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Context 

The Gwich'in Renewable Resources Board (GRRB) was established following the conclusion of the 

Gwich’in Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement (GCLCA, 1992). It is the co-management body for 

wildlife, fish and forest management in the Gwich'in Settlement Area (GSA) established pursuant to 

this agreement. The powers and responsibilities of the Board are described in Chapter 12 and 13 of 

the GCLCA. 

As a co-management board, the GRRB is made up of Board members that are nominated by the 

Gwich’in Tribal Council (GTC) and various government departments. However, members have a 

mandate to act in the public interest, independent of their nominating organization or department.  

Each year, the GRRB identifies research and management needs in consultation with its co-

management partners to address community concerns and guide the GRRB’s internal and external 

research agenda relating to the GRRB’s mandate for wildlife management.  

Establishing research and management priorities is part of the GRRB’s strategic planning; the last 

planning cycle comes to term in 2018. The GRRB planned a one-day workshop to set research and 

management priorities for the next five years, to collaborate directly with co-management partners 

and prioritize research and management needs and initiatives in the GSA. The workshop was held in 

Aklavik on September 20, 2017. 

 

Tait Communications was contracted to plan the engagement and facilitate the workshop. The 

following is the final report on the Priority Research and Management Needs Workshop, which 

outlines meeting highlights, information on the process used to solicit input on priorities and 

analysis points on resulting outcomes. 

A total of 25 people participated in the workshop. Participants included:  

• GRRB Board members 

• GRRB staff 

• Gwichya Gwich’in Renewable Resource Council (Tsiigehtchic) 

• Ehdiitat Renewable Resource Council (Aklavik) 

• Nihtat Gwich’in Renewable Resource Council (Inuvik) 

• Tetlit Renewable Resource Council (Fort McPherson) 
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Other co-management partners were consulted in a pre-engagement process that was executed by 

the GRRB to consult with as many stakeholders as possible. These included: 

• Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 

• Aurora Research Institute (ARI) 

• Cumulative Impact Monitoring Program (CIMP) 

• Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT), Department of Environment and Natural 

Resources (ENR)  

See the “Pre-engagement” section on page 5 for more details. 

Workshop objectives 

• Review the GRRB’s progress in research over the last five years 

• Review results of the pre-workshop consultation with communities on research interests 

• Apply priority-setting criteria to the list of research and management needs 

• Provide GRRB staff with direction on management plan priorities 

• Provide the GRRB and its staff with overarching direction on research activities  

• Obtain input on best practices in research activities in the GSA 
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Priority-Setting Criteria 
To guide research and monitoring of renewable resources within the GSA in a sustainable manner, 

now and in the future, the GRRB developed and implemented priority-setting criteria. The Board 

consulted co-management partners in 2012 to ensure that these criteria were relevant and 

addressed concerns on how priorities were set. The criteria were then approved by the Board in 

2013. 

 

The criteria are meant to be a tool to help GRRB members and staff assess research needs and 

opportunities and establish priorities. Research and management priorities are linked to the GRRB’s 

mandate and are used to determine GRRB activities, including: 

• how staff time is allocated 

• which projects receive funding 

• which initiatives get letters of support, in-kind support and other forms of support from the 

GRRB 

The following table summarizes the six priority-setting criteria, as approved by the Board. For each 

criterion, a series of key questions support the priority assessment exercise. These are found in the 

second column.  

 

See Appendix A for a detailed version of this table. 
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Priority Criteria Key Questions Who 

GRRB mandate or 

lead 

• Is this under the GRRB’s mandate? 

• Is the GRRB already leading work on this? 

• Is this part of a management plan/ongoing commitment? 

Board members 

Staff 

Research priority of 

communities  

 

• Is this something that the RRCs are hearing communities 

want research on? 

• Is there enough research done? Are communities 

comfortable that enough is known about this species?  

• Are communities interested in seeing more research in this 

area? 

• Is this a research priority in more than one community? 

Community 

representatives 

 

Partners  

Availability of 

resources 

• Is there money for this already? 

• Is the GRRB likely able to find money for this? 

• Does the Board have capacity to do this in-house now, or 

will it need more/different capacity? 

• Do the GRRB’s partners have resources to contribute? 

Staff 

 

Partners  

 

Level of urgency or 

connection  

• Is community well-being at risk (human)? 

• Are there imminent safety risks? 

• Is there a conservation concern? 

• Is there development pressure or a timeline that should not 

be missed? 

• Is this an identified Species at Risk? 

• Is this something other priorities rely on, or can value of 

investment be maximized? 

 

Community 

representatives 

 

Staff 

Importance to 

partners 

• Do partners want to work with the GRRB on this? 

• Does the GRRB have something critical required for the 

partnership to work? 

• Do the GRRB’s partners need GRRB support to get 

approval/funding? 

Partners  

 

Board members 
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Pre-Engagement  
The Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board (GRRB) decided to execute a pre-workshop consultation 

with communities to prepare for the Priority Research and Management Needs Workshop. The 

objective of pre-engagement was to prepare for the assessment exercise.  

First, GRRB staff held community meetings with community stakeholders to consult with the RRCs 

on the “community-relevance” criteria and gather community input on research needs.  

Second, the GRRB consulted with co-management partners, researchers and funders. Further details 

on this pre-engagement can be found on page 9. Stakeholders who were consulted in the pre-

engagement process included representatives from:  

• Gwich’in Tribal Council (GTC) 

• GRRB staff 

• Renewable Resource Council (RRC) from each community 

• Gwich’in Department of Culture and Heritage 

• Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 

• Aurora Research Institute (ARI) 

• Cumulative Impact Monitoring Program (CIMP) 

• Polar Continental Shelf Program (PCSP) 

• Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) Department of Environment and Natural 

Resources (ENR) 

What are Priority Research and Management Needs (PRMNs) and how are they used? 

• PRMNs are linked to the GRRB’s mandate and are used to determine what the GRRB 

spends time and money on, including: 

o how staff time is allocated 

o which projects receive funding  

o which initiatives get letters of support, in-kind support and other forms of support 

from the GRRB 

• PRMNs are not a judgment about what research is needed in the GSA or what research is 

important to communities and partners 

• Research topics that are not retained as PRMNs are not lost; the GRRB will continue to 

keep track of these interests, share them with other parties and look for opportunities to 

have them addressed in another way. 
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Workshop Methodology and 
Outcomes 

Overview 

In the context of the Gwich’in Renewable Resources Board (GRRB)’s strategic planning activities, 

workshop activities focused on providing context and engagement enabling key stakeholders to 

assess research and management needs and identify priorities. 

Early in the day, the working group chose to revise workshop outputs to speak to the GRRB’s 

broader planning needs: not only did the working group need to identify top Research Interests but 

also Priority Research and Management Needs.  To align with this broader scope, assessment tools 

were revised. Using the priority-setting criteria, the group produced a list of ranked Research and 

Management Needs. These priorities could guide the GRRB planning process for the next five years. 

Discussions on resulting priorities provided a first analysis of results and input was gathered from all 

participants, including community participants. Further analysis was produced after the workshop. 

The summary is provided in Appendix B.  

The following outlines the methodology applied to elicit input on these priorities and documents 

discussions and outcomes.  

Methodology and outcomes 

Step 1: Setting the Context 

The start of the workshop focussed on establishing a common understanding of the current context 

for planning and to set the stage to identify Priority Research and Management Needs. 

First, the group reviewed the agenda and workshop objectives.  

This was followed by a Context-Setting Presentation by the GRRB’s Executive Director, Amy Amos 

(Appendix 1) to review:  

• GRRB mandate 

• Research Priority Process: how Research Interests are processed before being ranked as 

priorities 
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• Progress report on Research Priorities for 2013-2018 

• Next steps  

 

Reframing workshop goals: identifying research and management needs 

Then the facilitator explained workshop outputs. The working group members defined the 

relationship between Management Plans and Research Priorities in the GRRB’s planning process. 

The following points were made: 

• Research is one of many actions in a management plan. 

• Some research is NOT part of a management plan, but is still important.  

• In some cases, emerging needs drive research which then informs the need for a 

management plan.  

It became clear that the day’s 

output—“identifying priority 

Research Interests”—would impact 

both GRRB’s Management Plans and 

research priorities for the next five-

year cycle and needed realignment. 

Consequently, the group agreed to 

adjust workshop outputs in order to 

align with the scope of the GRRB’s 

research activities. In conclusion, the 

goal of the workshop was to work 

through the Research Interests and 

“identify Priority Research and 

Management Needs (PRMNs)”. 

  

Figure 1  Research and Management plans: How do they relate? 
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Reviewing priority-setting criteria 

The facilitator then took the time to review the priority-setting criteria with participants as well as 

the process by which Research Interests, communicated to the Board by community, partners and 

staff, are prioritized in order to use resources of the GRRB and its partners to the best effect.  

In 2013, the Board approved the application of six criteria to filter Research Interests identified by 

communities and staff. These criteria help identify Research Interests that are: 

• linked to the GRRB’s mandate; 

• a research priority for communities; 

• likely to get resources, in-house or from partners, funders; 

• a conservation concern or likely to have an impact on the community well-being, and 

• important to partners. 

 

Detailed priority-setting criteria can be found in Appendix B. 

The facilitator explained that the Research Interest assessment process allows the GRRB to better 

understand the research and management needs in the GSA and incorporate that information into 

its forward planning.  

It was noted that Research Interests that are not retained as Priority Research and Management 

Needs are not lost. The GRRB will continue to keep track of these interests, share them with other 

parties and look for opportunities to have them addressed in another way. 

 

Presentation: work done before the workshop 

The next context setting item was a presentation by Jared Gonet of the University of Alberta, on his 

work done with GRRB staff in preparation for the workshop. He explained how he applied two 

assessment criteria ahead of time to shorten the list of Research Interests (RIs). He also reported on 

the community consultations held during the summer months prior to the workshop. The work 

focused on preparing the Research Interest list for the workshop, working from the collated list of 

RIs maintained by the GRRB staff, that document all RIs identified by RRCs, staff and partners. In 

June 2017, this list included a total of 82 RIs.  
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To prepare for the workshop, these RIs were filtered using the following criteria:  

• mandate 

• community interest 

In addition, RIs were filtered out if: 

• they were already covered in a management plan 

• the research was completed 

Although the Research Interest list was being pared down to identify priorities for the next five-year 

planning cycle, all RIs remain in a master list. The Board will continue to refer back to this list. 

The outcome was a pared-down list of 21 Research Interests.  

 

Reviewing the Research Interests List to reflect research and management needs 

To align with the workshop output agreed on earlier in the day, the working group reviewed the 

Research Interest list to reflect both research and management needs.  

This revised list became the Research and Management Needs List. It is provided in Appendix D.  

In this comprehensive list, 1-21 were from the research interests list (which are more specific 

research questions), whereas 22-35 were added at the workshop and were broader in scope. 
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Step 2: Applying priority-setting criteria 

The working group worked dynamically to apply the remaining five criteria to the revised list of 

Research and Management Needs. To facilitate the work, breakout groups were formed and each 

group was assigned one criteria to apply to the full list of 34 Research and Management Needs. 

Participants self-selected the criteria group based on their capacities. Groups used the priority-

setting criteria and questions to guide their assessment and found consensus on a ranking of 1-5. 

Results were compiled on a wall chart immediately following the assessment exercise.  

Working collectively: Challenges and recommendations for the next workshop 

The workshop gathered a number of partners around the table to set priorities for the next five 

years.  Working collaboratively in this process can be a challenge, and there were issues related to 

building a common understanding of process and output, and to ensuring focus. The following is an 

account of the challenges experiences in the workshop and recommended actions to improve the 

process.  

• The criteria group responsible for assessing the community interest criteria assessed all 

items in the list as important to highly important. As participants self-selected the breakout 

group, this group was made up of 5 community members and 1 staff. Community members 

assessed ALL project ideas as important with high marks.  

Recommended action: When preparing for assessment and reviewing priority setting-

criteria and process, attribute more time in workshop to demonstrate the assessment 

process with the group, using one or two Research Interests from the list. Show how to rate 

using the guidelines. 

Example Priority-setting criteria, key questions and how to rate: 

Priority 
Criteria 

Key Questions How to Rate 

Research 
priority of 
communities  

 

Is this something the RRCs are 
hearing that communities want 
research on? 
Is there enough research done? Are 
communities comfortable that 
enough is known about this species?  
Are communities interested in seeing 
more research in this area? 
Is this a research priority in more 
than one community? 

1 = Considered a low research 
priority by communities  

3 = Considered a research 
priority in one or more 
communities  

5 = High research priority to all 
communities 
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Recommended action: Review and refine key questions for each criteria. It may be helpful 

to review guiding questions to prompt more substantiated or measurable responses.  

 

• To facilitate the assessment process, each breakout group was made responsible for 

applying ONE criteria to all research interests presented in the list. Despite efforts to clarify 

criteria and their application, there was confusion around applying that criteria. For 

example, criteria groups would start ranking based on what they want done versus applying 

the set criteria.  

Recommended action: Plan to assign a facilitator to each criteria group to ensure focussed 

work. The workshop facilitator would work with staff members for this purpose. Designate 

one staff member to each criteria group, meet them in advance to clarify criteria, review 

guiding questions, and discuss how to guide discussions within their group.   

 

Outcomes  

Data collected from the assessment exercise was compiled. The table of results (Appendix D) shows 

Research and Management Needs in the order of priority, based on ranking with respect to the five 

criteria applied in workshop. 
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General observations 

• 11/35 priorities scored greater than 20  

• 16/35 priorities scored between 15-19  

• 7/35 priorities scored between 10 and 14  

• No priorities scored lower than 10 

 

Of the top ten Research and Management Priorities: 

• 3 had greater than 11 checkmarks 

• 3 had 6 checkmarks  

• 2 had 2 checkmarks 

• 3 had 1 checkmark 

 

Workgroup discussions on results 

A facilitated discussion allowed working group members to comment and discuss findings. 

Comments included the following: 

• Comments on caribou: 

o Rated 5 for urgency 

o Caribou are being addressed by management plans and other agencies 

o Caribou are at the heart of the Gwich’in culture 

▪ Elders have taught us to “let the leader pass” 

▪ This traditional management practice needs to be applied to the 

management of caribou 

o GRRB needs to promote and support traditional management 

o GRRB needs to address the disrespect of harvesters, for example, the overuse of 

four-wheelers on the land: 

▪ Education and information on best practices, including traditional 

management, need to be reinforced with youth, their harvesting mentors 

and other harvesters  

▪ Need harvest monitoring and regulation 

• Comments on grizzly bears: 

o It seems rating should be higher, as it has come up as important in community 

discussions 

o More discussion needed on grizzly research 

o More baseline data is needed 
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▪ When a Research Interest received a score of 3-4-5, it means people want 

to know more 

• Recommendation: Some separate items in table need to be linked/collapsed into categories 

 

Analysis of outcomes 

Post workshop analysis provided a more in-depth look at the assessment exercise results. Analysis 

points that follow are intended to interpret the table of Priority Research andManagement Needs.  

• Potentially collapsible priorities: 

o Interests 12, 14 and 15 could potentially be collapsed into 'whitefish and coney'; 

o Perhaps put 11 into this group too, but was rated differently and focused specifically 

on coney; 

o 7 and 8 could be collapsed together, but score different which could be due to 

confusion of ravens being included in 8; 

o 34 and 31 closely linked: or 31 is a component of 34; 

o For 31: Is climate change the main driver of vegetation change? 

 

• Needs 1-21 were from Research Interest list (more specific research questions), whereas 22-

35 were added at the workshop and were broader in scope. 

Does this mean needs 1-21 can be seen as broader too? Dolly Varden as an example. 

Number 9 is very specific to Dolly Varden conservation education, but there are many 

Research Interests for Dolly Varden, in general, which were filtered out due to them being 

on a 'management plan'. Expanding 9 to mean Dolly Varden, in general, would lend more 

support to Dolly Varden research. 

• The number of checkmarks obtained by each Research and Management Need indicated 

the importance of the Research and Management Need for individual workshop 

participants. 

o Caribou, climate change, and muskrat scored the highest number of checkmarks; 

o Caribou was the most important, scoring 5 across the board; 

o Climate change effects were the second most important; 

o Supporting Traditional Knowledge was next with total score, but lower with the 

number of checkmarks (6); 
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o Muskrat was next in total score, but higher in checkmarks (11). 

 

• Forest Fires #33 is a very broad research interest. What about forest fires? In the context of 

climate change? In the context of species reacting to forest fires? Perhaps any Research and 

Management Need that involves the effects of changing forest fire dynamics would be given 

greater support by this broad statement. 

 

• 29, 32, 34, 35, are not so much Research and Management Needs, but more how research is 

framed and developed. 

o 29 supports research about traditional management or any initiative about 

traditional management; 

o 32 supports research that uses both TK and science to build knowledge on species 

that are listed as 'at risk' 

o 34 supports any research that includes climate change as a factor or potential effect 

o 35 supports research that may use local participants to collect data, or any ongoing 

programs that do this or those that build community capacity. 

The final ranking and suggested categorization of the evaluation of Research and Management 

Needs was tabulated by the facilitator and Jared Gonet following the session. A detailed version of 

that summary is provided in Appendix E. 

 

Input on Research Activities in 
Communities 
At the end of the day, representatives of the community RRCs were asked to provide their 

comments on research activities in communities. They provided input on working with partners and 

researchers on these activities, and on best practices to implement in further research initiatives. 

The following input was received: 

• Research activities in communities are positive. We want to continue working with the 

GRRB and partners.  

• Harvest reporting: more Gwich’in participation in voluntary reporting and studies is needed.  
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• The group recommended that the GRRB and resource management partners make a more 

consistent effort to share research findings with communities via radio, as well as on-going 

information on research projects, goals, what is being done and why; and to encourage 

community participation in these projects. Community involvement is important to the 

relevancy of the research. 

 

• Communication needs to continue beyond the end of community-based research activities; 

researchers need to report back to communities. It is good practice to have ongoing 

dialogue to ensure relevancy of research and good relationships. 

 

• When engaging with community in research activities, it was recommended by the group: 

 

o to let people know more about the context of the research, why this information is 

needed, how it will be used, and why community participation is important; 

o to facilitate with local people; 

o to communicate using plain language, and avoid information overload; 

o to communicate via meetings, radio and websites; 

o to provide interim reports and updates on projects; 

o to build communication in project planning; 

o reports be drafted in plain language. The GRRB should check with RRCs for 

wording/language of surveys.  

 

• When initiating a research project involving communities, it is good practice to: 

o plan to inform communities prior to research activities taking place; 

o provide some form of compensation for participation; 

o provide training for community interviewers; and 

o check in with communities about the activity and timing. 

▪ June and November – good  

 

• Traditional Knowledge: the group recommended that the GRRB include, promote and share 

more Traditional Knowledge in research activities. 
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Appendices 
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Appendix A 

Priority-Setting Criteria 

Priority Criteria Key Questions How to Rate Who 

GRRB mandate 
or lead 

Is this under the GRRB’s 
mandate? 
Is the GRRB already leading work 
on this? 
Is this part of a management 
plan/on-going commitment? 

1 = Completely outside 
the mandate, someone 
else should be doing this 

2 = Within mandate but 
others should lead 

3/4 = Management plan 
but not GRRB lead work 

5 = Completely within 
mandate, GRRB leads or 
there is a management 
plan 

 

Board members 

 

Staff 

Research 
priority of 
communities  

 

Is this something the RRCs are 
hearing that communities want 
research on? 
Is there enough research done? 
Are communities comfortable 
that enough is known about this 
species?  
Are communities interested in 
seeing more research in this 
area? 
Is this a research priority in more 
than one community? 

1 = Considered a low 
research priority by 
communities  

3 = Considered a research 
priority in one or more 
communities  

5 = High research priority 
to all communities 

 

Community 
representatives 

 

Partners  
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Priority Criteria Key Questions How to Rate Who 

Availability of 
resources 

Is there money for this already? 

Is the GRRB likely to be able to 
find money for this? 

Does the Board have capacity to 
do this in-house now or, would it 
need more/different capacity? 

Do the GRRB’s partners have 
resources to contribute? 

1 = No resources or 
likelihood of getting any 

3 = Resources may be 
available, but would 
require some work 
(funding requests, hire 
new staff, etc.) 

5 = Resources are in place 

 

Staff 

 

Partners  

Level of urgency 
or connection  

Is community well-being at risk 
(human)? 

Are there imminent safety risks? 

Is there a conservation concern? 

Is there development pressure or 
a timeline that should not be 
missed? 

This is an identified Species at 
Risk? 

Is this something other priorities 
rely on, or can value of 
investment be maximized? 

1 = Not at all urgent, no 
connection 

2/3 = Less urgency, work 
being done by other 
groups 

4/5 = This is a very urgent 
issue or there are critical 
time pressures 

 

Community 
representatives 

 

Staff 

Importance to 
partners 

Do partners want to work with 
the GRRB on this? 

Does the GRRB have something 
critical required for the 
partnership to work? 

Do partners need GRRB support 
to get approval/funding? 

1 = No interest from 
partners 

3 = Some interest from 
partners 

5 = Partners require the 
GRRB to be part of this 
work 

 

 

Partners  

 

Board members 
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Appendix B 

Analysis of Priority Research and Management Needs 

In the table below, Priority Research and Management Needs were reorganized by mandate area, in 

order of priority. 

Ranking was determined by the application of priority setting criteria. Ranking is reflected in the 

total score (maximum potential score of 25).  
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Notes: 

• Column 1 - “# in List in Workshop”: # of the Research/Management Needs as written in the 

workshop. 

• Column 2 - “Mandate Area”: where the Research/Management Needs fits within the 

mandate of the GRRB. This was added to facilitate decision-making based on this table 

and/or the data collected at the workshop. For example: If a staff member wants to figure 

out how to prioritize their work within a specific mandate area, he/she can start broadly and 

work their way down rather than scanning through a list of numbers. 

• Column C - “Need”:  is the Research/Management Needs as written in the workshop. Where 

necessary, these were either broadened or clarified. Also, based on the working group’s 

recommendation, some needs/groups were collapsed a few groups; see 'Methodology' 

section. 

• Column I - “Total Score”: is the total of column D-H (which are hidden) that show score for 

each criterion. 

• Column J -“Number of Checkmarks”:  In workshop, for each RMP that scored above 20, 

participants were asked to identify their personal priorities.  

• Column K - “Species type”. 

Also: 

• Red highlighted items in total are those that scored above 20 in the workshop and thus 

were further divided by the group using checkmarks. 

• Green highlighted items in the total column are those that totaled between 15-19. 

• Blue highlighted items in the total column are those that totaled between 10-14.  

Methodology 

• Items 11, 12, 14 and 15 were collapsed together into 'Whitefish and Coney' (Item 11 was 

Coney alone and scored 2 lower than 'Whitefish and Coney', lower score was not taken into 

account). 

• 10 was removed (all fish baseline update); too broad 

• 7 and 8 were collapsed together; both about songbirds 
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Analysis 

For planning purposes, a decision tree could be developed. Top-tier categories are 

Fish/Wildlife/Forestry/All. Below are ranked the different species and/or broad topics within each 

mandate item, ie: (Tier 1) Fish (Tier 2) 1. Dolly Varden 2. Water quantity/fluctuations as relates to 

fish survival 3. Whitefish and Coney. 3. Other Fish, etc. See Figure 2 below.  

Figure 2 Proposed Decision Tree format 

 

• Items 19, 20 and 21 are related to all items within their respective mandate areas. But can 

also defocus the idea of a broader perspective? Maybe keep but have them separate within 

the mandate area? 

• The PRMNs added that were in 'All' mandate areas were highly important, receiving greater 

than 20 total score, with three of four in the 'All' category in the top five of number of 

checkmarks. This finding highlights the importance of having research take into 

consideration how it supports climate change effects on habitat, fish and wildlife; how it 

supports traditional knowledge; how it supports community monitoring and how it builds 

knowledge of species at risk with Traditional Knowledge and science. 

GRRB Mandate

All Wildlife Fish

Dolly Varden - 20 (6)

High Priority

Water Fluctuations in 
relation to fish habitat - 19       

Whitefish and Coney                                  
Other Fish - 18                

Aquatic Habitat - 15

Medium Priority

Herring Population - 13

Low Priority

Forestry
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Appendix C  

Executive Director’s Context-Setting Presentation 

The following pages show PowerPoint slides from the presentation provided by Amy Amos, GRRB 

Executive Director.  
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Appendix D  

List of Research and Management Needs for Assessment 

The following is the list of 34 Research and Management Needs that meet the GRRB’s mandate and 

were reviewed by the working group before the assessment exercise. In this comprehensive list, 1-

21 were from the Research Priority list (more specific research questions), whereas 22-35 were 

added at the workshop and were broader in scope. 
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Research and Management Need Interest Description 

1 Otter What is abundance and distribution of otter?  What is their diet? 
What impact are they having on other species? i.e. beaver and muskrat 

2 Grizzly bear Grizzly-human interaction on Dempster Highway; more data requested on Dempster grizzly 
population 

3 Wolf Have wolf populations increased locally? Are they having a significant impact on caribou and 
moose?  

4 Beaver What is the current estimated population of beaver? What impact are they having on other 
species? 

5 Muskrat What is the current estimated population of muskrat? Community members are concerned that 
populations may be declining.  

6 Snowshoe Hare                            
*Fort McPherson region 

What is the hare population estimate near Fort McPherson? Is trend in rabbit population due to 
natural cycle?  

7 Songbirds                    
 *Mackenzie Delta 

Assess current abundance and distribution of swallows and other songbirds in Delta; interest in 
future bank swallow surveys on Peel at 8 Mile 

8 Songbirds                      
*Mackenzie Delta/Aklavik 

Concern about general decline in songbird populations. What impact do ravens have on local 
songbird populations around Aklavik?  

9 Dolly Varden – All Develop and present curriculum based DV conservation program for K-12 

10 All fish species harvested for 
food other than Dolly Varden 
char - broad whitefish, 
crookedback, coney, lake trout, 
'herring' 

Fisheries baseline update; need current information on population status and trends for fish in 
the GSA that have not received the level of research attention and focus that Dolly Varden have 
in the past decade  

11 Coney                                            
*Mackenzie River 

Coney observed in nets all summer rather than few weeks in July and have been found in areas 
not seen previously. Are they expanding their range and season?   

12 Whitefish and coney                      
*Peel, Arctic Red, Mackenzie 
Rivers 

Abnormalities observed in fish organs, including sperm ducts and eggs, (harder than normal), 
black spots on fish livers, red scars on whitefish and coney skin, fish flesh not firm. Are fish 
healthy?  

13 Whitefish and coney                      
*Peel, Arctic Red, Mackenzie 
Rivers 

What is the relationship between flesh firmness and water temperature, time of year (spring to 
fall) and location (river, lake, creek)? Harvesters have observed that the flesh of whitefish caught 
near Tsiigehtchic is generally firmer than those caught near Fort McPherson.  

14 Whitefish and coney                      
*Peel, Arctic Red, Mackenzie 
Rivers 

Harvesters (Richard Ross, John Carmichael) have noticed unusual stomach contents, including 
sand, in lake whitefish. What are the stomach contents and why is sand present?   

15 Herring population TRRC-Feb 2015 - Wants a herring population assessment? 

16 Other fish species  
*Nagwichoonjik (Mackenzie 
River); Chii Tiet 

Range expansion? Arctic char observed in the Mackenzie. Increasing numbers of walleye 
(pickerel) in Chii Tiet. 
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Research and Management Need Interest Description 

17 Vegetation-berries Where are berries collected? Are these sites healthy? Can traditional collecting activities be 
sustained at these sites? 

18 Effects of slumps on wildlife 
and habitat 

Concerns raised about whether slumps cause animals to avoid sites which may affect habitat use 
or caribou migratory routes. 

19 Aquatic habitat                     
*Campbell Creek, Campbell 
Lake 

Poorer fishing reported in system in recent years. Location close to proposed Mackenzie gas 
pipeline. NRRC would like baseline study prior to development. 

20 Water quantity                               
*Peel Channel, Mackenzie 
Delta, Arctic Red River 

What is the cause of river level fluctuations? How does this affect fish? i.e. Peel River ferry closed 
4X summer 2016, wind, high water. 

21 Bats  

22 Muskox  

23 Dall Sheep  

24 Caribou  

25 Fur bearers: Mink, Marten Population update 

26 Amphibians   

27 Moose  

28 Supporting traditional 
management 

 

29 Forest health  

30 Vegetation changes  

31 Species at Risk: Traditional 
knowledge and science 

 

32 Forest fires  

33 Climate change: Effects on 
habitat, fish, wildlife 

 

34 Community-based monitoring  
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Appendix E 

Research and Management Needs Assessment Exercise Results 
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Notes on table: 

▪ # List:  Number of the Research/Management Needs as written in the workshop 

▪ Need:  Research/Management Needs with description 

▪ Criteria, ranked 1-5:    

o Research priority of communities 

o Value of the resource 

o Availability of resources 

o Level of urgency or connection 

o Importance to partners 

* Criteria “GRRB mandate or lead” is implicit; all needs listed here fall under mandate. 

▪ Total score:  Score obtained after application of five criteria, for a maximum score of 25. 

Priority  
High  20-25 

Medium 15-19 

Low 10-14 
 

▪ # Checkmarks: Each workshop member identified 5 most important needs, based on their individual interests. 

Total checkmarks indicated here. 

▪ Mandate Area: Each need categorized based on mandate area.
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