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Bathurst Caribou Herd Joint Management Proposal 

Information Requests Round No.2 

 

Information Request #1:  
 
Parties Responsible:  Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The 2018 census is a key element in assessing the success or failure of the current 
management proposal. The Proposal suggests that the decline may continue which 
raises questions about whether the breeding cows will change their calving behavior in 
terms of dispersion, density and distribution on the calving grounds. Those possible 
changes will have implications for census design and statistical power.  
 
Response (ENR): First a clarification, our surveys provide estimates of breeding females 
and adult caribou and are not censuses, which implies that all the caribou are counted in 
the survey area.   Seldom are censuses possible with wildlife populations. 
 
The Proposal indicates that the next population estimate is expected in June 2018:  
 

a) What will be the change in the number of breeding females that the 2018 census 
will be able to detect compared to the June 2015 census?  

 

Response (ENR):   The power to detect change in breeding females will depend 
upon the level of precision of the future survey which cannot be determined at 
this time.  As a general rule, if the 95% Confidence Intervals associated with 
survey estimates do not overlap, then the estimates are likely to be statistically 
significant.    

As an example the estimate of breeding females from the June 2015 Bathurst 

calving ground photographic survey was 8,075 + 1,650 (SE) (Table 12 in 

Boulanger et al. 2016). Based on the precision of the 2015 survey (i.e., a 

Coefficient of Variation, CV, of 0.204), the methodological approach outlined by 

Gasaway et al. 1986 (p. 65, Section 4.2.2.1 – Estimating required precision of 

second estimate when first survey is completed) and the following assumptions:  

 the degrees of freedom (df: calculated based on the number of transects 
flown in each strata) for the next survey in 2018 would be similar to the 
June 2015 survey (df = 19); 

 Type I error (α - the acceptable probability of error from a practical point 
of view, if you were to conclude that a change in numbers had occurred 
when in fact it had not changed) = 0.10; and 

 Type II eror (β - the acceptable probability of error from a practical point 
of view, if you were to conclude that no change in numbers larger than a 



 
 

WRRB Information Request Round No.2 – Bathurst Caribou Herd Joint Management Proposal 

consequential difference of interests (CD) had occurred when in fact it had 
changed) = 0.20 

 

Due to the relatively low precision of the 2015 estimate of breeding females, a 

calving ground survey in June 2018 with a similar amount of effort (i.e., strata 

and transects), would be able to detect a reduction of 45% (equivalent to an 

average annual exponential rate of r = -0.20) if that survey had a precision (CV) of 

0.05 or less (see attached spreadsheet). 

We note however that the use of t-tests to compare breeding female abundance is 

only the first step in the analysis of trend and demographics of the Bathurst herd 

using calving ground survey data.   A weighted regression approach is used to 

estimate annual change and compare annual change between survey intervals.   

The calving ground results are then combined with other survey results in an 

integrated population model.  This approach has much higher power and 

inference than a t-test comparison of estimates.  It is important to recognize that 

in reality we look at a number of approaches to assess whether there is a 

declining trend, and how management might be approached. If, for example, a 

decline of 30% in the estimate of breeding females from 2015 to 2018 was found 

to be not significantly statistically different based on a t-test, we would not 

simply assume that the herd was stable. In reality the regression analyses and 

population modeling, in combination with other measures of trend, would be 

used to assess whether the decline from 2012 to 2015 was continuing. 

 

b) What is the trend in the density and area of the Bathurst calving grounds since 
2003? Please provide a table giving the density and area for the low, medium and 
high density strata for census and reconnaissance surveys.  

Response (ENR):  The information on calving ground size and area based on 
recon surveys was analyzed previously in Boulanger et al 2014.   We note that the 
information requested is readily available in previous calving ground survey 
reports.  We provide a table as requested with the sources for each calving survey 
document.  

 

c) What is the trend in the numbers of high, moderate and low density segments 
and their average densities? Describe possible limitations to and solutions for 
census design and estimates of breeding cows if breeding cow density or stratum 
area declines.  

Response (ENR): In general, the number of high density segments has declined as 
the population has declined as analysed in Boulanger et al 2014.   A table of these 
densities is included, as well as graphs of caribou segment densities from calving 
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ground surveys 2006-2015. As discussed in Boulanger et al 2014 it is difficult to 
just use frequencies of segment densities to analyze trend given that the overall 
distribution of caribou and degree of aggregation will affect segment densities.    

The decline of the Bathurst caribou population has changed the distribution and 
degree of aggregation of caribou on the calving ground.  In response to this the 
spacing of transects in the core area has been reduced to 10km from 5km.  We 
propose, as detailed in the 2015 survey report to further reduce spacing to 2.5 
km in the main core area using an adaptive sampling design.  This will help 
ensure enough lines go through the areas of higher aggregation of caribou.   This 
topic is discussed in detail in the 2015 calving ground survey report. 

 

Table 1:  Estimates of strata size and density for Bathurst calving ground 
surveys.  See data sources for more details on each survey. 

 

Year Strata 

Area of 

strata 

(km2) 

Density 

(caribou 

per 

km2) Data source 

2003 High 1169.5 71.79 (Gunn et al. 2005) 

2003 Med 1027.8 22.83 

 
2003 Low 1757.0 1.50 

 
2006 High 1253.7 49.30 (Nishi et al. 2007) 

2006 

Medium 

I 811.1 2.57 

 2006 

Medium 

II 431.5 0.19 

 
2006 Low I 632.1 0.20 

 
2006 Low II 326.1 0.27 

 
2006 Low III 431.7 0.04 

 
2006 Low IV 907.9 0.85 

 
2006 Low V 703.2 3.09 

 
2006 Low VII 913.3 0.13 

 
2009 High 2601.8 6.76 (Nishi et al. 2010) 

2009 Medium 2113.1 2.49 

 
2009 Low N 1310.9 0.02 

 
2009 Low SE 1077.7 0.08 

 
2009 Low SW 882.0 0.34 
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2012 High 914.2 23.11 

(Boulanger et al. 

2014) 

2012 Medium 644.0 3.01 

 
2012 Low E 782.9 0.28 

 
2012 Low S 865.7 1.01 

 
2015 Photo 1492.5 8.76 

 

2015 

North 

Visual 339.9 0.22 

 (Boulanger 2015, 

Boulanger et al. 

2016) 

2015 

West 

Visual 1623.6 0.67 

 2015 

South 

Visual 2906.5 0.39 

 
 

Sources 

Boulanger, J. 2015. Interim report:  Estimates of breeding females and herd size 
from  the 2015  Bathurst calving ground survey. Environment and Natural 
Resources, Government of Northwest Territories, Yellowknife NWT. 

 

Boulanger, J., B. Croft, and J. Adamczewski. 2014. An estimate of breeding females 
and analysis of demographics from the 2012 Bathurst barren ground caribou 
calving ground survey. Department of Environment and Natural Resources, 
Government of Northwest Territories File Report No. 142. 

 

Boulanger, J., B. Croft, J. Adamczewski, H. D. Cluff, M. Campbell, D. Lee, and N. C. 
Larter. 2016. An estimate of breeding females and analyses of demographics for 
the Bathurst herd of barren-ground caribou: 2015 calving ground photographic 
survey. Environment and Natural Resources. 

 

Gunn, A., J. Nishi, J. Boulanger, and J. Williams. 2005. An estimate of breeding 
females in the Bathurst Herd of the barren-ground caribou, June 2003. Dept. of 
Environment and Natural Resources, Government of Northwest Territories. 

 

Nishi, J., B. Croft, J. Boulanger, and J. Adamczewski. 2010. An estimate of breeding 
females in the Bathurst herd of barren ground caribou, June 2009. Environment 
and Natural Resources, Government of Northwest Territories. 

 

Nishi, J., B. Croft, J. Williams, J. Boulanger, and D. Johnson. 2007. An estimate of 
breeding females in the Bathurst herd of barren ground caribou, June 2006. File 
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report no 137, Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Government 
of Northwest Territories. 

 

Table of adult caribou segment densities seen on Bathurst calving ground 

surveys 2006-2015. 
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Information Request #2:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The Proposal indicates that “management actions will be evaluated annually and will be 
adapted as new information becomes available”.  Page 2 of the Proposal then sets out 
three management actions requiring Board review under the T       Agreement:  1) 
redu ing  arvest of t e Bat urst  aribou  erd to zero (“0”); 2) predator, more 
specifically wolf, management; and 3) monitoring of the Bathurst caribou herd between 
2016 and 2019.  
 

a) Based on the current Proposal, please list the specific Bathurst caribou herd 
monitoring results that TG and ENR will receive in each year between 2016 and 
2019 by category and source.   

 

Response (TG and ENR):   The joint management proposal listed Bathurst herd 
monitoring that is planned for 2016-2019, including the frequency of individual 
surveys (Section C. Monitoring of the Bathurst Caribou Herd starting on page 14 
of the Proposal, and Table 1, Part 1 on page 19). Other monitoring that may be 
considered, depending on resources, is also listed in the proposal (Section C, 
Other Monitoring and Management Actions Related to Bathurst Caribou, page 
17). In the response to IR3, a priority listing of these additional monitoring 
components is provided.  

 

b) Please indicate how these monitoring results will contribute to adaptive 
management actions of the Bathurst caribou herd within the context of the 
current Proposal.   

 

Response (TG and ENR):   Desired ranges of monitoring outcomes (e.g. cow 
survival, spring calf:cow ratios) and possible adaptive management options are 
provided where applicable in Table 1 below.  In practice, TG and ENR suggest 
than an annual technical review be held in full collaboration with WRRB to 
review and assess up-to-date monitoring results.  This workshop would help 
develop a common technical understanding of monitoring data among TG, ENR 
and WRRB staff, improve implementation of WRRB 2010 recommendations 42, 
44 and 45 (WRRB 2010.  Recommendation Report related to the Revised Joint 
Proposal on Caribou Management Actions in Wek’eez ii, 40 pp + Appendices; and 
WRRB Motion #248-24-06-2011), and help establish an initial technical basis for 
future joint management proposals.  Fall could be considered as a potential time 
for such a review, given monitoring results that would be available at that time 
and the scheduling of co-management board annual meetings.  Results from 
calf:cow ratios (usually surveyed in March or April) would be available at that 
time and provide a measure of calf recruitment,  and the June reconnaissance 
survey on the calving grounds should provide an index of the numbers of cows on 
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the calving ground.  Those results would be considered in the context of adaptive 
management options. 

 

c) Please identify and explain thresholds for management action based on each 
category of monitoring information from question 2(a). Identify the thresholds 
that will be used to trigger adaptive management actions based on monitoring 
results.   

 

Response (TG and ENR):    Because multiple factors affect population health of 
the Bathurst herd, it is premature to identify specific thresholds for individual 
performance indicators in the monitoring program.  Instead, our focus is on 
trying to understand and diagnose the relative importance of multiple causal 
factors for the current decline.  Based on a review and consideration of new 
monitoring results by ENR and TG, a discussion of how management actions 
might change will be held with co-management partners including the WRRB.  In 
practice, the recommended harvest of zero (“0”) will likely remain in place if 
monitoring shows a stable trend or further decline; a small sustainable harvest 
should only be considered if there is clear evidence of sustained increase in the 
herd.  If there is evidence of further decline, a more aggressive predator 
management program could be considered. The ENR calving photo survey 
planned for 2018 could be moved a year earlier if indicators suggest a substantial 
decline. 

 

d) It appears that there will not be an estimate of herd size for the Bathurst caribou 
herd until the June 2018 census. If annual monitoring or survey information 
(such as calving reconnaissance surveys) indicates that more aggressive 
management actions are required, how soon can TG and ENR come back to the 
WRRB with a new management proposal?  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   As noted above, the calving photo survey planned for 
2018 could be moved a year earlier if indicators suggest a substantial decline. A 
new management proposal can be drafted by TG and ENR in 2 months, but 
engagement and consultation would require additional time. 
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Table 1, Part 1. Biological monitoring of Bathurst herd (from the Proposal) 

Indicator(s) Rationale Desired Response Adaptive Management 
Options 

How Often Notes 

1. Numbers (density) 
of 1+ year old caribou 

on calving  ground 
from reconnaissance 

surveys 

Provides index of number 
of breeding cows on 

calving grounds; number 
of 1+ year old caribou 

correlated with number of 
breeding females. 

Increasing trend in 
numbers of 1+ year 

old caribou on 
annual calving 

ground. 

If trend in 1+ year old 
caribou is increasing, 
continue as before; if 
trend stable-negative, 

re-consider 
management. 

Annual 
(between 

photo-
surveys) 

Precision was improved 
in 2013 using 5-km 

spacing between flight 
lines.  

2. Estimate of 
breeding cows from 
calving ground photo 

survey 

Most reliable estimate for 
abundance of breeding 

cows & can be 
extrapolated to herd size 
based on pregnancy rate 

and sex ratio. 

Increasing trend in 
numbers of 

breeding cows by 
2018. 

If trend in breeding cows 
increasing, continue as 
before; if trend stable- 
negative, re-consider 

management. 

Every 3 years Last surveys 2009, 2012, 
and 2015, next in 2018. 

Trend in breeding 
females is most 

important for herd trend. 

3. Cow productivity; 
composition survey 
on calving ground in 

spring (June) 

Relatively low calf:cow 
ratio in June 2009 – 

many sub-adult cows not 
yet breeding; establishes 

basis for potential calf 
recruitment through fall & 

winter. 

High calf:cow ratio 
(80-90 calves:100 

cows). 

Low ratio indicates poor 
fecundity and poor 
nutrition in previous 

summer; survey data 
integrates fecundity & 

neonatal survival. 

 
Every 3 years 

Essential component of 
calving ground 

photographic survey.  

4. Fall sex ratio; 
composition survey 

(October) 

Tracks bull:cow ratio; 
Bathurst ratio increased 

from 31-38 bulls/100 
cows 2004-2009 to 57-
58/100 in 2011-2012; 

prime bulls key for 
genetics, migration. 

Maintain bull:cow 
ratio above 30:100. 

If bull:cow ratio below 
target, consider reducing 

bull harvest. Fall 
calf:cow ratios indicate 
spring & summer calf 

mortality relative to June 
ratios. 

 
Every 2-3 

years 

Needed for June calving 
photo survey – 

extrapolation to herd 
size. Provides fall 

estimate for calf:cow 
ratio. 

5. Calf:cow ratio in 
late winter (March-
April); composition 

survey 

Herd can only grow if 
enough calves are born 
and survive to one year, 
i.e., calf recruitment is 
greater than mortality. 

>40 calves:100 
cows on average. 

If average calf:cow ratio 
≥ 40:100, continue as 

before; if average ratio ≤ 
20:100, herd likely 

declining; re-evaluate 
management. 

Annual Calf productivity & 
survival vary widely year-

to-year, affected by 
several variables, 
including weather. 

6.  Cow survival rate 
(estimated from OLS 

model, including 
collar data) 

Cow survival estimated 
67% in 2009, 78% in 

2012 (from model).  Need 
survival of 83-86% for 

stable herd. 

Increase to 83-86% 
by 2018 

If cow survival increases 
to 83-86%, continue as 
before; if survival stays 
below 80%, re-assess 

harvest & wolf 
management. 

Regular 
(every 3 
years) 

Population trend highly 
sensitive to cow survival 

rate; recovery will 
depend on increased 

cow survival. 

7. Maintain 50 collars 
on Bathurst herd (30 
cows & 20 bulls, with 
annual increments) 

Reduce uncertainty in 
defining winter herd 
distribution; improve 

confidence in assigning 
herd identity to hunter-

kills and improve overall 
harvest management; 

provide a direct & more 
precise estimate of adult 

female survival 

More reliable 
harvest 

management & 
improve datasets 

for OLS model 
analysis of 
population 

demography and 
key co-variables.  

Develop options for 
implementing new 

management zones in 
collaboration with Tłıchǫ 

communities; has 
potential for improved 
zoning strategies that 

permit more flexible and 
effective harvest 

management. 

Annual 
deployment of 

collars to 
maintain 50 
on the herd 

Tracking movements and 
locations of collared bulls 

(n=20) would assist in 
directing hunters to areas 

with bulls. 
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8. Monitor annual 
indices of 

environmental 
conditions 

Indices of range 
condition, drought index, 
warble fly index may help 
explain trends in calf:cow 
ratios, pregnancy rates 

Indices positive for 
herd, but focus is 

explanatory. 

Adaptive management 
does not apply but 
indicators may help 
explain and predict 

possible herd responses 

Annual Trends in environmental 
indices may help explain 

underlying drivers of 
change in herd trend. 

 

 
Table 1, Part 2: Harvest monitoring of Bathurst herd & monitoring of wolves and wolf harvest 

 

Indicator(s) Rationale Desired Response Adaptive Management 
Options 

How Often Notes 

9. (Harvest) 
Numbers of 
cows and bulls 
taken by all 
hunters 

Cannot assess 
effectiveness of 
management if harvest 
is poorly tracked; 
harvest well over target 
could lead to further 
decline. 

Compliance with 0 
harvest of Bathurst 
herd 

If unplanned harvest 
occurs, review/revise 
harvest reporting & 
management 
immediately 

Annual, 
regular 
monitoring 
during winter 
harvest 
season 

As recommended harvest 
will be 0, monitoring by 
ground patrols and aerial 
patrols will be needed to 
ensure compliance. 

9. Numbers of 
wolves 
killed/year 

Wolves are main non-
human predator on 
caribou; natural cow and 
calf survival rates should 
increase at low wolf 
numbers. 

Increasing # of 
breeding caribou 
cows, increased cow 
survival. Annual wolf 
harvest increased to 
80-100. 

If cow numbers, survival 
increasing, continue as 
before; if trend stable-
negative, re-assess 
management. 

Annual Experience in Alaska & 
elsewhere indicates need 
to remove significant 
numbers of wolves for 
several years to affect 
caribou survival rates. 

10. Wolf 
abundance 

Index of relative wolf  
abundance 

Declining trend in wolf 
abundance 

 Not applicable. Regular, 
pending wolf 
monitoring 
program 
review 

ENR to review methods 
of monitoring wolf 
abundance. 
Input & collaboration from 
Dean Cluff. 

 
 
Information Request #3: 
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 

a) What monitoring role will be played by members of the T       communities? Has 
any action been initiated to establish such a monitoring program? Provide details.  
 
Response (TG and ENR):   TG and ENR have jointly developed and maintained a 
community based monitoring program since 2010 and will continue to work 
together in future years to make it better and improve on lesson learnt.  
Monitoring activities by T       members include: 



 
 

WRRB Information Request Round No.2 – Bathurst Caribou Herd Joint Management Proposal 

 

 Monitoring and reporting the harvest. 

 Assist with the caribou health and condition sampling program. 

 Assist wildlife officers on patrols. 

 Participate in some of the spring, fall and June caribou composition 
surveys with ENR. 

 Participate in the systematic caribou distribution surveys prior to 
collaring and the classification surveys and also during the calving ground 
distribution survey conducted by ENR. 

 
b) Please confirm that, at a minimum, the biological monitoring activities listed in 

the bullets under section 2, part 3 “Monitoring” on page 2 of t e Proposal for t e 
period of 2016-2019 will take place. 
 

Response (TG and ENR):   ENR has been conducting the biological monitoring 
activities listed in section 2, part 3 of the Proposal in accordance with the 
frequency identified in that part.  In the Proposal, ENR will continue with these 
initiatives during the period covered by the Proposal (2016-2019).  In the event 
that calving ground reconnaissance surveys indicate a substantial change in the 
size of the Bathurst herd, ENR would consider moving up the date of the next 
photographic survey following discussions with its co-management partners.   

 

 Calving ground photographic surveys (June) every 3 years (next survey in 
2018)  

 Annual calving ground reconnaissance surveys (June)  

 Fall composition surveys (October) every 2-3 years (next survey fall 
2017) 

 Annual late winter composition surveys (March-April) 
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c) The same section of the Proposal says that “increased monitoring” will take place 
if resources are available. Please list these additional monitoring actions in order 
of priority.  

Response (TG and ENR):   These additional monitoring actions are listed below in 

order of priority: 

 annual assessments of pregnancy rate from fecal collections on the late-
winter range (where fecal collections would be conducted concurrently 
with the late-winter composition survey); 

 annual composition surveys on the calving grounds; 

 annual fall composition surveys; 

 assessments of wolf numbers on the winter range; and  

 annual assessments of environmental indicators that may affect caribou 
condition and feeding conditions. 

 
d) Given the current emergency status of the Bathurst herd, what effort has been 

and will be made by TG and ENR to secure the resources needed for this 
monitoring? Is increased monitoring likely?  
 
Response (ENR):   Barren-ground caribou is a major priority for ENR, and 
allocation of internal ENR resources for barren-ground caribou monitoring and 
management has reflected this.  In addition to internal core funding allocated to 
work on barren-ground caribou, ENR has directed a significant portion of 
additional internal ENR research and monitoring funding towards caribou since 
2010.   For example, in fiscal year 2014/15 ENR supported a total of $2.1 million 
of work on barren-ground  aribou wit  internal ENR budgets and T į    
Implementation Funds, with $1.45 million of that specifically on the Bathurst and 
Bluenose-East caribou herds.  In addition, ENR was successful in receiving an 
additional $1,000,000 per year for 5 years (2011-2015) from Cabinet to support 
priority actions under the Caribou Forever – Our Heritage, Our Responsibility 
(Barren-ground Caribou Management Strategy for the Northwest Territories 
(2011-2015).  A submission seeking extension of this funding was not successful, 
but ENR is in the process of completed an updated caribou management strategy 
for 2016-2016 which can be used to support future funding requests.  Given the 
current status of the Bathurst herd, barren-ground caribou and the Bathurst herd 
will remain a very high priority for ENR, and every effort will be made to identify 
both internal and external resources (including the GNWT and its co-
management partners, universities, industry, NGO’s and ot ers) to support 
priority actions identified in the Proposal.  ENR will continue to work with its 
wildlife co-management partners to identify resources opportunities to support 
these shared priority actions.  
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e) Please indicate specifically how the results of each of the proposed monitoring 
actions listed in the answers to Questions 3(a) and (b) will contribute to 
management or adaptive management actions. 
 

Response (TG and ENR):   As noted in the response to IR2, desired ranges of 
monitoring outcomes (e.g. cow survival, spring calf:cow ratios) and possible 
adaptive management options are provided where applicable in Table 1.  In 
practice, TG and ENR suggest than an annual review will be carried out to assess 
up-to-date monitoring results.  How management might change will be up to the 
WRRB, TG, ENR and other groups to consider when new information is available.  
In practice, the recommended harvest of zero (“0”) will likely remain in place if 
monitoring shows a stable trend of further decline; a small sustainable harvest 
should only be considered if there is clear evidence of sustained increase in the 
herd.  If there is evidence of further decline, a more aggressive predator 
management program could be considered.  The calving photo survey planned 
for 2018 could be moved a year earlier if indicators suggest a substantial decline. 

 
f) If resources are not provided for the increased monitoring as suggested, how 

does this increase the risk that the herd may be lost?  
 
Response (TG and ENR):   The additional monitoring would increase our 
understanding of how the  erd’s vital rates (pregnancy, calf survival, adult 
survival) are changing, and when and where calves and adults are dying. The 
monitoring indicated in Table 1 should be sufficient to detect overall herd size 
and trend; the lack of additional monitoring would not alter the risk of the herd 
being lost. 
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Information Request #4:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The Proposal indicates that the next photographic survey will not take place until 2018 
but also states t at t e  urrent Proposal’s re ommendation for no  arvesting will be 
reviewed annual “revised based on any new information”.   
 

a) Will the annual monitoring information available to TG and ENR be 
comprehensive (and statistically robust) enough to provide a foundation for a 
review of harvesting limitations without a photo census? What thresholds or 
criteria would be used to guide the development of such a proposal?   

 

Response (TG and ENR):   The monitoring proposed by TG and ENR should be 
comprehensive enough, and statistically robust enough, to assess whether the 
 erd’s trend will  ontinue to de line at its current rate, decline more rapidly, 
stabilize, or increase. An earlier population survey in 2017 could be considered if 
annual monitoring suggests a substantial   ange from t e  erd’s status in 2015. 
Realistically, further decline is likely because the last few years of relatively poor 
calf recruitment mean that those cohorts or year-classes would in 2018 be adding 
to the breeding female component of the herd (females normally do not breed at 
high rates until they are at least 2.5 years old) and these cohorts will be relatively 
small. Effectively there is a lag period before an increase in the number of 
breeding cows could occur; there would need to be at minimum 2-3 years of high 
calf recruitment, with those young females then reaching breeding cow status 2-3 
years later.  

 

As t e re ommended  arvest is zero (“0”), t e only possible   ange t at  ould be 
considered is a very small bull harvest and this should only be considered if the 
herd shows clear evidence of sustained growth. For the herd to stabilize, the cow 
survival rate would need to increase to 83-85% (currently estimated at 78%), 
spring calf:cow ratios would need to increase to an average of about 40:100 
(currently averaging 20-30:100), and the annual reconnaissance surveys would 
need to show a stable trend in the numbers of cows on the calving ground. For an 
increase in the herd, the key vital rates would need to be even higher. 

 

b) How many wolves would have to be killed, and how much would the cow survival 
rate have to increase, to allow a return to a limited Bathurst harvest?  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   In Section 4B (p. 11), the Proposal outlines 
recommendations to support an enhanced wolf harvest in the Bathurst caribou 
herd winter range.  The proposed actions to support enhanced wolf harvest 
include:, i) new and increased incentives for all NWT wolf harvesters (more 
details in response to IR 30), and ii) a T       community-based wolf harvesting 
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pilot project on the Bathurst winter range.   One of the purposes of this pilot 
project is to build capacity, experience and knowledge among T       hunters so 
that they may become the primary means of implementing wolf management in 
Wek’èez ii. 
 
The Proposal also includes an ENR-led, collaborative technical feasibility 
assessment of wolf management options that may decrease the impact of wolf 
predation on Bathurst caribou survival rates.   The intent of this review is to 
identify, consider and assess the technical feasibility and potential effectiveness 
of a range of different wolf management techniques.  A thorough and rigorous 
assessment is a necessary and important step in identifying measures that could 
be considered for implementation in the NWT.  Any proposed measures that arise 
from this review would require consultation with Aboriginal governments and 
wildlife management authorities, and would require submission of a separate 
management proposal to the WRRB. 
 
The technical feasibility assessment is an important first step in being able to 
consider possible wolf management options and evaluate the potential 
effectiveness of different approaches on wolf predation and possible numerical 
response in caribou survival rates. The technical feasibility assessment has been 
proposed so we can address these questions, and provide information that is 
necessary to help answer the question posed in 4(b).   
 

c) Please confirm that any such change to the harvesting decision made by the 
Board under the T       Agreement will require a new Proposal for WRRB 
approval.  

 

TG and ENR acknowledge that any change to a harvesting decision made by the 
WRRB under the T       Agreement would constitute an action for management 
of wildlife under 12.5.1 of the     c   Agreement and would require that a new 
proposal be provided to the WRRB for approval. 

 
Information Request #5:  
 
Parties Responsible: T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
  
The Proposal indicates that the Mobile Bathurst Caribou Zone will remain in place for 
2015-16 and then indicates that “furt er options for management and monitoring of 
Bat urst  arvest” will be explored. The proposal goes on to suggest additional resources 
will be invested in harvest reporting and public education on the status of Bathurst 
caribou herd.  
 

a) Given that in their final submission in the Jay Environmental Assessment 
proceeding GNWT described the status of the Bathurst caribou herd as 
“pre arious” (Argument Oct 23, 2015, page 18, section 4.3.5, line 2) and the 
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T       Government indi ated t at it is “ ig ly  on erned about t e  ealt  of t e 
Bathurst Caribou Herd (T       Intervention Jay Project), please explain why the 
Proposal suggests the commitment of additional resources to the monitoring of 
Bathurst harvest when this Proposal could result in a total allowable harvest of 
zero (“0”) in Wek’èez ii until November 2019? 

Response (TG and ENR):   TG and ENR would like to clarify that the resources 

referred to for monitoring of Bathurst caribou harvest refers specifically to 

monitoring of the Mobile Core Bathurst Caribou Management Zone (by air and 

ground patrol) to ensure compliance with the no-harvest regulations.  ENR has 

ensured that adequate resources for these patrols were available in winter 2014-

2015 and 2015-2016, and will continue to do so during the time period covered 

by this Proposal. 

 
b) Please explain why it is better to allocate resources to caribou harvest reporting 

and education than to a wolf harvest.  
 

Response (TG and ENR):   To clarify, TG and ENR are not suggesting that 

resources allocated to wolf harvest are more or less important than resources 

allocated to harvest reporting and monitoring, and education of hunters and the 

public. Both components are important and resources will be allocated to these 

items. TG has asked for funding from ENR for a pilot community-based wolf 

harvest program associated with T į    communities, and support has been 

provided for winter 2015-2016. Since Bathurst harvest has been proposed as 

zero (“0”) for winter 2015-2016 in the joint management proposal, resources 

have been allocated by ENR for aerial and ground patrols in winter 2014-2015 

and 2015-2016 to ensure compliance with the no-harvest regulations for the 

Mobile Core Bathurst Caribou Management Zone.  It has also been clear that 

increased education about the status of caribou, the need to conserve them, and 

the actions being taken to address declines is needed in T į    communities. 

Although harvest of Bathurst caribou is currently closed, T į    hunters are still 

able to harvest Bluenose-East caribou, and hunter education about taking bulls 

instead of cows, reducing wastage, and the need to conserve the BNE herd, and 

caribou generally, is still needed. TG and ENR will allocate resources needed to 

address these needs for public and hunter education. 
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Information Request #6:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The Proposal mentions that regular monitoring of the Mobile Bathurst Caribou Zone 
would occur through regular aerial fixed wing flights and ground patrols by wildlife 
officers, and that surveillance would continue throughout the winter harvest season 
2015-16 and in future years. It is also mentioned that focal areas for wolf harvesting 
would be based on the mobile conservation zone, and that teams would be mobilized 
multiple times over the winter.  
 

a) How will aerial and/or ground-based disturbances to barren ground caribou be 
prevented or minimized? How will this potential disturbance be measured and 
assessed?  
 
Aerial disturbances will be kept at a minimum by flying at an altitude (150 m agl), 
which will also ensure clear visibility of the caribou. Once the caribou are 
observed, the plane will be diverted. The camp will be set up away from large 
concentrations of caribou to minimize disturbance. If wolf carcasses need to be 
removed by planes, a landing strip will be marked in areas located away from the 
main concentration of caribou.  Our view is that that the aerial and ground 
patrols are essential, and disturbance can be mitigated as noted above. 

 
b) How will the facilitation of wolf movements through the wolves’ use of snow 

machine trails be prevented or minimized?  
 
It is possible that wolves may use snowmachine trails where the trails pack down 
the snow and make travelling easier for wolves. However, our experience is that 
in the winter range, the snow is already hard packed and wolves tend to bypass 
trails. We see many tracks both on and off the trails . We believe that by removing 
the wolves that would potentially use the trails in the first place we can solve the 
suggested problem. Our view is that the benefit of using snowmachines to help 
harvesters reduce wolves on the caribou winter range would outweigh the 
potential issue of wolves using  the snowmachine trails to access the caribou. 
 

c) Specifically, how will unintentional or accidental harvest of Bathurst caribou in 
the mobile zone be prevented or minimized? If a Bathurst caribou is harvested, 
how will TG and ENR report to the WRRB?  

 

The people that applied to the community-based wolf harvest pilot program are 
expert trappers who are concerned about the decline in caribou. We trust that 
that these experts will not harvest Bathurst caribou while they are trapping in 
the mobile zone. We will also have an ENR biologist (when available) performing 
wolf necropsies at the field camp set up to support the field pilot project. In the 
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unlikely event that during the course of this program a Bathurst caribou is 
harvested, the T       Government will inform the GNWT and the WRRB.   

 

d) How will T       teams interact/cooperate with regular aerial and ground based 
patrols that will monitor the Bathurst mobile zone regularly?  

 

ENR and TG have been, and will continue to be, in contact regularly and will 

update each other through meetings, emails and/or phone. 

Information Request #7:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 

a) Given the Proposal before the WRRB which would see a Bathurst harvest zero 
(“0”) in place until 2019, what benefit will be derived from going to a sub-zone 
approach with the mobile caribou management regulations? Explain in detail.  
 
An advantage of sub-zones is that the boundaries would be determined once and 

would be based on rivers, lake edges or other easily identified landscape features. 

A Bathurst no-harvest zone would be determined as a grouping of sub-zones 

rather than a mobile zone with boundaries that change frequently. A challenge of 

implementing a mobile zone is that it is difficult for hunters to identify the 

boundaries of the mobile zone on the landscape because the area is defined by 

mapping caribou collar locations and not based on biophysical or cultural 

landscape features. The Bluenose East herd is still being harvested by Aboriginal 

harvesters, and the application of Bathurst caribou subzones should make it 

easier for hunters to understand where the zones are and thus better able to 

comply with harvest regulations that determine where they can hunt Bluenose 

East caribou while not harvesting Bathurst caribou. 

 
b) How soon might TG and ENR be requiring Board review of such a proposed 

regulatory change?  
 
Aboriginal Groups and ENR have not come to an agreement what the best way 

forward is to differentiate harvest management areas that would apply to the 

Bathurst and Bluenose East caribou herds. This still requires consultation and 

refinement. We have no timeline. 
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Information Request #8:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The Proposal suggests that the removal of a substantial number of wolves will allow for 
an increase of caribou calf and adult survival rates, and that this may have an impact on 
the herd given the high rate of decline in the Bathurst caribou herd. In the Proposal, it is 
stated that the pilot phase of the community–based wolf hunting program has an initial 
objective of harvesting 40-100 wolves. In the response to the Information Request 
Round No.1, Question #9, it is clarified that the relative success of the program will be 
evaluated after the first winter.  
 

a) The Proposal says that previous efforts to increase annual wolf harvest on the 
winter range of the Bathurst herd have had limited success. Please explain why.  

 

Response (TG):   The previous wolf harvest efforts had limited success in terms of 
number of wolves harvested, and the number of those wolves taken from the winter 
range of the Bathurst caribou herd. We suggest there are two main reasons for the 
limited success.  

 Financial incentives applied on a per-wolf basis are at best a course-level 
wildlife management strategy that increases opportunistic harvest of wolves. 
Financial incentives (i.e, bounties) do not comprise an effective wildlife 
management strategy that prescribes specific and measurable objectives to be 
achieved by a defined group of hunters for removing a numerical target of 
wolves within a specified area and season. Thus, the limited effectiveness of 
previous efforts is partially a result of their lack of specificity. 

 Increasing offtake of wolves at the scale of the Bathurst winter range is not as 
simple as providing financial incentives for a harvested wolf. Without training 
and knowledge transfer to develop appropriate skills and abilities, finan ial 
in entives on t eir own are insuf i ient to result in an in rease in effort by 
 unters to kill wolves. Wolf  unters possess spe ialized skills and knowledge 
t at allows t em to be effe tive and ef i ient. T ere are few wolf  unting 
spe ialists in T        ommunities and re ruiting new wolf  unters (i.e., men) 
is not a  ieved solely t roug  offering  inan ial in entives.  or T       t ere 
are also cultural values, knowledge, and taboos that must be understood by 
individuals who wish to hunt wolves and prepare t e  ides in a respe tful 
manner; t is knowledge is most appropriately provided by elders. T us to 
in rease wolf  unting effort and offtake in T       ommunities, it is important 
to encourage participation and build capacity at the level of individual 
 unters. Previous efforts were fo used only  inan ial in entives and did not 
 ave any meaningful  orresponding input from T       elders in t e 
development, introduction and continuation of community-based wolf 
hunting. Indeed, this is a principle goal of the community-based wolf hunting 
pilot project.  
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Response (ENR):      
 
A North Slave Region-wide wolf carcass collection was introduced in 
September 2008 for the 2008-09 and 2009-10 harvest years (01 July to 30 
June). Hunters and trappers were paid $100 for every skinned wolf carcass 
they brought in and tagged with information on sex of the wolf, date and 
location where killed.  Entire carcasses were sought in an attempt to monitor 
the nutritional and reproductive condition of wolves during winter but also to 
assist in increasing the harvest of wolves. Hauling wolf carcasses into town 
can be a significant effort and cost, and so the $100 awarded for each carcass 
was viewed as compensation for the effort and the information requested. In 
2008-09, 25 wolf carcasses (10 males, 12 females, 3 unknown) were 
submitted for payment, and 19 carcasses (11 males, 8 females) were 
submitted in 2019-10. 
 
Wolf carcass collections became NWT-wide (all regions) in 2010-11, 2012-13 
and 2013-14 and the payment for skinned wolf carcasses doubled to $200. 
The advance on wolf pelts also doubled to $400, providing the pelt had met 
t e fur program’s standard for good quality fur. T e added in entives were to 
increase the harvest of wolves territory-wide to assist the recovery of caribou. 
 
In the North Slave Region, 41 wolf carcasses (23 males, 17 females, 1 
unknown) were submitted in 2010-11, 80 wolf carcasses (45 males, 35 
females) in 2011-12, and 55 wolf carcasses (26 males, 29 females) in 2012-
13. Although the incentive program resulted in a modest increase in the 
harvest of wolves in the North Slave Region, location of kills indicated that 
few were taken where the Bathurst caribou had wintered those years. Some 
wolves were harvested from the Bluenose East and Beverly caribou winter 
ranges, but many wolves (15 to 34 %) were also taken from community dump 
locations including Yellowknife. While some information on nutritional 
condition of non-dump wolves was obtained, sample sizes were still low 
because of the scattered locations of “non-dump” wolves killed and t e need 
to consider gender differences (i.e., males vs. females). The objective to obtain 
more information on reproductive condition was not achieved because most 
wolves were killed prior to mid-March when the wolf breeding season begins. 
The few wolves killed after mid-March were mostly males or young, non-
breeding females. 
 
A wolf skull collection program replaced the carcass collection program, at 
$50/skull, for the 2013-14 and 2014-15 seasons. Collecting the skull from 
wolf hunters still allowed for collecting tissue samples for genetic and stable 
isotope analysis, skull morphology measurements, and a method of recording 
the wolf harvest both numerically and spatially. However, the distribution of 
kill locations of wolf skulls submitted was not focused where Bathurst caribou 
wintered, but rather from community dumps. For example, in the 2013-14 
collection, of the 24 wolf skulls collected, 14 (58%) were from community 
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landfills, 1 from the Bluenose East caribou wintering area, and only 9 (38%) 
were from the Bathurst caribou winter range area. 

 

 

b) Please explain why the approach set out in this Proposal is more likely to succeed 
in wolf removal and set out the specific parameters which should be used to 
judge the success of this Proposal. 

 

Response (TG and ENR)    T e proposed  ommunity-based wolf  arvest pilot 
program will  ave T       elders advi e on all aspe ts of t e program. Secondly, 
the wolves harvested were often harvested close to town (i.e. dump wolves). The 
proposed pilot program will  elp get people to pla es w ere wolf removals really 
matter – wit in t e mobile  onservation zone.  inally, some people believe, even 
from wit in t e T        ommunity, t at from a  ultural standpoint, T       people 
do not hunt wolves. However, T       elders  ave  learly said t at wolves are a 
problem for t e  aribou and t at T       people s ould do somet ing about it as 
long as one follows t e traditional laws. T is message is being spread around 
T        ommunities. We believe this program  an be su  essful if we  ave a 
strong edu ation program w ere T       elders play a  entral role. T e su  ess of 
t is program  an be measured in different ways. We would like to see   0-100 
wolves  arvested per year, an annual in rease of T        arvesters trained in t e 
trapping of wolves, and  inally an in rease in effort spent by T        unters to 
harvest wolves in the winter range of the Bathurst herd. . However, the most 
important factor to gauge the program success is to win the community trust, 
which is a hard aspect to measure.  

 

 

c) Explain why an intensive wolf harvest program has not been proposed for the 
winter range and other seasonal ranges to stop or reverse the decline of Bathurst 
caribou.  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   As identified in the joint Proposal, ENR and TG are 
proposing several immediate actions to enhance wolf harvest on the Bathurst 
caribou winter range: 

 Increased incentives for all NWT wolf harvesters (more details in 
response to IR 30). 

 Implementation of a T       community-based program to support 
targeted harvesting of wolves specifically associated with the Bathurst 
caribou on their winter range. 

 
These build on the previous approach that was approved by the WRRB. 
 
ENR has also committed to conduct a collaborative feasibility assessment of wolf 
management options that may decrease predation rates on Bathurst caribou.  
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The intent of this review is to identify, consider and assess the technical 
feasibility and potential effectiveness of a range of different wolf management 
techniques.  A thorough and rigorous assessment is a necessary and important 
step in identifying measures that could be considered for implementation in the 
NWT.  Any proposed measures that arise from this review would require 
consultation with Aboriginal governments and wildlife management authorities, 
and would require submission of a separate management proposal to the WRRB. 
 
Entering into an intensive wolf harvest program without first assessing how it 
should be carried out to achieve the desired results is likely to result in wasted 
resources, potential public backlash and possible negative biological 
consequences. 
 

d) Explain how the potential consequences of pack-splitting (i.e. increase in wolf 
packs) were considered in the development of the community–based wolf 
hunting pilot program. 

 

Response (TG and ENR):   TG and ENR are aware of the literature on the potential 
consequences of pack-splitting on predation rates.  The community-based wolf 
hunting pilot project will draw upon the experience acquired by successful and 
well recognized northern wolf hunters to optimize hunting success within the 
winter range of the Bathurst caribou and other adjacent herds.  Training will be 
provided through workshops and on the land to learn from the techniques and 
methods specifically developed and applied over decades to target the majority of 
wolves within a pack. 

 

e) When will ENR, as t e “lead agen y”,  omplete its feasibility assessment of wolf 
management options for a herd that is in a precarious state?    

 

Response (TG and ENR):   ENR hosted an initial workshop on wolf research and 
management in late November 2015, which included participation of TG staff, 
WRRB board staff, and technical experts in the field.  ENR and TG staff have 
reviewed the literature on wolf and predator management, and have considered 
several published reviews of past wolf management programs in Alaska, Yukon, 
British Columbia and Alberta.  ENR will initiate the feasibility assessment early in 
2016, and will strive to complete the assessment as soon as is reasonably 
possible. 
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f) What sort of evaluation of preferred approaches for wolf control will be 
undertaken given the emergency? Will Aboriginal governments other than TG be 
involved? How will the public be involved?  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   ENR has committed to conduct a technical feasibility 
assessment of wolf management options, and has reviewed past wolf 
management programs conducted in other jurisdictions to help inform the 
possible approaches for this assessment.  A number of different wolf and 
predator management programs have been conducted in Alaska, and a herd-
specific approach to conducting feasibility assessments has been developed and 
used for proposed programs in the state.  Wildlife management staff in Alaska 
have discussed their approach with ENR staff, and their approach appears to be 
an appropriate model to help inform an NWT feasibility study.  This approach 
takes into account herd specific biological factors (which are the basis for 
evaluating the potential to achieve population or harvest objectives), societal 
factors (including public tolerance for intensive management practices), and 
economic factors (cost and benefits of possible management programs).   ENR 
will need to tailor the feasibility assessment process to address the specific 
situation of the Bathurst herd and the co-management process in place in the 
NWT, and will identify an appropriate approach to engage Aboriginal 
governments and co-management partners in the process. 

 

g) Did any discussions of wolf management take place with other Aboriginal 
governments before the Proposal was submitted to the WRRB?  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   In light of the decline in the Bathurst caribou herd, 

there has been interest expressed by Aboriginal governments and communities 

in increasing wolf harvest as a way of increasing caribou survival rate and 

promoting recovery of the herd.  While there were no meetings held with 

Aboriginal governments specifically on wolf management prior to submission of 

the Proposal, issues around wolves were raised at a serious of technical and 

leaders meetings on caribou in 2014.  ENR has also heard from a range of 

individuals, communities and organizations about the number of wolves on the 

Bathurst caribou range.  At a meeting on long term management of the Bathurst 

herd held in Yellowknife on January 21/22, 2016, support for enhance wolf 

management actions was expressed by many of the community participants 

representing traditional users of the Bathurst herd from both the NWT and 

Nunavut.  ENR has also heard support for enhanced wolf management actions 

in separate meetings or correspondence with the TG, NWTMN, NSMA and 

LKDFN. 
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h) Does ENR have the resources available to undertake a broadly based wolf 
management program? If not, will they be made available? 

 Response (TG and ENR):   ENR has committed to conduct a technical feasibility 
assessment of wolf management options.  Once that assessment is complete, ENR 
will consult with Aboriginal governments and wildlife co-management 
authorities including the WRRB, and consider what if any additional wolf 
management actions should be considered.  ENR and its partners involved in any 
proposed future work will need to identify the level resources required and 
appropriate sources of funding, and ENR will consider funding requirements at 
that time pending availability.   

 
Information Request #9:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The Proposal indicates that “Increased wolf  arvest on t e Bat urst range will also be 
promoted via collaborative programs wit  ot er Aboriginal governments”.  
 

a) Have TG and ENR established such programs? What increment to the wolf 
harvest is expected from the involvement of other Aboriginal governments?  

Response (TG and ENR):   As identified in the joint Proposal, ENR and TG are 
proposing several immediate actions to enhance wolf harvest on the Bathurst 
caribou winter range: 

 Increased incentives for all NWT wolf harvesters including members of 
any Aboriginal governments and organizations (more details in response 
to IR 30). 

 Implementation of a T       community-based program to support 
targeted harvesting of wolves specifically associated with the Bathurst 
caribou on their winter range (more details on the program are found in 
the Proposal). 

 

At this time there have not been any other specific programs established by other 
Aboriginal governments, but ENR will consider proposals from Aboriginal 
governments or organizations to work together to support wolf harvesting on the 
range of the Bathurst caribou herd.   

 

b) Which other Aboriginal governments have or will be approached?  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   As outlined in the response to IR 8(g), there has been 
interest expressed by Aboriginal governments and communities in increasing 
wolf harvest as a way of increasing caribou survival rate and promoting recovery 
of the herd.  While there were no meetings held with Aboriginal governments 



 
 

WRRB Information Request Round No.2 – Bathurst Caribou Herd Joint Management Proposal 

specifically on wolf management prior to submission of the Proposal, the issue of 
enhanced wolf harvest has been raised and discussed in a number of forums.  
ENR will consider proposals from Aboriginal governments or organizations to 
work together to support wolf harvesting on the range of the Bathurst caribou 
herd.  Once the technical feasibility assessment of wolf management options has 
been completed, ENR will consult with Aboriginal governments and co-
management partners further on this issue. 

 

c) Are resources currently available to fund such initiatives?  

Response (TG and ENR):   As part of the Proposal, ENR has indicated its support 
for the increased wolf harvest incentives and the T       community-based 
program.  If additional proposals are received from other Aboriginal 
governments or organizations, ENR will consider them on a case by case basis. 

 

Information Request #10:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources   
 
Review of predator control programs suggests that predator control is effective if 
predation is a limiting factor, and that wolf control does not always result in an increase 
in ungulate densities. However, the current status of the Bathurst caribou herd is 
variously described as “precarious”, “a crisis” and “an emergency”. It is also suggested 
that predator control is effective if habitat can support higher moose or caribou 
numbers, and that habitat loss (direct or indirect) is often a confounding factor in 
ungulate population declines.  
 

a) Is wolf predation on the Bathurst caribou herd a limiting factor given the current 
high rate of decline and low numbers?  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   Yes, wolf predation is a limiting factor because it is an 

important process that directly affects mortality of Bathurst caribou and hence 

growth of the caribou population.  The premise that wolf predation is a limiting 

factor on the Bathurst herd is supported by traditional knowledge and Inuit 

Qaujimajatuqangit, and our current ecological understanding of migratory 

barren-ground caribou and tundra wolves.  

Although it is more than likely that predation is a significant cause of natural 

mortality rates in the Bathurst herd, a lack of data on proximate causes of 

mortality of collared caribou limits our empirical understanding of the relative 

importance of predation due to wolves and grizzly bears. However, it is worth 

noting that poor survival rates of cows and calves in the summer have been 

observed in recent years (ENR field data). Also, the contribution of predation 
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relative to other factors affecting population growth (e.g. summer range 

conditions, pregnancy rate and resulting calf productivity) is currently not well 

known for the Bathurst herd. 

 

b) Is there sufficient habitat to support higher numbers of Bathurst caribou and how 
has this habitat determination been assessed?  

Response (TG and ENR):   An overall determination of the adequacy of habitat to 

support the Bathurst caribou herd has not been conducted, and it would be a 

challenging task given the complexities of the relations between caribou and the 

range that sustains them. However, TG and ENR note that the range in use by the 

Bathurst herd now estimated at 20,000 previously supported healthy 

populations of about 350,000 in 1996 and 470,000 in 1986. It is unlikely that a 

much smaller herd is likely to be limited by overall range capacity. A study by 

Rickbeil et al. (2015) used remote sensing methods to assess the likelihood that 

the Bathurst herd exerted a density-dependent effect on summer vegetation 

when the herd was at higher numbers, i.e. the likelihood that over-grazing of 

summer range  ontributed signifi antly to t e  erd’s de line. T e study found 

some evidence of grazing effects on vegetation, but concluded that these effects 

were not likely major  ontributors to t e  erd’s de line. A study of Bathurst 

caribou winter range use in burned and unburned areas by Barrier (2012) 

 on luded t at alt oug  t ere were some substantial burns on t e  erd’s range, 

overall the supply of lichen-rich winter range was sufficient for a large healthy 

herd. Exceptional fire years like 2014 may however, if they become more 

frequent, reduce the availability of lichen-rich winter range for the herd. There is 

evidence that vegetation can have a limiting effect on Bathurst caribou if, for 

example, poor summer feeding conditions lead to poor cow condition correlated 

(with a time lag) with spring calf:cow ratios (Chen et al. 2014). 

 

Information Request #11:  

 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The Proposal and response to Information Request No.1, Question # 15, describes that 
observations on calving ground surveys suggest that there may be more bears on the 
calving grounds. The Proposal cites a scientific publication that indicates bears may kill 
calves. The Proposal also mentions that grizzly bear management to benefit Bathurst 
caribou is not being considered, and that any consideration of predator management on 
the calving grounds would need to be discussed under Nunavut processes for wildlife 
management.  
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a) Please summarize availability of information for grizzly bears on the Bathurst 
calving, summer and fall ranges which would be useful relative to predation on 
caribou. Please provide information requested in an annotated table with 
references including, but not restricted to, movements, diet and densities.  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   The following table summarizes grizzly bear research 

and monitoring that has been conducted within or adjacent to the range of the 

Bathurst caribou herd. 

 

Table 1.  Grizzly bear research publications -  Bathurst caribou range 

 

Research topic Publication 

Movements Gau et. al. (2004) 

McLoughlin et. al. (1999) 

Diet Case & Stevenson (1991) 

Edwards et. al. (2010) 

Gau (1998) 

Gau and Case (1998) 

Gau et. al. (2002) 

McLoughlin (2001) 

Densities Dumond et. al. (2015) 

ERM Rescan (2014) 

Jessen et. al. (2014) 

Rescan (2012) 

Rescan (2014) 

Habitat Selection  

 

 

Johnson et. al (2004) 

Johnson et. al. (2005) 

McLoughlin et. al. (2002a) 

McLoughlin et. al. (2002b) 

McLoughlin et. al. (2002c) 

McLoughlin et. al. (2003a) 

Mueller (1995)  

Demography McLoughlin and Messier (2001) 
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McLoughlin et. al. (2003b) 

McLoughlin et. al. (2003c) 

 

 

References cited in Table 1 

Case, R. and J. Stevenson. 1991. Observation of barren-ground grizzly bear, Ursus 
arctos, predation on muskoxen, Ovibos moschatus, in the Northwest 
Territories. Canadian Field-Naturalist 105:105–106. 

 
Dumond, M., J. Boulanger and D. Pautkau. 2015. The Estimation of Grizzly Bear 

Density Through Hair-Snagging Techniques Above the Tree Line. Wildlife 
Society Bulletin 39: 390-402.    

 
Edwards, M.A., Derocher A.E., Hobson K.A., Branigan M., and Nagy J.A. 2011. Fast 

carnivores and slow herbivores: differential foraging strategies among 
grizzly bears in the Canadian Arctic. Oecologia 165:877-889. 

 
ERM Rescan. 2014. Ekati and Diavik Diamond Mines: 2014 Final Lac de Gras 

regional grizzly bear DNA report. Prepared for Dominion Diamond Ekati 
Corporation and Diavik Diamond Mines (2012) Inc. by ERM Consultants 
Canada Ltd., Yellowknife, NT. 51 pp. 

 
Gau, R.J. 1998. Food habits, body condition, and habitat of the barren-ground 

grizzly bear. Thesis. University of Saskatchewan, Saskatoon, SK. 77 pp. 
 
Gau, R.J., and Case R.L. 1998. Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos) studies in the Northwest 

Territories: component No. 1, nutritional ecology.  Prepared for the West 
Kitikmeot / Slave Study Society. 

 
Gau, R.J., R.L. Case, D.F. Penner, and P.D. McLoughlin. 2002. Feeding patterns of 

grizzly bears in the central Canadian Arctic. Arctic 55:339–344. 
 
Gau, R.J., P.D. McLoughlin, R.L. Case, H.D. Cluff, R. Mulders, and F. Messier, F. 2004. 

Movements of subadult male grizzly bears in the central Canadian Arctic. 
Canadian Field-Naturalist 118:239–242. 

 
Jessen, T., R. Diepstraten, M. Musiani, A. Massolo, P. Galpern, and G. McDermid. 

2014. Summary report 2014: joint regional grizzly bear DNA Project (Snap 
Lake Diamond Mine and Gahcho Kué Project), 19 June– 7 September 2014. 
University of Calgary, Calgary, AB, unpubl. report. 31 pp. 
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Johnson, C.J, M.S. Boyce, R. Mulders, A. Gunn, R.J Gau, H.D. Cluff, and R.L. Case. 
2004. Quantifying patch distribution at multiple spatial scales: 
applications to wildlife-habitat models.  Landscape Ecology: 869-882.  

Johnson, C.J., M.S. Boyce, R.L. Case, H.D. Cluff, R.J. Gau, A. Gunn, and R. Mulders. 
2005. Cumulative effects of human developments on arctic wildlife. 
Wildlife Monographs 160:1–36. 

 
McLoughlin, P.D., R.L. Case, R.J. Gau, S.H. Ferguson, and F. Messier. 1999. Annual 

and seasonal movement patterns of barren-ground grizzly bears in the 
central Northwest Territories. Ursus 11:79–86. 

 
McLoughlin, P. D. 2001. Ecology of barren-ground grizzly bears (Ursus arctos) in 

Nunavut. Volume I: state of knowledge. Volume II: annotated bibliography. 
Report to the Government of Nunavut, Iqaluit, Canada. 

 
McLoughlin, P. D., and F. Messier. 2001. The demography of barren- ground 

grizzly bears (Ursus arctos) in Nunavut and the Northwest Territories, 
Canada. Report to the Government of the Northwest Territories, 
Yellowknife, Canada. 

 
McLoughlin, P.D., R.L. Case, R.J. Gau, H.D. Cluff, R. Mulders, and F. Messier. 2002a. 

Hierarchical habitat selection by barren-ground grizzly bears in the 
central Canadian Arctic. Oecologia 132:102–108. 

 
McLoughlin, P.D., H.D. Cluff, and F. Messier. 2002b. Denning ecology of barren-

ground grizzly bears in the central Arctic Journal of Mammals 83:188–198. 
 
McLoughlin, P.D., H.D. Cluff, R.J. Gau, R. Mulders, R.L. Case, and F. Messier. 2002c. 

Population delineation of barren-ground grizzly bears in the central 
Canadian Arctic. Wildlife and Society Bulletin 30:728–737. 

 
McLoughlin, P.D., H.D. Cluff, R.J. Gau, R. Mulders, R.L. Case, and F. Messier. 2003a. 

Effect of spatial differences in habitat on home ranges of barren-ground 
grizzly bears. Écoscience 10:11–16. 

 
McLoughlin, P.D., M. Taylor, H.D. Cluff, R.J. Gau, R. Mulders, R.L. Case, S. Boutin, 

and F. Messier. 2003b. Demography of barren-ground grizzly bears. 
Canadian Journal of Zoology 81:294–301. 

 
McLoughlin, P.D., R.L. Case, R.J. Gau, R. Mulders, H.D. Cluff, M. Taylor and F. 

Messier. 2003c. Population viability of barren-ground grizzly bears in 
Nunavut and the Northwest Territories. Arctic 56:177–182.  

 
Mueller, F.P. 1995. Tundra esker systems and denning by grizzly bears, wolves, 

foxes, and ground squirrels in the central Arctic, Northwest Territories. 
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Department of Renewable Resources, Government of the Northwest 
Territories, Yellowknife, NT. 68 pp. 

 
Rescan. 2012.  Doris North Gold Mine Project; Final Grizzly Bear DNA Report, 

2012.  Prepared for Hope Bay Mining Limited by Rescan Environmental 
Services Ltd.  

 
Rescan. 2014.  Back River Project: Grizzly Bear and Wolverine DNA Report, 2013.  

Prepared for Sabina Gold & Silver Corp. by Rescan Environmental Services 
Ltd., an ERM company.  

 

b) Please indicate if any discussions have occurred with Nunavut regarding grizzly 
bear management. Also, please explain why discussions with Nunavut were not 
initiated early enough to allow for consideration of bear management in the 
Proposal.  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   ENR has been discussing potential grizzly bear 
research and monitoring options with Nunavut to assess the significance of 
grizzly bear predation on the calving grounds, and preliminary discussions 
suggest that NU communities may be open to discuss collaborative research and 
management.  Grizzly bear management in the calving and post-calving range of 
Bathurst caribou will be discussed further, although ENR is cognizant that 
management authority for bears in Nunavut lies with the Government of Nunavut 
(GN) and the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board.  The GN has begun 
discussions with Nunavut communities and wildlife management organizations 
on a possible Nunavut grizzly bear co-management plan.  Management planning 
for grizzly bears needs to recognize and take into account that they are federally 
listed as a species of Special Concern, in part because of their generally low 
densities and low reproductive rates.  As noted in the response to Information 
Request 11C, wolf management was included in the Proposal because it is 
considered to be more likely to have a significant effect on caribou calf and adult 
survival rates. 

 

c) Please explain why the approach set out in the Proposal, which does not include 
bear management, is likely to stop or reverse the decline of Bathurst caribou?  

Response (TG and ENR):   The general understanding we have of wolf and bear 
predation on barren-ground caribou indicates that bear predation occurs 
primarily during calving and for a relatively brief period in June. Thereafter, some 
predation on calves and adults occurs in summer and fall but the rates are 
relatively low. In the winter grizzly bears are not active and thus do not kill any 
caribou. Wolves, on the other hand, are effective predators of caribou throughout 
the year and tundra wolves, particularly, follow the caribou over very large 
ranges through much of the year. Wolf reduction is much more likely to have a 
significant effect on caribou calf and adult survival rates than bear reduction. In 
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addition, any possible reduction of bears on the Bathurst range would have to be 
focused on the calving grounds or summer range and would have to occur in 
Nunavut, where neither TG, ENR nor WRRB have any jurisdiction. Preliminary 
discussions with Nunavut wildlife agencies suggest that Nunavut communities 
and authorities may be open to discuss collaborative research and management 
of predators of caribou in Nunavut.   

 

A further consideration is that barren-ground grizzly bears are federally listed as 
a species of Special Concern, owing to their generally low densities and low 
reproductive rates. Wolves have a high reproductive capacity and past 
experience has shown that when wolf reduction programs have ended, wolves 
generally rebound quickly to pre-control numbers.  Grizzly bears would not 
respond nearly as quickly to large-scale reductions in their numbers.  Grizzly 
bear management in the calving and post-calving range of Bathurst caribou may 
be discussed in future, and ENR is cognizant that management authority for bears 
in Nunavut lies with the Government of Nunavut (GN) and the Nunavut Wildlife 
Management Board.  The GN has begun discussions with Nunavut communities 
and wildlife management organizations on a possible Nunavut grizzly bear co-
management plan.   

 

d) Please clarify if the technical feasibility of wolf management options will also 
include bear management options. If not, please explain what bear management 
options are possible and how their success could be assessed.  

Response (TG and ENR):   ENR has committed to conduct a feasibility assessment 

of wolf management options that may decrease predation rates on Bathurst 

caribou.  At this time, a feasibility of bear management options has not been 

proposed, as noted on page 12 of the Proposal: 

At this point, grizzly bear management to benefit Bathurst caribou is not 

being considered, although observations on calving ground surveys, 

including Bathurst 2012 and 2015, suggest that there may be more bears 

than wolves on the calving grounds (GNWT unpublished data). Bears may be 

an important cause of moose and caribou calf mortality in the first few 

weeks after calving (Orians et al. 1997), but substantial caribou killing by 

bears is limited to this time period. Wolves are effective predators of caribou 

year-round (Orians et al. 1997). The Bathurst calving grounds are within 

NU, thus any consideration of predator management on the calving grounds 

would need to be discussed under    processes for wildlife management  

  at said      c   traditional  nowledge e ists about t e effects of bear 

predation on caribou outside calving grounds and the issue may be revisited 

by GNWT or TG. 
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An evaluation of what bear management options are possible and how their 

success could be assessed would require a thorough and rigorous technical 

feasibility assessment, which has not been proposed or conducted at this time. 

The response to Information Request 11C provides additional information on 

why the Proposal focussed on a feasibility assessment for wolves, and why an 

assessment of bear management options was not included in the Proposal at this 

time.   

e) Did any discussions of bear management take place with other Aboriginal 
governments before the Proposal was submitted?  

Response (TG and ENR):   At a meeting on long-term management of the Bathurst 
herd held in Yellowknife on January 21/22, 2016, information on bear predation 
of caribou on the calving grounds and possible management actions were 
expressed by some community participants representing traditional users of the 
Bathurst herd from both the NWT and Nunavut.  ENR intends to explore this 
possibility further. 

 
Information Request #12:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
We ask each government to please provide a separate response to this question.  
The Proposal states: “E R and  G will support researc  t at increases understanding of 
drivers of change in caribou abundance. TG and ENR support increased community-based 
monitoring by monitors from the     c   communities ”  
 

Response (TG and ENR): As the management proposal was submitted jointly by TG and 

ENR, the two governments prefer to provide joint responses to the Information 

Requests.  

 
a) What is meant by “drivers of   ange in  aribou abundan e”?  Please list t e major 

drivers and explain why they warrant further research.   How does the extended 
and accelerated decline in the herd affect the importance of each of the listed 
drivers of change?  
 
Response (TG and ENR)    ‘Drivers of   ange in  aribou abundan e’ are simply the 
factors and/or ecological processes that affect birth rates in females (by age 
class) and death rates (by sex and age class) in caribou populations. Although a 
comprehensive discussion of drivers of change in caribou abundance would 
require an extensive response and is well beyond the scope of an IR, the main 
proximate drivers of birth rates in female caribou are those factors that affect 
physiological health (body condition and size) prior to the fall breeding season, 
whereas the main proximate drivers of death rates in caribou are predation and 
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hunting (see Figure 8.2 in Gunn et al. 2011 and Figure 5 in Greig et al 2013 for 
examples of impact pathways on caribou abundance).  

 

Long-term fluctuations in population size of migratory barren-ground caribou 
herds are related to long-term weather cycles, but the relationships are complex 
and there is no single factor that fully accounts for these fluctuations (Gunn 2003, 
Joly et al. 2011). TG and ENR recognize that full understanding of the multiple 
factors that drive the long-term changes in numbers of migratory caribou herds 
is incomplete, and they generally support further research using scientific 
methods and Traditional Knowledge studies that increase understanding of 
factors that affect caribou abundance and herd condition.   

 

ENR’s primary mandate is applied monitoring and management of  aribou, not 
in-depth ecological research.  ENR has relied on collaborations with academic 
researchers, graduate students, biostatisticians and modelers, remote sensing 
specialists, industry and others to study various aspects of caribou ecology.  In 
several cases, funding has been cost-shared with universities, and in some cases, 
ENR has helped to fund field work carried out by researchers. The findings of 
Chen et al. (2014) and preliminary results from D. Russell suggest that the 
produ tivity of t e Bat urst  erd’s summer range, and parti ularly t e droug t 
conditions of recent years (a peak in 2014, a year of exceptional fires in the NWT) 
may be associated with poor cow condition in the fall and a low pregnancy rate. 
These results suggest that poor summer range productivity may have 
 ontributed in re ent years to t e Bat urst  erd’s de line. A sele tion of re ent 
research results is provided below; other references have been supplied to WRRB 
under other board requests. 

Barrier, T. A. 2011. Factors influencing the distribution of Bathurst barren-

ground caribou (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus) during winter. MSc thesis, 

University of Northern BC, Prince George, BC. 

Boulanger, J., A. Gunn, J. Adamczewski and B. Croft. 2011. A data-driven 

demographic model to explore the decline of the Bathurst caribou herd. Journal 

of Wildlife Management 75:883-898. 

Chen, W., L. White, J. Z. Adamczewski, B. Croft, K. Garner, J. S. Pellissey, K. Clark, I. 

Olthof, R. Latifovic, G. L. Finstad. 2014 Assessing the Impacts of Summer Range on 

Bat urst Caribou’s Produ tivity and Abundan e sin e 1985. Natural Resour es, 5, 

130-145. 

Greig, L., C. Wedeles, and S. Beukema. 2013 Evaluation of tools available for 

cumulative effects assessment for the Northwest Territories – literature reviews: 

models and management. Prepared for Government of the Northwest Territories, 
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Department of Environment and Natural Resources Wildlife Research and 

Management, Wildlife Division, Yellowknife, NT. 

Gunn, A., C. J. Johnson, J. S. Nishi, C. J. Daniel, D. E. Russell, M. J. Carlson, and J. Z. 

Adamczewski. 2011. Understanding the cumulative effects of human activities on 

barren-ground caribou. Pages 113-133 in L. K. Harris, editor. Cumulative Effects 

in Wildlife Management Impact Mitigation. CRC Press. 

Klaczek, M. R. 2015. Denning ecology of barren-ground wolves in the central 

Canadian Arctic. M.Sc.  Thesis. University of Northern British Columbia, Prince 

George, British Columbia. 116 pp. 

Rickbeil, G.J.M., N. C. Coops and J. Adamczewski.  2015. The grazing impacts of 

four barren ground caribou herds (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus) on their 

summer ranges: an application of archived remotely sensed vegetation 

productivity data. Remote Sensing of Environment 164 (2015) 314–323. 

Witter, L. A. 2010. Interrelationships between weather, parasitic insects, and 

barren-ground caribou (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus) behaviour in 

Northwest Territories and Nunavut. MSc thesis, University of Northern BC, Prince 

George, BC. 

 
b) Please indicate what research is proposed to understand each “driver of   ange”. 

Response (TG and ENR):   ENR and TG are not proposing specific new research 

programs, rather expressing support for leveraging applied research on an on-

going basis, and an interest in increasing collaborative research efforts. TG has 

 ad  ontinuing resear   programs wit  T į    elders (e.g. Ja obsen et al. 2016) 

and has an intensive ground-based Bathurst community-based caribou 

monitoring program planned to begin in summer 2016. ENR supported the 

research described by Chen et al. (2014) on the condition of Bathurst caribou 

summer range and herd productivity, and has asked biologist Don Russell 

(Whitehorse) to compile weather-related environmental trends for all NWT 

herds with a comparison among herds. ENR staff  have collaborated with 

researcher M. English (Wilfrid Laurier University) to assess trends in snow cover 

and caribou use of the Bathurst winter range, and a graduate student is working 

on an analysis of these findings. 

 

 

c) Has any specific action been taken to initiate such research? Is funding available 
and has it been committed? When will this research begin?  
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Response (TG and ENR):   TG has had a TK research program underway for a 

number of years wit  T į    elders and will  ontinue to  arry out TK resear  . TG 

has proposed an intensive ground-based Bathurst community-based caribou 

monitoring program planned to begin in summer 2016. ENR has cost-shared 

collaborative research programs with several universities and independent 

researchers, and will continue to support and cost-share research programs. 

d) How will the information resulting from the research into drivers of change be 
reported and used to adapt or revise proposed management actions?  

Response (TG and ENR):   The outcome and application of current and future 

research into drivers of change will vary, and will be considered on a case by case 

basis in terms of how they influence proposed management actions. ENR staff, 

when supporting or engaging in collaborative programs with graduate students 

or outside researchers, emphasize the importance of answering applied wildlife 

management questions that will be relevant for implementing management 

strategies and effectiveness monitoring in the NWT.  Emphasis is placed on 

supporting research that addresses the information needs of TG, ENR and other 

co-management partners.  Research results relevant to the Bathurst herd will be 

provided to the WRRB when completed.  Researchers in the NWT are required to 

provide summaries of their work as a condition on their Wildlife Research 

Permits.  In some cases, plain-languages summaries of more technical research or 

analyses have been written by ENR staff to make results more accessible to non-

specialists. 

e) Why is the extensive T       knowledge collected by TG and available from elders 
on caribou and the status of the Bathurst caribou herd not sufficient as a basis for 
management action? Please explain why additional research is needed and 
indicate whether this research will detract from early action to protect the 
Bathurst herd.  

Response (TG)   T e T       people strongly believe in C ief Jimmy Bruneau's 

words  “Strong like two People”. T is vision  an also be used as a basis for 

wildlife management, and the establishment of goals, actions and monitoring 

approaches.  In a co-management framework, we think it would be unfortunate 

to rely on traditional knowledge as the sole basis for wildlife management 

especially since there are also reliable scientific approa  es for  ontributing to 

our understanding of wildlife populations, and developing and evaluating  o-

management a tions. T       Government is obviously a major  ontributor to t e 

traditional knowledge of the Bathurst herd, but in going forward we see value in 

both approaches to develop the best knowledge and management approaches. 

We hope that a combined understanding gained through both traditional and 

scientific knowledge will result in renewed healthy numbers for the herd, a result 
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that will preserve the caribou and the continuation of the exercise of our 

language, culture and way of life. The implications of emerging issues such as 

 limate   ange make new resear   ne essary. Again Jimmy Bruneau’s vision is 

applicable. The new research will be complementary to t e T       knowledge 

already collected. It will not replace it. 

 
Information Request #13:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
We ask each government to please provide a separate response to this question.  
 
Section 12.11.2 of the T       Agreement required the Parties to prepare a 
comprehensive proposal for the management of the Bathurst caribou herd within three 
years of the effective date [roughly 2008] and submit it to the Board. The 2010 WRRB 
Recommendation #55 recommended action on this management plan and a meeting by 
2011. This did not occur. The Proposal further indicates only that “Organizational 
meetings to define this long-term process began in 2012 and work continues to develop a 
compre ensive approac  to managing t e Bat urst  erd”.  
 
The TG and ENR have taken a collaborative approach and have worked closely with the 
WRRB to fulfill the requirements outlined in section 12.11.2. The TG and ENR would like 
to clarify the context for this information request before responding to the specific 
questions.  Under the     c   Agreement, the requirements under 12.11.2 and 12.11.3 are 
as follows (our emphasis added): 

 

 

12.11.2  

 Within three years after the effective date or another date agreed to by the 
Parties, the Parties shall, separately or jointly, to the extent of their powers, 
prepare a comprehensive proposal for the management of the Bathurst caribou 
herd and a comprehensive proposal for the management of woodland caribou 
and submit them to the Wekeezhii Renewable Resources Board for review under 
12.5.4 

12.11.3  

  
Within the first year after the effective date, the Wekeezhii Renewable Resources 
Board and the Parties shall meet for the purpose of preparing a comprehensive 
proposal for the management of the Bathurst caribou herd. The Board shall invite 
any body with jurisdiction over any part of the caribou range and representatives 
of any Aboriginal peoples who traditionally harvest the Bathurst Caribou herd to 
participate. 
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 The TG, ENR and WRRB have been working together since 2008 to fulfill the 
requirements of 12.11.2 within timelines that have been agreed to by all parties.  
As outlined below, meetings between TG, ENR and WRRB began in 2007 and 
continue to be held.  The WRRB was and continues to be a full participant in all 
these meetings. 

 
a) Please provide details of all efforts made since the effective date to comply with 

this obligation of the T       Agreement.    

Efforts to develop a comprehensive proposal began in 2007 with a meeting 
between TG, ENR and WRRB (the Parties) on December 19, 2007, followed by 
meetings on January 11, 2008 and again February 13, 2009.  These meetings 
were convened by the WRRB and all Parties participated.  As a result of these 
meetings, in April 2008 the WRRB drafted and shared a draft document 
Development of a Comprehensive Proposal for the Co-Management of the Bathurst 
Caribou Herd, Proposal Planning Guideline, a guidance document for how Parties 
would proceed to develop a comprehensive co-management proposal and obtain 
input from stakeholders.  In 2008 the WRRB also developed a draft Planning 
Agreement for the Development of a Comprehensive Co-Management Proposal for 
the Barren-Ground Caribou of We ’èez ìi for signature by governments and 
renewable resource boards with management authority for the Bathurst herd. 
The planning agreement laid out a process for developing a comprehensive 
proposal for submission to the WRRB.   

Upon review of these documents, it was apparent that there was not a common 
understanding of what was meant by “a comprehensive proposal for the 
management of the Bathurst caribou  erd” among the Parties and the Parties 
agreed that more research and time was needed to consider various ways that 
governments work co-operatively on shared resources.  The Parties also agreed 
that they were not ready to undertake this process given other pressing needs, 
including emergent issues with the Bathurst herd. 

In 2011, another series of multi-party meetings were held that resulted in the 
development of a new proposal for a process to develop a comprehensive 
proposal for the management of the Bathurst herd.  The process envisioned three 
levels of participation and outlined roles for Aboriginal governments 
representing all the traditional users of the herds, all wildlife management 
authorities with responsibility for the herd, and other stakeholders and interest 
groups.  A timeline and budget for completion were developed.   ENR committed 
to providing funding.  This proposal, REVISED Bathurst Caribou Comprehensive 
Proposal, October 2011 was circulated among the parties with a request for 
feedback. 

The 2011 proposal was reviewed in 2012 but not all intended participants 
agreed with the suggested approach and it did not proceed.  Recognizing that the 
development of the comprehensive proposal requires participation and 
agreement among all the affected governments, wildlife co-management boards 
and Aboriginal groups with management authority or traditional harvesting 
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rights to the Bathurst caribou herd, another series of meetings and workshops 
were held to try to reach agreement on a comprehensive approach to manage 
Bathurst caribou among all the affected groups.   

In June 2012, t irteen Aboriginal organizations and governments met to dis uss 
ways to work toget er and  onsider approa  es to  onserve t e  erd.  In January 
2013, t e T       Government and the Wek'èez ì  Renewable Resources Board co-
hosted a Bathurst Caribou Harvester’s Gathering with over 100 participants, 
providing a unique opportunity to share ideas and make recommendations that 
were captured in a final workshop report entitled “Bat urst Caribou Harvesters’ 
Gathering, January 29-31, 2013”.   

In October 2013, the various groups met again to discuss an approach and 
mechanism for the long-term management of the herd, and shared their progress 
in a report entitled “Workshop Results:  Exploring Issues of working Together for 
the Bathurst Caribou Herd, Yellowknife Northwest Territories October 2013”.  A 
follow-up workshop was held in February 2014 to further discuss the nature of 
the proposed mechanism for cooperative management.  This culminated in a final 
workshop report entitled “Workshop Results  Understanding a New Mechanism for 
Sustaining the Bathurst caribou Herd for future Generations, Yellowknife, 
Northwest Territories, March 2014”.  

This inclusive and collaborative approach led to consensus at the March 2014 
meeting, that a long-term mechanism, such as a Bathurst Caribou Management 
Board, should be established to bring together organizations to work on 
management and conservation of the Bathurst caribou herd for future 
generations..  

A draft Terms of Reference was developed by TG, WRRB and ENR during 2015 
and in January 2016, a two day meeting on a long-term Bathurst management 
planning process was held in Yellowknife to review and approve the draft Terms 
of Reference, and to discuss a path forward to finalize, implement and fund a 
long-term Bathurst management planning mechanism. 

Consensus was reached amongst the participants on a number of key areas.  It 
was agreed that a Bathurst Caribou Herd Cooperative Advisory Committee 
should be established and committee membership was identified.  A draft Terms 
of Reference was completed by the meeting participants and some initial 
priorities for the Committee to address were identified.  Each organization is 
currently reviewing the draft Terms of Reference and identifying their member.   
It was agreed that the committee should be formed as soon as practicable and 
that one of their first tasks would be to develop a management plan for the 
Bathurst herd. 
 
WRRB has been fully involved and led much of this process. 
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b) Please explain why efforts to develop a comprehensive approach to managing the 
Bathurst caribou herd did not begin until 2012, approximately four years after 
the date when a proposal was required to be submitted to the WRRB.  

 

As outlined in a), efforts to develop a comprehensive approach to managing the 
Bathurst caribou herd began in 2007 and are continuing with full participation 
and collaboration between TG, WRRB and ENR since that time. 

 

c) Please explain why in the four years since 2012, TG and ENR have been unable to 
produce at least an interim Bathurst management plan proposal.  

 

See the answer to a) above for an explanation of the process to date.  The 
development of a comprehensive proposal requires the collaboration of all the 
affected parties.  TG, ENR and WRRB have been working to build consensus 
among all the parties.  It is also noted that the requirement in 12.11.2 is not the 
development of a management plan for the Bathurst herd but an approach to 
working together to managing the herd.  In the interim, the TG and ENR have 
collaboratively developed interim management proposals to address the 
immediate concerns for management of the Bathurst herd.  These were provided 
to the WRRB in 2009, 2010, 2014, and 2015.  

 

It should also be noted that a management plan for the Bathurst caribou was 
developed in 2004 through a collaborative process that involved a committee 
with representatives from federal, territorial and Aboriginal governments, First 
Nations, Inuit organizations, Institutions of public government and communities 
on or adja ent to t e  erd’s range.  T e  ommittee established a process and 
principles for plan development and worked together for four years to develop a 
plan on behalf of the people who rely on the Bathurst caribou herd.  However, the 
plan was not implemented because it did not gain the official support of all the 
necessary parties.  This underscores the need for working together and gaining 
consensus on an approach for the management of the Bathurst herd. 

 

d) Please indicate when the WRRB  an expe t to re eive t e “ ompre ensive 
proposal for the management of the Bathurst herd” required by s.12.11.2 of t e 
Agreement. 

 

The draft terms of reference has been sent to all parties to review with a request 
for comment by February 19, 2016.  If all parties agree to the Terms of Reference 
it can be provided to the WRRB as a proposal at that time. 

TG response:  WRRB has requested that TG and GNWT submit separate 

responses to IR#13 (2nd Round). GNWT has produced its answer that sets out a 
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timeline and what meetings and documents were produced to answer the 

Information Request. T        Government agrees with the answer provided by 

GNWT as it relates to the listing and description of those meetings and 

documents.  This has allowed T        Government to concentrate on producing its 

own answers to Information Requests in the time allotted.  

This points to an ongoing issue - the financial resources required to be a good co-

manager of the Bathurst herd in these critical times. Our harvesters and Elders 

have tremendous traditional knowledge and our people are a great source of 

experience and information relating to traditional knowledge, culture, language 

and way of life. That said, it takes resources to participate as an effective 

contributor to short, medium and longer term planning for the caribou. It has 

been a   allenge to our limited resour es to deal wit  medium and longer term 

issues in  erd management w ile dealing wit   riti al and immediate issues in 

t e pre ipitous de line in  erd numbers. As a result, T       Government does its 

best with its limited resources to be an engaged co-management partner and add 

value to all the resulting meetings, processes, decisions and implementation of 

harvesting restrictions due to herd decline.  We believe more resources are 

needed to deal with medium and longer term herd planning along wit  dealing 

wit  t e immediate issues of  ow to deal wit   arvesting restri tions in ea   

 arvesting season. T       Government has been in negotiations with Canada for a 

renewed Financing Agreement that will provide more resources for the 

Department of Culture and Lands Protection. Until then, we continue to rely on 

GNWT for collection of empirical data and infusion of resources into the critical 

issues facing us all. 

 
 
Information Request #14:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 

a) W at is t e relations ip between t e “Range Plan” referred to in t e Proposal 
and the proposal required by s.12.11.2 of the Agreement?  Is this range planning 
effort delaying the comprehensive Bathurst management proposal required by 
the Agreement?  Explain in detail.  
 
Response (TG and ENR):   No – the range planning process is an independent 
process that has not delayed or detracted from development of the 
comprehensive Bathurst management proposal in any way.  The Range Plan in 
the Proposal refers to the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan being undertaken by a 
Working Group of 21 partners including T       Government, WRRB, other 
Aboriginal organizations, industry and ENGOs.  It is not directly related to the 
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requirement for a comprehensive proposal for the management of the Bathurst 
caribou herd under s.12.11.2 of the T       Agreement.  While it is dealing with 
some of the issues (i.e. habitat management) that may be contemplated by the 
management mechanism under s. 12.11.1 ( now being termed an Advisory 
Committee), the Range Plan Working Group has broader membership (including 
industry and ENGOs) necessary for considering diverse values, options and 
approaches.   The Bathurst Caribou Range Plan Working Group views the Range 
Plan as a guidance document that may be used by wildlife management 
authorities (including government) and any Advisory Committee set up for the 
management of the Bathurst caribou herd in making recommendations on 
habitat management issues.  The timeline for the development of the Bathurst 
Caribou Range Plan is a process independent of the comprehensive proposal 
required under s. 12.11.1 of the T       Agreement and in fact may be close to 
completion and available for use by the Advisory Committee established under 
that section as it gets up and running.   
 

b) Assuming a Range Plan is completed in 2018, how will it be implemented? What 
is the relationship between this plan and the regulatory system? Does ENR have a 
mechanism to ensure that it will be implemented and binding? What if anything 
can the T       Government do to implement the Range Plan under its land use 
plan or laws? 

Response (TG and ENR):   There is no single implementation tool for the Range 

Plan, unlike the Land Use Planning process for example, and therefore the Range 

Plan will not be binding in its entirety upon any single organization.  However, 

there are many implementation opportunities through the use of existing 

legislation, policy and regulatory processes.  The intent is also for GNWT to adopt 

the Range Plan as a cabinet document to be implemented to the extent possible 

by the government as a whole but primarily by the departments of Lands, ITI and 

ENR.   

Some of the implementation opportunities include: 

 In orporating any  umulative disturban e t res olds into a future Wek’èez ì  
Land Use Plan that is under contemplation;  
 

 Guiding input by wildlife management authorities such as GNWT,  T       
Government and WRRB into environmental assessment and regulatory 
processes that are legally required to consider cumulative effects on valued 
species (in NWT and Nunavut);  
 

 Advising on any conservation areas to be established in areas of highly valued 
caribou habitat;. 
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 Setting the context for determining significance of incremental human 
disturbance on the Bathurst caribou range during project specific EAs (in 
NWT and Nunavut); 

 
 Providing guidance on appropriate mitigation measures for consideration by 

the MVEIRB and NIRB.  Any recommendations made by these Boards become 
binding; and  

 
 Incorporating any cumulative disturbance thresholds, recommended 

conservation areas or mitigation measures into the Nunavut Land Use Plan 
(including responsibilities for cumulative effects referrals by the Nunavut 
Planning Commission). 
 

The strength of the Range Plan is in its cooperative process and consensus 

building approach to manage cumulative disturbance on the range of the 

Bathurst caribou herd. By including the diversity of management authorities in 

its development, we maximize the value and utility of the Range Plan for all co-

management partners and stakeholders. 

The T       Land Use Plan has identified the need “to work in partners ip to 

develop a cumulative effects monitoring, assessment and management 

framework for valued e osystem  omponents” under Land Prote tion Dire tive 

6.3.A.  That directive also stipulates the need to “fo us on t e relations ip 

between caribou and land use activities with focus on range utilization in 

response to surfa e disturban e”.  T e Range Plan is partially addressing t ese 

areas and its guidance could conceivably be incorporated into future revisions of 

the T       Land Use Plan 

Information Request #15:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government  
 
The 2010 WRRB Recommendation #49 recommended that the T       Government work 
towards development and implementation of a land use plan for We’eez ii, in luding t e 
consideration of thresholds for industrial land use.  The T       Land Use Plan was 
approved and came into effect in 2013, and the moratorium on development on T       
lands also expired in 2013. 
 

a) How are land activities currently being tracked on T       lands and in 
Wek’èez ìi? 

 

The T        Government has several methods to monitor activity on T        lands 
and in t e Wek’èez ì . T        citizens travel frequently throughout the area, they 
are our eyes and ears and we rely heavily on their reports. The T        
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Government also receives reports and applications through the regulatory 
bodies. We established the Kwe Beh Working Group, which is an advisory group 
for industry on T        territory and is the first step for industry to talk to. We are 
participating in several intergovernmental committees, such as the Water 
Aboriginal Steering Committee and CIMP Aboriginal Steering Committee among 
others. Finally there are requirements for reporting under the T        Agreement 
(example - discovery of a burial site outside a cemetery in Wek’èez ì , T        
Heritage resources under Chapter 17). 
 

b) Are thresholds for industrial land use on T       Lands currently being used, for 
example, as a contribution to the Range Plan? 

 

Chapter 5 of the T        Wenek’e (Land Use Plan) sets out t e T        Land 
Prote tion Zones. T ere are t res olds in ea   zone for “ onsidered uses” and 
resource development is a considered use in the Asii Haxowii Gha Enehat  
(Enhanced Management Zone). There are currently no specific land use 
guidelines in place under the T        Wenek’e.  Implementation of t e T       
Wenek’e is ongoing. 

 

c) What mechanisms does the T       Government use to ensure that development 
on T       lands does not adversely affect caribou populations? Please provide 
details.  

 

A primary mechanism used by T        Government to ensure that development on 
T        land does not adversely affect caribou populations is the T        Wenek’e.  
While other mechanisms such as the environmental screening and review 
process under the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act are also critical, 
T        Government has developed the T        Wenek’e to manage T        lands 
with the goal of protecting T        culture, heritage and a traditional way of life.   
 
Of note in the T        Wenek’e are t e following me  anisms  

 
 Chapter 5 – T        Land Protection Zones. The various zones indicate the level of 

protection required as well as indicating the values which set out the levels of 
protection in each zone. The T        approach to zoning is generally to 
“en ourage” or “dis ourage” development proposals. Ea   zone sets out w at 
land uses may be considered; 
 

 Chapter 6 – Dire tives – In addition to t e Land Prote tion Zones in C apter 5, 
t ere are furt er land prote tion measures t at will be used by T       
Government: 
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o Directive 6.1 states that proponents of development need to show that the 
proposed development has minimal impact on wildlife and their habitat.  

o Directive 6.2.A calls for the development of a strategy or permitting and 
managing land uses within seasonal caribou ranges. T is strategy will seek 
to minimize impa ts to  aribou and  aribou  abitat and  onsider, in part, 
t e  erds status and levels of disturban e on bot  T       lands and t e 
larger range of the herd.  

o Directive 6.2.D(a) requires the limitation of the number of resource 
projects occurring at one time in order to reduce the negative impacts on 
wildlife and wildlife habitat.  

o Dire tive 6.3.A provides t at T       Government needs to seek 
opportunities to work in partnership to develop cumulative effects 
monitoring, assessment and management and regulatory bodies are 
encouraged to consider cumulative effects and under 6.3.A(c), the 
cumulative impacts of exploration and development activities on caribou 
herd population, status, trends and viability. 

 
Information Request #16:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government  
 
The response to the Information Request Round No.1, Questions #1and #2, mentions 
that over the past six years the T       Government has conducted the T       Ekwo 
Naowo research project.  The research focused on the traditional knowledge of the 
T       community members in Wekweeti to ascertain the cumulative impacts of natural 
and human made change on the Bathurst caribou.  The Information Request responses 
mention that the project will evolve to establish a boots-on-the-ground monitoring 
program, and the Proposal mentions that this project is still in the developmental stages.  
 

a) Please provide specific examples of how results/knowledge from the T       
Ekwo Naowa project were or will be incorporated into:  

i. Bathurst Range planning process;  

ii. Cumulative effects monitoring on the Bathurst range; and,  

iii. Monitoring of winter habitat during the summer.  

 

T       Government  as been involved in Bat urst Range Planning sin e its 
in eption and  as s ared traditional knowledge wit  t e Planning Team t roug  
parti ipation in meetings and t e s aring of spatial  iles.  T       Government’s TK 
specialist is accessing other relevant materials and to support additional 
gathering of information from existing T       Knowledge databases including the 

report on the T       Ekwo Nàowo research project. This information will be used 
by the Range Plan Working Group to help identify important areas for caribou 
and what types of mitigation approaches may be suited to particular 
locations/seasons.  It will also be used to help inform criteria for evaluating the 
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impact of habitat management alternatives on cultural/traditional land uses as 

part of the structured decision process (this process will also develop equivalent 
criteria for evaluating the impact of habitat management alternatives on 
economics and caribou)  

T e purpose of t e T       Ekwo Na owo proje t is to monitor t e  onditions of the 
Bathurst caribou and its habitat, from a traditional knowledge perspective. The 
project monitors the cumulative effects of natural and anthropogenic factors, and 
has specifically documented the impacts from mining industry, outfitting hunters 
and disrespectful behaviour/harvesting on Bathurst caribou health, behavior and 
migration. This year, 2016, TK project will transition into the boots-on-the-
ground monitoring program on the Bathurst caribou summer range to continue 

monitoring of cumulative effects from anthropogenic and natural factors, as 
predators, insect harassment, climate change on habitat, feeding conditions and 
behavior and migration of the caribou. The timeline for the project is over 3+ 
years, to qualitatively monitor cumulative impa ts. T e results from t e 
 umulative effe ts monitoring proje t is distributed dire tly to de ision-makers 

su   as T       Government, ENR, regional resource boards and mining 
companies. The T       Ekwo Nàowo boots on the ground project will contribute 
to the Range Planning process by using standardized protocols for monitoring, 
reporting and analyzing caribou behaviour on the summer range of the Bathurst 
herd.  It is intended that T       people will monitor caribou away from 
development sites while mine environmental staff will monitoring caribou close 

to site.  By using the same protocols we will have an enhanced dataset for 
analyzing changes in caribou behaviour as a result of residing within a ZOI.  The 
Bathurst caribou range plan will benefit from this information as it can be 
incorporated into the CARMA Cumulative Effects Integrative Model to examine 
the consequences of such changes in behavior and inform the discussion and 
consideration of alternatives for managing and mitigating such changes.  While 
the timing may not entirely match up (i.e. the availability of caribou behavior data 
may come too late to incorporate meaningfully into Range Plan considerations) it 
fills an important data gap in understanding caribou response to development 
that could be considered in future revisions of the plan. 

In the response to Round One IR question #3, the TG informed the WRRB that a 

TK-based program to examine winter habitat of the Bathurst herd in summer has 
not been initiated, and as such we have not yet devoted time and resources to 
issues like logistics and harvester participation. The same can be said for any 
potential incorporation of any TK studies (including the T        Ekwo Nàowo 
program) 
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Information Request #17:  

 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The recent MVEIRB Jay Project Report of EA recommends as follows:  
 
Measure 6-6: Timely completion of caribou management plans  
To mitigate cumulative significant impacts from the Jay Project and other human 
activities on the Bathurst caribou herd, within one year of Ministerial approval of this 
Report of EA, the GNWT will:  

 investigate and report on the causes for the current population change  

 complete and implement an interim management plan for the Bathurst caribou 
herd  

 implement an interim herd recovery strategy towards a sustainable and ongoing 
Aboriginal harvest  

 
a) What are TG and ENR's positions with respect to this recommendation? Is it 

possible to complete an interim management plan in the next year? If not, why 
not and when will such a plan be available?  

 

Response (ENR): ENR cannot provide an answer to this question at this time.  The 
Review Board’s Report of Environmental Assessment and re ommendation are  
currently under review by the responsible ministers, including the Minister of 
ENR.  The responsible ministers will provide a response to this recommended 
measure through the environmental assessment decision process, and their 
de ision will be available on t e Review Board’s website. 

 

b) In the recent Jay hearing, ENR indicated that its range management plan will not 
be completed until at least 2018. Considering the current rate of Bathurst caribou 
herd decline and the time that may be required to implement a multi-user multi-
jurisdictional range plan, how likely is it that this plan will play a role in Bathurst 
caribou recovery?  

 

As explained above in response to (a), ENR cannot answer questions related to 

the Jay Project in this forum while the Responsible Ministers are  currently 

considering t e Review Board’s Report of Environmental Assessment and 

recommendation. As for the range management plan, it is very likely the Range 

Plan will play a role in herd recovery if we assume that recovery will take place 

over the long term rather than the short term (i.e. 3 year period covered in the 

Proposal).  T e Bat urst Caribou Range Plan will be  ompleted in two years’ time.  

While it is recognized that some time will be required to get Cabinet approval, 

depending on the legislative/policy tools identified for implementation, it is 
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anticipated that some recommendations/guidance can be utilized more quickly 

than others (i.e. conservation areas).    While we understand from recent 

cumulative effects modeling that human activity on the range of the herd is likely 

contributing to caribou energetic costs, the projected increase in human activity 

(developed in collaboration with Chamber of Mines and industry representatives 

on the Bathurst Range Plan Working Group) is a relatively slow process and 

therefore allows for the time needed to build a common understanding of how 

we should manage that activity and build consensus around appropriate levels of 

acceptable change and approaches mitigation . 

Information Request #18:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The response to the Information Request Round No.1, Question #18, mentions that the 
Bathurst Caribou Range Planning Team has constructed preliminary scenarios including 
various levels of industrial development, harvest and mortality on the Bathurst herd. 
Academic and industry monitoring programs have also identified areas of lower caribou 
abundance within a certain distance to established mines, and monitoring of this zone of 
influence can help to quantify impacts to caribou and evaluate mitigation effectiveness. 
The Proposal mentions geofencing as a recently available option that allows for more 
detailed analysis of the movements of collared caribou near mines, roads or other 
designated sites, and that collars deployed in March 2016 will utilize this function.  
 

a) Please provide additional details on how the current/future low/future high 
scenarios were defined. 
 

Response (TG and ENR):   The Current development scenario devised by the 
Bathurst Caribou Range Plan Working Group (BCRP WG) was meant to be a 
reflection of what is on the ground currently for human activity on the range of 
the Bathurst caribou herd.  Information was accessed from GNWT, CIMP – 
Inventory of Landscape Change, AANDC-Nunavut and permitted mining 
operations to reflect these activities as accurately as possible.   

 

The Future Low and Future High development scenarios used the Current 
scenario as a starting point and developed timelines for future industrial and 
infrastructure development informed by an Economic Task Group made up of 
representatives from the Chamber of Mines, BCRP WG members and staff from 
Industry, Tourism and Investment.  Based on information from the Ekati Jay 
Project reasonably foreseeable development scenario, provided by DDEC,, in 
combination with project feasibility studies in the public domain, and the 
knowledge and expertise of the Mineral Task Group, a single future development 
scenario was produced for the range of the Bathurst herd.  When presented to the 
BCRP WG the response was that it might be useful to have an intermediate future 
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development scenario with fewer producing mines and reduced transportation 
infrastructure to act as a mid-point between the current and relatively aggressive 
future scenario.  The more moderate scenario was developed in consultation with 
the Economic Task Group and then referred to a Future Low.  Table 1 outlines 
assumptions for each development scenario. 

 

Table 1 – Overview of the Bathurst caribou range plan development scenarios. 

 

Scenario 
Assumptions 

Current Situation Future Low 
Development 

Future High 
Development 

General 
Assumptions 

The current 
situation is 
represented 
directly by the GIS 
human 
development 
database with 3 
active producing 
diamond mines, 1 
diamond mine 
under construction, 
existing mineral 
exploration, and 
current 
transportation and 
electrical utility 
infrastructure. 

The future low 
scenario assumes that 
only a few of the 
existing advanced 
mineral exploration 
projects will become 
producing mines in 
the coming 25 years, 
mineral exploration 
will remain similar to 
current, and there 
will be limited change 
in current 
transportation and 
electrical utility 
infrastructure. 

The future high 
scenario assumes that 
many of the existing 
advanced mineral 
exploration projects 
will become 
producing mines in 
the coming 25 years, 
the level of mineral 
exploration may 
increase, the level of 
transportation 
infrastructure will 
increase, but electrical 
generation will 
remain similar to 
current. Mineral 

Exploration 
Current mineral 
exploration 
projects. 

Current mineral 
exploration projects 
are maintained except 
those that advance to 
producing mines. 

Current mineral 
exploration projects 
are maintained except 
those that advance to 
producing mines.  
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Scenario 
Assumptions 

Current Situation Future Low 
Development 

Future High 
Development 

Mineral 
Development 

4 active mines: 

a) 3 active 
diamond mines 
(Ekati, Diavik 
and Snap Lake) 

b) 1 diamond 
mine under 
construction 
(Gahcho Kué) 

4 active mines: 

 Back River Project 
(George and 
Goose) 

 Lupin Mine 

 NICO 

 Courageous Lake 

 

 4 existing diamond 
mines become past 
mines as they 
reach closure 
(Ekati, Diavik, Snap 
Lake and Gahcho 
Kué) 

11 active mines 
(future low scenario 
plus): 

 Izok Lake 

 High Lake 

 Jericho 

 Hackett River 

 Indin Lake 

 Nechalacho 

 Yellowknife Gold 

Transportation Current road and 
trail network 

Current road and trail 
network maintained 
except construction of 
new all- season roads: 

 Hwy #3 to Whatì 
(replace existing 
winter road); 

 NICO to Whatì; 

 Tibbit to Lockhart 
Lake (replace this 
section of existing 
main winter road) 

Future low scenario 
plus new Nunavut 
minesite access roads: 

 IZOK road and port 

 BIPAR road and 
port (Phase I and 
2) 

Electrical 
Generation and 
Transmission 

Current facilities 
and transmission: 

 Snare; 

 Bluefish; and 

 Talston 

No change; current 
situation is 
maintained. 

No change; current 
situation is 
maintained. 

Settlements Current situation No change; current 
situation is 
maintained. 

No change; current 
situation is 
maintained. 
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b) Please provide details on how activities during different seasons/ranges were 
incorporated into the scenario analyses.  
 
Response (TG and ENR):   Human activity (Current, Future Low and Future High) 
on the range of the Bathurst caribou herd was represented as a static range level 
spatial file and used as input to the CARMA Cumulative Effects Integrative Model 
as discussed by White et al (2014).    The model incorporates seasonality through 
its link to climate, habitat, diet, activity budgets and energetic requirements of 
caribou during the different caribou seasons. 

 
c) How will geofencing support zone of influence monitoring?  

Response (TG and ENR):   This intent of the geofencing collars is to capture more 

detailed movement data when caribou are located in the areas around minesites 

and roads both within and outside of Zones of Influence (ZOIs).    The collars are 

programmed to collect a location every hour when a caribou is within 30km of a 

minesite or within 10 km of a road.   Outside of these buffers locations are 

received every 8 hours.  The assumption is that with increased number of 

locations near mines and roads the delineation of a ZOI might be more robust.  

There may be challenges in achieving an adequate sample size of collared caribou 

in the area; given the current small size of the Bathurst herd, the number of 

collared caribou encountering these features may be small.  Given that impacts to 

caribou from encountering mines and roads can result in both distributional and 

behavioural impacts , the mines, ENR and TG are discussing enhanced behavioral 

monitoring through a common study design application of standard protocols.  

Information Request #19:  
 
Parties Responsible:  Environment and Natural Resources  
 
ENR has provided comments about the Bluenose-East caribou herd and its calving 
grounds to the Nunavut Impact Review Board regarding proposed activities by Tundra 
Copper, and participated in a workshop on the draft Nunavut land use plan, supporting 
the Government of Nunavut’s position of no development on t e  alving grounds. 
 

a) Does ENR’s support of no development on  alving grounds apply to t e Bat urst 
 alving grounds?  Is t is ENR’s offi ial position? 

 
GNWT supports t e Government of Nunavut’s position, as stated in its submissions 

to the Nunavut Land Use Planning Commission, that industrial activity of any type, 

including mineral exploration and production, construction of roads, pipelines and 

other infrastructure, should not be permitted in calving areas. 
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Information Request #20:  
 
Parties Responsible:  T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board, in its recent Report of 
Environmental Assessment on the Jay Project, expressed concern and found significant 
cumulative effects of the Jay Project in combination with past, existing and reasonably 
foreseeable future development.  
 
The GNWT’s final submission in that proceeding at page 18 said:  

“W ile t e G W  does not consider t e incremental impact of t e proposed Project 
to be ecologically significant for the Bathurst herd, in recognition of the precarious 
state of the herd, uncertainty regarding the relative magnitude of various stressors 
on the herd, and lack of defined thresholds of acceptable change against which to 
measure impacts cumulative impacts to caribou associated with the Project should 
be considered significant ”[sic]  

 
The T       Government’ intervention in that process said:  

“  e     c   Government is highly concerned about the health of the Bathurst 
caribou herd and in turn the ability of the     c   to access the herd.  
……  
The     c   Government supports IEMA’s (2015) recommendation to the Review 
Board pursuant to s.128(1)(b) of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act 
(MVRMA) that a determination of a significant adverse cumulative impact of the 
Jay Project on the Bathurst caribou herd be made and that compensatory 
mitigation be required as part of the developer s Wildlife Management Plan ” [a 
series of TG measures were then set out]  

 
For ENR:  
 

a) Please explain what is meant by ecological significance and why further impacts 
on the herd and its range are not significant.  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   The results of the modeling conducted in the Jay 
developers assessment report suggested a projected 0.15% decline in fecundity 
and a 0.3% decline in calf survival attributable to the Jay project - before 
mitigations are applied. These predicted effects could be expected to be even 
smaller after application of the mitigations that Dominion Diamond Ekati 
Corporation was proposing.  In terms of the relative size of effects, that scale of 
change would not be detectable at the population level as it is considerably 
smaller than the variance around estimates of these demographic parameters. It 
is also small in comparison to the effects that a large harvest had on the  erd’s 
trend prior to 2010, or in comparison to the likely effects of wolf predation on 
calf and adult survival.  In statistical terms, this is no different than saying there is 
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no effect. GNWT chose to use the word “e ologi ally signifi ant” to highlight to 
the Mackenzie Valley Review Board that it was this statistical lens of relative 
scale of effects at the herd demographic scale that was being used to look at the 
significance of the incremental effect of the Jay project alone. It is in considering 
the impact of Jay in the context of the  small but significant cumulative impacts of 
development identified in modeling conducted for the Jay Project as well as for 
the Bathurst Range Planning process by Don Russell that the impact of Jay 
becomes significant. Tis is fully reflected in GNWT’s submission.(page 18).  

 

b) Please confirm GNWT’s position t at  umulative impa ts on t e Bat urst  aribou 
herd are already significant.  Please explain what GNWT means in labeling the 
 erd’s status as “pre arious”. 

Response (ENR):   GNWT confirms its position that cumulative impacts on the 
Bathurst caribou herd are already significant. The Miriam Webster dictionary 
provides a definition of precarious as “  ara terized by a lack of security or 
stability that threatens with danger.” ENR suggests that given the current low 
numbers in the Bathurst herd, the rate of population decline in recent years, and 
the uncertainty surrounding the future trajectory the herd will take, use of the 
term “pre arious” is appropriate. 

 
For TG:  
 

c) Please  onfirm TG’s position that the impacts of development on the Bathurst 
caribou herd are already significant.   Explain.  

Response (TG)   T į    government  onfirms its view t at t e impa ts of 

development on the Bathurst caribou herd are significant.  Given the current 

estimate of herd size and the rate of decline (~ -23% per year since 2013), 

whatever the reasons are for the source of the decline, and engaging the 

precautionary principle, development impacts need to be seen as additive and 

significant to the Bathurst caribou herd.  

In our participation and submissions to the technical hearings, submissions to the 

Public Hearings and in the Closing Submission filed with the MVEIRB on October 

23, 2015, T       Government set out detailed concerns about the cumulative 

effects that the Jay Project would have to the region. We stated that: 

In the context of the operating and soon to be operating diamond mines and 

t e status of t e Bat urst caribou  erd  t e   įc   Government is  ig ly 

concerned with the cumulative effects of development. 

EA1314-01 –   įc   Government Closing Submission – p.3  
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We supported the conclusions of the IEMA (technical report PR#498) that 

there is an existing significant adverse – cumulative – impact on the 

Bathurst caribou herd and, taking a precautionary approach, recommended 

that there be a determination that the Jay project would have a significant 

adverse cumulative impact. 

                        EA1314-01 – IEMA Closing Submission, October 20215, p.2 

For ENR and TG:  
 

d) Your government’s position on t e Jay Proje t, as set out in its O tober 2015 
submissions to the Review Board, was that the level of cumulative impacts from 
development on the Bathurst herd was already significant. Please explain why 
the Proposal to the WRRB does not include any wildlife management action 
recommendations addressing range management, development, or anything 
other than a small reduction in harvest and a pilot training project for wolf 
control?  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   The Proposal was developed based on short-term 
management actions and complements existing processes that are either being 
developed or are already in place to deal with range planning and development. 
Actions related to range management are being addressed through the Bathurst 
Range Planning process.  Actions related to development are typically addressed 
through environmental assessment, the regulatory permitting process and 
though the development, implementation and review of wildlife management and 
monitoring plans (or the equivalent) for existing developments.   

 

e) How likely do you think the current proposal will be to stop or reverse the 
decline of Bathurst caribou?  

 

Response (ENR):   It is important to bear in mind that many factors affect 
population trends in migratory caribou herds, and only a few of these are capable 
of being subject to management by humans.  Recent evidence from D. Russell on 
environmental trends showing a high and increasing drought code in recent 
years (D. Russell, personal communication) and the study by Chen et al. (2014) 
showing a correlation between poor summer range condition and spring calf-cow 
ratios in the Bathurst herd 2 years later suggest that these effects have had a 
profound effect on the Bathurst herd, and likely on other NWT herds.  Such 
effects cannot be managed and they may play a major role in the large long-term 
fluctuations, sometimes termed cycles, in caribou abundance that have occurred 
many times in the past.  
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Because the harvest of the Bathurst herd has been relatively small since 2010, the 
elimination of harvesting (as of 2014-2015) is not likely to have a major effect on 
the  erd’s trend.  However, given the  erd’s declining natural trend and poor 
vital rates, any further harvest can only add to the decline. Eliminating the 
harvest is one step that can be taken that increases the  erd’s opportunity to 
stabilize and recover.  Documentation of the results of past wolf reduction 
programs in Alaska and Canada (see Orians et al. 1997) shows a mixed set of 
outcomes ranging from no apparent effects on caribou survival rates, to small 
effects, to substantial effects that lasted as long as the wolf control program was 
maintained. Discussions with Alaska Fish and Game biologists indicate that wolf 
reduction on the ranges of their four migratory tundra caribou herds has not 
been carried out to date, although it is under discussion at the present time (B. 
Dale and L. Parrett, personal communication).   

 

 
 
Information Request #21:  
 
Parties Responsible: T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
Section 95 in the new NWT Wildlife Act comes with a requirement for a Wildlife 
Management and Monitoring Plan for certain developments. Currently, there are content 
and reporting requirements outlined in the GNWT’s Draft Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 
Protection Plan (WWHPP) and Wildlife Effects Monitoring Plan (WEMP) Guidelines.  
 

a) Please explain why management actions focused on reducing disturbance to 
caribou and their habitat were not proposed in the Proposal.  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   The joint management proposal for the Bathurst herd 
2016-2019 included a section entitled Management context and scope of current 
proposal for the Bathurst herd in 2015, which outlined the scope of the joint 
proposal within the large context of management initiatives for the herd, 
including the overall management process, range planning for the herd and 
environmental assessment, and the scope of previous short-term management 
proposals for the herd.  AS indicated in the response to IR 20 (d), the joint Proposal 
was developed based on short-term management actions and complements existing 
processes that are either being developed or are already in place to deal with range 
planning and development. Actions related to range management are being 
addressed through the Bathurst Range Planning process.  Actions related to 
development are typically addressed through environmental assessment, the 
regulatory permitting process and though the development, implementation and 
review of wildlife management and monitoring plans (or the equivalent) for 
existing developments.  
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The relevant text is appended below. In brief, the joint proposal is focused on the 
few relatively short-term actions that are within the jurisdiction of the renewable 
resource boards and that should help the herd stabilize and recover; there are other 
initiatives underway that address disturbance to caribou and their habitat. 

 

From the joint proposal for the Bathurst herd 2016-2019 (page 24-25): 

“Range planning and Environmental Assessment processes for t e Bat urst  erd 

In recognition of the importance for habitat conservation and management, and in 
light of the scale of current and proposed development on t e Bat urst  erd’s 
annual range, work to develop a range plan for the Bathurst herd was initiated by 
ENR in 2013. The range plan will provide guidance on how to monitor, assess and 
manage cumulative effects of human disturbance on the historic range of the 
Bathurst herd.  Among the information layers gathered for this plan is collar and 
survey based  nowledge of t e  erd’s seasonal and annual ranges   raditional 
Knowledge from NWT and NU on use of caribou ranges and water crossings, and 
locations of all existing and proposed roads, mines and mineral leases. This plan is 
being developed through a multi-partner collaborative process that will eventually 
need to be included under the comprehensive management process required by the 
   c   Agreement. 

 

ENR and TG have engaged in all recent Environmental Assessment (EA) processes 
within the Bathurst range in the NWT (e.g. Gahcho Kue and the Jay extension 
associated with Ekati), to ensure that possible effects on the Bathurst herd are duly 
considered and mitigated where possible. ENR and TG have also engaged in EA 
processes in  unavut for projects t at could affect t e Bat urst  erd’s calving 
grounds and summer range (e.g. Sabina). ENR participated in a workshop June 
2015 in Iqaluit on the draft Nunavut Land  se Plan and supported G ’s position 
opposing development on all caribou calving grounds in NU, and participated in a 
workshop in Nov. 2015 in Iqaluit hosted by the Nunavut Wildlife Management 
Board (NWMB) focused on protection of caribou habitat in    ” 

 

b) Please provide specific examples of management actions that have been 
implemented under the draft WWHPP/WEMP Guidelines in order to reduce 
significant adverse impacts to the Bathurst caribou herd.  

Response (TG and ENR):   The purpose of the Draft WWHPP/WEMP Guidelines 

released in November 2014 was to provide guidance to industrial operators 

regarding the development of plans that outline their approach to minimizing 

and monitoring their impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat.  Large scale 

industrial operations on the range of the Bathurst herd all have some form of 

plan that outlines how they monitor and mitigate impacts to wildlife and wildlife 

habitat. While approaches to mitigating impacts to caribou are tailored to 
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individual operations, the types of actions taken by industrial operators to reduce 

impacts to caribou include:  

 Project design to minimize project footprint and/or avoid impact to high-
quality habitats or important habitat features  

 Design of roads to facilitate caribou crossing  
 Observing buffers around approaching caribou when undertaking highly 

disturbing activities such as blasting  
 Implementing speed limits on project roads to minimize dust and prevent 

collisions and giving caribou right-of-way 
 Plain signage to alert workers regarding presence of caribou 
 Dust suppression activities  
 Road shut-downs during periods of when caribou are in the area 
 Observance of flight path and minimum altitude restrictions for aircraft  
 Company no-hunting policies 
 Seasonal enhancements of monitoring and mitigation depending on when 

caribou are expected around site 
 Site surveillance monitoring to identify and mitigate on-site risks 
 Deterrence procedures to remove caribou from high-risk areas (i.e. 

airstrips, tailings ponds etc.) 
 Training employees on proper procedures for when caribou are observed 

on site 
 

c) Please provide specific examples of enhanced mitigation or offsetting actions that 
have been implemented to reduce significant adverse impacts to the Bathurst 
caribou herd.  

Response (TG and ENR):   The concept of enhanced mitigation and offsetting has 

only recently been introduced to the NWT through the environmental 

assessment of the Jay Project, and therefore, implementation of actions that can 

be characterized as offsetting or enhanced mitigation have only just begun. 

Through the Jay process, Dominion Diamond Ekati Corporation developed a 

framework for a Caribou Mitigation Plan that outlines enhanced mitigation and 

offsetting actions it was proposing to implement in association with the Jay 

project, but also to be implemented throughout the Ekati mine site (MVEIRB 

PR#673, p8-15). Such actions include financial and in-kind support for caribou 

monitoring and research into zone of influence and the causative factors of herd 

decline, application of protective measures identified for the Jay and Misery 

roads to roads throughout the Ekati site, a pilot study on an alternative dust 

suppressant that can possibly be applied site-wide, enhanced progressive 

reclamation of the Long Lake Containment Facility and the addition of access 

ramps for caribou at Waste Rock Storage Areas.    Measure 6-2(a) of the 

Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board’s Report of 
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Environmental Assessment further stipulates required actions to be included in a 

Caribou Offset and Mitigation Plan. Of the actions proposed, it is ENR’s 

understanding that DDEC has been already working on a pilot program to test an 

alternative dust suppressant and develop an approach to sampling dustfall along 

the Misery road. Further, DDEC and ENR have initiated an MOU toward funding 

for the purchase and deployment of geofencing collars that can be used to 

provide data on finer scale movement of caribou around Ekati and other 

developments on the range, which can be used to trigger mitigations at site and 

inform the development of guidance on enhanced mitigations for existing and 

future operations.   

 

It is important to note that the responsible ministers are currently considering 

the Review Board’s Report of Environmental Assessment and recommendation 

that the Jay project be approved subject to certain measures.  To date no 

ministerial decisions have been made.  As such, DDEC’s Caribou Mitigation Plan 

has yet to be finalized.  

d) Please provide specific examples where ENR has undertaken any 
discussions/negotiations with other GNWT departments, primarily Lands and 
ITI, regarding options for reducing or relieving development pressures on the 
Bathurst caribou herd.  

 

Response (TG and ENR):   The Bathurst Caribou Range Plan is an excellent 
example of the departments of Lands, ITI and ENR working collaboratively to 
develop management and mitigation approaches to relieving the impacts of 
human activity on Bathurst caribou.  The three departments have representation 
on the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan Working Group and are actively involved 
internally to keep the GNWT as a whole engaged in the planning process.  This 
kind of engagement is key both internally and externally for successful 
implementation upon plan completion.  The three departments have been 
working together to identify legislative and policy tool opportunities for 
implementation. 
 

Information Request #22:  
 
Parties Responsible: T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The Proposal mentions monitoring and research on key environmental and habitat 
variables, and the response to the Information Request Round No.1, Question #14, 
provides some examples of environmental variables which have been, and are being 
examined. The impacts of fires are also of interest, notably given the severe 2014 and 
2015 fire seasons.  
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a) Please provide specific examples of how the impacts of fire on caribou and 
caribou habitat are being analyzed and used to support management actions.  

TG and ENR recognize that fire is part of a natural disturbance regime to which 

caribou have adapted for thousands of years, and that part of the adaptive 

strategy used by caribou is through the use of space to disperse into unburned 

areas.  Recent research on the impact of fires on the Bathurst caribou (Barrier 

2011) showed that as of 2009 a shortage of winter habitat has not likely 

contributed significantly to the decline of the Bathurst herd, as supplies of lichen-

rich winter range could support a large, healthy herd.  Studies of fire and caribou 

on the range of the Beverly herd in the 1980s by Don Thomas (e.g. Thomas et al. 

1998) similarly indi ated t at despite large fires on t at  erd’s winter range in 

the early 1980s the herd was not limited by the availability of lichen-rich winter 

range.  Fire modeling studies from Alaska (Joly et al. 2012, Gustine et al. 2014) 

suggest that a greater frequency of large fire years (such as 2014 in the NWT) 

may occur with global warming and that these could affect caribou negatively if 

the boreal forest shifts to a much younger age distribution. A study was initiated 

in 2015 by J. Baltzer (Wilfrid Laurier University) to assess the environmental 

effects of the 2014 NWT fires on vegetation and its recovery;  the results from 

this work may be useful in future in assessing fire effects on lichen availability, 

and recovery after fire on caribou range.   

Fire is an important contributor to landscape disturbance on the winter range of 

the Bathurst caribou herd and is of concern to many involved in the Bathurst 

Caribou Range Planning (BCRP) process.  The BCRP Working Group (WG) is still 

considering how it will incorporate the impacts of fire into its management 

approach for the Plan.  Currently the CARMA Cumulative Effects Integrative 

Model does not consider the impacts of fire on distribution and behavior of 

caribou and therefore we cannot explore the potential relative contribution of 

fire to the energetic costs and subsequent population trends.  A proposal for 

designing an agent based movement model which could model these types of 

impacts has been submitted to ENR-CIMP for consideration and a similar 

proposal is being contemplated for submission to the World Wildlife Fund. 

Current concepts under consideration by the BCRP WG include tracking the 

annual amount of winter habitat burned and comparing it to the average over all 

records (since the late 1960s).  If this indicator shows annual area burned is 

exceeding the average then recommendations could be triggered to take action in 

priority winter habitat areas identified through science and traditional 

knowledge.   

ENR Forest Management carried out a review of its fire management program 

(starting in 2010) and one result of community input was the identification of key 
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unburned caribou ranges in caribou winter range that should be considered for 

fire protection.  

b) Please clarify if, in addition to the location and spatial extent, fire intensity is part 
of the analyses. If intensity is not being considered, please clarify why not.  

Response (TG and ENR):   ENR Forest Management Division maintains a database 

of NWT fires dating to the 1960s, and carries out research on fire ecology 

including burn severity (fire intensity). Fire intensity can be assessed for 

relatively recent fires from remote sensing (satellite imagery), but it is more 

difficult to assess in older burns where satellite imagery may not exist and 

mapping methods were less sophisticated. Collar data and studies by Barrier 

(2011) suggest that caribou do make use of unburned or little-burned pockets 

within burns, and do not entirely avoid recent burns.  Generally caribou prefer 

boreal forests that are 100 years old or older as winter range (Thomas et al. 

1998). 

Information Request #23:  
 
Parties Responsible: T       Government  
 
The response to the Information Request Round No.1, Question #6, makes reference to 
an August 25, 2015 letter from the T       Government which states that:  

“    c   Government needs WRRB to engage seriously in the development of 
planning that maximizes the recovery of the herd and study carefully how 
predation [i.e. natural mortality], industrial development, roads, loss of habitat, etc. 
are contributing to herd decline ”  

Based on Chapter 12 of the T       Agreement and the resources currently provided to 
the Board, please provide clarification on:  
 

a) How the T       Government expects the WRRB to carefully study impacts which 
are contributing to herd decline?  
 
T       Government, in its August 25 2015 letter to WRRB, was looking for every 

resource to be brought to bear to deal with the declining herd crisis.  GNWT and 

T       Government have been focused on the immediate crisis of the herd decline, 

and on an almost yearly basis now, TG has had to deal on a “reactive” basis, with 

examining survey results, monitoring, communicating with the T       communities, 

working with GNWT reviewing aspects of the formal harvesting restrictions and their 

implementation in the winter harvesting seasons. That takes up the bulk of the 

limited T       Government resources that we have. We also know that “proactive” 

work needs to be done.  
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Our view is that as GNWT and TG are focused on the short term crises, WRRB can 

help with the work on medium to longer term issues that can contribute to the 

development of holistic planning – planning that deals not only with short term 

crises, but planning that addresses issues such as predation, development, roads, loss 

of habitat. We are always hoping that GNWT, WRRB and T       Government, 

working together, can maximize the resources to conduct medium and longer term 

studies and planning.  

 

There is support for this in the T       Agreement. The T       Agreement considers 

that the Parties and WRRB take steps to acquire Traditional, expert opinion and 

scientific knowledge 

 

12.1.6 In exercising their powers under this chapter, the Parties and the Wek’èezhìi 

Renewable Resources Board shall take steps to acquire and use traditional 

knowledge as well as other types of scientific information and expert 

opinion. 

If there are not proper resources for the work needed to be done, the T       

Agreement requires under 12.3.2 that the expenses of the Board incurred in 

accordance with its approved budget shall be a charge on government, and further 

that the budget shall provide for funds reasonably required to fulfill the mandate of 

the Board and shall be in accordance with the Government of Canada's Treasury 

Board guidelines. If, at any time since the existence of the WRRB, there is a critical 

need for more resources to deal with the crisis, it is now. 

WRRB should be resourced with sufficient staffing that it needs to conduct its affairs: 

 

12.3.4 The Wek’èezhìi Renewable Resources Board shall have, subject to its 

approved budget, such staff, professional and technical advisors and 

consultants as are necessary for the proper conduct of its affairs. 

 

In order to carefully study impacts that are contributing to herd decline, WRRB must 

be resourced to do the work necessary. In our view, we would like WRRB to lead the 

study about the impacts contributing to herd decline. WRRB must be resourced 

adequately for the work needing to be done and TG would assist in every way it 

could. An example would be coordinating with WRRB on the collection of any 

traditional knowledge necessary to study impacts. 
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b) What specific steps/process does the T       Government expect the WRRB to 
follow to gather the necessary information to address this required planning? 
Please provide an estimated timeline for completion of these steps/process as 
well as who should participate.  

 
As for the specific steps IR 23(b), rather than unilaterally set out the specific steps for 

WRRB to follow, all with a timeline and who should participate, TG wants to work 

collaboratively to develop this process. TG would be happy to host a meeting with 

GNWT and WRRB on the Terms of Reference for such a process. 

 
Information Request #24:  
 
Parties Responsible: Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The new Wildlife Act for the Northwest Territories came into force in November 2014. 
There are a number of actions and approaches for the purpose of ensuring compliance 
for caribou harvest.  
 

a) How will the Bathurst caribou herd total allowable harvest be enforced?  

 

When the total allowable harvest has been determined by the WRRB ENR will, if 
necessary, submit a regulation amendment request for the Big Game Harvesting 
Regulations to reflect the restrictions and then submit the amendment request to 
the NWT Legislature. The amended regulation is a law of general application in 
the NWT and compliance with the legislation is mandatory.  Education and 
prevention are the primary tools used in achieving compliance.  Enforcement will 
always be a tool of last resort but it must be noted that an Officer must assess 
each situation on its own merits and evaluate it through the following criteria: 

 Gravity of violation  
 Technical  violations 
 Safety violations 
 Environment/Resource impacts 
 Effectiveness of achieving desired result  
 Equitable and consistent enforcement 

 
Every case is different, compliance actions are influenced by the overall situation 
where outcomes are determined after careful consideration of all the facts. 
Investigations are conducted to verify the facts.  If warranted, cases may be 
referred to the Department of Justice.  If the case is in the public interest and 
there is a reasonable possibility of a conviction then prosecution through the 
courts may be undertaken. Prosecution is the last resort in the compliance model. 
Officers have many other options to educate and prevent and build stewardship.  
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ENR is encouraging sound harvesting practices for barren-ground caribou 
generally such as: 

 Sighting-in firearms for accuracy to reduce wounding; 
 Not harvesting cows; 
 Harvesting  the younger bulls; 
 Letting the  leader caribou pass; 
 Taking only what is  needed and can be carried home; 
 Not wasting any meat, and  bringing all parts back to be used; 
 Harvesting respectfully - do not chase or harass wildlife needlessly. 

 
Before harvesting restrictions are put in place for conservation reasons, (such as 
a bulls only harvest , quotas,  allocation cards or  tag requirements, closed areas 
or mobile zone measures for barren-ground caribou) ENR carries out 
consultation requirements and then after restrictions are in place ENR 
endeavours to meet with Aboriginal leaders and harvesters regularly to discuss 
the status of a species in question and the approach to enforcement to ensure 
conservation measures are respected.   
 
ENR will continue to collaborate with co-management partners and communities 
to ensure that Aboriginal Governments and organizations and their community 
monitors work with ENR Officers in the field.  

 

b) Please provide a brief description of the specific measures planned for harvest 
compliance in the North Slave and Sahtú regions, including field enforcement and 
public education.  

 

When caribou are easily accessible from a community or winter road, an ENR 
Officer is sent up to the community/check station to monitor harvest activity. 
Officers educate the hunters and regulate hunting activity.  
 
In the North Slave region, ENR officers work with community monitors set up 
check stations on the winter road at the beginning and end of the Mobile Core 
Bathurst Caribou Conservation Area.  Signs are posted saying you are now 
entering or exiting the Mobile Core Bathurst Caribou Conservation Area area.  
Signs indicating the start and the end of the Mobile Core Bathurst Caribou 
Conservation Area are readjusted every 4 days.   
 
North Slave Region also has check stations at the south end of Gordon lake 
(operated by ENR officers with assistance from YKDFN monitors), a cabin at 
Drybones Lake that can be used as a check station if needed, and a check station 
will be set up at the spur road to Gacho Kue.  An officer is present at each 
location, as necessary, once hunting starts.   
 
Signs set up before the check station ask vehicles to stop.  Officers or monitors 
record the name of each person stopping at the station and their licence plate 
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number, and ask them why they are travelling in the area.  If the party is hunting, 
they are reminded that they cannot hunt caribou in the mobile zone and they are 
asked for their authorization cards for hunting outside the zone.  They are also 
asked to stop at the check station on their return to report on any hunting and 
any other observations they have made.  
 
In addition, officers patrol the Mobile Core Bathurst Caribou Conservation Area 
every day for signs of illegal hunting by truck or snow machine. If evidence of 
illegal harvest takes places, officers will initiate an investigation. 
 
Occasionally, officers will conduct aerial patrols with a fix-wing or rotary aircraft 
to assess presence of snow machine trails entering the Mobile Core Bathurst 
Caribou Conservation Area along its perimeter. 
 
In addition to the check stations, officers hand out caribou conservation 
pamphlets at the North Slave office and explain the maps and the Mobile Core 
Bathurst Caribou Conservation Area to community members.   
 
Maps of the Mobile Core Bathurst Caribou Conservation Area are posted in the 
Band Office in Dettah and N’Dilo every four days and officers talk to the chief or 
staff as available.  The maps are also emailed to the band offices and sent to 
Wekweeti and Gameti every four days. 
 
Bathurst caribou are not harvested in the Sahtu region so there are no specific 
compliance activities in that area related to Bathurst caribou. 
 

c) Please provide details of the roles of Aboriginal governments in ensuring 
compliance to programs in b).  

North Slave regional office employs community monitors that travel the land 
daily, collect harvest data and talk to hunters about responsible harvesting 
practices.   The community monitors keep ENR updated on activities on the land 
and report any infractions.  Maps of the Mobile Core Bathurst Caribou 
Conservation Area are provided to the Chiefs and band officers in each 
community, who then share them with their members.  The check stations are 
operated by community monitors and ENR officers. 
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Information Request #25:  
 
Parties Responsible: T       Government  
 
A harvest of zero has been proposed for the Bathurst caribou herd. Please explain:  
 

a) What specific T       management techniques will be employed by the 
communities and TG to insure these are adhered to?  

 
TG will no longer supply any resources toward any hunting of the Bathurst 
Caribou as the result of the drastic low levels of caribou and the need to stabilize 
the downward trend. Hunters will be encouraged to harvest other sources such 
as fish and moose etc. 

 

b) Who will re-educate/remind community members of T       rules of stewardship 
associated with the environment, especially when engaging in harvesting and 
using of: 1) caribou, 2) wolves and 3) bears?  

 
T       Leadership and the Elder advisory committee will at every Assembly 
session allow for a dialogue with community members on the importance of the 
caribou to our language culture and way of life and our responsibility to ensure 
our actions towards the caribou is respectful as well as to the predators. Radio 
messages and the use of social media material will be developed. 

c) How will communities monitor the adherence to T       rules, and how and by 
whom will compliance problems be addressed?  

 
The T       Leadership and the Elder Advisory will continue to support the 
community workers who do monitoring for ENR on caribou and talk about the 
importance of adhering to the measures taken in the JMP  

 
 
Information Request #27:  
 
Parties Responsible: Environment and Natural Resources  
 

a) Will ENR participate in the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board proceeding 
addressing Bathurst Caribou?  

 

Response (ENR):   Yes.  ENR intends to participate in the NWMB proceedings 
addressing both Bathurst and Bluenose-East caribou. 
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b) Will ENR ask Nunavut Wildlife Management Board to set a harvest limit in 
Nunavut  omparable to t e zero (“0”) limit proposed for Wek’èez ìi?  Please advise 
of the ENR position planned for this NWMB hearing.  

 

Response (ENR):   Yes.  NWMB has not yet announced a proceeding to consider a 
TAH for the Bathurst and Bluenose-East caribou herds, but once they do ENR will 
submit a position that will be consistent with the Joint Proposal.   

 
Information Request #28:  
 
Parties Responsible: T       Government and Environment and Natural Resources  
 
In the Proposal, reference is made to the need for “a more compre ensive approac  to 
researc  and monitoring of t e  erd…”. The initiatives listed on p.17 are then stated to be 
“outside t e scope of t is proposal”. The bulleted initiatives are described in conditional 
language. For example, “… Indices of insect  arassment can be developed…” or “… 
Climatic indicators collected at the Bathurst range scale could build upon …”. You 
indicate that “  e two governments generally support increased researc  …” etc., etc. 
(our emphasis). This kind of language is not helpful to explain to the WRRB what 
additional information is actually required by TG and ENR to eliminate the many 
uncertainties referenced by the governments in relation to t is “s ort-term” Proposal 
and any future long-term proposals.   
 

a) Please advise the WRRB, based on best professional judgment, what additional 
information about habitat, range and other environmental factors would be of 
greatest assistance to generate a comprehensive list of actions to manage and 
protect the Bathurst caribou herd?  

 

Response (TG and ENR): ENR, TG and other partners have approached questions about 
the many factors that affect caribou through a number of avenues:  

1. Workshops focused on monitoring and research on wildlife in the Slave 
Geological Province. A draft summary report from the November 26-28, 2013 
workshop will be submitted separately as a reference for this Information 
Request. One of the results of this workshop was a listing from participants of key 
research questions and the suggested means of pursuing these questions, and a 
table highlighting the questions and approaches is excerpted below, with the 
caribou-focused ones highlighted. 

2. The CIMP (Cumulative Impacts Monitoring Program) program in ENR has a 
barren-ground caribou blueprint that identifies priorities for monitoring and 
research (attached). CIMP’s priority areas in re ent years  ave been  aribou, 
water and fish, and there are a number of current projects focused on caribou, 
some of which are science-focused and some focused on Traditional Knowledge. 
These can be found through the CIMP web-site 
(http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/node/3008). 

http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/node/3008
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3. Individual ENR staff have worked with academic researchers and graduate 
students on particular study programs, such as those focused on the Bathurst 
winter range and use of burned and unburned areas (Barrier 2011), effects of 
insect harassment on Bathurst caribou (Witter 2010) and denning ecology of 
wolves on the Bathurst range (Klaczek 2015). 

4. Population modeling (Boulanger et al. 2011) and cumulative effects modeling 
(White et al. 2014) has been used to integrate various information sources and 
study results to understand t e  erd’s population e ology and t e relative 
importance of factors like harvest and the cumulative effects of the mines on the 
Bathurst herd. 

5. The T į    Government has an on-going TK research program, and a number of 
reports can be found at (http://tlicho.ca/government/departments/culture-
lands-protection/research-monitoring), including two recent reports focused on 
caribou.  

 

It may be helpful in addressing this question to separate the broad range of factors 
mentioned into two groups: (a) those related to human disturbance (roads, mines, 
camps, other infrastructure) and (b) environmental factors that are largely weather-
driven.  

 

(a) The factors associated with human disturbance on the Bathurst range – roads, 
camps, mines, both existing and proposed, and the associated footprint, including 
Zone of Influence – have been assembled and mapped as part of the Bathurst 
range planning process. A cumulative effects model is being used to assess the 
likely effects of these disturbances on the herd, with scenarios including no 
development, current development, and a number of possible future 
development scenarios. Traditional Knowledge about caribou range use and 
collar and survey-based information about areas used more and less by caribou 
have been brought into this planning. A key area of focus for the range planning 
will be defining limits to responsible development that will maintain an adequate 
overall supply of habitat for the herd. WRRB, TG and have been engaged in this 
process throughout, and ENR and TG encourage WRRB to continue to participate 
in this collaborative process. The assessments overall to date are consistent with 
environmental assessments like the Jay proposal, in suggesting that development 
 as  ad a relatively small but signifi ant effe t on t e Bat urst  erd’s trend. 
Given t e  erd’s low numbers and declining trend, cumulative effects of 
development, as they are subject to human control, will be important to monitor 
and manage. Similarly, it will be helpful for the WRRB to continue to engage in 
environmental assessment processes throughout the Bathurst  erd’s range, 
including Nunavut. 

In addition, we note the following quotes: “Ant ropogenic (man-caused) effects on 
caribou must be identified and assessed within the framework of a variable natural 
environment ” (Cameron et al. 2005); Clear separation of cumulative effects of 
development from natural variation in caribou habitat use and demography will be 

http://tlicho.ca/government/departments/culture-lands-protection/research-monitoring
http://tlicho.ca/government/departments/culture-lands-protection/research-monitoring
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difficult ” (Wolfe et al. 2000). The reality is that uncertainty as to the effects of 
human influences on caribou, and uncertainty about the effects of a complex and 
rapidly changing natural environment on caribou, has been and will remain 
challenges in understanding and managing migratory tundra caribou herds. 

 

(b) Environmental factors that affect caribou are many; weather affects caribou at all 
times of year – the timing of spring green-up, occurrence of ice layers in snow 
cover, timing of melt on large water bodies during spring migration, summer 
drought index and summer warble fly index, timing of plant senescence in the 
late summer, quality of forage (particularly availability of lichens) on the winter 
range – all these have been shown to affect caribou health, energy balance and 
condition, and productivity. Virtually none of these factors are subject to 
management, particularly as global warming is likely contributing to a variety of 
effects on caribou. WRRB may want to support studies that increase our 
understanding of how weather affects caribou, but these studies are not likely to 
lead to management actions that will lead to changes in the caribou herd’s status 
and trend. 

 

Studies such as those of Joly et al. (2011) have shown that trends in caribou 
abundance are linked to decadal climate patterns in Alaskan caribou herds, but 
each herd had different relations with climate patterns like the Pacific Decadal 
Oscillation. Recently ENR has engaged with Don Russell to map environmental 
trends over time from 1979 to 2014 for each NWT herd, with an interpretation of 
differences among herds. In combination with studies like those of Chen et al. 
(2014), which demonstrated a correlation between a combined index of summer 
range productivity for the Bathurst herd and calf productivity as indexed by 
spring calf:cow ratios, with the suggested mechanism being poor summer range 
conditions leading to poor cow condition and low pregnancy rates. Monitoring 
t ese indi ators may  elp explain part of t e  erd’s de line in re ent years, and 
ENR will continue monitoring these indicators and supporting research that 
assesses links between indi ators and t e  erd’s demograp y.  However, D. 
Russell and other experienced biologists would emphasize that there is no 
“smoking gun” – i.e. no one environmental indicator will fully explain or predict a 
 aribou  erd’s past population trend or likely future. In addition, s ort of 
addressing global warming on a planet-wide scale, environmental trends can be 
tracked and perhaps understood better, but their effects are not readily managed. 

 

In sum, returning to WRRB’s initial question above, many fa tors affe t  aribou 
condition and abundance. The list of factors that can be actively managed in the short-
term to benefit caribou is very brief: human actions, primarily (1) harvest and (2) land 
use, (3) predators and their effects on caribou, and to a very limited extent, (4) fires on 
the winter range. Other factors like weather can have profound effects on caribou and 
may in large part be responsible for the large long-term fluctuations of caribou, but 
short of global action on a warming climate, these can be monitored and studied, but not 
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managed. ENR and TG have supported and will continue to support studies that address 
all of these factors and modeling that seeks to integrate various sources of data. The 
main focus of the short-term management proposal is on those very few factors that can 
be managed actively. Land use effects and management are being addressed through 
range planning and environmental assessment, and overall management of the herd 
through the long-term process required by the T į    Agreement. 

 

Table 3. Key questions related to CE of various species that have emerged past monitoring 
workshops, environmental assessment processes and expert advice and the potential 
process or group best situation to address the question.  

Question 
Potential source of 
prioritization and 
implementation 

What is the impact of industrial development on the 
distribution and abundance of large, wide ranging 
species including caribou, grizzly bear, wolverine and 
wolves? 

Industry and government 
through collaborative 
monitoring 

How will climate change affect the range (vegetation, 
natural disturbance patterns, weather condition and 
insect levels) and distribution of wildlife species?  

Academic partnership 

How is the Bathurst summer range condition affecting 
the condition and pregnancy rate of cows? 

Academic partnership 

What trends in fire frequency and extent can be 
expected for the Bathurst winter range and how does 
this relate to key habitat availability 

Academic partnership 

Where are the high value habitat areas for caribou?  Range Planning 

What is the significance of predation by different 
carnivores on caribou at high and low points in the 
herd cycle?  

Academic Partnerships 

How does caribou foraging affect the range and vice 
versa?  

Academic  partnership 

What are the key indicators that should be monitored 
regularly and in perpetuity so that we can continue to 
monitor CE on wildlife? 

Range planning processes 

What is the relative abundance of grizzly 
bear/wolverine/wolves in the SGP? 

Collaborative monitoring 

What is a sustainable harvest level for harvested 
species? 

Government & co-
management partners 

What are the causative mechanisms of ZOI on 
caribou? How can we mitigate factors that cause 
caribou avoidance?  

Industry 
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What are the effects of new roads and increased road 
traffic on the behaviour and movements of carnivore 
species? On caribou? 

Industry 

What are the thresholds for disturbance to caribou? Range Planning 

What are the best practices for reducing wildlife 
attraction at small camps, given other environmental 
concerns such about air quality associated with 
burning of wastes?  

Government /Industry 

W at are t e effe ts of ‘X’ mitigation or management 
action on the species of concern? 

Various 

 

b) In light of the list provided in answer to question 16(a), please indicate what 
efforts each government has made to secure the resources necessary to initiate 
this work.  

 

Response (TG and ENR): With respect to tracking human disturbance factors and 
assessing and managing their effects on the caribou herd, the Bathurst range 
planning process has funding for the next 2 years, largely from ENR but also from 
outside funding sources. TG has participated in and contributed the following to this 
process from the beginning, including the use of mapped Traditional Knowledge 
and research on the effects of development on the herd (see for example Jacobsen et 
al. 2016). With respect to tracking environmental trends for the Bathurst herd and 
other herds, the costs are limited and will be covered by ENR. Research linking 
environmental trends to t e  erd’s trend and  ondition will likely o  ur t roug  
collaborative associations with academic researchers; TG and ENR will continue to 
support these collaborations and provide funding as resources permit. Industry 
(diamond mines) have in recent years contributed funds toward research on effects 
of Zone of Influence on caribou, and to collar purchase and data acquisition. 

To date, TG and ENR have put in the necessary resources to  elp make t e T į    

Ekwo Nàowo program and the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan process a success.  

T ese are examples of TG and ENR’s  ommitment to date.   

TG has limited resources to secure funding for future research needed to support a 
more comprehensive approach to herd management.  
 
The newly elected Government of the Northwest Territories identified the following 
as priorities in the Priorities of the 18th Legislative Assembly document tabled in 
the Legislative Assembly on December 17, 2015 (TABLED DOCUMENT 1-18(1)  
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“Improving food se urity by en ouraging lo al food produ tion, traditional 
harvesting, and effective co-management of caribou herds and other wildlife: 
 
And  
 
“Improving  oordination and effe tiveness in resour e management systems, 
re ognizing traditional knowledge, land  laims agreements, and devolution “ 
 
And  
 
“Investing in renewable resour es, agri ulture, arts, fis eries, forestry, 
manufa turing, tourism, and traditional  arvesting“ 
 
( http://www.assembly.gov.nt.ca/sites/default/files/td_1-181.pdf) 

As such, ENR will continue to make research on caribou management issues a high 

priority for funding.   

c) Please advise the WRRB of the likelihood that results of work on this list of 
factors will be available to guide actions set out in future Bathurst caribou 
management proposals.  

 

Response (TG and ENR): Results of relevant research on Bathurst and other caribou have 

been made available to WRRB in recent years by TG and ENR and in response to 

exhaustive Information Requests. Results of work in progress and in future will similarly 

be made available. 

 

Information Request #29:  

 
From: North Slave Métis Alliance  
 
Parties Responsible: Environment and Natural Resources  
 
Please provide a detailed analysis of the effectiveness of Mobile Core Bathurst Caribou 
Management measure that GNWT is proposing to carry forward from 2014-15 
harvesting season. In providing the information, please address at least the following 
questions:  
 

1. How are the size and location of the Mobile Core determined, on what 
scientific basis?  

2. How effective, on the basis of scientific estimation, is the Mobile Zone at 
capturing the Bathurst herd within the no-harvest zone? i.e. What is the 
likelihood that some Bathurst caribou are outside of the no-harvest zone, and 
what are the estimated number of such unprotected individuals?  

http://www.assembly.gov.nt.ca/sites/default/files/td_1-181.pdf
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Response (ENR):  Satellite/GPS collars are deployed on barren-ground caribou 

late in the winter to monitor annual movement and distribution of animals.  ENR 

maintains a total of 50 collars on Bathurst caribou annually (30 on females and 

20 on males).   

 

In the past two years, collared Bathurst caribou have remained closely 

aggregated together (one large group last year, two groups this year) from the 

time of arrival to the calving grounds until their return to the same calving areas 

the following year.  ENR applied this knowledge to create a Mobile Core Bathurst 

Conservation Area using an automated computer procedure.   

 

New satellite collar data is acquired every four days, and used to update the 

Mobile Core Bathurst Conservation Area.  A  Geographic Information System 

(Convex polygon using Xtools Pro Version 12.0 for ArcGIS 10.3.1 for Desktop) is 

used to produce a minimum convex polygon around all Bathurst collared 

caribou with a 40 km buffer.  The size of the buffer was adapted and refined 

based on reconnaissance flights that confirmed that it provided optimal 

protection (included all caribou observed in flights).   Figures below provide two 

examples of the Mobile Core Bathurst Conservation Area in January and 

November 2015. 

 

....  

 

The perimeter of the Mobile Core Bathurst Conservation Area is flown 

occasionally by biologists to verify presence or absence of caribou in periphery 

either inside or outside the boundary line and based from aerial observations 

the buffered area is increased if necessary to expand the size of the Mobile Core 

Bathurst Conservation Area.  Flights were conducted once in winter 2014/15, 

and once so far in 2015/16. 
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Reconnaisance flights around the perimeter of the Mobile Core Bathurst 

Conservation Area also support harvest monitoring by looking for possible 

hunting activities in the area immediately outside the Mobile Core Bathurst 

Conservation Area.  If evidence of harvesting is confirmed and there is 

reasonable evidence that caribou harvested are associated with Bathurst 

caribou inside the protected area (ie. no collared caribou of other herds in the 

vicinity), then the size of the buffered area around the Mobile Core Bathurst 

Conservation Area will be increased as well. 

 

Collared barren-ground caribou locations of other wintering herds adjacent to 

Bathurst caribou are also monitored carefully to evaluate the amount of overlap 

on the wintering range.  In the past two years, the majority of the Bluenose-East 

and the Beverly and Ahiak herds located west and east of the Mobile Core 

Bathurst Conservation Area respectively have remained for the most part 

segregated from the Bathurst herd. 

 

Based on the monitoring of the caribou inside and immediately outside of the 

Mobile Core Bathurst Conservation Area since its establishment in January 

2015, ENR is confident that the majority of the Bathurst caribou were protected 

from hunting.  Reports from ENR officers and community caribou monitors 

indicate that no illegal or accidental harvest of Bathurst caribou during this time 

occurred inside the Mobile Core Bathurst Conservation Area.  

 

ENR will continue to explore jointly with our partners other tools and methods 

to provide optimal protection to Bathurst caribou from hunting in the winter.   

 
Information Request #30:  
 
From: North Slave Métis Alliance  
 
Parties Responsible: Environment and Natural Resources  
 
The Proposal outlines various ways to encourage community participation in caribou 
and wolf monitoring, as well as wolf  arvest.  GNWT ENR notes t at “ENR will also work 
with other Aboriginal governments interested in increased wolf harvest from the 
Bathurst range”. 
 
Please explain how GNWT ENR is going to work with NSMA to increase wolf harvest in 
the Bathurst range.  Please also describe how GNWT ENR is going to work with NSMA to 
improve caribou and wolf monitoring. 
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Response (ENR):  NSMA members have been invited, and have participated in, some of 

the calving ground distribution and photographic surveys of the Bluenose-East and 

Bathurst caribou herds.  Members of the NSMA have also been involved in some of the 

spring and fall reconnaissance flights prior to doing the caribou composition surveys.  

ENR will continue to work with the NSMA and all the other Aboriginal groups to 

provide opportunities to participate in any demographic or population surveys when 

logistically feasible. 

 

The new incentives to harvest wolves proposed in the Joint Proposal will be offered to 

all hunters including the NSMA (see figure below).   

 
 

ENR will consider any NSMA proposals to work together to support wolf harvesting 

and/or caribou monitoring on the range of the Bathurst caribou herd. 

 

 


