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CARC BACKGROUND PAPERS

The objective of this series of background papers, published by the Canadian Arctic

Resources Committee, is to put into circulation information and opinion of immediate interest to

researchers and policy makers. Works published in this series have received a minimum of

editing by CARC, and therefore should be regarded as draft or working texts. The authors are

responsible for the accuracy of the contents.
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1 Introduction

The Issues

Renewable resource management has emerged as a critical issue in Canada’s North in the
1980s. As non-renewable resource mega-projects  declined in the late 1970s, the
economic and cultural refiance of the aboriginal peoples of the North on wildlife harvesting
became more widely understood. This strengthened an already present willingness among
native leaders to criticize established government approaches to wildlife managemen~
Accordingly, land-claims negotiations within the native political and cultural movement
for self-determination included demands for greater native control over land and resources.

Governmental land and resource rnanagemen~  in the North has been characterized
by centralized, top-down, and non-consultative decision making with a bias in favour of
the non-renewable resource sector.1 In addition to native northerners, many other
Canadians concemzi  about notthem affairs have become  dissatisfied with this approach
and have been searching for institutional alternatives.

Much of the dissatisfaction centres on:

● interjurisdictional oversights and disputes;

● lack of cooperation among all parties;

“ lack of genuine participation for all legitimate interests

● lack of community-based perspectives; and

● rigid hierarchical authority systems and information flows.

By focusing upon remedies to these difficulties alternative institutional and
organizational arrangements are being created and tested.~ This study is about one such
alternative, namely, the Beverly - Karninuriak Caribou Management Board (BKCMB).

The Case Study .

The BKCMB  is a northern renewable resource management institution. The Board has a
mandate to advise the rninistxy  of the responsible agencies, from the Northwest Territories
(N.W.T.),  Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Canada, on the management of two migratory
herds that cross jurisdictional boundaries. The board is comprised of government and
native representatives.

The BKCMB  is particularly si~lcant  as a resource management institution in the
North due to three factors. FirsL it is an imovative institution that has created a new kind
of decision-rnalcing  structure for resource management in the North. Second, the BKCMB
helps to illustrate some of the fundamental changes that are occurring in the highly
turbulent social, economic, political. and biophysical  environments of the North.s Third,
the BKCMB illusuates  some of the problems and opportunities of adopMg  resource
management institutions that are interjurisdictional,  co-operative, participatory,
community based, and non-hierarchical.
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. The innovative nature of the BKCMB is a factor that would merit detailed
examination of the the board in its own right. The BKCMB is one of the few resource-
rnanagement  institutions that are interjurisdictionai  and involve the direct participation of
aboriginal peoples. Joint management of resources across jurisdictional boundaries is often
talked about in Canada, but mrely put into practice. Throughout Canada, native peoples
are also demanding a greater voice in natural resource decision making that has an important
impact on their lives. Thus, an examination of the BKCMB can help outline some of the
problems and opportunities of both intet-jurisdictional resource managemen~  and native-
govemment co-management institutions.

By exarnining the BKCMB,  signillcant  issues affecting the Northwest Territories
can be uncovered. These include the commercialization of wildlife, the effectiveness of the
caribou protection measures, the implementation of the Northern Mineral Policy, land-use
permitting and water licensing on the caribou range, the devolution  of federal
responsibilities to the Government of the Northwest Territories (e.g., fme fighting), and
the impact of the Tungavik  Federation of Nunavut (’EN) and Dene-Md.is  land claims on
the management of caribou.

The BKCMB  has already created several important links with different resource
management processes and institutions while concentrating on the conservation of
caribou. The BKCMB has linked caribou conservation to habitat protection (fire fighting),
education (the Barren Ground Caribou Schools Program), and external impacts (mining,
low-level flight testing). The Northern Mineral Policy, which includes a review of the
Thelon Game Sanctuary as part of the Beverly herd’s calving ground will be addressed in
the future by the BKCMB. If current exploration permit holders in the south Keewatin
region request land-use permits and water licences for mineral production, the BKCMB
will probably participate in these hearings. The effectiveness of the advisory role of the
BKCMB maybe tesm in p- by the extent to which the Caribou Protection Measures are
generally follow~ and the calving grounds in particular, protecied. Finally, the
BKCMB’S involvement in regional land-use planning will be essential to maintain the
BKCMB’S pro-active position. Therefore, an examination of the existing and future
ability of the BKCMB to forge links with other processes and institutions is helpful in
formulating a comprehensive and integrated northern planning perspective.

The BKCMB thus offers an opportunity to examine some of the problems and
opportunities of an innovative approach to renewable-resource mana~ement.  This paper
discusses the characteristics and experience of the board, and considers its relevance M
a model for new institutions in the North.

Research Methods

This study of the BKCMB is part of a larger research initiative that seeks to
evaluate environmental planning, assessment, and regulatory systems in the Notthwest
Terntones and Yukon with a ,/iew toward reconceptualization  and integration. Although
the BKCMB’S mandate is to advise ministers on caribou management in the Northwest
Territories, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan, the focus of this paper is on the activities of the
BKCMB that are related to tie Northwest Territories.

The research included a review of the board’s meeting minutes, annual reports, and
back issues of its newsletter, Caribou  News. Publications concerning theoretical aspects
of wildlife management were also reviewed.

The author attended the August 1987 meeting of the BKCLMB in Winnipeg, during
which he observed the deliberations and inte~iewed several board members. Interviews
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4 were non-structured,  open-ended, and one-on-one. Board members were asked to discuss
major issues confronting the board as well as theh personal perspectives and opinions
regarding the activities of the board. The interviews lasted between 30 minutes and two
hours.

Much of the infommtion included personal opinions regarding the functions and
actions of the board. Therefore, the anonymity of board members is maintained. In cases
where information is based on personal opinions, it is referenced as “Interviews with
BKCMB members. Winnipeg. August 1987.”

.
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II Functions and Structure of the BKCMB

The Agreement

The BKCMB was created through the Beverly and Kaminuriak  Barren Ground Caribou
Management Aegeement  that was signed by the governments of Canaa Manitoba,
Saskatchewan, and the Northwest Tenitories  on 3 June 1982. According to the
agreemenq the BKCMB’S  major function is to advise the signatory governments and the
traditional caribou users on “the conservation and management of the Beverly and
Kaminuriak  herds of barren-ground caribou in order to restore the herds, as far as
reasonably possible, to a size and quality which will sustain the requirements of the
traditional caribou users”.4

The Range

The Beverly and Karni.nuriak herds range throughout the central arctic and sub-arctic North
to the A-ctic Ocean and south to northern Saskatchewan and Manitoba. (See Map 1.) The
traditional users include the Inuit of the south Keewatin,  the M&is of northern
Saskatchewan and the South Slave regions, and the Chipewyan (Dene) of northern
Saskatchewan and Manitoba and the South Slave regions. The caribou hetis are also used
by some non-native people.

Mandate and Powers

The BKCMB can make recommendations to the ministers of the signatory
governments in the following areas as well as other areas deemed important by the
bad

● limitations to, and allocations of, the annual hwes~

● criteria for regulating i.he methods of harvex

● methods of traditional user participation;

● caribou research proposals; *

● standardized data collection and presentation, and

● a herd management plan (including predator management).

Furthermore, the BKCMB conducts information pro.grarns and public meetings,
assesses and reports on its herd management plan, submits annual reports. and considers
any other matters respecting barren ground caribou management that are refemxi to the
BKCMB by the ministers.

Structure of the Board

The BKCMB is composed of 13 members. Five of the members represent the
governments that signed the agreement. One member is appointed by each of the following
ministers: Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs, Canada; Minister of the Environment,
Canadzq Minister of Parks and Renewable Resources, Saskatchewan; Minister of Natural
Resources, Manitob% and Minister of Renewable Resources. N.W.T.

., .
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The remaining eight members are representatives of the traditional caribou users
and must be residents of the communities on the caribou range. The Minister of
Renewabie Resources, N.W.T. appoints four of the community members. Two of these
represent the Inuit communities of the southern Keewatin  and are appointed upon the
recommendation of the Keewatin  Wildlife Federation @WF).s One member represents
the Chipewyan  communities of the South Slave re@on of the N.W.T. and is appointed
upon the recommendation of the Dene Nation. One member represents the M&is
communities of the South Slave region and is appointed upon the recommendation the
M&is Association of the N.W.T. The Minister of Parks and Renewable Resotuces,
Saskatchewan appoints two members from the communities of northern Saskatchewan,
and the Minister of Natural Resoumes,  Manitoba appoints two members from the
communities of northern Manitoba.

The BKCMB members are appointed for a texm of three years. Any of the
ministers may terminate their members’ appointments at any time, and may appoint new
members.

A chairperson and a vice-chairperson are elected by the members of the BKCMB
by secret ballot Decisions of the BKCMB are made by consensus whenever possible and
always require a majority of the members present voting in favour to be passed. The
BKCMB is required to hold at least two formal meetings every year, and the chairperson
may call meetings whenever necessary.

Board Finances

Under the agreemen~ the administrative expenditures of the board are limited to $75000
annually. The annual administrative budget of the board is shared by the governments.
Two-fifths of the budget is paid by the Government of Cana@ and the remainder is split
evenly between the governments of Saskatchewan, Manitoba, and the N.W.T. The funds
allow for the establishment of a Secretariat to arrange meetings, record and distribute
minutes, and provide informational support. The secretariat now comprises a part-time
secretary-treasurer. The annual budget also allows for production and disrnbution of a
newsletter and annual repo~ and a modest independent review-and-research capability.

Each government is responsible for funding the travel and honoraria expenses ofits
respective members independently of the funding agreement. In addition, governments pick
up the costs of Caribou News and other board needs. The total annual cost of these
activities is approximately $250000. In addition, the operational expenses for programs
recommended by the board are paid for by the governments. Thus, the total costs of the
BKCMB wildlife management regime are around $1.3 rnillion.6

The agreement has a sunset clause that temninates it on 3 June 1992. However, the
agreement may also be terminated upon six months notice by any of the signatory
governments. As well. the a=mement may be amended through a simple exchange of
letters and unanimous approval by the signatory governments.

.,
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III A Chronology of Board Activities

Background

There has been some form of co-ordination of research and management of the Beverly
and Kaminuriak  herds since 1959. These administrative and technical committees
coordinated research programs and generally advised governments on concerns relating to
the herds. These committees were composed only of government biologists until a
number of significant events in the late 1970s and early 1980s prompted the creation of
the BKCMB.

In the late 1970s, the population of the Beverly herd was estimatedat94000
compared with a 1974 population of 177000. The population of the Kaminuriak herd had
apparently declined to 38000 compared with an estimated population of 150000 in the
1940s.7

These steep declines in caribou population were &dely reported in the media as the
“caribou crisis”. In response, an interjurisdictional caribou management group comprised
of only government representatives horn the federal, N.W.T., Saskatchewan, and
Manitoba governments was created. In 1978, the Department of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development (DIAND) introduced the Caribou Protection Measures, which
placed additional resrnctions on operations of land-use permit holders (e.g., mineral
exploration companies) in or near the caIving grounds of the Beverly and Kaminuriak
herds during the calving seasons

In December 1980, federal, provincial and territorial ministers met in Wtipeg to
discuss their common concern over the status of the caribou herds. At this meeting, they
agreed that greater interjurisdictional co-operation and involvement of the native people
were necessary to ensure the health of the resou.ree.g

During the spring and summer of 1981, a DIAND representative met with native
groups to discuss their potential participation on the caribou management bmrd. The
precise composition of the Caribou Management Board was not discussed at these
meetings. However, at a meeting in Prince AlberL Saskatchewan, in Au.mst 1981, ca.lki
by the DIAND representative, the native groups decided to meet on their own and called for
a native-only interjurisdictional caribou management board. Arrangements were made to
meet with government representatives the following October in Yellowknife.10

At this meeting, a critical breakthrough was achieved where both the native groups
and the government representatives were able to work out an acceptable compromise.
Frost, the government representatives agreed to accept a minority position on the board.
Second, after a long debate the native groups agreed to modify their proposai for an all-
native board by stating that they would not sit on the government board but would invite
the government representatives to sit on the natives’ board. This proposal was immediately
accepted by the existing all-government Caribou Management Group. 11“

Following the phasing-out of the government-only Caribou Management Group, an
interim Caribou Management Board with native and government representatives met in
Winnipeg in December 1981 to begin drafting the Beverly-Kaminuriak Caribou
Management Agreement. Following two additional meetings in March and May of 1982,
the Beverly and Karninuriak Caribou Management Agreement was signed on 3 June 1982,
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● by the governments with native representatives presen~ acting as a signatory in the case of
the Northwest Territories and additionally as witnesses.lz

Conflict on the Board

The formal agreement provided assured funding and a caribou management board
with a mandate to advise ministers directly. The first meeting of the BKCMB was held in
August 1982 at Saskatoon. Indian, M&is and Inuit groups were all represented from that
meeting on. Between 1982 and 1985, the BKCMB met 10 times. Five of these meetings
were held in native communities on the caribou range.

DurirI~  this peno~  there was conflict between the user representatives and the
government biologists. Native user representatives came to board meetings with demands
to halt caribou suxveys that involved radio COWS and tagging. Some government
biologists initially were very disturbed by the idea that native users would be reviewing
and sometimes directing their research. Eventually, the users overcame their hostility
toward scientific research, due to theti improved understanding of its purpose and due to
their greater control over its use and intent As we~ the biologists realized that the
experiential knowledge of the users about caribou was very important and useful to their
research efforts. 13

Early Activities

In 1984-85, the BKCMB forwarded a number of resolutions to government. Some of
these resolutions were not implemented by the ministers. The BKCMB urged DLAND and
the provincial governments to devote greater funding to lit-e-fighting on the winter
caribou range. The board also recommended that DIAND should transfer responsibility
for fire-fighting to the GNWT to ensure greater responsiveness to community needs.
Neither of these recommendations was implemented by the ministers. In the area of wolf
predation, tie BKCMB was unsuccessful in convincing government to take action to
control wolf populations. Further more, the BKCMB was unsuccessful in convincing the
Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development to initiate research to determine the
extent of traditional native land use and caribou hunting in the trans-boundary area
between Manitoba and the Northwest Territones.14

On the positive side, the BKCMB began development of a draft caribou -
management plan that included provisions foc

● an information, eduction, and communications program;

● caribou population sumeys;

● harvest studies carried out in conjunction with user groups;

● measurement of caribou demand,

● documentation of the effects of wilti~e on caribou habita~
● habitat mapping and assessmen~

● caribou protection measures during pre-calving and post-calving periods;
● inte~g-sting habitat management with land use planning;

● disturbance research;

● re-assessment  of caribou-human interactions;

)
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● reduction of crippling losses; 15 and
● wolf research

9

The BKCMB was also successful in implementing m information program that
included Caribou News, a newsletter published six times a year and distributed to all the
households on the caribou range as well as to the Canadian public at large through
subscription. Signflcant effort was also devoted to the creation of the Barren Ground
Caribou Schools Program that is made available to schools and resource centres in the
user communities. The purpose of the program is to teach children from Grade 1
upward about barren-ground caribou and caribou management- An Adult Education
Program for young adults who have not received either traditional or formal education
about caribou was also initiated.

In the spring of 1984, the BKCMB also received its first application for a
commemial quota involving the Karninuriak herd from Nunavut Furs and Country
Produce in Eskimo Point, N.W.T. The applicant wanted a harvest quota from the
Kami.nuriak herd to sell caribou meat locally. The board responded with a resolution
stating that it strictly opposed the application at that time. 16

The Caribou Management Plan

In April 1986 the draft Caribou Management Plan was released for public review. It was
published in three versions:

● a complete working document for members;

● an executive summary for minister$ and

● a special issue of Caribou News, with the plan translated into Inuktitut and

Chipewyan for the users in the communities.

The Caribou Management Plan is divided into sections concerning management
principles, management goals and objectives, and action plans. The management
principles outline a framework for the plan that reco~es, among other dungs, the
importance of co-operation and communication between traditional users and governments,
the need to limit caribou hatvests to prevent decline, the nutritional as well as social and
cultural importance of caribou to native communities, the need for the best possible
scientific information, the need for interjurisdictional  integration in matters concerning
caribou, and the signitlcance of habitat management and land-use planning.

T h e management goals in the plan are twofold:

● to safeewmd the caribou of the Beverly and Kaminuriak herds so that the haditional
users can maintain a lifestyle that includes the use of caribou; and

● to safeYaard  the caribou of the Beverly and Kaminuriak herds in the interests of all
Canacimns as well as people of other nations.

The objectives set out an optimum size for each herd of 300000 animals. The
objectives also set out a crisis size of a population under 150000 or less for either herd
during which emergency actions will be recommended by the board to reverse the
decline. Other objectives include ensuring that caribou are accessible and available to

. .
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traditional users, increasing knowledge of caribou ecology, encouraging wise use of
cmibou, involving local ind.widuals and households in management programs, and
strengthening public support for caribou conservation.

The action plans are detailed strategies, each structured around a problem
statement, objective, method, schedule, and budget. The organization(s) that are to
have a lead role in implementation are stipulated. There are 17 action plans classified under
the following major headings:

1. Information, Education, and Communications

2. The Supply of Caribou

3. The Use of Caribou

4. caribou Protection and Habitat Management

5. The Mortality of Caribou

In April 1986, the BKCMB also recommended the approval of a quota on
intersettlement trade submitted by the Keewatin Wildlife Federation which wanted to
distribute caribou among different communities in the South Keewatin.

User Assembly at Eskimo Point

In August 1986, the BKCMB held a User Assembly at Eskimo Point, N.W.T. to
which all residents of the user communities were invited. The main purpose of the
assembly was to review the draft caribou management plan that had been released the
previous April. The User Assembly endorsed the draft management plan “with the
knowledge that it is a dynamic document that will be reviewed over time.” A sub-
committee of the BKCMB was struck to review the M management plan based on
public input. Dr. Fred Bn.mnel of the University of British Columbia was appointed to this
committee to assist in the review. During the formal meeting of the BKCMB at the User
Assembly, a request for a commercial quota from the Fort Smith Hunters and Trappers
Association (HTA) was discussed. The board recommended denial of this request by a
narrow mar@. Although some communities were completely opposed to
commerciahzation due to cultural beliefs, the reason given for the denial of this request w~s
the fear, on the part of some board members, that it would “set a precedent opening the
way for a flood of similar requests fkom other areas. “17 As well, concerns about proposed
low-level flight testing by NORAD in the East Great Slave Lake region and the impacts
this might have on caribou were expressed during this meeting.

Priorities in Allocation and Meeting Demands

The April 1987 meeting of the BKCMB in Saskatoon was particularly significant in that
caribou use priorities and commercial quotas were agreed upon for the frost time. In
addition, resident quotas and a discussion with representatives of the mining industry were
on the agenda.

Based cn the report of the management pIan review sub-commirtee,  the board
set the use priorities for caribou meat and meat by-products in descending order of priority
as follows:
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1. Traditional users’ domestic use

2. Residential users’ domestic use

3. Traditional users’ intersettlemem made

4. Traditional/resident users’ non-resident hunting (guiding, etc.)

5. Local use for commemial purposes

6. Expott use for commercial purposes (with the provision that this category is of
extremely low priority and, as a rule, will not be approved).

This motion was approved with two members opposing and two abstaining.
Immediately afterward, the two members from the south Keewatin moved and seconded
a motion to delete the last line ending with “as a rule will not be approved”. This motion
was not approved with three abstentions. 18

At the same meeting, Dave Nutter of the Northwest Territories Chamber of Mines
made a presentation about the mining industry’s views on the Caribou protection
Measures. The measures require all land-use permit holders on the caxibou calving
grounds to shutdown operations during the calving season between 15 May and 15 July.
If no caribou are in the vicinity, optxators may apply to the DIA.ND district manager to be
released from the measures and to resume work 19 The mining industry advocated
removing the caribou protection areas horn the measures and relying on self-enforcement
by the operators based on “clauses that called for action when circumstances warranted
regardless of location”. The board was very critical of the proposition that the operators be
responsible for shut-down when caribou are in the vicinity. Board members emphasized
that the caribou calving grounds can now be predicted with some accuracy and that the
system has worked well in the past.

During the discussion, the Executive Secretary read a letter from Noble Peak
Resources that requested the board’s approval of a one-time-only waiving of the Caribou
Protection Measures “to allow the continuation of geological mapping during the calving
period at a site west of the Karninuriak calving ground’’.~o The board established a policy
of not considering applications horn individual companies that want to be exempted froin
the Caribou Protection Measures. The board ruled that its role is to advise governments in
developing policy and regulations, not to administer the regulations themselves.~1

The board was faced with three requests for caribou harvest quotas. The N.W.T.
Wildlife Federation wanted to increase the resident bag lirnk The Fort Smith Hunters and
Trappers Association and the Keewatin Wildlife Federation each wanted commercial
quotas.22

The N.W.T. WMlife Federation had requested that the Minister of Renewable
Resources, N.W.T. increase the bag limit for two-yew residents from three tags to five.
The resident bag limit had been reducui during the ume of the caribou crisis. The
Northwest Tenitories Wildlife Federation felt that a greater resident hamest could now be
sustained due to the recovery of the herds. The minister had responded by saying that he
was waiting for the caribou management plan to be in place before taking the federation’s
request to the Northwest Territories Legislative Assembly. The board reco~gnized the
authority they were being accorded by the minister and approved the N.W.T. Wildlife
Federation request. Interestingly, the boards handling of this issue was preceded by an

.
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angry letter from the Wildlife Federation to the BKCMB in which it was claimed that
“the GNWT has stonewalled the legitimate interests of resident hunters for its own
cynical motives and has used the BKCMB as a shield for its inaction’’.23 However, prior
to submitting its request to the BKCMB, the Wildlife Federation stated that the letter no
longer represented their position.

The Fort Smith Hunters and Trappers Association (HTA) request for a commercial
quota for local use was the same as the one it had submitted in August 1986. The
association representative stressed that $250000 had been spent on a building to process
and store the meat. He indicated he would either have to keep coming back to the board
for an approval or would attempt to obtain a quota from the GNWT which could
overrde the board. The board discussed this matter in closed session and recommended
approval of a 200-caribou quota. However, the board concluded that approval should be
subject to the condition that the proponents submit a written proposal providing details of
the intended use of the caribou, that the quota shall expire on 31 March 1989, that there
be effective control and scrutiny by the GNWT, and that an interim and final report on the
project be submitted to the GNWT and passed along to the board.

The Keewatin Wildlife Federation submitted a request for a commercial quota for
local use of 350 caribou to replace the intersettlement trade quota that had been approved
by the board in the past year. This quota was recommended for approval on essentially the
same conditions as the commercial quota for the Fort Smith HTA.

Protecting the Calving Grounds

At its August 1987 meeting, the BKCMB  approved the final version of the caribou
management plan, prepared a series of community meetings for plan promotion, discussed
its response to the Niorthem Mineral Policy, and received a report from the Caribou
Protection Measures monitor. Copies of the phm were to be published and distributed
during the fall of lW. In approving the plan, the board noted that it would likely require
revision in the future as circumstances change. The board also anticipated extensive
public review of the plan in 1990 when the agreement itself will be reviewed.

The BKCMB planned a tour of northern Manitoba communities to discuss the
approved management plan with the users. One representative from each jurisdiction and
user group was to be included on this tour. The board intended to make further tours to-
northem Saskatchewan and the Northwest Territories to promote the plan and to continue
to communicate with the caribou users.

The board member from the Department of Renewable Resources briefed the
board about the Northern Mineral Policy. Discussions about a northern mineral policy
were initiated in 1981/82 by DIAND in response to pressure from the mining industry to
develop a policy supportive of mineral development. The policy, released in 1986, calls
for, among other fiin,gs, a review of three types of conservation areas within the
Northwest Territories: Migratory Bird Sanctuaries; International Biological Program Sites;
and the Thelon Game Sanctuary.zq

The purpose of these reviews is to determine whether these areas fulfil their roles as
consemation areas and whether they can be opened up for industrial developmen~ While
the rnigratoty bird sanctuaries and the International Biological Pro-garn sites must be
reviewed within two years, the review of the Thelon Game Sanctuary is open-ended. The

1
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TheIon Game Sanctuary is critical for the Beverly caribou herd, since the area is used as a
calving ground.

The GNWT member maintained that the TheIon Game Sanctuary should be
reviewed within the framework of regional land-use planning process, not through the
Northern Mineral Policy which has a strong prodevelopment bias.

The GW member further emphasized that it is important for the board to take a
stand on the Thelon Game Sanctuary, as well as on future mineral development that will
take place on other caribou calving grounds, where the Caribou Protection Measures are
applied. So far, only mineral exploration has taken place on the caribou calving grounds.
Once a company applies for a mineral development licence, it will be necessary for the
board to become actively involved to ensure that the caribou are not disturbed. It will be
much more difficult for DIAND to enforce the Caribou Protection Measures when mines
are in production.

As a result of this presentation, the board decidedto send a letter to the Minister of
Indian and Northern AM-s saying that it is very interested in land allocation questions. As
well, the board invited a DIAND representative to its November 1987 meeting to discuss
the Northern Mineral Policy. That policy and its implications for the protection of calving
grounds inside and outside of the Thelon Game Sanctuaty will remain high on the board’s
list of priorities. Indti the protection of the calving grounds has been a priority for the
board since 1983 when biologist Lloyd Gamble, speaking for the Keewatin Wddlife
Federation, called for governments to establish a park or sanctuary to presetve the calving
grounds in Perpetuity.fi

The board received a detailed report from the caribou monitor, a biologist who is in
charge of observing and recording the movements of the caribou during the calving and
post-calving periods. The monitor makes recommendations to the Indian and Northern
Affairs District Manager on the application of the Caribou Protection Measures to land-use
permit holders. The Caribou Protection Measures stipulate that land-use permit holders
in the protection areas must stop work between 15 May and 15 July. If no caribou appear
to be in the vicinity, the operators may apply to DIAND to startup work again.2G

The caribou monitor reported that the Beverly herd had again used the northeast
comer of the Thelon Game Sanctuary for calvhg. The Kamimu-iak herd calved well to the
east of Karninuriak Lake, their usual calving grounds. Possibly snowstorms had stopped
them from reaching the lake. In general, the caribou monitor’s report indicated that the
movements of the herds during calving were consistent with the previous years, as the
caribou used the protection areas outlined in the Caribou Protection Measures.
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IV ANALYSIS

The activities of the BKCMB  raise issues about how things are done (process issues), and
what is done (substantive issues). The main process issues are: communication and co-
operation between biologists and users, community representatio~ cultural differences
between user groups, and links to other institutions. In the substantive area, the issues of
conservation of the caribou herds, commercialization of the caribou harvests, the
Caribou Protection Measures and industrial developmen~  fire-fighting and the protection of
habita~ caribou use by non-natives, and the impact of land claims settlements are most
sign.itlca.nt.

Process Issues

Comnunicti”on  and Co-operation between Biologists and Users

A central feature of the BKCMB is that it involves the active participation of the aboriginal
users in planning and managing the caribou resource. The board is composed of eight
aboriginal members from the user communities, and five government representatives. The
history of the board indicates that this arrangement resulted from conflicts between the
native organizations and the governments during the time of the “caribou crisis” in the late
1970s. The aboriginal users felt that they had been consistently excluded ikom the
decision-making process affecting a resource with which they were intimately connected
and which was extremely valuable to them. Traditionally, the aboriginal caribou users had
relied on their own indigenous forms of decision-making regarding the use of the caribou
herds. When the survival of the herds was threatened under the governments’
management system, the aboriginal users responded by asserting their own rights over the
resource and demanding the creation of a native-only caribou management board.

This conflict must be understood in the context of the schism between scientilc
and aboriginal concepts of wildlife management. These two concepts of wildlife
management have been termed the state system and the indigenous tradition. Generally
speaking, they differ in the following way:

The state system emphasizes the implementation of regulations governing
seasons, quotas, bag limits, gear restrictions, and their enforcement by .
means of licence forfeiture, frees, seizure, and even personal confinement.
The indigenous tradition emphasizes consensus on the basis of pooled
knowledge, flexibility of response to immediate conditions, management
practices such as land rotation or sanctuary, and enforcement by means of
gossip, ridicule, and avoidance.~7

These two systems also differ in terms of their knowledge base about the resource.
The state system gathers information about wildlife through sclentilc survey methods that
seek to determine current population size, population composition (age and sex), age-
specif3c nataiity/mortaiity, cause of mortality, and in/out miegation.  By integrating all of
these factors into mathematical models, biologists calculate the harvest levels that can be
sustained without damage to the stock. The problem is that scientists, “have only
fragmentary biological information for nearly all of the arctic species that they propose to
scientifically manage”, since all of this information is based on periodic wildlife surveys
that have limited statistical accuracy.pg

I
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. In contrast, indigenous Imowledge is based on continuous direct obsemation of
wildlife in the context of a detailed understanding of the local environment. Much of this
knowledge is rooted in oral traditions that describe the historical behaviour of animals and
hunters. In making decisions about harvesting, hunters use their knowledge in a holistic
way where:

The processing of this information leads into the domain of spirituality
and metaphor where accumulated knowledge, intuition, and the subtlest
of connections with the natural world can generate choices on a basis that
is quicker and surer than narrow rationality. In this way, the decisions of
hunters are close to the certainties of ardsts. By denying reduction to a
limited set of variables, the fullness of both culture and consciousness
come to bear on each day’s activities.zg

However, both the scientific and indigenous knowledge systems are based on the
principle of “systematic accumulation of detailed observations and abstraction of norms
from disparate data sets.” The scientific system generally. does this by means of remote
observations of the animals (e.g., through aerial suxveys) that yield a broad and
quantitative type of knowledge. The indigenous system generally does this through intimate
observations of individual animals that yield a specific and quantitative type of
knowledge.so

These differences in the Imowledge base are critical with respect to caribou
rnanagemen~ Since caribou ate migratory and the system is “open”, the indigenous
harvesters “are not necessarily in a position to know either the entire natural history of the
animals or the extent of harvesting by other groups’’.sl This suggests that the broad
knowledge of the scientific system is a necessary complement to the specific lmowledge  of
the indigenous system. It is also important for different indigenous user groups to
communicate about their harvest activities and to co-operate in managing the resource. In
the absence of a complete knowledge of the caribou throughout their migratory range,
hatwesting behaviour and management decisions may detrimentally affect the resource.
As well, the specific knowledge of the indigenous system can provide details about the
animals that the scienti.ilc system cannot discern. To gain the best possible knowledge, the
two systems should be integrated, and indigenous knowledge from throughout the range of
the species should be compiled.sz

In response to demands for participation by aboriginal peoples, co-managemen~
institutions have been adopted. Such arrangements generally involve devolving and
decentralizing the management system so as to incorporate more direct input at the local
level, establishing user advisory boards, and encouraging native people to become
qualified to work as technicians and managers in the state system.ss However, these
strategies do not necessarily incorporate elements of the indigenous system into the state
system. Indeed, they may result in a situation “in which nauve hamestsrs merely provide
data and the state system continues to do the managing and allocation with no reference to
the paradigm of indigenous systems’’.s~ It has been suggested that the indigenous and
state systems are difficult to integrate because they are based on completely different
world-views. Thus, if ~ovemment resource managers want to know how to design
ecological practices which are compatible with indigenous social systems, “they must
embrace the epistemologies of indigenous people, including their ways of organizing their
knowledge of their environrnent’’.35

This means that complete integration of the indigenous and state systems will
require a profound change in perception on the part of both government biologists and

.
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aboriginal users. Both groups will have to become capable of functioning within each
other’s world-view. Furthermore, integration will require that both the policy and
implementation of wildlife management should clmnge. However, the concept of an
integrated wildlife management system is still unclear. The principles of the two systems
have been identifkd, but no one has clearly stated what an integrated indigenous-state
system would actually involve.

Although the BKCMB does incorporate aboriginal users into decision-making, it
cannot be considered a model of complete integration, since government biologists do not
appear to have accepted the indigenous system of wildlife management3b Furthermore, the
actions of the board remain, for the most pm at a policy level. Thus, the wildlife
management practices that take place within each jurisdiction remain essentially unchanged.
It is true, however, that the board does make decisions with immediate implications such
as those concerning the commercialization of caribou. In this are~ indigenous knowledge
systems are probably brought to bear. On the whole, it is possible to say that the BKCMB
does incorporate some indigenous knowledge into the management of caribou, but it
should not be considered a model of integration, since the balance of authority rests with
the state system.

In this sense, the problem is fundamentally political: it deals with the issue of
control over the resource. While the BKCMB may not fully integrate indigenous values
into caribou managemen~ it does represent a political accommodation of aboriginal
interests. It is important to ~member that the BKCMB emerged from a serious conflict
between the state system and the indigenous system where the native caribou users
threatened to cease co-operating with the governments by establishing their own caribou
management board. The users eventually agreed to participate on the BKCMB because
they saw that it was their best and most realistic opportunity to influence the
management of the resource. It is doubtful whether any of the aboriginal users were
under the illusion that the BKCMB could somehow institutionalize the indigenous system
of wildlife management since the hard was only given a mandate to advise the
ministers. The implementation of wildlife management by the government agencies was
expected to remain essentially unchanged.

One of the main attractions for natives to participate  on the BKCMB was the fact
that the aboriginal users constitute a solid majority on the board. The chairperson of the
board is expected, by tacit understanding, to be one of the aboriginal representatives.
However, in the course of the history of the board, the aboriginal user representatives-
have never used their numerical advantage to out-vote the government representatives.
Indeed the vote has never split along native versus non-native lines.

An interesting aspect of the participation of the aboriginal users on the board is the
fact that they provide the main source of political ener~ to the board. While government
representauves see problems in bureaucratic terms, the user representatives see problems in
terms of the direct impacts on their communities. Thus, they are interested in having the
problems solved as quickly as possible instead of pondering the obstacles of the
government bureaucracies.

For example, at the August 1987 meeting of the BKCMB in Wlmipeg, the
government representative from the GNWT discussed the proposed devolution of fire-
fighting from the federal government to the G-NWT and how the board could influence the
GNWT in establishing.a policy to fight fires that threaten caribou habita The user
representative for the Chipewyan from northern Saskatchewan respondtxi by alerting the
board to a large fne burning on the N.W.T.-Saskatchewan border and suggesting that the
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● board should do something about i~ The GNWT representative answered that there is
little that the board can do since it must wait some time before the GNWT can develop f~e
management policies that include the protection of caribou habitat.37

Although the users provide most of the impetus for action on the board, they are at
a disadvantage with respect to the government representatives because they do not
understand or appreciate the bureaucratic process. The discussion on the @nrd is
dominated by the government representatives who are familiar with formal committee
procedures and who have the advantage of direct access to government information and
decision makers at the ministerial level. The distribution of membership on the board of
eight user representatives in relation to five government representatives somewhat redresses
this imbalance when it comes to decision making, since the government representatives
must always take into account the fact that they can be cwt-voted at any time.38  In the early
stages of the board’s evolution, these dynamics were recognized as a problem, and steps
were taken to make the users feel more comfortable in a meeting situation and to give them
more time to discuss issues among themselves.qg However, it seems that the difficulties
of cross-cultural communication persist to this day, since the organizational structure of
the board is a product of Euro-Canadian bureaucratic culture that stands in contrast to
decision-making processes in traditional aboriginal Culture.@

Nevertheless, communication between the members has improved substantially
since the early days of the board. This can be attributed to the fact that there is high
continuity among the board members. Jn Schaefer, who represents the M&is Association
of the Northwest Territories has served as chair from the outse~ Furthermore, the board’s
first executive secretary, Barry Roberts, served for six years. This continuity has allowed
members to develop strong personal relationships that can smooth out cultural differences
and create a team atmosphere of co-operative decision making.

Community Representation

One of the reasons for involving aboriginal caribou users on the board is to give
communities on the caribou range greater influence in management of the caribou herds.
Not every communi~ on the caribou range is represented on the board, but there is a
sufficient number of aboriginal representatives to provide adequate coverage of the
communities on the caribou range based on political jurisdictions and ethnic composition..

The aboriginal representatives are generally high-status members of the
communities or of native organizations. This probably enhances the respect that the caribou
users in the communities have for the board’s decisions. One would expect that the
aboriginal user representatives would have to keep their communities effectively informed
to maintain their leadership positions. Although the aboriginal representatives do present
briefs to the aboriginal organizations that they represent (e.g., Dene Nation, M&tis
Association, Keewatin Wildlife Federation), they do not communicate effectively with
the communities at large. This maybe due to the fact that hard members have other
responsibilities that demand their time or that this kind of explicit information feedback
is not expected in almriginal cukure.41

Thus, as a whole, the board has taken on the responsibility for effective
communication with caribou users at large. The executive secretary prepmes
comprehensive meeting minutes to inform people in the communities and other
organizations about the activities of the board. Caribou News also provides a useful
vehicle for communicating with caribou users and the communities. The most important
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means of soliciting effective community input are the public meetings organized by the
board in the communities to discuss issues such as the caribou management plan.

It is also si@lcant that the board rotates its meetings throughout communities on
the caribou range in addition to having some meetings in capital cities. This ensures that a
variety of interested parties have the opportunity to attend meetings, since all of the
BKCMB meetings are open to the public.4z However, important communication
problems exis~ For example, at the August 1987 meeting in Wmipeg, three caribou
users from northern Manitoba chose to attend in order to learn about the activities of the
board. It would appear that regional representatives are not always able to maintain
effective communication with the communities they represent. One delegate was sent
specifically by his band chief because the community felt insufficiently informed about the
activities of the board. Those communities on the caribou range do not have their own
representative on the BKCMB.

Cultural Differences among User Groups

Among the user groups, the main cultural difference centres on the commercialization of
the caribou hamest. The Chipewyan communities of Snowdrift, N.W.T. and Black
Lake, Saskatchewan, have very traditional views about the caribou harvest. These
communities have not had very good access to caribou in the past decade, the herds have
not been ranging far enough south during the winter. Thus, they do not perceive the herds
to be sufficiently abundant to permit commercialization. Also, the ethic of sharing caribcm
meat is still very strong in these communities.

In contrast, the Inuit communities of the south Keewatin have had very good
access to caribou. The people in these communities perceive the herds as being very
abundant. The culture of these communities is also much less traditional than that of the
Chipewyan communities as they have been affected by wage-labour opportunities from
nearby mines and mineral exploration activities. For some in these communities, the
hunting and sharing of caribou meat is fast disappearing. It is important for people who
do not have a chance to go hunting (e.g., the elderly, the infirm, and people with full-time
jobs) to have access to caribou meat to maintain their cultural identity and satisfy
nurntional needs. Commercial hunting opportun&x are seen as a way to achieve this.43
In addition, the M&is community of Fort Smith, through its Hunters and Trappers .
Association, has been supportive of commercialization.

The differences among the user groups have been slowly resolved through
extensive dialogue and discussion on the board. The Chipewyan representatives have
understood the needs of the Inuit to sell caribou meat within their communities while
the Inuit have realized that hey must limit the extent of their commercialization requests to
accommodate the Chipewyan concerns.

Links to Other Institutions and Processes

The BKCMB is remarkably adaptive to the turbulent political environment of the
Northwest Territories since it is capable of responding to change by making effective
links with other institutions and processes to find solutions to the problems of caribou
management. The BKCMB stands between different interests surrounding the caribou
resource. The bo~d mediates between aboriginal interests, as well as the interests of
different government ministries, by providing a forum where consensus can be reached.
This, in itself, is a notable accomplishment.

. . .
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In addition, the board has extended its purview to deal with external impacts on
the caribou resource in a proactive manner. The board has kept itself well informed of the
DIAND Mineral Policy through its GNWT member to ensure that the Thelon Game
Sanctuary is not jeopardized. The board has consistently pressed, albeit unsuccessfully,
for f~e-fighting policies to include protection of caribou habitat. Jim Schaefer, the board
chairman, is a member of the Fire Management Committee of the GNWT,  and has
communicated the concerns of the board in that forum. In these instances, the board has
taken a position on these issues at an early stage to increase its chances of effectively
influencing their outcome.

The fact that members of the board are directly involved in institutions related to
the external activities that may affect the caribou resource enables the board to receive
timely information and to have a voice “on the inside” that advocates the boards
interests.

The board has developed informal contacts in other areas. The BKCMB has
communicated with the Innu of Labrador who are faced with NATO low-level military
flight testing to gain information about the impacts on caribou, the Beverly herd maybe
threatened with proposed low-level military flight testing by NOR4D. The board also
keeps in touch with the James Bay Hunting, Fishing, and Trapping Committee to share
general information about wildlife management. Furthermore, Kevin Lloyd, the board
member representing the GNWT, is also a member of the Porcupine Caribou Management
Board. The Porcupine Caribou Management Board is similar to the BKCMB. It covers an
international territory that includes the Alaskan North Slope, northern Yukon, and the
Mackenzie Delta. The Porcupine Caribou Management Board also has native
representation. Another member, Floyd Adlem of DIAND, serves on the Nunavut Wildlife
Management Adviso~ Board.

In the near future, the BKCMB will probably participate in regulatory processes
for mineral development in the southern Keewatin to attempt to ensure that the
Kaminuriak herd is not adversely affected. Lf companies apply to develop claims after
exploration, they will have to go through Regional Environmental Review
Committee/EARI?, Land Use Advisory Committee, and Water Board approval processes.
Tle board will take an active role to include satisfactory operating conditions and effective
shut-down procedures (when caribou are in the vicinity) in allocating land-use permits.
over the longer-term, bo~d members have indicated that they wish to participate in the-
Northern Land Use Planning proegram when plans are being prepared for the South
Slave and South Keewatin regions.

The capability of the BKCiMB to establish links with other institutions and
processes on both formal and informal levels strengthens its position as an advocate for the
caribou resource. In addition, the board appears to be respected by other institutional
actors because it represents a strong consensus position of governments and native
peoples. In this way, its ability to speak authoritatively and to take effective action
concerning the caribou resource is increased.

Substantive Issues

The research has identified six major areas of concern facing the BKCMB: conservation
of the caribou herds, commercialization of the caribou resource, caribou protection
measures and mineral developmen~ devolution of f~e-fighting and protection of habita~
caribou use by non-natives, and the impact of land-claims settlements. While all of these
issues centre on the board’s mandate, most also reflect current and anticipated political,
economic, and cultural developments.

.
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Conservation of the Caribou Herds

The 13KCMB was created as a response to the “caribou crisis” of the late 1970s
when the population of the herds appeared to have declined dramatically. Since that time, a
higher population size has been documented. Using the latest aerial photographic surveys,
the board estimated the population of the Beverly herdtobebetween250000 and 420
000 in 1984, and the population of the Kaminuriak herd tobeImsveen260000 and 380
000 in 1985. The total annual harvest of caribou throughout the range is considered to be
well within the limits of sustainable yield.a The economic signiilcance of this harvest is
substantial. The Department of Renewable Resources estimates the value of the annual
harvest to be approximately $13 rnillion”4s

The board is well aware that the populations of the caribou herd can fluctuate
markedly. Thus, it has set the optimum size for each herd at 300000 animals and the crisis
level at 150000 animals. If the population of either herd should drop below this crisis
level, emergency protection measures will be implemented. These will probably involve
recommending reduced caribou quotas to the rninisters.4b

The eruption of another caribou crisis would be one test of the boards ability to
manage the caribou resource. Decisions concerning the reduction of quotas would certainly
become very politicize~ and the kind of confrontation that was present on the board
during its early years might appear again.

In this respect, it is helpful that the board has agreed on a caribou management
plan to set priorities for meeting demands for caribou use. If the health of the herds
should be threatened, the priorities for meeting demand provide a step-wise rationale for
the curtailment of caribou harvests. Traditional and domestic users would form the last
category to have their caribou use reduced. This arrangement assures the primacy of the
traditional users in their domestic (subsistence) use of the caribou resource.

During the early 1980s, when the caribou herds were still perceived to be in a
precarious state, the BKCMB deferred discussion of hunting quotas because of conflicts
between biologists and users in population estimates. The biologists claimed that the
population of the herds had seriously declined whereas the native users claimed that
parts of the herds had simply “gone elsewhere”. Hence, the board directed its discussions
to harvest studies, user needs, and improved caribou population surveys. In the course of
time, improved census-taking techniques revealed more caribou than the earlier stuweys
had shown, “making allocation questions unnecessary, at least for the time being”. It
should be noted that the question of whether the herds had indeed declined or whether the
biologists had missed a significant propornon of the herds remains unanswered to this
day.QT

It is still unclear whether the BKCMB is capable of managing human use during
times of caribou population decline. It appears that the caribou herds go through cycles
where the population numbers plunge and then rise again. Since the scientific data
concerning caribou populations are sketchy and lack a siwdlcant  historical (time-series)
dimension, perhaps the indigenous knowledge of the users can alert the board to incipient
declines in caribou population through direct observation of caribou behaviour. The
unresolved question is whether the board can achieve consensus on the reduction of
caribou quotas during these critical periods. The fact that the board has established
the Priorities for Meering Demand should reduce the difficulty of making decisions about
limiting quotas. If the population of the caribou herds declines in the future, the ability of

t



. . . . .

21

d

the board to make these decisions and have them implemented by governments and users
will be put to the tes~

Commercialization of the Caribou Resource

The issue of commercialization of the caribou resource has provoked heated debate
among bird members. This is partly due to the fact that the Chipewym M&is, and Inuit
have different cuhura.1 perspectives on the commercialization issue, as discussed
previously. In addition, other board members wish to proceed cautiously in this area,
given the fact that the health of the the herds was, until quite recently, perceived to be in a
precarious state.

As of August 1987, the board had only recommended two commercial quotas to
the ministers. Both of these quotas were for local use. The Fort Smith HTA has been
allocated a quota of 350 caribou, and the Keewatin Wddlife  Federation has been allocated a
quota of 200 caribou. Both of these quotas represent a “cautious entry into a new area”
and were recommended only after extensive pressure was put on the board by the
proponents. 48

As early as the spring of 1984, Nunavut  Furs and Country Produce applied for
a commercial quota on the Kaminuriak herd which the board denied. In April 1986, the
board recommended approval of a Keewatin Wildlife Federation application for a quota for
intersettlement trade which involved trading caribou between communities. Although this
was not part of a commercial quota per se (the formal categories of the Pn”on”ties  for
Meeting Demand had not been established at that time), it appears to have been an
incremental step by the Inuit toward the approval of a commercial quota In August 1986,
the board denied a request by the Fort Smith HTA for a commercial quota despite the
HTAs plea that they had invested $250000 into a building for the processing of caribou
meat.

The turning point for the recommendation of caribou quotas came at the April
1987 meeting of the BKCMB. At this meeting, the board approved its priorities for
meeting demand. Interestingly, they were approved with two members opposing and two
members abstaining. The two Inuit members then immediately moved to amend the
priorities by removing rhe provision that export use for commercial purposes “is of “
extremely low priority and as a rule will not be approved’. This motion was defeated.

The Inuit board members were disappointed that the category “Export Use for
Commercial Purposes” was given the lowest priority and accompanied by the provision
that it would not be approved as a general rule. The Inuit see commercialization, and
particularly export, as a viable economic development opportunity for their communities.
The Inuit members are puzzled that even the government members of the board oppose the
commercial export of caribou.@’

After the priorities for meeting demand were approved, the board considered two
applications for quotas involving local use for commercial purposes. The board decided to
recommend approval of the Fort Smith HTA request for a 200-caribou quota on the
Beverly herd and to support the conversion of the Keewatin Wildlife Federation
intersettlement trade quota to a local use for commercial purposes quota for 350 caribou
from the Karninuriak herd.
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It seems that the board will be faced with further demands for commercial quotas on
the caribou resource in the future, particularly from the communities of the south Keewatin.
So far, the board has acted very cautiously in approving these quotas. The total
commercial harvest of 550 caribou approved to date represents a small fraction of the
regional haxvest of 19000 caribou.

There appears to be little prospect for commercial ventures of the scale that are
behg undertaken in northern Quebec and Labrador using the George River Caribou herd.
The Beverly and Kaminuriak  herds are not facing the kind of population explosion seen in
the George River herd. More importantly, the reluctance of the user representatives flom
the Chipewyan communities to accept commercial export further reduces the likelihood of
large-scale ventures.

Although the BKCMB has been willing to support some incremental
accommodations of the users who desire commercialization, its conservative stance on this
issue should, for the time being, be an effective control against ecologically unsustainable
ventures into this new area.

Caribou Protection hleasures and Mineral Development

The protection of the caribou calving grounds has emerged as an important issue for the
BKCMB, as the calving grounds are threatened by a number of external forces. The
Northern Mineral Policy review might lead to an opening of the Thelon Game Sanctuary
to mineral development. Exploration permit holders on the caribou calving grounds
appear [0 k inmxingly  rclwxmt to bear the costs of slmtting down opmtions  in
accordance with the Caribou Protection Measures. Finally, if any of the current
exploration permit holders on [he calving grouncls  s~lccessful]y apply for development
permits on their claims, such operations will be even harder to shut down during the
caribou calving season.

The board took a pro-active stance in relation to the Northern hlineral Policy
review now underway. During its August 1987 meeting, the board discussed the
contents of the policy extensively and took action by stating that the TheIon Game
Sanctuary must be protocted.  The board also requested a meeting with a DL4ND
representative concerning this matter. The Northern Mineral Policy review has yet to be
concluded; however, it is clear that the the BKCMB is determined to provide substantial
and smtained input into the ~ccisirm-mnking  process to ensure that (he Thelon Game
Sanctuary is protected.

More broadly, the BKCMB has taken a keen interest in Caribou Protection
Measures. It has informed its members of the implementation of the measures by inviting
the GNWT biologist who seines as caribou monitor to make a detailed presentation to the
board about the behaviour of the caribou during calving and post-calving periods. This
helps the board members from throughout the caribou riinge understand the significance
of the calving grounds and their protection. It also gives the members a greater
appreciation of the behaviour  of the caribou herds in areas d~at are distant from their own
communities.

The board has had to respond to mining industry requests for. self-enforcement of
the Caribou Protection Measures as well as requests by two exploration companies for
releases from the regulations. At the April 1987 meeting, the board strong] y criticized the
mining industry’s request and stated that much more data supporting this request would be
required if the board were to give it serious consideration. The representative of the
N.W.T. Chamber of Mines responded that he views this initial presentation as the

. .
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beginning of a process of ongoing dialogue between the mining industry and the board.50
The fact that the N.W.T. Chamber of Mines sent its representative to the board to initiate
such discussions indicates the mining industry’s high regard for the authority of the board.
It is likely that the mining industry will attempt to establish a closer understanding with the
board to ensure that its perspectives are understood by its members.

The fact that the two exploration companies attempted to lobby the board for rdease
from the Caribou Protection Measuressl indicates two matters. As mentioned previously,
it is indicative of the mining industry’s high regard for the authority of the board. Second,
it indicates that the role of the BKCMB is not well understood by the mining industry.

In this instance, the two exploration companies thought that the role of the board
was to advise on the administration of the regulations and attempted to include it in its
lobbying efforts. By making a clear statement that its responsibility is to assist
governments in developing regulations and policy, and not to assist in the administration of
the regulations, the board indicated that it wishes to abide closely by its mandate to provide
policy advice directly to ministers. Thus, the board will distance itself from the lobbying
efforts of special interests to remain within a higher-level policy arena. Taken to an
extreme, this may have the disadvantage of distancing the board from “on-the-ground”
resource management- As mineral exploration activity in and around the calving grounds
increases, the board will probably have to strike a balance between these two extremes in
its resource management roles.

The board will face an extremely dil%cult period when the exploration permit
holders on the caribou calving grounds apply for permits to develop mines. The board is
likely to participate in the regulatory processes involving these operations. The Inuit
board members from the South Keewatin have stated that no serious conflicts bemeen
mining and caribou should result if strong terms and conditions are stipulated in land-use
permits and water licences and if the Caribou Protection Measures are strictly enforced.
Indeed, it appears that the communities of the south Keewatin are generally supportive of
mineral development prospects in their qgion as the mines promise to provide additional
jobs and income.sz

The assessment and regulatory decision making for mineral development on th~
calving grounds will test the ability of the board as well as existing environmental
assessment and regulatory processes to protect the caribou hetis from external impacts.
The decision making will be politically charg~ as the scientific evidence concerning
human impacts on caribou is contradictory. In the en~ expecting the co-existence of
mineral development and caribou in these crucial areas may well be unreasonable, and a
choice between caribou and mines might have to be made.

Devolution  of Fire-Fighting and Protection of Habitat

The BKCMB has been consistently unsuccessful in convincing governments to devote
more resources to protecting caribou habitat through fire-fighting. The board intends to use
an extensive study by the Canadian Wddlife Service documenting the impacts of fm on
caribou habita~ to support its case that more resources should be devoted to protection.
This study appeared in 1988.s3 The devolution of f~e-fighting from the federal
government to the GNWT will perhaps allow for some improvement in this area.
However, the devolution agreement stipulates that the GNWT must not substantially alter
the f~e management system. While there is some room for change, a sizeable increase in
resources allocated to free-fighting may not be possible.

.s .*
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‘ Caribou Use by Non-Natives

The fact that the BKCMB is composed of government representatives and abaigina,l user
representatives is an irritant to some non-native caribou users, especially in the Northwest
Territories. This was exemplified by the controversy surrounding the demands of the
Northwest Territories Wildlife Federation to increase the resident bag limit from two to
five caribou per year.

In February 1987, in an angry letter published in Caribou News, the
N.W.T.Wildlife Federation called for the direct representation of non-native hunters on the
BKCMB. By the April 1987 meeting of the BKCMB, the Federation had stated that this
letter no longer represented their position, but they still were intent on receiving an
increase in the bag limit. The GNWT Minister of Renewable Resources deferred making a
decision until the caribou management plan was in place and the BKCMB had a chance
to state its position. The board ended up recommending increasing the bag limit to five
caribou since this would constitute a take of only about 300 on the Beverly herd and far
less on the Kaminuriak herd.SA

This situation illustrates the tensions involved in giving aboriginal users priority
in both use and management of resources. The BKCMB can be seen as a precursor of co-
management institutions resulting from land claims settlements that give aboriginal peoples
priority in these areas. Although the BKCMB satisfies some of the political needs of
the aboriginal groups for greater input into decision making, it irritates some non-native
northerners who feel threatened by the special rights of the aboriginal peoples.

The board successfully resolved the controversy over the resident bag limit by
recommending an increase to five caribou, since the total take would not reduce the herd
signflcant.ly. However, if the non-native population of the Nonhwest Territories
increases, leading to a greater demand for caribou hamesting,  this might eventually threaten
the herds. The board would then have to make some difficult decisions about their
recommendations regarding non-native access to the resource.

Impact of Land Claims Settlements .

In the longer term, the BKCMB will lx faced with the impact of land claims settlements.
The Dene-M~tis and the Tungavik  Federation of Nunavut have both si~ed agreements in
principle. These a~eements  will guarantee aboriginal participation on wildlife
management boards. The boards are to encompass all species and will cover geographic
areas that only partially coincide with the Beverly and Kaminuriak  caribou range. Before
the final agreements for the Dene-M6tis and Inuit land claims are signed  it will be
necessary to clarify the relationship of the BKCMB  to newly created wildlife management
boards.

It has been suggested that the BKCMB may “simply add these new boards to the
list of government entities that it advises’’.ss However, the eventual resolution will lx “
much more complex, since the creation of these boards will necessarily involve a change in
the scope of the power of the GNWT and federal governments and their relationship with
the two provinces involved. Perhaps under a land-claims settlement the BKCMB would
advise the wildlife management boards in the Northwest Territories and through them the
minister, since these would be the institutions ultimately responsible for wildlife in that

-.
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‘ jurisdiction. Thus, the roles of the GNWT and the federal government would be
diminished in the Northwest Territories.

However, final agreements for the Dene-M&is and Inuit land claims are still
uncertain. Although this issue should be kept in mind, it is by no means a pressing issue
for the BKCMB at this time.

.
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V Conclusions and Implications

In this section, the main conclusions about the activities of the BKCMB are outlined. As
well, the implications of the BKCMB on inte~ted  and co-ordinated approaches to
environmental planning, assessment, and regulation in the North are discussed.

Integration of Indigenous and State Systems

The most distinctive feature of the BKCMB is that it involves indigenous users in the
management of the caribou resource. It has been suggested that the indigenous and state
systems of wildlife management should be integrated to maximize effectiveness and
ensure fairness to the aboriginal users.ss Although it is clear that the BKCMB accords an
important role to the indigenous users, the board should not be perceived as a model of full
integration of the two systems. The BKCMB has a great deal of informal authority over
resource-allocation decisions directly related to the herds themselves. Thus, the
board’s recommendations concerning quotas or commercialization are almost always
implemented by the ministers. In these areas, the traditional values of the indigenous
users are integrated into decision making since questions such as commercialization have a
signi.ilcant cultural dimension.

However, the indigenous users have less influence in the areas of caribou research
and the ongoing practices of the government wildlife agencies. Caribou studies are all
conducted using scientific methods, and the indigenous users are exptxted to adapt their
thinking to the scientific paradigm. Studies of external impacts on caribou which will be
reviewed by a larger community of scientists and decision makers must be structured
according to the scientific paradigm, since no other paradigm is considered legitimate in the
broader sphere of public, bureaucratic decision making. Thus, it may well be impossible to
integrate indigenous and scientiilc  knowledge in caribou studies that relate to areas such as
impacts of mining and protection of habitim However, for caribou studies that are to be
used only internally by the board, there is room for integration of the two systems. The
problem is that the board has very little funding for independent research projects.

This aspect is related to the fact that the board serves only an advisory function and
has little influence over the actual wildlife management practices ca.mied out in the field
Thus, most research is carried out by the different government agencies only with partial .
consultation of the board. In fac~ the government agencies are fidependent of the board,
and thus may carry out their activities without reference to the indigenous system.

However, it is possible to say that the BKCMB has achieved partial integration of
the indigenous and state systems, particulady in the areas of allocation decisions
concerning the caribou. In the area of caribou studies and the ongoing activities of
government wildlife management agencies, it is fair to say that the state system continues
to prevail.

Furthermore, at a process level, the board operates largely within a bureaucratic
structure that is antithetical to indigenous means of decision making. The structure of the
board partially redresses this inequity by virtue of the fact that the indigenous users have
numerical superiority on the board. As well, the board attempts to achieve consensus
decisions and has slowed down the pace of deliberation in accordance with the wishes of
the indigenous users. Most remarkably, a genuine team atmosphere seems to have
developed on the board. .This allows for dialogue that can overcome many cultural barriers.
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It is difficult to say what a truly integrated wildlife management system would look
like and what conditions are necessary for its development. It is evident that the
scientific/bureaucmtic culture of the state system is an overbearing and pervasive force.
Thus, it seems that the indigenous system can only assert itself if genuine decision-
making power is accorded the indigenous users. It is only by having this power that
the indigenous users will be able to convince government officials and scientists that the
indigenous system must be respected. In the case of the BKCMB, the capability of
indigenous users to outvote the government members prompted the government members
to be more attuned to, and respectful of, the indigenous system.sT Much more thinking
and research has to be devoted to these questions of cross-cultural communication if
effective, efficien~ and fair resource-management institutions are to emerge in Canada’s
north.

Conservation of Caribou and Habitat

The BKCMB has been successful in influencing the implementation of management
decisions concerning the caribou herds themselves. However, it has been far less
successfid in influencing government decisions concerning the protection of habitat. The
inability of the board to convince governments to allocate greater resources to f~e-fighting
to protect caribou habitat indicates the reluctance of governments to plan for and
implement caribou consemat.ion in a truly integrated manner. In the near future, the
decisions arising from the Northern Mineral Policy review concerning the TheIon Game
Sanctuary and the mineral development proposals on the caribou calving range will test
the ability of the board to influence governments in this area. It will also indicate whether
DIAND is sincere in its commitment to the conservation of the caribou resource or whether
mineral development will be allowed to take place at the expense of caribou.

This problem indicates the need for an integrated approach to wildlife management
in the North. While the recommendations of the board concerning the caribou herds
themselves are almost always implemented by the ministers, recommendations
concerning habitat have largely been ignored. Thus, the board has a defacto  decision-
making role in terms of caribou use, but a completely advisory role with regard to habitat.

To increase the capacity of the board to protect the caribou resource, it maybe
necessary to give the BKCMB legislated decision-making power in specific areas. The
board could have de jure powers over resource-allocation decisions concerning the caribou*
herds, and it could also have legally guaranteed representation on any body that makes
decisions that impact caribou habitat such as the Regional Environmental Review
Committee, the Land Use Advisory Committee, and the N.W.T. Water Board.

From Co-Management to Self-Management

The relatively short history of the BKCMB since 1982 indicates that indigenous people
and government officials can work together to achieve a greater degree of effective,
efficient, and fair natural resource management.

Though the BKCMB is a co-management institution, from a legal point of view, it
has only an advisory function. A self-managed institution would have the authority to
make decisions that are legally binding on the parties involved.

Some of the factors that have contributed to the success of the BKCMB include:

● source of assured funding;

.,
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● effective link to the communities through the indigenous members and
frequent community consultations by the board as a whole;

● continuity of board members which contributes to a team atmosphere and
effective dialogu~

● pro-active response to a broad range of issues that maximizes input into
decision-making processes; and

● a clear mandate to directly advise ministers.

If the board is to continue to manage the caribou resource effectively, it should be
accorded greater authority concerning both the caribou herds and their habitat. If the board
is to integrate better the indigenous and state systems of wildlife management, it should
be given a broader research mandate with appropriate funding. Furthermore, the possibility
of the board directing the implementation of wildlife policies and re~ations  at the
community level should be explored. Thus, it would be possibIe  to integrate indigenous
values in areas such as the enforcement of regulations concerning ctibou.

This level of full integration may bmome possible under a land-claim settlement in
the Northwest Territories that results in power sharing between governments and native
peoples over both wildlife and land management. Such a settlement would require a
substantial restructuring of the board itself and, especially, its relations with other
organizations.

The BKCMB has shown that the participation of non-native peoples in resource
management institutions can, under the right conditions, result in planning and decision
making that is increasingly effective, efficient, and fair. The lesson to governments is to be
less reluctant to decentralize power and to realize the potentials of indigenous pardcipation
in resource managemen~

.
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