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Reporting Letter to Mnister Allooloo
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April 4, 198?

The Hm Titus Allooloo,

M ni ster,

Department of Renewabl e Resources,
CGovernment of the Norttwest Territories,
Yellowknife, N W T.

Dear M. Allooloo,

| amwiting further to ths Harvesting Support Prograns
(WHSP) Wildlife Workshop, held in Yellowknife 2-3 March 1989.
This letter, conbined with the acconpanying materials, constitute
the final report on the workshop.

As you are aware, the ability of the Canadian Arctic
Resour ces Committee (CARC) to host the workshop was only possible
t hrough the encouragemt and financial support of yourself and
the officials of your department. Particul ar thanks are owed to
JimBcurque and Ron Livingstmin this regard. | amsure that
you share ny view that special thanks are also” due to Joanne
Bamaby, who not ml y chaired the workshop ably, but who also
devoted a great deal of tine and thought to the planning of the
wor kshop.

As a veteran of many workshops, some nenorable and many not,

| believe the workshop to have been an unqualified success.

Bui [ding on the work already done mthe f easibi 1 ity of a
conprehensive wHSP by ths territorial government, the Tungavik
Federation of Nunavut, and CARC, the workshop cnt |usins and
recommendatinms (set out as Part * G of this report ) supply a
practical guide to cnverting the concept of a WHSP into a
reality in the Northwest Territories in the not-tin-distant

f Uure. It would appear that a wHsP could be introduced in as
early as 18 months; certainly it would be possible within the
lifetime of this NWT Legislative Assembly. In a broader cntext,

| was heartened by ycur opening and cntluding remarks, and those
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of your col|eaaues Messrs . Pattersm and Way, in enphasizing the
importance of pursuing an effective strategy of support for the
renewabl e resource econony and of ensuring that the economc,
social, and cul tural value of the “subsistence” econony are

saf equar ded .

A nunber of factors undoubted y assisted cnf erence participants
in arriving at general agreenent in support of specific

cnc lusins and reconmendatims: the willingness of both
territorial govermment and aboriginal |eaders to exchange candid
vi ewpoi nts; the opportunity to review carefully the experience of
the northern Quebec Crees in the operation of their unique
support prograne; and, most inportant y, the broadly shared
cmsensus, both within and outside goverments, that creative
solutins must be found to ensure that limted public sector
financial resources achieve the best pal icy results.

Workshop participants were fortunate to hear first-hand some
of the practical problems that may make inpl ementation of a
conprehensive WHSP in the NWT difficult within a target number of
months. Nevertheless, | sensed that the participants were
excited about the possibi 1 ity of noving as expeditiousl y as
possi bl e.

It is my understanding that your government wi 11 be
fol lowing up directly with the major NWT aboriginal associatins
to establish the working group referred to in the workshop
cnc lusims and recommendations. Needl ess to say, CARC woul d be
most keen to assist, in anyway cnsidered appropriate by the
working group participants, in f ol low up.

As indicated at the workshop, | shall be distributing a copy
of this report to each of the workshop participants.

Once again, CARC would like to express its enjoyment in
col | aborating with your department in this very important issue.

Sincerely,

,)gg,,' #

Join Merritt
Executive Director

JM ts
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Summary of Workshop Proceedings

The following is intended to provide a general summary of the
discussions at the workshop. In order to ensure a nmaxi num of
csndour and openness at the workshop, participants were assured
by the chairperson at the outset that comments would not be
attributed to individuals in the summary. Accordingly, the
summary is not intended to reflect the views of any particular
participant or his/her organization.

The sunmary fol | ows the workshop agenda.

Agenda Item # 1: Why such a Programme?
Introductory remarks:

A nunber of initial coments were made by Joanne Barnshy, Titus
Al'l ool 0o, snd others:

the challenge is not whether or not to introduce a
VWHSP, but how snd when

cooperation between the GNW snd the aboriginal groups
I's essential

the GN\WI “Directions for the 1990s” shows the GN\W i s
serious about a WHSP

a 12 - 18 nonth tinetable for inplenentation mght be
sonet hing to shoot for

the workshop should try to come up with concrete
reconmendat i ons

fi1‘ dgsi gn of UHSP csn be thought through, nmoney can be
oun

James Bay Cree Programme

The workshop participants received a briefing on the experience
of the James Bay Cree income support programme (See remarks
proposed by MsMonique Caren, Part ‘E’ of this report). The
followi ng points emerged:

Cree popul ation has gone from 6,608 to 10,000 in 12
years, there are now about 2,008 beneficiary fsmlies

the basic principle of the programme is “time in the
bush is time paid for”



eligibility criteria turn on the main activities of the
head of the famly; hunting nust be the main activity
to be eligible

eligibility is difficult to define; you are really
defining “away of life”; minimm 120 days annually in
the bush is the test of eligibility;, 120 day tests nust
be met each year

benefits based on annual incone; payments madedtimes
per year

there is a per diem payment for up to 240 days per
year; this may be supplemented by additional paynents
depending on total famly incone

last year $11.9 MIlion paid out to beneficiaries, 89%
in the form of per diem; about 1/2 famlies get a
suppl enent

average famly payment in 1988 about $10,200; t hi s
seemed about the mninumlevel needed to all ow people
to stay on the programme

examples Were given of Pa&ment cal cul ations (see the
appendi ces to the 1988 CARC report)

originally there was a cap of 150,888 total person-
days; this has been bunped up on several occasions and
now i s 350,000 person days; In one year the limt was
exceeded and there had to be retroactive cuts in
payments; this was very unpopul ar

the programme is requlated by a separate board made up
of 3 Crees, 3 Quebec appointees, with a rotating
cha|rnanshig; the mandates of menbers are set by the
appoi nting bodi es

the board is established by |egislation and can
regulate its own internal affairs; it has 15 enpl oyees,
at least one of themis in each comunity, 10 of whom
are Crees; the head office is in Quebec é ty, but the
enpl oyees axe not public servants; admnistrative
structure has not changed in 12 years

the cost of administration in 1988 was $662,008; this
Is 5.4% of total programme costs

nost administration takes place at the |ocal |evel;
field workers keep a file for each participant, fil
out forns, .ete; participants are interviewed 4 tines
per year
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abuse of progr- is low due to community pressure

e

2 mjor changes in past twelve years: with nore young
people entering programme, hunting patterns are
changing; and the participation rate varies according
to seasonal work available (largely construction)

while participation rates have gone as high as 40% of
popul ation, it is now about 35%

: there have been some recent changes to allow consorts
! to receive 50%of benefits directly; there is now al so
| maternity |eave

| : the problens of Cree communities in the early 1970s
! were sinilar to those in the NWF

. . with introduction of the progranme, social assistance
! paynents had dropped (can-t collect welfare and be in
' programme at same tinme) -

i . the Income Support Board is quite separate fromthe
! L wildlife managenent structures

benefits are indexed according to the Quebec Pension
Plan adjustnents

\ : the beneficiary unit is essentially the “nuclear”
| famly

TEN Proposal

the proposal submtted in federal governnments |and

clains negotiations was described; the TFN proposal had
) been Preceded by three years of research and comunity
{ consultation (for a description of the TFN proposal see
i the appendix to CARC's 1988 report)

{ it was enphasized that a WHSP shoul d be established
- within one to two years

r ‘ a WHSP in the Nunavut area should be linked to |and
: claims negotiations

TEN might consider making a partial contribution to the
costs of a WHSP depending on its levels of conpensation
through a clains settlenment

a Cree-type programme was favoured because of its
guaranteed income features; there would need to be
appropriate nodifications to suit eastern arctic
condi tions




these needs to be a joint governnent/Inuit board to
adm nister a WHSP; the Nunavut Wldlife Managenent
Board m ght be considered as playing a role

communi ties should determne eligibility criteria

cut-off point for assistance should be $22,000 per year

(various exanples of benefit cal cul ations were
distributed - see Part ‘F" of this report)

CARC Report of April 1988

CARC's 1988 report was summarized, With enphasis placed
on CARC’s overall conclusion that a WHSP was “desirable
and feasible in the NWI", and on the additional
findings set out in CARC's letter to Titus Alool oo of

April 22, 1988 (see Part ‘D)

GNWT Initiat;

inaddition to work by CARC and TFN, the GNWI had been
nmoving towards “design phase” work

a WHSP woul d recogni ze the social as well as the
econom ¢ value of “living on the |and”

the policy statement in ‘*Direction for the 1990s” is
| mpor t ant

a working group reporting to the Deputy Mnisters
Committee on Social Welfare Reformis [ooking at how to
move from piece meal programmed to conprehensive ones

there will be further review of current programmed with
| ocal and regional hunters groups

it is inportant to see how nuch the federal governnent
iswlling to contribute

Agenda Item # 2: Design Problems/Qotions and Regional
Differences

The following were seen as factors to be taken into account:

envi ronment al / ecol ogi cal issues

cultural differences

econom ¢ differences

progr- delivery preferences

varying | and clainms settlenent conditions
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There was al so considerabl e discussion on the need to acquire
nmore know edge regarding regional variations in hunting costs.

It was suggested that the NWI Bureau of Statistics be advised
early of the need to accunulate information so as to come up with
a kind of commnity mnting cost index. It was also felt that
there needed to be nore research on definitions of “famlies”
especially in the Mckenzie Valley.

The fol |l owi ng points weredi scussed

the possibility of collapsing current progrsmmes into a
uni fred WHSP;, “existinggovernnent programmesand
mandat es shoul d be reviewed accordingly

the need to re-define social programmed to achieve
cl ear econom ¢ goal s

thehpossi bility of WHSP benefits in kind as well as in
cas

the timng of WHSP payments, annually, seasonally, or
nont hl'y

the feature of the Cree programe that stipulates that
benefits mst be higher than social assistance

Relationshio to Land Claj

there was a review of statements mde by federal |and
clains negotiators as to the “negotiability” of WHSPS

there was considerabl e discussion about the, problens of
“timng” and “sequencing” of land clainms negotiations

there coul d be nutual GNWT/aboriginal group benefits in
having federal WHSP contributions guaranteed through
clains

a “universal” WHSP, with eligibility open to everyone,
woul d be difficult to deliver through clains

it would be possible to “guarantee” WHSP-type
progr-s through clains, wthout actually setting
them up through clainms; for example, guarantees could
be given with respect to independent WHSP

admni strative boards, equal aboriginal involvenent,
statutory guarantees, etc



there coul d be an aboriginal financial contribution
calculation to WHSP through compensation noney, but
total clains compensation woul d have to be cal cul ated
so as to include the additional financial burden on
aboriginal beneficiaries

Subsist C ial A

“subsi stence’ * should have priority over “conmercial”
use, although there are problems in trying to
di stinguish these areas too clearly

if public sector budgets are squeezed, subsistence uses
shoul d al so be given priority attention in allocation
of support; this isn't necessarily the case at the

moment

a WHSP can serve as part of a broader econonic strategy
that includes such things as shrinp boats, tanners
etc.

If a WHSP i s linked carefully to a wldlife managenent
structure with a clear conservation pandates, there is
no reason to think a WHSP will pose threats to sound
conservation

eggnda Item £ a. Ejnan:ja] ESEE:IE

Mich of this discussion had al ready been touched upon in the
previous agenda item |t was stated that some things are known
al ready about costs of a WHSP in the NW

it is not likely to be prohibitively expensive ($IOMto
$38M of annually, likely amount $224)

a WHSP woul d likely require beneficiary unit payments
of $10, @@ per year

these will offset savings in government expenditure
(the 1980 CARC report assessments are probably |ow in
this regard)

admnistrative costs are not likely to be unreasonable

More needs to be known about the follow ng:
community variations in hunting costs and famly units

harvest levels in the Mckenzie Valley



likely participation rates on ths part of potentia
beneficiaries

cost savings in other government progranmed, especially
“hi dden” savings in such areas as nunicipal services,
police costs, etc.

hi dden costs e.g. education in outpost canps

Potential funding_sources were identified within the federa
government, the GNWT, and through aboriginal land clains
settlenents and abori gi nal self-government initiatives. There was
al so discussion of allocating a slice of non-renewabl e resource
revenuest ot he renewabl e resource econony.

Agenda Item #4  Follow-up

In this part of the workshop, time was devoted to a re-cap of the
earlier discussions and a consideration of the kind of
concl usi ons and reconmendations that could be said to have a
broad consensus anmong workshop participants. After the debate,
the concl usions snd recomrendations as set out in Part ‘G of
this report were devel oped.

In the final hours of the workshop, NWI Governnent Leader
Patterson and NWI Econom ¢ Devel opment Mnister Way joined the
workshop, with Mnister Allooloo also re-joining the %roup. The
territorial government mnisters of social services, aborigina
rights and constitutional devel opnent, and finsnce had al so been
invited to the workshop but were not able to attend
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AGENDA

Wl dlife Harvesting Support Programme \Wrkshop
Yel l owknife, NW T.
2-3 March 1989
(9am - Spin)

Room D tegislative Assembly Building

1. Wiv_such a Proarane?

. opening remarks and introductim
. the Janes Bay Cree programme

. TFN proposal

. the CARC report of April 196S

. the GWT initiative

2. Design Probl ens/ Ooti ons

. regi onal differences
relationship to existing programes
relatimship to land clainms
di stinctins between subsistence and conercial aspects

3. Fi nanci al Aspects

. what do we know about costs and what we do not know?
potential cost savings
potential revenue sources (federal, territorial, land
cl ai ns)

4. Fol lowuy

. establishnnmt of an mgoing working group?
respnsibilities within organizatins
time frames/research/resources

‘ discussions With federal government

f press rel ease, press strategy?

111 Sparks Street . 4th Floor . Qttawa, Ontario .KIP 5B5 .(613) 236-7379



PART ‘D’

Materials Distributed to Wrkshop Proceedings
(CARC letter to Mnister Allooloo of
April 22, 1988 and summary of CARC

April 1988 report, "Keeping on the Land”)
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m Canadian Arctic Resources Committee

Sy

22 April 1988

The Hon. Titus Allool oo

Mnis ter

Departnent of Renewabl e Resources
Government of the Northwest Territories
YELLOMKNI FE, NWT

Dear M. All ool oo:

Encl osed please find a copy of our report, entitled, “Keeping o,
the Land: A Study of the Feasibility of a Conprehensive Wldlife
Harvest Support Programme in the Northwest Territories”.
Consistent with the terms of the financial assistance supplied by
your departnent towards the preparation of the report, CARCis

al so sending you an additional 25 copies. In order to ensure
wider circulation, a soft-cover bound version is now being-
prepared. CARC expects this to be available in the near future.

W hope you are as pleased with the report as we are. As
originally contenplated, the report was going to be a nore nodest
affair. As enthusiasm for the work increased, a greater volune
of materials was generated. In the final stages of report
witing, it was decided to add appendices dealing with the James
Bay Cree Hunter Income Support Programme Now in operation, and
the Tungavi k Federation of Nunavut background papers for a
Wldlife Harvesting Support Programme, as” prepared by TFN for on-
going land claims negotiations. Through the addition of these
appendi ces, we are confident that the conplete report exceeds
project intentions and provides a single volume base case study
on the utility and practicality of a wildlife harvest support
programme covering the entire NW

There are a great number of points contained in the report. The
overall conclusion of the report, however, can beeasily
summarized: a conprehensive Wldlife Harvest Support Programe
(WHSP) for the NWI is both desirable and feasible.

This overall conclusion is based on the follow ng findings:

(1) there are probablyup to 4,200 househol ds, containing
5,500 hunters, who participate significantly in the
hunting, trapping, and fishing economy in the N as
subsi stence harvesting must be understood as a social
as well as an economc system it iS important to
consi der the household as the unit of production;

11 Sparks Street . 4th Floor . Ottawa, Ontarie . KIP3B5 . [61: 3)236-7379



(7)

- 2.

there is adequate rough’ data now available (if not
readily accessible) through regional harvest studies
for areas north of the treeline to determne nore
preci sely how many households in these areas could
qualify for any reasonable variant of a WSP;, there is
no information from harvest studies for areas south of
the treeline

harvesters are generating, based on a conservative
assessment, about $10,000 worth of wildlife food
production annual ly, per harvester; subsistence
activity is concentrated in the snaller communities in
t he NWT;

aggregate food production alone across the NWI' has en
estimated equivalent value of approximtely $55
mllion;

annual i zed capital and operational costs for serious
harvesting househol ds are about $10, 000;

the cash generated by harvesters fromthe sale of
wildlife products is probably less then 10% of the
value of food production; this has created enduring
vul nerability on the part of harvesters to disruptions
in cash flow,

vul nerability to cash flow problems has been
exacerbated in recent years by the collapse of seal
pelt prices, the downturn of oil end gas activity, the
increased |evel of conpetition for wage enploynent due
to popul ation growth, and other factors;

while the welfare system has supplied a partial cash
fl ow backstop, welfare is not well suited to serve the
m ni mum cash flow requirenents of the harvesting
econony; apart from questions surrounding the adequacy
of welfare paynents, social assistance is designed
primarily to guarantee levels of consunption of
foodstuffs brought in from outside, not to sustain the
production of food from local resources; welfare also
tends to erode, not buttress, cultural values Bound up
in the subsistence harvesting econony;

13



- 3-

(9) the assunption that harvesting can "takeup the slack”

(10)

during cash flow disruptions is an unfounded one; on
the contrary, because harvesting equi pnment nust be paid
for in cash, lack of cash inhibits the ability to
harvest and tends to reinforce end aggravate problens;

based on northern prices and the harvesting programme
operated by the Janes Bay Cree, the annual cost of a
WSP in the NWI' might be expected to run in the range
of $10 million to $30 nillion, depending on the nunber
of participants and the design of the programe;
benefits would have greatest inpact on the snaller
comunities in the NA;

( 11) the annual cost of a WHSP coul d be expected to be

offset by significantly |ower costs under other current
government programmed; an annual offset of $8 nillion
to $12 nillion appeara possible; cost savings in the
longer term particularly of an indirect nature, mght
be nuch greater (nore detailed research would need to
be done with respect to the general economc stinulus
of such a programme and its effect on expenditure
patterns and governnent revenues)

(12) basedonaTFN-type nodel, aWESPi s feaei bl efroma

(14)

design point of view, a WHSP could readily be nade
consistent with Canadian precedents regarding
production support programed (particularly
agriculture) and social support programed; careful
attention would need to be paid to the relationship of
a WSP to other government programed

A WHSP could be justified es an econom c devel opnent
programme; it could be used to nake an already
productive, if vulnerable, part of the NW econony a
nmore promnent and stable feature of northern economc
life;

Issues of eligibility, benefit structure, delivery, and
met hod of financing would all affect the net cost of a
WHSP

(15) there woul d be considerable design advantages in

establishing wHSPs through land clains, or at |east
guaranteeing certain features in that way; a WHSP coul d

14



(16)

(17)

-4 -

al so be set up in conjunction with or outside |and
clainms settlenents;

the viability of aWHSP depends on the recognition of
the intrinsic social inportance of commnity-based
subsi stence, and the need for a sense of social as well
es economc security;

the viability of a WHSP depends on sound policies for
the conservation of wildlife and on recognizing the
primacy of subsistence harvesting over other uses;
there may be an inverse relationship between the
success of a WHSP and an extensive degree of
“commercialization”; and

a WBSP, coupled with harvest information and ot her
econoai ¢ data, could be of considerable assistance in
resolving larger issues of harvester conpensation in
the event of environnental disturbance, persona
injury, loss of equipment, etc.

Based on these conclusions, we are of the opinion that policy-
makers in general, and the NWI Cabinet in particular, are now in
a position to consider “endorsement in principle* of a

conpr ehensive VESP in the NWI. W encourage them to do so

W al so suggest that any such endorsenent in princip” eresult in
the follow ng:

(1)

further research with respect to: the analysis of
harvest study data (and the assenbling of additiona
data for the Mackenzie Valley); the economcs of
harvester househol ds; the |evel of harvester interest;
alternate design features; the costing of various
options; legal and admnistrative requirements; the
extent to which a WHSP can be structured and
admnistered on a territorial, regional, or conmunity
basis (it is to be kept in mnd that a WHSP m ght
actual ly be made up of a nunber of regionally or
local ly structured and flexibly co-ordinated WHSPS)
and the precise relationship of a WHSP to ot her
econom ¢ and social programmes;

..15



- 5-

(2) the devel opnent of a conprehensive system of accounts
linked to the territorial econom c accounts, giVving
necessary recognition of the inportance of the
subsi stence sector (initial work on this point is now
bei ng undertaken jointly by CARC and the Departnent of
Econom ¢ Devel opnent and Tourism;

(3) a process of extensive consultation wth harvester
organi zations and the nmajor land clainms groups; and

(4) inter-governmental and intra-governmental discussions
regardi ng possible cost-sharing of a WHSP, either
through land clains or otherw se.

In the event that a political decision to proceed is made, CARC
would Iike to play a role in the next phase of work. CARC will

supply the territorial government With a detailed proposal along
these lines in the very near future.

W would close by stressing our belief in the inportance of a
VWHSP and our satisfaction at being involved in the work to date.
Pl ease accept our sincere thanks for your help, and that of
departnental officials Ji m Bourque, Ron Livingston and Jame
Bastedo, in naking the enclosed report possible.

Sincerely,

[tz/e. | Genel

Géorge Wenzell John Merritt
JM ch

Encls .



EXECUTI VE SUMMARY

The renewabl e resource econony in the NW is alive but
struggling. Reliance on increasingly expensive technologies, the
declining markets for wildlife products, lack of job
opportunities, rising costs of settlement living, and inadequate
government support, have contributed to the financial hardship
experienced by harvesters in recent years. In spite of these
economic difficulties, it is estimated that northern harvesters
produce approximately $55 mllion worth of country food a year.
This figure includes neither the value of other wldlife products
used donestically or marketed by individual harvesters, nor the
revenues generated by sport and commercial operations. And it
does not take into account the social, cultural and nutritional
wel | being derived froma harvesting way of life

The biggest problem faced by harvesters today is a |ack of
cash. Harvesting is expensive. The costs of a conplete hunting
trapping, and fishing outfit can reach as high as $20 000, and
operating costs can run to thousands of dollars annually. Mich
of the noney invested in harvesting comes through governnent and
industry. Dimnishing enploynent opportunities and access to
cash will mean a future decline in harvest production and
increased social assistance expenditures.

Unenpl oynent in the North is high, and the average annua
wage earned by native people is low. The total |abour force in
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1984 conprised 68 per cent of the territorial population, of
which 54 per cent were native people between the ages of 15 and
64. In 1981, the average incone of part-tine native workers-71
per cent of the native work foree-was $1833, while the average
inconme of full-tinme native workers in the sanme year was $13 055
Fur trappers in 1984-85 generated $3.295 nillion. Between 1981-
82 and 1983-84, sealskin revenues for the NW fell from $476 999
to $76555.

In 1886 the total territorial population nunbered 52 215, of
which 29 880 were native people. This translates into just over
6000 native househol ds, 4200 of which are |ocated in native
communities outside the five major regional cenfres, where there
is less dependence on wildlife. In 1981, the average size of
native households in the communities was 5.4, and 3.5 in the
regional centres. In the same year, average househol d income
outside of the regional centres, excluding "non-cash harvest
income, was $17 329 in the Inuit comunities and $15 669 in the
Dene/ Metis communities. Social assistance for many famlies
forms a significant portion of household incone. Actual social
assi stance payments amounted to nore than $13 million in 1985-86.

Food costs are high. The northern food price index for 1982
showed that food cost 39 per cent to 79 per cent nore in the
Baffin region than in Yellowknife, 27 per cent to 61 per cent
more in the Keewatin region, 52 per cent to 81 per cent nore in
the Kitikmeot region, and 22 per cent to 74 per cent nmore in the

v



Inuvik region. In the same year, food prices in Yellowknife were
25 per cent to 30 per cent higher than in Ednonton. Nutritiona
health and access to fooda are directly related: total health
care expenditures by governnent in 1985-86 amounted to $134.2
mllion.

Moni es allocated by the GNWW in 1986-87 to assist hunters
and trappers (excluding conmmercial fisheries) snounted to $3.1
mllion. Expenditures approved in 1987-88 for Special ARDA
contributions (federal and territorial) for primary producers
anounted to $2.4 mllion. Contributions under the Renewable
Resource Subsidiary Agreement (which includes forestry) of the
1987 Canada- Northwest Territories Econom c Devel opnent Agreenent
will amount to $5 million over four years. At best, government
contributions in support of the subsistence econony are
approximately $6.7 nmillion a year on average (this includes
adm ni strative costs and the costs of other programmes oriented
toward the commercial use of resources).

Annual capital and operating costs for harvesting vary from
region to region and have not been well docunented. But it is
clear that $6.7 mllion or |ess a year—approximately $1218 for
each of the estimted 5500* subsistence harvesters who may be
eligible under a WNSP-is an inadequate |evel of support. It
becones even clearer when support |evels are nmeasured against the
| ack of job opportunities and markets for wildlife products, as

well as the high costs of living and harvesting in the North.

* This is the maxi mum nunber of harvesters who may be eligible
under the programme. .
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Government support for harvesters and harvest ing conbines
mat ters of social policy and economc objectives. A healthy
renewabl e resource econony benefits both government and its
constituents. But a renewable resource policy that delivers
unco-ordi nated and under-funded prograwnes, no matter how well -
intentioned, is of little or no benefit to the people it is neant
to serve. Moreover, programmes that generate little or no
economic return are a drain on governnent resources. Meaningful
econonmi ¢ support for harvesters and the renewabl e resource
econony coul d overcone these probl ens.

Soci al problems and cultural disruption are tied in large
measure to lack of economic opportunity, unenployment, and
dependence on welfare. People caught in this dependency cycle
make little econonmic contribution and merely perpetuate the
problem In order to break the cycle, and to develop attitudes
essential to the formation and delivery of appropriate harvesting
support policies and programed, there nust be official
recognition that harvesters are “enployed”, and that harvesting
i's an occupation.

In this respect, a wildlife harvest support programe (\WHSP)
woul d be beneficial. Harvesting allows people to use the skills
t hey possess and do work they enjoy. AWASP woul d pronote the
econoni ¢ i ndependence of harvesters end enhance the renewabl e
resource econony. Unlike the non-renewabl e resource econonmy W th

its “boom and bust” cycles, the renewable resource econony can
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provide a stable economic base. Geater econom c independence
woul d reduce reliance on social assistance. Likew se, getting
people back on the |and woul d reduce social problems associated
With settlement |iving, along with the costs of programmes that
deal with these problens.

Earvesting also provides access to nutritious foods, which
reduces dependence on costly store-bought foods and inproves the
health of native northerners. Inproved health |eads to |ower
health care costs. Cultural values integral to subsistence and
traditions of food sharing and distribution ensure that the
| arger collective welfare is maintained. By putting nore cash in
the hands of harvesters, a WESP can generate |ocal economic
activity and benefits. Thriving local renewable resource
econom es could stinulate the devel opment of markets for wildlife
products, and reduce the need for other forms of econonic
assi st ance.

Concerns mght be raised about the effect of a WHSP on the
renewabl e resource base, but these concerns should be put in
perspective.  The resource base is healthy. Northern food
st apl es—ari bou, mose, seals and fish—are abundant. The
Inuvialuit Final Agreement and the Dene/Metis and Inuit Wldlife
Agreenments-In-Principle (the future systems of wldlife
management for the entire NW), require that the use, allocation,
and managenent of wildlife resources be handled on the basis of
sound conservation practices. Not everyone will went to harvest
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full-time;, nor will everyone be eligible for sucha progranmme
(current estimates suggest that about 2000 famlies may qualify).
And it is possible that future non-renewabl e resource devel opment
may draw harvesters away, tenporarily, from the programe, thus
relieving some of the pressure on the resource base.

In any case, reaction by the non-harvesting public to a
progranme that supports the subsistence use of wildlife is likely
to be less severe than public reaction to programred encouraging
comrercial wildlife exploitation. Public attitudes toward the
commercial exploitation of wildlife are largely to blame for the
dediriesi ntheharvesting econony. Itnust be remenbered,
however, that commercial renewabl e resource use is also
under def unded, end suffers froma dearth of markets.

Alternatives to a WESP might include comodity price
supports, a harvester unenploynent insurance progranme, and the
commerci alization of renewable resources. Conmodity price
supports (such as the Seal skin Subsidy Programe) would require
the disposal of currently unmarketable products. The devel opment
of a harvester unenploynent insurance programme would require
that the “enployer” be identified, that unenployment and wage
| oss be defined, and that a system for collecting prem ums and

di spensing benefits be developed. In this respect, the WHSP

“ ”

wage” could be hel pful in gauging benefits. But reliance on
unenpl oynent insurance encourages short-term solutions rather

than | ong-term econoni ¢ devel opment strategies.
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Programme devel opnent and delivery involve governnent
decisions as to programme clientele, the problens to be
addressed, resources to be allocated to the programme, the manner
in which programe services are to be delivered, and the way in
whi ch the programme will| be evaluated. A WHSP coul d be made
available to all NW residents, or it could be provided as part
of land claim settlenents. A programme applicable to all NWI

residents could be nmore expensive because of the greater

potential nunber of beneficiaries.

A VWHSP coul d be funded solely by the territorial governnent
or cost-shared with the federal government. It could be funded by
National Health and Welfare (as an innovative income maintenance
programmed), by the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern
Devel opment (because of its responsibilities for northern
devel opnent), or by the Canada Enpl oynment and Inmgration
Commi ssion (as a job creation programed). On the other hand, the
WHSP coul d be provided through land clains settlenents. This
woul d reduce the potential number of beneficiaries, require the
federal government to foot all or part of the bill, and allow for
tailor-made programmed that neet the unique cultural, economc,
and harvesting needs of the different claimant groups. However
a WHSP for the Inuvialuit woul d have to be devel oped by specia

arrangenent, since they have already settled their claim
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The Tungavi k Federation of Nunavut (TFN) has proposed a WHSP
ss part of the Nunavut claim, and two incone support programmes
are currently operating in northern Quebec. Both of these were
negotiated as part,of the Jans Bay and Northern Quebec
Agreement.  The TFN proposal is nodelled on the Janmes Bay Cree
programe, Wwhich provides an income supplenent to famlies on a
per diem basis. TFN proposes that support paynents be made on a
seasonal basis. Both programmes target the famly as the
beneficiary unit. Prelimnary investigations suggest that
targeting famlies as the beneficiary units is culturally,
socially and econonmically appropriate.*

The Northern Quebec Inuit programme does not provide
benefits to famlies, but instead pays hunters to provide food
for the commnities and covers the purchase price of harvesting
equi pment.  The James Bay Cree programme has had both positive
and negative effects, but it appears to have been a success
overall. Both northern Quebec programes are paid for by the
provi nce.

Depending on the nunmber of participants and the |evel of
support provided, it is estimated that a territorial WNSP will
cost between $10 nillion and $30 million a year. Monies [ight be
f ound by col | apsing certain existing harvest support programmes

obviated by a WNSP.  In addition, since the programme coul d

* The organi zation of econom c production units (famlies) is
different in Inuit and Dene/ Metis societies. These differences
must be taken into account in the definition of beneficiary units
and in programre delivery.
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reduce reliance on social assistance and inprove the health of
beneficiaries, any savings in social assistance and health care
costs could be reallocated to the prograne. A $20 million
programme coul d provide 2000 famlies (representing approxinmately
a third of the native population) with $10 000 each a year.

In other respects, a WHSP could help with the determ nation
of conpensation awards for interference with harvesting
activities. Per diem or seasonal “wage” paynents could be used
by the courts or arbitratora as a measure of the “occupational”
worth of harvesting. This would place a value on the time spent
on the land. This value, coupled with information on harvest
returna recorded in harvest studies, would allow for a fair
assessnment of damages. And if harvest studies were to
incorporate the costs of capital purchases, damage to persona
property could be accurately assessed. Recording operating as
wel | as capital costs in harvest studies would allow for the
devel opment of a nore accurate economic profile of harvesters and
harvesting, and provide government with meaningful economc data
on which to base its levels of support.

Before a WHSP can be inplenented certain information and
research gaps must be filled. If a WHSP is to deliver
appropriate levels of support, there must be nore accurate
i nformation on househol d economi cs and on harvesting costs across
the NWI. A nore refined assessnent of progranme costs nust be
made before a final dollar value can be determined. |In order to
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do this, the nunmber of beneficiaries nmust be determ ned, and
this, in turn, requires clarification of categories like
“harvester”, “famly”, and “househol d”. Levels of “incone” nust
al so be assessed.

There is a lack of harvest data for the Mackenzie Valley.
Wien harvest studies are undertaken, they should also be used for
the collection of economc data relating to harvesting costs.
Exi sting harvesting studies for areas north of the tree line
shoul d be standardi zed and better co-ordinated. In addition
protocols for the use of harvest study information must be
devel oped

There is a range of political and adm nistrative issues to
be addressed as well. These include questions of mandates,
policies, programmed, admnistrative costs, and so on. Finally,
community consultation is required to determne the nost

effective neans of programe delivery.

This report is divided into four chapters. Chapter One deals
with the socio-econom c aspects of harvesting. It contains
information on the productivity of harvesters, the value of
country food production, and the costs of harvesting. The
authors explain why the household is the appropriate beneficiary
unit for a WHSP, and consider sone of the social and cultural
inplications of the programme. Estimates are provided for the
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nunber of households and individuals currently engaged in
harvesting in the NW, as well as for the numbers that m ght
qualify for benefits under the programme.

Chapter Two exam nes the case for a WHSP in the context of
the renewabl e resource econony overall. It begins with a review
of the setbacks experienced, in recent years, in the renewable
resource econony, and outlines trends (rapid population growh
uncertain markets for wildlife products, government restraint,
and a slower industrial growth rate) that jeopardize the future
of the harvesting sector. The author points to the inportance of
this sector as the main source of food for native northerners,
and shows how a WESP could contribute positively to other
econom ¢ sectors. The chapter considers the inpact of aWHSP on
governnent budgets: it is estimated that a portion of programe
costs mght be met through a reallocation of current harvesting
progrannne nonies, and through nonies saved by eventual reductions
in welfare, health care and other governnent social progranme
costs.

Chapter Three outlines the political and admnistrative
i ssues involved in the establishnent of a WHSP.  The programme is
set in the context of a theoretical framework for the design and
i npl enmentation of social programmed. It is then conpared with
exi sting guaranteed income schemes and proposals for their
reform  The TFN proposal for a WIdlife Harvesting Support
Programme is used as a reference, and various politica
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considerations related to its devel opnent are identified and

applied to the concept ofaWHSP for the entire NW. In

addi tion, the author suggests a policy framework for coordinating
a WHSP with other federal and territorial policies and
progr amred

Chapter Four addresses the issue of conpensation for
harvesting interference, and the practical assistance a WHSP
m ght provide in nmaking conpensation determnations. Available
| egal renedies are discussed fromthe perspective of the
practical problenms faced by harvesters in pursuit of their
livelihood. The author argues that the range of circunstances to
whi ch conpensation renedies could be applied, and therefore the
practical effect of a WHSP, would be broadened considerably by

approaching conpensation as a matter of social policy.
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Information Prepared by Ms. Monique Caron
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W LDLI FE HARVESTI NG SUPPORT PROGRAM WORKSHOP. YELLOWKNI FE.  NWT.

March 2 & 3. 1989

CREE HUNTERS AND TRAPPERS | NCOVE SECURI TY PROGRAM

| NTRO XJCTI ON

I was asked “to nmke a presentation on the Incone Security

Program established for the Cree hunters and trappers of Quebec.

[ will start with a brief description of the Program including
the rules of eligibility and calculation of benefits. Most of
the presentation however will focus on the admnistration of the
Program who does it: how it is done: how we nonitor it and the
costs. 1 would also like to bring to your attention the recent

nodi fi cati on made to the Program

1.0 HI STORI CAL BACKGROUND

The Cree Hunters and Trappers Incone Security Program
originates from the Janes Bay and Northern Quebec Agreenent
signed in Novenber 1975 between the Crees. the Ilnuit, the
CGovernnents  of Quebec and Canada. the James Bay Energy
Corporation, the James Bay Development Corporation and Hydro-

Québec. Section30 of this Agreenent describes in detail the
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| Program its objectives. the rules for eligibility and for the
calculation of benefits and provides for its admnistrative
structure. The provisions of the agreenment were |ater confirned

in provincial |egislation.

The Inconme Security Program was set up in the fall of 1976
when the first paynent of benefits was made and had a retroactive
effect to Novenber 11, 1975 date of’ the signing of the Janes Bay

and Northern Quebec Agreenent.

i The main objective of the Program as described in the

Agreenent i s:

‘To provide an income guarantee and benefits and other
incentives for Cree people who wi sh to pursue harvesting

activities as a way of life."

2.0 BENEFICI ARIES OF THE PROGRAM THE JAMES BAY CREES

This Program was created exclusively for the Janmes Bay Crees
who are beneficiaries of the James Bay Northern Quebec

Agr eenent . O her progranms were provided for the 1nuit and the

Naskapis.
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‘ . The total Cree population is slightly over 10,000 people
di vided anong 9 Cree Communities living in the Abitlbi and Janes

Bay regions of Quebec. There are:

The inland comunities of: Mstassini. Oujé-Bougoumou,

| Jaswani pi and Nemaska in the Abitibi area, and

* the coastal communities of: Waskagani sh, East mai n,
Wemindji, Chisasibi and Whapmagoostui in the Janes Bay

ar ea.

The Cree population is a young popul ation. It has grown
from approximately 6,000 people to over 10,000 in the last 12
years. Consequently, over 50% of the population is under 20
years of age. This is an “inportant factor to consider because it
effects not only. the present s-ituation but is also critical when
consi dering changes to the Program Young people comng into the
Program do not necessarily have the sane attitudes, patterns or
needs as their elders.

Nonet hel ess. the Programis and will remain a program for
hunters and trappers who wish to carry out hunting, fishing and
trapping as a way of ife. The Program uses the term harvesting
activities in order to include not only hunting, fishing and
trapping but all rela-ed activities such as the naking or repair

of material s and equi prent, t he upkeep of traplines,
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transportation, selling of products. maki ng of handicrafts.

managenent of the fauna, traveling, etc.

3.0 DESCRI PTION OF THE PROGRAM

I would now like to give you a brief summary of the main
rules on eligibility and cal cul ation of benefits. In considering
both. it is inportant to renenber what was nentioned before: that

the Programis for people who practise out a way of life.

The Program provides an income to famlies (beneficiary
unitsj. However the eligibility of the unit is dependent upon
the head of the fanmly who {s defined as ‘the Cree beneficiary
who, taking into account native custons, is considered to provide
for the needs of his famly or who is an unattached individual 18

years of age or over.’

3.1 ELIGIBILITY RULES
-
The eligibility criteria were designed in order to identify
persons for whom the practice of hunting, fishing and trapping
constitutes a main activity. First, in order to be eligible, the
heads of the beneficiary units or famlies nust spend nore tine °
in the practice of traditional activities than in wage

enpl oynment . The Program requires a mninum of a 120 days. Thi s
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requi rement nust be met during the year preceding the application
for enrollment and consequently it creates a qualification year

duri ng which no benefits are paid.

The heads of the beneficiary wunits nust neet the sane
requi rements each year in order to qualify the wunit for the
fol lowing year. Certain exceptions are provided in unusual cases

such as illness.

3.2 CALCULATI ON OF BENEFI TS

Benefits under the Program are calculated as an annual
incone and are divided into 4 payments a year. Moni es are
usually paid to the head of the beneficiary unit. Met hods used
in the calculation of benefits payable also reflect the objective
of the Program. Benefits paid are primarily function of
harvesting activities since the major part of the nonies takes
into account the nunber of days spent in the bush by the adult.
nenbers of the famly. Consequently. income of famlies of same
si ze mayv varv. The calculation of benefits takes into account

the foll ow ng paraneters:

- The amount of tinme spent in hunting, fishing and trapping;
- the annual incone of the unit and

- the size of the famly.
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More specifically the calculation of benefits is made in two
st ages. Firstly, an anmount of noney is paid for each day spent
in the bush by the head and the spouse in the practice ,of
harvesting and related activities. The sane anmount is used for
the activities of both the head and spouse. However, there is an
individual limt of 240 days payable per adult for any given
year. The basic rule is that time in the bush. tine paid.
However. if a beneficiary is receiving nonies from an”other source
during the tine that he is in the bush, for exanple, seasona
wage enpl oynent, unenploynent insurance or incone repl acenment
indemity, the Program does not pay for those days spent in the

bush even though they are counted for eligibility.

Secondly, a supplenentary anount based on the size and
income of the unit may be added to the per diem When 1 say may.
it is because this amount wilJ depend on the size of the famly
and its general incone. By inconme. we nean all anpbunts paid to

the unit including the per diem paid under the Program

In 1987-08 a total of 11,955, ,263% was paid of which
10. 609. 240% was paid for tinme spent in the bush. This represents
89% of the total ampunt. The rest ofthe anount. or 1,346, 123$.
was paid in basic anount. Usual |y, we estimate that about half
of the famlies receive a supplenentary anmount that we call the

basi ¢ anount.
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Again if we |look at the figures of 1987-1988, when there was

approximately 1,180 families on the Program we notice that the

average benefit to a family was approxinmately 10 000$.

As nentioned previously. the income of fanilies of the same
size could vary depending on their activities. For exanple. a
famly of two adults and two children could have the follow ng
incomes. depending on whether the adults spend 120, 160 o1 200
days each in the bush. i'm al so vusing this exanple with an
income from other sources of approximately 5 000%. in each of

the above cases. the income would be:

120 davs per adult: 10 739 $
160 davs per adult: 12 212 $
200 days per adult: 13 685 $
The paraneters used for the calculation of benefits are

indexed annually.

3.3 MAN-DAY LIMT

| have nentioned that the annual limt of days pavabie is
240 for each adult. However . there is a global limt on the
Program of 350,000 man/days. This 1imit which was 150.000 in the
JBNCA was raised to 286.000 in 1979 and 350,000 in 1984. This

provi sion has been the object of nany discussions between the

parties over the years.



1976- 1977 272.061
1980- 1981 : 260 633
1981-1982 284. 726
» 1082-1983 : 338. 017 Limt suspended
* 1984-1985 : 349. 578 360. 480 (6 days cut)
* 1987-1988 : 345. 488 + 27% over 1976-1977
The gl obal limt is a difficult provision to admnister

Wien it is exceeded in any given year (e.g. 1984-1985), it results
ina cut of days payable to all beneficiary units. This affects
not only the incone of beneficiaries on the Program but in our
opi nion takes away the incentive nmeasures built into the Program

“Time in the bush. tinme paid” is no |onger true.

The Governnent has not agreed to renove it even though
alternate control nmeasures have been suggested. The only
concessi on has been to provide that instead of freezing the limt
in the Act. it would now be possible to increase it by order of

the Governnment after consultation of the Board.

4.0 ADM N STRATI ON OF THE PROGRAM
4.1 GENERAL,

The adm nistration of the Programis the responsibility of’
the Cree Hunters and Trappers Incone Security Board. It is
conposed of 6 nenbers, 3 of whomare naned by the Governnent of
Quebec and 3 by the cCree Regional Authority. The menbers of the

Board are not enployees and they act as a Council Board or Board
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of Directors. The duration of their mandate is at the discretion
of the authority responsible fortheir appointnent. However. the
chairmanship and vice-chairmanship alternate each year between
the nmenbers naned by the governnent and those designated by the

Cree Regional Authority.

The nmandate of the Board is to admnister the Incone
Security Program for Cree hunters and trappers including anong
ot hers t he review of Program operations. the procedures
established therefore, the evaluation of results, the exam nation
of conplaints and demands, the estimation of costs and the
preparation of budgets. For such purposes. it has certain
regul atory powers, both for its internal managenent and the
establ i shnment of adm nistrative procedures and criteria necessary
for the application of the Program The Board is a corporation

and as such is autononous.

To tulfill its mandate. the Board has 15 enployees of whom 9

work in the various Cree Communities and 6 at the head office.
The majority of the enployees of the Board are Janes Bay Crees
and none of us are nenbers of the civii Service. It is the Board
which determnes by by-law the staff requirenents, renuneration
standards. scales and other conditions of enploynent of its

enpl oyees.

Y
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4.2 Al) MLNI STRATI ON OF BENEFI Cl ARIES FI LES
As mentioned previously, the Program tries to ensure a
guaranteed incone to hunters and trappers who practise harvesting
activities as a way of life. It is an annual incone divided into

four paynents nade on the follow ng dates:

- Septenber 1 - January 1 - April 1 - June 30.

These dates were <chosen in order to adapt as nuch as
possible to the calendar of activities followed by the hunters
and trappers. For exanpl e, nost of the trappers are in the
communities during the summertine and usually |eave in Septenber
for the goose hunt. They spend the winter on their traplines and
return to the communities in the spring, again for the goose
hunt . Therefore, the dates for the distribution of cheques and
inquiries were chosen to correspond to periods when nost of the

beneficiaries are in their communities. /

1 would Iike nowto wunderline the various steps followed

during the year for each beneficiary’s file:

1.0 The process starts with the annual inquiry in July. All
beneficiaries who wish to be on the Program for any given
year (July 1 to June 30) nust nake a request before July 31.

The fornms to that effect are usually filled out by the Local
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Admi nistrators ill the presence of the head of the

beneficiary unit who answers questions pertaining to:

Hs famly situation, including the nunber of dependant

chil dren

The nunber of days spent in the bush by himand his

spouse and the periods:

The inconme earned from all sources;

The anounts received fromtransfer, paynents; and

Fur I ncone.

In addition. they also indicate what they are expecting to
de in the coming year in terns of nunber of days that thev
will spend in the bush and income that they are expecting
from other sources. These forms will be used as the basis

for calculating the inconme for the com ng year.

2.0 Once the annual inquiries have been done in each community.
al | enpl oyees gather at the head office tor a period of
three to four weeks to review all the files. Using the
annual inquiry. we review the past year to determ ne whether

the paynments nmade were accurate or whether they should be
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adjusted and we establish an estimated inconme for the com ng

yea .

3.0 The next step is the issuance of the first quarterly paynent
in Sept enber . Payment s are made directly to the
beneficiaries. Wien they come to the [ocal offices to
col | ect their cheque they are interviewed on their
activities for the past. three nonths. At the sane tine,
Local Administrators inquire as to what they are expecting

to do in.the com ng months.

Once the interviews are conpleted. they are sent to the head

of fice. we then review each one of them to determine if
adj ustnents should be made for the next. paynent of benefits. For
exanple. if there has been a change in the tami lv, the basic
amount w || be adiusted accordingly. If a beneficiary has worked

for a period of tinme that he had not anticipated when interviewed

in July. this information is also entered into the calcul ation

This process is repeated in January and in April. !
Since the establishnent of the annual income at. the
begi nning of the year is based essentially on the intention of

the, beneficiaries, the periodical inquiries serve as a monitoring

process to adjust If necessary the incone for the year
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Moreover. because beneficiaries are nmet at least four tines
a year. it allows themto see when and why changes are nmde and
to have a constant access to their file. Expl anati ons are given
personal lIvand the fact that all enployees in the communities are’

Crees al lows for a better communication with the beneficiaries.

4.3 ENRCLLMENT IN THE PROGRAM
Before we discuss the costs of admnistering the Program |
would like to bring to your attention <certain figures on the

enrol Inment in the Program

1876-1977 979 units or 4046 persons
1981-1982 929 units or 3134 persons
1987-1988 1194 units or 3302 persons
1976- 1977 6348 Cree popul ation 64% participation
19681-1982 80Q0 Cree popul ation 39% participation
1987- 1988 10288 Cree popul ation 35% participation

mMany factors influence the participation in the Program
Firstly. the age of the population. As was mentionneci
previously, the Cree population is a young popul ation. More and
nore of the heads of beneficiary units are between the ages of 18
and 25. This influences the conposition of the units and the

total participation.
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A second major influence is the econom c devel opnent of the
region Over the vyears we have seen an increase in the |ocal
economy particularly as a result of construction in the Cree

vil lages. This hashad a direct inpact on the Program

beneficiaries either spend less time in harvesting
activities than in previous years. For exanple, the

average nunber of days payable per unit has varied from

278 in 1976-1977:
306 in 1981-1982: to

290 in 1987-1988.

beneficiaries withdraw from the Program for a nunber of
years and return later on to the practice of harvesting
activities as a way of life. For exanple in the 30 to
40 year age group there are proportionately ess

famlies enrolled than for the other age groups.

4.4 ADM NI STRATI VE COSTS

As nmentioned previously, the Board has 15 enployees of whom
nine work in the various Cree villages. The operating expenses
connected with the head office and the 8 local offices represents
approximately 5.4% of the total expenses. In 1987-1988. the cost

was 666 719%.
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5.0 RECENT MODI FI CATIONS TO THE PROGRAM

After alnost 10 years of operation. the Inconme Security
Board nade recomendations in 1985 to the Quebec Governnent and
the Cree Regi onal Authority to review the Program The *
obj ectives fol lowed were:
a) to try to replace the global limit by other neans of

control : and

b) to update the Program

l[4s  mentioned previously. the Governnment did not agree to
renove the linmt. The parties did however neet a nunber of tines
to review the Program and cane to an agreenent in the fall of
198% (Conplenentary Agreement No.8). The Act was nodified

accordingly in Decenber 1988.

The nodi fications agreed to have the effect of:

First. correcting «certain rules that. over the years. had
proven to be unfair or unmanageable: and

second. including provisions that reflect changes in the

socio-economic aspects of the region.

I would |ike to underline some of the major changes made:

1. Pavnents to spouses

The previous provisions did not al low for the payment ot
benefits to the s, pouse. All nonies were-paid to the head of

the famly. The Act now stipulates that if a spouse so
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requests. she wll receive .half of the amounts payable. I'n
addition the Board has the discretionary power to distribute
half or all the nonies to the spouse in exceptional cases
where in its opinion. the welfare of the wunit would Be
better served.

This change was requested by the beneficiaries thenselves.

Maternity | eave

The Act nowal | ows the paynment ot maternity benefits. The
details will have to be outlined in a regulation of the

Eoard (subject to the approval of the Governnent).

Local committees

1fa cemmunity so chooses, it may set up a local committee
whose main function will be to establish a list identifying
the persons who. according to comunity custom are
practicing: harvesting and related activities as a way of
| ite. If such a list is nade it will have a direct inpact
on eligibility to the Program An applicant te the Program
will first have to be on the list to he considered for

eligibility. The other criteria and requirements wi 1 1 apply

(e.g. 120 days).

This new provision has the effect of involving directly the

communities in the nonitoring andcontrol of the Program For

exanple. even if a person neets the general requirenents of the
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Act. he or she will not be eligible to the Programif he is not
considered by the conmunity as practicing harvesting as a way of

[ife.

When di scussing means of control 1ing access to the Program
it was felt that it would be better to involve the conmmunities
rather than try to develop stricter eligibility requirenents that
woul d not reflect the reality or take 1into consideration the

di fferences between the various communities.

These anendnents in our opinion. reflect some of the socia

changes that have occurred in the Cree comunities over the |ast

10 years.

MC/tsc Monique Caron

Secretarv (Genera
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W LDLI FE HARVESTING SUPPORT PROGRAMVE

| 2 xAMPLES OF ELIG BILITY AND SEASONAL PAYMENT CALCULATI ONS

These exanmples, including all specific figures, are for the
purpose of illustration only.

In comunity X, the local HTO has divided the year into the
foll ow ng harvesting seasons:

Sunmer (Auja) Jul y- August
Late Summer (ki agsaq) Sept enber
Fal |l (UWkiaq) Cct ober - Novenber
Wnter (UWkiuQq) Decenber - February
Early Spring (Upingagsaq) Mar ch- May
Spring (Upi ngaq) June
For purposes of illustration, we will take five famlies of five,

each famly consisting of a harvester (as recognized by the HTO,
spouse, and three dependents. The famlies wish to enrol for the
Fall season.

Assume that the Basic Annual Fam |y Harvesting |Income for a
fan1IY|of five is $15,000. , and assune also that the |local HTO

has allocated 13% of the yearly amount, or $2000., as the
Seasonal Fam |y Harvesting Income for the fall season.

W can use the follow ng short fornms for convenience:

BAFHI

Basi ¢ Annual Fam |y Harvesting |ncome (see sect.
8). The 12-nonth period covered begins at the
start of the previous wi nter season (beginning of
Decenber), and finishes at the end of the fal
season (end of Novenber).

Seasonal Fam |y Harvesting Incone (see sect. 8).
This covers the fall season, or Cctober and
Novenber .

0.1. = other Incone, or net incone fromall sources other
than the sale of products of or handicrafts nade
fromthe products ofwildlife harvesting

OW1l.= OGher wildlife incone, or proceeds fromthe sale of
products of or handicrafts made from the products
of wldlife harvesting.

Harvesting support paynents, or all paynents
received fromthe programme in the previous five
seasons.

PNW = Previous net wldlife income, or the other wildlife
income in previous seasons mnus the $3000
exenption.

SFHI

HSP



Section 6 - Eligibility Calculation

A harvester who has met the criteria in 6.1 (i) and 6.1 (ii)
would be eligible to enrol in the fall season if

BAFHL - [4(.J%0f 0.1 ] - [40% Of (0. W T . - $3000 ) | - HSP > 0

Famly 1

BAFH = $15000

0.1. =0

OWIl. =0

HSP = $5000 (W) + $3000 (ES) + $1000 (SP ) + $3000(S) + $1000 (LS )
“$13000

$15000 - [40%of o] - [40%of ( o - $3000)] - $13000 =
$15000 - 0 - 0 - $13000 = -
$2000

The result is greater than zero, so the harvester is eligible.
In this case the harvester is eligible for the full $2000 in the
fall season.

Family 2

BAFH = $15000

0.1. = $5000

0.Ww.I. =0

HSP = $5000 (W) + $3000( ES ) + $1000 (SP ) + $1000(S) + $1000 (LS )
“$11000

$15000 - [40% of $5000] - 40%of ( o - $3000 ) - $11000 =
$15000 - $2000 - O - $11000 =
$2000

The harvester is eligible to receive the full harvesting support
paynment of $2000 for the fall season.

Famly 3

BAFH = $15000

O0.I. “$10000

oW | . = $4000

HSP = s46C0 (W) + $3000 (ES) + $1000 (SP)
= $8600 (E9)

$15000 - [40% OF $10000] - [40% OF ($4000 - $3000)] - $8600 =
gég%go - $4000 - $400 - $8600 =

The harvester is eligible to receive the full harvesting support
paynent of $2000 for the fall season.



Fam |y 4

BAFH = $15000

0.1. = $25000
OWI. ~$1000
HSP = $5000 (w)

$15000 - [40% OF $25000] - [40% OF ( $1000 - $3000 )] - $5000 =
$15000 - $10000 - 0 - $5000 =
0

The harvester is not eligible to enrol in the progr”ame for the
fall season.

Famly 5

BAFHI = $15000
0.1. = $21000
OwWIl. =0
HSP = $5000 (w)

$15000 - [40% OF $21000] - [40% OF (O - $3000)] - $5000 =
%%2880 - $8400 - 0 - $5000 =

The harvester is eligible to enrol in the programme for the fall
season, but can receive a maxi mum paynent of $1600 in that
season.
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COVPREHENSI VE W LDLI FE HARVESTI NG SUPPORT PROGRAMME WORKSHOP
YELLONKNI FE, N WT.
MARCH 2-3, 1989

Concl usi ons and Recommendati ons.

Through their discussions, Workshop participants have

devel oped the followi ng conclusions and reconmendations.

1

r)

The traditional subsistence econony, involving sonme 4200
harvesting househol ds and producing sone $55 M| lion of
country food annually, is of inmense economc, social and
cultural value to the N WT.

Due to rising harvesting costs and uncertain fur markets,
the traditional subsistence econony is threatened.

Wil e existing governnent programred, such as the outpost
canp and comunity hunt programed, have supplied badly
needed assistance, there is a need to seek nore

conpr ehensi ve sol utions.

The conprehensive income support programme that has been
instituted in Quebec Cree comunities, through the Janmes Bay
and Northern Quebec Agreenent and acconpanyi ng Quebec

| egi sl ation, provides a successful conceptual nodel that
could, with appropriate nodifications, be applied in the
N.WT. The work by TFN and by CARC supply further evidence
of this point .

While nore work needs to be done, initial research indicates
that the costs of introducing a conprehensive wildlife
harvesti ng support programe (WHSP) in the NWI, need not be
prohi bitive. Costs would be offset by substantial savings
in other governnent programmed, hotably social assistance
and health expenditures.

The introduction of a WHSP, that is linked to wildlife
managenent structures, in order to ensure sound wildlife
conservation r,}‘hﬁﬁagenent. Simlarly, while introduction of
WHSP nust be founded on the proposition that subsistence
harvesting has priority in terms of both access to resources
and allocation of public sector noney, there is roomto *
support both a WHSP and pronising commercial opportunities.
The inplenmentation of WHSP does not underm ne the potenti al

for undertaking comrercial ventures for significant economc
gai n.



1

10.

12,

13.

A WHSP should support and subsume both the social and
econom c objectives of renewabl e rescurces devel opnent.

ﬁ &FPPREHENSIVE WHSP |'S BOTH DESIRABLE AND FEASI BLE FOR THE

AWHSP SHOULD BE INTRODUCED ON A PRIORITY BASIS. A
PRACTI CAL TARCGET DATE FOR ENACTMENT OF LEGQ SLATI ON AND
COMMENCEMENT o BENEFI T PAYMENTS |s 18 MONTHS. (FALL 1990)

Due to the responsibilities of the federal government wth.
respect ts aboriginal peoples, Crown lands, marine areas

and resourcas, regional dsvelopment within Canada, )
sovereignty and other matters, it is incumbent upon tae
Gover nnment «f canada to contribute to the cost of £financing
a WHSP in the N.W.'T.

siven %z =mpacedsncs zstabliished £or beoth the Cree and Inuit
sensficiaries of the Jam ES Bay and Nortlhern Juebec
Agreenent, sné al SO the Naskapis of Gusbec through thz:ir

| and clazis settlenent, it is appropriats that the

aboriginal peoples c¢f the N.W.T. receive guarantees WIth ’
respect to WHSP through 1 and ¢ 1 ains f inal agreenents. It 1=
understood that, while the Inuvialuit have already concl uded
their land clainms negotiations, WHSP penefits nust also be
ex%en?ed to Inuvialuit communities through an appropriate
vehicl e.

It woul d be appropriate f£or pene/Metis, TFN, lnuvialuit and
GN\WI Executive council leaders to neet with responsible
federal mnisters, as soon as possible, tc determ ne the
means of financing a WHSP.

Regardl ess of the scope and pace of conmtnents to 3 WHSP
secured through land clains negotiations, it appears
advisable that any wHs? in the N. WT. have the £sllowing
features:

a) a |legislated base, ‘understanding that aborigina
groups shall assist in the devel opnent of
appropriate provisions;

b) regional variability, in all probability
conformng to the Nunavut, Denendeh, and
| nuvialuit regions (indeed, while the term WESP is
being used in the singular, there may be, in
reality, nultiple progranmed with broadly simlar
features ) ;

C) I ndependent boards to adm nister benefits, nmade uwp

of equal nunbers of governnent and aborigina
group appointees (this does not preclude non-

-
<
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17.

beneficiaries from being eligible for wHSP
benefits); the wildlife managenent structures
established in land clains settlenents may &c=2
appropriate for these roles, thereby avoiding
adm ni strative overlap; and

d) variation in benefit levels conformng to
differences in comunity hunting costs.

A joint aboriginal group/ GN\WI Working G oup on the
Establishment of a Conprehensive Harvesting suprort

Programme shoul d be established immediately. It should
bemads up oOf:

a) one nom nee from each cf the Dene/Metis, Inuit and
[ nuvial ui t;
k} an equal number of senicr representatives
appoi nted by the Executive Coun cil; and
c) a chairperson agreeable to everyone.
The Working Group shall, address critical issues of

research gaps, design options, financing, possibilities of
phasing in, and other matters identified in schedule ‘A, to
assi st GN\W and aboriginal |eaders in ensuring that WHSP is

i nplemented in the time period desired.

The Working Goup shall report to the
groups and the Executive Council. Wt
report on:

0
hin @ should

a) the relationship of a WHSP to land clains ix |ight
of the response of the federal government tc the
efforts descri bed above; and

b) a detailed workplan to ensure inplenmentation of a
VWHSP by fall 1990.

The Executive Council should be invited to nme e cost nf
an initial neeting of the Wrking Goup. The Yor Kihg °&tolp
shall address its further financial needs.



SCHEDULE A
MATTERS REQUI RING FURTHER RESEARCH AND CONSIDERATION

investigation into the design of appropriate nodels for the
three settlenent regions;

popul ati on and denographic growth projections;

review and eval uation of existing government prograns;
exam nation of cost savings to Governnment due to the WHSP
addi tional cost projections associated with the WHSP;
review and eval uation process for the WHSP;

estimates of admnistrative costs;

potential financing-sources;

costs of harvesting across the NAT

costs of living and househol d econom es;

definition of beneficiary units and eligibility criteria for
program entry; and

soci al / econom ¢ patterns of resource use.
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

C —— 01

Joanne Barnaby

Dene Nation

Bill Erasnus

M chael Asch

. —
M ke Paul ette

Inuvialuit G . 1
Andy Car penter

Executive Director

Dene Cultural Institute
P. 0. Box 207

Yel | owknife, NW T.

x1A 2NC

(403) 873-6617

Presi dent

Dene Nation

P. O Box 2338

Yel | owknife, NWT.
x|l A 2P7

(403) 873-4081

Prof essor

Department of Anthropol ogy
University of Alberta
Ednonton, Alberta

T6G 2H4

(403) 432-5840

Presi dent

Metis Association
P.O Box 1375

Yel | owknife, NWT.
xI A 2P1

(403) 873-3505

Chai rman

Inuvialiut Game Council
P.O. Box 2120

Inuvik, N.WT.

XCE 219

(403) 979-2828



[ ik Fed . e § I
Donat M| ortuk

Jack Kupeuna

Paul Ckalik

Terry Fenge

Government of the N.W.T.

Denni s Patterson

Mark Mal one

Presi dent

Tungavi k Federation of Nunavut
130 Slater, 12th Floor

Qtawa, Ontario

KIP 6E2

(613) 238-1096

Deputy Chief Negoti ator
Tungavi k Federation of Nunavut
138 Slater, 12th Floor

Qtawa, Ontario

KIP 6E2

(613) 238-1096

Negot i at or

Tungavi k Federation of Nunavut
13 Slater, 12th Floor

Qtawa, Ontario

KIP 6E2

(613) 238-1096

Research Director

Tungavi k Federation of Nunavut
130 Slater, 12th Floor

Qtawa, Ontario

KiP 6E2

(613) 238-1096

Government Leader
Governnent of the
Nort hwest Territories
P. O Box 1320

Yel | onknife, NWT.
XIA 2L9

(403) 873-7112

Principal Secretary
Government of the
Northwest Territories
P.O Box 1320

Yel | onknife, NWT.
XIA 2L9

(403) 9286213



Bruce MclLaughlin Menber, Legislative Assenbly
Governnent of the
Northwest Territories
P.O Box 1320
Yel | onknife, N WT.
xI A ZL9
(403) 837-6220

Don Morin Menber, Legislative Assenbly
Co- Chai rman of the Speci al
Committee on the
Nort hern Econony
Gover nment of t he
Northwest Territories
P.O Box 1320
Yel | onknife, NWT.
xI A 2L9
. (403) 920-8099

DRepartment of Renewable Resources

Titus Al ool oo M ni st er
Departnent of Renewabl e
Resources & Assoc. Mnister
of Aboriginal Rights
Governnent of the
Nort hwest Territories
P.O Box 1320
Yel | onknife, N WT.
1A 219
(403) 873-7113



Erni e Comerford

Ji m Bour que

Bob Wooley

Ron Livingston

Larry Gay

Executive Assistant
M nister of Renewable
Resour ces

Governnent of the
Nort hwest Territories
P.O Box 1320
Yel | owknife, N WT.
(403) 873-7980

Deputy Mnister
Depart ment of
Renewabl e Resources
Gover nnent of t he

Nort hwest Territories
P.O Box 1320

x| A2L9

(403). 837-7420

Assistant Deputy Mnister
Departnent of Renewabl e
Resour ces

Governnent of the

Nort hwest Territories
P.O Box 1320

Yel | onknife, N WT.

xI A ZL9

(403) 920-6389

Director, Policy and Planing
Depart nent of

Renewabl € Resources
Governnent of the

Nort hwest Territories

P.O Box 1320

X1A 2L9

(403) 920- 8046

Senior Policy Analyst
Depart nent of
Renewabl e Resources
Governnent of the
Nort hwest Territories
P.O Box 1320

Yel | onknife, N WT.
XIA ZL9

(403) 920- 8046



Department of FEconomic
Development and Tourism

Cordon Way

| 1 Dwi ght Nosewort hy

Eric Christensen

Dori s Eggars

D I t of Social Servi
Ron MLellan

M ni st er

Department of Econonic
Dwel oprment and Tourism
CGovernnment of the

Nort hwest Territories

P. O Box 1328

Yel | owknife, NW T.
(403) 873-7926

Deputy M nister
Departnent of Econom ¢
Devel opnent and Tourism
Gover nment of t he

.Northwest Territories

P.O.. BOX 1320

Yel | onknife, NWT.
xI A ZL9

(403) 873-7115

Director, Policy and Planning
Departnent of Econom c

Devel opnent and Tourism
Gover nent of t he

Northwest Territories

P.O Box 1320

Yel | onknife, N WT.

XIAZL9

(403) 873-7318

Program Devel opment Officer
Departnent of Econom c
Devel opnent and Tourism
Government of the Northwest
Territories

P.0. Box 1320

Yel | onknife, NWT.

xI'A ZL9

(403) 920-8971

Director

Comunity and Fam |y Support
Servi ces

Governnent of the Northwest
Territories

P.O0. Box 1320

Yel | owknife, NWT.

XIA ZL9 (403) 873-7455



Dick Carke

Department of Finance
Fred Chanbers

Department of the Executive

RossMcKi nnon

Quebec
Moni que Caron

Director

Policy and Pl anning
Departnent of Social Services
Governnent of Nort hwest
Territories

P.O Box 1320

Yel | onknife, N WT.

xI A 2L9

(873-7703)

Departnent of Finance
Governnent of the Northwest
Territories

P.O Box 1320

Yel l onknife, NWT

(403) 873-7539

Seni or Negoti at or

Tungavi k Federation of Nunavut
Aboriginal Rights and
Constitutional Devel opnent
Secretari at

Departnent of the Executive
Government of the Northwest
Territories - P.o. Box 1320
Yel | onknife, NAT

(403) 873-7108

Director Ceneral

Secretary Ceneral

Cree Hunters and _
Trappers |ncone Security
Board

2700 Laurier Boul evard
Tour Frontenac - Suite 703
Ste Fov, Quebec

Qv zL8

(418) 643-7300



Canadian Arcti
Resources Committee

John Merritt Executive Director
Canadi an Arctic
Resources Commttee
111 Sparks Street, 4th Floor
Otawa, Ontario
KI P 5B5
(613) 236-7379

Rsndy Ames Canadi an Arctic
Resources Conmittee
111 Sparks Street, 4th Floor
Otawa, Ontario
KIF 5B5
(613) 236-7379
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