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RECOVERY STRATEGY FOR THE HUNGERFORD’S 

CRAWLING WATER BEETLE (Brychius hungerfordi) IN CANADA 
 

2019 
 
Under the Accord for the Protection of Species at Risk (1996), the federal, provincial, 
and territorial governments agreed to work together on legislation, programs, and 
policies to protect wildlife species at risk throughout Canada. 
 
In the spirit of cooperation of the Accord, the Government of Ontario has given 
permission to the Government of Canada to adopt the Recovery Strategy for the 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle (Brychius hungerfordi) in Ontario (Part 2) and the 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle – Government Response Statement (Part 3) under 
Section 44 of the Species at Risk Act (SARA). Environment and Climate Change 
Canada has included a federal addition (Part 1) which completes the SARA 
requirements for this recovery strategy. 
 
The federal recovery strategy for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in 
Canada consists of three parts: 
  
Part 1 – Federal Addition to the Recovery Strategy for the Hungerford’s Crawling 

Water Beetle (Brychius hungerfordi) in Ontario, prepared by Environment and 
Climate Change Canada 

 
Part 2 – Recovery Strategy for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle (Brychius 

hungerfordi) in Ontario, prepared by Kirk (2013) for the Ontario Ministry of 
Natural Resources2  

 
Part 3 – Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle – Ontario Government Response 
Statement, prepared by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources 

                                            
2 On June 26, 2014, the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources became the Ontario Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Forestry.  
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Preface 1 
 2 
The federal, provincial, and territorial government signatories under the Accord for the 3 
Protection of Species at Risk (1996)3 agreed to establish complementary legislation and 4 
programs that provide for effective protection of species at risk throughout Canada. 5 
Under the Species at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c.29) (SARA), the federal competent 6 
ministers are responsible for the preparation of recovery strategies for listed Extirpated, 7 
Endangered, and Threatened species and are required to report on progress within 8 
five years after the publication of the final document on the Species at Risk Public 9 
Registry. 10 
 11 
The Minister of Environment and Climate Change is the competent minister under 12 
SARA for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle and has prepared the federal 13 
component of this recovery strategy (Part 1), as per section 37 of SARA. To the extent 14 
possible, it has been prepared in cooperation with the Province of Ontario (Ministry of 15 
Natural Resources and Forestry) as per section 39(1) of SARA. SARA section 44 allows 16 
the Minister to adopt all or part of an existing plan for the species if it meets the 17 
requirements under SARA for content (sub-sections 41(1) or (2)). The Ontario Ministry 18 
of Natural Resources (now the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry) led 19 
the development of the attached recovery strategy for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water 20 
Beetle (Part 2) in cooperation with Environment and Climate Change Canada. The 21 
Province of Ontario also led the development of the attached Government Response 22 
Statement (Part 3), which is the Ontario Government’s policy response to its provincial 23 
recovery strategy and summarizes the prioritized actions that the Ontario government 24 
intends to take and support. 25 
 26 
Success in the recovery of this species depends on the commitment and cooperation of 27 
many different constituencies that will be involved in implementing the directions set out 28 
in this strategy and will not be achieved by Environment and Climate Change Canada, 29 
or any other jurisdiction alone. All Canadians are invited to join in supporting and 30 
implementing this strategy for the benefit of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 31 
and Canadian society as a whole.  32 
 33 
This recovery strategy will be followed by one or more action plans that will provide 34 
information on recovery measures to be taken by Environment and Climate Change 35 
Canada (ECCC) and other jurisdictions and/or organizations involved in the 36 
conservation of the species. Implementation of this strategy is subject to appropriations, 37 
priorities, and budgetary constraints of the participating jurisdictions and organizations. 38 
 39 
The recovery strategy sets the strategic direction to arrest or reverse the decline of the 40 
species, including identification of critical habitat to the extent possible. It provides all 41 
Canadians with information to help take action on species conservation. When critical 42 

                                            
3 http://registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=en&n=6b319869-1#2  

http://registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=en&n=6B319869-1#2
http://registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=en&n=6B319869-1#2
http://registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=en&n=6b319869-1#2
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habitat is identified, either in a recovery strategy or an action plan, SARA requires that 43 
critical habitat then be protected.  44 
 45 
In the case of critical habitat identified for terrestrial species including migratory birds, 46 
SARA requires that critical habitat identified in a federally protected area4 be described 47 
in the Canada Gazette within 90 days after the recovery strategy or action plan that 48 
identified the critical habitat is included in the public registry. A prohibition against 49 
destruction of critical habitat under ss. 58(1) will apply 90 days after the description of 50 
the critical habitat is published in the Canada Gazette.  51 
 52 
For critical habitat located on other federal lands, the competent minister must either 53 
make a statement on existing legal protection or make an order so that the prohibition 54 
against destruction of critical habitat applies.  55 
 56 
If the critical habitat for a migratory bird is not within a federal protected area and is not 57 
on federal land, within the exclusive economic zone or on the continental shelf of 58 
Canada, the prohibition against destruction can only apply to those portions of the 59 
critical habitat that are habitat to which the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 applies 60 
as per SARA ss. 58(5.1) and ss. 58(5.2).  61 
 62 
For any part of critical habitat located on non-federal lands, if the competent minister 63 
forms the opinion that any portion of critical habitat is not protected by provisions in or 64 
measures under SARA or other Acts of Parliament, or the laws of the province or 65 
territory, SARA requires that the Minister recommend that the Governor in Council make 66 
an order to prohibit destruction of critical habitat. The discretion to protect critical habitat 67 
on non-federal lands that is not otherwise protected rests with the Governor in Council.  68 

                                            
4 These federally protected areas are: a national park of Canada named and described in Schedule 1 to 
the Canada National Parks Act, The Rouge National Park established by the Rouge National Urban Park 
Act, a marine protected area under the Oceans Act, a migratory bird sanctuary under the Migratory Birds 
Convention Act, 1994 or a national wildlife area under the Canada Wildlife Act see ss. 58(2) of SARA. 
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Additions and Modifications to the Adopted Document 81 
 82 
The following sections have been included to address specific requirements of the 83 
federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) that are not addressed in the Recovery Strategy for 84 
the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle (Brychius hungerfordi) in Ontario (Part 2 of this 85 
document, referred to henceforth as “the provincial recovery strategy”) and/or to provide 86 
updated or additional information.   87 
 88 
ECCC is adopting the Ontario recovery strategy (Part 2) with the exception of 89 
section 2.0, Recovery. In place of section 2.0, ECCC has established a population and 90 
distribution objective and performance indicators, and is adopting the Government of 91 
Ontario’s government-led and government-supported actions of the Hungerford’s 92 
Crawling Water Beetle – Ontario Government Response Statement (Part 3) as the 93 
broad strategies and general approaches to meet the population and distribution 94 
objective. 95 
 96 
Under SARA, there are specific requirements and processes set out regarding the 97 
protection of critical habitat. Therefore, statements in the provincial recovery strategy 98 
referring to protection of the species’ habitat may not directly correspond to federal 99 
requirements. Recovery measures dealing with the protection of habitat are adopted; 100 
however, whether these measures will result in protection of critical habitat under SARA 101 
will be assessed following publication of the final federal recovery strategy.  102 
 103 
Recovery Feasibility Summary 104 
 105 
Recently, the Government of Canada published the proposed "Species at Risk 106 
Policies - Policy on Survival and Recovery" (2016)5 to guide consistent interpretation of 107 
major concepts applicable under the federal Species at Risk Act. Recovery feasibility for 108 
the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle was assessed following this new guidance. If 109 
new information becomes available or if required due to amendments to the Policy of 110 
Survival and Recovery, recovery feasibility may be re-assessed in an amendment to 111 
this recovery strategy  112 
 113 
Based on the best available information, the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle was 114 
probably never particularly widespread or abundant within Canada and is considered to 115 
be historically precarious6 in Canada (see Appendix A for details). For species with this 116 
historical context, the Government of Canada uses the criteria in Table 1 below to 117 
determine whether recovery for this species is technically and biologically feasible.  118 
 119 

                                            
5 http://registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/document/default_e.cfm?documentID=2985  
6 A species that, prior to significant effects from human activity, was below the survival threshold or was 
dependent on demographic connectivity with outside populations for the long-term presence in Canada 
according to the best available information on the species population in Canada. Such a species may be 
recovered by achieving a condition that approximates its historic state (GOC 2016). 

http://registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/document/default_e.cfm?documentID=2985
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For a species that is determined to be historically precarious, recovery will be 120 
considered feasible if the extent of irreversible change7 is such that under the best 121 
achievable scenario8 the condition of the species can be improved to a point that it is 122 
approaching the historical condition9. The main instance of irreversible change that 123 
must be considered for this species is the permanent loss and degradation of quality 124 
suitable habitat (see Appendix A for further details). 125 
 126 
There are unknowns regarding the feasibility of recovery for the Hungerford’s Crawling 127 
Water Beetle. In keeping with the precautionary principle, a recovery strategy has been 128 
prepared as per section 41(1) of SARA, as would be done when recovery is determined 129 
to be technically and biologically feasible. This recovery strategy attempts to address 130 
the unknowns surrounding the feasibility of recovery. A more thorough discussion of the 131 
recovery feasibility assessment for Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle can be found in 132 
Appendix A. 133 
 134 
Assessing Recovery Feasibility 135 
 136 
To determine whether recovery is technically and biologically feasible in Canada for a 137 
historically precarious species, such as the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle, any 138 
information that is known or estimated about the historical condition of the species 139 
should be used to understand the appropriate context of each fundamental species 140 
characteristic in question (Table 1) (GOC 2016; Appendix A).  141 
 142 
Table 1. Determination of Recovery Feasibility for Historically Precarious Species 143 

Fundamental Species 
Characteristic Recovery Threshold  

Technically and Biologically Feasible 
to Achieve Recovery Threshold 
Quickly Enough to Help the Species? 
(Y/N/Unknown) 

Population Trend Approximating historical 
condition Unknown 

Resilience  
(Population size) 

Approximating historical 
condition Unknown 

Redundancy 
(Population # / 
Distribution) 

Approximating historical 
condition Unknown 

                                            
7 A change that results in the establishment of a new set of ecological or biological conditions that 
constrain the ability of the species to return to its historic condition and which cannot reasonably be 
changed in a way that improves those conditions for the species within a biologically relevant time frame 
(e.g., loss of genetic diversity, loss of food/host species, effects of permanent infrastructure) (GOC 2016). 
8 The biologically and technically achievable scenario with the lowest possible risk of extinction to the 
species that can be achieved, taking into account irreversible change (GOC 2016). 
9 An estimate of the historic level of redundancy, resilience, representation, population and distribution, 
trend, threats, ecological role and any other factors that together determine the risk of extinction or 
extirpation of the species in Canada prior to significant effects of human activity, based on best available 
information (GOC 2016). 
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Fundamental Species 
Characteristic Recovery Threshold  

Technically and Biologically Feasible 
to Achieve Recovery Threshold 
Quickly Enough to Help the Species? 
(Y/N/Unknown) 

Population Connectivity Approximating historical 
condition Unknown 

Mitigation of Human-
caused Threats 

Significant threats avoided or 
mitigated to the extent that 
they no longer threaten the 
species 

Unknown 

Species Condition10 Improved since first assessed 
as at risk Unknown 

Representation 
(Species presence in 
appropriate ecological 
communities) 

Approximating historical 
condition at a coarse scale Unknown 

Independent of 
Connectivity with 
populations outside of 
Canada 

Connectivity okay if necessary Yes 

Independent of Species 
Interventions Yes Unknown 

 144 
Summary of Recovery Feasibility 145 
 146 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is a globally rare species, only found in Michigan 147 
and Ontario (Kirk 2013). The species’ historical distribution in Canada is not known but 148 
is presumed to be naturally rare. Mousseau and Roughley (2007) proposed that the 149 
species is a glacial relict, which survived the Wisconsin glaciation in a refugium south of 150 
the Great Lakes and was subsequently restricted to cool streams as the glaciers 151 
retreated. The species was only discovered in Canada in 1986 and since then has been 152 
observed in three watercourses in Ontario; the Saugeen, North Saugeen, and Rankin 153 
Rivers (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). It is possible that the species may have been 154 
historically more widely distributed but overlooked by insect collectors and observers in 155 
the region, given its small size and aquatic habitat. However, since the precise habitat 156 
requirements of the species are uncertain, and the habitat requirements and distribution 157 
of the proposed larval food plant Dichotomosiphon tuberosus are unknown 158 
(COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013), it is difficult to speculate what the distribution may have 159 
been prior to human influence in the region. 160 
 161 
The three known local populations11 of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Canada 162 
occur within a small geographic area, have a low abundance, and are relatively isolated 163 

                                            
10 The condition of the species refers to the combination of the level of redundancy, resilience, 
representation, population and distribution, trend, threats, ecological role and any other factors that 
together determine the risk of extinction or extirpation of the species in Canada (GOC 2016). 
11 Geographically or otherwise distinct groups in the population between which there is little or no genetic 
exchange (typically 1 successful migrant or gamete per year or less). 
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(COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). It is not possible to determine the trend of the Canadian 164 
population, but there is evidence to suggest that the local population at North Saugeen 165 
River may be extirpated (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). The major threats to the 166 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle are likely to include activities that degrade water 167 
quality, alter stream flow or disrupt the riffle and pool environment in which the species 168 
is found (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). 169 
 170 
Based on the assessment of recovery feasibility above (i.e., a large number of 171 
unknowns, but the absence of any answers to suggest that recovery is not technically or 172 
biologically feasible), the recovery feasibility of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 173 
in Canada is considered unknown. It is likely that the species was never widespread 174 
globally or in Canada, and will likely continue to be considered rare in Canada despite 175 
recovery actions to mitigate threats and fill knowledge gaps.   176 
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1. COSEWIC* Species Assessment Information 177 

* COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) 178 
 179 
2. Species Status Information  180 
 181 
The Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is listed as Endangered12 on Schedule 1 of the 182 
Species at Risk Act (SARA) (S.C. 2002, c. 29). In Ontario, the species is listed as 183 
Endangered13 under the Ontario Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) (S.O. 2007, c. 6) 184 
and receives species and habitat protection under the ESA. 185 
 186 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is only known from three watercourses in Ontario 187 
and eight watercourses in Michigan (Kirk 2013), and has a global conservation rank of 188 
Critically Imperiled14 (G1). In both Canada and the United States, the species has 189 
national and subnational (Ontario and Michigan) ranks of Critically Imperilled (N1 and 190 
S1, respectively) (NatureServe 2017). The local populations of the Hungerford’s 191 
Crawling Water Beetle that occur in Canada are estimated to represent approximately 192 
30% of the species’ global distribution (Kirk 2013). 193 
 194 

                                            
12 A wildlife species facing imminent extirpation or extinction in Canada. 
13 A species that lives in the wild in Ontario but is facing imminent extinction or extirpation. 
14 Critically Imperiled (G1, N1, S1): At high risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction due to restricted range, 
few populations or occurrences, steep declines, severe threats or other factors (Master et al. 2012). 

Date of Assessment: May 2011 
 
Common Name (population): Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 
  
Scientific Name: Brychius hungerfordi 
 
COSEWIC Status: Endangered 
 
Reason for Designation: A probable early postglacial relict, this water beetle is 
endemic to the upper Great Lakes and is Endangered in the U.S. In Canada, it is 
restricted to a small area and is known from only 3 locations in Ontario. This species 
has declined and may be extirpated at the North Saugeen River. It is threatened by 
further planned developments at the North Saugeen and Saugeen River locations, by 
hydrological alterations at the Rankin River location, and by continuing declines in water 
quality due to events associated with increasing human population at all locations. 
  
Canadian Occurrence: Ontario 

 
COSEWIC Status History: Designated Endangered in May 2011 
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3. Population and Distribution Objectives 195 
 196 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle species was assessed as Endangered by 197 
COSEWIC due to its small distribution range in Canada, small number of known 198 
locations15 and declining habitat quality (COSEWIC 2011). In addition, it faces threats 199 
from future development, hydrological alteration and continuing declines in water 200 
quality (COSEWIC 2011). Due to its likely historical context, restricted distribution, 201 
small population size and threats to habitat quality, it is probable that Hungerford’s 202 
Crawling Water Beetle will always be considered Endangered or Threatened under 203 
SARA. 204 
 205 
The population and distribution objective established by ECCC for the Hungerford’s 206 
Crawling Water Beetle is: 207 
 208 

• To maintain the existing local populations of the species in Canada, including 209 
any newly discovered local populations. 210 

 211 
Given the species’ naturally limited distribution, and apparent rarity in Canada, it would 212 
be inappropriate to focus recovery efforts on expanding the species beyond the known 213 
historical context. Nevertheless, if the species naturally expands, or if previously 214 
established populations are discovered, they are specifically included in the population 215 
and distribution objective. As the population size and trends for this species in Canada 216 
are unknown (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013), setting a quantitative objective is not 217 
possible for this species at present. However, maintaining functional local populations 218 
over the long-term is likely to require stabilizing or increasing population sizes at each 219 
local population. In Ontario, the three existing local populations of the beetle are found 220 
in the North Saugeen, Saugeen, and Rankin Rivers.  Surveys suggest that the North 221 
Saugeen local population has either faced a recent decline or has become extirpated 222 
(COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013), so recovery efforts should include surveys to confirm the 223 
status of the North Saugeen local population. 224 
 225 
Maintaining the existing local populations of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in 226 
Canada will require protection and management, including the identification of threats at 227 
a watershed scale, and the mitigation or removal of threats to the species, especially 228 
those related to water quality and water level management. Recovery efforts focus on 229 
working with partners and landowners to implement best management practices within 230 
watersheds, promoting the maintenance of healthy aquatic ecosystems, and conducting 231 
surveys to improve knowledge on the distribution and abundance of the species. The 232 
impacts of some potential threats to this species, such as changes in water chemistry 233 
due to agricultural run-off, are not well understood because of a lack of knowledge of 234 
the species’ biology and ecology, including the role of natural and human-made water 235 
control structures in providing habitat for Hungerford's Crawling Water Beetle. 236 

                                            
15 A location is a geographically distinct area in which a single threatening event can rapidly affect all 
individuals of the wildlife species present (2015). 
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Addressing such knowledge gaps will be an important part of achieving the population 237 
and distribution objectives. Confirmation of the specific habitat requirements of 238 
Hungerford's Crawling Water Beetle, including the distribution and role of the larval food 239 
plant (i.e., D. tuberosus), water quality and flow requirements, tolerance to sediment 240 
loads, habitat for reproduction and hibernation, and dispersal ability may also be 241 
important to achieving the population and distribution objectives. Provided that other 242 
threats to stream habitat (e.g., reduction of water quality) are managed and mitigated, 243 
stable or increasing local populations would be expected to persist within the species’ 244 
current range.  245 
 246 
This federal population and distribution objective is consistent with the province of 247 
Ontario’s Government Response Statement developed under the provincial 248 
Endangered Species Act, which outlines the provincial government’s goal for the 249 
recovery of the species and summarizes the prioritized actions the government intends 250 
to take and support (see Part 3 for more information). The government of Ontario’s goal 251 
for the recovery of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is to maintain or improve the 252 
viability of existing populations in Ontario. 253 

4. Broad Strategies and General Approaches to Meet 254 
Objectives 255 

 256 
The government-led and government-supported actions tables from Hungerford’s 257 
Crawling Water Beetle – Ontario Government Response Statement (Part 3) are adopted 258 
as the broad strategies and general approaches to meet the population and distribution 259 
objective. ECCC is not adopting the approaches identified in section 2 of the Recovery 260 
Strategy for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle (Brychius hungerfordi) in Ontario 261 
(Part 2). 262 
 263 
5. Critical Habitat 264 
 265 
5.1 Identification of the Species’ Critical Habitat 266 
 267 
Section 41(1)(c) of SARA requires that recovery strategies include an identification of 268 
the species’ critical habitat, to the extent possible, as well as examples of activities that 269 
are likely to result in its destruction. Under section 2(1) of SARA, critical habitat is “the 270 
habitat that is necessary for the survival or recovery of a listed wildlife species and that 271 
is identified as the species’ critical habitat in the recovery strategy or in an action plan 272 
for the species”. 273 
 274 
Identification of critical habitat is not a component of provincial recovery strategies 275 
under the Province of Ontario's ESA. Following the completion of the provincial recovery 276 
strategy for this species, a provincial habitat regulation was developed for the 277 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Ontario, effective January 1, 2015 (section 27.4 278 



Recovery Strategy for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 2019 
Part 1: Federal Addition 
 

12 
 

of Ontario Regulation 242/0816). A habitat regulation is a legal instrument that 279 
prescribes an area that will be protected17 as the habitat of the species by the Province 280 
of Ontario. The habitat regulation identifies the geographic area within which the habitat 281 
regulation may apply and explains how the boundaries of regulated habitat are 282 
determined (based on biophysical and other attributes). The regulation is dynamic and 283 
automatically in effect wherever and whenever the description(s) of the regulation are 284 
met. Refer to the Habitat Protection Summary for Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 285 
(OMNRF 2014) for further details on the provincial habitat regulation and its application. 286 
The identification of critical habitat for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is based 287 
on components of the habitat regulation to promote consistency between the federal 288 
SARA and the provincial ESA in protecting habitat on federal and non-federal lands. 289 
 290 
Critical habitat for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Canada is identified as the 291 
extent of biophysical attributes (see Section 5.1.2) wherever they occur within areas 292 
described in Section 5.1.1, below. Areas containing critical habitat for Hungerford’s 293 
Crawling Water Beetle are presented in Figure 1. The UTM grid squares (Figure 1, 294 
Table 2) are part of a standardized grid system that indicates the general geographic 295 
areas containing critical habitat, which can be used for land use planning and/or 296 
environmental assessment purposes. Critical habitat is identified for the three known 297 
local populations of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Canada (i.e., North 298 
Saugeen, Saugeen, and Rankin Rivers), and is considered sufficient to achieve the 299 
population and distribution objectives; therefore, no schedule of studies has been 300 
developed. If new or additional information becomes available, refinements to, or 301 
additional critical habitat may be identified in an amendment to this recovery strategy. 302 
For more information on critical habitat identification, contact Environment and Climate 303 
Change Canada – Canadian Wildlife Service at ec.planificationduretablissement-304 
recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca. 305 

5.1.1 Areas Containing Critical Habitat 306 
 307 
In Canada, the presence and persistence of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 308 
depends on an area greater than that occupied by individuals of the species. It requires 309 
ecological or landscape features that promote and maintain suitable habitat18 for the 310 
beetle and allow for natural processes related to population dynamics and reproduction 311 
to occur. 312 
  313 

                                            
15 www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/080242#BK68 
17 Under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA), there are specific requirements and processes set out 
regarding the protection of critical habitat. Protection of critical habitat under SARA will be assessed 
following publication of the final federal recovery strategy. 
18 Suitable habitat is composed of the biophysical attributes (e.g. soil and moisture conditions, light 
penetration, species composition and species interactions) that provide individuals of the species the 
necessary conditions to carry out essential life processes. 

mailto:ec.planificationduretablissement-recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca
mailto:ec.planificationduretablissement-recoveryplanning.ec@canada.ca
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The areas containing critical habitat have been delineated19 as follows: 314 
 315 

1) The portion of a river, stream or other watercourse 400 meters upstream and 316 
downstream of a known observation of a Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle; 317 
AND  318 

2) Any adjacent area within 30 meters of the portion of a river, stream or other 319 
watercourse described in 1) that is in a natural or semi-natural state such as 320 
forest, woodland, thicket, wetland, old field, pasture or meadow. 321 

 322 
The portion of a river, stream, or other watercourse within 400 m of a known 323 
observation of a Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle and adjacent area within 30 m 324 
are included to support all activities and life stages including egg laying, pupation20, 325 
and overwintering (Kirk 2013). The 400 m distance protects the aquatic habitat 326 
surrounding a local population, in order to reduce negative impacts to water quality 327 
and also to allow for movement of the species into adjacent suitable areas 328 
(OMNRF 2014). The 30 m riparian buffer is included to reduce potential degradation 329 
of suitable aquatic habitat as a result of pollution and sedimentation from adjacent 330 
terrestrial areas (OMNRF 2014). Areas that do not possess the biophysical attributes 331 
of suitable habitat (e.g., mowed lawns, agricultural cropland) and areas that do not 332 
assist in the maintenance of natural processes are not identified as critical habitat.   333 

5.1.2 Biophysical Attributes of Critical Habitat  334 
 335 
The biophysical attributes of critical habitat are typically characterized as follows:  336 
 337 

• Small to medium sized rivers and streams typically characterized by the 338 
following: 339 

o Cool (i.e., water temperatures of 15-25°C21), moderate to fast flowing 340 
water with good stream aeration and alkaline (i.e., high pH) water 341 
conditions (COSEWIC 2011);  342 

o Inorganic mixed substrate composed of coarse gravel, and/or cobble, 343 
and/or silt and/or sand (COSEWIC 2011);  344 

o The presence of the filamentous algae D. tuberosus (Kirk 2013);  345 

• Adjacent riparian areas usually consist primarily of natural or semi-natural 346 
vegetation such as forest, woodland, thicket, wetland, old field, pasture or 347 
meadow typically characterized by moist, sandy soil edge (Strand and Spangler 348 
1994). 349 

 350 

                                            
19 Based on data available to ECCC as of January 2017.  
20 The life stage in which a larva transforms into an adult insect.   
21 Based on water temperatures measured during capture of beetles/larvae, typically measured between 
June and September (USFWS 2006 and references within). 
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 351 
Figure 1. Overview map of critical habitat locations for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Canada. 352 
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 353 
Figure 1.1. Critical habitat for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle at Rankin River, Canada is represented by the 354 
yellow shaded polygons and occurs where the biophysical attributes described in section 5.1.2 are found. The 1 x 1 km 355 
standardized UTM grid overlay (red outline) shown on this figure is part of a standardized national grid system used to 356 
indicate the general geographic area within which critical habitat is found. 357 
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 358 
Figure 1.2. Critical habitat for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle at North Saugeen River, Canada is represented by 359 
the yellow shaded polygons and occurs where the biophysical attributes described in section 5.1.2 are found. The 1 x 1 360 
km standardized UTM grid overlay (red outline) shown on this figure is part of a standardized national grid system used to 361 
indicate the general geographic area within which critical habitat is found. 362 
 363 
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 364 
Figure 1.3. Critical habitat for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle at Saugeen River, Canada is represented by the 365 
yellow shaded polygons and occurs where the biophysical attributes described in section 5.1.2 are found. The 1 x 1 km 366 
standardized UTM grid overlay (red outline) shown on this figure is part of a standardized national grid system used to 367 
indicate the general geographic area within which critical habitat is found.368 
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Table 2. Grid squares that contain critical habitat for Hungerford’s Crawling Water 369 
Beetle in Canada. Critical habitat for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle occurs 370 
within these 1 x 1 km standardized UTM grid squares where the description of critical 371 
habitat is met. 372 

Population 

1 x 1 km 
Standardized 

UTM Grid 
Square IDa 

 
UTM Grid Square 

C b Land Tenurec Province/ 
Territory Easting Northing 

Saugeen River 
17TMJ9869 Ontario 496000 4889000 Non-Federal Land 
17TMJ9879 Ontario 497000 4889000 Non-Federal Land 

Rankin River 

17TMK8407 Ontario 480000 4947000 Non-Federal Land 
17TMK8417 Ontario 481000 4947000 Non-Federal Land 
17TMK8418 Ontario 481000 4948000 Non-Federal Land 
17TMK8419 Ontario 481000 4949000 Non-Federal Land 

North Saugeen River 

17TMK9035 Ontario 493000 4905000 Non-Federal Land 
17TMK9036 Ontario 493000 4906000 Non-Federal Land 
17TMK9045 Ontario 494000 4905000 Non-Federal Land 
17TMK9046 Ontario 494000 4906000 Non-Federal Land 

 373 
a Based on the standard UTM Military Grid Reference System (see http://www.nrcan.gc.ca/earth-
sciences/geography/topographic-information/maps/9789), where the first 2 digits represent the UTM 
Zone, followed by a letter representing the UTM Band, the following 2 letters indicate the 100 x 100 km 
standardized UTM grid, followed by 2 digits to represent the 10 x 10 km standardized UTM grid. The last 
2 digits represent the 1 x 1 km standardized UTM grid containing all or a portion of the area within which 
critical habitat is found. This unique alphanumeric code is based on the methodology produced from the 
Breeding Bird Atlases of Canada (See http://www.bsc-eoc.org for more information on breeding bird 
atlases).  
b The listed coordinates are a cartographic representation of where critical habitat can be found, 
presented as the southwest corner of the 1 x 1 km standardized UTM grid square containing all or a 
portion of the critical habitat unit. The coordinates may not fall within critical habitat and are provided as a 
general location only.  
c Land tenure is provided as an approximation of the types of land ownership that exist at the critical 
habitat units and should be used for guidance purposes only. Accurate land tenure will require cross 
referencing critical habitat boundaries with surveyed land parcel information. 
 
5.2 Activities Likely to Result in Destruction of Critical Habitat 374 
 375 
Understanding what constitutes destruction of critical habitat is necessary for the 376 
protection and management of critical habitat. Destruction is determined on a case by 377 
case basis. Destruction would result if part of the critical habitat was degraded, either 378 
permanently or temporarily, such that it would not serve its function when needed by the 379 
species. Destruction may result from a single activity or multiple activities at one point in 380 
time or from the cumulative effects of one or more activities over time. It should be 381 
noted that not all activities that occur in or near habitat are likely to cause its destruction. 382 
Activities described in Table 3 are examples of those likely to cause destruction of 383 
critical habitat for the species; however, destructive activities are not necessarily limited 384 
to those listed.  385 
 386 

http://www.nrcan.gc.ca/earth-sciences/geography/topographic-information/maps/9789
http://www.nrcan.gc.ca/earth-sciences/geography/topographic-information/maps/9789
http://www.bsc-eoc.org/
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Table 3. Activities Likely to Result in the Destruction of Critical Habitat 387 
Description of Activity  Description of effect in relation 

to function loss 
Details of effect 

Hydrological alterations 
that result in changes to 
water quality, flows, levels 
or the streambed 
(e.g., channelization, 
dredging, bank 
stabilization, erosion 
control, construction or 
removal of upstream 
water control structures, 
dismantlement of beaver 
dams, residential pool 
discharge) 

Physical changes could alter the 
rate of flow of water in the stream / 
river, which could change the riffle 
and pool habitat on which this 
species depends, as well as 
removing or affecting the 
suitability of pupation sites 
(e.g., removal of vegetation along 
the banks). Changes could also 
increase the amount of sediment 
or other pollutants in the water, 
reducing water quality and 
reducing the availability of gravel 
and cobble substrates.  

If this activity occurs within or upstream 
of critical habitat, it is likely to result in 
critical habitat destruction as the 
activities negatively change the habitat 
on which the species relies.  
 
 

Construction, removal, 
alteration or maintenance 
of roads and associated 
infrastructure (e.g., 
bridges, culverts, dams or 
weirs) 

These activities may result in the 
degradation of habitat due to an 
increase in surface run-off of 
chemicals leading to reduced 
water quality (i.e., changes to 
biophysical attributes such as 
water temperature, alkalinity and 
flow rate). Road infrastructure, 
such as culverts, may present 
barriers to dispersal as well as 
providing conduits for pollutant 
run-off from roads and roadside 
ditches.  

If this activity occurs within or upstream 
of critical habitat, it may result in its 
destruction. The effects may be direct 
(e.g. through habitat loss) or indirect 
(e.g. through increased run-off resulting 
in the reduction of water quality).   

Activities that lead to 
contamination or large 
amounts of sediments 
entering watercourses 
(e.g., pesticide runoff 
associated with 
agriculture or increased 
sedimentation levels due 
to logging activities, road 
or infrastructure 
maintenance) 

These activities may result in 
run-off of pollutants, such as 
pesticides and sediments, which 
may contaminate the riverine 
systems in which the species 
occurs, and may detrimentally 
affect growth and/or survival at all 
life stages.  

If this activity occurs within or upstream 
of critical habitat, it is likely to result in its 
destruction.  

Clearing of shoreline 
vegetation (other than 
agricultural crops), and 
removal of refuge habitat 
(e.g., woody debris) in 
aquatic habitat. 

Loss of natural or semi-natural 
shoreline vegetation may alter 
bank stability, and increase both 
water temperature and 
sedimentation rates making 
habitat unsuitable for the species. 
Removal of refuge habitat results 
in direct loss of habitat for the 
species. These changes to habitat 
could lead to the loss of part or all 
of a local population. 

When clearing occurs within critical 
habitat, at any time of the year, it is likely 
to result in destruction by removing 
foraging habitat or refuge habitat for a 
significant proportion of individuals in a 
local population.  Thresholds for this 
activity are not known at this time, but 
it’s likely that removal of small amounts 
of vegetation (e.g. pruning), will not 
result in critical habitat destruction. 

 388 



Recovery Strategy for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 2019 
Part 1: Federal Addition 
 

20 
 

6. Measuring Progress 389 
 390 
The performance indicators presented below provide a way to define and measure 391 
progress towards achieving the population and distribution objectives. Every five years, 392 
success of recovery strategy implementation will be measured against the following 393 
performance indicators: 394 
 395 

• The existing local populations of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in 396 
Canada have been maintained, including any newly discovered local populations. 397 

 398 
7. Statement on Action Plans 399 
 400 
One or more action plans will be completed for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 401 
and posted on the Species at Risk Public Registry by December 31, 2026.  402 
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Appendix A: Recovery Feasibility 483 
 484 
Historical Context 485 
 486 
The first step in determining the recovery feasibility of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water 487 
Beetle is to establish the historical context (whether the species’ existence in Canada is 488 
historically precarious or not precarious). To make this determination, ECCC uses the 489 
four criteria outlined below. A species is considered historically precarious if any of the 490 
following are known or likely to have been true in Canada, prior to significant effects 491 
from human activity: 492 
 493 
1. The species was undergoing a long-term natural decline;  494 

• Unknown. The species was only discovered in Canada in 1986 and despite 495 
targeted survey effort, it is only known to have occurred at three locations. 496 
The species is believed to be globally rare, found only in the Great Lakes 497 
region in Ontario and Michigan (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). There is 498 
insufficient evidence to assess whether the species was historically 499 
undergoing long-term natural declines in population size or distribution. 500 
 501 

2. The species consisted of fewer than 1,000 mature individuals;  502 
• Unknown. The species is only known from three locations in Canada, one of 503 

which is likely extirpated. Historical or current local population sizes at these 504 
locations are not known, but the total number of adults observed in Canada 505 
since its discovery in 1986 is fewer than 100 (COSEWIC 2011). The species 506 
is considered globally rare and is believed to be a glacial relict (Mousseau 507 
and Roughley 2007; COSEWIC 2011).  It is unknown if the species 508 
historically existed in higher numbers prior to the formation of the Great 509 
Lakes. 510 
 511 

3. The species existed at five or fewer locations or less than 20 km2 index of area of 512 
occupancy22 (IAO);  513 

• Unknown. Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is only known from three 514 
locations in Canada despite survey efforts at other potentially suitable 515 
locations (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). Although there has been extensive 516 
land use change in the Great Lakes region resulting in the degradation of 517 
many streams, the species is not known to have historically existed at more 518 
than three locations. It is possible that the species may have been historically 519 
more widely distributed but overlooked by insect collectors and observers in 520 
the region, given its small size and aquatic habitat. The species has a 521 
maximum IAO of 12 km2 (COSEWIC 2011). 522 
 523 

                                            
22 An estimate of the area of habitat occupied by a wildlife species, that is not dependent on scale 
(COSEWIC 2015). 
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4. The species was dependent on connectivity with populations outside Canada for its 524 
long-term presence in Canada. 525 

• No. There is no evidence to suggest that historic or current Canadian local 526 
populations were connected to local populations in the United States or that 527 
adults could disperse far enough to exchange individuals or genes with these 528 
local populations. Dispersal through downstream drift, upstream swimming 529 
and flight are possible but considered rare for this species (COSEWIC 2011). 530 

 531 
Based on this assessment, Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle was never particularly 532 
widespread or abundant within Canada and is therefore considered to have been 533 
historically precarious. 534 
 535 
Extent of Irreversible Change 536 
 537 
The precise habitat needs of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle are unknown, but 538 
suitable habitats seem to include cool, well aerated, moderate-fast flowing streams with 539 
high water quality, gravel or cobble substrate, and a population of the filamentous alga 540 
(i.e., D. tuberosus) that the larvae feed on (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). The species is 541 
often found downstream of natural and human-constructed stream impoundments such 542 
as beaver dams and culverts (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). While the distribution of 543 
D. tuberosus in Ontario is not known, sites with the other characteristics of suitable 544 
habitat described above are not considered rare in the region, although cool streams 545 
have become less common (J. Bittorf pers. comm. 2017). However, given that so little is 546 
known about the habitat requirements of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle and 547 
D. tuberosus, it is likely that one or both species have more specific requirements than 548 
is currently understood for stream chemistry, temperature, hydrology, geomorphology, 549 
or some other factor. 550 
 551 
The primary threats to survival and recovery of this species are believed to include 552 
changes in water flow or quality that alter or destroy habitat. Since the species appears 553 
to require cool, well aerated streams with high water quality (COSEWIC 2011; 554 
Kirk 2013), run-off of sediment or pollution from areas adjacent to streams and within 555 
the watershed have the potential to impact the species’ habitat. Land use change in 556 
southern Ontario such as construction of roads, industrial, urban and agricultural 557 
development has resulted in the degradation of many streams in the region over the 558 
past century, with common impacts including increased water temperatures, nutrient 559 
enrichment, and sedimentation (Allan 2004; Kelly et al. 2016). Since Hungerford’s 560 
Crawling Water Beetle was not discovered in Canada until 1986 (COSEWIC 2011; 561 
Kirk 2013), well after much of this change had already taken place, it is possible that 562 
habitat for the species has already been affected by this degradation before it was 563 
discovered. Furthermore, beaver trapping and human conflicts with beaver in settled 564 
areas across North America resulted in the removal of many natural dams (Naiman et 565 
al. 1988), potentially altering habitat availability for Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle. 566 
However, given that the species frequently occurs downstream of human-constructed 567 
impoundments, it is not clear how significant the removal of beaver dams may be to the 568 
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species. Predation from introduced species (such as Brown Trout, Salmo trutta) has 569 
also been identified as a potential threat (Kirk 2013). 570 
 571 
Narrative to Support Recovery Feasibility  572 
 573 
Population Trend 574 
For the purposes of determining recovery feasibility, the population trend refers to 575 
whether a species population can become stable or increase over a biologically relevant 576 
timeline. In Canada, observations have ranged from one to a few dozen adults 577 
observed at a given location at one time, but generally fewer than 10 adults are 578 
observed (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). Without population estimates it is not possible 579 
to determine the Canadian population trend (COSEWIC 2011). Evidence indicates that 580 
the population at the North Saugeen site in Ontario may be extirpated (COSEWIC 2011; 581 
Kirk 2013); however, it is unknown when exactly this may have occurred or what may 582 
have caused it.  583 
 584 
Resilience (Population size) 585 
Resilience is the species’ ability to recover after a disturbance and is critical to the 586 
survival of a species that is historically precarious. Although a larger population size 587 
does not protect against all threats, it is a strong predictor of resilience against 588 
increasing rates of decline due to inbreeding or chance events (Elphick et al. 2001; 589 
McGowan et al. 2014). The minimum viable population size23 for the Hungerford’s 590 
Crawling Water Beetle is not known; however, establishing this will provide necessary 591 
information on the number of individuals needed to maintain a self-sustaining population 592 
that is resilient against chance events (e.g., weather), and will aid in determining if 593 
recovery of the species is technically and biologically feasible. 594 
 595 
Redundancy (Population size and distribution) 596 
Redundancy refers to the number of local populations and their distribution. If one local 597 
population is damaged or destroyed, others can act as a source to restore this missing 598 
local population. The local populations of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in 599 
Canada occur within a small geographic area, have a low abundance, and are relatively 600 
isolated (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). The species is therefore at high risk of extinction 601 
due to disturbance and demographic stochasticity. These local populations may also be 602 
genetically isolated and at risk of inbreeding and decreased fitness. 603 
 604 
The Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle historical population distribution in Canada is 605 
not known but presumed naturally rare. The species was only discovered in Canada in 606 
1986 and since then has been observed at three known sites in Ontario; the Saugeen, 607 
North Saugeen, and Rankin Rivers (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). It is possible that the 608 
species may have been historically more widely distributed but overlooked by insect 609 
collectors and observers in the region, given its small size and aquatic habitat. 610 

                                            
23 An estimate of the number of individuals required for a high probability of survival of a population over a 
given period of time. 
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However, since so little is known about the habitat requirements of the species or the 611 
habitat requirements and distribution of D. tuberosus, it is difficult to speculate what the 612 
distribution may have been prior to human influence in the region. A number of locations 613 
(30-40) across southern Ontario were searched for Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 614 
between 1978 and 1989, and only the North Saugeen local population was found 615 
(COSEWIC 2011). 616 
 617 
Population Connectivity 618 
Connectivity among local populations can be important in naturally restoring depleted 619 
populations. If connectivity between local populations is decreased (e.g., through habitat 620 
loss or population declines), remaining local populations may be too small to be viable 621 
on their own, or may become inbred due to a lack of gene dispersal. In determining the 622 
appropriate level of population connectivity required to ensure survival or recovery of 623 
the species in Canada, it is important to consider the historical level of connectivity to 624 
which the species is adapted. 625 
 626 
There is no information on the historical or current connectivity of Hungerford’s Crawling 627 
Water Beetle local populations in either Canada or the U.S., and it is unknown how or 628 
how often individuals disperse from existing local populations. Flight has been observed 629 
in an adult of this species only once, and very rarely in other water beetles of the family 630 
Haliplidae (Mousseau 2004, USFWS 2006). However, it is possible that they may fly 631 
more readily under certain conditions (e.g., weather) or at certain times of year that 632 
have not been observed. Within a site, Brychius adults (a species of beetles in the same 633 
genus as Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle), are considered strong swimmers and 634 
can walk both along the bottom of streams and on land (White 1986, Mousseau 2004). 635 
Larvae do not swim, but crawl along algae and substrate (USFWS 2006). 636 
 637 
There is no information on Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle metapopulations or 638 
metapopulation dynamics, and no information on population genetics. Mousseau and 639 
Roughley (2007), proposed that the species is a glacial relict, having survived the 640 
Wisconsin glaciation in a refugium south of the Great Lakes and then becoming 641 
restricted to cool streams as the glaciers retreated. They note that populations of all 642 
three North American species of Brychius are disjunct, and suggest that this may be 643 
either because of limited dispersal capabilities or because of local factors that prevent 644 
populations from expanding (e.g., stream barriers and water levels). 645 
 646 
Mitigation of Human-caused Threats 647 
This criterion refers specifically to those threats, as a result of human activity, that 648 
significantly increase risk to the species. The biology of Hungerford’s Crawling Water 649 
Beetle is not fully understood, however, the threats to the species are likely to include 650 
activities that degrade water quality, alter stream flow or disrupt the riffle and pool 651 
environment in which the species is found (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). Some of these 652 
threats may be easily prevented or mitigated, including the most important threats 653 
related to dams and water management such as the construction to or alteration of 654 
impoundment structures upstream of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle local 655 
populations. However, other threats are more pervasive and difficult to manage, such as 656 
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those related to land use impacts (e.g., degradation of water quality due to incompatible 657 
agricultural practices and increasing human population) on the stream environment. 658 
Future planned developments including those at the North Saugeen and Saugeen River 659 
locations, and hydrological alterations at the Rankin River location further threaten the 660 
species’ persistence (COSEWIC 2011). 661 
 662 
Representation in Appropriate Ecological Communities 663 
The distribution of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle across its range is extremely 664 
localized with preference for cool, well aerated, moderate-fast flowing streams with high 665 
water quality (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). In Canada, this species is known from only 666 
three locations, one of which may be extripated (COSEWIC 2011; Kirk 2013). It is 667 
unclear if threats can be mitigated to ensure persistence at existing locations.  668 
 669 
Independent of Connectivity With Populations Outside of Canada 670 
While the dispersal capabilities of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle are unknown, it 671 
is unlikely that Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle was historically dependent on 672 
connectivity with local populations outside of Canada. Flight in adult Hungerford’s 673 
Crawling Water Beetle is considered rare (USFWS 2009), and existing local populations 674 
in Canada and the U.S. are separated by several hundreds of kilometres and a large 675 
expanse of water (i.e., Lake Huron). It is hypothesised that populations are glacial relicts 676 
that became fragmented as glaciers retreated (Mousseau and Roughley 2007). 677 
 678 
Independent of Species Interventions 679 
Given that the existing Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle local populations in Canada 680 
exist in areas potentially threatened by future development (COSEWIC 2011), it may be 681 
necessary to the species survival in the future to intervene to protect water quality and 682 
quantity, or even protect individuals, although this is not recommended at this time. 683 
For example, a study in Michigan was successful in capturing and relocating individual 684 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles downstream to avoid impacts to the individuals 685 
during culvert reconstruction (USFWS 2009). Given that local populations are often 686 
found downstream of human created impoundments, it may also be necessary to 687 
maintain these structures in a manner that ensures the persistence of local populations 688 
at these sites. Finally, if it becomes clear that Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is 689 
threatened by invasive species (e.g. Brown Trout, Kirk 2013), management of these 690 
species may become necessary. 691 
 692 
Should additional Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle local populations in Ontario be 693 
discovered or established, it is likely that they will also require continued monitoring and 694 
intervention to protect water quality and quantity, and to maintain upstream structures 695 
such as beaver dams and culverts that appear to create the habitat conditions required 696 
by the species.   697 
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Appendix B: Effects on the Environment and Other Species 698 
 699 
A strategic environmental assessment (SEA) is conducted on all SARA recovery 700 
planning documents, in accordance with the Cabinet Directive on the Environmental 701 
Assessment of Policy, Plan and Program Proposals24. The purpose of a SEA is to 702 
incorporate environmental considerations into the development of public policies, plans, 703 
and program proposals to support environmentally sound decision-making and to 704 
evaluate whether the outcomes of a recovery planning document could affect any 705 
component of the environment or any of the Federal Sustainable Development 706 
Strategy’s25 (FSDS) goals and targets. 707 
 708 
Recovery planning is intended to benefit species at risk and biodiversity in general. 709 
However, it is recognized that strategies may also inadvertently lead to environmental 710 
effects beyond the intended benefits. The planning process based on national 711 
guidelines directly incorporates consideration of all environmental effects, with a 712 
particular focus on possible impacts upon non-target species or habitats. The results of 713 
the SEA are incorporated directly into the strategy itself, but are also summarized below 714 
in this statement.  715 
 716 
This federal recovery strategy will clearly benefit the environment by promoting the 717 
recovery of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle. In general, protecting the habitat of 718 
this species will benefit other native plant and animal species through maintenance of 719 
healthy aquatic ecosystems, and increasing natural cover and encouraging best 720 
management practices in inhabited watersheds (Action 2 in the Government Response 721 
Statement).  Several species at risk occur in the area occupied by the Hungerford’s 722 
Crawling Water Beetle, including: Rainbow (Villosa iris), Northern Brook Lamprey 723 
(Ichthyomyzon fossor), Redside Dace (Clinostomus elongatus), and Pugnose Shiner 724 
(Notropis anogenus). Measures recommended in the Government Response Statement 725 
for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Ontario and adopted by Environment and 726 
Climate Change Canada will benefit the watersheds in their entirety through the 727 
development of watershed strategies, and development and implementation of best 728 
management practices for dealing with watershed threats (Actions 1 and 2 in the 729 
Government Response Statement).  730 
 731 
The potential for the strategy to inadvertently lead to adverse effects on other species 732 
was considered. None of the management activities proposed include activities that 733 
would negatively affect other species. Because of the potential benefit of watershed 734 
conservation and management to several other species, including some species at risk, 735 
the SEA concluded that this strategy will clearly benefit the environment and will not 736 
entail significant adverse effects.737 

                                            
24 www.ceaa.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=B3186435-1  
25 www.ec.gc.ca/dd-sd/default.asp?lang=En&n=CD30F295-1 

http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=B3186435-1
http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=B3186435-1
http://www.ec.gc.ca/dd-sd/default.asp?lang=En&n=CD30F295-1
http://www.ec.gc.ca/dd-sd/default.asp?lang=En&n=CD30F295-1
http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=B3186435-1
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle (Brychius hungerfordi) is a small beetle 
(Family Haliplidae) occurring in Canada only in the Great Lakes region of Ontario.  
Believed to be a postglacial relict, it is listed as endangered under Ontario’s 
Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA).  Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle has also 
been designated as endangered by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife 
in Canada (COSEWIC)  but is not currently listed under Schedule 1 of the federal 
Species at Risk Act (SARA).  In Canada, the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is 
restricted to three rivers in Bruce County in Ontario (the Rankin, the Saugeen and the 
North Saugeen).  Little is known about the current status of the species at the Rankin or 
Saugeen sites; the most recent surveys on the Rankin showed that the species was 
present in 2011 and this is believed to be the most important site in Ontario.  Declines 
have occurred over the last 10 years in the North Saugeen population in Ontario and 
the population may be extirpated.  In the United States, Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle occurs in eight streams in four counties in northern Michigan; three new 
populations have been discovered since the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
five-year review (2009).   
 
Small to medium-sized streams with moderate to fast flowing water provide habitat for 
the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle.  Such streams have good aeration, cool water 
temperatures, an inorganic substrate and high pH.  Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetles seem to concentrate downstream of culverts and human-made impoundments, 
but they may be more generally distributed throughout streams, albeit at lower density, 
at least in Michigan and possibly in Ontario.  An essential habitat component during 
breeding is an algae, Dichotomosiphon tuberosus, which is eaten by beetle larvae. 
 
The main threats to the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle come from stream 
embankment and channelization, removal or modification of dams, weirs and culverts, 
and road construction which could influence water quantity and quality.  Land use in 
areas adjacent to streams and within the entire watershed may also impact the species, 
since this affects hydrology.  Farming activities on agricultural land could increase 
sediment load and/or pollutant run-off (50% of the Saugeen and North Saugeen are in 
agricultural land), as could urban and industrial development (including aggregate 
extraction).   
 
The recovery goal is to enhance long-term population viability by maintaining at least 
three self-sustaining populations of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Ontario.  
This should be achieved by actively protecting and managing suitable habitat for this 
species and its ecosystem in southern Ontario.  Protection and recovery objectives are 
as follows. 
 

• Protect existing populations and habitat where Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle is found. 

• Determine the distribution and abundance of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 
outside the existing known sites. 
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• Investigate the habitat requirements of the species and in particular determine 
the role of human-made impoundments. 

• Identify, quantify and seek to mitigate or remove threats to existing populations.  
• Promote ongoing measures to protect vegetation adjacent to the extant 

occurrences of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle and watershed vegetation 
cover. 

• Investigate the possibility of translocation from a thriving population to the North 
Saugeen population, if required.  

 
Some of the above recovery and protection objectives would benefit from promotion of 
existing voluntary programs that encourage landowners to protect streamside 
vegetation from erosion and run-off through planting of native trees and shrubs.  
Liaising with the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, conservation authorities, 
municipalities and water-based conservation organizations (e.g., Trout Unlimited) about 
channelization projects that could impact streams with Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle would also be beneficial.  It is likely that recovery efforts for the Hungerford’s 
Crawling Water Beetle would benefit other aquatic species and could be addressed as 
part of an ecosystem recovery plan.   
 
The area described in a habitat regulation should include the locations where 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles have been surveyed and detected on the Rankin 
River, the Saugeen River and the North Saugeen River (if the species still occurs there). 
This should include a distance of 400 metres upstream and downstream of known 
occurrences including at least a 30 m band extending into riparian areas adjacent to the 
stream.    
 
Ensuring that best management practices are carried out at the watershed level is also 
critical; this involves retaining as much permanent native vegetation cover as possible, 
such as forest cover, riparian areas and permanent grassland.  Best management 
practices should be required for management activities both at the occupied site and 
immediately upstream. 
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1.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 

1.1 Species Assessment and Classification 
 
COMMON NAME:  Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 
  
SCIENTIFIC NAME:  Brychius hungerfordi 
 
SARO List Classification:  Endangered 
 
SARO List History:  Endangered (2011) 
 
COSEWIC Assessment History:  Endangered (2011)  
 
SARA Schedule 1: No schedule, No status 
 
CONSERVATION STATUS RANKINGS: 
 GRANK: G1 NRANK: N1 SRANK: S1 
 
The glossary provides definitions for technical terms, including the abbreviations above. 
 
 
1.2 Species Description and Biology   
 
Species Description 
The Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle (Brychius hungerfordi) is a small aquatic 
beetle belonging to the family Haliplidae.  Beetles from this family (i.e., haliplids) are 
distinguished from other small beetles by the disproportionately large coxal plates at the 
base of their hind legs (Roughley 2001).  Three genera of haliplids occur in North 
America (Brychius, Haliplus and Peltodytes).  Brychius is distinguished from the other 
genera by its body shape (elongated and torpedo shaped) and the shape of the sides of 
the dorsal plate between the head and base of its wings (Roughley 2001).  At the larval 
stage, Brychius can be identified by the unique elongate and curved appendage (the 
urogomphus) on the last abdominal segment (Mousseau and Roughley 2007).   
 
There are three species of Brychius in North America (five globally): B. hungerfordi is 
the only species found in the Great Lakes region and has three distinctive features: (1) 
the finely toothed (denticulate) margins of the wing cover (elytra); (2) a thick black band 
on the basal margin of the dorsal plate between the head and wings (pronotum); and (3) 
its large size relative to the other Brychius species (3.7 to 4.4 mm long).  Appendix 1 
provides information on generalized beetle anatomy. 
 
Species Biology 
Since little information exists about the biology of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles 
(Grant and Vande Kopple 2009), it has been assumed that their life history traits are 
similar to those of other haliplid water beetles (COSEWIC 2011).  Mating likely occurs in 
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June based on an anecdotal observation of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle mating 
during this month (Scholtens 2002), and on the fact that the closely related Brychius 
hornii also mates at this time (Mousseau and Roughley 2003).  Preliminary information 
from Michigan suggests that two generations of adults per year are possible (Grant et 
al. 2000).  
 
There are four stages of complete metamorphosis in the species: egg, larva, pupa and 
adult.  Although the egg or egg-laying stages have not been described in the 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle or other Brychius species (United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service 2006), in other Haliplidae eggs are laid in spring and early summer and 
possibly again in the autumn (Roughley 2001).  In Haliplus and Peltodytes, the eggs are 
laid in cavities chewed in algae or aquatic vascular plants, and on the surface of aquatic 
plants, respectively (Roughley 2001).  Following oviposition, larvae hatch in 8 to 14 
days (United States Fish and Wildlife Service 2006) and are herbivorous throughout 
their three instars.  Stable isotope analyses demonstrate that larval B. hungerfordi 
specialize on the alga Dichotomosiphon tuberosus (Grant and Vande Kopple 2009). 
Observations of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle (Strand and Spangler 1994) and 
studies of Brychius hornii indicate that mature larvae pupate in the moist soil of river 
banks (Mousseau 2004).  As in other haliplids they are generally thought to overwinter 
as larvae and pupate in the spring (United States Fish and Wildlife Service 2006).  
Undoubtedly some adults survive the winter, as adults have been collected in 
December and February (Grant et al. 2000).  Lasting up to two weeks in other haliplids, 
the length of the pupal stage is probably dependent on the temperature of the substrate 
(Roughley 2001).  Adult Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles emerge from the moist 
soil of river banks, re-enter the river and the cycle begins again.  Like many water 
beetles, Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle swims underwater with an air bubble.  
This, and the fact that they are weak swimmers and have to swim to the surface often to 
replenish their air supply, may make them more susceptible to predation by some 
insectivorous fish species (M. Strand, pers. comm. 2012).  Fish are believed to be the 
most important predators of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle and other species of 
Brychius (Hickman 1931); other predators of haliplids generally are waterfowl, 
amphibians and other aquatic invertebrates (Hickman 1931).  Invertebrate predators 
may be important, especially in the egg, larval or pupal stages (M. Strand, pers. comm. 
2012).  It has been suggested that both bottom-feeding fish and fish species that feed at 
the surface and water column may prey on Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle (White 
1986, Strand 1989, Wilsmann and Strand 1990). 
 
It is not known how long adult Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles live, but captive 
haliplids survive up to 18 months (Hickman 1931).  While flight is believed to be very 
rare in this species, it has been observed and is one means by which individuals could 
potentially disperse.  
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1.3 Distribution, Abundance and Population Trends 
 
Endemic to the Great Lakes region of North America, the Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle occurs in only three rivers in Bruce County, Ontario and eight streams in four 
counties (Emmet, Montmorency, Charlevoix and Oscoda) of the northern Lower 
Peninsula of Michigan (Figure 1).  The rivers in Ontario are the Rankin, the Saugeen 
and the North Saugeen (Figure 2).  In surveys for Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 
in the Rankin River in 2008, a total of 10 adults and three larvae were found with only 
four kicks of a D-net (0.5 hours of sampling effort).  Moreover, in 2009, eight adults and 
one larva were sampled (three hours search effort; COSEWIC 2011); more 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles were found in 2011, 1.5 km from the site below 
the Rankin River dam where individuals were originally captured (sampling effort was 
not recorded; S. Robinson, pers. comm. 2012).  The relatively large numbers of adults 
and larvae found at this site with minimal survey effort suggest that the Rankin River 
site is an extremely important location for this species in Ontario (C. Jones, pers. comm. 
2012).   In the Saugeen River in 2008, one adult was found (one hour search effort), 
and on two other occasions (also in 2008) adults were present but not collected 
(COSEWIC 2011).  It is believed that the North Saugeen population may have been 
extirpated over the last 10 years since numbers apparently declined from 42 adults in 
1986 to one adult in 2001, and none were found in 2002, 2008 and 2009 (COSEWIC 
2011).  It is possible that the decline of this population is due to warming of the water 
temperature or other changes brought about by bridge construction at this site in the 
1980s (COSEWIC 2011).  About 40 percent of the global range was estimated in 
Canada by COSEWIC (2011) but this is less now that more populations have been 
discovered in Michigan (Figure 1).  Three out of 11 populations (27.2% of the rivers) of 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle occur in Ontario.  
 
In Michigan, the best studied and largest population of Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle occurs on the East Branch of the Maple River.  Estimated at 200 to 500 
individuals prior to listing, the population is believed to have remained stable since then 
(United States Fish and Wildlife Service 2009).  A mark-recapture study carried out in 
2001 in another pool of the East Branch estimated the population at 1,052 individuals 
(Grant et al. 2002).  Little is known about the other populations; the four populations 
mentioned in the recovery plan are believed to be small, as are the three recently 
discovered ones (B. Vande Kopple, pers. comm. 2012).  In the five-year review in the 
United States, it was stated that two of the six populations were thought to be stable 
(United States Fish and Wildlife Service 2009). 
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Figure 1.  Distribution of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Ontario (orange dots 
show current locations - including new locations in Michigan, blue star is probably 
extirpated location on North Saugeen; polygons show area of occurrence in Michigan 
and Ontario; Map updated from COSEWIC 2011, used with permission)  
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Figure 2. Distribution of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Canada.  Map shows 
two extant populations (black dots), a probably extirpated population (open square) and 
locations where beetles were surveyed for but not observed (grey dots); map from 
COSEWIC 2011, used with permission. 
 
 
1.4 Habitat Needs 
 
Local habitat at specific Ontario locations 
At all Ontario locations, Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles have been found within 
1.5 km downstream of human-made structures (e.g., weirs or dams).  Despite sampling 
at varying distances downstream from these locations, no more Hungerford’s Crawling 
Water Beetles have been found (Appendix 2).  However, this could be because of 
detectability biases; because Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles are very small and 
occur at very low density it is possible that sampling has not been sufficiently intensive 
to detect them away from dam sites.   
 
Possibly the functioning of the human-made structures creates suitable ecological 
conditions and is important for the continued existence of the Hungerford’s Crawling 
Water Beetle populations.  However, the specifics of the effects of drawdown and other 
dam operations are unknown at this time. 
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The three Ontario locations differ in their habitat features suggesting that the habitat 
requirements of the species are poorly understood.  The specific sites are discussed 
below.   
 
The Rankin River location is downstream of a dam with an epilimnion outlet.  During 
surveys for Hungerford’s Water Beetle, individuals were collected in both open cobble 
and gravel patches and areas with more abundant vegetation and silt/sand substrate 
(COSEWIC 2011).  More than half of the 20 kicks used for sampling were done 
downstream of the original capture location; no beetles were captured up to 75 m 
downstream of the original site where individuals were recorded.  In 2011, beetles were 
also captured 1.5 km downstream (direct distance) of the original capture location below 
the Rankin Dam during ongoing inventory and monitoring for this species on the Rankin 
River (S. Robinson, pers. comm. 2012).    
 
This dam was built in 1961, originally to allow the development of agricultural land in the 
subwatershed (Grey Sauble Conservation Authority 2007).  Usually stop logs are 
installed in the spring after Rainbow Trout (Onchorhynchus mykiss) have spawned. 
Because of the large capacity of the lakes downstream, there is a lengthy draw down 
period every fall, the timing of which depends on summer and fall water levels (Grey 
Sauble Conservation Authority 2007, J. Bittorf, pers. comm. 2012).   
 
At the location below the Rankin dam where Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles were 
found the presence of riffles depends on water levels; on some occasions no riffles are 
present but they have been observed at other times (C. Jones, pers. comm. 2012).  
Moreover, riffles are present elsewhere on the Rankin River, (S. Robinson, pers. comm. 
2012).  One location where Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles were detected in 
2011, 1.5 km downstream of the Rankin dam site, has pools and riffles as well as 
limestone outcropping, sandy substrates and submerged aquatic vegetation (S. 
Robinson, pers. comm. 2012).  
 
The Rankin River has only moderate flow and ranged in depth from 15 to 60 cm in 
August of 2008 and 2009.  The stream substrate is mixed, coarse gravel and cobble 
stones and there are substantial areas of silt and sand.  Moderate to heavy patches of 
aquatic vegetation (including abundant algae) occur in the river.  The river is highly 
alkaline with a pH of 8.09 measured on 5 October, 2005 and 7.91 measured on 4 
October, 2008 (S. Robinson in pers. comm. to C. Jones 2009). 
 
On the Saugeen River near Hanover, Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles are found a 
few hundred metres downstream from a weir (COSEWIC 2011).  Built in the early 1900s 
to service the settlers in the area, this dam was rehabilitated in 1985 to provide a barrier 
to migratory fish species (D. Pybus, pers. comm. 2012).   
 
Historically this weir was a mill race but has been filled in for several years.  It is a large 
concrete weir and there is a high flow channel to the north of the dam.  Rehabilitation 
work was completed on this dam in 1990.  The Town of Hanover owns the dam, and the 
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Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority provides an annual inspection report (J. 
Harbinson, pers. comm. 2012). 
 
Water flow at this site is moderate [the lowest mean flow for seven consecutive days 
with a 10 year recurrence interval or 20 year recurrence interval is 4.36 cubic metres 
per second or 3.92 cubic metres per second, respectively (Saugeen Valley 
Conservation Authority 2008a)], there are no riffles and depth ranges from 30 to 90 cm 
(in August 2008, 2009).  Gravel and fine sediments line the stream bed and there are 
few macrophytes, except at the water’s edge where the current is slower.  Substrates 
are covered in filamentous algae.  
 
The Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle population at Scone on the North Saugeen 
River may have been extirpated as no individuals have been found since 2001.  The 
water at this location has warm temperatures because of the surface outlet from the 
dam with the epilimnion outlet upstream; this may mean that it provides suboptimal 
habitat since Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles prefer cool water temperatures 
(United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 2006).  The Scone dam is privately owned and 
generates 70 kilowatts per hour.  This dam is one of the oldest hydro-electric dams in 
Canada (built in 1850) and is in need of repairs (Saugeen Times 2008, Owen Sound 
Sun Times 2008).   
 
On the North Saugeen River, the lowest mean flow for seven consecutive days within a 
10 year recurrence interval was 0.82 cubic metres per second (Saugeen Valley 
Conservation Authority 2008a).  The river bed is described as having substantial 
deposits of a marl-like substance on rocks and stones (COSEWIC 2011).  Marl is a 
calcium or lime deposit and it is not clear what the origin of these deposits is, and 
whether they have any effect on Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle populations.  
Presumably they are indicative of alkaline conditions.  While the North Saugeen River 
provided apparently suitable habitat for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in 1986 
(and as recently as 2001), it may no longer do so (COSEWIC 2011).  It is also possible 
that the population was very small and was extirpated due to stochastic events.  
 
As well as local site conditions, land cover and land use adjacent to the sites and within 
the watershed influence water flow and water quality.  Forest cover is particularly 
important since trees moderate infiltration rates and reduce run-off.  All three 
watersheds where Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle occurs in Ontario have greater 
than 30 percent forest cover; the Rankin River watershed (221.8 km2) occurs within a 
region that has greater than 35 percent forest cover (Grey Sauble Conservation 
Authority 2011, 2012) the Upper Main Saugeen watershed (782 km2) has 35 percent 
forest cover (Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority 2008 a,b) and the North Saugeen 
(269 km2) has 41 percent forest cover.  The type of forest is also important.  Riparian 
forest (linear buffers of trees growing along streams and around water bodies) is 
particularly critical, and there is evidence that the more complex riparian forests are, the 
more effective they are in their ecological benefits.  Well-established riparian vegetation 
reduces water flow velocity and the fine root systems associated with trees bind soil, 
prevent erosion and stabilize stream banks (McKergow et al. 2003, Boothroyd et al. 
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2004).  Moreover, the organic matter associated with trees improves the physical and 
chemical properties of soil, as well as infiltration and thus reduces run-off.  Among the 
non-point source pollutants intercepted by trees are pesticides (Muscutt et al. 1993, 
Borin et al. 2004, Sweeney et al. 2004), phosphates and nitrates from fertilizers (Mayer 
et al. 2007) and heavy metals (Schnoor 1997).  Riparian vegetation also provides shade 
and thus moderates water temperatures; cool temperatures are a key feature of 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle habitat.  According to the watershed report cards, 
both the North Saugeen and Upper Main Saugeen have only 43 percent  of forested 
habitat in riparian buffer strips of 30 m width (75% is recommended by Environment 
Canada), while riparian cover in the Rankin River subwatershed is described as good to 
fair (25-50%; Grey Sauble Conservation Authority 2011,2012).   
 
Wetlands are also important for the ecological integrity of watersheds and could be 
important to the existence of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle; 10 percent is the 
minimum recommended by Environment Canada for a healthy watershed.  While the 
Rankin River subwatershed is above this threshold at 13.1 percent  (29.08 km2 - Grey 
Sauble Conservation Authority 2011, 2012), both the North Saugeen River watershed 
(5.9%) and the Upper Main Saugeen (5.7%) are well below the threshold (Saugeen 
Valley Conservation Authority 2008 a,b).   
  
Local habitat in Michigan 
In Michigan, Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles are found downstream of dams, 
culverts or weirs. They have been found to concentrate at culverts, where they scrape 
algae from clean gravel (M. Strand, pers. comm. 2012).  Where culverts are ‘hanging’ 
they may present a barrier to Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles moving upstream.  
However, in most cases Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles appear to be adept at 
crawling upstream of culverts (M. Strand, pers. comm., 2012).  They have been found to 
be more widely dispersed along extensive stretches of stream (B. Vande Kopple, pers. 
comm. 2012).  For example, on the East Branch of the Maple River in Michigan they are 
found throughout the stream (along several kilometres).  During egg-laying, 10 to 20 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles can occur in one very small area within a stream 
(B. Vande Kopple, pers. comm. 2012).    
 
According to M. Strand (pers. comm. 2012), it is also possible that populations of 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle have typically always been small and scattered, as 
is the case in the Maple River.  However, under specific ecological conditions, numbers 
may build to larger levels.  If the historical distribution and abundance of Hungerford’s 
Crawling Water Beetle was dependent on the presence of dams built by American 
Beavers (Castor canadensis), then this life history strategy could pre-adapt the species 
to colonizing ephemeral habitat created by beavers (M. Strand, pers. comm. 2012).  
 
All of the streams known to be occupied by Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles are 
small to medium-sized with moderate to fast-flowing water.  Water volume usually 
ranges from 0.14 to 0.71 cubic metres per second in summer (B. Vande Kopple, pers. 
comm. 2012).  However, this varies from river to river, and in the smallest stream 
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(Stewart Creek) may be only 0.06 to 0.14 cubic metres per second.  During peak run-off 
in the spring, water volume may be much higher, up to 2.83 cubic metres per second.      
These streams are typically well oxygenated with cool (but not too cold) water 
temperatures (15-25o C), a high pH (alkaline) and an inorganic substrate (cobble gravel 
or sand; Wilsmann and Strand 1990).  Water supply in the streams is a mix of surface 
lake run-off and groundwater (hard water). Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles are 
almost never found in pure groundwater streams (e.g., in the north branch of the Boyne 
River in Charlevoix County, Michigan, only one larva and no adults were found; B. 
Vande Kopple, pers. comm. 2012).  The streams are also characterized by seasonally 
fluctuating water levels, with spring and early summer highs and late summer and 
autumn lows.  During low water levels, exposed damp sand along the shoreline is 
thought to provide pupation sites for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle (Strand 
and Spangler 1994).   
 
It is possible that various algae play a critical role in determining the distribution and 
abundance of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle both in Michigan and Ontario (M. 
Strand, pers. comm. 2012).  Larvae depend on the algae Dichotomosiphon tuberosus 
for their development.  Dichotomosiphon has a restricted distribution in streams and 
appears to be more typical of lakes (for example, it was discovered in Lake Simcoe, 
Ontario in 1983 – Neil and Robinson 1985).  It is possible that human-made structures 
or beaver dams create suitable habitat conditions (pools below dams or weirs) for 
Dichotomosiphon.  This may explain why Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles 
congregate at specific locations in streams to breed and lay their eggs.   
 
Adult beetles are less restrictive (polyphagous) in their choices of algae and thus are 
able to disperse more widely throughout streams.  For example, Hungerford’s Crawling 
Water Beetles have been captured clinging to Chara spp. (a genus of green algae) 
holdfasts below the waterline (M. Strand, pers. comm. 2012).     
 
 
1.5 Limiting Factors 
 
Believed to be a post-glacial relict isolated by the formation of the Great Lakes, the 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle may have once been much more widespread 
(USFWS 2006).  An alternative explanation is that populations of this species have 
always been small.  Their disjunct distribution, small populations and limited dispersal 
potential via flight makes them inherently vulnerable to stochastic events including local 
and watershed-level changes in habitat quality.    
 
 
1.6 Threats to Survival and Recovery 
 
A wide range of potential threats could impact the stream habitat of the Hungerford’s 
Crawling Water Beetle, which requires relatively pristine conditions.  This is because 
many activities in watersheds can influence chemical and physical stream 
characteristics such as water quality and flow volume.   
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The main threats (categorized by activity) to the species in Ontario include the following: 
 
Changes in water flow or quality due to local (instream) habitat alteration or degradation 
Stream embankment and channelization 
One of the main potential threats to Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Ontario and 
Michigan is physical alteration to stream beds, adjacent banks and edge vegetation 
through channellization, dredging, bank stabilization, erosion control and some kinds of 
impoundment (Wilsmann and Strand 1990, USFWS 1994, Hyde and Smar 2000). 
Logging of trees in the riparian zone could cause changes in stream-bank 
characteristics, as well as run-off from non-point source (NPS) pollutants and changes 
in hydrology and ground water quality (Strand 1989).  At the North Saugeen site at 
Scone, Ontario, at least 50 trees were felled along the shoreline within 30 m of the 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle site (Saugeen Times 2007).  The above activities 
could potentially impact the riffle and pool habitat preferred by Hungerford’s Crawling 
Water Beetle as well as remove or affect the suitability of bank-side pupation sites.  
Some management activities could also be beneficial, such as bank stabilization.  
However, although perhaps temporary depending on the type of material, artificial 
impervious covers used for stabilization could destroy potential pupation habitat.  It is 
also important to consider that some erosion control measures may have temporary 
adverse effects, but in the long-term may provide overall benefit.   
 
Removal or modification of human-made structures 
Waterpower development and associated water management regimes have the 
potential to impact Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles, since individuals typically 
concentrate or only occur downstream of dams, weirs or culverts.  Physical alteration, 
removal or changes to the operation of these human-made structures could pose a 
threat to the continued existence of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles.  
 
Nothing is known of the effects of dam operations on Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetles at the Rankin River Dam.  Without further information it must be assumed that 
the normal operation of the dam does not interfere with Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle populations, if they continue to exist at this site.  Changes in ownership of the 
dam on the North Saugeen (if the dam is sold) or repairs, could have implications for 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle, should the species be found to still occur at this 
location.  In 2011, a mass wash-out occurred at this dam because of an extreme 
stormwater event, and adjacent terrain (a driveway) was washed away because the 
stop logs in front of the dam could not be removed in time (N. Garland, pers. comm. 
2012).  It is not known what impacts this may have on water quality and the habitat of 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle.  No operations occur at the Saugeen River dam at 
Hanover: there is no control structure, no hydro-electric equipment, no boards taken in 
or out and no gate (J. Harbinson, pers. comm. 2012). 
 
Removal of old dams could have negative impacts on Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetles.  This is because water quality in streams below old dams may have reached a 
steady state and demolishing a dam could alter this by releasing sediments or other 
materials.  Installment of new, small hydroelectric dams could also be a potential threat 
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(Imhof 2007).  It is possible that a relatively new micro-hydroelectric facility operating 
immediately upstream of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle site on the North 
Saugeen River changed water flow or quality in some way.  The fact that an 
environmentally-sensitive mayfly genus (Baetisca spp.) occurred previously at this site 
but has not been recorded in recent years (S. Marshall pers. comm. to C. Jones, 
COSEWIC 2011) may indicate that stream conditions have changed for other 
invertebrates as well, including the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle.  Despite this, 
the Family Biotic Index (FBI), based on sampling of benthic macroinvertebrates for the 
North Saugeen, scored an A (3.76 on a scale of 1 (healthy) to 10 (degraded); Saugeen 
Valley Conservation Authority 2008a)).   The Upper Main Saugeen also scored an A for 
the FBI (4.09; Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority 2008b). 
 
Natural dams built by beavers may play a role in maintaining habitat for the 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle.  Because beaver impoundments could maintain 
habitat for Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles downstream (Wilsmann and Strand 
1990), removal of either dams or individual beavers by humans could pose a threat.  
Conversely, new beaver activity could flood Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle habitat 
and render it unsuitable (B. Vande Kopple, pers. comm. to USFWS 2004; B. Ebbers, 
pers. comm. to USFWS 2004).  It is thought by some that beavers created Hungerford’s 
Crawling Water Beetle habitat and perhaps had a greater role in the past when beavers 
were more common in some areas (M. Strand, pers. comm., 2012). 
 
Road construction operations 
In Michigan, many Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle populations are located 
downstream of road crossings or culverts (USFWS 2006).  While culverts seem to 
contribute to provision of suitable habitat, they also have negative effects in that they 
present barriers to upstream dispersal (Vaughan 2002), and they serve as a conduit for 
pollutant run-off from roads and roadside ditches.  
 
Road construction can contribute to increased surface run-off, allowing gasoline or other 
chemicals and sediments to enter stream systems, thereby affecting habitat conditions 
for the species.  Moreover, road crossings that are poorly designed or deteriorating can 
cause erosion and release of sediments into streams.  A bridge constructed in the 
1980s upstream of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle site on the North Saugeen 
River may have caused changes in habitat quality (R. Roughley, pers. comm. to L. A. 
Wilsmann, COSEWIC 2011).  Clearance of ditches can impact water quality and stream 
attributes if not carried out using best management practices (Hyde and Smar 2000).   
 
Removal of water 
Removal of surface water (e.g., for bottled water) or removal of groundwater that feeds 
surface streams could potentially threaten the survival of Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle.  This is because continuous stream water flow is an essential habitat attribute 
for the species. 
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Changes in water flow or quality due to landscape (watershed) habitat alteration or 
climate change 
Agricultural and logging activities 
Non-point source (NPS) pollution from run-off of nutrients, pesticides and sediment from 
land within the watershed has the potential to threaten the survival of Hungerford’s 
Crawling Water Beetle, but the specific direct or indirect effects (e.g., on beetles or their 
algal food supply) are unknown.  The extent to which NPS pollution impacts aquatic 
ecosystems depends on land cover and land use within the watershed.   
 
Agricultural activities associated with cropping, such as tillage, pesticide and fertilizer 
use, cause run-off of NPS pollutants which enter streams and other water bodies.  The 
percentage of cropped agricultural land influences run-off of NPS pollutants and ground 
water contamination.  Of the three watersheds, the Upper Main Saugeen River has the 
highest percentage of agricultural land (58%), followed by the North Saugeen (51% - 
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority 2008 a,b).  Most land use in the Rankin River 
subwatershed is ‘rural’ or ‘other’ and not agricultural, although there is a large area of 
agricultural land to the east of the subwatershed (Grey Sauble Conservation Authority 
2011, 2012).    
 
In terms of water quality, the North Saugeen scored B for phosphorus (0.03 mg/L, which 
is the provincial standard) and A for nitrate and nitrites (0.16 mg/L – the standard for 
drinking water is 10 mg/L).  By comparison, the Upper Main Saugeen had lower 
phosphorus levels (0.02 mg/L) but higher nitrates/nitrite levels (0.26 mg/L – Saugeen 
Valley Conservation Authority 2008 a,b).  Water quality conditions in the Sauble River 
watershed, which includes the Rankin River, have scored poorly: approximately 76 
percent of the samples being fair to very poor (Grey Sauble Conservation Authority 
2011, 2012).  
 
Increased water temperatures or reduced basal water flow produced by off-channel 
ponds created by landowners for fish-rearing or ornamental purposes (Imhof 2007) may 
have a negative effect on water beetles.  These ponds intercept run-off reducing basal 
flow rates in coldwater streams; when water is added back into the system it is at much 
higher temperatures.  According to Imhof (2007), pond development is apparently 
increasing in the Saugeen watershed.   
 
Urban and Industrial activities 
Changes in hydrology and groundwater quality and quantity as a result of urban and 
industrial development can negatively impact benthic invertebrate and algal 
communities (Dewson et al. 2007, Hancock 2002, Stevenson et al. 1996) and thus 
potentially the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle.  While the total land area covered 
by urban or industrial use may be low, it is important to consider that the influences of 
this human footprint may extend over a much larger area.  For example, the percentage 
of urban land in the Upper Main Saugeen and North Saugeen watersheds is low (1.4% 
in each) but may influence a wider area.  Similarly, pits and quarries for aggregate 
extraction cover a small area (17.7 km2 on the Main Saugeen, and 3.25 km2 on the 
North Saugeen, or 1.04% and 1.21% of these watersheds, respectively).  However, 
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their specific locations and spatial distribution within a watershed are important.  Once 
reserves in the Greater Toronto Area are depleted and transportation methods 
improved, aggregate extraction is predicted to increase in some watersheds such as the 
Saugeen (Imhof 2007), which could affect groundwater discharge, storage and 
movement as well as elevated sedimentation levels in the rivers.  Sedimentation is a 
significant threat for Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle because it limits the availability 
of silt-free gravel. 
 
At the Saugeen River site, expansion of an adjacent landfill (Pryde Schropp McComb 
Ltd and Stantec Consulting Ltd. 2010) could have a negative impact on Hungerford’s 
Crawling Water Beetle through leaching of chemicals and waste products which could 
affect groundwater quality and thus alter algal communities and benthic invertebrates 
(Hancock 2002, Dewson et al. 2007, S. Robinson, pers. comm. to COSEWIC 2009).    
 
Predation by introduced or other species 
The distribution and abundance of many aquatic invertebrates is strongly influenced by 
predation and Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles are no exception (Arnott et al. 
2006).  Predation by introduced Brown Trout (Salmo trutta) was suggested by Strand 
(1989) as a threat to Michigan populations of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle.  
Because Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles swim underwater with an air bubble, 
they are highly visible and are presumably easily detected by predatory Brown Trout.  It 
may not be fortuitous that the largest known population of Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle occurs at the Maple River site in Michigan, where no Brown Trout are present.  
In Ontario, Brown Trout are established in the Saugeen River (OMNR 2002) and thus 
could be a potential threat there.  More generally, other species of insectivorous fish 
may prey on Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle; in the state of Michigan these species 
are not stocked in waters where Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles are known to 
occur (USFWS 2009). 
 
Climate change 
According to Monk et al. (2010), there was a significant decrease in the maximum river 
flow in natural rivers in watersheds sampled across southern Ontario between 1970 and 
2005 (including those where Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle occurs).   Maximum 
annual flow (spring freshet) occurs in late spring/early summer and is important for 
those species whose life cycles are synchronized with this event.  For example, it 
provides rich foods from the flood plains.  There has also been a non-significant 
decrease in the minimum annual flow over the period 1970-2005, which occurs in late 
summer and late winter.  A number of factors are dependent on minimum annual flow, 
including the availability of aquatic features for species, water temperatures and 
dissolved oxygen levels (Federal, Provincial and Territorial Governments of Canada 
2010).  These decreases in maximum and minimum annual flow could negatively 
influence water conditions for Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle and the availability of 
food and pupation sites.   
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1.7 Knowledge Gaps 
 
There are numerous knowledge gaps that should be filled to effectively achieve 
recovery objectives for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle: 

1) distribution, abundance and population sizes beyond known populations on the 
Rankin and Saugeen Rivers, and in particular whether the North Saugeen 
population has been extirpated; 

2) knowledge of habitat features required by the species including microhabitat 
requirements for each life stage (e.g., especially the distribution and role of 
Dichotomosiphon as well as microhabitat for pupation and overwintering stages), 
in particular water quality (including water chemistry) and physical parameters;  

3) knowledge of landcover in the immediate vicinity of populations and in the 
watershed surrounding populations to predict potential future threats;   

4) environmental tolerances and threshold levels for pollutants and sediment loads; 
5) knowledge of the life history traits of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 

(population dynamics, breeding biology); 
6) the ecology of algal food or epiphyton food supply;  
7) knowledge of the aquatic macroinvertebrate communities at the sites where 

Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle occurs, and at similar sites within the 
watersheds where it occurs; 

8) Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle demographic information to determine its 
viability and parameters/threats associated with each life stage; 

9) relatedness of Ontario and Michigan populations; and 
10)  dispersal modes and distances.  

 
 
1.8 Recovery Actions Completed or Underway 
 
No recovery actions have been undertaken specifically for the Hungerford’s Crawling 
Water Beetle.  However, some relevant actions have been undertaken which are 
pertinent to this recovery strategy.  Extensive sampling of benthic macroinvertebrates in 
the Saugeen River has been undertaken by the Ministry of Environment in cooperation 
with the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA, Jones et al. 2008, Jones and 
Nicol 2011).   About 95 sites have been surveyed over the last five years mainly in the 
tributaries of the Saugeen (Jones and Nicol 2011, Chris Jones, pers. comm., 2012).   
The sampling was done using a stratified random sampling design and test sites have 
been compared with reference sites, using protocols developed by the Ontario Benthos 
Biomonitoring Network (OBBN) and deploying a reference condition approach (RCA) 
(Jones et al. 2007).   
 
In terms of outreach and education, a series of public information sessions have been 
hosted by the OMNR, as well as by the Grey County Stewardship Network, the 
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority and the Bait Association of Ontario about 
species at risk in the Saugeen River watershed.  These events provided an opportunity 
for landowners, agencies and contractors to become involved in land stewardship 
incentives to improve environment health and quality of life on the Saugeen River.  



Recovery Strategy for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Ontario 

 15 

Moreover, funding was provided to carry out stream-related conservation projects that 
could benefit aquatic species at risk, such as the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 
(SVCA 2012).  
 
Recent searches were conducted for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in many 
streams within the Saugeen, Grey-Sauble and Owen Sound watersheds in preparation 
for the COSEWIC status report (44 locations, 16 streams) on the following dates: 25 to 
26 August, 2008, 24 to 26 August, 2009 and 5 to 7 October, 2009, as well as in 2011.  
Only streams that were considered suitable habitat were surveyed.  Surveys were done 
using kick-sampling within the stream current using an aquatic D-net (COSEWIC 2011).  
In this technique the substrate is disturbed by the feet of the human observer, thereby 
dislodging invertebrates which are then transported into the waiting net by the current.  
Further sampling should be done with extreme care, especially for the most susceptible 
life stages (eggs, larvae and pupae). 
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2.0 RECOVERY 
 

2.1 Recovery Goal  
 
The recovery goal is to enhance long-term population viability by maintaining at least 
three self- sustaining populations of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Ontario.  
The species was probably never widespread and is possibly a glacial relict and so this 
is considered a reasonable recovery goal.  
 
 
2.2 Protection and Recovery Objectives  
 
Table 1.  Protection and recovery objectives 
 

No. Protection or Recovery Objective 

1 Protect existing populations and habitat where Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle is found 

2 Determine the distribution and abundance of Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle outside the existing known sites  

3 Investigate the habitat requirements of the species and in particular determine 
the role of human-made impoundments. 

4 Identify, quantify and seek to mitigate or remove threats to existing populations.  

5 Promote ongoing measures to protect vegetation adjacent to the extant 
occurrences of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle and watershed vegetation 
cover. 

6 Investigate the possibility of translocation from a thriving population to the North 
Saugeen population, if required.  
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2.3 Approaches to Recovery 
 
Table 2.  Approaches to recovery of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle in Ontario 
 

Relative 
Priority 

Relative 
Timeframe 

Recovery 
Theme Approach to Recovery 

Threats or 
Knowledge Gaps 

Addressed 

1. Protect existing populations and habitat where Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is found. 

Critical 
 

Long-term  Protection, 
Management  

1.1  Use surveys of population distribution and 
abundance and habitat use to: 
- delineate stream water habitat 
- identify adjacent substrate and vegetation 

on stream banks that provides pupation 
sites 

- map adjacent substrate and vegetation 
cover to identify areas for protection 

• Distribution and 
abundance 

• Habitat loss or degradation 
 

Critical  Long-term Protection, 
Management 

1.2 Encourage landowners to protect streamside 
vegetation through planting native trees and 
shrubs to minimize erosion and run-off 

• Habitat loss or degradation 
 

Critical 
 

Long-term  Protection, 
Management  

1.3 Develop a habitat regulation to protect 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle habitat in 
Ontario 

• Habitat loss or degradation 
 

2. Determine the distribution and abundance of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle outside the existing known sites. 
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Relative 
Priority 

Relative 
Timeframe 

Recovery 
Theme Approach to Recovery 

Threats or 
Knowledge Gaps 

Addressed 

Necessary  Long-term  Monitoring and 
Assessment 

2.1  Conduct standardized surveys of adults using 
sweep sampling away from main locations to 
refine distribution and determine whether the 
pattern observed is due to habitat 
specialization or detectability biases 
- determine the population status (i.e., extant 

or extirpated) at North Saugeen River 
- map spatial distribution 
- increase effort on surveys downstream (or 

upstream if habitat appropriate) of the 
known sites 

 

• Distribution and abundance 

Necessary  Long-term  Monitoring and 
Assessment 

2.2 Conduct wider systematic surveys of suitable 
riverine sites 
- use specialized sampling for rare species 

to determine whether any other 
populations exist 

 

• Distribution and abundance 

3. Investigate the habitat requirements of the species and in particular determine the role of human impoundments. 
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Relative 
Priority 

Relative 
Timeframe 

Recovery 
Theme Approach to Recovery 

Threats or 
Knowledge Gaps 

Addressed 

Beneficial  Short-term 
 

Research 3.1 Quantify abiotic features of streams at local 
and landscape levels 
- collect water quality parameters (chemistry 

and biophysical) at sites where adults are 
found 

• Quantify habitat features 
required by the species 
and in particular water 
quality parameters 
(including water 
chemistry).   

Beneficial  Short-term 
 

Research 3.2  Use reference condition approach (RCA1) to 
compare sites that are relatively pristine to test 
sites which are already being exposed to 
human stressors 
- compare sites occupied by Hungerford’s 

Crawling Water Beetles with other sites 
(including reference) 

 

• Quantify habitat features 
required by the species 
and in particular water 
quality parameters 
(including water 
chemistry).   

4. Identify, quantify and seek to mitigate or remove threats to existing populations.  

Critical Ongoing Protection, 
Management, 
Monitoring and 
Assessment  

4.1 Identify threats to existing populations 
- prioritize threats 
- map watershed features and cover in GIS 

to determine adjacent land use and 
potential non-point source pollution from 
agricultural fields 

- relate water chemistry and biophysical 
parameters to stressors 

• All threats 

Beneficial Ongoing Research 4.2  Develop models to evaluate significance of 
threats 

 

• All threats 

                                            
1  Bailey 2004, Bailey et al. 2007 
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Relative 
Priority 

Relative 
Timeframe 

Recovery 
Theme Approach to Recovery 

Threats or 
Knowledge Gaps 

Addressed 

Critical Ongoing Protection, 
Management 

4.3 Mitigate or remove threats       
- work with landowners to educate and 

assist in maintaining healthy aquatic 
ecosystems 

- work with farmers to reduce agricultural 
non-point source pollution 

- evaluate and address potential sources of 
habitat destruction 

 

• All threats 

5.  Promote ongoing measures to protect vegetation adjacent to the extant occurrences of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle and 
watershed vegetation cover. 

Critical 
 

Ongoing Communications, or 
Stewardship 

5.1 Inform landowners, municipalities and other 
     stakeholders about the presence of the species  
      in the river adjacent to their land and the critical    
      importance of stewardship and best 
      management practices for conservation. 

- use Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle as 
a flagship species for river ecosystem 
protection 

- encourage landowners to liaise with MNR, 
Grey Sauble Conservation Authority, 
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority, 
municipalities 

- develop partnerships with First Nations 
(Saugeen First Nation, Chippewas of 
Nawash) 

- coordinate recovery actions with interested 
landowners, and the public 

- educate and assist private landowners with 
maintaining healthy aquatic ecosystems 

• Run-off of NPS pollutants 
and sediment into river  

• Habitat loss or degradation 
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Relative 
Priority 

Relative 
Timeframe 

Recovery 
Theme Approach to Recovery 

Threats or 
Knowledge Gaps 

Addressed 

Critical 
 

Ongoing Management 5.2 Identify and implement best management 
      practices in watersheds that will benefit  
      Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle 

- increase permanent semi-natural cover in 
watershed 

- implement strategic riparian buffer strips 
(native species) to reduce non-point source 
pollution  

 

• Run-off of non-point source 
pollutants and sediment into 
river  

• Habitat loss or degradation 

6.  Investigate the possibility of translocation from a thriving population to the North Saugeen population, if required 

Beneficial Ongoing Management 6.1 Determine the need and feasibility of 
translocation 

• Distribution and abundance  

Beneficial Ongoing Management 6.2 Translocate Hungerford's Crawling Water 
Beetle where feasible 

 
- investigate need to re-establish (if found to 

be extirpated) or improve (if still present) 
the population on the North Saugeen. 

 

•  Distribution and abundance 
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Narrative to Support Approaches to Recovery 
The critical first step in implementing a recovery strategy for the Hungerford’s Crawling 
Water Beetle is to update information on the species’ distribution and abundance.  This 
includes estimating population size (possibly using mark-recapture) on the Rankin River 
and Saugeen River (outside existing dam sites), and confirming whether or not the 
population still exists in the North Saugeen River.  It is extremely important that the 
existing known locations not be disturbed by invasive sampling as this may pose a 
threat to the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle.  However, this threat can be mitigated 
firstly, by focusing search effort on other reaches of the Rankin and Saugeen Rivers, 
where Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles may also occur.  Secondly, surveys should 
be modified to avoid disturbance to the most critical life stages – namely pupae and 
larvae (M. Strand, pers. comm. 2012).   The greatest potential threat may be from 
accidental trampling of pupation sites when surveyors enter or exit streams, so great 
care needs to be exercised when entering streams.  Because of their low motility, larvae 
may also be vulnerable when they are displaced and not able to relocate potential 
suitable habitat.  Avoiding surveys at existing locations where larvae and pupae are 
known to occur is recommended.  On other reaches of the Rankin and Saugeen River, 
surveys could be timed to mitigate any detrimental effects on these vulnerable life 
stages.  Because they are highly mobile air breathers with tough exoskeletons, adult 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetles are less sensitive to disturbance than pupae and 
larvae.   For example, kick sampling has been used regularly to catch and release adult 
beetles at a site close to the University of Michigan Biological station with no apparent 
detrimental effect (M. Strand, pers. comm., 2012).   
 
If survey protocols are used to carefully target adult Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetles and avoid contact with sensitive microhabitats occupied by pupae and larvae 
then the threat to the species should be minimized.  Sweep surveys should be used to 
sample adults as much as possible rather than kick sampling.  Also surveys should only 
be carried out by personnel already familiar with the species and locations and limited in 
size (perhaps to three persons), as in Michigan (B. Vande Kopple, pers. comm. 2012).  
Detectability bias must also be accounted for since when small numbers of beetles are 
present they can be easily missed (V. Kopple in pers. comm. to C. Jones 2009, 
COSEWIC 2011). 
 
Monitoring of water chemistry (e.g., dissolved oxygen, phosphorus etc.) and physical 
parameters (flow rates, water temperature, and depth) and adjacent land use at sites 
where the species occurs is necessary to inform the development of a habitat 
regulation.  This is important for monitoring site conditions, particularly in relation to 
changes in water quality or stream flow characteristics that could impact Hungerford’s 
Crawling Water Beetles.  This monitoring needs to be done carefully by experienced 
personnel who are familiar with the sites and the sensitivities of the Hungerford’s 
Crawling Water Beetle.   
 
Widespread declines have occurred in environmentally sensitive mayflies on trout 
streams throughout south-central Ontario (H. Frania, pers. comm. 2012).  For example, 
the Green Drake Mayfly (Ephemera guttulata) was once widespread and abundant on 
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the Saugeen river system as far downstream as Hanover (H. Frania, pers. comm., 
2012).   Today it is restricted to the upper parts of some of the branches of the Saugeen 
river such as the Rocky Saugeen (upstream of Markdale), and possibly the Beatty 
Saugeen (reputed to be a large population though not verified there), and isolated 
populations on some feeder streams (e.g., Camp Creek).  Other mayflies such as 
Epeorus vitreus have also declined in these river systems (H. Frania, pers. comm., 
2012). 
 
Better understanding of the aquatic communities in which Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle lives could be gained by incorporating sites adjacent to where the species is 
found into a reference condition approach (Bailey et al. 2004, 2007; see also Yates and 
Bailey 2006, 2010, Yates et al. 2007).  Although a reference condition approach is a 
multi-species, ecosystem approach, it could be very beneficial for Hungerford’s 
Crawling Water Beetle recovery since it would put the species in the context of the 
broader aquatic invertebrate community (its ecological niche), and quantitatively identify 
the influence of habitat, stressors, and changes in the biotic condition of sites over time.  
Sampling to support an RCA has already been done at many sites in the Saugeen River 
watershed (Jones and Nicol 2011) and sites adjacent to the main populations where 
Hungerford Crawling Water Beetle is found could easily be sampled in the future for 
other macroinvertebrates to see how they compare with these other sites within the 
watersheds (Chris Jones, pers. comm., 2012).   
 
Determining whether the population on the North Saugeen is extirpated is an important 
objective.  If it is extirpated then the possibility of translocation from a thriving population 
could be considered, providing that this does not in any way compromise populations at 
extant sites.    
 
It is likely that recovery efforts for the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle would benefit 
other species and could be addressed as part of a multi-species recovery strategy 
(ecosystem recovery plan).  Recovery of many riverine aquatic species at risk has been 
integrated in ecosystem plans (e.g., Ausable River – Ausable River Recovery Team 
2005, Grand River – Portt et al. 2007, Sydenham River - Dextrase et al. 2003, Thames 
River - Thames River Recovery Team 2005), which have many efficiencies (Kirk and 
Pearce in review).  The spatial distribution of fish and mussel species at risk have 
already been mapped within the Grey Sauble and Saugeen Watersheds by the 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (Conservation Ontario 2012).  Some species that 
could benefit include rare mayflies (Baetisca spp.) which have disappeared from the 
North Saugeen.   
 
Once this strategy is completed it should be integrated into a watershed or ecosystem 
plan that includes other species at risk.  Finally it is important to collaborate and support 
efforts for Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle recovery with partners in the United 
States since many threats and recovery actions may be similar (USFWS 2006). 
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2.4 Performance Measures  
 
Potential performance measures for Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle include the 
following. 
 

• No population declines, populations stable or increasing at the Rankin River and 
Saugeen sites. 

• Potential threats to the Rankin River and Saugeen populations have been 
identified and mitigated.  

• Threats to the North Saugeen population have been identified and mitigated; 
possibility of reestablishment/restoration of population evaluated.  

• Improvements in water quality over time demonstrated and populations of 
sensitive aquatic macroinvertebrates increased. 

• Habitat restoration initiated where feasible. 
• Best management practices developed and being employed by landowners and 

municipalities. 
 
 
2.5 Area for Consideration in Developing a Habitat Regulation 
 
Under the ESA, a recovery strategy must include a recommendation to the Minister of 
Natural Resources on the area that should be considered in developing a habitat 
regulation. A habitat regulation is a legal instrument that prescribes an area that will be 
protected as the habitat of the species. The recommendation provided below by the 
author will be one of many sources considered by the Minister when developing the 
habitat regulation for this species. 
 
In Ontario, the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle occurs at three locations (one 
possibly extirpated though this needs to be confirmed); the total extent of occurrence is 
36 km2 and the area of occupancy is only 12 km2 based on a 2 x 2 km grid (COSEWIC 
2011).   Although the areas in which the species has been found are limited to a few 
hundred metres below a dam or weir, it is important to also consider the influence of 
adjacent land cover in the vicinity of the site since this can affect water quality and 
quantity.  This includes stream banks, adjacent vegetation such as trees, or structures 
such as bridges, dams, culverts, roads as well as agricultural fields or other land uses.  
Desired characteristics of adjacent landcover would be to retain or restore as much 
permanent natural or semi-natural vegetation cover as possible, especially riparian 
forest, wetlands and grassland.  Riparian buffer strips act as biofilters of sediments and 
non-point pollutants (see above).   
 
For the habitat regulation it is important to consider the immediate locations where 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle are found on the Rankin and Saugeen Rivers, as 
well as adjacent riparian areas (which include potential pupation sites), and areas of 
algae within the water channel.  In addition, protecting headwater areas upstream (both 
aquatic and terrestrial) is critical to ensure habitat suitability of the stream.  Thus, it is 
recommended that an area 400 metres downstream of the area of occupancy as well as 
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an area 400 metres upstream (the stream corridor) of Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetles occurrences be protected as habitat such that all hydrologically-connected 
stream segments are included.  This minimum distance was chosen because it would 
allow for silt to settle out from disturbances upstream.  It would also allow for 
downstream dispersal if Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle uses drift for dispersal.  
 
The habitat regulation should also include at least 30 metres of riparian or terrestrial 
vegetation that may be required to protect suitability within the stream.  The distance 
should be measured from the high water mark of the stream and composed of native 
vegetation (Kiffney et al. 2003, Lee et al. 2004).  
 
In the United States recovery plan it was recommended that 0.25 miles (about 400 m) of 
habitat upstream of the site where the Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is found be 
protected (this would include habitat upstream of the weir, dam or culvert).  This 
distance was probably chosen because of government right-of-way designation for 
habitat upstream and downstream from roads.     
 
Because Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle may be more widely dispersed throughout 
streams in Ontario, as has been found in Michigan, it is important not to base the entire 
habitat regulation on a specific distance around known populations.  The most critical 
factors are that the streams should remain in as natural and undisturbed state as 
possible, and that they have some groundwater input (i.e., they never completely dry 
up, B. Vande Kopple, pers. comm. 2012).  Seasonal dynamics also need to be 
considered as it is important that lower summer water levels expose substrate for 
pupation sites.  Additional hydrological studies are recommended to monitor seasonal 
changes in water levels.   
 
It is recommended that sites with historical or potential habitat be included in the 
regulation where dispersal or translocation is deemed feasible.  One such site is the 
North Saugeen River at Scone, provided that the factors which may have led to the 
potential extirpation of the species there are mitigated.  Although Hungerford’s Crawling 
Water Beetle has rarely been observed in flight, it is possible that individuals disperse in 
this way.  Translocations have been carried out successfully in Michigan on several 
occasions; from culvert/bridge project areas to other locations on the same stream (B. 
Vande Kopple, pers. comm. 2012).  No information is available on survival of these 
individuals but it is believed to be successful.  The fact that beetles survive in closed 
test tubes for 48 hours suggests that they are fairly robust to translocation. 
 
It is important to emphasize that these suggestions provide interim guidance and future 
recommendations should consider any new information that becomes available on the 
biology, population dynamics or habitat needs of the Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle.    
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GLOSSARY 
 
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC): The 

committee responsible for assessing and classifying species at risk in Canada. 
 
Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO): The committee 

established under section 3 of the Endangered Species Act, 2007 that is 
responsible for assessing and classifying species at risk in Ontario. 

 
Conservation status rank: A rank assigned to a species or ecological community that 

primarily conveys the degree of rarity of the species or community at the global 
(G), national (N) or subnational (S) level. These ranks, termed G-rank, N-rank 
and S-rank, are not legal designations. The conservation status of a species or 
ecosystem is designated by a number from 1 to 5, preceded by the letter G, N or 
S reflecting the appropriate geographic scale of the assessment. The numbers 
mean the following:  

1 = critically imperilled  
2 = imperilled  
3 = vulnerable 
4 = apparently secure  
5 = secure 

 
Coxa (pl. coxae): The basal or first leg segment, connected to the body wall. 
 
Coxal plate: The hardened plate to which the coxa is attached. 
 
Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA): The provincial legislation that provides protection 
 to species at risk in Ontario. 
 
Endemic: Unique to a defined geographic location. 
 
Elytron (plural = elytra): The hard wing covers on the back of beetles. 
 
Instar: The stage between moults. 
 
Macrophytes: Aquatic plant that grows in or near water and is either emergent, 
  submergent, or floating. 
 
Oviposition: The process of laying eggs by oviparous animals. 
 
Penultimate abdominal segments:  segments at rear end of body before tail. 
 
Pronotum:  A dorsal plate between the head and base of wings. 
 
Pupa: Life stage of some insects undergoing transformation. 
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Pupate: To become a pupa 
 
Pupation: The non-feeding life cycle stage during which the insect transforms from larva 
  to adult. 
 
Species at Risk Act (SARA): The federal legislation that provides protection to species 

at risk in Canada. This act establishes Schedule 1 as the legal list of wildlife 
species at risk to which the SARA provisions apply. Schedules 2 and 3 contain 
lists of species that at the time the Act came into force needed to be reassessed. 
After species on Schedule 2 and 3 are reassessed and found to be at risk, they 
undergo the SARA listing process to be included in Schedule 1. 

 
Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List: The regulation made under section 7 of the 

Endangered Species Act, 2007 that provides the official status classification of 
species at risk in Ontario. This list was first published in 2004 as a policy and 
became a regulation in 2008. 
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APPENDIX 1  
Generalized water beetle anatomy.   
Spikes/hairs on the first 2 pairs of legs (on some of the tarsi) of the males easily 
distinguish them from the females.   
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Figure credits: Left - Haliplus ruficollis (De Geer), dorsal view. Right - Haliplus flavicollis 
(Sturm), ventral view. Figures adapted from Holmen 1987; (permission from USFWS 
2006 pending).  



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Part 3 – Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle – Ontario 
Government Response Statement, prepared by the Ontario 

Ministry of Natural Resources 
 



Hungerford’s Crawling 
Water Beetle
Ontario Government  

Response Statement 

Ministry of Natural Resources

PROTECTING AND RECOVERING SPECIES AT RISK IN ONTARIO

Species at risk recovery is a key part of protecting Ontario’s biodiversity. Biodiversity – the 
variety of living organisms on Earth – provides us with clean air and water, food, fibre, 
medicine and other resources that we need to survive. 

The Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) is the Government of Ontario’s legislative 
commitment to protecting and recovering species at risk and their habitats. As soon as a 
species is listed as extirpated, endangered or threatened under the ESA, it is automatically 
protected from harm or harassment. Also, immediately upon listing, the habitats of 
endangered and threatened species are protected from damage or destruction. 

Under the ESA, the Ministry of Natural Resources (the Ministry) must ensure that a recovery 
strategy is prepared for each species that is listed as endangered or threatened. A recovery 
strategy provides science-based advice to government on what is required to achieve recovery 
of a species.

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE STATEMENTS

Within nine months after a recovery strategy is prepared, the ESA requires the Ministry 
to publish a statement summarizing the government’s intended actions and priorities in 
response to the recovery strategy. The recovery strategy for Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle (Brychius hungerfordi) was completed on January 11, 2013 (http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/
stdprodconsume/groups/lr/@mnr/@species/documents/document/stdprod_099156.pdf). 

The response statement is the government’s policy response to the scientific advice provided 
in the recovery strategy. All recommendations provided in the recovery strategy were 
considered and this response statement identifies those that are considered to be appropriate 
and necessary for the protection and recovery of the species. In addition to the strategy, 
the response statement is based on input from stakeholders, other jurisdictions, Aboriginal 
communities and members of the public. It reflects the best available traditional, local and 
scientific knowledge at this time and may be adapted if new information becomes available. In 
implementing the actions in the response statement, the ESA allows the Ministry to determine 
what is feasible, taking into account social and economic factors. 

Hungerford’s Crawling 

Water Beetle is a small 

aquatic beetle typically 

measuring less than five 

mm long. It lives in rivers 

and streams with good 

aeration and cool water 

temperatures. Individuals 

are often concentrated 

downstream of dams, 

weirs and culverts.  
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MOVING FORWARD TO PROTECT AND RECOVER HUNGERFORD’S CRAWLING  
WATER BEETLE

Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is listed as an endangered species under the ESA, 
which protects both the animal and its habitat. The ESA prohibits harm or harassment of the 
species and damage or destruction of their habitat without authorization. Such authorization 
would require that conditions established by the Ministry be met.   

Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is a globally rare species found only in the Great Lakes 
region in Ontario and Michigan. There are three rivers in Bruce County, Ontario where 
the species has been found: the Rankin, the Saugeen and the North Saugeen. Individuals 
have not been detected in the North Saugeen River since 2001 so it is possible that it has 
been extirpated from that location. Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is thought to be a 
glacial relict that may have been more widespread before the formation of the Great Lakes. 
Alternatively, the populations may have always been small and scattered. The species is 
generally found within 1.5 km downstream of human made structures such as dams, weirs 
or culverts. It is not known if the species was formerly adapted to colonizing similar habitat 
created by beavers, or if it is currently more widespread but harder to detect in other areas. 
In general, the habitat requirements of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle are poorly 
understood. 

The main threats to the survival and recovery of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle are 
believed to include changes in water flow or quality that alter or destroy habitat and removal 
or modification of human-made water control structures. Since the species requires pristine 
conditions, run-off of sediment or pollution from areas adjacent to streams and within the 
watershed have the potential to impact the species. This run-off may occur as a result of 
road building, industrial, and agricultural development. Predation from introduced species 
(such as brown trout) has also been identified as a potential threat. Lack of knowledge of the 
species’ distribution and abundance in Ontario and its specific habitat needs are important 
information gaps that may affect the ability to recover the species.  

The government’s goal for the recovery of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle is to 
maintain or improve the viability of existing populations in Ontario.  

At this time, reintroduction or translocation of individuals are not considered appropriate 
recovery tools to contribute to this goal. Once better information is available regarding the 
species’ population levels, its specific habitat requirements and the causes of extirpation 
from the historic site, it may be possible to re-evaluate the potential contributions of these 
approaches.

Protecting and recovering species at risk is a shared responsibility. No single agency or 
organization has the knowledge, authority or financial resources to protect and recover all of 
Ontario’s species at risk. Successful recovery requires inter-governmental co-operation and 
the involvement of many individuals, organizations and communities. 

In developing the government response statement, the Ministry considered what actions 
are feasible for the government to lead directly and what actions are feasible for the 
government to support its conservation partners to undertake. 
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Focus Area: 	 Protection and Management
Objective: 	 Protect existing populations and habitat where Hungerford’s Crawling 

Water Beetle is found. 
	 Actions:

1.	 (HIGH) Develop a strategy at a watershed scale that identifies threats 
that are a priority for actions. The strategy may include mapping 
watershed natural features, identifying the locations of dams, weirs and 
culverts, and determining adjacent land use, and potential non-point 
source pollution.

GOVERNMENT-SUPPORTED ACTIONS

The government endorses the following actions as being necessary for the protection and 
recovery of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle. Actions identified as “high” will be given 
priority consideration for funding or for authorizations under the ESA. The government will 
focus its support on these high-priority actions over the next five years. 

n 	 Continue to research the role of natural lake outflows and human-made water control 
structures on downstream river ecology and rare species.

n 	 Educate other agencies and authorities involved in planning and environmental 
assessment processes on the protection requirements under the ESA.

n 	 Encourage the submission of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle data to the Ministry’s 
central repository at the Natural Heritage Information Centre.

n 	 Undertake communications and outreach to increase public awareness of species at risk 
in Ontario. 

n 	 Protect Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle and its habitat through the ESA. Develop 
and enforce habitat protection provisions identifying the specific habitat of the species.

n 	 Support conservation, agency, municipal and industry partners, and Aboriginal 
communities and organizations to undertake activities to protect and recover 
Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle. Support will be provided through funding, 
agreements, permits (including conditions) and/or advisory services.

n 	 Establish and communicate annual priority actions for government support in order to 
encourage collaboration and reduce duplication of efforts.  

GOVERNMENT-LED ACTIONS

To help protect and recover Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle, the government will directly 
undertake the following actions:

Hungerford's Crawling Water Beetle

Ontario Government Response Statement 3



4

2.	 Mitigate or remove threats by working with partners to strategically 
implement best management practices (BMPs) on a watershed basis, 
including:
n	 working with landowners to educate and assist in maintaining 

healthy aquatic ecosystems by increasing natural cover in the 
watershed and planting strategic native shoreline buffers; and

n	 encouraging development and use of Environmental Farm Plans 
and Nutrient Management Plans to incorporate BMPs for rural 
streams and drains. These BMPs should include restoring a healthy 
riparian zone, reducing access by livestock, establishing manure-
storage and runoff collection systems, encouraging conservation 
tillage and improving faulty septic systems.

Focus Area:	 Inventory and Monitoring 
Objective: 	 Improve knowledge of the distribution and abundance of Hungerford’s 

Crawling Water Beetle in Ontario. 
	 Actions:

3.	 (HIGH) Conduct systematic surveys of adults using techniques 
appropriate for rare species that minimizes disturbance to habitat. 
Survey design should seek to better determine the distribution and 
abundance of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle by:  
n	 determining whether the North Saugeen River population is 

extirpated;
n	 estimating population size on the Rankin and Saugeen Rivers;
n	 increasing effort on surveys downstream (or upstream if habitat 

appropriate) of the known sites to determine whether the pattern 
observed is due to habitat specialization or detectability biases; 
and 

n	 conducting wider systematic surveys of suitable rivers to determine 
whether any other populations exist. 

4.	 Design and implement a monitoring protocol at the existing locations 
to track long-term trends in population size, adjacent land use, and 
water quality and quantity (including dissolved oxygen, nutrient levels, 
flow rate, water temperature, and seasonal water levels).

Focus Area:	 Research
Objective: 	 Improve knowledge of the habitat requirements of Hungerford’s 

Crawling Water Beetle. 
	 Actions:

5.	 Research the specific habitat requirements of Hungerford’s Crawling 
Water Beetle, including the distribution and role of food algae, water 
quality and flow requirements, tolerance to sediment loads, habitat 
for reproduction and hibernation, and dispersal ability.  

6.	 Investigate the role of natural and human-made water control 
structures in providing habitat for Hungerford’s Crawling Water 
Beetle. 

Hungerford's Crawling Water Beetle
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IMPLEMENTING ACTIONS

Financial support for the implementation of actions may be available through the Species 
at Risk Stewardship Fund, Species at Risk Research Fund for Ontario, or the Species at 
Risk Farm Incentive Program. Conservation partners are encouraged to discuss project 
proposals related to the actions in this response statement with the Ministry. The Ministry 
can also advise if any authorizations under the ESA or other legislation may be required to 
undertake the project.

Implementation of the actions may be subject to changing priorities across the multitude 
of species at risk, available resources and the capacity of partners to undertake recovery 
activities. Where appropriate, the implementation of actions for multiple species will be 
co-ordinated across government response statements.

REVIEWING PROGRESS

The ESA requires the Ministry to conduct a review of progress towards protecting and 
recovering a species not later than five years from the publication of this response 
statement. The review will help identify if adjustments are needed to achieve the 
protection and recovery of Hungerford’s Crawling Water Beetle.
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For additional information:
Visit the species at risk website at ontario.ca/speciesatrisk
Contact your MNR district office
Contact the Natural Resources Information Centre
1-800-667-1940
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mnr.nric.mnr@ontario.ca
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