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INTRODUCTION
Musk oxen in the ‘50’s and ‘60’s were in low numbers and could only be found in remote areas of the Territory.  The Government of Nunavut estimates that there are currently at least 60,000 musk oxen in 19 populations within Nunavut.  The protection of Musk ox has been successful, ensuring that there was repopulation and expansion of the herds to historic levels and previous ranges.  In consultation with HTOs and Inuit, NTI is recommending that it is time to change the management objectives for Musk oxen in Nunavut.  The GN’s proposed management approach is to continue harvesting limitations on Inuit that are too restrictive. The GN has not presented sufficient reasons or evidence to justify the limitations under the NLCA.
NTI has applied its NLCA-based TAH and NQL templates to construct its response respecting the revised proposals. 
NTI is basing its analysis on the DoE Report (Nov 2006), Dumond Muskoxen report (Dec 2006), and Gunn et. al Muskoxen report (Nov 2006). NTI’s detailed review of the GN’s population delineations is attached as Annex 1.  HTO feedback and Inuit Qaujimajatuqanqit (IQ) that NTI has gathered since the revised proposals were circulated is provided in Annex 2 (Muskoxen in Kitikmeot) and Annex 3 (Muskoxen in the Kivalliq). Further HTO feedback and IQ is included in the body of this Response.  
A. 

REVISED PROPOSED TAHS
1. Populations requiring TAHs

Population designation
Geographic designation
TAH
a. High Arctic 

MX/01



Bathurst Island
 
3

MX/02



Cornwallis Island

0

MX/03 


Central Ellesmere

20

MX/04



Southern Ellesmere

4

MX/05



North Devon Island

14

MX/06



South Devon Island

2

MX/07



West Devon Island

5

MX/08



Somerset Island

117

MX/09



Prince of Wales Island
20_








185

b. Boothia, King William Island, Victoria Island and mainland 

MX/10



Boothia Peninsula

20

MX/11



King William Island

12

MX/12 


Victoria Island


N/A

MX/13



Western Coppermine

20

MX/14



Central Mainland

240


MX/15



Queen Maud Gulf

66

MX/16



Eastern Mainland

10

MX/17



Northern Kivalliq

41

MX/18



Southern Kivalliq

60

MX/19



Thelon Game Sanctuary
0__









469

___

___

654
2.  Management Plan  
In most cases the NWMB should not consider establishing TAHs for populations of wildlife in the absence of management plans. As stated in NTI’s response to the GN’s initial proposals, 

“for this [NLCA TAH] system to be workable at the community level, TAHs and NQLs should emerge from a process where Inuit and government work together to develop a set of shared management objectives and a common understanding as to populations, the size of populations, whether they are increasing, decreasing or stable, the carrying capacity of the habitat, and levels of current and desired harvest, based on scientific studies and IQ.  In most cases, this shared understanding should provide the basis for a more detailed management plan containing the recommended TAH and related NQLs.” (NTI Response, April 25, 2006)
No management plans with respect to muskoxen have been submitted to the NWMB for review.  As a result, the revised proposals do not indicate whether or how their contents reflect values, priorities, information and objectives that are shared with Inuit.  This is so regarding the proposals’ population estimates, population ranges, target numbers, and management goals, in particular.
The GN held consultations for the Kitikmeot, Kivalliq and Baffin regions in 2005.  Several recommendations and comments from the communities and HTOs were put forward at that time.  

The Summary Report on the 2005 Informal Hearing held by the NWMB notes the following:

“Further discussion and consultation is warranted in terms of the allocation for MX-1. This seems too low since both Resolute Bay and Arctic Bay hunt in this zone. The same applies to MX-2.  With regards to zones MX-3-6 – all proposed for Grise Fiord, there was a feeling that the HTA should be allowed to manage the areas themselves – in particular so that they can hunt closer to home. It was noted that Arctic Bay hunters occasionally travel to MX-5 and they support lifting restrictions. In other areas (MX-7 and MX-8 and MX-9) an increase was also proposed, particularly establishing some levels of MX-8 other than 0.  Three are similar issues with zones in the west. Some increases for MX-12 should be considered with Inuit able to hunt closer to home and an increase in the TAH from 106 to 120. MX-13 can be considered one population area with Inuit being allowed to decide between the Kivalliq and Kitikmeot regions.” 
The NWMB asked the GN to provide sufficient evidence to justify geographic non-quota limitations (management areas) under NLCA 5.3.3. The GN replied:

“Justifications for various muskoxen TAHs are provided in the TAH Report, and a number of changes have been made to the management approach, such as removing some proposed areas of no harvesting”.

In the revised proposals, the GN has made major changes to the delineation of muskoxen populations from the 2005 TAH report used in consultation with affected communities. Six new populations are listed – from 13 populations to 19 - and the ranges of four others are changed. Some different TAHs have also been proposed.  In total, the TAHs increase by 110 for the High Arctic and decrease by 77 to the south, resulting in an increase of 33 across Nunavut.  
These changes have not been presented to affected communities in the Kitikmeot and Baffin regions.  The changes for the Kivalliq region were presented at the Kivalliq Wildlife Board (KWB) 2006 annual general meeting and not supported (KWB AGM 2006).  Some of these changes also do not reflect the information received during consultations held by the GN and the NWMB. 

The Dumond muskoxen report 2006 identifies the importance of shared management objectives:

“A Nunavut muskoxen management plan should be a priority to orient research and provide the necessary background and rationale for management decisions and actions. The management plan should recognize the regional specificity in terms of environmental conditions, muskoxen behavior and ecology, and harvest practices” (Dumond 2006:29).

Lack of a management plan can also result in inconsistency between the goals declared and the measures adopted. For example, when delivering the revised proposals the GN stated that:

“…these recommendations signal an end to a national musk ox harvest management policy that was intended to repatriate musk ox to their entire historical range that is more than 80 years old.  Our recommendations are based on sustainability of current numbers only” (GN Nov.7, 2006)
However, with the exception of Somerset Island, there has been no significant change in proposed TAH values to bring about the end of the policy of repatriating muskoxen to their entire historical range.  Compare Table 3.1 of Working Draft (GN:2006) to Table 3.1 DoE TAH recommendations (2005). As well, the objective of encouraging population growth is still being applied to populations MX/01, MX/02, MX/13, MX/15, MX/16, MX/17, MX/18, and MX/19.  Restrictive TAHs are also being applied to MX/04, MX/06, MX/12, and MX/14.

NTI recognizes that it is important to develop management objectives that support the long term conservation of muskoxen. There is a high abundance and density of muskoxen in certain areas, and a prospect of severe fluctuations in numbers stimulated by periodic extremes of weather, imbalances in herbivore-plant and predator-prey relationships and disease. Due to a lack of genetic diversity within the species in Nunavut, muskoxen could be vulnerable to factors such as rapid climate change, parasites, and disease. These are important considerations for management plans.  
The following is an initial list of issues to be addressed in a management plan for musk ox (see also NTI’s related comment under NQL- season below):

· Conservation – Management plans should be based on the NLCA’s principles of conservation. The GN’s analysis and national and international designations confirm that Nunavut muskoxen are no longer depleted, so that measures that may have been necessary to restore and revitalize Nunavut muskoxen populations decades ago are no longer necessary (see NLCA, s. 5.3.3(d)). Management plans should therefore address any remaining conservation concerns under the principle of ‘maintenance of vital, healthy muskoxen populations capable of sustaining harvesting needs as defined in Article 5’ (see NLCA, s. 5.3.3(c)). Limitations on Inuit harvesting should be not be proposed unless they are necessary to accomplish that purpose. 
· Shared Management Objective – The GN has taken the approach to manage Musk Ox with an objective to have increased populations and expanded range.  HTOs and RWOs have not been asked to identify their management objectives for Musk Ox.  There have been meetings between managers and HTOs on Musk Ox, however Inuit have not been presented with management alternatives, as opposed to responding to proposed quotas and non-quota limitations established by the GN.

· Consultations with HTOs and RWOs   –There have been changes in proposed population boundaries and there are proposed changes in the numbers from quotas to TAH that have not been presented to affected HTOs.

· There is currently no forum for wildlife managers and Inuit to share and exchange information and address muskoxen management issues in a regular and thorough manner.

3.  The authority being relied upon: 

Not clearly identified – apparently 5.3.3 (a) NLCA.  

4. The reasons why there is 5.3.3 authority for the proposed TAH, including the reasons why the proposed TAH is considered to be the least limitation necessary to restrict Inuit harvesting:

The revised muskoxen TAH recommendations provide (page 11):

MX/01
TAH based on 3% of the current minimum count (94) determined in 2001. The objective is to encourage population growth until the population is about half the peak sizes (1961, 1994) when the TAH should be re-examined.  The population is relatively small and could be vulnerable to environmental variation. The sex and age structure is unknown (Gunn and Jenkins, in prep).

MX/02
Encourage population growth until the population is half the known peak (25 ind.) when TAH should be re-examined.  The pop. is extremely small (based on 2002 survey) and could be vulnerable to environmental variation (Gunn and Jenkins, in prep).

MX/03
Recent aerial & ground survey of Ellesmere I found the majority of musk oxen distributed north of designated musk oxen populations (Fosheim Peninsula).  The TAH = 5% of the upper CI of the pop. estimate (394) (Gunn and Jenkins, in prep).

MX/04
A population estimate of 139 (95% CI 98 – 196) was calculated from 2005 survey results (Gunn & Jenkins, in prep).  Given the poor condition of observed musk oxen in 2005, a harvest of 3% of the mean abundance estimate is recommended until new information on trends/recovery is available (Gunn and Jenkins, in prep).

MX/05
IQ suggests musk oxen are increasing.  Recommend a TAH of 14 or 5% of the 1990 estimates (Gunn and Jenkins, in prep).

MX/06
Objective to maintain the population at a level to meet current Inuit needs.  A TAH of 2 which is 3% of 1990 estimate is recommended as the population is small (72, 1990 survey) (Gunn and Jenkins, in prep).

MX/07
The population is small but appears to be increasing. The objective is to maintain the population. A TAH of 5 or c. 5% of the 2002/03 estimate is recommended (Gunn and Jenkins, in prep).

MX/08
Objective is to encourage sustainable harvesting of musk oxen and foster the recovery of caribou.  The average annual rate of increase (6%) is recommended as the TAH (Gunn and Jenkins, in prep) (Dumond 2006).  

MX/09
Since 1995 musk ox abundance has declined.  The recommended TAH is a balance between allowing musk oxen to decline further (possibly foster caribou recovery) without accelerating the decline to the point of jeopardizing sustainable harvesting (Dumond 2006) .  

MX/10
Current recommendation based on the previous population estimate. The TAH will be reviewed to the light of the survey conducted in June 2006. Report should be available by March 2007 (Dumond 2006).

MX/11
Population estimate (adult musk oxen): 317 (extrapolation from ground survey 2002), current population status: increasing (HTO), recommended rate of harvest of 4% (TAH of 12) (Dumond 2006).

MX/12
The current harvest is far less than even conservative estimates of the TAH, so no TAH is required (Dumond 2006).

MX/13
The population declined by over 50% and was estimated around 650 individuals in 1994. Since then local knowledge and reconnaissance flights or ground travels are consistent that the population hasn’t recovered and is still at low density. The recommended harvest rate represents approximately 3% of the population (Dumond 2006).

MX/14
TAH of 240 based on 4% of population estimate (Dumond 2006).  

MX/15
Population estimate (adult musk oxen): 2200 (projection from past aerial survey 1996 and 2000), current population status: decreasing (HTO, aerial surveys), recommended rate of harvest: 3% (TAH of 66) (Dumond 2006).

MX/16
Most recent estimate (adult musk oxen): 165 (aerial survey 2000), current population status: re-colonizing (HTO), recommended rate of harvest: 4% (but TAH of 10 to include un-surveyed areas until further information is gathered (Dumond 2006, Campbell & Setterington, 2003). 

MX/17
TAH based on survey results, approximately 3% of the lower confidence interval of survey means.  TAH level set to promote population growth.  Division between the MX/17 and MX/16 based on musk ox distribution and known movements and a geographic separation in excess of known movements between the 2 populations as identified in (Campbell & Setterington, 2003).

MX/18
TAH based on survey results, approx. 3% of the lower confidence interval of survey means.  TAH level set to promote population growth.  Division between the North Kivalliq and South Kivalliq (SK) based on musk ox movements (being a non-migratory species) and a geographic separation in excess of known movements identified in (Campbell & Setterington, 2003).

5. All of the evidence used to support the reasons given – including both scientific and Inuit Qaujimajatuqanqit:
In the GN’s response to the NWMB’s questions the following statements were made:

“Evidence for all other species [other than Porsild’s Bryum] under discussion is included in the TAH report. It is recognized and acknowledged that in many cases this information is not as complete as we (or other parties) would like it to be, but that is likely to be a permanent situation, as there will always be limited information available.”

“With the exception of some project and species specific IQ studies, there is very limited IQ evidence readily available, and no organized or coordinated effort to gather it. In most cases our available and applied IQ comes from discussions with hunters and HTOs, and this is referenced in the TAH report.”

NTI’s review of the evidence provided by the GN to support the establishment of TAHs for muskoxen concludes: 

For High Arctic Muskoxen populations:

· The documentation does not provide convincing evidence for the delineation of 9 muskoxen populations as closed demographic units. There is no information from Taylor (2005) or convincing evidence from Gunn et al. (2006) that supports the delineation of demographically closed units for Bathurst Island (MX/01) and its satellite islands. Secondly, the population delineation of MX/07 does not accurately follow the contour provided by Maxwell’s classification of climatic regions of the Canadian Arctic Islands (see Maxwell 1981, Fig. 7:229).  There is major discrepancy in the southwest area of Devon Island in which MX/07 extends into Maxwell’s climatic zone IV. Populations MX/03 and MX/04 also do not accurately follow the contours of Maxwell’s climatic zones IV and V.   

For Boothia Peninsula, King William Island, Victoria Island and mainland populations:

· The documentation does not provide convincing evidence for the delineation of 10 muskoxen populations as closed demographic units. Gunn indicates that muskoxen on the mainland have expanded and are continuing to expand across the mainland.  This is consistent with the biological literature in which one putative subspecies based on morphological characteristics has been identified for barren ground muskoxen - Ovibos moschatus moschatus (Rowell 1990). Genetic information also suggests that there is only one lineage of muskoxen on the mainland. (DeGroot 2001:58). 

· There is no information or analysis provided to explicate the conclusion drawn that a change in density represents a break in reproductive exchange.  Secondly, there is no evidence provided to support the statement that muskoxen refuse to cross major river systems during reproductive seasons.  

In summary

· Firstly, Gunn et al. (2006) have indicated that there was migration between certain high arctic populations. Gunn also describes the nature of muskoxen populations on the mainland as expanding from remnant populations. In addition, due to severe weather events, ungulate species such as muskoxen most likely move to other areas under distressed conditions.  All such movement contributes to the hypothesis that muskoxen in the high arctic and muskoxen on the mainland may constitute separate metapopulations. The structure of metapopulations varies among species. In some species one population may be particularly stable over time and act as the source of recruits into other, less stable populations.  These local populations do not satisfy the DoE definition of a closed demographic population. In other species, metapopulations may have a shifting source. Any one local population may temporarily be the stable source population that provides recruits to the more unstable surrounding populations. Overall, the population ecology and dynamics of muskoxen is likely a complex result of their genetic structure, the life histories of the individuals, fluctuations in the carrying capacity of the environment, the relative influences of density-dependent and density-independent factors that limit population growth, the spatial distribution of individuals, and the pattern of movement between populations. 
· As a species, muskoxen appear secure.  Based on the national and international conservation status of Nunavut muskoxen and the current population estimates of Nunavut muskoxen, muskoxen is currently not a species that requires a restriction or limitation of Inuit harvesting to effect a valid conservation purpose.  

The GN states the current conservation status of muskoxen:

“In 2003, the international conservation status of muskoxen was rated as G4 which is “Apparently Secure–Uncommon but not rare (although it may be rare in parts of its range, particularly on the periphery), and usually widespread” (Association for Biodiversity Information 2001, www.abi.org, Natural Heritage Central Databases Association). At the Arctic Council’s request, Circumpolar Arctic Flora and Fauna recently assessed circumpolar wildlife status and trends and identified muskoxen as a conservation success story (CAFF 2001). In the early 21st century, several thousand muskoxen occupied Greenland and Alaska” (Gunn et al. 2006: 2)

“In Canada, muskoxen were listed in 1960 as Endangered (Order-in-Council).  More recently, COSEWIC has not rated muskoxen which would indicate no immediate concerns.  In the NWT, muskoxen were listed in 2000 as “Secure” (Gunn et al. 2006:4)
· In 2001, the population estimate in NWT and Nunavut combined was 134,000 to 144,000 animals (Nunavut Mammal Committee).  “Currently the muskoxen population in the Kitikmeot region alone is estimated to be somewhat around 50,000 animals” (Dumond 2006: 2). 

NTI’s Submission Concerning the Revised Proposed TAHs on Muskoxen
The GN has stated that it is not continuing to manage musk ox to recover and repopulate any further, however the levels of allowable harvest have not changed significantly. This is not supported by NTI.

NTI identified the situation with musk ox on Banks Island in its previous submission (Number 3, 8 Sept 06, page 8) and this situation has been repeated on Victoria Island (MX12).  It also appears that this situation has developed on Somerset Island (MX08) and Central Mainland (MX14).  The concerns that Inuit have with large and expanding populations of musk ox are: 
· When musk ox move into an area, caribou are displaced (move out of the area);

· Increases in musk ox numbers will support larger populations of wolves;
· Caribou are a higher priority to Inuit than muskoxen.  
· Musk oxen also have a negative impact on caribou winter feeding areas.   

Inuit, through the HTOs have consistently and repeatedly requested increases in harvest levels on musk ox, when they have noted expansion of musk ox into new areas.  The Government has consistently and repeatedly refused the requests of Inuit at the time of the requests.  Musk ox are not harvested, or harvested at a very limited level due to quotas and NQLs, and this has allowed the rapid increases in numbers of musk ox such as MX12, MX08, and MX14 to the point that when the Government does allow an increased harvest, Inuit are not able to harvest, or can not utilize the full TAH as it is too large and the population continues to increase until there is a major event that reduces the musk ox numbers.  A large die-off of musk ox has recently occurred in MX03, with an unexpected impact on the wolf population.  Inuit from Grise Fiord have reported that due to the large number of musk ox carcasses in this area the wolf population has substantially increased in numbers.  This is due to the musk ox carcasses not decaying, but the carcasses appear to “freeze dry” during the summer, in this part of the High Arctic.  Hunters have observed wolves feeding on musk ox carcasses that are at least three summers old.  The concern Inuit have is the impact the wolf population (that is being sustained on musk ox carcasses) will have on Peary Caribou survival rates.  

MX01 to MX09

The following comments address populations MX01 to MX09.   NTI has referred to the Nunavut Wildlife Harvest Study as a source of information.  The following is a summary of the musk ox harvest information for the four communities that harvest these populations:


-Grise Fiord 
- Highest annual harvest 19 Musk Ox



- Lowest annual harvest  1  Musk Ox



- Five year mean average 7 Musk Ox

- Resolute Bay
- Highest annual harvest 19 Musk Ox




- Lowest annual harvest  1  Musk Ox




- Five year mean average 7 Musk Ox

- Arctic Bay
- Highest annual harvest 3 Musk Ox



- Lowest annual harvest 0 Musk Ox (2 years at this level)




- Five year mean average 1 Musk Ox

- Pond Inlet
- Highest annual harvest 2 Musk Ox



- Lowest annual harvest 0 Musk Ox (3 years at this level)




- Five year mean average 1 Musk Ox
In total this shows a five year mean average of 16 musk ox harvested by Inuit for MX01 to MX09.  There is an additional 14-15 per year (annual average reported by HTO secretary) for the non-Inuit musk ox sports hunt.  The current combined annual harvesting levels are 30-31 and the proposed total TAHs are 185 muskoxen for MX/01 to MX/09.  The GN submission to the Board estimates that Resolute Bay hunters annual harvest of musk ox is 13 on average and Grise Fiord hunters annual harvest of musk ox is 24 (1998 to 2006), for a total annual average harvest of 37 over an eight year period.  It is not specified if these numbers include Sports Hunts harvests levels.  In the result, it appears that the current harvesting level of musk ox in the Baffin and High Arctic region is only about 20-22% of the proposed TAH.  There has been no evidence presented indicating that if there were no limitations in place Inuit would be likely to over- harvest musk ox.  It is however demonstrated that Inuit have not taken the full quota of musk ox that is currently established for the MX/01 to MX/09 populations.

Hunters in both Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord have witnessed movements of musk ox at different times between all of the High Arctic Islands.  These movements are not annual cyclical migrations like those seen with caribou on the mainland.  The movements are triggered by range condition, sea ice conditions and sometimes densities of musk ox.  The evidence presented in the GN’s submission to support the MX01-09 populations of muskoxen is based on the lack of evidence of musk ox movements.  The infrequent aerial and ground surveys completed by the GN have not documented evidence of musk ox tracks between Islands.  This could be due to the length of time that tracks would be visible during the winter and the timing of the surveys.  However, it is noted that islands that were found to previously have musk ox have been found with no sign of either live or dead musk ox (we can therefore presume that musk ox have walked off) and musk ox are reported to be present on adjacent Islands where musk ox had not been previously found during surveys.  The few muskoxen that have been fitted with satellite radio collars (for unknown periods of time) have also not confirmed the movement of musk ox between the Islands. It is not clear that the current movement data should be considered sufficient evidence to conclude that musk ox do not move between the Islands in this part of Nunavut.   It has been recommended by the HTOs in meetings with NTI staff that there should be considered only one population for the musk ox in the High Arctic Islands. The evidence supporting nine populations of musk ox (MX01-09) that has been presented to the Board is far from conclusive; it does appear in a number of cases to be a continuation of management zones that have been used in the past.

MX 10-MX19

Annex 2 (Muskoxen in Kitikmeot) and Annex 3 (Muskoxen in the Kivalliq) give a comparable perspective on the patterns and capacities of more southerly musk ox. According to Inuit, these musk ox can and do travel distances to get to better habitat, and range has changed historically in response to several possible factors. Large rivers and lakes are not necessarily population boundaries. Inuit prefer caribou to musk ox and musk ox compete with caribou for range. Inuit are concerned that the expansion of musk ox comes at the price of caribou range. The more southerly muskoxen are seen as healthy and expanding in a number of areas. Apart from Victoria Island, it is generally thought that they are one population.  
MX 19

The revised proposals include a TAH of zero - in other words, a total prohibition on Inuit harvesting of musk ox - for the Thelon Game Sanctuary. A GN document entitled Thelon Wildlife Sanctuary (nd) was provided to NTI when the revised proposals were circulated; however, the GN has not provided the further document that it undertook to file addressing the issue of justification for a prohibition relating to musk ox.  Neither the document that NTI has received nor the other GN revised proposals address the current conservation status of musk ox in this area. Except for a passing reference to "protection for ecological processes" in the first document, neither source refers to any other NLCA justification for prohibiting the harvesting of musk ox in this area. 
As indicated in its January 29 letter to the NWMB, NTI therefore submits that the issue of any quantitative limitation on harvesting musk ox in this area should be deferred for consideration by the Board until its planned hearing regarding other Inuit harvesting limitations in the Sanctuary.  
NTI requests that the NWMB decide as soon as possible whether it will accept this submission and defer consideration of the MX19 proposal, and notify the parties. 

Summary of insufficiencies in the TAH proposals
The GN’s analysis assumes that TAHs on musk ox are needed for the future, without giving a reason that satisfies the NLCA. The proposed TAHs would simply carry forward the previous “quota system” (Dumont, 2006:9-11) which was introduced when musk ox were considered depleted and before it was necessary to justify limitations on Inuit harvesting under the NLCA. The division of Nunavut musk ox into smaller and more “population” groups than either IQ or the biological analysis supports – several of which coincide with previous management zones that recently were considered to be “within populations” – appears to overrepresented the vulnerability of Nunavut musk ox.    
Conclusions
1. 
The NWMB should not establish TAHs on muskoxen at present for the reasons provided in NTI’s assessment of the evidence submitted. Specifically:

a. TAHs are not needed for the foreseeable future in order to conserve Nunavut musk ox. Less restrictive alternative measures, such as monitoring the harvest and continuing to survey herds and monitor climate factors, are available to serve valid conservation purposes.
b. Populations MX/01-MX/19 have not been demonstrated as closed demographic units. 

2. 
In order to properly manage this species, a reliable and long-term approach is required. This can be achieved through the development of a management plan in cooperation with the affected HTOs (communities), the RWOs, and NTI. Any recommendations for limitations on Inuit harvesting would emerge from this management plan.

3. 
When considering any TAHs, public hearings should be held in the affected communities.
B – REVISED PROPOSED RELATED NQL – SEASONS OF MUSKOX HARVEST
The GN has stated that it is not continuing to manage musk ox to recover and repopulate any further, however the proposed closed season would reduce the ability of Inuit to actually be able to harvest the number of muskoxen allowed. This is not supported by NTI.

1. Closed season for specified muskoxen populations (Apr 16- Sept 30, all designated populations except MX 12)

2. Proposed limitation: no harvesting of muskoxen except from population MX/12 from April 16 to September 30.  

3. Proposed justification:

Authority – apparently 5.3.3  
4. Reason:  
The DoE Wildlife Research group in consultation with the available literature and other northern ungulate biologists believe implementing a harvest season to protect against the disruption of musk ox groups during summer is a valid conservation strategy that allows the maximization of harvesting opportunities while maintaining healthy musk ox populations and, to this end, we recommend a harvest season from 01 October–15 April for all Nunavut populations with the exception of the Victoria Island Population (MX/12) due to an inability of harvesters to fulfill the TAH allowance for this population. (GN Nov 06 TAH report: 3.1.6)

(The initial GN submission to NWMB, proposing a closed season for mainland and King William Island populations only, gave the following supporting reason: “Management is directed at increasing population growth rates and conserving expanding populations” (GN December 2005 TAH report, page 25.) 
5.  Supporting evidence:  
During summer, musk ox form smaller groups led, usually, by a single bull (i.e., a male and harem of females with calves.) (Banfield 1974, Tener 1965). We believe there is a risk that the loss of bull at this time may predispose females with calves to unknown, but likely higher levels of predation, given that bulls are thought to lead and coordinate harem defense against predators (Urquhart 1982).  Further, bulls are believed to play an important role in leading females and calves to adequate forage during summer.  Summer and early fall is critical for musk ox nutrition (Tedesco et al. 1993):  There is evidence that the likelihood of pregnancy and successful parturition is related to fat reserves, and most fat reserves are accumulated during the summer and early fall (Adamczewski et al. 1997).  During winter, the harem social structure dissolves and musk ox form larger, multi-male and multi-female congregations (Banfield 1974), at which time the loss of some males from the group is not thought to have an large impact on predator defense or foraging behavior. (GN Nov 06 TAH report: 3.1.6)

Other relevant information filed: 

(With respect to muskoxen harvesting season), “One delegate stated that the Muskoxen season should be open all year.” (GN 2005 consultation report, concern #12)

(With respect to muskoxen management objectives), “Most Kivalliq delegates did not support the proposed muskoxen management approach of only conducting harvesting inland in order to support the population range expansion.” (GN 2005 consultation report, concern #8)
(With respect to NWMB 2005 consultation), “Proposed Non-Quota Limitations Not Reviewed.  There was not enough time during the informal hearing to review the following NQLs.
……

PROPOSED NQLs (MUSKOX MANAGEMENT AREAS REGULATIONS, S. 2(1))

PROPOSED NQLs (OPEN SEASONS ORDER, S. 1)

NTI Submission Concerning the Revised Proposed Season
High Arctic Muskoxen
The government is proposing that all the High Arctic populations be limited to harvesting from 1 Oct to 15 April. There have been a number of concerns raised by Inuit to this limitation and the following are only some of the concerns:
1. In the latitudes of MX01 to MX09 there is no sun from mid October to mid February, or a period of approximately 5 months or 70 % of the recommended season of harvest when access (if possible) would be in low/no light conditions.  One elder was overheard making the comment, “Why does the government want us to hunt in the dark?”

2. The period of moving sea ice that restricts travel between the High Arctic Islands and the communities is from early October to January or March (depending on the channel or sound).  This is a period of 4 to 6 months (or 60% to 85% of the season) when access is restricted or impractical.

3. The mean air temperature during the months February to mid April is minus 30 to 40 C.  It is also the period of the year where there is increased frequency of blizzards in the High Arctic Islands. 

If you are to consider the harvesting of Musk Ox from MX08, which has a recommended TAH of 117, Somerset Island is harvested by Resolute Bay HTO. The ice in Lancaster Sound (the body of water between Resolute Bay and Somerset Island) usually consolidates in March allowing hunters to cross. The proposed season would thus allow the hunters about 30 days to harvest musk ox.  It is highly unlikely that the harvest of musk ox would be anywhere near the proposed TAH, if consideration is given for the five year mean average of 7 musk ox.  The Sport Hunting opportunities for musk ox are also reduced as the weather in early April is very cold, but the days are longer than in March when the weather is even colder and more subject to blizzards and there is very limited interest in Sports Hunts.   The Resolute Bay HTO Chairperson has indicated in an interview with NTI staff that the current size of the population of musk ox on Somerset Island is a concern for the recovery of Peary caribou in this area.  The HTO would like to be able to access and harvest the musk ox in this area but with the current proposed limitations on the season it will be impossible.  The GN’s rationale (“excluding populations whose current harvest levels are far below their recommended TAH … for example Victoria Island”: GN Nov 06) for no TAH or no seasonal limitations on MX12 would appear to also apply to MX08. 

The harvesting seasons for musk ox have varied over the past twenty years (while being managed for recovery and repopulation) from opening season dates of as early as 15 August and closing season dates of as late as 31 May in most of the management zones across Nunavut.  The Resolute Bay HTO has been given a musk ox season extension with the issuance of a General Wildlife Permit, whenever they have made the request.  The Government submission has given justifications for a restriction on harvesting musk ox that is based on disturbance to young calves and cows during calving and post calving periods and to the loss of a bull during the summer to predispose females with calves to higher levels of predation.  It would be very helpful and significant if these beliefs could be verified with evidence that substantiates these statements.  Inuit hunters have reported that they are very aware of the sensitivity of calving musk ox and that they reduce disturbances at this time by observing the groups of musk ox from a distance prior to harvesting to ensure that the cows with calves are not affected by the hunters.  

The harvesting of musk ox in the High Arctic during the summer is restricted to the month of August, due to ice cover and the ability to travel from communities to musk ox areas.  During August the musk ox are in the rutting season, and there is usually only one bull with each group of cows.  There are numerous other bulls that are moving from group to group to challenge the harem bull.  If the harem bull is harvested, the replacement of this bull is quickly achieved and there is no issue of a group of cows that does not have a bull escort.

In summary, the revised proposed NQL on seasons to hunt musk ox is more restrictive than the current limitation. The GN has previously issued General Wildlife Permits to allow extensions to seasons, with no mention of the concerns raised justifying the proposed limitations in current submissions.  In NTIs consultations with HTOs and RWOs, the revised proposed seasons are an issue as explained. There has been no opportunity through the consultation process to discuss the GN’s reasons for seasons, ie cow/calf disturbance, and bull male protection of cow groups, which may be contrary to IQ. 
If the Government wishes to pursue closed seasons for muskoxen it should do so through a management plan. In such a process, it would be essential that the GN’s conservation concerns be presented to both NWMB and HTOs with examples of the impacts of harvesting Musk Ox during the proposed “closed seasons”.
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As indicated in Annex 3 and in session 1 of Special Meeting Twelve, hunters in the Kivvaliq region have similar concerns. 

Conclusion

This limitation should not be applied to Inuit.

1. Any recommendations for limitations on Inuit harvesting should emerge through the development of a management plan.

2. There is currently no management plan.  

3. There was no consultation on this limitation on Inuit harvesting in the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board informal hearing.

4. Although the GN analysis states that TAHs would have to increase if the proposed seasons were not adopted, the GN’s rationale for the TAH levels presented makes no reference to seasons and appears to be based on independent considerations. 

________

ANNEXES (attached) 
ANNEX 1 -MUSKOX TAH REVIEW FOR NUNAVUT TUNNGAVIK INCORPORATED
ANNEX 2 - MUSKOXEN IN KITIKMEOT 

ANNEX 3 - MUSKOXEN IN THE KIVALLIQ
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