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Abstract: We identified 97 Rangifer tarandus and 17 Ouvibos moschatus populations in Canada. In July 1991, the
Canadian populations totalled 1.9 to 2.6 million caribou, 13,600 reindeer and 108,600 muskoxen. Seven bar-
ren-ground caribou populations contributed about 75% to Canada’s total number of caribou. Most popula-
tion trends of these barren-ground caribou had shiftet from increasing in the early 1980s to stable or decrea-
sing in the late 1988s. The George River herd of Quebec and Labrador has been decreasing since 1987, but
remains the largest Canadian caribou population. The ecological factors driving barren-ground caribou popula-
tion dynamics are not well understood. Arctic islands caribou are about 17% of all Canadian caribou. Over
60% of Arctic islands caribou occurred on Baffin Island. Most Arctic islands populations were decreasing with
the exceptions of Southampton, Bathurst, Victoria and Baffin islands. Movements within and between islands
are not well understood, and probably limit the usefulness of small surveys for indicating long-term trends of
Arctic islands caribou populations. Woodland caribou form about 7% of all Canadian caribou, with about
40% of these occurring on the island of Newfoundland. Most Canadian woodland caribou have not been well
studied or censused. In many areas, they were faced with an increasing rate of habitat loss. Exceptions inclu-
ded: some eastern Yukon populations and most Newfoundland populations which were increasing. Over 70%
of the Canadian muskox population occurred on Banks and Victoria islands. Almost all muskox populations
were increasing, especially those on Banks, Victoria, Melville and Bathurst islands. Muskoxen on the mainland
Northwest Territories are re-colonizing southern portions of their historical distribution.
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Introduction

Williams and Heard (1986) and Case et al.
(1989) summarized the status of most Canadian
populations of Rangifer tarandus in 1985 and
Owibos moschatus in 1987, respectively. Case er
al. (1989) also described the muskox harvest
management system of the Northwest Territori-
es (NWT). Our paper summarizes the current
status and trends of these two ungulate species
in Canada. We also briefly discuss some impli-
cations of recent population trends.
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Methods

The term “population” is used for the various
groupings of Rangifer as described by the many
sources. As a result, a given “population” may
be a calving herd, demographic or genetic gro-
up, survey unit or a group within jurisdictional
boundaries. Because of limited information on
muskoxen movements and distributions, the de-
lineation of these populations is also rather ar-
bitrary (Case er al, 1989), and usually repre-
sents survey units.
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Estimates from surveys conducted after July
1991 were not included. Sources of population
estimates and distributions are indicated as foot-
notes to Tables 1-7. ”Unpubl data” indicates
that we received survey data and/or reports,
while “pers comm” indicates that we received
only limited verbal or written information. If
available, published references were used; but
most estimates were based on unpublished sur-
veys or guesses.

Estimation methods (Tables 1-5 and 7) were
lumped into five categories. "Total” indicates
either visual or photographic counts of seasonal
aggregations which probably represent an entire
population. ”"Minimum” or ”min” includes any
survey(s) which does not allow estimation of a
confidence interval, and probably does not re-
present a count of the entire population.
”Sample” includes visual and photographic,
transect and block surveys, as well as mark-re-
capture and mark-resighting surveys, which co-
uld lead to calculation of a confidence interval.
Confidence intervals were listed if provided by
the source. “Guess” refers to estimates based
largely on incidental observations, anecdotal in-
formation, local knowledge and gutfeelings. We
categorized each estimate’s method after revie-
wing information from its source. ”Unknown”
indicates thar we did not receive sufficient in-
formation to categorize the estimation method.

Where a caribou population overlapped two
maps (Fig. 1-4), the second listing (Tables 3 and
4) refers the reader back to the first listing (Ta-
bles 1 and 2, respectively). Like Williams and
Heard (1986), we attempted to avoid double co-
unting any population. Based on new informa-
tion, we updated and/or corrected some popu-
lation distributions previously indicated by Wil-
liams and Heard (1986).

Results

The total number of Rangifer in Canada was es-
timated at 1.9 to 2.6 million animals (Table 6);
similar to that estimated by Williams and He-
ard (1986). Of the 57 populations for which re-
cent trends were indicated, 39% were increas-
ing; 37%, stable; and 24%, deereasing. This
compares to 49%, 33% and 18%, respectively,
for 57 populations in 1985 (Williams and Heard
1986).

About 98% of Canada’s Rangifer population
occurred within the NWT, Quebec and Labra-
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dor, the Yukon, and the island of Newfound-
land which held 58%, 28%, 9% and 3%, respec-
tively.

Based largely on survey estimates from 1985
to 1991, the total Canadian muskox population
was estimated at about 108,600; up from 58,500
based on available 1961-86 estimates (Table 7).
The vast majority of the increase was caused by
actual population increases, although some pre-
viously unidentified populations were included.
Of the 13 populations for which recent trends
were known, 11 were increasing while two
were apparently stable.

Of the four Arctic islands where both species
had been surveyed recently (Tables 2 and 7),
the muskox populations were increasing on
three where caribou were decreasing. On Bat-
hurst Island, both caribou and muskox popula-
tions were increasing.

We identified 97 Rangifer tarandus popula-
tions in Canada (Tables 1-5); compared to 77
identified by Williams and Heard (1986). This
increase was largely due to new populations
being identified and greater detail being provi-
ded by many sources (Table 1-6, ”No previous
information” and “Different boundaries”, re-
spectively). As a result, it was difficult to nume-
rically assess trends in caribou population sizes
since 1985 in British Columbia, Alberta, Mani-
toba and Ontario, although all sources sugges-
ted that overall provincial numbers were not
increasing. In the NWT, we subdivided Wil-
liams and Heard’s Peary caribou population in
the Queen Elizabeth Islands into five in order
to present recent survey results (Table 2, Popu-
lations 23-42). We also added three reindeer
herds not identified by Williams and Heard
(1986) (Tables 2, 3 and 4; Populations 22, 58
and 74, respectively). Other changes in the deli-
neation of Rangifer populations are relatively
minor.

We identified 15 muskox populations in the
NWT (cf. 9 populations in Case et al, 1989),
one introduced population in Quebec, and one
experimental captive herd in Saskatoon, Saskat-
chewan (Table 7, Fig. 7). Most of the latest
NWT muskox estimates are from surveys com-
pleted since 1986. Two populations estimates
predating 1986 were presented by Case et 4.
(1989) (Table 7; Populations 7 and 12); another
was available to Case er al (1989) but not re-
ported by them (Table 7; 2); and another was
presented with different boundaries (Table 7; 3).
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Discussion

Rangifer tarandus
Barren-ground caribou

For our purpose, Canadian barren-ground cari-
bou populations are those which usually migra-
te between treed winter habitats and Arctic
tundra calving areas, and are found in the Yu-
kon, the NWT, Quebec/Labrador and Ma-
n/Ont (Fig. and Tables 1-5; Populations 1, 23,
25, 26, 27, 62, 63, 75 and 76). The seven largest
barren-ground populations made up 75% of all
Canadian caribou. However, their numbers
may have decreased somewhat from about 1.83
million during 1983-84 (Williams and Heard,
1986) to about 1.66 million during 1988-91 (Ta-
bles 1, 2 and 5). Williams and Heard (1986) in-
dicated that six of the seven increased between
1979 and 1984, while the Bluenose herd (Fig. 2;
23) was stable. Although the trend of the Blue-
nose herd shifted from stable to increasing, the
trends of the three other NWT herds (Table 2;
populations 25, 26 and 27) changed from in-
creasing to stable. As well, the George River
herd (Table 5; 76) has been decreasing from a
peak of about 680,000 since 1987 (M. Créte,
pers comm).

... The great days of the caribou on the bar-
ren lands...” (Bergerud, 1985 Arctic 38: 156, in
Williams and Heard, 1986) may now be starting
to fade. Why have these trends been changing?
An understanding of both the functional rela-
tionships of the forage-herbivore-predator sys-
tem and the effects of these relationships on po-
pulation dynamics is required for the predictive
capability allowing future proactive manage-
ment (G. Caughley, pers comm). Perhaps cen-
suses of barren-ground caribou populations sho-
uld be deemphasized in favour of comprehensi-
ve assessment of their functional ecological
interrelationships.

Arctic Islands caribou

Arctic islands caribou occupy Arctic tundra
year-round. For our purposes, these caribou
include all island populations from Coats and
Baffin islands in the southeast, north to Flle-
smere Island, and west to Banks Island (Fig. 2;
populations 28-42); plus those on the northeast
mainland of the NWT (Fig. 2; 30 and 35).

As of July 1991, these caribou represented
17% of all Canadian caribou. Over 60% of
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Arctic islands caribou occurred on Baffin Is-
land; with another 33% on the northeast main-
land of the NWT. Recent survey estimates
were insufficient to suggest an overall trend for
these caribou. Nevertheless, severe declines ap-
parently have occurred on Coats and Banks is-
lands (Table 2; 28 and 37); while the introduced
Southampton Island population probably has
shown the greatest rate of increase (Table 2;
29). Recently the status of Peary caribou on the
Queen Elizabeth Island (QEI) (Fig. 2; 38 - 42)
was changed from threatened to endangered.

The ecology of Arctic islands catibou differs
from that of barren-ground caribou because the
former can not use relatively productive and ex-
tensive treed winter habitats, which may lead
to distinctive long-term dispersal strategies. On-
going studies on southern Baffin Island suggest
that these caribou undertake occasional disper-
sal movements en masse (Ferguson and Labine
1991; Ferguson, unpubl data). Resident Svalbard
caribou have also undertaken unexpected dis-
persal movements during a recent severe winter
(Tyler and Oritsland, 1989).

Peary caribou on the QFEI may also underta-
ke occasional winter range shifts between island
groups over the long term. Reportedly, one
such movement by Peary caribou occurred du-
ring winter 1989-9C from Ellesmere Island to
northwestern Greenland, resulting in a harvest
of over 100 caribou by Greenlanders during
May-November 1990 (A. Rosing-Asvid, pers
comm). Previously, Roby et al. (1984) had cone-
luded that the caribou population on northwes-
tern Greenland probably had been extirpated
by the late 1970s.

Such dispersal movements between island gro-
ups would limit the usefulness of surveying
portions of the Peary cartbou’s range to assess
overall long-term population trends of the sub-
species. Although caribou on the western QEI
have declined since the 1970s (Table 2; 38), cari-
bou in the adjacent Bathurst Island area (Table
2; 39) have increased over the same period. Gi-
ven the inherent difficulties of estimating such
populations (Ferguson, 1987; Miller, 1991), the
combined estimates from both the western QEI
and Bathurst Island groups show little, if any,
overall change in number between 1974 (i.e.,
2570) and the late 1980s (i.e., 2320). Has the
overall status of Peary caribou changed signifi-
cantly since the mid-1970’s?
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Woodland caribou

Woodland caribou utilize treed and/or alpine
tundra habitats year-round, and contributed
only 7% to the total number of Canadian cari-
bou. In many areas, recent increases were large-
ly due to counting of previously unknown or
unsurveyed populations. The trends of caribou
populations on the island of Nfld (Table 5) are
perhaps the best known. This relatively small
island held about 40% of Canada’s woodland
population at probably the highest overall den-
sity. The Yukon held another 19% of the wo-
odland population. -

As Williams and Heard (1986) pointed out,
the few large herds of barren-ground caribou
would not compensate for the distinctive gene-
tic pools represented by populations of wood-
land caribou (Reed, et al., 1991). Genetic studies
of the isolated remnant populations of wood-
land caribou may provide useful insights for fu-
ture conservation of the heterozygosity of Pe-
ary caribou, if that subspecies declines in the fu-
ture.

As a whole, woodland caribou have been sub-
jected to increasing hunting pressure and in-
creasing predation. Apparently, the major over-
riding factor is habitat loss and change due to
human activities. With the apparently increas-
ing rate of development within their caribou
range in Canada, time to reverse these trends
among woodland caribou populations may be
very limited.

Owibos moschatus

About 43%, 28% and 13% of the Canadian mu-
skox population occurred on Banks, Victoria
and other Arctic islands, respectively (Table 7).
Historical evidence suggests that the commerci-
al muskox trade during 1860-1916 may have
caused the local extermination of populations
on the southern mainland tundra of the NWT
(Barr, 1991). Recent surveys have indicated that
mainland populations are re-colonizing the so-
uthern portion of their historical distribution
(Fig. 7; 14 and 15).
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Fig. 1. Distribution of Rangifer ta-
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Table 6. Status of Rangifer tarandus in Canada.

Recent information!

Previous information!

Province

or Territory Estimate Years Estimate Years
Yukon Territory 205,000 - 213,000 1977-91 172,000 - 177,000 1977-85
Northwest Territories 933,000 - 1,622,000 1980-91 1,050,000 - 1,507,000 1961-85
British Columbia 13,200 - 13,800 1978-81 5,300 1977-85
Alberta 3,000 - 3,500 1980-91 1,500 - 3,000 1985
Saskatchewan 2,500 1985 2,500 1985
Manitoba 8,000 - 9,500 1986-91 5,000 1985
Ontario 9,500 - 12,300 1978-87 8,400 1984-85
Quebec 606,000 - 618,000 1990-91 676,000 - 682,000 1977-85
Newfoundland/Labrador 71,200 - 79,900 1986-91 30,500 - 56,200 1977-82
Canada 1,850,000 - 2,573,000 1,951,000 - 2,446,000

1 Sources given in Tables 1 - 5.

Acknowledgements

We thank the following persons who provided unpu-
blished data, personal communications, and/or other
assistance: L. Arragutainag, Weasels Hunters and
Trappers Association, Sanikiluag, NW.T.; J. W. Bo-
urgue, Renewable Resources (RR), Government of
the N.W.T. (GNWT), Yellowknife, N.W.T.; R.
Case, RR, GNWT, Yellowknife, N.W.T., G
Caughley, Division of Wildlife and Ecology, CSIRO,
Canberra, Australia; M. Créte, Direction générale de
Ja ressource faunique, Ministére du Loisir de la Chas-
se et de la Péche, Québec, QC; W. Darby, Ministry
of Natural Resources, Fort Trances, Ontario; R. Dec-
ker, RR, GNWT, Yellowknife, N.W.T.; £ ] Ed-
monds, Alberta Fish and Wildlife, Edson, Alberta; C.
Elfiott, Department of Natural Resources, Thomp-
son, Manitoba; 7. Ellsworth, RR, GNWT, Fort
Smith, N.W.T.; P. F. Ilood, Western College of Vete-
rinary Medicine, Untversity of Saskatchewan, Saska-
toon; . Fraser, RR, GNWT, Inuvik, N.W.T.; B. Gil-
70y, Renewable Resources, Government of Yukon,
Whitehorse, Yukon; A. Gunn, RR, GNW'T, Copper-
mine, N.W.T.; D. Heard, RR, GNWT, Yellowknife,
N.W.T.; R. . Hudson, Department of Animal Scien-
ce, University of Alberta, Edmonton; D. Jury, B. C.

138

Fish and Wildlife (BCFW), Ministry of the Environ-
ment (ME), Prince George, B.C.; B. Kingscote-God-
kin, Box 1468, Innisfail, Alberta; D. Langin, BCFW,
ME, Williams Lake, B.C.; P. Latour, RR, GNWT,
Norman Wells, N.W.T; D. ] Low, BCFW, ME,
Kamloops, B.C.; S. Luttich, Wildlife Dvision (WD),
Department of Environment and Lands (DEL), Go-
ose Bay, Labrador; §. Mahoney, WD, DEL, St
John's, Nfld; R. Marshall, BCFW, ME, Smithers,
B.C; B. D. McLean, RR, GNWT, Inuvik, N.W.T ;
R. Mulders, RR, GNWT, Arviat, N.W.T.; P. Poole,
address unknown; R. Riewe, address unknown; T
Rock, Wildlife Branch, Parks and Renewable Resour-
ces, Prince Albert, Saskatchewan; A. Rosing-Asvid,
Gothersgade, Copenhagen, Denmark; H. [ Russell,
Box 68, Waterton Park, Alberta; B. Rutley, Northern
Lights College, Dawson Creek, B. Cs 7. Snuth,
BCFW, ME, Williams Lake, B.C.; H. Thing, Danish
Polar Center, Copenhagen, Denmark; R. Thompson,
BCI'W, ME, Fort St. John, B. C., B. Tucker, WD,
DEL, St. John’s, Nfld; R. Wissink, Northern Elle-
smere National Park Reserve, Parks Canada, Pang-
nrtung, N.W.T.; and G. Woods, BCFW, ME, Nelson,
B.C. I sincerely thank A. Gunn for her very helpful

review of this manuscript.

Rangifer, 12 (3), 1992



‘wwod s1ad ‘pool] “J g7 ‘6861 110 U JJeUdL] 27 sz ‘0661 77 12 JEID) g "BIEP [qndun ‘siep[niy ¢z "6861 Yury§ pue Jeln) .o 'p84] ‘9Se)) pue uuno) oo
‘erep [qndun ‘oseD) pue uunco) 77 "0661 ‘UUND) 7 "GBET O[00J PUR 3SE]) g7 "EIEP [qndun ‘uea o 61 "9861 “J¥ 19 UBOIN gy "EIEP ‘[qndun ‘uuncy pue gaser] /1 75861
f&wﬁ%ﬁ "$861 ‘s10j3utf ¢y ‘EYEP ‘[qndun ‘uunc) p1 '9261 ‘UBRIUN(] PUR IBYST] ¢y "$86T ‘13I3(T PUB UUNLD) 71 "BIEP [qndun “aa%3(] 11 eiep [qndun ‘asey or "exEp [qndun
Qmanyg 6 EIEP _n_:mc: ‘YITOMS[ PUL 358D) ¢ /861 ‘uosngra,] ;1661 TN g "ZL61 77 12 FR[[TIN ¢ "8861 “IR[TTIN 4 /861 “T3[IIA ¢ 'I961 “1AUS T 7 "elep Eza:: UISSTA |

00585 009801 Se101 1U2221 IO
uoneurojur snotaaxd oN gz3uTseaIoU] [e10], 1661 /1 U00Ieyseq /]
/718, €861 0s1 ,73Ulse2.10U] [e10], 9861 067 23qan) UIdYMON ‘9]
geoldureg 9861 ov8 geumousyup)  o[dureg 1661 0s01 a3e] 193[eq "GT
uoneurzojur snoward oN pzUuMmouy U sdueg 6861 09¢ aye] AIR[[IIY b1
czo1dureg 861 0058 7ZUTSEaIou] apdureg 88-6861 009/ J[ND pnejy usandy ¢]
uonewLIoJul snoiadrd oN [z3utseatou] o[dureg 9861 0T¥€ 13[U] 1I8anYeg 71
ozoldwes  ¢gel  00¢T prdutseasou]  o[duweg 8861 0081 UOSPIEYITY /9ey [ [
oroldwres g8l 0TOCT grdutseanou  odweg /861 OVOE O3E] Jeag 182D JO YHON ‘Ol
gro[duies g8l 00S°4T p8utseandup  opdureg 6861 009°9¥ pue[s] syueq ‘6
gregro[dwes  ¢gel  0Z0TT pr8utsearou]  opduwreg 06-8861  059°0¢ PUE[S] ELIOIIA °8
cropdureg S/61 016 z191qe1s opdweg 0861 0¢11 19SISW WO /S K\ JO OULL] */
unWuy 1861 00k 01°9[qBIS  WINWIUIN 0661 0L pue[s] U0Aa(T '9
ge[dureg €/61 00Z1 gdursearouy  adureg 6861 0007 SIIWSI[[F] UIYINOG °G
/B0, 1861 0¢€T gdursearouy opdwreg 8861 0ZS puersy 1sanyeq 4
co[dureg /61 ovey ycdursearduy srdwreg /89861  006S SpUB[S] Y32qQRZI[] U2an() UISIM ‘¢
uonewrojur snotasrd oN Zumouyun) s[dureg 1961 00+¢ Spue[s] Yieqezijy uoang) [enud)) 'z
qwnuwiuiy 1961 081 [UAOUNUM)  WnWIUI 6861  O¥C 219WISa[[f UIYLION] ']
TOLHME Jea X Dumaﬁmm ﬁﬁv.ﬁh @OLH@E Jea L @u@Eﬂmm QENZ\MMO_EBZ
uone[ndog

EOMHWEhOwDM SNOIAI ]

UOTIBWIOIUT 1U233Y

.w@mﬁmu GO.TNLLNA\%QN:VESOwng @E.m UUDDSO ut mEOGNTa&OQ Snivgosowd mQ&N@O WO snielg '/ QTH_NH.

139

Rangifer, 12 (3), 1992



References

Barr, W. 1991. Back from the brink: The road to
muskox conservation in the Northwest Territories.
- The Arctic Institute of North America of the
University of Calgary, Alberta, Canada. Komatik
Series No. 3. 127 pp.

Bergerud, A. T. and Elliot, J. P. 1986. Dynamics of
caribou and wolves in northern British Columbia.
~ Canadian Journal of Zoology 64: 1515-1529.

Case, R., Gunn, A. and Jackson, F. 1989. Status
and management of muskoxen in the Northwest
Territories. - In: P. F. Flood (Ed.) Proceedings of
the Second International Muskox Symposium, Saska-
toon, Sask., Canada, 1-4 Oct. 1987. National Re-
search Council of Canada, Ottawa. pp. A16-A22.

Case, R. L. and Poole, K. G. 1985. Distribution,
abundance and composition of muskoxen north of
Great Bear Lake, March 1983. - NWT Wildlife
Service, Yellowknife, N.W.T., Canada. File Report
No. 51. 48 p.

Couturier, S., Brunelle, J., Vandal, D. and St-Mar-
tin, G. 1990. Changes in the population dynamics
of the George River caribou herd, 1976-87. -
Arctic 43 (1): 9-2C.

Darby, W. R., Timmermann, H. R., Snider, J. B.,
Abraham, K. F., Stefanski, R. A. and Johnson,
C. A. 1989. Woodland caribou in Ontariao. — Back-
ground to a policy. - Ministry of Natural Resour-
ces, Toronto, Ontario, Canada. 38 p.

Ferguson, M. A. D. 1987. Status of Peary caribou
and muskox populations on Bathurst Island,
N.W.T., August 1981. - Arctic 40 (2): 131-137.

Ferguson, M. A. D. and Labine, M. 1991. Implica-
tions of long-term changes in caribou distribution
on Foxe Peninsula, Baffin Island, N.W.T. - In: C.
E. Butler and S. P. Mahoney, (Eds.), Proceedings of
the 4th North American Caribou Workshop, St.
John's, Newfoundland, Canada. pp 218-230.
Fischer, C. A. and Duncan, E. A. 1976. Ecological
studies of caribou and muskoxen in the Arctic archipe-
lago and norihern Keewatin. - Renewable Resources
Consulting Service Ltd., Edmonton, Alberta, Cana-
da. 194 pp.

Godkin, G. F. 1986. The reindeer industry in Cana-
da. - Canadian Veterinary Journal 27 (12): 488-490.

Graf, R., Case, R. and Mulders, R. 1990. Abundan-
ce and distribution of muskoxen in central Keewa-
tin, NWT, July 1986. - Renewable Resources, Go-
vernment of the N.W.T., Fort Smith, N.W.T., Ca-
nada. File Report No. 92. 17 p.

Graf, R. and Shank, C. 1989. Abundance and distri-
bution of muskoxen near Artillery Lake, NWT,
March 1989. — Renewable Resources, Government
of the N.W.T., Fort Smith, N.W.T., Canada. File
Report No. 80. 19 p.

140

Gunn, A. 1990. Distribution and abundance of
muskoxen between Bathurst Inlet and Contwoyto
Lake, NWT, 1986. - Renewable Resources, Go-
vernment of the N.W.T., Coppermine, N.W.T.,
Canada. File Report No. 100. 28 p.

Gunn, A. and Ashevak, J. 1990. Distribution, abun-
dance and history of caribou and muskoxen north
and south of the Boothia isthmus, NWT, May-
June 1985. - Renewable Resources, Government of
the N.W.T., Coppermine, N.W.T., Canada. File
Report No. 90. 34 p.

Gunn, A. and Case, R. 1984. Numbers and distribu-
tion of muskoxen in the Queen Maud Gulf area,
July, 1986. — NWT Wildlife Service, Yellowknife,
N.W.T., Canada. File Report No. 39. 56 p.

Gunn, A. and Decker, R, 1984. Numbers and distri-
butions of Peary caribou and muskoxen in July
1980 on Prince of Wales, Russell and Somersert is-
lands, N.W.T. - NWT Wildlife Service, Yellowkni-
fe, N.W.T., Canada. File Report No. 38. 56 p.

Heard, D. C. and Jackson, F. J. 1990a. Beverly cal-
ving ground survey, June 2-14, 1988. - Renewable
Resources, Government of the N.W.T., Yellowkni-
fe, N.W.T., Canada. File Reporr No. 86. 27 p.

Heard, D. C. and Jackson, F. J. 1990b. Kaminuriak
calving ground survey, 5-17 June 1988. -~ Renewa-
ble Resources, Government of the N.W.T., Yel-
lowknife, N.W.T., Canada. File Report No. 84, 23

p-

Jingfors, K. 1984. Abundance, composition and dis-
tribution of muskoxen on southeastern Victoria Is-
land. - NWT Wildlife Service, Yellowknife,
N.W.T., Canada. File Report No. 36. 24 p.

Jingfors, K. 1985. Abundance and distribution of
muskoxen on northwestern Victoria Island. - NWT
Wildlife Service, Inuvik, N.W.T., Canada. File Re-
port No. 47. 22 p.

Le Henaff, D. and Crete, M. 1989. Introduction of
muskoxen in Northern Quebec: the demographic
explosion of a colonizing herbivore. - Canadian

Journal of Zoology 67 (5): 1102-1105.

McLean, B., Jingfors, K. and Case, R. 1986. Abun-
dance and distribution of muskoxen and caribou
on Banks Island, July 1985. - Renewable Resour-
ces, Government of the N.W.T., Inuvik, N.W.T.,
Canada. File Report No. 64. 45 p.

Miller, F. L. 1987. Peary caribou and muskoxen on
Prince Patrick Island, Eglinton Island, and Emerald
Isle, Northwest Territories, July 1986. - Canadian
Wildlfe Service, Western and Northern Region,
Edmonton, Alberta, Canada. Technical Report No.
29. 65 p.

Miller, F. L. 1988. Peary caribou and muskoxen on
Melville and Bynam Martin islands, Northwest
Territories, July 1987. - Canadian Wildlife Service,
Western and Northern Region, Alberta, Canada.
Technical Report No. 37. 58 p.

Rangifer, 12 (3), 1992



Miller, F. L. 1990. Peary caribou status report. — Re-
port prepared fo the Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada. Canadian Wildlife
Service, Edmonton, Alberta, Canada. 64 p.

Miller, F. L. 1991. Estimating Bathurst Island Peary
caribou and muskox populations. — Arcric 44 (1):
57-62.

Miller, F. L., Russell, R. H. and Gunn, A. 1977.
Distributions, movements and numbers of Peary
caribou and muskoxen on western Queen Eliza-
beth Islands, Northwest Territories, 1972-74. - Ca-
nadian Wildlife Service Report Series No. 40. 55 p.

Roby, D. B., Thing, H. and Brink, K. L. 1984. His-
tory, status and taxonomic identity of caribou
(Rangifer tarandus) in northwest Greenland. -
Avrctic 37 (1): 23-30.

Rangifer, 12 (3), 1992

Reed, K. H., Ferguson, M. A. D., Crete, M. and
Bergerud, T. A. 1991. Genetic variation in trans-
ferrin as a predictor for differentiation and evolu-
tion of caribou from eastern Canada. - Rangifer 11
(2): 65-74.

Tener, J. S. 1963. Queen Elizabeth Islands game sur-
vey, 1961. - Canadian Wildlfe Service Occasional
Paper No. 4. 50 p.

Tyler, N. J. C. and Oritsland, N. A. 1989. Why
don’t Svalbard reindeer migrate? - Holarctic Ecolo-
@ 12 (4): 369-376.

Williams, T. M. and Heard, D. C. 1986. World sta-
tus of wild Rangifer tarandus populations. — Rangi-
Jfer, Special Issue No. 1: 19-28.

Manuscript accepted 1. March, 1992

141



