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Canadian Wildlife Service Species at Risk Program Update 

To the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board   

 

December 2015 

 

1. Pre-listing Consultations for Red-necked Phalarope (Separate Briefing Note) 

In November 2014, COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) 

assessed the Red-necked Phalarope, a shorebird species found throughout Nunavut, as a species 

of Special Concern.  

Environment Canada’s Canadian Wildlife Service will begin pre-listing consultations from November 
2015 - February 2016 and CWS is requesting NWMB input on the consultation process.  A separate 
briefing note provides Information regarding the pre-listing consultations, consultation material and 
communities to be consulted.   

2. Management Plan for Peregrine Falcon in Canada – Final Approval (Separate Briefing Note) 

The Peregrine Falcon was listed as Special Concern under the federal Species at Risk Act and a 

proposed management plan was developed and posted on the Species at Risk Registry 

(www.sararegistry.gc.ca) for the 60-day public comment period.  This period ended on July 28, 

2015.  Environment Canada will have 30-days to consider comments received and finalize the 

document.  The document is being prepared for final posting and CWS is requesting a decision on 

final approval for the document prior to final posting.   Additional information regarding the final 

approval of Peregrine Falcon by the NWMB is provided in a separate briefing note. 

 

3. A Guild to Species At Risk in Nunavut 

CWS is in the initial stage of developing “A Guide to Species at Risk in Nunavut” booklet and is 

interested in partnering with the NWMB, Government of Nunavut, Department of Fisheries and 

Oceans and Parks Canada.  CWS plans to contract the draft development and is looking to 

partners to provide reviews and input into the document.  The publication will be modelled after a 

similar NWT document that was done cooperatively with the Government of the NWT 

(http://www.nwtspeciesatrisk.ca/news/guide-species-risk-nwt-2014-edition).   
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4. Species at Risk Stewardship Funding – Call for Expressions of Interest/Proposals 

Environment Canada will be sending out a call for expressions of interest/proposals for the 2016-

2017 fiscal year for species and habitat conservation work.   These programs are offered jointly by 

Environment Canada, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, and Parks Canada Agency under the 

auspices of the Species at Risk Act to help engage Canadians in stewardship and recovery actions.  

The four funding streams are:  

1. Habitat Stewardship Program (HSP) for Species at Risk 

2. Habitat Stewardship Program (HSP) for Prevention 

3. Aboriginal Fund for Species at Risk (AFSAR) 

4. Aboriginal Fund for Species at Risk (AFSAR) for Prevention 

The “Prevention” streams of funding are for Canadian species not listed under the Species at Risk 

Act or assessed by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC).   

 

5. Recovery Strategy and Management Plan for Red Knot in Canada – Development Update 

Red Knot is a shorebird which was assessed by COSEWIC in 2007 and listed under the Species at 

Risk Act in 2012 as Red Knot rufa subspecies (Endangered), roselaari type (Threatened) and 

islandica subspecies (Special Concern).  EC developed a combined draft recovery 

strategy/management plan for the species. Community consultations were completed in July and 

August 2015.  The second jurisdictional review and support to post request occurred in September 

2015, and the proposed recovery strategy will be posted on the Species at Risk Registry for the 60-

day public comment period shortly.  Following the public comment period, Environment Canada will 

have 30-days to consider comments received and finalize the document.  Once finalized, the 

NWMB will be asked to consider support for the document prior to final posting.  

 

6. Management Plan for Barren-ground Caribou (Dolphin and Union population) in Canada – 

Development Update  

Barren-ground caribou (Dolphin and Union population) was listed as Special Concern under the 

federal Species at Risk Act in 2011 and CWS is working cooperatively with all co-management 

partners in Nunavut and the NWT to develop the management plan.  A draft framework and a draft 

management plans were developed following a meeting in March 2015.  A second co-management 

partner meeting is scheduled for Cambridge Bay from December 1-3, 2015, to review the 

document.   

Once completed, the collaboratively developed management plan will be adopted by Environment 

Canada with any additional components added or exemptions in order to make it “SARA-

compliant”.  
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7. Recovery Strategy for Peary Caribou in Canada – Development Update 

Work is continuing on the collaborative development of the Peary caribou recovery strategy and the 

knowledge assessment to help inform critical habitat identification.  The recovery strategy is due to 

be posted as proposed on the federal Species at Risk Registry by March 2017.   Upcoming 

activities include:  

 Recovery Strategy for Peary Caribou in Canada draft complete and being sent for review to 

technical committee and co-management communities – Fall 2015 

 First Jurisdictional Technical Review (WMAC, NWMB, GNWT, GN) – Fall 2015 

 Community consultation on the draft recovery document – Winter 2016 
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Appendix 1: COSEWIC assessment schedule for species found in Nunavut. 
(http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/eng/sct2/sct2_4_e.cfm) 

Taxonomic 
Group 

Common 
Name 

Scientific Name Last 
Assessment

Stage of 
Current 

Assessment

Canadian Range / 
Known or Potential 

Jurisdictions 

November 2015 (1 species)  

Mammals 
(terrestrial) 

Peary 
Caribou  

Rangifer 
tarandus pearyi  

Endangered, 
May 2004  

Revision to 
final report  

NU, NT, CWS, Parks, 
NWMB, WMAC (NWT) 

November 2016 (3 species)   

Birds Rusty 
Blackbird  

Euphagus 
carolinus  

Special 
Concern, 
April 2006  

Initial report 
in preparation 

AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, 
NT, NS, NU, ON, PE, 
QC, SK, YT, CWS, 

Parks  

Mammals 
(terrestrial) 

Barren-
ground 
Caribou  

Rangifer 
tarandus 
groenlandicus  

Not 
applicable  

Revision to 
initial report  

AB, SK, MB, YT, NU, 
NT, CWS, Parks, 

NWMB, WRRB, SRRB, 
GRRB, WMAC (NWT), 
WMAC-NS, YFWMB, 

NYRRC, DDRRC, 
MDRRC  

Mammals 
(terrestrial) 

Caribou 
(Dolphin and 
Union 
population)  

Rangifer 
tarandus  

Special 
Concern, 
May 2004  

Revision to 
final report  

NT, NU, CWS, Parks, 
NWMB, WRRB, WMAC 

(NWT), SRRB  

April 2017 (2 species)  

Birds Harris's 
Sparrow  

Zonotrichia 
querula  

Not 
applicable  

Initial report 
in preparation 

NT, NU, BC, AB, SK, 
MB, ON, Parks, CWS  

Mosses Porsild's 
Bryum  

Haplodontium 
macrocarpum  

Threatened, 
November 

2003  

Initial report 
in preparation 

AB, BC, NL, NU  
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Appendix 2:  Listed and COSEWIC assessed species and recovery document status for Nunavut species. 

SARA Status  Taxon  Common Name  Last COSEWIC Assessment 
Date and Change 

SARA Listing 
Date 

Recovery 
Document Type 

Recovery Document Status  Recovery 
Document 
Due 
(Legislated) 

Recovery 
Document 
Target Year 

Comment 

Endangered  Mammals 
(terrestrial) 

Peary Caribou  May 2004 (Reassigned)  2011‐02‐04  Recovery Strategy  Drafting  2014‐02‐04  2016‐2017    

Endangered  Birds  Eskimo Curlew  November 2009 (No Change)  2003‐06‐05  Recovery Strategy  Final  ‐‐‐     Historic range 

Endangered  Birds  Ivory Gull  April 2006 (In a higher risk 
category) 

2003‐06‐05  Recovery Strategy  Final  ‐‐‐       

Endangered  Birds  Red Knot rufa 
subspecies 

April 2007 (New)  2012‐06‐20  Recovery Strategy  Drafting (2nd Jurisdictional 
Review underway) 

2013‐06‐20  2015‐2016    

Threatened  Birds  Olive‐sided 
Flycatcher 

November 2007 (New)  2010‐02‐23  Recovery Strategy  Proposed on registry (Public 
Consultation period complete) 

2012‐02‐23  2014‐2015    

Threatened  Birds  Ross's Gull  April 2007 (No Change)  2003‐06‐05  Recovery Strategy  Final  ‐‐‐       
Threatened  Mosses  Porsild's Bryum  November 2003 (New)  2011‐02‐04  Recovery Strategy  Proposed on registry (Finalization 

Delayed) 
2013‐02‐04  2014‐2015  1st Jurisdictional Review of 

the Action Plan is 
underway 

Special 
Concern 

Birds  Harlequin Duck 
(Eastern 
population) 

November 2013 (No Change)  2003‐06‐05  Management Plan  Final  ‐‐‐       

Special 
Concern 

Mammals 
(terrestrial) 

Polar Bear  April 2008 (No Change)  2011‐10‐27  Management Plan  Drafting  2014‐10‐27  2015‐2016    

Special 
Concern 

Vascular 
Plants 

Felt‐leaf Willow  May 2000 (New)  2003‐06‐05  Management Plan  Final  ‐‐‐       

Special 
Concern 

Mammals 
(terrestrial) 

Barren‐ground 
Caribou (Dolphin 
and Union 
population) 

May 2004 (Reassigned)  2011‐02‐04  Management Plan  Drafting  2016‐02‐04  2016‐2017    

Special 
Concern 

Birds  Short‐eared Owl  April 2008 (No Change)  2012‐06‐20  Management Plan  Drafting (Second Jurisdictional 
Review complete) 

2017‐06‐20  2015‐2016    

Special 
Concern 

Birds  Red Knot 
islandica 
subspecies 

April 2007 (New)  2012‐06‐20  Management Plan  Drafting (First Jurisdictional 
Review complete) 

2015‐06‐20  2015‐2016    
 
 

Special 
Concern 

Birds  Peregrine Falcon 
anatum/tundrius 

April 2007 (Reassigned)  2003‐06‐05  Management Plan  Proposed on registry (Public 
Consultation period complete.) 

2015‐06‐20  2015‐2016    
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SARA Status  Taxon  Common Name  Last COSEWIC Assessment 
Date and Change 

SARA Listing 
Date 

Recovery 
Document Type 

Recovery Document Status  Recovery 
Document 
Due 
(Legislated) 

Recovery 
Document 
Target Year 

Comment 

Special 
Concern 

Birds  Rusty Blackbird  April 2006 (New)  2009‐03‐05  Management Plan  Final (Posted 2015‐07‐31)  2012‐03‐05  2013‐2014    

No Status  Birds  Horned Grebe 
(Western 
population) 

April 2009 (New ‐ Special 
Concern) 

                 

No Status  Mammals 
(terrestrial) 

Grizzly Bear 
(Western 
population) 

May 2012 (Reassigned ‐ 
Special Concern) 

                 

No Status  Birds  Buff‐breasted 
Sandpiper 

May 2012 (New ‐ Special 
Concern) 

                 

No Status  Mammals 
(terrestrial) 

Wolverine  May 2014 (Reassigned ‐ 
Special Concern) 

                 

No Status  Birds  Red‐necked 
Phalarope 

Nov 2014 (New ‐ Special 
Concern) 

             

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by:  Donna Bigelow, Species at Risk Biologist 
Canadian Wildlife Service, Yellowknife, NT 
Phone No:  867-669-4783  
Date Drafted:  2015-Nov-06 
 



   

Page 1 of 3 
 

© Bree Walpole

 

 

 

 

 

 

Submission to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

For 

Information:   X  Decision:  

Issue:  Pre‐listing consultations for the Red‐necked Phalarope as a species of Special Concern under the federal 
Species at Risk Act (SARA)  

Background:   

 Red‐necked Phalarope was assessed by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada 
(COSEWIC) in November 2014 and designated as a species of Special Concern. 

 COSEWIC’s reason for designation: This bird has declined over the last 40 years in an important staging area; 
however, overall population trends during the last three generations are unknown. The species faces 
potential threats on its breeding grounds including habitat degradation associated with climate change. It is 
also susceptible to pollutants and oil exposure on migration and during the winter. This is because birds 
gather in large numbers on the ocean, especially where currents concentrate pollutants.  

 In Nunavut, Red‐necked Phalarope is found in each region except the high arctic islands (Range map above).  

 On October 6th, 2015, COSEWIC submitted its assessment of the Red‐necked Phalarope to the Minister of 
the Environment. The Minister of the Environment will respond within 90 days, by posting a response on the 
SARA Public Registry.   The response statement will indicate the scope of the consultation and timelines.    

 Environment Canada’s Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS) will consult with the appropriate Minister(s), wildlife 
management boards and Aboriginal organizations on changes to the List of Wildlife Species at Risk (Schedule 
1) of the Species at Risk Act for terrestrial species.   
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 For species that are listed as Special Concern, a management plan is to be prepared within three years of the 
species’ addition to Schedule 1 and added to the Species at Risk Registry.  Management plans are prepared 
in cooperation with the jurisdictions, wildlife management boards, and Aboriginal organizations. 

 While immediate protection under SARA for species listed as Extirpated, Endangered and Threatened do not 
apply to species listed as Special Concern, any existing protections and prohibitions continue to be in force.  

 

Next Steps ‐ Consultation Process: 

 Jurisdictions and wildlife management boards, including the NWMB and the Government of Nunavut, will be 
asked to review and provide input into the draft Terrestrial Issues Flagging (TIF) document, which outlines 
the species’ current status, presence on the landscape, projected impact of listing, and issues flagged.  This 
process helps inform the decision on the consultation timeline – normal or extended. 

 Consultations on the proposed listing will be held between November 2015 and February 2016 with hunters 
and trappers organizations (HTOs) and regional wildlife boards. Organizations are asked to provide their 
formal position on the proposed listing (i.e. oppose, support or are indifferent) and with any other 
comments, concerns or information that they feel should be considered.   

 Consultation packages, in Inuktitut and English, will be sent by mail and email, include: a letter, a narrated 
PowerPoint, and a questionnaire/response form.  The full COSEWIC Assessment and Status Report will be 
provided in digital format in English only.  

 Given the range of the species, CWS plans to consult all Nunavut communities with the exception of Grise 
Fiord and Resolute Bay.   

 To support consultations, CWS will extend an offer to provide more information, if requested, in the best 
means possible, including attending a board meeting by teleconference.  A reminder email and follow‐up 
phone calls, to the extent possible, will be done to seek input from as many organizations as possible.  

 Following consultations, CWS will summarize the consultation results and present them to the Board at the 
next quarterly meeting following the consultation period and seek NWMB’s decision on the proposed listing 
of the species.   

Request of the NWMB 

 That the NWMB provide Environment Canada with any feedback on the consultation process (material and 
communities to be consulted) to obtain Hunters and Trappers Organizations/Associations’ input and support 
for the proposed listing of Red‐necked Phalarope as a species of Special Concern under the federal Species 
at Risk Act.  

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by:  Donna Bigelow, Species at Risk Biologist 
Canadian Wildlife Service, Yellowknife, NT 
Phone:  867‐669‐4783 
Date Drafted:  2015‐Nov‐06   
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Draft Listing  

Consultation Material for  

Red-necked Phalarope 



 

  

Canadian Wildlife Service 
Environment Canada 
PO Box 2310 – 5019 – 52nd Street 
Yellowknife NT X1A 2P7 
 
Date 
 
RE: Proposed Listing of Red-necked Phalarope as Special Concern under the 
federal Species at Risk Act 
 
The purpose of this package is to share information and get your feedback on the 
proposed listing of Red-necked Phalarope as a species of Special Concern 
under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA).   

 
You are invited to submit comments on the potential impacts of amending the List   
of   Wildlife   Species   at   Risk   according   to   this   Committee on the Status of 
Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) status assessment. Your comments 
will be considered and will inform the federal Minister’s recommendation. 

 
 By email and mail, we are sending you a package including the following materials: 

 
• A narrated powerpoint presentation providing you with detailed information about 

Red-necked Phalarope, the COSEWIC assessment and details on what the 
proposed listing means to you (in English and Inuktitut).  

 
• COSEWIC Assessment and Status Report (full document) for Red-necked 

Phalarope (digital copy only and English only).  
 

• A questionnaire/response form for you to provide comments and indicate whether 
you support/do not support/ are indifferent to the proposed listing (in English and 
Inuktitut).  

 
We hope your organization will review the information in this package. If you have any 
additional questions, concerns or information that you feel should be considered in the 
listing decision by the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) and the federal 
Minister of the Environment, please let us know and we will follow up with you as 
needed. If you feel this package provides enough information for you to make a 
decision, please respond in writing to the Canadian Wildlife Service telling us your 
formal position on the proposed listing of Red-necked Phalarope as a species of 
Special Concern. You can either send us a letter and/or you can fill in the attached 
questionnaire/response form and email or fax it to us.  
 
There will also be an opportunity to provide comments during the 30-day public 
consultation period associated with pre-publication in Canada Gazette Part I.   
 
 



 

  

We request your response by Date so that we can report your feedback to the NWMB 
at their quarterly meeting in March 2016. 
 
Please send your comments or questions to:  

 
Donna Bigelow, Species at Risk Biologist  
Canadian Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 2310  
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7 
Email: Donna.Bigelow@ec.gc.ca  
Phone: 867-669-4783 
Fax: 867-873-6776 

 
 
 
Sincerely, 

  
 
Bruce MacDonald 
Manager, Northern Conservation Section 
Prairie and Northern Region 
Environment Canada - Canadian Wildlife Service 

  



 

  

 
Figure 1.  Range of the Red-necked Phalarope in Nunavut 



 

  

COSEWIC Wildlife Species Assessments (detailed version), May 2015 

http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/ 
 
 

Phalarope, Red-necked | Phalaropus lobatus  

Status: Special Concern 

Last Examination and Change: November 2014 (New)  

Canadian Occurrence: YT, NT, NU, BC, AB, SK, MB, ON, QC, NB, PE, NS, NL, 
Pacific Ocean, Arctic Ocean, Atlantic Ocean  

Status Criteria: Not applicable 

 

Reason for Designation: This bird has declined over the last 40 years in an 
important staging area; however, overall population trends during the last three 
generations are unknown. The species faces potential threats on its breeding 
grounds including habitat degradation associated with climate change. It is also 
susceptible to pollutants and oil exposure on migration and during the winter. This 
is because birds gather in large numbers on the ocean, especially where currents 
concentrate pollutants.  

Status History: COSEWIC designated Special Concern in November 2014. 

 
 



 

    Red-necked Phalarope:  
 Proposed Listing as Special Concern 

Please send this form to 867- 873-6776 
Or email to Donna.Bigelow@ec.gc.ca 
by February, 2016 

© Bree Walpole

 
 
 
The following questions are intended to assist you in providing comments.  
They are not limiting and any other comments you may have are welcome.  We 
also encourage you to share descriptions and estimates of costs and benefits 
where possible.   
 
Questionnaire filled out by:  
 
 (Print name / title) 

Organization:  

 
 
Date questionnaire completed  

________________________ 
 
Have you heard of Red-necked Phalarope before?       Yes    No 
 

Have you seen Red-necked Phalarope in your area?    Yes    No 
 

Do you have enough information to make a decision on your position/opinion 
on the proposed listing of Red-necked Phalarope as species of Special 
Concern under the federal Species at Risk Act? 
 

   Yes    No   If you need more information, someone will contact you  
  to see how best to provide this information 
   
What is your organization’s position/opinion on the proposed listing of Red-
necked Phalarope as a species of Special Concern?  
 

    Support the proposed listing of Red-necked Phalarope as Special Concern 
    Do not support the proposed listing of Red-necked Phalarope as Special  

 Concern  
    Indifferent to the proposed listing of Red-necked Phalarope as Special Concern 

 

What are your reasons for this position?

Red-necked Phalarope 

Proposed Listing as Special Concern 

 



 

    Red-necked Phalarope:  
 Proposed Listing as Special Concern 

Please send this form to 867- 873-6776 
Or email to Donna.Bigelow@ec.gc.ca 
by February, 2016 

© Bree Walpole

Impact on your Activities: Do you think adding the species to the SARA List 
would have  No impact    A positive impact    A negative impact 
on your activities?  What are the implications of such impacts? 

 
Impact of your Activities:  Might any of your activities have an impact on this 
species?  If yes, to improve management of this species would you be willing 
to avoid or adjust your activities to lessen their impact?  What would be the 
implications of any such adjustments to your activities? 

 
Economic Benefits/Costs: Do you think that listing the species would have 
economic benefits or costs to you, your community, or your organization? 

 

 

 

 



 

    Red-necked Phalarope:  
 Proposed Listing as Special Concern 

Please send this form to 867- 873-6776 
Or email to Donna.Bigelow@ec.gc.ca 
by February, 2016 

© Bree Walpole

Environmental/Ecosystem Benefits/Costs: Do you think that listing the species 
would have any benefits or costs to the environment or ecosystem? 

  
Cultural/Social Benefits/Costs: Do you think that listing the species would have 
cultural or social benefits or costs for you, your community or your 
organization? 

 
Do you have any other information or concerns that the federal Minister of the 
Environment should consider before making a decision on the listing of the 
species as Special Concern? 

 
 
 

 

 

 



 

    Red-necked Phalarope:  
 Proposed Listing as Special Concern 

Please send this form to 867- 873-6776 
Or email to Donna.Bigelow@ec.gc.ca 
by February, 2016 

© Bree Walpole

Additional comments: 

 
If your organization has more extensive views, comments or concerns than allowed 
for on this form, please feel free to attach another sheet or send us a letter outlining 
your comments.  
 

If you did not include a letter with this form, will you be sending one?  

 
   Yes      When can we expect to receive it? ______________________________ 
   No      

 
 
Please send this form and any additional comments or questions to:  

 
Donna Bigelow, Species at Risk Biologist  
Canadian Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 2310  
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7 
Email: Donna.Bigelow@ec.gc.ca  
Phone: 867-669-4783 
Fax: 867-873-6776 
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ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ
Red-necked Phalarope
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Proposed Listing as Special Concern under the federal Species at Risk Act
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᕈᓯᖏᑦ
Status History
• ᑕᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᕐᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ ᐊᑖᓂᖢᑎᒃ

ᐅᑎᕐᑕᕐᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖓᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (1994)

As it is a migratory bird, Red-necked Phalaropes receive protection under the 
Migratory Birds Convention Act (1994)

• ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ “ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ” ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (2000) ᐊᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᕐᓂ (2001) 
ᓯᒃᔭᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊ ᓴᐳᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂ
Ranked as ‘Moderate Concern’ in Canadian (2000) and U.S. (2001) Shorebird 
Conservation Plans

• ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ “ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᖏᓛᖅ” ᓯᓚᔪᐊᓕᒫᕐᒥ ᑕᐃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᓯᓚᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ
ᓄᖑᑐᐃᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ 2012ᖑᑎᓗᒍ
Ranked as ‘Least Concern’ globally by the International Union for Conservation of 
Nature (IUCN) in 2012

• ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ ᓄᑖᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᕐᓇᑐᒦᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓗᓂ
ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2014ᖑᑎᓗᒍ.

The Red-necked Phalarope is a new assessment by the Committee on the Status of 
Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC).  It was assessed as Special Concern in 
November 2014.
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• ᒥᑭᔪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑐᐊᑐᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᒥᖁᑎᑎᑐᑦ ᓄᕗᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᒍᖏᑦ
Small shorebird with a very narrow, needle-like bill

• ᓄᓕᐅᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᑕᕐᓴᖏᑦ: ᐊᐅᐸᕐᖢᑎᒃ-ᐅᕕᓂᐅᔭᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᕐᓴᓖᑦ ᓴᓂᕋᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᖁᖓᓯᖓᑕ
ᐃᓱᐊᒍᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᓕᒫᖓ ᑐᖑᔪᕐᑐᑦ-ᓯᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᖃᑯᕐᑕᐃᑦ
Breeding season plumage: red-orange colour on its sides and base of its neck, and the 
remainder is blue-grey and white

• ᓄᓕᐅᖏᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕐᓴᖏᑦ: ᖃᑯᕐᑕᐃᑦ ᓂᐊᖁᐊᒍᑦ, ᖁᖓᓯᐊᒍᑦ, ᖃᑖᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᓪᓕᐅᓂᖓᒍᑦ, 
ᖁᓕᖏᑦ ᕿᕐᓈᖓᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ, ᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓇᓴᖑᐊᓖᑦ
Non-breeding plumage: white along the head, throat, breast and underparts, with dark 
upperparts, eye stripe and crown

• ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᖃᐅᒪᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᕐᓴᓖᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᕐᓂᑦ
Females are more brightly coloured than males

ᐅᓂᑳᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕋᕐᓂᒃ
About the Red-necked Phalarope

ᓄᓕᐅᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᑕᕐᓴᖏᑦ
Breeding Plumage

ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ
Female Red-necked Phalarope

ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ
Male Red-necked Phalarope

© Alvan Buckley © Alvan Buckley
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• ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓯᓲᑦ ᐃᕙᕕᒃᓴᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᖏᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᓗ ᓄᓕᐊᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
Female selects nesting sites and may mate with multiple males

• ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᒪᓂᖃᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖓᔪᖃᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᔨᒋᐊᕈᓇᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ
Nests may contain 4 eggs, but parents do not defend their territory

• ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᖏᑦ ᐱᐊᕋᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐸᕿᖠᓂᕐᓴᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᐃᕙᓂᕐᓴᐅᓱᖑᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ
ᕿᒪᐃᔭᕋᖓᑕ ᕿᓂᕆᐊᓯᒪᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓂ ᐱᖃᑎᒥᓂᒃ
Males undertake the majority of parental care, incubating the eggs after the female 
leaves in search of other mates

• ᐊᕐᓇᕕᐊᑦ ᓯᔭᕐᐸᓯᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓄᓕᐅᕐᕕᓂ ᕿᒪᑎᐊᒪᕆᒃᖢᒍ
Females then group near the coast or leave the breeding grounds entirely

• ᐊᖑᑎᕕᐊᖏᑦ ᐱᐊᕋᕐᒥᓂ ᐸᕿᖠᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᕿᒪᐃᒐᔪᖏᑐᑦ
Males remain to tend to young

ᐅᓂᑳᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕋᕐᓂᒃ
About the Red-necked Phalarope

© Tyler Kydd
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ᐅᓂᑳᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᐅᕋᕐᓂᒃ
About the Red-necked Phalarope
• ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᓕᕋᒥᒃ, ᐅᓄᕐᓯᔪᐊᓗᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᖃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᔩᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᓴᐅᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ

While at sea, form large flocks and prey almost exclusively on zooplankton

• ᐊᔨᒋᖏᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᑦ, ᓄᓕᐅᔪᓂᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᒥᖏᓇᐸᓗᓲᑦ
Unlike most other shorebirds, spends much of the non-breeding season at sea

• ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
Migrates through every province and territory in Canada

© Gennyne McCune© Gennyne McCune

ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ
Nests

Page 6

ᐃᓂᖓ
Habitat
ᓄᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ
Breeding
• ᓄᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᒃᑑᓂᕐᓂ-ᐊᒪᓗ ᓂᓚᓱᒃᑐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓱᖕᓂ, ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓂᑦ ᑕᓯᐊᕈᐃᑦ/ᑕᓰᑦ/ᑰᑦ

Breed in low- and sub-Arctic wetlands, near freshwater ponds/lakes/streams
• ᓱᓂᕐᓯᓂᖓ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ (ᓲᕐᓗ. ᐸᓂᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑕᓯᐊᕈᐃᑦ, ᐱᕈᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ

ᐱᕈᑐᐃ/ᓇᐹᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑎᖕᓂᕐᓂ−ᐊᒪᓗ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓱᒐᖕᓂ) ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ
ᓱᓂᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑕ ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᔪᓂᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓂᒃ
Effects of climate change (eg. Drying of freshwater ponds, expansion of shrubs/trees 
into low- and sub-Arctic wetlands) expected to have a significant impact on habitat 
quality and availability

ᐅᑎᕐᑕᕐᐸᒃᓂᖏᑦ
Migration
• ᑲᑎᖓᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᕿᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᓱᕐᓗ ᐳᒃᑕᓚᒃᑎᖢᒋᑦ)

Group together at sea where prey is forced to the surface (eg. Upwellings)
• ᓄᖃᑕᖃᑕᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ/ᑕᓯᑯᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᐅᓂᕐᒥ, ᐱᓗᐊᑐᕐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕈᔪᖕᓂ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ

ᐱᑕᖃᓚᒑᖓᑕ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᓗᖃᖏᑐᓂᒃ
May also stop at lakes/ponds inland, especially saline lakes with abundant aquatic 
invertebrates
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ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
Red-necked Phalarope Range

ᐅᑮᕕᖏᑦ
Winter 
area

ᐅᑎᕐᑕᑲᑕᒃᕕ
ᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
Migration 

area

ᓄᓕᐅᕐᕕᒋ
ᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
Breeding 

area
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ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
Red-necked Phalarope range in Nunavut
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ᓄᓇᕗᖃᑉᕕᒃᖓ
Population Sizes and Trends
• ᐅᓄᖏᓛᑦ 2.5ᒥᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ, 74ᐳᓴᑦ (1.85ᒥᓕᐊᓐ) ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑐᑦ

Minimum 2.5 million individuals in North America, 74% (1.85 million) occur in Canada

• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓚᕆᖏᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᑲᑕᓕᕌᖓᑕ
Do not have a complete understanding of migration routes

• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓚᕆᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ, 
ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒪᕇᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ
A lot of uncertainty around population sizes and trends, estimates are largely based on 
expert opinion

• ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ ᐅᓄᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᖏᓱᖓᓂ ᕙᓐᑎᒥ (3ᒪᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 1970ᐅᑎᓗᒍ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ 550,000ᖑᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 2009−2010 ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᒪᑕ)

Red-necked Phalarope are less abundant in the Bay of Fundy (3 million in 1970 
compared to 550,000 in 2009-2010 surveys)

• ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔨᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓂ ᒪᓂᑐᐸᒥ ᐊᒪᓗ ᔫᑳᓐᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᕐᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᑐᑦ
Declines noted on breeding grounds in Manitoba and the Yukon, although 
observations are limited
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ᐊᑕᕐᓇᕐᑎᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᔪᑦ
Threats and Limiting Factors
• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᑰᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐸᓕᐊᔪᓂᑐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ, ᐅᑎᕐᑕᕐᐸᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᑮᕕᖏᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ)

Knowledge gaps (eg. Adaptability, migration, over-wintering biology)

ᓄᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ (ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥᑐᑦ)
Breeding Grounds (including those in Nunavut)

• ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓱᓃᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᖏᑕ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᐊ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑎᓯᓂᕐᐹᑦ
Climate change could cause habitat and food-web effects, and are seen as the 
greatest threat

• ᓱᕈᓇᕐᑐᕐᑖᐸᓕᐊᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃᓚᓱᖕᓂᐅᔪᓂ
Contaminant build-up in the Arctic environment

• ᐊᖏᓕᕐᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᔨᕐᔪᐊᖑᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ
Increased industrial activities

• ᐲᔭᕐᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᖑᐃᑦ
Removal of vegetation caused by increasing Snow Geese populations

© Kevin Kardynal
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ᐊᑕᕐᓇᕐᑎᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᔪᑦ
Threats and Limiting Factors
ᓄᓕᐅᕐᓇᐅᖏᑎᓗᒍ
Non-Breeding Season

• ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖅ ᓂᒡᓕᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ, ᑕᕆᐅᖑᓂᐊ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕋᓃᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓ
Changes in ocean temperature, salinity and currents due to climate change

• ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐹᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ ᐊᒪᓗ
ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓂ
Decline in available prey at traditional staging areas and over-wintering sites

• ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᖅ (ᓲᕐᓗ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᔭᖕᓂᖏᓄᑦ)
Disturbance (eg. Shipping traffic)

• ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐱᐅᓂᖓ
Change in water quality

• ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᕐᓱᐊᓗᕈᔪᖕᓄᑦ, ᐅᕐᓱᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑯᕕᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ
ᐃᔩᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᓴᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑕᔫᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒥᑎᓗᒋᑦ
Red-necked Phalarope are susceptible to chronic oiling, point-source oil spills and 
microplastics while at sea
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ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄ: ᓄᖑᓕᕐᒪᑕ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ
Proposed Status: Special Concern
• ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓂ ᒪᕈᐃ ᐊᕙᑎᓂ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᓂᖏᑕ

ᐃᓄᓯᖏᓂ
Declined over the last 40 years in an important staging area

• ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᓴᐅᕐᕋᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖑᓱᐃᓂ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᖅ
Overall population trends for last three generations are unknown

• ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᓂᕐᐸᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓇ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᖃᕐᕕᖏᓄᑦ
Habitat degradation associated with climate change a potential threat to breeding 
grounds

• ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑐᖅ ᓱᕈᓇᕐᑐᓄᑦ/ᐅᕐᓱᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᓂᑯᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᕋᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓂ, ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᔭᕌᖓᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᖏᕋᓃᑦ ᓱᕈᓇᕐᑐᖃᕋᔪᖕᒪᑕ
Susceptible to pollutants/oil exposure on migration and during the winter, when birds 
gather in large numbers on the ocean where currents concentrate pollutants
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ᓱᓇᐅᕙᑦ/ᑭᓱᕙᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑖᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ?
What are the implications of Special Concern listing?
• ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᖁᖏᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗᓐᓃᑦ

Measures to ensure species does not become threatened or endangered

• ᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ 1-
ᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ SARA−ᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒑᒍᑦ,    
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᑦᒧ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ 3    ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ
When a species is listed as Special Concern on Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act (SARA), a 
management plan must be prepared within 3 years of the date of listing

• ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓲᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖄᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
Written in cooperation with Aboriginal organizations and Wildlife Management Boards

• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
No critical habitat

© Kevin Kardynal
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ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓯᒃᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ
Consultation Activities
• ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᓛᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2015 ᐊᒪᓗ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ

2016 ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒪᕇᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂ. 

Consultations on the proposed listing will be held between November 2015 and February 2016 with 
hunters and trappers organizations (HTOs) and regional wildlife boards.

• ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᓕᒫᖏᓂᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᖏᑐᑐᓗᑎᒃ ᑯᕆᓯᕕᐅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᕋᓴᓗᐸᐃ.

Given the range of the species, CWS plans to consult all Nunavut communities with the exception 
of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay.

• ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ:  Consultation packages include:

– ᑎᑎᖃᖅ a letter

– ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᔭᐅᑦ PowerPoint presentation

– ᐊᐱᖁᑏᑦ/ᑭᒍᓯᖏᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒋᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᑯᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᒪᖔᑕ/ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᖏᒪᖔᑕ/ᓂᕈᐊᖏᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᓂᖃᑕᖁᔭᐅᔪᕐᒥ a 
questionnaire/response form for the HTA/HTO to indicate whether they support/do not 
support/are indifferent to the proposed listing.  

• ᕿᓄᔪᒍᑦ ᑭᖑᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᑭᒍᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂᐅᖏᑐᖅ ᕕᕗᐊᕆᐅᑉ ᑐᓂᕈᑎᒋᔪᓇᓛᕋᑎᒍᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒋᓚᐅᕐᑕᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᐃᕐᓱᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖓᑕ
ᐃᓚᖓᓄ ᒪᔨ 2016ᖑᓕᕐᐸᑦ ᕿᓄᕕᒋᔭᕐᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᓕᕐᐸᕐᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖓᓂᒃ
We are asking for a final response by February so that we may present the consultation results at 
the NWMB quarterly meeting in March 2016 to ask for a final decision.  
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ᐊᐱᖁᑏᑦ? ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ?
Questions?  Comments?

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᒋᐊᖃᕈᕕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ:

If you would like further information please contact:

ᑖᓇ ᐱᑲᓗ, ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒪᕆᑯᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓ 2310

ᔭᓗᓇᐃ, ᓄᓇᓯᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐃᕐᖏᓈᕈᑎᐊ : Donna.Bigelow@ec.gc.ca

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑖ: 867-669-4783
ᓱᑲᔪᑯᕈᑖ: 867-873-6776

Donna Bigelow, Species at Risk Biologist 
Canadian Wildlife Service

P.O. Box 2310 
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7

Email: Donna.Bigelow@ec.gc.ca
Phone: 867-669-4783

Fax: 867-873-6776
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Submission to the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board 

FOR  DECISION 
 

Issue: Request for approval of the final Management Plan for Peregrine Falcon in Canada 
under the federal Species at Risk Act  

 

Background: 

 The draft recovery document was sent to the NWMB in August 2014 for the first 
jurisdictional review. 

 Environment Canada presented to the NWMB at their September 2014 meeting to 
share the proposed path for consultations on the recovery document and requested 
feedback from the NWMB. 

 Community consultations on the recovery document were conducted from September to 
October 2014.  Environment Canada received the following: 

o Support / No concerns: Arviat HTO, Omingmaktok HTA, Aiviit HTO, Amaruq HTO 

o Indifferent / Need more information: Aqigiq HTO, Arviq HTO  

 Environment Canada posted a proposed management plan on the Species at Risk 
Registry in May 2015 for the 60-day public comment period, which ended on July 28, 
2015.   

 Environment Canada considered the comments received during the 60-day public 
comment period and revised the document. 

 

Next Steps: 

 This briefing is the notification of the results of the consultations on the recovery document 
in Nunavut. 



The Species at Risk Act and You                                                                                                                                
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 Environment Canada is now prepared to post the recovery document on the Species at 
Risk Registry as final. 

 Environment Canada is providing the recovery document to the NWMB for final approval 
decision as per the NLCA s. 5.2.34 

 

Recommendation: 

 That the NWMB considers whether or not they approve the final Management Plan for the 
Peregrine Falcon in Canada under the federal Species at Risk Act as per the NLCA s. 
5.2.34. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by:                                    
Donna Bigelow, Species at Risk Biologist 
Northern Conservation Section 
Canadian Wildlife Service, Prairie and Northern Region 
Yellowknife, NT                    
Phone:  867-669-4783        
2015-November-06  



ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ anatum/tundrius (ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ
ᓛᑎᓐᑎᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ) ᑲᓇᑕᒥ − ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᑦ
Management Plan for Peregrine Falcon anatum/tundrius in Canada –

Request for NWMB approval of final document

© Gordon Court

Species at Risk Program
Canadian Wildlife Service

Iqaluit, NU
December 2015

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒥᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2015
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ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᕐᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑕ ᐊᑐᖃᑕᕐᑕᖓ:
ᑭᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᑳᔪᓪᓗ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ
Federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) Process: Peregrine Falcon

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ
Listing

ᐅᑎᕐᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑕ
ᐸᕐᓇᖕᑕᐅᓂᖓ

Recovery 
Planning

ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ
Implementation

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ
Evaluation

ᕿᒥᕈᓂᖅ
Assessment

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC−ᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖅ (2007)

COSEWIC assessed as Special Concern  
(2007)

ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕆᓕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ
(2012ᒥ)

Listed as Special Concern  under 
SARA (2012)

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᐅᒪᔪᕗᑦ ᑎᒍᐊᖑᖏᑐᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᑕᒪᐃᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᕙ ᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᓴᓚᖕᓇᑐᕐᒧᕐᑎᓯᔪᑦ

Species of special concern is a 
wildlife species that could become 
threatened or endangered because 
of a combination of biological 
characteristics and identified 
threats. 

Management 
Plan
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• ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
Required for species of Special Concern   

• ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ 3 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖅ
Must be prepared within 3 years of listing

• ᐃᓚᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓪᓗ
Includes measures for the conservation of the 
species and its habitat

• ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
Prepared in consultation with wildlife management 
boards and Aboriginal organizations

2014

DRAFT Species at Risk Act
Management Plan Series

Management Plan for the Peregrine Falcon 
anatum/tundrius (Falco peregrinus
anatum/tundrius) in Canada

Peregrine Falcon anatum/tundrius

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ
Management Plan
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ᑭᒐᕖᑦ: ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ
Peregrine Falcon : Description

• ᐊᖑᓴᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᓪᓗ
ᓇᓗᓇᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᖢᒋᑦ
Males and females are most easily 
distinguished by size.

• ᐊᕐᓇᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ 15ᐳᓴᒥᑦ 20ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ
40ᐳᓴᒥᑦ 50ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᖁᐃᓂᓂᕐᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓂᑦ
Females are 15 to 20% larger and are 
40 to 50% heavier than males  

• ᐊᑯᓂᕐᓱᕐᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᕐᓄᑦ ᑭᒐᕖᑦ
Medium-to-large sized falcon

• ᑕᑭᓗᑎᒃ, ᓄᕗᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓴᕈᐃᑦ
Long, pointed wings

• ᖁᕐᓱᕐᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᓯᒐᓖᑦ
Yellow feet

• ᐃᓇᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓂᐊᖁᖏᑦ ᑐᓄᓱᖏᓗᕿᕐᓈᖓᔪᑦ
ᑐᖑᔪᐊᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᓇᕐᓇᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᕿᓇᖓᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ, ᖁᖓᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓂᐅᕐᐸᓯᖏᑦ
ᖃᑯᐊᖓᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᕐᓂᕐᑕᓂᒃ ᑕᕐᓴᓛᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᓗ
Adults head and backs are dark bluish-grey or 
darker, the neck and underbody are whitish 
with black spotting and barring 

© Jeffery  and Lisa-Jo van den Scott © Gordon Court
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ᐱᔪᑎᖓᖃᓄᐃᒪ ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᓄᐊᑕᐅᒪᖔᑕ
Reason for Designation as Special Concern

• ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᑉᐱᕈᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑑᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᑎᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᖅᐸᓯᖏᓐᓂ 1940 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1970−ᖑᓐᓄᑎ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕋᐅᔭᖅᐳᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ:
Suffered massive population declines from organochlorine pesticides from the late 1940s through 
the 1970s. Since then, population sizes have increased steadily.  Some reasons for the increase 
include:

– ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᑲᑲᓂᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓂᒋᖓᓂ
Reintroduction programs in southern Canada

– ᓄᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖁᐱᕈᓄᑦ ᑐᖁᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᓯᕕᖕᓂ
Banning of organochlorine pesticides (e.g. DDT)

• ᖁᑉᐱᕈᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᑎᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᒥᐅᓪᓗ
ᓄᓇᓗᐊᓂ (1970−ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᒃᓯᑰᑉ ᓄᓈᓗᐊᓂ (2000-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ), ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ
ᖁᑉᐱᕐᕈᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᑎᕈᑏᑦ: 
While the pesticides were banned in Canada and the United States (1970s), and in Mexico (2000), 
these pesticides:
– ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ

Continue to be used in Peregrine Falcon wintering grounds
– ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᖕᓂᒋᐊᖅ, ᐊᖏᔫᓗᐊᕉᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ

ᒪᓐᓂᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
Continue to be found in Peregrine Falcons, though they are not enough to significantly affect 
reproduction
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ᐱᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᑭᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᖕᓂᒃ
About the Peregrine Falcon
• ᐅᓪᓗᖃᕋᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓈᕐᓂ ᐅᕙᓗᓂ

ᐃᓗᑐᓂᖏᓂ ᐊᑭᓇᐃᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᖃᑎᖕᓂᐅᔪᓂ
ᓄᓇᓂ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᑎᐅᔪᓂ ᓴᓇᐅᒐᕐᓂ
ᐃᓄᓄ
Generally nest on cliff ledges or 
crevices, can be found nesting on top 
of pingos or large man-made 
structures

• ᐃᕙ ᕕᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ
ᐱᕈᑐᖃᐅᑎᐊᕐᑐᓂ
Nesting sites are most commonly 
found near good foraging areas

• ᒪᕈᓂᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᒪᓂᖃᓲᑦ
Lay 2 to 4 eggs

• ᐊᑕᐅᓯᓪᓗᐊᕐᒥ ᑕᕿᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓂᐅᑎᒋᓲᑦ
Incubation lasts about 1 month 

© Gordon Court
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ᓇᓂᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᑭᒐᕖᑦ
Peregrine Falcon Range
• ᓇᐸᓗᐊᖏᑦ ᑭᒐᕖᑦ ᓄᓕᐅᕐᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
50% of Peregrine Falcon’s breeding 
range is in Canada

• ᓄᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑐᖅ
ᐳᕆᓐᔅᐃᑦᕗᐊᑦ ᕿᑭᑕᖏᓂ ᐊᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᑕᖏᓂ
ᐱᑕᖃᖏᒥᔪᖅ ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ
Breeds in every province and 
territory in Canada with the 
exception of PEI and the Island of 
Newfoundland

• ᐅᑮᕕᒋᒐᔪᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓂᒋᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ
ᓂᒋᕐᐸᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ
Typically winters from southern 
Canada to South America

ᓄᓕᐅᕐᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ (ᑐᖑᔪᕐᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᑦ)
Breeding areas (blue)

ᐅᑮᕕᒋᒐᔪᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑕᕐᓴᓛᔫᑉ
ᑐᑭᐊᓂ
Typically winters below dotted 
line
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ᑭᒐᕕᖃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ
Peregrine Falcon Range in Nunavut
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ᐊᑕᕐᓇᕐᑎᓯᔪᑦ ᑭᒐᕕᖕᓂᒃ
Threats to the Peregrine Falcon
• ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦ

Pollution
– ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᐱᕈᓄᑦ ᑐᖁᓴᐅᑏᑦ

(ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ/ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ)
Use of organochlorine pesticides 
(high/medium)

– ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖁᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᒃ
ᐃᓚᒃᓴᔭᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ (ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ)
Use of toxic chemical products (medium)

• ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ
Use of biological resources
– ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ

ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᑲᓴᖏᓪᓗ (ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ)
Harvest for falconry (low)

– ᐃᔨᕋᑐᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ)
Poaching (low)

• ᐱᔭᖁᒧᖏᑐᖅ ᑐᖁᔪᑦ
Accidental Death
– ᑐᓗᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᔪᑎᓄᑦ

(ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ)
Collision with infrastructure or means of 
transportation (low)

• ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
Disturbance or damage
– ᐱᖑᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖅ (ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ)

Recreational activities (low)
– ᕿᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᕿᓱᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᒃᓄ

ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ
(ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ)
Exploration and development of natural 
resources (low)

– ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᒡᓗᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐋᕿᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ (ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ)
Renovation and maintenance of 
infrastructure (low)

• ᓯᓚᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐱᕈᓗᐊᕿᓂᕐᒧᑦ
(ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖏᑐᑦ)
Climate and natural disasters
– ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ (ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ)

Climate change (low) 
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ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ
Management Objective
• ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᒋᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ 2010−ᒥ
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᒋᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᖁᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ 10−ᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᓱᓕ, 
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ.
To maintain the Peregrine Falcon anatum/tundrius population throughout its 
Canadian range to at least level reached in 2010 for the next 10 years 
following the publication of the final version of this management plan.

© Gordon Court
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ᓂᕈᑐᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
Broad Strategies and Conservation Measures
ᑎᓴᒪᓗᐊᑕᐅᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᑐᐃᓇᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᐃᑦ:
There are five general strategies identified to achieve the management objective:

• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᒋᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ
Reduce threats and assess their relative impacts 

• ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑉᐸᓪᓗ, ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᒪᓂᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ
Conserve and, if possible, provide legal protection of the species’ nesting sites

• ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
Improve the state of knowledge on northern populations of the species in Canada

• ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ (ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ) 
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ
Encourage the participation of northern communities (Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal) in 
conservation activities carried out in northern areas

• ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᐃᓚᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐊᕋᓖᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ
Regularly assess the Canadian population trend and its productivity
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ᓄᖑᑎᑕᐃᓕᑎᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ
Conservation Measures
16−ᖏᓃᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᓕᖓᔪᑦ:

There are 16 specific conservation measures proposed under the four general strategies.  Some of the 
high priority conservation measures are: 

• ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᖁᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒃᓴᔭᕐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓂᒃᑖᕈᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
Carry out research activities on direct and indirect effects of toxic chemicals on adult survival and 
reproductive success

• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓇᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ
Fill knowledge gaps on the abundance and location of northern populations

• ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ (ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ) 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ
Develop and implement an information and outreach program for affected northern communities 
(Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal) and promote information exchange between government authorities 
and northern communities 

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
Reassess and modify, as needed, the inventory methodology to support the National Peregrine 
Falcon Survey
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ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓇᕐᐱᑕ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᓱᓂᓚᑖᕐᒪᖔᑦ?
How will success be measured?

ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕋᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᕋᒍ ᑕᓕᒪᑦ ᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᒪᓇᐃᐸᑕ:
Success of the management objective will be evaluated every five years to determine if:

• 2025−ᖑᓕᖅᐸᑦ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 
By 2025, the entire Peregrine Falcon anatum/tundrius will continue to grow and its range will be 
maintained.

• 2025−ᖑᓕᖅᐸᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ/ᑳᔪᓪᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᖃᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᕙ ᕕᐅᖏᓇᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᕋᒍ ᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐊᕋᖏᑕ ᓇᒪᒃᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᒥᓃᓇᖅ ᓱᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᖏᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᑎᐊᕈᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᒪᖔᑕ
By 2025, known Peregrine Falcon anatum/tundrius nesting sites will continue to be occupied on a 
regular basis and the number of fledglings will be sufficient to ensure a self-sustaining population.

• ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᓈᓂᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑐᓲᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ.
The increase in the population will be measured using the results of national surveys carried out 
every five years as well as the result of bird counts performed by raptor observatory networks in 
Canada and the United States.
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ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ
Consultation Process/Results
• ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐋᒐᓯ 2014−ᒥ, 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
The draft document was sent to the NWMB August 2014 for the first jurisdictional technical review.

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2014−ᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᕆᔪᒪᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᕕᒋᔪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ.
Environment Canada presented to the NWMB at their September 2014 meeting to share the 
proposed path for consultations on the recovery document and requested feedback from NWMB. 

• ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆᒧᑦ 2014−ᒥ. 
Community consultations were conducted from September to October 2014.

– ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ: ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕋᓂᓵᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒡᓗ/ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑕᑎᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒡᓗ. 
The packages included: letter, draft management plan, narrated PowerPoint presentation, and 
questionnaire/fax back form in both English and Inuktitut
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ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ
Consultation Process/Results
• Iᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓᒍᑦ, ᒪᐃ
2015−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 60−ᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ, ᐃᓱᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᔪᓚᐃ 28, 
2015−ᒥ. 
Environment Canada posted a proposed management plan on the Species at Risk Registry in May 
2015 for the 60-day public comment period, which ended on July 28, 2015.  

– ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔪᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᔫᓐ 05, 2015−ᒥ. 
A notification email for the comment period was sent to communities, wildlife management 
boards and governments on June 05, 2015.

– ᐃᖅᑲᐃᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᒃᑲᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 15, 
2015−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
A reminder email was sent on July 15, 2015.

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 60−ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᒋᐊᓂᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ.  
Environment Canada considered the comments received during the 60-day public comment period 
and revised the document.
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ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ Community ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ Organization ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ Responses 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ Wildlife Boards

ᑲᖏᖠᓂᖅ RANKIN INLET ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ Kivalliq Wildlife Board
ᑰᒐᕐᔪᒃ KUGAARUK ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ IQALUIT ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓂᒃ Hunters and Trappers Organizations

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ ARCTIC BAY ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Ikajutit Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ARVIAT ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Arviat Hunters and Trappers Organization ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ No concerns
ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ BAKER LAKE ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ Baker Lake Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᑭᖓᐅᑦ BATHURST INLET ᕗᓐᓴᐃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Burnside Hunters and Trappers Association
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑎᐊᖅ CAMBRIDGE BAY ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ Ekaluktutiak Hunters and Trappers Association
ᑭᖓᐃᑦ CAPE DORSET ᐊᐃᕕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Aiviq Hunters and Trappers Organization

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ CHESTERFIELD INLET ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Aqigiq Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖏᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ; ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
Indifferent; need more information

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ CLYDE RIVER ᓇᖕᒪᐅᑕᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Nangmautaq Hunters and Trappers Organization

ᓴᓪᓖᑦ CORAL HARBOUR ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Aiviit Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕋᓂᓵᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
Support the draft plan

ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑑᖅ GJOA HAVEN ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Gjoa Haven Hunters and Trappers Association
ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ HALL BEACH ᓴᓂᕋᔭᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Hall Beach Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ IGLOOLIK ᐃᒃᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Igloolik Hunters and Trappers Organization

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ IQALUIT ᐊᒪᕈᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Amaruq Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕋᓂᓵᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
Support the draft plan

ᑭᖕᒥᕈᖅ KIMMIRUT ᒪᔪᖃᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏ Mayukalik Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᖁᕐᓗᕐᑑᖅ KUGLUKTUK ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Kugluktuk Hunters and Trappers Association
ᑰᒑᕐᔪᒃ KUGAARUK ᑯᕐᑕᐃᕐᐅᔪᐊᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Kurairojuark Hunters and Trappers Association
ᐸᖕᓂᕐᑑᖅ PANGNIRTUNG ᐸᓐᖕᓂᖅᑑ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Pangnirtung Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᒥᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ POND INLET ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Mittimatalik Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᑲᖏᖠᓂᖅ RANKIN INLET ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Aqiggiaq Hunters and Trappers Organization

ᓇᐅᔮᑦ REPULSE BAY ᓇᐅᔮᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Arviq Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖏᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ; ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
Indifferent; need more information

ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ SANIKILUAQ ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Sanikiluaq Hunters and Trappers Organization
ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ TALOYOAK ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Spence Bay Hunters and Trappers Association

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ UMINGMAKTOK ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑐ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Omingmaktok Hunters and Trappers Association
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ
No comments or concerns

ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ WHALE COVE
ᐃᓴᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Issatik Hunters and Trappers 
Organization

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
Consultation Results
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ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒋᓕᖅᑕᖏᑦ
Request of the Board

• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖏᒻᒪᖓᑖᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ
ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ, ᐃᓗᖏᑦ 5.2.34-ᒦᑦᑐᑦ.
That the NWMB considers whether or not they approve 
the final Management Plan for the Peregrine Falcon in 
Canada under the federal Species at Risk Act as per the 
NLCA s. 5.2.34.
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SUBMISSION TO THE NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

For 

Information:    Decision: X 

Issue:  Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus)   ‐ Nunavut Wildlife Management Board engagement for 

species with unknown or extralimital ranges in Nunavut 

 

 

 

Background: 

 The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada  (COSEWIC) emergency assessed the Little 
Brown Myotis, Northern Myotis and Tri‐coloured Bat as Endangered in February 2012, and confirmed their 
assessment in November 2013.   

 The COSEWIC Assessment and Status Report does not include Nunavut in the occurrence/range for Little 

Brown Myotis but states that it “occurs in every province and territory, with occasional records in 
southwestern Nunavut”.  The range map above uses ‘?’ to indicate Nunavut records that are probable 
but unconfirmed, or may be extralimital.   

 In 2014, all three bats were emergency listed under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA).  

© GNWT / A. Kelly, ENR

Little Brown Myotis – an Endangered bat species 

Range of Little Brown Myotis in Canada
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 As required under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA), a recovery 
strategy must be developed for species listed as Endangered and 
Threatened.  Environment Canada’s Canadian Wildlife Service 
(CWS) developed a combined recovery strategy for all three 
species.   

 CWS conducted the first jurisdictional review on the draft recovery 
document in May 2015.  Community consultations were conducted 
in June‐July 2015.  The second jurisdictional review and support to 
post on the Species at Risk Public Registry was done between 
September – October 2015. The proposed recovery document will 
be posted on the Species at Risk Registry (www.sararegistry.gc.ca) 
for a 60‐day public comment period in the coming months.  
Environment Canada will then have 30 days to consider the 
comments and post the final recovery document on the Species at 
Risk Registry.  

 Given the best available information on the species in the COSEWIC 
Assessment and Status Report, CWS did not conduct consultations in Nunavut.   

 

Request to the Board: 

That the NWMB consider if there are concerns with the approach taken for Little Brown Myotis and if so, 

provide direction. 

That the NWMB consider the Little Brown Myotis case and provide advice to CWS on how it would like to be 

engaged for future species that may have limited or unknown ranges in Nunavut.   

 
Prepared by:                                    
Donna Bigelow, Species at Risk Biologist 
Canadian Wildlife Service, Yellowknife, NT                    
Phone:  867‐669‐4783        
2015‐November‐06 


