 


11.4 Changes in precipitation and hydrological regimes 545 


Conditions on the breeding ground may get drier as precipitation regimes shift, 546 
permafrost thaws, and drainage increases (Hinzman et al. 2005), which may change the 547 
insect prey available to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Along the migratory route, more 548 
frequent severe droughts are predicted in the Great Plains, which will reduce wetland 549 
habitat (Johnson et al. 2005). These areas are currently used by Buff-breasted 550 
Sandpipers for resting and maintenance (McCarty et al. 2009). Increasing precipitation 551 
in the wintering range may contribute to flooding and displacement (Nuñez et al. 2008). 552 
However, it is ultimately unknown how changing precipitation regimes will impact Buff-553 
breasted Sandpiper populations.  554 


7.2 Dams & water management/use 555 


Ground water pumping and surface drainage can result in drier fields, reducing the 556 
suitability of short-grass habitat for Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Surface and ground water 557 
management is a common practice in agricultural fields to optimize crop production. 558 
Those practices likely influence the suitability of a large portion of the Buff-breasted 559 
Sandpiper’s non-breeding range, given that the species relies almost exclusively on 560 
crops as stopover and wintering sites. The impact of dams and water management has 561 
been considered as negligible for the species. This impact score could be revised 562 
following further investigation on the permanent effects of drainage on the species’ 563 
habitat.  564 


1.1 Housing and urban areas 565 


The North American prairies that the Buff-breasted Sandpiper historically relied on 566 
during migration have overwhelmingly been converted for human use (Gauthier and 567 
Wiken 2003). Evidence from Nebraska suggests that while migrating the species 568 
prefers areas without obstructions, such as buildings, trees, and other structures 569 
associated with human settlements (Jorgensen et al. 2007). On the wintering grounds, 570 
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the species is no longer found surrounding Buenos Aires, Argentina after heavy urban 571 
development and habitat destruction (Lanctot et al. 2002). The impact of this threat has 572 
been deemed negligible.  573 


8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants and animals 574 


Non-native plant species may spread into the remaining native grassland, particularly as 575 
the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community Pasture Program ended in 576 
2018 and resources for pasture management in Canada have decreased. Fire 577 
suppression may also contribute to the spread of non-native plants that are not as fire-578 
resistant as their native competitors (Brockway et al. 2002). Finally, grasslands on the 579 
wintering grounds are often modified by planting non-native grasses that can increase 580 
forage levels for livestock (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm.). It is unclear whether this 581 
modification will affect the use of the areas by Buff-breasted Sandpipers. On wintering 582 
grounds, feral pigs alter vegetation where the Buff-breasted Sandpiper occurs, but 583 
effects on the species have not been assessed. Despite the potential negative effects, 584 
non-native species invasion poses a negligible threat to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper.  585 


4.2 Utility and service lines 586 


Although there have been instances where Buff-breasted Sandpipers collide with 587 
powerlines, generally the species seems to coexist with powerlines without population-588 
level impacts, so the impact has been deemed negligible (Lanctot et al. 2010).  589 


5.1 Hunting and collection of terrestrial animals 590 


Though historically commercial hunting was prevalent in North America, Buff-breasted 591 
Sandpipers have been protected under the Migratory Bird Convention in both the U.S. 592 
and Canada since 1916. Presently, there is little risk of hunting throughout their range. 593 
Small amounts of legal and illegal shorebird harvesting do occur in parts of Latin 594 
America (the Guianas, the Caribbean, along the northern coast of South America, and 595 
potentially other areas) but these areas are not along the main migratory route (Wege et 596 
al. 2014). Currently, it is estimated that no more than 1371 +/- 282 Buff-breasted 597 
Sandpipers could be sustainably harvested annually (Watts et al. 2015). This level of 598 
hunting is unlikely to be occurring and hunting was deemed a negligible threat to the 599 
population.  600 


8.2 Problematic native plants and animals 601 


Expanding Snow Goose (Anser caerulescens) populations cause habitat degradation in 602 
agricultural fields in Saskatchewan and to a lesser extent Manitoba and Alberta where 603 
geese grub for food on migratory staging grounds (Mowbray et al. 2000). Since Snow 604 
Geese stage in Saskatchewan earlier than the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the spring 605 
and later in the fall, Snow Geese are not expected to impact Buff-breasted Sandpipers 606 
on migration (Mowbray et al. 2000; McCarty et al. 2017). Grubbing may even be 607 
beneficial if it exposes soil and invertebrates for Buff-breasted Sandpiper foraging (C. 608 
Artuso, pers. comm.). In one study, on the breeding grounds, Snow Goose colonies 609 
were shown to have little effect on shorebirds that nest in open areas; however, Buff-610 
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breasted Sandpipers were not specifically included in this study (Flemming et al. 2019). 611 
Problematic native plants and animals are deemed not a threat to this species.  612 


11.1 Ecosystem encroachment 613 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers are expected to lose about 50% of their potential suitable 614 
breeding habitat by 2070 because of climate change (Wauchope et al. 2017). Warming 615 
is allowing shrub growth to expand northward across the tundra (Sturm et al. 2001). 616 
Melting permafrost may affect the shallow tundra wetlands, preferred for foraging. 617 
Coastal erosion has accelerated as the permafrost melts and there are more ice-free 618 
days with heavy wave action, even flooding some freshwater areas with saltwater 619 
(Jones et al. 2009). Rising sea levels may also flood breeding sites and salinize 620 
freshwater wetlands used for foraging (Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers 621 
have low breeding site fidelity and ample breeding habitat, providing them some 622 
flexibility in adjusting where they breed (Lanctot et al. 2016). Thus, the species may be 623 
able to cope with changes in the near term but may struggle if habitat becomes more 624 
limiting.  625 


Additionally, in response to earlier spring thaws in the Arctic, the arthropods shorebirds 626 
feed on are emerging earlier. Some other shorebirds are responding to these changes 627 
by breeding earlier. However, many species are no longer able to synchronize the 628 
hatching of their eggs with peak insect emergence (i.e., phenological mismatch is 629 
occurring; McKinnon et al., 2012; Tulp and Schekkerman, 2008). It is unknown whether 630 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are able to adjust to these changes. 631 


Climate change is projected to shift the location of suitable migratory stopover habitat 632 
along the Central Flyway (Wauchope et al. 2017).  633 


Most Buff-breasted Sandpiper wintering habitat is coastal and could be flooded as a 634 
result of the projected rise in sea levels. The species may be forced to move inland to 635 
hillier, drier habitats or agricultural areas, which long-term suitability have not been 636 
assessed. While the impact of ecosystem encroachment was not calculated because 637 
these impacts are outside the timeframe of the threat assessment, rising sea levels on 638 
the wintering ground may pose the largest threat to the species. 639 


2.2 Wood and pulp plantations 640 


In Brazil, and to a lesser extent Argentina, tree plantations may affect Buff-breasted 641 
Sandpipers wintering habitat. Ten percent of the grasslands in the Rio Grande do Sul, 642 
Brazil have been converted to pine, eucalyptus, and acacias plantations (Gautreau and 643 
Vélez 2011), though much of this grassland is not coastal. These plantations are 644 
avoided by Buff-breasted Sandpipers (Dias et al. 2013). Pine plantations are particularly 645 
concerning because their seeds may disperse into adjacent grassland habitat, altering 646 
even greater areas than the plantations themselves, and ecological restoration is 647 
challenging (Simberloff et al. 2009; Lanctot et al. 2010). In fact, invasions of non-native 648 
pines into native habitat have already occurred around the world, resulting in varying 649 
degrees of habitat loss (Simberloff et al. 2009). This threat’s impact is negligible to the 650 
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species. This impact score but could be revised following further investigation on the 651 
species’ range overlap with tree plantation areas. 652 


1.3 Tourism and recreational areas 653 


Because this species prefers short grass habitat, they use airports, golf courses, and 654 
other large landscaped areas during their migration as short-term resting sites (Lanctot 655 
et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). These sites may represent poor 656 
habitat—golf courses use large amounts of pesticides, and airport managers harass 657 
birds to prevent bird strikes on planes (R. B. Lanctot pers. comm.). However, due to the 658 
species’ current use of these areas and their ability to choose other habitats, tourism 659 
and recreation have been deemed not a threat to the species.  660 


2.3 Livestock farming and ranching 661 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers extensively use grazed pastures during the winter and, to a 662 
lesser extent, during migration (Lanctot et al. 2004; Jorgensen et al. 2007; Isacch and 663 
Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). Grazed pastures might provide similar amount of 664 
food as in natural grasslands if grazing conditions are similar, and therefore adequate 665 
wintering and stopover habitat. Pastures with suboptimal grazing conditions for the 666 
species might still be used, as those may simply be the dominant habitat in the area. 667 
Though this species prefers to forage in overgrazed areas, grazing to that intensity 668 
year-round might be detrimental to the soil (Lanctot et al. 2004; Aldabe et al. 2019). 669 
Instead, Buff-breasted Sandpipers may benefit from seasonal rotations in grazing 670 
intensity that maintain vegetation height from 2 to 5 cm while birds are present (Isacch 671 
and Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). In Canada, the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation 672 
Administration’s Community Pasture Program was cut in 2012, returning all federally 673 
managed grassland to the provinces by 2018. This may lead to overgrazing, soil 674 
erosion, and damage in some areas where Buff-breasted Sandpipers stopover 675 
depending on how the areas are managed going forward. On the balance, livestock 676 
farming and ranching are not a threat to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 677 


 678 


5. Management Objective 679 


The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain or, if possible, 680 
increase the population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2025 681 
to 2035.  682 


Accounts of historical population sizes are limited and the trend of the population is 683 
unknown. The species is difficult to survey given its sparse distribution on breeding 684 
ground and the difficulty to detect individuals in the field. Surveys at key stopover areas 685 
currently provide the most reliable estimates of population size and will contribute in 686 
measuring progress towards the management objective. From 2016 to 2019, the U.S. 687 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), and the 688 
University of Nebraska Omaha, working with citizen scientists, conducted ground 689 
surveys for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in Coastal Texas. Those surveys will yield a 690 
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more reliable population estimate for the species that will provide a baseline for the 691 
management objective.  692 


A short-term objective is to develop a more reliable and accurate population estimate 693 
within the next 5 years (2020–2025). Progress towards meeting the management 694 
objective will be evaluated as more accurate population estimates become available.  695 


The species was designated as Special Concern because of ongoing threats related to 696 
habitat loss and degradation on the non-breeding grounds (COSEWIC 2012). Since 697 
hunting of the species has stopped in North America, the population of the species has 698 
not recovered and declines appear to continue albeit at a slower rate. The Buff-breasted 699 
Sandpiper population appears to be limited by the availability of habitat on migration 700 
and non-breeding areas. Hence, the long-term management objective will be achieved 701 
by ensuring a no net loss of suitable sites at the landscape level on migration and 702 
wintering grounds. A short-term objective is to locate, within 5 years (2020–2025), 703 
wintering and migratory stopovers sites that support 80% of the current population 704 
estimate of 56,000 individuals; those sites will be used to ensure a no net loss of 705 
suitable habitat in the non-breeding portion of the species’ range. Considering the 706 
extent of non-breeding habitat found outside Canada, achieving this goal will only be 707 
possible through strong collaboration with Canada’s international partners. 708 


The U.S. Conservation Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper sets the goal to increase 709 
the population by more than 90% to at least 100,000 individuals (Lanctot et al. 2010). 710 
This goal aims to build resiliency in the population of the species to offset future threats 711 
(Lanctot et al. 2010). This management plan’s objective seeks to address the immediate 712 
risk of extinction of the species, which led the COSEWIC to assign a Special Concern 713 
status to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 714 


 715 


6. Broad Strategies and Conservation Measures 716 


6.1. Actions Already Completed or Currently Underway 717 


 The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is one of the focal species for the Americas Flyway 718 
Action Plan of the Arctic Migratory Birds Initiative (AMBI). This designation 719 
focuses efforts at understanding the factors limiting this species and ways to 720 
improve its conservation throughout the flyway (CAFF 2019).  721 


 The Ahiak Migratory Bird Sanctuary Management Plan (2018) outlines a plan for 722 
the co-management of Buff-breasted Sandpipers and other species by ECCC 723 
and local Inuit in the park (ECCC 2018).  724 


 The Arctic PRISM, a joint effort between ECCC, the USGS, and the USFWS, has 725 
been surveying the Arctic for shorebirds from 2002 to 2018 to determine 726 
population sizes and trends, and clarify distribution and habitat usage of all 727 
species, including the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. PRISM will be providing in 2020 728 
new estimates of population size and breeding distribution for the species.  729 


 Land from the former Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community 730 
Pasture Program had been returned in 2018 to provinces for management and is 731 
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in large part still being managed for conservation by different groups in a way 732 
that benefits the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 733 


 Many organizations and programs provide financial incentives to farmers for 734 
conserving or restoring grassland and wetland habitats along the migratory route. 735 
Examples include the U.S. and Canada Joint Ventures, South of the Divide 736 
Conservation Action Program, the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Conservation 737 
Reserve Program, and the Sustainable Grazing Network in Mexico. Some of 738 
these initiatives likely benefit the Buff-breasted Sandpiper.  739 


 Some of the key stopover sites have been designated as sites of importance by 740 
the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN), including 741 
Rainwater Basin (Nebraska, 2009) and the Flint Hills (Kansas and Oklahoma, 742 
2016) as sites of hemispheric importance, as well as Asuncion Bay (Paraguay, 743 
2008) and Barba Azul Nature Reserve (Bolivia, 2015) as sites of regional 744 
importance.  745 


 The USFWS is leading work, with contribution from the CWS, to update the full 746 
life-cycle conservation plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 747 


 Following habitat destruction from construction in Asuncion Bay (Paraguay) in 748 
2010, the CWS and the Neotropical Migratory Birds Conservation Act (NMBCA) 749 
have supported the local government in restoring habitat for Buff-breasted 750 
Sandpiper and other impacted shorebirds.  751 


 In 2018, a grant from NMBCA was awarded to fund the purchase of an additional 752 
681 hectares of grassland and the management of 15,000 hectares of Buff-753 
breasted Sandpiper habitat at the Barba Azul Nature Reserve, Bolivia (U.S. Fish 754 
and Wildlife Program 2018). Starting October 2019, the reserve will be 755 
experimenting with beneficial management practices for cattle ranching to create 756 
and maintain Buff-breasted Sandpiper staging habitat. Long-term monitoring of 757 
the species will also be conducted at the site (Asociación Armonía 2019).  758 


 The Southern Cone Grassland Alliance, supported in part by CWS, has helped 759 
guide the development of beneficial management practices for sustainable land-760 
use in Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Brazil. Through this project, ranching 761 
practices were improved on 116,479 hectares of grasslands and other beneficial 762 
management practices implemented on 25,371 hectares (Rosenberg et al. 763 
2016).  764 


 Four sites of importance for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper on the wintering 765 
grounds have been designated under WHSRN, namely Lagoa do Peixe (Brazil, 766 
1990) and Bahía Samborombón (Argentina, 2011) as sites of international 767 
importance, and Laguna de Rocha (Uruguay, 2010) and Estancia Medaland 768 
(Argentina, 2018) as sites of regional importance. These sites include both 769 
publicly and privately-owned land.  770 


 Research identifying key breeding, stopover, and wintering locations using 771 
satellite and GPS tracking technology is ongoing (R. Lanctot pers. comm.). See 772 
section 3. Species Information. 773 


 Biologists in several countries within the Southern Cone Alliance have conducted 774 
surveys for Buff-breasted Sandpipers with the goal of providing a winter-based 775 
population estimate and trend for the species. 776 
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 777 


6.2. Broad Strategies  778 


 779 
The broad strategies of this management plan are as follows: 780 
 781 


 Habitat conservation and stewardship 782 


 Population monitoring and distribution surveys 783 


 Research 784 
 785 


6.3. Conservation Measures  786 


 787 
Table 3. Conservation Measures and Implementation Schedule 788 


Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Broad Strategy: Habitat conservation and stewardship 


Provide resources to landowners 
through stewardship programs to 
consider Buff-breasted Sandpiper 
habitat needs (such as short-grass 
and adequate soil moisture) when 
managing their land. 


High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 2.3, 
7.1, and 7.2 


Ongoing 


Protect habitat at sites of key 
importance. 


High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 2.3, 
and 3.1 


Ongoing 


Develop new international 
partnerships for conservation and 
maintain existing ones. 


High All Ongoing 


Broad Strategy: Population monitoring and distribution surveys  


Centralize data from past surveys 
and complete the analysis of 
tracking studies that identify sites 
with high densities of Buff-breasted 
Sandpipers. 


High All 2020–2025 


Determine fine-scale landscape 
features that predict habitat usage 
on non-breeding grounds 


High 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 3.2, 
8.2, and 11.1 


2020–2025 


Evaluate current and past 
population monitoring methods and 
identify the most appropriate 
methods to assess progress 
towards the management objective. 


Medium All 2020–2025 


Continue to monitor the species and 
its habitat on the breeding ground 
as part of the Arctic PRISM survey. 


Low 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 3.2, 
8.2, and 11.1 


2025-2030 
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Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Determine the fall migration route, 
survival rates and potential threats 
to juveniles of the Buff-breasted 
Sandpiper population. 


Low 
IUCN Threats 3.3, 5.1, 
9.3, and 11.5 


2025-2030 


Broad Strategy: Research 


Identify the natural processes that 
created and maintained suitable 
habitats to develop land-use 
practices beneficial for the species 


High 


All but particularly 
important to mitigate 
localized threats (e.g., 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 3.1, 
3.2, and 3.3) 


2020-2025 


Determine level of exposure of the 
species to pesticide and herbicide 
and effects of those contaminants 
on survival, fitness and food 
availability.  


Medium 
IUCN Threats 7.3 and 
9.3 


2020-2025 


Assess the severity of the effects of 
climate change on demographics 
and distribution  


Low 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 11.1, 
11.4, and 11.5 


2025-2030 


e “Priority” reflects the degree to which the measure contributes directly to the conservation of the species 789 
or is an essential precursor to a measure that contributes to the conservation of the species. High priority 790 
measures are considered those most likely to have an immediate and/or direct influence on attaining the 791 
management objective for the species. Medium priority measures may have a less immediate or less 792 
direct influence on reaching the management objective but are still important for the management of the 793 
population. Low priority conservation measures will likely have an indirect or gradual influence on 794 
reaching the management objective but are considered important contributions to the knowledge base 795 
and/or public involvement and acceptance of the species. 796 
 797 


6.4. Narrative to Support Conservation Measures and 798 


Implementation Schedule  799 


 800 
The conservation measures for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper have been developed to 801 
address the threats this species is facing across its range, primarily focusing on 802 
mitigating the most pressing threats and gathering the information needed to address 803 
the remaining threats.  804 


While renewable energy development received the highest impact score in the threat 805 
assessment and that this impact score could rapidly increase, wintering and stopover 806 
habitat loss from a combination of factors (see section 4.2) remain the most immediate 807 
threat to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. Much of this habitat is outside of Canada, so 808 
supporting international conservation efforts should play a key role in Canada’s 809 
conservation strategies for the species. This habitat is predominantly privately owned 810 
and used as agricultural cropland or pastureland, so the involvement of private 811 
landowners is critical. Stewardship programs can support and incentivize landowners to 812 
manage their land for short-grass habitat and shorebird conservation. Where 813 
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appropriate and after consideration of a range of ecological targets, this may involve 814 
using livestock or fire to maintain short-grass habitat. Support could also be given to turf 815 
farm operators who are being slowly absorbed by expanding housing developments. 816 
Further research is need to determine if this type of habitat provides adequate 817 
conditions to support the recovery of Buff-breasted Sandpiper (see next paragraph). 818 
Conservation managers and landowners of important migratory and wintering habitat 819 
should also be educated about Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s unusual habitat requirements 820 
(shortgrass rather than the taller coastal wetland grasses preferred by most shorebirds 821 
and waterbirds) so that these requirements are not overlooked when implementing 822 
management practices for shorebirds more broadly.  823 


The species’ reliance on agricultural areas during the migration and overwinter puts 824 
them at risk of pesticide and herbicide contamination. While there has been some 825 
research into the effects of pesticides, the extent the species is exposed to various 826 
chemicals, what effects these chemicals have on the species, and how they affect the 827 
invertebrates eaten by the species are still unclear. These effects should be the focus of 828 
future research.  829 


Appropriate buffers and mitigations measures for renewable energy developments must 830 
be put in place near locations of Buff-breasted Sandpiper high density. Standards for 831 
monitoring nonbreeding shorebirds in the Western Hemisphere (PRISM 2018) provide a 832 
comprehensive protocol for ad hoc assessments of habitat use by shorebirds.  833 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers should be monitored to determine habitat usage, population 834 
size and trends. Monitoring of habitat use and research on suitable habitat 835 
characteristics are key steps in shaping conservation actions for the species. Tracking 836 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers using technology such as isotopes, genetics, radio telemetry, 837 
geolocators, and satellite telemetry provides a wealth of information, including the 838 
location of sites with high densities of the species. Once identified, high-density 839 
locations can be protected and managed. Much of the species monitoring work is 840 
already in progress, but the analysis of the data is ongoing (R. B. Lanctot pers. comm.). 841 
Additionally, to most effectively use this technology, the potential effects of geolocators 842 
and telemetry units on movement and survival must be assessed (identified as High 843 
priority by the ECCC Shorebird Technical Committee in 2016).  844 


Surveys on staging or wintering grounds may be more effective in determining 845 
population sizes and trends than arctic surveys because the species does not 846 
congregate in large numbers or show site fidelity on the breeding grounds. This is 847 
particularly important as population trends have not been quantified. At the same time, 848 
arctic breeding ground surveys, possibly including GPS-tracking can provide important 849 
information about micro-scale habitat use, which is needed to identify areas sensitive to 850 
industrial development and to climate change. Arctic PRISM may provide some of this 851 
information as upland habitats are included in the surveys (COSEWIC 2012). Surveys 852 
along the migratory route and in the wintering grounds can provide similar information 853 
about habitat use during these stages. 854 


Climate change may become one of the greatest threats facing this species but the 855 
severity of its current and projected effects on the Buff-breasted Sandpiper require more 856 
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research. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper faces coastal erosion and rising sea levels on 857 
the breeding and wintering grounds and the population-level effect of this habitat loss is 858 
unknown. It is unclear whether the species is adjusting their breeding schedule to match 859 
earlier insect emergence in the Arctic. Along migration, habitat and weather patterns are 860 
expected to shift and it is unknown whether the species will adapt to these changes. 861 
Some changes, like more frequent and severe storms, may have strong impacts on 862 
individual survival, but more study is needed to determine whether birds are able to 863 
survive such situations. During fall migration, juveniles following the Atlantic coast might 864 
be disproportionally vulnerable to increased frequency and severity of storms. Overall, 865 
more research into the effects of climate change on Buff-breasted Sandpiper 866 
demographics and distribution is needed.  867 
 868 


7. Measuring Progress 869 


 870 
The performance indicators presented below provide a way to measure progress 871 
towards achieving the management objectives and monitoring the implementation of the 872 
management plan. 873 
 874 


- By 2025, a more accurate population estimate is available. 875 
- By 2025, wintering and migratory stopovers sites that support 80% of the current 876 


population estimate are identified 877 
- By 2035, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is maintained or increased over 878 


the most recent population estimate.  879 
 880 
 881 
  882 
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Appendix A: Effects on the Environment and Other Species 1095 


 1096 
A strategic environmental assessment (SEA) is conducted on all SARA recovery 1097 
planning documents, in accordance with the Cabinet Directive on the Environmental 1098 
Assessment of Policy, Plan and Program Proposals5. The purpose of a SEA is to 1099 
incorporate environmental considerations into the development of public policies, plans, 1100 
and program proposals to support environmentally sound decision-making and to 1101 
evaluate whether the outcomes of a recovery planning document could affect any 1102 
component of the environment or any of the Federal Sustainable Development 1103 
Strategy’s6 (FSDS) goals and targets. 1104 
 1105 
Conservation planning is intended to benefit species at risk and biodiversity in general. 1106 
However, it is recognized that implementation of management plans may also 1107 
inadvertently lead to environmental effects beyond the intended benefits. The planning 1108 
process based on national guidelines directly incorporates consideration of all 1109 
environmental effects, with a particular focus on possible impacts upon non-target 1110 
species or habitats. The results of the SEA are incorporated directly into the 1111 
management plan itself but are also summarized below in this statement.  1112 
 1113 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an arctic shorebird, breeding in the coastal uplands and 1114 
relying on short-grass habitat on migration and overwinter. Conservation measures 1115 
aiming to preserve short-grass habitats and manage pasturelands for Buff-breasted 1116 
Sandpipers are expected to provide habitat for other shorebirds migrating and wintering 1117 
with them, including but not limited to the Semipalmated Plover (Charadrius 1118 
semipalmatus), Baird’s Sandpiper (Calidris bairdii), American Golden-Plover (Pluvialis 1119 
dominica), Pectoral Sandpiper (Calidris melanotos), and Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia 1120 
longicauda). On the breeding ground, other species also nest in the upland coastal 1121 
habitat including Black-bellied Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) and American Golden-Plover 1122 
so conservation measures on the breeding ground (e.g., managing development, 1123 
climate action) may be of broad benefit.  1124 
 1125 
 1126 


                                            
5 https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-
assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html  
6 https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/sustainability/federal-sustainable-
development-strategy.html  
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Summary of the draft Management Plan for the  
 

BUFF-BREASTED SANDPIPER 
 

Under the Species at Risk Act (SARA), a management 

plan must be developed for each species listed as 

Special Concern in order to identify measures for the 

conservation of the species. This document highlights the 

key sections of the draft management plan. 

Species Conservation Status  

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, 

formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is listed as Special 

Concern under SARA since 2017.  

Description and Distribution 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized 

shorebird. This species is marked with dark brown spots 

or streaks along the crown and sides of the breast, and 

narrow, dark-brown streaks edged in buff along the 

feather shafts on their back, scapulars, upper tail, and 

wing coverts. Male, female, and juvenile plumage is 

similar. The species has yellow legs and a black bill. 

 

An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper 

population breeds in Canada. The species breeds in low 

densities in the tundra along the coastline of Alaska 

(U.S.), Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. In 

the spring, the species migrates mostly in the Prairie 

Provinces. In the fall, the species migrate on a broad 

front, from British Columbia to Newfoundland.  

Habitat Needs 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, 

preferring to breed on the drier, elevated ridges of the 

tundra. Males display in small groups (leks) in moist 

meadows. Females nest away from lek sites, in well-

drained grassy tundra. During migration, the species 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

congregates in natural or managed short-grass (less than 

10 cm in height) areas, such as pastures and ploughed 

fields.  

Threats to the Species’ Survival 

 Habitat loss from wind farm encroachment and 

direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines 

at important stopover (in the U.S.) and wintering 

sites (in South America).  

 Permanent habitat loss in the non-breeding 

period due to fire suppression; resource 

extraction; conversion to pine, eucalyptus, and 

acacias plantations; and invasive non-native 

species. 

 Decreased survival in the non-breeding period 

due to exposition to pesticides and reduced food 

availability, especially when natural habitats or 

pastures are not available.  

 Decreased survival of juveniles during migration 

and decreased nesting success on breeding 

grounds due to severe weather events. 

 

 
 
 
 

    

 

 

 

 

 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper at Seal River Estuary 

Important Bird Area © Christian Artuso 
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Management Objective  

Over a period of 10 years (2025 to 2035), maintain or, if 

possible, increase the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 

population size.   

Strategies to Help Meet Objectives 

Broad strategies to address the threats to the survival and 

recovery of the species include:  

 Provide resources to landowners through 

stewardship programs to consider Buff-breasted 

Sandpiper habitat needs (such as short-grass and 

adequate soil moisture) when managing their land; 

 Protect habitat at sites of key importance; 

 Develop new international partnerships for 

conservation and maintain existing ones; 

 Centralize data from past surveys and complete the 

analysis of tracking studies that identify sites with 

high densities of Buff-breasted Sandpipers; 

 Determine fine-scale landscape features that predict 

habitat usage on non-breeding grounds; 

 Evaluate current and past population monitoring 

methods and identify the most appropriate methods 

to assess progress towards the management 

objective; 

 Identify the natural processes that created and 

maintained suitable habitats to develop land-use 

practices beneficial for the species. 

 Determine level of exposure of the species to 

pesticide and herbicide and effects of those 

contaminants on survival, fitness and food 

availability. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How You Can Help 

 Learn more about the Buff-breasted Sandpiper, 

the threats to its survival and its habitat needs at 

www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-

change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html; 

 Practice voluntary stewardship activities and 

beneficial management practices, for example: 

 Work in cooperation with Environment 

and Climate Change Canada and/or 

local conservation groups to conserve 

important habitat; and 

 Avoid activities that could harm the 

species or its habitat. 

 Submit observation data to conservation data 

centres (such as eBird). 

 

 
          

         
 

Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (from Cornell Lab – 

Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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Archived: June 15, 2022 1:40:27 PM
From: Tamar Mukyunik 
Sent: February 4, 2020 12:28:46 PM
To: Tufts, Teresa (EC) 
Subject: RE: Buff-breasted Sandpiper draft Management Plan for review 
Sensitivity: Normal
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Good morning Teresa,
 
This item was received as information during last night’s meeting.  Thanks.
 
                   Tamar Mukyunik
                   Manager

 
From: Tufts, Teresa (EC) <teresa.tufts@canada.ca> 
Sent: January 17, 2020 12:30 PM
Subject: Buff-breasted Sandpiper draft Management Plan for review
 
Good day,
 
We are seeking comments on the draft Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. This bird breeds along the coast of
the Kitikmeot region and as far north as Melville, Bathurst, and Devon Islands. During migration, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper
passes through the Kivalliq region of Nunavut.  
 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper was listed as Special Concern under the federal Species at Risk Act in 2017. For species of Special
Concern, a management plan must be developed to identify measures for its conservation. Attached are a factsheet and a
complete draft of the Management Plan for your review. If you have any comments on the draft plan, please send them to
me by February 21, 2020.  
 
Many thanks and best regards,
 
Teresa Tufts ᑐ?ᕇ?ᓴ? ᑕ?ᕝ?ᔅ?
 
Species at Risk Biologist
Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
Teresa.Tufts@canada.ca / Tel: +1 (867) 979 7058

mailto:arviat@kivalliqhto.ca
mailto:teresa.tufts@canada.ca
mailto:Teresa.Tufts@canada.ca
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Teresa.Tufts@canada.ca  / ᐅ?ᖄ?ᓚ?ᐅ?ᑦ? : +1 (867) 979 7058
 
Biologiste des espèces en peril
Service Canadien de la faune
Environnement et Changement climatique Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
Teresa.Tufts@canada.ca / Tél. : +1 (867) 979 7058
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Archived: June 15, 2022 1:34:11 PM
From: Smith, Caryn 
Sent: November 23, 2020 11:51:20 AM
To: Svoboda, Michael (EC) 
Cc: Kyle Ritchie (kritchie@nwmb.com); Roberts, Hayley (EC); Gissing, Drikus; Machtans, Craig (EC) 
Subject: Re: ACTION; Support to post Management Plans for HOGR, BBSP and RNPH
Sensitivity: Normal

Hi Michael,

The GN has no issue with these documents being posted for public comment.

Thanks for reaching out to us on this matter.

All the best,
Caryn

From: Svoboda, Michael (EC) <michael.svoboda@canada.ca>
Sent: November 23, 2020 11:34 AM
To: Smith, Caryn <CSmith@GOV.NU.CA>
Cc: Kyle Ritchie (kritchie@nwmb.com) <kritchie@nwmb.com>; Roberts, Hayley (EC) <hayley.roberts@canada.ca>; Gissing,
Drikus <DGissing@GOV.NU.CA>; Machtans, Craig (EC) <craig.machtans@canada.ca>
Subject: ACTION; Support to post Management Plans for HOGR, BBSP and RNPH
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click l inks or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Hi Caryn:
 
Hope you are all doing well.
 
We are seeking GN support to post three Management Plans (Horned Grebe, Red-necked Phalarope and Buff-breasted
Sandpiper) for public comment period.
 
GN would have seen them during the first Jurisdictional Review, and since there were only limited edits a second
jurisdictional review is being skipped.
 
Attached are the three Management Plans and their factsheets.
 
If you could let us know by December 7th 2020 or earlier would be greatly appreciated.
 
Thank you,
 
Michael Svoboda
Head, Conservation Planning and Stewardship
Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
Michael.Svoboda@canada.ca
 
Service Canadien de la faune
Environnement et Changement climatique Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
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Archived: November 19, 2021 9:25:36 AM
From: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Sent: November 18, 2021 2:55:00 PM
To: Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) Roberts,Hayley (ECCC) 
Bcc: 'mcampbell1@gov.nu.ca'; 'kritchie@nwmb.com'; 'Bert Dean'; 'pond@baffinhto.ca'; 'sao@pondinlet.ca';
'hamletpond_mayor@qiniq.com'; 'rbhta@baffinhto.ca'; 'rbhta@qiniq.com'; 'sao@resolute.ca'; 'hamletcedo1@xplornet.com';
'iviq@baffinhto.ca'; 'gfsao@qiniq.com'; 'gfasao@qiniq.com'; 'jgroves@qia.ca'; 'info@qia.ca'; 'wildlifeadvisor@niws.ca';
'qwbac@niws.ca' 
Subject: CORRECTED EMAIL SUBJECT LINE : FOR COMMENT: Proposed Management Plan for Buff-breasted
Sandpiper in Canada (DUE: February 15 2022)
Sensitivity: Normal
Attachments:
Buffbreasted-Sandpiper_mp_Factsheet_ENG.pdf ;Buffbreasted-Sandpiper_mp_Factsheet-IKB.pdf
;mp_buff_breasted_sandpiper_e_proposed.pdf ;

Hello,
 
I am writing to notify you that the proposed Management Plan for Buff-breasted Sandpiper in Canada was posted on the
Species at Risk Public Registry on November 17th, 2021, for a 90-day public comment period which ends on February 15th 2022.
Buff-breasted Sandpipers breed along the coast of the Kitikmeot region and as far north as Melville, Bathurst, and Devon
Islands. During migration, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper passes through the Kivalliq region of Nunavut. Comments received
from provinces, territories, wildlife management boards, and Indigenous governments across Canada were considered in the
drafting of the current version of the Management Plan. Following the 90-day public comment period, the Department will
then have 30 days to consider the comments received, after which the final version of the Management Plan will go to the
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board for decision. The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board process is the final stage before
the Management Plan will be posted on the Species at Risk Public Registry as final. Note that as a species of special concern,
there are no general prohibitions or critical habitat requirements for this species.  
 
You can read the proposed Management Plan and comment at: Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Tryngites
subruficollis) in Canada - Document search - Species at risk registry. I have also attached the Management Plan to this email
for your convenience. You can also provide comments directly to me at hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca.
 
There is also a Factsheet attached in both English and Inuktitut that provides an overview of the species and the Management
Plan. If you require the email in Inuktitut please let me know and I can provide that for you.
 
I welcome your participation in this matter.
 
 
Hayley Roberts / Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
Pronouns: She/Her
 
Species at Risk Biologist, Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
hayley.roberts@ec.gc.ca / Tel: +1 (867) 979-7045, Cell: +1 (867) 222-0112
**NOTE NEW EMAIL ADDRESS ENDING**
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Summary of the draft Management Plan for the  
 


BUFF-BREASTED SANDPIPER 
 


Under the Species at Risk Act (SARA), a management 


plan must be developed for each species listed as 


Special Concern in order to identify measures for the 


conservation of the species. This document highlights the 


key sections of the draft management plan. 


Species Conservation Status  


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, 


formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is listed as Special 


Concern under SARA since 2017.  


Description and Distribution 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized 


shorebird. This species is marked with dark brown spots 


or streaks along the crown and sides of the breast, and 


narrow, dark-brown streaks edged in buff along the 


feather shafts on their back, scapulars, upper tail, and 


wing coverts. Male, female, and juvenile plumage is 


similar. The species has yellow legs and a black bill. 


 


An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper 


population breeds in Canada. The species breeds in low 


densities in the tundra along the coastline of Alaska 


(U.S.), Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. In 


the spring, the species migrates mostly in the Prairie 


Provinces. In the fall, the species migrate on a broad 


front, from British Columbia to Newfoundland.  


Habitat Needs 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, 


preferring to breed on the drier, elevated ridges of the 


tundra. Males display in small groups (leks) in moist 


meadows. Females nest away from lek sites, in well-


drained grassy tundra. During migration, the species 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


congregates in natural or managed short-grass (less than 


10 cm in height) areas, such as pastures and ploughed 


fields.  


Threats to the Species’ Survival 


 Habitat loss from wind farm encroachment and 


direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines 


at important stopover (in the U.S.) and wintering 


sites (in South America).  


 Permanent habitat loss in the non-breeding 


period due to fire suppression; resource 


extraction; conversion to pine, eucalyptus, and 


acacias plantations; and invasive non-native 


species. 


 Decreased survival in the non-breeding period 


due to exposition to pesticides and reduced food 


availability, especially when natural habitats or 


pastures are not available.  


 Decreased survival of juveniles during migration 


and decreased nesting success on breeding 


grounds due to severe weather events. 


 


 
 
 
 


    


 


 


 


 


 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper at Seal River Estuary 


Important Bird Area © Christian Artuso 
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Management Objective  


Over a period of 10 years (2025 to 2035), maintain or, if 


possible, increase the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 


population size.   


Strategies to Help Meet Objectives 


Broad strategies to address the threats to the survival and 


recovery of the species include:  


 Provide resources to landowners through 


stewardship programs to consider Buff-breasted 


Sandpiper habitat needs (such as short-grass and 


adequate soil moisture) when managing their land; 


 Protect habitat at sites of key importance; 


 Develop new international partnerships for 


conservation and maintain existing ones; 


 Centralize data from past surveys and complete the 


analysis of tracking studies that identify sites with 


high densities of Buff-breasted Sandpipers; 


 Determine fine-scale landscape features that predict 


habitat usage on non-breeding grounds; 


 Evaluate current and past population monitoring 


methods and identify the most appropriate methods 


to assess progress towards the management 


objective; 


 Identify the natural processes that created and 


maintained suitable habitats to develop land-use 


practices beneficial for the species. 


 Determine level of exposure of the species to 


pesticide and herbicide and effects of those 


contaminants on survival, fitness and food 


availability. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


How You Can Help 


 Learn more about the Buff-breasted Sandpiper, 


the threats to its survival and its habitat needs at 


www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-


change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html; 


 Practice voluntary stewardship activities and 


beneficial management practices, for example: 


 Work in cooperation with Environment 


and Climate Change Canada and/or 


local conservation groups to conserve 


important habitat; and 


 Avoid activities that could harm the 


species or its habitat. 


 Submit observation data to conservation data 


centres (such as eBird). 


 


 
          


         
 


Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (from Cornell Lab – 


Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ    
 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ   
 


ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂ (SARA), 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓄᑦ 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 


ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 


ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒻᓇ ᑎᑎᖃᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 


ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑉ. 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖓ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (Calidris subruficollis, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 


Tryngites subruficollis) ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ 


ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓐᓂ (SARA) ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 


2017.  


ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏ ᐊᒪ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖅ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 


ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᖏ ᑯᑯᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᐊᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᕐᒥᑎᒍᑦ, 


ᐸᒥᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓴᕈᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ. ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓪᓗ 


ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᒥᐊᖅᐳᑦ, ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒍᒋᓪᓗ 


ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑉᓗᑎᒃ. 


 


ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ 75% ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 


ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓯᐅᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᓂᖏᓪᓗ 


ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ 


ᓄᓇᖓᓐ), ᔪᑲᓐᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ. ᐅᐱᕋᒃᓴᒻᒥ, ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 


ᓄᐸᓕᐊᕙᒃᐳᑦ  ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ. ᐅᑭᐊᒻᒥᓕ, 


ᓄᐸᓕᐊᓱᕆᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐᒧᑦ.  


ᓂᕿᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ, ᐸᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥᓗ 


ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓪᓗ ᑭᓂᐸᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. 


ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒥ.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓕᕋᖓᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐸᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖅᑕᓱᖅᑐᑦ 


(ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖏᑦ 10 ᓯᓐᑎᒥᑕᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕋᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᖅᑐᖃᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  


ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ  


 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᖃᐅᑎᓄᑦ 


ᓄᖃᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ (ᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥ).  


 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᓗᐊᕕᒃᑐᑦ 


ᐃᓂᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ; ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 


ᐱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ; ᓇᐸᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, eucalyptus, ᐊᒻᒪ acacias 


ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖁᑎᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓂᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 


 ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  


 ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖃᒐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᒥᖕᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 


ᓇᒻᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 


 
 
 
 


    


 


 


 


 
 


 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓇᑦᑎᓕᖕᒥ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᒻᒥ  


© Christian Artuso 







ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ                         ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ  


 


 


ᑲᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑦ: 


ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᕕᒃ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᒋᐊᕆ ᐊᓚᓐ  


ᓯᕈᓂᓐ ᕗᐊᑉᓚ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᑲᐅᓪ ᐃᒍᕆᓯ  


ᐳᓚᓐᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᐊᑐᖓ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᕋᐃᔭᓐ M. ᐳᐅᑕᓐ 


ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒥᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᑦ 


ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ ᐊᑭᖃᖏᑐᖅ  1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓐᓇᖅ) ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᑐᕋᕈᑎᖓ 


ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 


Aussi disponible en français. Also available in English. 


 


ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᑉᓯ ᐅᕗᒐ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 


Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) –  


Canadian Wildlife Service, Northern Region 


PO Box 1870, Iqaluit NU  X0A 0H0 


Fax: 867-975-4645   Phone: 867-979-7058 


Email: Teresa.tufts@canada.ca 


© ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 


ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 


 


 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ   


ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ 10 ᐊᕋᒍᑦ (2025 ᐅᕗᒐ 2035), ᐊᕿᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 


ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᐸᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ.   


ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 


ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  


ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᑲᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ:  


 ᐊᑐᒐᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 


ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᓄᓇᒋᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖓ 


ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ; 


 ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ; 


 ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ; 


 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᐅᓂᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᖃᓄᐃᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 


ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᒃ; 


 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 


ᐊᑐᒐᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ 


ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ; 


 ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᓂᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖏᑦ 


ᓇᖠᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᓚᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 


ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ; 


ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 


ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ. 


 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᖓᑕ 


ᓴᓗᒪᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᒻᒪᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 


 


ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᕐᒪᖓᖅᐱᑦ  


 ᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᑦ, 


ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᑎᓐᓂᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᓱᖅᑕᖏᑦ 


ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᓂ  www.canada.ca/en/environment-


climate-change/services/species-risk-public-


registry.html; 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 ᐊᑭᓕᒐᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᒥᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃᓕᖅ 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 


ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 


 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 


ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓗ 


ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ 


ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ   


 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᐃᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 


ᖃᓄᒥᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑕᐃᓕᓗᓯ. 


 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ 


ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᖕᒧᒃ (ᐅᓇᑐᑦ eBird). 


 


       


 
 


ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (ᐅᑯᓇᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ – ᓄᐊᑦ 


ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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Preface 42 
 43 
The federal, provincial, and territorial government signatories under the Accord for the 44 
Protection of Species at Risk (1996)2 agreed to establish complementary legislation and 45 
programs that provide for effective protection of species at risk throughout Canada. 46 
Under the Species at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c.29) (SARA), the federal competent 47 
ministers are responsible for the preparation of management plans for listed species of 48 
special concern and are required to report on progress within five years after the 49 
publication of the final document on the SAR Public Registry.  50 
 51 
The Minister of Environment and Climate Change and Minister responsible for the Parks 52 
Canada Agency is the competent minister under SARA for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 53 
and has prepared this management plan, as per section 65 of SARA. To the extent 54 
possible, it has been prepared in cooperation with other federal government 55 
departments, Provinces/Territories, Wildlife Management Boards, and Aboriginal 56 
organizations as per section 66(1) of SARA. 57 
 58 
Success in the conservation of this species depends on the commitment and 59 
cooperation of many different constituencies that will be involved in implementing the 60 
directions set out in this plan and will not be achieved by Environment and Climate 61 
Change Canada and the Parks Canada Agency, or any other jurisdiction alone. All 62 
Canadians are invited to join in supporting and implementing this plan for the benefit of 63 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper and Canadian society as a whole. 64 
 65 
Implementation of this management plan is subject to appropriations, priorities, and 66 
budgetary constraints of the participating jurisdictions and organizations. 67 
 68 
 69 
  70 


                                            
2 www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding.html#2 
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Executive Summary 118 
 119 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is 120 
an arctic-breeding shorebird. The species nests on the upland coast of the Yukon, 121 
Northwest Territories, Nunavut and Alaska before migrating along the Midcontinental 122 
flyway to the coast of Argentina, Uruguay, and Brazil where birds stay during the boreal 123 
winter.  124 


The species was assessed as Special Concern by COSEWIC in 2012 and listed under 125 
Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act in 2017. Globally, the IUCN Red List has 126 
categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004. As a long-distance migrant, 127 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act in 128 
Canada and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in the United States.  129 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is estimated at 56,000 individuals (range: 130 
35,000–78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010), 75% of which are thought to breed in Canada 131 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). After massive declines during the early 1900s caused by 132 
hunting in Canada and the United States, the species appears to be still declining today. 133 
The scale of the decline is uncertain due to the challenges in surveying the species and 134 
the current lack of data.  135 


The exact causes of this decline are unknown. A combination of factors resulting in 136 
habitat loss or poor habitat quality on the migratory and wintering grounds are likely 137 
driving the decline. Those factors include conversion of natural areas to agriculture, 138 
pesticide exposure, wind turbines, resource extraction, and climate change.  139 


The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain the 140 
population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2026 to 2036. The 141 
baseline for this management objective will be a more reliable and accurate population 142 
estimate obtained within the next 5 years (2021–2026).  143 


The broad strategies identified in this management plan aim to conserve habitat, 144 
monitor the population and distribution of the species, and understand characteristics of 145 
non-breeding habitats through research. Much of this habitat is outside of Canada, so 146 
supporting international conservation and research efforts should play a key role in 147 
Canada’s conservation strategies for the species. 148 
 149 


150 
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1. COSEWIC* Species Assessment Information 177 
 178 


Date of Assessment: May 2012  
 


Common Name (population): Buff-breasted Sandpiper 
  
Scientific Name: Tryngites subruficollis** 
 
COSEWIC Status: Special Concern 
 
Reason for Designation:  
The Canadian Arctic supports about 87% of the North American breeding range of 
this shorebird and about 75% of its global population. The species was once common 
and perhaps even abundant historically, but it suffered severe declines stemming 
from intensive market hunting in the late 1800s and early 1900s. By the 1920s, it was 
thought to be at the brink of extinction. Its population has grown since hunting was 
banned in North America, but numbers remain much lower than those before hunting 
began. There is evidence for population decline in recent decades, and many 
conservation organizations consider the species to be of concern throughout its 
range. However, this species is difficult to monitor effectively, and data necessary to 
estimate population trends are currently lacking. Outside the breeding period, loss 
and degradation of its specialized grassland habitat, both on its wintering grounds in 
South America and along its migration routes, are believed to pose the most 
significant threats. 
  
Canadian Occurrence:  
Yukon, Northwest Territories, Nunavut, British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, 
Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec 
 
COSEWIC Status History:  
Designated Special Concern in May 2012. 


* COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) 179 
** The scientific name of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis) changed in 2013 (Chesser 180 


et al. 2013), after COSEWIC assessment in May 2012. Documents developed under the Species at 181 
Risk Act (SARA) must follow the species nomenclature used in Schedule 1 of SARA. 182 


 183 
 184 


2. Species Status Information 185 
 186 
An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper population breeds in Canada 187 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). In Canada, the species was assessed as Special Concern by 188 
COSEWIC in 2012 and listed as Special Concern under Schedule 1 of the Species at 189 
Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c. 29) in 2017. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is not listed under any 190 
provincial species at risk legislation. The species has been identified as a priority 191 
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species in four of the twelve Bird Conservation Regions3. A recently updated 192 
assessment of shorebirds in Canada deemed Buff-breasted Sandpiper to be of High 193 
Concern in Canada based on the probable decline and threats to the species (Hope 194 
et al. 2019).  195 
 196 
Table 1. Summary of national and provincial or state NatureServe ranks for the 197 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper where it occurs in North America (NatureServe, 2019) 198 
Global 
(G) Rank 


National (N) 
Ranks 


Sub-national (S) Ranks 


G4 Canada 
N2N4B, N4N5M 
 
 


Alberta (S3M), British Columbia (SUM), Labrador 
(SNA), Manitoba (S1S2M), Newfoundland Island 
(SNA), Northwest Territories (S2S4B), 
Nunavut (S3B, S3M), Ontario (SNA), Quebec (S3M), 
Saskatchewan (S4M), Yukon (S1B) 


United States 
N4B 


Alabama (SNRM), Alaska (S2B), Arkansas (SNA), 
California (SNA), Colorado (SNA), Connecticut (SNA), 
Delaware (SNA), Florida (S2M), Georgia (SNRN), 
Illinois (SNA), Indiana (S3M), Iowa (S3N), Kansas 
(SNA), Kentucky (SNA), Louisiana (S3M), Maine 
(SNA), Maryland (SNA), Massachusetts (S1N), 
Michigan (SNRN), Minnesota (SNRM), Mississippi 
(SNA), Missouri (SNA), Nebraska (S2N), New Jersey 
(S4N), New York (SNRN), North Carolina (SNA), 
North Dakota (SNA), Ohio (SNA), Oklahoma (S3M), 
Pennsylvania (S2M), Rhode Island (S1N), 
South Carolina (SNA), South Dakota (SNA), 
Tennessee (S3N), Texas (S2S3), Virginia (SNA), 
Washington (SNA), Wisconsin (S3N), Wyoming (S4N) 


National (N) and Subnational (S) NatureServe alphanumerical ranking: 1 – Critically Imperiled, 199 
2 – Imperiled, 3 – Vulnerable, 4 – Apparently Secure, 5 – Secure, NR – Unranked, NA – Not Applicable, 200 
U – Unrankable. Occurrence definitions: B – Breeding, M – Migrant. The N2N4B range indicates the 201 
range of uncertainty about the status of the species.  202 
 203 
The global NatureServe rank is G4 – Apparently Secure (reviewed in 2016; 204 
NatureServe 2019; see Table 1 for additional sub-rankings) and the IUCN Red List has 205 
categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004 when its status was upgraded 206 
from Lower Risk (BirdLife International 2017). The species was listed in 1999 in 207 
Appendix I and II of the UN Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of 208 
Wild Animals, which prohibits hunting of the species in its wintering range4. The 209 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper is also protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 210 
1994 which protects all individuals of the species as well as its nest and eggs on federal 211 
and non-federal lands.  212 


                                            
3 Those Bird Conservation Regions are the Arctic Plains and Mountains, the Lower Great Lakes/St. 
Lawrence Plain, the Prairie Potholes, and the Taiga Shield and Hudson Plains. 
4 This document refers to the wintering range as the species’ range occupied during the northern 
hemisphere’s winter months (December to March). 
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The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a Species of High Concern in the United States. 213 
(USSCP, 2016). In South America, the species is considered Vulnerable in Brazil, 214 
Threatened in Paraguay (Ministerio de Ambiente y Desarrollo Sostenible, 2019), a 215 
Priority Species for Conservation in Uruguay, Threatened in Argentina, and Highly 216 
Threatened in Colombia (Johnston-González et al. 2010).  217 


 218 


3. Species Information 219 
 220 


3.1. Species Description 221 
 222 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized, buff-coloured (light brownish yellow), 223 
arctic-breeding shorebird. Males weigh about 70 g and females weigh about 55 g 224 
(McCarty et al. 2017). They are marked with dark brown spots or streaks along the 225 
crown and sides of the breast, and narrow, teardrop shaped, dark-brown streaks edged 226 
in buff along the feather shafts on their back, scapulars5, upper tail, and wing coverts6 227 
(COSEWIC 2012). Male, female, and juvenile plumage is similar, but the dark spots on 228 
the undersides of the outer primaries are larger in males than in females who have 229 
larger spots than juveniles (McCarty et al. 2017). The species has yellow legs and a 230 
black bill.  231 
 232 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are the only North American shorebird with an exploded lek7 233 
mating system (Lanctot et al. 1998). In an exploded lek, males are further away from 234 
one another than they would be in a classic lek. Because of density-dependent effects8 235 
associated with its unusual lek-mating system, further reductions in the species’ 236 
abundance could accelerate population collapse if males and females cannot locate 237 
each other in their expansive breeding grounds. However, at present, there is no 238 
indication that genetic diversity declined as a result of historic reductions in population 239 
size (Lounsberry et al. 2013, 2014).  240 
 241 


3.2. Species Population and Distribution 242 
 243 
Distribution 244 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low densities in the tundra along the coastline of 245 
Alaska and Canada from Point Barrow, Alaska through the Northwest Territories and to 246 
the Boothia Peninsula, Nunavut and as far north as Melville, Bathurst, and Devon 247 
Islands, Nunavut (Figure 1; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). There are also small 248 
populations (280-650 individuals) breeding in Russia on Wrangel Island and the 249 


                                            
5 Scapulars are the feathers at the top of the wing when the bird is at rest. 
6 Wing coverts are the feathers that cover the wing’s flight feathers. 
7 A lek is an aggregation of male animals gathered to engage in competitive displays, lekking, to entice 
visiting females, which are surveying prospective partners to mate. 
8 Density-depended effects occur when a change in the size of a group influences, either positively or 
negatively, the conditions of habitat available for individual. For example, a lower number of Buff-breasted 
Sandpipers (lower density) might result in a decreased ability of individuals to find a mate in a given area, 
especially if the mating area is widespread. 
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Chukotski Peninsula (Lappo et al. 2012). The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low 250 
densities; their local distribution is patchy and variable both between and within years—251 
one Alaskan study found only 10% of leks to be present in all three consecutive years of 252 
the study (Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). There is little to no breeding site fidelity 253 
(less than 10% of adults return; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997) 254 
and males may display at multiple leks across the entire breeding range (Lanctot et al. 255 
2016).  256 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper migrates south mainly following the Midcontinental flyway, 257 
through the prairies and plains, where they make multiday stops in locations such as 258 
southern Saskatchewan, in the Kansas Flint Hills, southcentral Texas and the Gulf of 259 
Mexico coast in the United States (Lanctot et al. 2016; Lyons et al. 2019; Tibbitts et al. 260 
2019). Some juveniles frequent the Atlantic coast during southbound migration, with 261 
vagrant birds also migrating on the Pacific and Atlantic coasts (McCarty et al. 2017; see 262 
Figure 1). Then, they follow the Midcontinental Amazonia/Pantanal flyway, stopping in 263 
Bolivia and Paraguay (Lanctot et al. 2016; Tibbitts et al. 2019) before arriving on their 264 
wintering grounds on the coast of central Argentina, southeast Uruguay, and southeast 265 
Brazil (Lanctot et al. 2002; McCarty et al. 2017). The wintering grounds overlap with the 266 
Southern Cone Grasslands, also known as the pampas. On their northbound migration, 267 
birds stop in the Llanos plains of Colombia and Venezuela before crossing the Gulf of 268 
Mexico. This region therefore represents an important stopover site on migration. Fall 269 
and spring migrants take similar routes, but in the fall, juveniles migrating south may 270 
follow the Atlantic and Pacific coasts leading to a more dispersed route in the fall than 271 
spring (COSEWIC 2012). In contrast to the breeding grounds, birds show fairly high 272 
wintering site fidelity (55% to 64% return rate), with males being somewhat more likely 273 
to emigrate than females (Almeida 2009).  274 
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 275 
Figure 1. Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the Americas. Shaded yellow areas are 276 
migration corridors where the species is found at low densities; the species funnels through 277 
areas represented in dark yellow (from Cornell Lab - Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et 278 
al. 2017).  279 
 280 


Population Size and Trends 281 


Based on surveys done on stopover sites in the United States, the Buff-breasted 282 
Sandpiper population is estimated to include 56,000 individuals (range of 35,000 to 283 
78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010); earlier estimates were between 15,000 and 30,000 284 
(Morrison et al. 2006), but likely were underestimates (Lanctot et al. 2010). The current 285 
estimate of 56,000 individuals is based on counts in the Rainwater Basin, Nebraska, an 286 
important stopover location9 during northbound migration (Jorgensen et al. 2008). The 287 
uncertainty of the current population estimate depends on turnover rates estimated at 288 
stopover sites. Stopover duration at the Rainwater Basin is now known to be 48 hours 289 


                                            
9 Lanctot et al. (2010) defined key conservation sites as areas where at least 0.2% of the population 
(about 100 birds) occur regularly through time. 
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or less (McCarty et al. 2015), suggesting actual population size may be higher than 290 
previously estimated (Farmer and Durbian 2006). In addition, recent tracking data 291 
suggests that some birds bypass the Rainwater Basin, again potentially increasing 292 
population size estimates (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2020). It should be noted that 293 
surveys of Buff-breasted Sandpipers on wintering grounds do not cumulatively support 294 
a population estimate of more than 50,000 birds. This suggests either a smaller 295 
population than estimated at the Rainwater Basin, or the existence of unknown 296 
wintering sites with large concentrations of birds (A.J. Lesterhuis, pers. comm. 2020; 297 
see Appendix B for a summary of population estimates). 298 
 299 
Arctic Program for Regional and International Shorebird Monitoring (PRISM) surveys 300 
conducted between 1997 and 2007 across parts of Arctic Alaska yielded a population 301 
size estimate of 42,839 individuals for the areas surveyed at that time (95% range = 302 
5,856–79,260; Bart and Smith, 2012). PRISM surveys conducted on the breeding 303 
grounds in Arctic Canada between 2010 and 2017 yielded much higher densities than 304 
expected based on conventional assumptions of the species’ distribution and 305 
abundance. The population estimates arising from these surveys are many times larger 306 
than the currently proposed range-wide estimate of 56,000 (Lanctot et al. 2010). At the 307 
time of developing this management plan, these results are being carefully evaluated to 308 
ensure that they are accurate (P.A. Smith, pers. comm. 2020). PRISM estimates for the 309 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper present unique challenges because the species breeds at 310 
highly variable densities, due to its lek mating system, and they inhabit dry upland areas 311 
that are surveyed less intensively than the wetlands area used by many species 312 
(Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012). These new PRISM analyses will provide 313 
important information on abundance, distribution and habitat use for Buff-breasted 314 
Sandpipers. Surveys such as the North American Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) and 315 
Audubon Christmas Bird Count (CBC) provide very limited insight on this species.  316 
 317 
Estimating trends is difficult because the species occurs in unpredictable locations on 318 
the breeding grounds, and appears to adjust when, where and how long it uses sites on 319 
both the migration and wintering grounds depending on environmental conditions 320 
(Lanctot et al. 2010). Historically, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper numbered in the 321 
hundreds of thousands. By the end of the 19th century, extensive commercial hunting 322 
during migration, and to a lesser extent on the wintering grounds, resulted in population 323 
numbers approaching dangerously low levels (McCarty et al. 2017; Lanctot et al. 2002, 324 
2010). When the Migratory Birds Convention Act in 1917 and Migratory Bird Treaty Act 325 
in 1918 came into force, hunting pressure on the population declined, likely slowing the 326 
dramatic population decline (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010; COSEWIC 2012).  327 


Following hunting regulations, it is unknown whether the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 328 
population recovered or remained at low levels between the 1920s and the 1970s. 329 
The population is thought to have continued to decline in the recent decades (Lanctot 330 
et al. 2002, 2010). Observers on the migratory and wintering grounds alike have 331 
anecdotally reported declining numbers since at least the 1980s (Lanctot et al. 2002, 332 
2010; COSEWIC 2012). For example, on the wintering grounds, there were 1,000 to 333 
2,000 individuals during the winters of 1973 and 1974, with roosts of 600 to 334 
1,000 individuals at Estancia Medaland, Argentina (Myers 1980). When the survey was 335 







Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2021 


7 
 


repeated in 1996–2000, there were rarely more than 100 birds sighted and never more 336 
than 94 individuals together (although there was a flock of ~300 sighted outside the 337 
study area) (Isacch and Martínez 2003a, 2003b). Estancia Medaland was declared a 338 
Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN) site of Regional 339 
Importance in 2018, in part based on counts of 1,010 Buff-breasted Sandpipers 340 
recorded at the site in 2017 (Martínez-Curci et al. 2018). The extent to which birds move 341 
between sites within a year is unknown but their numbers often vary substantially 342 
between years and even within the season, so short-term studies should be interpreted 343 
with caution (Myers 1980; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997; Lanctot 344 
et al. 2002, 2016; but see Almeida 2009).  345 


3.3. Needs of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 346 


Breeding 347 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, preferring to breed on the drier, 348 
elevated ridges of the tundra, rather than the wet, polygon lowlands as is common for 349 
many other shorebirds. In the spring, males begin foraging and displaying on the first 350 
snow-free areas, usually along bluffs and ridges bordering rivers (Pruett-Jones 1988; 351 
Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). As the snow melts, males display on leks in moist 352 
graminoid meadow with many clumps of grasses (20 cm tall, 25-50 cm diameter; 353 
Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). Display areas typically are 354 
non-patterned ground, with few of the geometric patterns created by permafrost that are 355 
common in many arctic areas. Buff-breasted Sandpipers have an exploded lek mating 356 
system, with groups of 2-20 (average 2.6) males displaying together in a lek (Lanctot 357 
and Weatherhead 1997). Males typically display at one lek for only a short time,  358 
apparently moving between leks based on the number of available females (Lanctot and 359 
Weatherhead 1997). This causes lek location to be unstable within and across years. 360 
Solitary males may also display near the nest while females are fertile; this may be a 361 
more reliable tactic later in the season when there are fewer available females (Prevett 362 
and Barr 1976; Pruett-Jones 1988; but see Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). Males 363 
leave breeding grounds following the initiation of nesting by females (Sutton 1967; 364 
Pitelka et al. 1974; McCarty et al. 2017). 365 


Females nest away from lek sites (270-830 m; Pruett-Jones 1988), in well-drained 366 
grassy tundra with sedge grass clumps or moss-willows or moist sedge–graminoid 367 
meadows (Sutton 1967; Prevett and Barr 1976; Lanctot et al. 2010; McCarty et al. 368 
2017). During incubation breaks, females forage in areas with little vegetation, often 369 
along streams. They may also use habitats with a distinct net-like pattern across the 370 
ground caused by permafrost freeze/thaw cycle. After their eggs hatch, females forage 371 
with their brood in wetter areas, often along streams in emergent vegetation (Lanctot et 372 
al. 2010). Unlike many other species, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the 373 
uplands throughout brood rearing (McCarty et al. 2017). 374 


Migration 375 


Historically, during the North American portion of migration, Buff-breasted Sandpipers 376 
would have congregated in the short-grass prairies, where fire and grazing bison kept 377 
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vegetation short (Jorgensen et al. 2007). These prairies are now largely taken over by 378 
agriculture. Currently, migrating Buff-breasted Sandpipers congregate in surrogate 379 
short-grass areas, like newly planted crops, pastures, plowed fields, sod farms, golf 380 
courses, cemeteries, airports, freshly cut hayfields, lawns, and fallow or short-growth 381 
agricultural fields (Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). The 382 
species is attracted to “relatively moist” fields and, especially in drier year, to recently 383 
watered fields (Lanctot et al. 2010 citing D. Newstead). In the Rainwater Basin, 384 
Nebraska, an important stopover site, migrating birds congregate in corn or soybean 385 
fields, with a strong preference for fields where soybean had been harvested on the 386 
previous year (Jorgensen et al. 2007). Buff-breasted Sandpipers tend to use cornfields 387 
where stalks are cut at the base and less than 10 cm in height (Jorgensen et al. 2007). 388 
The birds spend about 50% of their time at migratory stopover sites foraging (McCarty 389 
et al. 2009) and prefer the foraging site to be near (but not in) a wetland (Jorgensen et 390 
al. 2007), which they use for bathing and drinking (McCarty et al. 2009). On the Gulf 391 
Coast, staging Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on commercial sod and other 392 
forms of agriculture to a lesser extent (Stone et al. 2019). In South America, migrating 393 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers primarily use short-grass areas along rivers and wetlands. 394 
They are also found in harvested or newly planted agricultural fields (particularly sugar 395 
cane and rice), sand bars, or other short-grass habitats (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010).  396 


Non-breeding 397 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers winter in the Pampas biome and show high fidelity to previous 398 
wintering sites (Isacch and Martinez 2003b). As during migration, they prefer grasslands 399 
where vegetation is 2 to 5 cm tall (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004). Over winter, the birds rely 400 
primarily on intensively grazed pastureland or areas with flooding events, high salinity, 401 
and naturally short vegetation (Isacch and Martínez 2003b). Alternatively, the species 402 
relies on soybean or rice agricultural fields (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004). Habitat tracking 403 
of wintering birds in the Samborombón Bay shows they rely on a combination of 404 
Pampas grassland (day) and salt-tolerant coastal (night) areas in Argentina (Castresana 405 
et al. 2019). In the Estancia Medaland, Buff-breasted Sandpipers move to freshwater 406 
swamps at night (J.P. Isacch, pers. comm. 2019) 407 


Diet 408 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers feed on insects, with some seeds and plant material. They 409 
also eat aquatic zooplankton, particularly during the fall after brood-rearing (McCarty 410 
et al. 2017). Their exact diet is poorly documented and likely varies between sites. 411 
However, on the wintering grounds, birds preferentially eat adult and larval beetles, 412 
ants, flies, spiders and earthworms (Isacch et al. 2005). Although most other arctic 413 
shorebirds eat worms, insect larvae, and marine zooplankton during brood rearing in the 414 
wet lowlands, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the uplands throughout brood 415 
rearing and therefore does not feed heavily on these aquatic invertebrates (McCarty 416 
et al. 2017).  417 
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4. Threats 418 
 419 


4.1. Threat Assessment 420 
 421 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper threat assessment is based on the IUCN-CMP (World Conservation Union–Conservation 422 
Measures Partnership) unified threats classification system (Salafsky et al. 2008). This threat assessment was conducted 423 
in June 2019. Threats are defined as the proximate activities or processes that have caused, are causing, or may cause in 424 
the future the destruction, degradation, and/or impairment of the entity being assessed (population, species, community, 425 
or ecosystem) in the area of interest (global, national, or subnational). Limiting factors are not considered during this 426 
assessment process. Historical threats, indirect or cumulative effects of the threats, or any other relevant information that 427 
would help understand the nature of the threats are presented in the Description of Threats section. 428 


 429 


Table 2. Threat calculator assessment.  430 


Threat # Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 


1 Residential and commercial development Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
1.1  Housing and urban areas Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
1.3  Tourism and recreation areas Unknown Small (1-10%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
2 Agriculture and aquaculture Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
2.1  Annual and perennial non-timber crops Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
2.2  Wood and pulp plantations Not Calculated 


(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) 


Negligible (<1%) Negligible (<1%) Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 


2.3  Livestock farming and ranching Not a Threat Large (31-70%) Neutral or Potential 
Benefit 


High (Continuing) 


3 Energy production and mining Medium-Low Large - Restricted 
(11-70%) 


Moderate (11-30%) High (Continuing) 


3.1  Oil and gas drilling Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
3.2  Mining and quarrying Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
3.3  Renewable energy Medium - Low Large - Restricted 


(11-70%) 
Moderate (11-30%) High (Continuing) 


4 Transportation and service corridors Negligible Large - Restricted 
(11-70%) 


Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


4.2  Utility and service lines Negligible Large - Restricted 
(11-70%) 


Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
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Threat # Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 


5 Biological resource use Negligible Negligible (<1%) Extreme (71-100%) Moderate (Possibly in 
the short term, < 10 
yrs) 


5.1  Hunting and collecting terrestrial animals Negligible Negligible (<1%) Extreme (71-100%) High (Continuing) 
7 Natural system modifications Low Pervasive-Large 


(31-100%) 
Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


7.1  Fire and fire suppression Low Pervasive - Large 
(31-100%) 


Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


7.2  Dams and water management/use Negligible  Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
7.3  Other ecosystem modifications Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
8 Invasive and problematic species, 


pathogens and genes 
Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


8.1  Invasive non-native/alien plants and 
animals 


Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


8.2  Problematic native plants and animals Not a Threat Restricted (11-30%) Neutral or Potential 
Benefit 


High (Continuing) 


9 Pollution Unknown Pervasive (71-100%)  Unknown High (Continuing) 
9.3  Agricultural and forestry effluents Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
11 Climate change Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
11.1  Ecosystem encroachment Not Calculated 


(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) 


Large (31-70%) Unknown Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 


11.4  Changes in precipitation and hydrological 
regimes 


Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown Moderate (Possibly in 
the short term, 
<10 yrs) 


11.5  Severe / Extreme Weather Events Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
a Impact – The degree to which a species is observed, inferred, or suspected to be directly or indirectly threatened in the area of interest. The 431 
impact of each threat is based on Severity and Scope rating and considers only present and future threats. Threat impact reflects a reduction of a 432 
species population or decline/degradation of the area of an ecosystem. The median rate of population reduction or area decline for each 433 
combination of scope and severity corresponds to the following classes of threat impact: Very High (75% declines), High (40%), Medium (15%), 434 
and Low (3%). Unknown: used when impact cannot be determined (e.g., if values for either scope or severity are unknown); Not Calculated: 435 
impact not calculated as threat is outside the assessment timeframe (e.g., timing is insignificant/negligible or low as threat is only considered to be 436 
in the past); Negligible: when scope or severity is negligible; Not a Threat: when severity is scored as neutral or potential benefit. 437 
b Scope – Proportion of the species that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat within 10 years. Usually measured as a 438 
proportion of the species’ population in the area of interest. (Pervasive = 71–100%; Large = 31–70%; Restricted = 11–30%; Small = 1–10%; 439 
Negligible < 1%). 440 
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c Severity – Within the scope, the level of damage to the species from the threat that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat 441 
within a 10-year or three-generation timeframe. Usually measured as the degree of reduction of the species’ population. (Extreme = 71–100%; 442 
Serious = 31–70%; Moderate = 11–30%; Slight = 1–10%; Negligible < 1%; Neutral or Potential Benefit ≥ 0%).  443 
d Timing – High = continuing; Moderate = only in the future (could happen in the short term [< 10 years or 3 generations]) or now suspended 444 
(could come back in the short term); Low = only in the future (could happen in the long term) or now suspended (could come back in the long 445 
term); Insignificant/Negligible = only in the past and unlikely to return, or no direct effect but limiting. 446 
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4.2. Description of Threats 447 
 448 
The exact causes of the decline of Buff-breasted Sandpipers are unknown. Multiple 449 
factors likely reduce the suitability or availability of stopover and wintering sites, 450 
including fire suppression, resource extraction, conversion of short-grass prairies to 451 
agricultural land, and pesticide contamination. Habitat loss as a result of these factors 452 
likely are the most immediate threat to the species. Habitat loss from wind farm 453 
encroachment and direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines at important 454 
stopover and wintering sites are significant threats to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. A 455 
large proportion of the population is exposed to threats occurring on the Midcontinental 456 
flyway as the species uses this narrow migration corridor in spring and fall. Most of the 457 
threats to the species, and their underlying factors, are ongoing. The species faces few 458 
threats on its breeding grounds, but an expansion of industrial activities in the Arctic 459 
could cumulatively result in impacts on the species. In the coming years, climate change 460 
will likely play a larger role in the decline of the species. Threats likely to affect the 461 
species within the next ten years are described below from highest to lowest impact and 462 
certainty (Table 4).  463 


IUCN-CMP Threat 3.3 Renewable energy (Medium to Low Impact) 464 


The development of wind farms is thought to have a medium to low impact on 465 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers, though there is uncertainty in both the scope and severity of 466 
this threat. Wind farms may kill birds if they enter the rotor sweep zone or cause birds to 467 
avoid historic staging areas (Lanctot et al. 2010). Pre-construction surveys in Indiana 468 
found that more than 20% of staging American Golden-Plovers (Pluvialis dominica), 469 
who often migrate with Buff-breasted Sandpipers, flew in the proposed rotor sweep 470 
zone (West Inc., unpublished report, described in Lanctot et al. 2010). Wind energy 471 
production has grown substantially in Canada and the United States with more growth 472 
projected (Statistics Canada 2017; U.S. Energy Information Administration 2019). Most 473 
wind farms in the United States are located along the Midcontinental flyway, where birds 474 
migrate both in the fall and in spring. This biannual use of the migration corridor 475 
increases the risk of negative interaction with wind farms. In Canada, wind energy 476 
installations are mostly found outside of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s breeding and 477 
migration ranges (Canadian Wind Energy Association 2019). There are at least 10 wind 478 
farms in development in southern Alberta (Dowdell and Patel 2020), but they also seem 479 
to be outside of the main migration corridor (McCarty et al. 2015, 2017). However, 480 
northern regions and the Prairies show high wind energy potential (Canadian 481 
Geographic Enterprises 2009). Extensive windfarm development is projected in the 482 
grassland and coastal areas of Brazil, Uruguay and Argentina. As of 2018, the Global 483 
Wind Energy Council ranks Brazil as having the 8th largest wind power capacity in the 484 
world and the largest in South America, while Uruguay has the 3rd largest capacity in 485 
South America. In Brazil, ongoing windfarm development overlaps with important 486 
wintering areas for Buff-breasted Sandpipers, where flocks of 200 to 300 birds have 487 
been reported (J.B. Almeida, pers. comm. 2019).  488 
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IUCN-CMP Threat 7.1 Fire and fire suppression (Low Impact) 489 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers seem to prefer grassland that has been recently burned 490 
(Penner et al. 2015). The species may have benefitted from indigenous people’s 491 
practices of burning the grasslands in the Midwestern United States and on the 492 
wintering grounds (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019a). Current fire suppression allows 493 
woody vegetation to encroach into grasslands, reducing habitat availability (Brockway 494 
et al. 2002), particularly as this species prefers areas without nearby trees or other 495 
obstructions (Jorgensen et al. 2007). In the Kansas’ Flint Hills, new management 496 
techniques are starting to use fire for prairie conservation. Fire suppression was 497 
deemed to have a low impact on Buff-breasted Sandpipers.  498 


IUCN-CMP Threat 11.5 Severe weather events (Low Impact) 499 


Because of climate change, severe storms are increasing, and this increase is linked to 500 
declines in songbirds, particularly those that migrate over the Atlantic, as they cannot 501 
seek shelter (Butler 2000). Buff-breasted Sandpipers’ migration across the Gulf of 502 
Mexico may become increasingly perilous. Similarly, juvenile mortality may increase 503 
with storm number and severity. Unlike adults, juveniles often migrate along the Atlantic 504 
Coast (Lanctot et al. 2010) and are therefore more likely to encounter storms or 505 
hurricanes. On the breeding grounds, extreme weather may cause nest failure, but 506 
losses to nests and chicks have not yet been studied in detail (J. Rausch, pers. comm. 507 
2019). Overall, the impact of severe weather events is likely low.  508 


IUCN-CMP Threat 3.1 Oil and gas drilling (Low Impact) 509 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers have been documented breeding in the National Petroleum 510 
Reserve, Kuparuk and Prudhoe Bay oil fields and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in 511 
Alaska, where oil and gas drilling is either already occurring or proposed (Lanctot et al. 512 
2010). The infrastructure associated with arctic oil and gas projects (e.g. roads, 513 
runways, buildings) is usually built in the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 514 
Sandpiper males display. Building in these areas may lead to habitat loss and 515 
disturbance during the breeding season, possibly causing females to abandon nests if 516 
they are repeatedly flushed, or to increased predator numbers due to the presence of 517 
artificial food sources.  518 


Since 2007, oil drilling, particularly horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing (fracking) 519 
has increased across the prairies in both Canada and the United States (National 520 
Energy Board 2013). Horizontal drilling may reduce the amount of land affected by oil 521 
and gas development. Many grassland species avoid these sites and their surroundings 522 
to varying degrees (Thompson et al. 2015). On the wintering grounds, Colombian 523 
grasslands are seeing an increase in habitat loss due to drilling (C. Ruiz-Guerra, pers. 524 
comm. 2019). Given the limited extent of oil and gas development, their impact is likely 525 
low. 526 


IUCN-CMP Threat 3.2 Mining and quarrying (Low Impact) 527 


As with oil and gas drilling, infrastructure associated with arctic mines (e.g. roads, 528 
runways, buildings) is usually built on the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 529 







Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2021 


14 
 


Sandpipers display and occasionally nest. There has been increased mining in Brazil on 530 
the wintering grounds (COSEWIC 2012), but biologists negotiated the movement of an 531 
8,000-hectare mine project south of Lagoa do Peixe away from Buff-breasted Sandpiper 532 
habitats (Lanctot et al. 2010). Similar to oil and gas development, the limited footprint of 533 
mining and quarrying resulted in this threat’s low impact score. 534 


IUCN-CMP Threat 7.3 Other ecosystem modifications (Unknown Impact) 535 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers may be exposed to a wide array of pesticides because they 536 
rely on agricultural habitat when migrating and during the winter (Strum et al. 2008, 537 
2010). Although attractive to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper because of their physical 538 
characteristics, surrogate short-grass habitat with intensive pesticides use could 539 
represent ecological traps for the species from direct or indirect contamination (Lanctot 540 
et al. 2010). Direct effects of pesticides are discussed under “Description of Threats: 541 
9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents”. Insect abundance is also likely lower on cropland 542 
that has been treated with insecticides, reducing food availability for insectivorous birds, 543 
including this species (Hart et al. 2006; Bellavance et al. 2018). Poor insect abundance 544 
in these areas may reduce survival because Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on 545 
those insects to provide energy for migration. The impact on the population is unknown.  546 


IUCN-CMP Threat 9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (Unknown Impact) 547 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper may be exposed to pesticides during migration and the 548 
wintering period because they rely mainly on human-altered habitat (such as cropland, 549 
sod fields and golf courses) sprayed with pesticides. Carbamate insecticides like 550 
Furadan F4 have been linked to Buff-breasted Sandpiper mortality during migration 551 
(Flickinger et al. 1986; Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers wintering in rice 552 
fields and cattle pastures in Argentina and Uruguay have shown evidence of being 553 
exposed to contaminants that altered the birds’ nervous system (Strum et al. 2010). 554 
Effects of the increasing use of neonicotinoid, the most widely used insecticide known to 555 
be highly detrimental for seed eating birds (Goulson 2013, Gibbons et al. 2015), remain 556 
undocumented for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (McCarthy et al. 2017). Since 2016, 557 
Brazil has approved the usage of more than 1200 pesticides, many of which are banned 558 
elsewhere, which creates a concern of further negative effects on the species. Because 559 
of the species’ habitat use, a large proportion of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population 560 
might be exposed to pesticides and contaminants; however, population effects have not 561 
been quantified. The overall impact of agricultural contaminants on the Buff-breasted 562 
Sandpiper population is unknown, but likely is significant and in need of study.  563 


IUCN-CMP Threat 2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crops (Unknown Impact) 564 


Most of the native, short-grass prairie historically used as stopover habitat has been 565 
converted to agricultural fields, resulting in a profound loss of natural stopover habitat. 566 
Short-grass prairies managed under cattle grazing provide suitable habitat for 567 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers, but those areas are increasingly converted to agricultural 568 
cropland. Conversion to agricultural cropland across Canada, the United States and 569 
Mexico is ongoing, driven by the need to feed growing human populations, demands for 570 
biofuel, and increasing crop irrigation in traditionally dry areas as electricity becomes 571 
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available (Meeting of the Canada/Mexico/United States Trilateral Committee for Wildlife 572 
and Ecosystem Conservation and Management 2019; Agenda item 24). Similar 573 
agricultural expansions are happening in South America in both migratory and wintering 574 
habitat. Farmers are converting traditional rangeland into cropland in fertile areas 575 
(Lanctot et al. 2010). Important migratory stopovers during northern migration in the 576 
savannahs of Los Llanos, Colombia (Lanctot et al. 2016) have rapidly been converted 577 
for palm oil and rice cultivation since 2000 (Romero-Ruiz et al. 2011). Illegal drainage 578 
canals to irrigate rice and drain areas for cultivation threaten Brazilian wintering habitat 579 
around coastal lagoons (Lanctot et al. 2010).  580 


Because there is little unaltered short-grass habitat, Buff-breasted Sandpipers have 581 
adopted some types of croplands as alternative habitat during migration and over the 582 
winter. It is unclear whether agricultural areas are high-quality substitutes—there may 583 
simply be no natural habitat available. Some types of fields are preferable to others 584 
(e.g., soy is preferable to corn; Jorgensen et al. 2007).  In Saskatchewan and Manitoba, 585 
two important staging areas during northern migration (Tibbitts et al. 2019), pasture land 586 
has decreased between 2011 and 2016 by 5% and 7%, respectively (Statistics Canada 587 
2020). The increased agricultural production discussed above may provide habitat, 588 
depending on which crops are planted. Some agricultural practices, increasingly used 589 
for other conservation purposes, may be at odds with Buff-breasted Sandpiper 590 
conservation (e.g., no-till agriculture conserves soil and water but may reduce insect 591 
abundance in fields; Lanctot et al. 2010). No-till agriculture and monocultures, such as 592 
sod fields, require increased chemical application, discussed under 7.3 Other 593 
ecosystem modifications. Since the conversion of native areas to cropland both 594 
destroys traditional habitat and creates an alternative—albeit likely inferior—habitat, the 595 
overall impacts of non-timber crops are unknown.  596 


IUCN-CMP Threat 11.4 Changes in precipitation and hydrological regimes (Unknown 597 
Impact) 598 


Conditions on the breeding ground may get drier as precipitation regimes shift, 599 
permafrost thaws, and drainage increases (Hinzman et al. 2005), which may change the 600 
insect prey available to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Along the migratory route, more 601 
frequent severe droughts are predicted in the Great Plains, which will reduce wetland 602 
habitat (Johnson et al. 2005). These areas are currently used by Buff-breasted 603 
Sandpipers for resting and maintenance (McCarty et al. 2009). However, the large, 604 
shallow lakes in the Parkland regions of Alberta (such as Beaverhill Lake and North 605 
Cooking Lake) have been at extremely low water levels since the late 1990s (G. Court, 606 
pers. comm. 2020). Those historical staging areas for Buff-breasted Sandpipers are 607 
now used less frequently by the species (G. Court, pers. comm. 2020). Increasing 608 
precipitation in the wintering range may contribute to flooding and displacement (Nuñez 609 
et al. 2008). Important sites for the species, such as Asuncion Bay and Estancia 610 
Medaland, are regularly flooded, which temporarily reduces the amount of available 611 
habitat locally, yet overall effects on the wintering population are unknown 612 
(A. Lesterhuis, pers. comm. 2019). It is ultimately unknown how changing precipitation 613 
regimes will impact Buff-breasted Sandpiper populations.  614 



https://www.trilat.org/images/2019%20Agenda%20EWCT%20(4.10).pdf

https://www.trilat.org/images/2019%20Agenda%20EWCT%20(4.10).pdf
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IUCN-CMP Threat 1.3 Tourism and recreational areas (Unknown Impact) 615 


Because this species prefers short grass habitat, birds use airports, golf courses, and 616 
other large landscaped areas during their migration as short-term resting sites (Lanctot 617 
et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). These sites may represent poor 618 
habitat—golf courses use large amounts of pesticides, and airport managers harass 619 
birds to prevent bird strikes on planes (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019a). Those 620 
surrogate habitats may be attractive to the species, but could result in poor foraging 621 
conditions compared to natural habitat. The impact of tourism and recreation is 622 
unknown.  623 


IUCN-CMP Threat 7.2 Dams & water management/use (Negligible Impact) 624 


Ground water pumping and surface drainage can result in drier fields, reducing the 625 
suitability of short-grass habitat for Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Surface and ground water 626 
management is a common practice in agricultural fields to optimize crop production. 627 
Those practices likely influence the suitability of a large portion of the Buff-breasted 628 
Sandpiper’s non-breeding range, given that the species relies almost exclusively on 629 
crops as stopover and wintering sites. The impact of dams and water management has 630 
been considered as negligible for the species. This impact score could be revised 631 
following further investigation on the permanent effects of drainage on the species’ 632 
habitat.  633 


IUCN-CMP Threat 1.1 Housing and urban areas (Negligible Impact) 634 


While the North American prairies that the Buff-breasted Sandpiper historically relied on 635 
during migration have overwhelmingly been converted for agricultural use (Gauthier and 636 
Wiken 2003), housing and urban areas expansion has likely been negligible. Evidence 637 
from Nebraska suggests that while migrating the species prefers areas without 638 
obstructions, such as buildings, trees, and other structures associated with human 639 
settlements (Jorgensen et al. 2007). On the wintering grounds, the species is no longer 640 
found surrounding Buenos Aires, Argentina after heavy urban development and habitat 641 
destruction (Lanctot et al. 2002). The impact of this threat has been deemed negligible.  642 


IUCN-CMP Threat 8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants and animals (Negligible Impact) 643 


Non-native plant species may spread into the remaining native grassland. This is 644 
particularly true given that the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community 645 
Pasture Program ended in 2012 and federally managed grassland was returned to the 646 
provinces by 2018, decreasing resources for pasture management in Canada. Fire 647 
suppression may also contribute to the spread of non-native plants that are not as 648 
fire-resistant as their native competitors (Brockway et al. 2002). Finally, grasslands on 649 
the wintering grounds are often modified by planting non-native grasses that can 650 
increase forage levels for livestock (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019b). It is unclear 651 
whether this modification will affect the use of the areas by Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 652 
On wintering grounds, feral pigs alter vegetation where the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 653 
occurs, but effects on the species have not been assessed. Despite the potential 654 
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negative effects, non-native species invasion poses a negligible threat to the Buff-655 
breasted Sandpiper.  656 


IUCN-CMP Threat 4.2 Utility and service lines (Negligible Impact) 657 


Although there have been instances where Buff-breasted Sandpipers collide with 658 
powerlines, generally the species seems to coexist with powerlines without population-659 
level impacts, so the impact has been deemed negligible (Lanctot et al. 2010).  660 


IUCN-CMP Threat 5.1 Hunting and collection of terrestrial animals (Negligible Impact) 661 


Though historically commercial hunting was prevalent in North America, Buff-breasted 662 
Sandpipers have been protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act in Canada 663 
and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in the United States since 1917 and 1918, 664 
respectively. The species is listed in Appendix I and II of the UN Convention on the 665 
Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals, which prohibits hunting of the 666 
species in its wintering range. Presently, there is little risk of hunting throughout their 667 
range. Small amounts of legal and illegal shorebird harvesting do occur in parts of Latin 668 
America (the Guianas, the Caribbean, along the northern coast of South America, and 669 
potentially other areas) but these areas are not along the main migratory route (Wege et 670 
al. 2014). Currently, it is estimated that no more than 1371 +/- 282 Buff-breasted 671 
Sandpipers could be sustainably harvested annually (Watts et al. 2015). This level of 672 
hunting is unlikely to be occurring and hunting was deemed a negligible threat to the 673 
population.  674 


IUCN-CMP Threat 11.1 Ecosystem encroachment (Outside of Assessment Timeframe) 675 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers are expected to lose about 50% of their potential suitable 676 
breeding habitat by 2070 because of climate change (Wauchope et al. 2017). Warming 677 
is allowing shrub growth to expand northward across the tundra (Sturm et al. 2001). 678 
Melting permafrost may affect the shallow tundra wetlands, preferred for foraging. 679 
Coastal erosion has accelerated as the permafrost melts and there are more ice-free 680 
days with heavy wave action, even flooding some freshwater areas with saltwater 681 
(Jones et al. 2009). Rising sea levels may also flood breeding sites and salinize 682 
freshwater wetlands used for foraging (Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers 683 
have low breeding site fidelity and ample breeding habitat, providing them some 684 
flexibility in adjusting where they breed (Lanctot et al. 2016). Thus, the species may be 685 
able to cope with changes in the near term but may struggle if habitat becomes more 686 
limiting.  687 


Additionally, in response to earlier spring thaws in the Arctic, the arthropods that 688 
shorebirds feed on are emerging earlier. Some other shorebirds are responding to these 689 
changes by breeding earlier. However, many species are no longer able to synchronize 690 
the hatching of their eggs with peak insect emergence (i.e., phenological mismatch is 691 
occurring; McKinnon et al. 2012; Tulp and Schekkerman 2008). It is unknown whether 692 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are able to adjust to these changes. 693 


Climate change is projected to shift the location of suitable migratory stopover habitat 694 
along the Midcontinental flyway (Wauchope et al. 2017).  695 
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Most Buff-breasted Sandpiper wintering habitat is coastal and could be flooded as a 696 
result of the projected rise in sea levels. The species may be forced to move inland to 697 
hillier, drier habitats or agricultural areas, which long-term suitability have not been 698 
assessed. While the impact of ecosystem encroachment was not calculated because 699 
these impacts are outside the timeframe of the threat assessment, rising sea levels on 700 
the wintering ground may pose the largest threat to the species. 701 


IUCN-CMP Threat 2.2 Wood and pulp plantations (Outside of Assessment Timeframe) 702 


In Brazil, and to a lesser extent Argentina, tree plantations may affect Buff-breasted 703 
Sandpipers wintering habitat. Ten percent of the grasslands in Rio Grande do Sul, 704 
Brazil have been converted to pine, eucalyptus, and acacias plantations (Gautreau and 705 
Vélez 2011), though much of this grassland is not coastal. These plantations are 706 
avoided by Buff-breasted Sandpipers (Dias et al. 2013). Pine plantations are particularly 707 
concerning because their seeds may disperse into adjacent grassland habitat, altering 708 
even greater areas than the plantations themselves, and ecological restoration is 709 
challenging (Simberloff et al. 2010; Lanctot et al. 2010). In fact, invasions of non-native 710 
pines into native habitat have already occurred around the world, resulting in varying 711 
degrees of habitat loss (Simberloff et al. 2010). This threat’s impact is negligible to the 712 
species. This impact score could be revised following further investigation on the 713 
species’ range overlap with tree plantation areas. 714 


IUCN-CMP Threat 8.2 Problematic native plants and animals (Not a Threat) 715 


Expanding Snow Goose (Anser caerulescens) populations cause habitat degradation in 716 
agricultural fields in Saskatchewan and to a lesser extent Manitoba and Alberta where 717 
geese grub for food on migratory staging grounds (Mowbray et al. 2000). Since Snow 718 
Geese stage in Saskatchewan earlier than the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the spring 719 
and later in the fall, Snow Geese are not expected to impact Buff-breasted Sandpipers 720 
on migration (Mowbray et al. 2000; McCarty et al. 2017). Grubbing may even be 721 
beneficial if it exposes soil and invertebrates for Buff-breasted Sandpiper foraging 722 
(C. Artuso, pers. comm. 2019). In two studies performed on the breeding grounds, the 723 
presence of goose colonies were shown to increase predation risk to nesting 724 
shorebirds; however, Buff-breasted Sandpipers were not specifically included in these 725 
studies (Lamarre et al. 2017; Flemming et al. 2019).  726 


Nest predators such as the Arctic Fox (Vulpes lagopus) and the Red Fox (V. vulpes), 727 
whose range’s has expanded northward over the last decades (Stickney et al. 2014, 728 
Elmhagen et al. 2017), are expected to have a higher impact on nest survival through 729 
changes in distribution, increased densities, and adapted behavior (Kubelka et al. 730 
2018). Oil and gas development is thought to increase the number of avian and 731 
mammalian predators due to the presence of artificial food sources and additional 732 
denning and nesting sites. However, according to two studies, there is no evidence that 733 
the infrastructure reduces nest survival of shorebirds as a group, although both studies 734 
included only a small number of Buff-breasted Sandpiper nests (10 and 3, respectively; 735 
Liebezeit et al. 2009; Bentzen et al. 2017).  In general, predation risk has increased 736 
over the last 70 years in the Northern Hemisphere, especially in the Arctic (Kubelka 737 
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et al. 2018). Problematic native plants and animals are deemed not a threat to this 738 
species.  739 


IUCN-CMP Threat 2.3 Livestock farming and ranching (Not a Threat) 740 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers extensively use tame pastures during the winter and, to a 741 
lesser extent, during migration (Lanctot et al. 2004; Jorgensen et al. 2007; Isacch and 742 
Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). Tame pastures might provide similar amount of food 743 
as in natural grasslands if grazing conditions are similar, and therefore adequate 744 
wintering and stopover habitat. Pastures with suboptimal grazing conditions for the 745 
species might still be used, as those may simply be the dominant habitat in the area. 746 
Though this species prefers to forage in overgrazed areas, grazing to that intensity 747 
year-round might be detrimental to the soil (Lanctot et al. 2004; Aldabe et al. 2019) and 748 
can degrade the quality of the forage and increase erosion (Bement 1969, Cingolani et 749 
al. 2005). Instead, Buff-breasted Sandpipers may benefit from seasonal rotations in 750 
grazing intensity that maintain vegetation height from 2 to 5 cm while birds are present 751 
(Isacch and Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). In Canada, the Prairie Farm 752 
Rehabilitation Administration’s Community Pasture Program ended in 2012, and 753 
federally managed grassland was returned to the provinces by 2018. This may lead to 754 
overgrazing, soil erosion, and damage in some areas where Buff-breasted Sandpipers 755 
stopover depending on how the areas are managed going forward. On the balance, 756 
livestock farming and ranching are not a threat to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 757 


 758 


5. Management Objective 759 


The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain the 760 
population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2025 to 2035 761 
using new stopover sites estimates provided by 2025.  762 


Accounts of historical population sizes are limited and the trend of the population is 763 
unknown. The species is difficult to survey given its sparse distribution on breeding 764 
grounds and the difficulty to detect individuals in the field. Surveys at key stopover 765 
areas currently provide the most reliable estimates of population size and will contribute 766 
in measuring progress towards the management objective. A tracking study revealed 767 
that the Flint Hills, located in Oklahoma and Kansas, and the Texas Gulf Coast are the 768 
two main stopover areas for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the U. S., the latter likely 769 
being the most important (Lanctot et al. 2016). From 2016 to 2019, the United States 770 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the United States Geological Survey (USGS), and 771 
the University of Nebraska Omaha, working with citizen scientists, conducted spring 772 
ground surveys for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper on the Texas Gulf Coast. Those 773 
surveys will yield a more reliable population estimate10 for the species, which should be 774 
available by 2026, and will provide a baseline for the long-term management objective. 775 


                                            
10 The current estimates did not take turnover rates into account, which are known to be relatively high 
(see Population Size and Trends in section 3.2). This could lead to an underestimation of the population 
count. New estimates are expected to be more reliable as specific effort was put in assessing turnover 
rates at the Texas stopover sites throught radio-tracking of individuals.  
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Progress towards meeting the management objective will be evaluated as new 776 
population estimates become available. 777 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper was designated as Special Concern because of ongoing 778 
threats related to habitat loss and degradation on the non-breeding grounds (COSEWIC 779 
2012). Since hunting of the species was banned in North America in the early 1900s, its 780 
population has grown, but numbers remain much lower than they were before hunting 781 
began. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper population appears to be limited by the availability 782 
of habitat on migration and non-breeding areas. Hence, the long-term management 783 
objective will be achieved by ensuring a no net loss of suitable sites at the landscape 784 
level on migration and wintering grounds. Considering the extent of non-breeding 785 
habitat found outside Canada, achieving this goal will only be possible through strong 786 
collaboration with Canada’s international partners. 787 


The United States Conservation Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper sets the goal to 788 
increase the population by more than 90% to at least 100,000 individuals (Lanctot et al. 789 
2010). This goal aims to build resiliency in the population of the species to offset future 790 
threats (Lanctot et al. 2010). In contrast, this management plan’s objective seeks to 791 
address the risk of the species to become endangered or threatened, which led 792 
COSEWIC to assign a Special Concern status to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper.  793 


 794 


6. Broad Strategies and Conservation Measures 795 


6.1. Actions Already Completed or Currently Underway 796 


In Canada, there has been little conservation work specifically targeting the 797 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper. The following list is not exhaustive, but is meant to illustrate 798 
the main areas where work has been completed or is already underway, to give context 799 
to the broad strategies outlined in section 6.3. Actions completed or underway include 800 
the following: 801 


 Broad-scale initiatives which benefit the conservation and management of the 802 
species: 803 
 The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is one of the focal species for the Americas Flyway 804 


Action Plan of the Arctic Migratory Birds Initiative (AMBI). This designation 805 
focuses efforts at understanding the factors limiting this species and ways to 806 
improve its conservation throughout the flyway (CAFF 2019).  807 


 The USFWS is leading work, with contribution from the Canadian Wildlife Service 808 
(CWS), to update the full life-cycle conservation plan for the Buff-breasted 809 
Sandpiper. 810 


 Many organizations and programs provide financial incentives to farmers and 811 
ranchers for conserving or restoring grassland and wetland habitats along the 812 
migratory route. Examples include the United States and Canada Joint Ventures, 813 
MultiSAR in Alberta, South of the Divide Conservation Action Program, the 814 
United States Department of Agriculture’s Conservation Reserve Program, and 815 
the Sustainable Grazing Network in Mexico.  816 
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 Research identifying key breeding, stopover, and wintering locations using 817 
satellite and GPS tracking technology is ongoing. See section 3. Species 818 
Information. 819 


 820 
 Conservation and management of the species in Canada: 821 


 Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeding habitat is conserved in the national parks, 822 
migratory bird sanctuaries, national wildlife areas of the Canadian Arctic, as well 823 
as through the Inuvialuit community conservation plans.  824 


 The Ahiak Migratory Bird Sanctuary Management Plan (2018) outlines a plan for 825 
the co-management of Buff-breasted Sandpipers and other species by 826 
Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) and local Inuit in the 827 
sanctuary (ECCC 2018).  828 


 The Arctic PRISM, a joint effort between ECCC, the USGS, and the USFWS, has 829 
been surveying the Arctic for shorebirds from 2002 to 2018 to determine 830 
population sizes and trends, and clarify distribution and habitat usage of all 831 
species, including the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. At the time of developing this 832 
management plan, new estimates of population size and breeding distribution for 833 
the species are being carefully evaluated to ensure accuracy.  834 


 Land from the former Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community 835 
Pasture Program had been returned by 2018 to provinces for management and 836 
is in large part still being managed for conservation by different groups in a way 837 
that benefits the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 838 


 839 
 Conservation and management of the species outside Canada: 840 


 Some of the identified key stopover sites have been designated as sites of 841 
importance by the WHSRN, including Rainwater Basin in Nebraska (2009) and 842 
the Flint Hills in Kansas and Oklahoma (2016) as sites of hemispheric 843 
importance, as well as Asuncion Bay in Paraguay (2008) and Barba Azul Nature 844 
Reserve in Bolivia (2015) as sites of regional importance.  845 


 Following habitat destruction from construction in Asuncion Bay (Paraguay) in 846 
2010, the CWS and the United States’ Neotropical Migratory Birds Conservation 847 
Act (NMBCA) have supported the local government in restoring habitat for 848 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper and other impacted shorebirds.  849 


 In 2018, a grant from NMBCA was awarded to fund the purchase of an additional 850 
681 hectares of grassland and the management of 15,000 hectares of 851 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper habitat at the Barba Azul Nature Reserve, Bolivia 852 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Program 2018). Starting October 2019, the reserve will be 853 
experimenting with beneficial management practices for cattle ranching to create 854 
and maintain Buff-breasted Sandpiper staging habitat. Long-term monitoring of 855 
the species will also be conducted at the site (Asociación Armonía 2019).  856 


 The Southern Cone Grassland Alliance, supported in part by CWS, has helped 857 
guide the development of beneficial management practices for sustainable 858 
land-use in Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Brazil. Through this project, 859 
ranching practices were improved on 116,479 hectares of grasslands and other 860 
beneficial management practices implemented on 25,371 hectares (Rosenberg 861 
et al. 2016).  862 
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 Four sites of importance for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper on the wintering 863 
grounds have been designated under WHSRN, namely Lagoa do Peixe in Brazil 864 
(1990) and Bahía Samborombón in Argentina (2011) as sites of international 865 
importance, and Laguna de Rocha in Uruguay (2010) and Estancia Medaland in 866 
Argentina (2018) as sites of regional importance. These sites include both 867 
publicly and privately-owned land.  868 


 Biologists in several countries within the Southern Cone Grassland Alliance have 869 
conducted surveys for Buff-breasted Sandpipers with the goal of providing a 870 
winter-based population estimate and trend for the species. 871 


 872 


6.2. Broad Strategies  873 
 874 
The broad strategies for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper have been developed to address 875 
the threats this species is facing across its range, primarily focusing on mitigating the 876 
most pressing threats and gathering the information needed to address the remaining 877 
threats. While renewable energy development received the highest impact score in the 878 
threat assessment and this impact score could rapidly increase, wintering and stopover 879 
habitat loss from a combination of factors (see section 4.2) remain the most immediate 880 
threat to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. Strategies fall under the following broad 881 
categories11:  882 


 Livelihood, Economic & Moral Incentives  883 
 Conservation Designation & Planning 884 
 Institutional Development 885 
 Research and Monitoring  886 


 887 


6.3. Conservation Measures  888 
 889 
Table 3. Conservation Measures and Implementation Schedule 890 


Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or 
Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Broad Strategy: Livelihood, Economic & Moral Incentives 


Market-based Incentives 


 Provide resources to landowners through 
stewardship programs to consider Buff-
breasted Sandpiper habitat needs (such as 
short-grass, adequate soil moisture, and 
vital dry Arctic uplands in danger of 
flooding as sea levels rise) when 
managing their lands. 


High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 7.1, and 7.2 


Ongoing 


                                            
11 The broad strategy categories follow the International Union for Conservation of Nature – Conservation 
Measures Partnership (IUCN-CMP) Conservation Actions Classification v 2.0 (http://cmp-
openstandards.org/tools/threats-and-actions-taxonomies/), 



http://cmp-openstandards.org/tools/threats-and-actions-taxonomies/

http://cmp-openstandards.org/tools/threats-and-actions-taxonomies/
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Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or 
Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Better Products & Management Practices 


 Encourage the wind energy sector to 
develop, implement, and promote 
beneficial management practices to 
mitigate threats to the Buff-breasted 
Sandpiper and its habitats where the 
species is known to occur. 


High IUCN Threat 3.3 2021–2031 


Better Products & Management Practices 


 Assist landowners to implement and 
promote beneficial management by 
providing or helping to develop written and 
digital resources to strengthen stewardship 
programs, which directly contribute to 
creating and maintaining Buff-breasted 
Sandpiper habitat and an appreciation of 
its value. 


Moderate 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 7.1, and 7.2 


2026–2036 


Broad Strategy: Conservation Designation & Planning  


Protected Area Designation &/or Acquisition 


 Conserve habitat at key sites. 
Moderate 


IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 3.1, 3.2 and 
3.3 


Ongoing 


Broad Strategy: Institutional Development  


Alliance & Partnership Development  


 Develop new international partnerships for 
conservation and maintain existing ones. 


High All Ongoing 


Broad Strategy: Research and Monitoring  


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Centralize data from past surveys and 
complete the analysis of tracking studies 
that identify sites with high densities of 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 


High Knowledge gap 2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring 
 Monitor the species at known and potential 


key sites during southbound and 
northbound migration;  


 Establish a list of key sites where at least 
0.2% of the population (about 100 birds) 
occur regularly through time. 


High Knowledge gap 2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Develop a more reliable and accurate 
population estimate within the next 5 years 


High Knowledge gap 2021–2026 
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Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or 
Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Determine fine-scale landscape features 
that predict habitat usage both on breeding 
and non-breeding grounds 


High 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 
3.2, 11.1, and 11.4 


2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Identify the natural processes that created 
and maintained suitable habitats to 
develop land-use practices beneficial for 
the species 


High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 7.1, and 7.2 


2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Continue to monitor the species and its 
habitat on the breeding ground as part of 
the Arctic PRISM survey. 


High Knowledge gap 2021–2031 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Determine level of exposure of the species 
to pesticides and effects of those 
contaminants on survival, fitness and food 
availability. 


Medium 
IUCN Threats 7.3 
and 9.3 


2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Evaluate current and past population 
monitoring methods and identify the most 
appropriate methods to assess progress 
towards the management objective. 


Medium Knowledge gap 2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Determine the fall migration route, survival 
rates and potential threats to juveniles of 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population. 


Low Knowledge gap 2026–2031 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Assess the severity of the effects of 
climate change on demographics and 
distribution 


Low 
Threats 11.1, 11.4, 
and 11.5 


2026–2031 


e “Priority” reflects the degree to which the measure contributes directly to the conservation of the species 891 
or is an essential precursor to a measure that contributes to the conservation of the species. High priority 892 
measures are considered those most likely to have an immediate and/or direct influence on attaining the 893 
management objective for the species. Medium priority measures may have a less immediate or less 894 
direct influence on reaching the management objective but are still important for the management of the 895 
population. Low priority conservation measures will likely have an indirect or gradual influence on 896 
reaching the management objective but are considered important contributions to the knowledge base 897 
and/or public involvement and acceptance of the species. 898 
 899 
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6.4. Narrative to Support Conservation Measures and 900 


Implementation Schedule  901 
 902 
Institutional Development 903 


Considering the extent of non-breeding habitat found outside Canada, implementing 904 
broad strategies that benefit the Buff-breasted Sandpiper will only be possible through 905 
strong collaboration with Canada’s international partners. In addition, collaboration with 906 
the wind energy sector is required to mitigate threats to the species and its habitat at 907 
key sites.  908 


As such, Canada and international partners created the Midcontinental Shorebird 909 
Conservation Initiative (MSCI), which aims to deliver full life-cycle conservation for the 910 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper and other species. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is recognized 911 
as high conservation concern in many countries because it occupies several locations 912 
relevant to shorebird conservation that are prioritized as part of the MSCI.  913 


Livelihood, Economic & Moral Incentives, and Conservation Designation & Planning  914 


Wintering and stopover habitat used by the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is predominantly 915 
privately owned and used as agricultural cropland or pastureland, so the involvement of 916 
private landowners is critical. Stewardship programs can support and incentivize 917 
landowners to manage their land for short-grass habitat and shorebird conservation. 918 
Where appropriate and after consideration of a range of ecological targets, this may 919 
involve using livestock or fire to maintain short-grass habitat, as well as appropriate soil 920 
moisture in sod fields. Support could also be given to sod farm owners, where housing 921 
development exerts pressure on agricultural lands. Further research is need to 922 
determine if this type of habitat provides adequate conditions to support the recovery of 923 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper. Conservation managers and landowners of key migratory and 924 
wintering sites should be educated about Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s unusual habitat 925 
requirements (shortgrass rather than the taller coastal wetland grasses preferred by 926 
most shorebirds and waterbirds) so that these requirements are not overlooked when 927 
implementing management practices for shorebirds more broadly.  928 


Appropriate buffers and mitigation measures for renewable energy developments must 929 
be put in place in locations where there is high density of Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 930 
Standards for monitoring nonbreeding shorebirds in the Western Hemisphere (PRISM 931 
2018) provide a comprehensive protocol for ad hoc assessments of habitat use by 932 
shorebirds.  933 


Research and Monitoring 934 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers should be monitored to determine habitat usage, population 935 
size and trends. By 2025, this monitoring effort should inform a more reliable and 936 
accurate baseline population size towards the management objective. Surveys on 937 
staging or wintering grounds may be more effective in determining population sizes and 938 
trends than arctic surveys because the species does not congregate in large numbers 939 
or show site fidelity on the breeding grounds. This is particularly important as population 940 
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trends have not been quantified. At the same time, arctic breeding ground surveys and 941 
GPS-tracking can provide important information about micro-scale habitat use, which is 942 
needed to identify areas sensitive to industrial development and to climate change. 943 
Arctic PRISM may provide some of this information as upland habitats are included in 944 
the surveys (COSEWIC 2012). Surveys along the migratory route and in the wintering 945 
grounds can provide similar information about habitat use during these stages. 946 


Monitoring of habitat use and research on suitable habitat characteristics are key steps 947 
in shaping conservation actions for the species. By 2025, key wintering and migratory 948 
stopovers sites that cumulatively support 80% of the current population estimate of 949 
56,000 individuals should be identified. Canada will collaborate with its international 950 
partners to work towards a no net loss of suitable habitat at those sites. Tracking 951 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers using technology such as isotopes, genetics, radio-telemetry, 952 
geolocators, and satellite telemetry provides a wealth of information, including the 953 
location of sites with high densities of the species. Once identified, high-density 954 
locations can be conserved and managed cooperatively with landowners. Much of the 955 
species monitoring work is already in progress, but the analysis of the data is ongoing 956 
(R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019b). Additionally, to most effectively use this technology, 957 
the potential effects of geolocators and telemetry units on movement and survival must 958 
be assessed (identified as High priority by the ECCC Shorebird Technical Committee in 959 
2016).  960 


Various threats to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper require further investigation to 961 
understand their impact. The species’ reliance on agricultural areas during the 962 
non-breeding period puts individuals at risk of pesticide contamination. While there has 963 
been some research into the effects of pesticides, multiple unknowns remain, such as 964 
the extent of exposure to various chemicals; the direct effects of those chemicals on the 965 
species, and; the indirect effects on the invertebrates eaten by the species.  966 


Climate change may become one of the greatest threats facing this species but the 967 
severity of its current and projected effects on the Buff-breasted Sandpiper requires 968 
more research. As average temperatures increase in the Arctic, the northern limit of 969 
shrub vegetation is advancing into the Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s breeding habitat. On 970 
the wintering grounds, habitat is expected to be lost from coastal erosion and rising sea 971 
levels.  It is unclear whether the species is adjusting its breeding schedule to match 972 
earlier insect emergence in the Arctic. Along migration, habitat and weather patterns are 973 
expected to shift and it is unknown whether the species will adapt to these changes. 974 
The population-level effect of these threats is unknown. Some changes, like more 975 
frequent and severe storms, may have strong impacts on individual survival, but more 976 
study is needed to determine whether birds are able to survive such situations. During 977 
fall migration, juveniles following the Atlantic coast might be disproportionally vulnerable 978 
to increased frequency and severity of storms compared to adults who migrate inland. 979 
Overall, more research into the effects of climate change on Buff-breasted Sandpiper 980 
demographics and distribution is needed.  981 
 982 
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7. Measuring Progress 983 
 984 
The performance indicators presented below provide a way to measure progress 985 
towards achieving the management objective and monitoring the implementation of the 986 
management plan. 987 
 988 


- By 2026, a more accurate population estimate from stopover sites is available. 989 
- By 2026, key wintering and migratory stopovers sites that cumulatively support 990 


80% of the current population estimate are identified. Key sites are defined as 991 
areas where at least 0.2% of the population (about 100 birds) occur regularly 992 
through time. 993 


- By 2036, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is maintained at the 2026 level 994 
detected from stopover surveys.  995 


 996 
 997 
  998 
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Appendix A: Effects on the Environment and Other Species 1311 
 1312 
A strategic environmental assessment (SEA) is conducted on all SARA recovery 1313 
planning documents, in accordance with the Cabinet Directive on the Environmental 1314 
Assessment of Policy, Plan and Program Proposals12. The purpose of a SEA is to 1315 
incorporate environmental considerations into the development of public policies, plans, 1316 
and program proposals to support environmentally sound decision-making and to 1317 
evaluate whether the outcomes of a recovery planning document could affect any 1318 
component of the environment or any of the Federal Sustainable Development 1319 
Strategy’s13 (FSDS) goals and targets. 1320 
 1321 
Conservation planning is intended to benefit species at risk and biodiversity in general. 1322 
However, it is recognized that implementation of management plans may also 1323 
inadvertently lead to environmental effects beyond the intended benefits. The planning 1324 
process based on national guidelines directly incorporates consideration of all 1325 
environmental effects, with a particular focus on possible impacts upon non-target 1326 
species or habitats. The results of the SEA are incorporated directly into the 1327 
management plan itself but are also summarized below in this statement.  1328 
 1329 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an arctic shorebird, breeding in the coastal uplands and 1330 
relying on short-grass habitat on migratory stopover sites and wintering grounds. 1331 
Conservation measures aiming to preserve short-grass habitats and manage 1332 
pasturelands for Buff-breasted Sandpipers are expected to provide habitat for other 1333 
shorebirds migrating and wintering with them, including but not limited to the 1334 
Semipalmated Plover (Charadrius semipalmatus), Baird’s Sandpiper (Calidris bairdii), 1335 
American Golden-Plover (Pluvialis dominica), Pectoral Sandpiper (Calidris melanotos), 1336 
and Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda). On the breeding ground, other species 1337 
also nest in the upland coastal habitat including Black-bellied Plover (Pluvialis 1338 
squatarola) and American Golden-Plover so conservation measures on the breeding 1339 
ground (e.g., managing development, climate action) may be of broad benefit.  1340 


                                            
12 www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-
directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html  
13 www.fsds-sfdd.ca/en#/en/goals/   



https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html

https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html
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Appendix B: Summary of Buff-breasted Sandpiper Population Estimates 1341 
 1342 


Life Cycle Stage Location Year Estimation 
(thousands) 


Scope Particularities Reference 


Spring migration Rainwater 
Basin 


2004–2005 56 


(35–78, 95%CI) 


Global - Stopover duration (2 days) not 
considered; possible high underestimation 


- Assumes that all individuals stop there but 
they don’t; possible underestimation 


Jorgensen et al. 
2008; Lanctot et 
al. 2010; McCarty 
et al. 2015. 


Spring Migration Flint Hills 
ecoregion 


2014 20.7 


(11.7–35,4, 95%CI) 


Surveyed 
area 


- Surveys performed from a moving vehicle 
- Stopover duration not considered; 


possible high underestimation  
Lyons et al. 2016. 


Spring Migration Flint Hills 
ecoregion 


2015 12.7 


(5–28.9, 95%CI) 


Surveyed 
area 


- Difference with 2014 could be that fewer 
birds stopped in the study area or could 
be due to timing of surveys 


Lyons et al. 2016. 


Spring migration Coastal Texas 2016–2019 Not yet available Global - Stopover duration obtained through 
tagging data and considered for 
estimation 


J.E. Lyons, 
pers.comm, 2020; 
Lanctot et al. 
2016. 


Breeding grounds Canadian 
Arctic 


2010–2017 550 


(293–719, 85%CI) 


(358–654, 95%CI) 


Canada - Currently being reviewed to evaluate 
accuracy  


- Effects of deviation from random site 
selection unknown; possible positive bias 


- Small sample size in marginal habitats; 
possible unstable estimates 


- Many of the PRISM estimates are much 
higher than estimates based on summed 
winter counts, because for widely 
dispersed species, there are always birds 
wintering in low numbers in areas that 
aren't surveyed 


P.A. Smith, pers. 
comm. 2020; 
CWS, unpublished 
data. 


Breeding grounds Arctic Alaska 1997–2007 42.5 


(5.8–79, 95%CI) 


Surveyed 
area 


- Estimation based on only 60 observations; 
high uncertainty 


Andres et al. 2012; 
McCarty et al. 
2020; Bart and 
Smith 2020. 
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Life Cycle Stage Location Year Estimation 
(thousands) 


Scope Particularities Reference 


Wintering grounds Argentina, 
Uruguay, 


Brazil 


1999 & 
2001 


None provided but 
could be 100–200 


Global - Not provided for statistical reasons 
associated with the use of unsupervised 
satellite image classification 


R.B. Lanctot, pers. 
comm. 2020; 
Lanctot et al. 
2004. 


Wintering grounds South 
America 


- Less than 50 Global - Most likely missing important wintering 
sites or birds too dispersed 


A.J. Lesterhuis, 
pers. comm. 2019. 


 1343 
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Summary of the draft Management Plan for the  
 


BUFF-BREASTED SANDPIPER 
 


Under the Species at Risk Act (SARA), a management 


plan must be developed for each species listed as 


Special Concern in order to identify measures for the 


conservation of the species. This document highlights the 


key sections of the draft management plan. 


Species Conservation Status  


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, 


formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is listed as Special 


Concern under SARA since 2017.  


Description and Distribution 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized 


shorebird. This species is marked with dark brown spots 


or streaks along the crown and sides of the breast, and 


narrow, dark-brown streaks edged in buff along the 


feather shafts on their back, scapulars, upper tail, and 


wing coverts. Male, female, and juvenile plumage is 


similar. The species has yellow legs and a black bill. 


 


An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper 


population breeds in Canada. The species breeds in low 


densities in the tundra along the coastline of Alaska 


(U.S.), Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. In 


the spring, the species migrates mostly in the Prairie 


Provinces. In the fall, the species migrate on a broad 


front, from British Columbia to Newfoundland.  


Habitat Needs 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, 


preferring to breed on the drier, elevated ridges of the 


tundra. Males display in small groups (leks) in moist 


meadows. Females nest away from lek sites, in well-


drained grassy tundra. During migration, the species 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


congregates in natural or managed short-grass (less than 


10 cm in height) areas, such as pastures and ploughed 


fields.  


Threats to the Species’ Survival 


 Habitat loss from wind farm encroachment and 


direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines 


at important stopover (in the U.S.) and wintering 


sites (in South America).  


 Permanent habitat loss in the non-breeding 


period due to fire suppression; resource 


extraction; conversion to pine, eucalyptus, and 


acacias plantations; and invasive non-native 


species. 


 Decreased survival in the non-breeding period 


due to exposition to pesticides and reduced food 


availability, especially when natural habitats or 


pastures are not available.  


 Decreased survival of juveniles during migration 


and decreased nesting success on breeding 


grounds due to severe weather events. 


 


 
 
 
 


    


 


 


 


 


 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper at Seal River Estuary 


Important Bird Area © Christian Artuso 
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Management Objective  


Over a period of 10 years (2025 to 2035), maintain or, if 


possible, increase the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 


population size.   


Strategies to Help Meet Objectives 


Broad strategies to address the threats to the survival and 


recovery of the species include:  


 Provide resources to landowners through 


stewardship programs to consider Buff-breasted 


Sandpiper habitat needs (such as short-grass and 


adequate soil moisture) when managing their land; 


 Protect habitat at sites of key importance; 


 Develop new international partnerships for 


conservation and maintain existing ones; 


 Centralize data from past surveys and complete the 


analysis of tracking studies that identify sites with 


high densities of Buff-breasted Sandpipers; 


 Determine fine-scale landscape features that predict 


habitat usage on non-breeding grounds; 


 Evaluate current and past population monitoring 


methods and identify the most appropriate methods 


to assess progress towards the management 


objective; 


 Identify the natural processes that created and 


maintained suitable habitats to develop land-use 


practices beneficial for the species. 


 Determine level of exposure of the species to 


pesticide and herbicide and effects of those 


contaminants on survival, fitness and food 


availability. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


How You Can Help 


 Learn more about the Buff-breasted Sandpiper, 


the threats to its survival and its habitat needs at 


www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-


change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html; 


 Practice voluntary stewardship activities and 


beneficial management practices, for example: 


 Work in cooperation with Environment 


and Climate Change Canada and/or 


local conservation groups to conserve 


important habitat; and 


 Avoid activities that could harm the 


species or its habitat. 


 Submit observation data to conservation data 


centres (such as eBird). 


 


 
          


         
 


Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (from Cornell Lab – 


Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ    
 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ   
 


ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂ (SARA), 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓄᑦ 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 


ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 


ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒻᓇ ᑎᑎᖃᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 


ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑉ. 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖓ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (Calidris subruficollis, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 


Tryngites subruficollis) ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ 


ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓐᓂ (SARA) ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 


2017.  


ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏ ᐊᒪ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖅ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 


ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᖏ ᑯᑯᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᐊᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᕐᒥᑎᒍᑦ, 


ᐸᒥᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓴᕈᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ. ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓪᓗ 


ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᒥᐊᖅᐳᑦ, ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒍᒋᓪᓗ 


ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑉᓗᑎᒃ. 


 


ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ 75% ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 


ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓯᐅᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᓂᖏᓪᓗ 


ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ 


ᓄᓇᖓᓐ), ᔪᑲᓐᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ. ᐅᐱᕋᒃᓴᒻᒥ, ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 


ᓄᐸᓕᐊᕙᒃᐳᑦ  ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ. ᐅᑭᐊᒻᒥᓕ, 


ᓄᐸᓕᐊᓱᕆᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐᒧᑦ.  


ᓂᕿᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ, ᐸᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥᓗ 


ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓪᓗ ᑭᓂᐸᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. 


ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒥ.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓕᕋᖓᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐸᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖅᑕᓱᖅᑐᑦ 


(ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖏᑦ 10 ᓯᓐᑎᒥᑕᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕋᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᖅᑐᖃᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  


ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ  


 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᖃᐅᑎᓄᑦ 


ᓄᖃᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ (ᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥ).  


 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᓗᐊᕕᒃᑐᑦ 


ᐃᓂᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ; ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 


ᐱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ; ᓇᐸᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, eucalyptus, ᐊᒻᒪ acacias 


ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖁᑎᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓂᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 


 ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  


 ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖃᒐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᒥᖕᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 


ᓇᒻᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 


 


 
 
 
 


    


 


 


 


 
 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓇᑦᑎᓕᖕᒥ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ 


ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᒻᒥ  © Christian Artuso 







ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ                         ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ  


 


 


ᑲᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑦ: 


ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᕕᒃ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᒋᐊᕆ ᐊᓚᓐ  


ᓯᕈᓂᓐ ᕗᐊᑉᓚ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᑲᐅᓪ ᐃᒍᕆᓯ  


ᐳᓚᓐᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᐊᑐᖓ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᕋᐃᔭᓐ M. ᐳᐅᑕᓐ 


ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒥᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ 


ᐃᓄᖕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ ᐊᑭᖃᖏᑐᖅ  1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓐᓇᖅ) ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 


ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᑐᕋᕈᑎᖓ ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 


Aussi disponible en français – Also available in English 


ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᑉᓯ ᐅᕗᒐ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 


Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) –  


Canadian Wildlife Service, Northern Region 


PO Box 1870, Iqaluit NU  X0A 0H0 


Fax: 867-975-4645   Phone: 867-979-7058 


Email: Teresa.tufts@canada.ca 


©            ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ,  


ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 


 


 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ   


ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ 10 ᐊᕋᒍᑦ (2025 ᐅᕗᒐ 2035), ᐊᕿᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 


ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᐸᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ.   


ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 


ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  


ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᑲᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ:  


 ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 


ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑲᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


(ᐃᕕᖃᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥ ᑭᓂᐸᔪᒥᓗ ᓄᓇᕋᕐᒥ) ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 


ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ; 


 ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 


ᐅᔨᕆᔭᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ; 


 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑕᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ 


ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑉᓗᒥ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ; 


 ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᑎᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᓄᓴᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᐅᕐᓕᕐᓂᖕᓐᓂᒃ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ; 


 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᒪᓂᒃᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒻᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


ᐱᐊᓚᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 


 ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑉᓯᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓇ ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᓗ ᓇᒧᐊᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


ᐱᐅᓚᖑᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ 


ᑐᕋᒐᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 


 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᕿᐅᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ 


ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᒐᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ. 


 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓄᐃᑕᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ 


ᐃᓚᖁᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 


 


 


ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᕐᒪᖓᖅᐱᑦ  


 ᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᑦ, 


ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᑎᓐᓂᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᓱᖅᑕᖏᑦ 


ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᓂ  www.canada.ca/en/environment-


climate-change/services/species-risk-public-


registry.html; 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 ᐊᑭᓕᒐᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᒥᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃᓕᖅ 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 


ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 


 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 


ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓗ 


ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ 


ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ   


 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᐃᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 


ᖃᓄᒥᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑕᐃᓕᓗᓯ. 


 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ 


ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᖕᒧᒃ (ᐅᓇᑐᑦ eBird). 


     


      
ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (ᐅᑯᓇᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ – ᓄᐊᑦ 


ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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Preface 42 
 43 
The federal, provincial, and territorial government signatories under the Accord for the 44 
Protection of Species at Risk (1996)2 agreed to establish complementary legislation and 45 
programs that provide for effective protection of species at risk throughout Canada. 46 
Under the Species at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c.29) (SARA), the federal competent 47 
ministers are responsible for the preparation of management plans for listed species of 48 
special concern and are required to report on progress within five years after the 49 
publication of the final document on the SAR Public Registry.  50 
 51 
The Minister of Environment and Climate Change and Minister responsible for the Parks 52 
Canada Agency is the competent minister under SARA for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 53 
and has prepared this management plan, as per section 65 of SARA. To the extent 54 
possible, it has been prepared in cooperation with other federal government 55 
departments, Provinces/Territories, Wildlife Management Boards, and Aboriginal 56 
organizations as per section 66(1) of SARA. 57 
 58 
Success in the conservation of this species depends on the commitment and 59 
cooperation of many different constituencies that will be involved in implementing the 60 
directions set out in this plan and will not be achieved by Environment and Climate 61 
Change Canada and the Parks Canada Agency, or any other jurisdiction alone. All 62 
Canadians are invited to join in supporting and implementing this plan for the benefit of 63 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper and Canadian society as a whole. 64 
 65 
Implementation of this management plan is subject to appropriations, priorities, and 66 
budgetary constraints of the participating jurisdictions and organizations. 67 
 68 
 69 
  70 


                                            
2 www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-act-accord-funding.html#2 
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Executive Summary 118 
 119 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is 120 
an arctic-breeding shorebird. The species nests on the upland coast of the Yukon, 121 
Northwest Territories, Nunavut and Alaska before migrating along the Midcontinental 122 
flyway to the coast of Argentina, Uruguay, and Brazil where birds stay during the boreal 123 
winter.  124 


The species was assessed as Special Concern by COSEWIC in 2012 and listed under 125 
Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act in 2017. Globally, the IUCN Red List has 126 
categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004. As a long-distance migrant, 127 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act in 128 
Canada and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in the United States.  129 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is estimated at 56,000 individuals (range: 130 
35,000–78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010), 75% of which are thought to breed in Canada 131 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). After massive declines during the early 1900s caused by 132 
hunting in Canada and the United States, the species appears to be still declining today. 133 
The scale of the decline is uncertain due to the challenges in surveying the species and 134 
the current lack of data.  135 


The exact causes of this decline are unknown. A combination of factors resulting in 136 
habitat loss or poor habitat quality on the migratory and wintering grounds are likely 137 
driving the decline. Those factors include conversion of natural areas to agriculture, 138 
pesticide exposure, wind turbines, resource extraction, and climate change.  139 


The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain the 140 
population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2026 to 2036. The 141 
baseline for this management objective will be a more reliable and accurate population 142 
estimate obtained within the next 5 years (2021–2026).  143 


The broad strategies identified in this management plan aim to conserve habitat, 144 
monitor the population and distribution of the species, and understand characteristics of 145 
non-breeding habitats through research. Much of this habitat is outside of Canada, so 146 
supporting international conservation and research efforts should play a key role in 147 
Canada’s conservation strategies for the species. 148 
 149 


150 







Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2021 


v 
 


Table of Contents 151 
 152 
Preface .............................................................................................................................ii 153 
Acknowledgments ........................................................................................................... iii 154 
Executive Summary ........................................................................................................iv 155 
1. COSEWIC Species Assessment Information ........................................................... 1 156 
2. Species Status Information ...................................................................................... 1 157 
3. Species Information ................................................................................................. 3 158 


3.1. Species Description ........................................................................................... 3 159 
3.2. Species Population and Distribution ................................................................... 3 160 
3.3. Needs of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper ............................................................... 7 161 


4. Threats ..................................................................................................................... 9 162 
4.1. Threat Assessment ............................................................................................ 9 163 
4.2. Description of Threats ...................................................................................... 12 164 


5. Management Objective .......................................................................................... 19 165 
6. Broad Strategies and Conservation Measures ....................................................... 20 166 


6.1. Actions Already Completed or Currently Underway ......................................... 20 167 
6.2. Broad Strategies .............................................................................................. 22 168 
6.3. Conservation Measures ................................................................................... 22 169 
6.4. Narrative to Support Conservation Measures and Implementation Schedule .. 25 170 


7. Measuring Progress ............................................................................................... 27 171 
8. References ............................................................................................................. 28 172 
Appendix A: Effects on the Environment and Other Species ........................................ 35 173 
Appendix B: Summary of Buff-breasted Sandpiper Population Estimates .................... 36 174 
 175 
  176 







Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2021 


1 
 


1. COSEWIC* Species Assessment Information 177 
 178 


Date of Assessment: May 2012  
 


Common Name (population): Buff-breasted Sandpiper 
  
Scientific Name: Tryngites subruficollis** 
 
COSEWIC Status: Special Concern 
 
Reason for Designation:  
The Canadian Arctic supports about 87% of the North American breeding range of 
this shorebird and about 75% of its global population. The species was once common 
and perhaps even abundant historically, but it suffered severe declines stemming 
from intensive market hunting in the late 1800s and early 1900s. By the 1920s, it was 
thought to be at the brink of extinction. Its population has grown since hunting was 
banned in North America, but numbers remain much lower than those before hunting 
began. There is evidence for population decline in recent decades, and many 
conservation organizations consider the species to be of concern throughout its 
range. However, this species is difficult to monitor effectively, and data necessary to 
estimate population trends are currently lacking. Outside the breeding period, loss 
and degradation of its specialized grassland habitat, both on its wintering grounds in 
South America and along its migration routes, are believed to pose the most 
significant threats. 
  
Canadian Occurrence:  
Yukon, Northwest Territories, Nunavut, British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, 
Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec 
 
COSEWIC Status History:  
Designated Special Concern in May 2012. 


* COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) 179 
** The scientific name of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis) changed in 2013 (Chesser 180 


et al. 2013), after COSEWIC assessment in May 2012. Documents developed under the Species at 181 
Risk Act (SARA) must follow the species nomenclature used in Schedule 1 of SARA. 182 


 183 
 184 


2. Species Status Information 185 
 186 
An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper population breeds in Canada 187 
(Donaldson et al. 2000). In Canada, the species was assessed as Special Concern by 188 
COSEWIC in 2012 and listed as Special Concern under Schedule 1 of the Species at 189 
Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c. 29) in 2017. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is not listed under any 190 
provincial species at risk legislation. The species has been identified as a priority 191 
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species in four of the twelve Bird Conservation Regions3. A recently updated 192 
assessment of shorebirds in Canada deemed Buff-breasted Sandpiper to be of High 193 
Concern in Canada based on the probable decline and threats to the species (Hope 194 
et al. 2019).  195 
 196 
Table 1. Summary of national and provincial or state NatureServe ranks for the 197 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper where it occurs in North America (NatureServe, 2019) 198 
Global 
(G) Rank 


National (N) 
Ranks 


Sub-national (S) Ranks 


G4 Canada 
N2N4B, N4N5M 
 
 


Alberta (S3M), British Columbia (SUM), Labrador 
(SNA), Manitoba (S1S2M), Newfoundland Island 
(SNA), Northwest Territories (S2S4B), 
Nunavut (S3B, S3M), Ontario (SNA), Quebec (S3M), 
Saskatchewan (S4M), Yukon (S1B) 


United States 
N4B 


Alabama (SNRM), Alaska (S2B), Arkansas (SNA), 
California (SNA), Colorado (SNA), Connecticut (SNA), 
Delaware (SNA), Florida (S2M), Georgia (SNRN), 
Illinois (SNA), Indiana (S3M), Iowa (S3N), Kansas 
(SNA), Kentucky (SNA), Louisiana (S3M), Maine 
(SNA), Maryland (SNA), Massachusetts (S1N), 
Michigan (SNRN), Minnesota (SNRM), Mississippi 
(SNA), Missouri (SNA), Nebraska (S2N), New Jersey 
(S4N), New York (SNRN), North Carolina (SNA), 
North Dakota (SNA), Ohio (SNA), Oklahoma (S3M), 
Pennsylvania (S2M), Rhode Island (S1N), 
South Carolina (SNA), South Dakota (SNA), 
Tennessee (S3N), Texas (S2S3), Virginia (SNA), 
Washington (SNA), Wisconsin (S3N), Wyoming (S4N) 


National (N) and Subnational (S) NatureServe alphanumerical ranking: 1 – Critically Imperiled, 199 
2 – Imperiled, 3 – Vulnerable, 4 – Apparently Secure, 5 – Secure, NR – Unranked, NA – Not Applicable, 200 
U – Unrankable. Occurrence definitions: B – Breeding, M – Migrant. The N2N4B range indicates the 201 
range of uncertainty about the status of the species.  202 
 203 
The global NatureServe rank is G4 – Apparently Secure (reviewed in 2016; 204 
NatureServe 2019; see Table 1 for additional sub-rankings) and the IUCN Red List has 205 
categorized the species as Near Threatened since 2004 when its status was upgraded 206 
from Lower Risk (BirdLife International 2017). The species was listed in 1999 in 207 
Appendix I and II of the UN Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of 208 
Wild Animals, which prohibits hunting of the species in its wintering range4. The 209 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper is also protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 210 
1994 which protects all individuals of the species as well as its nest and eggs on federal 211 
and non-federal lands.  212 


                                            
3 Those Bird Conservation Regions are the Arctic Plains and Mountains, the Lower Great Lakes/St. 
Lawrence Plain, the Prairie Potholes, and the Taiga Shield and Hudson Plains. 
4 This document refers to the wintering range as the species’ range occupied during the northern 
hemisphere’s winter months (December to March). 
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The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a Species of High Concern in the United States. 213 
(USSCP, 2016). In South America, the species is considered Vulnerable in Brazil, 214 
Threatened in Paraguay (Ministerio de Ambiente y Desarrollo Sostenible, 2019), a 215 
Priority Species for Conservation in Uruguay, Threatened in Argentina, and Highly 216 
Threatened in Colombia (Johnston-González et al. 2010).  217 


 218 


3. Species Information 219 
 220 


3.1. Species Description 221 
 222 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized, buff-coloured (light brownish yellow), 223 
arctic-breeding shorebird. Males weigh about 70 g and females weigh about 55 g 224 
(McCarty et al. 2017). They are marked with dark brown spots or streaks along the 225 
crown and sides of the breast, and narrow, teardrop shaped, dark-brown streaks edged 226 
in buff along the feather shafts on their back, scapulars5, upper tail, and wing coverts6 227 
(COSEWIC 2012). Male, female, and juvenile plumage is similar, but the dark spots on 228 
the undersides of the outer primaries are larger in males than in females who have 229 
larger spots than juveniles (McCarty et al. 2017). The species has yellow legs and a 230 
black bill.  231 
 232 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are the only North American shorebird with an exploded lek7 233 
mating system (Lanctot et al. 1998). In an exploded lek, males are further away from 234 
one another than they would be in a classic lek. Because of density-dependent effects8 235 
associated with its unusual lek-mating system, further reductions in the species’ 236 
abundance could accelerate population collapse if males and females cannot locate 237 
each other in their expansive breeding grounds. However, at present, there is no 238 
indication that genetic diversity declined as a result of historic reductions in population 239 
size (Lounsberry et al. 2013, 2014).  240 
 241 


3.2. Species Population and Distribution 242 
 243 
Distribution 244 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low densities in the tundra along the coastline of 245 
Alaska and Canada from Point Barrow, Alaska through the Northwest Territories and to 246 
the Boothia Peninsula, Nunavut and as far north as Melville, Bathurst, and Devon 247 
Islands, Nunavut (Figure 1; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). There are also small 248 
populations (280-650 individuals) breeding in Russia on Wrangel Island and the 249 


                                            
5 Scapulars are the feathers at the top of the wing when the bird is at rest. 
6 Wing coverts are the feathers that cover the wing’s flight feathers. 
7 A lek is an aggregation of male animals gathered to engage in competitive displays, lekking, to entice 
visiting females, which are surveying prospective partners to mate. 
8 Density-depended effects occur when a change in the size of a group influences, either positively or 
negatively, the conditions of habitat available for individual. For example, a lower number of Buff-breasted 
Sandpipers (lower density) might result in a decreased ability of individuals to find a mate in a given area, 
especially if the mating area is widespread. 
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Chukotski Peninsula (Lappo et al. 2012). The Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeds in low 250 
densities; their local distribution is patchy and variable both between and within years—251 
one Alaskan study found only 10% of leks to be present in all three consecutive years of 252 
the study (Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). There is little to no breeding site fidelity 253 
(less than 10% of adults return; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997) 254 
and males may display at multiple leks across the entire breeding range (Lanctot et al. 255 
2016).  256 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper migrates south mainly following the Midcontinental flyway, 257 
through the prairies and plains, where they make multiday stops in locations such as 258 
southern Saskatchewan, in the Kansas Flint Hills, southcentral Texas and the Gulf of 259 
Mexico coast in the United States (Lanctot et al. 2016; Lyons et al. 2019; Tibbitts et al. 260 
2019). Some juveniles frequent the Atlantic coast during southbound migration, with 261 
vagrant birds also migrating on the Pacific and Atlantic coasts (McCarty et al. 2017; see 262 
Figure 1). Then, they follow the Midcontinental Amazonia/Pantanal flyway, stopping in 263 
Bolivia and Paraguay (Lanctot et al. 2016; Tibbitts et al. 2019) before arriving on their 264 
wintering grounds on the coast of central Argentina, southeast Uruguay, and southeast 265 
Brazil (Lanctot et al. 2002; McCarty et al. 2017). The wintering grounds overlap with the 266 
Southern Cone Grasslands, also known as the pampas. On their northbound migration, 267 
birds stop in the Llanos plains of Colombia and Venezuela before crossing the Gulf of 268 
Mexico. This region therefore represents an important stopover site on migration. Fall 269 
and spring migrants take similar routes, but in the fall, juveniles migrating south may 270 
follow the Atlantic and Pacific coasts leading to a more dispersed route in the fall than 271 
spring (COSEWIC 2012). In contrast to the breeding grounds, birds show fairly high 272 
wintering site fidelity (55% to 64% return rate), with males being somewhat more likely 273 
to emigrate than females (Almeida 2009).  274 







Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2021 


5 
 


 275 
Figure 1. Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the Americas. Shaded yellow areas are 276 
migration corridors where the species is found at low densities; the species funnels through 277 
areas represented in dark yellow (from Cornell Lab - Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et 278 
al. 2017).  279 
 280 


Population Size and Trends 281 


Based on surveys done on stopover sites in the United States, the Buff-breasted 282 
Sandpiper population is estimated to include 56,000 individuals (range of 35,000 to 283 
78,000; Lanctot et al. 2010); earlier estimates were between 15,000 and 30,000 284 
(Morrison et al. 2006), but likely were underestimates (Lanctot et al. 2010). The current 285 
estimate of 56,000 individuals is based on counts in the Rainwater Basin, Nebraska, an 286 
important stopover location9 during northbound migration (Jorgensen et al. 2008). The 287 
uncertainty of the current population estimate depends on turnover rates estimated at 288 
stopover sites. Stopover duration at the Rainwater Basin is now known to be 48 hours 289 


                                            
9 Lanctot et al. (2010) defined key conservation sites as areas where at least 0.2% of the population 
(about 100 birds) occur regularly through time. 
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or less (McCarty et al. 2015), suggesting actual population size may be higher than 290 
previously estimated (Farmer and Durbian 2006). In addition, recent tracking data 291 
suggests that some birds bypass the Rainwater Basin, again potentially increasing 292 
population size estimates (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2020). It should be noted that 293 
surveys of Buff-breasted Sandpipers on wintering grounds do not cumulatively support 294 
a population estimate of more than 50,000 birds. This suggests either a smaller 295 
population than estimated at the Rainwater Basin, or the existence of unknown 296 
wintering sites with large concentrations of birds (A.J. Lesterhuis, pers. comm. 2020; 297 
see Appendix B for a summary of population estimates). 298 
 299 
Arctic Program for Regional and International Shorebird Monitoring (PRISM) surveys 300 
conducted between 1997 and 2007 across parts of Arctic Alaska yielded a population 301 
size estimate of 42,839 individuals for the areas surveyed at that time (95% range = 302 
5,856–79,260; Bart and Smith, 2012). PRISM surveys conducted on the breeding 303 
grounds in Arctic Canada between 2010 and 2017 yielded much higher densities than 304 
expected based on conventional assumptions of the species’ distribution and 305 
abundance. The population estimates arising from these surveys are many times larger 306 
than the currently proposed range-wide estimate of 56,000 (Lanctot et al. 2010). At the 307 
time of developing this management plan, these results are being carefully evaluated to 308 
ensure that they are accurate (P.A. Smith, pers. comm. 2020). PRISM estimates for the 309 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper present unique challenges because the species breeds at 310 
highly variable densities, due to its lek mating system, and they inhabit dry upland areas 311 
that are surveyed less intensively than the wetlands area used by many species 312 
(Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012). These new PRISM analyses will provide 313 
important information on abundance, distribution and habitat use for Buff-breasted 314 
Sandpipers. Surveys such as the North American Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) and 315 
Audubon Christmas Bird Count (CBC) provide very limited insight on this species.  316 
 317 
Estimating trends is difficult because the species occurs in unpredictable locations on 318 
the breeding grounds, and appears to adjust when, where and how long it uses sites on 319 
both the migration and wintering grounds depending on environmental conditions 320 
(Lanctot et al. 2010). Historically, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper numbered in the 321 
hundreds of thousands. By the end of the 19th century, extensive commercial hunting 322 
during migration, and to a lesser extent on the wintering grounds, resulted in population 323 
numbers approaching dangerously low levels (McCarty et al. 2017; Lanctot et al. 2002, 324 
2010). When the Migratory Birds Convention Act in 1917 and Migratory Bird Treaty Act 325 
in 1918 came into force, hunting pressure on the population declined, likely slowing the 326 
dramatic population decline (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010; COSEWIC 2012).  327 


Following hunting regulations, it is unknown whether the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 328 
population recovered or remained at low levels between the 1920s and the 1970s. 329 
The population is thought to have continued to decline in the recent decades (Lanctot 330 
et al. 2002, 2010). Observers on the migratory and wintering grounds alike have 331 
anecdotally reported declining numbers since at least the 1980s (Lanctot et al. 2002, 332 
2010; COSEWIC 2012). For example, on the wintering grounds, there were 1,000 to 333 
2,000 individuals during the winters of 1973 and 1974, with roosts of 600 to 334 
1,000 individuals at Estancia Medaland, Argentina (Myers 1980). When the survey was 335 
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repeated in 1996–2000, there were rarely more than 100 birds sighted and never more 336 
than 94 individuals together (although there was a flock of ~300 sighted outside the 337 
study area) (Isacch and Martínez 2003a, 2003b). Estancia Medaland was declared a 338 
Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN) site of Regional 339 
Importance in 2018, in part based on counts of 1,010 Buff-breasted Sandpipers 340 
recorded at the site in 2017 (Martínez-Curci et al. 2018). The extent to which birds move 341 
between sites within a year is unknown but their numbers often vary substantially 342 
between years and even within the season, so short-term studies should be interpreted 343 
with caution (Myers 1980; Pruett-Jones 1988; Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997; Lanctot 344 
et al. 2002, 2016; but see Almeida 2009).  345 


3.3. Needs of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 346 


Breeding 347 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, preferring to breed on the drier, 348 
elevated ridges of the tundra, rather than the wet, polygon lowlands as is common for 349 
many other shorebirds. In the spring, males begin foraging and displaying on the first 350 
snow-free areas, usually along bluffs and ridges bordering rivers (Pruett-Jones 1988; 351 
Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). As the snow melts, males display on leks in moist 352 
graminoid meadow with many clumps of grasses (20 cm tall, 25-50 cm diameter; 353 
Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). Display areas typically are 354 
non-patterned ground, with few of the geometric patterns created by permafrost that are 355 
common in many arctic areas. Buff-breasted Sandpipers have an exploded lek mating 356 
system, with groups of 2-20 (average 2.6) males displaying together in a lek (Lanctot 357 
and Weatherhead 1997). Males typically display at one lek for only a short time,  358 
apparently moving between leks based on the number of available females (Lanctot and 359 
Weatherhead 1997). This causes lek location to be unstable within and across years. 360 
Solitary males may also display near the nest while females are fertile; this may be a 361 
more reliable tactic later in the season when there are fewer available females (Prevett 362 
and Barr 1976; Pruett-Jones 1988; but see Lanctot and Weatherhead 1997). Males 363 
leave breeding grounds following the initiation of nesting by females (Sutton 1967; 364 
Pitelka et al. 1974; McCarty et al. 2017). 365 


Females nest away from lek sites (270-830 m; Pruett-Jones 1988), in well-drained 366 
grassy tundra with sedge grass clumps or moss-willows or moist sedge–graminoid 367 
meadows (Sutton 1967; Prevett and Barr 1976; Lanctot et al. 2010; McCarty et al. 368 
2017). During incubation breaks, females forage in areas with little vegetation, often 369 
along streams. They may also use habitats with a distinct net-like pattern across the 370 
ground caused by permafrost freeze/thaw cycle. After their eggs hatch, females forage 371 
with their brood in wetter areas, often along streams in emergent vegetation (Lanctot et 372 
al. 2010). Unlike many other species, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the 373 
uplands throughout brood rearing (McCarty et al. 2017). 374 


Migration 375 


Historically, during the North American portion of migration, Buff-breasted Sandpipers 376 
would have congregated in the short-grass prairies, where fire and grazing bison kept 377 
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vegetation short (Jorgensen et al. 2007). These prairies are now largely taken over by 378 
agriculture. Currently, migrating Buff-breasted Sandpipers congregate in surrogate 379 
short-grass areas, like newly planted crops, pastures, plowed fields, sod farms, golf 380 
courses, cemeteries, airports, freshly cut hayfields, lawns, and fallow or short-growth 381 
agricultural fields (Lanctot et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). The 382 
species is attracted to “relatively moist” fields and, especially in drier year, to recently 383 
watered fields (Lanctot et al. 2010 citing D. Newstead). In the Rainwater Basin, 384 
Nebraska, an important stopover site, migrating birds congregate in corn or soybean 385 
fields, with a strong preference for fields where soybean had been harvested on the 386 
previous year (Jorgensen et al. 2007). Buff-breasted Sandpipers tend to use cornfields 387 
where stalks are cut at the base and less than 10 cm in height (Jorgensen et al. 2007). 388 
The birds spend about 50% of their time at migratory stopover sites foraging (McCarty 389 
et al. 2009) and prefer the foraging site to be near (but not in) a wetland (Jorgensen et 390 
al. 2007), which they use for bathing and drinking (McCarty et al. 2009). On the Gulf 391 
Coast, staging Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on commercial sod and other 392 
forms of agriculture to a lesser extent (Stone et al. 2019). In South America, migrating 393 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers primarily use short-grass areas along rivers and wetlands. 394 
They are also found in harvested or newly planted agricultural fields (particularly sugar 395 
cane and rice), sand bars, or other short-grass habitats (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2010).  396 


Non-breeding 397 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers winter in the Pampas biome and show high fidelity to previous 398 
wintering sites (Isacch and Martinez 2003b). As during migration, they prefer grasslands 399 
where vegetation is 2 to 5 cm tall (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004). Over winter, the birds rely 400 
primarily on intensively grazed pastureland or areas with flooding events, high salinity, 401 
and naturally short vegetation (Isacch and Martínez 2003b). Alternatively, the species 402 
relies on soybean or rice agricultural fields (Lanctot et al. 2002, 2004). Habitat tracking 403 
of wintering birds in the Samborombón Bay shows they rely on a combination of 404 
Pampas grassland (day) and salt-tolerant coastal (night) areas in Argentina (Castresana 405 
et al. 2019). In the Estancia Medaland, Buff-breasted Sandpipers move to freshwater 406 
swamps at night (J.P. Isacch, pers. comm. 2019) 407 


Diet 408 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers feed on insects, with some seeds and plant material. They 409 
also eat aquatic zooplankton, particularly during the fall after brood-rearing (McCarty 410 
et al. 2017). Their exact diet is poorly documented and likely varies between sites. 411 
However, on the wintering grounds, birds preferentially eat adult and larval beetles, 412 
ants, flies, spiders and earthworms (Isacch et al. 2005). Although most other arctic 413 
shorebirds eat worms, insect larvae, and marine zooplankton during brood rearing in the 414 
wet lowlands, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper remains in the uplands throughout brood 415 
rearing and therefore does not feed heavily on these aquatic invertebrates (McCarty 416 
et al. 2017).  417 
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4. Threats 418 
 419 


4.1. Threat Assessment 420 
 421 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper threat assessment is based on the IUCN-CMP (World Conservation Union–Conservation 422 
Measures Partnership) unified threats classification system (Salafsky et al. 2008). This threat assessment was conducted 423 
in June 2019. Threats are defined as the proximate activities or processes that have caused, are causing, or may cause in 424 
the future the destruction, degradation, and/or impairment of the entity being assessed (population, species, community, 425 
or ecosystem) in the area of interest (global, national, or subnational). Limiting factors are not considered during this 426 
assessment process. Historical threats, indirect or cumulative effects of the threats, or any other relevant information that 427 
would help understand the nature of the threats are presented in the Description of Threats section. 428 


 429 


Table 2. Threat calculator assessment.  430 


Threat # Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 


1 Residential and commercial development Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
1.1  Housing and urban areas Negligible Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
1.3  Tourism and recreation areas Unknown Small (1-10%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
2 Agriculture and aquaculture Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
2.1  Annual and perennial non-timber crops Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
2.2  Wood and pulp plantations Not Calculated 


(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) 


Negligible (<1%) Negligible (<1%) Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 


2.3  Livestock farming and ranching Not a Threat Large (31-70%) Neutral or Potential 
Benefit 


High (Continuing) 


3 Energy production and mining Medium-Low Large - Restricted 
(11-70%) 


Moderate (11-30%) High (Continuing) 


3.1  Oil and gas drilling Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
3.2  Mining and quarrying Low Small (1-10%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
3.3  Renewable energy Medium - Low Large - Restricted 


(11-70%) 
Moderate (11-30%) High (Continuing) 


4 Transportation and service corridors Negligible Large - Restricted 
(11-70%) 


Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


4.2  Utility and service lines Negligible Large - Restricted 
(11-70%) 


Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
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Threat # Threat Description Impacta Scopeb Severityc Timingd 


5 Biological resource use Negligible Negligible (<1%) Extreme (71-100%) Moderate (Possibly in 
the short term, < 10 
yrs) 


5.1  Hunting and collecting terrestrial animals Negligible Negligible (<1%) Extreme (71-100%) High (Continuing) 
7 Natural system modifications Low Pervasive-Large 


(31-100%) 
Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


7.1  Fire and fire suppression Low Pervasive - Large 
(31-100%) 


Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 


7.2  Dams and water management/use Negligible  Pervasive (71-100%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 
7.3  Other ecosystem modifications Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
8 Invasive and problematic species, 


pathogens and genes 
Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


8.1  Invasive non-native/alien plants and 
animals 


Negligible Large (31-70%) Negligible (<1%) High (Continuing) 


8.2  Problematic native plants and animals Not a Threat Restricted (11-30%) Neutral or Potential 
Benefit 


High (Continuing) 


9 Pollution Unknown Pervasive (71-100%)  Unknown High (Continuing) 
9.3  Agricultural and forestry effluents Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown High (Continuing) 
11 Climate change Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
11.1  Ecosystem encroachment Not Calculated 


(outside 
assessment 
timeframe) 


Large (31-70%) Unknown Low (Possibly in the 
long term, >10 yrs) 


11.4  Changes in precipitation and hydrological 
regimes 


Unknown Pervasive (71-100%) Unknown Moderate (Possibly in 
the short term, 
<10 yrs) 


11.5  Severe / Extreme Weather Events Low Pervasive (71-100%) Slight (1-10%) High (Continuing) 
a Impact – The degree to which a species is observed, inferred, or suspected to be directly or indirectly threatened in the area of interest. The 431 
impact of each threat is based on Severity and Scope rating and considers only present and future threats. Threat impact reflects a reduction of a 432 
species population or decline/degradation of the area of an ecosystem. The median rate of population reduction or area decline for each 433 
combination of scope and severity corresponds to the following classes of threat impact: Very High (75% declines), High (40%), Medium (15%), 434 
and Low (3%). Unknown: used when impact cannot be determined (e.g., if values for either scope or severity are unknown); Not Calculated: 435 
impact not calculated as threat is outside the assessment timeframe (e.g., timing is insignificant/negligible or low as threat is only considered to be 436 
in the past); Negligible: when scope or severity is negligible; Not a Threat: when severity is scored as neutral or potential benefit. 437 
b Scope – Proportion of the species that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat within 10 years. Usually measured as a 438 
proportion of the species’ population in the area of interest. (Pervasive = 71–100%; Large = 31–70%; Restricted = 11–30%; Small = 1–10%; 439 
Negligible < 1%). 440 
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c Severity – Within the scope, the level of damage to the species from the threat that can reasonably be expected to be affected by the threat 441 
within a 10-year or three-generation timeframe. Usually measured as the degree of reduction of the species’ population. (Extreme = 71–100%; 442 
Serious = 31–70%; Moderate = 11–30%; Slight = 1–10%; Negligible < 1%; Neutral or Potential Benefit ≥ 0%).  443 
d Timing – High = continuing; Moderate = only in the future (could happen in the short term [< 10 years or 3 generations]) or now suspended 444 
(could come back in the short term); Low = only in the future (could happen in the long term) or now suspended (could come back in the long 445 
term); Insignificant/Negligible = only in the past and unlikely to return, or no direct effect but limiting. 446 
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4.2. Description of Threats 447 
 448 
The exact causes of the decline of Buff-breasted Sandpipers are unknown. Multiple 449 
factors likely reduce the suitability or availability of stopover and wintering sites, 450 
including fire suppression, resource extraction, conversion of short-grass prairies to 451 
agricultural land, and pesticide contamination. Habitat loss as a result of these factors 452 
likely are the most immediate threat to the species. Habitat loss from wind farm 453 
encroachment and direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines at important 454 
stopover and wintering sites are significant threats to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. A 455 
large proportion of the population is exposed to threats occurring on the Midcontinental 456 
flyway as the species uses this narrow migration corridor in spring and fall. Most of the 457 
threats to the species, and their underlying factors, are ongoing. The species faces few 458 
threats on its breeding grounds, but an expansion of industrial activities in the Arctic 459 
could cumulatively result in impacts on the species. In the coming years, climate change 460 
will likely play a larger role in the decline of the species. Threats likely to affect the 461 
species within the next ten years are described below from highest to lowest impact and 462 
certainty (Table 4).  463 


IUCN-CMP Threat 3.3 Renewable energy (Medium to Low Impact) 464 


The development of wind farms is thought to have a medium to low impact on 465 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers, though there is uncertainty in both the scope and severity of 466 
this threat. Wind farms may kill birds if they enter the rotor sweep zone or cause birds to 467 
avoid historic staging areas (Lanctot et al. 2010). Pre-construction surveys in Indiana 468 
found that more than 20% of staging American Golden-Plovers (Pluvialis dominica), 469 
who often migrate with Buff-breasted Sandpipers, flew in the proposed rotor sweep 470 
zone (West Inc., unpublished report, described in Lanctot et al. 2010). Wind energy 471 
production has grown substantially in Canada and the United States with more growth 472 
projected (Statistics Canada 2017; U.S. Energy Information Administration 2019). Most 473 
wind farms in the United States are located along the Midcontinental flyway, where birds 474 
migrate both in the fall and in spring. This biannual use of the migration corridor 475 
increases the risk of negative interaction with wind farms. In Canada, wind energy 476 
installations are mostly found outside of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s breeding and 477 
migration ranges (Canadian Wind Energy Association 2019). There are at least 10 wind 478 
farms in development in southern Alberta (Dowdell and Patel 2020), but they also seem 479 
to be outside of the main migration corridor (McCarty et al. 2015, 2017). However, 480 
northern regions and the Prairies show high wind energy potential (Canadian 481 
Geographic Enterprises 2009). Extensive windfarm development is projected in the 482 
grassland and coastal areas of Brazil, Uruguay and Argentina. As of 2018, the Global 483 
Wind Energy Council ranks Brazil as having the 8th largest wind power capacity in the 484 
world and the largest in South America, while Uruguay has the 3rd largest capacity in 485 
South America. In Brazil, ongoing windfarm development overlaps with important 486 
wintering areas for Buff-breasted Sandpipers, where flocks of 200 to 300 birds have 487 
been reported (J.B. Almeida, pers. comm. 2019).  488 
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IUCN-CMP Threat 7.1 Fire and fire suppression (Low Impact) 489 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers seem to prefer grassland that has been recently burned 490 
(Penner et al. 2015). The species may have benefitted from indigenous people’s 491 
practices of burning the grasslands in the Midwestern United States and on the 492 
wintering grounds (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019a). Current fire suppression allows 493 
woody vegetation to encroach into grasslands, reducing habitat availability (Brockway 494 
et al. 2002), particularly as this species prefers areas without nearby trees or other 495 
obstructions (Jorgensen et al. 2007). In the Kansas’ Flint Hills, new management 496 
techniques are starting to use fire for prairie conservation. Fire suppression was 497 
deemed to have a low impact on Buff-breasted Sandpipers.  498 


IUCN-CMP Threat 11.5 Severe weather events (Low Impact) 499 


Because of climate change, severe storms are increasing, and this increase is linked to 500 
declines in songbirds, particularly those that migrate over the Atlantic, as they cannot 501 
seek shelter (Butler 2000). Buff-breasted Sandpipers’ migration across the Gulf of 502 
Mexico may become increasingly perilous. Similarly, juvenile mortality may increase 503 
with storm number and severity. Unlike adults, juveniles often migrate along the Atlantic 504 
Coast (Lanctot et al. 2010) and are therefore more likely to encounter storms or 505 
hurricanes. On the breeding grounds, extreme weather may cause nest failure, but 506 
losses to nests and chicks have not yet been studied in detail (J. Rausch, pers. comm. 507 
2019). Overall, the impact of severe weather events is likely low.  508 


IUCN-CMP Threat 3.1 Oil and gas drilling (Low Impact) 509 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers have been documented breeding in the National Petroleum 510 
Reserve, Kuparuk and Prudhoe Bay oil fields and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in 511 
Alaska, where oil and gas drilling is either already occurring or proposed (Lanctot et al. 512 
2010). The infrastructure associated with arctic oil and gas projects (e.g. roads, 513 
runways, buildings) is usually built in the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 514 
Sandpiper males display. Building in these areas may lead to habitat loss and 515 
disturbance during the breeding season, possibly causing females to abandon nests if 516 
they are repeatedly flushed, or to increased predator numbers due to the presence of 517 
artificial food sources.  518 


Since 2007, oil drilling, particularly horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing (fracking) 519 
has increased across the prairies in both Canada and the United States (National 520 
Energy Board 2013). Horizontal drilling may reduce the amount of land affected by oil 521 
and gas development. Many grassland species avoid these sites and their surroundings 522 
to varying degrees (Thompson et al. 2015). On the wintering grounds, Colombian 523 
grasslands are seeing an increase in habitat loss due to drilling (C. Ruiz-Guerra, pers. 524 
comm. 2019). Given the limited extent of oil and gas development, their impact is likely 525 
low. 526 


IUCN-CMP Threat 3.2 Mining and quarrying (Low Impact) 527 


As with oil and gas drilling, infrastructure associated with arctic mines (e.g. roads, 528 
runways, buildings) is usually built on the drier upland areas where Buff-breasted 529 
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Sandpipers display and occasionally nest. There has been increased mining in Brazil on 530 
the wintering grounds (COSEWIC 2012), but biologists negotiated the movement of an 531 
8,000-hectare mine project south of Lagoa do Peixe away from Buff-breasted Sandpiper 532 
habitats (Lanctot et al. 2010). Similar to oil and gas development, the limited footprint of 533 
mining and quarrying resulted in this threat’s low impact score. 534 


IUCN-CMP Threat 7.3 Other ecosystem modifications (Unknown Impact) 535 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers may be exposed to a wide array of pesticides because they 536 
rely on agricultural habitat when migrating and during the winter (Strum et al. 2008, 537 
2010). Although attractive to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper because of their physical 538 
characteristics, surrogate short-grass habitat with intensive pesticides use could 539 
represent ecological traps for the species from direct or indirect contamination (Lanctot 540 
et al. 2010). Direct effects of pesticides are discussed under “Description of Threats: 541 
9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents”. Insect abundance is also likely lower on cropland 542 
that has been treated with insecticides, reducing food availability for insectivorous birds, 543 
including this species (Hart et al. 2006; Bellavance et al. 2018). Poor insect abundance 544 
in these areas may reduce survival because Buff-breasted Sandpipers rely heavily on 545 
those insects to provide energy for migration. The impact on the population is unknown.  546 


IUCN-CMP Threat 9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (Unknown Impact) 547 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper may be exposed to pesticides during migration and the 548 
wintering period because they rely mainly on human-altered habitat (such as cropland, 549 
sod fields and golf courses) sprayed with pesticides. Carbamate insecticides like 550 
Furadan F4 have been linked to Buff-breasted Sandpiper mortality during migration 551 
(Flickinger et al. 1986; Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers wintering in rice 552 
fields and cattle pastures in Argentina and Uruguay have shown evidence of being 553 
exposed to contaminants that altered the birds’ nervous system (Strum et al. 2010). 554 
Effects of the increasing use of neonicotinoid, the most widely used insecticide known to 555 
be highly detrimental for seed eating birds (Goulson 2013, Gibbons et al. 2015), remain 556 
undocumented for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (McCarthy et al. 2017). Since 2016, 557 
Brazil has approved the usage of more than 1200 pesticides, many of which are banned 558 
elsewhere, which creates a concern of further negative effects on the species. Because 559 
of the species’ habitat use, a large proportion of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population 560 
might be exposed to pesticides and contaminants; however, population effects have not 561 
been quantified. The overall impact of agricultural contaminants on the Buff-breasted 562 
Sandpiper population is unknown, but likely is significant and in need of study.  563 


IUCN-CMP Threat 2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crops (Unknown Impact) 564 


Most of the native, short-grass prairie historically used as stopover habitat has been 565 
converted to agricultural fields, resulting in a profound loss of natural stopover habitat. 566 
Short-grass prairies managed under cattle grazing provide suitable habitat for 567 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers, but those areas are increasingly converted to agricultural 568 
cropland. Conversion to agricultural cropland across Canada, the United States and 569 
Mexico is ongoing, driven by the need to feed growing human populations, demands for 570 
biofuel, and increasing crop irrigation in traditionally dry areas as electricity becomes 571 
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available (Meeting of the Canada/Mexico/United States Trilateral Committee for Wildlife 572 
and Ecosystem Conservation and Management 2019; Agenda item 24). Similar 573 
agricultural expansions are happening in South America in both migratory and wintering 574 
habitat. Farmers are converting traditional rangeland into cropland in fertile areas 575 
(Lanctot et al. 2010). Important migratory stopovers during northern migration in the 576 
savannahs of Los Llanos, Colombia (Lanctot et al. 2016) have rapidly been converted 577 
for palm oil and rice cultivation since 2000 (Romero-Ruiz et al. 2011). Illegal drainage 578 
canals to irrigate rice and drain areas for cultivation threaten Brazilian wintering habitat 579 
around coastal lagoons (Lanctot et al. 2010).  580 


Because there is little unaltered short-grass habitat, Buff-breasted Sandpipers have 581 
adopted some types of croplands as alternative habitat during migration and over the 582 
winter. It is unclear whether agricultural areas are high-quality substitutes—there may 583 
simply be no natural habitat available. Some types of fields are preferable to others 584 
(e.g., soy is preferable to corn; Jorgensen et al. 2007).  In Saskatchewan and Manitoba, 585 
two important staging areas during northern migration (Tibbitts et al. 2019), pasture land 586 
has decreased between 2011 and 2016 by 5% and 7%, respectively (Statistics Canada 587 
2020). The increased agricultural production discussed above may provide habitat, 588 
depending on which crops are planted. Some agricultural practices, increasingly used 589 
for other conservation purposes, may be at odds with Buff-breasted Sandpiper 590 
conservation (e.g., no-till agriculture conserves soil and water but may reduce insect 591 
abundance in fields; Lanctot et al. 2010). No-till agriculture and monocultures, such as 592 
sod fields, require increased chemical application, discussed under 7.3 Other 593 
ecosystem modifications. Since the conversion of native areas to cropland both 594 
destroys traditional habitat and creates an alternative—albeit likely inferior—habitat, the 595 
overall impacts of non-timber crops are unknown.  596 


IUCN-CMP Threat 11.4 Changes in precipitation and hydrological regimes (Unknown 597 
Impact) 598 


Conditions on the breeding ground may get drier as precipitation regimes shift, 599 
permafrost thaws, and drainage increases (Hinzman et al. 2005), which may change the 600 
insect prey available to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Along the migratory route, more 601 
frequent severe droughts are predicted in the Great Plains, which will reduce wetland 602 
habitat (Johnson et al. 2005). These areas are currently used by Buff-breasted 603 
Sandpipers for resting and maintenance (McCarty et al. 2009). However, the large, 604 
shallow lakes in the Parkland regions of Alberta (such as Beaverhill Lake and North 605 
Cooking Lake) have been at extremely low water levels since the late 1990s (G. Court, 606 
pers. comm. 2020). Those historical staging areas for Buff-breasted Sandpipers are 607 
now used less frequently by the species (G. Court, pers. comm. 2020). Increasing 608 
precipitation in the wintering range may contribute to flooding and displacement (Nuñez 609 
et al. 2008). Important sites for the species, such as Asuncion Bay and Estancia 610 
Medaland, are regularly flooded, which temporarily reduces the amount of available 611 
habitat locally, yet overall effects on the wintering population are unknown 612 
(A. Lesterhuis, pers. comm. 2019). It is ultimately unknown how changing precipitation 613 
regimes will impact Buff-breasted Sandpiper populations.  614 



https://www.trilat.org/images/2019%20Agenda%20EWCT%20(4.10).pdf

https://www.trilat.org/images/2019%20Agenda%20EWCT%20(4.10).pdf
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IUCN-CMP Threat 1.3 Tourism and recreational areas (Unknown Impact) 615 


Because this species prefers short grass habitat, birds use airports, golf courses, and 616 
other large landscaped areas during their migration as short-term resting sites (Lanctot 617 
et al. 2010; COSEWIC 2012; McCarty et al. 2017). These sites may represent poor 618 
habitat—golf courses use large amounts of pesticides, and airport managers harass 619 
birds to prevent bird strikes on planes (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019a). Those 620 
surrogate habitats may be attractive to the species, but could result in poor foraging 621 
conditions compared to natural habitat. The impact of tourism and recreation is 622 
unknown.  623 


IUCN-CMP Threat 7.2 Dams & water management/use (Negligible Impact) 624 


Ground water pumping and surface drainage can result in drier fields, reducing the 625 
suitability of short-grass habitat for Buff-breasted Sandpipers. Surface and ground water 626 
management is a common practice in agricultural fields to optimize crop production. 627 
Those practices likely influence the suitability of a large portion of the Buff-breasted 628 
Sandpiper’s non-breeding range, given that the species relies almost exclusively on 629 
crops as stopover and wintering sites. The impact of dams and water management has 630 
been considered as negligible for the species. This impact score could be revised 631 
following further investigation on the permanent effects of drainage on the species’ 632 
habitat.  633 


IUCN-CMP Threat 1.1 Housing and urban areas (Negligible Impact) 634 


While the North American prairies that the Buff-breasted Sandpiper historically relied on 635 
during migration have overwhelmingly been converted for agricultural use (Gauthier and 636 
Wiken 2003), housing and urban areas expansion has likely been negligible. Evidence 637 
from Nebraska suggests that while migrating the species prefers areas without 638 
obstructions, such as buildings, trees, and other structures associated with human 639 
settlements (Jorgensen et al. 2007). On the wintering grounds, the species is no longer 640 
found surrounding Buenos Aires, Argentina after heavy urban development and habitat 641 
destruction (Lanctot et al. 2002). The impact of this threat has been deemed negligible.  642 


IUCN-CMP Threat 8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants and animals (Negligible Impact) 643 


Non-native plant species may spread into the remaining native grassland. This is 644 
particularly true given that the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community 645 
Pasture Program ended in 2012 and federally managed grassland was returned to the 646 
provinces by 2018, decreasing resources for pasture management in Canada. Fire 647 
suppression may also contribute to the spread of non-native plants that are not as 648 
fire-resistant as their native competitors (Brockway et al. 2002). Finally, grasslands on 649 
the wintering grounds are often modified by planting non-native grasses that can 650 
increase forage levels for livestock (R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019b). It is unclear 651 
whether this modification will affect the use of the areas by Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 652 
On wintering grounds, feral pigs alter vegetation where the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 653 
occurs, but effects on the species have not been assessed. Despite the potential 654 
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negative effects, non-native species invasion poses a negligible threat to the Buff-655 
breasted Sandpiper.  656 


IUCN-CMP Threat 4.2 Utility and service lines (Negligible Impact) 657 


Although there have been instances where Buff-breasted Sandpipers collide with 658 
powerlines, generally the species seems to coexist with powerlines without population-659 
level impacts, so the impact has been deemed negligible (Lanctot et al. 2010).  660 


IUCN-CMP Threat 5.1 Hunting and collection of terrestrial animals (Negligible Impact) 661 


Though historically commercial hunting was prevalent in North America, Buff-breasted 662 
Sandpipers have been protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act in Canada 663 
and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in the United States since 1917 and 1918, 664 
respectively. The species is listed in Appendix I and II of the UN Convention on the 665 
Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals, which prohibits hunting of the 666 
species in its wintering range. Presently, there is little risk of hunting throughout their 667 
range. Small amounts of legal and illegal shorebird harvesting do occur in parts of Latin 668 
America (the Guianas, the Caribbean, along the northern coast of South America, and 669 
potentially other areas) but these areas are not along the main migratory route (Wege et 670 
al. 2014). Currently, it is estimated that no more than 1371 +/- 282 Buff-breasted 671 
Sandpipers could be sustainably harvested annually (Watts et al. 2015). This level of 672 
hunting is unlikely to be occurring and hunting was deemed a negligible threat to the 673 
population.  674 


IUCN-CMP Threat 11.1 Ecosystem encroachment (Outside of Assessment Timeframe) 675 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers are expected to lose about 50% of their potential suitable 676 
breeding habitat by 2070 because of climate change (Wauchope et al. 2017). Warming 677 
is allowing shrub growth to expand northward across the tundra (Sturm et al. 2001). 678 
Melting permafrost may affect the shallow tundra wetlands, preferred for foraging. 679 
Coastal erosion has accelerated as the permafrost melts and there are more ice-free 680 
days with heavy wave action, even flooding some freshwater areas with saltwater 681 
(Jones et al. 2009). Rising sea levels may also flood breeding sites and salinize 682 
freshwater wetlands used for foraging (Lanctot et al. 2010). Buff-breasted Sandpipers 683 
have low breeding site fidelity and ample breeding habitat, providing them some 684 
flexibility in adjusting where they breed (Lanctot et al. 2016). Thus, the species may be 685 
able to cope with changes in the near term but may struggle if habitat becomes more 686 
limiting.  687 


Additionally, in response to earlier spring thaws in the Arctic, the arthropods that 688 
shorebirds feed on are emerging earlier. Some other shorebirds are responding to these 689 
changes by breeding earlier. However, many species are no longer able to synchronize 690 
the hatching of their eggs with peak insect emergence (i.e., phenological mismatch is 691 
occurring; McKinnon et al. 2012; Tulp and Schekkerman 2008). It is unknown whether 692 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers are able to adjust to these changes. 693 


Climate change is projected to shift the location of suitable migratory stopover habitat 694 
along the Midcontinental flyway (Wauchope et al. 2017).  695 
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Most Buff-breasted Sandpiper wintering habitat is coastal and could be flooded as a 696 
result of the projected rise in sea levels. The species may be forced to move inland to 697 
hillier, drier habitats or agricultural areas, which long-term suitability have not been 698 
assessed. While the impact of ecosystem encroachment was not calculated because 699 
these impacts are outside the timeframe of the threat assessment, rising sea levels on 700 
the wintering ground may pose the largest threat to the species. 701 


IUCN-CMP Threat 2.2 Wood and pulp plantations (Outside of Assessment Timeframe) 702 


In Brazil, and to a lesser extent Argentina, tree plantations may affect Buff-breasted 703 
Sandpipers wintering habitat. Ten percent of the grasslands in Rio Grande do Sul, 704 
Brazil have been converted to pine, eucalyptus, and acacias plantations (Gautreau and 705 
Vélez 2011), though much of this grassland is not coastal. These plantations are 706 
avoided by Buff-breasted Sandpipers (Dias et al. 2013). Pine plantations are particularly 707 
concerning because their seeds may disperse into adjacent grassland habitat, altering 708 
even greater areas than the plantations themselves, and ecological restoration is 709 
challenging (Simberloff et al. 2010; Lanctot et al. 2010). In fact, invasions of non-native 710 
pines into native habitat have already occurred around the world, resulting in varying 711 
degrees of habitat loss (Simberloff et al. 2010). This threat’s impact is negligible to the 712 
species. This impact score could be revised following further investigation on the 713 
species’ range overlap with tree plantation areas. 714 


IUCN-CMP Threat 8.2 Problematic native plants and animals (Not a Threat) 715 


Expanding Snow Goose (Anser caerulescens) populations cause habitat degradation in 716 
agricultural fields in Saskatchewan and to a lesser extent Manitoba and Alberta where 717 
geese grub for food on migratory staging grounds (Mowbray et al. 2000). Since Snow 718 
Geese stage in Saskatchewan earlier than the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the spring 719 
and later in the fall, Snow Geese are not expected to impact Buff-breasted Sandpipers 720 
on migration (Mowbray et al. 2000; McCarty et al. 2017). Grubbing may even be 721 
beneficial if it exposes soil and invertebrates for Buff-breasted Sandpiper foraging 722 
(C. Artuso, pers. comm. 2019). In two studies performed on the breeding grounds, the 723 
presence of goose colonies were shown to increase predation risk to nesting 724 
shorebirds; however, Buff-breasted Sandpipers were not specifically included in these 725 
studies (Lamarre et al. 2017; Flemming et al. 2019).  726 


Nest predators such as the Arctic Fox (Vulpes lagopus) and the Red Fox (V. vulpes), 727 
whose range’s has expanded northward over the last decades (Stickney et al. 2014, 728 
Elmhagen et al. 2017), are expected to have a higher impact on nest survival through 729 
changes in distribution, increased densities, and adapted behavior (Kubelka et al. 730 
2018). Oil and gas development is thought to increase the number of avian and 731 
mammalian predators due to the presence of artificial food sources and additional 732 
denning and nesting sites. However, according to two studies, there is no evidence that 733 
the infrastructure reduces nest survival of shorebirds as a group, although both studies 734 
included only a small number of Buff-breasted Sandpiper nests (10 and 3, respectively; 735 
Liebezeit et al. 2009; Bentzen et al. 2017).  In general, predation risk has increased 736 
over the last 70 years in the Northern Hemisphere, especially in the Arctic (Kubelka 737 
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et al. 2018). Problematic native plants and animals are deemed not a threat to this 738 
species.  739 


IUCN-CMP Threat 2.3 Livestock farming and ranching (Not a Threat) 740 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers extensively use tame pastures during the winter and, to a 741 
lesser extent, during migration (Lanctot et al. 2004; Jorgensen et al. 2007; Isacch and 742 
Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). Tame pastures might provide similar amount of food 743 
as in natural grasslands if grazing conditions are similar, and therefore adequate 744 
wintering and stopover habitat. Pastures with suboptimal grazing conditions for the 745 
species might still be used, as those may simply be the dominant habitat in the area. 746 
Though this species prefers to forage in overgrazed areas, grazing to that intensity 747 
year-round might be detrimental to the soil (Lanctot et al. 2004; Aldabe et al. 2019) and 748 
can degrade the quality of the forage and increase erosion (Bement 1969, Cingolani et 749 
al. 2005). Instead, Buff-breasted Sandpipers may benefit from seasonal rotations in 750 
grazing intensity that maintain vegetation height from 2 to 5 cm while birds are present 751 
(Isacch and Cardoni 2011; Aldabe et al. 2019). In Canada, the Prairie Farm 752 
Rehabilitation Administration’s Community Pasture Program ended in 2012, and 753 
federally managed grassland was returned to the provinces by 2018. This may lead to 754 
overgrazing, soil erosion, and damage in some areas where Buff-breasted Sandpipers 755 
stopover depending on how the areas are managed going forward. On the balance, 756 
livestock farming and ranching are not a threat to Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 757 


 758 


5. Management Objective 759 


The management objective for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is to maintain the 760 
population size of the species over a period of 10 years ranging from 2025 to 2035 761 
using new stopover sites estimates provided by 2025.  762 


Accounts of historical population sizes are limited and the trend of the population is 763 
unknown. The species is difficult to survey given its sparse distribution on breeding 764 
grounds and the difficulty to detect individuals in the field. Surveys at key stopover 765 
areas currently provide the most reliable estimates of population size and will contribute 766 
in measuring progress towards the management objective. A tracking study revealed 767 
that the Flint Hills, located in Oklahoma and Kansas, and the Texas Gulf Coast are the 768 
two main stopover areas for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper in the U. S., the latter likely 769 
being the most important (Lanctot et al. 2016). From 2016 to 2019, the United States 770 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the United States Geological Survey (USGS), and 771 
the University of Nebraska Omaha, working with citizen scientists, conducted spring 772 
ground surveys for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper on the Texas Gulf Coast. Those 773 
surveys will yield a more reliable population estimate10 for the species, which should be 774 
available by 2026, and will provide a baseline for the long-term management objective. 775 


                                            
10 The current estimates did not take turnover rates into account, which are known to be relatively high 
(see Population Size and Trends in section 3.2). This could lead to an underestimation of the population 
count. New estimates are expected to be more reliable as specific effort was put in assessing turnover 
rates at the Texas stopover sites throught radio-tracking of individuals.  
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Progress towards meeting the management objective will be evaluated as new 776 
population estimates become available. 777 


The Buff-breasted Sandpiper was designated as Special Concern because of ongoing 778 
threats related to habitat loss and degradation on the non-breeding grounds (COSEWIC 779 
2012). Since hunting of the species was banned in North America in the early 1900s, its 780 
population has grown, but numbers remain much lower than they were before hunting 781 
began. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper population appears to be limited by the availability 782 
of habitat on migration and non-breeding areas. Hence, the long-term management 783 
objective will be achieved by ensuring a no net loss of suitable sites at the landscape 784 
level on migration and wintering grounds. Considering the extent of non-breeding 785 
habitat found outside Canada, achieving this goal will only be possible through strong 786 
collaboration with Canada’s international partners. 787 


The United States Conservation Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper sets the goal to 788 
increase the population by more than 90% to at least 100,000 individuals (Lanctot et al. 789 
2010). This goal aims to build resiliency in the population of the species to offset future 790 
threats (Lanctot et al. 2010). In contrast, this management plan’s objective seeks to 791 
address the risk of the species to become endangered or threatened, which led 792 
COSEWIC to assign a Special Concern status to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper.  793 


 794 


6. Broad Strategies and Conservation Measures 795 


6.1. Actions Already Completed or Currently Underway 796 


In Canada, there has been little conservation work specifically targeting the 797 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper. The following list is not exhaustive, but is meant to illustrate 798 
the main areas where work has been completed or is already underway, to give context 799 
to the broad strategies outlined in section 6.3. Actions completed or underway include 800 
the following: 801 


 Broad-scale initiatives which benefit the conservation and management of the 802 
species: 803 
 The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is one of the focal species for the Americas Flyway 804 


Action Plan of the Arctic Migratory Birds Initiative (AMBI). This designation 805 
focuses efforts at understanding the factors limiting this species and ways to 806 
improve its conservation throughout the flyway (CAFF 2019).  807 


 The USFWS is leading work, with contribution from the Canadian Wildlife Service 808 
(CWS), to update the full life-cycle conservation plan for the Buff-breasted 809 
Sandpiper. 810 


 Many organizations and programs provide financial incentives to farmers and 811 
ranchers for conserving or restoring grassland and wetland habitats along the 812 
migratory route. Examples include the United States and Canada Joint Ventures, 813 
MultiSAR in Alberta, South of the Divide Conservation Action Program, the 814 
United States Department of Agriculture’s Conservation Reserve Program, and 815 
the Sustainable Grazing Network in Mexico.  816 
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 Research identifying key breeding, stopover, and wintering locations using 817 
satellite and GPS tracking technology is ongoing. See section 3. Species 818 
Information. 819 


 820 
 Conservation and management of the species in Canada: 821 


 Buff-breasted Sandpiper breeding habitat is conserved in the national parks, 822 
migratory bird sanctuaries, national wildlife areas of the Canadian Arctic, as well 823 
as through the Inuvialuit community conservation plans.  824 


 The Ahiak Migratory Bird Sanctuary Management Plan (2018) outlines a plan for 825 
the co-management of Buff-breasted Sandpipers and other species by 826 
Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) and local Inuit in the 827 
sanctuary (ECCC 2018).  828 


 The Arctic PRISM, a joint effort between ECCC, the USGS, and the USFWS, has 829 
been surveying the Arctic for shorebirds from 2002 to 2018 to determine 830 
population sizes and trends, and clarify distribution and habitat usage of all 831 
species, including the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. At the time of developing this 832 
management plan, new estimates of population size and breeding distribution for 833 
the species are being carefully evaluated to ensure accuracy.  834 


 Land from the former Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration’s Community 835 
Pasture Program had been returned by 2018 to provinces for management and 836 
is in large part still being managed for conservation by different groups in a way 837 
that benefits the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 838 


 839 
 Conservation and management of the species outside Canada: 840 


 Some of the identified key stopover sites have been designated as sites of 841 
importance by the WHSRN, including Rainwater Basin in Nebraska (2009) and 842 
the Flint Hills in Kansas and Oklahoma (2016) as sites of hemispheric 843 
importance, as well as Asuncion Bay in Paraguay (2008) and Barba Azul Nature 844 
Reserve in Bolivia (2015) as sites of regional importance.  845 


 Following habitat destruction from construction in Asuncion Bay (Paraguay) in 846 
2010, the CWS and the United States’ Neotropical Migratory Birds Conservation 847 
Act (NMBCA) have supported the local government in restoring habitat for 848 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper and other impacted shorebirds.  849 


 In 2018, a grant from NMBCA was awarded to fund the purchase of an additional 850 
681 hectares of grassland and the management of 15,000 hectares of 851 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper habitat at the Barba Azul Nature Reserve, Bolivia 852 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Program 2018). Starting October 2019, the reserve will be 853 
experimenting with beneficial management practices for cattle ranching to create 854 
and maintain Buff-breasted Sandpiper staging habitat. Long-term monitoring of 855 
the species will also be conducted at the site (Asociación Armonía 2019).  856 


 The Southern Cone Grassland Alliance, supported in part by CWS, has helped 857 
guide the development of beneficial management practices for sustainable 858 
land-use in Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Brazil. Through this project, 859 
ranching practices were improved on 116,479 hectares of grasslands and other 860 
beneficial management practices implemented on 25,371 hectares (Rosenberg 861 
et al. 2016).  862 
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 Four sites of importance for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper on the wintering 863 
grounds have been designated under WHSRN, namely Lagoa do Peixe in Brazil 864 
(1990) and Bahía Samborombón in Argentina (2011) as sites of international 865 
importance, and Laguna de Rocha in Uruguay (2010) and Estancia Medaland in 866 
Argentina (2018) as sites of regional importance. These sites include both 867 
publicly and privately-owned land.  868 


 Biologists in several countries within the Southern Cone Grassland Alliance have 869 
conducted surveys for Buff-breasted Sandpipers with the goal of providing a 870 
winter-based population estimate and trend for the species. 871 


 872 


6.2. Broad Strategies  873 
 874 
The broad strategies for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper have been developed to address 875 
the threats this species is facing across its range, primarily focusing on mitigating the 876 
most pressing threats and gathering the information needed to address the remaining 877 
threats. While renewable energy development received the highest impact score in the 878 
threat assessment and this impact score could rapidly increase, wintering and stopover 879 
habitat loss from a combination of factors (see section 4.2) remain the most immediate 880 
threat to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper. Strategies fall under the following broad 881 
categories11:  882 


 Livelihood, Economic & Moral Incentives  883 
 Conservation Designation & Planning 884 
 Institutional Development 885 
 Research and Monitoring  886 


 887 


6.3. Conservation Measures  888 
 889 
Table 3. Conservation Measures and Implementation Schedule 890 


Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or 
Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Broad Strategy: Livelihood, Economic & Moral Incentives 


Market-based Incentives 


 Provide resources to landowners through 
stewardship programs to consider Buff-
breasted Sandpiper habitat needs (such as 
short-grass, adequate soil moisture, and 
vital dry Arctic uplands in danger of 
flooding as sea levels rise) when 
managing their lands. 


High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 7.1, and 7.2 


Ongoing 


                                            
11 The broad strategy categories follow the International Union for Conservation of Nature – Conservation 
Measures Partnership (IUCN-CMP) Conservation Actions Classification v 2.0 (http://cmp-
openstandards.org/tools/threats-and-actions-taxonomies/), 



http://cmp-openstandards.org/tools/threats-and-actions-taxonomies/

http://cmp-openstandards.org/tools/threats-and-actions-taxonomies/
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Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or 
Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Better Products & Management Practices 


 Encourage the wind energy sector to 
develop, implement, and promote 
beneficial management practices to 
mitigate threats to the Buff-breasted 
Sandpiper and its habitats where the 
species is known to occur. 


High IUCN Threat 3.3 2021–2031 


Better Products & Management Practices 


 Assist landowners to implement and 
promote beneficial management by 
providing or helping to develop written and 
digital resources to strengthen stewardship 
programs, which directly contribute to 
creating and maintaining Buff-breasted 
Sandpiper habitat and an appreciation of 
its value. 


Moderate 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 7.1, and 7.2 


2026–2036 


Broad Strategy: Conservation Designation & Planning  


Protected Area Designation &/or Acquisition 


 Conserve habitat at key sites. 
Moderate 


IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 3.1, 3.2 and 
3.3 


Ongoing 


Broad Strategy: Institutional Development  


Alliance & Partnership Development  


 Develop new international partnerships for 
conservation and maintain existing ones. 


High All Ongoing 


Broad Strategy: Research and Monitoring  


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Centralize data from past surveys and 
complete the analysis of tracking studies 
that identify sites with high densities of 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers. 


High Knowledge gap 2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring 
 Monitor the species at known and potential 


key sites during southbound and 
northbound migration;  


 Establish a list of key sites where at least 
0.2% of the population (about 100 birds) 
occur regularly through time. 


High Knowledge gap 2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Develop a more reliable and accurate 
population estimate within the next 5 years 


High Knowledge gap 2021–2026 







Management Plan for the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 2021 


24 
 


Conservation Measure Prioritye 
Threats or 
Concerns 


Addressed 
Timeline 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Determine fine-scale landscape features 
that predict habitat usage both on breeding 
and non-breeding grounds 


High 
IUCN Threats 3.1, 
3.2, 11.1, and 11.4 


2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Identify the natural processes that created 
and maintained suitable habitats to 
develop land-use practices beneficial for 
the species 


High 
IUCN Threats 2.1, 
2.3, 7.1, and 7.2 


2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Continue to monitor the species and its 
habitat on the breeding ground as part of 
the Arctic PRISM survey. 


High Knowledge gap 2021–2031 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Determine level of exposure of the species 
to pesticides and effects of those 
contaminants on survival, fitness and food 
availability. 


Medium 
IUCN Threats 7.3 
and 9.3 


2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Evaluate current and past population 
monitoring methods and identify the most 
appropriate methods to assess progress 
towards the management objective. 


Medium Knowledge gap 2021–2026 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Determine the fall migration route, survival 
rates and potential threats to juveniles of 
the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population. 


Low Knowledge gap 2026–2031 


Basic Research & Status Monitoring  


 Assess the severity of the effects of 
climate change on demographics and 
distribution 


Low 
Threats 11.1, 11.4, 
and 11.5 


2026–2031 


e “Priority” reflects the degree to which the measure contributes directly to the conservation of the species 891 
or is an essential precursor to a measure that contributes to the conservation of the species. High priority 892 
measures are considered those most likely to have an immediate and/or direct influence on attaining the 893 
management objective for the species. Medium priority measures may have a less immediate or less 894 
direct influence on reaching the management objective but are still important for the management of the 895 
population. Low priority conservation measures will likely have an indirect or gradual influence on 896 
reaching the management objective but are considered important contributions to the knowledge base 897 
and/or public involvement and acceptance of the species. 898 
 899 
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6.4. Narrative to Support Conservation Measures and 900 


Implementation Schedule  901 
 902 
Institutional Development 903 


Considering the extent of non-breeding habitat found outside Canada, implementing 904 
broad strategies that benefit the Buff-breasted Sandpiper will only be possible through 905 
strong collaboration with Canada’s international partners. In addition, collaboration with 906 
the wind energy sector is required to mitigate threats to the species and its habitat at 907 
key sites.  908 


As such, Canada and international partners created the Midcontinental Shorebird 909 
Conservation Initiative (MSCI), which aims to deliver full life-cycle conservation for the 910 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper and other species. The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is recognized 911 
as high conservation concern in many countries because it occupies several locations 912 
relevant to shorebird conservation that are prioritized as part of the MSCI.  913 


Livelihood, Economic & Moral Incentives, and Conservation Designation & Planning  914 


Wintering and stopover habitat used by the Buff-breasted Sandpiper is predominantly 915 
privately owned and used as agricultural cropland or pastureland, so the involvement of 916 
private landowners is critical. Stewardship programs can support and incentivize 917 
landowners to manage their land for short-grass habitat and shorebird conservation. 918 
Where appropriate and after consideration of a range of ecological targets, this may 919 
involve using livestock or fire to maintain short-grass habitat, as well as appropriate soil 920 
moisture in sod fields. Support could also be given to sod farm owners, where housing 921 
development exerts pressure on agricultural lands. Further research is need to 922 
determine if this type of habitat provides adequate conditions to support the recovery of 923 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper. Conservation managers and landowners of key migratory and 924 
wintering sites should be educated about Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s unusual habitat 925 
requirements (shortgrass rather than the taller coastal wetland grasses preferred by 926 
most shorebirds and waterbirds) so that these requirements are not overlooked when 927 
implementing management practices for shorebirds more broadly.  928 


Appropriate buffers and mitigation measures for renewable energy developments must 929 
be put in place in locations where there is high density of Buff-breasted Sandpiper. 930 
Standards for monitoring nonbreeding shorebirds in the Western Hemisphere (PRISM 931 
2018) provide a comprehensive protocol for ad hoc assessments of habitat use by 932 
shorebirds.  933 


Research and Monitoring 934 


Buff-breasted Sandpipers should be monitored to determine habitat usage, population 935 
size and trends. By 2025, this monitoring effort should inform a more reliable and 936 
accurate baseline population size towards the management objective. Surveys on 937 
staging or wintering grounds may be more effective in determining population sizes and 938 
trends than arctic surveys because the species does not congregate in large numbers 939 
or show site fidelity on the breeding grounds. This is particularly important as population 940 
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trends have not been quantified. At the same time, arctic breeding ground surveys and 941 
GPS-tracking can provide important information about micro-scale habitat use, which is 942 
needed to identify areas sensitive to industrial development and to climate change. 943 
Arctic PRISM may provide some of this information as upland habitats are included in 944 
the surveys (COSEWIC 2012). Surveys along the migratory route and in the wintering 945 
grounds can provide similar information about habitat use during these stages. 946 


Monitoring of habitat use and research on suitable habitat characteristics are key steps 947 
in shaping conservation actions for the species. By 2025, key wintering and migratory 948 
stopovers sites that cumulatively support 80% of the current population estimate of 949 
56,000 individuals should be identified. Canada will collaborate with its international 950 
partners to work towards a no net loss of suitable habitat at those sites. Tracking 951 
Buff-breasted Sandpipers using technology such as isotopes, genetics, radio-telemetry, 952 
geolocators, and satellite telemetry provides a wealth of information, including the 953 
location of sites with high densities of the species. Once identified, high-density 954 
locations can be conserved and managed cooperatively with landowners. Much of the 955 
species monitoring work is already in progress, but the analysis of the data is ongoing 956 
(R.B. Lanctot pers. comm. 2019b). Additionally, to most effectively use this technology, 957 
the potential effects of geolocators and telemetry units on movement and survival must 958 
be assessed (identified as High priority by the ECCC Shorebird Technical Committee in 959 
2016).  960 


Various threats to the Buff-breasted Sandpiper require further investigation to 961 
understand their impact. The species’ reliance on agricultural areas during the 962 
non-breeding period puts individuals at risk of pesticide contamination. While there has 963 
been some research into the effects of pesticides, multiple unknowns remain, such as 964 
the extent of exposure to various chemicals; the direct effects of those chemicals on the 965 
species, and; the indirect effects on the invertebrates eaten by the species.  966 


Climate change may become one of the greatest threats facing this species but the 967 
severity of its current and projected effects on the Buff-breasted Sandpiper requires 968 
more research. As average temperatures increase in the Arctic, the northern limit of 969 
shrub vegetation is advancing into the Buff-breasted Sandpiper’s breeding habitat. On 970 
the wintering grounds, habitat is expected to be lost from coastal erosion and rising sea 971 
levels.  It is unclear whether the species is adjusting its breeding schedule to match 972 
earlier insect emergence in the Arctic. Along migration, habitat and weather patterns are 973 
expected to shift and it is unknown whether the species will adapt to these changes. 974 
The population-level effect of these threats is unknown. Some changes, like more 975 
frequent and severe storms, may have strong impacts on individual survival, but more 976 
study is needed to determine whether birds are able to survive such situations. During 977 
fall migration, juveniles following the Atlantic coast might be disproportionally vulnerable 978 
to increased frequency and severity of storms compared to adults who migrate inland. 979 
Overall, more research into the effects of climate change on Buff-breasted Sandpiper 980 
demographics and distribution is needed.  981 
 982 
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7. Measuring Progress 983 
 984 
The performance indicators presented below provide a way to measure progress 985 
towards achieving the management objective and monitoring the implementation of the 986 
management plan. 987 
 988 


- By 2026, a more accurate population estimate from stopover sites is available. 989 
- By 2026, key wintering and migratory stopovers sites that cumulatively support 990 


80% of the current population estimate are identified. Key sites are defined as 991 
areas where at least 0.2% of the population (about 100 birds) occur regularly 992 
through time. 993 


- By 2036, the Buff-breasted Sandpiper population is maintained at the 2026 level 994 
detected from stopover surveys.  995 


 996 
 997 
  998 
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Appendix A: Effects on the Environment and Other Species 1311 
 1312 
A strategic environmental assessment (SEA) is conducted on all SARA recovery 1313 
planning documents, in accordance with the Cabinet Directive on the Environmental 1314 
Assessment of Policy, Plan and Program Proposals12. The purpose of a SEA is to 1315 
incorporate environmental considerations into the development of public policies, plans, 1316 
and program proposals to support environmentally sound decision-making and to 1317 
evaluate whether the outcomes of a recovery planning document could affect any 1318 
component of the environment or any of the Federal Sustainable Development 1319 
Strategy’s13 (FSDS) goals and targets. 1320 
 1321 
Conservation planning is intended to benefit species at risk and biodiversity in general. 1322 
However, it is recognized that implementation of management plans may also 1323 
inadvertently lead to environmental effects beyond the intended benefits. The planning 1324 
process based on national guidelines directly incorporates consideration of all 1325 
environmental effects, with a particular focus on possible impacts upon non-target 1326 
species or habitats. The results of the SEA are incorporated directly into the 1327 
management plan itself but are also summarized below in this statement.  1328 
 1329 
The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an arctic shorebird, breeding in the coastal uplands and 1330 
relying on short-grass habitat on migratory stopover sites and wintering grounds. 1331 
Conservation measures aiming to preserve short-grass habitats and manage 1332 
pasturelands for Buff-breasted Sandpipers are expected to provide habitat for other 1333 
shorebirds migrating and wintering with them, including but not limited to the 1334 
Semipalmated Plover (Charadrius semipalmatus), Baird’s Sandpiper (Calidris bairdii), 1335 
American Golden-Plover (Pluvialis dominica), Pectoral Sandpiper (Calidris melanotos), 1336 
and Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda). On the breeding ground, other species 1337 
also nest in the upland coastal habitat including Black-bellied Plover (Pluvialis 1338 
squatarola) and American Golden-Plover so conservation measures on the breeding 1339 
ground (e.g., managing development, climate action) may be of broad benefit.  1340 


                                            
12 www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-
directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html  
13 www.fsds-sfdd.ca/en#/en/goals/   



https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html

https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html

https://www.fsds-sfdd.ca/en#/en/goals/

https://www.fsds-sfdd.ca/en#/en/goals/

http://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html

http://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/programs/strategic-environmental-assessment/cabinet-directive-environmental-assessment-policy-plan-program-proposals.html

http://www.fsds-sfdd.ca/en#/en/goals/
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Appendix B: Summary of Buff-breasted Sandpiper Population Estimates 1341 
 1342 


Life Cycle Stage Location Year Estimation 
(thousands) 


Scope Particularities Reference 


Spring migration Rainwater 
Basin 


2004–2005 56 


(35–78, 95%CI) 


Global - Stopover duration (2 days) not 
considered; possible high underestimation 


- Assumes that all individuals stop there but 
they don’t; possible underestimation 


Jorgensen et al. 
2008; Lanctot et 
al. 2010; McCarty 
et al. 2015. 


Spring Migration Flint Hills 
ecoregion 


2014 20.7 


(11.7–35,4, 95%CI) 


Surveyed 
area 


- Surveys performed from a moving vehicle 
- Stopover duration not considered; 


possible high underestimation  
Lyons et al. 2016. 


Spring Migration Flint Hills 
ecoregion 


2015 12.7 


(5–28.9, 95%CI) 


Surveyed 
area 


- Difference with 2014 could be that fewer 
birds stopped in the study area or could 
be due to timing of surveys 


Lyons et al. 2016. 


Spring migration Coastal Texas 2016–2019 Not yet available Global - Stopover duration obtained through 
tagging data and considered for 
estimation 


J.E. Lyons, 
pers.comm, 2020; 
Lanctot et al. 
2016. 


Breeding grounds Canadian 
Arctic 


2010–2017 550 


(293–719, 85%CI) 


(358–654, 95%CI) 


Canada - Currently being reviewed to evaluate 
accuracy  


- Effects of deviation from random site 
selection unknown; possible positive bias 


- Small sample size in marginal habitats; 
possible unstable estimates 


- Many of the PRISM estimates are much 
higher than estimates based on summed 
winter counts, because for widely 
dispersed species, there are always birds 
wintering in low numbers in areas that 
aren't surveyed 


P.A. Smith, pers. 
comm. 2020; 
CWS, unpublished 
data. 


Breeding grounds Arctic Alaska 1997–2007 42.5 


(5.8–79, 95%CI) 


Surveyed 
area 


- Estimation based on only 60 observations; 
high uncertainty 


Andres et al. 2012; 
McCarty et al. 
2020; Bart and 
Smith 2020. 
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Life Cycle Stage Location Year Estimation 
(thousands) 


Scope Particularities Reference 


Wintering grounds Argentina, 
Uruguay, 


Brazil 


1999 & 
2001 


None provided but 
could be 100–200 


Global - Not provided for statistical reasons 
associated with the use of unsupervised 
satellite image classification 


R.B. Lanctot, pers. 
comm. 2020; 
Lanctot et al. 
2004. 


Wintering grounds South 
America 


- Less than 50 Global - Most likely missing important wintering 
sites or birds too dispersed 


A.J. Lesterhuis, 
pers. comm. 2019. 


 1343 
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ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ    
 


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ   
 


ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂ (SARA), 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓄᑦ 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 


ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 


ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒻᓇ ᑎᑎᖃᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 


ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑉ. 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖓ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (Calidris subruficollis, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 


Tryngites subruficollis) ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ 


ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓐᓂ (SARA) ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 


2017.  


ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏ ᐊᒪ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖅ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 


ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᖏ ᑯᑯᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᐊᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᕐᒥᑎᒍᑦ, 


ᐸᒥᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓴᕈᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ. ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓪᓗ 


ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᒥᐊᖅᐳᑦ, ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒍᒋᓪᓗ 


ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑉᓗᑎᒃ. 


 


ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ 75% ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 


ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓯᐅᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᓂᖏᓪᓗ 


ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ 


ᓄᓇᖓᓐ), ᔪᑲᓐᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ. ᐅᐱᕋᒃᓴᒻᒥ, ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 


ᓄᐸᓕᐊᕙᒃᐳᑦ  ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ. ᐅᑭᐊᒻᒥᓕ, 


ᓄᐸᓕᐊᓱᕆᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐᒧᑦ.  


ᓂᕿᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ, ᐸᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥᓗ 


ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓪᓗ ᑭᓂᐸᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. 


ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒥ.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓕᕋᖓᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐸᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖅᑕᓱᖅᑐᑦ 


(ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖏᑦ 10 ᓯᓐᑎᒥᑕᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕋᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᖅᑐᖃᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  


ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ  


 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᖃᐅᑎᓄᑦ 


ᓄᖃᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ (ᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥ).  


 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᓗᐊᕕᒃᑐᑦ 


ᐃᓂᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ; ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 


ᐱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ; ᓇᐸᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, eucalyptus, ᐊᒻᒪ acacias 


ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖁᑎᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓂᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 


 ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 


ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  


 ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖃᒐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᒥᖕᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 


ᓇᒻᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 
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ᑲᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑦ: 


ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᕕᒃ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᒋᐊᕆ ᐊᓚᓐ  


ᓯᕈᓂᓐ ᕗᐊᑉᓚ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᑲᐅᓪ ᐃᒍᕆᓯ  


ᐳᓚᓐᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᐊᑐᖓ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᕋᐃᔭᓐ M. ᐳᐅᑕᓐ 


ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒥᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᑦ 


ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ ᐊᑭᖃᖏᑐᖅ  1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓐᓇᖅ) ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᑐᕋᕈᑎᖓ 


ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 


Aussi disponible en français. Also available in English. 


 


ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᑉᓯ ᐅᕗᒐ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 


Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) –  


Canadian Wildlife Service, Northern Region 


PO Box 1870, Iqaluit NU  X0A 0H0 


Fax: 867-975-4645   Phone: 867-979-7058 


Email: Teresa.tufts@canada.ca 


© ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 


ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 


 


 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ   


ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ 10 ᐊᕋᒍᑦ (2025 ᐅᕗᒐ 2035), ᐊᕿᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 


ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᐸᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ.   


ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 


ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  


ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᑲᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ:  


 ᐊᑐᒐᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 


ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᓄᓇᒋᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖓ 


ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ; 


 ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ; 


 ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 


ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ; 


 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᐅᓂᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 


ᖃᓄᐃᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 


ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᒃ; 


 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 


ᐊᑐᒐᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ 


ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ; 


 ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᓂᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖏᑦ 


ᓇᖠᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᓚᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 


ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ; 


ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 


ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 


ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ. 


 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᖓᑕ 


ᓴᓗᒪᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᒻᒪᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 


ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 


 


ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᕐᒪᖓᖅᐱᑦ  


 ᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᑦ, 


ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᑎᓐᓂᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᓱᖅᑕᖏᑦ 


ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᓂ  www.canada.ca/en/environment-


climate-change/services/species-risk-public-


registry.html; 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 ᐊᑭᓕᒐᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᒥᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃᓕᖅ 


ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 


ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 


 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 


ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓗ 


ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ 


ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ   


 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᐃᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 


ᖃᓄᒥᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑕᐃᓕᓗᓯ. 


 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ 


ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᖕᒧᒃ (ᐅᓇᑐᑦ eBird). 


 


       


 
 


ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (ᐅᑯᓇᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ – ᓄᐊᑦ 


ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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Buff-breasted Sandpiper at Seal River Estuary Important Bird 

Area © Christian Artuso 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of the draft Management Plan for the 

 BUFF-BREASTED SANDPIPER
 

 

Under the Species at Risk Act (SARA), a 

management plan must be developed for each 

species listed as Special Concern in order to 

identify measures for the conservation of the 

species. This document highlights the key sections 

of the draft management plan. 

Species Conservation Status  

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, 

formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is listed as Special 

Concern under SARA since 2017.  

Description   

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized 

shorebird. This species is marked with dark brown 

spots or streaks along the crown and sides of the 

breast, and narrow, dark-brown streaks edged in 

buff (light brownish yellow) on their back, upper 

tail, and wing feathers (when viewed at rest). Male, 

female, and juvenile plumage is similar. The 

species has yellow legs and a black bill.  

 

 

Distribution 

An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted 

Sandpiper population breeds in Canada. The 

species breeds in low densities in the tundra along 

the coastline of Alaska, Yukon, the Northwest 

Territories and Nunavut. On the spring migration, the 

species follows the Midcontinental Flyway, stopping 

in the Llanos plains of Columbia and Venezuela 

before crossing the Gulf of Mexico. In the fall, the 

species makes multiday stops in southern 

Saskatchewan, in the Kansas Flint Hills, in 

southcentral Texas and on the Gulf of Mexico coast.  

  

 
Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (from Cornell Lab 

– Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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For more information, please contact us directly at: 

Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) – Canadian Wildlife Service Iqaluit 

        933 Mivvik Street, Iqaluit, Nunavut X0A 0H0 PO Box 1870 

Phone: 1-867-979-7045  or  Email: hayley.roberts@canada.ca 

Or visit the Species at Risk Public Registry website at:  www.sararegistry.gc.ca  

 

For information regarding reproduction rights, please contact Environment and Climate 
Change Canada’s Public Inquiries Centre at 1-800-668-6767 (in Canada only)  
or 819-997-2800     or email   ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 
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Habitat Needs 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland 

species, preferring to breed on the drier, elevated 

ridges of the tundra. Males display in small 

groups (leks) in moist meadows. Females nest 

away from lek sites, in well-drained grassy 

tundra. During migration, the species 

congregates in natural or managed short-grass 

(less than 10 cm in height) areas, such as 

pastures and plowed fields.  

Threats to the Species’ Survival 

 Habitat loss from wind farm encroachment and 

direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines 

at important stopover (in the U.S.) and wintering 

sites (in South America).  

 Permanent habitat loss in the non-breeding 

period due to fire suppression; resource 

extraction; and conversion to pine, eucalyptus 

and acacias plantations. 

 Decreased survival in the non-breeding period 

due to exposure to pesticides and reduced food 

availability, especially when natural habitats or 

pastures are not available.  

 Decreased survival of juveniles during migration 

and decreased nesting success on breeding 

grounds due to severe weather events. 

Management Objectives 

Over a period of 10 years (2025 to 2035), maintain the 

Buff-breasted Sandpiper population size. 

Strategies to Help Meet Objectives 

Broad strategies to address the threats to the survival 

and recovery of the species include:  

 Encourage the wind energy sector to develop, 

implement, and promote beneficial management 

practices to mitigate threats to the Buff-breasted 

Sandpiper and its habitats where the species is 

known to occur. 

 Conserve habitat at sites of key importance. 

 Provide resources to landowners through 

stewardship programs to consider Buff-breasted 

Sandpiper habitat needs (such as short-grass and 

adequate soil moisture) when managing their land; 

 Identify the natural processes that created and 

maintained suitable habitats in order to develop 

land-use practices beneficial for the species. 

 Develop new international partnerships and 

maintain existing ones, for conservation of the 

species and its habitat 

 Centralize data from past surveys and complete 

the analysis of tracking studies that identify sites 

with high densities of Buff-breasted Sandpipers; 

 Determine fine-scale landscape features that 

predict habitat usage on non-breeding grounds; 

 Determine level of exposure of the species to 

pesticides and effects of those contaminants on 

survival, fitness and food availability.

How You Can Help  

 Learn more about the Buff-breasted Sandpiper, the threats to its survival and its habitat needs at 
www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html; 

 Practice voluntary stewardship activities and beneficial management practices, for example: 

 Work in cooperation with Environment and Climate Change Canada and/or local conservation groups to 
conserve important habitat; and avoid activities that could harm the species or its habitat. 

 Submit observation data to conservation data centres such as eBird.  

mailto:ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca
http://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html


 

  

 

 

Summary of the draft Management Plan for the  
 

BUFF-BREASTED SANDPIPER 
 

Under the Species at Risk Act (SARA), a management 

plan must be developed for each species listed as 

Special Concern in order to identify measures for the 

conservation of the species. This document highlights the 

key sections of the draft management plan. 

Species Conservation Status  

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper (Calidris subruficollis, 

formerly Tryngites subruficollis) is listed as Special 

Concern under SARA since 2017.  

Description and Distribution 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is a medium-sized 

shorebird. This species is marked with dark brown spots 

or streaks along the crown and sides of the breast, and 

narrow, dark-brown streaks edged in buff along the 

feather shafts on their back, scapulars, upper tail, and 

wing coverts. Male, female, and juvenile plumage is 

similar. The species has yellow legs and a black bill. 

 

An estimated 75% of the global Buff-breasted Sandpiper 

population breeds in Canada. The species breeds in low 

densities in the tundra along the coastline of Alaska 

(U.S.), Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. In 

the spring, the species migrates mostly in the Prairie 

Provinces. In the fall, the species migrate on a broad 

front, from British Columbia to Newfoundland.  

Habitat Needs 

The Buff-breasted Sandpiper is an upland species, 

preferring to breed on the drier, elevated ridges of the 

tundra. Males display in small groups (leks) in moist 

meadows. Females nest away from lek sites, in well-

drained grassy tundra. During migration, the species 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

congregates in natural or managed short-grass (less than 

10 cm in height) areas, such as pastures and ploughed 

fields.  

Threats to the Species’ Survival 

 Habitat loss from wind farm encroachment and 

direct mortality from collisions with wind turbines 

at important stopover (in the U.S.) and wintering 

sites (in South America).  

 Permanent habitat loss in the non-breeding 

period due to fire suppression; resource 

extraction; conversion to pine, eucalyptus, and 

acacias plantations; and invasive non-native 

species. 

 Decreased survival in the non-breeding period 

due to exposition to pesticides and reduced food 

availability, especially when natural habitats or 

pastures are not available.  

 Decreased survival of juveniles during migration 

and decreased nesting success on breeding 

grounds due to severe weather events. 

 

 
 
 
 

    

 

 

 

 

 
Buff-breasted Sandpiper at Seal River Estuary 

Important Bird Area © Christian Artuso 
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Management Objective  

Over a period of 10 years (2025 to 2035), maintain or, if 

possible, increase the Buff-breasted Sandpiper 

population size.   

Strategies to Help Meet Objectives 

Broad strategies to address the threats to the survival and 

recovery of the species include:  

 Provide resources to landowners through 

stewardship programs to consider Buff-breasted 

Sandpiper habitat needs (such as short-grass and 

adequate soil moisture) when managing their land; 

 Protect habitat at sites of key importance; 

 Develop new international partnerships for 

conservation and maintain existing ones; 

 Centralize data from past surveys and complete the 

analysis of tracking studies that identify sites with 

high densities of Buff-breasted Sandpipers; 

 Determine fine-scale landscape features that predict 

habitat usage on non-breeding grounds; 

 Evaluate current and past population monitoring 

methods and identify the most appropriate methods 

to assess progress towards the management 

objective; 

 Identify the natural processes that created and 

maintained suitable habitats to develop land-use 

practices beneficial for the species. 

 Determine level of exposure of the species to 

pesticide and herbicide and effects of those 

contaminants on survival, fitness and food 

availability. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How You Can Help 

 Learn more about the Buff-breasted Sandpiper, 

the threats to its survival and its habitat needs at 

www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-

change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html; 

 Practice voluntary stewardship activities and 

beneficial management practices, for example: 

 Work in cooperation with Environment 

and Climate Change Canada and/or 

local conservation groups to conserve 

important habitat; and 

 Avoid activities that could harm the 

species or its habitat. 

 Submit observation data to conservation data 

centres (such as eBird). 

 

 
          

         
 

Distribution of the Buff-breasted Sandpiper (from Cornell Lab – 

Birds of North America’s Website, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ    
 

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ   
 

ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂ (SARA), 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒻᓇ ᑎᑎᖃᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑉ. 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖓ  

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (Calidris subruficollis, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

Tryngites subruficollis) ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓐᓂ (SARA) ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 

2017.  

ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏ ᐊᒪ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖅ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 

ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᖏ ᑯᑯᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᐊᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᕐᒥᑎᒍᑦ, 

ᐸᒥᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓴᕈᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ. ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓪᓗ 

ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᒥᐊᖅᐳᑦ, ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒍᒋᓪᓗ 

ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑉᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ 75% ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓯᐅᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ 

ᓄᓇᖓᓐ), ᔪᑲᓐᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ. ᐅᐱᕋᒃᓴᒻᒥ, ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 

ᓄᐸᓕᐊᕙᒃᐳᑦ  ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ. ᐅᑭᐊᒻᒥᓕ, 

ᓄᐸᓕᐊᓱᕆᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐᒧᑦ.  

ᓂᕿᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ, ᐸᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥᓗ 

ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓪᓗ ᑭᓂᐸᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. 

ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒥ.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓕᕋᖓᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐸᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖅᑕᓱᖅᑐᑦ 

(ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖏᑦ 10 ᓯᓐᑎᒥᑕᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕋᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᖅᑐᖃᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ  

 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᖃᐅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᓄᖃᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ (ᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥ).  

 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᓗᐊᕕᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ; ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᐱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ; ᓇᐸᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, eucalyptus, ᐊᒻᒪ acacias 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖁᑎᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓂᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

 ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖃᒐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᒥᖕᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᓇᒻᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

 
 
 
 

    

 

 

 

 
 

 

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓇᑦᑎᓕᖕᒥ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᒻᒥ  

© Christian Artuso 



ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ                         ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ  

 

 

ᑲᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑦ: 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᕕᒃ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᒋᐊᕆ ᐊᓚᓐ  

ᓯᕈᓂᓐ ᕗᐊᑉᓚ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᑲᐅᓪ ᐃᒍᕆᓯ  

ᐳᓚᓐᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᐊᑐᖓ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᕋᐃᔭᓐ M. ᐳᐅᑕᓐ 

ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒥᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ ᐊᑭᖃᖏᑐᖅ  1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓐᓇᖅ) ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᑐᕋᕈᑎᖓ 

ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 

Aussi disponible en français. Also available in English. 

 

ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᑉᓯ ᐅᕗᒐ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 

Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) –  

Canadian Wildlife Service, Northern Region 

PO Box 1870, Iqaluit NU  X0A 0H0 

Fax: 867-975-4645   Phone: 867-979-7058 

Email: Teresa.tufts@canada.ca 

© ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 

ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 

 

 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ   

ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ 10 ᐊᕋᒍᑦ (2025 ᐅᕗᒐ 2035), ᐊᕿᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᐸᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ.   

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᑲᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ:  

 ᐊᑐᒐᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 

ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᓄᓇᒋᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᖓ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᖅ) ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ; 

 ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ; 

 ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ; 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᐅᓂᑯᓚᐅᖅᑐᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᒃ; 

 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᒐᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ; 

 ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᓂᒃᑐᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓇᖠᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᓚᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ; 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ. 

 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᖓᑕ 

ᓴᓗᒪᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᒻᒪᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᕐᒪᖓᖅᐱᑦ  

 ᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᑦ, 

ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᑎᓐᓂᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᓱᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᓂ  www.canada.ca/en/environment-

climate-change/services/species-risk-public-

registry.html; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 ᐊᑭᓕᒐᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᒥᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃᓕᖅ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 

 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓗ 

ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ   

 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᐃᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᒥᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑕᐃᓕᓗᓯ. 

 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᖕᒧᒃ (ᐅᓇᑐᑦ eBird). 

 

       

 
 

ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (ᐅᑯᓇᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ – ᓄᐊᑦ 

ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ, McCarty et al. 2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       
 

 

mailto:ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca
http://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html
http://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html
http://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html


 

  

 

 

ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ    
 

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ   
 

ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂ (SARA), 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒻᓇ ᑎᑎᖃᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑉ. 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖓ  

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (Calidris subruficollis, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

Tryngites subruficollis) ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓐᓂ (SARA) ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 

2017.  

ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏ ᐊᒪ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖅ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 

ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᖏ ᑯᑯᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᐊᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᕐᒥᑎᒍᑦ, 

ᐸᒥᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓴᕈᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ. ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓪᓗ 

ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᒥᐊᖅᐳᑦ, ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒍᒋᓪᓗ 

ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑉᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ 75% ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓯᐅᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ 

ᓄᓇᖓᓐ), ᔪᑲᓐᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ. ᐅᐱᕋᒃᓴᒻᒥ, ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 

ᓄᐸᓕᐊᕙᒃᐳᑦ  ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ. ᐅᑭᐊᒻᒥᓕ, 

ᓄᐸᓕᐊᓱᕆᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐᒧᑦ.  

ᓂᕿᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ, ᐸᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥᓗ 

ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓪᓗ ᑭᓂᐸᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. 

ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒥ.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓕᕋᖓᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐸᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖅᑕᓱᖅᑐᑦ 

(ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖏᑦ 10 ᓯᓐᑎᒥᑕᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕋᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᖅᑐᖃᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ  

 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᖃᐅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᓄᖃᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ (ᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥ).  

 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᓗᐊᕕᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ; ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᐱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ; ᓇᐸᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, eucalyptus, ᐊᒻᒪ acacias 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖁᑎᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓂᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

 ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖃᒐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᒥᖕᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᓇᒻᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

 

 
 
 
 

    

 

 

 

 
 

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓇᑦᑎᓕᖕᒥ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᒻᒥ  © Christian Artuso 



ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ                         ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ  

 

 

ᑲᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑦ: 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᕕᒃ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᒋᐊᕆ ᐊᓚᓐ  

ᓯᕈᓂᓐ ᕗᐊᑉᓚ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᑲᐅᓪ ᐃᒍᕆᓯ  

ᐳᓚᓐᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᐊᑐᖓ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᕋᐃᔭᓐ M. ᐳᐅᑕᓐ 

ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒥᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ 

ᐃᓄᖕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ ᐊᑭᖃᖏᑐᖅ  1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓐᓇᖅ) ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᑐᕋᕈᑎᖓ ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 

Aussi disponible en français – Also available in English 

ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᑉᓯ ᐅᕗᒐ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 

Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) –  

Canadian Wildlife Service, Northern Region 

PO Box 1870, Iqaluit NU  X0A 0H0 

Fax: 867-975-4645   Phone: 867-979-7058 

Email: Teresa.tufts@canada.ca 

©            ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ,  

ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 

 

 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ   

ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ 10 ᐊᕋᒍᑦ (2025 ᐅᕗᒐ 2035), ᐊᕿᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᐸᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ.   

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᑲᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ:  

 ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 

ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑲᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

(ᐃᕕᖃᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥ ᑭᓂᐸᔪᒥᓗ ᓄᓇᕋᕐᒥ) ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ; 

 ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᔨᕆᔭᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ; 

 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑕᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑉᓗᒥ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ; 

 ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᑎᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᓄᓴᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᐅᕐᓕᕐᓂᖕᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ; 

 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᒪᓂᒃᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒻᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᐊᓚᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 

 ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑉᓯᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓇ ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᓗ ᓇᒧᐊᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᐅᓚᖑᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ 

ᑐᕋᒐᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᕿᐅᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ 

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᒐᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ. 

 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓄᐃᑕᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖁᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 

 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᕐᒪᖓᖅᐱᑦ  

 ᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᑦ, 

ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᑎᓐᓂᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᓱᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᓂ  www.canada.ca/en/environment-

climate-change/services/species-risk-public-

registry.html; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 ᐊᑭᓕᒐᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᒥᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃᓕᖅ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 

 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓗ 

ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ   

 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᐃᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᒥᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑕᐃᓕᓗᓯ. 

 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᖕᒧᒃ (ᐅᓇᑐᑦ eBird). 

     

      
ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (ᐅᑯᓇᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ – ᓄᐊᑦ 

ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ, McCarty et al. 2017) 
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ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ    
 

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓄᑦ   
 

ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓂ (SARA), 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓄᑦ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒻᓇ ᑎᑎᖃᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑉ. 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖓ  

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (Calidris subruficollis, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

Tryngites subruficollis) ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑕᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᓐᓂ (SARA) ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 

2017.  

ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏ ᐊᒪ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖅ. ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 

ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᖏ ᑯᑯᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᐊᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᕐᒥᑎᒍᑦ, 

ᐸᒥᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓴᕈᖏᑎᒍᓪᓗ. ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓪᓗ 

ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᒥᐊᖅᐳᑦ, ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒍᒋᓪᓗ 

ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᑉᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ 75% ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓯᐅᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᖏᖏᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ 

ᓄᓇᖓᓐ), ᔪᑲᓐᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ. ᐅᐱᕋᒃᓴᒻᒥ, ᑕᑉᑯᐊ 

ᓄᐸᓕᐊᕙᒃᐳᑦ  ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ. ᐅᑭᐊᒻᒥᓕ, 

ᓄᐸᓕᐊᓱᕆᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥᑦ ᓄᐅᕙᐅᓐᓚᓐᒧᑦ.  

ᓂᕿᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ, ᐸᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥᓗ 

ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᓪᓗ ᑭᓂᐸᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᕈᐊᓱᖅᐳᑦ. 

ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒥ.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ᐊᐅᓚᖅᐸᓕᐊᓕᕋᖓᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐸᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖃᖅᑕᓱᖅᑐᑦ 

(ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖏᑦ 10 ᓯᓐᑎᒥᑕᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕋᐃᑦ ᐱᖁᖅᑐᖃᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ  

 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᖃᐅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᓄᖃᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᓐ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᓯᐅᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ (ᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲᒻᒥ).  

 ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᖕᓇᐃᓗᐊᕕᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᓯᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ; ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᐱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ; ᓇᐸᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, eucalyptus, ᐊᒻᒪ acacias 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖁᑎᖏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓂᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᕈᖕᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᖏᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

 ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖃᒐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᒥᖕᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᓇᒻᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 

 

 
 
 
 

    

 

 

 

 
 

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓇᑦᑎᓕᖕᒥ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᒻᒥ  © Christian Artuso 



ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒡᕕᑦ                         ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ  

 

 

ᑲᖓᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑦ: 

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐃᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᕕᒃ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᒋᐊᕆ ᐊᓚᓐ  

ᓯᕈᓂᓐ ᕗᐊᑉᓚ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᑲᐅᓪ ᐃᒍᕆᓯ  

ᐳᓚᓐᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᐊᑐᖓ © ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᓯᓚᑉ ᐊᔭᖑᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᔾᔨ: ᕋᐃᔭᓐ M. ᐳᐅᑕᓐ 

ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒐᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒥᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ 

ᐃᓄᖕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᑦ ᐅᖃᓗᑎᖓ ᐊᑭᖃᖏᑐᖅ  1-800-668-6767 (ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓐᓇᖅ) ᐅᕙᓗᓂᑦ 819-997-2800 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᑐᕋᕈᑎᖓ ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca. 

Aussi disponible en français – Also available in English 

ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓂᕈᒪᒍᑉᓯ ᐅᕗᒐ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 

Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) –  

Canadian Wildlife Service, Northern Region 

PO Box 1870, Iqaluit NU  X0A 0H0 

Fax: 867-975-4645   Phone: 867-979-7058 

Email: Teresa.tufts@canada.ca 

©            ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑎᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ,  

ᑭᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ, 2020 

 

 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ   

ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ 10 ᐊᕋᒍᑦ (2025 ᐅᕗᒐ 2035), ᐊᕿᐅᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᐸᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ.   

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᑦ 

ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

ᐊᔨᖏᖏᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᑲᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ:  

 ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 

ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑲᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

(ᐃᕕᖃᓗᐊᖏᑐᒥ ᑭᓂᐸᔪᒥᓗ ᓄᓇᕋᕐᒥ) ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ; 

 ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᔨᕆᔭᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ; 

 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑕᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑕᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑉᓗᒥ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ; 

 ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᑎᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᓄᓴᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᐅᕐᓕᕐᓂᖕᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ; 

 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᒪᓂᒃᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒻᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᐊᓚᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 

 ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑉᓯᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓇ ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᓗ ᓇᒧᐊᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᐅᓚᖑᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ 

ᑐᕋᒐᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ; 

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᕿᐅᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ 

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᒐᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ. 

 ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᓄᐃᑕᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖁᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑉᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 

 

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᕐᒪᖓᖅᐱᑦ  

 ᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓪᓕᑦ, 

ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᑎᓐᓂᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕆᓱᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᓂ  www.canada.ca/en/environment-

climate-change/services/species-risk-public-

registry.html; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 ᐊᑭᓕᒐᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᒥᐊᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃᓕᖅ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᐳᓯ: 

 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 

ᐊᔭᖑᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓗ 

ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪ   

 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᕈᐃᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᒥᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑕᐃᓕᓗᓯ. 

 ᓯᒡᔭᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᑦᑕᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᖕᒧᒃ (ᐅᓇᑐᑦ eBird). 

     

      
ᓇᒧᖓᐅᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ (ᐅᑯᓇᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ – ᓄᐊᑦ 

ᐊᒥᐊᕆᑲ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕈᓯᖏ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ, McCarty et al. 2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       
 

 

 

mailto:ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca
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http://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry.html
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ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
 
 

 
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: 

ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓄᑦ: X       ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ:  

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ:  ᐅᐊᖕᓂᔮᕐᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᔫᓂ 2021−ᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ:  

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᐊᖕᓂᔮᕐᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ (ᐊᕼᐃᐊᒃ, 
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ) ᐊᐃᕆᓕ 1999-ᒥᑦ.  ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒃᑰᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓚᐅᕐᖢᑎᒃ 
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒃᑲᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 
ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓕᕐᓱᐃᓂ ᑕᒡᕘᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕐᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ 2006-ᒥᑦ, ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓕᐅᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ ᖃᒪᓂ'ᑐᐊᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ 2009-ᒥᑦ, ᑲᔪᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ. 

• ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ 2013−ᒥᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᑕᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᒃᓴᖅ, ᐊᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑎᒍ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᑐᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ 
ᓴᓇᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᒃᓴᖓᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕙᖕᓃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓂᔮᕐᑐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ 
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  

• ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᐅᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ 
ᐊᕼᐃᐊᒃᒥ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᔫᓂ 4 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᓂ 15, 2021.   

ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ: 

• ᐅᐊᖕᓂᔮᕐᑐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᒃ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᓪᓗ 
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᐳᖅ ᔫᓂ 15, 2021−ᒥᑦ (ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1). ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
(ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2). 

• ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓯᒪᓇᑎᒃᓗ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ.  
ᐸᖕᓇᒃᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖕᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒪᓪᓗᑎᒍ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ 10-
ᓗ 15−ᓗ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥ ᐱᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒻᒪᕐᓯᒪᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖕᓂᑦ. 
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ ᑐᖔᓃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᖁᓱᔪᓐᓃᑦᑎᐊᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.   
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• ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ 19.2 ᐳᓴᓐᓂ ᖁᓛᓃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑑᑉ 
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᙱᑦᑐᒧ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᕐᓱᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ. ᑲᑎᕐᓱᕐᓂ 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ; ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ. 

• ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ 23,118 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒃᑲᐃᑦ (ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐋᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ=7.6 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ) ᐊᕼᐃᐊᒃᒥ 
ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 39,131 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ (95 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ=33,385-45,867; ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ=7.8 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ). ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ 
19,764 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒃᑲᐃᑦ (ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐋᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ=19.1 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ) ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᓂ 
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 33,454 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ (95 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ=22,503-
49,735; ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ=19.2 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ). ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ 26,588 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒃᑲᐃᑦ 
(ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐋᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ=7.1 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ) ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑯᖏ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 45,005 ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ (95 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ=38,732-52,293; 
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑎᑦ=7.3 ᐳᓴᓐᑎ). 

• ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ 122 ᐊᒪᖅᑯᓂᑦ (30 ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᑦ ,60 ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ 32), 3 ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ 
ᐊᕼᐃᐊᒦᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ, 16 ᖃᕝᕕᒑᕐᔪᐃᑦ (1 ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᑦ, 7 ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ, 8 ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ), 36 ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 
(10 ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᑦ 27−ᓗ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ) (ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2).  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ 225 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᑦ (118 
ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᑦ, 46 ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ, 61−ᓗ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ) (ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 3).   

• ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᑦ, ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᑐᐊᖅ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᔫᓂ 2011−ᒥᑦ. ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᒋᓚᐅᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᕆᓚᐅᕐᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅ ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᑎᔾᔭᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᑯᖏᑦ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᒥᑦ ᔫᓂ 2011−ᒥᑦ; ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐅᓄᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ. ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᒐᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕋᓗᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᒃᑐᓂᑦ, ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕐᐹᓪᓕᕐᑐᑦ 5 
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᔫᓂ 2011 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2021−ᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ.  

• 2021 ᔫᓂᒥᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᐹᖑᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᒐᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓛᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ. 

• ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᒐᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐊᕐᔪᒃᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕋᑎᒃᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᐹᒥ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓕᕐᐸᑕ, ᐱᓕᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᑐᒃᓯᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᕙᖕᒪᖔᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᕐᖢᑎᒃ 
ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕐᓂᖕᓂᓪᓗ.   

• ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᒥᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓛᕐᓂᖓ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 
2022−ᒥᑦ. 
 

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᑦ: 

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒥᑦ 2020 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
2021 ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ-19−ᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ 
ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᑲᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓄ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ. 
ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᐸᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓪᓚᑦᑖᕈᓐᓇᕋᑕᓗ, ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᕕᓂᑦ 



3 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ RM003-2022 

ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐸᖕᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᓚᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ.   

• ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓇᓱᖕᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᖕᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᒃᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ/ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᐸᖕᓂᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᓛᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᐸᑕ 
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᖕᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᓪᓗ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓛᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐆᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒡᔪᐊᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᕐᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᓪᓗ.   

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ: 

• ᐊᑐᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
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ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 1. ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᓂ ᔫᓂ 4 ᐊᒻᒪ 15, 2022. 
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ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 2: ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᑐᓲᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᔫᓂ 2021−ᒥᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓂᔮᕐᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒥ 

ᓇᐃᓴᐃᔭᕐᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐊᕐᐳᓯ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᑦ ᑲᔪᕈᔫᕗᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓂᔮᖓᓂ), 

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᑦ ᑲᔪᓪᓚᕆᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᑲᓴᒃ (ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᑦ). 
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ᐊᔾᔨᙳᐊᖅ 3 ᐅᒥᒃᒪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᔫᓂ 2021−ᒥᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓂᔮᕐᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᔭᕐᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ. 
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 

 

ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ 
 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎ: ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎ: ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ: X 

 

ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᖅ: ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 100 ᑕᓐ ᐅᕿᖏᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᑰᑕᒥᒃ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0−ᒥ 2023 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2024 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

 

 

 
 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ (Reinhardtius hippoglossoides) 

 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ (GHL) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (NAFO) ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ (SA) 0 ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᒧᑦ, 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0A (ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᒋᖓ, ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0B (ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓐᓂ), 

ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑖᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ (NSA). ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ (GHL) ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 1 ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 31. ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (NAFO) ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔫᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1−ᒥ. 

 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ (GHL) ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0 (SA0) ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖓ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕ (ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 0A ᐊᒻᒪ 0B) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᑭᑐᑦ 

(ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1A ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ F ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᑦ). ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᓐᓄᒃ, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ 

ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (SC) ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᒻᒥᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (NAFO) ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᐅᕐᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐃᖃᓗᖁᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ; ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᐅᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 

ᐃᒪᖁᑐᖏᓐᓂ. ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAC) 

ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (NAFO) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (SC) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎᑦ 50/50 ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᓐᓄᕐ. 

 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᕕᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0 (SA0) ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (GHL) 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAC) 18,185 ᑕᓐᔅ, ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 22, 2020−ᒥ 

ᑐᕌᖓᓪᓗᓂ 2021 ᐊᒻᒪ 2022−ᒧ; ᑖᓐᓇ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ (TAC) 
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ᑭᖑᓂᓕᒫᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAC) ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᕗᖅ: 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ/ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 2021-22 ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᑕᓐᔅ) 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (NAFO) 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0A 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 9,592.5 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 0A ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

9,592.5 

 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ/ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 2021-22 ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᑕᓐᔅ) 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (NAFO) 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0B 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 4,283.25 

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ 449.25 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

2,960 

ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᓂᖅ 

900 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 0B ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

8,592.5 

 

ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2021, ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAC) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 0A ᐊᒻᒪ 0B. 

 

ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ 2006−ᒥ, 100 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 0A ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAC) ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑖᒧᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (NAFO) 

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 0A ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. 

 

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᕐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ (EAGSAC) ᐃᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ (NAFO) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (SC) ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAC) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (GHL) ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ 0+1 (ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥ) 2023−ᒧ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2024−ᒧ. 

 

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

 

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᒐᓚᒃ) ᐃᓱᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (SC) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᙳᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᐊᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓂᓯᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᑐᐊᕈᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓯᑎᐱᕆᐅᑉ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᑕ ᑐᖔᓂ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ 

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖅ ᓱᖁᓯᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒍ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 1, 2023−ᒥ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒧ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᒐᓚᒃ 

ᐱᔪᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᑑᔪᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒃᑰᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᐅᑉ ᓄᕐᖑᐊᓂ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᕌᒐᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 3.1−ᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ. 
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ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAC) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᐃᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖅ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖏᑎᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᒃᑎᒍ. 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAC) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂ 

ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ: ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ; ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖓᓂ; ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧ−ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ; 

ᓴᓇᕝᕕᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ; ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ; ᓄᓇᑖᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ 

 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ: 

 

1) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0 (SA0) ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (GHL) ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAC) 2023−ᒧ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2024−ᒧ. 

2) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 100 ᑕᓐᔅ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (GHL) ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 0A−ᒥ ᓯᒡᔭᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑖᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. 

 

 

ᐱᕙᒌᑕᖅᑕᖓ ᐆᒪ: ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 04, 2022 

 

 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 

 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1 – ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ 



 

4 

 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 1 

 

 

 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᕐᕕᕈᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖏ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᔪᐋᓗᓂᖓ 

ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᔪᐋᓗᓂᖓ (ᐊᓯᖏᑦ) 

ᑕᐅᑦᑐᐃᑦ: ᑕᐃᒫᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓕᔪᖅ ᐆᔭᐅᔭᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᑯᑖᒃᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖕᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᓇ 

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᒍ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᓪᓕ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ 

ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (NAFO) ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. 

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓂᖓ 4 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 7 ᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ (EEZ). ᑭᖑᒃᐸᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᐃᓂᖓ 6 ᐊᓪᓗᕐᒪᒋᑦ NAFO ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔫᑦ 2J ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3K ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᖓ 7 

ᖃᓪᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ NAFO ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3L. ᑎᑎᓪᓛᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᔭᐅᔭᑦ 

ᑎᑎᑯᑖᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖕᒪᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓ. 

 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᑕᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ. ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᐋᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ. 

ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑖᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 

ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᕐᕕᕈᒃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖓ 

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓ 

ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (NAFO) ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔫᑦ 

 

ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ 

ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ 

ᕕᕈᐊᕆ 18, 2014 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐋᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᓄᓇᙳᐋᓕᐅᖑᔪᖅ ᕆᓃ ᑐᑉᓚᐃᓐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖕᒧᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᓪᓗᐊᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓂᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ: ᓯᖃᓪᓕᓯᕕᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
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Greenland halibut in Subarea 0+1 (offshore)   Advice June 2022 for 2023-2024  
 

 

Recommendation for 2023 and 2024 

The main index for this stock has not been updated since 2017, consequently stock status is increasingly 
uncertain. However, SC notes that the stock varied without trend between 2013-2017 while the fishery was 
increasing. Average catches during this period were 29,640 t, therefore, SC recommends catches not to 
exceed this value in 2023 and 2024. 

 

Management objectives 

Canada and Greenland adopted a total allowable catch (TAC) of 36 370 t for 2019 to 2022. Canada requests 
that stock status be evaluated in the context of management requirements for long-term sustainability and the 
advice provided should be consistent with the precautionary approach. 

 
Convention General Principles Status Comment/consideration 

  

Restore to or maintain at BMSY 
 

BMSY Unknown 
 

OK 
Eliminate overfishing 

 

FMSY Unknown 
 

Intermediate 
Apply Precautionary Approach 

 

Blim valid to 2017 
 

Not 
accomplished 

Minimise harmful impacts on 
living marine resources and 
ecosystems 

 

Fishing closures are in effect in SA0 and 
Div. 1A. No specific measures. 

 

Unknown 

Preserve marine biodiversity 
 

Cannot be evaluated 
  

 

Management unit 

The Greenland halibut stock in Subarea 0 + 1 (offshore) is part of a larger population complex distributed 
throughout the Northwest Atlantic. From 2020, separate assessments are made on the inshore management 
units in 1A-F and 0B. 

Stock status  

The 0A-South and 1CD biomass index was above Blim throughout the time series, 1999 to 2017.  The 2019 value 

is similar in magnitude to previous surveys, however, it is not considered directly comparable. Despite a lack of index 
survey data in recent years the stock status is not expected to have changed drastically during 2018 to present.  

Special Comment  

The main index for this stock has not been updated since 2017, consequently stock status is increasingly 
uncertain: this increases the risks associated with management decisions. It is essential that surveys resume 
as soon as possible to update indices. 

In assessing stock status SC considered the observed stability in length frequencies from surveys and the 
fishery, the age-1 index, that TACs have been consistently achieved, longevity of the species, and that status in 
2017 was well above Blim.  
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Reference points 

BMSY is not known for this stock. In 2015 a proxy for Blim was developed based on 30% of a period of stability in 
the 0A-South and 1CD index (1999-2012). However, no surveys were conducted in 2018, 2020 or 2021 and the 
2019 survey was not considered comparable to previous surveys. The previous Blim was valid to 2017, but 
needs to be re-evaluated once a new time series is established.  

Assessment 

The assessment is qualitative with input from research surveys (total biomass and abundance indices to 2017, 
an index of age 1 fish to 2020, and length frequency distributions to 2017) and fishery length frequencies to 
2021.  

The next assessment is expected to be in 2024. 

Human impact 

Mainly fishery related mortality has been documented. Other sources (e.g. pollution, shipping, oil-industry) are 
undocumented. 

Biology and Environmental interactions 

No specific studies were reviewed during this assessment  

Fishery 

Catches were first reported in 1964. Catches increased from 1989 to 1992 due to a new trawl fishery in Div. 0B 
with participation by Canada, Norway, Russia and Faeroe Islands and an expansion of the Div. 1CD fishery with 
participation by Japan, Norway and Faeroe Islands. Catch declined from 1992 to 1995 primarily due to a 
reduction of effort by non-Canadian fleets in Div. 0B. Since 1995 catches have been near the TAC and increasing 
in step with increases in the TAC, with catches reaching a high of 36 436 t in 2021. 
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Recent catch and TACs ('000 t)         

  2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

TAC 27 30 30 30 32.3 32.3 36.4 36.4 36.4 36.4 

STACFIS SA 0 13.4 14.9 15.4 14.1 15.9 16.0 18.3 17.9 19.12   

STACFIS SA 1  13.5 14.7 14.9 15.2 16.2 16.2 18.0 18.1 17.3   

Total STACFIS1 26.9 29.6 30.3 29.3 32.1 32.2 36.3 36.0 36.4   

1 Based on STATLANT, with information from Canada and Greenland authorities to exclude inshore catches. 
2 STACFIS estimate using 1.5 conversion factor for J-cut, tailed product; 1 129 t increase over reported catch. 

 

Effects of the fishery on the ecosystem 

The impact of bottom fishing activities on VMEs in SA 0 was assessed in 2016. Three areas have been designated 
as marine refuges, that exclude bottom contact fisheries: Disko Fan, Davis Strait and Hatton Basin. Areas in SA 
1 have also been closed to fishing to protect benthic habitats. 

Greenland Shark is a bycatch species of concern in the SA 0+1 (offshore) fishery given its low reproductive rate, 
slow growth rate and limited ecological information. SC has examined Greenland Shark bycatch records and 
survey encounters in the NAFO Convention Area to determine the amount of, and spatial and temporal patterns 
in Greenland Shark bycatch.  

 

Basis for Advice 

A quantitative assessment of risk at various catch options is not possible for this stock, therefore, it is not 
possible to quantitatively evaluate the sustainability of the TAC. There was no biomass index available for 2018, 
2020 or 2021, and there is uncertainty in the comparability of the 2019 estimate. TAC advice in 2022 is based 
on a qualitative review of available data.  

Sources of information 

SCR 22/022, 023, 21/014; SCS Doc. 22/009, 012, 017 
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III. STOCKS ASSESSMENTS  

A. STOCKS OFF GREENLAND AND IN DAVIS STRAIT: SUBAREA 0 AND SUBAREA 1 

Recent Conditions in Ocean Climate and Lower Trophic Levels  

• The ocean climate index in Subarea 0-1 above normal in 2021. 
• Mean initiation timing of the spring phytoplankton bloom in 2021 was the earliest of the time series. 
• Spring bloom magnitude (total production) was slightly below normal in 2021 

 

 
 

Figure A1. Annual anomalies of environmental indices for NAFO Subareas 0 and 1. The ocean climate 
index (A) for the period 1990-2020  is the average of 10 individual time series. These 
includes standardized anomalies of 4 SSTs time series, 4 temperature time series at 3 
hydrographic stations and 2 air temperatures time series (see Cyr and Belanger 2022  for 
details). Spring bloom anomalies (B, C) for the 2003-2021 period are derived from four 
satellite boxes (HS, NLAB, CLAB, GS – see Cyr and Belanger 2022  for details). Positive 
(negative) anomalies indicate late (early) bloom timing or magnitude  above (below) the 
mean for the reference period. Anomalies were calculated using the following reference 
periods: ocean climate index: 1981-2010, spring bloom indices: 2003-2020. Anomalies 
within ± 0.5 SD (shaded area) are considered near-normal conditions. 
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Environmental Overview 

Hydrographic conditions in this region depend on a balance of ice melt, advection of polar and sub-polar waters 
and atmospheric forcing, including the major winter heat loss to the atmosphere that occurs in the central 
Labrador Sea. The cold and fresh polar waters carried south by the east Baffin Island Current are counter 
balanced by warmer waters are carried northward by the offshore branch of the West Greenland Current 
(WGC). The water masses constituting the WGC originate from the western Irminger Basin where the East 
Greenland Currents (EGC) meets the Irminger Current (IC). While the EGC transports ice and cold low-salinity 
Surface Polar Water to the south along the eastern coast of Greenland, the IC is a branch of the North Atlantic 
current and transports warm and salty Atlantic Waters northwards along the Reykjanes Ridge. After the 
currents converge, they turn around the southern tip of Greenland, forming a single jet (the WGC) that 
propagates northward along the western coast of Greenland. The WGC is important for Labrador Sea Water 
formation, which is an essential element of the Atlantic Meridional Overturning Circulation. At the northern 
edge of the Labrador Sea, after receiving freshwater input from Greenland and Davis Strait, part of the WGC 
bifurcates southward along the Canadian shelf edge as the Labrador Current. 

Ocean Climate and Ecosystem Indicators 

The ocean climate index in Subarea 0-1 has been predominantly above or near normal since the early 2000s, 
except for 2015 and 2018 that were below normal (1A). After being in 2019 at its highest value since the record 
high of 2010, the index was normal in 2020 and again above normal in 2021. Before the warm period of the last 
decade, cold conditions persisted in the early to mid-1990s.  
 
Spring bloom initiation has been oscillating between early (negative anomalies) and late (positive anomalies) 
timing between 2003 and 2020. In 2021, the average timing of the spring bloom in Subarea 0B1EFT was the 
earliest of the time series and followed the two latest bloom onset on record for the region (Figure A1B). Spring 
bloom magnitude (total production) remained mostly below or near-normal between 2003 and 2020 with the 
exception of a few highly productive bloom in 2006, 2015 and 2018 (Figure A1C). In 2021, mean bloom 
magnitude in the region was slightly higher than normal (Figure A1C).  
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1. Greenland Halibut (Reinhardtius hippoglossoides) in Subarea 0 and 1 (Offshore) 

(SCR Doc. 22/022, 22/023, 21/014; SCS Doc. 22/009, 22/012) 

a) Introduction 

The Greenland halibut stock in Subarea 0 and 1 (offshore) is part of a larger population complex distributed 
throughout the Northwest Atlantic (Roy et al. 2014). The fishery distribution includes Canadian (SA0) and 
Greenland (SA1) offshore waters. Canada and Greenland manage the fisheries independently and request 
advice from NAFO SC. The fishery came under quota regulation in 1976 when a TAC of 20,000 t was established. 
TAC was increased to 25,000 t in 1979. In 1994 analysis of tagging and other biological information resulted in 
the creation of separate management areas for inshore Div. 1A. The portion of the TAC allocated to Subarea 
0+1A (offshore) and 1B-F was set at 11 000 t and the TAC remained at this level from 1995-2001, during which 
time the TAC was fished almost exclusively in Div. 0B and Div. 1CD. A series of surveys took place during 1999-
2004 in areas of Div. 0A and 1AB that had not been surveyed before resulting in an expansion of the fishery 
into these northern divisions between 2001 and 2006. In 2020 studies of parasites,  analysis of historic taggings 
and fishery data resulted in the creation of separate management areas for inshore Div. 1B-F (SCR Doc. 
20/034). 

The assessment is qualitative, and since 2014 has been based on an index of survey biomass that combines 
Divisions 0A-South and 1CD surveys (ICES 2013). The surveys are conducted by the same vessel and gear 
during the fall which allows for a combination of the survey results. An index based harvest control rule was 
accepted as the basis for TAC advice in 2016 and 2018. 

The vessel that conducted surveys from 1997 to 2017 was retired in 2018 and a new research vessel built by 
the Greenland Institute of Natural Resources will begin a new survey time series in 2022. No survey was 
conducted in 2018, 2020 and 2021. A commercial vessel was used for the 2019 survey. This change in vessel 
had an effect on gear performance such that the 2019 index is not directly comparable to previous years. Also, 
earlier timing for the 0A-South survey in 2019 introduced additional uncertainty to the comparability of this 
index. Assessment and advice in 2020 and 2022 were based on a qualitative review of available survey and 
fisheries data.  The absence of a continuous survey series limits the assessment and STACFIS may be unable to 
evaluate the impact of the advised TAC.  

Fishery and Catch: Bottom otter trawl gear is used by most fleets in the Subarea 1 fishery. There have been 
longline vessels occasionally in the offshore, however gillnet gear is not allowed.  The Subarea 0 fishery is a mix 
of trawl and gillnet (between 30-40% of the catch in recent years) with the occasional use of longline.  The 
trawlers in both Subareas have been using both single and double trawl configurations since about 2000. The 
gillnet fishery in Subarea 0 began in 2005 and has been using baited gillnets since about 2015. Baiting gillnets 
has been shown to increase catch rates (Bayse and Grant 2020). 

Catches were first reported in 1964 and rose to 20,027 t in 1975 before declining to 2,031 t in 1986. Catches 
increased from 1989 to 1992 (reaching a level of 17,888 t) due to a new trawl fishery in Div. 0B with 
participation by Canada, Norway, Russia and Faeroe Islands and an expansion of the 1CD fishery with 
participation by Japan, Norway and Faeroe Islands. Catch declined from 1992 to 1995 primarily due to a 
reduction of effort by non-Canadian fleets in Div. 0B. Since 1995 catches have been near the TAC, increasing in 
step with increases in the TAC. Since 2019 the TAC has been 36,400 t. In 2021 catches were 36,436 t (Figure 
1.1). 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada does not include the J-cut and tail off product in its product list for Greenland 
halibut, however, the majority of the catch in this fishery (~90%) is processed as this product. An interim 
conversion factor (CF) of 1.49 was therefore provided in at-sea observer manuals and used by vessel operators 
and observers since 2007. In 2021, the CF for J-cut, tail off product was lowered by Canadian authorities from 
1.49 to 1.4. Based on a review of at-sea observer experiments conducted in Subarea 0 the appropriate value to 
estimate round weight from J-cut, tail off, dressed weight is 1.5, which is comparable with J-cut, tail off CF values 
used by other countries that fish in the SA0+1 stock area (SCR Doc. 22/023). The catch in SA 0 for 2021 was 
adjusted accordingly. 
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Recent catch and TACs ('000 t):          

  2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

TAC 27 30 30 30 32.3 32.3 36.4 36.4 36.4 36.4 

STACFIS SA 0 13.4 14.9 15.4 14.1 15.9 16.0 18.3 17.9 19.12   

STACFIS SA 1  13.5 14.7 14.9 15.2 16.2 16.2 18.0 18.1 17.3   

Total STACFIS1 26.9 29.6 30.3 29.3 32.1 32.2 36.3 36.0 36.4   

1 Based on STATLANT, with information from Canada and Greenland authorities to exclude inshore catches. 

2 STACFIS estimate using 1.5 conversion factor for J-cut, tailed product; 1,129 t increase over reported catch. 

 

Figure 1.1. Greenland halibut in Subarea 0 and 1 (offshore): catches and TACs. 

b) Data Overview 

i) Commercial fishery 

Length frequencies were available for 2021 from Greenland trawl fisheries in Div. 1AB, , Greenland, German, 
trawl fisheries in Div. 1CD,  and from Canadian gillnet and trawl fisheries in Div. 0AB.  

Length frequency data have been combined to produce an overview for the SA0+1 trawl fleets and the SA0 
gillnet fleet. Modal length for the trawl fleets has varied from 49 to 51 cm and since 2014 the mode has 
remained above 50 cm.  Modal length in the SA 0 gillnet fleet was approximately 61 cm prior to 2014 and since 
then has declined to about 56 cm observed in 2021. 

ii) Research surveys 

In the past, surveys were conducted by Russia and the Federal Republic of Germany in 0B (1987-1992) and by 
Greenland and Japan in 1BCD (1987-1995). Greenland and Canada began conducting surveys in 1997 and 1999, 
respectively (Figure 1.2). 

Greenland Surveys (Div. 1CD)– Buffered stratified random bottom trawl surveys conducted during fall from 
400 to 1500 m, from 1997-2017, and in 2019. Biomass in 1CD fluctuated with a slight positive trend through 
most of the time series (Figure 1.2). In 2017, biomass was similar to levels seen in 2015 and 2016. There were 
no surveys in years 2018, 2020 and 2021. The 2019 estimate is not comparable to previous values. 

Canada Surveys (Div. 0A-South and occasionally in 0B and 0A-North) – Buffered stratified random bottom 
trawl surveys conducted during fall from 400 to 1500 m, in 1999, 2001, every second year between 2004 and 
2014, annually to 2017 and in 2019.  Biomass in Div. 0A-South varied with an increasing trend from 1999 to 
2016 followed by a marked decline in 2017 (Figure 1.2). Biomass in Div. 0B in 2016 was similar to a previous high 
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observed in 2011. There were no surveys in years 2018, 2020, and 2021. The 2019 0A-South estimate is not 
comparable to previous values. 

Combined 0A-South and 1CD Surveys - In 2014 STACFIS adopted a recommendation from the ICES 
Greenland halibut benchmark meeting (ICES 2013) to create a combined survey index with which to monitor 
the overall Subarea 0+1 (offshore) stock. The surveys are conducted with the same vessel and gear during the 
fall which allowed for simple addition of the survey estimates to create the index. The biomass index had 
remained stable at a relatively high level during 1999-2012 and therefore, based on Precautionary Approach 
Framework guidance from NAFO SC for stocks assessed using an index (SCS Doc. 04/12), the average over this 
period was accepted as a proxy for BMSY, and Blim was set as 30% of the proxy BMSY.  The index increased between 
2014 and 2016 and while it declined in 2017 it remained well above Blim (Figure 1.3).  Abundance followed a 
similar trend. The decline observed in 2017 was a result of a decline in 0A-South. The 2019 value is similar in 
magnitude to previous surveys, however, it is not considered directly comparable for use in provision of advice.  

The length distribution for 0A-South and 1CD surveys combined ranged from about 5 cm to 100 cm. Modal 
lengths have shifted from 42-43 cm at the beginning of the time series to a high of 51 cm in 2015. Secondary 
modes were clearly present in 2008 and 2012-2017. 

 
Figure 1.2 Greenland halibut in Subarea 0 and 1 (offshore): biomass indices from bottom trawl 

surveys. A survey in Div. 0A in 2006 is not included due to poor coverage. 
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Figure 1.3  Greenland halibut in Subarea 0 and 1 (offshore): Biomass trends in Div. 0A-South + Div. 

1CD survey and the proxy for Blim. 

Age-1 Abundance Index - The Petersen-method is used to assign Greenland halibut caught during the West 
Greenland shrimp survey to age 1, 2 and 3+ using length data. The survey takes place on the Greenland shelf in 
Div. 1A-F at depths 50 m to 600 m for fish sampling (SCR Doc. 21/014). The number of 1 year old fish in the 
survey area, including Disko Bay (also area within Division 0A when available), is used as an age-1 index. The 
index was generally increasing from 1988 to 2003, followed by a declining trend to 2010, and since then the 
index has been variable with series high values observed in 2011, 2013 and 2017 (Figure 1.4). Abundance in 
2020 is near the series average. A change in survey vessel occurred in 2018, but gear performance analyses 
concluded the surveys were comparable (SCR 20/15).  

 
Figure 1.4 Greenland halibut in Subarea 0 and 1 (offshore): index at age 1 derived from the 

Greenland Shrimp and Fish Survey.  

c) Assessment Results 

There is no accepted analytical model. Several attempts to model the stock dynamics have been tried over the 
years using methods such as Yield per Recruit Analysis, XSA, ASPIC and Schaefer surplus production model.  
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i) Subarea 0 and 1 (offshore)  

Biomass: The RV Pâmiut 0A-South+Div. 1CD combined survey biomass index, 1999 – 2017 had been relatively 
stable from 1999 to 2014 then more variable with a time series high in 2016 and a level near the series low in 
2017, all values were above Blim.  

Recruitment: Recruitment is uncertain. 

Fishing mortality: Fishing mortality is uncertain. 

State of the Stock: The 0A-South and 1CD biomass index was above Blim throughout the time series, 1999 to 
2017.  The 2019 value is similar in magnitude to previous surveys, however, it is not considered directly 
comparable. Despite a lack of index survey data in recent years the stock status is not expected to have changed 
drastically during 2018 to present.  

d) Reference Points 

BMSY is not known for this stock. In 2015 a  proxy for Blim was developed based on 30% of a period of stability 
in the 0A-South and 1CD index (1999-2012). However, no surveys were conducted in 2018, 2020 or 2021 and 
the 2019 survey was not considered comparable to previous surveys. The previous Blim was valid to 2017, but 
needs to be re-evaluated once a new time series is established.  

The next full assessment of this stock is expected to be in 2024. 
 
e) Recommendations:  

In 2018 STACFIS recommended that the CPUE data be explored and the General Linear Model examined to 
better understand the observed trends.  

In 2020 STACFIS recommended that the overall 1A-F survey biomass be explored as an index of stock status 
instead of only the age 1 portion of this survey.  

STATUS: No progress has been made on these recommendations in 2022. However, effort is underway to 
explore spatial and length based models using all available survey indices as well as fishery catch and length 
frequencies, to identify the potential for their use in future assessments of this stock. 
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2. Greenland Halibut (Reinhardtius hippoglossoides) in Subarea 1 inshore  

(SCR Doc. 18/023, 22/008, 009, 010, 024, 029, 031, 035, 036, 037, 038; SCS Doc. 22/11) Full assessment. 

a) Introduction 

The fishery targeting Greenland halibut developed in the Disko Bay and south Greenland in the beginning of 
the twentieth century. The fishery is conducted with longlines or gillnets from small vessels, open boats and 
through holes in the sea ice during the winter months. The fishery gradually spread from the Disko Bay to 
Uummannaq and Upernavik, but the catches remained low until the 1980s.  
 
Quota regulations were introduced in 2008 as a shared quota for all vessels . In 2012, the TAC was split in two 
components with ITQ’s for vessels and shared quota for small open boats. In 2014, the Government of 
Greenland set “quota free” areas within each subarea, and in these areas, catches were not drawn from the total 
quota, although still included in landing statistics. In 2022 the quota free areas were abolished.  
 
To protect juvenile fish in the area, sorting grids have been mandatory since 2002 in the offshore shrimp fishery 
at West Greenland and since 2011 in the inshore shrimp fishery in the Disko Bay. Trawl fishery is not allowed 

























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒥᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X  ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ: ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ: 
 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒻᒥᒃ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᒐᓱᐋᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ) 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓪᓕᕉᑎᓂᒃᑰᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ. 
 

ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ: 

ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ – ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐃᓃᑦ – ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓ 
 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
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ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ (Pandalus borealis) ᐳᑭᓕᒃ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ (Pandalus montagui) 
 

 

 

 



 

 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
 

ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᒃ (P. borealis ᐊᒻᒪ P. montagui) ᐱᑕᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ 

ᑭᖑᑉᐸᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒻᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (WAZ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ) (ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1). 

 

ᓴᓂᕝᕙᑦᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑕᖃᑦᑕᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ, 

ᓇᓪᓕᕉᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑳᖅᑎᑦᑎᖓᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓈᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (WAZ) 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ) ᑭᖑᑉᐸᒐᓱᐊᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᒻᒧᑦ 

ᐱᒍᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᔭᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓂᕝᕙᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓘᓐᓇᓕᒫᖏᓂᒃ, ᐋᖅᑭᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᖃᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᑎᖏᒐᔅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 

 

ᑲᑐᑎᓗᒋᑦ, ᓇᓪᓕᕉᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑳᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᒐᓱᐊᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒻᒪᑦ 1) ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᖔᓐᓂᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᒍᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2) ᓅᑎᑦᑎᖔᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂ 

ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ (ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ). 

ᐅᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᑳᖅᓯᒪᓕᑦᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ), ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᑦ 350 t-ᓄᑦ ᐱᒐᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20 t ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᓂᕝᕙᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᑭᖑᐸᒐᓱᐊᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᑦ 120 ᐅᓪᓘᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ (ᐊᐃᕆᓕ 1 − ᔪᓚᐃ 31 

ᐊᑐᓂᐋᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ) (ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 2). ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᔭᐅᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᕆᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᓯᕈᑦᑕᐅᔮᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. 

 

ᐃᓱᓕᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 2022, ᓴᓇᕕᖁᑎ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᓚᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᓯᕗᒧᐊᑦᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᑦᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᑕ 

ᐱᖓᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᓯᑯᖃᓗᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑭᖑᕙᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᓇᕕᖁᑎᐅᑉ ᐱᓕᕆᒍᓐᓇᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᖅ. ᕿᑎᖓᓂ−ᔪᓚᐃ, ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᒃ ᓇᔪᖔᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ (NU-E) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ (NK-E) 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓱᕐᕌᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑲᖃᓂᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᑕᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᓇᔪᒐᕐᓂ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 
 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔅᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

 

P. borealis ᐱᕕᐅᒍᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ) 

ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖃᖏᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᓂᕐᓗᒃᑕᐃᓕᒪᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (PA) ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ. 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐋᖅᑕᐅᒍᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 2021−ᒥ ᑕᒫᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ 

ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ) ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ, P. borealis ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖃᖏᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᐅᓂᖓᓂ 

ᐱᓂᕐᓗᒃᑕᐃᓕᒪᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (PA) ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᓇᐃᓕᖓᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᖃᔨᓇᓱᐊᓂᖅ ᑕᐅᑐᒐᖃᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᐅᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓯᑲᓪᓚᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᓐᓂᖃᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ−ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ 

ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᕕᓴᐃᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  



 

 

 

ᓯᑯᖃᓐᓂᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᐃᓇᖅᑲᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᓯᓂᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᐃᒫᖑᓱᖑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᕉᑎᓂᖓᓂ 

ᑕᒪᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ) ᑭᖑᕙᓯᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓄᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑕᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 2022 ᓇᓪᓕᕉᑎᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᓯᑯᖃᓂᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕋᔭᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᕙᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐊᐅᔭᒻᒥ. 
 

ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐋᖅᓃᑦ 

 

ᓯᑯᓕᕆᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (ECCC) 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓯᑯᖃᓂᖓ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᓂᕋᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓱᕐᕌᓚᐅᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ) (ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 3). ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓕᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᑐᖃᖏᓂᕋᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ ᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐃᓱᓕᕕᓴᕆᓚᐅᑕᖓ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᓗᐊᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᓯᑰ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᐃᓕᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒻᒥ 

ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᐸᓱᐊᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑭᖑᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓚᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᑎᒋᒋᐋᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐋᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒍᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᓴᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᒐᓱᐊᓂᐅᑉ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᒐᓱᕕᐅᓂᖓ 

ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒍᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᒐᓱᐊᕕᐅᔪᒥ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ), ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓ, ᑕᐅᕙᙵᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 31−ᒥᒃ 

ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐋᒌᓯ 31, 2022. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᓐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᓂᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᓯᑰᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᒍᓇᐃᓕᒍᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᑕᐃᒫᖑᓱᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᓇᒻᒪᓈᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ: ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

 

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᐋᒌᓯ 4, 2022 
 

  



 

 

 

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖏᑦ 

 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1 – ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 2 – ᓇᓕᕉᑎᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᓂᕙᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (WAZ) 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᕕᐅᔪᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ) 

 

ᓇᓂᑦᑎᓯᖓ 3 − ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᑕᑯᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓯᑰᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᓕᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 

2022, ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕋᑖᓂᖓᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 2022 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 2 

 

 
ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᑦ NU ᐊᒻᒪ NK ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᒐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ WAZ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ EAZ  

 

ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᓂᖅ  

 

WAZ (P. montagui)  

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᕗᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ 800t ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ WAZ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ 

ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ; ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓲᖑᓂᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖅᑮᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ, ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ 50/50 ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᐊ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᖓᕙᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ 400t 

ᐊᑐᓂᑦ. ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᔭᖅ ᑰᑕᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᖅ 

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓂᑰᙱᑦᑐᖅ. 

 

EAZ - ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᑲᓛᖠᑦ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ, NU/NK E1 (P. borealis) 

350t ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20t ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᒐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓯᕗᓂᐊᑕ ᔪᓚᐃ 31 ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑑᑉ. ᑰᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒐᒃᓴᙱᑦᑐᑦ. 

 

ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖏᑦ P. borealis ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓃᑦᑐᓐᓃᕈᑎᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᓇᐄᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᓂᒋᑦ:  

 

• ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓃᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐱᒋᐊᕋᓱᒃᑕᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐄᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑕᒋᐊᓪᓗᒋᑦ 13% ᐊᒻᒪ 26% ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᖅ − ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᖕᓂᖅᓴᖅ − ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐃᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑕᖏᓄᑦ.  

 

• ᑭᖑᒃᐸᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖕᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᓂᒦᒃᑯᑎᒃ, ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᔪᖃᕈᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᖅ.  

 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕈᑎᑦ  

 

WAZ (P. montagui)  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᓂᐊᖅᐴᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ 550t ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕋᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖅᑮᔭᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐅᓪᓗᒥ 275t ᐊᑐᓂ. ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑰᑕᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓃᖓᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᖃᓐᓂᖓ ᓯᓚᖓᑕᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

 

EAZ - ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᑲᓛᖠᑦ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ, NU/NK E2 (P. borealis) 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔾᔮᙱᓚᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ 225t ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 10t  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᖓᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᑉ (ᒫᔾᔨ) ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  

 

 
1  ᑐᙵᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᐲᔭᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ P. Borealis ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NU/NK     E. 
2  ᑐᙵᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᐲᔭᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ P. Borealis ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NU/NK     E. 



 

 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᒃᓴᖅ 1. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕈᑎᓄᓪᓗ. 

 

ᐃᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᒐᒃᓴᑦ 

WAZ  

P. montagui 

 

400t 275t 400t 275t 

WAZ  

P. borealis  

 

ᐊᑐᙱᑦᑐᖅ – ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ  

EAZ  

P. montagui 

 

ᐊᑐᙱᑦᑐᖅ – ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 

EAZ  

P. borealis 

(ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᑲᓛᖠᑦ 

ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ, NU/NK E3) 

20t 10t 350t 225t 

 

 
 

 
3  ᑐᙵᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᐲᔭᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ P. Borealis ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NU/NK E. 
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ

ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 8, 2022

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 2022



— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 

• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᑲᓐᓂᓗᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊ 

ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᑯᐊ:  

1) ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ

2) ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑏᑦ

3) ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ

• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒃᑯᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓐᓂᖁᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᐸ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᔾᔨᐊᓂ, 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᓐᐋᑎᒃ

• ᓴᖕᖏᒃᑎᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ

• ᐃᓂᖃᕐᓗᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒻᒪᕆᖕᒥ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᖁᑎᒃᑐᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᖏᑦ, 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᐸᔪᒃᑐᒦᑉᐳᑦ. 
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

1. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓱᖏᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ ᓄᓇᖓ, ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᖓ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ 

ᓴᕿᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᑲᓕᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᖅᑐᑦ

2.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑕ 

ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑖᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ

3.  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖁᑎᖃᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ, 

ᓄᑖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒍᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥ 

ᐊᕙᑎᒥ, ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ

ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ

ᐱᓕᕆᔨᑖᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑖᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᕗᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒻᒪᕆᒃ

ᓄᑖᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᕆᔭᑦ

3



— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐋᕿᒃᓱᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖏ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒌᒍᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ

ᒫᑦᓯ 10 – 11, 2020
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᖁᑎᒃᑐᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕ
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎ
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓗᑎᒃ, 2020, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᖁᑎᒃᑐᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓᓂ

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᑕ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑖᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᑐᑭᑦ ᐳᖅᑐᓛᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ:

- ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ

- ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᕕᑦ

- ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

- ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓ

- ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑐᑦ - ᐊᐳᑦ, ᓯᑯ, ᐅᖂᓂᖓ, ᕿᕿᔪᖅ 
ᐊᐅᒍᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐋᕿᒃᓯᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖏᑦ, 2022

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᖃᕐᕕᖓᒍᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᖅᕼᐊᓚᐃᑦ:

https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/aqhaliat.html

.6

5 ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓄᑦ, 2023-24

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒻᒪᕆᒃ, 
ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ -
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ 

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓗᑎᒃ

ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ



— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖏᑦ -
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

7
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

“ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᑦᓯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦᑎᐊᕙᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᖕᒪᖔᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ. ᑐᓐᖓᓱᒃᑎᑦᑎᕗᒍᑦ 
ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓯ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑲᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ”  

- ᕙᓗᓕᐊ ᕗᒐᕋ, ᓘᒃᑖᖅ, ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᖓ, ᐆᓴᓐ ᒍᐃᔅ

8



— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᕕᖓ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕋᑎᒃ, 2022

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᖁᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓ

ᐃᓕᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ (ᒫᑦᓯ 2022): 

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᓗᒍ: ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ-
ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕐᕆᔭᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓖᑦ

ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓ

ᐊᕙᑎ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑐᑦ - ᐊᐳᑦ, ᓯᑯ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖂᓂᖓ 

ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓐᐋᒃᑎᑲ

9



— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐅᓄᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕙᒃᑑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

10

https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/infographics/
caribou-abundance-and-migration.html

https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/infographics/


— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 
ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ

11

https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/infographics/
caribou-abundance-and-migration.html

https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/infographics/


— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ -

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖅᑰᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑐᖅ

12

https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/infographics/
environmental-changes-temperature-impacts.html

https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/infographics/


— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᐊᕐᕖᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

13
https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/infographics/marine-mammal-population-and-marine-ecosystem-biodiversity.html



— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ -
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦ

14

https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/infographics

/arctic-char-and-other-fish-population-dynamics.html

https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/infographics


— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ -
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑎᑕᖓᓄ 
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓄᑦ
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https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/infographics/climate-change-research-and-monitoring.html



— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ – ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᖅ:
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, 
ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓂᕿᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓂᕐᒥ

▪ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒋᕙᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑳᑯᓕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖓᓂᒃ

▪ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ: ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓐᖏᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑕᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ

ᑖᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓂᕿᖃᖅᑐᑦ - ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ,

ᖃᕐᕕᑦ, ᐊᒃᖤᑦ - ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᓂᖅ (ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ) ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒻᒪᕆᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ

▪ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2019 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᓂᒪᖃᓐᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖏᑦ

▪ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ (ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ,

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ), ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᕿᕿᖅᑕᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ.

▪ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ: ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓗᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᓐᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᑕ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

▪ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ: https://www.nwmb.com/en/conservation-education/list-all-

documents/docs-for-articles/inuit-qaujimajatuqangit-documents/9383-nunavut-iq-polar-bear-report-davis-strait-june-2022-eng/file
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https://www.nwmb.com/en/conservation-education/list-all-documents/docs-for-articles/inuit-qaujimajatuqangit-documents/9383-nunavut-iq-polar-bear-report-davis-strait-june-2022-eng/file


— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐆᑎᕐᓇᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖓ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ
▪ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 

ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖓ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᓂᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᑕᐃᓕᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᔾᔪᑎᑦ

▪ ᐅᓇ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᒥᖕᓂᒃ 
ᐆᑎᕐᓇᒥᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐊᓂ

▪ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᖢᒍ ᐅᓇ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓ, ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᒃᓵᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2022-ᒥ. 

▪ ᐳᐃᒍᕐᓂᐊᓐᖏᑉᐳᓯ:

• ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒡᖢᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᐅᓕᑐᐊᓕ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ

• ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ`/ᐋᓐᓂᐊᔪᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦᓯᓐᓄᑦ.

• ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᑎᕐᓇᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖓᓂᒃ
ᓵᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ (ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ)

• ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕘᓇ: ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᑎᕐᓇᖅ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖅ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖓ – ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ (argis.com)

• ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ ᐅᕘᓇ: https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/publications/avian-influenza-in-

canada.html

• ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑐᑦ: https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/en_prevent_the_spread_06062022.pdf ;

https://www.gov.nu.ca/health/information/programs/avian-influenza; and Avian influenza in Canada - Canada.ca
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᖁᑎᒃᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓ 2022 

▪ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᖁᑎᒃᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓᓂ, ᒪᐃ 2022

▪ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔨᑦ 
ᑎᒥᖓ (ᑳᓄᐊ) - ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖅ

▪ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖓ ᑳᓗᑕᓐ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ

▪ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ - ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ: ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᖅ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᕕᒃᓴᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑖᑦ ᐸᕿᔨᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 
(ᑳᓗᑕᓐ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ)

▪ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᒌᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ; ᑲᔪᓯᓗᒍ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓗᑎᒃ 2022-ᒥᑦ 
23-ᒧᑦ

ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕗᑦ - ᓄᑖᖅ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᑦ ᓂᕿᓕᕆᕕᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐴᐊᐃᕕᖓ 
ᐃᒡᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᒥ. ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕗᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐊᑭᑐᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᑦᑎᐊᕙᖕᓂ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ, 
ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖓ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᕙᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ 
ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ 

ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ.  (ᓴᕿᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᐋᑎᒃ 
ᐃᔅᐳᓚᐃᓴᓐ ᐳᓚᐃᔅ ᑕᓚᕖᓕᕆᔨᑦ/ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᓚᕖᓴᖓᓂᑦ)
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᖁᑎᒃᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓᓂ, 2022

▪ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᕗᑦ ᐳᓛᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ

▪ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᕕᖕᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ

• 100 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᓐᓇᕋᒥᔾᔪᒃ ᐃᓄᖑᐊᖅ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᓕᒃ

▪ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ 2022 ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ, 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ:

• ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ - ᐃᓄᖑᐊᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᔭᒨᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᑕᓖᒨᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᕈᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ

• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ - ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒡᖤᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ -
ᐸᒡᕕᓐᖏᑦᑐᑎᒍᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᑯᔭᒐᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ - ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᐅᖂᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᓯᕈᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ

▪ ᑕᒪᑦᓯ ᑐᓐᖓᓱᒋᑦᑎ - ᑕᑯᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᒋᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᕿᔮᖅᑎᑕᕗᑦ!
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑮᓇᐃᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ - ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖏᑦ

▪ ᑳᒃᑯᓕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ - ᖃᓂᒪᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ, ᖃᓂᒪᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ: ᐊᑐᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ

▪ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ 
ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ

▪ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ - ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ: ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ-
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

▪ ᒍᐃᓐᓱ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖓ - ᓴᕿᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓈᒻᒪᖏᑦᑐᓕᐅᕆᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᒥᑎᓪᓗ 

▪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ - ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒃᖤᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ - ᐸᒡᕕᓇᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ-ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

▪ ᑳᓪᓗᑕᓐ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ–ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑖᑦ ᐸᕿᔨᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

▪ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ - ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ-ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ: 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

▪ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᒥ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᐅᑯᐊ ᕼᑦᓴᓐ ᐸᐃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐸᕿᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ

▪ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ: ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ

▪ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐊᖑᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ –ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᖅ ᖃᓂᒪᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᑳᐳᒪᐃᓐ 
ᑰᖓᓄᑦ

▪ ᓚᕚᓪ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ - ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᒥ

▪ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᖅ
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑮᓇᐃᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ - ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ - ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖏᑦ

▪ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᕙᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ: ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ

▪ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ 
ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ

▪ ᑳᒃᑯᓕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ - ᖃᓂᒪᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ, ᖃᓂᒪᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ: ᐊᑐᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ

▪ ᖁᓪᓕᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖁᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ – ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐆᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐆᒻᒪᖁᑎᖃᐅᑎᒃᓴᓄᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ, 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.

▪ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ - ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ: ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ-
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

▪ ᐆᓴᓐ ᒍᐃᔅ ᓄᖑᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ – ᐅᑭᐅᑦᑲᑦᑐᓕᒫᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓯᑎᓯᒪᔭᖓᑦ  

▪ ᑳᓪᓗᑕᓐ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ–ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑖᑦ ᐸᕿᔨᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

▪ ᐃᒡᓗ ᑎᒥᖓ –ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ: ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖁᑎᖃᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒻᒪᖁᑎᖃᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ

▪ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ - ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ-ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓂᕿᓪᓚᑖᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ: 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᔨᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

▪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ – ᓯᒡᔭᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓂᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ: ᑐᑭᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓ ᓱᑲᔪᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ 
ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ.

▪ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᐋᑐᕚ –ᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᒥᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕗᖅ: ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ-ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᔪᐃᑦᑐᕐᒥ

▪ ᑎᒥᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕇᑦ – ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

▪ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᖅ
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᑲᓇᑕ - ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ - ᔪᓇᐃᑎᑦ ᑭᖕᑕᒻ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖓᑦ (#CINUK) 

▪ ᑲᓇᑕ-ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ ᔪᓇᐃᑎᑦ ᑭᖕᑖᒻ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ - ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ 
(ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, 
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑯᐸᐃᖕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖅ) 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᐱᕇᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔪᓇᐃᑎᑦ ᑭᖕᑕᒻ

▪ ᓇᓕᖃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᔪᓇᐃᑎᑦ ᑭᖕᑕᒻ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ 20.1 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᖃᑭᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ, 
2022-ᒥᑦ 2024/25-ᒧᑦ

▪ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᖃᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᖃᑭᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᕈᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

▪ 13 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕆᓕ 2022:

▪ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑐᑦ: https://www.canada.ca/en/polar-knowledge/news/2022/05/successful-canadian-inuit-and-

uk-research-teams-announced-for-major-new-arctic-research-programme.html

▪ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ: https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/polar-polaire/news/CINUK-2021-2025-announcement-

new-release-inuktitut.pdf
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ - ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕ -
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ - ᔪᓇᐃᑎᑦ ᑭᖕᑕᒻ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ

▪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ - ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ 
ᐋᑐᕚ

▪ ᓴᓇᖕᖑᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖅ - ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓂᑦ, ᒪᒥᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐸᕿᓂᖅ -
ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐊᓐ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ 

▪ ᓯᒫᑦᐊᐃᔅ - ᓵᓚᒋᔭᐅᑕᐃᓕᖅ ᓴᖐᓂᖅᑖᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓐᖑᐊᓕᐅᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓂᕋᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᓕᑦ 
ᓯᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ - ᒥᒻᒧᐊᓕᐅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ 

▪ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᖏᐅᓴᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓱᕋᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᐃᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ - ᕼᐋᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ

▪ ᑮᒋᐊᖅ ᐸᒥᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ-ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᒫᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ -
ᒍᐃᕗᓕᑦ ᓗᓕᐄ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ 

▪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᕿᓂᖅᑎᑦ ᐸᖅᓴᐃᔨᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ: ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᒥᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᒪᑭᒪᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓴᐱᓕᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖅ ᓴᖐᒃᑎᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᑎᒌᑦ - ᓯᑦ ᕗᓚᓐᓯᔅ ᕼᐋᕕᐄ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ

▪ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐆᒻᒪᖁᑎᖃᐅᑎᖃᕐᕕᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒦᑦᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᕐᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ - ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᒃᑭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ 

▪ ᐃᓄᒃᓯᐅᑎᑦ: ᓂᕿᒃᓴᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᓪᒪᑖᖏᑦ - ᔪᐊᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ

▪ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 6 ᐊᓯᖏ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᓄᖃᖅᑎᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓚᓯᐊ 
ᓄᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᔪᑯᓚᐃᓐᒥᒃ

▪ COP26 ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᕈᕐᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᐅᑕᐅᓗᓂ, ᒐᓛᓯᑰ, ᓯᑳᑦᓚᓐᑦ, 
2021 - ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔩᑦ: ᓄᓇᖅᑲᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓂᖓ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ

▪ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒦᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᒥᖕᓂᒃ

▪ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐋᓐᐋᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2022 ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:

• ᑲᓐᓲᕙᑎ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᐊᓐᐋᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒧᑦ

• ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᓐᐋᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ

ᓯᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ

1) ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓂᖓ, 2022-ᒥᑦ 23-ᒧᑦ -
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒻᒪᕆᒃ, ᓄᑖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:

- ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ - ᓄᑖᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ

- 2023 ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᒃᓴᓄᑦ, 2025-ᒥᑦ 2030-ᒧᑦ

- ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑐᖅ 2024 ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ - ᓄᑖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒻᒪᕆᖕᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᑦ.
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— ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 
ᑲᓇᑕ
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