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Figure 3. Subdivision of the Churchill area into the living/work a-rea, perimeter area and remote area for implementation of Polar Bear Alert
Program procedures.




Table 2. Polar Bear Alert Program procedures directed at the
living/work area, the perimeter area, and the remote area.

Living/ Peri-

Work meter Remote
Procedure Area Area Area
Removal? of all bears by Yes No No
scaring, live-capture or
shooting.

Removal? of all bears Yes Yes No
previously captured in the

living/work or perimeter area

by Tive-capture.

Removal? of all polar bear Yes Yes No
family groups by live-capture.

Permanent remova]b from the Yes Yes No
population of those bears

which have been captured in

3 or more years previously in

the living/work area.

Regular meetings between Yes Yes No
Department staff and the

Local Government District

Council to inform, plan and

evaluate the program.

Annual questionnaire to Yes Yes No
Churchill residents to
assist in program evaluation

Enactment and/or enforcement Yes Yes No
of by-laws and regulations to

minimize the sources of

attractants to bears.

High profile signing in Yes Yes No
specific areas.

Public information/education Yes Yes Yes
program to increase the

awareness of potential dangers

of polar bears.

Prohibition of polar bear Yes Yes Yes
baiting for any purpose unless

by permit.

Continued capture and Yes Yes Yes

marking of polar bears.

& A11 bears captured are placed in the Polar Bear

Compound until Hudson Bay is frozen, or they are
transported away from the Churchill area.

Bears to be removed from the population permanently
will be placed in zoos if possible.

The procedure of removing all family groups from the
living/work area and the perimeter area as soon as
possible was also added in 1984, in an attempt to
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prevent cubs and yearlings from becoming problem
animals.

Though some bears had been sent to zoos since the
program started, it was not until the most recent review
that a criterion for the permanent removal of specific
individuals was introduced (Table 2). Unfortunately,
implementing this procedure resulted in the loss of some
bears which, because of their age and frequency of
returning, were providing new scientific information each
year they returned. In these few cases, however, it was
decided to put public safety ahead of the need for
additional information, particularly given that such bears
were exceptions to the "normal" bears handled in
Churchill.

A regulation to prohibit the baiting of bears anywhere
within 10 km of the Hudson Bay coast was also
introduced with the new program. This practice had
grown as the competitive nature of the tourism industry
increased, but is now considered to require strict
control. Introducing a large number of bears to human-
food association could increase problems in the future.

In an effort to monitor the local residents’ attitude
toward the bears and the Alert Program, an annual
questionnaire is sent to each household. The revised
program seems to have been well-received by the local
public based on the results of questionnaires done at the
end of the 1985 and 1986 problem seasons.

CONCLUSION

A program such as the Alert Program requires a
dynamic approach incorporating regular review and
evaluation. Changes made in program procedures must
be monitored to determine their effectiveness.
Continued research efforts by the Canadian Wildlife
Service and others provide new information on the
biology and ecology of polar bears which must be
considered. Finally, the Churchill situation continues

to change and this must also be considered in the
program design.

Under existing conditions, the actual and potential polar
bear problems in the Churchill area will not abate
without the complete abandonment of the townsite or
permanent removal of large numbers of bears. Neither
of these solutions is acceptable. Consequently, the
annual Polar Bear Alert Program will be required to
ensure the safety of people and their property and the
perpetuation of a healthy polar bear population.
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