A LONG TIME AGO IN THE FUTURE:
CARIBOU AND THE PEOPLE OF UNGAVA

UNGAVA PENINSULA CARIBOU ABORIGINAL ROUND TABLE

2017-2117






DEDICATION

This strategy is dedicated to future generations of Indigenous Peoples living in Ungava, in honour of our
ancestors. Indigenous Peoples from across Ungava have come together to draw on our shared values and
experience, to celebrate our relationship with each other, with our ancestors, with our children, and with
caribou.
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MESSAGE FROM THE CHAIRS

Co-Chair Adamie Delisle Alaku

The gathering of Aboriginal people to protect the caribou, that has
sustained us for thousands of years, is essential for the herd's survival.

Now more than ever we must rally and join forces to safeguard our caribou
to ensure our future generations can continue their traditional practices.

As co-chairperson of Ungava Peninsula Caribou Aboriginal Round Table,
it is my privilege to participate in developing an Indigenous management
strategy to achieve this objective.

Co-Chair Mark Nui

Engagement by Indigenous peoples through the UPCART process in an
Indigenous-led strategic stewardship plan for caribou management
recognizes the very meaningful connection that UPCART’s members have
to the endangered herds on the Ungava peninsula.

I am pleased as Co-Chair to be part of a collaborative process that is
focused on the stewardship and conservation of caribou. The physical and
cultural health of our communities is intimately linked to the survival of
the caribou that we depend on.

As UPCART members, we share in the collective hope that with time and
sustained effort our work will eventually lead to caribou recovery
throughout the Ungava peninsula. We have learned much from each other,
may our path forward continue to be guided by our Elders and our
common commitment to the protection and renewal of one of our most
precious shared resources.
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Quebec for the Indigenous leaders of the Quebec/Labrador Peninsula to
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Ms. Leo was elected Co-Chair and the Ungava Peninsula Caribou
Aboriginal Round Table was formalized. Former Innu Nation Grand Chief
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role until her term as President of the Nunatsiavut Government ended in
May 2016.

We would like to thank Sarah Leo for her commitment and support in
putting this Strategy together and her commitment to preserving caribou and our relationship with it for
present and future generations.
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It was important to our ancestors, now it is important to us, and it will be important for
our future generation[s]. ~ David Etok

That’s where our stories are — in the caribou...that is our language; that is our culture.
~ Anastasia Qupee

Everyone depending on animals knows that all parts of the animals were used, even the
bones and head of caribou were very important parts. My wish is that people start to
recognize and understand again the importance of using all parts of the animal and that
there be less wastage. We have to bring back that respect that was so important and
central in the caribou hunt. ~John Petagumskum



PART I: VISION AND MISSION

Vision

People for Caribou; Caribou for People: a healthy relationship between the people and caribou of
Ungava, then, now, and forever.

Mission

Working together in solidarity to preserve caribou and our relationship with them, in respect of
all Indigenous cultures, for the well-being of present and future generations.

Values

The Round Table will work to develop and
maintain a management system that:

Encourages Sustainable Utilization, with
Zero Wastage, and Equitable Sharing
amongst Peoples;

Protects and Optimizes Food-Security
for the Indigenous Peoples of Ungava;

Assumes Responsibility, and is grounded
in Respect for Caribou, for Indigenous
Rights, for Indigenous Laws and
Protocols, and for Each Other;

Is Holistic, and Inclusive, and works With
Communities to connect caribou to
Cultural Well-Being, Social Well-Being,
Physical Well-Being, Mental Well-Being,
and Spiritual Well-Being;

Connects Elders and Youth, and provides
opportunities to Teach and Learn;

Goal

Encourages Solidarity amongst the
Indigenous Peoples of the Ungava
Peninsula, and celebrates the
Sovereignty and Independence of each
member;

Builds Trust through Collaboration by
applying the Best Available Knowledge
with Openness and Transparency;

Recognizes Uncertainty but takes Action
that is Measured and Timely;

Shares Information and provides for the
Meaningful Inclusion of Indigenous
People and Indigenous Science and
Knowledge in all decisions relating to
how knowledge is produced, shared,
integrated, interpreted, and applied.

All People have a duty to live these
values and share them.

To adapt to population highs and lows to the extent possible, while accepting natural variability
and working within its confines, and making the right decisions at the right times to optimize
social, spiritual, economic and cultural benefits for all Peoples, while respecting priority of
access for Indigenous Peoples.



PART II: PEOPLE AND PLACE

2.1 Introduction

We recognize that a long-term plan will not be able to anticipate every situation that may arise, if we let
ourselves be guided by specifics. We must therefore be prepared to come to terms with an approximation
of the truth. With history as a guide, we think it possible to identify broad patterns, create categories
capable of accommodating specific situations, and associate simple management actions with each. That
is the overarching goal of this piece — to look back on all that has come before, to identify recurring
patterns and relationships between caribou and people on the Ungava Peninsula, and to use this shared
experience to plan for our shared future.

The Indigenous Peoples of Ungava self-organized into the Ungava Peninsula Caribou Aboriginal Round
Table (“UPCART” or “the Round Table”) in early 2013. For the first time in human history the Peoples
of Ungava have the capacity to coordinate decision-making on a scale that can affect the distribution and
abundance of caribou. This Strategy is intended as a living document to guide those decisions, now and
into the future. It reflects a true and meaningful collaboration forged by the current crises, but grounded in
the past. It represents a shared vision for caribou and the people of Ungava.

Ungava Peninsula Aboriginal Round Table, Mushuau nipi, August 2016.



2.2 Context

8000 B.C.E. — 1900 A.D.

Ten thousand years ago the Laurentide ice sheet that formed in Central Ungava 60,000 years earlier was
beginning to recede'. Caribou, which had weathered the glaciation either on the tundra strip south of the
ice sheet or in pockets of the Appalachians, followed the receding ice north into Ungava — and people
followed caribou.

Caribou exist in Ungava, people exist in Ungava, and people harvest caribou in
Ungava — this has been a fundamental and unbroken truth for 8000 years.

People moved into Ungava beginning about 8000 years ago, with a Maritime Archaic Tradition moving
in from the south-east, met approximately 4000 years later by a Palaeco Eskimo culture expanding
southwards from the north>. Caribou were — and are — an important part of social, economic, and cultural
systems for all peoples across the region.

1900 A.D. — 1960 A.D.

Currently caribou populations in Ungava are very low, and there is widespread concern and hardship. We
have been here many times before. Indigenous Science and Knowledge is clear on this point — there have
always been periods of relative abundance, followed by periods of relative scarcity. The first half of the
twentieth century was a period of scarcity3 . Then, as now, people blamed each other4, Indigenous
overhuntings, forest ﬁresé, the introduction of the rifle’, climate warmingg, developmentg, insect
harassmentw, accidental drownings”, predation12 and disease". Then, as now, there were widespread
calls for more intensive conservation and management, and social/economic programmingM.

In the mid-1950s the total caribou population for the George River Herd was estimated at 5000-15,000

15,16

animals ™. Laws of diminishing returns, previously considered by some to be a safeguard against over-

! Banfield, 1961; Lauriol & Gray, 1987; Roed et al., 1991

2 Bergerud et al., 2008, summarizing Jordan, 1975; Cox, 1977; Fitzhugh 1980; Fitzhugh & Lamb, 1985; McGhee &
Tuck, 1975; Short, 1978; Spiess 1993

? Banfield, 1958

* Banfield, 1958; Elton, 1942

* Banfield & Tener, 1958; Bergerud, 1967; Wright, 1944

% Rousseau, 1951; Wright, 1944

" Wright, 1944

¥ Elton, 1942; Flaherty & Flaherty, 1924; Wright, 1944

? Banfield, 1958

' Banfield, 1957

" Ibid.

"2 Bergerud, 1967

1 Gosling, 1910

'* Anderson, 1999; Banfield, 1957; Rousseau, 1950, 1951, 1952; Wright, 1944
' Banfield et al., 1955; Bergerud, 1958

'® Re-analysis by Rasiulis (2015) puts the 1954 estimate at 70,000.



harvesting, were not believed to be having any effect on actual harvest'”'®

. The human population was
increasing rapidly, the transition to repeating rifles was complete, and hunting strategies maximized

harvest, despite scarcity. The harvest, meanwhile, was estimated at 1000 animals each yearlg.

1960 A.D. — 2015 A.D.

This was the seemingly unlikely” setting for a dramatic increase in caribou abundance in Ungava. The
annual growth rate of the George River Herd through the period 1955-84 was estimated at 14%, resulting
in a population of 700,000 by 1988'. The harvest expanded as well, with new entrants, and an expanding
sport hunt and commercial hunt.

The George River Herd peaked in the early 1990s and began a steep decline that continues to the present.
Signs of decline began much earlier, with observations of changes in the taste and texture of bone
marrow, reports of skinny and sick caribou, and concerns about over-grazing on the summer range™.
Recommendations for co-management followed, all effectively recognizing that the legislative and policy
context would not be capable of managing through decline. Co-management was recommended by the
Nunatsiavut Government (then the Labrador Inuit Association) in 1981, the Hunting, Fishing and
Trapping Coordinating Committee in 1985, 1997, 2004, 2008, 2011, and 2012, the Porcupine Caribou
Co-Management Board in 1991, the Voisey’s Bay Environmental Review Panel in 1999, the Lower
Churchill Environmental Review Panel in 2010, and the Torngat Wildlife and Plants Co-Management
Board in 2010, 2011, and 2012. The caribou population, meanwhile, fell from an estimated 770,000 in
1993, to 385,000 in 2001, to 74,000 in 2010, to 22,000 in 2012, to 14,000 in 2014, to 9000 at present.

The story of the Leaf River Herd is similar to that of the George. The herd has long been of central
importance to the livelihood strategies of the Indigenous Peoples of Ungava, but was first identified by
the Western Scientific community in 1975%. The first attempts to survey the Leaf River Herd resulted in
estimates of 101,000 in 1983** and 121,000 in 1986”. The population increased rapidly to an estimated
276,000 in 1991%°, and peaked a decade later at approximately 628,000 (estimated minimum)®’. Since
then, the Leaf River Herd has been in a declining phase, having been estimated at 430,000 animals in
2011**%, and 199,000 in 2016™.

17 Banfield & Tener, 1958

'8 Bergerud et al. (2008) believe that harvest did decline with abundance, and provide evidence that correlates the
dramatic decline in harvest associated with the influenza epidemic, with a temporary increase in the midst of what
was otherwise a prolonged decline.

" Bergerud et al., 2008

% The setting was perhaps less unlikely in hindsight than it seemed at the time (Anderson, 1999).

*! Messier et al., 1988

2 Brice-Bennett et al., 1995

** Le Hénaff, 1976

* Couturier et al., 2004; Le Hénaff, 1983

> Couturier et al., 2004; Créte et al., 1987

26 Couturier, 1994; Couturier et al., 2004

" Couturier et al., 2004; Jean & Lamontagne, 2004

8 Taillon et al., 2016

* Ibid.

3% Government of Quebec, unpublished



Excerpts from the George River Caribou Workshop (1995)...

“...when a crisis comes, ‘the government is going to want to have a broad-based,
experienced group to recommend ways out of the crisis.’ In a crisis, if government
managers do it alone, then the people will not accept the tough consequences of crisis
management’ ~ Ross Thompson

“...if a crisis occurs it is important that a board [has] been in existence for a long period of
time preceding the crisis, so that users will accept the board’s methods of dealing with the
crisis. Otherwise, the users might actually blame a new board for the crisis.” ~David Klein

“...the George River herd is in apparently good condition at present, it is now time to put a
Jjoint management board in place. It will be too late after the population declines to
inaugurate such a board.” ~Toby Anderson

In Quebec, the Hunting, Fishing and Trapping Coordinating Committee (HFTCC) was created by the
provisions of Sub-Section 24.4 of the James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement (JBNQA) and the
Northeastern Quebec Agreement. The HFTCC is composed of Cree, Inuit, and Naskapi representatives,
as well as representatives of the Quebec and Canadian governments. The HFTCC was established to
review, manage, and in certain cases, supervise and regulate the hunting regime established by the
provisions of Section 24 of the JBNQA and the North Eastern Quebec Agreement. The supervision of the
outfitting regime established by the provisions of paragraph 24.9 of the JBNQA is an important element
of the HFTCC’s mandate. Following the dramatic decline of the George River Herd through the 1990s
and 2000s, the HFTCC has recommended on several occasions since December 2010, a complete closure
of the sport hunt in Quebec. The HFTCC, with partners across the region, has also co-organized and
participated in two workshops on migratory caribou. Despite these recommendations and concern shared
generally amongst all workshop participants, the sport hunt on the George River Herd closed only in 2012
in Quebec and in 2013 in Newfoundland and Labrador, and the sport hunt on the Leaf River Herd
continues, with some restrictions since 2012. This hunt is closing in 2018.

To reflect and summarize, our experience of caribou management in Ungava since around 1960 has been
one of specific failings and disappointments, framed against a background of general successes. First the
failings. The George River Herd has been in steep decline for at least twenty, and possibly thirty, years.
The period of decline allowed opportunities for iterative management intervention. Without exception,
these opportunities were missed, despite well-reasoned and practical recommendations throughout this
period. The result was decades of extremely liberal access for all user groups irrespective of caribou
population trends, followed by a moratorium (in Labrador) for all users when the population reached
extremely low levels. Management actions that could have, and should have, been spread throughout the
period of decline, were instead condensed into just three years, between 2010 and 2013.

These actions allowed no priority of access for Indigenous rights-holders, nor recognition of the social,
economic, and cultural significance of caribou to Indigenous Peoples. There was no identification of need



levels, no limited Total Allowable Harvest, and no sharing agreements or principles. In fact, there has
been no plan at all since the Management Plan expired in 2010. The situation for the Leaf River Herd is
similar, but still provides opportunities for responsible management and priority of access. The Leaf
River Herd has been in decline for at least ten years. Despite the decline, there has been no formal
recognition of priority of access, and the sport hunt will only be suspended in 2018, despite reasoned
recommendations.

These failings should be understood in the context of general successes. Wildlife management has long
been at the forefront of framing Indigenous-Crown relationships in Canada. The Indigenous Peoples of
Ungava, in a resolution drafted in September of 2012 in Montreal, committed to the establishment of a
Round Table to act as an advisory body for the conservation and management of the caribou of Ungava.
In many ways, this level of multi-jurisdictional co-ordination would not have been possible without an
enabling policy and legislative context. Indigenous rights to access wildlife, and to be meaningfully
included in wildlife management, have been increasingly recognized, including through comprehensive
Land Claims Agreements. It is our hope that the relationships that are now emerging will reinforce these
general successes by addressing specific failings.

2.3 Study Area and Scope

The study area encompasses the entire range
of migratory Ungava caribou and the
Indigenous Peoples who rely on them
(Figure 1). The area is bounded by the sea to
the north-west, north, east, and south-east.
In the south and south-west the border
reflects the boundaries of comprehensive
land claims agreements that are either
settled through the James Bay and Northern
Quebec Agreement, or proposed under /e
traité de l'approche commune (the Common
Approach). The specific delineation of
boundaries is less important than the general
conclusion: Ungava caribou, and the people
who have relied upon them for physical,
social, cultural, and spiritual well-being for
thousands of years, span essentially the
entirety of the Ungava peninsula which
incorporates more than 1.5 million square
kilometers, and is home to more than 60,000
Indigenous people. It is home also to
between 15,000 and 1,500,000 caribou, as
the case may be.

Figure 1: Study area for migratory Ungava Caribou and the people who rely on them.



2.4 Indigenous Science and Knowledge

Indigenous Science and Knowledge is not limited to experiential knowledge of the environment, but is
also understood to include knowledge of past and present use of the environment, an ethical code shaping
the relationship between humans and the environment, and a unifying worldview®'. Indigenous Science
and Knowledge is also not a static body of knowledge isolated forever in the past, but is constantly being
combined with, and contrasted with, new observations and non-traditional knowledge to form
contemporary understandings®. Indigenous Science and Knowledge is contemporary, and it is
comprehensive.

Although neither Indigenous Science
and  Knowledge nor  Western
Scientific Knowledge can be fully
understood through a listing of
characteristic attributes, Indigenous
Science and Knowledge is often
moral, relative to long time scales,
holistic, inclusive, qualitative, relative,
and inductive, whereas Western
Scientific Knowledge is value-free,
relative to short time scales,
compartmentalized, exclusive,
quantitative, absolute, and deductive®.
This listing exaggerates the degree to
which  Indigenous Science and
Knowledge and Western Scientific

Observing on the land Knowledge represent discrete ways of

knowing, and it is our hope that we can

begin to move toward a management system in which ecological knowledge is co-produced®. We

recognize also that knowledge (co-)production is a first step, and we envision a management system in

which Indigenous Science and Knowledge is equally weighted in determining how knowledge is shared,

how different sources of knowledge are integrated, how knowledge is interpreted and assigned meaning,

and how knowledge is applied to decision-making. In the meantime, we have drawn a strategy that is
wholly grounded in Indigenous Science and Knowledge — a strategy that is:

Moral

Resource management decisions, at their core, are an expression of societal values. It is our intent to make
our values transparent and to encourage open dialogue about the values of others.

* Usher, 2000

32 Brody, 1975; Stevenson, 1996; Wenzel, 1991

33 Agrawal, 1995; Nadasdy, 1999; Paci et al., 2002; Stevenson, 1995; Stevenson, 1996; Wenzel, 1999
* Armitage et al, 2011; Dale & Armitage, 2011



Relative to Long Time Scales

We consider this to be a strength of Indigenous Science and Knowledge. The relationship between people
and caribou on Ungava is 8000 years old, and all of it informs our understanding of the present, and our
expectations for the future.

Inclusive/Holistic

The approach we outline is intended to be inclusive of all knowledge types and of all values. Likewise,
our approach is holistic, and we recognize that caribou management is not just about caribou
management, but connects to many areas of life that directly impact social, cultural, physical, and
spiritual well-being.

Qualitative/Relative

In this Strategy we describe broad qualitative categories to represent the relative status of the caribou
population at any given point in time, and we associate management actions with each category. Although
many of the inputs are quantitative, the end result will tell us, relatively, if the population is high or low,
and whether it is increasing or decreasing, and all of it is told through rich narrative description.

Inductive

Above all, our approach is inductive. Inductive reasoning is a bottom-up approach to understanding that
moves from specific observation, to pattern recognition, to increasingly general theory. This is the true
purpose of this Strategy: to look back at 8000 years of observation, to identify recurring patterns, and to
use these patterns to create generalized theory that will help us to plan for the future.



PART III: MEMBER STATEMENTS

3.1 Nunatsiavut Government

Labrador Inuit and the caribou that inhabit the barren lands of the Ungava Peninsula have co-existed for
thousands of years — a co-existence that pre-dates Inuit contact with other humans. The cultural, social
and physical survival of Labrador Inuit depended on their ability to hunt and gather caribou. An intricate
knowledge of caribou and the land is held in the oral and written history of Labrador Inuit. Land animals
are collectively termed nunamiutak: they include the walkers (pisutik), such as caribou, bear, wolf and
fox.

Historically, during the course of the year Labrador Inuit were accustomed to move from place to place to
take advantage of the natural resources that were seasonally available to them. Despite major changes in
settlement patterns and subsistence over the years we continue to live off the land and maintain contact
with our historic land use range from the floe edge to the interior. Today, outside of our permanent
communities we continue to occupy these ranges seasonally.

In the early years, August was the main time to travel inland to hunt caribou for meat and hides, which
were best at this season for winter clothing and bedding. Labrador Inuit hunters often met hunters from
other areas when they travelled inland as we were all in search of the caribou that was important to our
way of life. After Labrador Inuit acquired firearms, they began to hunt in the interior in late winter and
early spring as well. The winter-spring hunt gradually became more important than the traditional
summer-autumn hunt. Despite this shift in seasonal emphasis, the caribou herds continued as an integral
and necessary feature of Labrador Inuit life.

Caribou populations on the Ungava Peninsula were sometimes plentiful and sometimes scarce over time
and Labrador Inuit believe that this is part of their natural cycle as they have witnessed these fluctuations
over generations. Responses to these generational changes in population require a long-term strategy and
co-operation. Labrador Inuit are prepared to place the well-being of the caribou on the Ungava Peninsula
first and foremost. Caribou have helped to sustain us over generations and we recognize that caribou need
our support in this time of decline.

The emphasis on Inuit culture and identity remains. The emphasis is not nostalgia or a sentimental wish to
recreate conditions of life that have passed, nor to end all development of every kind. Instead, it
recognizes that the use of the land has been key to Inuit life and if crucial links with the land are broken,
the Labrador Inuit way of life is threatened.



Successful caribou harvest in Nunatsiavut in the 1970s
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3.2 Innu Nation

The link between Innu and caribou, and all animals, is ancient, and unbroken. All aspects of Innu social,
spiritual, and cultural life are connected to caribou. Our relationship with caribou, and our expression of it
through hunting and sharing, has in turn shaped our relationship with ourselves, with our ancestors, and
with our families. Our relationship with caribou has also shaped, and in many ways continues to shape,
our relationship with non-Innu. The relationship is being built on the land when Innu hunting parties
encounter non-Innu hunters, including sport and commercial hunters, whose actions have often been
inconsistent with Innu cultural and spiritual teachings. The relationship is built in the courts, when Innu
defend against infractions that arise from a distinct and foreign cultural tradition. The relationship is built
in the media, which has done much to fuel misunderstandings of Innu motivations and actions, but little to
shine light on the rich social, cultural, and spiritual connections between Innu and caribou. And the
relationship is built in boardrooms, as the Innu Nation, the Government of Canada, and the Government
of Newfoundland and Labrador negotiate a comprehensive land claims agreement to formally, and
finally, define the rights of Innu, and of non-Innu, in Nitassinan.

Innu have a very different understanding of “conservation” than the meaning conveyed through wildlife
legislation and accompanying regulations, which have emerged from non-Innu philosophical, cultural,
social, and economic traditions in the latter half of the 20" century. Certainly, we understand the purpose
of ‘conservation’, which is to manage human behaviour so as to ensure that caribou populations are
healthy and continue to provide for human needs. Innu institutions governing relationships with caribou,
and with each other, have in many ways grown up around this central purpose, and have given birth to a
culture, technology, language, economy, philosophy, epistemology, spirituality, and society which were,
and are, uniquely Innu. The pursuit of this purpose has been critical to our survival for millennia.
However, the means we have developed to achieve this purpose differ from those stemming from a
Western tradition. For Innu, ‘conservation’ has meant taking only what we need, sharing any surplus,
using all parts of the caribou, showing respect for the animal before, during, and after a hunt, and
diversifying harvesting strategies and target species to distribute pressure. We do not deny that the
Western wildlife management paradigm, including scientific methodologies aimed at quantifying
population trends and harvest impacts under various scenarios, adds value. What is more, we recognize
that harvesting in the first half of the 21" century is different than it has been in the past, both in intensity
and character. We do, however, assert the primacy of Innu wildlife management paradigms, and the
society and culture that has grown up alongside them over the course of thousands of years.

“The antiquity of the relationship between human beings and caribou extends back to
the Ice Ages. It is not improbable that we became human because of caribou. that core
human traits such as cooperation, language, and social identity were first forged, or
certainly reinforced, around Pleistocene campfires in both the Old World and New as
families of hunters sought both to capture and kill caribou and to appease the spirits of
the animals and their Animal Masters. A deep abiding knowledge and respect for
caribou is an Innu legacy and a lesson to be remembered and relearned as we
contemplate the future of caribou in Nitassinan and across the circumpolar world.” —
Steven Loring, as quoted in Bergerud (2008; p. 124)
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3.3 Nation Innue

The Innu Nation® occupies a large portion of the southern part of the Quebec Labrador Peninsula. The
Innu Nation gave this territory the name of Nitassinan. The Innu have survived since time immemorial in
connection with Nitassinan and its animals, including Atik".

The Innu Nation has lived for thousands of years on this territory and made use of its resources. The use
and occupation of Nitassinan define our living space and our traditional and current environment.

Our occupation of the territory is dictated by rules and practices inherited from previous generations. It is
upon this cultural heritage that our relationship with Atik" is based. Atik" belongs to the Master of the
caribou (Papakasiu). The caribou is declining in Mushuau-nipi (George River) but is in better condition
in Cree and Inuit territory (Nunavik and Eeyou Istchee). We must respect the ties that the other First
Nations and the Inuit have with Atik". We, Innus, are responsible for a lasting coexistence with him.

We hope that the present situation of the decline of the George River herd will not occur in the future to
our Cree and Inuit brothers and sisters. If, on the other hand, it should ever happen — that the herd of the
Leaf River is in decline and that of the George River is recovering — then the Innu Nation would be there
to help and collaborate with the other First Nations and Inuit. It is in this spirit and this reality that the
Declaration must be read.

For more than 500 years, and now more than ever, this relationship with Nitassinan and its resources has
been greatly altered by cohabitation with the Kaikusseht. It is therefore essential to establish a new
relationship based on trust in order to do everything possible to protect our relationship and our
responsibility towards Atik".

So that everyone can remember these rules and practices, we propose the following founding principles™:

* Letus respect and collectively share Atik" for subsistence purposes and food sovereignty;
* Let us respect the links that other First Nations and Inuit have with Atik";

* Let us continue our relationship and our millennial relationship with Atik";

* Let us continue, practice and transmit our Innu knowledge;

*  We make our tools and clothing in connection with Atik";

* Letus preserve our spirituality in connection with Atik".

Finally, we, Innus, cannot, on any account, market or sell Atik" (whether meat, bone, skin, fat or other
parts ...) and the Innu Nation disapproves of all attempts to market it.

We have an obligation and a duty to do so.
This is our collective responsibility as a Nation.
We must have confidence in ourselves to pursue
the affirmation and implementation of this Statement.

** The Innue Nation is composed of eleven communities, including nine in Quebec and two in Labrador.
%% The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) remains a reference document
related to this Statement.
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3.4 NunatuKavut Community Council

The southern Inuit of Labrador have maintained transhumance lifestyles from antiquity, migrating to
access resources, including caribou. Caribou was the mainstay and every part of the caribou was utilized.
In the fall, Thule Inuit conducted communal caribou drives and in winter they travelled by dog sled to
hunt caribou. Recent archaeological excavations in southern Labrador, dating back to the mid 17"
century, indicated residents relied on caribou and seal. Gilbert in 1764 identified Esquimeaux Island
(Chateau Bay) and described an Inuit caribou-hunting people as “Ca-tuc-to”, a derivative of the Inuktitut
word for caribou.

The appearance of the snow machine in the 1960s allowed the southern Inuit of NunatuKavut to travel
longer distances to access caribou, up to 1,600 kms to western Labrador and north to Nain. Eight to 14
hunters would organize for the hunt, including an Elder and a young person. Southern Inuit repeated
traditions, following trails travelled by ancestors, and transferring water to the caribou’s mouth to show
respect for the animal and for the food. Taking part in the hunt and sharing the harvest was not just about
food, it was an essential part of their identity, linked directly to their culture and well-being.

Over the last 25 years, hunting practices in Labrador have changed dramatically. The Trans Labrador
Highway made the George River Caribou herd more accessible to settlers and people outside the region.
Caribou were harassed all winter, hunting became an “industry” for some settlers who sold great
quantities of caribou meat illegally, and the Province of Newfoundland and Labrador failed to enforce the
rules. There were impacts from low level flying, habitat destruction, and excessive wastage of caribou
meat by non-Indigenous people. And then, “the caribou just walked, didn’t run anymore”. This is when
many southern Inuit stopped hunting caribou, concerned for their survival.

The southern Inuit of NunatuKavut have always been committed to conserving boreal caribou and the
George River Caribou herd. In the fall of 2003, the now NunatuKavut Community Council (NCC)
developed its first Caribou Harvesting Plan and Interim Conservation and Safety Guidelines. NCC has
implemented a number of caribou stewardship projects focusing on gathering Inuit knowledge, increasing
public awareness, and recovery of populations.

Today, as in the past, caribou is a healthy source of food, but also important spiritually, economically, and
socially. Caribou hunting gets people out on the land and connected to their ancestors....it is identity and
survival to many.

There is great concern about the caribou decline. An Elder recently commented that responsibility for
managing caribou needs to be put in the hands of the people, not just government. “We need to start the
conversation to save the herd. The government’s agenda is to get rid of the herd so development can
occur, not the biologists, but others in government. Doing nothing is worse than finding a way. Let us
look after the animals. Education and responsibility is the answer not control”.
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3.5 Naskapi Nation of Kawawachikamach

The Naskapis of Kawawachikamach have always relied on the caribou for their survival. They have lived
on the Québec-Labrador Peninsula for 5500 years in accordance with the caribou cycle. When the first
white people arrived, the Naskapis were isolated from traders longer than the Innu and the Crees because
of their remote location. The Naskapis were relocated several times between 1850 and 1900 in accordance
with the commercial needs and interests of the Hudson’s Bay Company. These moves weakened the
connection with their traditional territory, which was related entirely to the caribou.

The caribou’s decline, combined with the pressures of the fur trade, famine and diseases transmitted by
whites, threatened the Nation’s survival from 1900 to 1940. Other relocations followed: to Fort Chimo,
Fort McKenzie and finally the Schefferville area. Their living conditions have always been difficult.
During this period, caribou hunting continued to improve their situation and give them comfort. The
signing of the Northeastern Quebec Agreement in 1978 enabled the Nation to find a more suitable
location.

The Naskapis have survived several millennia thanks to the caribou. It is more than an important food
source because all parts of its body are used to make tools, clothing, tents, etc. All facets of their life were
influenced by the caribou. Even after they moved to Kawawachikamach, they continued to depend on the
caribou for meat and other raw materials. This is still true today, partially because of both the exorbitant
food prices in northern Québec and their cultural connections.

A Naskapi father (the late Simon Einish) and son cleaning a caribou.
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Their ceremonies, rites and feasts are associated with the caribou, which is used not only as a raw material
but also in a spiritual manner. Sharing and teaching are always central to such events. With caribou
playing a central role in the economy and religious ideology of Naskapi society, most of their toponyms
refer to caribou presence or behaviour.

The caribou is not only a guarantee of survival but also a unifying force. For example, as a result of the
Naskapis’ problematic situation, meetings and discussions began in 2012 between the Sami people of
Finland and the community of Kawawachikamach. The purpose is to find solutions so as to maintain the
caribou herds. Moreover, the Naskapis’ interest in caribou motivates them to take part actively in various
scientific conferences and to advance the cause of the caribou during consultations involving companies
and governments that want to develop projects in the region.

Even though the Nation’s relationship with the caribou has changed in the past decade, it continues to be
an important facet of the Naskapi identity. This vital connection deserves to be protected.

© Scot Rich of Natuashish.
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3.6 Cree of Eeyou Istchee

Since ancient times, the Cree people of Eeyou Istchee have maintained a close relationship with the land,
the animals and the caribou. Our people’s survival once greatly depended on the caribou and, still today,
caribou is strongly connected with our culture, our identity and our physical and spiritual well-being.
Respect for the animal is a fundamental principal in Cree culture. The loss of respect for the animals
means losing a part of our identity. Sharing, not harvesting more then what is needed, and using all parts
of the animal are core values in Cree society. For a hunter, respect is a crucial element, as it is believed
that a lack respect will affect a hunter’s success and could be detrimental to his survival on the land. It is
believed that it is the animals that govern the hunt:

“A hunter always speaks as if the animals are in control of the hunt. The success of the
hunt depends on the animals; the hunter is successful if the animal decides to make
himself available. The hunter must show respect to the animal.” —Cree Trappers Speak

A good hunter shows respect throughout his hunting life, and as he gains experience, his relationship with
the animals deepens. Respect for the animal is expressed through all the phases of a hunt — from the
moment a hunt is being prepared to the moment the meat is shared with others. The way a hunter is
decorated, the attitude of humility he adopts, the way the animal is approached, harvested and transported,
the offerings made to the animal, the way the meat is butchered and shared, the way the meat is consumed
and, finally, the way the remains are disposed of, are all ways that a good hunter will communicate its
respect to the animal.

One Elder once said, “...the caribou are known to disappear and reappear. These are natural cycles.
Showing respect will encourage the caribou to come back again. But with the way caribou has been
treated in the last decades, I am worried that the caribou will disappear and never come back again.”
This sentiment is echoed by many who have witnessed the disgraceful outcomes of the winter sport hunt.
In Eeyou Istchee, the winter caribou sport hunt first opened in 1989. At the time, the George River
caribou were increasing in numbers and wintering in the Cree territory. As a result, the Quebec
government pressed for the opening of a caribou sport hunt arguing that management measures were
needed to address concerns regarding the carrying capacity of the range. It was argued that the herd size
needed to be reduced before it became “unmanageable”. The Cree objected to the opening of a sport hunt,
arguing that it was premature given that many of their concerns and recommendations regarding security,
control, wastage and more, had not been addressed. Despite Cree objections, the sport hunt opened and
problems of security and wastage were felt immediately.

On December 3rd, I was in my tent with my family and my grand-children. The children
were playing outside around the camp when all of a sudden we hear gunshot close by.
My family has been very afraid. Shortly after, we decided for our own safety to return to
Chisasibi. We have also been very surprised to learn that [there are] no regulations
[to] prohibit hunting from off the road. My family and I saw more hunters aim groups
of caribou while there was a strong probability of killing or injuring more than one
caribou at the same time. I have found in the forest caribou dead by gunshots. I also
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saw frozen caribou carcasses planted upright in the snow. This is unacceptable
behavior that seems to reflect a lack of respect for wildlife shown generally by many of
sport hunters. Leaving the entrails of animals eviscerated on the road is deplorable and
should be stopped. In addition, some hunters do not eviscerate the caribou right away
and leave them to swell up, which diminishes the quality of the meat. Should teach them
the correct way to eviscerate the animals to avoid the waste. — James Chiskamish, letter
dated February 1990

For the next 25 years, the Crees would refrain from going on their hunting grounds during the influx of
winter sport hunters out of fear for their own safety. This impacted their traditional hunting and trapping
activities and, consequently, their income security. Every year when they returned to their hunting
grounds after the winter sport hunt, and when the snow started to melt, the disgrace would be exposed all
over the land; whole carcasses, legs, heads and entrails left abandoned along roads, beside camps, near
water sources, etc. The observation of such waste is heartbreaking for everyone, but especially for our
Elders who have experienced difficult times of scarcity.

It is not to say here that all sport hunters are alike or guilty of such practices, because there are good sport
hunters that care for the land and the animals, but rather it is to express how such careless practices are
incompatible with Cree ways and values. Despite many years of complaints from the Crees, Government
action to address these concerns has been minimal.

Our people need to take responsibility to safeguard good practices and values of respect toward the
animal. As society changes and practices evolve, there are fundamental rules that need to be maintained to
protect the intimate relationship with the land, the animals and the caribou. Respect is a fundamental
component if

conservation
and
management
efforts towards
the recovery of
the Ungava
caribou
populations is
to be
successful.

Arctic Photo: Cree woman, Elizabeth Brien, scrapes the fur off a stretched caribou skin. Quebec.
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3.7 Inuit of Nunavik

From the shores of Hudson Bay to the coast of Labrador, Nunavik Inuit of Nunavik have subsisted for
millennia on the Ungava Peninsula and the seas that border it. As is the case for Indigenous groups in
other regions, their persistence has long depended on a profound understanding of the natural
environment and a deep respect for the animals they harvest.

It is customary for Nunavik Inuit to take only what is needed, and to make full use of any animal that has
been harvested; any form of wastage is heavily frowned upon. This is an example of the fundamental
principles (maligait) at the heart of the traditional wildlife management system that has allowed both the
region’s Inuit and its wildlife to persist in their harsh Arctic environment.

Despite the fact that Nunavik Inuit have strong ties to the sea and rely on marine mammals for
subsistence, the caribou herds of the Ungava Peninsula have always played a critical role in their
livelihoods. Beyond the evident dietary contribution of caribou meat, the animals were essential (and
remain important) for clothing, tools and artwork.

The dependence of Nunavik Inuit on caribou has, throughout the centuries, resulted in a substantial
historical knowledge of the species. This Inuit Traditional Knowledge is passed down orally from
generation to generation and is continuously verified and updated based on new observations, but its
foundations remain unchanged. Many aspects of this knowledge were recorded, based on substantive
interviews conducted in the 1970s and early 1980s, in Makivik Corporation’s Land Use and Ecological
Data Base study.

Since it is known to Inuit that caribou populations are cyclic and that periods of extreme abundance are
followed by periods of relative rarity, and given their importance to Nunavik Inuit and taking into

consideration the needs
of future generations,
the conservation of
caribou is a top
priority. This must be
achieved not only by
implementing harvest
management  systems
that reflect traditional
values, but also by
ensuring  that  the
ecosystems upon which
these animals depend
are protected.

Caribou near a community in Nunavik
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PART IV: THE MAKINGS OF A STRATEGY

The Round Table began this process by looking at other long-term plans for wildlife, fish, and forests’’.

The most successful plans have consistently done four things:

1. Identified recurring patterns and relationships by looking to the past;
Created simple categories based on the patterns and relationships identified;

3. Defined environmental status indicators to assign the population to a specific category at any
particular point in time;

4. Associated simple actions with each category.

Step 1: Identify Patterns and Relationships

Deconstructing past periods of increase and decline, some recurring patterns and relationships become
apparent. It is important to note before proceeding that we are not interested in cause and effect, we are
interested in patterns and relationships. The analysis is based on identifying correlations between
abundance and vital rates, range size, and predator abundance™. In the case of the George River Herd, we
have measured all of these parameters through a full population cycle from an extreme low in the 1950s,
to peak in the late 1980s, and now an extreme low in the 2010s. The approach is limited in the case of the
Leaf River Herd as many of the parameters have only been measured when abundance was relatively high
(>200,000). If, for example, we know that in the past the range size increased as the population increased,
then in future when we know the range size is increasing, we can infer that the population is increasing
also. We find these five things to have changed through time, in relation to each other: 1) population size;
2) range; 3) body condition; 4) recruitment; and, 5) predator abundance.

Population Size

In the distant and recent past, caribou numbers on the Ungava peninsula have fluctuated dramatically
between extreme lows and extreme highs (Figure 2). This is characteristic of caribou herds across the
circumpolar north™®. Highs and lows occur with some regularity, with population highs occurring every
80 to 100 years™.

37 Bathurst Caribou Management Planning Committee, 2004; Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management
Board, 2005; Department of Fisheries and Oceans, 2007; Department of Forestry and Agrifoods, 2003; Government
of Nunavut, 2010; Government of the Northwest Territories, 2011; Porcupine Caribou Management Board, 2010;
Western Arctic Caribou Herd Working Group, 2003

38 Bergerud, 1996; Valkenburg et al. 1994; Whitten, 1996

3% Carruthers & Jakimchuck, 1983; Ferguson et al., 1998; Gates, 1985; Gunn, 2001; Haber & Walters, 1980; Heard
& Calef, 1986; Hemming, 1975; Meldgaard, 1986

0 Possibly there was less time between highs in the past, as harvest pressure declined (somewhat) with abundance.
The length of time between highs can possibly be reduced now through responsible harvest management.

19



. . . . . .41
Figure 2: Relative abundance of George River caribou through time

Changes in caribou abundance happen quickly. Rates of increase and decrease are sharp (10-15%
annually), and either herd can be expected to double or halve in less than ten years*. This means a
population of 400,000 can become a population of either 200,000 or 800,000 in between surveys. The
George River herd halved twice between the 2001 survey and the 2010 survey, and twice more between
surveys in 2010 and 2014. The Leaf River Herd doubled between surveys in 1986 and 1991. The George
River herd and the Leaf River Herd can fluctuate independently of each other over short time periods, but
caribou herds around the world, both migratory and sedentary, and especially neighbouring populations,
are expected to be increasing and decreasing at more or less the same time®.

Range

As herd size has increased and decreased, so has range size increased and decreased™ (Figure 3). More
caribou use more space, less caribou use less space: range size is therefore a good proxy measure, or

4 Adapted from: Banfield & Tener 1958-1960; Bergerud 1967; Boudreau et al., 2003; Couturier & Courtois, 1996;
Couturier & Dale, 2012; Couturier et al., 1990, 1996, 2004; Elton, 1942; Low, 1896; Messier et al., 1988; Morneau
& Payette, 1998; Payette et al., 2004; Taillon et al., 2016; Government of Newfoundland and Labrador, 2016;
Government of Quebec, 2010, 2012, 2016

2 Couturier et al., 2004; Gunn, 2001; Gunn et al., 2011; Messier et al., 1988

43 Bergerud, 1996; Gunn, 2001; Gunn et al., 2011; Vors & Boyce, 2009

* Bergerud, 2008; Messier, 1988; Taillon, 2016
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indicator, of abundance®. During periods when the George River herd was extremely large it reached
across Ungava from the Atlantic Ocean in the east to the Hudson Bay coast in the west. As the herd has
decreased, the range size has decreased and retreated eastwards. In periods of extremely low abundance
the George River herd has stayed in its centre of habitation in Caribou House and has failed even to cross
Indian House Lake.

“Far away in Mushuau sipi, that’s where caribou lives. There is caribou habitat where
people can’t go. If someone goes there, then it fogs to hide the caribou. There are
mountains that surround caribou habitat, if people went there, they wouldn't see the
caribou. Caribou has a very strong leader who knows where to hide.”

— Philip Einish Sr. (Naskapi Nation of Kawawachikamach, 2016)

The same relationship between population size and space use appears to hold true for the Leaf River herd
as well, but is less certain, and we do not fully understand how range size relates to abundance in periods
of scarcity. The Leaf River Herd expanded southwards as abundance increased through the 1970s, 1980s,
and 1990s, with the 55" parallel marking the southern boundary in the 1970s, and the 52" in the 1990s.
The expansion continued to the south and east through the 2000s*. If the decline continues as it should,
we expect the range size to decrease, as it did with the George, and begin to contract towards the centre of
habitation in the northwest".

Figure 3: Annual range size relative to population size for the George (left) and the Leaf (right)™

The size of the calving range has changed through time as well, as abundance has changed, and as total
range size has changed. In the case of the George there is a relationship between calving ground size and
abundance®. When the George River Herd was large, the total range was large, and the calving range was
large. When the George River Herd was small, the total range was small, and the calving range was small.

4 Bergerud, 2008; Hemming, 1975

* Taillon, 2016

*7 Skoog, 1968

8 Couturier & Dale, 2012

* Bergerud et al., 2008; Taillon et al., 2012
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In the case of the Leaf the relationship is less obvious, and again we have data primarily for years when
abundance has been relatively high, but little or no data for periods when abundance was low.

“There were a lot of caribou trails and you can even see on the land where the trails
were but a lot of the trails now are grown over with bushes and willow” ~ Willie Etok
(in Wilson et al., 2014)

The range itself has changed from deglaciation 10,000 years ago to what we see today™. The range also
changes on a finer time scale in response to foraging and trampling as caribou alternate between highs
and lows. Caribou trails on the George River range, once abundant and well used, are overgrown.

These trails, and many other types of habitat studies, can be a predictor of a pending increase, as was the
case in the early 1950s”', or pending decline, as was the case in the late 1980s>>. There are many measures
of habitat, both Indigenous and Western. The Habitat and Environmental Impact Action Plan will
develop the best of these into a simple habitat index to predict changes in caribou abundance.

Body Condition

Body condition is also linked with population size and, in the case of the George River Herd, was an
important early indicator of decline™. We use four indicators of body condition: adult fat, birth mass, calf
fall mass, and percentage of unantlered females. When the population is high adult caribou are skinny,
calves weigh less than 6.0kg at birth and less than 45kg in the fall, and more than 7% of adult females
have no antlers. When the population is low adults are very fat, calves weigh more than 7.5kg at birth and
more than 55kg in the fall, and less than 5% of adult females have no antlers. For the Leaf River Herd
these data exist only at relatively high levels of abundance (i.e., population greater than 200,000). We
may assume that these measures may be similar to those of the George at lower levels of abundance, but
we must also build a clearer picture of trend as we go forward. Importantly, the role of Indigenous
Science and Knowledge in identifying and monitoring indicators of body condition, including
assessments of bone marrow, will be developed through a Research and Monitoring Action Plan.

Recruitment

Recruitment, measured as the number of calves per 100 cows in the late fall, has also differed
dramatically between increasing and decreasing phases. The number of calves per 100 cows has generally
been greater than 34 during a period of increase, and less than 34 during a period of decline. Again, this
data comes from the George River Herd, and may be applied to the Leaf as the picture becomes clearer.

*% Short, 1978; Short & Nichols, 1977

3! Hustich, 1951

32 Bergerud et al., 2008; Couturier et al., 1988; Messier et al., 1988

33 Couturier et al. 1988; Couturier et al. 1990; Couturier et al., 2009; Gunn, 2001; Huot, 1989
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Predator Abundance

In the past, when the caribou population has been high, predator populations have also been high, and
have remained high for a time as caribou abundance declined™. When the caribou population has been
low, the predator populations have generally been low, and have remained low for a time as caribou
abundance increased. Less than ten years ago wolves were abundant on the George River range and packs
were large. Users report a switch to alternate prey on the coasts, and then a decline. Users also report
more black bears on the Leaf River range and the George River range in recent years. As caribou
populations increased, and for a time afterwards, the number of young predators (productivity) increased.
Triplets have become more common for black bears, and larger litter sizes and larger pack sizes for
wolves have been observed™.

Step 2: Create Simple Categories

Building on this understanding of past trends, the Round Table has created a simple wheel meant to
represent a full caribou cycle (Figure 4). This model is an approximation of the truth, as we have
experienced past changes in caribou abundance. We know that the population alternates between high and
low (Categories 1 and 5). We also know that highs and lows are separated by increasing and decreasing
phases lasting several decades, and that increasing phases are different from decreasing phases, both in
terms of the indicators we should expect to see, and the management actions we should plan to take. The
decreasing phase, indicated on the right, is itself broken into three simple categories (high, medium, and
low) as is the increasing phase at left (low, medium, high).

For reference, during the most recent population cycle, Category 1 lasted about 15-20 years for both
herds. Category 2 lasted about 5 years for both herds. Category 3 lasted about 5 years for the George
while the Leaf is data deficient. Category 4 lasted about 5 years for the George, while the Leaf is data
deficient. Category 5 is uncertain, but may be about 30-50 years (we believe that management actions
described in this Strategy may decrease the length of this category by decreasing harvest pressure).
Category 6 lasted about 10 years for both herds. Category 7 lasted about 5 years for the George and about
10 for the Leaf. Category 8 lasted about 5 years for the George and the Leaf.

>* Bergerud, 2008; Elton, 1942
>3 Parker & Luttich, 1986
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Figure 4: Caribou wheel of abundance with relative abundance, thresholds, and trend

Step 3: Identify Indicators to Determine Status

The patterns and relationships we have identified in the past (Step 1), become our indicators for the
future. Abundance can be estimated directly through aerial survey, through modeled projections, or
through a multi-criteria approach assessing range use, body condition, fall recruitment, and predator
abundance. All of these tools will be used to determine status, provided all parties have been included in
research design, analysis, and interpretation, and results and data have been shared in a timely fashion.

UPCART will assess each herd every two years and assign it a status according to one of the eight
categories in the wheel developed in Step 2. Assessments will occur more frequently if triggered by a
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survey result outside of the current designation, or if the technical committee has reason to believe a
threshold may have been crossed, based on an annual review. UPCART will develop internal assessment
protocols to ensure that all member Nations and Governments provide standardized status
recommendations to form the basis for a consensus UPCART status designation.

Step 4: Assign Simple Actions

Having developed simple categories based on past patterns and relationships, and having developed those
patterns into indicators for the future, the final step is to link knowledge with action. Management actions
should change over time, as the population increases and decreases. These management actions include:
1) prioritization of user groups, 2) harvest exploitation rate, 3) research needs, and 4) communication.

Prioritization of users is fundamental to the implementation of this Strategy. Indigenous access is a first
demand. When the cumulative Indigenous domestic harvest has been met, additional harvest opportunities
must be shared first between non-Indigenous residents, sport hunters, and outfitters. Finally, further
opportunities may be shared amongst commercial interests. This prioritization of users was not
implemented as the George River Herd declined, and has not yet been implemented as the Leaf River
Herd declines.
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PART V: THE STRATEGY
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Category 1: High

Caribou are abundant and the range is large. Adult caribou are skinny, calves are light in the
Spring and Fall, and there are many predators. The harvest is optimized and is consistent
with values and norms. The commercial and sport harvests are profitable and well-managed,
with Indigenous leadership and participation in commercial opportunities. Access is liberal
for residents and Indigenous, and food-security is high. Connections to social, cultural, and
spiritual well-being are reinforced through harvesting and sharing: skills and values are
developed, maintained, and transferred between generations. Despite the high harvest, there
is no wastage, respect is high, and all user-groups are finding ways to maximize utilization.
All harvesting is reported and summary data is made publicly available. Surveys occur
every five years, but habitat assessments and the multi-criteria approach are looking for
signs of having reached the peak. Everyone is starting to plan for a long decline. Even
within this category, if there is evidence of a continued decline the harvest pressure will be
reduced from greater than 10% to 5%.

At a Glance...

Indicators for the George Indicators for the Leaf Actions

* Survey: >500k * Survey: >500k * Harvest Rate: >10-5% (80,000-
* Modeled Estimate: >500k * Modeled Estimate: >500k 25,000)

« Range Size: >500km” « Range Size: >400km” * Full harvest monitoring and

* Adult: Skinny * Adult: Skinny reporting

* Birth Mass: <6.0kg

« Calf Fall Mass: <45kg

* % Unantlered Female: >7
* Calves per 100: No Trend
* Predators: Many

* Other herds are high

* Many Caribou Trails

* Birth Mass: no trend

* Calf Fall Mass: no trend

* % Unantlered Female: >7
* Calves per 100: No Trend
* Predators: Many

* Other herds are high

* Many Caribou Trails

* Survey every 5 years
* Status Assessment every 2 years
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* Indigenous

* Non-Indigenous
(Sport/Resident/Outfitters)
» Commercial




Category 2: High and Decreasing

Caribou are still plentiful and the range is large, but both the population and the range size
have definitely decreased. Access to caribou is becoming less reliable in some areas as the
range contracts. Adult caribou are lean, but calves are still light, and there are many
predators. The commercial harvest is now suspended, with no expectation that it will be
resumed for at least several decades. The outfitter, sport and resident hunts are still active
but allocations are declining as the population declines, and licenses are reduced to target an
exploitation rate sloping down to 3%. Communication focuses on priority of access, as
outfitters, sport hunters, and resident hunters determine how to best share their limited
access. Harvest reporting is evaluated and optimized, and there is no wastage. Surveys are
conducted every three years. Indigenous food-security is met. Indigenous parties review and
update a sharing agreement, and a process is developed and implemented to determine the
total Indigenous need, which will form the upper threshold of Category 3.

At a Glance...

Indicators for the George Indicators for the Leaf Actions

* Survey: 300-500k

* Modeled Estimate: 300-500k
« Range Size: 300-500km?

* Adult: Lean

* Birth Mass: <6.0kg

« Calf Fall Mass: <45kg

* % Unantlered Female: >7

* Calves per 100: 40-30

* Predators: Many

* Other herds beginning to decline
* Many Caribou Trails

* Survey: 300-500k

* Modeled Estimate: 300-500k
« Range Size: 300-500km’

* Adult: Lean

* Birth Mass: no trend

* Calf Fall Mass: no trend

* % Unantlered Female: >7

* Calves per 100: No Trend

* Predators: Many

* Other herds beginning to decline
* Many Caribou Trails

» Harvest Rate: 5-3% (25,000-9000)
* Full harvest monitoring and
reporting (Review)

* Survey every 3 years

* Status Assessment every 2 years

* Commercial harvest removed

* Finalize Indigenous Sharing
Agreement

* Finalize Indigenous Level of Need

Users

* Indigenous
* Non-Indigenous
(Sport/Resident/Outfitters)




Category 3: Medium and Decreasing

Caribou are increasingly rare and the range is getting smaller — both have been in decline for
over a decade. Adults and calves are fat, but there are fewer than 30 calves per 100 females
and there are still many predators. The outfitter, sport, and resident harvest are now
suspended, with no expectation that either will resume for several decades. Indigenous food
security is not being met, and there are economic pressures on households as the harvest
declines. The Indigenous sharing agreement is sharing limited access equitably amongst
Indigenous Governments and Nations. Research and monitoring capacity is expanded, and
hunter education and stewardship is focused on maximizing utilization. Surveys are
conducted every two years, while communication focuses on research findings and the
implementation of the plan. All harvesting is reported and summary reports are publicly
available. There is no wastage, and the exploitation rate decreases from 3% to 2%.

At a Glance...

Indicators for the George

* Survey: 150-300k

* Modeled Estimate: 150-300k
« Range Size: 150-300km?

* Adult: Fat

* Birth Mass: <6.0kg

* Calf Fall Mass: 45-50kg

* % Unantlered Female: 7-5

* Calves per 100: 30-20

* Predators: Few, switching prey
¢ Other herds declining or low
* Caribou trails less obvious

Indicators for the Leaf

* Survey: 150-300k

* Modeled Estimate: 150-300k
« Range Size: <300km”

e Adult: Fat

« Birth Mass: no trend

* Calf Fall Mass: no trend

* % Unantlered Female: 7-5

* Calves per 100: No Data

* Predators: Few, switching prey
* Other herds declining or low
* Caribou trails less obvious
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Actions Users

* Harvest Rate: 3-2% (9000-3000)
* Full harvest monitoring and
reporting (Review)

* Survey every 2 years

* Status Assessment every 2 years
* Non-Indigenous
(Sport/Resdident/Outfitter) harvest
removed

*Indigenous Sharing Agreement
Implemented

* Research and Monitoring expanded
* Stewardship Program expanded

* Indigenous



Category 4: Low and Decreasing

The caribou population has been declining for several decades, while the range size has
contracted. Adults and calves are very fat, but there are fewer than 20 calves per 100
females. Predators are still numerous but their populations are beginning to shrink in some
areas. The Indigenous harvest is well below the need, and food security is not met.
Indigenous Governments and Nations are sharing limited opportunities, and are developing
strategies to maximize social, cultural, and spiritual connections as the population and the
harvest continue to decline. This includes a plan to transition to community-based
harvesting. Surveys are conducted every year, or every second year at a minimum.
Communication celebrates successful initiatives, and focuses on best practices for
optimizing social, cultural, and spiritual connections. There is no wastage, and the
exploitation rate decreases from 2% to 1%. This category essentially buffers the low, which

is expected to follow.

At a Glance...

Indicators for the George

* Survey: 50-150k

* Modeled Estimate: 50-150k
« Range Size: 100-150km’

* Adult: Very Fat

* Birth Mass: >6.0kg

* Calf Fall Mass: 50-55kg

* % Unantlered Female: 7-5

* Calves per 100: <20

* Predators: Few

¢ Other herds declining or low
* Caribou trails less obvious

Indicators for the Leaf

* Survey: 50-150k

* Modeled Estimate: 50-150k
* Range Size: No Data

* Adult: Very Fat

 Birth Mass: No Trend

e Calf Fall Mass: No Trend

* % Unantlered Female: 7-5

* Calves per 100: No Data

* Predators: Few

* Other herds declining or low
* Caribou trails less obvious
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Actions Users

» Harvest Rate: 2-1% (3000-500)
* Full harvest monitoring and
reporting

* Survey every 1-2 years

* Status Assessment every 2 years
* Review Indigenous Sharing
Agreement

* Indigenous Sharing Agreement
Implemented

* Develop plans to maximize social,
cultural, and spiritual values

* Indigenous



Category 5: Low

The caribou population is very low and the range is very small. Adults and calves are very
fat, and there are very few predators. Habitat assessments suggest that the range is
recovering. The Indigenous harvest is very small and is not contributing to food security.
Each Indigenous Government and Nation is harvesting in accordance with its core spiritual,
cultural, and social values. While respecting sovereignty, communication focuses on
appreciation of core values, and sharing successful initiatives. Any harvesting that does
occur is fully reported, and harvest management maintains and reinforces spiritual, cultural
and social values. The low is expected to persist for years or decades, and communication
about recovery reinforce this expectation. Surveys are conducted annually.

At a Glance...

Indicators for the George

* Survey: <50k

* Modeled Estimate: <50kk
* Range Size: <100k

* Adult: Very Fat

* Birth Mass: >7.5kg

« Calf Fall Mass: >55kg

* % Unantlered Female: <5
* Calves per 100: No Trend
* Predators: Very Few

* Other herds low

* Caribou trails growing over

Indicators for the Leaf

* Survey: <50k

* Modeled Estimate: <50k
» Range Size: No Data

* Adult: Very Fat

* Birth Mass: No Data

* Calf Fall Mass: No Data
* % Unantlered Female: <5
* Calves per 100: No Data
* Predators: Very Few

¢ Other herds low

* Caribou trails growing over

Actions

* Harvest Rate: <1% (less than 500)
* Full harvest monitoring and
reporting

* Survey every year

* Status Assessment every 2 years

» Communicate successes and core
values
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Users

* Indigenous




Category 6: Low and Increasing

After several decades of decline, the population and the range are definitely increasing. The
habitat quality is excellent, adults and calves are very fat, and there are still very few
predators. After many years without a clear trend, there are now more than 40 calves per
100 females. The Indigenous harvest is still limited, but is expanded to provide more
opportunities to more people. The expansion is paired with stewardship and hunter
education for younger hunters, many of whom will have had very little exposure to caribou
hunting. All harvesting is fully reported and the Indigenous sharing agreement is updated
and is sharing access equitably amongst Governments and Nations. Everyone is preparing to
expand the harvest further, and communications are celebrating the successful
implementation of the Strategy.

At a Glance...

Indicators for the George

* Survey: 50-150k

* Modeled Estimate: 50-150k
« Range Size: 100-150km’

* Adult: Fat

* Birth Mass: >7.5kg

* Calf Fall Mass: 55-50kg

* % Unantlered Female: <3

* Calves per 100: 40-45

* Predators: Very Few

* Other herds increasing

* Caribou trails more obvious

Indicators for the Leaf

* Survey: 50-150k

* Modeled Estimate: 50-150k
» Range Size: No Data

e Adult: Fat

« Birth Mass: No Data

« Calf Fall Mass: No Data

* % Unantlered Female: <3

* Calves per 100: No Data

* Predators: Very Few

* Other herds increasing

* Caribou trails more obvious

Actions

» Harvest Rate: 1-3% (500-4,500)
* Full harvest monitoring and
reporting

* Survey every 2-3 years

* Update Indigenous Sharing
Agreement

» Expand Indigenous harvest

* Hunter education and training
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Users

* Indigenous




Category 7: Medium and Increasing

The caribou population and the range size have been increasing for years. Adults and calves
are still fat, but less so. There are more predators but they are still relatively uncommon.
There are now 45 calves per 100 females. Food-security is fully met, and there is no
wastage. The total Indigenous need is assessed and revised, as it will have changed from
decades past. The Indigenous harvest is further expanded as the population increases until
all Indigenous needs are met. The Governments of Newfoundland and Labrador and Quebec
are working together with UPCART and all users to plan for the resumption of outfitter,
sport, and resident harvests. Surveys are conducted every three to five years. The total

Indigenous need is applied as the lower threshold of Category 8.

At a Glance...

Indicators for the George

* Survey: 150-300k

* Modeled Estimate: 150-300k
« Range Size: 150-300km?

* Adult: Getting Lean

* Birth Mass: 7.5-7kg

* Calf Fall Mass: 55-45kg

* % Unantlered Female: <3

* Calves per 100: >45

* Predators: Few, increased productivity
* Other herds increasing

* Caribou trails more obvious

Indicators for the Leaf

* Survey: 150-300k

* Modeled Estimate: 150-300k
« Range Size: 150-300km?

* Adult: Getting Lean

* Birth Mass: No Trend

* Calf Fall Mass: No Trend

* % Unantlered Female: <3

* Calves per 100: Access Data
* Predators: Few, increased
productivity

* Other herds increasing

* Caribou trails more obvious
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Actions Users

» Harvest Rate: 3-5% (4,500-15,000)

* Full harvest monitoring and
reporting

* Survey every 3-5 years

* Determine Indigenous Total Need
(Threshold)

» Expand Indigenous harvest

* Plan best practices for non-
Indigenous (Sport/Resident/Outfitters)
harvest

* Indigenous



Category 8: High and Increasing

Caribou are abundant and the range is large. Adults and calves are lean, and predators are
still relatively uncommon but increasing. The habitat may be starting to show signs of
deterioration. There are greater than 45 calves per 100 females, and the population is still
increasing. Indigenous food security is being met. Outfitter, sport and resident harvests are
established and expanding, with full and accurate harvest reporting by all users, and
Indigenous leadership in all aspects of harvest management. Communication focuses on
establishing best harvesting and management practices for all users, and stewardship and
education is continuing to build and reinforce social, cultural, and spiritual values. Surveys
are conducted every five years. All users are working together to design a commercial
harvest that is consistent with harvesting values, and maximizes social-economic benefits

for Indigenous communities.

At a Glance...

Indicators for the George

* Survey: 300-500k

» Modeled Estimate: 300-500k

« Range Size: 300-500km?

* Adult: Lean

* Birth Mass: 7-6kg

« Calf Fall Mass: 45-40kg

* % Unantlered Female: <3

* Calves per 100: >45

* Predators: Increasing

* Other herds large and increasing
* Caribou trails extensively worm

Indicators for the Leaf

* Survey: 300-500k

» Modeled Estimate: 300-500k

« Range Size: 300-500km?

* Adult: Lean

* Birth Mass: 7-6kg

* Calf Fall Mass: No Data

* % Unantlered Female: <3

* Calves per 100: No Trend

* Predators: Increasing

* Other herds large and increasing
* Caribou trails extensively worm
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Actions

» Harvest Rate: 5-10% (15,000-
50,000)

* Full harvest monitoring and
reporting

* Survey every 5 years

* Implement non-Indigenous
(Sport/Resident/Outfitters) harvest

* Plan best practices for commercial

harvest

Users

* Indigenous
* Non-Indigenous
(Sport/Resident/Outfitters)




PART VI: ACTION PLANS

The Management Strategy is intended to provide high-level strategic direction for caribou management
on the Ungava Peninsula. It will be implemented, in part, through five Action Plans that will be
developed by UPCART and nested within the Management Strategy. The five Action Plans, in priority
order, are: 1) Indigenous Sharing Agreement; 2) Research and Monitoring Plan; 3) Habitat
Management and Environmental Impact Plan; 4) Stewardship, Engagement, and Communication
Plan; and, 5) Social and Economic Plan.

Indigenous Sharing Agreement (Priority 1)

An Indigenous Sharing Agreement is a key document that will determine how a limited harvest is shared
amongst Indigenous Nations and Governments in times of scarcity. An Indigenous Sharing Agreement
will:

* Develop sharing principles to share access equitably amongst Indigenous Governments and
Nations.

* Determine how to best accommodate changes through time.

* Develop mechanisms for manipulating limited harvests, and allocating access as per
identified principles.

*  Monitor harvest levels.

* Develop capacity within UPCART to monitor compliance.

* Develop actions for communicating Indigenous sharing principles.

Research and Monitoring Plan (Priority 2)

A Research and Monitoring Plan will prioritize research activities at different levels of abundance,
ensuring that the right information is available at the right time. What do we need to know, and when do
we need to know it? These questions require reflection, and have no easy answers™. The Research and
Monitoring Plan will:

* Develop best practices for knowledge co-production.

* Develop and implement a strategic approach to the collection and integration of Indigenous
Science and Knowledge into all aspects of caribou co-management.

* Ensure that data is shared between all co-management partners.

* Develop strategies to monitor and report on all of the parameters included in the multi-
criteria approach.

* Develop and monitor indicators of health and body condition.

* Assess the impact of different harvesting strategies, including male harvest bias in sport
hunting.

* Develop means of monitoring effects of climate change.

*% Urquhart, 1996
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* In all cases, develop research programs that will help to assign the population to one of the
eight categories identified in the framework.

Habitat Management and Environmental Impact Plan (Priority 3)

Across the entire range there are concerns about impacts from industrial development and
pollution/contaminants. In most cases these impacts have not been included in the multi-criteria approach
because no historical patterns have been identified. The Habitat Management and Environmental Impact
Plan will assess landscape scale planning processes, and assess how effective these processes have been
in identifying critical caribou habitat and establishing protections against incompatible land uses.
UPCART supports land use planning initiatives generally, and specifically endorses the Labrador Inuit
Settlement Area Land Use Plan.

As a first step in identifying critical habitat, UPCART has adopted “Caribou House” — which has long
been known as the refuge of George River Caribou during times of scarcity — as a central concept in all
land use planning. Likewise, the cumulative calving range of the Leaf River herd is adopted equally as
playing a comparable ecological role for the Leaf River herd in western Ungava’ (Figure 5).
Approximately 3.3% of the Leaf River calving range is protected by the Pingualuit National Park and, and
13% of Caribou House is protected by Torngat Mountains National park and Kuururjuaq National Park.
An additional proportion of both calving grounds (ranging from 10-27%) are protected under Quebec
legislation as Wildlife Habitat’®. The Habitat Management and Environmental Impact Plan will:

* Identify critical habitat.

* Assess the cumulative impacts of development, including mineral exploration and
extraction, hydro-electric development, low-level flying, military activity, road and rail
corridors, and transmission corridors.

* Synthesize and assess land use planning processes, land use designations, and protected
areas planning across the Study Area.

* Identify best practices for land use planning in northern Canada.

* Prioritize areas for protection under existing land use plans or protected areas planning.

* Develop tools to monitor range condition across the study area.

* Determine how climate change has affected, and is likely to affect habitat across the Study
Area.

* Develop a simple habitat index for summer and winter range based on Indigenous Science
and Knowledge and Western Science to be used as a predictive measure of trends in
caribou abundance.

°" As identified by Taillon and others (2011)
*% Taillon, 2011
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Figure 5: Protected areas relative to calving ranges and important habitat for the Leaf and the George
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Stewardship, Engagement, and Communication Plan (Priority 4)

Stewardship, engagement, and communication are cross-cutting themes that will form a core component
of all action plans. The Stewardship, Engagement, and Communication Plan will:

* Develop a harmonized approach to collaboration that establishes UPCART as a single
window.

* Document and promote awareness of customary practices, norms, and Indigenous Laws.

* Develop tools for hunter education programs to minimize wastage and transfer knowledge
and skills from elders to youth when access is limited.

* Development an effective conservation and guardian program to monitor compliance.

* Develop social media and web-based platforms to communicate key messages.

* Develop an effective consultation plan to coordinate the sharing of information to and from
all user groups.

Social and Economic Plan (Priority 5)

Caribou provide social and economic benefits for all users. The Social and Economic Plan will:

* Develop best practices for maximizing the social value of caribou at different levels of
abundance.

* Optimize the economic benefit of caribou through sport and commercial hunting when
population allows.

* Minimize social and economic hardship at all levels of abundance.

* Assess the economic value of caribou to family economies and livelihood strategies,
monitor food-security, and develop plans to mitigate food security issues when caribou is
scarce through sharing, alternative harvesting strategies, and other means.

* Develop rules for sport and commercial hunting that are consistent with values in other
harvesting sectors.

* Design sport and commercial hunting that benefits Indigenous partners and communities,
and is consistent with Indigenous values and norms.
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TRIBUTES

The Late Chief Isaac Pien

The late Chief Isaac Pien was a man who served our community proudly for many years. Isaac was a strong and
committed advocate for our Nation: he served for many years on Council, on the Board of Directors of Naskapi
Development Corporation and on many committees and working groups. Isaac was elected as our Chief on 23
August, 2012.

As everyone who knew him is well aware, Isaac was a devoted family man who cared deeply for his wife, Sannie,
and all of his children and grandchildren. Isaac also had a deep knowledge of the land and he was an active hunter,
trapper and fisherman.

During Isaac’s long tenure with Council, he continually strived for a balance between the protection of the
environment and our traditional pursuits and the development of our territory. He recognized the need for jobs, but
not at any cost. He was also active in promoting the interests of our Elders and in acknowledging their past and
present contributions to our families and to our community. He was present since the beginning of the round table in
Kuujjuaq in January, 2013. Although he knew that gathering all Nations can be challenging in different level, he
would strongly assure the participation of the Naskapi Nation at the table.

Although Isaac had many qualities, two of them were always present during any meeting or gathering: respect and
humour. In Council, community meetings or at the Round Table, Isaac conducted himself respectfully, even if the
discussions grew heated, and that respect was returned to him. This happened without fail or exception. He was also
excellent at diffusing situations with his sense of humour and you never had to wait long for a smile.

Isaac’s leadership and presence in our community will be missed for a very long time to come.

Photo Wycliffe Canada | Alan Hood
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The Late Francis Penashue

Francis Penashue, Innu elder, environmental activist, and former Chief of the Sheshatshiu Innu passed away in
September 2013 from ALS.

Francis' life story, one of the power and possibility of personal transformative change serves to remind those who
know the history of the Labrador Innu of the harsh juxtaposition between the strength Innu typically have on the
land and the struggles found through forced colonization in community life.

The latter years of Francis' life embodied the wholeness of who Innu of his generation are: strong, resilient,
inherently capable and proud when in Nutshimit (the country). He is remembered as an example of what health and
fullness of life mean to Innu -- a survivor who opened the eyes of many to the possibility of change, rejection of
forced principles, and confidence in his place as a skilled Innu hunter, provider and teacher.

Francis is remembered by Innu and non-Innu alike for his conviction in embracing and sharing his knowledge and
Innu way of life, particularly to young Innu, so that they might understand, appreciate and accept that they have
rightful place of pride and dignity in today's changing world.

His presence is missed most by his wife and partner, Tshaukuesh, who continues with their children and
grandchildren on what was once a journey she shared with Francis -- to model and nurture Innu cultural strength --
for the benefit of generations to come.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Indigenous Harvest:
A harvest conducted by Indigenous people for subsistence purposes.
Non-Indigenous Harvest (Sport/Resident/Outfitter):

A harvest conducted by non-Indigenous people, for the purpose of subsistence, financial gain, or
recreation.

Commercial Harvest:

A harvest conducted exclusively for financial gain.
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