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copyright 
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District of Columbia D.C.
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months (tables and 
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registered trademark 
trademark 
United States (adjective) U.S.
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alternate hypothesis HA

base of natural logarithm e 
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coefficient of variation CV
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confidence interval CI
correlation coefficient (multiple) R
correlation coefficient (simple) r
covariance cov
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degrees of freedom df
expected value E 
greater than > 
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less than < 
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logarithm (natural) ln
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not significant NS
null hypothesis HO

percent % 
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standard deviation SD
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variance: 
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ABSTRACT

This report summarizes results from a 3-year project, “Chukchi Sea and Norton Sound Observation Network.” It 
was funded by qualified outer continental shelf oil and gas revenues by the Coastal Impact Assistance Program, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and U.S. Department of the Interior. Research was conducted cooperatively by the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence and the Native Village of Golovin, Native Village of Noorvik, 
Native Village of Point Lay, Native Stebbins Community Association, Native Village of Diomede, Native Village of 
Deering, Native Village of Shishmaref, Native Village of Kotzebue, and Native Village of Point Hope. 

Research was conducted in January and February of 2013 in Golovin, Noorvik, and Point Lay for study year 2012; 
in March and April of 2014 in Stebbins, Diomede, and Deering for study year 2013; and between March and May of 
2015 in Point Hope, Shishmaref, and Kotzebue for study year 2014.

The comprehensive subsistence survey asked respondents about their harvest, sharing, and use of more than 100 
species of fish, land mammals, marine mammals, marine invertebrates, birds, and wild plants and berries. Although the 
9 communities have similar resources available and most are inhabited primarily by Iñupiat people (with the exception 
of Stebbins, which is a Yupik community), their subsistence patterns differ in which species are used. The project 
also collected information on community demographics, income, food security, and wild food networks. Researchers 
mapped areas used by community residents for subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering in a 12-month study period. 
Through semi-structured key respondent interviews, researchers collected local observations of environmental change, 
including information about species population dynamics, health, seasonal geographic distribution, and invasive 
species, particularly as related to the procurement of subsistence foods.

Weather events during the study period particularly affected subsistence harvests in Golovin and Noorvik in late 
summer and early winter. In July and August 2012, the Bering Strait and NANA regions experienced heavy, prolonged 
rainfalls that caused flooding and impacted households’ abilities to harvest and process wild foods. Delayed and 
minimal snowfall made travel conditions by snowmachine difficult into January 2013. In 2013, a severe fall storm 
hit Stebbins near the end of the study year in November, causing catastrophic damage. Many households lost cached 
subsistence food due to flooding, as well as experienced damage to their homes, smokehouses, and the loss of fishing 
nets and other equipment. Low snow conditions in Stebbins and Deering hindered travel until later in the winter during 
the study year, and all 3 communities reported poor ice conditions for hunting and traveling. In 2014, as in the other 
2 study years, residents of Point Hope, Shishmaref, and Kotzebue noted that low snow conditions early in the winter 
had affected subsistence pursuits, and that ice conditions were poor during the study year. 

Key words climate change; Deering; Diomede; Golovin; Kotzebue; Noorvik; Point Lay; Point Hope; Shishmaref; 
Stebbins; subsistence fishing; subsistence hunting
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1. INTRODUCTION

Elizabeth H. Mikow and Nicole M. Braem

This report summarizes the results of research conducted on the 2012–2014 subsistence harvests and uses of 
wild foods by the communities of Golovin, Noorvik, Point Lay, Stebbins, Diomede, Deering, Shishmaref, 
Kotzebue, and Point Hope. The project provides baseline information about contemporary subsistence uses 
of fish, wildlife, and vegetation resources, as well as traditional knowledge about these resources. Systematic 
documentation of harvest, use, and sharing information is important to address long-term information needs 
regarding the role of these wild resources in these communities, and to ensure continued opportunities for 
customary and traditional uses of fish and wildlife resources. 
The 9 study communities are located within 3 different regions of Arctic Alaska: Bering Strait1, the 
Northwest Arctic Borough (NAB), and the North Slope Borough (NSB; Figure 1-1). Golovin, Stebbins, 
Diomede, and Shishmaref are located in the Bering Strait region; Noorvik, Deering, and Kotzebue are 
located in the NAB; and Point Lay and Point Hope are located in the NSB. In all 3 regions, the majority of 
residents are of Iñupiaq descent; the one exception is Stebbins, which is primarily a Yupik community. As 
in other Alaska Native communities throughout rural Alaska, local residents remain substantially dependent 
upon wild resources obtained through subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering. All 9 study communities 
are located on the coast, and all harvest various species of marine mammals, salmon and nonsalmon fishes, 
terrestrial mammals, marine invertebrates, birds, wild berries, and greens. Each has unique patterns of 
harvest and use based upon local availability and abundance of wild resources. Of the 9 communities, only 
Diomede, Point Hope, and Point Lay participate in bowhead whale harvests. Appendix Table D1-1 presents 
a list, including the Linnaean taxonomic names, of resources used by the study communities in 2012–2014. 
Residents of the 3 regions harvest caribou from the Western Arctic caribou herd (WAH), the largest in 
Alaska. Harvest levels and access to caribou vary. Noorvik and Kotzebue are located within the core of 
the herd’s range. Caribou are present locally in more months of the year in these communities than in 
Stebbins, Shishmaref, Golovin, Point Lay, and Deering, which are located in the winter and outer ranges of 
the herd. At the time of this report’s preparation, the WAH was in a period of decline. At its peak in 2003, 
its estimated population numbered 490,000 animals (ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation 2014a). 
It declined annually at a rate of 4–6% through 2011. In a July 2013 census, it had declined to 235,000 
animals, a 27% decline in 2 years. Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) biologists believe that 
mortality was especially high in winter 2011–2012 due to deep snow and high numbers of predators in 
overwintering areas (ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation 2014a).2 The last census, conducted in 
summer of 2016, estimated that the population had declined to 201,000 animals (Western Arctic Caribou 
Herd Working Group 2016). The rate of decline has slowed to 5% annually from 2013 to 2016, and there 
are some favorable trends found in the last census including high calf production and improved female and 
calf mortality rates.
Point Lay lies near the range of the Teshekpuk Lake caribou herd (TCH). The TCH range overlaps with that 
of the WAH; however, it has distinct calving and insect relief areas. The TCH primarily inhabits the central 
coastal plain north of the Brooks Range during spring and summer. Its winter range varies considerably, 
and overlap with WAH can be extensive during the fall and winter (Parrett 2013). The TCH population, 
estimated at 55,000 animals in 2011, had declined to 41,542 in 2015 (Parrett 2015). 

1 . Bering Strait is a geographical description as opposed to a political one; its boundaries will be discussed in 
greater detail within the Regional Background section. The Northwest Arctic and North Slope boroughs are both 
organized under state law. The Bering Strait region is in an area of Alaska where no borough has been formed; its 
communities and other communities in a large area of rural Alaska are considered part of a single “unorganized 
borough” under state law.

2 . Jim Dau, ADF&G Wildlife Biologist, Kotzebue, personal communication, May 16, 2014.
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Although the 9 study communities are all coastal and predominately Iñupiat (with the exception of the Yupik 
community of Stebbins) they vary in population and demographic characteristics (Table 1-1). Based on the 
results of the survey effort, Golovin had a population of 181 people in 2012, Noorvik had a population 
of 586, and Point Lay had a population of 251. In 2013, Stebbins had a population of 573 individuals, 
Diomede had a population of 80, and Deering had an estimated population of 128. For 2014, Shishmaref 
had a population of 617 people, the hub of Kotzebue was home to 2,984 people, and Point Hope had a 
population of 736. In 8 of the study communities, 85% or more of the population was Alaska Native. As a 
hub community, Kotzebue has a more mixed population, although an estimated 78% of the community was 
Alaska Native during the study year.
Weather events during the study period particularly impacted subsistence harvests in Golovin and Noorvik 
in late summer and early winter. In July and August 2012, the Bering Strait and NANA regions experienced 
heavy, prolonged rainfalls that caused flooding and impacted households’ abilities to harvest and process 
wild foods.3 Delayed and minimal snowfall made travel conditions by snowmachine difficult into January 
2013 (GLV4, ORV9, PL5). In 2013, a severe fall storm hit Stebbins near the end of the study year in 
November, causing catastrophic damage. Many households lost cached subsistence food due to flooding, as 
well as experienced damage to their homes, smokehouses, and the loss of fishing nets and other equipment 
(Hollander and Kelly 2013). Low snow conditions were reported in Stebbins and Deering as hindering 
travel until later in the winter during the study year, and all 3 communities reported poor ice conditions for 
hunting and traveling (DRG5, DIO5, WBB1). In 2014, as in the other 2 study years, residents of Point Hope, 
Shishmaref, and Kotzebue noted that low snow conditions early in the winter had impacted subsistence 
pursuits, and that ice conditions were poor during the study year (OTZ2, PHO2, SHH6). 

Project Background4

This project was conducted cooperatively by the ADF&G Division of Subsistence and the tribal governments 
of the 9 study communities. The study was funded through the Coastal Impact Assistance Program, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. 
Ongoing climate change and a growing list of proposed development projects are poised to dramatically 
change life in the Arctic. Residents of communities across the north have observed changes in their 
environment for years: warmer temperatures that lead to earlier spring breakups and later fall freeze-ups, 
thawing permafrost, reduced thickness in sea ice, the spread of brushy vegetation, drying tundra lakes, and 
erratic weather patterns (Carothers et al. 2014; Gregory et al. 2006; Herman-Mercer et al. 2011; Hinzman 
et al. 2005; Huntington and Fox 2005; Huntington et al. 2007; Kruse 2011; McBeath and Shepro 2007; 
McNeeley 2009; Moerlein and Carothers 2012).
Environmental change is happening more rapidly than scientists have predicted. In July 2012, the extent of 
sea ice in summer was the lowest ever measured, prompting speculation by scientists that summer without 
sea ice could be a reality by the end of this decade, not mid-century as proposed in the most pessimistic of 
earlier forecasts (Overland and Wang 2013).5 However, in 2013 and 2014, the extents of ice after summer 
melt were the greatest observed since 2007, although still low compared to the long-term average between 
1998 and 2010.6 In 2015, sea ice in the Arctic Ocean reached its fourth lowest extent in satellite record7, 

3 . The Alaska Climate Research Center. 2012. “August 2012 Synoptic Summary.” Accessed January 17, 2017. 
     http://climate.gi.alaska.edu/Summary/Synoptic/2012/Aug
4 . Portions of this section were first published in Braem et al. (2015) .
5 . National Snow and Ice Data Center. 2012. “Arctic sea ice shatters previous low records; Antarctic sea ice edges to 

record high.” Accessed January 5, 2017. http://nsidc.org/news/newsroom/archive/201210
6 . National Snow and Ice Data Center. 2014. “Melt season ending.” Accessed January 5, 2017. 
     http://nsidc.org/arcticseaicenews/2014/09/melt-season-ending/ 
7 . National Snow and Ice Data Center. 2015. “Arctic sea ice extent settles at fourth lowest in the satellite record.” 

Accessed December 10, 2016. https://nsidc.org/news/newsroom/PR_2015meltseason
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Golovin Noorvik Point Lay Deering Diomede Stebbins Kotzebue Point Hope Shishmaref
Sampled households 33 83 42 32 25 87 214 105 86
Eligible households 59 135 67 44 39 135 826 176 140
Percentage sampled 55.9% 61.5% 62.7% 72.7% 64.1% 64.4% 25.9% 59.7% 61.4%

Sampled population 101 360 163 93 51 369 773 439 379
Estimated community population 180.6 585.5 260.0 127.9 79.6 572.6 2,983.6 735.8 617.0

Mean 3.1 4.3 3.8 2.9 2.0 4.2 3.6 4.2 4.4
Minimum 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Maximum 10.0 10.0 9.0 8.0 8.0 17.0 15.0 8.0 14.0

28.8 29.2 22.9 33.4 31.1 26.9 28.1 27.6 27.7
0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1

88 93 72 87 77 81 91 91 90
25.0 22.0 20.5 27.0 26.0 21.0 27.0 24.5 23.0

Total population
Mean 20.0 25.7 15.1 19.5 25.6 19.7 18.6 23.1 24.4
Minimuma 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1
Maximum 88 93 69 62 60 60 91 87 90

Heads of household
Mean 30.0 43.9 22.6 23.0 27.6 23.1 27.0 38.7 41.0
Minimumb 1 1 0 2 2 1 0 1 3
Maximum 88 93 69 62 60 60 91 84 87

Alaska Native
Estimated householdsb

Number 46.5 126.9 55.8 39.9 34.3 117.9 826.0 176.0 140.0
Percentage 78.8% 94.0% 83.3% 90.6% 88.0% 87.4% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Estimated population
Number 153.8 556.3 229.7 119.6 74.9 548.7 2,326.2 717.4 594.2
Percentage 85.1% 95.0% 88.3% 93.5% 94.1% 95.8% 78.0% 97.5% 96.3%

a. A minimum age of 0 (zero) is used for infants who are less than 1 year of age.
b. The estimated number of households in which at least 1 head of household is Alaska Native.

Minimuma

Maximum
Median

Length of residency

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013-2015.

Mean

Table 1-1.–Sample and demographic characteristics, study communities, 2012-2014.

Characteristics

Household size

Age

Community
2012 2013 2014

Table 1-1.–Sample and demographic characteristics, study communities, 2012–2014.
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and 2016 saw a record low wintertime maximum extent for ice cover8. Changes in climate will likely alter 
weather patterns and species distributions. Changes in habitat will affect both the species who depend upon 
it and the people who rely up on those wild resources.
How these changes will affect sea ice-dependent species such as certain types of seals, walruses, and polar 
bears is uncertain. The federal government listed both ringed and bearded seals as threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act in December 2012, but these listings were vacated in 2014 and 2016, respectively.9 
Polar bears were listed as threatened in 2008. In 2011, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service found that listing 
of Pacific walrus as endangered or threatened was warranted, but precluded by higher priority actions. 
In 2014, and in several times in recent years, Pacific walrus have hauled out in groups of thousands on 
the Northwest Alaska coast in response to a lack of sea ice. Beginning in 2011, a workgroup of state and 
federal agencies, nongovernmental organizations, tribal representatives, marine mammal specialists, and 
laboratories worked to determine the cause of an unusual mortality event (UME) occurring in various 
seal species and walruses across the North Slope and Bering Strait regions. In 2014, because few new 
walrus cases were found, walrus was removed from the list of animals affected; the UME remained open 
for ringed, ribbon, bearded, and spotted seals. In January 2016, a team of investigators met to discuss the 
potential for closure of the UME, pending funding for final testing of samples (NOAA 2016).
As the Arctic warms, interest in the resources it contains has increased dramatically. Greater access, coupled 
with high mineral prices, has spurred a rush to the north as Arctic and non-Arctic nations alike seek to stake 
a claim to new shipping routes, commercial fisheries, natural gas, oil, coal, and rare earth metals present in 
the region. A number of development projects within Arctic Alaska were proposed or underway in late 2012. 
These included offshore drilling in the Chukchi Sea, a pipeline across the North Slope to transport oil and 
gas from Chukchi Sea wells to the Trans-Alaska Pipeline system, a proposed road from the Dalton Highway 
to the Ambler mining district, a 500-mile road connecting the Elliot Highway to Nome, a graphite mine near 
the community of Teller, and the construction of a deepwater port. Proposed industrial developments could 
affect not only renewable resources through habitat alteration, but also social and economic systems by 
providing increased employment and dividend income to residents to the region (Fried and Robinson 2008).
Taken singly or as a whole, these changes and developments may have substantial impacts on life in 
coastal Arctic Alaska. For planning, impact assessment, and decision making, local residents, agencies, 
and nongovernmental organizations need updated baseline and information over time on customary and 
traditional uses of fish, wildlife, and vegetation. Local subsistence users have maintained close ties to the 
environment for generations in order to effectively utilize fish and wildlife resources that are vital to the 
mixed subsistence-market economies characteristic of Arctic communities. Systematic documentation of 
local and traditional ecological knowledge can provide local, state, and federal governments and non-
governmental organizations with a network of environmental observations as well as quantitative and 
spatial data. Such information will assist in evaluating and monitoring environmental impacts associated 
with a changing climate and development activities.
The goal of this study was to document comprehensive subsistence baseline information and local 
environmental observations in 9 communities along the Chukchi Sea coast and Norton Sound in 2012–
2014. For the 2012 study communities, baseline subsistence harvest information for Point Lay was last 
collected by the North Slope Borough Wildlife Department in 2003 (Bacon et al. 2011rev.), and in Golovin 

8 . National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). 2016. “Arctic sea ice wintertime extent hits another 
record low.” Accessed December 10, 2016. 

      https://www.nasa.gov/feature/goddard/2016/2016-arctic-sea-ice-wintertime-extent-hits-another-record-low 
9 . Bearded seals were listed in 2012, but in July 2014, the U.S. District Court ruled that they were improperly granted 

that status and directed the National Marine Fisheries service to correct deficiencies in its study of the Beringia 
population. Ringed seals were also listed in 2012, but a decision by the U.S. District Court was made to remove 
this listing in March 2016.
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by ADF&G’s Division of Subsistence in 1989.10 Both of these datasets are now out of date. Baseline 
subsistence research had never been conducted in Noorvik prior to this study. For 2013 study communities, 
baseline harvest information was collected by ADF&G for Deering in 1994 and Stebbins in 1980.11 
Comprehensive harvest information was also collected for Stebbins by Kawerak, Inc. for the 2006 study 
year (Ahmasuk and Trigg 2008rev.). Diomede had never had a baseline study prior to this research. For 
2014 study communities, Kotzebue had been surveyed for baseline harvest information by ADF&G in 1986 
and 1991.12 Other comprehensive harvest information was collected for the 2002–2004 study years by the 
Native Village of Kotzebue (Whiting 2006). Data for Point Hope was collected by the North Slope Borough 
Wildlife Department in 1995 and 2001 (Bacon et al. 2011rev.). ADF&G collected baseline information in 
Shishmaref in 1982, 1989, and 1995,13 and Kawerak, Inc. collected harvest data for 2006 (Ahmasuk and 
Trigg 2008rev.).

regional Background

Prehistory
The residents of the North Slope, Northwest Alaska, and Bering Strait regions, like other Alaska Natives, 
are among the very few indigenous peoples of the world who inhabit their traditional territories; who are a 
majority of the population in their territories; whose territories have been largely unaffected by agriculture, 
industrial development, or roads; who manage their political and economic affairs through both traditional 
(tribal) and contemporary (borough and corporate) structures; and who continue to rely substantially on 
hunting, fishing, and gathering to provide for their sustenance (Burch Jr. 1985; Fall and Utermohle 1995; 
Georgette and Loon 1993; Magdanz et al. 2002, 2004, 2010). Although they have much in common in 
their prehistories, their encounters with non-Natives and subsequent history unfolded in unique ways, for 
example in regard to trade, epidemics, the whaling period, reindeer herding, and gold rushes.
Most archaeologists believe that people have been living in North America for at least 20,000 years based 
on sites outside of Alaska, and the archaeological record in Arctic Alaska dates provides evidence of human 
habitation for at least 11,000 years (Anderson 1984). Numerous sites belonging to the Paleoarctic tradition 
are spread across Arctic Alaska. Materials from later traditions, extending up through the historic period 
are also present, associated with the Northern Archaic, Arctic Small Tool, Norton, and Thule traditions (and 
various subtraditions). 
On the North Slope, archaeological evidence extends back at numerous sites identified with the American 
Paleoarctic Tradition, which are scattered across the Brooks Range and North Slope (Anderson 1984; 
Dumond 1984). Other notable sites exist at Feniak Lake, Punyik Point, Mesa, Anakatuvuk Pass, Kavik, 
Atigun, Gallagher Flint Station, Walakpa, and Birnirk. 
In Northwest Alaska, evidence of human occupation extends back approximately 11,000 years (Anderson 
1984). Investigations at the Trail Creek Caves have found materials associated with the American Paleo-
Arctic tradition which are among the oldest found in Arctic Alaska (Burch Jr. 1984; Dumond 2001a–b).14 
Other early sites exist on the Kobuk River at Onion Portage, a major caribou crossing point and hunting 
location. Onion Portage is one of the most important archaeological sites in the North American Arctic: 
the site containes more than 70 individual cultural layers spanning 10,000 years. Major sites exist in the 
vicinity of the Kobuk River (Ahteut, Ekseavik, Ambler Island), at Cape Krusenstern, the Choris Peninsula, 
and Point Hope. Recently, researchers at the University of Alaska Fairbanks found faunal remains at the 

10 . Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) Division of Subsistence, Juneau. “Community Subsistence 
Information System: CSIS.” https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS. Hereafter ADF&G CSIS.

11 . ADF&G CSIS.
12 . ADF&G CSIS.
13 . ADF&G CSIS.
14 . These caves are located on the Seward Peninsula, but are being associated with Northwest Alaska as defined for 

the purpose of regional boundaries in this report. Deering, the nearest community, is part of the NANA ANCSA 
regional corporation.
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Raven Bluff site on the Kivalina River that were dated at approximately 10,000 years old (McCaa 2009). 
Excavation of a large village site near Kiana, believed to be several hundred years old, began in 2013.
The Bering Strait is also host to numerous sites on St. Lawrence Island associated with Siberian cultural 
traditions, including major sites associated with Old Bering Sea, Okvik, Punuk, and Thule traditions 
(Hillside, Kukulik, Kialegak; Hughes 1984; Smith et al. 1978). Among the major sites15 known in Bering 
Strait are those excavated at Cape Nome, Cape Denbigh (Difchahak, Iyatet, Madjujuyinuk), near Unalakleet 
(Ungalaqliq and the Bridge site), and those near modern day Wales (Kugzruk, Kurigtavik). The oldest sites 
date to the Norton Tradition (roughly 3000–1000 BP; Dumond 2001b; Ray 1984).  

Ethnographic Past
Although the 3 regions are primarily Iñupiaq16, they had unique social organizations among tribes at the 
time of non-Native contact. Historical subsistence patterns of North Slope Iñupiat societies fall into 2 broad 
categories: those oriented on sea mammal hunting with a secondary focus on terrestrial animals, birds, and 
fish, and those whose primary subsistence focus was caribou, supplemented with a variety of other game, 
birds, and fish. Burch Jr. (1980) points out that the Taġiugmiut (coastal peoples depending primarily on 
marine mammals) and Nunamiut (inland peoples depending primarily on caribou) distinctions have merit, 
but that social organization was much more complex than this simple division. Burch Jr. (1980) divided the 
Iñupiat inhabitants of the North Slope into 6 societies that existed prior to 1840: Arctic coastal plain society 
(west of Colville drainage and east of Northwest Coast drainage), Kakligmiut (Barrow society; Arctic Coast 
from Point Blecher to about Christie Point), Kukpigmiut (Colville River society; lower and middle Colville 
River drainage), Silalinarmiut (Northwest coast society; from Cape Beaufort and Icy Cape), Tikrarmiut 
(Point Hope society; west coast from Cape Thompson to Cape Beafort), and Utuqarmiut (Utukok River 
society; interior along the Utukok River and portions of the Kokolik and Kukpowruk rivers). Burch Jr. 
estimated the total population of the region prior to contact to be 2,975 people. These societies were, to use 
Burch’s term, “nations” with recognized territories, and they had ceased to exist by 1900.
All North Slope societies relied upon caribou for food, as well as a source of hides, sinew, bone, viscera, 
and antlers for the manufacture of a variety of clothing, bedding, shelters, and tools. Of the 2 categories of 
societies, maritime groups had a more diverse resource base, able to direct attention to inland hunting on the 
tundra when not engaged in sea mammal pursuit. Thus, they hunted caribou in the summer and fall (Chance 
1990:24). Bowhead whales were of primary importance to the coastal groups, while caribou filled this role 
in inland societies. Both resources were vital to life in their respective societies, and were the keystone of 
economic, social, and religious activity. 
For the Northwest region, Burch Jr. (1998) discusses similar ideas of territorial boundaries and political 
structure. He reiterates that the distinction between the Taġiugmiut  and the Nunamiut correct, but overly 
simplistic (Burch Jr. 1998:8–10). Burch identifies 11 nations in the Northwest region: Kivalliñiġmiut 
(people of the Kivalina region), Napaaqtuġmiut (lower Noatak basin), Nuataaġmiut (upper Noatak basin), 
Kuuvaum Kaɳiaġmiut (the upper Kobuk basin), Akuniġmiut (central Kobuk district), Kuuɳmiut (Kobuk 
delta), Qikiqtaġruŋmiut (Kotzebue region), Kiitaaġmiut (lower Selawik district), Siiļviim Kaŋianiġmiut 
(upper Selawik district), Kaŋiġmiut (Buckland district), and Pittaġmiut (Goodhope district) nations (Burch 
Jr. 1998). Each nation had its own subsistence hunting and gathering patterns, although coastal and interior 
settlements were each somewhat similar to each other. Burch Jr. noted that some nations corresponded to 
the coastal vs. inland distinction, but others had patterns that overlapped based on geographic placement or 
seasonal harvest strategies. Like the North Slope region, territories had strict boundaries. The region likely 
had a population of approximately 5,200 people in the first half of the 19th century.

15 . Many more sites exist, but have not been as extensively researched or documented. Ray (1984) and Koutsky 
(1981:Volumes I–VII) describe additional sites. 

16 . The word Iñupiaq can be used as a noun when referring to a single person or can be used as an adjective. Iñupiat 
is the plural form of the noun, referring collectively to a group of people. 
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In the Bering Strait region, one of the major distinctions between groups was based around subsistence 
patterns and pursuit of certain resources. Ray (1975) combines tribes into 3 groups: those subsisting 
primarily on whales and walrus, caribou, or smaller sea mammals. The tribes of Little Diomede, King 
Island, Wales, Sledge Island, and Cape Nome fell into the whales and walrus pattern to varying degrees. 
The tribes of Kauwerak, Koyuk, Goodhope, Inglutalik, Egavik, and Shaktoolik primarily subsisted on 
caribou and fish. The remaining tribes of Cape Espenberg, Shishmaref, Port Clarence, Ignituk, Fish River, 
Atnuk, Unalakleet, Kikitauk, St. Michael, Stebbins, and Pastolik primarily subsisted on small sea mammals 
and fish. These distinctions were not rigid; groups would harvest resources outside of their subsistence 
patterns when possible.
Tribes consisted of people united by a common language and culture with traditional territories recognized 
by other groups. Whaling tribes likely had different political and social arrangements than their caribou 
and small sea mammal counterparts due to complex ceremonies revolving around the selection of crews. 
Caribou-dependent groups were very focused upon territorial boundaries between tribes, which could cause 
tension due to the migratory nature of the resource. Tribes were semi-nomadic: they moved seasonally 
to most efficiently take advantage of seasonally-abundant marine mammals, fish, land mammals, and 
migratory birds. Population estimates for the Bering Strait region are approximately 2,500 at the beginning 
of the 19th century (Ray 1975:104–107).
Trade networks between various groups of Iñupiat and other Alaska Natives were extensive prior to first 
contact with non-Natives. Indigenous peoples living in what is now North Slope, Northwest Alaska, and 
the Bering Strait participated in major trade fairs at Pastolik, Port Clarence, Sisauliq (on Kotzebue Sound), 
Nigliq (at the mouth of the Coleville River), Barter Island, and the McKenzie River (Bockstoce 2009; 
Burch Jr. 1975, 1998; Ray 1984). Coastal people traded coastal resources (particularly blubber and oil) 
for inland resources such as caribou meat and hides, and fox and wolverine skins. Intercontinental trade 
through Bering Strait occurred as well, intensifying after the establishment of the trade fair at Kolyma in 
1789 (Ray 1975). This trade of manufactured goods for Alaskan furs was dominated on the Russian side 
by Chukchi groups and on the Alaskan side by coastal Bering Strait Natives. By 1791, Bering Strait Iñupiat 
were using bells, bracelets, harpoon and land points made of metal, and glass beads (Ray 1984:299).

Non-Native Contact
Bering Strait Natives, by mere fact of geography, were the first in the 3 regions to experience contact 
with non-Native people. European Russians learned of the existence of what is now Alaska in the mid-
17th century after contact with indigenous groups in the Russian Far East (Ray 1975, 1984). In 1732, the 
Russian explorers Mikhail Gvozdev and Ivan Fedorov “discovered” Little Diomede Island and King Island 
and mapped a portion of the Alaska coastline near Wales. Subsequent exploration carried out in the 18th 
century and early 19th century by Daurkin, Cook, Kobelev, Billings, von Kotzebue, Vasiliev, Kromchenko, 
and others expanded outside knowledge of the region’s lands and inhabitants. Ray calls these encounters 
“short and haphazard” (Ray 1984:299).
The first long-term presence of non-Natives in the Bering Strait region came with the establishment of 
a trading post by the Russian American Company at St. Michael in 1833 (Black 2004). The purpose of 
this trading post was to intercept the Bering Strait fur trade,17 which the Russian American Company 
had discovered was highly profitable and which interfered with its own access to Alaska furs. Laventriy 
Zagoskin wrote at Fort St. Michael in 1842:

On their arrival in Norton Sound the Russians found the natives in the same stage 
of enlightenment in which they are today. When the fort was established the 
natives were using tobacco and iron; they had metal pots, knives and lances, and 
steel flints. Where did these come from? Partly from the south, from out of Fort 
Alexander on Bristol Bay, but in the main from the Kolyma through the Chukchis 

17 . Although a complete description of the fur trade is beyond the scope of this report, Bockstoce has an excellent 
history of this trade in Furs and Frontiers in the Far North: the Contest among Native and Foreign Nations for the 
Bering Strait Fur Trade (Bockstoce 2009).
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and through a chain of successive trading. From time immemorial there have 
been kinship ties and trade relations between the natives occupying the shore of 
Bering Strait, Aziyak [Sledge] and Ukivok [King] islands, and those living along 
the southern coast of Norton Sound. There were several localities for exchanging 
products, and most important of these were Pashtolik and Tachik. In addition the 
islanders frequently visited the villages on the lower Yukon—according to the old 
men among the natives. (Zagoskin 1967:101) 

Native people drawn to Fort St. Michael from northern Norton Sound and King Island provided Zagoskin 
with information about Native settlements extending from Unalakleet as far north as Point Barrow. 

The Maleygmyut encourage hostility towards us because we have intervened in 
their direct [trade] connections with the Yukon. But if we can satisfy their needs 
by regularly trading our European products with them, then we can be sure of 
developing them into trusty helpers for collecting the trade products of the natives 
living north of Bering Strait. (Zagoskin 1967:25)

By the time Fort St. Michael was established, King Island had received a number of contacts from non-
Native explorers, while Wales had only been visited twice. Both communities were known to be agents 
of Siberia-Alaska trade, but the foundation of the trading post did not appear to alter trade patterns or the 
movements of goods to the north from the Bering Strait region. It took the arrival of American vessels later 
in the 19th century to impact these networks directly (Ray 1975:124). 
In Northwest Alaska, the era of contact with non-Natives began with the voyage of von Kotzebue in 1816 
(Burch 1998). This was followed by subsequent expeditions by Beechey and Kashevarov. 

There the Russians encountered highly aggressive Eskimos. The explorers found 
that the Eskimos were expert, cunning traders who held many furs—among them, 
red and black fox, marten, river otter, and caribou—which, the Russians correctly 
assumed, were destined to be traded to the Chukchi. (Bockstoce 2009:9)

When non-Natives arrived in the region, they traded with local people not only for furs, but also extensively 
for caribou meat and items of clothing (Bockstoce 2009; Murdoch 1988). Little exploration beyond the 
coast occurred in the region until later in century; therefore, early accounts of inland tribes are minimal. 
The North Slope Iñupiat were among the latest in Alaska to experience contact with non-Natives. The 
earliest ethnographic accounts (first-hand observations by non-Natives) describing North Slope Iñupiat 
date from the mid-19th century (Bockstoce 1988; Murdoch 1988; Simpson 1855). Alaska’s coast east of 
Point Barrow was the last to be explored by Europeans (Schneider et al. 1980). In 1826, Thomas Elson of 
the British Navy reached Point Barrow; one year later, A.F. Kashevarov sailed 30 miles further east along 
the coastline and gathered ethnographic information on the people of the coast, who were largely in a 
precontact state (Kasevarov 1977). 
The level of contact with non-Natives on the North Slope was not significant until the middle of the 19th 
century, when the disappearance of Sir John Franklin’s expedition drew search vessels to the area for more 
than a decade (Bockstoce 1988). The HMS Plover overwintered at Point Barrow for 2 seasons (1852–
1884) in its search for Franklin. Rochfort Maguire, who served aboard the Plover, documented the seasonal 
activities, travels, and trade of the Iñupiat living at Nuvuk (Point Barrow). He described extensive travel 
for trade: as far as the mouth of the Colville for the Nirliq (sic) trade fair and to Barter Island further east 
(Bockstoce 1988). Maguire describes the Plover crew trading for caribou meat, groups of Iñupiat traveling 
far inland in search of caribou, their harvest areas, and the various uses of caribou hides for clothing. 

Whaling
The arrival of the commercial whaling fleet to Arctic waters set off a period of contact from approximately 
1848–1910. Many North Slope Iñupiat were involved with commercial whaling, often as laborers and cooks 
on boats. Drawn by the economic opportunities of whaling activity, many small settlements consolidated 
into the larger villages of Point Hope, Wainwright, and Utqiaġvik (at that time known as Barrow; Foote 
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1965). Whalers and the traders who followed brought large quantities of liquor in trade, epidemics, and 
direct competition for the resources on which coastal Iñupiat depended, especially whales and walruses. 
After severely depleting whale populations, Yankee whalers began to harvest walruses. The decline in 
these important marine subsistence resources coincided with a decline in caribou populations (Burch Jr. 
1975). Iñupiaq societies, already stressed by diseases and the introduction of alcohol, found their primary 
subsistence resources in reduced numbers and experienced significant population declines due to famine. 
Inland Iñupiat were hit especially hard by the caribou decline between 1850 and 1900, which plunged 
from an estimated 300,000 caribou in Northwest Alaska to 10,000–15,000 (Burch Jr. 1975, 1998; Fall and 
Utermohle 1995).
The presence of Euro-Americans in the area due to Arctic exploration and whaling led to the discovery by 
westerners of the presence of large oil seeps, which had been used by Alaska Natives since before recorded 
history. Hardened petroleum, referred to as “pitch,” was harvested as an ancillary fuel source to marine 
mammal oils. Eventually, reports of the large oil seeps were made to the U.S. government, which resulted 
in the first geological exploration of the area in 1923 (Gallaway 2001).

Reindeer
Following the decline of commercial whaling, Sheldon Jackson in 1892 worked to establish reindeer herding 
stations, a measure meant to provide in equal parts relief from food insecurity and acculturation (Burch Jr. 
2012). As mentioned above, the decline of caribou combined with the depletion of whales and walrus had 
devastating impacts on local people. This situation was the impetus for governmental action in bringing 
reindeer herds into Alaska (Burch Jr. 2012). Herding and the growth of the fur trade brought additional 
change and economic opportunity to local Iñupiat. These economic opportunities also meant a loss of local 
control: decisions about herd policies and fur prices were made by individuals outside of the local economy 
and imposed upon Alaska Native groups (Schneider et al. 1980). Although reindeer herds across Northwest 
Alaska grew in size and number beginning in 1892 until the 1930s, the situation reversed in that decade. 
Caribou returned in substantial numbers to the Kobuk River valley in the late 1940s as reindeer populations 
declined (Burch Jr. 1998:44,134). 
Originally, reindeer herds had been set up for Native ownership, but had heavy oversight from the Bureau 
of Education; another issue to ownership was that herds would be inherited by local missions when a 
Native herder passed away (Finstad et al. 2006). By 1914, concerns arose over non-Native ownership of 
reindeer when the Loman family acquired a number of herds by purchasing them from missions and other 
non-Native owners. The Reindeer Act of 1937 prohibited the ownership of reindeer in Alaska by non-
Natives. Following its passage, the government continued to play a large role in the management of herds, 
changing individual ownership to cooperative herds. The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) took over the 
administration of reindeer herding in 1941, and the Reindeer Herder’s Association (RHA) was formed in 
1971 to unite herders in their efforts to develop the industry. It is estimated that by 1932 there were 640,000 
reindeer in Alaska, which decreased to 23,000 by 1985. Presently they are an estimated 17,650 reindeer in 
Alaska. Twenty-one communities are members of the RHA, including the study communities of Deering, 
Shishmaref, and Stebbins.

Gold Rush
The Bering Strait region experienced an influx of tens of thousands of non-Native settlers in the beginning 
of the 20th century when significant quantities of gold were discovered in the region of Nome in 1902 
(Haycox 2002). Like whaling, the impacts of gold prospectors in the region were extensive and often 
devastating. Wherever miners went into a territory, they often depleted local resources and sometimes 
ignored traditional land use. Initially, indigenous inhabitants had the possibility of wage labor in non-
Native settlements, but they were quickly replaced by nonlocal settlers who followed the miners into 
new territories. However, many Alaska Natives were drawn to gold rush towns for the amenities they 
provided and the possibility of employment. Alcohol had a devastating impact to some, but perhaps the 
most serious consequence of the presence of prospectors and other settlers was the diseases they carried 
with them. Because the non-Native population expanded so rapidly, opportunities for the transmission of 
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illness greatly increased (Fortuine 1989). The first waves of influenza came through the Pribilof Islands, St. 
Michael, and Nome in 1900, and measles spread throughout the region simultaneously. Hundreds of people 
died in Native communities, though they received aide when possible from Bureau of Indian Affairs doctors 
and U.S. Army personnel. This was not the first epidemic to have struck indigenous inhabitants of Arctic 
Alaska; other epidemics spread after contact with the Russians and in the early American colonial period, 
but the “Great Sickness” of 1900 may have been the most devastating. At least 2,000 people died during 
this epidemic, an estimate which may in fact be conservative. This epidemic was followed shortly thereafter 
by the Spanish Flu pandemic in 1917–1919, which primarily affected communities on the Western coast of 
Alaska (Haycox 2002).

Contemporary Setting
Bering Strait Region
Golovin, Stebbins, Diomede, and Shishmaref are located in the Bering Strait region of Alaska. The region 
is largely composed of the Seward Peninsula and Norton Sound and includes communities located off the 
mainland such as Diomede and the 2 communities on St. Lawrence Island. The vegetation of the region is 
largely tundra, and the landscape consists of a mixture of coastal lowlands, expansive hills with scattered 
broad valleys, and small, isolated mountain ranges. There are dense concentrations of lakes and ponds 
on the peninsula that support migrating and nesting birds. The tree line begins about 50 miles southeast 
of Nome, and spruce forests are located in the southern part of the region. The climate in the region is 
characterized by long, cold winters and short, cool summers. Temperatures in the region can vary widely, 
ranging from -47° to 84°F. Three distinct cultural and linguistic groups of indigenous people inhabit the 
Bering Strait region, including Iñupiaq, Central Yup’ik, and Siberian Yupik. Most lands are owned by 
the state or privately; some of the few federally managed lands in the region are the Bering Land Bridge 
National Preserve and Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River. 
Unlike the North Slope and Northwest regions, there is no defined political boundary for the Bering Strait 
region. Residents of this region are considered to be a part of the unorganized borough, which encompasses 
a large portion of rural Alaska. In these areas, cities and tribal organizations generally provide community 
services and the state provides educational services.18 There are total of 16 communities in the Nome 
Census Area, which as of July 2015 had an estimated population of 10,040 people.19 Over one-third (38%) 
reside in the regional hub of Nome, and the rest reside in 15 other primarily Alaska Native communities 
ranging in population from approximately 100 to 750 people. Overall, 76% of the residents of the Nome 
Census Area are Alaska Native, and an additional 6% report 2 or more racial backgrounds.20 More than 90% 
of the region’s population outside of Nome is Alaska Native. Various federally-recognized tribes no longer 
inhabit their former communities year-round, including Council, Solomon, Mary’s Igloo, and King Island. 
The Bering Strait Native Corporation (BSNC, an ANCSA for-profit regional corporation) encompasses 
the majority of the Seward Peninsula and the coastal lands of eastern Norton Sound. Kawerak, Inc., a 
regional nonprofit corporation, provides services ranging from education, transportation, natural resource 
management, and economic development.

18 . Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development, Community and Regional Affairs 
(ADCCED). “Municipal Government Structure in Alaska.” Accessed December 16, 2016. 

      https://www.commerce.alaska.gov/web/dcra/LocalGovernmentOnline/MunicipalGovernment/ 
19 . Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and Analysis (ALDWD). “Cities and Census 

Designated Places (CDPs), 2010–2015.” Accessed December 16, 2016. 
       http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/pop/index.cfm. 
20 . ADCCED Division of Community and Regional Affairs, Juneau. n.d. “Alaska Community Database Online: 

Community Information, Nome Census Area.” Accessed December 16, 2016. 
       http://commerce.alaska.gov/dcra/DCRAexternal
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As of 2015, 69% of residents in the Nome Census Area were employed, with an average unemployment rate 
of 11.7% across all 12 months.21 The greatest source of employment in the region was local government, 
followed by education and health services, trade and transportation/utilities, and manufacturing. Commercial 
fishing and mining activities are also contributors to the local economy, and there is a prevalence of seasonal 
employment in the region; 61% of the area’s employed residents were employed in all 4 quarters of 2015.

Northwest Arctic
Noorvik, Deering, and Kotzebue are located in Northwest Alaska. This region’s boundaries have been 
described in several ways, but this discussion uses the boundaries employed by previous Division of 
Subsistence publications, defining it as all lands and water that drain into the Chukchi Sea between Cape 
Espenberg and Point Hope. This includes marine waters under both state and federal jurisdictions with a 
total area of approximately 38,000 square miles (Magdanz et al. 2011). Ernest Burch, Jr., the author of 
several ethnohistoric works on the area described Northwest Alaska as being bounded along the Alaska 
coastline between Cape Thompson to the north and Cape Espenberg to the south; he further included all the 
inland areas drained by rivers reaching to the sea, as well as the waters and floors of Kotzebue Sound and 
the Chukchi Sea east of those points (Burch Jr. 1998). Land ownership is a mix of state, federal, and Alaska 
Native-owned lands. Federal lands within the area include parts of Bering Land Bridge National Park and 
Preserve, Selawik National Wildlife Refuge, Cape Krusenstern National Monument, Noatak National Park 
and Preserve, Gates of the Arctic National Park, and Kobuk Valley National Park.
The physical environment in the region varies dramatically in terms of elevation, local climate, vegetation, 
and wildlife. Arctic and alpine tundra, both of which are found in the region, are both characterized by the 
presence of plants such as shrubs, sedges, liverworts, grasses, mosses, and lichens growing close to the 
ground. Wet tundra, such as found in the Selawik River delta, is underlaid by permafrost and is host to 
lichens, mosses, heath, willows, and dwarf birches. Alpine tundra, often found on the margins of rivers and 
in hilly and mountainous terrain has tussock grasses, dwarf trees, heath, and small shrubs. The tundra and 
northern extent of boreal forest meet within the Kobuk River drainage. Temperatures within the region vary 
in extremes, ranging from -52° to 85°F. Although not as rich in nonrenewable resources as the North Slope, 
Northwest Alaska is home to the Red Dog Mine, the world’s largest zinc and lead mine.
The region’s political boundary is the Northwest Arctic Borough (NAB), which was incorporated as a 
First Class borough in 1986 and became a Home Rule borough in 1987. The NAB is composed of 11 
primarily Iñupiaq communities: Ambler, Buckland, Deering, Kiana, Kivalina, Kobuk, Kotzebue, Noatak, 
Noorvik, Selawik, and Shungnak. The U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) estimated that the 
population of the borough was 7,558 people in 2015.22 Over one-third of the population (43%) lives in the 
hub city of Kotzebue, and the rest reside in communities ranging in size from approximately 150 people 
to 900 people.23 In 2010, 82% of the borough’s population was Alaska Native. The boundary of the NAB 
largely overlaps with the service areas of NANA Regional Corporation, Inc. (an ANCSA for-profit regional 
corporation) and Maniilaq, a regional Alaska Native nonprofit corporation that provides health care and 
social services.

21 . ADLWD. “Alaska Local and Regional Information: Nome Census Area.” Accessed December 18, 2016. 
 http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/
22 . ADLWD. “Alaska Local and Regional Information: Nome Census Area.” Accessed December 18, 2016. 
 http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/ In 2010, the U.S. Census began including the population living in group 

quarters at Red Dog Mine as part of the population of the NAB. Workers living and working there maintained 
primary residences elsewhere in Alaska and outside the state. Thus, the 2015 estimated population of 309 in the 
Red Dog CDP is excluded from the division’s description of the NAB population. 

23 . ADLWD, Research and Analysis Section. “Cities and Census Designated Places (CDPs), 2010–2015.” Accessed 
December 16, 2016. 

 http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/pop/index.cfm. 
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As of 2015, 64% of residents of the NAB were employed, with an average unemployment rate of 15.5% 
across all 12 months.24 The greatest source of employment was local government, followed by educational 
and health services, professional and business services, and trade and transportation/utilities. Commercial 
fishing and mining activities are also large contributors to the local economy, and there is a prevalence of 
seasonal employment. In 2015, 57% of employed adults were employed in all 4 quarters of the year.

The North Slope
Point Hope and Point Lay are located on the North Slope of Alaska, a region that is located north of the 
Arctic Circle. Its boundaries are the community of Point Hope to the west and the Canadian border to the 
east, and its northern coastline lies along the Chukchi and Beaufort seas. The southern boundary is the 
Brooks Range. The majority of the region is characterized by wet, treeless tundra, with gradual changes to 
topography and vegetation in the foothills of the Brooks Range. The North Slope is an area of extremes, 
with temperatures ranging from -58° to 78° F. The sun sets at Utqiaġvik (formerly called Barrow), the 
northernmost community in the United States, on November 18 and does not rise above the horizon again 
until January 24 (although there are some hours of twilight each day). The reverse is true in the summer 
months, when the sun does not set between May 10 and August 2 each year (Braem et al. 2011). Land 
ownership is a mix of state, federal, and Alaska Native lands. Large areas of federally owned lands include 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) and the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (NPR-A).
The region is rich in nonrenewable natural resources. By Arctic Slope Regional Corporation (ASRC) 
estimates, the region holds 4 trillion tons of coal.25 Additionally, the petroleum industry estimates that 7.7 
billion barrels of oil could be recovered from the Arctic coastal plain east of the NPR-A in an area that 
includes the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR; Bird and Houseknecht 2001).26 Within the NPR-A, 
the United States Geological Society (USGS) estimates there are 896 million barrels of oil and 53 trillion 
cubic feet of natural gas (Houseknecht et al. 2010). The USGS stated that the greatest potential for finding 
oil within the reserve is located in the northeast portion of the reserve.
The area’s political boundary is the North Slope Borough (NSB), a Home Rule borough incorporated in 1972 
that encompasses nearly 89,000 square miles.27 The NSB is home to 8 predominately Iñupiaq communities: 
Anaktuvuk Pass, Barrow, Kaktovik, Nuiqsut, Point Hope, Point Lay, and Wainwright. Industrial settlements 
associated with the oil industry are located at Prudhoe Bay and Umiat. In 2015, more than one-half of 
the estimated 7,721 inhabitants of the NSB resided in the regional center of Utqiaġvik.28 The rest live in 
smaller, rural communities ranging in size from approximately 200 to 700 inhabitants.29 
Funded by oil tax revenues, the borough provides a variety of services to resident communities, including 
water and sewer, fuel subsidies, landfills, laundromats, and trash service. Goods are brought into the 
region by barge during ice-free months or by jet. The Dalton Highway, located in the eastern portion of the 
borough, provides access to the Prudhoe Bay oil complex. A 2009 study that sampled the regional hubs 
of Nome, Kotzebue, Barrow (and the small community of Teller) found that living costs across “Arctic” 
Alaska were approximately 148% higher than in Anchorage, Alaska’s largest city (McDowell Group 2009). 

24 . ADLWD. “Alaska Local and Regional Information: Northwest Arctic Borough.” Accessed December 18, 2016. 
http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/

25 . Arctic Slope Regional Corporation (ASRC), Barrow. 2013. “Resource development.” Accessed December 11, 
2016. http://www.asrc.com/Lands/Pages/Coal.aspx

26 . The value 7.7 is the mean value of estimates of technically recoverable oil.
27 . North Slope Borough. 2017. “Residents.” Accessed January 17, 2017. http://www.north-slope.org/residents
28 . ADLWD. “Alaska Population Estimates by Borough, Census Area, City, and Census Designated Place (CDP), 

2010 to 2015.” Accessed December 13, 2016. 
 http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/pop/index.cfm  
29 . In 2010, the U.S. Census began including the population living in group quarters at Prudhoe Bay as part of the 

population of the NSB. Workers living and working there maintained primary residences elsewhere in Alaska and 
outside the state. Thus, the 2015 estimated population of 2,174 in the Prudhoe CDP is excluded from the division’s 
description of the NSB population. 
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The official unemployment rate in the NSB is high: approximately 26.5%. However, a far higher percentage 
of adults (49.4%) are considered to be underemployed (Shepro et al. [n.d.]). More job opportunities exist 
in Barrow than elsewhere; unemployment rates run higher in the rural communities. Borough residents, 
particularly those living the smaller communities, remain heavily dependent on the subsistence harvests 
of fish and game, and participate in a mixed wage–subsistence economy. However, surveys that indicate 
nearly one-half of Barrow residents are nonhunters, likely are reflecting the high percentage of non-Native 
residents (Bacon et al. 2011rev.). The boundaries of the NSB largely overlap with the service areas of the 
ASRC (an ANCSA for profit regional corporation) the Iñupiat Community of the Arctic Slope (a regional 
tribal government), and the Arctic Slope Native Association (ASNA; a regional Alaska Native nonprofit 
corporation that provides health care and social services).

regulatory context

Alaska is unique in the nation in having both state and federal laws that make customary and traditional 
subsistence hunting and fishing a priority over other consumptive uses, such as commercial fishing. 
Aboriginal hunting and fishing rights were extinguished by ANCSA in 1971, but the lack of legal protection 
of Alaska’s subsistence way of life was noted by the Alaska State Legislature and U.S. Congress. Concerned 
over competing commercial and recreational uses, both bodies subsequently adopted laws intended to 
protect opportunities for customary and traditional uses of fish and wildlife in the state. 
In 1978, the Alaska State Legislature adopted priorities for subsistence uses of fish and game over other 
consumptive uses, including a subsistence fishing priority under AS 16.05.251(b) and a subsistence hunting 
priority under AS 16.05.255(b). In 1980, the U.S. Congress adopted a similar subsistence priority in the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). In 1986, after a court decision striking 
down state regulations that imposed a rural residency requirement on subsistence users, the Alaska State 
Legislature adopted a statute re-establishing a rural subsistence priority consistent with ANILCA. In 1989, 
the state statute re-establishing a rural subsistence priority was ruled unconstitutional in McDowell v. State 
of Alaska.30 In 1992, the Alaska State Legislature adopted the current subsistence statute, AS 16.05.258. 
The Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) and the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) adopt and revise state 
subsistence regulations for Alaska. Fishing and hunting statutes and regulations affecting subsistence have 
been further refined by and in response to subsequent court rulings. After the rural priority statute was ruled 
unconstitutional, the federal government began managing subsistence on federal public lands and waters. 
Federal subsistence regulations are adopted by the Federal Subsistence Board.
The practical consequence of this arrangement is that subsistence users must often consult both state and 
federal regulations for the lands on which they are hunting and fishing. This can be confusing, even for 
agency personnel. State regulations generally apply to most lands, and exclusively on state and private lands, 
which include ANCSA corporation lands.31 Federal subsistence regulations apply to federally qualified 
subsistence users32 on federal public lands. On most federal public lands, unless pre-empted by federal law, 
all Alaska residents may hunt and fish under state regulations and bag limits. In certain national parks and 
monuments, hunting and fishing may be restricted to federally qualified subsistence users. 
In many cases, state and federal regulations are identical; however, there are times in which they differ. One 
important example of this difference can be found in GMUs within range of the WAH and TCH (Parrett 
2015). In 2014, under state regulations, Alaska residents could harvest 5 caribou per day with no annual 
limit. Under federal regulations, federally qualified hunters could take 10 caribou per day with no annual 
bag limit. Regulations passed in April 2016 reduced the daily bag limit to 5 caribou per day as of July 1, 
2016. Under both state and federal regulations, hunters may harvest caribou from a boat moving under 

30 . McDowell v. State of Alaska. 785 P. 2d 1 (Alaska 1989). 
31 . However, ANCSA corporations and individual allotment owners may limit access to Native-owned lands, as could 

any other landowner. NANA, Inc. has placed restrictions on access to its lands for hunting, fishing, and trapping 
by nonshareholders. 

32 . Federal qualifications include being a rural Alaska resident domiciled in a community determined to have 
customary and traditional use of a fish stock or game population.
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power; and they may take swimming caribou with a firearm using rimfire cartridges. These exceptions to 
general hunting regulations reflect the customary and traditional caribou hunting practices of the residents 
of the unit. 
Moose populations throughout the study regions are largely not as abundant as other areas of the state. In the 
late 1980s and early 1990s, severe winters caused declines in moose densities in Unit 22. The populations 
never recovered to historical levels and have stabilized to lower densities due in large part to predation 
(Gorn and Dunker 2014). The Board of Game implemented restrictions with the intent of reducing harvest 
in the region, with the most accessible portions of Unit 22 having 14-day fall hunting seasons with harvest 
quotas based on current population levels. Like Unit 22, Unit 23 moose densities decreased in the late 
1980s and early 1990s with calf recruitment remaining low throughout most of the unit since the mid-1990s 
(Westing 2012). Although the North Slope is the extreme northern territory for moose, the area does have 
a small population. Like the other 2 units, moose in Unit 26A experienced declines over time, beginning 
in the 1990s. This trend continued throughout the 2000s, although the declining trend appeared to have 
stabilized in 2011 and 2012 (Carroll 2014). However, in 2014, surveys documented a 50% reduction of 
moose population since 2011 due to poor weather conditions in the spring of 2013 and summer 2014 
(ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation 2014b).
Muskox populations disappeared from Alaska in the late 1800s, but were reintroduced to the southern 
portion of the Seward Peninsula and in the area of Cape Thompson in 1970 (Harper 2014). The Seward 
Peninsula population has continued to grow, and the Cape Thompson population has grown the least of all 
translocated muskox herds. Discrete core ranges for muskox occur in Unit 22, the southwest portion of Unit 
23, and Unit 26A and scattered populations are present throughout the remainder of Unit 23. 
User conflicts between Unit 23 residents and visiting hunters, commercial guides, and transporters have 
existed since the early 1980s, but intensified in the mid-1990s. From the 1980s into the 2000s, there were 
no conservation concerns for wild game in the region due to a healthy caribou population and conservative 
management of moose and Dall sheep populations in the area.33 Increasing numbers of nonlocal hunters 
have been drawn to the area by its abundant caribou and liberal bag limits, as well as because of increasingly 
restricted and competitive hunting elsewhere in Alaska. Most arrived by aircraft; some arrived with 
guides, but most were dropped off by transporters. Federal and state regulations did not limit the number 
of transporters, the number of clients they left in the area, or for the most part, where transporters put 
clients or how close together clients could be. One exception to this was the Noatak Controlled Use Area 
(CUA): in 2012 the National Park Service chose to limit permits and introduced a transporter delayed entry 
strategy in portions of the CUA (Ackerman 2014). Nonlocal hunters were present in greatest numbers 
during September, when caribou are moving through the traditional hunting areas of local residents. The 
Noatak CUA was established over 20 years ago, and extends within a 5-mile corridor along the Noatak 
River from the mouth of the river north to the mouth of the Sapun Creek. This CUA is closed from August 
15 to September 30 to the use of aircraft for the purposes of big game hunting.34 
As was the case in the Noatak River area (Georgette and Loon 1988), in the early to mid-2000s, Kobuk 
River residents complained that aircraft-supported hunters were displacing them from traditional hunting 
sites. One significant area of conflict was a 25-mile river corridor located upstream from the CIAP study 
communities from the Mauneluk River past the Pah River and up to the Selby River. Because of its distance 
from the communities of Ambler, Shungnak, and Kobuk and its lack of mineral resources, this section of the 
Kobuk River was not selected by NANA under ANSCA. It was also not withdrawn for parks and preserves 
under ANILCA, so a majority of the land in the area was selected by the state or remained as federal public 
lands. Because of this, this section of the Kobuk River became one of the most accessible areas of the entire 
drainage for nonlocal hunters. In 2001 and 2002, a controlled use area was proposed to the BOG in order 

33 . As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the 2013 census of the WAH found that the herd had declined 27% in 2 years 
(Jim Dau, Wildlife Biologist, ADF&G Kotzebue, personal communication, May 16, 2014).

34 . ADF&G. “Noatak Controlled Use Area.” Accessed January 2, 2017. 
 http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=conservationareas.controlleduse&area=CU_noatak
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to address local concerns, but this proposal failed.35 The GMU 23 Working Group was created in 2008 as 
an attempt to mitigate user conflict. The group continues to operate and includes representatives of regional 
and tribal governments, land and wildlife management agencies, and commercial guiding and transporting 
interests.
Two CUAs exist on the North Slope: Anaktuvuk Pass and Unit 26A. After a series of poor harvest years 
in the late 1980s, Anaktuvuk Pass residents expressed concern that migrating caribou were being deflected 
from established patterns by airplane traffic and hunting activity associated with guided and transported 
hunters north of the community. In 1990, the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) took no action on a proposal 
to create a CUA, citing insufficient information.36 The BOG addressed the issue in 2005 by establishing the 
Anaktuvuk Pass CUA, which closed the entire Anaktuvuk Pass drainage to the use of aircraft for caribou 
hunting from August 15 through October 30.37 This included the transportation of hunters, their gear, or 
parts of caribou, except between publically-owned airports. In 2007, Anaktuvuk Pass proposed changing 
the CUA boundaries to a 25-mile radius around the community (ADF&G 2007). The board passed an 
amended version of the proposal that set the CUA’s current boundaries (ADF&G 2005, 2006).
The Unit 26A controlled use area closes the entire subunit to the use of aircraft for moose hunting from 
July 1 through September 14 and January 1 through March 31, except under terms of a drawing hunt in a 
limited area.  
State management of subsistence fishing in the Northwest and North Slope regions is by and large minimal—
there are no closed seasons, no bag limits, no required license or permit, no reporting requirement, no 
harvest monitoring program, and few gear restrictions. Salmon may be taken only by gillnets, beach seines, 
or, in the Kotzebue Sound District, by hook and line attached to a rod or pole, but only in the state waters 
of and all flowing waters that drain into the Chukchi Sea or Kotzebue Sound from Cape Espenberg to 
Cape Prince of Wales (5 AAC 01.120(f)). Thus, persons wishing to fish with rod and reel gear outside 
of the Kotzebue Sound District in open water are expected to purchase a state sport fishing license and 
observe bag limits in sport fishing regulations. In most of the Port Clarence District, subsistence fishing has 
few restrictions other than the general statewide provisions. Fishing in Norton Sound is the most heavily 
regulated. The Nome Subdistrict has been managed in the past as a Tier II38 fishery due to poor chum 
salmon runs, the only such fishery in the state (5 AAC 01.182, 5 AAC 01.184). Tier II management was 
in place from 1999–2005, after which it has been managed as a Tier I fishery. In the Golovin, Elim, and 
Norton Bay (Koyuk) subdistricts, salmon for subsistence may be taken at any time without limits. In the 
Shaktoolik and Unalakleet subdistricts, poor Chinook salmon runs have led to restrictions on commercial, 
sport, and subsistence fishing. There are several small commercial opportunities for salmon, herring, king 
crab, and halibut in the Norton Sound District. There are commercial fishing opportunities for salmon near 
Kotzebue, and there are currently no commercial fishing opportunities in the North Slope region (Fall 2014; 
Menard et al. 2015).

35 . James S. Magdanz, editor. 2007. A history of human-land relationships on the upper Kobuk River. Unpublished 
data. Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence. The manuscript of this work is on file with 
the ADF&G Division of Subsistence, 1300 College Road, Fairbanks, AK, 99701.

36 . Pedersen, S., T. Hepa, and M. Pederson. n.d. Subsistence caribou hunting in Anaktuvuk Pass, Alaska: Summary of 
1990–1994 community harvest information. Unpublished data. Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of 
Subsistence. The manuscript of this work is on file with the ADF&G Division of Subsistence, 1300 College Road, 
Fairbanks, AK, 99701.

37 . ADF&G Division of Subsistence. 2007. Proposal #55: Anaktuvuk Pass CUA. PowerPoint presentation to Board 
of Game at November 2007 meeting.

38 . Both Tier I and Tier II permits are used when the board has identified a game or fish population that is customarily 
and traditionally used for subsistence. A Tier I fishery requires permits, but it is anticipated that a reasonable 
opportunity can be provided to all Alaskan residents who desire to engage in subsistence use. Thus, everyone 
is issued a permit. A Tier II fishery also requires permits, but it is anticipated that reasonable opportunity for 
subsistence cannot be provided to all eligible residents. Permit applications are scored to determine who is eligible 
for a limited number of permits.
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Under the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, “coastal Alaska Natives” were granted an exemption 
that allowed them to continue to hunt for marine mammals for subsistence. The International Whaling 
Commission (IWC) sets aboriginal whaling quotas for 4 countries, including the United States (Suydam 
and George 2012). Catch limits for 5-year periods are set for Alaska and Chukotka subsistence whaling of 
bowhead and gray whales. For 2013–2018, the commission has set a quota of 336 bowhead whales, with a 
limit of no more than 67 strikes per year (Alexander 2013). Bowhead harvests are restricted to the number 
of strikes allowed by the IWC. Three bowhead whaling communities are a part of this study. The quota for 
Little Diomede was 2 whales, Point Lay was allotted 1 whale,39 and Point Hope had a quota of 10 whales 
during their respective study years.40

Polar bears in the U.S. are managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Alaska Nanuuq 
Commission, and local communities. Russian and Alaska Native hunters both harvest polar bears from the 
Chukchi Sea population; a harvest limit of 58 bears per year has been set for that population by the U.S.-
Russia Polar Bear Commission.41,42 Harvest of polar bears from the Southern Beaufort population, which 
are harvested by residents of Wainwright, Barrow, Kaktovik, and Nuiqsut, is governed by the Inuvialiut-
Iñupiat Polar Bear Commission and USFWS. The commission set an annual harvest quota of 70 bears: 35 
each for the U.S. and Canada.
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 prohibited the take of migratory birds or their eggs, except as 
allowed by federal regulation. In 2003, the U.S. Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service 
first adopted regulations establishing spring and summer subsistence hunts for migratory waterfowl by 
permanent Alaska residents of communities within eligible subsistence harvest areas. Subsistence migratory 
waterfowl hunting and egg harvesting are permitted by federal law during spring and summer, with defined 
seasons and bag limits (50 CFR 92). Federal law also permits a fall season for migratory waterfowl sport 
hunting with defined seasons and bag and possession limits (50 CFR 20.102). 

Study oBjectiveS

The purpose of this study was to enumerate fish and wildlife harvests and use patterns; document local 
observations of changes in the environment including resource population dynamics, animal health and 
condition, seasonal and geographic resource distribution, detection of invasive species; and map community 
subsistence resource and land use patterns. This study intends to provide:

•	 Estimates of subsistence harvests and uses of wild fish, game, and plant resources in the 
12-month study period

•	 Information on community demographics 

•	 Information about involvement in the cash economy, including jobs and other sources of 
income

•	 Evaluations of trends in subsistence harvests

•	 Evaluations of food security patterns for both store-bought and wild foods

•	 Documentation of social networks of sharing subsistence resources between households and 
other communities

39 . Point Lay’s quota of bowhead whales increased in 2014 to 2 whales, but they were only allowed 1 during the 2013 
study year.

40 . AEWC. 2016. “Bowhead Harvest Quota.” Accessed December 29, 2016. 
 http://www.aewc-alaska.com/bowhead-quota.html
41 . USFWS. 2016. “Polar Bear: Scientific Working Group of the U.S.-Russia Bilateral Agreement.” Accessed January 

13, 2017. https://www.fws.gov/alaska/fisheries/mmm/polarbear/swg.htm
42 . North Slope Borough, Barrow. 2016. “Polar Bears.” Accessed March 29, 2016. 
 http://www.north-slope.org/departments/wildlife-management/studies-and-research-projects/polar-bears
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•	 Maps of areas used for hunting, fishing, and gathering in the study year

•	 Documentation of traditional knowledge 

reSearch MethodS 
Ethical Principles for the Conduct of Research
The project was guided by the research principles outlined in the Alaska Federation of Natives Guidelines 
for Research43 and by the National Science Foundation, Office of Polar Programs in its Principles for 
the Conduct of Research in the Arctic44, the Ethical Principles for the Conduct of Research in the North 
(Association of Canadian Universities for Northern Studies 2003), as well as the Alaska confidentiality 
statute (AS 16.05.815(d)). These principles stress community approval of research designs, informed 
consent, anonymity or confidentiality of study participants, voluntary participation, community review of 
draft study findings, and the provision of study findings to each study community upon completion of the 
research.

Project Planning and Approvals
Division of Subsistence staff approached each community to obtain approval for the survey work. Staff 
attended tribal council meetings, when desired by the council, to present the scope of the proposed research 
and to identify issues of concern to incorporate into the research design in advance of the survey effort. All 
councils were sent a letter and project description prior to the meeting at which they took up the question 
of project approval. 
For year 1 of the project, Subsistence Resource Specialist (SRS) Elizabeth Mikow and SRS Anna Godduhn 
traveled to Golovin on December 6, 2012 to attend the Chinik Eskimo Community meeting and subsequently 
received project approval. The Noorvik Native Community gave approval for the project at its January 
2012 meeting after receiving a letter and project description from SRS Nicole Braem and SRS Brittany 
Retherford. The Native Village of Point Lay approved the project at their regularly scheduled meeting in 
November 2012 after receiving a letter and project description from Brittany Retherford. 
For year 2, SRS Mikow traveled to Stebbins on October 24, 2013 to attend the Stebbins Community 
Association meeting. Unfortunately, due to meeting conflicts in Nome, many of the council members 
were not present for the meeting. Mikow introduced the project to the Vice President of the Community 
Association, who then passed along the information to the rest of the tribal council during their next regular 
meeting. Formal approval for the project was received by phone call with President Thomas Kirk on 
November 3, 2013. Godduhn traveled to Deering on March 13, 2014 and received approval at the Native 
Village of Deering council meeting. Braem consulted with the Diomede Tribal Administrator by phone 
and email in October and November 2013. The Diomede IRA council formally approved the project on 
November 11, 2013.
For year 3, Godduhn traveled to Shishmaref for the Native Village of Shishmaref meeting and received 
formal approval for the project on March 10, 2015. SRS Braem and Regional Program Manager (RPM) Jim 
Simon met with Alex Whiting of the Native Village of Kotzebue in Fairbanks in November 2014. Braem 
attended a tribal council meeting on January 17, 2015 and received final approval via email on February 2, 
2015. For the Native Village of Point Hope, consultation began in 2013, when Braem presented the project 
on October 21, 2013. The council wanted to hold a public hearing about the project to gauge community 
support. Due to a number of factors, a meeting could not be held in early 2014. Later in 2014, Braem and 
Simon attended the November tribal council meeting and presented the project, but there was not quorum. 
The project was discussed at the January 30, 2015, when Braem called into the tribal council meeting. 
Formal approval to conduct research was given on February 2, 2015 via email. 

43 . Alaska Federation of Natives. 2013. “Alaska Federation of Natives Guidelines for Research.” Alaska Native 
Knowledge Network. Accessed May 2014. http://www.ankn.uaf.edu/IKS/afnguide.html

44 . National Science Foundation Interagency Social Science Task Force. 2012. “Principles for the Conduct of Research 
in the Arctic.” Accessed May 2014. http://www.nsf.gov/od/opp/arctic/conduct.jsp 
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Table 1-2 identifies all project partners and staff.

Household Survey Implementation, Year 1
Golovin
In February 2013, Mikow lead a team of 3 other division staff including SRS Anna Godduhn, SRS Jeff 
Park, and Graduate Intern Deanne Lincoln in conducting fieldwork for this project. Three local research 
assistants (LRAs) were hired to assist ADF&G staff with the project: Jack Fagerstrom, Peter Amaktoolik, 
and Walter Punguk. Introduction of the project and training of LRAs to assist with surveying took place 
on February 4, 2013. Surveying began on that day and continued through February 12. Four traditional 
ecological knowledge (TEK) interviews were conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Golovin. 

Noorvik
In January 2013, SRS Brenner led a team of 5 other division staff including SRS Mikow, SRS Seth Wilson, 
SRS Godduhn, SRS Park, and SRS Brandon Chapman. Six LRAs were hired to assist ADF&G staff with 
the project: Clayton S. Ballot, Claudia Brown, Josh Melton, Kitty Nazuruk, Kirk Sampson, and Merna 
Sheldon. Introduction of the project and training of LRAs to assist with surveying took place on January 22. 
Surveying began in the evening following training and continued through January 28. Ten TEK interviews 
were conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Noorvik. 

Point Lay
In February 2013, SRS Retherford led a team of 4 other division staff including SRS Godduhn, Fish and 
Wildlife Technician (FWT) Jason Esler, FWT Erin Shew, and FWT Loraine Naaktgeboren. Four LRAs 
were hired to assist ADF&G staff with the project: Eugene Neakok, Jr., Cyrus Nukapigak, Misty Plymale, 
and Leefisher Tukrook. Introduction of the project and training of local research assistants to assist with 
surveying took place on February 18–19. Surveying began on February 19 and continued through February 
25. Six TEK interviews were conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Point Lay. 

Household Survey Implementation, Year 2
Stebbins
In March 2014, SRS Mikow led a team of 6 other division staff in conducting fieldwork including FWT 
Esler, FWT Odin Miller, FWT Naaktgeboren, FWT Michelle Gillette, FWT Shew, and volunteer Daniel 
Gonzalez. Six LRAs were hired to assist ADF&G staff with the project: Sauna Mae Bogeyaktuk, Vincent 
Matthias, Denzel Nashoanak, Zoe Niksik, Adeline Pete, and Melissa Savage. Introduction to the project and 
training of LRAs took place on March 18, and surveying was conducted between March 19 and March 26. 
Eight TEK interviews were conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Stebbins.

Diomede
In April 2014, SRS Braem led a team of 3 other division staff including SRS Mikow, FWT Shew, and FWT 
Naaktgeboren. Three LRAs were hired to assist staff with the project: Justin Ahkinga, Mary Ann Ozenna, 
and Robert Soolook, Jr. Fieldwork took place between April 7 and April 18. Five TEK interviews were 
conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Diomede.

Deering
In April 2014, SRS Godduhn led a team of 3 other division staff including SRS Mikow, FWT Naaktgeboren, 
and FTW Miller. Five LRAs were hired to assist staff with the project: Miranda Evan, Edward Fleming, 
Marlene Karl, Anthony Russ, and Mary Weinhard. Fieldwork took place between April 22 and April 28. 
Five TEK interviews were conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Deering.
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Task Name Organization
Cooperating Organizations Chinik Eskimo Community

Native Village of Noorvik
Native Village of Point Lay 
Stebbins Community Association
Native Village of Diomede
Native Village of Deering
Native Village of Kotzebue
Native Village of Point Hope
Native Village of Shishmaref

Northern Regional Program Manager James Simon ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Principal Investigator Nicole M. Braem ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Data Management Lead Marylynne Kostick ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Administrative support Pam Amundson ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Tamsen Coursey-Willis ADF&G Division of Subsistence
DeAnne Lincoln ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Programmer Marylynne Kostick ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Data entry Margaret Cunningham ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Barbara Dodson ADF&G Division of Subsistence
John Dwyer ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Anita Humphries ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Nicholas Jackson ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Zayleen Kalalo ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Theresa Quiner ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Kalya Schommer ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Maegan Smith ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Data cleaning/validation Margaret Cunningham ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Data analysis Marylynne Kostick ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Map Digitization Margaret Cunningham ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Cartography Terri Lemons ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Editorial Review Lead Rebecca Dunne ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Field research staff

Golovin SRS Elizabeth Mikow (lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Anna Godduhn (co-lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Jeff Park ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Graduate Intern Deanna Lincoln ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Noorvik SRS Andrew Brenner  (lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Brandon Chapman ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Anna Godduhn ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Elizabeth Mikow ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Jeff Park ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Seth Wilson ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Point Lay SRS Brittany Retherford (lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Jason Esler ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Anna Godduhn ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Erin Shew ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Loraine Naaktgeboren ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Stebbins SRS Elizabeth Mikow (lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Jason Esler ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Odin Miller ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Loraine Naaktgeboren ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Michelle Gillette ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Erin Shew ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Volunteer Daniel Gonzalez ADF&G Division of Subsistence

-continued-

Table 1-2.–Project partners and staff.
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Table 1-2.–Page 2 of 3.
Task Name Organization

Diomede SRS Nicole Braem (lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Elizabeth Mikow ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Loraine Naaktgeboren ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Erin Shew ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Deering SRS Anna Godduhn (lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Elizabeth Mikow ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Odin Miller ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Loraine Naaktgeboren ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Kotzebue SRS Nicole Braem (lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Elizabeth Mikow (co-lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Andrew Brenner ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Michelle Gillette ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Anna Godduhn ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Odin Miller ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Loraine Naaktgeboren ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Jeff Park ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Erin Shew ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Alida Trainor ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Point Hope SRS Nicole Braem (lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Jason Esler ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Michelle Gillette ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Daniel Gonzalez ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Luke Henslee ADF&G Division of Subsistence
SRS Elizabeth Mikow ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Odin Miller ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Loraine Naaktgeboren ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Erin Shew ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Shishmaref SRS Anna Godduhn (lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Michelle Gillette ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Daniel Gonzalez ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Luke Henslee ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Odin Miller ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Loraine Naaktgeboren ADF&G Division of Subsistence
FWT Erin Shew ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Local Research Assistants Peter Amaktoolik Golovin
Jack Fagerstrom Golovin
Walter Punguk Golovin
Clayton S. Ballot Noorvik
Claudia Brown Noorvik
Josh Melton Noorvik
Kitty Nazuruk Noorvik
Kirk Sampson Noorvik
Merna Sheldon Noorvik
Eugene Neakok, Jr. Point Lay
Cyrus Nukapigak Point Lay
Misty Plymale Point Lay
Leefisher Tukrook Point Lay
Sauna Mae Bogeyaktuk Stebbins
Vincent Matthias Stebbins
Denzel Nashoanak Stebbins
Zoe Niksik Stebbins
Adeline Pete Stebbins

-continued-
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Table 1-2.–Page 3 of 3.
Task Name Organization
Local Research Assistants, continued Melissa Savage Stebbins

Justin Ahkinga Diomede
Mary Ann Ozenna Diomede
Robert Soolook, Jr. Diomede
Miranda Evan Deering
Edward Fleming Deering
Marlene Karl Deering
Anthony Russ Deering
Mary Weinhard Deering
Gideon Barr II Shishmaref
James Kakoona Shishmaref
Alan Kuzuguk Shishmaref
Kevin Kuzuguk Shishmaref
Leonard Kuzuguk, Jr. Shishmaref
Renee Kuzuguk Shishmaref
Adam Nayokpuk Shishmaref
Cody Nayokpuk Shishmaref
Paul Olanna Shishmaref
Johnny Pootoogooluk Shishmaref
Thomas Pootoogooluk Shishmaref
Alice Shultze Shishmaref
James Bourquin Kotzebue
Melainie Duckworth Kotzebue
Mary Sue Hyatt Kotzebue
Mary Henry Kotzebue
Colleen Snyder Kotzebue
Elmer Thomas II Kotzebue
David Alton Point Hope
Glenn Attungana Point Hope
Mahlon Ferreira Point Hope
Scotty Ipalook Point Hope
Jack Lane Point Hope
Caroline Nashookpuk Point Hope
Juanita Oktollik Point Hope
Guy Omnik Point Hope

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence, 2017.
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Household Survey Implementation, Year 3
Shishmaref
In April 2015, Godduhn led a team of 8 other division staff including FWT Gillette, FWT Gonzalez, FWT 
Henslee, FWT Miller, FWT Naaktgeboren, and FWT Shew. Twelve LRAs were hired to assist staff with 
the project: Gideon Barr II, James Kakoona, Alan Kuzuguk, Kevin Kuzuguk, Leonard Kuzuguk, Jr., Renee 
Kuzuguk, Adam Nayokpuk, Cody Nayokpuk, Paul Olanna, Johnny Pootoogooluk, Thomas Pootoogooluk, 
and Alice Schultze. Fieldwork took place from April 22 to April 29. Five TEK interviews were conducted 
with active subsistence users and elders in Shishmaref.

Kotzebue
In May 2015, Braem led a team of 9 other division staff including SRS Brenner, FWT Gillette, SRS 
Godduhn, SRS Mikow, FWT Miller, FWT Naaktgeboren, SRS Park, FWT Shew, and SRS Alida Trainor. 
Six LRAs were hired to assist staff with the project: James Bourquin, Melainie Duckworth, Mary Sue 
Hyatt, Mary Henry, Colleen Snyder, and Elmer Thomas II. Fieldwork took place from May 14 to May 30. 
Nine TEK interviews were conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Kotzebue.

Point Hope
In March 2015, Braem led a team of 8 other division staff including FWT Esler, FWT Gillette, FWT Daniel 
Gonzalez, FWT Luke Henslee, SRS Mikow, FWT Miller, FWT Naaktgeboren, and FWT Shew. Eight LRAs 
were hired to assist staff with the project: David Alton, Glenn Attungana, Mahlon Ferreira, Scotty Ipalook, 
Jack Lane, Caroline Nashookpuk, Juanita Oktollik, and Guy Omnik. Fieldwork took place from March 11 
to March 24. Three TEK interviews were conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Point Hope.

Systematic Household Surveys
The primary method for collecting subsistence harvest and use information in this project was a systematic 
household survey. Following receipt of comments about the survey at the community approval meetings, 
ADF&G finalized the individual community survey instruments in January and February 2013, 2014, and 
2015. A key goal was to structure the survey instrument to collect demographic, resource harvest and use, 
economic, and other data that are comparable with information collected in other household surveys in the 
study communities and with data in the Community Subsistence Information System (CSIS).45 Appendix A 
is an example of the survey instrument used in this project. 
For the purposes of this report, “the 2012 study year” refers to the time period January 1, 2012 to December 
31, 2012 for Noorvik and Point Lay. In Golovin, “the 2012 study year” refers to February 1, 2012 to January 
31, 2013. The survey goal for this project was a census of all households in the Golovin and Point Lay and a 
60% random sample in Noorvik. Sample achievement varied in each survey effort (Table 1-3). In Golovin, 
a 56% sample was achieved, and 39% of contacted households declined to participate in the study. A further 
8% percent of households were not surveyed because staff was unable to make contact with them. In 
Noorvik, a 62% sample was achieved, with 26% of contacted households declining to participate and a 10% 
rate of no contact. In Point Lay, an 63% sample was achieved; 32% of households declined to participate, 
and 13% were not able to be contacted. The average length of a survey varied among communities: in 
Golovin the average survey time was 43 minutes; in Noorvik, 44 minutes; and in Point Lay, 64 minutes 
(Table 1-4).
The “2013 study year” refers to the time period January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013 for Stebbins, 
Diomede, and Deering. The survey goal for this study year was a census in Deering and Diomede, and 
a 60% random sample in Stebbins. Sample achievement varied across the 3 study communities (Table 
1-3). In Stebbins, a 64% sample was achieved and 21% of contacted households declined to participate. A 
further 5% were not surveyed because staff was unable to make contact. In Diomede, 64% of households 
were surveyed, 14% of those contacted declined participation, and 28% were not able to be contacted. The 

45 . Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) Division of Subsistence, Juneau. “Community Subsistence 
Information System: CSIS.” https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS. 



24

Golovin Noorvik Point Lay Stebbins Deering Diomede Shishmaref Kotzebue Point Hope
Study year 2012 2012 2012 2013 2013 2013 2014 2014 2014
Number of dwelling units 826 176 140 140 826 176 140 826 176
Survey goal 25% 100% 100% 100% 25% 100% 100% 25% 100%
Households surveyed 33 83 42 87 32 25 86 214 105
Households failed to be contacted 5 12 9 7 4 11 19 151 36
Households declined to be surveyed 21 29 20 23 8 4 38 99 34
Households moved or occupied by nonresident 0 0 12 12 0 0 12 0 0
Total households attempted to be surveyed 54 112 62 110 40 29 124 313 139
Refusal rate 38.9% 25.9% 32.3% 20.9% 20.0% 13.8% 30.6% 31.6% 24.5%
Final estimate of permanent households 59 135 67 135 44 39 140 826 176
Percentage of total households surveyed 55.9% 61.5% 62.7% 64.4% 72.7% 64.1% 61.4% 25.9% 59.7%
Survey weighting factor 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.6 3.9 1.7

Sampled population 101 360 163 369 93 51 379 773 439
Estimated population 180.6 585.5 260.0 572.6 127.9 79.6 617.0 2,983.6 735.8

Table 1-3.–Sample achievement, study communities, 2012-2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013–2015.

Community
Sample information

Table 1-3.–Sample achievement, study communities, study years 2012–2014.

Community Study year Average Minimum Maximum
Golovin 2012 43 10 105
Noorvik 2012 44 12 108
Point Lay 2012 64 15 140
Stebbins 2013 49 8 145
Diomede 2013 41 10 148
Deering 2013 39 13 93
Shishmaref 2014 53 10 130
Kotzebue 2014 30 3 120
Point Hope 2014 44 5 185

Survey length (in minutes)

Table 1-4.–Survey length, study communities, 2012-2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2013–2015.

Table 1-4.–Survey length, study communities, study years 
2012–2014.
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high rate of no contact in Diomede was due to the fact that helicopter service was halted for over a week 
during fieldwork; a number of people had traveled to Nome to participate in a conference and could not 
return during the project timeframe. In Deering, 73% of households were surveyed, 20% of those contacted 
declined to participate, and 9% were not able to be contacted. The average length of the survey also varied 
among communities: the average survey time in Stebbins was 49 minutes, in Diomede it was 41 minutes, 
and in Deering it was 39 minutes (Table 1-4).
The “2014 study year” refers to the time period January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014 in Shishmaref and 
Point Hope. In Kotzebue, the study period was June 1, 2014 to May 31, 2015. The survey goal for this study 
year was a 60% random sample in Point Hope and Shishmaref, and a 25% random sample in Kotzebue 
(Table 1-3). Sample achievement varied across the 3 study communities. In Kotzebue, a 26% sample was 
achieved and 32% of contacted households declined to participate. A further 18% of households were not 
surveyed because staff was unable to make contact. In Point Hope, a 60% sample was achieved, 25% of 
contacted households declined to participate, and 21% were unable to be contacted. In Shishmaref, a 61% 
sample was achieved, 29% of contacted households declined to participate, and 14% were unable to be 
contacted. The average survey length also varied among communities: the average survey time in Kotzebue 
was 30 minutes, in Point Hope it was 44 minutes, and in Shishmaref it was 53 minutes (Table 1-4). 
Completed surveys were reviewed and coded by staff in the field. Surveys were reviewed a final time once 
staff returned to the office. Staff then photocopied the surveys and mailed them to Division of Subsistence 
Information Management section for data entry and analysis.

Mapping Locations of Subsistence Hunting, Fishing, and Gathering
During household interviews, the researchers asked respondents to indicate the locations of their hunting, 
fishing, and gathering activities during the study year. Interviewers marked on maps the sites of each harvest, 
the species harvested, the amounts harvested, and the months of harvest. Points were used to mark harvest 
locations and polygons (areas) were used to mark harvest effort areas, such as areas searched while hunting 
moose. Some lines were also drawn in order to depict traplines or fishing that occurred at intervals along a 
stretch of river while traveling by boat, for example, when the harvesting activity did not occur at a specific 
point. Researchers had the option to map search and harvest locations during the survey or at its conclusion. 
The maps used for the first year of this project were produced by SRS Braem and SRS Seth Wilson from the 
Division of Subsistence using ArcGIS46 10 software on 11″ x 17″ paper. Maps were available at 4 different 
scales (or extents) to accommodate both local and distant searches and harvests. The 4 sets of paper maps 
included: 1 set of grayscale high-resolution U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps at 1:100,000 and 
sets of similar grayscale maps set at 1:250,000, 1:500,000, and 1:800,000. Harvest locations and fishing, 
hunting, and gathering areas were documented for year 2 and year 3 communities using an application 
designed on the ArcGIS Runtime SDK for iOS platform, a mapping data collection application for iPad. 
The point, polygon, or line was drawn on a U.S. Geological Survey topographic relief map downloaded on 
the iPad. The iPad allowed the user to zoom in and out to the appropriate scale and to document harvesting 
activities wherever they occurred in the state of Alaska. Once a feature was accepted, an attribute box was 
filled out by the researcher that noted the species harvested, amount, method of access to the resource, and 
month(s) of harvest. The data were uploaded via Wi-Fi to a server. Once data collection was complete the 
data were downloaded into an ArcGIS file geodatabase. The application was developed by HDR, Inc., an 
environmental research firm located in Anchorage. Once a survey was complete researchers reviewed map 
data by matching it to the survey form to ensure all map data had been documented. This was completed 
in the field before the surveys were submitted to the community’s lead researcher. Once the data had been 
uploaded, researchers also verified that the household data were logged into the server. 
During each mapping session, researchers recorded the household’s identification number, the date of 
the mapping interview, and the interviewer’s initials on each map. All responses are confidential at the 

46 . Product names are given because they are established standards for the State of Alaska or for scientific completeness; 
they do not constitute product endorsement.
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household level, and only community summary maps are included in this report. Harvest locations for game 
species are not published, and fishing harvest areas are generalized pursuant to AS 16.05.815.

Key Respondent Interviews
While researchers were in the study communities, they consulted with local governments, survey 
respondents, and local research assistants to identify key respondents to interview. The purpose of the 
interviews was to provide additional context for the quantitative data and additional background information 
for each community’s survey results. Key respondent interviews were semi-structured and directed by a 
key respondent interview protocol designed by ADF&G staff in consultation with community members 
(Appendix B). In addition to gathering qualitative data through the key respondent interview protocol, 
ADF&G staff took notes during surveys to provide additional context. All key respondent interviews were 
transcribed and then analyzed along with interview notes in preparation for this report. Key respondents 
were informed that their names would not be included in this report in order to maintain confidentiality. 
The number of key respondent interviews varied among communities, as mentioned above in the household 
survey implementation section. The number of interviews in each community ranged from 3 to 9.

Survey Data Entry and Analysis
All data were coded for data entry by Division of Subsistence staff during fieldwork. In order to ensure that 
unusual, unexpected, and potentially illogical responses were verified to rule out collection errors, this process 
may include re-contacting households for final validation. Responses were coded following standardized 
conventions used by the Division of Subsistence to facilitate data entry. Information Management staff 
within the Division of Subsistence set up database structures within Microsoft SQL Server at ADF&G 
in Anchorage to hold the survey data. The database structures included rules, constraints, and referential 
integrity to ensure that data were entered completely and accurately. Data entry screens were available on a 
secured Internet site. Daily incremental backups of the database occurred, and transaction logs were backed 
up hourly. Full backups of the database occurred twice weekly. These backups ensured that no more than 1 
hour of data entry would be lost in the unlikely event of a catastrophic failure. All survey data were entered 
twice and each set compared in order to minimize data entry errors.
Once data were entered and confirmed, information was processed with the use of Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS) software, version 21. Initial processing included the performance of standardized 
logic checks of the data. Logic checks are often needed in complex data sets where rules, constraints, 
and referential integrity do not capture all of the possible inconsistencies that may appear. Harvest data 
collected as numbers of animals, or in gallons or buckets, were converted to pounds usable weight using 
standard factors (see Appendix C for conversion factors).
ADF&G staff also used SPSS for analyzing the survey information. Analysis included review of raw 
data frequencies, cross tabulations, table generation, estimation of population parameters, and calculation 
of confidence intervals for the estimates. Missing information was dealt with on a case-by-case basis 
according to standardized practices, such as minimal value substitution or using an averaged response 
for similarly-characterized households. Typically, missing data are an uncommon, randomly-occurring 
phenomenon in household surveys conducted by the division. In unusual cases where a substantial amount 
of survey information was missing, the household survey was treated as a “nonresponse” and not included 
in community estimates. ADF&G researchers documented all adjustments.
All of the harvest data presented in this report are estimates, with the exception of bowhead and beluga 
whale harvests. Whaling tends to be a specialized activity, and the expanded estimates could be less accurate 
depending on the participation of whaling captains in the survey effort. Instead, reported harvest data from 
the Alaska Beluga Whale Committee and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission are presented for these 
resources. These co-management organizations gather harvest information from communities annually. 
Harvest estimates and responses to all questions were calculated based upon the application of weighted 
means (Cochran 1977). These calculations are standard methods for extrapolating sampled data. As an 
example, the formula for harvest expansion is
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As an interim step, the standard deviation (SD), or variance (V; which is the SD squared), was also calculated 
with the raw, unexpanded data. The standard error (SE), or SD, of the mean was also calculated for each 
community. This was used to estimate the relative precision of the mean, or the likelihood that an unknown 
value would fall within a certain distance from the mean. In this study, the relative precision of the mean 
is shown in the tables as a confidence limit (CL), expressed as a percentage. Once the standard error was 
calculated, the CL was determined by multiplying the SE by a constant that reflected the level of significance 
desired, based on a normal distribution. The constant for 95% confidence limits is 1.96. Though there are 
numerous ways to express the formula below, it contains the components of an SD, V, and SE.
Relative precision of the mean (CL%):
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Small CL percentages indicate that an estimate is likely to be very close to the actual mean of the sample. 
Larger percentages mean that estimates could be further from the mean of the sample.
The corrected final data from the household surveys will be added to the Division of Subsistence Community 
Subsistence Information System (CSIS).47 This publicly-accessible database includes community-level 
study findings.

Population Estimates and Other Demographic Information
As noted above, a goal of the research was to collect demographic information for all year-round households 
in each study community. For the 2012 study year, “year-round” was defined as being domiciled in the 
community when the surveys took place and for at least 3 months during the 12-month study period. For 
the 2013 and 2014 study years, “year-round” was defined as being domiciled in the community when the 
surveys took place and for at least and at least 6 months during the 12-month study period. Because not 
all households were interviewed, population estimates for each community were calculated by multiplying 
the average household size of interviewed households by the total number of year-round households, 
as identified by Division of Subsistence researchers in consultation with community officials and other 
knowledgeable respondents. 
There may be several reasons for the differences among the population estimates for each community and 
other demographic data that are generated from the division’s household surveys and estimates developed 
by the 2010 federal census (U.S. Census Bureau 2011), the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community 
Survey (ACS; U.S. Census Bureau n.d.), and the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 
(ADLWD n.d.). The timing of the demographic data collection among the different agencies likely had an 
impact, particularly with the 2-year difference between the 2010 census data and this study’s estimate of 
2012–2014 populations. The population estimates of this study fall within the margin of error given for the 
5-year average from the ACS data. Timing of data collection, differences in method, and varying definitions 
of residency eligibility can all account for differences in population estimates among the studies.

Map Data Entry and Analysis
ADF&G information management staff checked maps for consistency with data recorded on the survey 
forms. They also removed extraneous marks from the maps to ensure the digitizing process would occur 
with minimal error. The map design included tick marks, similar to registration marks, used to pinpoint 
geographical features and thus provide accuracy during the digitizing process. Each map could then be 
aligned by the staff who digitized the polygons, points, and lines that researchers had drawn by hand on the 
paper maps during the interviews. The final wild resource harvest area maps included in this report were 
produced by ADF&G Division of Subsistence staff. Maps were reviewed at community review meetings to 
ensure accuracy as well identify any data that each community would like to keep confidential. 

Network Analysis
A “network” section asked households to document which household members harvested and processed the 
resources that the household used. It also asked household members to document from which households 
or other communities they received resources. In this way, data analyzed from the network module provide 
a graphic representation of resource distribution webs by community. 

Food Security Analysis
A “food security” section of the survey used a modified version of a standard national questionnaire to 
assess whether or not households had enough food to eat, whether from subsistence sources or from market 
sources. The protocol used in this survey was based on the 12-month food security scale questionnaire 
developed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) that was modified by ADF&G to account for the 
presence of subsistence harvested foods (in addition to purchased or store-bought foods) in local diets. The 
USDA questionnaire is administered nationwide each year as part of the annual Current Population Survey 

47 . Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) Division of Subsistence, Juneau. “Community Subsistence 
Information System: CSIS.” https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS
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(CPS). In 2007, approximately 125,000 U.S. households were interviewed, including 1,653 in Alaska (Nord 
et al. 2008). From CPS data, the USDA prepares an annual report on food security in the United States.
Food security protocols have been extensively reviewed (Coates 2004; Webb et al. 2006; Wunderlich and 
Norwood 2006) and have been used around the world, including in northern Burkina Faso (Frongillo and 
Nanama 2006), Bangladesh (Coates et al. 2006), Bolivia and the Philippines (Melgar-Quinonez et al. 2006), 
and Brazil (Pérez-Escamilla et al. 2004). Although there have been efforts to develop a universal food 
security measurement protocol (Swindale and Bilinsky 2006), researchers often modify the protocol slightly 
to respond to community social, cultural, and economic circumstances, as was done for this survey effort.
For this study, the food security protocol was modified by the addition of several questions designed 
to determine whether food insecurities, if any, were related to subsistence foods or store-bought foods. 
Additionally, the wording of some questions was changed slightly. For example, rather than ask households 
if they worried about running out of food before they got money to buy more, respondents were instead 
asked if they were ever worried that their household would not have enough food. If the household answered 
“yes,” a follow-up question asked if this was because the household could not get subsistence foods, store-
bought foods, or both kinds of foods. Also, as in Brazil (Pérez-Escamilla et al. 2004), the USDA term 
“balanced meals” was difficult to interpret for indigenous Alaska populations. Earlier versions of the 
ADF&G questionnaire had substituted the term with “healthy meals,” but that, too, proved problematic. 
For this survey, to reflect the unique dietary and cultural circumstances in rural Alaska, households were 
instead asked if a lack of resources (defined as a lack of what households need to hunt, fish, gather, or buy 
food) caused them to be unable to get the kinds of foods they wanted to eat.
In 2015, Division of Subsistence added a filter question to reduce the number of questions asked to food 
secure households. Households agreeing with the statement “We had enough of the kinds of foods we 
wanted to eat” were considered food secure and were not asked about increasingly severe instances of food 
insecurity.

Community Review Meetings
ADF&G staff presented preliminary survey findings and associated search area and harvest maps at a 
meeting in each community. 
For year 1 communities, community review of draft results occurred in Golovin on December 19, 2013; in 
Noorvik on January 14, 2014; and in Point Lay on January 24, 2014. For year 2 communities, community 
review of draft results occurred in Deering on November 13, 2014. Draft results were emailed to the 
Diomede tribal council in April 2015, and the council responded on April 9, 2015 by email. For Stebbins, 
multiple unsuccessful attempts at contacting the tribal council occurred by both phone and email for the 2 
years following the receipt of draft data. A draft report was sent to the tribal council on April 10, 2017 for 
their review. For year 3, community review of draft results occurred in Shishmaref on September 14, 2016 
and in Point Hope on September 21, 2016. The Native Village of Kotzebue elected to forgo a data review 
meeting, instead choosing to review the draft chapter, which was mailed on April 10, 2017; the Native 
Village of Kotzebue responded by email on April 25, 2017.

Final rePort organization

Findings are organized by study year, with chapters ordered by community placement beginning with 
Golovin, the most southerly location, proceeding north to Noorvik and Point Lay for study year 2012. In the 
second year of the project, chapters begin in southern Norton Sound with Stebbins, proceed into the Bering 
Strait for Diomede, and continue north to Deering. For 2014, chapters begin with Shishmaref and move 
north to Kotzebue and Point Hope. Although this introduction has covered the various regional backgrounds 
in general, more detailed descriptions of each community’s settlement history and contemporary setting can 
be found within each chapter. 
Each chapter includes tables and figures that report findings on demographic characteristics, employment 
characteristics, and characteristics of resource harvests and uses—including the sharing of wild foods and 
trends over time. Other topics such as food security and household self-assessments of use are also included. 
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Maps showing hunting, fishing, and gathering areas used by each community in the study year are included 
in individual chapters. Each chapter ends with a summary of concerns relayed by local respondents. 
The content in terms of harvest data is consistent in each chapter because it is based on the survey instrument; 
however, there are differences in descriptions of historical trends because each community has a different 
history of participation in subsistence harvest surveys. Some have had a comprehensive harvest survey 
before, while others have only participated in limited-scope surveys such as annual subsistence salmon 
harvest monitoring or big game surveys. Detailed comparison of study-year data to prior studies can be 
found in the individual chapters of this report. The final chapter of the report provides a short, general 
overview of the patterns of harvests and uses of wild resources in the study communities.
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2. GOLOVIN

Anna R. Godduhn and Nicole M. Braem

coMMunity Background

Golovin, an Iñupiat village with complex cultural history, is located on the south coast of the Seward 
Peninsula on Norton Sound, approximately 65 miles (105 km) east of Nome at the northern end of Golovnin 
Bay. The community lies on a peninsula that extends from the northeast shore and marks the transition 
from the bay to Golovnin Lagoon (Plate 2-1). Portions of Norton Sound remain open water all year, but the 
lagoon and the bay freeze over during the winter, although later now than historically. The nearby landscape 
is primarily tundra, but portions of the hills and mountains to the north and east support boreal forest with 
black and white spruce, birch, and aspen. 
The area surrounding Golovin has been occupied for much of the last several thousand years, and archaeology 
in the region has documented multiple cultural traditions. For example, excavations near a caribou hunting 
camp on the east end of Norton Sound revealed 3 horizons representing distinctive human ecologies; the 
oldest dates to 6,000 years before the present (Mason and Gerlach 1995). Closer to Golovin, the ruins of a 
1,500-year-old qarigi (men’s house) are located near a contemporary fish camp at Qitchauvik1 (Kachauik) 
Creek (Mason et al. 2007). 
Vasilii Khromchenko named Golovnin Bay on the rapidly expanding map of Alaska’s northwest coast in 
1821 and called the community at the present day site of Golovin “Chinik” (Khromchenko 1973:76, 92). 
Spellings have varied (Cingik “point of land” in Central Yup’ik [Koutsky 1981:43] and Siŋik in Inupiaq 
[Krauss 1995] are ethnographically accepted), but the term identifies the federally recognized Chinik Eskimo 
Community (Plate 2-2). The first major epidemic to sweep western Alaska was smallpox in 1838; it reached 
as far north as Chinik and claimed up to 50% of the population in many areas (Ray 1975:126–127). Small 
villages consolidated, and substantial migrations of Malimiut, especially Kaŋiġmiut from the Kotzebue 
region occurred in the 19th century (Burch Jr. 1998:282). Much information regarding traditional place 
names and territorial boundaries was lost due to relocations in response to disease and resource shortages, 
as well as the assignment of English names to hundreds of features (Burch Jr. 1998:13; Ray 1975:133–137). 
Historically along the line between Yu’pik and Iñupiaq territories (Krauss et al. 2011), Golovin has drawn 
people from all over western and northern Alaska.

1 . There are multiple variations of this place name; this is the spelling ascribed to the qarigi site (Mason et al. 2007). 
Kachauik is the spelling given to the river on current U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) maps and is used for the 
remainder of this chapter.

Plate 2-1.–Golovin as viewed from the western tip of the peninsula. “Downtown” is in the foreground 
and “uptown” is in the background

E. Mikow
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Plate 2-2.–Town of Chinik (left) and downtown Golovin (right).

University of Washington Libraries, Special Collections, UW9103

E. Mikow
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The search for precious metals played a critical role in the establishment of Golovin as a settled community. 
In the 1890s, the prospector John Dexter came to the Seward Peninsula to search for silver on Omilak Creek 
in the Fish River flats (McCarthy’s Marsh); he established a network of trading posts with headquarters at 
Golovin, where he opened the first post office in 1899 and served as postmaster (Orth 1971rep.:377). The 
success of Dexter’s Roadhouse and mining activity was facilitated by the assistance of Native residents, 
to one of whom Dexter was married (Harrison 1905:274). Gold was discovered at the confluence of Ophir 
Creek and the Niukluk River, a tributary to the Fish River, in late 1897 (Harrison 1905:47), and the town of 
Council was quickly established. Dexter’s Roadhouse served as a key logistical center for prospecting on 
the Seward Peninsula, and Golovin served as the shipping port for Council, which is about 40 miles inland. 
In 1898 and 1899, the population at Council ballooned with prospectors, and approximately 50 log homes 
were built. A major gold strike in Nome shifted the gold rush—and Council’s population—to that city by 
1900 (Harrison 1905:47–49). Council currently functions as a summer fishing and hunting camp with no 
permanent, year-round population. 
A reindeer herd was established at the Golovin Mission in the winter of 1895–96 (Jackson 1896:103–107); 
the Mission Covenant of Sweden owned about 130 animals (Stern et al. 1980:16). By 1905, 193 of 480 
reindeer were owned by a Native herder, which was more equitable than in most herding communities 
(Olson 1969). As mentioned in the Introduction, a full review of the complex history of reindeer herding is 
beyond the scope of this report, but the conflicts and benefits of herding were substantial in Golovin (Plate 
2-3).
Reindeer herding expanded and retracted repeatedly over the decades, but by the 1950s, the total number 
had been reduced by more than 90% (Swanson and Barker 1992). There were no active herders in Golovin 
by the end of the 1980s.
The eldest key respondent in this study, born to one of the herders in the 1930s, recalled:

Well, I grew up wrestling reindeer. And 130 years ago there was caribou out here 
all the time, winter and summer. And then there was [that] period of time when 
nature fell apart—there was no more game, no more fish, no more nothing. People 
starved in these villages. The caribou disappeared—they never came back for 125 
years, then they came back. (GLV2) 

Plate 2-3.–Golovin reindeer station in the early 1900s.
Dr. D.S. Neuman P307-0076 Alaska State Library, Dr. Daniel S. Neuman Photograph Collection
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Fishing has always been a critical component of the food system in Golovin, where fish have been 
distributed through sharing, barter, and customary trade. Since the early 1960s, residents have also sold 
fish to commercial processors. Most of the living memory of fishing around Golovin is related to both 
commercial and subsistence fishing because the 2 types of fishing are deeply integrated. In 1962, the second 
year in which commercial fishing took place in Norton Sound, fisheries were extended into Golovin, Norton 
Bay, and Mose Point. Since then, markets have been sporadic and some subdistricts have often been unable 
to attract buyers for entire seasons. A joint venture between KEG (Koyuk-Elim-Golovin) Fisheries and NPL 
Alaska, Inc. operated from 1984 until midseason in 1988. Two Japanese freezer ships were permitted to buy 
directly from domestic fishermen limited to salmon caught in the internal waters of Golovnin and Norton 
bays. (Menard et al. 2013: 7) 
The Golovin Cooperative Fish Plant was established in 1975 (Richardson 1977) and, according to one 
key respondent, employed people from Koyuk to King Island until the late 1980s (GLV 4).The influx of 
cash from commercial fishing operations and other wage employment allowed for the purchase of new 
technology, such as snowmachines and more powerful boats, which aided in subsistence and commercial 
fishing pursuits. The most immediate effect of technology on subsistence was the dramatic decline in the 
need for fish, particularly chum salmon, to feed the dog teams that had provided winter transportation 
(GLV 5). Commercial fishing for salmon species, saffron cod (locally known as “tomcod”), and king crab 
continue to be integral to Golovin’s mixed economy to the present-day. Cash flow from commercial fishing 
enables the purchase of equipment and supplies for subsistence activities as well as store-bought foods to 
augment subsistence resources.
The first school near Golovin was established in about 1887 by the Swedish Covenant. The Federal Bureau 
of Education, the Alaska Territory, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs operated the school in Golovin in turn, 
but there was a period during the 1950s when no school existed due to a shortage of students (Barnhardt 
1985). Families with school-aged children moved 15 miles away to White Mountain during this time, and 
several respondents identified strong ties between the communities (GLV2, GLV4, GLV5, GLV6). Golovin 
was incorporated as a second class city in 1971, and the Chinik Eskimo Community formed under terms of 
the Indian Reorganization Act in the early 1970s. 
Major infrastructure in Golovin includes a health clinic, a fire house, a diesel generator, the Martin L. Olson 
School (preschool through grade 12), an airstrip, a new piped water system across “downtown”2 Golovin 
(including a 1.2 million gallon water tank, washeteria, and wastewater treatment) that will be extended 
to “uptown” over the next few years, and 2 grocery stores (Mikulski 2009). Much of this infrastructure is 
increasingly vulnerable to flooding as the climate changes and sea level rises.3 Golovin is generally accessed 
by air, with a majority of freight brought in by barge in summer. Overland travel in winter, historically by 
dog team, is now almost exclusively by snowmachine. 
Golovin residents reported that increasingly frequent and severe floods, especially in the late summer and 
fall, present substantial challenges to obtaining subsistence foods. When the surface of the Bering Sea is 
unfrozen, heavy winds push water east with such intensity that Norton Sound and its bays swell (Blier et al. 
1997). These events raise the water level well above the high tide line at Golovin, shoving weak ice on shore 
and damaging homes and infrastructure; losses have often included fishing and other equipment, as well as 
food itself. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers identified Golovin as 1 of 26 priority action communities (US 
Army Corps of Engineers 2009:4-2); additionally, it was named as one of 25 Alaskan communities likely 
to face near-term climate change impacts related to its water and wastewater infrastructure (Tetra Tech Inc. 
2010). A well-documented November storm in 2011 (Plate 2-4) directly impacted resource availability—
most clearly vegetation—in the 2012 study year. 

2 . The tip of the Golovin peninsula is very close to sea level and locally referred to as “downtown,” and the portion 
built on the hill is called “uptown” (Plate 2-1).

3 . Chinik Eskimo Community Traditional Council, community review meeting, December 19, 2013.
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Plate 2-4.–Extent of flooding in downtown Golovin in 2011 with annotation related to the November 2013 flood (adapted from Kinsman and 
DeRaps 2012).
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SeaSonal round

Golovin residents use Golovnin Bay, Golovnin Lagoon, and Norton Sound, as well as coastal wetlands, 
rivers, and interior flats and uplands for harvesting subsistence resources. The seasonal patterns and 
resources used in 2012 generally reflect historical uses, with some adaptation. The primary difference in 
patterns is the use of motor vehicles to access hunting and fishing areas for 1 or 2 days, rather than relocating 
for extended periods. For example, Fish River has a large and highly productive delta, extensive forests, 
and upriver wetland flats that support salmon and nonsalmon fisheries as well as large land mammals; those 
places and resources are still important, although the camps there are generally used for day trips now. An 
elder recounted a childhood memory of being taken out of school in February for weeks-long hunting trips 
and lamented that families do not spend as much time on the land as in the past. He and his grandfather 
would travel around the Fish River flats (McCarthy’s Marsh) by dog team to trap, and they would take side 
trips into the surrounding mountains to hunt for Dall sheep. They would return in March in time to hunt for 
seal and fish for saffron cod and crabs under the ice (GLV2). 
Some fishing through the ice occurs all winter, especially for saffron cod (locally called tomcod) and red 
king crab (GLV6). However, subsistence activity increases in March, as days lengthen and seals become 
available (spotted seal in Golovnin Bay and bearded seal in Norton Sound; GLV4). Historically, crabbing 
was an important late winter and early spring activity that coincided with seal hunting. In a 1980 study on 
king crab fishing in Norton Sound, Golovin elders said that, in the past, crab had kept them alive when seals 
were scarce (Thomas 1981:49). “The winter diet consisted primarily of seal, dried salmon, tomcod, crab 
and stored berries. Even when seal were plentiful, people strongly desired the change in diet that crab would 
provide” (Thomas 1981:49). One of the key respondents to the present study said:

Nobody I don’t think has set any pots yet. Ice conditions over there aren’t as good 
as in years past. Back when we were doing the repatriation thing, I had to do a 
little research and I was reading all the notes from the early explorers when they 
came. And when they were building the telegraph line—they had a telegraph line 
from Nome to the Interior—and when they were doing that they ran into a group of 
Natives going to get starvation food, and they were just going to go crabbing. That 
was—if you couldn’t get nothing else, you could always get crabs. And I smile 
when I go to a restaurant and—oh, gotta pay that much for starvation food! (GLV4)

Crab is still an important resource, although today much is acquired from commercial crabbers who retain 
and share some of their catch. Some subsistence crabbers now use boats for crabbing in late spring and 
summer.4 

As ice begins to melt and break up, Dolly Varden (known locally as “trout”) and Arctic grayling become 
more available and are eagerly sought as fresh food (GLV6). In late April and May, migratory waterfowl 
begin to arrive and are welcomed for the hunting opportunity and the additional variety in diet (GLV2).
By June, the ice has vanished and salmon start ‘running’ to their natal rivers. Chum salmon, pink salmon 
Chinook salmon, and coho salmon all use spawning grounds in the Fish River and other nearby drainages. 
The chum salmon run is first, generally present in Golovnin Lagoon from early June to mid-July. Pink 
salmon begin to arrive about a week after the chum salmon; runs in even-numbered years are stronger often 
by more than an order of magnitude (Menard 2013). Coho salmon arrive at Golovnin Bay in the last third of 
July and run through the middle of August. Golovin residents rely on all 3 of these species, and also harvest 
Chinook salmon and sockeye salmon, which are less abundant regionally. Chinook salmon are harvested 
at the same time as chum and pink salmon, while sockeye are not generally caught in local waters (GLV3). 
Late summer and fall continue to be busy times in Golovin. Fishing, clamming, and berry picking as well 
as hunting for waterfowl, spotted seal, young bearded seal, walrus, and, later in the fall, moose and caribou 
remain multigenerational activities (GLV2). Subsistence fishing often occurs near good berry patches—
making it efficient to pick while nets are set to catch fish (GLV5). 

4 . Chinik Eskimo Community Traditional Council, community review meeting, December 19, 2013.
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Berry picking remains an extremely popular activity. Cloudberries (locally known as salmonberries) and 
blueberries ripen in July and August, but blackberries and cranberries are usually allowed to freeze lightly 
before they are harvested. An elder described a memory of being delivered to a berry-picking area about 4 
miles from home when she was a child: 

And all 4 of us picking, we filled six 50-pound barrels of salmonberries. So Uncle 
Pete when he took us up with a Cat, he left it there and when we were ready to 
come home, he walked back up and drove us back. So we were able to take all our 
berries home. But the next time, the next year, he had to take the Cat back after he 
brought us up. So we left those, I think another 6 barrels of berries…butter came 
in brine, in 50 pound barrels. That’s what we used. And that time, we left the berry, 
barrels of berries out on the tundra. That was before our bears, you know. Just, 
mamma took, you know, material to cover them…So with dog teams we would go 
get ‘em in the winter time. (GLV5)

A later freeze-up of Norton Sound in 2012 was noted by key respondents, who described problems related 
to heavy storm surges and flooding in the fall that have become increasingly problematic (GLV3, GLV4, 
GLV7). Traversing the ice to jig for saffron cod and smelts and to handline for crab is sometimes not safe 
until January.5 Ptarmigan hunting is still popular (GLV1). Trapping in the late winter and early spring was 
a much more important component of the seasonal round decades ago (GLV2). No surveyed households in 
this study reported maintaining an active trap line.

PoPulation eStiMate and deMograPhic inForMation 
The reported number of people living in the 33 households surveyed was 101 (Table 2-1). Expanding 
for unsurveyed households, this study estimated the 2012 Golovin population to be 181 people in 59 
households. By comparison, the Alaska Department of Labor estimated a population of 173.6 The 2010 US 
Census population count was 156, which may reflect different research methods (Table 2-2). As shown in 
Figure 2-1, the population of Golovin essentially doubled during the 1960s, retracted in the 1970s, and grew 
again in the 1980s. 
The average age of Golovin residents in the sample was 29 years old; nearly 42% of the population was 
under age 20 (75 individuals; Figure 2-2). The youngest resident was less than 1 year old, and the oldest 
included in the sample was 88 years old (Table 2-1). Households in Golovin had an average of 3 household 
members; the largest household had 10 members. According to the population profile, 53% of Golovin 
residents are male and 47% are female (Figure 2-2). 
The average reported length of residency in Golovin was 20 years for the total population (minimum of 0, 
maximum of 88) and 30 years for heads of households (minimum of 1, maximum of 88; Table 2-1). Most 
surveyed residents (66%) were born to Golovin households, and 14% were born outside of Alaska (Table 
D2-1). About 6% were born to White Mountain households, 5% to Nome households, and 1% each to 
households in several other northwest Alaska communities. About 46% of heads of households were born to 
Golovin households, and 25% were born outside of Alaska (Table D2-2). The remainder of household heads 
was born to homes in other northwest Alaska communities, especially Nome (8%) and White Mountain 
(6%).
Although 2010 census data reported that 95% of Golovin’s population is Alaska Native, this study estimated 
that about 85% of residents were Alaska Native (Table 2-2). This survey may have sampled a greater 
proportion of the predominantly non-Native teachers than other residents, because the survey team stayed 
in the Martin Olsen School and became familiar to the staff there. Teachers generally have little subsistence 
harvest to report and can anticipate a short survey time, which improves response rates. Additionally, this 

5 . Chinik Eskimo Community Traditional Council, community review meeting, December 19, 2013.
6 . Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Division of Research and Analysis. n.d. “Population 

Estimates.” Accessed August 7, 2014. http://laborstats.alaska.gov/pop/popest.htm 
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Community
Golovin

Sampled households 33
Eligible households 59
Percentage sampled 55.9%

Sampled population 101
Estimated community population 180.6

Mean 3.1
Minimum 1.0
Maximum 10.0

28.8
0

88
25.0

Total population
Mean 20.0
Minimuma 0
Maximum 88

Heads of household
Mean 30.0
Minimuma 1
Maximum 88

Alaska Native
Estimated householdsb

Number 46.5
Percentage 78.8%

Estimated population
Number 153.8
Percentage 85.1%

Mean

Table 2-1.–Sample and demographic 
characteristics, 146, 2012.

Household size

Age

Characteristics

b. The estimated number of households in which at 
least 1 head of household is Alaska Native.

Minimuma

Maximum
Median

Length of residency

a. A minimum age of 0 (zero) is used for infants 
who are less than 1 year of age.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.

Table 2-1.–S a m p l e  a n d  d e m o g r a p h i c 
characteristics, Golovin, 2012.
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Estimate Rangea Estimate Rangeb

Households 49 59.0 48 – 70 59.0
Population 156 124.0 83 – 165 180.6 150 – 211

Population 148 124.0 83 – 165 153.8 121 – 186
Percentage 94.9% 100.0% 66.9% – 133.1% 85.1% 67.2% – 103.1%

Sources  U.S. Census Bureau (2011) for 2010 estimate; U.S. Census Bureau for American Community Survey 
(ACS) 2013 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013 for 
2012 estimate.
Note  Division of Subsistence household survey elegiblity requirements differ from those used by ACS.

Table 2-2.–Population estimates, Golovin, 2010 and 2012.

Total population

Alaska Native

b. No range of households is estimated for division surveys.
a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

Census
(2010)

5-year American Community
Survey (2009–2013)

This study
(2012)

Table 2-2.–Population estimates, Golovin, 2010 and 2012.
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Figure 2-1.–Population estimates, Golovin, 1950–2012.
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study’s low threshold for residency (a minimum of 3 months during the study year), may have meant that 
more newcomers were eligible for this survey than for other Golovin population surveys.

incoMe and caSh eMPloyMent

As detailed in Table 2-3, the estimated total 2012 income for Golovin residents was $2.7 million, of which 
residents earned $2.3 million (83%) through employment. Approximately $462,000 came from other 
income sources such as the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend and Social Security. The mean household 
income in Golovin in 2012 was estimated to be $46,225, with an estimated per capita income of $15,101 
(tables 2-1 and 2-3). The 2012 median household income was higher than the American Community Survey 
5-year average median income for Golovin ($32,188; Figure 2-3).7

As shown in Figure 2-4, employment with local government (including the Chinik Eskimo Community 
Traditional Council, the City of Golovin, and the Bering Strait School District) provided about one-quarter 
of the total income, with construction providing 4% and other infrastructure-related employment providing 
4%. The Alaska Permanent Fund dividend and Social Security were the greatest sources of income from 
sources other than employment (about 2% each). The “agriculture, forestry, and fishing” category of income 
ranked low in the top 10 list (about 2% of income), but commercial fishing was an important source of 
income for some residents. 
In 2012, an estimated 89 people held 126 jobs, and employed persons worked during an average of 41 weeks 
of the year (Table D2-3). About 88% of Golovin households had at least 1 member who worked for wages 
in 2012, often in seasonal jobs. Forty-six percent of those holding jobs worked year-round (Table D2-4). 
Over one-half of the jobs reported were full-time (57%), 18% were part-time, and 25% were “on call.” 
There were no reports of employment that required extended shifts, such as two-weeks-on/two-weeks-off. 
This study’s estimates indicate that 72 full-time jobs were held by 63 people. 
Appendix Table D2-5 shows employment by industry. One-half of the jobs held in 2012 were in local 
government; these provided 60% of wage earnings. Jobs in agriculture, forestry, and fishing were 16% of 

7 . The median value is the more useful measure in understanding the income of a “typical” household. Mean (average) 
values can be skewed high by the presence of a few households that earn a great deal more than the rest. Most 
research describing income report results by median value.
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Figure 2-2.–Population profile, Golovin, 2012.
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Percentage of
Number Number Total Mean total

of of for per community
Income source people households community household income
Earned income

55.3 40.6 $1,365,577 $872,418 – $1,905,382 $23,145 50.1%
9.2 9.2 $231,737 $53,453 – $569,834 $3,928 8.5%

11.1 7.4 $216,016 $47,899 – $488,848 $3,661 7.9%

7.4 7.4 $178,359 $38,217 – $408,192 $3,023 6.5%
5.5 5.5 $120,283 $35,203 – $300,462 $2,039 4.4%

16.6 12.9 $93,138 $4,801 – $170,090 $1,579 3.4%
3.7 3.7 $57,082 $3,552 – $202,844 $967 2.1%

Local government
Construction
Transportation, communication, and
 utilities
Services
Federal government
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 
State government
Manufacturing 1.8 1.8 $2,215 $1,300 – $5,912 $38 0.1%

Earned income subtotal 88.5 51.6 $2,264,408 $1,545,488 – $2,873,483 $38,380 83.0%

Other income
44.7 $120,871 $84,767 – $160,115 $2,049 4.4%

7.2 $116,713 $25,745 – $250,589 $1,978 4.3%

8.9 $42,480 $413 – $114,369 $720 1.6%

8.9 $39,825 $6,638 – $86,026 $675 1.5%
3.6 $39,691 $22,200 – $113,709 $673 1.5%

21.5 $31,840 $13,326 – $54,728 $540 1.2%
37.9 $20,174 $11,615 – $32,277 $342 0.7%
39.3 $19,341 $14,303 – $23,969 $328 0.7%

1.8 $12,873 $7,200 – $25,745 $218 0.5%
14.3 $9,373 $2,259 – $18,677 $159 0.3%

1.8 $3,933 $2,200 – $7,867 $67 0.1%
1.8 $2,682 $1,500 – $5,364 $45 0.1%
3.6 $2,324 $1,300 – $5,542 $39 0.1%
1.8 $736 $412 – $3,310 $12 0.0%

0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
Social Security
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
 Program (food stamps) 
Unemployment
Supplemental Security Income 
Heating assistance
Native corporation dividend CITGO
fuel voucher
Child support
Meeting honoraria
Workers' compensation / insurance 
Pension / retirement
Other
Disability
TANF (Temporary Assistance for
 Needy Families)
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 
Longevity bonus
Veteran disability
Foster care 0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 8.9 $462,856 $297,525 – $672,093 $7,845 17.0%
Community income total $2,727,264 $1,502,184 – $3,377,986 $46,225 100.0%

-/+ 95% CI

Table 2-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Golovin, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table 2-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Golovin, 2012.
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Figure 2-3.–Comparison of median income estimates, Golovin, 2012.
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Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 
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Figure 2-4.–Top income sources, Golovin, 2012.
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all jobs held, but provided 4% of wage earnings. Fewer people held jobs in construction, but this industry 
contributed more to overall wage earnings (10%).

SuMMary oF harveSt and uSe PatternS in 2012
The 33 surveyed households in Golovin harvested a reported 33,988 edible pounds (lb) of wild foods 
between February 1, 2012 and January 31, 2013 (the 2012 study year). Expanding for unsurveyed 
households, Golovin harvested an estimated 56,963 lb (± 33%) of wild foods in 2012 (Table 2-4). The table 
also summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Golovin at the household level. In 2012, 91% 
of Golovin households harvested wild resources, and 100% used them. The average harvest was 1,036 lb 
per household, or 316 lb per capita. During the study year, households harvested an average of 10 resources 
and used an average of 17 resources. The maximum number of resources harvested by a single household 
was 24, and the maximum number of resources used by a single household was 37. In addition, 79% of 
households reported giving an average of 6 resources to other households. 
Respondents were asked to indicate on maps the areas where members of their household searched for and 
harvested their subsistence resources in 2012. Figure 2-5 shows the aggregate use area of 1,857 square 
miles described by 30 respondents who provided mapping data. Search and harvest areas for different 
categories of subsistence resources are described in following sections.

Resource Harvest and Use by Category
Figure 2-6 shows, by resource category, the percentage of households that reported attempting to harvest, 
actually harvesting, or using wild foods. Those that attempted to harvest were generally successful, 
although these figures do not account for the size or sufficiency of the catches. The large difference between 
percentages of households harvesting and households using each category indicates widespread sharing. 
All households that hunted marine mammals, fished for nonsalmon fish, or gathered vegetation reported 
harvest. 
The most extreme differences between attempting to harvest, actually harvesting, and using are seen in 
the land mammal category: 30% of households reported attempting to harvest, but only 18% reported 
harvesting them. Large land mammals were widely shared: despite few households harvesting them, nearly 
all households used them. One key respondent described the outcome of a typical caribou hunt: “I wind up 
taking 3 home and kept less than 1 and there was no trading—was sharing” (GLV7).
Harvests of marine mammals, marine invertebrates (shellfish), and birds and eggs were also distributed 
across the community; although these resources were harvested by low percentages of households, they 
were widely used. Vegetation was the most heavily harvested resource category: 88% of households 
collected vegetation.
Golovin’s 2012 harvest and use of wild foods was diverse: no single category of fish or game provided a 
majority of the harvest. As shown in Figure 2-7, salmon provided 32% of the total harvest. Nonsalmon fish, 
large land mammals, and marine mammals accounted for comparable numbers of pounds, each making 
up roughly 20% of the wild food supply. Birds and eggs and vegetation each contributed about 4% of the 
harvest, and marine invertebrates accounted for 2%. However, despite the relatively small harvest, 85% of 
Golovin households reported using shellfish (Figure 2-6).

Resource Harvest and Use by Species 
Table 2-5 shows estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Golovin residents in 2012 and is organized 
first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in pounds edible weight (see 
Appendix C for conversion factors). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member of 
the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken, given away, 
or used by a household, and resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter or trade, 
or through hunting partnerships. Purchased foods are not included, but wild resources such as firewood 
are included. Differences between harvest and use percentages reflect sharing and exchange between 
households, which result in a wider distribution of wild foods. 
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16.9
Minimum 2
Maximum 37
95% confidence limit (±) 13.0%
Median 14.0

10.4
Minimum 0
Maximum 24
95% confidence limit (±) 17.0%
Median 9.0

9.5
Minimum 0
Maximum 24
95% confidence limit (±) 17.8%
Median 8.0

8.7
Minimum 2
Maximum 26
95% confidence limit (±) 14.1%
Median 9.0

6.2
Minimum 0
Maximum 23
95% confidence limit (±) 23.0%
Median 4.0

Minimum 0
Maximum 7,348
Mean 1,035.8
Median 620.2

56,962.6
315.5
100%

91%
91%

100%
79%

33

111

Table 2-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Golovin, 2012.

Mean number of resources used per household

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household

Mean number of resources harvested per household

Mean number of resources received per household

Characteristic

Percentage using any resource
Percentage attempting to harvest any resource
Percentage harvesting any resource

Mean number of resources given away per household

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Percentage receiving any resource
Percentage giving away any resource
Number of households in sample
Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (pounds)

Total harvest weight (lb)
Community per capita harvest (lb)

Table 2-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Golovin, 2012.
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resources by category, Golovin, 2012.

Salmon 32%
Nonsalmon fish 

20%

Large land 
mammals 19%

Marine mammals 
19%

Birds and eggs 4%

Marine 
invertebrates 2%

Vegetation 4%
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All resources 100.0 90.9 90.9 100.0 78.8 56,962.6 1,035.8 315.5 0.33
  Salmon 100.0 78.8 72.7 60.6 51.5 18,330.8 310.7 101.5 0.48
    Chum salmon 54.5 42.4 36.4 27.3 30.3 4,680.6 79.3 25.9 823.6 ind 14.0 0.89
    Coho salmon 87.9 63.6 57.6 48.5 36.4 3,250.0 55.1 18.0 669.8 ind 11.4 0.41
    Chinook salmon 30.3 21.2 18.2 12.1 6.1 474.0 8.0 2.6 49.5 ind 0.8 0.72
    Pink salmon 60.6 57.6 51.5 18.2 42.4 9,901.8 167.8 54.8 3,666.0 ind 62.1 0.46
    Sockeye salmon 9.1 6.1 6.1 3.0 0.0 24.5 0.4 0.1 5.5 ind 0.1 1.31
    Unknown salmon 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.00
  Nonsalmon fish 90.9 69.7 69.7 60.6 57.6 11,466.5 194.3 63.5 0.34
    Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.00
    Pacific herring roe 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.00
    Unknown smelts 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.00
    Saffron cod 72.7 60.6 60.6 27.3 39.4 3,884.1 65.8 21.5 18,495.6 ind 313.5 0.54
    Unknown flounders 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.00
    Pacific halibut 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lb 0.0 0.00
    Burbot 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.00
    Dolly Varden 63.6 48.5 48.5 30.3 33.3 7,005.3 118.7 38.8 2,122.8 ind 36.0 0.47
    Arctic grayling 9.1 9.1 6.1 0.0 0.0 9.7 0.2 0.1 10.7 ind 0.2 0.96
    Northern pike 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 23.6 0.4 0.1 7.2 ind 0.1 1.35
    Sheefish 12.1 3.0 3.0 9.1 3.0 9.8 0.2 0.1 1.8 ind 0.0 1.35
    Broad whitefish 12.1 9.1 9.1 3.0 9.1 457.7 7.8 2.5 143.0 ind 2.4 0.91
    Bering cisco 6.1 6.1 6.1 0.0 3.0 75.1 1.3 0.4 107.3 ind 1.8 1.14
    Unknown ciscoes 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.8 ind 0.0 1.35
    Humpback whitefish 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.00
    Unknown whitefishes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.00

-continued-

Table 2-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Golovin, 2012.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

95%
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

Table 2-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, wildlife, and vegetation resources, Golovin, 2012.
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Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

  Large land mammals 93.9 30.3 18.2 84.8 24.2 10,972.2 189.9 60.8 0.6
    Brown bear 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Caribou 90.9 21.2 18.2 81.8 24.2 8,753.5 148.4 48.5 64.4 ind 1.1 0.6
    Moose 45.5 18.2 6.1 36.4 9.1 1,923.8 32.6 10.7 3.6 ind 0.1 0.9
    Muskox 27.3 3.0 3.0 24.2 3.0 295.0 8.9 1.6 1.0 ind 0.0 1.4
    Dall sheep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Small land mammals 9.1 12.1 9.1 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Beaver 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Coyote 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic fox 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 ind 0.0 0.0
    Red fox 6.1 6.1 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.4 ind 0.1 0.0
    Alaska hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Snowshoe hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    River (land) otter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Lynx 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Marmot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Marten 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Mink 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Muskrat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Porcupine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic ground (parka) 

squirrel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Least weasel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Gray wolf 3.0 6.1 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.4 ind 0.1 0.0
    Wolverine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Feral animals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Reindeer–feral 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Marine mammals 72.7 15.2 15.2 69.7 24.2 10,821.4 249.8 59.9 0.9
    Polar bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Bearded seal 48.5 12.1 12.1 39.4 18.2 3,068.0 52.0 17.0 10.7 ind 0.2 0.7
    Ribbon seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Ringed seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

-continued-
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Marine mammals, continued
    Spotted seal 30.3 12.1 9.1 21.2 12.1 1,401.7 23.8 7.8 14.3 ind 0.2 0.9
    Unknown seals 27.3 0.0 0.0 27.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Walrus 15.2 3.0 3.0 12.1 3.0 1,376.7 23.3 7.6 1.8 ind 0.0 1.4
    Beluga whale 48.5 6.1 3.0 45.5 6.1 4,975.0 150.8 27.6 5.0 ind 0.2 1.4
    Bowhead whale 36.4 0.0 0.0 36.4 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Birds and eggs 75.8 36.4 33.3 63.6 42.4 2,465.0 41.8 13.7 0.5
    Common eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    King eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown eiders 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Mallard 6.1 6.1 6.1 0.0 6.1 41.8 0.7 0.2 21.5 ind 0.4 1.1
    Long-tailed duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Northern pintail 24.2 15.2 15.2 12.1 12.1 212.0 3.6 1.2 135.9 ind 2.3 0.8
    Unknown scaups 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown scoters 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Northern shoveler 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Green-winged teal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    American wigeon 9.1 6.1 6.1 3.0 6.1 70.3 1.2 0.4 53.6 ind 0.9 0.9
    Unknown ducks 9.1 3.0 3.0 6.1 3.0 5.4 0.1 0.0 3.6 ind 0.1 1.4
    Brant 39.4 18.2 12.1 30.3 12.1 185.0 3.1 1.0 81.1 ind 1.4 0.8
    Unknown 

Canada/cackling geese 51.5 24.2 18.2 33.3 24.2 510.8 8.7 2.8 149.3 ind 2.5 0.8

    Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Snow goose 3.0 9.1 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    White-fronted goose 21.2 12.1 9.1 12.1 9.1 273.6 4.6 1.5 64.5 ind 1.1 1.0
    Unknown geese 15.2 0.0 0.0 15.2 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Tundra (whistling) swan 9.1 9.1 9.1 0.0 6.1 280.6 4.8 1.6 25.0 ind 0.4 1.0
    Sandhill crane 24.2 18.2 15.2 9.1 15.2 518.9 8.8 2.9 76.9 ind 1.3 0.6
    Unknown small 

shorebirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Unknown large 
   shorebirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
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  Birds and eggs, continued
    Unknown seabirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown grouses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ptarmigans 36.4 15.2 12.1 24.2 15.2 232.4 3.9 1.3 232.4 ind 3.9 0.7
    Unknown owls 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown duck eggs 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 17.9 ind 0.3 1.4
    Unknown goose eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Tundra swan eggs 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.8 ind 0.0 1.4
    Unknown small 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0   shorebird eggs
Unknown large shorebird
   eggs

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Unknown gull eggs 33.3 15.2 15.2 21.2 15.2 59.0 1.0 0.3 196.7 ind 3.3 0.6
    Unknown loon eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown murre eggs 15.2 3.0 3.0 12.1 6.1 39.3 0.7 0.2 178.8 ind 3.0 1.4
    Unknown seabird eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown eggs 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 32.2 0.5 0.2 178.8 ind 3.0 1.4
  Marine invertebrates 84.8 27.3 24.2 81.8 21.2 789.8 13.4 4.4 0.7
    Unknown clams 18.2 18.2 15.2 3.0 12.1 24.1 0.4 0.1 8.0 gal 0.1 0.6
   Unknown king crabs 81.8 12.1 12.1 78.8 9.1 750.9 12.7 4.2 357.6 ind 6.1 0.8
    Unknown mussels 6.1 6.1 6.1 0.0 6.1 14.8 0.3 0.1 9.8 gal 0.2 1.2
    Shrimps 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Unknown marine 

3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0invertebrates 
Vegetation   93.9 87.9 87.9 51.5 57.6 2,116.9 35.9 11.7 0.2

    Blueberry 81.8 75.8 72.7 15.2 27.3 552.5 9.4 3.1 138.1 gal 2.3 0.3
    Lowbush cranberry 54.5 48.5 48.5 15.2 18.2 246.7 4.2 1.4 61.7 gal 1.0 0.4
    Highbush cranberry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Crowberry 30.3 27.3 27.3 6.1 9.1 100.1 1.7 0.6 25.0 gal 0.4 0.5
    Cloudberry 84.8 69.7 69.7 24.2 39.4 1,025.1 17.4 5.7 256.3 gal 4.3 0.3
    Wild rhubarb 9.1 9.1 9.1 0.0 3.0 5.4 0.1 0.0 5.4 gal 0.1 0.5
    Wild potato 18.2 15.2 15.2 3.0 3.0 31.0 0.5 0.2 7.7 gal 0.1 0.8

-continued-
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 Vegetation, continued
    Other beach greens 21.2 21.2 21.2 0.0 12.1 77.4 1.3 0.4 77.4 gal 1.3 1.0

Hudson's Bay
 (Labrador) tea 27.3 24.2 24.2 3.0 9.1 16.5 0.3 0.1 16.5 gal 0.3 0.6

    Sourdock 9.1 9.1 9.1 0.0 3.0 7.6 0.1 0.0 7.6 gal 0.1 0.9
    Willow leaves 36.4 36.4 36.4 3.0 9.1 18.8 0.3 0.1 18.8 gal 0.3 0.4
    Fireweed 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 3.6 0.1 0.0 3.6 gal 0.1 1.4
    Stinkweed 21.2 18.2 18.2 3.0 12.1 10.3 0.2 0.1 10.3 gal 0.2 0.7
    Unknown greens from 

land 27.3 27.3 27.3 6.1 9.1 21.9 0.4 0.1 21.9 gal 0.4 0.5

 Wood 30.3 30.3 30.3 6.1 9.1

Table 2-5.–Page 5 of 5.

Resource
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a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note   Resources where the percentage using is greater than the combined received and harvest indicate use from resources obtained during a previous year.
Note  For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a nonzero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not calculated for 
species harvested but not eaten.
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Pink salmon 17%

Caribou 15%

Dolly Varden
12%

Beluga whale 9%

Chum salmon 8% Saffron cod 7%

Coho salmon 6%

Bearded seal 6%

Moose 3%

Spotted seal 3%

All other resources
14%

Figure 2-8.–Top resources harvested by edible weight, Golovin, 2012.
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Figure 2-8 shows the top 10 species harvested by Golovin residents during the 2012 study year, in terms 
of edible pounds (lb). At 17%, pink salmon provided the largest portion of the edible harvest for any single 
species. Taken together, fish composed one-half of the total estimated harvest; beyond pink salmon, Dolly 
Varden contributed 12%, chum salmon 8%, saffron cod 7%, and coho salmon 6%. Caribou provided the 
second most edible pounds of any resource, accounting for 15% of the total estimated harvest.  Beluga 
whale (9%), bearded seal (6%), moose (3%), and spotted seal (3%) complete the list of top 10 species 
harvested. Combined, the top 10 species supplied approximately 86% of the edible pounds harvested.
Appendix Table D2-6 shows the most commonly used resources by Golovin households in 2012. Six out 
of the 10 resources appear in the top 10 most heavily harvested species. Caribou was the most widely used 
resource (by 91% of households) as well as providing the most edible weight per capita (tables 2-5 and D2-
6). The other 5 resources are all fish species, including coho salmon (used by 88% of households), saffron 
cod (73%), Dolly Varden (64%), pink salmon (61%), and chum salmon (56%; Table D2-6). Three berry 
species are represented among the most used resources despite lower harvest in terms of weight, and 82% 
of households reported using king crab despite the fact that this resource contributed less than 1% to the 
total estimated harvest in 2012.

Marine Mammals
The estimated 10,821 lb of marine mammals harvested by Golovin residents included beluga whale, 
bearded seal, spotted seal, and walrus (Table 2-5). Almost one-half (49%) of surveyed households reported 
using beluga and the same portion reported using bearded seal, although much lower percentages actually 
harvested those animals. An estimated 5 beluga whales provided the most pounds (46%) from a marine 
mammal species: 4,975 lb, or 28 lb per capita. (Table 2-5; Figure 2-9). Eleven bearded seals accounted for 
28% of the marine mammal harvest, an estimated 3,068 lb (17 lb per capita).
Fourteen spotted seals contributed 1,402 lb (8 lb per capita) during the 2012 study year. Historically, seal 
pokes were used to store and preserve food: 

When I was a boy, my mom and her sisters used to make seal pokes. They could 
skin a little seal, a winter seal around the mouth with their little ulus. The whole 
thing inside, skin it from the inside...and make a balloon out of the whole hide…
through the mouth. And that was how they preserved their greens. Inside—stuff all 
the greens, berries, anything—inside. They called it the seal poke. (GLV2)

Bearded seal 28%

Spotted seal 13%

Walrus 13%

Beluga whale 46%

Figure 2-9.–Composition of marine mammal harvest by edible weight, Golovin, 2012.
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Two walruses also provided a significant amount of edible weight to the harvest (1,377 lb total, 8 lb per 
capita). Spotted seal and walrus were not as widely distributed by sharing as bearded seal and beluga whale. 
All bowhead whale (maktak) used by Golovin was received from other communities. The maktak was 
additionally shared, so that more than one-third of Golovin households reported using the resource. 
Residents produced seal oil locally from household harvests and also received it from other households and 
communities. When a household could not identify what species of seal was used to make the oil, it was 
classified as ‘unknown’ seal. 
Bearded seal was hunted mostly in the spring, with the highest harvests in March and May (Table D2-7). 
Two spotted seals were harvested in May, but most (12 of 14) were harvested in September and October. 
One key respondent said “I like to [hunt seal] when there’s ice, that way if there’s ice pushed up on the 
beach I could cut the seal on the ice” (GLV7). Residents harvested walrus in June and beluga whale in 
September and October. 
Figure 2-10 shows 2012 study year marine mammal search and harvest areas, as documented by 6 households. 
In considering the map at the community review meeting, tribal council members indicated that hunting 
areas for marine species are continuous; whether they are primarily crabbing, fishing, or hunting, Golovin 
residents on the ice or water are on constant watch for harvest opportunities between primary harvest areas.8 
Residents generally harvest spotted seal in the lagoon and Golovnin Bay and the much larger bearded seal 
in the bay and Norton Sound. Historically, beluga whale came into the bay and lagoon, but a key respondent 
stated that since the 1960s they no longer come into the lagoon, and only come into the bay when there is 
no barge traffic (GLV7). 

Large Land Mammals
Caribou and moose are vital resources in Golovin; together they made up 97% of the large land mammal 
harvest (Figure 2-11). 
Caribou provided the most edible pounds (8,754 lb, 49 lb per capita) of any single species in Golovin in 
2012. Small percentages of households reported hunting caribou (21%) and harvesting it (18%), but 91% 
of Golovin households used caribou (Table 2-5). The animals were harvested in March, April, December, 
and January, when caribou were present in the Fish River flats (Table D2-8). About 69% of the caribou were 
bulls, 8% were cows, and 22% were of unknown sex9. 
Four moose contributed 1,923 lb (11 lb per capita; Table 2-5). The difference between households attempting 
to harvest moose (18%) and those harvesting (6%) moose reflects unsuccessful hunts and also the method 
of attributing harvest. Although moose may be harvested by pairs or groups of people from different 
households working together, a single moose harvest is attributed only to the household of the hunter who 
shot the moose to avoid an overestimate of harvest; some hunters that did not shoot a moose were part of 
a successful hunt. Bulls and moose of unknown sex were harvested in September and October, while cows 
were harvested in January (Table D2-8). 
Some respondents attributed a decline in moose to an increase in the brown bear population. In particular, 
they said that guided hunts for trophy bears had prompted an increase in smaller bears (GLV3, GLV4, 
GLV7). “And these big ones…they stay away from these villages, you know, once they’re grown, way out 
there…They really help keep down the male population” (GLV7). 
One elder respondent suggested that traditional practices represented sound brown bear management, and 
identifying both past restrictions to traditional hunts that targeted smaller bears, as well as guided hunts for 
trophies, as largely responsible for the increased bear population:

Every spring they would catch a bear, because the elders liked to eat bear meat. 
And there for a while even while our some of our elders that got a bear every year 
because for food, Fish and Game made it so if you get a bear one year, you wait 4 

8 . Chinik Eskimo Community Traditional Council, community review meeting, December 19, 2013.
9 . The respondent either could not remember the sex of the animal or was not the hunter.
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Figure 2-10.–Marine mammal hunting areas, Golovin, 2012.
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years to get your next. That’s when they really started multiplying...And from that 
time, then we really noticed the bears really multiplied. And, of course, you know, 
I don’t know if I should say this, ah…when the bear guides get bear clients to come 
to bear hunt in the spring, we know that they want to get the big ones...for trophies, 
so the little ones, they get by. (GLV5)

There were no reports of any harvest or use of bear in this study’s results. Concerns for personal safety and 
for the moose population were prevalent (GLV3, GLV4, GLV5, GLV6, GLV7, Table D2-20). Respondents 
spoke of high bear numbers as unprecedented:

When I was a kid growing up we didn’t have to worry about bears. Everybody 
could go pick berries pretty much anywhere they wanted. We didn’t worry about 
bears, you know, it was a big deal to even see bear tracks. Not only that, but 
bears running around in our village in the fall time?! And I asked one of our area 
biologists, why the heck we got so many bears? And he said, “Well, in large part 
it’s due to the sport hunters killing the large boars.” Them large boar would kill the 
cubs just to get the sow into heat again. (GLV4)

Bears are reportedly seen in and near the community more often, raiding fish racks (GLV7) and raising 
concerns:

They’re usually looking for food or they smell someone’s food they put away 
outside. Or they smell a seal. Last summer there’s a lot of dead seals down here, 3 
that washed up, or 4, along the beach and they’re coming in. Like that one down 
here. Yeah, a dead seal by my fish rack and I think that’s what it smell. (GLV6)

Bear hunting regulations for Alaskan residents were incrementally liberalized starting in 1997, including 
a rescinding of the 1 bear in 4 years rule; a subsistence hunt was also established that waived tag fees and 
sealing requirements, but required salvage of meat for human food. However, little take of brown bears 
under subsistence regulations occurs in GMU 22 overall or in GMU 22B. None of the 30 bears harvested 
by nonresidents in the last 4 years were taken near Golovin.10

10 . Peter Bente, ADF&G Management Coordinator, Nome, Email message to A. Godduhn, October 10, 2014.

Caribou 80%

Moose 17%

Muskox 3%

Figure 2-11.–Composition of large land mammal harvest by edible weight, 
Golovin, 2012.
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Muskox is a relatively recently returned resource on the Seward Peninsula11, and hunting is managed by 
a permit system. This resource contributed 295 lb (2 lb per capita) to the total estimated harvest (Table 
2-5). Only 3% of households reported hunting for muskox; muskox made up 5% of the estimated land 
mammal harvest by weight, and 24% of Golovin households reported using it (Table 2-5; Figure 2-11). No 
households harvested or used Dall sheep (Table 2-5). 
Figure 2-12 shows areas documented by 8 survey respondents who described where they hunted caribou, 
moose, and muskox in the 2012 study year. In data review, one council member identified 2 areas not 
marked on the map that are important in some years: he said that ridges in the mountains surrounding the 
Fish River flats are good for caribou hunting, because “caribou graze where the wind blows.” He also noted 
that if hunters are not successful in Fish River Flats, they often go on to search for caribou in the flats of the 
Tubutulik River, called Death Valley on USGS maps, northeast of the Fish River flats.

Small Land Mammals
Golovin residents harvested a few wolves (5) and several foxes (2 Arctic foxes and 5 red foxes) in the study 
year (Table 2-5); none of these were used for food (Figure 2-13). One respondent commented that foxes 
have become nuisance animals that come too close to the community; others noted that residents harvest 
furbearers opportunistically while hunting for other species (GLV 3, GLV 7). One key respondent said: 

At one time we were getting $160 for a fox skin. Now it’s getting like 20 or 30. But 
right now, if you run into a wolf or wolverine, they’re still worth money: 3 to 400 
bucks a skin, so, you know, I’ll go ahead and harvest them…Maybe 1 or 2 people 
will set a few traps. That’s about it though. (GLV4) 

Two households identified areas they used to hunt small land mammals and furbearers in the 2012 study 
year (Figure 2-14). The map documents wolf hunting in the primary caribou search area (Fish River flats), 
and foxes killed on the ice north of the community. Information on the months of harvest can be found in 
Table D2-9.

Salmon 
As shown in Table 2-5 and Figure 2-15, 54% (9,902 lb) of the estimated 18,331 lb of salmon harvested 
was pink salmon, 25% (4,681 lb) was chum salmon, 18% (3,250 lb) was coho salmon, 3% (474 lb) was 
Chinook salmon, and less than 1% (25 lb) was sockeye salmon. Golovin’s 2012 salmon harvest provided 
an estimated 55 lb of pink salmon per capita, 26 lb of chum salmon, 18 lb of coho salmon, 3 lb of Chinook 
salmon, and 0.1 lb of sockeye salmon (Table 2-5; Plate 2-5).
Although 79% of surveyed households attempted to harvest salmon and 73% actually did so, all households 
used salmon in the study year (Table 2-5). In addition to the abundance of fish, subsistence salmon harvests 
depend on extended good weather to allow for fishing and drying the catch. Weather in Golovin was good 
for the early part of June of 2012, when chum salmon and pink salmon usually begin to run. Unusually 
heavy rain fell across northern and western Alaska in summer 2012. No precipitation records are available 
for Golovin itself, but Nome’s July precipitation was near 3 times the average (National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 2012). August brought constant cold weather with about twice as much rain as 
usual.12 A few respondents spoke of their desire to avoid waste, and many said they had not harvested what 
they would not be able to take care of (GLV6, Table D2-20). Few fish (about 30 lb total) were solely used 
to feed dogs (Table D2-10). 
Residents fished for salmon mostly with set gillnets (setnets), although they caught over one-half of the 
pink salmon with a beach seine (Figure 2-16; Table D2-11). Some salmon used for subsistence was retained 

11 . Steinacher, S. and ADFW Region V Staff. 2009. Seward Peninsula muskoxen making a comeback. Alaska Fish 
and Wildlife News. Accessed August 8, 2014.

 http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=wildlifenews.view_article&articles_id=430
12 . Alaska Climate Research Center. n.d. “August 2012 Synoptic Summary.” Accessed August 8, 2014. 
 http://akclimate.org/Summary/Synoptic/2012/Aug
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from commercial fisheries. All of the sockeye salmon, 21% of the coho salmon, 18% of the Chinook 
salmon, 10% of the pink salmon, and 2% of the chum salmon had been retained from commercial catches.
Much of the fishing for salmon by Golovin residents occurs from or close to the Golovin peninsula (Figure 
2-17). The Kachauik River fish camp, where structures had been demolished during the 2011 flood, also 
remained popular. One respondent mentioned the price of gas when describing fishing locations. In speaking 
of her son’s fishing, one key respondent said “He used to setnet way out past Little Rocky [a prominent 
point on the western shore of Golovnin Bay]. Now he just come in closer. They’re all coming in closer 
to setnet, cause of the gas. They don’t go way out there and setnet anymore” (GLV6). However, some 
households reported going down the coast to other creek mouths, or over to the Fish River delta to fish for 
salmon in 2012.

Nonsalmon Fish
Nonsalmon fish accounted for approximately 11,467 lb of food to Golovin in the study year (Table 2-5). 
The bulk of the nonsalmon fish harvest by weight was made up of Dolly Varden, locally known as trout 
(7,005 lb, 39 lb per capita) and saffron cod (3,884 lb, 22 lb per capita; Table 2-5; Figure 2-18). Together 
these 2 species made up 95% of the nonsalmon harvest by weight. Only one other nonsalmon fish added 
more than 1 edible pound to the per capita estimate: broad whitefish contributed 4% (458 lb, 3 lb per 
capita) to the community food supply. Two species of whitefish, northern pike, and Arctic grayling together 
made up less than 1% of harvest in this category. One respondent mentioned that whitefishes were caught 
incidentally in salmon nets (GLV6). 
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Figure 2-15.–Composition of salmon harvest by edible weight, Golovin, 2012.
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Of the nonsalmon fish species, saffron cod was the most widely fished, shared, and used. All households that 
fished for saffron cod reported success; 39% of households gave away saffron cod, and 73% of households 
reported using it (Table 2-5). It was also the only nonsalmon fish used to feed dogs; Golovin residents fed 
an estimated 1,424 saffron cod to their dogs (approximately 300 lb, or 8% of the saffron cod harvest; Table 
D2-10). Respondents noted that saffron cod is excellent bait for king crab (GLV2, GLV6); the portion of the 
saffron cod harvest that was used as bait for crabbing or other fishing is unknown.
One key respondent described her use of various nonsalmon fishes:

The whitefish I dry. And um, the herring and tomcod [saffron cod], I cook it for 
my dogs. Or I put it away in the freezer. The rest I dry—cut up and dry. Some I cut 
up and put it in a Ziploc® bag and in the freezer...[In winter] I fish for tomcod...I 
usually catch a lot and I cook some to eat the eggs, I like the eggs...I freeze some, I 
boil, cook ’em, eat some. Some I freeze and some I give away to my sister at White 
Mountain in the winter, or friends here or family. (GLV6)

Golovin residents caught all of the northern pike, about one-half of the Arctic grayling, and one-quarter of 
the Dolly Varden with rod and reel (Figure 2-19; Table D2-12). All saffron cod and a large portion of Dolly 
Varden harvest were caught by jigging. This method, which occurs through ice, is typically accomplished 
with homemade gear that does not include a reel. Jigging is a close-to-home outdoor activity and provides 
a welcome supply of fresh food; one respondent indicated that jigging is important for staying happy and 
healthy through the long winters (GLV1). Figure 2-20 shows that nonsalmon fish were caught in Golovnin 
Lagoon or very near portions of the bay; some whitefishes and Dolly Varden were caught incidentally in 
nets set for salmon.

Marine Invertebrates
Marine invertebrates (shellfish) added just 790 lb to Golovin’s total estimated wild food supply (1%; Figure 
2-7). However, they were widely shared: 27% of households attempted to harvest them, 24% actually 
did so, and 85% of households reported using the resource (Table 2-5). At 95% of the harvest, by weight, 
king crabs dominated the shellfish harvest (751 lb; Figure 2-21). Clams made up another 3%, and mussels 
accounted for 2%. King crabs and clams harvested provided an estimated 4 lb and 0.10 lb per capita, 
respectively. Both were widely shared in Golovin. Only 12% of Golovin households harvested king crabs, 
but 79% of households reported receiving them—often from commercial crabbers who distributed some 
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Figure 2-18.–Composition of nonsalmon fish by edible weight, Golovin, 
2012.
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of what they had retained for personal use to friends and family. Households said they most commonly 
received crabs from commercial fishers based in Golovin, but also cited fishers in Unalakleet and Nome. 
As one key respondent described:

They bring in so many crab that, you know, that happens quite a bit. We’ve had 
6 crabbers out of here, and 6 crabbers’ll feed all 160 people here…if someone is 
commercial fishing they’ll give their catch away; if they’re commercial crabbing 
they’ll give their crab away. (GLV3)

Figure 2-22 shows areas where 6 surveyed households harvested marine invertebrates during the 2012 
study year. Residents generally harvested clams and mussels from the tidal zone surrounding Golovin, and 
they harvested crabs from Norton Sound. In the winter, crabs were caught near shore through the ice and, 
in the summer, crabs were caught from boats up to about 30 miles offshore.

Birds and Eggs
Birds and eggs contributed about 2,465 lb (14 lb per capita) to the 2012 harvest, or about 4% of the total 
(Table 2-5; Figure 2-7). Some bird hunters were unsuccessful, but all households that searched for eggs 
were successful (Table 2-5). The bird and egg harvest was diverse, but primarily composed of migratory 
birds, especially Canada/cackling geese (511 lb, 3 lb per capita) and sandhill crane (519 lb, 3 lb per capita); 
these 2 types of bird each contributed 21% to the total harvest of birds and eggs (Table 2-5; Figure 2-23). 
Ptarmigans were the only harvested resident birds (232 lb or 9%). The estimated harvest of 574 eggs came 
to about 134 lb, primarily gull and murre eggs that were widely shared (Table 2-5). About one-third of the 
egg harvest was unknown eggs.
Over one-half of harvested geese were Canada/cackling geese (53% of geese by weight; Table 2-5). White-
fronted geese, locally referred to as “specklebellies,” composed 28% of the total goose harvest (274 lb) 
and brant (19%; 185 lb) made up the remainder. Goose populations were generally reported to be robust, 
although a few respondents spoke of declines in the brant population (GLV3, GLV4). One key respondent 
echoed the observation that the brant population had declined, noting that his grandfather had said the 
same thing back in the late 1960s: “But even back then he was saying there was a lot less geese, a lot less 
brant. But for him to say that at that time, and for us to say that now is a lot more serious than people today 
think” (GLV4). This respondent also said that previously unknown birds have also become common, such 
as mallards and American robins.

Unknown clams 3%

Unknown king crabs 
95%

Unknown mussels 
2%

Figure 2-21.–Composition of marine invertebrate harvest by edible weight, Golovin, 
2012.
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Another key respondent also mentioned changing migratory patterns as connected to a warming climate: 
The only birds that I seen decrease is black brants and I don’t know what’s going 
on with them. Man, you used to see them for 3 days, just steadily. Now you’ll be 
lucky if you see them for a day—when they come in right over the ice, spring 
time. Now, I don’t know, something’s going on different because they come in a 
different way…They used to come straight up the bay. But now they’re coming 
in from over here. So this ice is getting a lot rottener faster than it used to. And 
they used to have ice in here until June. And now we’re starting to get a lot of ice 
leaving in May...the winters are a lot milder than they used to be and so everything 
is coming in quicker. (GLV3)

Northern pintail was the most commonly harvested species of duck (64% of ducks by weight; 212 lb). 
American wigeons (21%; 70 lb), mallards (13%; 42 lb), and unspecified ducks (2%; 7 lb) made up the rest 
of the duck harvest. 
Golovin residents hunted geese and ducks in spring and fall, as detailed in Table D2-13. Residents harvested 
cranes and swans in fall and ptarmigans in winter. People gathered eggs while they were hunting birds in 
the spring.
Respondents who described their 2012 waterfowl hunting areas used the coastline of Golovin Lagoon, as 
shown in Figure 2-24. Ptarmigans were harvested in uplands, especially east of Golovin.

Vegetation
Golovin residents collected approximately 2,000 lb (11 lb per capita; 91% of the vegetation harvest) of 
berries and almost 200 lb (1 lb per capita; 9%) of other edible vegetation (such as greens and roots), along 
with firewood in the study year (Table 2-5; Figure 2-25). Most households (94%) reported using berries and 
other vegetation (Table 2-5). 
Of the estimated berry harvest (481 gallons; 1,924 lb), over one-half was cloudberries, locally known as 
salmonberries (1,025 lb; Table 2-5). Berries were widely harvested and used. All households that attempted 
to harvest cloudberries (70%) were successful; 39% gave some away and 85% reported using them. Even 

Mallard 2%

Northern pintail 9%

American wigeon 
3%

Brant 7%

Unknown 
Canada/cackling 

geese 21%

White-fronted goose 
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Tundra (whistling) 
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Sandhill crane 21%
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Figure 2-23.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest by edible weight, Golovin, 2012.
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more households picked blueberries (73%). Over 138 gallons of blueberries were harvested, constituting 
29% of the total berry harvest. Lowbush cranberry (247 lb) composed 13% of the berry harvest, and 
crowberries, locally referred to as blackberries, (100 lb) made up 5%. 
The largest portion of the harvest of greens and wild plants was “other beach greens” (77 lb; 40%), which 
could not be attributed to a particular species by surveyors. Wild potato constituted more than 10% of the 
vegetation harvest by weight (about 31 lb). The most widely used ‘other vegetation’ was willow leaves, 
which are traditionally stored and eaten with seal oil. Firewood is also an important resource for some 
households; residents cut wood from the forest or gathered driftwood from the coastline.
Harvest areas for berries and greens often overlap, and those documented by survey respondents are 
combined in Figure 2-26. Much of the prime berry picking area between and around the mouths of Cheenik 
Creek and the Kachauik River was overrun by ice in a major November 2011 storm; a few respondents 
attributed poor berry abundance there to the flood (GLV4, GLV6). This contributed to decisions to travel 
farther to pick berries, despite the high price of gasoline (GLV7). One respondent who ordinarily picks a 
variety of berries said:

But last summer there was less blueberries and blackberries…Like down here we 
pick blackberries down here by Chinik Creek. It flood and then there’s hardly any 
blackberries where they grow when it flood that year, so hardly any grow. They 
taste funny…Not as sweet like they usually are. But some were dry, I don’t know 
cause there wasn’t much rain [early in the season], some dry out. I noticed some 
were like that. But when it flood, they hardly grow, or taste bad. (GLV6)

harveSt aSSeSSMentS

The survey asked respondents to assess their households’ harvests in 2 ways. The first question asked 
respondents whether their household used less, about the same amount, or more of 8 resource categories 
in the study year as in recent years. The second asked whether they had gotten “enough” of each of those 
categories. The survey also asked each household to assess its overall use of subsistence resources in the 
same manner. If a household reported a change in use (through a “less” or “more” response) the respondent 
was asked why. When respondents said they had not gotten enough of a resource category, they were asked 
a series of follow-up questions to determine what species was needed, why the household did not get 

Berries 91%

Plants and greens
9%

Figure 2-25.–Composition of vegetation harvest by 
edible weight, Golovin, 2012.
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enough, the severity of the impact to the household, and whether the household did anything differently 
as a result. If a household said they had done something differently, they were asked what. Researchers 
characterized comments describing these differences and grouped them for analysis. 
Together, Figure 2-27 and Figure 2-28 provide a broad overview of households’ assessments of their 
harvests in 2014. Percentages do not include households that did not answer the question or reported that 
they do not ordinarily use the resource. Therefore, these figures only reflect the responses of households 
that ordinarily use a resource and provided an answer. Some households that do typically use a resource 
category simply did not answer all questions. Table D2-14 provides additional data supporting Figure 2-27.
When they compared 2012 to recent years, 50% of Golovin households reported using less subsistence 
resources overall, while just 9% reported using more (Figure 2-27). One-half of responding households 
reported that they used less; correspondingly 42% of households reported that they had not gotten enough 
subsistence resources overall (Figure 2-28). Comparing the 2 figures, in several categories where households 
reported using less, similar or greater percentages said they had gotten enough. 
Nearly one-third of households (30%) stated that they had used less marine mammals than in recent years, 
and 45% of households reported that they had used about the same or more marine mammals (Figure 2-27). 
However, 58% of households said they had gotten enough (Figure 2-28). Households that identified a 
marine mammal resource of which they needed more said they needed more seals, beluga whale, bowhead 
whale, and walrus (Table D2-15).
Large land mammals were a large portion of the wild foods harvest in 2012. Thirty-seven percent of 
households reported using about the same amount as in recent years; 17% used more, and 47% used less 
(Figure 2-27). A similar percentage, 42%, reported that they had not gotten enough (Figure 2-28). More 
households said they needed more caribou than said they needed more moose (Table D2-15).
Although 13% of households reported using more salmon than in recent years, a much higher percentage, 
48%, reported using less (Figure 2-27). The same percentage of households (48%) reported not getting 
enough salmon in the study year. Households reported shortfalls of all species except chum salmon (Table 
D2-15).
Nonsalmon fish were the most positively assessed resource category: 19% of households reported using 
more (19%) and 70% said they gotten enough (figures 2-27 and 2-28). People reporting a shortfall of 
nonsalmon fish said they needed more Dolly Varden (“trout”) and whitefishes (Table D2-15).
Golovin harvesters most frequently cited environmental conditions, especially weather, as the reason that 
they used less or did not get enough of a resource. This was especially true for vegetation (primarily 
berries), salmon (especially pink salmon and coho salmon), and nonsalmon fish (tables D2-15 and D2-
16), with details that varied. Residents noted that the 2012 berry harvest was generally poor and identified 
several circumstances as contributing factors: light snow pack, late spring, flooding, and ivu13 conditions. 
Debris and high water hindered fishing, and cool and rainy weather severely affected the ability to dry fish. 
Weather and environment were also high among reasons for harvesting less land mammals: hunters said 
that a lack of snow hindered the harvest of large land mammals because winter traveling conditions for 
snowmachines were very rough. Other factors affecting harvest included the cost of gasoline, the reliability 
of equipment, and work schedules. Sharing trends also had a major influence on resource assessments. 
Community members often said they used less because they received less (Table D2-16). Respondents who 
said they had used more of a resource most often cited receiving more as the primary reason, although some 
said that the resource had been more available or that they had increased their effort (Table D2-17) 
Households that did not get enough resource most often said it had a minor or major impact; the impact 
was rarely assessed as not noticeable or severe (Table D2-18). In their overall assessment, respondents 
overwhelmingly said the impact of not getting enough subsistence resources was major, indicating 
cumulative effects from shortfalls of several resources. 

13 . Ice shoved onto the shore.
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Most households reporting resource shortages also said that they had done something differently in 
response (Table D2-19). Most said they used more store bought foods; made do without the resource (which 
included ‘sharing less’), and used other subsistence resources. Subsistence harvests can also be assessed 
by comparing current harvest estimates with past harvest estimates, which will be done in a later section.

Food Security

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, 
defined as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen 
et al. 2012). The food security questions were modeled after those developed by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) but modified by ADF&G to account for differences in access to subsistence and store-
bought foods. Based on their responses to these questions, households were broadly categorized as being 
food secure or food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were 
broken down further into 2 subcategories—high or marginal food security. Food insecure households were 
divided into 2 subcategories: low food security or very low food security.
Households in the high food security category did not report any food access problems or limitations. 
Households in the marginal food security category reported 1 or 2 instances of food access problems or 
limitations—typically anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but 
gave little or no indication of changes in diets or food intake. Households in the low food security category 
reported reduced quality, variety, or desirability of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication of reduced 
food intake. Households classified as having very low food security were those that reported multiple 
instances of disrupted eating patterns and reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012). 
Food security results from Golovin, the state of Alaska, and the United States are summarized in Figure 
2-29. A much higher percentage of Golovin households were food insecure in 2012 (29%) than in Alaska 
overall or the United States generally. Ten percent of Golovin households had very low food security, about 
twice as high as in the state or nation overall. 
Core questions and responses from Golovin residents are summarized in Figure 2-30. Questions are ordered, 
top to bottom, increasing in the severity of the food insecure condition. About one-quarter of households 

reported having worried about having enough food 
in 2012 and more (32%) said they had lacked the 
resources14 to get food. More than one-half (54%) 
of surveyed residents indicated the food in their 
household did not last and they could not get more at 
least once during the study year. However, a major 
difference is found when households considered 
the source of food: 17% said this occurred with 
store-bought foods, but more than one-half (52%) 
experienced that situation with subsistence foods. 
Households also reported instances in disrupted 
eating patterns or reduced food intake. Nineteen 
percent of households had cut the size of meals or 
skipped meals, while a quarter had eaten less than 
they felt they should. Nearly equal percentages said 
they had been hungry but did not eat or had lost 
weight as a result of not having enough food. In 
severe cases, 7% of households reported that adults 
did not eat for a whole day at least once in the study 
year. 

14 . This study defined a “lack of resources” as not having what was needed “to hunt, fish, gather or buy food.”
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Households that reported food insecure conditions were asked to name the months that these events 
occurred. Their responses are shown as the average number of insecure events for households by food 
security category by month in Figure 2-31. Very low food secure households experienced between four and 
6 conditions during the year. Insecurity began to increase in June, with the greatest food insecurity occurring 
in August – December. Households having low food security reported more insecure conditions in winter 
months. Food security was fairly steady through the year for high and marginal food security households
Figure 2-32 shows in which months households reported foods not lasting. Higher percentages of households 
said subsistence foods did not last, generally; more did so in the months of deep winter (January–February 
and November–December). The percentage of households saying that store-bought foods did not last did 
not vary much throughout the year.
Although vulnerabilities have shifted with modern access to the global economy, food security in Golovin 
has sometimes been difficult to achieve in the past. A few key respondents remembered hearing as children 
stories about times of food scarcity (GLV5, GLV 7). One respondent described stories she had heard as a 
child:

Sometimes in the spring time when their subsistence food they put away during 
the summer, ah, they would start eat…especially spring time, they ate once a day. 
Really, they had very few food to live on in the spring time. (GLV5)

Another respondent noted the rapid increase in the cost of both gasoline for transportation and oil to heat 
homes, and described the choices with which he sees people struggling:

Well, things that we’re eating now…you go to the store and you see all this 
microwavable stuff. Just looking at the price of our propane, you’ll see people buy 
a lot of ‘stick it in, turn the microwave on, don’t even burn no propane.’ Part of the 
diet has to do with that. You see in times—real hard times—a person has to make a 
choice: am I going to go hunting, or am I gonna buy some fuel, or am I gonna buy 
some food. And you gotta have something to cook it on, and that’s your propane 
stove. And sometimes you got real hard choices. (GLV4)

The sense that increasing costs of living are impinging on the ability to harvest enough subsistence food 
was echoed across the community during this research (GLV3, GLV4, GLV6, Table D2-20).
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houSehold SPecialization in reSource harveSting

Previous studies  (Magdanz et al. 2009; Wolfe 1987; Wolfe et al. 2010) have shown that in most rural 
Alaska communities a relatively small portion of households produce most of the community’s fish and 
wildlife harvest, which they share with other households. A recent study of 3,265 households in 66 rural 
Alaska communities found that about 33% of the households accounted for 76% of subsistence harvests 
(Wolfe et al. 2010). Although overall the set of very productive households was diverse, factors that were 
associated with higher levels of subsistence harvests included larger households with a pool of adult male 
labor, higher wage income, involvement in commercial fishing, and community location.
As shown in Figure 2-33, during the study year in Golovin, about 24% of households harvested 69% of 
the total edible harvest by weight, and the lowest harvesting 30% of households captured less than 1%. 
The divergence is even more extreme when we look at the tenth percentiles: the lowest harvesting 10% 
did not harvest any wild resources, while the highest harvesting 10% got about 35% of the total. Our 
estimates indicate that the highest harvesting household brought in 22% of the community’s total harvest. 
The characteristics of highly productive households are discussed in the next section of the chapter.

Wild Food netWorkS

Although subsistence harvest surveys collect information based on individual households, in reality, much 
of the production (harvest and processing) of subsistence foods is achieved by households working together. 
This cooperation is often organized based on kinship in the manner of traditional Iñupiaq communities. 
The organization of the contemporary mixed market-subsistence economies that characterize rural Alaska 
communities has been documented ethnographically by numerous researchers. Of particular interest for 
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northwestern Alaska are reports from Anderson et al. (1977), Burch (1988), Ellanna (1983), Langdon and 
Worl (1981), Magdanz (1990), Magdanz et al. (2002), Wolfe and Walker (1987), Wolfe and Ellanna (1983), 
and Fall (1990). 
In addition to cooperation between households in the production of wild foods, the distribution of wild 
foods between households through sharing typically plays a major role in subsistence economies throughout 
rural Alaska. The importance of sharing extends beyond the practical utility of distributing food within a 
community: it has strong cultural implications as well. Sharing as an action promotes connection, respect, 
continuity, and value for a traditional way of life. The act of sharing, therefore, has both economic and 
cultural significance for villages. Food is also distributed, to a much lesser extent, through barter and 
customary trade (Chan et al. 2006; Charnley 1984; Kari 1983; Lonner 1980; Magdanz and Wolfe 1988; 
Magdanz 1988; Pete 1991; Schroeder et al. 1987; Stickney 1984; Stokes 1985; Wolfe and Magdanz 1993).
Previous studies have found a positive association between the ages of household heads and the amount of 
subsistence foods harvested. Household characteristics associated with higher food production include the 
presence of multiple working-age males, involvement with commercial fishing, and higher wage incomes. 
Characteristics common to lower producing households included female household heads, age of elders, 
non-Native household heads, and single-person households (Wolfe et al. 2010). Household “developmental 
cycles” (i.e., the relative age or “maturity” of household heads and number of productive household 
members) have also been associated with harvests.
In this study, respondents were asked who had harvested and processed the subsistence foods used by the 
household during the year. If a resource was received, the respondent was asked from which household 
in the community it was received. Confidentiality was preserved by using random identification numbers 
for documentation. If the resource was received from a household in another community, the name of that 
community was recorded. 
Figure 2-34 shows the network of wild foods production in Golovin, which includes households in other 
communities. The figure is a partial representation of sharing, trade, and barter in the study year because 
it only documents instances of support15 into the 32 surveyed households16 that provided this information. 
Symbol shapes depict the type of household; colors show the age of heads of household, and symbol size 
is scaled to indicate the amount of a household’s subsistence harvest in 2012 by edible weight. Arrows 
show the direction of support with thicker lines indicating multiple instances. Households or communities 
near the center of the figure were the most active in the network—either by receiving food or services from 
others, or being identified as a source by other surveyed households.
Surveyed households identified an inflow of support (i.e., resources or labor) from another Golovin household 
and sometimes another community an average of 13 times. Surveyed households in Golovin identified 
62 sources of support, including surveyed and unsurveyed Golovin households and households in other 
communities. The Golovin distribution network diagram (Figure 2-34) shows 1 major network to which all 
surveyed households are connected. The highest harvesting surveyed household is clearly visible near the 
center of the diagram, a mature couple connected to other households of all types. The far greater number 
of arrows leading away from this household’s symbol than into it shows that many survey respondents 
credited this couple with providing food. As expected, most other central households are mature and elder 
households and developing households are on the periphery. Although single heads of household participate 
in the network by both receiving and distributing, they are usually not high-harvesting households. 
People in Unalakleet provided a resource to surveyed Golovin households 19 times, and the St. Lawrence 
Island communities (Gambell and Savoonga) and Nome were cited 8 times each. Wild resources came into 
surveyed Golovin households from at least 11 different communities, including Fairbanks. Respondents 
spoke to the value of sharing as a sort of insurance for cultural and public health across the population 

15 . Frequently described as “inflow.” Incidences of support include goods (subsistence foods) or services (labor, i.e., 
harvesting or processing of subsistence foods).

16 . It is possible to include data from grey nodes in the network analysis because survey respondents described their 
connections to these unsurveyed households
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(GLV1, GLV2, GLV3, GLV4, GLV5, GLV6, GLV7). One elder explained that he and his wife had always 
shared with others in the community:

…beginning with the elders of course, and to people in need, the people who did 
not have a provider. So we were always sharing with the village, in the traditional 
Eskimo way. During the summers and falls, there was no refrigeration, so the good 
way to put all that good food to use was to share it with the village, and it was a 
natural way of life…Now that we’re getting old and feeble, it’s coming back—
double. (GLV2)

coMParing harveSt and uSe in 2012 With PreviouS yearS

Harvest Data
In addition to respondent assessments (described in the Harvest Assessment section above), comparisons 
between this and previous studies can provide insight to patterns of subsistence harvest and use over time in 
Golovin.17 ADFG has conducted one other comprehensive harvest survey in Golovin, in 1989 (Conger and 
Magdanz 1990). There have been several other limited-scope projects that focused on the subsistence crab 
fishery in Norton Sound (Magdanz 1983; Thomas 1981); subsistence seal and sea lion harvests (Georgette 

17 . WinfoNet data, based on harvest ticket or permit returns, is not included in this discussion of historic harvests 
because of concerns that it in some regions of Alaska it does not accurately capture subsistence harvests. One 
evaluation of such data, by Susan Georgette, found that Western Arctic caribou herd harvest permit or ticket data 
captured only 10% of subsistence harvests when compared to subsistence survey data (Georgette 1994).
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et al. 1998); and big game harvests (Braem and Kostick 2014; Georgette 1994). Salmon harvest data are 
available from household surveys and permits since 1994 (Magdanz et al. 2005; Menard 2013). Conversion 
factors used to calculate edible weight have varied between studies; for this reason some species-level 
discussions consider harvest in terms of per capita harvests of individual animals.
The total estimated subsistence harvest in Golovin in 2012 was 56,963 edible pounds (Table 2-5), just more 
than one-half (56%) of the 102,143 lb estimated in 198918. During that time, Golovin’s population increased 
from 169 to 181 (Figure 2-1). Total per capita subsistence harvest in 1989 was estimated at 604 lb, and 
in 2012 it was 315 lb (Figure 2-35). If the 2 data years are reasonably representative, Golovin has seen a 
substantial decline in the volume of harvest over recent decades. Whether the 2012 harvest is anomalous 
compared to other recent years or representative of a ‘new normal’ is unknown. One Golovin resident 
indicated that opportunities to harvest in 2012 were affected by multiple factors, from resource abundance 
to seemingly unrelated phenomenon, such as the price of home heating oil. For example, when a household 
spends a greater portion of income towards keeping the house warm, it has less to spend on gasoline for 
hunting (GLV4). 
The composition of harvest in 1989 and 2012 differed—fish and large land mammals made up larger 
portions in the second study period, while marine mammals were a lesser portion. For all species of marine 
mammal for which data exist, the 2012 harvests were the lowest documented.
In 1989, beluga whale provided the most edible pounds of any marine mammal to Golovin residents. 
The estimated that year (14 animals, 0.11 per capita) was more than double that of 2012 (5 whales, 0.06 
per capita). Considered in terms of current pounds to edible weight conversion factors, the 1989 harvest 
contributed 109 lb per capita, but in 2012 the resource contributed only 60 lb per capita. One key respondent 
described how beluga hunting has changed over the decades:

I don’t harvest beluga, but there are 3 people in Golovin and 1 person in White 
Mountain that harvest beluga every fall using nets, and we eat beluga—I do. So I 
don’t harvest it, but we use it...The skill of hunting beluga out of boats, sadly, has 
been lost. I grew up operating the outboard motor while my poppa did the shooting; 
that was 50 years ago. Also because of noise pollution in the bay, generators, the 
beluga quit coming in—they harvest it out in the ocean. (GLV2)

Bearded seal has long been a major resource for Golovin. The 2012 harvest, 11 bearded seals, was lower 
than both 1989 (19 seals) and the 1996–1997 study period (31 seals; Figure 2-36). No ringed seal harvest 
was reported in 2012, while residents harvested 17 in 1989 and 77 in 1996–1997. Spotted seal harvests 
have declined in both study periods after 1989; down from 98 in 1989, to 47 in 1996–1997, and 14 in 2012.
Land mammals made up a smaller portion of the total harvest in 1989 than in 2012, but the pounds per 
capita harvest was higher: 17% of the total estimated harvest (101 lb per capita) compared to 20% (62 lb 
per capita; Conger and Magdanz 1990; Figure 2-6; Table 2-5). Caribou harvests have proven variable in 
the 4 studies estimating Golovin’s annual harvest. The 2012 harvest (64 caribou) falls within the range 
of previous studies 17 (in 2010) to 106 (in 2001; Figure 2-36).19 When interviewed in 2013, one hunter 
described the interannual variation in land mammal harvests: 

Oh, they’re just farther away, there’s still caribou. Like I said we’d use to have to 
go all the way over there. I mean the last 10 years or so, we’d get ‘em up in these 
hills. And one year they came all the way, we had to chase them off the runway. 
That was a good year. And right now, the caribou and the moose, they’re hard to 
get. Like I was saying if you’d a done this survey 3 or 4 years ago, you’d have had 
twice or three times the number of caribou harvested. (GLV4)

The same respondent went on to discuss how the distance of the herd from the community has combined 
with weather conditions to make it much more difficult to harvest caribou:

18 . ADF&G CSIS.
19 . ADF&G CSIS.
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Well, going back to the later freeze-up and the earlier breakup, we’ve also had years 
of hardly any snowfall. And that’s a lot of wear and tear on your snowmachine. 
And also it has an effect on how far you can go in a reasonable amount of time. And 
snow conditions also have an effect on how much gasoline you burn. And right 
now we got 6 bucks a gallon and, well, some people can’t afford to go hunting. 
(GLV4)

Moose harvests have declined since 1989, when 21 animals were taken. Subsequently, Golovin hunters 
harvested 0 in 2001, and 3 in 2010, and 4 in 2012 (Table 2-5; Figure 2-36).20

Fish, generally, made up a large portion of the total community harvest in both 1989 (40%) and 2012 (51%), 
although the total edible weight was considerably lower in the latter year (41,038 edible pounds in 1982; 
29,797 lb in 2012; Table 2-5).21 In both years, the majority of the fish harvest was composed of salmon. In 
1989, salmon represented 27% of the total subsistence harvest, which is similar to the 32% during the 2012 
study year. However, the estimated harvest of salmon by weight in 1989 (27,235 lb) was nearly as high as 
the whole fish harvest of 2012 (29,797 lb). Total and per capita harvests of all salmon species were lower 
in 2012 than in 1989. 
Chum salmon fisheries in northwestern Alaska crashed in the 1990s, regulations were tightened, and both 
commercial and subsistence harvests declined (Menard and Bergstrom 2009). Chum salmon has been 
classified as a stock of yield concern since 2000, although the stock has shown improvements since the mid-
2000s (Menard et al. 2015). Permit data for the Golovin Subdistrict show that the mean subsistence harvest 
for chum salmon over the 5-year period 2008–2012 was lower than the mean of 2003–2012. However 
much of this difference is driven by harvest numbers in 2007, and averages from 2003–2006 (1,271 chum 
salmon) and 2008–2012 (1,233) are similar (Figure 2-36). This was the case for all species of salmon except 
coho salmon. Commercial fishing in the subdistrict, however, shows the opposite trend, with a mean value 
in more recent years (2008–2012) of 9,629 chum salmon in contrast 5,729 chum salmon in 2003–2012. In 
fact, commercial harvests of all salmon species appear to be improving in recent years.
The harvest of nonsalmon species as a percentage of total harvest was larger in 2012 than 1989 (Table 
2-5).22 Of the 41,038 lb of fish harvested in 1989, about one-third (34%; 13,803 lb) was nonsalmon fish; 
11,467 lb of nonsalmon fish made up 38% of the 2012 fish harvest. 
As was true in 1989, Dolly Varden (known locally as “trout”) was the largest contributor to the nonsalmon 
harvest in 2012 (60%); the 2012 harvest (7,005 lb) exceeded that of 1989 (5,970 lb), when it made up 43% 
of nonsalmon harvest by weight. Dolly Varden provided about 35 lb per capita in 1989 and 39 lb in 2012. In 
1989, whitefishes represented a much greater portion of nonsalmon fish harvests: 25% (3,392 lb), compared 
with 5% (544 lb) in 2012. Saffron cod harvests (2,256 lb in 1989 and 3,884 lb in 2012) provided nearly 
twice per capita weight in 2012 as in 1989: 13 lb in 1989 and 22 lb in 2012. 
The king crab harvest in 2012 (358) was less than one-half that of 1989 (850; Table 2-5).23 Only slightly 
fewer households reported use of crabs, however, (87% in 1989, 82% in 2012). One key respondent who 
harvests crabs by setting pots felt the population has been steady, and that commercial fishers often give 
away a portion of their catch to local residents (GLV3). Despite this, 2 other respondents felt that people 
were handlining for crabs in the winter less than was done in the past (GLV2, GLV4). One respondent 
explained that success rates for handlining appear to have gone down over time: 

My sister and her husband and our cousin went out one time—it was in the early 
‘80s—and they got 158 crab, handlining. I mean handlining, you just got a line 
with a weight and a tomcod. There’s a place over here that when the tide comes 
up, it gets a crack, maybe 10–30 feet off the cliff edge. And you know they were 

20 . ADF&G CSIS.
21 . ADF&G CSIS.
22 . ADF&G CSIS.
23 . ADF&G CSIS.
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fortunate and lucked out and got a whole bunch of them. And in Elim one time I 
watched somebody load their sled and that was in the mid ‘70s. But people go out 
now and they’re lucky to get 20 to 30 handlining. So the numbers have gone down. 
(GLV4)

Vegetation provides a small but important part of the diet. Golovin residents harvested an average of 12 lb 
per person in 2012—less than one-half of the almost 30 lb in 1989 (Table 2-5).24 Unspecified berries made 
up the majority (79%) of the 1989 harvest: about 23 lb per capita. Residents harvested an additional 7 lb of 
other vegetation per capita. In 2012, berries composed 91% of the vegetation harvest, about 11 lb per capita; 
other plants added only 1 lb to the per capita total. 

Current and Historical Harvest Areas
The only other study to collect spatial information on Golovin’s subsistence focused on the Norton Sound–
Bering Strait subsistence king crab fishery (Thomas 1981). The survey asked about crab harvests over 
several years. Respondents were asked to indicate all areas with which they were familiar, rather than the 
areas they had used in the prior 12 months; some of the resulting information was related to crabbing areas 
that had not been used by the respondents for years. In contrast, the maps generated during this study show 
only those areas used by surveyed households during the study year. Historically, there were many points 
around the Rocky Point and Cape Darby peninsulas where people harvested crab, along with seals and 
saffron cod (Thomas 1981). Although 3% of respondents reported handlining for crab under the ice along 
the west coast of the Rocky Point peninsula in 2012, most of the documented crab harvest occurred farther 
off shore in Norton Sound. Comments received at the community meeting indicated that the 2012 map is 
missing much of the summer crabbing grounds.25

local coMMentS and concernS 
Many observations and concerns were voiced during the household surveys, the key respondent interviews, 
and the community review of preliminary data. Concerns are rarely shared equally among community 
members, and this list is neither comprehensive nor unanimous. However, the concerns raised here were 
common and provide important points for discussion. Particular concerns about environmental conditions, 
economic issues, and management decisions are generally best described with quotes from local residents. 
Table D2-20 presents all comments that survey respondents wrote on the final page of the survey form.

Environmental Conditions and Climate Change
Many environmental changes were noted by Golovin residents during the surveys and interviews  
(GLV2, GLV3, GLV4, GLV5, GLV6, GLV7; Table D2-20). In particular, earlier, more frequent, and more 
severe storms accompanied by surges that flood the Golovin spit interfere with subsistence activities, 
especially salmon fishing. One key respondent said:

…from like June to the middle of July we used to be able to get everything we 
needed, but now you got these storms that are coming in there and I don’t know 
if they’re coming in at…you know, they’re coming in a lot earlier than they used 
to. (GLV3)

In order to achieve a successful fish harvest, fishers require reasonably calm waters with limited debris for 
setting and checking nets, and processers require dry weather for days after the fish are caught. One key 
respondent explained: 

It’s gotta be clear like this, warm, windy. And they’ll dry real fast when it’s clear, 
windy; but when it rain they’ll be real damp and get wormy and moldy, so you need 
to keep them dry—got to cover them when it rain. Sometimes we burn small fire 
underneath the fish when it rain, so it help them dry and keep the flies off. (GLV6)

24 . ADF&G CSIS.
25 . Chinik Eskimo Community Traditional Council, community review meeting, December 19, 2013.
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Weather in June of 2012 was good for fishing, but most of July was cool and cloudy, which made fishing 
difficult or impossible for all but a few days; some residents report that Golovin has had poor summer 
weather more commonly than in decades past (GLV3, GLV4, GLV6; Table D2-20). One key respondent 
expressed detailed concern that extreme weather threatens salmon habitat. When there is little rain, the 
creeks get warm and smothered with algae. Heavy rain, on the other hand, increases erosion of river banks—
enabled by the degradation of permafrost and earlier storms. These events decrease the depth and increase 
width and turbidity of small streams. He was especially concerned that sediment hinders spawning success 
in creeks that were typically clear, and reported seeing dislodged salmon eggs after spring floods (GLV7).
Respondents also cited the relatively warm winter during the study year as hindering their caribou harvests. 
The Fish River flats has long been the primary caribou hunting area for Golovin residents,  but during years 
with little snow, the terrain is very rough, and hunting is challenging (GLV3). 

Right now, everything is driven by availability. For instance we have to go all the 
way up here: we call this Fish River flats. On the map it’s McCarthy Marsh. And 
in order to go there, right now due to the snow conditions, we have to go to White 
Mountain, follow the river up, and go up here. And given the snow conditions, you 
can’t…it’ll be real rough going so you’re at risk of breaking down. But if you go 
up river it’s pretty good. So that’s a 27-, 50-, probably a hundred and somethin’ 
mile round-trip. (GLV4)

Another key respondent expressed concern that a Bureau of Land Management weather station along the 
Fish River trail into the flats had been marked with stakes that had reflectors. Caribou seem to perceive 
the green iridescence as predatory eyes, said the respondent, and have “quit coming around down there” 
(GLV3); caribou generally ranged in the more distant regions of the flats.
Several respondents spoke of changes to the vegetation around Golovin. Berries were high among the 
concerns because they are very popular and weather dependent (GLV3, GLV4, GLV6; Table D2-20). As 
previously described, November of 2011 brought a major flood prior to the establishment of shorefast ice. A 
slush berm on the south side of the spit gave that shore some protection, but the north shore of the spit and 
eastern shore of the lagoon experienced flooding and erosion (GLV7). In many areas, ice had been shoved 
up on shore, invading prime berry patches and leaving heavy sediment. 
One key respondent described the conditions in greater detail:

The berries are ripening earlier. But the flood a couple of years ago had a big impact 
on blackberries. Basically this whole head of the bay is berry picking area. And 
blackberries are, ah, they were all flooded out pretty much. My aunt’s blackberry 
patch and her cranberry patch were covered with ice. And when the ice melted they 
were covered with sediment, maybe an inch or two thick. (GLV4)

Increases in the diversity and extent of shrubs are well-documented phenomena that are changing energy 
dynamics and hydrology around the circumpolar north (Tape et al. 2006). Two key respondents had noticed 
an increase in shrubs (GLV4, GLV7), especially how the presence of shrubs lengthens the distances they 
need to travel for hunting and other subsistence activities:

They’re all…all over the place. From 2002, just that I could drive lots of places—
you see up to that hill, the mountain? How it’s…like that one way up there, it’s got 
that open patches. You could go anywhere with a snowmachine, now you gotta go 
around. (GLV7)

Another environmental concern was barge traffic and associated environmental degradation. Respondents 
attributed that beluga whales no longer come into Golovin Bay to vessel traffic and accompanying noise 
pollution (GLV2, GLV7). Another spoke to the impacts that large ships have on seal grass, which is 
important habitat for salmon and seals, and described an increase in vessel traffic in recent years (Plate 2-6):

And then when they come in the bay they…stir up the seal grass we have in here, 
which salmon kinda like. And, ah, we’ve seen big increase in fuel barges and 
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freight barges. So they’ll come all the way in the bay and they’ll just eat up the 
seal grass. I think that’s got a pretty big impact…Like last year we had 13 barges 
sitting in this bay. And the year before that, people were complaining that we had 
5 or 6, but that wasn’t anything. And you know we’re steadily getting more and 
more barges. (GLV3)

Golovnin Bay is central to the Norton Sound region and offers reliable protection from stormy seas. Many 
large and small vessels simply wait out rough weather in Golovnin Bay (GLV3). 

Economy and Cost of Living
One of the most commonly described concerns related to hunting caribou and other land mammals was 
the price of gas. The Western Arctic caribou herd used McCarthy’s Marsh (Fish River flats), which is an 
expansive area. The distance to the caribou from Golovin has been variable; it was sometimes described in 
terms of how much gas is needed to get there. The cost of fuel is a known factor of viability in rural Alaska 
(Martin et al. 2008), and the price of gas had increased—especially during the decade immediately prior to 
the study.

It went from $2.10 a gallon to $6 a gallon. In the 80s, we thought $2.10 was high. 
You know it used to cost $40 to go caribou hunting, now it costs us $400… we 
can’t go as far…Everybody’s hunting closer and you get a lot, a lot more animals 
that been running a lot more. (GLV3)

Fishing has also been impacted by the price of gas, with subsistence and commercial fishers generally 
choosing to stay closer to town. Subsistence fishing was not restricted in the Golovin Subdistrict for any 
species between 2004 and 2012. As noted in Menard et al. (2013:8):
Commercial fisheries in Golovin and Elim Subdistricts have targeted chum salmon and during even-
numbered years pink salmon in June and July, and coho salmon in late July and August. Commercial 
chum salmon harvests have dropped dramatically since the mid-1980s. Poor chum salmon runs resulted in 
restrictive management actions during the late 1990s and early 2000s, but in the mid-2000s there was little 
market interest even as runs began to rebound. However, continued improving chum salmon runs in the late 
2000s in Norton Sound has sparked renewed buyer interest in the northern subdistricts.
Concerns for chum salmon conservation have often delayed but generally not prevented openings for 
pink salmon. Chum salmon are still designated as a stock of concern in Norton Sound, but have partially 
recovered since the 1990s. Several respondents remember the ‘double whammy’ of simultaneous market 
and population crashes that hit the commercial chum salmon fishery. One said: 

The amount of fish we are getting back now, in particular chum. We had a—pretty 
much a chum fishery from the early 60s to the early 90s and then the market 
disappeared for chum salmon. And there’s a number of theories on that. I guess the 
reason the market went away was because of all the chum hatcheries. We’d be able 
to make a halfway decent living. (GLV4) 

Indeed, the market decline for wild fish in the 1990s was strongly associated with proliferation of salmon 
aquaculture around the world (Herrmann 1995). Another respondent spoke of the needs that commercial 
fishing fill for the local community, and the general lack of commercial openings. Her primary concern was 
that fishermen who had invested in equipment by taking out commercial fishing loans would be unable 
to repay without opportunities for fishing (GLV5). One described how commercial fishing benefits the 
whole community. Not only are generous shares withheld for subsistence uses and shared throughout the 
community, but successful fishermen “...usually help anybody out that needs help or needs money” (GLV6).

Regulations 
Several respondents commented on state hunting seasons and regulations (Table D2-20). Older respondents 
remembered times of scarcity and times of abundance, and spoke with nostalgia of the days with fewer 
restrictions:
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We’d be able to go moose hunting at Kachauik. That was before regulations – you 
could go get a moose if somebody was hungry. Like some of them Yupiks say—
hunger has no law. Everybody gets hungry. And the less there is the better it taste. 
(GLV4)
Ah, moose…it seems like it wasn’t open long enough…You gotta go, for moose go 
up towards White Mountain and go way back, way up to the hills, or if they’re close 
they’re…mostly they travel way up to get moose. But when they’re closed, they’re 
all around White Mountain, but they can’ get any [laughing at irony]. (GLV6)
And there’s a silly law, I think, that says we’re not having an antlerless moose 
season, whether it’s a bull or not. I got in trouble. I went to court. I paid my fine of 
$300, but to me, to us, that was not a loss. We delivered $1,000 worth of meat to 
the village. Nobody was hungry, so that’s history. (GLV2)

User Conflict
User conflicts were prominent among the concerns of Golovin residents. Golovin is in Game Management 
Unit (GMU) Subunit 22B, which is adjacent to the subunit containing Nome, GMU Subunit 22C (Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game 2013). Although Golovin and White Mountain are not directly connected 
to Nome by road, Subdistrict 22B is road accessible by fishers and hunters from the larger and more 
economically stable hub city. A road from Nome goes east as far as Council, a historic community that 
Nome residents use as a fishing and hunting camp.26 Boats, all-terrain vehicles, and snowmachines are 
launched from Council to access the Niukluk River and Fish River drainages. Both river systems support 
salmon and nonsalmon fishing, and the Fish River is used to access the coast as well as Fish River flats; as 
one respondent observed “…the road system connects to our major river. So we get flooded from all the 
people over there” (GLV3). 
This sentiment was echoed by other survey and key respondents (GLV4, GLV7, Table D2-20). Harvest 
objectives exist for moose in each of the 5 subunits in Game Management Unit 22, which includes most of 
the Seward Peninsula. Some Golovin residents commented about Nome hunters coming from Unit 22C, 
where harvest is very restricted due to continuing low moose abundance, and taking moose in Unit 22B 
(GLV3, GLV4, Table D2-20). One key respondent said “We get a quota of 15 moose a year and then about 
80% of the time Council [base camp for Nome hunters] gets 11 of the 15 moose” (GLV3). Another said 
“They get, usually they get more than half. Sometimes, some years there’s only 1 moose here” (GLV7). 
Moose were not often observed on the Seward Peninsula prior to the 1960s, and populations grew rapidly 
through the 1980s. Harsh winters in the late 1980s and early 1990s lead to population declines in unit 22. 
Moose populations in 22B never fully recovered and have stabilized at lower levels (Gorn and Dunker 
2014).
One resident expressed the belief that the moose hunting season is set to begin on Labor Day weekend for 
the convenience of employed Nome residents, contrary to traditional strategies that allowed for flexibility 
depending on weather and other factors. One key respondent explained that moose get fatter once the bears 
den up, and that was a natural indicator that it was time to go hunting—once it was cold. He said: 

They open it Labor Day weekend, for two weeks, or 14 days until the season…
or until the harvest quota gets reached, ‘til they reach it. That’s too early…That 
moose season is set for Labor Day weekend to allow the people working to hunt, 
and it’s the people that aren’t working that are trying to wait. They’re the ones that 
need it the most, and they’re waiting for them to be, like, the better time to get…
[when] it’s not too cold when they hang it that it’ll freeze, like hang it for a while, 
let it soften up. And then it’s not so early that there’s still lots of flies, so there’s that 

26 . Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED) Division of Community 
and Regional Affairs, Juneau. n.d. “Alaska Community Database Online: Community Information.”  

 http://commerce.alaska.gov/cra/DCRAExternal/community (Accessed August 12, 2014)
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a good time to hang it…The season is matching up for the people that work and 
then for those Nome people to go to Council...Bunch of houses [in Golovin] they 
got nobody working. They’re fishing, cutting fish, gathering greens; they’re doing 
something so that they’ll have food in the winter. They don’t have a snowmachine, 
they—it’s hard for them to get out. They probably have to spend whatever little 
money they got on heat, electricity, and water. (GLV7)

In response to this conflict, particularly for the benefit of local subsistence users who access hunting grounds 
by snowmachine, the Alaska Board of Game established a resident only winter moose season (January 
1–31) in 22B in the early 2000s.27

Beyond Norton Sound, 2 key respondents and one surveyed household (Table D2-20) cited bycatch in the 
pollock fisheries in the Bering Sea as a prime example of disconnect between Alaska’s subsistence priority28 
and other policies of the state and federal governments—in this case, the allowed wasting of subsistence 
foods. As in other parts of western Alaska, a few respondents did appreciate that increasing amounts of the 
salmon incidentally caught in the high seas fisheries has been delivered to charity food programs (GLV 4, 
GLV7; Brown et al. 2015). One respondent spoke to the legal disputes between the state and subsistence 
fishermen in the lower Kuskokwim during the study year29: 

Well, they get…like this year, they could get 60,000 kings [as bycatch] and they 
probably don’t even report ’em all. But the people who lived on them for thousands 
of years, they’re being taken to court. I’m really hoping…it’s going through the 
system. I hope that people that get taken to court, after they get their thing, I hope 
they take it a step further, to United Nations or something. That’s where it belongs. 
We have a right. We have a right to food security. And it’s being taken away by the 
state. They don’t help us. They want to…it’s very frustrating to see this and, you 
know, what’s going on and all it is, is talk. These people are in court, it’s just talk...I 
think it went down from…they caught a hundred thousand kings and they think it’s 
a big deal to drop it down to 60,000, but there’s still Alaska Natives being taken to 
court over the fishing they’re taking away. It’s not very good. (GLV7)

Development
In 2012, the State of Alaska’s Roads to Resources program30 included one proposed project that would 
impact life in Golovin if constructed: a road from Fairbanks to Nome31. Potential benefits of such a project 
were generally seen as full of compromise and easily outweighed by the risks imposed on subsistence 
harvests. During the approval meeting for this project in Golovin in February 2013, this topic weighed 
heavily on the minds of tribal council members. Of particular concern was the potential of a route crossing 
the Fish River Flats, and the road’s possible effects on the caribou.32  

I think my biggest thing—worry—is that could allow people from all over the world 
to come over and hunt right in our back yard competing against us when that… 

27 . Peter Bente, ADFG Management Coordinator, Nome. Email message to A. Godduhn, October 7, 2014
28 . Alaska’s subsistence priority is defined and described in AS 16.05.258 (b) 
29 . J. Burke. 2012. “Trio of Native Kuskokwim salmon fishermen on trial found guilty.” Alaska Dispatch News. 

Accessed February 14, 2017. 
 https://www.adn.com/alaska-news/article/trio-native-kuskokwim-salmon-fishermen-trial-found-

guilty/2012/10/30/
30 . Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities, Juneau, n.d. “Roads to Resources.” Accessed January 

14, 2015. http://dot.alaska.gov/roadstoresources/index.shtml
31 . The feasibility of a road from Fairbanks to Nome was explored in the 2009–2011 Western Alaska Access Planning 

Study, wherein the section between the Nome–Council Road and Elim was proposed as Stage 2 of a 6-stage 
project (DOWL HKM 2011).

32 . E. Mikow field notes, Golovin community approval meeting, Feb. 4, 2013
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even though a family don’t have much money, when they have food, they’re not 
poor. And it would really change things. It would really make them poor. (GLV7)

This key respondent went on to describe how he expects the proposed road would threaten subsistence, 
identifying at least 4 likely impacts: increasing competition for those resources, fractured habitats, the 
deflection of migration (especially caribou), and pollution.
Although less commonly discussed, one respondent brought up concerns over mining activity in the region 
and issues of potential contamination to the water supply from such activity. He felt that the State is quick 
to extend permits without considering the possible impacts to the environment (GLV7). 

Resource Abundance and Health
Some residents voiced concerns about fish populations, including Chinook salmon (king salmon). One 
respondent said “we get 8 kings in maybe over 2 weeks” (GLV7), noting decreased numbers of salmon over 
decades (GLV 3, GLV5). Another fisher explained that fishers in Golovin did not start catching Chinook 
salmon until the 1990s, and that they had never come in huge abundance. Despite this, he did note that he 
had caught fewer Chinook salmon in recent years (GLV3).
Other fishery concerns were related to habitat and water quality, most often associated with permafrost 
degradation and erosion, described above. However, one respondent reported an increase in beaver and 
expressed 2 concerns: that beaver dams would hinder the ability of chum salmon to reach their spawning 
grounds, and that the incidence of giardia (“beaver fever”) would increase in remote camps (GLV3).
Both crabs and clams were described as smaller as well as less abundant than in the past by a least a few 
respondents (GLV 1, GLV2, GLV4). These observations were old and associated with fading memories; 
they were not a central focus of 2012 conversations. 
One common concern in regards to marine mammals was related to the physical health of seals (GLV3, 
GLV4, GLV6). Reports from throughout western and northern Alaska in 2011 and 201233 of sick seals and 
other marine mammals (NOAA and USFWS 2012) were echoed in Golovin:

I mean you can shoot at them and stuff and they’ll just stay there…they just 
wouldn’t be afraid. When you shoot at them or something they just dive down but 
they come right back up…One that was healthy would have swum away. (GLV3)
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3. NOORVIK

Andrew R. Brenner 

coMMunity Background

Noorvik is a rural northwest Alaska community located on the Nazurak Channel of the lower Kobuk River, 
approximately 45 miles east of Kotzebue, the nearest regional hub community.1 Noorvik’s 2012 population 
of approximately 586 (Table 1-1) is large relative to most other communities in the region.2 Nearly all (95%) 
Noorvik residents are Alaska Native, primarily of Iñupiaq descent. Community services include a school, 
health clinic, volunteer fire department, and 2 small stores. Most buildings have electricity, piped water, 
and sewer. Fuel and heavy equipment are shipped to Noorvik via barge in summer months, and groceries 
and other supplies arrive year-round by air. Noorvik is not a road system community; it is accessible year 
round by airplane, in winter by snowmachine (dependent on ice and trail conditions), and in open-water 
months by boat. Noorvik was incorporated as a second class city in 1964. The Noorvik Native Community, 
a federally recognized tribe, organized in 1939 under the Indian Reorganization Act (U.S. Department of 
the Interior 1946). 
Noorvik lies within the lower reaches of the Kobuk River valley, a broad expanse of flat and rolling terrain 
bordered by the Baird and Schwatka mountains to the north and the Waring Mountains to the south. Near 
Noorvik, the Kobuk River divides into numerous forks forming the Kobuk River delta, which empties 
into Hotham Inlet, known locally as Kobuk Lake. The climate is continental, with cold winters and warm 
summers (temperatures can range from -60ºF to 90ºF), although the nearby marine environment typically 
has a moderating influence on the climate near Noorvik relative to more inland communities in the region. 
The landscape surrounding Noorvik is diverse: large expanses of tundra are interspersed with stands of 
boreal forest; rivers, lakes, and the marine environment are all easily accessible. This landscape diversity 
supports a wide variety of subsistence resources: resources with divergent habitat requirements such as 
large land mammals, marine mammals, and freshwater fish species can often be located within a few miles 
of Noorvik at certain times of the year. 
Archeological records from the immediate vicinity of present day Noorvik are sparse; however, evidence 
from the Onion Portage archeological district upriver from Noorvik suggests that humans have likely 
occupied the Kobuk River for at least 10,000 years (Saleeby 2010:121). More recently, the lower Kobuk 
River was occupied in the mid-19th century by the Kuuŋmiut Iñupiat nation, a distinct group of around 
300–500 individuals (Burch Jr. 1998:171–188). Many of the patterns of subsistence hunting, fishing, and 
gathering in Noorvik today reflect earlier Kuuŋmiut patterns. However, although some 21st century Noorvik 
residents may have descended from these early residents of the Kobuk River delta, the Kuuŋmiut ceased to 
exist as a separate nation when famine and disease decimated the population in the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries. Most survivors moved away from the Kobuk River delta, and in the time between this period of 
famine and disease and the establishment of Noorvik very few individuals lived in the area. 
Noorvik was founded when the federal government formed a reservation on the lower Kobuk River around 
1915 (Anderson et al. 1977:57). The site, formerly referred to as Putu (“hole”) was renamed Nuurvik, 
meaning “place that is moved to.” The new community was initially populated by families that moved to the 
area from Deering in response to localized food shortages, as well as to government and missionary plans 
that were intended to establish Noorvik as the major settlement in the Kotzebue Sound region (Anderson 

1 . Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED) Division of Community 
and Regional Affairs, Juneau. n.d. “Alaska Community Database Online: Community Information.” Accessed 
October 23, 2014. http://commerce.alaska.gov/cra/DCRAExternal/community

2 . Out of all 11 communities in the Northwest Arctic Borough, only Kotzebue and Selawik have larger populations 
than Noorvik. ADCCED Division of Community and Regional Affairs, Juneau. n.d. “Alaska Community Database 
Online: Community Information.” http://commerce.alaska.gov/cra/DCRAExternal/community
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et al. 1977:56–57; Ducker 1996). Related to these plans, Noorvik soon had electricity and a telegraph 
system, and it was home to the first hospital in the region.3 People from Deering introduced reindeer herds 
to the lower Kobuk region, which proved especially beneficial to residents during this time when caribou 
herds were generally absent from the area (Burch Jr. 2012:53).  In addition to residents from Deering, most 
residents of the nearby small community of Oksik relocated to Noorvik soon after its founding. The school 
that had been recently established at Oksik was shut down, and supplies intended for a new school in that 
community were transferred to Noorvik. Families also moved to Noorvik from other communities, and 
many residents in Noorvik today have family ties to several communities throughout the region. 

SeaSonal round

Residents of Noorvik follow patterns of hunting, fishing, and gathering wild foods that reflect the seasonal 
availability of subsistence resources in the lower Kobuk River and surrounding areas. Seasonal patterns 
developed long before the earliest memories of current Noorvik residents, and many have persisted into 
the 21st century. Information about historical subsistence practices in the immediate vicinity of Noorvik 
prior to the early 20th century is limited relative to other areas in Northwest Alaska (Burch Jr. 1998:187). 
Further, Noorvik’s historical settlement patterns4 suggest that current residents’ subsistence practices likely 
developed with input from several different subcultural groups. In spite of these factors, descriptions of 
the seasonality of Kuuŋmiut subsistence patterns in the lower Kobuk River and its delta from the late 
19th century (described in detail in Anderson et al. 1977:153–165; Burch Jr. 1998:180–187) to a large 
extent mirror more recent subsistence patterns.  Changes in the seasonal round in the 20th century were 
greatly influenced by several major transitions. In general, residents have gradually shifted from a semi-
nomadic subsistence pattern to a pattern of basing subsistence activities out of Noorvik. Also, people are 
increasingly obtaining manufactured goods rather than producing and maintaining material goods locally 
and with locally available resources. Additionally, changes in the abundance of several major subsistence 
resources have influenced subsistence patterns. 
Several differences between past and present seasonal subsistence patterns in Noorvik are related to 
changes in subsistence resource abundance. By far the most influential of these involves changes in caribou 
abundance and distribution. In the late 19th century, caribou were virtually absent from the lower Kobuk 
River; they were only accessible by traveling long distances, such as to the upper Noatak River drainage. 
Beginning in the 1920s, the Western Arctic caribou herd (WAH), which now migrates through the Kobuk 
River valley, began to increase in population and expand in territory (Burch Jr. 2012:53, 117–118). Thus, 
for much of the 20th century and into the 21st century, caribou represented a major component of Noorvik’s 
annual subsistence harvest (Plate 3-1). Other subsistence resources that were virtually absent from the 
lower Kobuk River in the late 19th century, such as moose and beaver, extended their range into the area 
around Noorvik over the course of the 20th century and are now commonly harvested. Some subsistence 
resources, such as muskrats, have likely declined in abundance in recent years near Noorvik; muskrat 
hunting in spring months is far less intensive than in the past.
Despite changes that have influenced numerous aspects of Noorvik residents’ seasonal patterns of subsistence 
activities, much has remained the same over the past century. This continuity reflects longstanding harvest 
patterns developed in response to subsistence resources’ availability at the same locations and during the 
same seasons over multiple years. Noorvik residents in the early 21st century harvested large numbers of 
migratory birds and whitefish in spring around the time of river breakup.

Maybe the geese first. Because they first come when the ice is still getting rotten. 
Getting warm and rotten. So the geese first; the birds would come in first for us. 
And as the water, or the river, gets rotten and ready to go, as the ice goes, we’ll take 
off for fishing. (ORV1) 

3 . Kotzebue would eventually become the largest community in the area due to its faster population growth, and it 
continues to function as the major Kotzebue Sound hub community into the present.

4 . I.e., the virtual abandonment of the lower Kobuk River in the late 19th century and subsequent resettlement by 
families from the upper Kobuk River drainage as well as from Deering and other communities in the region.
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Many residents pick greens once they become large enough in late spring, and they pick berries throughout 
the summer and early fall. “Quagaq [sourdock] and then the qusrimmaq [wild rhubarb] will come out next, 
later…As seasons go, they grow, we pick…And the fruits—blueberries, blackberries, cranberries” (ORV2). 
From early July and into August, chum salmon fishing often dominates subsistence harvest efforts. In early 
fall residents focus their subsistence harvest efforts on caribou and moose: “That’s when they [moose and 
caribou] start getting fat and, you know, they’re okay. Caribou we like to get when it start cooling off, so we 
can store ’em out in that cache and they freeze up” (ORV7).
Once sufficient ice forms on the Kobuk River, some residents set nets under the ice on the Kobuk River to 
harvest abundant migrating whitefish, and they also jig or set lines under the ice for burbot and northern 
pike. Throughout the winter, many residents harvest small game such as snowshoe hare and ptarmigans 
opportunistically, and some households run trap lines for furbearers. 

We did a lot of ice fishing, put away [process and store] for the winter, and just 
stack ‘em up outside too. So we did a lot of fishing right before winter. Then we 
get ready for trapping season, after the first snow falls, after it freezes up. January 
is when we like to put out the traps because the fur is prime then. All the way until 
maybe April when the furs start getting ragged. (ORV4)

Hunters often harvest caribou again in late winter and early spring, particularly if groups of caribou are 
migrating near Noorvik. Prior to breakup, Noorvik families often travel to Hotham Inlet (locally Kobuk 
Lake) to jig under ice for sheefish; they also jig for sheefish, northern pike and burbot closer to Noorvik. 

Before the ice goes out we go to the lakes and [jig for] sheefish. Before the ice gets 
bad. Sometime we don’t even have to go that far because they’re coming up the 
rivers. So, [there are] a few camps around, a few bends down from Noorvik. You 
could just go sit there and still get fish. (ORV2)

Also during this time period, some residents journey to Escholtz Bay (locally known as Buckland Bay) 
or Kotzebue Sound to hunt seals (ORV10). In sum, although many specific aspects of Noorvik residents’ 

Plate 3-1.–Noorvik residents watch the late morning Arctic sunrise prior to setting out towards the mouth 
of the Kobuk River for a caribou hunt.

S. Wilson
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seasonal round of subsistence activities have changed over the past century, the 21st century seasonal round 
continues to reflect a general core of subsistence activities that has remained remarkably constant over time. 

PoPulation eStiMate and deMograPhic inForMation 
The estimated total population from this study for Noorvik in 2012 was 586 individuals (Table 3-1). This 
estimate is slightly lower than the estimated population of 626 for 2012 by the Alaska Department of Labor 
and Workforce Development (ADLWD).5 The American Community Survey population estimate was 625 
in 2012, with the 2009–2013 5-year average indicating a population of 692 individuals. The differences 
between this study and the ADLWD and ACS estimates are possibly related to sampling methods, namely 
the use of a 62% random sample in this study, as well as survey timing and definitions of residency (Table 
1-3). Based on historical U.S. Census and ADLWD data, Noorvik’s population has increased gradually over 
the past 40 years (Figure 3-1). 
Eighty-three randomly selected Noorvik households participated in household surveys as part of this study, 
representing 62% of the 135 eligible households identified by community informants6 (Table 3-2). The 
mean household size for surveyed households was 4.3 individuals, and households ranged in size from 1 to 
10 individuals. Noorvik’s population included an estimated 338 males (58%) and 247 females (42%; Figure 
3-2). Much of this discrepancy existed for community members between the ages of 20 and 64, generally 
corresponding to working age. Although the 20–64 age group as a whole represented over one-half of 
the total population in Noorvik in 2012, only 38% of individuals in this group were female. This gender 
imbalance may reflect a broad demographic pattern of female outmigration from smaller communities 
in northwest Alaska previously described in Hamilton and Seyfrit (1994). Although the effects of such a 
demographic pattern on subsistence harvest and use practices have not been explored at this time, the male 
pattern of relatively more permanent residency may be partially explained by the cultural importance and 
availability of subsistence opportunities in small rural communities such as Noorvik as described by Lowe 
(2012:9,54).
The average age of Noorvik residents in 2012 was 29; the oldest person in Noorvik in 2012 was 93 (Table 
3-2). On average, residents had lived in Noorvik for 26 years, and household heads had lived in Noorvik for 
44 years, indicating high levels of long-term permanent residency in Noorvik. The survey asked where each 
household member was born (defined as an individual’s parents’ residence at time of birth). Three-quarters 
of household heads were born in Noorvik, 15% in other northwest Arctic communities,7 2% in other areas 
of Alaska, and 8% outside of Alaska (Table D3-1). The survey also asked about birthplaces of the general 
population, 84% of whom were born in Noorvik (Table D3-2).

incoMe and caSh eMPloyMent

Respondents were asked about both earned income (jobs held and wages earned by all household members 
16 years and older) and other income including dividends, Social Security, public assistance, and other 
sources (Table 3-3). In 2012, Noorvik households cumulatively earned or received an estimated total income 
of $6,430,787 of which $4,082,319 (63%) was from wage employment and $2,348,467 (37%) was from 
other sources. The average per household income for 2012 was $47,635; the median household income was 
an estimated $38,216 (Table 3-3; Figure 3-3). This survey found that average per capita income in 2012 was 
$10,983 (tables 3-1 and 3-3), which was less than the estimated 2008–2012 per capita income of $13,021 
estimated as part of the U.S. Census American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.8 Figure 3-4 shows 

5 . Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (ADLWD), Research and Analysis Section, Juneau, n.d. 
“Alaska Local and Regional Information.” Accessed August 29, 2014.

  http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/index.cfm
6 . The 62% random sample of households in Noorvik differed methodologically from the attempted census strategy 

employed for some other communities in this report. Detailed descriptions of these strategies are provided in the 
Methods section.

7 . Including Ambler, Kiana, Kivalina, Kotzebue, Noatak, Selawik, and Shungnak.
8 . U.S. Census Bureau, n.d. “American FactFinder.” Accessed September 8, 2014. 
 http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/community_facts.xhtml
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Estimate Rangea Estimate Rangeb

Households 153 165.0 144 – 186 135.0
Population 686 692.0 602 – 782 585.5 537 – 634

Population 638 671.0 581 – 761 556.3 510 – 603
Percentage 93.0% 97.0% 84.% – 110.% 95.0% 87.% – 103.%

Table 3-1.–Population estimates, Noorvik, 2010 and 2012.

Total population

Alaska Native

b. No range of households is estimated for division surveys.
a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

Census
(2010)

5-year American Community
Survey (2009–2013)

This study
(2012)

Sources U.S. Census Bureau (2011) for 2010 estimate; U.S. Census Bureau for American Community Survey
(ACS) 2013 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013 for
2012 estimate.
Note Division of Subsistence household survey elegiblity requirements differ from those used by ACS.

Table 3-1.–Population estimates, Noorvik, 2010 and 2012.
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Community
Noorvik

Sampled households 83
Eligible households 135
Percentage sampled 61.5%

Sampled population 360
Estimated community population 585.5

Mean 4.3
Minimum 1.0
Maximum 10.0

29.2
0

93
22.0

Total population
Mean 25.7
Minimuma 0
Maximum 93

Heads of household
Mean 43.9
Minimuma 1
Maximum 93

Alaska Native
Estimated householdsb

Number 126.9
Percentage 94.0%

Estimated population
Number 556.3
Percentage 95.0%

Mean

Table 3-2.–Sample and demographic 
characteristics, Noorvik, 2012.

Household size

Age

Characteristics

b. The estimated number of households in which at 
least 1 head of household is Alaska Native.

Minimuma

Maximum
Median

Length of residency

a. A minimum age of 0 (zero) is used for infants 
who are less than 1 year of age.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2013.

Table 3-2.–Sample and demographic characteristics, 
Noorvik, 2012.
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the percentage of community income by source, both earned or other income. Local government, services 
related employment, Native corporation dividends, mining, and the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
together represented over one-half (60%) of Noorvik residents’ total income in 2011. 
Table 3-3 shows estimated income amounts from earned and other income sources. The main contributors 
to earned income were local government (19% of total community income), services (17%), and mining 
(8%). Construction, transportation/communication/utilities, and retail trade represented other important 
sources of earned income. For more detailed information on the composition of wage income by industry, 
see Appendix D, Table D3-4.
The survey also asked about income from other sources. The main contributors to this type of income were 
Native corporation dividends (9% of total community income), the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend9 (7%), 
food stamps10 (6%), and Social Security (4%). Energy assistance, unemployment, pension/retirement, and 
meeting honoraria represented additional important sources of other income, each of which contributed 
between 1% and 3% of total community income. 
An estimated 177 out of 348 adults (51%) held at least 1 job in 2012 (Table D3-3). On average, those adults 
with jobs worked approximately 8 months of the year; the average number of weeks employed was 34. 
Forty percent of employed adults worked year round. The number of jobs held per employed household 
ranged from 1 to 5 with an average of 2. On average, employed adults held 1.2 jobs. Of employed Noorvik 
respondents, 66% worked full-time, 16% worked part-time, 26% were on-call or occasionally employed, 
and 6% were shift workers; 1% of employed respondents did not report schedules for jobs (Table D3-5). 

9 . The Alaska Permanent fund dividend paid $878 to eligible Alaska residents in 2012. 
 http://pfd.alaska.gov/DivisionInfo/SummaryApplicationsPayments
10 . Cash equivalent benefits for assistance with food purchases that are issued to qualifying households originate from 

the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), a program funded by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and administered by the State of Alaska. These benefits are commonly referred to as food stamps.

45 35 25 15 5 5 15 25 35 45

0–4
5–9

10–14
15–19
20–24
25–29
30–34
35–39
40–44
45–49
50–54
55–59
60–64
65–69
70–74
75–79
80–84
85–89
90–94
95–99

100–104
Missing

Number of people

Female

Male

Figure 3-2.–Population profile, Noorvik, 2012.
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Percentage of
Number Number Total Mean total

of of for per community
Income source people households community household income
Earned income

69.2 55.4 $1,237,679 $755,265 – $1,839,931 $9,168 19.2%
34.6 27.7 $1,092,890 $450,997 – $2,016,352 $8,095 17.0%
17.3 15.6 $533,270 $160,791 – $1,053,931 $3,950 8.3%
22.5 20.8 $329,352 $149,753 – $593,298 $2,440 5.1%

17.3 17.3 $312,243 $133,479 – $626,161 $2,313 4.9%

17.3 13.8 $304,969 $101,522 – $619,476 $2,259 4.7%
5.2 5.2 $122,892 $2,510 – $384,309 $910 1.9%
1.7 1.7 $95,142 $85,040 – $196,697 $705 1.5%

12.1 10.4 $47,698 $15,083 – $93,215 $353 0.7%
1.7 1.7 $3,647 $3,183 – $7,321 $27 0.1%

Local government
Services
Mining
Construction
Transportation, communication, and
  utilities
Retail trade
Other employment
Manufacturing
Federal government
State government
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 3.5 3.5 $2,537 $908 – $6,127 $19 0.0%

Earned income subtotal 176.5 102.1 $4,082,319 $3,043,408 – $5,329,037 $30,239 63.5%

Other income
114.6 $553,233 $473,672 – $634,559 $4,098 8.6%
119.1 $428,948 $362,173 – $492,327 $3,177 6.7%

49.2 $375,280 $233,042 – $540,662 $2,780 5.8%

29.6 $259,029 $140,800 – $397,329 $1,919 4.0%
68.7 $176,129 $126,254 – $235,749 $1,305 2.7%
32.9 $169,259 $76,691 – $300,893 $1,254 2.6%
13.4 $99,680 $38,979 – $191,099 $738 1.6%
15.0 $87,717 $17,451 – $249,421 $650 1.4%
10.1 $59,624 $13,853 – $149,920 $442 0.9%
92.7 $47,114 $40,083 – $54,385 $349 0.7%

8.5 $39,631 $11,300 – $83,963 $294 0.6%
3.6 $20,000 $12,296 – $62,308 $148 0.3%
6.9 $12,545 $2,500 – $26,770 $93 0.2%

2.0 $9,220 $5,668 – $28,000 $68 0.1%

2.0 $4,655 -$88 – $14,024 $34 0.1%
5.2 $2,630 $880 – $6,842 $19 0.0%
0.4 $1,457 $896 – $5,892 $11 0.0%
0.4 $1,158 $712 – $4,953 $9 0.0%

Native corporation dividend 
Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
  Program (food stamps)
Social Security
Heating assistance
Unemployment
Pension / retirement
Meeting honoraria
Supplemental Security income 
CITGO fuel voucher
Disability
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 
Longevity bonus
TANF (Temporary Assistance for
  Needy Families)
Other
Child support
Workers' compensation / insurance 
Veteran disability
Foster care 0.4 $1,158 $712 – $4,953 $9 0.0%

Other income subtotal 125.2 $2,348,467 $1,955,860 – $2,732,579 $17,396 36.5%
Community income total $6,430,787 $5,363,297 – $7,634,771 $47,635.46 100.0%

-/+ 95% CI

Table 3-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Noorvik, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table 3-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Noorvik, 2012.
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Figure 3-3.–Median income estimates, Noorvik, 2012.
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utilities 5%

Retail trade 5%
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Figure 3-4.–Top income sources, Noorvik, 2012.
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SuMMary oF harveSt and uSe PatternS in 2012 
The 83 surveyed households in Noorvik harvested 210,177 edible pounds (lb) of wild foods between 
January 1 and December 31, 2012 (known as the 2012 study year). Expanding for unsurveyed households, 
Noorvik residents harvested an estimated 346,854 lb (± 25%) of wild foods (Table 3-4). The table also 
summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Noorvik in the study year at the household level. 
Most households attempted to harvest (94%) or actually harvested (93%) wild resources, and all households 
used them in 2012. The average harvest was 2,569 lb per household, or 592 lb per capita. During the study 
year, households harvested an average of 11 different subsistence resources and used an average of 19 
subsistence resources. The maximum number of resources harvested by any household was 52, and the 
maximum number of resources used by any one household was 60. In addition, 75% of households gave 
away an average of 6 different resources to other households. 
Respondents were asked to indicate on maps the areas where members of their household searched for 
and harvested their subsistence resources in 2012. Figure 3-5 shows the total use area of 4,698 square 
miles described by the 63 respondents who provided mapping data. Search and harvest areas for different 
categories of subsistence resources are described in following sections. For all resources, Noorvik residents 
ranged as far east as the community of Shungnak on the Kobuk River and as far west as Kotzebue Sound. 
They traveled as far north as the lower reaches of the Salmon River drainage and as far south as the vicinity 
of Candle.

Resource Harvest and Use by Category
Figure 3-6 shows, by resource category, the percentages of households that harvested, attempted to harvest, 
or used wild foods in 2012. The most widely used resource categories in Noorvik were land mammals and 
nonsalmon fish (99% of households reported use), followed by vegetation and salmon (each used by 90% 
of households), birds and eggs (84%), and marine mammals (71%). Few households reported the use of 
marine invertebrates (7%). Such high use levels for all resource categories other than marine invertebrates 
demonstrate the prevalence of sharing subsistence resources, particularly for resources that the majority 
of households may not have the capacity to harvest for themselves. For all resource categories other than 
vegetation, there is a considerable difference between the percentages of households harvesting and those 
using each resource category. For example, although only 10% of households harvested marine mammals in 
2012, 71% of households used marine mammals. Such differences reflect sharing between those households 
that harvested resources and those that did not or were not able to. In contrast, there were only minimal 
differences between the percentages of households attempting to harvest vegetation and those households 
that actually harvested vegetation. This similarity between attempted harvests and actual harvests provides 
one indication that most households were at least partially successful in their harvesting efforts.  
As shown in Figure 3-7, fishes of all species formed the majority of Noorvik’s subsistence harvest by edible 
weight in 2012 and constituted an estimated 56% of the total harvest. Nonsalmon fish species made up the 
majority of the fish harvest (69%), and composed 39% of the total estimated harvest during the study year. 
The harvest salmon of all species composed 17% of the total harvest. The large land mammal harvest also 
formed a large portion (37%) of Noorvik’s total harvest. The combined harvest of small land mammals, 
marine mammals, birds and eggs, and vegetation composed a smaller but substantial 7% of the total harvest. 
The harvest of marine invertebrates by Noorvik residents in 2012 was negligible.

Resource Harvest and Use by Species 
Figure 3-8 shows the top 10 resources harvested, in terms of edible pounds (lb), by Noorvik households 
during the 2012 study year. Caribou, 6 fish species, moose, bearded seal, and cloudberry (locally known 
as salmonberry) made up the top ten resources and represented 94% of all harvested wild foods in 2012. 
An estimated 851 individual caribou contributed the most subsistence food by edible weight from any one 
species, with an estimated 115,758 lb (34% of the total harvest; Table 3-5; Figure 3-8). Sheefish, chum 
salmon, broad whitefish, northern pike, and humpback whitefish each contributed large amounts of food 
and together formed slightly more than one-half (53%) of the total harvest. Table D3-6 shows the most 
widely used resources by Noorvik households during the study year. The list is largely composed of species 
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19.4
Minimum 1
Maximum 60
95% confidence limit (±) 7.7%
Median 18.0

12.0
Minimum 0
Maximum 52
95% confidence limit (±) 11.5%
Median 10.0

11.4
Minimum 0
Maximum 52
95% confidence limit (±) 11.5%
Median 9.0

10.2
Minimum 0
Maximum 35
95% confidence limit (±) 9.7%
Median 8.0

6.2
Minimum 0
Maximum 31
95% confidence limit (±) 15.6%
Median 3.0

Minimum 0
Maximum 32,617
Mean 2,569.3
Median 1,099.9

346,854.3
592.4
100%

94%
93%
96%
75%

83

115

Percentage using any resource
Percentage attempting to harvest any resource
Percentage harvesting any resource

Mean number of resources given away per household

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Percentage receiving any resource
Percentage giving away any resource
Number of households in sample
Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (pounds)

Total harvest weight (lb)
Community per capita harvest (lb)

Table 3-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Noorvik, 2012.

Mean number of resources used per household

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household

Mean number of resources harvested per household

Mean number of resources received per household

Characteristic

Table 3-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Noorvik, 2012.
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Figure 3-7.–Composition of harvest by resource category, Noorvik, 2012.
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that appear among the most harvested resources in 2012, with the exceptions of blueberries and Canada 
geese.
Table 3-5 shows estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Noorvik residents in 2012 and is organized 
first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in edible pounds (lb; see 
Appendix C for conversion factors11). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member 
of the surveyed household during the study year. A household is recorded as “using” a resource if it was 
harvested or received by any member of the household. Resources acquired from other harvesters, either 
as gifts, by exchange, or through hunting partnerships, are “used” even if given away again rather than 
consumed by that household. Differences between harvest and use percentages reflect sharing and exchange 
between households, which result in a wider distribution of wild foods. The following subsections discuss 
2012 harvest and use characteristics of particular species within each category and conclude with a discussion 
about mapped hunting and harvest locations. Whether the harvests were sufficient to meet household needs 
is discussed in Harvest Assessments, below. 

Marine Mammals
Marine mammals contributed 2% to the total community harvest in 2012 by edible weight (Figure 3-7). 
In spite of this relatively minor harvest, most Noorvik households (71%) used marine mammals in 2012 
(Figure 3-6). Although some of the marine mammals were harvested by Noorvik households, others were 
obtained through sharing networks with other communities:

Marine mammals—we’re inland, we’re not coastal people. Kotzebue, Pt. Hope, 
Pt. Lay, Barrow—they’re the coastal people. They do all the big hunting, like 
hunting whales. Some of our people go out and get ugruks [bearded seals], just 
a day trip maybe overnight, but we don’t go out, you know, spearing whales. We 
let the coastal people [harvest whales]—they’re more experienced, but they share 
whatever they get with the inland people. (ORV1)

Noorvik residents did harvest an estimated 18 bearded seals in 2012, and these contributed more to the 
marine mammal harvest (5,117 lb, 74% of the marine mammal harvest) than any other species. Bearded 
seal was the only marine mammal species within the top 10 harvested resources (Figure 3-8). Noorvik 
residents also harvested an estimated 10 ringed seals and 13 spotted seals, which contributed 556 lb (8% of 
the marine mammal harvest) and 1,275 lb (18%), respectively (Table 3-5; Figure 3-9). Many households 
that did not harvest seals received seal products, such as seal oil, from other Noorvik households or from 
other communities. Seal oil or meat was recorded as “unknown seals” when respondents were unable to 
identify these products at a species level, and 43% of all households reported receiving and using “unknown 
seals.” A portion of Noorvik residents’ seal harvest occurred during spring months and was based from sea 
ice in Eschsholtz Bay (locally known as Buckland Bay); in April 2012, residents harvested an estimated 
5 spotted seals (Table D3-7). The majority of seals (88%) in the study year were harvested in open water 
from June through September; the largest harvest (13 bearded seals and 10 ringed seals) occurred in June. 
As shown in Figure 3-10, most seal search and harvest areas in 2012 were in Hotham Inlet (locally known 
as Kobuk Lake) and Eschscholtz Bay (locally known as Buckland Bay). Seals were often harvested in late 
summer and fall months in Hotham Inlet “…when they come in close. Sometimes they go in the river too, 
and people get them in the river” (ORV10). In 2012, at least one seal was caught in nets in the Nazurak 
Channel of the Kobuk River near Noorvik incidental to salmon fishing.
No Noorvik households reported harvesting whales in 2012, although 40% of households used bowhead 
whale and 21% used beluga whale that they received from other communities (Table 3-5). Similarly, 
although there was no reported harvest of walrus in 2012, 2% of households received and used walrus. 

11 . Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table, but assigned a 
conversion factor of zero.
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Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All resources 100.0 94.0 92.8 96.4 74.7 346,854.3 2,569.3 592.4 24.9
  Salmon 90.4 39.8 39.8 60.2 37.3 57,272.1 424.2 97.8 54.6
    Chum salmon 85.5 38.6 38.6 54.2 36.1 54,469.6 403.5 93.0 9,584.3 ind 71.0 57.0
    Coho salmon 16.9 7.2 7.2 12.0 6.0 1,637.7 12.1 2.8 337.5 ind 2.5 72.0
    Chinook salmon 9.6 3.6 2.4 7.2 3.6 62.3 0.5 0.1 6.5 ind 0.0 86.8
    Pink salmon 16.9 9.6 9.6 7.2 10.8 742.6 5.5 1.3 274.9 ind 2.0 63.4
    Sockeye salmon 4.8 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 359.9 2.7 0.6 81.3 ind 0.6 101.5
    Unknown salmon 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 98.8 68.7 66.3 84.3 50.6 135,300.8 1,002.2 231.1 29.0
    Pacific herring 3.6 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Rainbow smelt 4.8 4.8 3.6 1.2 2.4 82.0 0.6 0.1 13.7 gal 0.1 75.6
    Saffron cod 20.5 1.2 0.0 20.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Pacific halibut 2.4 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 71.9 0.5 0.1 71.9 lb 0.5 123.5
    Burbot 67.5 44.6 42.2 37.3 19.3 3,680.8 27.3 6.3 876.4 ind 6.5 27.7
    Dolly Varden 32.5 12.0 10.8 24.1 3.6 325.9 2.4 0.6 98.8 ind 0.7 56.7
    Lake trout 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic grayling 6.0 3.6 2.4 2.4 0.0 24.9 0.2 0.0 27.7 ind 0.2 88.7
    Northern pike 67.5 43.4 43.4 33.7 24.1 16,941.3 125.5 28.9 5,133.7 ind 38.0 37.3
    Sheefish 78.3 49.4 47.0 51.8 31.3 67,197.3 497.8 114.8 6,032.1 ind 44.7 42.6
    Broad whitefish 80.7 47.0 47.0 53.0 34.9 32,278.9 239.1 55.1 10,087.1 ind 74.7 28.8
    Bering cisco 7.2 4.8 4.8 2.4 1.2 118.7 0.9 0.2 169.5 ind 1.3 98.0
    Least cisco 22.9 14.5 14.5 12.0 10.8 1,011.4 7.5 1.7 1,444.8 ind 10.7 44.7
    Humpback whitefish 57.8 33.7 33.7 28.9 25.3 13,452.6 99.6 23.0 6,406.0 ind 47.5 30.5
    Round whitefish 6.0 2.4 2.4 3.6 3.6 115.2 0.9 0.2 164.6 ind 1.2 122.7
    Unknown whitefishes 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Table 3-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Noorvik, 2012.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

95%
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest
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Table 3-5.–Estimated  harvests and uses of fish, wildlife, and vegetation resources, Noorvik, 2012.
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  Large land mammals 96.4 61.4 60.2 78.3 50.6 130,018.8 963.1 222.0 26.3
    Black bear 19.3 6.0 3.6 15.7 4.8 715.7 5.3 1.2 8.1 ind 0.1 81.3
    Brown bear 9.6 4.8 3.6 6.0 4.8 419.6 3.1 0.7 4.9 ind 0.0 70.4
    Caribou 95.2 60.2 59.0 65.1 47.0 115,757.6 857.5 197.7 851.2 ind 6.3 28.5
    Moose 66.3 22.9 16.9 51.8 19.3 13,125.9 97.2 22.4 24.4 ind 0.2 31.3
    Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Dall sheep 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Small land mammals 50.6 39.8 37.3 25.3 26.5 3,444.5 25.5 5.9 41.5
    Beaver 28.9 20.5 20.5 12.0 12.0 1,984.3 14.7 3.4 110.3 ind 0.8 49.0
    Arctic fox 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 ind 0.0 0.0
    Red fox 4.8 4.8 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.0 ind 0.4 0.0
    Alaska hare 8.4 7.2 7.2 2.4 3.6 194.7 1.4 0.3 34.2 ind 0.3 58.7
    Snowshoe hare 37.3 26.5 26.5 14.5 15.7 1,008.4 7.6 1.7 450.0 ind 3.3 35.0
    River (land) otter 8.4 8.4 8.4 0.0 3.6 19.5 0.1 0.0 32.5 ind 0.2 123.5
    Lynx 4.8 4.8 4.8 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 17.9 ind 0.1 123.5
    Marmot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Marten 3.6 3.6 3.6 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.9 ind 0.1 0.0
    Mink 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 ind 0.1 0.0
    Muskrat 21.7 20.5 19.3 3.6 13.3 204.9 1.5 0.4 298.0 ind 2.2 48.4
    Porcupine 2.4 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 26.0 0.2 0.0 3.3 ind 0.0 123.5
    Arctic ground (parka) 

squirrel 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 ind 0.1 0.0

    Least weasel 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 ind 0.0 0.0
    Gray wolf 6.0 8.4 4.8 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 53.7 ind 0.4 0.0
    Wolverine 3.6 3.6 2.4 2.4 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.3 ind 0.1 0.0
  Marine mammals 71.1 10.8 9.6 67.5 20.5 6,948.4 51.5 11.9 49.3
    Polar bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Bearded seal 36.1 7.2 7.2 30.1 10.8 5,117.0 37.9 8.7 17.9 ind 54.8
    Ribbon seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Ringed seal 9.6 2.4 2.4 7.2 4.8 556.3 4.1 1.0 9.8 ind 0.1 104.7
    Spotted seal 4.8 2.4 2.4 2.4 1.2 1,275.2 9.4 2.2 13.0 ind 0.1 97.2
    Unknown seals 43.4 1.2 0.0 43.4 7.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Table 3-5.–Page 2 of 5.

Resource
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Marine mammals, continued
    Walrus 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Beluga whale 20.5 1.2 0.0 20.5 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Bowhead whale 39.8 1.2 0.0 39.8 8.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Birds and eggs 84.3 62.7 59.0 55.4 41.0 8,023.1 59.4 13.7 25.1
    Bufflehead 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 16.3 ind 0.1 123.5
    Canvasback 4.8 3.6 3.6 2.4 1.2 118.5 0.9 0.2 59.3 ind 94.6
    Common eider 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 27.0 0.2 0.0 6.5 ind 0.0 123.5
    Unknown eiders 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Goldeneyes 2.4 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 50.1 0.4 0.1 32.5 ind 0.2 123.5
    Harlequin duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Mallard 47.0 32.5 30.1 19.3 13.3 741.0 5.5 1.3 380.0 ind 2.8 32.5
    Long-tailed duck 8.4 4.8 4.8 3.6 1.2 110.3 0.8 0.2 82.3 ind 0.6 80.5
    Northern pintail 45.8 31.3 31.3 18.1 16.9 701.1 5.2 1.2 449.4 ind 3.3 29.7
    Unknown scaups 19.3 13.3 13.3 6.0 7.2 249.5 1.8 0.4 148.5 ind 1.1 56.3
    Black scoter 18.1 9.6 9.6 9.6 3.6 286.9 2.1 0.5 163.0 ind 1.2 61.0
    Surf scoter 4.8 3.6 3.6 1.2 0.0 117.1 0.9 0.2 74.1 ind 0.5 109.8
    White-winged scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Northern shoveler 9.6 7.2 7.2 3.6 2.4 84.3 0.6 0.1 77.4 ind 0.6 57.0
    Green-winged teal 9.6 6.0 6.0 3.6 1.2 33.4 0.2 0.1 64.2 ind 0.5 65.1
    American wigeon 31.3 22.9 22.9 8.4 15.7 453.2 3.4 0.8 345.9 ind 2.6 36.4
    Unknown ducks 7.2 4.8 2.4 4.8 1.2 123.5 0.9 0.2 82.3 ind 0.6 122.7
    Brant 32.5 22.9 20.5 16.9 7.2 456.0 3.4 0.8 200.0 ind 1.5 42.4
    Unknown 

Canada/cackling geese 63.9 41.0 39.8 33.7 22.9 1,379.4 10.2 2.4 403.3 ind 3.0 23.1

    Emperor goose 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Snow goose 19.3 14.5 13.3 8.4 7.2 842.9 6.2 1.4 210.7 ind 1.6 65.0
    White-fronted goose 31.3 25.3 24.1 9.6 13.3 910.3 6.7 1.6 214.7 ind 1.6 35.0
    Unknown geese 6.0 4.8 3.6 2.4 1.2 274.9 2.0 0.5 82.3 ind 0.6 100.9
    Tundra (whistling) swan 9.6 6.0 6.0 3.6 0.0 200.6 1.5 0.3 17.9 ind 0.1 72.8
    Sandhill crane 2.4 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 11.0 0.1 0.0 1.6 ind 0.0 123.5
    Unknown shorebirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Table 3-5.–Page 3 of 5.
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  Birds and eggs, continued
    Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown seabirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown grouses 12.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 2.4 19.4 0.1 0.0 27.7 ind 0.2 57.3
    Unknown ptarmigans 32.5 26.5 25.3 9.6 13.3 435.4 3.2 0.7 435.4 ind 3.2 50.6
    Mallard eggs 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 11.4 ind 0.1 123.5
    Unknown duck eggs 12.0 10.8 8.4 3.6 3.6 28.3 0.2 0.0 188.7 ind 1.4 50.6
    Unknown goose eggs 8.4 7.2 6.0 2.4 2.4 16.7 0.1 0.0 61.8 ind 0.5 60.0
    Unknown swan eggs 4.8 3.6 3.6 1.2 1.2 25.6 0.2 0.0 40.7 ind 0.3 84.5
    Unknown shorebird eggs 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 6.5 ind 0.0 123.5
    Horned grebe eggs 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 39.0 ind 0.3 123.5
    Unknown gull eggs 7.2 7.2 6.0 1.2 3.6 167.9 1.2 0.3 559.5 ind 4.1 76.0
    Unknown loon eggs 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 3.3 ind 0.0 123.5
    Unknown eggs 4.8 3.6 2.4 1.2 1.2 147.8 1.1 0.3 821.4 ind 6.1 122.2
  Marine invertebrates 7.2 1.2 1.2 7.2 0.0 9.8 0.1 0.0 123.5
    Unknown clams 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 9.8 0.1 0.0 3.3 gal 0.0 123.5
    Unknown king crabs 4.8 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown crabs 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown mussels 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Shrimps 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Unknown marine 

invertebrates 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0

  Vegetation 90.4 85.5 85.5 54.2 39.8 5,836.9 43.2 10.0 22.0
    Blueberry 85.5 73.5 73.5 31.3 25.3 1,628.3 12.1 2.8 407.1 gal 3.0 20.4
    Lowbush cranberry 55.4 41.0 41.0 27.7 14.5 951.6 7.0 1.6 237.9 gal 1.8 30.5
    Highbush cranberry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Crowberry 16.9 12.0 12.0 7.2 0.0 128.9 1.0 0.2 32.2 gal 0.2 51.1
    Raspberry 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 26.0 0.2 0.0 6.5 gal 0.0 86.8
    Cloudberry 78.3 63.9 63.9 36.1 16.9 2,303.3 17.1 3.9 575.8 gal 4.3 28.3

Harvest amounta

95%
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest
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 Vegetation, continued
    Other wild berry 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 6.5 0.0 0.0 1.6 gal 0.0 123.5
    Wild rhubarb 20.5 15.7 15.7 4.8 6.0 214.3 1.6 0.4 214.3 gal 1.6 45.9
    Wild potato 12.0 8.4 8.4 3.6 1.2 253.7 1.9 0.4 63.4 gal 0.5 84.9
    Other beach greens 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 8.1 0.1 0.0 8.1 gal 0.1 123.5
    Hudson's Bay (Labrador) 

tea 19.3 16.9 16.9 4.8 4.8 29.9 0.2 0.1 29.9 gal 0.2 68.6

    Sourdock 27.7 22.9 21.7 8.4 3.6 189.1 1.4 0.3 189.1 gal 1.4 43.6
    Willow leaves 8.4 6.0 6.0 2.4 2.4 9.5 0.1 0.0 9.5 gal 0.1 105.4

 Wood 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
Note   Resources where the percentage using is greater than the combined received and harvest indicate use from resources obtained during a previous year.
Note  For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a nonzero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not calculated for species 
harvested but not eaten.

Table 3-5.–Page 5 of 5.
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Bearded seal 74%

Ringed seal 8%

Spotted seal 18%

Figure 3-9.–Composition of marine mammal harvest by edible weight, 
Noorvik, 2012.
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Large Land Mammals
Large land mammals formed a substantial portion of Noorvik’s subsistence harvest in 2012, constituting an 
estimated 37% of all wild foods harvested by edible weight (Figure 3-7). About 60% of households reported 
harvesting large land mammal species during 2012 and nearly all (96%) reported using them (Table 3-5). 
Caribou represented the bulk of large land mammal harvests. An estimated 851 individual caribou 
contributed 115,758 lb and formed 89% of the land mammal harvest by edible weight (Table 3-5; Figure 
3-11). Other large land mammals harvested in 2012 included 24 moose, 8 black bears, and 5 brown bears 
(Table 3-5). One percent of households reported receiving Dall sheep, but no household reported attempting 
to harvest this resource in the study year. Although more than one-half of households harvested large land 
mammals during the study year, many households (78%) that did not harvest reported receiving large land 
mammals. As such, virtually all households used large land mammals in the study year. 
Table D3-8 shows the harvest of large land mammals by species, sex (for caribou and moose only), and by 
month. Most large land mammal harvest occurred in fall months. The harvest of all moose, most caribou 
(621 individual caribou, 73% of total caribou harvest), most black bear (7 bears, 80% of total black bear 
harvest), and all but one brown bear (harvested in April) took place between August and October. An 
estimated 2 black bears were harvested in May, and 230 caribou were harvested in months other than 
August, September, and October, primarily from December through April. 
Nearly all (93%) moose and the majority (64%) of caribou were male (bulls). Nearly all bull caribou were 
harvested during fall months from August through October, whereas nearly all female (cow) caribou were 
harvested in other months, especially between December and April. Respondents described preferential 
harvest of bull caribou in fall and cow caribou in spring months.12 This seasonal sex differentiation is based 
on several factors, including prime bull body condition from August to October and large size relative to 
cows, the development of poor tasting meat from bulls once they enter into rut in later October, and higher 
fat content of cows relative to males in spring months. 
Several respondents were not able to recall the sex of caribou harvested. This usually occurred when the 
survey respondent was not a hunter for the household and knew the number of caribou harvested but not the 
sex of the animals. In some instances, caribou are brought back to Noorvik for further processing already 
field-dressed and without clear indication of sex. In total, 80 caribou of unknown sex were harvested in 

12 . A. Brenner field notes, Noorvik, January 22–28, 2013

Caribou 89%

Moose 10%

Other 1%

Figure 3-11.–Composition of large land mammal harvest by edible weight, 
Noorvik, 2012.
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August and September, 13 between December and May, and 7 in a month unknown to the respondent. It 
is likely that the majority of fall-harvested caribou of unknown sex were male and the majority of winter 
and spring harvested caribou of unknown sex were female, based on the seasonally preferential harvest 
practices described above. 
Key respondents discussed the importance of caribou as a food source, but also explained that other portions 
of the animal are used in a variety of ways. Although less common now than in the past, caribou hides can 
be used to manufacture parkas, mukluks, and very warm sleeping bags (ORV5, ORV1, ORV10, ORV4). 
Sinew from caribou is also important for skin sewing: 

There’s different things you can use for the caribou. And the sinew on the caribou 
is what we use for sewing. The backstraps, so when you clean off the meat, when 
you come up, you came up with like a big piece of sinew and that’s what we use 
for our sewing…It’s fun to work with, it’s just like more, you know you just gotta 
keep make sure it’s like wet or you know stay damp and stuff and it sews pretty 
good. And when you pull on it and keep going the stiches don’t unravel, and the, 
the sinew when it dries it shrinks. So it’s a more, that’s why a lot of them use the 
sinew. (ORV1)

Noorvik respondents described search and harvest areas for large land mammals by indicating their search 
areas on maps. Figure 3-12 shows large land mammal search and harvest areas used by Noorvik residents 
in 2012 for black bear, brown bear, caribou, and moose. Caribou search and harvest areas were particularly 
extensive in 2012; they covered much of the Kobuk River drainage upriver to Ambler, as well as smaller 
areas near Buckland and the Selawik Hills south of Noorvik. Caribou search and harvest areas are highly 
influenced by distribution and migration patterns of caribou, which often vary from year to year. For 
example, for much of the late 19th and early 20th century, caribou were largely absent from the Kobuk River 
drainage, as described in the Seasonal Round section. In recent decades, caribou from the Western Arctic 
caribou herd (WAH) have consistently migrated through key upriver locations, such as Onion Portage near 
Ambler, in fall months. Noorvik residents often travel to these locations to harvest caribou at this time. In 
spring and winter months, WAH migration patterns are often more variable. Although migration patterns in 
2012 enabled Noorvik residents to search for and harvest caribou in the vicinity of their community during 
winter and spring months, in other years residents may have to travel considerable distances to harvest 
caribou during these seasons. The one year of search and harvest area data collected during this study is 
a minimal representation of Noorvik residents’ long term use areas for caribou, particularly during winter 
and spring seasons. 
Moose search and harvest areas in 2012 were largely confined to the lower Kobuk River and Kobuk River 
delta. Although moose densities throughout much of the region are low, Noorvik residents’ search and 
harvest locations in 2012 corresponded to the area downriver from Kiana that in the last 5 years has had 
the highest moose densities in GMU 23 (Westing 2010:554). Additional moose search and harvest areas 
in 2012 were located along the Kobuk River upriver from Noorvik near Ambler; it is likely this search 
and harvest area reflects opportunistic hunting for moose concurrent with caribou hunting upriver during 
August and September. 
Black and brown bear search and harvest areas largely overlapped in 2012 and were restricted primarily to 
areas surrounding the mainstem Kobuk River between Noorvik and upriver to areas near Ambler. Similarly 
to moose, much of this bear hunting was likely opportunistic and somewhat incidental to upriver travel for 
the primary purpose of caribou hunting in August and September. Additional brown and black bear search 
and harvest areas were located south of Noorvik, in the Kitlik and Salmon river drainages, and for black 
bear in the westernmost extension of the Waring Mountains east of Noorvik.

Small Land Mammals
Slightly over one-half (51%) of Noorvik households used small land mammals in 2012 (Figure 3-6). 
Residents harvested small land mammals including 110 individual beavers (58% of the small land mammal 
harvest as measured in edible weight), 450 snowshoe hares (29%), 3 porcupines (1%), 298 muskrats (6%), 
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34 Alaska hares (6%); other edible weight was contributed by a portion of river otter (>1%) and lynx (>1%) 
harvests, although some of the harvest was used for fur only (Figure 3-13). Taken together, these species 
contributed substantial amounts of food to the community (26 lb per household) as well as valuable fur 
products in some cases. Other small land mammals that are usually not eaten13 and harvested primarily for 
their fur included an estimated 54 wolves, 52 red foxes, 33 river otters, 18 marten, 18 lynx, 16 wolverines, 
8 Arctic ground squirrels, 8 mink, 3 Arctic foxes, and 3 weasels (Figure 3-14). Although the percentage of 
households using furbearers that were not used for food ranged only from 1% to 8% for individual furbearer 
species, this harvest likely represented an important source of cash income for these families (Table 3-5). 
Several foxes were reportedly exterminated in the study year due safety concerns; these were not included 
in the survey when respondents reported removing them as part of community safety-related employment. 
Table D3-9 shows the harvest of small land mammals by month in 2012. Harvests of small land mammals 
that are typically used for fur rather than food occurred during winter and spring months based on higher 
fur quality during these months and in accordance with established trapping and hunting regulations; the 
harvest of all Arctic foxes, red foxes, lynx, martens, mink, gray wolves, and wolverines occurred between 
October and April. Small land mammal species that are often used for food, including beaver, hare species, 
muskrat, and porcupine occurred on a more year-round basis, likely based more on their accessibility than 
on other factors. For example, most beaver and muskrat were harvested in May and June, when open water 
in the Kobuk River delta facilitates their harvest; hare species were harvested between September and May, 
because they are often harvested opportunistically while traveling overland via snowmachine. River otters 
are primarily used for their fur, and most were trapped in winter months in 2012 corresponding to prime fur 
condition. An estimated 5 river otters were also harvested in September in 2012; these otters were likely 
harvested opportunistically in open water. Although beaver and river otter that are trapped or harvested with 
a rifle in open water seasons often do not command the highest fur prices at market when harvested during 

13 . Although lynx, mink, and Arctic ground squirrel are sometimes eaten, they were likely eaten more commonly in 
the past, “No not today. But in my older grandparents’ years, their parents and grandparents they used to eat lynx” 
(ORV1). Noorvik households harvesting these resources in 2012 reported using them almost exclusively for their 
furs. 

Beaver 58%

Alaska hare 6%

Snowshoe hare 29%

River (land) otter 
<1% Lynx <1%

Muskrat 6%
Porcupine 1%

Figure 3-13.–Composition of small land mammal harvest by edible weight, 
Noorvik, 2012.
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these times, such fur is highly valued by Noorvik residents for production of handicrafts such as hats or 
parka trimmings (ORV4, ORV7, ORV1). 
Small land mammal search and harvest areas for most residents were generally restricted to areas surrounding 
the lower Kobuk River in 2012 (Figure 3-15). Hares and furbearers are often harvested opportunistically 
while traveling overland via snowmachine in this area, in addition to more directed searching. This pattern 
was related to search and harvest locations for small land mammals over relatively extensive and distant 
areas, such as harvesting hares opportunistically while traveling over the Baldwin Peninsula (the peninsula 
that connects Kotzebue to the mainland) en route to the Seward Peninsula. Beavers and muskrats were 
harvested primarily in open water months in the numerous river channels and lakes scattered throughout 
the lower Kobuk River and Kobuk River delta. 
Some residents described using more distant and extensive areas to search for and harvest small land 
mammals. Although individual traplines are not depicted in community harvest maps, a few residents with 
established traplines and relatively intensive trapping activities used areas that ranged over large portions 
of the Selawik river drainage and onto the northern Seward Peninsula. Other residents reported harvesting 
particular small land mammals at select locations; for example, they harvested Alaska hare in valleys of the 
Selawik Hills, or beaver and muskrat near Shungnak. These distant small land mammal harvests are often 
opportunistic during travel related to harvesting other resources, such as caribou.

Salmon 
Salmon of all species composed 17% of Noorvik residents’ total wild food harvest in 2012, and most 
households (90%) reported using salmon during the study year (figures 3-6 and 3-7). Although residents 
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reported harvesting all 5 species of salmon present in Alaska waters, chum salmon are by far the most 
abundant salmon species on the Kobuk River near Noorvik, and 95% of the salmon harvest comprised 
chum salmon (Figure 3-16). The harvest of chum salmon in 2012 represented an estimated 54,470 lb, and 
an estimated 93 lb per capita (Table 3-5). Most (86%) Noorvik households used chum salmon in 2012, and 
39% of households harvested chum salmon. Pink salmon, coho salmon, and (rarely) Chinook salmon are 
present in smaller quantities near Noorvik; the 2012 harvest of 338 coho salmon, 275 pink salmon, and 
7 Chinook salmon was largely incidental to chum salmon fishing in the Kobuk River, and these species 
together contributed only around 5 lb per capita. Sockeye salmon do not occur on a regular basis in the 
vicinity of Noorvik, and the harvest of 81 sockeye salmon took place outside of the region, primarily 
in Cook Inlet fisheries. Households that harvested salmon or other fish were asked how much of their 
harvest was used exclusively for dog food. Most salmon harvested in Noorvik in 2012 was used primarily 
for human food. Individual fish were not included in fish for dog food estimates unless the fish was used 
exclusively for dog food.14 Noorvik residents used 260 chum salmon and 73 pink salmon exclusively for 
dog food, equivalent to around 3% of the total salmon harvest by edible weight (Table D3-10). 
The survey included questions that collected information on gear types used to harvest subsistence fish for 
each fish species in 2012. All salmon were either harvested with set gillnets or removed from commercial 
catches for subsistence use from the Kotzebue Sound commercial salmon fishery (Figure 3-17; Table D3-
11). 
Figure 3-18 shows salmon search and harvest areas used by Noorvik residents in 2012. Virtually all salmon 
fishing by Noorvik residents in 2012 took place in channels of the Kobuk River delta. Many salmon fishing 
households described using setnets to harvest salmon in the Kobuk River in the immediate vicinity of 
Noorvik. Other households place setnets for salmon at specific locations throughout the Kobuk river delta, 
often at camps owned by family members. Mapping data depicts specific points used as setnet locations 
in 2012; although these locations are often used over multiple years, they may also change over time 
concurrent with changing river channels, river flow patterns, and erosion of banks. 

14 . Noorvik residents commonly feed dogs fish scraps remaining after processing fish for human consumption, or 
portions of fish that are not suitable for human consumption due to a variety of reasons such as spoilage. 

Chum salmon 95%

Coho salmon 3%

Other 2%

Figure 3-16.–Composition of salmon harvest by edible weight, Noorvik, 
2012.



119

Nonsalmon Fish
Noorvik residents’ harvest of nonsalmon fish species contributed an estimated 135,300 lb and 231 lb 
per capita; this represents 39% of all wild foods harvested in 2012 (Table 3-5; Figure 3-7). Whitefishes, 
northern pike, and burbot formed most of the total nonsalmon fish harvest (Figure 3-19). Whitefishes of 
all species (including sheefish) contributed 114,174 lb and 195 lb per capita, and 95% of households used 
whitefishes in 2012 (Table 3-5). Noorvik residents harvested 6 species of whitefish, including (ranked in 
descending order by contribution to total edible weight) 6,032 sheefish, 10,087 broad whitefish, 6,406 
humpback whitefish, 1,445 least cisco, 170 Bering cisco, and 165 round whitefish. 
Other nonsalmon fish species included 5,134 northern pike, 876 burbot, 99 Dolly Varden, 14 gallons of 
rainbow smelt, 72 lb of Pacific halibut likely harvested outside of the region, and 28 Arctic grayling. 
Noorvik residents used around 7% of the total nonsalmon fish harvest by edible weight exclusively for dog 
food, including an estimated 394 sheefish, 1,334 broad whitefish, 308 humpback whitefish, 90 least cisco, 
82 northern pike, and 41 burbot (Table D3-10).
Most whitefish, northern pike, and Dolly Varden were harvested with set gillnets (Figure 3-20; Table D3-
12). For several fish species, other gear types were used in addition to set gillnets. Although the majority of 
sheefish was harvested with set gillnets, a large portion of the total sheefish harvest (41%) was harvested 
by jigging, and a small but substantial portion (3%, about 1,939 lb) was harvested with rod and reel gear. 
Similarly, jigging and rod and reel were used to harvest relatively small amounts of northern pike. Noorvik 
fishers used few other gear types in the study year, including dipnets to harvest rainbow smelt and set lines 
to harvest burbot. 
Search and harvest areas for fish other than salmon largely mirrored salmon harvest locations in the lower 
Kobuk River, but also included other locations for particular species (figures 3-21 and 3-22). Similarities 
between salmon search and harvest locations and those for other fish species are largely related to set 
gillnets that targeted salmon also catching northern pike, sheefish, and whitefishes. Some Noorvik residents 
also specifically targeted nonsalmon fish species with smaller gillnet mesh sizes at many of the same set 
gillnet sites used for salmon fishing. Areas specific to different nonsalmon fishes were largely related to 
different gear types used to harvest these species. Sheefish were harvested extensively in spring months by 

0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000

Chum salmon

Coho salmon

Pink salmon

Sockeye salmon

Chinook salmon

Estimated total pounds harvested

Removed from commercial catch Set gillnet Dip net

Figure 3-17.–Salmon harvests by gear type, Noorvik, 2012.
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Burbot 3%

Northern pike 12%

Sheefish 50%

Broad whitefish 24%

Humpback whitefish 
10%

Other 1%

Figure 3-19.–Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest by edible weight, Noorvik, 
2012.
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jigging through ice in several locations in Selawik Lake and Hotham Inlet (Kobuk Lake, locally; Figure 
3-21). Some residents harvested sheefish with rod and reel in tributaries entering Kobuk River from the 
north and at several of the river mouths of the Kobuk River delta. In addition to being caught in set gillnets, 
northern pike and Arctic grayling were harvested in multiple locations of the lower Kobuk River with rod 
and reel, and burbot were harvested in several locations using set lines (Figure 3-22).

Marine Invertebrates
Very few households (1%) reported harvesting marine invertebrates; the harvest of this resource category 
was negligible when compared to other categories: the total harvest of 10 lb consisted of unspecified clams 
(Table 3-5). In total, 7% of households used subsistence-harvested marine invertebrates. More households 
used king crabs (a total of 5% of households) than any other marine invertebrate; this resource was obtained 
from other communities such as Kotzebue, where crabs from the Kotzebue and Norton Sound subsistence 
king crab fisheries are more immediately accessible. This project did not map search areas for marine 
invertebrates.

Birds and Eggs
Wild birds and eggs contributed only 2% (8,023 lb) to the total wild food harvest in 2012, but were used 
by most (84%) households (Table 3-5; Figure 3-7). Migratory birds, primarily ducks and geese, formed the 
majority (89%) of the wild bird and egg harvest: an estimated total edible weight contribution of 7,178 lb 
(Table 3-5; Figure 3-23). Canada geese contributed the most to the bird and egg harvest by edible weight 
(403 birds; 1,379 lb). Other migratory birds harvested included (ranked in descending order by edible 
weight contribution) 215 white-fronted geese, 211 snow geese, 380 mallards, 449 northern pintails, 200 
brants, 346 American wigeons, 163 black scoters, 149 scaups, and smaller numbers of tundra swans, long-
tailed ducks, canvasbacks, surf scoters, northern shovelers, unspecified goldeneyes, green-winged teals, 
common eiders, sandhill cranes, and buffleheads. Additionally, residents harvested an estimated 82 unknown 
ducks and 82 unknown geese; these were instances in which survey respondents did not provide species-
level harvest information. Residents of Noorvik also harvested substantial quantities of nonmigratory bird 
species including ptarmigan and grouse species; 435 ptarmigans and 28 grouses contributed a total of 463 
lb and were used by 37% of Noorvik households. 

Mallard 9%

Northern pintail 9%

Unknown scaups 3%

Black scoter 4%

American wigeon 6%

Unknown ducks 2%

Brant 6%

Unknown 
Canada/cackling geese 

17%

Snow goose 11%

White-fronted goose 
11%

Unknown geese 3%

Tundra (whistling) 
swan 2%

Unknown ptarmigans 
5%

Unknown gull eggs 2%

Unknown eggs 2%
Other 8%

Figure 3-23.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest by edible weight, Noorvik, 2012.
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An estimated 21% of Noorvik households used wild bird eggs during the study year (Table 3-5). The egg 
harvest included an estimated 1,732 eggs that totaled 391 lb. Gull, duck, and goose eggs were among the 
most commonly gathered eggs, and a few households harvested horned grebe, shorebird, or loon eggs. An 
estimated 821 eggs were categorized as unknown eggs, for which respondents did not provide more specific 
information on type of egg.
Table D3-13 shows the harvest of birds by season. The season of harvest for migratory birds primarily 
took place during spring; 76% of all migratory birds were harvested during spring months (April, May, 
and June). Smaller harvests of migratory birds took place in summer (15%) and fall (9%). Grouses and 
ptarmigans were harvested on a more year-round basis, although the majority of ptarmigans (85%) were 
harvested in winter; during winter months, ptarmigans are often harvested opportunistically during overland 
snowmachine travel. Although information was not collected on harvest timing of eggs, this harvest may be 
understood as occurring in a brief window in early summer prior to eggs hatching. Although no surveyed 
Noorvik residents reported harvesting flightless molting waterfowl in the study year, one resident said 
that “the first week of July is when our people go out for ducks that molt…they’re fat and they’re real, 
really, really good eating. People can’t wait for those few…at least a week of hunting ducks that don’t fly” 
(ORV1, ORV9). Although respondents described this practice important in recent years, it is apparently less 
common than in the past. 
Figure 3-24 shows search and harvest areas used by Noorvik residents in 2012 for ducks and geese and 
eggs, and for nonmigratory grouses and ptarmigans. Search and harvest areas for migratory birds included 
virtually all of the Kobuk River and areas surrounding the Kobuk River mainstem upriver to Kiana, as 
well as the mouth of the Noatak River, the shores of Selawik Lake, coastal areas of Eschscholtz Bay 
(locally known as Buckland Bay), northeastern Seward Peninsula, and coastal areas surrounding Baldwin 
Peninsula (which connects Kotzebue to the mainland). Households also described using large search areas 
while traveling to distant locations. For example, one search area that represents opportunistic harvest of 
ducks and geese during travel towards the Seward Peninsula extends from the Kobuk River Delta to an 
area near Candle. Harvest areas for grouses and ptarmigans were largely confined to the immediate area 
around Noorvik, as well as along a swath that reflects incidental harvest of ptarmigans while traveling via 
snowmachine to an area around Candle. 

Vegetation
Most Noorvik residents (90%) used wild plants during the study year (Table 3-5). Berries were the most 
harvested and used wild plant resource; the average household gathered an estimated 37 lb of berries in 
2012, and berries represented 86% of the total plant harvest by edible weight (Figure 3-25). The most 
harvested and used berries included cloudberries (“salmonberries,” 576 gallons harvested, used by 78% of 
households), blueberries (407 gallons, used by 86% of households), lowbush cranberries (238 gallons, used 
by 55% of households), and crowberries (“blackberries,” 32 gallons harvested, used by 17% of households). 
The estimated harvests for raspberries and other wild berries were smaller, and these berries were not 
widely used during the study year. Other wild edible plants harvested in 2012 included 214 gallons of wild 
rhubarb, 189 gallons of sourdock, 63 gallons of wild potato, and 10 gallons of willow leaves. Residents also 
harvested plants for nonfood use, including an estimated 136 cords of firewood, 77 gallons of stinkweed 
(common wormwood, a plant commonly used in the region as a medicinal), and 30 gallons of Labrador tea.
Noorvik respondents described search and harvest areas for vegetation by indicating on maps areas where 
members of their household searched for and gathered berries, edible plants, medicinal plants, and firewood 
in 2012 (Figure 3-26). Search and harvest areas included the majority of the Kobuk River Delta, where 
berries and firewood in the form of driftwood are plentiful. Some households also described traveling to 
areas near Selawik, where salmonberries were described as being particularly abundant, and to the upper 
Kobuk near Ambler to harvest berries and greens. 
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harveSt aSSeSSMentS

The survey asked respondents to assess their households’ harvests in 2 ways. The first question asked 
respondents whether their household used less, about the same amount, or more of 7 resource categories in 
the study year compared to recent years. The second asked whether they had gotten “enough” of each of 
those categories. The survey also asked each household to assess its overall use of subsistence resources 
in the same manner. If a household reported a change in use (through a “less” or “more” response) the 
respondent was asked why. When respondents said they had not gotten enough of a resource category, 
they were asked a series of follow-up questions to determine what species was needed, why the household 
did not get enough, the severity of the impact to the household, and whether the household did anything 
differently as a result. If a household said they had done something differently, they were asked what. 
Researchers characterized comments describing these differences and grouped them for analysis. 
Together, Figure 3-27 and Figure 3-28 provide a broad overview of household harvest assessments. 
Percentages do not include households that did not answer the question or reported that they do not ordinarily 
use the resource.15 Therefore, these figures only reflect the responses of households that ordinarily use a 
resource and provided an answer. Table D3-14 provides additional data supporting Figure 3-28.
Thirty-three percent of surveyed households indicated that they did not get enough of subsistence resources 
as a whole in 2012 (Figure 3-27). Impacts of not getting enough of all subsistence resources were described 
as major by 52% and minor by 30% of these households16 (Table D3-15). Of the households that did not 
get enough of all subsistence resources, 73% reported doing something differently as a result (Table D3-
16). The majority of these households (59%) reported using more commercial foods, 9% described buying 
or bartering for subsistence foods, 9% reported asking other households for help, 5% reported increasing 
their subsistence harvest efforts, and 5% described obtaining food from other sources, such as eating more 
food at relatives’ homes. Researchers also asked each household to assess whether the impact to their 
households of not getting enough. Four percent of households described the impact of not getting enough 

15 . For example, to ask a household that never uses marine invertebrates if it got enough of them is confusing.
16 . The remaining 18% either did not notice any impacts of not getting enough or did not respond to this follow-up 

question.

Berries 86%

Plants and greens 
14%

Figure 3-25.–Composition of vegetation harvest by edible 
weight, Noorvik, 2012.
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of all subsistence resources as not noticeable, 30% described the impact as minor, 52% described the impact 
as major, and no households described the impact as severe. 
For individual resource categories, the majority of responding households consistently reported getting 
enough, although a substantial percentage of households said they did not get enough for each resource 
category (Figure 3-27). Vegetation (including berries and other edible plants), salmon, and nonsalmon 
fish were the resource categories with the highest percentages of households reporting not getting enough. 
Thirty-seven percent of households reported that they did not get enough vegetation, 34% did not get enough 
salmon, and 20% did not get enough nonsalmon fish. For other resource categories such as land mammals, 
less than 20% of households described not getting enough. Households that described not getting enough 
resources of a particular resource category were additionally asked to indicate which specific resources they 
needed more of (Table D3-17). For these households, the individual resources most frequently described 
as needed in greater quantities were chum salmon (12% of all households that reported needing more of at 
least one resource needed more chum salmon), caribou (10%), blueberries (9%), unspecified whitefishes 
(6%), unspecified salmon (4%), and cloudberries (4%). Finally, researchers asked households that described 
not getting enough of particular resource categories to assess the impact to their household of not getting 
enough (Table D3-15). When reporting impacts to their households of not getting enough, respondents 
were asked to choose one of 4 categorical options—“not noticeable,” “minor,” “major,” or “severe.” For 
most resource categories, the majority of households described that not getting enough of a particular 
resource category had either a minor or major impact. For individual resource categories other than marine 
invertebrates, percentages of households describing either a minor or major impact ranged from 20% to 
55%.  Smaller percentages of households reported that impacts were either not noticeable or severe. 
In addition to asking households whether or not they got enough of particular subsistence resources in 
2012, the survey asked whether the amount of subsistence resources of each category used in 2012 was 
less, the same, or more than in recent years. Of responding households, 51% reported using less of all 
subsistence resources as a whole in 2012 relative to recent years, 42% reported using about the same, 
and 7% reported using more (Figure 3-28). Respondents were also asked to describe whether they used 
less, the same amount, or more of 7 resource categories in 2012 relative to recent years. Responding 
households consistently reported using less or the same amount of a resource rather than more of a resource; 
percentages of households using less of a particular resource category were generally similar to percentages 
of households not getting enough of that resource. Marine mammals formed the only resource category 
in which a higher percentage of households used more (17%) than less (13%) in 2012. For each resource 
category other than marine invertebrates (which virtually no Noorvik households regularly use) and marine 
mammals, between 30% and 51% of households reported using less. The individual categories with the 
most pronounced decreases in use in 2012 were salmon, vegetation, and nonsalmon fish: 51% of households 
reported using less salmon, 44% used less nonsalmon fish, and 47% used less vegetation in 2012 compared 
to recent years. The categories of birds and eggs and large land mammals show similar but less extreme 
patterns of decreased use levels in 2010: 36% of households used less birds and eggs, 30% used less 
large land mammals, and few households used more of these resources. Such decreased use of large land 
mammals, salmon, and nonsalmon fish indicates that overall harvests for many households were likely 
lower in 2012 when compared to previous years, because large land mammals, salmon, and nonsalmon fish 
species represented the bulk (93%) of the total harvest in 2012. 
Reasons for using less of a particular resource were variable, and included weather and environmental 
conditions (particularly for salmon and nonsalmon fish species), low resource availability (particularly 
for vegetation and land mammals), lack of equipment or equipment problems, employment scheduling 
conflicts, family or personal reasons, and high costs of fuel that limited or prevented harvest related travel 
(Table D3-18). Reasons for using more of a particular resource (Table D3-19) were more frequently related 
to household-specific situations rather than environmental conditions. For example, of 8 households that 
reported using more salmon in 2012 compared to recent years and provided a reason for this increased 
use, only 1 household described that an environmental condition (good weather) explained its increased 
use. Of the remaining 7 households that used more salmon in 2012, 6 provided personal or household-
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specific reasons for increased use, including receiving more (3 households), needing more (1 household), 
or increased effort (2 households). 

Food Security

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, 
defined as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen 
et al. 2012:2). The food security questions were modeled after those developed by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) but modified by ADF&G to account for differences in access to subsistence and store-
bought foods. Based on their responses to these questions, households were broadly categorized as being 
food secure or food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were 
broken down further into 2 subcategories—high or marginal food security. Food insecure households were 
divided into 2 subcategories: low food security or very low food security.
Households with high food security did not report any food access problems or limitations. Households 
with marginal food security reported 1 or 2 instances of food access problems or limitations—typically 
anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but gave little or no indication 
of changes in diets or food intake. Households with low food security reported reduced quality, variety, or 
desirability of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication of reduced food intake. Households classified as 
having very low food security were those that reported multiple instances of disrupted eating patterns and 
reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012:4).
Core questions and responses from Noorvik residents are summarized in Figure 3-29. Food security results 
for surveys for Noorvik, the state of Alaska, and the United States are summarized in Figure 3-30. 
Seventy percent of Noorvik households were categorized as having high or marginal food security in 
2012 (Figure 3-30). Nineteen percent of households had low food security, and 11% percent had very low 
food security. Responses to questions used to determine food security were contextualized by also asking 
whether households experienced a lack of subsistence foods, store-bought foods, or both in 2012 (Figure 
3-29). The percentages of households that reported that subsistence foods did not last (40%) or store-bought 
foods did not last (38%) were similar, which suggests that on the community level a lack of both categories 
of foods affected food security. For individual households, the relative contribution of subsistence or store-
bought foods to food security was likely variable and subject to a great deal of interpretation. For example, 
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Figure 3-29.–Food insecure conditions, Noorvik, 2012.
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individual households with regular access 
to enough store-bought foods to live an 
active life may not consider theirs a healthy 
life without regular access to subsistence 
foods. Although responses to questions 
about subsistence and store bought foods do 
not allow an assignment of relative overall 
value to subsistence foods and store bought 
foods to one another, they do indicate that 
both sources of food were essential to 
the community of Noorvik as a whole in 
individual households’ attempts to secure 
“enough food for an active, healthy life” 
(Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012:2).
Several households reported instances of 
disrupted eating patterns, reduced food 
intake, or both—18% of households said they 
had cut the size of their meals or skipped them 
during the year, and 19% said they had eaten 
less than they felt they should (Figure 3-29). 
Although some food security questions, 
such as questions related to worrying about 
food or amounts of food that should be eaten 
are somewhat subjective, those questions 
used to categorize households as low or very 

low food security households were in general less open to interpretation as they increased in severity. 
For example, 7% of Noorvik households said they experienced the most severe condition: on occasion, 
members of their household nonvoluntarily did not eat for an entire day. Such questions provide relatively 
objective points of comparison between Noorvik and other communities. Figure 3-30 shows Noorvik’s 
food insecurity in relation to the overal scores for Alaska and the United States in 2011. Although Alaska 
and the United States had similar levels of overall food insecurity in 2011, the percentage of low and very 
low food secure households in Noorvik were each roughly twice those of state and national averages. 
Households that reported food insecure conditions were asked to name the months that these events occurred. 
Figure 3-31 shows the average number of events for households by food security category by month. 
Low food security households experienced these conditions year-round in 2012. Households with very 
low food security described an increase in the most severe food insecure conditions in winter months; this 
increase began in September, peaked in February, and decreased to levels of low food security households 
by May. Although this research did not specifically ask why food insecurity increased for these households 
during winter months, factors that may have contributed include higher costs associated with heating fuel 
purchases in winter months and fewer opportunities to harvest subsistence resources in winter months, 
particularly for those households without access to equipment, such as snowmachines, or the ability to 
purchase gasoline. For households considered food secure (both of high and marginal levels), there was 
no observable difference in conditions through the year. Figure 3-32 shows the percentages of households 
reporting that different categories of food did not last during the study year. Although this figure shows 
greater variation, the pattern of higher levels of food scarcity for all types of food in the winter months is 
roughly similar to the pattern of greater food insecurity in the winter months found among households with 
very low food security. 

houSehold SPecialization in reSource harveSting

Previous studies by the Division of Subsistence (Wolfe and Walker 1987; Wolfe et al. 2010) have shown 
that in most rural Alaska communities, a relatively small portion of households produces most of the 
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community’s fish and wildlife harvests, which they share with other households. A recent study of 3,265 
households in 66 rural Alaska communities found that about 33% of the households accounted for 76% 
of subsistence harvests (Wolfe et al. 2010). Although overall the set of very productive households was 
diverse, factors that were associated with higher levels of subsistence harvests included larger size and a 
pool of adult male labor, higher wage income, involvement in commercial fishing, and community location. 
As shown in Figure 3-33, during the study year in Noorvik, about 70% of the estimated wild food harvest 
(in edible pounds) was harvested by 22% of the community’s households (i.e. households harvesting above 
the 80th percentile on a harvest distribution curve harvested 70% of all wild foods harvested in Noorvik in 
2012 by edible weight). The characteristics of highly productive households will be discussed in the Wild 
Food Networks section of the chapter. 

Wild Food netWorkS

Although subsistence harvest surveys collect information based on individual households, in reality, much 
of the production (harvest and processing) of subsistence foods is achieved by households working together. 
This cooperation is often organized based on kinship in the manner of traditional Iñupiaq communities. 
The organization of the contemporary mixed market–subsistence economies that characterize rural Alaska 
communities has been documented ethnographically by numerous researchers. Of particular interest for 
northwest Alaska are reports from Anderson (1977), Burch (1988), Ellanna (1983), Langdon and Worl 
(1981), Magdanz (1990), Magdanz et al. (2002), Wolfe and Walker (1987), Wolfe and Ellanna (1983), and 
Fall (1990). 
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In addition to cooperation between households in the production of wild foods, the distribution of wild 
foods between households through sharing typically plays a major role in subsistence economies throughout 
rural Alaska. The importance of sharing extends beyond the practical utility of distributing food within a 
community, but has strong cultural implications as well. Sharing as an action promotes connection, respect, 
continuity, and value for a traditional way of life. The act of sharing, therefore, has both economic and 
cultural significance for villages. Food is also distributed, to a much lesser extent, through barter and 
customary trade (Chan et al. 2006; Charnley 1984; Kari 1983; Lonner 1980; Magdanz and Wolfe 1988; 
Magdanz 1988; Pete 1991; Schroeder et al. 1987; Stickney 1984; Stokes 1985; Wolfe and Magdanz 1993). 
In this study, respondents were asked which household members had harvested and processed the subsistence 
foods the household used during the year. If a resource was received, the respondent was asked from which 
household in the community it was received. Confidentiality was preserved by using random identification 
numbers for documentation. If the resource was received from a household in another community, the name 
of that community was recorded. 
Figure 3-34 shows the network of wild foods production17 in Noorvik, which includes households in other 
communities. The figure is a partial representation of the network because it only documents instances of 
support into the 83 surveyed households. Each symbol represents a household. The shape depicts the type 
of household; color shows the age of head(s) of household, and the size indicates the relative weight (lb) 
of the household’s subsistence harvest in the study year. Arrows show the direction of support with thicker 
lines indicating multiple instances. Households or communities nearest the center of the figure were the 
most active in the network, either by receiving food or help from others, or being identified as a source by 
others. 
Previous studies have found associations between the ages of household heads and the amount of subsistence 
foods harvested, with mature but not elderly household heads being the most productive. Additional 
household characteristics associated with higher food production include the presence of multiple working-
age males, involvement with commercial fishing, and higher wage incomes. Characteristics common to 
lower producing households include female household heads, age of elders, non-Native household heads, 
and single-person households (Wolfe et al. 2010). 
Each line in Figure 3-34 represents at least 1 instance of a reported food sharing event for a surveyed 
household; extensive sharing of wild foods and associated work between households is readily apparent 
in the figure. Every household in Noorvik described connections through wild food sharing to at least 
one and typically several other households. Several unsurveyed households, represented as grey squares, 
that surveyed households reported as sources of wild food indicate that the subsistence food network in 
Noorvik is probably more extensive and complex than the figure depicts. There is considerable diversity 
in the composition of individual households within the subsistence food sharing network in terms of age 
class and marriage/partner status of household heads. Differences in household composition were related to 
differences in sharing between households. For example, elder households had more ties to other households 
overall than any other age group, and single male and single female households were connected to more 
households overall than couple households. 
In addition to sharing within Noorvik, many households described subsistence sharing relationships between 
their household and households in other communities. Because the survey did not ask to whom households 
gave resources, the network relationships between other communities and Noorvik depicted in Figure 3-34 
are less complete than for relationships within Noorvik (i.e. instances of giving from a Noorvik household 
to a houshold in another community were not recorded at all). Noorvik described a total of 235 incidences 
of receiving support from 24 other communities, including nearly all communities in the NANA region. 
One key respondent summed up the importance of sharing with people in other communities, particularly 
those on the coast for marine mammal products: 

17 . Instances of support include goods (subsistence foods) or services (labor, i.e. harvesting or processing of 
subsistence foods).
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Yeah, we share with them too, yeah, dried fish, caribou. Sometimes it they call it 
bartering. You know we give them this, they give us that. And sometimes we don’t 
even keep track, yeah. It’s like we don’t consider bartering, we just want to share 
them, and they in turn feel like we have to give you. It’s just a sharing friendship 
sharing with one another (ORV1).

The central locations of Kotzebue and Point Hope in the figure indicates that these communities are highly 
connected to Noorvik through subsistence food sharing. Comments by respondents indicate that Kotzebue 
and Point Hope are particularly important sources of marine mammals. Additionally, increased opportunities 
for aircraft travel and shipment between relatively distant northwest Alaska communities have facilitated 
long-distance trading relationships. 

coMParing harveSt and uSe in 2012 With PreviouS yearS

Harvest Data
In addition to respondent assessments (described in the Harvest Assessment section above), comparisons 
between this and previous studies can provide insight to patterns of subsistence harvest and use over time in 
Noorvik.18 Although this was the first comprehensive19 subsistence survey conducted in Noorvik by ADF&G 
Division of Subsistence, more limited subsistence harvest surveys have been conducted in Noorvik in 
other years. A subsistence harvest survey was conducted in 1972 by the NANA Regional Corporation in 
collaboration with Noorvik residents (Patterson 1974:9–13)20; survey methods differed greatly between 
the 1972 project and this study, and comparisons between these 2 studies described below are necessarily 
limited and somewhat ambiguous. In addition, ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted subsistence 
harvest surveys for select resources in Noorvik, including brown bears (Loon and Georgette 1989), Dall 
sheep (Georgette and Loon 1991), migratory birds (Georgette 2000), and large land mammals (Braem 
2012a; Georgette et al. 2004). Finally, annual fish harvest surveys, which collected data utilizing methods 
comparable to the 2012 data, were conducted from 1994–200421 (Kohler et al. 2005; Magdanz et al. 2011). 
In spite of the lack of previous studies with methodology or scope similar to this study, available information 
indicates that subsistence harvests in Noorvik have generally remained similar from year to year for most 
resources in which comparisons are possible.
Comparisons between this study’s data and data from the 1972 NANA survey indicate that harvest 
compositions between these 2 study years 40 years apart may be similar. Although a comparison of harvest 

18 . WinfoNet data, based on harvest ticket or permit returns, is not included in this discussion of historic harvests 
because of concerns that it in some regions of Alaska it does not accurately capture subsistence harvests. One 
evaluation of such data, by Susan Georgette, found that Western Arctic caribou harvest permit or ticket data 
captured only 10% of subsistence harvests when compared to subsistence survey data (Georgette 1994).

19 . I.e., the survey recorded harvest information for all subsistence resources rather than for a single resource or 
category of resources. 

20 . Although Patterson (1974) also covers other communities in this report, it was included only in the Noorvik chapter 
because it is the only point of comprehensive survey data. Because of the methods used in Patterson (1974), the 
resulting data are not directly comparable to this study, so the work was not included in any other chapters.

21 . In addition to subsistence salmon harvest data for 1994–2004, historical salmon harvest data also exists for most 
years from 1962–1993 (Kohler et al. 2005:134). Major differences between the subsistence surveys from 1962–
1993 and surveys conducted from 1994–2004 (Kohler et al. 2005:3) preclude any direct comparisons between 
these data sets.
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quantities between the 2 studies is not possible due to major methodological and reporting differences,22 
the portion of the harvest contributed by each resource category in the early 1970s23 is generally within a 
few percentage points of the contribution of the same resource category to the total harvest in 2012. In both 
studies, land mammals formed around 40% of the harvest (45% in early 1970s and 37% in 2012), and fish 
including salmon (16% in 1970s and 17% in 2012) and nonsalmon fish (32% in 1970s and 39% in 2012) 
also accounted for large portions of the total harvest.24 

Large Land Mammals
Surveys that asked only about harvests of brown bear (Loon and Georgette 1989), Dall sheep (Georgette 
and Loon 1991), and large land mammals (Braem 2012a; Georgette et al. 2004) provide some indication 
that harvests of these resources have remained fairly stable over the past 2 decades. Caribou harvests were 
similar in survey years 2002, 2008, and 2012, although total harvests in 2002 were somewhat higher than for 
other years (Figure 3-35). It is possible this discrepancy was influenced by different sampling strategies,25 
although caribou harvests can vary greatly between years depending on the relationship between caribou 
herd migration pathways and hunter access. The differences between these study years could also reflect 
true interannual variation in caribou populations.26 Despite the larger overall harvest in 2002, per capita 
harvests have remained fairly steady over the 3 study years (Table 3-5; Braem 2012a; Georgette et al. 2004). 
Hunters in 2002 harvested 988 caribou, or 1.3 caribou per person, 767 caribou (1.3 per person) in 2008, and 
851 (1.5 per person) during the 2012 study year. 
Moose harvests have varied over the 3 study years; the highest harvest was documented in 2002 (Figure 
3-35). In that year, hunters harvested 56 moose (0.07 moose per person), compared with 25 moose (0.04 per 
person) in 2008, and 24 moose (0.04 per person) during the study year. As mentioned above, the sampling 
strategy of the study year may have influenced the higher harvest numbers in 2002. The total estimated 
harvests of 4 brown bears in 1987, 5 in 2002, and 2 in 2008 are similar to the 2012 harvest of 5 brown 
bears, and per capita harvests are also similar if conversion factors for edible weight of individual bears 
are standardized between all studies. A total of 1 Dall sheep was harvested by Noorvik residents in 1990; 
harvests were described by knowledgeable residents as ranging from 0–5 sheep annually, and sheep were 
not usually “the principle object of hunting trips” (Georgette and Loon 1991:13, 14). In 2008 and 2012, no 
residents reported harvesting Dall sheep, but 1% of households did report using Dall sheep in 2012 (Table 
3-5). 

22 . The survey in 1972 was not designed to capture a single survey year as was done in the 2012 study. Instead, 
it asked respondents to describe one year of harvest that would be representative of recent years (“a survey…
of resources harvested based on an average annual gathering over a period of the past several years.” Patterson 
1974:9). Although Patterson does not provide more specific descriptions of the survey methods, it is likely that 
this survey strategy would produce a higher estimate of annual harvests than this current study. For example, a 
household that harvested 1 beluga whale or 1 moose over the previous three years would be unlikely to report an 
annual average harvest of 1/3 beluga whale or 1/3 moose. Numbers of individual resources harvested were, in fact, 
reported by Patterson in whole numbers. 

23 . Early 1970’s harvest composition adapted from Patterson (1974:9–13).
24 . The harvest of birds and eggs is noticeably different between the 2 study years: the data show minimal harvests of 

this category in the early 1970s. It is likely that this low value for birds and eggs was influenced by a regulatory 
prohibition on the harvest of migratory birds in spring at the time, which may have influenced harvests, reporting 
of harvests, or both. The migratory bird harvest in spring traditionally forms the largest portion of the bird harvest; 
in 2003, federal hunting regulations established legal harvest seasons that aligned with long-standing spring and 
summer traditional hunting patterns (AMBCC 2012).

25 . In 2002, a 66% nonrandom sample of Noorvik households was surveyed during an attempted census of all 
households, in 2008 an 85% sample was achieved as part of a census attempt, and in 2012 a randomly selected 
62% of Noorvik households was surveyed (Table 1-3; Braem 2012a; Georgette et al. 2004). As such, the harvest 
estimates for 2002 are potentially more biased towards individual household responses than for 2008 and 2012.

26 . S. Georgette, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Selawik National Wildlife Refuge Manager, personal communication 
December 2013.
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Figure 3-35.–Estimated harvests of chum salmon, whitefishes, caribou, and moose, 1994–2012.
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Fish
Annual fish harvest surveys which collected data comparable to this study’s data were conducted from 
1994–2004 for salmon, and also from 1997–2004 for whitefishes and sheefish (Figure 3-35; Magdanz 
et al. 2011).27 The estimated 2012 harvest of 9,584 individual chum salmon is somewhat lower than the 
1994–2004 average of 12,365 individual chum salmon. Although Magdanz et al. (2011) provide an analysis 
of a weak decline in salmon harvests in Noorvik between 1994 and 2004, it is possible that the 2012 data 
do not confirm a long-term pattern of declining harvests, but rather reflect an unusual fishing year in 2012. 
Multiple respondents described that the summer of 2012 had uncharacteristically intense and frequent rain, 
“It was reeeal wet. It spoiled my fish. It was just too wet. Too much rain and I couldn’t keep up—we 
couldn’t keep up with the fire, kept running out of firewood” (ORV3). Respondents described this rain as 
limiting salmon harvests due to several factors including difficulty fishing in such conditions as well as 
anticipated and actual difficulty preserving salmon by drying during wet conditions. As discussed in the 
Harvest Assessments section, multiple respondents said that in other recent years they had harvested more 
chum salmon than in 2012. As such, clear trends in Noorvik salmon harvests over time are not readily 
apparent.
Harvests of whitefishes (including sheefish) over the time period 1997–2004 showed variation between 
years, and ranged from 15,565 to 35,889 total individual whitefishes (Figure 3-35). In general, although 
whitefish harvests varied from year to year, they remained relatively stable over this period from 1997–2004 
and into 2012. The 2012 harvest of 24,304 individual whitefishes was within the range of these previous 
years, and it was higher than the 1997–2004 average harvest of 23,627 individual whitefishes. 

Birds and Eggs
An additional study focused exclusively on bird and egg harvests was conducted in Noorvik and other 
communities in the region between 1994 and 1998, partially in response to the need for better information 
on spring migratory bird hunting patterns prior to the anticipated establishment of a legal spring season 
that provided for local subsistence traditions (Georgette 2000). Comparisons between harvests from the 
1996–1997 and 2012 study years in Noorvik reveal similar per capita bird harvest levels—14 lb per capita 
in 1996 and 14 lb per capita in 2012.

local coMMentS and concernS 
Following is a summary of local observations and concerns related to subsistence that were voiced during 
household surveys, key respondent interviews, and the community review meeting of preliminary data. 
Concerns are not always shared equally among community members and summaries in this report do not 
imply that this list is either comprehensive or unanimous. However the issues described here were common 
and provide important points for discussion or further study. Comments received when prompted at the 
end of the survey28 are compiled in their complete form in Table D3-20. Noorvik residents’ concerns are 
grouped below in three broad categories—environmental observations and concerns, observations and 
concerns related to populations and health of particular subsistence resources, and other notable factors 
described as affecting Noorvik residents’ subsistence patterns.

Environment and Climate Change
Noorvik residents described several environmental observations and concerns related to subsistence. 
Perhaps the most relevant environmental observations in terms of 2012 subsistence harvest data are related 
to the unusual weather in summer 2012. As mentioned in other sections of this report, numerous respondents 
described that unusually intense rains in 2012 during the salmon fishing season affected their households. 

27 . Although data were also collected for salmon species other than chum salmon from 1994–2004, the harvest of 
these species is largely incidental to chum salmon fishing, is highly erratic from year to year, and as such is not 
discussed here in terms of patterns over time. 

28 . Respondents also offered comments during the survey itself. These will be referenced as field notes, because they 
were not systematically entered in to Table D3-20.
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Most households who actively fished for salmon in 2012 said that these rains made fishing more difficult. 
High water tended to disperse salmon and result in lower catchability in set gillnets, fishers needed to 
remove drifting debris from nets on a frequent and regular basis, and residents had difficulty preserving 
salmon through drying due to high levels of humidity in the air (ORV1, ORV5, ORV6). 

Oh yeah, it was reeeaal wet. It spoil my fish, too…Too much rain and we couldn’t 
keep up with the fire, and...keep running out of firewood, it was real, bad. We 
start over. We quit for a while…Well, you know, when you get too much rain, it’s 
something we can’t help. You can’t prevent it. We just deal with it, you know...we 
give it to somebody that has dogs. And when the weather gets good, we try to catch 
as much as we could for that time we lost. (ORV3)

Noorvik residents have also observed lower water in recent years in upriver areas, which has limited some 
residents’ access to formerly used hunting sites. In addition, changes in patterns of freezing on the Kobuk 
River have affected travel in recent years (ORV9). Likewise, key respondent observed that low snowfall 
during the study year had impacted travel and made hunting more challenging (ORV5). Some residents 
were concerned about the effects of melting permafrost on sheefish; this uneasiness is likely related to 
widespread concerns in nearby Selawik about a rapidly melting ice slump that has changed the turbidity of 
water in this important sheefish spawning river (Moerlein and Carothers 2012:35). Although this harvest 
survey did not seek to systematically document environmental concerns or the potential effects of specific 
environmental changes or events on subsistence, respondents’ remarks indicate that interannual as well 
as long-term environmental changes, especially those related to aquatic environments, can influence 
subsistence practices in Noorvik in large and not necessarily intuitive ways.

Resource Abundance and Health
Numerous Noorvik respondents described personal observations related to resource populations and health 
of individual animals and fish. Although different respondents did not always provide similar observations, 
several themes emerged that appear to generally reflect the understanding of the majority of the community. 
Multiple respondents commented on an apparent increase in the abundance of wolves near Noorvik in 
recent years, culminating in wolves being seen within the immediate vicinity of Noorvik in the study 
year (ORV10, ORV1). Similarly, there was general consensus that beavers have increased in abundance 
within respondents’ lifetimes; some respondents related to this increased abundance to a negative effect 
on whitefish populations (ORV5, ORV9, ORV8). Finally, although most respondents believed that caribou 
populations in the region were healthy in 2012, some individuals relayed that caribou herds are likely 
declining somewhat in abundance.29

Descriptions of resource health were largely restricted to observations made by individuals rather than 
community-wide perceptions. Observations of the overall health of individual caribou in recent years, for 
example, were somewhat variable, and different residents’ perceptions of caribou health reflected these 
different observations. Although some residents described seeing pus and lesions in caribou organs and 
meat in recent years (ORV6), other residents said that caribou in recent years have been healthy (ORV2), 
and still others mentioned that there have been some caribou with apparent disease or poor body condition 
for many years and that this is normal (ORV7, ORV5). Multiple respondents did describe their observations 
of pus-filled lesions in relatively large numbers of chum salmon several years ago (ORV7, ORV1, Table D3-
20). However, they did not describe the condition as being widely noticed during the 2012 salmon fishing 
season; according to some respondents, the unhealthy salmon may have represented a more or less isolated 
occurrence. 

Other Factors 
Respondents described several other factors that have directly or indirectly affected subsistence patterns 
in recent years. Although many residents in Noorvik described harvesting enough subsistence resources 

29 . Observations of declining caribou populations may be partially related to widespread knowledge of caribou herd 
trends derived from ADF&G WAH herd monitoring programs (e.g., Dau 2011:196).
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in 2012 while remaining in compliance with established hunting and fishing regulations, several residents 
said that particular hunting regulations can present challenges. For example, some residents perceived 
that the daily bag limit of 5 caribou did not always align with community needs, particularly for those 
residents who provide caribou for multiple family members or households. When attempting to harvest 
sufficient caribou for multiple families as well as balancing weather conditions, costs of hunting trips, 
employment schedules, and caribou migration patterns, one resident said that the daily bag limit can present 
a challenge to “people (who) take what they need and need to be able to take it when they can” (Table D3-
20). Respondents also said that hunting regulations can sometimes have unanticipated indirect influences 
on subsistence patterns. For example, one respondent thought that increases in moose hunting near Noorvik 
over his lifetime together with the limited fall season for moose may be related to fewer Noorvik residents 
hunting seals in fall months in recent years; some would-be seal hunters are occupied with moose hunting 
during this formerly more intense period of seal harvesting.
Several residents expressed concern for specific human actions that could result in changes to caribou 
migratory patterns: patterns which largely determine if caribou will be accessible or not to Noorvik hunters 
in any given year. Specific examples included hunters harvesting the first caribou to migrate (which are 
widely perceived as leading the entire migrating herd, usually in fairly predictable patterns when not 
disturbed), inexperienced hunters harvesting caribou at river crossings “just when they get in the water, 
instead of waiting until they are mid-stream” and thereby pushing the caribou herd back on land, and sport 
hunters or biologists disturbing caribou herds with airplane traffic (ORV5, Table D3-20). 
High gas prices in recent years were also widely described as having a large effect on subsistence patterns 
in Noorvik. Some residents said that high gas prices are largely responsible for decreased use of certain 
locations, such as family fish camps: “It’s the price of gas, trying to get there, point A to point B and back. 
So why not set my net across the river, instead of going so far? When I could still catch ‘em, you know” 
(ORV2). High fuel costs likely reduced the total area used for subsistence by Noorvik residents in 2012 
relative to periods when fuel prices were more economical; this factor should be considered when analyzing 
changes between past, present, and future subsistence use areas. 
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4. POINT LAY

Brittany Retherford, Anna R. Godduhn, and Elizabeth H. Mikow

coMMunity Background

Point Lay is a coastal community on the Chukchi Sea about 300 miles southwest of Barrow. The community 
rests near the mouth of the Kokolik River on a low coastal bluff that is protected from the Arctic Ocean by 
a series of barrier islands and the Kasegaluk Lagoon (Plate 4-1). Point Lay residents are primarily Iñupiat 
and are descendants of people who have occupied the region for generations. Point Lay’s climate is Arctic, 
characterized by extreme temperatures that range from -55º F during winter to 78º F in summer. Because 
of its coastal location, the community is susceptible to extreme weather conditions, including high winds, 
flooding, and storms. The permafrost in the area is estimated to be over 1,000 feet deep, but is beginning 
to thaw (Jorgenson et al. 2006; URS Corporation 2005a). Point Lay is located within the Alaska Maritime 
National Wildlife Refuge. There are 4 major river systems in the vicinity of Point Lay: the Kukpowruk, 
Epizetka (locally known as Kipasirak), Utukok, and Kokolik rivers. These rivers and their estuaries support 
a diversity of flora and fauna that are harvested and used by Point Lay residents throughout the year.
Community members refer to Point Lay as Kali, which means “somebody dragging.” According to legend, 
a woman’s grandson wanted to eat berries so much that he would not eat anything at all. One day the woman 
used her ulu1 to cut out a piece of ground nearby that had abundant berries. She dragged it home to her 
grandson, so that he would eat. Point Lay lies on the mound formed by the piece of ground the grandmother 
moved (Swan 1989). Point Lay has no city government and is the only unincorporated community in 
North Slope Borough (NSB). The Native Village of Point Lay is a federally recognized tribe. The village 
corporation is Cully Corporation, and the regional corporation is the Arctic Slope Regional Corporation 
(ASRC). Point Lay has modern facilities, including water, sewer, and electricity. There is one school in 
Point Lay, Kali School, which is part of the NSB School District and serves students from kindergarten 
through high school. Students may attend online courses through Iḷisaġvik College. Point Lay also has 

1 . A curved knife with a handle above the center of the blade. Size and shape are particular for usage.

Plate 4-1.–Point Lay from the air.
B. Retherford
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a health clinic, a fire station, a search and rescue station, a community hall, and a “camp” for transient 
workers owned and operated by Cully Corporation (Plate 4-2).2

The documented history of Point Lay begins in the early 1820s with the travels of Russian explorers 
Vasiliev and Shishmarev. Russian and other European Arctic exploration affected the Iñupiat of the region 
by contributing to changes in seasonal traveland  more permanent residency in communities such as Point 
Lay among of other transitions.3 

The 20th century brought continuing change to the Point Lay region. The first school in the area was built 
at Icy Cape in 1906, but was only open intermittently until it relocated to Point Lay in 1929 (Yarber et al. 
1989). At the time, Point Lay was a small settlement of just a few families located on one of the barrier 
islands. In 1929–1930, several families migrated to Point Lay from Point Hope. There were also families 
living nearby in the mountains at Kuchiaq4. When a trading post and school building were constructed in 
1930, families from around the region moved to Point Lay.5 Dorcus Neakok, a participant in Yarber’s 1989 
biographical research, moved to Point Lay in 1930 when she was 11 years old and when the school was 

2 . Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED) Division of Community 
and Regional Affairs, Juneau. n.d. “Alaska Community Database Online: Community Information.” Accessed 
August 20, 2014. http://commerce.alaska.gov/cra/DCRAExternal/community

3 . See the Introduction chapter for a detailed history of Arctic exploration and its impact on people in the region.
4 . Kuchiak Creek flows directly into the Chukchi Sea, about 35 miles southwest of Pt Lay. The drainage is an historic 

and ongoing source of coal for local residents, a prospect for commercial coal, and also a spawning ground for 
chum salmon and coho salmon (Johnson and Coleman 2014; US Fish and Wildlife Service 2012).

5 . North Slope Borough. 2014. Oil and gas technical report. Accessed August 20, 2014. 
 http://www.north-slope.org/departments/planning-community-services/oil-and-gas-technical-report

Plate 4-2.–Point Lay fire station. High winds and snowdrifts are typical winter conditions.
A. Godduhn
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half-built. She said there were 3 houses there (Yarber et al. 1989). The hill where there were graves and ice 
cellars was called Kali.6 
Reindeer herds were established in the early 1900s, but began to disperse with migrating caribou in the 
1930s, and the population of the community declined (Yarber et al. 1989; Plate 4-3). The reindeer industry 
collapsed in the early 1940s. An unusual bowhead whale hunt occurred in 1937, the last before a 72-year 
hiatus, when Dorcus Neokuk was a teenager. She described the event in the 1989 study, saying, “they cut 
the whales in pieces in the water because there were not enough people here to pull them out. There were 
over a hundred people but that wasn’t enough for those big whales” (Yarber et al. 1989:14). 
Despite bringing limited opportunity for employment, construction of the Distant Early Warning (DEW) 
Line station in the 1950s had a negative effect on the community because of the increased availability of 
alcohol. Amos Agnasagga, another participant in the 1989 research, explained that the presence of alcohol 
made the community an unhealthy place to live and eventually long-term residents began leaving Point Lay. 
The population continued to decline, and the school was closed in 1957 (Barnhardt 1985). 
Dorcas Neakok also remembered the closing of the school and the subsequent forced departure of the 
children to boarding schools (Yarber et al. 1989:1). “This in essence marked the end of Point Lay as a 
community and by 1964 there was only one couple living in the area” (Yarber et al. 1989:ix). Remaining 
infrastructure, particularly the airfield at the DEW Line site, ultimately facilitated the resettlement of Point 
Lay (Fritz 2010:308).
After the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) was signed in 1971, the Arctic Slope Regional 
Corporation (ASRC) and the North Slope Borough (NSB) were formed. Soon after these developments, 
former residents and other people began to return to Point Lay: 

…the formation of the NSB provided the economic means to support this 
resettlement. It is doubtful that the resource base provide [sic] by ANCSA would 

6 . At the time, the site where Point Lay is currently located was called Kayuqtualuk (Yarber et al. 1989:7).

Plate 4-3.–Abandoned barabaras.
Glenn H. Bowersox papers, Archives and Special Collections, Consortium Library, University of Alaska Anchorage, UAA-hmc-0731-21
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have allowed for the construction of communities from the ground up. (Yarber et 
al. 1989:vi)

The North Slope Borough provides services such as police, fire, schools, water and sewer, among other 
infrastructure needs. By the 1990s, Point Lay once again had a substantial enough population to support 
bowhead whaling and began campaigning for its own quota to hunt whales; in 2008, Point Lay was granted 
a quota and landed a whale in 2009. Today, whaling and caribou hunting are predominant subsistence 
activities for Point Lay residents. 

SeaSonal round

I have watched how everything has progressed as I was a little boy. I used to like to 
travel by dog team, my parents and I go from seasons to seasons, going to land for 
trapping, for fishing. We used to use our dog team all the time for moving all our 
equipment and there’s also a lot of walking going on. We did the reindeer herding. 
We watched the reindeer get mixed with caribou and then they lose the herds that 
way. (PL3)

Traditional knowledge of subsistence harvest practices comes from elders who have long inhabited the 
region. Present day residents of Point Lay have built on this foundation of knowledge, while also responding 
to the socioeconomic, cultural, and environmental changes and pressures of their time. Climate change, 
technological advances, political restructuring, and economic development activities have all affected how 
people in Point Lay are able to hunt and gather their food each season. This section describes the present-
day seasonal round for Point Lay residents in general terms, with some reference to the past.
Many wild foods are available to Point Lay residents year-round. For example, caribou and seals are often 
available every season of the year, depending on their migratory patterns (PL1). Spring is an especially 
important time in Point Lay. The community’s 2 whaling captains and crews busily prepare for the aġviq 
(bowhead whale) hunt. Beginning in the first part of March, hunters target ugruk (bearded seal) and other 
seal species (PL1, PL3). Springtime is also a popular season to hunt migratory waterfowl. Hunting for birds 
is often done with a small group of individuals (PL2, PL5). 
One respondent described the frenetic activity that happens as spring transitions into summer: 

We’re getting ready for [bowhead] whaling, that’s in March…Because spring goes 
by so fast…we want to take care of what we got from whaling, we need to get it all 
stored up, all cut up and everything, we need to give it out…then we store it and 
then after that, that’s when I took the boys out camping. Geese hunting. And after 
that, as you can see we have this lagoon out here [Kasegaluk]…From the ocean we 
go out there and we go overland, to bearded seal hunting. That’s what we hunt, you 
know, we use the skin to make our umiaq [skin boat], and not only that we use the 
fat to make the seal oil, called uqsruq [or] misiġaaq, and the meat we love to eat. 
There’s a walrus that comes and goes at that time of the year so we go out and hunt 
the walrus too. That walrus we eat. None of it goes to waste. And the ivory, you 
can use the ivory, you can see we use it for numerous things, necklace, bracelets, 
earrings, use it up there in Eskimo drum, handles. (PL5)

Due to the community’s location on Kasegaluk Lagoon’s shallow protected waters, Point Lay is uniquely 
positioned to harvest beluga whales during their annual migration; the whales pass by Point Lay in late June 
or early July. The beluga harvest averaged approximately 37 whales per year between 1987 and 2006 (Frost 
and Suydam 2014). The July beluga hunt has been one of the most important subsistence activities in Point 
Lay, accounting for a large portion of the community’s wild food harvest (Bacon et al. 2011rev.; Fuller and 
George 1999rev.)
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Point Lay fishers set nets in the late spring and summer to catch salmon and Dolly Varden (locally known 
as trout; PL2). Chum salmon and pink salmon are the most abundant; coho salmon spawn in one nearby 
stream (Kuchiak Creek), and a few sockeye salmon are beginning to appear in the region (one spawning 
stream has been documented on the North Slope, near Barrow; Johnson and Coleman 2014). Chinook 
salmon are occasionally caught in nets set on the ocean side of the barrier island (PL2, PL3). 
Caribou are also one of the most important wild foods for Point Lay households, and fall, which begins 
in August in Point Lay, is the prime season for hunting them (PL6). Because caribou often travel near the 
community, many hunters are able to make day trips to harvest caribou when they are needed, ensuring a 
supply of fresh meat. One respondent explained, “[w]e just go out there and get a couple and come back, go 
out the next day and get a couple more. It’s just right there” (PL5).
Ice fishing (or “jigging”) is a very popular activity during winter months; it begins at freeze-up and continues 
until the ice is no longer safe in the spring (PL2). Many households fish for Arctic grayling and smelts 
through the ice. One fisher said “we get a lot of smelts. They may be small fish but we get them in bunches 
and it just taste so good and it’s just fun to ice fish you know…We just ice fish them and just pile them 
up” (PL5). Burbot, locally known as tiktaaliq or mudshark, are also fished by jigging, although none were 
reported in the study year (PL6).
During winter, Point Lay hunters might harvest polar bear or furbearing animals such as wolves and 
wolverines. One respondent explained that the traditional practice of trapping furbearing animals is still 
important for Point Lay households:

There’s people who have traplines, and it’s just a matter of going out there in this 
cold because right now [February] it’s the time of the year…it’s the coldest time 
of the year and there’s a very few people who go out and do it, because you have 
to travel miles and you have to go out and get these predators, wolverines and 
wolves. And it’s just, you know, the excitement of getting them and bringing them 
home, actually getting these predators out there, that stuff we use to make our 
warm clothing, that’s how it’s been for years…you look back in the history and we 
had no stores, we had no way to buy up our clothing, it was out there for us to hunt, 
to make our clothing. (PL5)

Many people in Point Lay hold jobs to support their families and pay for gas and equipment needed for 
pursuing subsistence activities. Subsistence users have adapted the seasonal round to the wage economy, 
and many Point Lay employers try to accommodate the need for time to hunt, fish, and process wild foods. 
However, the balance between work and hunting can be difficult to manage. “I know working gets in the 
[way], it makes it more difficult to go, have opportunities to go out, but then you need to have the money to 
be able to, to go out so…” (PL5). The types of employment in Point Lay are described in the Income and 
Cash Employment section of this chapter.

PoPulation eStiMate and deMograPhic inForMation 
The 42 surveyed households included 157 people. Expanding for 25 unsurveyed households, the estimated 
population of Point Lay in 2012 was 260 people (Table 1-3). This study found that 88% of residents were 
Alaska Native. The majority of residents in Point Lay were male (58%), and 42% were female (Figure 4-1). 
Point Lay is a young community: 123 (49%) of its residents are age 19 or younger. The average age of Point 
Lay residents was 23 years old and the oldest resident was 72 years old (Table 4-1). The age distribution 
results in a high ratio of dependents to wage earners (URS Corporation 2005a:1). The average household 
included about 4 individuals, and the largest household had 9 people (Table 4-1). 
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The population of Point Lay declined from 1939 until the mid-1950s, when the community was largely 
abandoned (Figure 4-2). By the early 1960s, Point Lay only had 2 residents: Dorcas and Warren Neakok. 
The population was so small that the U.S. Census did not include Point Lay in its counts: the recorded 
population for those years was 0 people (Yarber et al. 1989:39). As described in the Community Background 
section, former Point Lay residents began to return to the community in 1971. Point Lay’s population has 
grown significantly since 1980, when the U.S. Census counted 68 residents (Figure 4-2). That growth was 
steady until the early 2000s, when it began declining. In 2010, the census found about 189 people; this study 
estimates a population of 260 residents in 2012, suggesting that the population may be rebounding (Table 
4-2). Differences between the estimates may be a result of different methodical approaches. This study 
defined residency as anyone who lived permanently in the community for at least 3 months during the study 
year, whereas other population surveys may have different residency requirements. 
Only 39% of household heads named Point Lay as their birthplace; 22% identified a state outside of Alaska, 
and 9% named Kotzebue (Table D4-1). In contrast, 69% of all community residents identified Point Lay as 
their birthplace (Table D4-2). These figures reflect the resettlement pattern in Point Lay, the overall youthful 
population of the community, and the fact that many people have chosen to raise their families in Point Lay. 
Heads of household had lived in Point Lay an average of 22 years, and the longest length of residency was 
69 years (Table 4-1). Residents of Point Lay had lived in the community for an average of 15 years. Dorcas 
Neakok, a respected elder, described the unique nature of Point Lay’s population history:

On the one hand Point Lay is anybody’s town, since people have moved to Point 
Lay from all sorts of different places. On the other hand, everybody in Point Lay is 
related and treats everyone else like family.7 (Yarber et al. 1989)

This diversity of backgrounds results in subsistence practices that blend different traditions. These outside 
experiences and deliberate decisions to settle in Point Lay represent a commitment to living a subsistence 
way of life (Lord 2004:190–191).

7 . Yarber paraphrased Neakok’s observations for these statements.
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Figure 4-1.–Population profile, Point Lay, 2012.
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Community
Point Lay

Sampled households 42
Eligible households 67
Percentage sampled 62.7%

Sampled population 163
Estimated community population 260.0

Mean 3.8
Minimum 1.0
Maximum 9.0

22.9
0

72
20.5

Total population
Mean 15.1
Minimuma 0
Maximum 69

Heads of household
Mean 22.6
Minimuma 0
Maximum 69

Alaska Native
Estimated householdsb

Number 55.8
Percentage 83.3%

Estimated population
Number 229.7
Percentage 88.3%

b. The estimated number of households in which at 
least 1 head of household is Alaska Native.

Minimuma

Maximum
Median

Length of residency

a. A minimum age of 0 (zero) is used for infants 
who are less than 1 year of age.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2013.

Mean

Table 4-1.–Sample and demographic 
characteristics, Point Lay, 2012.

Household size

Age

Characteristics

Table 4-1.–S a m p l e  a n d  d e m o g r a p h i c 
characteristics, Point Lay, 2012.
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Figure 4-2.–Population estimates, Point Lay, 1940–2012.

Estimate Rangea Estimate Rangeb

Households 60 72.0 53 – 91 67.0
Population 189 274.0 183 – 365 260.0 230 – 290

Population 168 228.0 204 – 252 229.7 200 – 259
Percentage 88.9% 83.2% 74.5% – 92.0% 88.3% 77.0% – 99.7%

Table 4-2.–Population estimates, Point Lay, 2010 and 2012.

Total population

Alaska Native

b. No range of households is estimated for division surveys.
a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

Census
(2010)

5-year American Community
Survey (2009–2013)

This study
(2012)

Sources  U.S. Census Bureau (2011) for 2010 estimate; U.S. Census Bureau for American Community Survey 
(ACS) 2013 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013 for 2012 
estimate.
Note  Division of Subsistence household survey elegiblity requirements differ from those used by ACS.

Table 4-2.–Population estimates, Point Lay, 2010 and 2012.
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incoMe and caSh eMPloyMent

Respondents were asked about both earned income (jobs held and wages earned by all household members 
16 years and older) and other sources of income (Alaska Permanent Fund dividend, Social Security, public 
assistance, etc.). For 2012, Point Lay households earned or received an estimated $4.7 million, of which 
$3.2 million (70%) was from wage employment and $1.4 million (30%) was from other sources (Table 
4-3). The mean household income was estimated at $67,711, the median household income was about 
$72,795, and the per capita income was about $18,105 (tables 4-1 and 4-3; Figure 4-3). For comparison, the 
American Community Survey estimated a median household income of $76,250 and a per capita income 
of $21,1928 (Table D4-3).

8 . Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED) Division of Community 
and Regional Affairs, Juneau. n.d. “Alaska Community Database Online: Community Information.” Accessed 
August 21, 2014. http://commerce.alaska.gov/cra/DCRAExternal/community

Percentage of
Number Number Total Mean total

of of for per community
Income source people households community household income
Earned income

84.6 56.4 $2,445,716 $1,756,423 – $3,394,074 $36,503 52.4%
15.9 12.3 $314,277 $93,821 – $651,608 $4,691 6.7%

5.3 5.3 $143,730 $13,593 – $364,588 $2,145 3.1%

8.8 5.3 $119,102 $18,713 – $347,788 $1,778 2.6%
7.1 7.1 $80,104 $8,387 – $202,145 $1,196 1.7%
5.3 5.3 $65,750 $3,044 – $197,074 $981 1.4%
3.5 3.5 $43,880 $3,004 – $134,904 $655 0.9%
1.8 1.8 $16,729 $6,634 – $56,989 $250 0.4%
1.8 1.8 $6,366 $2,022 – $14,613 $95 0.1%

Local government
Construction
Transportation, communication, and
  utilities
Mining
Services
Retail trade
Federal government 
Manufacturing
State government
Other employment 3.5 1.8 $157 $142 – $316 $2 0.0%

Earned income subtotal 109.3 63.5 $3,235,812 $2,498,206 – $4,172,475 $48,296 69.3%

Other income
51.0 $887,908 $608,231 – $1,169,690 $13,252 19.0%
57.4 $193,222 $151,267 – $238,105 $2,884 4.1%

9.6 $87,916 $16,492 – $194,980 $1,312 1.9%

4.8 $61,774 $38,724 – $157,718 $922 1.3%
11.2 $55,907 $10,579 – $131,993 $834 1.2%

3.2 $46,900 $29,400 – $116,771 $700 1.0%
3.2 $45,420 $28,472 – $133,809 $678 1.0%
4.8 $31,358 $19,657 – $84,229 $468 0.7%
6.4 $12,739 $654 – $34,170 $190 0.3%
4.8 $8,192 $5,135 – $17,763 $122 0.2%
2.0 $2,438 $1,528 – $4,881 $36 0.1%
1.6 $774 $485 – $3,636 $12 0.0%
1.6 $319 $200 – $638 $5 0.0%

0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Native corporation dividend Alaska
Permanent Fund dividend 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
  Program (food stamps)
Social Security
Unemployment
Supplemental Security Income 
Child support
Pension / retirement
Meeting honoraria
Supplemental Security income 
Dividend / interest
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 
Other
TANF (Temporary Assistance for
  Needy Families)
Longevity bonus
Workers' compensation / insurance 
Disability
Veteran disability
Foster care
CITGO fuel voucher 0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 51.0 $1,434,864 $151,267 – $238,105 $21,416 30.7%
Community income total $4,670,676 $3,925,750 – $5,585,285 $69,711.59 100.0%

-/+ 95% CI

Table 4-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Point Lay, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table 4-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Point Lay, 2012.



152

In 2012, the sources of income in Point Lay were dominated by local government, which included wages 
from employment with the city, tribe, and school district earned by about 56 different households (Table 
4-3; Figure 4-4). The second largest source of income was from Native corporation dividends. Many Point 
Lay residents are shareholders in one or more Alaska Native corporations; when the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (ANCSA) was passed in 1971, many current residents of Point Lay were living in other 
communities and chose to be shareholders in other corporations, including NANA, Arctic Slope, Bering 
Strait, and other regional corporations. The largest dividend amount in 2012 was issued by Arctic Slope 
Regional Corporation (ASRC) at $50.38 per share (ADCCED [n.d.]). Original shareholders were issued 
100 shares, but transfers and inheritance have resulted in variable holdings among shareholders. 
Employment opportunities were limited in Point Lay. Approximately 73% of adults (over the age of 16) 
in the community held at least one job in 2012 (Table D4-3). Employed adults held an average of 1.4 jobs 
with a maximum of 4 jobs. Only 22% of adults were employed all year in 2012, sometimes by combining 
seasonal jobs; the average total length of employment for the year was 7 months. The data indicate that 
160 jobs were held by about 110 people (Table D4-4). The NSB and the NSB School District were 2 of 
the primary employers in Point Lay. About 7% of the total community income came from working in 
construction (Table 4-2). This study also found that the unemployment rate was 16% in Point Lay, which 
was twice as high as the state average (8%). Information on employment by industry can be found in Table 
D4-5.
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Figure 4-3.–Comparison of median income estimates, Point Lay, 2012.
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All other sources 6%

Local government 52%

Native corporation 
dividend 19%

Construction 7%
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Services 2%

Retail trade 1%

Social Security 1%

Figure 4-4.–Top income sources, Point Lay, 2012.



154

SuMMary oF harveSt and uSe PatternS in 2012
The reported wild food harvests between January 1 and December 31, 2012 by 42 surveyed households in 
Point Lay (63%) were converted to approximately 124,522 edible pounds (lb) of wild foods. Expanding for 
25 unsurveyed households, Point Lay harvested an estimated 154,671 lb (± 52%) of wild foods (Table D4-
4). The table also summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Point Lay in the study year at the 
household level. Most households attempted to harvest (86%) or actually harvested subsistence resources 
(81%), and 93% used them in 2012. The average harvest was 2,897 lb per household, or 595 lb per capita. 
During the study year, households harvested an average of 8 resources and used an average of 14 resources. 
The maximum number of resources harvested by any one household was 31, and the maximum number of 
resources used by any household was 35. In addition, 86% of households reported giving an average of 7 
resources to other households.
Survey respondents were asked to indicate on maps the areas where members of their household searched 
for and harvested their subsistence resources in 2012. Figure 4-5 shows the total use area of 5,128 square 
miles described by 31 respondents who provided mapping data. Hunters and fishers traveled along the 
coast as far north as Wainwright and the Kuk River drainage and as far south as Cape Lisburne. Subsistence 
hunters and fishers described traveling as far as 70 miles offshore, overland around Point Lay, and up 
the 4 rivers: the Utukok, the Kokolik, the Epizetka (“We all say Kipasirak” [PL4]) and the Kukpowruk 
rivers. Search and harvest areas for different categories of subsistence resources are described in following 
sections.
In addition to household surveys, this project incorporated local traditional knowledge interviews with 6 
individuals: 5 men and 1 woman. All grew up living a traditional way of life that incorporated subsistence 
values and practices, and their ages ranged from early 20s to mid-60s.

Resource Harvest and Use by Category
Figure 4-6 shows by resource category the percentage of households that used, attempted to harvest, or 
harvested wild foods. The most widely used resource category was land mammals9 (93% of households), 
followed by marine mammals (88%) and vegetation (83%). Although 67% of households attempted to 
harvest some kind of marine mammal in 2012, only 48% reported successful harvests. This difference can 
be explained by a few factors, including the specialized nature of marine mammal hunting and the usual 
involvement of several people from multiple households. Generally, for example, all able bodies in the 
community are involved with hunting and processing whales. The harvest, however, is attributed only to 
the shooter’s household. Generally speaking, the resources that require specialized equipment or teamwork 
(mammals and fish) were most widely shared in 2012, as reflected by the lower percentages of households 
harvesting compared with using. Sharing is a cornerstone of subsistence and will be explored in more detail 
later in this chapter. 
Marine mammals accounted for the most estimated pounds harvested by Point Lay households in 2012 
(82,563 lb, 53% of the total harvest), and land mammals made up the bulk of the remainder (48,380 lb, 
32%; Figure 4-7). Fish, birds, and vegetation were all important for variety, but contributed less edible 
weight to household supplies.

Resource Harvest and Use by Species
Figure 4-8 shows the top 10 species harvested, in terms of edible pounds (lb), by Point Lay households 
during the 2012 study year. Caribou contributed the greatest number of pounds of a single species, about 
31% of the total harvest. One bowhead whale accounted for 29% of the total estimated harvest during the 
study year. The next 3 highest contributions by weight were all marine mammals: bearded seal, beluga, and 
walrus. Table D4-6 shows the most commonly used resources among Point Lay households and overlaps 
extensively with the most heavily harvested species. Resources named that do not appear among the most 
harvested include cloudberry (locally known as salmonberry), smelts, Arctic grayling, ptarmigans, and 
goose eggs.

9 . The land mammals category includes large land mammals, small land mammals, and feral animals.
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13.9
Minimum 0
Maximum 35
95% confidence limit (±) 12.8%
Median 14.0

10.8
Minimum 0
Maximum 33
95% confidence limit (±) 16.0%
Median 9.0

8.1
Minimum 0
Maximum 31
95% confidence limit (±) 18.1%
Median 5.0

9.0
Minimum 0
Maximum 31
95% confidence limit (±) 16.0%
Median 6.0

7.4
Minimum 0
Maximum 24
95% confidence limit (±) 16.7%
Median 7.0

Minimum 0
Maximum 51,121.9
Mean 2,896.6
Median 641.4

154,671.3
594.8
93%
86%
81%
93%
86%

42

119

Percentage using any resource
Percentage attempting to harvest any resource
Percentage harvesting any resource

Mean number of resources given away per household

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Percentage receiving any resource
Percentage giving away any resource
Number of households in sample
Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (pounds)

Total harvest weight (lb)
Community per capita harvest (lb)

Table 4-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Point Lay, 2012.

Mean number of resources used per household

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household

Mean number of resources harvested per household

Mean number of resources received per household

Characteristic

Table 4-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Point Lay, 2012.
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Figure 4-5.–All resources search and harvest areas, Point Lay, 2012.
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Figure 4-6.–Percentages of households attempting to harvest, harvesting, and using subsistence 
resources by category, Point Lay, 2012.

Salmon 6%

Nonsalmon fish 3%

Land mammals 32%

Marine mammals 
53%

Birds and eggs 5%

Vegetation 1%

Note Categories having 0 lb of usable weight are not included.

Figure 4-7.–Composition of harvest by resource category, Point Lay, 2012.
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Caribou 31%

Bowhead whale
29%

Bearded seal 10% Beluga whale 9%

Walrus 3%

Chum salmon 3%

Pink salmon 2%

White-fronted goose
2%

Ringed seal 2%

Unknown ptarmigans
1%

All other resources
8%

Figure 4-8.–Top resources harvested by edible weight, Point Lay, 2012.
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Table 4-5 shows estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Point Lay residents in 2014 and is organized 
first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in pounds edible weight (see 
Appendix C for conversion factors10). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member of 
the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken, given away, 
or used by a household, and resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter or trade, 
or through hunting partnerships. Purchased foods are not included. Differences between harvest and use 
percentages reflect sharing among households, which results in a wider distribution of wild foods.

Marine Mammals
Marine mammals are an extremely important source of sustenance for households in Point Lay and provided 
over one-half of the wild food harvested in 2012. Table 4-5 summarizes the marine mammal harvest, use, 
and sharing data collected for Point Lay for the study year. 
Point Lay households harvest marine mammals including beluga whales, bowhead whales, seals (bearded, 
ringed, and spotted), walruses, and polar bears. In 2012, households harvested 82,563 lb of marine mammals: 
1 bowhead whale (54%), 55 bearded seals (19%), 14 beluga whales (17%), 6 walruses (6%), 51 ringed 
seals (3%), and 8 spotted seals (1%; Figure 4-9). Although 48% of households are credited with harvesting 
marine mammals during the study year, the hunters from those households were usually supported by others 
who did not pull the trigger. Meat and blubber were widely shared between households: 71% of households 
gave away marine mammal products, and all 86% of households who used marine mammals reported 
receiving at least some of that food from other households.
In 2008, the International Whaling Commission (IWC) allocated Point Lay a quota of 1 bowhead whale 
strike, and crews have made attempts to land whales each year since. Historical whaling data are presented 
in a later section. A variety of factors can influence a hunt, especially weather and sea ice conditions such as 
stability, concentration, and type. Because successful whaling is so sensitive to environmental conditions, 
particularly a need for stable shorefast ice, climate change seems to have already decreased the efficiency 
of the spring bowhead hunt (Suydam et al. [n.d.]:3). All key respondents explained that thinning sea ice has 
made marine hunting significantly more dangerous in recent years (PL1, PL2, PL3, PL4, PL5, PL6). 
During the study year, there were 2 bowhead whaling crews in Point Lay, and 1 bowhead whale was landed. 
The whale measured 54 feet, 2 inches long.11 

Preparations for bowhead whaling begin as early as late February or early March, and hunting occurs 
in April or May, depending on ice conditions (Table D4-7). A substantial amount of work is involved in 
planning and preparing for the annual hunt, which provides a significant bounty of food for the community. 
One respondent described the preparations:

See, first thing of all we got to get our ice cellar ready. You know, get it prepared 
for more food to be stored in. And, clean that out and get it ready to fill in again. 
And after that, we service up all our snow machines, and we fix all our sleds, we 
get all that ready…there’s a lot of gear we have to prepare, camping gear. There’s 
the grub, there’s a boat we have to tow on the sled. We have to get all that ready, 
it’s just so much stuff. (PL5)

The effort requires the involvement of the entire community, and each individual plays a particular role in 
the process. The respondent continued:

…the funnest part is making the trail, you know from the ocean to the open water. 
We have to come together and work together as one to go out there and make our 
own trail. We have to use ice picks, you know, we have to use a lot of these tools 
we use for hands. It’s all by hand. Just go out and break the ice, and move it out of 

10 . Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table but are assigned a 
conversion factor of zero. 

11 . Thomas Nukapigak, personal communication with B. Retherford, December 2013.
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Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All resources 92.9 85.7 81.0 92.9 85.7 154,671.3 2,896.6 594.8 52.0
  Salmon 61.9 42.9 28.6 54.8 33.3 8,766.6 127.8 33.7 63.8
    Chum salmon 31.0 26.2 14.3 28.6 21.4 3,744.3 54.6 14.4 658.8 ind 9.6 92.1
    Coho salmon 26.2 28.6 19.0 16.7 16.7 1,803.6 26.3 6.9 371.7 ind 5.4 69.5
    Chinook salmon 21.4 19.0 9.5 16.7 9.5 137.5 2.0 0.5 14.4 ind 0.2 70.3
    Pink salmon 26.2 28.6 16.7 19.0 9.5 3,024.7 44.1 11.6 1,119.9 ind 16.3 74.3
    Sockeye salmon 16.7 7.1 4.8 14.3 2.4 56.5 0.8 0.2 12.8 ind 0.2 98.0
    Unknown salmon 4.8 0.0 0.0 4.8 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 76.2 57.1 52.4 59.5 50.0 5,045.2 73.5 19.4 50.4
    Pacific herring 9.5 2.4 2.4 7.1 0.0 165.4 2.4 0.6 27.6 gal 0.4 124.8
    Unknown smelts 59.5 38.1 33.3 38.1 16.7 331.9 4.8 1.3 55.3 gal 0.8 51.3
    Pacific tomcod 7.1 0.0 0.0 7.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown flounders 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 2.4 35.1 0.5 0.1 31.9 ind 0.5 124.8
    Pacific halibut 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lb 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic char 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Dolly Varden 19.0 14.3 9.5 11.9 7.1 1,626.7 23.7 6.3 492.9 ind 7.2 97.7
    Lake trout 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic grayling 50.0 40.5 38.1 28.6 26.2 1,750.1 25.5 6.7 1,944.6 ind 28.3 46.2
    Northern pike 4.8 0.0 0.0 4.8 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sheefish 31.0 4.8 4.8 31.0 19.0 201.8 2.9 0.8 36.7 ind 0.5 109.4
    Broad whitefish 9.5 2.4 0.0 9.5 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic cisco 9.5 4.8 2.4 7.1 4.8 195.4 2.8 0.8 279.2 ind 4.1 124.8
    Bering cisco 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Least cisco 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Table 4-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Point Lay, 2012.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

95%
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

-continued-

Table 4-5.–Estimated harvests of fish, wildlife, and vegetation resources, Point Lay, 2012.
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Nonsalmon fish, continued
    Humpback whitefish 7.1 4.8 2.4 4.8 4.8 10.1 0.1 0.0 4.8 ind 0.1 124.8
    Unknown whitefishes 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 2.4 692.6 10.1 2.7 957.1 ind 14.0 124.8
    Unknown nonsalmon fish 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 2.4 36.2 0.5 0.1 47.9 ind 0.7 124.8
  Large land mammals 92.9 64.3 59.5 76.2 71.4 48,380.4 705.3 186.1 37.0
    Black bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Brown bear 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Caribou 92.9 64.3 59.5 76.2 71.4 48,380.4 705.3 186.1 355.7 ind 5.2 37.0
    Moose 4.8 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Dall sheep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Small land mammals 19.0 28.6 11.9 4.8 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Beaver 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic fox 4.8 9.5 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 ind 0.1 0.0
    Red fox 9.5 11.9 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 ind 0.0 0.0
    Alaska hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Snowshoe hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    River (land) otter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Lynx 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Marmot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Marten 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Mink 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Muskrat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Porcupine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic ground (parka) 

squirrel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Gray wolf 4.8 14.3 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 ind 0.0 0.0
    Wolverine 7.1 16.7 2.4 4.8 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 ind 0.0 0.0
  Feral animals 9.5 7.1 4.8 9.5 7.1 433.9 6.3 1.7 87.2
    Reindeer–feral 9.5 7.1 4.8 9.5 7.1 433.9 6.3 1.7 3.2 ind 0.0 87.2
  Marine mammals 88.1 66.7 47.6 88.1 73.8 82,563.1 1,845.4 317.5 73.8
    Polar bear 4.8 2.4 0.0 4.8 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Table 4-5.–Page 2 of 5.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

95%
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

-continued-
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Marine mammals, continued
    Bearded seal 66.7 54.8 35.7 54.8 47.6 15,730.0 365.8 60.5 55.0 ind 1.3 0.0
    Ringed seal 31.0 28.6 19.0 21.4 21.4 2,909.7 42.4 11.2 51.0 ind 0.7 56.4
    Spotted seal 9.5 11.9 4.8 4.8 7.1 781.7 11.4 3.0 8.0 ind 0.1 102.4
    Unknown seals 16.7 7.1 0.0 16.7 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Walrus 31.0 11.9 7.1 23.8 16.7 4,913.3 71.6 18.9 6.4 ind 0.1 74.9
    Beluga whale 83.3 52.4 31.0 78.6 59.5 13,930.0 324.0 53.6 14.0 ind 0.3 0.0
    Bowhead whale 85.7 38.1 2.4 83.3 59.5 44,298.4 1,030.2 170.4 1.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Birds and eggs 73.8 69.0 64.3 45.2 52.4 7,981.9 116.4 30.7 41.7
    Common eider 23.8 28.6 16.7 11.9 9.5 834.2 12.2 3.2 201.0 ind 2.9 64.2
    King eider 31.0 28.6 23.8 16.7 21.4 690.0 10.1 2.7 258.4 ind 3.8 43.2
    Spectacled eider 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 2.4 116.3 1.7 0.4 47.9 ind 0.7 87.2
    Steller's eider 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown eiders 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Mallard 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Red-breasted merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Long-tailed duck 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 6.4 0.1 0.0 4.8 ind 0.1 124.8
    Northern pintail 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 7.5 0.1 0.0 4.8 ind 0.1 124.8
    Black scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Green-winged teal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown wigeons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ducks 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Brant 19.0 19.0 14.3 9.5 9.5 203.7 3.0 0.8 89.3 ind 1.3 74.4
    Unknown 

Canada/cackling geese 21.4 19.0 19.0 9.5 11.9 327.3 4.8 1.3 95.7 ind 1.4 52.3

    Snow goose 31.0 26.2 19.0 16.7 16.7 421.1 6.1 1.6 105.3 ind 1.5 48.6
    White-fronted goose 57.1 50.0 45.2 28.6 38.1 2,969.3 43.3 11.4 700.3 ind 10.2 32.3
    Unknown geese 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Tundra (whistling) swan 4.8 4.8 4.8 0.0 4.8 35.8 0.5 0.1 3.2 ind 0.0 87.2
    Sandhill crane 2.4 4.8 2.4 0.0 2.4 21.5 0.3 0.1 3.2 ind 0.0 124.8

Table 4-5.–Page 3 of 5.
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  Birds and eggs, continued
Golden/black-bellied
   plover 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Unknown shorebirds 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.1 0.0 79.8 ind 1.2 124.8
    Glaucous gull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sabine's gull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown murre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic tern 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ptarmigans 42.9 35.7 33.3 16.7 16.7 1,879.2 27.4 7.2 1,879.2 ind 27.4 105.9
    Snowy owl 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Common eider eggs 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 8.0 ind 0.1 124.8
    Unknown duck eggs 23.8 19.0 16.7 11.9 11.9 49.1 0.7 0.2 327.0 ind 4.8 59.0
    Brant eggs 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    White-fronted goose eggs 7.1 7.1 7.1 0.0 2.4 34.3 0.5 0.1 127.1 ind 1.9 105.0
    Unknown goose eggs 38.1 33.3 31.0 16.7 19.0 186.5 2.7 0.7 690.7 ind 10.1 49.3
    Tundra swan eggs 9.5 7.1 7.1 4.8 4.8 66.3 1.0 0.3 105.3 ind 1.5 94.5
    Unknown crane eggs 4.8 4.8 4.8 2.4 2.4 11.1 0.2 0.0 33.5 ind 0.5 95.2
    Unknown small shorebird 

eggs 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 16.0 ind 124.8

    Sabine's gull eggs 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown gull eggs 31.0 26.2 23.8 14.3 14.3 87.1 1.3 0.3 290.3 ind 4.2 50.9
    Unknown loon eggs 7.1 4.8 4.8 4.8 2.4 9.8 0.1 0.0 54.2 ind 0.8 94.6
    Unknown murre eggs 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.1 0.0 16.0 ind 0.2 124.8
    Unknown tern eggs 14.3 11.9 11.9 4.8 4.8 6.9 0.1 0.0 138.8 ind 2.0 55.5
    Ptarmigan eggs 7.1 2.4 2.4 4.8 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 16.0 ind 0.2 124.8
    Unknown eggs 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 2.4 3.4 0.1 0.0 19.1 ind 0.3 124.8
  Marine invertebrates 4.8 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Unknown clams 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Unknown king crabs 4.8 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown mussels 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Shrimps 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0

Harvest amounta

95%
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest
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Marine invertebrates, continued
Unknown marine
  invertebrates

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0

  Vegetation 83.3 76.2 76.2 47.6 50.0 1,500.3 21.9 5.8 33.7
    Blueberry 31.0 23.8 23.8 14.3 19.0 199.8 2.9 0.8 50.0 gal 0.7 58.5
    Lowbush cranberry 26.2 21.4 21.4 9.5 9.5 55.0 0.8 0.2 13.8 gal 0.2 55.6
    Highbush cranberry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Crowberry 19.0 14.3 14.3 9.5 14.3 91.3 1.3 0.4 22.8 gal 0.3 64.4
    Cloudberry 83.3 71.4 69.0 42.9 45.2 1,039.3 15.2 4.0 259.8 gal 3.8 29.4
    Wild rhubarb 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 4.8 0.1 0.0 4.8 gal 0.1 124.8

 Wood 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
Note   Resources where the percentage using is greater than the combined received and harvest indicate use from resources obtained during a previous year.
Note  For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a nonzero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not calculated for species 
harvested but not eaten.
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the way, make a trail. And one time, in 2011 it took us about a month to make that 
trail. (PL5)

Point Lay’s bowhead whale quota was allocated decades after most North Slope communities were 
recognized as Native subsistence bowhead hunters in 1978, so Point Lay whaling captains gained 
traditional knowledge and developed their hunting skills in other North Slope whaling communities. When 
the community was allocated a quota by the IWC in 2008, these hunters were able to apply their knowledge 
to the local environment (PL5, PL2). One key respondent recalled growing up in Wainwright and helping 
with the bowhead hunt. His job when he was a young boy was to “make coffee and take care of the tent” 
(PL2). He mentioned that the water near Point Lay was deeper than at Wainwright, which meant that 
bowheads were able to come closer to the shorefast ice in Point Lay. Another respondent, whose father and 
grandfather were both whaling captains, said: 

I remember me and my dad had to drive snowmachine all the way to Barrow just 
to go whaling, that’s where my dad’s from and where he was taught from...but, at 
the time, when I was growing up…I had to go to school first, and then do this and 
whaling…we had to go to Barrow just to go whaling, but now we get to do it just 
in our back yard. We don’t have to travel so far. I’m happy we don’t have to drive, 
or plane to Barrow, just to do it down there. (PL5) 

Beluga whales are also a major source of food for Point Lay. Most of the adults and many of the youth in 
the community participate in some aspect of the community beluga hunt, which typically occurs in June or 
early July. Point Lay is one of the few communities that employed a cooperative hunting strategy to harvest 
beluga whales. Residents recognized the unique nature of their hunting method, and many expressed pride 
in their abilities to work together (PL1, PL2, PL3, PL4, PL5, PL6). One respondent said, “We’re one of the 
first villages in the Slope that do it as a community. There are other villages that do it. Now Wainwright 
they’re starting to do it as a community too, they see how we do it and they’re doing it because they have a 
lagoon” (PL5). Point Lay households have shared their skills and expertise in hunting beluga whales with 
other communities, as well. One respondent described:

We did have a couple of people from Kotzebue come and live with us for a while 
in this village…they stayed here for quite a number of years and they learned how 

Bearded seal 19%

Ringed seal 3%

Spotted seal 1%

Walrus 6%

Beluga whale 17%

Bowhead whale 54%

Figure 4-9.–Composition of marine mammal harvest by edible weight, Point Lay, 2012.
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to herd the beluga and they learned how to harpoon and shoot the beluga from 
the people in Point Lay. And they took that learnings back to Kotzebue and the 
following year they caught, I think they caught 46 beluga that year. (PL4)

During springtime, Point Lay residents discuss details of the hunt during a community planning meeting. 
One respondent described the meeting, “They have a meeting—everybody will come over. During that 
meeting everyone has to decide who is the captain, the shooter, the harpooner, and who throws out the 
buoy” (PL5). He went on to explain the cooperation necessary for a successful hunt:

…it takes a lot of us to herd these belugas into our lagoon…We have people that 
knows what’s going on, knows how to take care of situations when something 
goes bad. And it’s all mainly communication from one boat to another boat. And if 
something, I was raised up as a boy, watching how it’s done, and something that I 
can step up to and be a part of, and get this done. (PL5) 

Long-time beluga researcher Robert Sudyam noted that beluga congregate annually along the Kasegaluk 
Lagoon, at passes through the barrier islands, and that: 

Once or twice a year, hunters drive a large group of belugas into the shallow lagoon 
(less than 2 m deep) using motorized skiffs. Once in the lagoon, the whales are 
hunted with high caliber rifles. (Suydam 2009:5) 

After the whales are successfully struck and killed, they are butchered at the old town site and then divided 
into shares for individual households.
Thirteen boats participated in the 2012 beluga hunt. Youth joined the effort, but usually they had to be at 
least 13 years old to be on a boat that was actively hunting (PL4).12 The boat owner, who was usually the 
captain, determined who would crew his or her boat for the hunt. This respondent was a boat captain in the 
2012 hunt and said that he had 4 people in his boat, including himself. He was the operator or “driver,” a 
male relative was designated as both “harpooner” and “shooter,” and his teenage sons were there to watch 
and learn. The 2012 beluga hunt, which resulted in 14 harvested animals,13 was far less productive than 
the usual 40 or so animals taken. The pod of whales that the community herded was small. There were 
also difficulties driving the beluga into the lagoon, one respondent explained: the lagoon was deeper than 
normal, and the whales were able to pass underneath the boats and escape (PL4). 
Sharing was common in Point Lay and was an important way for wild resources to be distributed both 
within the community and to surrounding communities. Beluga was commonly traded out of Point Lay to 
other communities, one respondent explained: 

It’s hard for them (residents in other villages) to get beluga there. You know they 
don’t do it like around here. When they go out and get beluga, it’s just them, their 
family doing it. And they rarely get any, too, because they have to go way far out 
there to get them. (PL1)14

Point Lay hunters displayed a keen understanding of the beluga whale ecology, which they gained as a 
result of a lifetime of personal interactions with the environment (PL1, PL3, PL5). This knowledge is used 
not only to determine hunting strategies, but also to assess the health of a resource population. One longtime 
hunter shared some of this knowledge:

12 . Some boats act as herders without a shooter or harpooner onboard.
13 . This count comes from the Beluga Whaling Commission, which is charged with tallying each community’s harvest 

each year (Suydam et al. [n.d.]). 
14 . Seasonality and location affect the success of subsistence whaling. Because of their location on the lagoon, Point 

Lay residents harvest beluga whales while the animals are traveling along the coast in pod formation, and they 
are able to harvest many during one community hunt. Communities that have access to migrating beluga early in 
the season when whales are farther from shore and are not yet aggregating in pods are unable to harvest as many 
whales.
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I know and the people know that they [beluga whales] have their own ways of 
communicating. They have their own scouts. They have their own ways of getting 
in and around the ice, through scouts. Also through distant communication 
underwater…it’s been really hard to understand the whistling, clicking, and also 
the flapping of the tail and stuff on the water. We don’t quite understand what all it 
means. But we know when they’re alarmed they slam their tail on the water...They 
make their own noise…when there’s no danger around like they’re comfortable. 
(PL3)

Point Lay subsistence hunters continue to employ adaptive strategies that make the hunt safer and more 
efficient. For example, one beluga hunter said that for many years, it was common to use a .22 caliber bullet 
to shoot the beluga, but there were safety issues. He said, “there’s been times where I’ve seen a .22 bullet 
just hit the surface of the hard skin part, the muktuk part, and then just [turn] around in the blubber and 
come right back out…It does just a U-turn” (PL4). As a result, the hunt leaders in Point Lay introduced 
a restriction that only allowed .30 caliber bullets. “That’s a law that we presented to the AEWC [Alaska 
Eskimo Whaling Commission] for beluga…they like our guidelines for it so far” (PL4). Point Lay hunting 
groups designate one person the hunt leader and the community designates one channel on the VHF radio 
the “beluga channel” so residents can stay informed
Other marine mammal species are also important to Point Lay households. Three species of seals were 
included on the survey—bearded seal (ugruk), ringed seal (natchiq), and spotted seal (qasigiaq or qasrigiaq). 
Sometimes respondents did not know the species used to make seal oil given to them, which accounts for 
reports of “unknown seal.”
In 2012, Point Lay households harvested an estimated 15,730 lb of bearded seal, 2,910 lb of ringed seal, 
and 782 lb of spotted seal. The most commonly used seal species was bearded seal; 67% of households 
reported use. Bearded seal was also the most commonly shared seal species; 55% received the resource and 
48% gave it away. Unknown seal (primarily seal oil received from other households or communities) was 
used by 17% of households; households that harvested seal or received a known species of seal may have 
rendered their own oil. Hunters often work in pairs or teams to harvest seals, so more than one hunter may 
have reported successfully harvesting the same seal. The reported harvest of 55 adult bearded seals in 2012 
was not expanded because, based on feedback from the community, we believe that all harvest is accounted 
for within those numbers. 
In 2012, 29% of households used walrus (aiviq). The community’s total harvest of walrus was approximately 
4,913 lb. Twelve percent of households attempted to harvest walrus, and 7% reported success. Community 
members commonly expressed concerns about the health of seals and walruses, which were in the midst of 
an Unusual Mortality Event (UME) during the study year15. The event and related comments are described 
in the final section of this chapter.
Point Lay households rarely harvest polar bears (nanuq), but 5% of households did report using polar bear in 
2012. Two percent of households attempted to harvest polar bear, but were unsuccessful. During fieldwork 
in February 2013, one subsistence hunter was actively searching for polar bear. Polar bears have become 
more of a nuisance in recent years, which seems to be related to habitat changes and food availability:

We always know there’s going to be a problem with bears because of the whale 
bones and all the leftovers from harvesting the beluga whale. There’s, every year 
we have to chase them polar bears away from the village. And because of them 
having no food, or having difficulty in hunting the food that they live on, they have 
to resort to scavenging wherever and whatever is available for them to survive. 
(PL3)

15 . National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, Alaska Regional Office, n.d. “Diseased Ice 
Seals: Disease Outbreak in Northern Alaska.” Accessed August 21, 2014.

 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/protectedresources/seals/ice/diseased/default.htm
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Areas identified by survey respondents in 2012 for marine mammal hunting are shown in Figure 4-10, 
stretching from the community up to 70 miles across the Chukchi Sea and 50 miles along the coast in either 
direction. The polar bear search area is the smallest area identified, in part because researchers were not able 
to survey one of the primary polar bear hunters in the community. 

Large Land Mammals
Table 4-5 summarizes the large land mammal and small land mammal/furbearer harvest, use, and sharing 
data collected for Point Lay for the study year. In 2012, caribou and feral reindeer16 made up approximately 
31% of Point Lay’s total subsistence harvest by edible weight (48,380 lb; Table 5-5; Figure 4-7). Although 
a few households reported receiving brown bear or moose meat, their contribution to the estimated harvest 
was negligible. As one respondent stated, “Caribou hunting is one of the main things we live off of. It’s the 
food that we love, practically most. You live off of it, you know…this is how we survive, we go out there 
and hunt it and we give it to the community” (PL5). 
In 2012, hunters harvested caribou in each month of the year except April and May. Table D4-8 depicts the 
harvest of large land mammals by month. Most of the caribou were hunted in August: during that month 
Point Lay households harvested 97 male and 46 female caribou. One respondent said that August and 
September are prime months for harvesting caribou because the animals are fat in preparation for winter 
(PL5). Wolves were also taken in August, as shown in Table D4-8. 
Large land mammal hunting areas for 2012 are shown in Figure 4-11. Hunters traveled along the coast in 
search of caribou as far as Cape Lisburne to the southwest and the Kuk River drainage to the northeast—
over 100 miles in each direction. They also traveled across the tundra and up the Kukpowruk, Kokolik, and 
Utukok river systems from Point Lay. Point Lay hunters often have opportunities to harvest caribou near the 
community, depending on the migratory path in a given year. The number of caribou harvested fluctuates 
from year to year, in large part because of these variations. Many respondents noted that human activities 
have an impact on the migratory path of the herds (PL3, PL4, PL5, Table D4-20). One respondent explained 
the changes of the herds’ migration path and the effects on local hunting patterns: 

I think there’s a lot of activities going on out there that we don’t know [about] 
that might be changing the migration. It just changes every year…sometimes we 
have to travel farther. Sometimes they’re right there in the back yard. We know 
when something’s up. Like I said we are just instinct scientists when it comes to 
knowing these animals. This, we just never went to college for that stuff but we 
know the stuff as we do because we have to know. We know when and where to 
get it. We know what, we know what might…if they’re sick, or if they’re healthy, 
hey, something’s going on here. (PL5)

A few hunters observed that activity at the coal mine site 40 miles south of Point Lay was having an adverse 
effect on hunting opportunities for Point Lay residents (PL6, PL4). Exploration was active in 2007 and 
2008, with some remedial activity in 2009 and 2010 (Alaska Department of Natural Resources 2010). One 
hunter explained that prior to the coal mine activity “…we had caribou hanging right in the back of this 
snow fence or even between the houses and the snow fence. And all of us guys would just go catch our 
caribou year-round and nobody would have a hard time.” (PL4) 
During the 3-year period that the exploration program was underway, daily helicopter flights from Point Lay 
to the coal mine began to disrupt the caribou, but the effect on local hunting activity was not immediately 
apparent. Soon, this began to change, explained this hunter:

…and then we started noticing about the third year of the coal mine being open 
that we’re not getting no more caribou around here. We noticed that, us younger 
guys, we’re going farther and farther. We’re going like 40 miles, 30 miles, 25 miles 
away…When the, when we had the helicopter and the coal mine open, we had no 
caribou close to Point Lay at all, anywhere. (PL4)

16 . The survey did not specifically ask about feral reindeer, but some households reported harvesting them while 
hunting for caribou.
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Hunters had to adapt to the changing hunting areas and began to travel farther to harvest caribou. Hunters 
would use all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) to access caribou during summer months. One hunter described 
having to travel about 20 miles up the Kokolik River to an area locally known as Three Rivers. This 
respondent also traveled to the mouth of the Tungak Creek, about 15 miles northeast of Point Lay, looking 
for caribou. 
Icy Cape is a traditional caribou hunting area that is still utilized by Point Lay hunters. One respondent 
described how Point Lay and Wainwright people used to compete for this area because of its rich resource 
abundance. This hunter, who was not born in Point Lay, said that:

When I first went there [to Icy Cape] I was wondering why they used to fight over 
this area right here. It’s because it’s such high ground, that from here—there’s 
a house right here—you can see this whole area. You can see the caribou and 
everything…I just started going there not too long ago, 6 years ago…I always go 
here every year now. (PL4)

Small Land Mammals
Some respondents reported harvesting a few small land mammals and furbearers (Table 4-4). In 2012 
Point Lay residents harvested about 8 Arctic foxes, 3 red foxes, 2 wolves, and 2 wolverines. Most of these 
harvests took place in winter and spring (Table D4-9). All harvests were used for fur and not eaten (Figure 
4-12).
Small land mammal and wolf hunting and trapping areas are shown in Figure 4-13. Households attempting 
to harvest small land mammals had the lowest success rate compared to other resource categories. Twenty-
nine percent of households attempted to harvest small land mammals, but only 12% succeeded (Table 4-5; 
Figure 4-6). 
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Salmon 
Overall, about 13,812 edible pounds of wild fish provided 53 lb of food per capita for the community (Table 
4-5). This section discusses harvest and use of salmon, which made up a majority of the overall fish harvest. 
In 2012, Point Lay households harvested approximately 8,767 lb of salmon, which made up 63% of the 
fish harvest by weight. Although 43% of households attempted to harvest salmon and 29% did so, 62% of 
households reported using salmon in 2012. More than one-half (55%) of Point Lay households reported 
receiving salmon from other households or communities; some of them must have redistributed some of 
what they received, because more households shared salmon than harvested it. 
The local naming system for salmon sometimes classifies salmon by life stages, while the Western naming 
convention distinguishes by species. For example, many Point Lay households refer to any salmon that 
has not yet begun to display characteristics of spawning as “silvers.” The majority of these “silver” salmon 
are probably chum salmon, though some may also be coho or Chinook salmon. The survey asked each 
household whether they harvested chum, coho, Chinook, pink, or sockeye salmon, all of which have 
been documented in the Arctic (Nielsen et al. 2013). Pink salmon are typically easy to identify by their 
characteristic “humps” that become more pronounced as they approach spawning areas; residents often 
referred to them as “humpies.” Coho salmon are rare on the North Slope (Nielsen et al. 2013). Chum 
salmon become easily identifiable in their spawning stage: they display reddish-purple stripes on the sides 
of their bodies. Surveyors used an identification guide with photos to help respondents identify the species 
they harvested. However, there was still likely some confusion. For this reason (and because the different 
species have different average weights), there is added uncertainty regarding the pounds of each species 
and the category as a whole. 
Households harvested more pink salmon than any other species of salmon: 1,120 fish supplied 3,025 lb 
(34% of the salmon harvest, almost one-quarter of which was fed to dogs; tables 4-5 and D4-10; Figure 
4-14). However, the larger size of chum salmon made their estimated harvest the largest by weight: about 
659 fish for 3,744 lb (43% of the salmon harvest; Figure 4-14). Smaller amounts of coho salmon (372 fish, 
1,804 lb), Chinook salmon (14 fish, 138 lb), and sockeye salmon (13 fish, 57 lb) composed the rest of the 
salmon harvest. One respondent said that Chinook salmon are rare in Point Lay, but they are occasionally 
caught in set gillnets on the ocean side of the barrier islands (PL3). Salmon are typically harvested during 

Chum salmon 43%

Coho salmon 21%

Chinook salmon 1%

Pink salmon 34%
Sockeye salmon 1%

Figure 4-14.–Composition of salmon harvest by edible weight, Point Lay, 2012.
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the months of July and August. A few respondents described an increase in the number of salmon harvested 
in Point Lay in recent years (PL4, PL3). One respondent said:

I know there’s lots of more salmon coming, different species, although it’s been 
a traditional way for Iñupiaq, our Natives here in this part of Alaska to go fishing 
in the fall time, go fishing in the spring time. Those are the time of the year when 
they’re plentiful when they’re going to go lay their eggs upriver, upstream in the 
fall time and when they’re leaving the nesting areas so to speak from the rivers, 
headwaters, and they go down to the ocean. We catch ‘em going in and coming out, 
both ways. We know what time of the year to watch out for them and make use of 
them for food. (PL3)

Salmon are primarily caught with setnets but a small portion was caught with rod and reel (2%; Figure 4-15; 
Table D4-10). 
Salmon populations and ranges may be expanding on Alaska’s North Slope, apparently in response to 
climate change (Carothers et al. 2013; Nielsen et al. 2013), and subsistence uses of the populations are 
being studied by ADF&G (Mikow et al. 2016). Most salmon fishing occurs within Kasegaluk Lagoon, 
although Chinook salmon are caught on the ocean side of the barrier island (Figure 4-16). Fishers also 
harvest salmon in the Kukpowruk and Kokolik rivers. Point Lay is just beyond the boundary of the region 
known to support coho salmon,17 and the clearly established range of sockeye salmon ends south of Point 
Hope18. However, the presence and spawning of both these species has been documented farther north and 
east of their historic known ranges in the Anadromous Waters Catalog, including in rivers fished by Point 
Lay residents (Johnson and Coleman 2014).

17 . Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Juneau, n.d. “Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) Species Profile.” 
Accessed August 21, 2014. http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=cohosalmon.main

18 . Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Juneau, n.d. “Sockeye Salmon (Oncoryhnchus nerka) Species Profile.” 
Accessed August 21, 2014. http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=sockeyesalmon.main
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Figure 4-15.–Salmon harvests by gear type, Point Lay, 2012.
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Nonsalmon Fish
In 2012, Point Lay households harvested 5,045 edible pounds of the following nonsalmon fishes: Arctic 
grayling (1,750 lb), Dolly Varden (1,627 lb), smelts (55 gallons or 332 lb), sheefish (202 lb), Arctic cisco 
(195 lb), Pacific herring (28 gallons or 165 lb), and flounders (35 lb; Table 4-5). Although they supplied 
fewer edible pounds than salmon (37% of the total fish harvest by weight), more Point Lay households 
harvested nonsalmon fish than salmon. Just over 1,000 lb of nonsalmon fish, mostly Bering cisco and round 
whitefish, were used for dog food (Table D4-10). 
Although smelts made up only 7% of the nonsalmon harvest by weight, more households used smelts 
(60%) than any kind of fish (Table 4-5; Figure 4-17; Plate 4-4). Some respondents indicated that smelt 
fishing has not been as successful in recent years (PL4, PL5). The most sought-after nonsalmon fish was 
Arctic grayling. Forty-one percent of households attempted to harvest and 38% of households successfully 
caught Arctic grayling (Table 4-5). Dolly Varden made up a large percentage of the overall nonsalmon fish 
harvests (27%) and was used by 19% of households (Table 4-5; Figure 4-17). A smaller portion (14%) of 
households attempted to harvest Dolly Varden. 
When fishing for smelts in winter months, fishers use an ice auger to cut a hole in the ice. The hole is a 
communal hole, one respondent explained, “we just share, we don’t own, that hole’s not married. We’re not 
like that” (PL5). Some fishers use bait to harvest smelts, but most use “homemade fishhooks you use out of 
brass or store-bought, store-bought hooks” (PL5). When smelts are running, fishing is most successful in 
winter on cold, clear days:

The cold days is when they’re really biting, and when it’s too warm it is not very 
many but when it’s cold it…The fish runs in currents, so you have to know which 
way the current is going, in or out, and that gives you an idea to where they’re at. 
And once you know that, you’ll know where to get them all the time. And you 
notice all the time when it’s too warm, it’s just too warm or too white-out, most 
likely you’ll get less. (PL5)

Smelt fishing is popular in Point Lay, but it can be unpredictable—largely because of variable weather 
conditions. One respondent said that in recent years, fishing hasn’t been very good: 

Pacific herring 3%

Unknown smelts 6%

Dolly Varden 32%

Arctic grayling 35%

Sheefish 4%
Arctic cisco 4% Unknown 

whitefishes 14%

Other 2%

Figure 4-17.–Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest by edible weight, Point Lay, 2012.
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It’s been rough here in Point Lay for smelts…it’s been hard to find you know, 
going out, been going out these past few years. [We] get a little bit but not as much 
as we did back in the day. So I don’t know what’s going on there. I think it might 
be a seal, cause you know when it first start to freeze up, we started to see seals 
in our lagoon, like, oh man, we need to kill those seals, they’re eating our fish. So 
they might just be they’re eating our fish, instead of us going out there and fishing. 
(PL5)

Figure 4-18 shows that “other subsistence gear” accounted for the majority of nonsalmon fish harvest. 
Jigging with a hook and line was the only other method identified by survey respondents. Point Lay 
residents caught 62% of their nonsalmon fish by jigging (Figure 4-18; Table D4-12). For residents targeting 
sheefish, rod and reel was the most popular gear type, accounting for 87% of the sheefish harvest. Fishing 
for nonsalmon species was reported mostly in the Kukpowruk and Kokolik rivers, including winter trips 
about 40 miles upriver for ice fishing in the Amatusuk Hills (Figure 4-19).

Marine Invertebrates
Respondents were asked whether they harvested marine invertebrates, which includes clams, king 
crabs, mussels, and shrimps. In 2012, no households reported harvesting or attempting to harvest marine 
invertebrates (Table 4-5). Five percent of households reported using king crabs that they received from 
households in Kotzebue. 

Plate 4-4.–Smelt quak with seal meat and seal oil.
A. Godduhn
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Birds and Eggs
Table 4-5 summarizes the harvest, use, and sharing of birds for the study year. In 2012, Point Lay households 
harvested 7,982 lb of birds (31 lb per capita). Households predominately targeted migratory bird species: 
they harvested a total of 5,641 lb of migratory birds. White-fronted geese (locally known as specklebellies) 
were the most commonly used (57%), harvested (45%), and shared (38%) of all bird species. In 2012, 
Point Lay residents harvested about 2,969 lb of white-fronted geese (37% of the birds and eggs harvest; 
Table 4-5; Figure 4-20). Bacon et al. (2011rev.) noted that North Slope residents sometimes refer to white-
fronted geese as “Canada geese” or “those geese that come from Canada.” However, they are most often 
called niġliq, and researchers took care in identifying species during surveys. Households also harvested 
snow geese (421 lb), Canada geese (327 lb), and brant (204 lb). Five species of ducks were harvested, most 
notably common eider (834 lb) and king eider (690 lb). The remaining 3% of the migratory bird harvest 
included unknown shorebirds (possibly curlews or plovers, “’Cause old ladies they… love to eat this stuff,” 
[PL2]), tundra swans, and sandhill cranes.
The only nonmigratory birds harvested were ptarmigans. In 2012, households harvested 1,879 individual 
ptarmigans (Table 4-5). Ptarmigan hunting is a popular activity: 36% of households attempted to harvest 
these birds. Most were successful (33%). Ptarmigans were shared throughout the community; in 2012, 17% 
of households reported receiving ptarmigans, and just as many gave some away. Overall, 43% of Point Lay 
households reported using ptarmigans. 
Some birds were not harvested as much in 2012 as they were in the past, in part because of changing dietary 
preferences, explained a young adult subsistence hunter: 

So it’s just the tastiness of what you could say, but you know back in the day there 
was more stuff what they used to eat that we don’t eat today. Like pintails, we don’t 
eat. They used to eat those back in the day, in the fall time. I’m sure some elders 
do to this day, but it’s just, we eat them less. There’s geese, snow geese, brants, and 
eider ducks we mainly [hunt]. (PL5)

Some species of birds have extended their ranges to appear around Point Lay. “There’s some birds that 
don’t normally come this far north, but they do nowadays. The weather warming up, they have more areas 
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Figure 4-20.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest by edible weight, Point 
Lay, 2012.
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where they could raise their chicks and produce, reproduce” (PL3). Another respondent said that the birds 
they’ve always known are coming earlier: “we used to start duck hunting in April instead of March” (PL6).
For some children, learning to hunt ducks and geese is an early opportunity to participate in subsistence 
harvesting activities. One respondent said: “my uncle…used to go take me out, go ask my mom if he could 
take me out, go hunting, with the springtime for hunting ducks. And she’d always say yeah to my Uncle…
because he’d always be safe and teach me about handling rifles and guns and where to shoot at ducks and 
when not to shoot” (PL4). Another respondent explained that hunters give their first catch to an elder (PL5).
Forty-one percent of Point Lay households gathered an estimated 1,866 eggs in 2012, providing about 410 
lb, or 5% of the birds and eggs harvest, less than 1% of the total harvest (Table 4-5). Just over one-half of 
households reported using eggs in 2012, about one-quarter of households received eggs, and one-quarter 
gave them away. Some people know which species of eggs they are gathering; others do not know or do not 
keep track. “Unknown goose eggs” were the most commonly gathered eggs (173 lb), followed by unknown 
gull eggs (55 lb) and unknown duck eggs (49 lb). Eggs were often harvested opportunistically while camping 
or doing other subsistence activities. One respondent explained: “We’re doing other things than looking for 
eggs, you know. We just go out and have a good time. Make fire, look around, go beachcombing, look for 
ivory or amber” (PL1).
One respondent said that people mostly go after niġliq (white-fronted goose) eggs, and that eggs were 
hatching earlier (PL1). They typically have found eggs in the nests in mid-July, but they went out at that 
time in 2012 and many were already hatched. “We were so surprised. We even saw little ones running 
around—little yellow birds, like little chicks. It was cute,” she said (PL1). This respondent said that after 
gathering eggs, they boil them immediately, “just like you pick eggs from a farm and bring them in the 
house. Take them home and boil them and pass them out to the elders” (PL1).
By its nature, collecting eggs is a spring and early summer activity, and most migratory birds in Point Lay 
are harvested in spring as well (Table D4-13). Ptarmigans, which do not migrate, were harvested in spring, 
summer, and fall. Search and harvest areas for birds and eggs extend for miles along the coast, out to sea, 
up rivers, and across the tundra surrounding Point Lay (Figure 4-21). Hunting for birds often coincides with 
other activities, which is reflected on the maps. For example, spring hunters on the Chukchi Sea are often 
looking for both seals and birds, so much of the area identified for those activities overlaps.

Vegetation
Table 4-5 summarizes the vegetation harvest, use, and sharing data in the study year. This section discusses 
harvest and use characteristics for vegetation, including seasonality of harvests, and it concludes with a 
discussion about mapped vegetation gathering locations. 
In 2012, households harvested almost 1,500 lb of edible plants and berries, and they gathered wood—all 
of which was driftwood (Table 4-5). Berries made up 92% of the vegetation harvest, followed by plants 
and greens (7%) and mushrooms (1%; Figure 4-22). Vegetation-gathering activities were popular and 
successful: 74% of households attempted to harvest and harvested vegetation during the study year. Sharing 
of vegetation is also common: nearly one-half (48%) of households both gave away and received plants, 
berries, or wood.
Berry picking is a very common activity in Point Lay; during the study year, 71% of households attempted 
to harvest the most popular type of berry, and 69% of households were successful. Households harvested 
an estimated 1,366 lb of berries in 2012, which is about 6 lb per capita. Cloudberries (locally known as 
salmonberries) were the most prevalent: berry pickers harvested a total 1,020 lb of that species. Gatherers 
also harvested blueberries, crowberries, and lowbush cranberries. Point Lay households did not harvest 
greens or roots as widely as they did berries: 26% of households used about 115 lb of vegetation other 
than berries in 2012: 84 lb of sourdock, 18 lb of Hudson’s Bay (Labrador) tea, and 8 lb of unspecified 
mushrooms.
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Greens and berries are abundant on the land surrounding Point Lay. Much of the area used for collecting 
vegetation in 2012 lay along or near the coast line south of Point Lay, but inland areas were also used 
(Figure 4-23).

harveSt aSSeSSMentS

The survey asked respondents to assess their household’s harvests in 2 ways. The first question asked 
respondents whether their household used less, about the same amount, or more of 7 resource categories 
in the study year as in recent years. The second asked whether they had gotten “enough” of each of those 
categories. The survey also asked each household to assess its overall use of subsistence resources in the 
same manner. If a household reported a change in use (through a “less” or “more” response) the respondent 
was asked why. When respondents said they had not gotten enough of a resource category, they were asked 
a series of follow-up questions to determine what species was needed, why the household did not get 
enough, the severity of the impact to the household, and whether the household did anything differently 
as a result. If a household said they had done something differently, they were asked what. Researchers 
characterized comments describing these differences and grouped them for analysis. 
Together, Figures 4-24 and Figure 4-25 provide a broad overview of household harvest assessments. 
Percentages do not include households that did not answer the question or reported that they do not 
ordinarily use the resource. Therefore, these figures only reflect the responses of households that ordinarily 
use a resource and provided an answer. Table D4-14 provides additional data supporting Figure 4-25.
In Point Lay, about one-third of surveyed households used less subsistence food overall (Figure 4-24) 
(Table D4-14). Twenty-nine percent also reported that they did not have enough subsistence food in 2012, 
while 64% reported having enough (Figure 4-25). Some of the households reporting that they had used less 
subsistence resources overall, with the most common reasons being work schedules and that resources were 
less available (Table D4-17). Households reported that not getting enough subsistence foods was a problem. 
Although 33% of households needing more subsistence foods said the shortfalls had a minor impact, one-
half said it had a major impact, and 8% said the impact was severe (Table D4-15). 

Berries 92%

Plants and greens
7%

Mushrooms 1%

Figure 4-22.–Composition of vegetation harvest by edible weight, Point 
Lay, 2012.
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Use levels of marine mammals were similar to recent years for 43% of households, 33% of households 
said they used less, and 10% said they used more (Figure 4-24). The most common reasons for using less 
marine mammals were a lack of effort and unfavorable environmental conditions (Table D4-17). For those 
few households that used more, the most common reason was that they had received more (Table D4-18). 
This category includes several species with variable hunting success rates. For example, the community 
harvested 14 beluga whales, which is about one-third of the typical harvest. However, the harvest of a 
bowhead whale and many successful seal hunts helped to fill freezers despite the beluga whale shortage. 
When asked whether the beluga harvest was enough to supply the community with what it needed for the 
year, one respondent said no and that further, “everybody’s still probably buying groceries from the store” 
(PL4). When asked which species their household needed, 8 households said they needed more beluga 
whale (compared with 3 households that needed more bearded seal and 2 households that needed more 
ringed seal; Table D4-16). When asked whether their household got enough marine mammals during the 
study year, 62% of all households said they did, and 24% of households said they did not (Figure 4-26). 
Eighty percent of households that did not get enough said it was either a major or minor problem. No 
household reported that not getting enough marine mammals had an unnoticeable or severe impact (Table 
D4-16). 
Over one-half of households (55%) said they used about the same amount of land mammals as in recent 
years, 26% said they used less, and 7% said they used more (Figure 4-24). Because the reported harvest 
in this category was essentially all caribou (99.5%), households were presumably assessing their use of 
that species when asked if they had gotten enough (Table 4-5). Indeed, caribou was the only land mammal 
named as in short supply—by 29% of households (Table D4-16). Among the households wanting more 
caribou, none experienced severe impacts, but 83% said the shortage had been a problem (50% minor and 
33% major; Table D4-15). They cited long distances to hunting grounds, equipment problems, and poor 
weather as reasons they used less (Table D4-17). For those few households that reported using more, equal 
percentages of respondents said they received more, had more access to the resource, and increased their 
effort (D14-18).
Nearly one-half of Point Lay households reported getting enough salmon (45%), while 26% indicated 
they did not get enough (Figure 4-25). When compared to prior years, 36% of responding households 
reported using fewer salmon in 2012 than in recent years. Only 7% of responding households use more 
salmon (Figure 4-24). Survey respondents evaluated nonsalmon fish in a similar manner to salmon. In 2012, 
50% of responding households got enough nonsalmon species, while 24% did not. Twenty-six percent 
of households used less nonsalmon species in 2012 than in recent years, while 10% used more (Figure 
4-24). The most common reason for using less salmon and nonsalmon fish was weather and environmental 
conditions (Table D4-17).
For many households, not getting enough subsistence resources had consequences. Households were asked 
whether they did anything differently if they experienced a shortage of a resource category, and about 
one-half of households responded affirmatively. This varied from resource category to resource category, 
for example 70% of households that didn’t get enough nonsalmon fish said they did something differently, 
whereas only 44% of households that didn’t get enough vegetation reported doing so (Table D4-19). The 
use of more commercial food was the most common response to subsistence food shortfalls. For example, 
among households that didn’t get enough caribou, 58% reported that they had to use more commercial 
foods. 

Food Security

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, 
defined as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen 
et al. 2012:2). The food security questions were modeled after those developed by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) but modified by ADF&G to account for differences in access to subsistence and store-
bought foods. Based on their responses to these questions, households were broadly categorized as being 
food secure or food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were 
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broken down further into 2 subcategories—high or marginal food security. Food insecure households were 
divided into 2 subcategories: low food security or very low food security.
Households with high food security did not report any food access problems or limitations. Households 
with marginal food security reported 1 or 2 instances of food access problems or limitations—typically 
anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but gave little or no indication 
of changes in diets or food intake. Households with low food security reported reduced quality, variety, or 
desirability of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication of reduced food intake. Households classified as 
having very low food security were those that reported multiple instances of disrupted eating patterns and 
reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012:4).
Core questions and responses from Point Lay residents are summarized in Figure 4-26. Food security results 
for surveys for Point Lay, the state of Alaska, and the United States are summarized in Figure 4-27. For 
example, in Point Lay, 38% of households said they lacked resources to get food (this includes resources 
such as ATVs and ammunition that are needed for subsistence activities or money to buy food; Figure 
4-26). The same percentage of households (38%) reported that their food did not last. The greatest source 
of anxiety over foods that did not last was store-bought foods. More than one-half of households (51%) 
said their store-bought food did not last, and 36% of households said their subsistence foods did not last. 
Point Lay’s isolated location in a place with severe weather makes the community particularly susceptible 
to food shortages as a result of weather delays and flight cancellations. The grocery store often runs short 
of food because of flight delays and other weather-related problems, and residents have no other location 
to purchase food items (Plate 4-5). Limitations to food availability prompted some households to cut the 
size of meals or skip meals (15%), eat less than they felt they should (17%), or, in extreme cases, not eat 
for an entire day (5%; Figure 4-26). The survey asked only whether adults in the households experienced 
shortages of food (Appendix A). Based on responses to these questions, households were designated as 
having high, marginal, low, or very low food security.
In Point Lay in 2012, 83% of surveyed households were classified as food secure: they reported either 
high or marginal food security conditions. Seven percent of households were classified as having low food 
security, and 10% of households as having very low food security. Overall, a greater percentage of Point 
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Lay households experience food insecurity (17%) than in the United States (15%) and in the state of Alaska 
(12%). The percentage of households in the very low food security category was about twice as high as the 
national and state percentages (Figure 4-27). 
Figure 4-28 portrays the mean number of food insecure conditions per household by food security 
category by month. Households with low food security conditions reported some level of food insecurity 
in all months. November was the least secure 
month, and these households had some relief 
in spring and fall. Households with very 
low food security experienced insecurity 
throughout the year; their food insecurity was 
most pronounced in January and February. 
Figure 4-29 portrays the months that 
households reported that different categories 
of food (any, subsistence, or store-bought) 
did not last. Although there is some variation, 
larger percentages of households experienced 
scarcity in all categories of food during the 
winter months. Although some households 
participate in subsistence activities during 
winter months, supplies of food harvested 
during more bountiful seasons are inevitably 
depleted during this time.
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houSehold SPecialization in reSource harveSting

Previous studies (Magdanz et al. 2009; Wolfe et al. 2010; Wolfe and Walker 1987) have shown that in 
most rural Alaska communities, a relatively small portion of households produces most of the community’s 
fish and wildlife harvests, which they share with other households. A recent study of 3,265 households in 
66 rural Alaska communities found that about 33% of the households accounted for 76% of subsistence 
harvests (Wolfe et al. 2010). Although overall the set of very productive households was diverse, factors 
that were associated with higher levels of subsistence harvests included larger households with a pool of 
adult male labor, higher wage income, involvement in commercial fishing, and community location.
As shown in Figure 4-29, in the 2012 study year in Point Lay, about 69% of the total wild food harvest, as 
estimated in usable pounds, was harvested by about 14% of Point Lay’s households and then distributed 
throughout the community by sharing. One elder respondent explained the importance of highly productive 
households in providing wild foods for other households:

Many of the people depend—a majority of them I would say—depend on the 
captains of the whaling crews, organized hunt, gatherings for food nowadays, are 
more dependent to them than being [an] individual to do it by yourself. It’s getting 
harder ‘cause you need to have a team effort like the whole village or even at least 
8 or 10 people to continue this Native lifestyle of subsistence living to today. (PL3) 

The characteristics of highly productive households will be discussed in the following section. 
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Wild Food netWorkS

Although subsistence harvest surveys collect information based on individual households, in reality, much 
of the production (harvest and processing) of subsistence foods is achieved by households working together. 
This cooperation is often organized based on kinship in the manner of traditional Iñupiaq communities. 
The organization of the contemporary mixed market–subsistence economies that characterize rural Alaska 
communities has been documented ethnographically by numerous researchers. Of particular interest for 
northwestern Alaska are reports from Anderson (1977), Burch (1988), Ellanna (1983), Langdon and Worl 
(1981), Magdanz (1990), Magdanz et al. (2002), Wolfe and Walker (1987), Wolfe and Ellanna (1983), and 
Fall (1990). 
Cooperation in the production of foods is only part of the picture. The distribution of wild foods between 
households through sharing typically plays a major role in subsistence economies throughout rural Alaska. 
The importance of sharing extends beyond the practical utility of distributing food within a community, but 
has strong cultural implications as well. Sharing as an action promotes connection, respect, continuity, and 
value for a traditional way of life. The act of sharing, therefore, has both economic and cultural significance 
for villages. Food is also distributed, to a much lesser extent, through barter and customary trade (Chan 
et al. 2006; Charnley 1984; Kari 1983; Lonner 1980; Magdanz 1988; Magdanz et al. 2007; Magdanz and 
Wolfe 1988; Pete 1991; Schroeder et al. 1987; Stickney 1984; Stokes 1985; Wolfe and Magdanz 1993). 
In this study, respondents were asked which household members had harvested and processed the subsistence 
foods the household used during the year. If a resource was received, the respondent was asked from which 
household in the community it was received. Confidentiality was preserved by using random identification 
numbers for documentation. If the resource was received from a household in another community, the name 
of that community was recorded.
Figure 4-31 shows the network of wild foods production19 in Point Lay, which includes households in other 
communities. The figure is only a partial representation of the network because it only documents instances 
of support into the 37 surveyed households that provided this information. Each symbol represents a 
household. The shape depicts the type of household, the color shows the age of head(s) of household, and 
the size indicates the relative weight of the household’s subsistence harvest in the study year. Arrows show 
the direction of support with thicker lines indicating multiple instances. Households or communities nearest 
the center of the figure were the most active in the network, either by receiving food or services (processing) 
from others or by being identified as a source by others. 
The Point Lay distribution network diagram shows 1 major network (in some communities, 2 or more 
networks are exhibited). All households providing information about their sources of support were connected 
to the network. These households received wild food from an average of 5.5 households. One respondent 
explained the role of sharing this way:

It’s just something that been carried on for so many years, you know. The first 
catch always goes to an elder. You know, it’s respecting the elders, like that, going 
there before us…they’re the ones have all the knowledge and they’re the ones 
that’s carrying the knowledge, and they’re the people…who we rely on. You see 
elders going away and we are the people now to become elders to continue this 
tradition…Something that we all love sharing, something that we teach our young 
to respect our elders, and sit and listen. So it’s mainly the respect we give to our 
elders. It’s a tradition that we need to keep on giving our elders. (PL5) 

Yarber observed that in Point Lay in the late 1980s, sharing was common between households, “but takes 
place on a more regular basis between the households of Elders and those to whom they are most closely 
related” (Yarber et al. 1989:viii). One respondent explained that people in the community fill different roles 
to take care of each other: 

19 . Incidences of support include goods (subsistence foods) or services (labor, i.e. harvesting or processing of 
subsistence foods).
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There are people with no job, there are people that are with jobs, and it’s just 
hard for people, you know people think of their families, of themselves, but they 
have their family take care of them. People that are working aren’t there to fish 
and it just work both ways you could say. I’m a fisherman that goes out there and 
whenever I get the chance to go out there and fish, and I give it to people—to 
whoever needs. (PL5)

Several respondents named households in other communities as a source of wild foods they used in 2012, 
most commonly Kotzebue, Wainwright, and Barrow. Twelve households identified 44 instances of receiving 
wild resources from Kotzebue. One respondent described the way his family trades with family and friends, 
which helps explain the extensive network between these communities. Every year, he and his wife send 
muktuk and caribou to family in Kotzebue. In return, he said:

We get dried fish, salmon strips, salmonberries, and blueberries. That’s what I 
trade for anyways. Because the blueberries and the salmonberries are bigger down 
south than over here in Point Lay. But we do have them up here…but we got the 
beluga. Yeah, that’s another thing we send…I just about send everything, like seal 
meat, beluga, whale, bowhead whale, bearded seal, spotted seal, and uh, geese. 
That’s what I’m sending down south. Just about every year. Mostly to my mom 
and my in-laws. To my wife’s side of the family. And they all love the muktuk, the 
beluga. They ask for it every year. (PL4)

Although many of the same resources are available around Wainwright, ties to that nearby community 
were strong as well; 8 households identified 15 incidences of receiving foods from there. Several other 
communities were named by at least 1 household in Point Lay as a source of wild foods: Point Hope, 
Noatak, Kivalina, Nuiqsut, Noorvik, Atqasuk, Shishmaref, Fairbanks, Kenai, and Wasilla. 
Previous studies have found a positive association between the ages of household heads and the amount 
of subsistence foods harvested. Household characteristics associated with higher food production include 
having multiple working-age males, involvement with commercial fishing, and higher wage incomes. 
Characteristics common to lower producing households included female household heads, age of elders, 
non-Native household heads, and single-person households (Wolfe et al. 2009). 
At the center of the Point Lay wild food network is a household with a single male head who is between 
the ages of 40 and 59. This household provided food for several other households. A young, single female 
was the head of the highest harvesting surveyed household. A few unsurveyed households, depicted by 
grey nodes, fell within the center of the network. These households were named by several households as 
sources of wild foods because of their roles in beluga and bowhead whaling. 
Elder households had the most ties to other households. However, this study’s findings are somewhat 
exceptional to the general patterns: in Point Lay, households with young heads were more productive than 
those with mature heads. Also contrary to findings in many communities, single female households, on 
average, harvested more edible pounds than single male households; those women may have had other 
members of the household who contributed to the harvest.

coMParing uSeS and harveStS in 2012 With PreviouS yearS

Harvest Data 
In addition to respondent assessments (described in the Harvest Assessment section above), comparisons 
between this and previous studies can provide insight to patterns of subsistence harvest and use over time 
in Point Lay.20 ADF&G has directed only 1 other subsistence study in Point Lay (a comprehensive survey 

20 . WinfoNet data, based on harvest ticket or permit returns, is not included in this discussion of historic harvests 
because of concerns that it in some regions of Alaska it does not accurately capture subsistence harvests. One 
evaluation of such data, by Susan Georgette, found that Western Arctic caribou harvest permit or ticket data 
captured only 10% of subsistence harvests when compared to subsistence survey data (Georgette 1994).
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of the 1987 harvest)21, but the NSB Department of Wildlife Management conducts an ongoing harvest 
documentation program. One report provides data for 2 study years in Point Lay: July 1994–June 1995 
and July 2002–June 2003 (Bacon et al. 2011rev.), but it does not include harvest composition and harvest 
weight information. Conversion factors for edible weights of wild foods vary between studies, so per capita 
harvests in terms of edible weight are not directly comparable. For this reason, species-specific information 
will be discussed in terms of individual animals per capita instead of pounds per capita. 
Comparable data for total community harvest only exists for the 1987 study year, although conversion 
factors do differ from this study. For all wild resources, Point Lay harvested 107,321 lb in 1987.22 Although 
this figure is significantly less the 2012 harvest of 154,671 lb, the population of the community has grown 
over the decades. As a result, per capita harvests of wild foods dropped from 890 lb per person in 1987 to 
595 lb in 2012 (Figure 4-32). Composition of the harvest has changed over time, as well. Marine mammals 
provided the most edible weight of any resource category in both study years, however they accounted for 
72% of the harvest in 1987 compared to 53% in 2012 (Figure 4-7).23 Large land mammals (the majority 
of which are caribou) contributed the second most weight in both study years, but accounted for a larger 
portion of the harvest in 2012 (32%) than in 1987 (20%). Nonsalmon fish contributed a similar portion of 
the harvest in both study years (2% in 1987, 3% in 2012). One of the greatest differences between the 2 

21 . Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) Division of Subsistence, Juneau. “Community Subsistence 
Information System: CSIS.” Accessed March 20, 2017. https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS Hereafter, ADF&G 
CSIS.

22 . ADF&G CSIS.
23 . ADF&G CSIS.
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study years was the increase in the contribution of salmon to the total estimated harvest: in 1987 salmon 
was less than 1% of the harvest, while this resource category accounted for 6% of the harvest in the 2012 
study year. 

Marine Mammals
For seals, harvest trends have varied over time (Figure 4-33). Bearded seal harvests have increased over the 
4 study years. The lowest estimated harvest was in 1987 (13 bearded seals) and the largest was during the 
2012 study year (55). In terms of per capita bearded seal harvests, the increased harvests are evident even 
with a growing population over the years; the smallest per capita harvest was 0.1 bearded seal per person in 
1987, while the largest was 0.2 in 2012. Per capita harvests in 2012 were 105% greater than those in 1987. 
Ringed seal harvests have varied considerably across the 4 study years, with high harvests of 49 seals in 
1987 and 51 seals in 2012. This compares with the 2 lowest study years of 1994–1995 and 2002–2003 in 
which only 17 seals were harvested in each year. Per capita harvests have ranged from a high harvest of 0.4 
ringed seals per person in 1987, to a low of 0.07 in 2002–2003. Spotted seal harvests have shown a decline 
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Figure 4-33.–Estimated harvests of bearded, ringed, and spotted seals, 1987–2012.
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across the 4 study years, with the highest harvest estimated in 1987 (53 seals) and a low harvest of 2 seals 
in 2002–2003. Per capita harvests ranged from a high of 0.4 spotted seals per person in 1987 to 0.01 in 
2002–2003. The 2012 study year was the second lowest harvest: Point Lay residents harvested 0.03 spotted 
seals per person. 
As mentioned previously, beluga whales are an important food source for Point Lay residents. Beluga 
harvests in the 1987 comprehensive survey were reported in total pounds, however harvest information 
provided by the Alaska Beluga Whale Committee indicates that 22 whales were harvested by the community 
in 1987 (Frost and Suydam 2010). Beluga harvests have ranged from a low of 14 during the 2012 study 
year, to a high harvest of 33 in 1994–1995 (Figure 4-34). Per capita harvests were 0.18 beluga per person in 
1987, 0.19 in 1994–1995, 0.13 in 2002–2003, and only 0.05 in 2012. Key respondents noted, however, that 
2012 was a particularly poor year for beluga harvests. Walrus harvests have varied across the 4 study years, 
ranging from a high harvest of 14 walrus in 1994–1995 to a low of 6 walrus in 1987 and 2012. The highest 
per capita harvest was 0.08 walrus per person in 1994–1995, and the lowest was 0.02 walrus per person in 
2012. After receiving a bowhead whale quota in 2008, Point Lay residents harvested 1 whale in 2009, 2011, 
and 2012 (Sudyam et al. 2010, Sudyam et al. 2011, Sudyam et al. 2012).

Large Land Mammals
The vast majority of large land mammal harvests across the 4 study years were composed of caribou, with 
occasional moose harvests occurring in some years. Caribou harvests ranged from a low harvest of 154 
in 2003 to a high harvest of 356 caribou during the 2012 study year (Figure 4-35). The highest per capita 
harvest occurred in 2012, when hunters harvested 1.4 caribou per person. Per capita harvests in 1987 and 
1994–1995 were 1.3 caribou per person, while there were only 0.6 caribou harvested per capita in 2002–
2003.
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Salmon
One notable change in harvests over time in Point Lay is the increase in salmon harvests. Because of 
identification issues discussed earlier in the chapter, the discussion will look at total salmon harvests instead 
of species-level harvests. From 1987 to 2002–2003, fishers harvested between 147 and 476 individual 
salmon. In contrast, residents harvested 2,178 salmon during the 2012 study year (Figure 4-35). Some key 
respondents did feel like salmon populations had increased in the region (PL3, PL4), and there is some 
evidence that salmon populations and ranges may be expanding on Alaska’s North Slope, apparently in 
response to climate change (Carothers et al. 2013; Nielsen et al. 2013).

Current and Historical Harvest Areas
The NSB Department of Wildlife has an ongoing subsistence documentation program that has evaluated 
subsistence use areas for communities on the North Slope; those areas are compiled into a single map 
that shows Point Lay in broader context than the maps created for this project. The NSB map shows that 
North Slope harvesters use essentially continuous terrestrial and marine hunting grounds across the North 
Slope (URS Corporation 2005b). A number of other land use and habitat maps that include Point Lay 
were developed for the North Slope Borough Comprehensive Plan.24 Additionally, the U.S. Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) produced subsistence use area maps for the 2012 National Petroleum Reserve 
– Alaska (NPR-A) environmental impact statement for each community on the North Slope; the Point Lay 
map is based on research conducted by the NSB in 1979 and documents use areas generally similar those 
documented by this project (U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management 2012). However, 
a few noticeable differences do exist between the maps. The 2012 map shows a heavier reliance on rivers 
for land mammal hunting; the older map shows a greater extent of overland area and does not include the 

24 . North Slope Borough, Barrow. “Maps.” Accessed August 26, 2014. 
 http://www.north-slope.org/your-government/comprehensive-plan/maps
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Figure 4-35.–Estimated harvests of salmon and caribou, Point Lay, 1987–2012.
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Kuk River. The 2012 map also documents much longer distances traveled out to sea for marine mammal 
hunting (up to 70 miles compared to 20 miles on the 1979 map). 
A cooperative study led by the NSB Department of Wildlife in partnership with ADF&G and U.S. Bureau 
of Land Management documented caribou search and harvest areas in the 1990s. The project used a 
combination of methods (including a caribou radiotelemetry component) in communities that hunt the 
Teshekpuk Lake caribou herd (Prichard et al. 2003). The researchers estimated that the caribou hunting 
area for Point Lay included approximately 9,371 square miles and that the community harvests caribou 
primarily from the Western Arctic herd. The study stated that because of the methods used, there was likely 
an overestimation of areas where caribou were actually harvested. The average distance of Teshekpuk Lake 
caribou from Point Lay was 100 km. The study found that there were no satellite-collared caribou within the 
Point Lay subsistence hunting areas during summer months (June, July, or August), and that the Teshekpuk 
Lake herd was most available to Point Lay hunters in October and November.
Most recently, a thorough evaluation of harvest areas from 1997–2006 was produced for the NSB. The 
report presents 27 maps of Point Lay, with descriptions of changes in use areas over time (Steven R. Braund 
& Associates 2014). Generally speaking, those maps show far more extensive use areas than the maps 
produced by this study which only captured areas used during the 2012 study year. The only area mapped 
by this project that was not included on those maps was land mammal hunting in the Kuk River drainage, 
which indicates that Point Lay hunters have continued to adapt to changing conditions since 2006. 

local coMMentS and concernS 
Following is a summary of local observations and concerns regarding issues affecting wild resource 
populations that were voiced during the household surveys, the key respondent interviews, and the 
community review meeting of preliminary data, with reference to other sources where appropriate. Table 
D4-20 presents the entirety of comments written by survey respondents at completion of the survey. 
Concerns are not always shared equally among community members, and summaries in this report do not 
mean to imply that this list is either comprehensive or unanimous. However, the issues described here were 
generally raised by multiple respondents and provide important points of discussion.

Development
The most commonly voiced concern in Point Lay was related to the effect of noise pollution and other 
disruptions on migratory patterns of important resources. Several key respondents and surveyed households 
felt increased air traffic as a severe problem (PL4, PL3, PL6, Table D4-20): 

Once in a while we get these private planes or…other people from the other major 
hubs flying up here and taking the scenery route, doing something, taking pictures 
I guess. Those ones we can’t stop. They don’t get out, because they’re, they’re just 
somebody who owns their own Cub and just go take a joy ride up here. But we try 
to tell the airlines and everybody in North Slope Borough to help us printing those 
ads, just like to the airplanes or the helicopters. They need to start honoring that 
no fly zone. (PL4)

Much of the air traffic was attributed to activity at the coal mine site located 40 miles southwest of Point 
Lay, where exploratory activity occurred in 2007–2009 (ADNR 2010). One respondent said that the caribou 
seem to have responded to a decrease in activity in the past couple of years:

When we had the helicopter and the coal mine open, we had no caribou close 
to Point Lay at all, anywhere. All year round. For how many years…so then we 
started making rules and regulations for air traffic for the coal mine so we set down 
how high helicopters and airplanes could fly, and they’re still going on to this day 
on these studies. Even with the walrus, the helicopters and the airplanes have to 
stay above 1500 feet or more…after our coal mine shut down, we noticed the 
caribou migration slowly started coming back, and then I say these past 2 years is 
the most I ever seen caribou hanging around Point Lay [since before the activity]. 
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Not in herds but just in little pods—maybe 5 pods, 7 pod, 10 pod. But at least 
they’re hanging around now. (PL4)

Another hunter described how “we have to go further nowadays” to search for caribou. He emphasized that 
local residents should be consulted along each step in any plan for research and development.

It might be good for them to go out and do this and that, but there are better ways 
to do it, you know…they have to work with us, and we can work with them. ‘Cause 
they need to remember that we are the ones that live here. (PL5)

The issue of air traffic has been a problem for many years, and respondents said that sea traffic had also been 
increasing more recently. One respondent expressed concerns about the impact to beluga whales:

We know that when there’s too much noise constantly they will avoid their 
traditional migration paths, which is mostly traveling up north close by the shore, 
and when there’s too much noise or too much congestion from other mechanisms 
that are manmade they will change their route further out in the ocean where they’ll 
be harder to gather and harder to catch for subsistence uses. (PL3)

One key respondent explained (as he referenced a map on the table): 
Offshore drilling. We had told the ships to stay…we had a 60-mile barrier that 
they had to stay away from within the 60 miles anywhere from the barrier island 
and 60 miles offshore. That’s their no [go] zone throughout this whole coast. It’s 
supposed to be. Supposedly. Except for the past…2 years ago, we’re complaining 
that your guys, the ships that were coming out your surveying were coming too 
close to shore and parking next to our beach over here. And over here for some 
reason. Why you want to go park over here when we’re not even stormy? …Yeah, 
they never did abide by those rules. They were always coming in by Point Lay or 
up here parking, or parking over here by the inlets…They’d stop there for like, 
well, I guess like 12 hours and then take off. And next thing we’d hear them over 
here at Icy Cape and they’re not even supposed to be on the shore over here either, 
because of all the walruses and all the bearded seals that come over here. (PL4)

This respondent was also concerned about the potential for food web ramifications, should an oil spill occur:
What if we have an oil spill, you know, we got, we got krill out here that the 
bowhead whale depends on and we got green plankton that the krill need to grow 
on and then we have the clams that our walruses need, and these clams are at the 
bottom of the ocean. There’s two parts of oil. There’s a light surface of oil and 
that’s the oil that we see all the time when there’s an oil spill, but there’s the heavy 
surface of oil that they don’t talk about, and that’s the oil that stays at the bottom of 
the spill…It’s going to kill off the clams that feed the walruses. Where they want to 
drill out here is the same place where the walruses go eat. It’s the same place…so 
we already know that they will be affected right off the bat…everything depends 
on the seas. Like the fish. See, spotted seal, ringed seals, most seals eat fish. And 
then…it’s all going to be transferred through eating, one species to another. Then 
we’re going to have a massive die off in this ocean. (PL4) 

Most key respondents and several surveyed households voiced objection to offshore oil development (PL3, 
PL1, PL4, PL6, Table D4-20). 

Environment and Climate Change 
Several respondents spoke of climate change, which presented many challenges and some benefits. For 
example, thinning ice limits the hunting season and makes traveling more dangerous, but ice fishers need 
much less time to chisel holes in the ice for fishing (PL4). Local hydrology also presents problems, as 
increasingly dramatic flood events create unpredictable overflow conditions:
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We’re just concerned during fall time, when we have overflow, and then one more 
time during spring time, that’s right, yep, spring time. We have one more overflow 
when our ocean opens up, then we have a high tide surge. And then sometimes if 
you’re duck hunting there’ll actually be an overflow throughout this, throughout 
most of this lagoon by these inlets, there will be overflow and sometimes some of 
us can’t make it back so we always try to make sure we can make it back through 
[the pass in the barrier island] before the overflow. There’s been times where about 
10 years ago, the hunters used to have to VHF us and tell us we have to go back 
because the water’s coming across the river, the overflow from the lagoon side, and 
we’d have to cross the river, so we’d always have to come back early sometimes. 
(PL4)

Preservation of wild resources was another aspect of subsistence that has been affected by climate change 
(PL3). Additionally, many traditional practices, including the use of ice cellars, are no longer possible:

You will hardly see anybody doing seal pokes25 ’cause the weather warmed up 
too much, it won’t let the seal oil render right—the way it’s just traditionally been 
worked ’cause when it get too warm it gets rancid, strong. This cold weather we 
was brought up in the early ‘50s…I miss that a lot. ’Cause that food was staying 
fresher longer. Even our ice cellars held the food fresh longer. Nowadays we don’t 
have ice cellars anymore ’cause they all melted. There’s water and water gets in 
them and they get rotten and gaseous. People been known to have died from going 
in the cellars because of the gas that’s produced like methane or whatever from 
the foods that rotted…we had to resort to electric freezers and walk in freezers. 
Temperature-controlled climate, however they might put it. (PL3)

Some key respondents expressed concern over recent walrus haul outs in the vicinity of the community. 
Although large walrus haul outs are not unprecedented in the region (large haul outs have occurred in the 
early 1930s and in the 1970s), those in recent years are most likely connected to climate change due to the 
timing, location, and number of animals involved; haul outs near Point Lay have peaked at 20,000 to 40,000 
animals in recent years (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2014). One key respondent was “happy to say that 
they never even hauled out this year [2012]. That means there must be ice out in the ocean somewhere for 
them,” (PL4), but another still worried: 

And the food, where the ice used to be, the food is right under the ice so all they 
do is go off the ice, go to the bottom where they feed and come back up to the ice 
on top. When there’s no ice they are forced to travel hundreds of miles more to the 
coast where they could rest between feeding between migrating. (PL3)

Large haul outs are extremely dangerous for juveniles if the herd stampedes, and Point Lay leaders 
and residents have been closely involved with walrus protection and research efforts. Research into the 
consequences to walrus of sea ice loss was initiated by the multi-agency Study of Environmental Arctic 
Change in 201026 and in April 2011, the USFWS Alaska Region recognized Point Lay with an “Outstanding 
Partner” award, saying the entire community “took the initiative to effectively demonstrate respect and 
provide respite for the thousands of weary walruses resting near the village” (MacCracken and Garlich-
Miller 2011). 

Resource Health
Some respondents also spoke of sick seals and walruses (PL1, PL3), which were documented in coastal 
northwestern Alaska during and prior to the study year, including among the walruses hauled out near 

25 . Seal pokes are whole and uncut seal skins that were used historically to store seal oil and food. Their preparation 
is briefly described in the Golovin chapter of this report.

26 . Arctic Research Consortium of the U.S. (ARCUS), n.d. “Sea ice for walrus outlook (SIWO).” Accessed August 
26, 2014. http://www.arcus.org/search-program/siwo
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Point Lay.27 In December 2011, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminstration (NOAA) declared the 
epidemic an Unusual Mortality Event.28 The illness presented as hair loss, skin lesions, and often lethargy 
as well as lesions on the respiratory system, liver, lymphoid system, and heart (NOAA and  USFWS 2012). 
Walruses were removed from the investigation earlier than ice seals29 (Speegle 2014). One key respondent 
expressed that sighting sick seals was disconcerting: 

It’s kind of troublesome to see that they are suffering like that but there is nothing 
we can do—we don’t know what is causing it. Even to this day no one knows how 
they get sick like that…We’re at the point now to where we don’t hardly do any 
walrus hunting ’cause we’re scared of what kind of contaminants that we would be 
getting from them, from their meat, from their blubber. We don’t know what kind 
of sickness will be passed on to us as consumers. And we hesitate nowadays to go 
out, even though we know they’re close by, only a couple miles from our village 
in some cases. (PL3)

Economy and Cost of Living
Point Lay respondents were concerned about the high cost of subsistence activities. However, gas prices 
are not as problematic in Point Lay because the gas is subsidized. Gas cost about $4 per gallon in 2012, 
as compared to the $7–8 per gallon in other communities. “They always come from Wainwright before 
hunting season, whaling season. People travel here with their snowmachines to go buy gas. They bring their 
own barrels” (PL1). Despite the subsidy, a few respondents said that they can’t always afford the fuel to 
go hunting (PL5). Others discussed the issue that employment is necessary to purchase what is needed to 
subsist, but job schedules get in the way of hunting and fishing (Table D4-20)
Some survey respondents felt that food costs were too high in the community, and expressed frustration 
that they cannot depend upon the store due to weather delays (Table D4-20). A few respondents mentioned 
possibilities for local agriculture, prompted by desire for fresh, locally available dairy products and produce. 
One survey respondent suggested that a greenhouse be included in an upcoming power plant upgrade, 
saying that the waste heat could be used to grow vegetables for the community and create an opportunity 
for employment.
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5. STEBBINS

Elizabeth H. Mikow

coMMunity Background

The community of Stebbins is located on southern Norton Sound on the northwest coast of St. Michael 
Island, 8 miles north of St. Michael and 120 miles southeast of Nome. The community is in a transitional 
climate zone; the summers experience a maritime influence from Norton Sound, and the winters are affected 
by a cold continental influence. The landscape around Stebbins is characterized by marshy lowlands and 
gently rolling uplands (Environmental Services Ltd. 1980).1 
Captain James Cook was the first Euro-American to encounter Native inhabitants in the St. Michael-Stebbins 
region during his 1778 voyage. Although he saw people gathering on the shore who seemed to welcome the 
vessel to approach, the ships continued on (Ray 1975). At the time of contact with the Russians in the 19th 
century, there was 1 community on St. Michael Island. This settlement was called “Tachik,” as recorded 
by Lieutenant Zagoskin of the Russian Navy in 1842, and it had a population of 19 people in 3 separate 
dwellings (Orth 1971rep.; Zagoskin 1967). In 1833, prior to Zagoskin’s visit, Redoubt St. Michael was 
built by Russians on the island as a base for exploration of the Yukon Basin (Black 2004). In 1897, 30 years 
after the American purchase of Alaska from Russia, the former Russian fort became an American military 
post called Fort St. Michael. It was established due to the Klondike gold strike and increased traffic on the 
Yukon River, but was abandoned in 1922 (Orth 1971rep.). The people of Stebbins have cultural affiliations 
much further to the south, with direct ties to Nelson Island (Wolfe 1981). The Qaluyaarmiut first settled the 
region in the early 1900s, drawn by the ability to trade fur for other goods at Fort St. Michael. This group 
originally settled a village called Penguq, but had begun to move to a new site called Tapraq by 1915. This 
was due to a shortage of high ground available at the original village site, and the final move was completed 
after the 1918 flu epidemic (Bogeyaktuk and Steve 2004). The name Stebbins was first published on a U.S. 
Coast and Geodetic Survey map in 1900 (Orth 1971rep.).
In 1950, Stebbins was described as a Native village in which the inhabitants made their livelihood by 
reindeer herding and subsistence activities in a U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey field report (Orth 1971rep.). 
Ted Katcheak, a local reindeer herder, was interviewed about the history of the herd by Bill Schneider in 
2002.2 In the 1940s, the Stebbins herd had declined due to overgrazing and freezing rain events. Ted’s father 
had taken over the herd in the 1950s, and Ted learned how to herd from him. In the 1970s, the herd had 
diminished to about 100 head and was unmanaged for some time. Ted took over management in 1974 and 
received a loan from the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) for 190 additional reindeer. He drove the reindeer 
from Shaktoolik on foot in 1982. Since then, the herd has grown to approximately 4,000 reindeer. Details 
regarding the management and status of the Stebbins herd in 2013 will be discussed in greater detail below.
The city government of Stebbins was officially incorporated in 1969, and there is a federally-recognized 
tribe in the community. The community is predominately Yupik, and it has a mixed economy of wage labor 
and subsistence hunting and fishing. Households in Stebbins do not have running water; residents use honey 
buckets and haul their own water from the city water treatment system. There is 1 school, 1 store, a health 
clinic, and a washeteria in the community. The community is accessible by scheduled air service and barge, 
with access to nearby St. Michael by road. 

1 . Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED) Division of Community 
and Regional Affairs, Juneau. n.d. “Alaska Community Database Online: Community Information.” Accessed 
October 19, 2016. http://commerce.alaska.gov/cra/DCRAexternal/community

2 . University of Alaska Fairbanks. Project Jukebox. Ted Katcheak, interviewed March 20, 2002. Accessed October 2, 
2016. http://jukebox.uaf.edu/reindherding/htm/tk.htm
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keep all lines together

SeaSonal round

Subsistence activities vary with the seasons and the timing of resource availability. The following 
description of the seasonal subsistence round in Stebbins comes largely from key respondent interviews 
conducted in the community during data collection. Contemporary information from interviews highlights 
when resources are harvested; respondents also shared historical information and changes to subsistence 
practices over time. Information gathered from key respondents in 2014 is complimented by information 
on the seasonal round in Stebbins gathered in the early 1980s (Wolfe 1981).
In the early spring months of March and April, Stebbins hunters search for a variety of prey. They target 
hares and ptarmigans as days grow longer, and some hunters range further in search of caribou (WBB1, 
WBB2, WBB3). Some fishers jig through the ice for saffron cod (locally known as tomcod) in March 
(WBB2). Hunting for bearded seal and other seals also occurs in the spring months prior to breakup as 
open waters of Norton Sound increasingly allow travel by boat (WBB2). Hunters tow boats to the edge 
of the ice on snowmachines pulling sleds, sometimes covering as many as 8 miles to find an open lead. 
Stebbins hunters target seals as they lie on the ice, and they continue to search for seals both before and after 
breakup from March to June (WBB1, WBB2, WBB3). Migratory birds arrive in late April and May in great 
abundance, and hunters from other communities sometimes also come into the area to target ducks and 
geese (WBB3, WBB6). Walrus are also targeted in the spring just prior to and after breakup, and hunters 
search on ice floes for hauled-out walrus. One respondent explained how hunters can find the animals: “If 
the wind is right you can smell them. And you can hear them a long ways…when they’re making noise 
barking” (WBB1). 
After breakup, as the late spring moves into the summer months, fishing becomes a focus of subsistence 
for Stebbins residents. Pacific herring is the first species of fish that residents target, setting nets for them 
almost immediately after breakup (WBB2, WBB3, WBB4). Pacific herring roe on kelp is also gathered 
along the coastline (WBB4, WBB3). Hunters pursue beluga whales after the ice goes out during their spring 
migration and know that they will be arriving shortly after the herring (WBB8, WBB2, WBB3). Salmon 
also begin arriving in the area shortly after the herring run; chum and Chinook salmon arrive first in June. 
Pink salmon become available in July, and coho and fall chum salmon are targeted in August. Fishers catch 
salmon primarily by setnet throughout the summer months. Residents also gather eggs from a variety of 
migratory birds in the early summer (WBB6, WBB3). As the late summer progresses towards autumn, 
residents turn their attention to harvesting berries and greens. 
In the fall, seal hunting once again becomes a major focus of subsistence, when Stebbins hunters pursue 
these resources by boat. Juvenile bearded seals, ringed seals, and spotted seals are targeted and taken in 
open water (WBB1, WBB2, WBB3, WBB5). Belugas are also harvested in the fall months from August 
to October when they once again migrate past the community (WBB2). Stebbins residents also search 
for moose in August and September, sometimes ranging as far as the Yukon River to access this resource 
(WBB1, WBB2, WBB3). Hunters target migratory birds again in the fall prior to their migration south. 
Fishing continues in the fall time, when residents harvest whitefish in nearby rivers by setnet. Saffron cod 
are also harvested in the fall before and after freeze-up. One resident explained that saffron cod are better 
in the fall because they are larger and are carrying eggs (WBB3). 
Winter is a relatively quiet time for subsistence pursuits. Some hunters target furbearing animals, like 
wolves, foxes, and wolverines (WBB2). Moose hunting takes place again when a hunt opens in December 
and January, although a lack of snow cover in recent years has made travel difficult (WBB1, WBB2, WBB3, 
WBB6). 
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PoPulation eStiMate and deMograPhic inForMation

Figure 5-1 illustrates the population history of Stebbins from 1950 to 2013, drawing upon decennial 
estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau (portrayed as blue dots) and the annual estimates provided by the 
Alaska Department of Labor (portrayed as white dots). According to these data, the population of Stebbins 
has grown steadily over the past 60 years. As a point of comparison to this study’s population estimate of 
573 (portrayed by the red square), the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (ADLWD) 
estimate for 2013 was 593 individuals3; the estimates differ by only 3%. The 2009–2013 ACS estimate 
of the population was 591. Reasons for these slight differences can be explained by a number of factors, 
including differences in survey timing, definitions of residency, and sampling strategies.
The 87 surveyed households included 369 people (Table 1-3). Expanding for the 48 unsurveyed households, 
the estimated population of Stebbins at the time of the survey was 573 individuals. Household sizes ranged 
from 1 to 17 people, with an average of 4 people per household (Table 5-1). The average age was 27; the 
oldest person included in the sample was 81 years of age. On average, Stebbins residents had lived in the 
community for 20 years, and 72% of household heads were born in Stebbins (tables 5-2 and D5-1). Other 
reported birthplaces were communities in the surrounding region, including the neighboring community 
of St. Michael (4.6%) as well as Emmonak (1.5%) and Scammon Bay (1.5%). A full list of birthplaces of 
household heads and birthplaces of the population can be found in tables D5-1 and D5-2. During the study 
year, an estimated 95.8% of the population of Stebbins was Alaska Native (Table 5-2). Figure 5-2 portrays 
the population profile of the community, which is characterized by a relatively young population. In 2013, a 
majority of the population was under the age of 30, with the largest cohorts in the 0–4 and 5–9 year ranges. 
According to the profile, 50% of the residents were male and 50% were female.

3 . ADLWD (Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development) Research and Analysis Section, Juneau. 
n.d. “Population Estimates—Places and Other Areas: Cities and Census Designated Places (CDPs), 2010–2013.” 
Accessed October 21, 2014.. http://laborstats.alaska.gov/pop/popest.htm
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Figure 5-1.–Population estimates, Stebbins, 1950–2013.
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Community
Stebbins

Sampled households 87.0
Eligible households 135.0
Percentage sampled 64.4%

Sampled population 369
Estimated community population 572.6

Mean 4.2
Minimum 1.0
Maximum 17.0

26.9
0.0

81.0
21

Total population
Mean 19.7
Minimuma 1.0
Maximum 60.0

Heads of household
Mean 23.1
Minimuma 1.0
Maximum 60.0

Alaska Native
Estimated householdsb

Number 117.9
Percentage 87.4%

Estimated population
Number 548.7
Percentage 95.8%

Length of residency

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014

Table 5-1.–Sample and demographic 
characteristics, Stebbins, 2013.

Characteristics

Household size

Age
Mean

a. A minimum age of 0 (zero) is used for infants 
who are less than 1 year of age.
b. The estimated number of households in which at 
least 1 head of household is Alaska Native.

Minimuma

Maximum
Median

Table 5-1.–S a m p l e  a n d  d e m o g r a p h i c 
characteristics, Stebbins, 2013.
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Estimate Rangea Estimate Rangeb

Households 134 129.0 112 – 146 135.0
Population 556 591.0 502 – 680 572.6 523 – 622

Population 530 590.0 501 – 679 548.7 500 – 597
Percentage 95.3% 99.8% 87.0% – 84.8% 95.8% 80.4% – 93.7%

b. No range of households is estimated for division surveys.

Total population

Alaska Native

Sources U.S. Census Bureau (2011) for 2010 estimate; U.S. Census Bureau for American Community Survey
(ACS) 2012 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014 for
2013 estimate.
Note Division of Subsistence household survey elegiblity requirements differ from those used by ACS.
a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

Table 5-2.–Population estimates, Stebbins, 2010 and 2013.

5-year American Community
Survey (2009–2013)

This study
(2013)Census

(2010)

Table 5-2.–Population estimates, Stebbins, 2010 and 2013.
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Figure 5-2.–Population profile, Stebbins, 2013.
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incoMe and caSh eMPloyMent

Respondents were asked about income earned from jobs by all household members 16 years old and older 
as well as income from other sources such as the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend, Social Security, and 
public assistance. The survey also asked about months worked and the work schedule for each job. In 2013, 
Stebbins households earned or received an estimated $6.8 million, of which approximately $4.9 million 
(72%) was from earned income and approximately $1.9 million (28%) was from other sources (Table 5-3). 
The total earned income estimate of this survey ($4.9 million) is 27% higher than the ADLWD estimate of 
$3.6 million in wages in 2013.4 The median household income for Stebbins in 2013 was $41,755 (Figure 
5-3). The median household income estimated by this study is very similar to the 2009–2013 median 
income for the community of $39,271 and within the range of the 95% confidence interval.  Estimated per 
capita income in Stebbins was $11,815 in 2013 (tables 5-1 and 5-3).
Figure 5-4 shows the top 10 estimated sources of income. The largest source of income was local government 
jobs, which included city and tribal occupations and school employment. This category accounted for 

4 . ADLWD (Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development) Research and Analysis Section, Juneau. n.d. 
“Alaska Local and Regional Information: Stebbins city.” Accessed October 21, 2014. 

 http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari

Percentage of
Number Number Total Mean total

of of for per community
Income source people households community household income
Earned income

Local government 94.2 69.1 $2,833,410 $1,988,169 – $3,934,127 $20,988 41.9%
Services 56.5 47.1 $1,173,927 $657,428 – $1,876,342 $8,696 17.3%
Federal government 22.0 20.4 $245,993 $113,881 – $469,764 $1,822 3.6%
Transportation, communication, and 
utilities 7.8 7.8 $209,485 $41,058 – $481,952 $1,552 3.1%

State government 6.3 6.3 $172,434 $44,213 – $447,843 $1,277 2.5%
Retail trade 17.3 17.3 $154,282 $62,464 – $282,934 $1,143 2.3%

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 14.1 12.6 $55,733 $14,540 – $128,022 $413 0.8%
Other employment 9.4 6.3 $28,787 $8,702 – $69,447 $213 0.4%

Earned income subtotal 200.9 116.2 $4,874,051 $3,839,266 – $5,958,016 $36,104 72.0%

Other income
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program (food stamps) 71.4 $627,265 $456,071 – $833,313 $4,646 9.3%

Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 119.5 $436,345 $366,362 – $511,138 $3,232 6.4%
Social Security 26.4 $240,414 $125,745 – $391,346 $1,781 3.6%
Heating assistance 66.7 $109,845 $73,701 – $149,769 $814 1.6%
Foster care 4.7 $81,919 $52,792 – $268,138 $607 1.2%
Unemployment 29.5 $68,259 $28,072 – $120,960 $506 1.0%
Supplemental Security Income 12.4 $57,014 $19,288 – $108,948 $422 0.8%
Pension / retirement 10.9 $53,843 $17,895 – $107,529 $399 0.8%
Native corporation dividend 86.9 $51,834 $34,477 – $75,519 $384 0.8%
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 20.2 $50,657 $20,572 – $87,356 $375 0.7%
Disability 9.3 $43,435 $9,419 – $95,980 $322 0.6%
Meeting honoraria 3.1 $30,414 $19,600 – $90,310 $225 0.4%
Medicaid / Medicare 2.1 $22,871 $14,739 – $71,122 $169 0.3%
Longevity bonus 7.8 $17,038 $4,562 – $36,403 $126 0.3%
TANF (Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families) 3.1 $2,355 $1,517 – $6,983 $17 0.0%

Child support 1.6 $1,397 $900 – $2,793 $10 0.0%
Other 1.6 $621 $400 – $1,241 $5 0.0%
CITGO fuel voucher 1.6 $621 $400 – $1,241 $5 0.0%
Workers' compensation / insurance 0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
Veterans assistance 0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 127.8 $1,896,145 $1,569,883 – $2,269,413 $14,046 28.0%
Community income total $6,770,195 $5,831,212 – $7,819,118 $50,150 100.0%

-/+ 95% CI

Table 5-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Stebbins, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table 5-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Stebbins, 2013.
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42% of all income in Stebbins, an estimated $2.8 million dollars (Figure 5-4; Table 5-3). Services, which 
included health care and social service jobs, was the second largest income category; jobs in this sector 
accounted for $1.2 million dollars and 17% of the local cash economy. Food stamps5 accounted for 9% of 
the local economy, or $627,265. Other important sources of income included the Alaska Permanent Fund 
dividend ($436,345 or 6%), federal government jobs ($245,993 or 4%), Social Security ($240,414 or 4%), 
transportation ($209,485 or 3%), and state government jobs ($172,434 or 3%).
Slightly over one-half (57%) of people aged 16 and older were employed for some period of time during 
the study year (Table D5-3). Reported job schedule data show that 58% of employed persons who disclosed 
a schedule type had a full time schedule, 27% had a part time schedule, 20% had an on-call schedule, and 
2% had a shift schedule (Table D5-4). The average number of jobs per employed household was 2, with a 
maximum of 6 jobs held by one household (Table D5-3). Workers were employed an average of 8 months, 
indicating a high rate of seasonal employment. Information on employment by industry can be found in 
Appendix D, Table D5-5.

SuMMary oF harveSt and uSe PatternS

Table 5-4 summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Stebbins in 2013 at the household level. 
The 87 surveyed households reported harvesting 132,168 edible pounds (lb) of wild foods between January 
1, 2013 and December 31, 2013 (the 2013 study year). Expanding for 48 unsurveyed households, Stebbins 
harvested an estimated 196,436 lb (±22%) of wild foods. Most households attempted to harvest (94%) or 
actually harvested (92%) subsistence resources, and 100% used them in 2013. The average harvest was 
1,455 lb per household, or 343 lb per capita. During the study year, households harvested an average of 12 

5 . Cash equivalent benefits for assistance with food purchases that are issued to qualifying households originate from 
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), a program funded by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and administered by the State of Alaska. These benefits are commonly referred to as food stamps.
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Figure 5-3.–Comparison of median income estimates, Stebbins, 2013.
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All other sources 8%

Local government 42%

Services 17%

Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 
(food stamps) 9%

Alaska Permanent 
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Federal government 
4%

Social Security 4%
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State government 3%

Retail trade 2%
Heating assistance 2%

Figure 5-4.–Top income sources, Stebbins, 2013.
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18.9
Minimum 1
Maximum 53
95% confidence limit (±) 8.4%
Median 18.0

13.0
Minimum 0
Maximum 43
95% confidence limit (±) 11.2%
Median 10.0

12.6
Minimum 0
Maximum 42
95% confidence limit (±) 11.4%
Median 9.0

7.8
Minimum 0
Maximum 25
95% confidence limit (±) 9.8%
Median 6.0

5.8
Minimum 0
Maximum 32
95% confidence limit (±) 15.8%
Median 4.0

Minimum 0
Maximum 16,707.7
Mean 1,455.1
Median 432.9

196,435.8
343.1
100%

94%
92%
94%
76%

87

132

Table 5-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Stebbins, 2013.

Mean number of resources used per household

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household

Mean number of resources harvested per household

Mean number of resources received per household

Characteristic

Percentage using any resource
Percentage attempting to harvest any resource
Percentage harvesting any resource

Mean number of resources given away per household

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Percentage receiving any resource
Percentage giving away any resource
Number of households in sample
Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (pounds)

Total harvest weight (lb)
Community per capita harvest (lb)

Table 5-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Stebbins, 2013.
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resources and used an average of 19 resources (Table 5-4). The maximum number of resources harvested 
by any one household was 42, while the maximum number of resources used by any household was 53. 
In addition, 76% of households reported giving an average of 5 resources to other households (Table 5-4).
Respondents were asked to indicate on maps the areas where members of their household searched for 
and harvested their subsistence resources in 2013. Figure 5-5 shows the total use area of 3,737 square 
miles described by the 81 respondents who provided mapping data. Search and harvest areas for different 
categories of subsistence resources are described in following sections. To protect confidentiality of 
households and to better document subsistence use areas, only search areas were mapped (not specific 
harvest locations). Stebbins residents reported an extensive search and harvest area for all resources ranging 
from 45 miles southwest of the community along Pastol Bay to approximately 30 miles off the coast of 
Stebbins to the northeast. Hunters ranged as far south as the Andreafsky River in search of resources and 
even reported searching for wild foods near the communities of Emmonak and Alakanuk.

Resource Harvest and Use by Resource Category
Salmon contributed the most edible weight (33%) to Stebbins’ 2013 harvest; this category provided 64,449 
lb, or 113 lb per capita (Figure 5-6; Table 5-5). Nonsalmon fish species and marine mammals were the 
second and third largest contributors to the community’s overall harvest; nonsalmon fish provided 42,677 
lb (22% of the total estimated harvest), or 75 lb per capita, and marine mammals contributed an additional 
43,241 lb (22%), or 76 lb per capita. Stebbins residents also harvested birds and eggs, which contributed 
21,609 lb to the total estimated harvest and accounted for about 11% of the harvest, or 38 lb per person. 
Large land mammals contributed 14,468 lb to the total estimated harvest, or 25 lb per capita; this resource 
category accounted for about 8% of Stebbin’s overall harvest. Vegetation accounted for about 4% of the 
total harvest; residents gathered 8,488 lb of plants, or 15 lb per person. Finally, marine invertebrates and 
small land mammals each accounted for less than 1% of the total estimated harvest. Marine invertebrates 
contributed 510 lb (0.9 lb per person), and small land mammals contributed 572 lb (1 lb per person).
Figure 5-7 shows, by resource category, how many households used, attempted to harvest, or harvested 
wild foods. With the exception of marine invertebrates, all resource categories were used by a majority of 
households in Stebbins; use rates for these 6 categories ranged from 90% for vegetation to 70% for land 
mammals. Only 30% of households used marine invertebrates during the study year. Harvest rates were 
much lower in comparison with use rates for all resource categories, with the exception of vegetation 
(84% of households reported harvesting this resource category). This pattern was particularly evident for 
land mammals: 70% of households reported using these resources, but only 21% of households reported 
successfully harvesting land mammals. The discrepancy between use and harvest levels likely speaks to 
networks of sharing, customary trade, and barter that are common in rural Alaska subsistence economies 
and will be discussed in greater detail below.

Resource Harvest and Use by Species
Table 5-5 shows estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Stebbins residents in 2013 and is organized 
first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in pounds usable weight (see 
Appendix C for conversion factors6). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member of 
the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken, given away, 
or used by a household, and resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter or trade, 
through hunting partnerships, or as meat given by hunting guides and nonlocal hunters. Purchased foods 
are not included, but resources such as firewood are included because they are an important part of the 
subsistence way of life. Differences between harvest and use percentages reflect sharing among households, 
which results in a wider distribution of wild foods.
Figure 5-8 shows the species with the highest per capita harvests during the 2013 study year. All harvested 
resource categories, with the exception of small land mammals and marine invertebrates, were represented 

6 . Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table but are assigned a 
conversion factor of zero. 
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Figure 5-6.–Composition of harvest by resource category, Stebbins, 2013.
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All resources 100.0 94.3 92.0 94.3 75.9 196,435.8 1,455.1 343.1 21.8
  Salmon 88.5 57.5 56.3 55.2 36.8 64,448.8 477.4 112.6 36.4
    Chum salmon 71.3 43.7 43.7 36.8 31.0 34,382.6 254.7 60.0 6,852.9 ind 50.8 31.7
    Coho salmon 69.0 47.1 47.1 29.9 26.4 23,615.7 174.9 41.2 4,630.5 ind 34.3 45.0
    Chinook salmon 49.4 36.8 34.5 20.7 12.6 2,569.2 19.0 4.5 276.2 ind 2.0 29.7
    Pink salmon 25.3 20.7 19.5 9.2 5.7 3,771.1 27.9 6.6 1,178.5 ind 8.7 57.3
    Sockeye salmon 6.9 5.7 5.7 1.1 1.1 110.2 0.8 0.2 20.4 ind 0.2 57.4
    Unknown salmon 4.6 0.0 0.0 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 83.9 63.2 62.1 67.8 51.7 42,677.1 316.1 74.5 37.2
    Pacific herring 56.3 41.4 41.4 27.6 26.4 33,761.8 250.1 59.0 5,627.0 gal 41.7 45.5
    Pacific herring roe 32.2 27.6 27.6 9.2 13.8 1,737.4 12.9 3.0 289.6 gal 2.1 29.3
    Unknown smelts 18.4 12.6 12.6 6.9 4.6 163.2 1.2 0.3 27.2 gal 0.2 48.7
    Saffron cod 54.0 42.5 42.5 21.8 24.1 2,386.8 17.7 4.2 11,365.7 ind 84.2 25.9
    Arctic flounder 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 3.1 ind 0.0 106.9
    Starry flounder 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 5.1 0.0 0.0 4.7 ind 0.0 106.9
    Unknown flounder 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Pacific halibut 4.6 1.1 0.0 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lb 0.0 0.0
    Stickleback (needlefish) 4.6 2.3 2.3 2.3 1.1 52.8 0.4 0.1 8.8 gal 0.1 95.0
    Alaska blackfish 5.7 0.0 0.0 5.7 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lb 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 4.6 0.0 0.0 4.6 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Dolly Varden 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 76.8 0.6 0.1 23.3 ind 0.2 106.9
    Northern pike 4.6 0.0 0.0 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sheefish 50.6 11.5 11.5 44.8 13.8 1,932.5 14.3 3.4 351.4 ind 2.6 55.6
    Broad whitefish 32.2 14.9 13.8 21.8 8.0 473.6 3.5 0.8 148.0 ind 1.1 45.5
    Bering cisco 28.7 14.9 14.9 17.2 6.9 832.7 6.2 1.5 1,189.5 ind 8.8 43.3
    Least cisco 13.8 8.0 8.0 6.9 3.4 103.6 0.8 0.2 148.0 ind 1.1 49.6
    Humpback whitefish 34.5 16.1 14.9 20.7 12.6 1,073.7 8.0 1.9 511.3 ind 3.8 35.7
    Round whitefish 4.6 2.3 2.3 2.3 1.1 27.2 0.2 0.0 38.8 ind 0.3 87.9
    Unknown whitefishes 2.3 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 46.6 0.3 0.1 37.8 ind 0.3 106.9

-continued-

Table 5-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Stebbins, 2013.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

95%
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

Table 5-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, wildlife, and vegetation resources, Stebbins, 2013.
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  Large land mammals 66.7 18.4 12.6 62.1 19.5 14,468.3 107.2 25.3 34.8
    Bison 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Black bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Brown bear 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 1.1 133.4 1.0 0.2 1.6 ind 0.0 106.9
    Caribou 9.2 3.4 3.4 5.7 3.4 3,482.1 25.8 6.1 25.6 ind 0.2 75.3
    Moose 65.5 18.4 12.6 60.9 19.5 10,852.8 80.4 19.0 20.2 ind 0.1 32.4
    Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Dall sheep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Small land mammals 20.7 16.1 14.9 8.0 11.5 571.5 4.2 1.0 61.4
    Beaver 2.3 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 279.3 2.1 0.5 14.0 ind 0.1 118.5
    Coyote 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic fox 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 ind 0.0 106.9
    Red fox 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 ind 0.0 106.9
    Snowshoe hare 16.1 11.5 10.3 5.7 10.3 271.6 2.0 0.5 108.6 ind 0.8 45.7
    Alaska hare 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 9.8 0.1 0.0 1.6 ind 0.0 118.5
    River (land) otter 4.6 3.4 3.4 1.1 1.1 4.7 0.0 0.0 4.7 ind 0.0 118.5
    Lynx 5.7 3.4 3.4 2.3 1.1 6.2 0.0 0.0 9.3 ind 0.1 118.5
    Marten 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Mink 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Muskrat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Porcupine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic ground (parka) 

squirrel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Gray wolf 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Wolverine 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 ind 0.0 106.9
  Feral animals 2.3 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 422.1 3.1 0.7 106.9
    Reindeer–feral 2.3 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 422.1 3.1 0.7 3.1 ind 0.0 106.9
  Marine mammals 75.9 37.9 33.3 71.3 29.9 43,241.4 320.3 75.5 32.4
    Bearded seal 42.5 29.9 25.3 25.3 21.8 17,509.2 129.7 30.6 61.2 ind 0.5 25.7
    Ribbon seal 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Ringed seal 13.8 8.0 8.0 5.7 8.0 1,326.7 9.8 2.3 23.3 ind 0.2 54.9
    Spotted seal 28.7 17.2 16.1 14.9 13.8 4,105.9 30.4 7.2 41.9 ind 0.3 29.3

Table 5-5.–Page 2 of 5.
Harvest amounta

95%
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

-continued-

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb)
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Marine mammals, continued 
    Unknown seals 29.9 0.0 0.0 29.9 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Walrus 16.1 6.9 2.3 13.8 3.4 2,389.7 17.7 4.2 3.1 ind 0.0 75.2
    Beluga whale 70.1 17.2 12.6 64.4 17.2 17,910.0 132.7 31.3 18.0 ind 0.1 60.7
    Bowhead whale 13.8 0.0 0.0 13.8 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Gray whale 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Birds and eggs 80.5 57.5 56.3 48.3 37.9 21,608.5 160.1 37.7 21.4
    Common eider 14.9 12.6 12.6 3.4 8.0 553.8 4.1 1.0 133.4 ind 1.0 42.9
    King eider 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 24.9 0.2 0.0 9.3 ind 0.1 106.9
    Spectacled eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Harlequin duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Mallard 27.6 19.5 18.4 11.5 10.3 391.8 2.9 0.7 200.9 ind 1.5 32.2
    Long-tailed duck 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.0 0.0 22.9 0.2 0.0 17.1 ind 0.1 75.5
    Northern pintail 51.7 33.3 32.2 23.0 20.7 1,251.4 9.3 2.2 802.2 ind 5.9 29.3
    Unknown scaups 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Black scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Surf scoter 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    White-winged scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Northern shoveler 10.3 9.2 9.2 1.1 6.9 101.5 0.8 0.2 93.1 ind 0.7 46.5
    Unknown teals 13.8 11.5 11.5 2.3 1.1 47.3 0.4 0.1 91.0 ind 0.7 47.0
    American wigeon 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 1.1 30.5 0.2 0.1 23.3 ind 0.2 106.9
    Unknown ducks 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Brant 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown Canada/cackling 

geese 62.1 41.4 41.4 27.6 28.7 6,628.3 49.1 11.6 1,938.1 ind 14.4 36.5

    Emperor goose 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 1.1 43.2 0.3 0.1 9.3 ind 0.1 106.9
    Snow goose 73.6 46.0 46.0 34.5 34.5 10,285.1 76.2 18.0 2,571.3 ind 19.0 22.2
    White-fronted goose 12.6 9.2 9.2 5.7 6.9 256.6 1.9 0.4 60.5 ind 0.4 42.6
    Unknown geese 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Tundra (whistling) swan 18.4 13.8 13.8 5.7 8.0 417.5 3.1 0.7 37.2 ind 0.3 33.1
    Sandhill crane 26.4 23.0 23.0 3.4 12.6 837.9 6.2 1.5 124.1 ind 0.9 28.6
    Shorebirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

95%
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest
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Birds and eggs, continued 
    Seabirds, loons, grebes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown grouses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ptarmigans 18.4 12.6 12.6 6.9 8.0 349.1 2.6 0.6 349.1 ind 2.6 46.0
    Snowy owl 4.6 3.4 3.4 1.1 1.1 32.6 0.2 0.1 10.9 ind 0.1 62.4
    Unknown duck eggs 19.5 16.1 16.1 3.4 4.6 61.0 0.5 0.1 406.6 ind 3.0 32.7
    Unknown goose eggs 4.6 3.4 3.4 1.1 0.0 21.4 0.2 0.0 79.1 ind 0.6 67.8
    Unknown swan eggs 6.9 6.9 6.9 0.0 2.3 22.5 0.2 0.0 35.7 ind 0.3 49.4
    Sandhill crane eggs 11.5 9.2 9.2 2.3 4.6 36.9 0.3 0.1 111.7 ind 0.8 47.5
    Common snipe eggs 5.7 5.7 5.7 0.0 1.1 12.6 0.1 0.0 251.4 ind 1.9 52.2
    Unknown shorebird eggs 5.7 4.6 3.4 1.1 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 80.7 ind 0.6 73.8
    Unknown gull eggs 19.5 16.1 16.1 3.4 5.7 128.9 1.0 0.2 429.8 ind 3.2 30.2
    Unknown loon eggs 4.6 4.6 4.6 0.0 1.1 13.4 0.1 0.0 74.5 ind 0.6 61.5
    Unknown murre eggs 4.6 3.4 3.4 1.1 1.1 6.8 0.1 0.0 31.0 ind 0.2 63.6
    Unknown puffin eggs 3.4 3.4 3.4 0.0 0.0 10.2 0.1 0.0 34.1 ind 0.3 64.7
    Unknown tern eggs 5.7 5.7 5.7 0.0 0.0 5.4 0.0 0.0 107.1 ind 0.8 57.0
    Unknown ptarmigan eggs 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 9.3 ind 0.1 106.9
    Unknown eggs 3.4 3.4 2.3 1.1 0.0 10.1 0.1 0.0 55.9 ind 0.4 90.7
  Marine invertebrates 29.9 18.4 17.2 14.9 8.0 510.0 3.8 0.9 90.2
    Unknown clams 14.9 12.6 12.6 2.3 4.6 95.0 0.7 0.2 47.2 gal 0.3 55.9
    Unknown king crabs 10.3 2.3 1.1 9.2 2.3 303.1 2.2 0.5 144.3 ind 1.1 106.9
    Tanner crab 3.4 0.0 0.0 3.4 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Mussels 9.2 8.0 8.0 1.1 1.1 106.2 0.8 0.2 70.8 gal 0.5 82.1
    Sea anemone 3.4 2.3 2.3 1.1 0.0 5.4 0.0 0.0 2.7 gal 0.0 92.7
    Shrimps 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Snails 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 gal 0.0 106.9
    Unknown marine 

invertebrates 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0

  Vegetation 89.7 88.5 83.9 32.2 41.4 8,488.3 62.9 14.8 15.2
    Blueberry 64.4 63.2 63.2 6.9 16.1 1,061.6 7.9 1.9 265.4 gal 2.0 18.0
    Lowbush cranberry 18.4 17.2 17.2 1.1 4.6 208.3 1.5 0.4 52.1 gal 0.4 32.7
    Highbush cranberry 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 6.2 0.0 0.0 1.6 gal 0.0 106.9
    Crowberry 65.5 62.1 62.1 6.9 16.1 2,453.5 18.2 4.3 613.4 gal 4.5 21.5

95%
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest
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Vegetation, continued
    Cloudberry 80.5 75.9 75.9 14.9 23.0 3,924.9 29.1 6.9 981.2 gal 7.3 15.5
    Nagoonberry 19.5 19.5 19.5 2.3 1.1 131.9 1.0 0.2 33.0 gal 0.2 39.6
    Raspberry 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 24.8 0.2 0.0 6.2 gal 0.0 106.9
    Wild rhubarb 5.7 5.7 5.7 0.0 1.1 17.8 0.1 0.0 17.8 gal 0.1 63.3
    Other beach greens 12.6 11.5 11.5 2.3 0.0 26.4 0.2 0.0 26.4 gal 0.2 41.3
    Fiddlehead ferns 3.4 3.4 3.4 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 3.5 gal 0.0 95.0
    Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea 39.1 36.8 36.8 2.3 5.7 76.0 0.6 0.1 76.0 gal 0.6 30.1
    Sourdock 27.6 21.8 21.8 6.9 3.4 146.7 1.1 0.3 146.7 gal 1.1 36.2
    Pallas' buttercup 20.7 18.4 18.4 3.4 3.4 125.7 0.9 0.2 125.7 gal 0.9 35.7
    Willow leaves 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.8 gal 0.0 106.9
    Wild celery 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.0 0.0 7.6 0.1 0.0 7.6 gal 0.1 89.3
    Wild parsley 24.1 23.0 23.0 1.1 3.4 155.8 1.2 0.3 155.8 gal 1.2 40.6
    Other wild greens 12.6 11.5 11.5 1.1 1.1 56.3 0.4 0.1 56.3 gal 0.4 42.2
    Unknown mushrooms 2.3 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 gal 0.0 106.9
    Fireweed 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.6 gal 0.0 106.9
    Stinkweed 19.5 18.4 18.4 2.3 4.6 38.8 0.3 0.1 38.8 gal 0.3 31.2
    Punk 6.9 5.7 5.7 1.1 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.7 gal 0.2 50.0
    Mousefoods 11.5 8.0 8.0 3.4 0.0 18.6 0.1 0.0 18.6 gal 0.1 53.0
    Wood 54.0 49.4 49.4 6.9 5.7
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
Note   Resources where the percentage using is greater than the combined received and harvest indicate use from resources obtained during a previous year.

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.

Table 5-5.–Page 5 of 5.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb)

Note  For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a nonzero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not 
calculated for species harvested but not eaten.
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Chum salmon 18%

Pacific herring 17%

Coho salmon 12%

Beluga whale 9%

Bearded seal 9% Moose 6%

Snow goose 5%

Canada/cackling goose 3%

Spotted seal 2%

Cloudberry 2%

All other resources 17%

Figure 5-8.–Top resources harvested by edible weight, Stebbins, 2013.
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in the top 10 harvested species. Salmon and nonsalmon fish species represented in the top 10 resources 
collectively contributed 47% to the per capita harvest. Pacific herring and chum salmon were the largest 
contributors to the harvest (17% and 18%), followed by coho salmon (12%). Three species of marine 
mammals were among the top 10 resources harvested during the study year: bearded seal and beluga whale 
each contributed 9%, and spotted seal contributed 2%. The only land mammal represented in the top 10 
harvested resources was moose, which accounted for 6% of the per capita harvest. Two species of birds 
were among the top 10 most harvested resources: snow geese accounted for 5% of the per capita harvest, 
and Canada geese contributed 3%. Finally, cloudberries (locally known as salmonberries) contributed 2% 
to Stebbins’ harvest in the 2013 study year. 
Table D5-6 lists the top ranked resources used by Stebbins households during the study year. The list 
is largely composed of the same most heavily harvested species in Figure 5-8. Although cloudberries 
contributed less in edible weight than other highly harvested species, they were the most widely used 
resource (by 81% of households) during the study year. Other widely used resources included snow goose 
(74% of households), chum salmon (71%), and beluga whale (70%).

Marine Mammals
As mentioned previously, marine mammals accounted for 22% of Stebbins’ total harvest in 2013, an 
estimated 43,241 lb of edible weight (Figure 5-6; Table 5-5). Two species composed the majority of the 
marine mammal harvest; beluga whale accounted for 41% of the total marine mammal harvest, and bearded 
seal accounted for 40% (Figure 5-9). Stebbins residents harvested 61 bearded seals during the study year, 
which contributed 17,509 lb (31 lb per capita) to the harvest. Eighteen belugas were harvested by Stebbins 
hunters, contributing 17,910 lb (31 lb per capita). Despite similar contributions to the total estimated harvest, 
more households reported using beluga (70%) compared to bearded seal (43%). Other marine mammal 
harvests included spotted seal (4,106 lb, 7 lb per capita), walrus (2,390 lb, 4 lb per capita), and ringed seal 
(1,327 lb, 2 lb per capita). Thirty percent of households reported using unknown seals, which was likely 
seal oil that residents received through gifts, barter, or trade. Fourteen percent of household reported using 
bowhead whale, which they received. 

Bearded seal 40%

Ringed seal 3% Spotted seal 10%

Walrus 6%

Beluga whale 41%

Figure 5-9.–Composition of marine mammal harvest by edible weight, Stebbins, 2013.
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Several key respondents explained traditional practices associated with marine mammal hunting, and the 
treatment of the animal after it has been harvested. After harvesting seals, whales, or walruses, hunters will 
pour water into the animal’s mouth before butchering it. One key respondent explained this practice during 
an interview: 

When you catch a seal, walrus, whale, anything you gotta pour water into their 
mouth, so that their spirit can—it’s a long journey, when they’re dead. We all are 
spirits when we turn off the light—we all have a spirit with us. And we have to give 
them some water, ‘cause…they have a long journey ahead of them. That’s what we 
believe. (WBB4)

Another key respondent explained that she was taught from an early age not to waste any edible part of any 
animal that has been harvested, and noted that internal organs like the liver and the kidneys are easier to 
preserve now that residents have freezers. She discussed about how to properly dispose of inedible portions 
of marine mammals: 

Back into the ocean, yes. We throw back into the ocean. We were taught—we were 
told, well you know, when, when the village was small, it was just like from here to 
the hall. And then we were able to just take the, whatever was not edible, just right 
down to the beach…And that was, that was what we had to do. Still now today, you 
know I live up there in the new site and I let my son take whatever is left over, or 
what has to be thrown away to throw back to ocean. (WBB8)

Overall, most key respondents felt that the population of marine mammals in the vicinity of Stebbins has 
held steady over time and that the health of these resources has largely remained good (WBB4, WBB8, 
WBB2, WBB1, WBB3). Several respondents did report that residents of the community had in past been 
concerned with the health of seals in the region due to the Unusual Mortality Event (UME). In 2011, there 
were more than 100 cases of diseased seals and walruses documented in Northern and Western Alaska, 
with affected seals displaying skin lesions and sometimes internal signs of disease and behavioral changes 
(NOAA 2014). No cause was ever identified for the disease, and surveillance efforts in 2012 and 2013 
discovered no new cases. One hunter who did mention the sickness described some of the symptoms they 
noted in seals affected by the sickness: “and I got closer, I noticed—I felt it and said, ‘wow, no fur, it’s all 
black.’ Just little pieces of fur here and there, and said, ‘Yeah. Maybe this one is sick, might as well throw 
it back’” (WBB1). Another hunter mentioned seeing dead seals along the shore of the river during the 
timeframe of the sickness (WBB2). Of the respondents who did mention diseased seals, all reported that 
they had not seen an affected seal recently (WBB1, WBB2, WBB8).
One key respondent did have some concern over the health of belugas, citing a report he had seen about 
some reports of whales carrying toxoplasmosis. The parasite has been found in more than 10 percent of the 
beluga whales living off the Canadian coast in the Beaufort Sea.7 The whales appear to have no ill effects 
from the disease, but there is some concern over human infection if meat is not appropriately cooked for 
consumption. Researchers are currently puzzled as to how beluga contracted toxoplasmosis. The respondent 
was concerned that the infection could spread to local beluga populations at some point (WBB6).
All marine mammal harvests by Stebbins residents took place from April through October during the 2013 
study year (Table D5-6). For bearded seal, the heaviest harvests took place in April and May: hunters 
harvested 59% (36 seals) of the total bearded seal harvest during this timeframe. Ice conditions impact the 
timing and success of spring harvests of bearded seal, because hunters are primarily targeting larger adults. 
One key respondent explained that she prefers to make seal oil out of bearded seal harvested in the spring 
because the thickness and quality of the fat is better than fat from seals harvested in the fall months (WBB3). 
Because of their size, it is more advantageous to shoot bearded seals as they rest on the ice instead of in 
the water. Hauling a seal out of the water increases the risk of losing the animal (WBB2, WBB3, WBB6). 

7 . Nuwer, Rachel. February 14, 2014. “The Cat Parasite That Causes Toxoplasmosis is Turning Up in Beluga Whales” 
Smithsonian.com. Accessed January 5, 2017. http://www.smithsonianmag.com/smart-news/cat-parasite-causes-
toxoplasmosis-turning-beluga-whales-180949765/?no-ist
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One method for spring harvest is to haul a boat to open leads in order to access this resource. One hunter 
explained how poor ice conditions in recent years have made this more difficult: “that’s the reason why we 
don’t go out there as much anymore because of the thinning of ice. Even today, in past, 5, 6 years or so, I 
haven’t seen anybody go out there with a snowmachine towing a small boat” (WBB1). Despite the poor ice 
conditions, key respondents explained that another strategy is to wait until breakup occurs and target seals 
resting on ice floes (WBB1, WBB2, WBB6, WBB8). Although spring hunting for bearded seals is aided 
by ice, hunters also hunt seals in open water during the summer and fall months. The main method is to 
wound, but not kill, the animal to prevent it from diving. This allows hunters to harpoon the seal before it 
is killed, and helps to avoid loss of the animal (WBB1, WBB2). Large bearded seals can be dangerous once 
wounded in the water, one hunter explained that the seals will sometimes attack the boat once angered by 
a shot (WBB2). The rest of the harvest of this resource occurred between July and October, and the largest 
number of bearded seals were harvested during the months of August (13 animals, 21% of the total bearded 
seal harvest) and October (6 animals, 10%). Some of bearded seals harvested in the fall were likely juvenile 
bearded seals, harvested in the rivers near the community (WBB8).
Hunters harvested spotted seals during the same time frame as bearded seals: 37% of harvests occurred 
in April and May, 33% of spotted seals were harvested in August, and 15% were harvested in October 
(Table 5-5). The majority of the ringed seal harvest occurred in April and May (47%) and October (40%). 
Hunters harvested beluga fairly consistently from May to October; heaviest harvests occurred in June (5 
beluga, 28% of the beluga harvest) and August through October (10 beluga, 56%). Beluga is targeted in 
the spring as the whales migrate up the coast at the end of May into June, and hunters know that they will 
arrive following the herring. According to key respondents, the beluga continue their migration north after 
the herring leave the area; beluga are also harvested in the fall as they make their return migration south 
(WBB8, WBB2, WBB3). All walrus harvests (3 walruses) took place in April and May (Table D5-6). 
Similarly to bearded seal, ice conditions have implications for walrus hunting. An adult bull walrus can 
weigh as much as 2 tons8, making it difficult, although not impossible, to harvest the animal in the water. 
Hunters prefer to shoot walrus as they rest on ice floes, and any walrus shot in water has to be pulled onto 
the ice for butchering (WBB3).
Figure 5-10 portrays total search and harvest areas used by Stebbins hunters in pursuit of marine mammal 
resources. Hunters reported large search and harvest areas for walrus, beluga whale, and seal species, with 
significant overlap between the 3. In 2013, the largest marine mammal search and harvest area was for 
walrus, ranging from 30 miles northeast of the community and off the coast to 47 miles southwest along 
Pastol Bay. Hunters also searched widely for beluga, with a search and harvest area overlapping with walrus 
and only slightly smaller. Stebbins residents also reported searching for beluga in St. Michael Bay. Search 
and harvest areas for seals were slightly smaller than the other 2 resources, but still covered a large distance 
and overlapped with much of the walrus and beluga search areas. Hunters also reported harvesting seals in 
the St. Michael and Little St. Michael canals.

Large Land Mammals
Large land mammals as a category composed 7% of Stebbins’ total estimated harvest in 2013, and the 
vast majority of the total edible weight (10,853 lb) came from moose harvests (Figure 5-6; Table 5-5). The 
20 harvested moose composed 75% of the large land mammal harvest by weight, and contributed 19 lb 
per capita to Stebbins’ residents (Figure 5-11; Table 5-5). This resource was also widely shared; although 
only 13% of households reported harvesting moose, 65% of households used the resource and 61% of 
households received it (Table 5-5). Stebbins hunters also harvested an estimated 26 caribou. This resource 
contributed 3,482 edible pounds (6 lb per capita) to the total estimated harvest. Stebbins resides on the edge 
of the peripheral range of the Western Arctic herd and approximately 50 miles outside of the edge of the 

8 . ADF&G. 2017. “Pacific Walrus (Odobemus rosmarus divergens): Species profile.” Accessed January 9, 2017. 
http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=walrus.main
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winter range of the herd9. Key respondents explained that hunters must travel large distances in order to 
hunt caribou, and some key respondents stated that it has been over 2 decades since caribou were readily 
available in the vicinity of Stebbins. One explained that they were once reliably within 20 miles of the 
community during the winter months (WBB1, WBB3, WBB6). Hunters had limited harvests of brown bear 
during the study year; this resource contributed 133 lb (0.2 lb per capita; Table 5-5). 
Although large land mammals as a category composed a relatively small portion of the harvest, Stebbins 
residents supplement subsistence harvests with the use of domestic reindeer from the herds jointly managed 
by a local herder, the Stebbins tribal council, and the St. Michael tribal council. The herds are managed 
cooperatively, and individual reindeer are marked with different colored tags and fawns assigned evenly 
among the 3 herds (WBB2). Corralling activities are cooperative as well; herders work together to dehorn 
reindeer and castrate some bulls in order to promote growth in the size of animals. Herders also work 
together throughout the year in keeping an eye on the herd, monitoring for predators, and driving back 
reindeer that have wandered too far from the main herd (WBB2, WBB5). Weather conditions in recent 
years have caused the reindeer to scatter more widely in the winter. Freezing rain events have frozen their 
browse at times, making it more difficult for them to dig to food sources. As a result, the herd scatters in 
more mountainous areas where wind at higher elevations clears snow and ice off of the lichens (WBB5). 
Interviewed herders also explained that predator populations, particularly bears, appear to have increased in 
the region (WBB2, WBB5). According to a local herder, the total herd (all 3 herds combined) is estimated to 
be 4,000 reindeer. One key respondent explained that the community is working with the Natural Resource 
Conservation Department and the Department of Natural Resources to try to increase grazing areas on 
federal lands due to the increasing size of the herd (WBB6). Although some meat is sold to the Norton 
Sound Economic Development Corporation and to other communities, herders lack a slaughter plant and 
do not sell reindeer in large quantities. Reindeer meat is also traded to other communities in return for other 
food resources, like dried fish (WBB5). Stebbins residents are allotted a certain number of reindeer every 
year, which residents themselves harvest with permission, or which herders harvest for families (Plate 
5-1). During the 2013 study year, each household received 2 reindeer (WBB1, WBB2, WBB6). Although 
reindeer are considered a domestic animal, residents speak of the meat as a mainstay and an important 

9 . ADF&G. 2017. “Caribou (Rangifer tarandus granti): Species profile.” Accessed January 9, 2017. 
 http://adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=caribou.main

Brown bear 1%

Caribou 24%
Moose 75%

Figure 5-11.–Composition of large land mammal harvest by edible weight, 
Stebbins, 2013.
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resource in trading for subsistence foods. One key respondent summed up the importance of reindeer to 
Stebbins and the region: 

Both the villages, they’re used to it. They’ve grown, grew up in that, having 
reindeer around. And I guess this goes back to 1800s and ‘til present. We’re the 
only herd in Alaska that have never been diminished to lose our deer…If people 
from Stebbins wants reindeer and the village is hungry for deer, then they will send 
somebody out to butcher for them…Stebbins [has] always had dancing with the 
people of Kotlik and inviting them. We exchange food and we get smoked salmon 
from them, strips and then we’d have reindeer meat or something else that they 
don’t have. (WBB6) 

Reindeer hides are also used for a number of purposes, including sleeping bags and insulation for standing 
on the ice; reindeer leg hides are often used for mukluks (Plate 5-2; WBB2, WBB8).
Stebbins’ hunters took a majority of the moose harvest (16 moose, 77% of the harvest) in the fall, split evenly 
between the months of August and September (Table D5-8). The rest of the harvest occurred in January 
(3 moose, 15%) and December (2 moose, 8%). Several key respondents explained that weather in recent 
years has made it difficult for hunters to take advantage of the winter hunt, a perspective that was echoed 
in a number of survey comments. Because of late freeze-up and lower snowfall, travel across the landscape 
has become difficult and, at times, treacherous. Scant snow cover hampered travel by snowmachine, and 
thinner ice made crossing rivers dangerous. Several respondents stated that this is difficult for hunters, 
due to the fact that the fall hunt often requires more travel and difficulty. They were of the opinion that 
the hunt should be extended later into the winter so that conditions would allow for better travel; several 
respondents suggested extending the hunt into February and March (WBB1, WBB2, WBB3, WBB6). 
All moose harvested were bull moose. Hunters harvested all caribou in March (18 caribou, 70% of the 
harvest) and April (8 caribou, 30%; Table D5-8). Seventy-six percent of caribou harvests were bulls, and 
the remaining 24% were cows. Stebbins hunters took the 2 harvested brown bears during the month of June. 
Figure 5-12 portrays search and harvest areas used by Stebbins hunters for brown bears, caribou, and moose 
in 2013. Hunters reported the largest search areas for moose during the study year. These areas encompass 
river drainages close to the community, including the Nunavulnuk, Kuiak, Kogok, Nunakogok, Pikmiktalik, 
Pastoliak and Andreafsky rivers. Hunters also reported traveling as far as the vicinity of Emmonak and 
Alakanuk in pursuit of moose. Caribou search and harvest areas were limited to a small area near the 

Plate 5-1.–Hide of a freshly butchered reindeer.
O. Miller
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Golsovia and East Fork Andreafsky River drainages. One small search area was reported for brown bears 
at the mouth of the Pikmiktalik River. 

Small Land Mammals/Furbearers
The largest component of the small mammal harvest came from beaver, which contributed 279 edible 
pounds (49%) to the total edible small mammal harvest of 572 lb (Table 5-5; Figure 5-13). Beaver provided 
0.5 lb per capita to the total community harvest, although it was only used by 2% of Stebbins households. 
Snowshoe hare was the second most heavily harvested small land mammal; this resource provided 272 
lb (0.5 lb per capita) to the total community harvest, and was used by a greater percentage of households 
(16%). A key respondent explained that if a hunter gets a large number of snowshoe hares on a given outing, 
it is common to share some of the game with other households (WBB1). Hunters reported limited catches 
of Alaska hares (locally known as jackrabbits), which contributed 10 lb to the total community harvest in 
2013. One key respondent explained that Alaska hares are more difficult to find than snowshoe hares, and 
that there are specific locations that hunters have to look for this resource (WBB1).
Stebbins hunters also harvested a number of furbearers that were not used for food and do not contribute to 
the total estimated harvest for the community in 2013. The estimated furbearer harvest was 9 lynx, 5 river 
otters, 3 wolverines, 2 Arctic foxes, and 2 red foxes (Figure 5-14). Although households reporting harvest 
of lynx reported that the animals were used solely for their fur, one key respondent explained that they are 
eaten by some residents in Stebbins: “If you eat lynx, it’s almost like chicken. Like chicken or rabbit, and 
that’s what they eat on. And you are what you eat, I guess [laughs]” (WBB5).

Plate 5-2.–A Stebbins woman skins the leg of a reindeer for use in the creation of mukluks.
O. Miller
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Beaver 49%

Snowshoe hare 47% River (land) otter 1%

Lynx 1%
Other 2%

Figure 5-13.–Composition of small land mammal harvest by edible weight, 
Stebbins, 2013.
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Figure 5-14.–Estimated small land mammal harvests for fur, Stebbins, 2013.
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According to key respondents, trapping is less common in Stebbins now than in the past. One respondent 
who had trapped with his father during his childhood explained that the drop in fur value had contributed 
to the decline in the practice: 

We would get beaver. Somewhere in the ‘60’s and early ‘70’s when they had the 
fur trade, we used to go out and trap for beaver and trap for fox to sell to the fur 
buyer, which was the Native Store. And they stopped that in probably late ‘70’s. 
There was no price for furs anymore then, they weren’t buying anymore. Any more 
fur. And so we had to, we had to start working in order to supplement our food 
supply. (WBB1)

Another respondent recalled hearing stories about her parents traveling by dog team and spending entire 
winters out trapping in order to get income to buy store goods like sugar, lard, tea, and flour (WBB8). 
According to an elder key respondent, muskrats used to be an important resource for food and for clothing. 
Woman would often hunt muskrats (WBB4), and the fur was considered delicate and useful for infant and 
toddler clothing (WBB6). Despite a decrease in the practice, some trapping and hunting for furbearers 
continues in the community. One younger hunter explained that he had recently begun trapping, learning 
the practice from stories and from watching older hunters in the community (WBB2). Others said they 
would target furbearers opportunistically or if there was a need for a fur to create a ruff, a hat, or another 
handicraft (WBB1, WBB4).
Timing for small mammal harvests varied based on the species targeted by Stebbins hunters. Residents 
harvested all beavers during the summer months; the highest harvest occurred in August (44% of the total 
beaver harvest; Table D5-9). Snowshoe hares were harvested in the winter months into the spring, and 
the majority were harvested in April (53 animals, 49% of the snowshoe hare harvest). Furbearer harvests 
largely took place in the late winter and early spring. 
Figure 5-15 portrays search and harvest areas used by Stebbins hunters in pursuit of small land mammals 
during the study year. Hunters reported a large search and harvest area which ranges from the immediate 
vicinity of the community to 35 miles south in region of the Andreafsky River drainage. A smaller search 
and harvest area was reported along the Pikmiktalik River to the southwest of Stebbins.

Salmon
Salmon composed 33% of the total estimated harvest for Stebbins and accounted for 60% of the total 
harvest of fish species in 2013 (Figure 5-6; Table 5-5). Chum salmon was the most heavily used species (by 
71% of households); it accounted for 53% (34,383 lb) of the total salmon harvest during the study year and 
contributed the greatest number of edible pounds per capita of any salmon species (60 lb; Table 5-5; Figure 
5-16). Although 71% of households used the resource, only 44% of households harvested chum salmon; 
this is likely explained by the sharing of chum salmon among households (37% of households received this 
resource, and 31% of households gave it away; Table 5-5). Coho salmon was the second most heavily used 
species of salmon (by 69% of households), and it accounted for 37% (23,616 lb, 41 lb per capita) of the 
salmon harvest during the study year (Table 5-5; Figure 5-16). A slightly larger percentage of households 
(47%) reported harvesting coho salmon compared to chum salmon, despite lower harvest numbers (Table 
5-5). Stebbins residents harvested lesser amounts of pink and Chinook salmon. Pink salmon accounted 
for 6% of the total salmon harvest (3,771 lb), and Chinook salmon accounted for 4% (2,569 lb; Table 5-5; 
Figure 5-16). Despite lesser harvest amounts, a greater percentage of households (49%) used Chinook 
salmon in comparison to pink salmon in 2013.
A majority of key respondents expressed concern about the population of Chinook salmon in the area, 
explaining that they or their family members had experienced declining harvests in recent years (WBB1, 
WBB5, WBB6, WBB8, WBB4). Opinions varied as to the timing of the decline, but most noted that it had 
been within the last 5 years. The study year was reported as being a particularly poor fishing season by some 
respondents, and one explained that the late breakup had brought about difficult fishing conditions early in 
the season. She explained that a large amount of drift wood had come into the area where her family fishes, 
tangling their setnet (WBB8). A few respondents mentioned connection to family and friends on the Yukon 
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231

River, and the negative effects that the Chinook salmon decline has had on the region more generally. One 
respondent described the effect on his family:

Yeah. And back then, commercial fishing in the Yukon River was so abundant. 
You’d make a lot of money. And you didn’t have to work for the winter. You had 
all that money right there you made in the summer time and fall time. My dad 
would bring home about maybe 20 grand, every fishing time he did. And we would 
live off that money during the winter season. And when my wife goes down to go 
commercial fishing, she hardly brings home money. Just like only 3, 3 to, 3 to 800 
bucks. And it worries me for future generation that they’ll have no fish to eat. Um, 
you know, we’re trying—my family is trying to preserve that, all the stocks we, we 
don’t harvest like we used to harvest. Overharvest. We have a limit. (WBB6) 

In general, most key respondents reported good abundance of other species of salmon, and noted that the 
fish they had harvested were largely in good health.
One point of concern for Stebbins residents was the impact of the weather on subsistence activities, including 
salmon preservation. During the study year, one respondent noted that the summer season had been very 
rainy and that difficulties in drying fish had led to many of them spoiling. He went on to state that Stebbins 
residents have traded reindeer meat with other communities in order to make up for poor fishing seasons 
(WBB5). Another resident explained that she and her husband returned from their camp early due to the 
rain, and that she had to smoke her fish in the community (WBB8). 
Other residents reported the devastating impacts of a particularly strong storm which brought severe damage 
to Stebbins and other communities on the coast of western Alaska from Kotlik to Golovin in November 
2013. These storms were so severe that President Obama declared them a natural disaster, which allowed 
for allocation of federal funds to help Stebbins and other communities.10 In response to the loss of many 
food caches, the Stebbins IRA requested help from the Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation 
(NSEDC); 3,000 lb of salmon and halibut were sent to be distributed amongst households. Although the 
aftermath of the November storm falls outside of the timeframe for salmon fishing during the study year, 
many respondents explained that the loss of food caches, the destruction of smokehouses, and the loss of 
valuable equipment such as nets will affect future fishing seasons (WBB1, WBB3, WBB4, WBB6, WBB8). 
One resident explained the concerns go further than the loss of food and equipment, explaining that the 
flood may have caused contamination of the water near the community due to pollution from honey buckets 
and trash. He went on to explain that residents may avoid cutting fish on the beach and may instead have to 
go camping further from the community (WBB6).
Residents harvested 99.6% of all salmon by set gillnet; less than 1% was taken by rod and reel fishing 
(Figure 5-17; Table D5-10). Coho salmon and Chinook salmon were the only species harvested by rod and 
reel.
A small portion of the total salmon harvest was used as dog food in 2013: an estimated 529 lb. Chum 
salmon contributed the largest amount of fish by weight used as dog food: 77% (405 lb) of the fish used for 
this purpose. Smaller amounts of coho and sockeye salmon (8 lb each) were also used to feed dogs during 
the study year (Table D5-11). 
Figure 5-18 portrays search and harvest areas used by Stebbins fishers in pursuit of salmon species during 
the study year. Residents fished mostly in the immediate vicinity of the community, setting their nets 
along the coast. Three areas were reported outside of Stebbins, including setnet locations on the Kogok, 
Pikmiktalik, and Pastoliak rivers.

10 . Z. Hughes, Alaska Public Media. 2014. “Stebbins planning to fix long-standing problems using recovery funds.” 
Accessed October 31, 2016. http://www.alaskapublic.org/2014/02/03/
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Chum salmon 53%

Coho salmon 37%

Chinook salmon 4%

Pink salmon 6%

Sockeye salmon
<1%

Figure 5-16.–Composition of salmon harvest by edible weight, Stebbins, 2013.
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Figure 5-17.–Salmon harvests by gear type, Stebbins, 2013.
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Nonsalmon Fish
Nonsalmon fish species collectively accounted for 40% of the total fish harvest in Stebbins during the study 
year (Table 5-5). Of these species, Pacific herring11 was the most heavily harvested resource, composing 
79% (33,762 lb, 59 lb per capita) of the nonsalmon fish harvest in the community (Table 5-5; Figure 5-19). 
It was also the most used (56% of households) and shared (26% of households gave it away) nonsalmon 
fish species during the study year (Table 5-5). The importance of herring as a resource was highlighted 
by every key respondent that was interviewed, and many described the process of setting nets shortly 
following breakup in the spring. One respondent explained that herring are strung on braided strings to 
dry the fish, with about 50 herring fitting on 1 string (WBB2). During the survey effort, respondents would 
often report their harvests in terms of how many strings they put away. Two key respondents described 
placing dried herring in seal oil as a favorite method of preservation, sometimes also including wild parsley 
(WBB3, WBB8). The herring harvest during the study year may have been impacted by environmental 
conditions. One key respondent explained that ice conditions during breakup provided shorter window 
for herring harvest, an opinion that was echoed in a few survey comments (WBB4). In addition to the fish 
itself, residents harvested Pacific herring roe on kelp, which contributed 1,737 lb (4% of the nonsalmon 
fish harvest). This resource is gathered along the shoreline near the community, especially at Stuart Island 
(WBB4). Eggs are also obtained from the fish themselves, and are prepared a number of different ways: 
some residents eat the eggs raw, while others prefer them boiled, or dried (WBB3). 
Whitefishes collectively contributed 11% (4,490 lb, 8 lb per capita) to the total nonsalmon fish harvest, 
and the most heavily harvested species was sheefish (1,933 lb; Table 5-5). One key respondent explained 
that sheefish are locally available, but quite a distance from the community; because of the high price of 
fuel, some local fishers are less likely to fish for sheefish (WBB6). Despite this, 50% of households used 
this resource (compared to 12% of households that harvested it), likely due to regular trade with Yukon 
River communities (WBB6; Table 5-5). Other whitefish species harvested included humpback whitefish 
(1,074 lb), Bering cisco (833 lb), and broad whitefish (474 lb; Table 5-5). One respondent felt that the local 
abundance of whitefishes had changed over his lifetime. He explained that his uncle used to be able to catch 
enough for the family’s needs in the immediate vicinity of Stebbins, but now fishers have to go quite a 
distance for this resource (WBB6). 
Although harvest weights were lower than herring and whitefishes, saffron cod (locally known as “tomcods”) 
was the second highest used (54% of households) nonsalmon resource in Stebbins during the study year. 

11 . Hereafter, herring.

Pacific herring 79%

Pacific herring roe 
4%

Saffron cod 6%

Sheefish 5%

Bering cisco 2%

Humpback whitefish 
2%

Other 2%

Figure 5-19.–Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest by edible weight, Stebbins, 2013.
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Of all nonsalmon species, saffron cod was the resource that the largest percentage of households reported 
harvesting (43%). Jigging through the ice was mentioned by several respondents as a common activity after 
freeze-up, when the fish are carrying eggs that are considered a delicacy (WBB2, WBB3, WBB6). One key 
respondent described how saffron cod livers are used: “And then we make the tomcod liver into—after we 
wash it up, we boil them, and then after you boil them you can use them for akuutaq with blackberries or 
you can use it for, like a jello. Peanut butter, like that on the bread” (WBB4).
Stebbins fishers harvested 2,387 lb of saffron cod (4 lb per capita) in 2014. Residents reported limited 
harvests of other fish species during the study year, including smelts (163 lb), Dolly Varden (77 lb), 
stickleback (53 lb), and Arctic and starry flounders (collectively contributing 9 lb). One elder respondent 
recalled that flounders were more commonly eaten in the past, and that people do not catch them as often 
as the used to during her childhood. She went on to describe how the flounder were prepared by her family:

And then when we used to get big flounder, these really big ones, and then they 
got kind of barnacles on top. And then you take the skin off, and you fillet it and 
use it for frying…in the winter. Or else they’d take the stomach off, and they hang 
them up [to dry] and then they hammer them and eat them. It’s delicious. (WBB4)

Fishing gear and areas of harvest used by Stebbins residents in 2013 varied by species and time of the year 
(Figure 5-20, Table D5-12). For nonsalmon fish species, Stebbins residents fished with setnets in open 
water, setnets placed under the ice, and jigging through the ice. It should be noted that several methods are 
combined in the figure under the category “other method.” For Stebbins residents, this category includes 
jigging through the ice and gathering by hand. The category “set gillnet” includes harvests in both open 
water and under the ice. Residents harvested all herring with setnets in open water. For herring roe, a 
majority of the harvest occurred by gathering by hand. Residents jigged through the ice (noted as “other 
method”) for 99% of the saffron cod harvested by the community; the remaining were caught with a setnet. 
One elder key respondent noted that seining for saffron cod used to be a common method of harvest in the 
fall prior to freeze-up. She explained that residents are less likely to use this method now due to metal debris 
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on the beach that can cause damage to nets (WBB4). With the exception of sheefish and a small portion 
of the Bering cisco harvest, all whitefishes were harvested by setnet (Figure 5-20; Table D5-12). Stebbins 
residents harvested slightly less than one-half (45%) of the sheefish and 6% of Bering cisco by jigging 
through the ice. 
Saffron cod and Pacific herring were the only nonsalmon fish species used to feed dogs during the study 
year, and they collectively accounted for 20% of the total fish harvest used for this purpose (Table D5-11). 
Residents fed an estimated 71 lb of herring and 37 lb of saffron cod to dogs in 2013.
Figure 5-21 portrays fishing areas used by Stebbins residents for harvesting nonsalmon species during the 
study year. Residents reported a wide variety of fishing locations, many of which are in the immediate 
vicinity of the community. Stebbins fishers reported fishing along the coast and in the nearby St. Michael 
and Little St. Michael canals. Other locations include Saint Michael Bay, and along the Nunavulnuk, Kuiak, 
Kogok, Pikmiktalik, and Pastoliak rivers. Stebbins residents also fished off of Stuart Island and gathered 
herring roe along the coast. One large area search and harvest was reported in the ocean about 10 miles 
northeast of Stebbins and near Stuart Island.

Birds and Eggs
As mentioned previously, bird and bird eggs as a category contributed 11% to Stebbins total estimated wild 
food harvest in 2013 (Figure 5-6). Migratory birds contributed the largest amount to the harvest by edible 
weight (97% of the total bird and egg harvest), collectively accounting for 20,925 lb (37 lb per capita; Table 
5-5). Snow geese and Canada/cackling geese were the most heavily harvested migratory birds. Snow geese 
contributed 10,285 edible pounds (18 lb per capita), and accounted for nearly one-half of all bird and egg 
harvests in 2013 (47%; Table 5-5; Figure 5-22). Several respondents noted that the snow goose population 
had grown in the vicinity of Stebbins in recent years, and one key respondent noted that the species was 
beginning to nest in greater numbers in the area (WBB3). Canada/cackling geese contributed an additional 
6,628 edible pounds (12 lb per capita; Table 5-5). These 2 types of geese were the most widely used: 
74% of households reported using snow geese and 62% reported using Canada/cackling geese during the 
study year. They were also the most widely shared of this resource category: 35% of households received 
snow geese and 28% received Canada/cackling geese. Ducks composed 11% of the total bird harvest, and 
contributed 2,424 edible pounds (4 lb per capita). The most heavily harvested duck species in 2013 was the 
northern pintail: residents harvested an estimated 1,251 lb (2 lb per capita). Stebbins hunters also harvested 
tundra swans (418 lb, 0.7 lb per capita) and sandhill cranes (838 lb, 1.5 lb per capita) during the study year. 
Key respondents reported different methods for preserving the birds that they harvest. Most commonly, 
ducks and geese are either plucked or skinned, then field dressed and stored in freezers. One key respondent 
explained that his family continues to store their ducks in a way that was more common many years ago: 
after the ducks have been plucked and field dressed, they are salted and stacked in layers in barrels. This 
preserves the birds through the winter, and they are cooked prior to consumption (WBB4). 
All key respondents described the migratory bird population in the Stebbins region as abundant and healthy 
(WBB3, WBB4, WBB3, WBB5). One hunter did say that it appeared that the population had increased in 
recent years: 

I’ve heard stories from like, from my, from my dad and my grandparents that there 
was a lot more when like, back in the ‘50s and ‘60s and ‘40s. Compared to now, 
but those stories, most of the stories that I heard were like, in the ‘90s that there 
was not very much, but I don’t know about now if there’s less, like these last 3 to 
5 years or so there’s been, it seems like the numbers have been just skyrocketing. 
They’re just more than, I mean, kind of seems like they were on a decline, like, 
probably like in the mid-90s, late ‘90s and early 2000s. (WBB3)

The abundance of waterfowl has even attracted hunters from the nearby communities of Kotlik, St. Michael, 
and Unalakleet to productive areas near Stebbins (WBB3, WBB4).



237

N o r t o n S o u n d

Pastoliak
River

Pikm

ikt
al

ik
Ri

ve
r

N
un

ak
og

ok
R

iv
er

Kogok River

Kuiak River
Nunavulnuk River

Pastol Bay

Stuart Island

St Michael

Can al

Littl
e St Mich

ae
l C

anal

Saint Michael Bay

Step
hens

Pas
s

Stebbins

Saint Michael

!

!

0 105
Miles

This map depicts areas used for
resource harvesting in 2013 by 53
surveyed households in Stebbins,
Alaska.  The total survey sample
includes 87 of 135 households in

Stebbins (64%), so this map is a partial
representation of areas used for

resource harvests in 2013.  Resource
harvest areas change over time, so

areas not used in 2013 might be used in
other years.

Source:
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G) Division of Subsistence,

2014.
North American Datum 1927.

Alaska Albers Projection.

Stebbins

1:425,000SCALE:

Chukchi CIAP
Project 2013

Nonsalmon search 
and harvest areas

162°W

162°W

163°W

163°W

63°30'N

63°N

Figure 5-21.–Nonsalmon fishing areas, Stebbins, 2013.
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Hunters also harvested smaller amounts of other birds and eggs in 2013. Ptarmigans were the most widely 
harvested nonmigratory birds during the study year; this resource contributed 349 edible pounds to the 
total harvest (0.6 lb per capita). Residents reported limited harvest of snowy owls during the study year, 
an estimated 11 owls (33 lb). In addition to food, snowy owls are also harvested in order to make fans for 
traditional Yup’ik dancing (WBB6). Eggs contributed an additional 334 lb to the total harvest (0.4 lb per 
capita). The most heavily harvested eggs were gull eggs (129 lb) and sandhill crane eggs (37 lb). Although 
the common method of preserving eggs today is refrigeration, an elder respondent remembered that her 
family would use sealskin pokes: storage bags created from 1 seal skin. Eggs were first boiled, and then 
stored in pokes with seal oil as a means of preservation (WBB4). According to key respondents, it is a 
traditional rule to only harvest a portion of eggs in any given area in order to ensure that the population of 
the birds is not negatively affected by overgathering (WBB4, WBB6).
Although key respondents felt migratory bird populations were healthy and abundant, several respondents 
explained that ptarmigan populations have dropped in the immediate vicinity of Stebbins. Although this 
resource is still abundant in the foothills, hunters have to travel further to hunt ptarmigans (WBB6, WBB1). 
A few key respondents also explained that there used to be a larger population of seabirds near Stebbins, 
particularly puffins. One elder respondent remembered gathering puffin eggs when she was younger, and 
that people used to hunt the cormorants nesting near the village for their beaks, which were used for harpoons 
(WBB4). Another key respondent felt the decline in these species in the area was due to the construction of 
the community landfill in its present location in the 1980s; he explained that the location of the landfill was 
in a prime nesting area for seabirds (WBB6).
Stebbins hunters harvested the majority of migratory birds during the spring (60%) and the fall (30%; Table 
D5-13). Harvests of these resources were more limited in the summer months (9%), and respondents were 
not able to recall the season of harvest for <1% of migratory bird harvests. Ptarmigan harvests were split 
fairly evenly between the winter season (55%) and the spring months (45%). The survey did not specifically 
ask in which season eggs were collected, but key respondents discussed June and July as the months of 
highest harvest.
Figure 5-23 shows areas for birds and eggs used by Stebbins hunters in pursuit of birds and eggs in 2013. 
Hunters reported traveling as far as 20 miles down the coast from the community in search of ducks and 
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Figure 5-22.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest by edible weight, Stebbins, 
2013.
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geese, and as far as 15 miles inland near several local river drainages. Hunters also hunted ducks and geese 
on Stuart Island. Residents also harvested bird eggs on the island, especially along the coast, and also 
reported going more than 20 miles down the coast from Stebbins in pursuit of eggs. Search and harvest 
areas for ptarmigans were smaller than those for waterfowl and eggs, and residents traveled no more than 
10 miles outside of the community.  

Marine Invertebrates
Stebbins residents reported limited harvest of marine invertebrates, which as a category made up less than 
1% of the total estimated harvest during the study year (a total of 510 lb, 1 lb per capita; Figure 5-6; Table 
5-5). King crabs made up 59% of the marine invertebrate harvest, contributing 303 edible pounds (0.5 lb 
per capita); this resource was used by 10% of households (Table 5-5; Figure 5-24). Although residents 
primarily harvest crabs by using crab pots, one key respondent recalled that people in the community used 
to catch crab by hand-lining. This process involves lowering twine through the ice. The twine is weighted 
with flint rocks and baited in the middle; the crabs grab onto the bait and are pulled slowly up to the surface 
(WBB6). Although contributing less edible weight, clams were the most widely used marine invertebrate; 
Stebbins residents harvested an estimated 95 lb of clams, but 15% of households reported using them 
(Table 5-5). Residents also reported limited harvest of mussels, sea anemones, and snails during the study 
year. One resident explained that sea anemones are gathered at low tide on the rocks near St. Michael or on 
Stuart Island (Figure 5-25). After they are cut in half, the insides are removed and either eaten cooked or 
raw (WBB4).

Vegetation
As mentioned previously, vegetation as a category composed 4% of Stebbins’ total estimated subsistence 
harvest in 2013, an estimated 8,488 edible pounds (15 lb per capita; Figure 5-6; Table 5-5). Berries composed 
92% of the total vegetation harvest (7,811 edible pounds; Table 5-5; Figure 5-26). Cloudberries (locally 
known as salmonberries) were the most heavily gathered berry, contributing 3,925 edible pounds (7 lb per 
capita); this berry was also the most widely used of all vegetation, by an estimated 81% of households. 
Other heavily-gathered species included crowberries (2,454 lb, 4 lb per capita) and blueberries (1,062 lb, 2 
lb per capita). According to key respondents, Stebbins is located in a favorable location for berry picking. 
One respondent who grew up on the Yukon River remembered her surprise at the size and abundance of the 

Unknown clams 
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Other 1%

Figure 5-24.–Composition of marine invertebrates harvest by edible weight, 
Stebbins, 2013.
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blueberries the first time she went berry picking with her husband near the community (WBB3). Although 
key respondents reported a very good berry-picking season during the study year, one respondent noted that 
the community was anticipating a poor berry year in 2014. She explained that the berries that grow in lower 
lying areas are affected by flooding caused by storms and that crowberries and blueberries were scarce near 
the community the last time Stebbins experienced major flooding (WBB3). One popular use of berries is 
to make agutuk, also known as “Eskimo ice cream;” recipes vary across Alaska, but berries are mixed with 
seal oil, caribou fat, or Crisco® along with fish. One key respondent also reported that she mixes in wild 
greens into her agutuk, including wild parsley and beach greens (WBB8).
Residents also reported harvesting a number of wild greens and mushrooms during the study year, at least 
16 different species. Of these, the most heavily gathered were wild parsley (156 lb), sourdock (147 lb), 
and Pallas’ buttercup (126 lb). Several key respondents noted the sheer number of greens available in their 
region and the wide variety of tastes these greens provide in preparing wild foods (WBB8, WBB4, WBB3). 
One key respondent explained that she preserves wild parsley in seal oil with her dried fish; the wild parsley 
serves to add flavoring to the oil and fish and also preserves the greens for future use (WBB8). Another 
respondent explained that wild celery is picked and eaten raw with seal oil (WBB4). Although gathered in 
lesser quantities, Stebbins residents reported gathering stinkweed for medicinal purposes. Locally known 
as caiggluk, the plant is boiled to make a tea which is known to help colds and sore throats. One key 
respondent explained the efficacy of stinkweed in treating respiratory ailments:

And I still have some whenever I get a cold. And it works. I know it works because 
one time I had chronic bronchitis. I was really, really sick. So, I went to clinic 
and I got antibiotics. It wasn’t helping, I was feeling so miserable…I took the 
snowmachine, I went looking for some caiggluk all over the place. I found some 
over there, towards that way. Every time I went to sleep before that I couldn’t 
sleep, I had to bite on my hand to breathe, so I can sleep. I couldn’t believe it, I 
had really bad bronchitis and sinus. And so, that evening, I took some leaves and I 
chewed on it. And, I was—it just—opened. I was able to breathe and sleep. I was 
like “Wow, it works!” (WBB8)

She also recalled that women in her family used to make poultices of stinkweed, and have their children put 
them on at night when they were feeling ill (WBB8).

Berries 92%

Plants and greens
8%

Mushrooms
<1%

Figure 5-26.–Composition of vegetation harvest by edible weight, Stebbins, 2013.
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Figure 5-27 portrays search and harvest areas for vegetation used by Stebbins residents during the study 
year. Residents harvested berries and greens largely in the vicinity of the community, along the coast of 
Saint Michael Bay, and on Stuart Island. Other search and harvest locations include along the Kogok, 
Pikmiktalik, and Pastoliak rivers, as well as one search area near the community of Kotlik. 

harveSt aSSeSSMentS

Researchers asked respondents to assess their own harvests in 2 ways: whether they got more, less, or about 
the same amount of 7 resource categories in 2013 as in the past 5 years, and whether they got “enough” of 
each of the 7 resource categories. Households also were asked to provide reasons if their use was different 
or if they were unable to get enough of a resource. If they did not get enough of a resource, they were asked 
to evaluate the severity of the impact to their household as a result of not getting enough. They were further 
asked whether they did anything differently (such as supplement with store-bought food or switch to a 
different subsistence resource) because they did not get enough. This section discusses responses to those 
questions. 
Together, Figure 5-28 and Figure 5-29 provide a broad overview of households’ assessments of their 
harvests in 2013. Because not everyone uses all resource categories, some households did not respond to 
the assessment questions. Additionally, some households that do typically use a resource category simply 
did not answer questions. Table D5-14 provides additional data to support Figure 5-28. Tables D5-15 and 
D5-16 show household reasons for using less or more of a resource during the study year.
For all resource categories, the majority of households that used the resource reported getting enough 
during the study year (Figure 5-28). In contrast, there were a number of resource categories of which more 
than one-half of responding households reported using less in 2013 in comparison to recent years; this 
was particularly apparent for salmon (65% of households reported using less), nonsalmon fish (55%), and 
land mammals (54%; Table D5-14; Figure 5-29). This trend is perhaps most apparent for the all resources 
category; Forty-nine percent of households reported using less of all subsistence resources during the study 
year, while 67% of households reported that they got enough (Table D5-14; figures 5-28 and 5-29). The 
apparent disparity between the 2 figures may indicate a 2013 harvest that was lower than recent years, but 
still met the needs of households in Stebbins. 
Salmon and nonsalmon fish collectively accounted for 55% of Stebbin’s total estimated community harvest 
(Figure 5-6). However, a majority of households reported using less of these 2 resource categories during 
the study year (65% and 55%, respectively; Table D5-14; Figure 5-29). As mentioned earlier, the severe fall 
storm experienced by residents during the end of the study year had negative effects on community food 
stores. Several key respondents and survey comments highlighted the fact that individuals had lost food 
caches, smokehouses, and fishing gear. Loss of stored fish may explain why these households reported less 
use of salmon and nonsalmon species. Some key respondents also reported that the 2013 fishing season 
had been problematic due to late spring breakup, with a shorter window available to harvest Pacific herring 
and issues with driftwood and other debris becoming entangled in salmon setnets. The summer of 2013 
was also reported to be rainy, and some respondents explained that this caused difficulty in drying fish and 
resulted in some spoiling (WBB8, WBB6, WBB5). Responses given for reasons why their household used 
less salmon varied by household: 35% reported that the resource was less available, 14% cited weather 
and environmental conditions, 12% respectively cited lack of equipment or less sharing, and 18% reported 
“other” reasons”12 (Table D5-15). For nonsalmon fish, 23% of respondents cited weather and environmental 
factors as the reason their household used less, 21% said it was resource availability, and 14% cited a lack 
of equipment. 

12 . Other reasons include responses that do not fit neatly within the other categories. However, in some cases they 
overlap categories to some extent. For example, written comments on the surveys did indicate that some of the 
“other reason” responses included “missed the salmon run” (which could be related to not having the time to fish) 
and “fish spoiled on racks” (which could be related to the weather and environment).
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Figure 5-27.–Berries and greens gathering areas, Stebbins, 2013.
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Despite the high percentages of households reporting less use of fish species during the study year, a 
majority of respondents indicated that they got enough salmon (56%) and nonsalmon fish (64%; Figure 
5-28). For those who reported not getting enough salmon and nonsalmon fish, there were varying impacts 
to households. For salmon, 27% of those that responded said the impact was minor, 30% said it was major, 
and 12% said not getting enough salmon was severe (Table D5-17). The survey also asked households that 
did not get enough if there was anything that their household did differently and of which kind of salmon 
they needed more. Of households that responded to these questions, 33% reported that they traded for 
salmon and 67% said that they got public assistance because they did not get enough salmon (Table D5-
18). As mentioned previously, the NSEDC sent several thousand pounds of coho salmon and Pacific halibut 
to be distributed in the community; respondents may have been referring to this as public assistance. For 
those households that reported needing more of a specific kind of salmon, 21% reported needing more 
coho salmon, 20% said they needed Chinook salmon, and 13% said they needed more chum salmon (Table 
D5-19). For households that reported not getting enough nonsalmon fish, 46% said the impact was minor, 
27% said it was major, and 14% said it was severe (Table D5-17). Twenty-five percent of respondents 
respectively said they used more commercial foods, increased effort to harvest, and got public assistance 
in response to not getting enough nonsalmon fish (Table D5-18). Respondents who identified which kind 
of nonsalmon fish they needed more of had varied answers; the highest percentage of households said they 
needed more Pacific herring (12%; Table D5-19). 
Land mammals was the third category of which the majority (54%) of households reported using less in 
2013 (Table D5-14; Figure 5-29). As mentioned previously, most key respondents explained the difficulty 
of hunting both caribou and moose. Caribou hunters have reported having to travel a significant distance—
sometimes as much as a 70 miles—in pursuit of this resource. The cost of gas and expenditure of effort 
make it more difficult for some residents to pursue caribou (WBB2, WBB3, WBB1). For moose, several 
key respondents discussed that fall hunts sometimes require traveling long distances to the Yukon River, 
where moose are more abundant. State regulations allow for a winter hunt for moose, but weather conditions 
have hampered hunters’ ability to take advantage of the opening. Lack of snow cover and later freeze-ups 
have made travel by snowmachine difficult or impossible in December and January in recent years (WBB1, 
WBB2, WBB3). Survey respondents highlighted these themes when asked for the reasons why they used 
less land mammals during the study year. Twenty-nine percent of households cited 2 reasons for using 
less—lack of equipment and less sharing (Table D5-15). Seventeen percent said environmental conditions 
and weather were the reasons they used less, and 15% said it was the cost of fuel. 
Unlike salmon and nonsalmon fish, a smaller percentage of Stebbins’ households reported that they got 
enough land mammals in 2013. Forty-nine percent said they got enough, 31% said they did not get enough, 
and 20% said that they do not use large land mammals (Figure 5-28). Of households that reported not 
getting enough land mammals, 30% said it was a minor impact to their household, 41% reported a major 
impact, and 11% said it was severe (Table D5-17). Of those households that reported needing a specific kind 
of land mammal during the study year, 26% reported needing more moose and 12% needed more caribou 
(Table D5-19). Of the households that reported doing something differently as a result of not getting enough 
land mammals, 50% said they got a job and 50% said they got public assistance to help with the shortfall 
(Table D5-18). 

Food Security

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, 
defined as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen 
et al. 2012). The food security questions were modeled after those developed by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) but modified by ADF&G to account for differences in access to subsistence and store-
bought foods. Based on their responses to these questions, households were broadly categorized as being 
food secure or food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were 
broken down further into 2 subcategories—high or marginal food security. Food insecure households were 
divided into 2 subcategories: low food security or very low food security.
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Households in the high food security category did not report any food access problems or limitations. 
Households in the marginal food security category reported 1 or 2 instances of food access problems or 
limitations—typically anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but 
gave little or no indication of changes in diets or food intake. Households in the low food security category 
reported reduced quality, variety, or desirability of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication of reduced 
food intake. Households classified as having very low food security were those that reported multiple 
instances of disrupted eating patterns and reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012). 
Core questions and responses from Stebbins residents are summarized in Figure 5-30. The greatest source 
of food insecure conditions appeared to be circumstances in which households ran out of food and did 
not have the ability to obtain more. Forty-seven percent of households reported that the food they had did 
not last and they could not get more; equal percentages of households (43%) reported that they ran out of 
subsistence and store-bought foods. Thirty-six percent of households reported that they lacked necessary 
resources to get food; resources can include money to purchase food, as well as equipment or fuel to engage 
in subsistence activities. The consequences of food insecure conditions had a dramatic effect upon some 
Stebbins households; 41% of households reported that adults living in the home cut the size of their meals 
or skipped meals altogether, and 39% of households said adults ate less than they felt they should. Thirty 
percent of households reported that adults in the household lost weight during the study year because there 
was not enough food.
Food security survey results from Stebbins, the state of Alaska, and the United States are compared in Figure 
5-31. During the 2013 study year, 71% of Stebbins households were identified as being food secure. Of 
the remaining households, 13% exhibited low food security, and 16% had very low food security. Stebbins 
residents were much less food secure in comparison with the national average (85% of households were 
food secure in 2013) and the state of Alaska overall (88% were food secure).
Food insecure conditions in Stebbins appear to have been influenced by seasonal timing (figures 5-32 and 
5-33). For households with very low food security, food insecure conditions remained high from January 
to March, decreased slightly in April and May, and spiked in June. Food insecure conditions for these 
households dropped slightly in July, and declined very gradually through the end of the year. This fluctuation 
may be caused by a number of factors, but there are a few possible influences. The higher incidences of food 
insecure conditions from January to March may be due to the added financial stress of heating oil during the 
coldest months of the year; households may be forced to spend less on store-bought foods and subsistence 
pursuits in order to keep their homes heated. Increased food security in April and May could potentially 
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Figure 5-30.–Food insecure conditions, Stebbins, 2013.
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be explained by the arrival of migratory birds, 
which tend to congregate in close proximity to the 
community. The slight spike in the month of June 
may be due to poor fishing conditions or a lack 
of money to purchase fuel for fishing pursuits. For 
households with low food security, food insecure 
conditions were higher during the winter months, 
and decreased in the spring. This may again be due 
to better hunting opportunities in during the spring 
months. Food insecure conditions increased slightly 
in the summer, before decreasing in the fall, and 
increasing again in November and December. As in 
very low income households, a poor fishing season 
may have increased food insecure conditions in the 
summer, and it is possible that hunting for moose 
may have alleviated these conditions in the fall. 

Sharing of Wild Resources
Household Specialization in Resource 
Harvesting
Previous studies (Wolfe 1987; Wolfe et al. 2010) 
have shown that in most rural Alaska communities, 
a relatively small portion of households produces 

most of the community’s fish and wildlife harvests, which they share with other households. A recent study 
of 3,265 households in 66 rural Alaska communities found that about 33% of the households accounted 
for 76% of subsistence harvests (Wolfe et al. 2010; e.g., Magdanz et al. 2009). Although overall the set 
of very productive households was diverse, factors that were associated with higher levels of subsistence 
harvests included larger households with a pool of adult male labor, higher wage income, involvement in 
commercial fishing, and community location.
As shown in Figure 5-34, in the 2013 study year in Stebbins, about 69% of the harvest of wild resources as 
estimated in usable pounds was harvested by 18% of the community’s households. The characteristics of 
highly productive households will be discussed in the Wild Food Networks section.

Wild Food Networks
Although subsistence harvest surveys collect information based on individual households, in reality, much 
of the production (harvesting and processing) of subsistence foods is achieved by households within a 
community that work cooperatively. This cooperation is often organized based on kinship in the manner 
of traditional communities. The organization of the contemporary mixed market–subsistence economies 
that are predominant in rural Alaska communities has been documented ethnographically by numerous 
researchers. Of particular interest for northwestern Alaska are reports from Anderson et al. (1977), Burch Jr. 
(1988), Ellanna (1983), Langdon and Worl (1981), Magdanz et al. (2002), Wolfe and Walker (1987), Wolfe 
and Ellanna (1983), and Fall (1990).
Cooperation in the production of foods is a partial description of subsistence economies. Subsistence foods 
are widely distributed among households within a community through sharing, barter, and trade (Charnley 
1984; Kari 1983; Lonner 1980; Magdanz and Wolfe 1988; Magdanz 1988; Magdanz et al. 2007; Moncrieff 
2007; Pete 1991; Schroeder et al. 1987; Stickney 1984; Wolfe et al. 1993).
Figure 5-35 depicts a network of wild food exchanges13 between households in Stebbins and with households 
in other Alaska communities. The figure is a partial representation of sharing, trade, and barter during the 

13 .  These exchanges may be goods (subsistence foods) or services (labor, i.e., harvesting or processing of subsistence 
foods).
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study period because it only documents the food flows into the 87 surveyed households. Symbol shapes 
depict the type of household; their colors show the age of heads of household, and their sizes are scaled 
to indicate the amount of a household’s subsistence harvest by edible weight. Arrowed lines show the 
direction of the exchange and are weighted to show multiple exchanges. Households or communities near 
the center of the figure were the most active in the network, either by receiving food from others, or being 
identified as a source by others. 
Previous studies have found a positive association between the ages of household heads and the amount 
of subsistence foods harvested. Household characteristics associated with higher food production include 
those households with multiple working-age males, involvement with commercial fishing, and higher 
wage incomes. Characteristics common to lower producing households included female household heads, 
age of elders, non-Native household heads, and single person households (Wolfe et al. 2010). Household 
“development cycles” (i.e., the relative age or “maturity” of household heads and number of productive 
household members) have also been associated with harvests.
There were several high harvesting households in Stebbins during the study year, as indicated by the size of 
the nodes representing them. The highest harvesting households were generally headed by couples, many 
of which were between the ages of 40 and 59. There are a few high harvesting couple households that are 
considered “developing” households (heads of households under 40 years of age), as well as one elder 
couple headed household. Magdanz et al. (2004) argued that higher harvest levels are connected to the 
maturity level of the household; the highest producers tend to be mature couples, active elder households, 
and single active males. This pattern appears to hold true in the network data collected in Stebbins in 2013.
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Figure 5-34.–Household specialization, Stebbins, 2013.
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All key respondents noted the overwhelming importance of sharing in Stebbins to take care of those in need, 
particularly elders. Certain types of households, such as those headed by inactive elders or a single parent, 
were more likely to receive help from others and were therefore more centrally located in the diagram due 
to the multiple sharing connections with other households in the community. When examining the diagram, 
it is important to note the weight of lines connecting households. The thicker lines indicate more exchanges 
between particular households. 

coMParing harveStS and uSeS in 2013 With PreviouS yearS

Harvest Data
Changes in the harvest of resources by Stebbins residents can also be discerned through comparisons 
with findings from other study years. Two prior comprehensive harvest surveys have been conducted in 
the community, 1 conducted under contract to the Division of Subsistence for the 1980 study year and 1 
administered by Kawerak the for the 2005–2006 study year (Ahmasuk and Trigg 2008rev.; Wolfe 1981).14 
Other points of comparison exist for certain resource categories, including a large game harvest survey for 
the 2002 study year and a migratory bird harvest survey in 1993 (Paige et al. 1996).15 Because conversion 
factors for edible weight of resources vary between study years, this discussion will approach per capita 
harvests in terms of individual animals and not edible weight. Although not directly comparable, per capita 
subsistence harvests in Stebbins have varied over the years (Figure 5-36). Residents harvested 997 lb of 
wild food per person in 1980, 472 lb in 2005–2006, and 343 lb during the 2013 study year.

Salmon
Salmon as a resource category contributed the largest amount to the 2013 harvest of wild resources by 
Stebbins residents, accounting for 33% of the total harvest (Figure 5-6). There are 2 other data points for 
comparison to the 2013 study year found in comprehensive survey data for 1980 and 2005–2006 (Ahmasuk 
and Trigg 2008rev.; Wolfe 1981).16 Chum salmon composed the largest portion of the total salmon harvest 
in all 3 study years, with harvests ranging from 13,170 fish in 1980 to 6,853 fish during the 2013 study year 
(Figure 5-37). In terms of per capita harvests, Stebbins fishers caught 35 chum salmon per person in 1980, 
13 in 2005–2006, and 12 in the 2013 study year. For Chinook salmon, harvests ranged from 4,815 fish in 
1980 to 276 in 2013. Per capita harvests were 13 Chinook salmon in 1980, 1 per person in 2005–2006, and 
only 0.5 per person in 2013. Coho salmon harvests, in contrast, were higher in 2013 (4,631 fish) and 2005–
2006 (7,203) in comparison to 1980 (1,465). Per capita harvests of coho salmon ranged from a high of 13 
salmon per person in 2005–2006 to 4 per person in 1980. Pink and sockeye salmon harvests are difficult to 
compare, because there is no data available for these species in 1980.

Marine Mammals
Marine mammals as a general category contributed 22% to Stebbins total estimated harvest of wild resources 
in 2013 (Figure 5-6). Like salmon, there are 2 studies that offer comparable data for 1980 and 2005–2006 
(Ahmasuk and Trigg 2008rev.; Wolfe 1981).17 Bearded seal harvests ranged from 180 seals in 1980 to 61 
seals in 2013 (Figure 5-38), with per capita values ranging from 0.1 bearded seals per person in 2013 to 0.5 
in 1980. Beluga harvests ranged from 60 belugas in 1980 to 18 belugas in 2013. Per capita values show a 
decrease over the 3 study years with 0.16 belugas per person in 1980, 0.07 in 2005–2006, and 0.03 in 2013. 
Walrus harvests also seem to have decreased over time, with harvests ranging from 60 walruses in 1980 to 3 
walruses during the 2013 study year. Per capita harvests were 0.15 walrus per person in 1980, 0.05 in 2005–
2006, and 0.01 in 2013. Although all of these marine mammal resources show declining harvests across 
study years, this cannot be viewed as an overall trend, because there are only 3 data points for comparison.

14 . ADF&G CSIS.
15 . ADF&G CSIS.
16 . ADF&G CSIS.
17 . ADF&G CSIS.
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Large Land Mammals
Large land mammal species collectively contributed 7% to Stebbin’s 2013 harvest (Figure 5-6). There are 
3 sources of comparable data for this resource category, including comprehensive surveys in 1980 and 
2005–2006 and a large game survey in 2002 (Ahmasuk and Trigg 2008rev.; Wolfe 1981).18 Moose harvests 
ranged from a low harvest of 5 moose in 1980 to a high harvest of 26 moose in 2005–2006 (Figure 5-39). 
Per capita harvests were 0.01 moose per person in 1980, 0.03 in 2002, 0.05 in 2005–2006, and 0.03 in 2013. 
The average moose harvest across all study years was 0.03 moose per person, and the average excluding the 
low harvest in 1980 was 0.04 moose per person. Although there is not enough data to identify a conclusive 
trend, it appears that moose harvests have remained fairly steady in the last decade. 
Caribou harvests, in contrast, show a much wider variation. As mentioned previously, Stebbins has limited 
access to caribou, because the community resides on the edge of the peripheral range of the Western Arctic 
caribou herd and approximately 50 miles outside of the edge of the winter range of the herd. Stebbins 
households reported no harvest of caribou in 1980 and 2002, but they harvested 21 caribou (0.04 per capita) 
in 2005–2006 and 26 in 2013 (0.04). This speaks to a more variable resource base due to the proximity of 
the herd and differences in yearly migration. Likewise, harvesting caribou often requires traveling long 
distances to access the resource, and key respondents stated that they feel they have to go even farther in 
recent years (WBB1, WBB3, WBB5, WBB6).

18 . ADF&G CSIS.
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Figure 5-37.–Estimated harvests of chum, coho, and Chinook salmon, Stebbins, 1980, 2005, and 2013.
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Figure 5-38.–Estimated harvests of bearded seal, beluga, and walrus, Stebbins, 1980, 2005, and 2013.
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Migratory Birds 
As mentioned previously, bird and eggs as a category contributed 11% to Stebbins total estimated wild 
food harvest in 2013 (Figure 5-6). Migratory birds contributed to the largest amount to the harvest by 
edible weight, accounting for 97% of the total birds and eggs harvest (Table 5-5). There are 3 other studies 
which allow for a comparison of bird harvests over time, including comprehensive surveys of 1980 and 
2005–2006 and a bird harvest survey for the 1993 study year (Ahmasuk and Trigg 2008rev.; Paige et al. 
1996; Wolfe 1981).19 In 1980 and 1993, more ducks were harvested than geese. Stebbins hunters harvested 
an estimated 8 ducks per person in 1980 and 5 per person in 1993, while they harvested 5 geese per person 
in 1980 and 4 per person in 1993. In contrast, harvests of geese outnumbered those of ducks in 2005–2006 
and 2013. Stebbins residents harvested an estimated 5 geese per person in 2005–2006 and 8 per person in 
2013. In contrast, hunters harvested 1 duck per person in 2005–2006 and 2 per person in 2013. 

Current and Historical Harvest Areas
One other mapping study offers a point of comparison for search and harvest areas for ice seals and walrus 
(Kawerak, Inc. 2013). These maps were constructed by knowledgeable hunters in Stebbins during interviews 
and focus groups. Unlike this study, which captured search and harvest areas for the 2013 study year, the 
maps presented in the Kawerak project do not have a specific time frame and include maps differentiating 
spring, summer, and winter harvest areas for seals. In the cases of both walrus and seals, 2013 search areas 
presented by this study are encompassed within the larger areas reported by hunters in the Kawerak report. 

19 . ADF&G CSIS.
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Figure 5-39.–Estimated harvests of moose and caribou, Stebbins, 1980, 2002, 2005, and 2013.
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local coMMentS and concernS 
Following is a summary of local observations of wild resource populations and trends that were recorded 
during the surveys (Table D5-20). Some households did not offer any additional information during the 
survey interviews, so not all households are represented in the summary. In addition, respondents expressed 
their concerns about wild resources during the community review meeting of preliminary data. These 
concerns have been included in the summary. 

Fish
By and large, key respondents and surveyed households felt that fish populations in the Stebbins region were 
healthy and stable. One exception, however, was concern over the decline of Chinook salmon in the region 
and elsewhere on the Yukon and the Kuskokwim rivers. Several individuals in Stebbins expressed concern 
for family and friends on the Yukon River who were facing difficulty because of the decline (WBB1, 
WBB3, WBB6; Table D5-20). Although the fall storm mentioned previously in this report was outside of 
the study year, several key respondents and surveyed households mentioned the effects of losing their nets, 
drying racks, smokehouses, and other fishing equipment during the flood. Concerns were expressed over 
the cost of getting this equipment replaced and the effect that lost equipment may have on future fishing 
(WBB1, WBB3, WBB6, WBB4; Table D5-20). 

Large Land Mammals
Key respondents and surveyed households also expressed concerns about access to large land mammal 
populations. Residents explained that caribou have been scarce in the region in the last few decades, and 
that hunters must travel long distances in pursuit of this resource. Some felt that migration patterns have 
been impeded by other hunters and aircraft traffic (WBB6, WBB3, WBB1).
Many residents mentioned the effects of unusual weather patterns on moose hunting opportunities in the 
winter months. The open hunt is in December and January, and respondents explained that later freeze-ups, 
low snow cover, unusual winter rainfall, and thinner ice on rivers have made travel difficult, and at times 
treacherous. Several residents expressed the opinion that it would be helpful to change the timeframe of the 
winter hunt or to extend it to allow for adequate travel conditions (WBB1, WBB3, WBB6, WBB4, WBB2; 
Table D5-20). 

Marine Mammals
Key respondents and surveyed residents expressed concern over the health of marine mammal populations. 
Although residents noted that they hadn’t seen sick seals during the study year, they voiced many concerns 
over the unusual mortality event which had sickened ice seals in the region in 2011. One key respondent 
had concerns over reports of toxoplasmosis in beluga populations in the Canadian Arctic, and the possibility 
that this disease could spread to Alaska populations (WBB1, WBB3, WBB6, WBB5; Table D5-20).
One major theme of concern was changing environmental conditions and the effects of a warming climate 
on marine mammal hunting. Several hunters noted that the ice conditions are changing such that thinner ice 
makes travel to open leads more dangerous at certain times of the year. The harvest of adult bearded seals 
and walruses are often dependent upon ice conditions, because these animals are more difficult to harvest 
in open water and are instead targeted on ice floes. Residents cited thinning ice and earlier breakups as 
detrimental to the harvest of these species (WBB1, WBB2, WBB3, WBB5, WBB6; Table D5-20). 

Cost of Subsistence
A common theme in both interviews and survey comments was the sheer cost of doing subsistence activities 
(WBB1, WBB3, WBB5; Table D5-20). Residents pointed out the high cost of fuel and equipment needed 
to go hunting and fishing, and some stated that it is impossible to do subsistence activities without a job 
or source of income. One resident explained how things had changed in his lifetime, and spoke about 
technology as both helping subsistence but also making things more expensive: 
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Dogs never break down…when snowmachines break down, you have to get a part, 
you have to buy gas for it…things were cheaper then, back in the 60’s and early 
70’s. They were cheaper, and we used to be able to travel long ways to get what 
we want. (WBB1)

Residents also expressed concern over the high cost of living, and the high prices for food at the store. As 
mentioned above, many residents lost equipment like nets and drying racks in the fall storm, but also lost 
subsistence foods cached in areas that flooded. 

Importance of Subsistence
One major theme throughout interviews and survey comments was the overarching importance of 
subsistence to the people of Stebbins. Residents spoke of the cultural importance of subsistence food, and 
some pointed out that wild foods are healthier than those that can be purchased at the store. Many spoke 
about the need for protection of their subsistence rights (WBB1, WBB2, WBB3, WBB5, WBB6, WBB8). 
One surveyed respondent had this to say about their way of life: “Subsistence is a vital part of my lifestyle 
ever since I can remember. I pray that it will always be maintained and sustained. The stores are not going 
to fill our freezers” (Table D5-20).
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6. DIOMEDE

Nicole M. Braem

coMMunity Background

Diomede is located on the west coast of Little Diomede Island, which is in the Bering Strait 135 miles 
northwest of Nome. Big Diomede Island is only 2.5 miles away, but is a part of Russia.1 Because the 2 
islands are separated by the International Dateline, Big Diomede is almost 1 day ahead of Little Diomede. 
The international boundary is between the 2 islands, and residents of Little Diomede are not allowed to 
cross to the Russian side without permission. Although there is a visa-free travel agreement with Russia for 
Native inhabitants, Chukotka remains a highly-restricted area due to security concerns.2 The rocky terrain 
of the island rises steeply on all sides to 1,250 ft, and the community is located on a small, relatively flat 
portion of land (Plate 6-1). The island’s location within Bering Strait influences ice conditions; specifically, 
it has “negligible” shorefast ice, although the ice between the 2 islands remains fast during portions of most 
winters. Strong currents result in highly dynamic pack ice and a range of ice concentrations from extremely 
dense to ice-free (Ellanna 1983:20). The climate is characterized by long, cold winters and short, warm 
summers. Winter temperatures range from -10°F to 6°F on average, and summer temperatures average 
between 40°F and 50°F (Diomede Planning Organizations and Kawerak, Inc. 2013). During the summer 
months, cloudy skies and fog are commonplace, and winds from the north are prevalent year-round. The 
Bering Strait is generally frozen from mid-December to mid-June.

1 . Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED) Division of Community 
and Regional Affairs, Juneau. n.d. “Alaska Community Database Online: Community Information.”  Accessed 
January 12, 2017. http://commerce.alaska.gov/dcra/DCRAexternal Hereafter ADCCED n.d.

2 . Hawksley, H. 2015. “The ice curtain that divides US families from Russian cousins.” Accessed January 13, 2017. 
British Broadcasting Company (BBC), London. http://www.bbc.com/news/magazine-34066393

Plate 6-1.–View of Diomede from the ice.
N. Braem
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The Diomede Islands have been home to Iñupiaq people for centuries. According to historic and ethnographic 
sources, residents of both Big and Little Diomede used the islands in pursuit of bowhead whale and walrus 
(Ellanna 1983). The habitat of the islands was not productive enough to support a year-round population, so 
residents moved annually to the Alaska mainland after spring walrus migrations in order to harvest salmon, 
caribou, berries, and waterfowl. They also traded with mainland residents for resources not available on their 
home islands. Diomede residents depended on large skinboats to hunt marine mammals and to transport 
entire communities to the mainland seasonally. The present site of the community is believed by some 
archaeologists to be at least 3,000 years old; it was originally a spring hunting site which became inhabited 
over time as a permanent settlement (Diomede Planning Organizations and Kawerak, Inc. 2013). Residents 
of the islands had kinship links with residents of both the Russian and Alaskan mainland, and people living 
on Diomede had a level of bilingualism allowing them to communicate with Yupik speakers of Naukan 
(Schweitzer and Golovko 1994). The most necessary alliances were between island and mainland groups. 
For those living on the Diomede Islands, one of the most important connections was with residents of Wales 
(Ray 1975).
The first Euro-American visitor to the region was Vitus Bering, who sighted Big Diomede in 1728, but 
not the smaller island. He named the island in honor of St. Diomede. In 1732, Mikhail Gvozdev, a trained 
surveyor, attempted to land his boat on both Big and Little Diomede during an expedition, but was met 
with “an unfriendly reception” (Ray 1975:22). In the 18th century, Little Diomede residents appeared to be 
allied more with the Alaska side of the strait, and Siberian groups were more apt to use them as middlemen 
for trade rather than visiting the Alaska mainland themselves (Ray 1975:38). Captain C.L. Hooper of the 
United States Revenue Cutter Service first recorded the community’s Iñupiaq name as “Inga-look” in 1880, 
and it was referred to as “Inalit” by Ivan Petroff during the 1880 census in which he counted 40 inhabitants 
(Orth 1971rep.:445). By the second half of the 19th century, Yankee whalers became the main agents of 
trade, bartering Euro-American goods for baleen and ivory. After the decline of the whaling industry in the 
1920s, Native involvement in trade of goods across the Bering Strait increased until 1948; this was largely 
due to the absence of Alaska-based, non-Native traders who had dominated the market during the previous 
2 decades (Schweitzer and Golovko 1994).
During World War II, Little Diomede residents who strayed across the international border were taken 
captive, and some were held as long as 52 days (Diomede Planning Organizations and Kawerak, Inc. 
2013). In 1948, the connection of trade and cultural exchange between continents was severed when the 
“Ice Curtain” fell at the beginning of the Cold War (Schweitzer and Golovko 1994). The Soviets forcibly 
relocated all inhabitants of Big Diomede to the Russian mainland, and the island became home to a Soviet 
military base. Occasionally, residents of Little Diomede were able to meet their Siberian relatives on the ice 
in the middle of the strait that separates the 2 islands. 
In 2013, Diomede was the smallest community within the Bering Strait region3. The tribal government, the 
Native Village of Diomede, formed under terms of the Indian Reorganization Act in 1940. Little Diomede 
was one of seven reservations created by the Department of Interior in 1946  (Kappler 1904:1459; Naske and 
Slotnick 2011:173). A village corporation, Inalik Native Corporation, was created under the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). The community is served by Kawerak, Inc., a regional nonprofit ANCSA 
corporation, and by the Bering Straits Native Corporation, a regional for-profit ANCSA corporation. The 
city of Diomede was incorporated in 1970.4  
There is some interest in relocating the community to ANCSA lands on the mainland near the Lost River, 
largely due to development issues stemming from the rocky terrain, lack of usable land for construction, 
harsh storms, and the inability to construct a water and sewer system, landfill, or airport (Diomede Planning 
Organizations and Kawerak, Inc. 2013). Diomede is only accessible by regularly scheduled helicopter 
service, and sometimes by airline service in the winter months if ice conditions allow for an ice runway. 
Weather often impedes air service: constant winds from the north, storms, and often foggy conditions can 

3 . See the Introduction chapter for a detailed description of the region. 
4 . ADCCED n.d.
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limit accessibility. Residents also 
sometimes travel by boat 28 miles 
across the Bering Strait to Wales 
during the summer months. Barge 
service is irregular due to sea or ice 
conditions, but deliveries happen 
at least once a year. A school, 
health clinic, watering point, 
and washeteria are located in the 
community.5

SeaSonal round

Diomede’s subsistence focus has 
long been walrus and bearded seal 
supplemented with other marine 
resources, various bird species, 
eggs, and vegetation (Ellanna 
1983). Little Diomede Island is 
located where the Bering Strait 
narrows and is thus an excellent 
location for access to walrus when 
ice conditions are favorable. Ellanna 
(1983) estimated that Diomede had 
approximately one month in which 

to conduct a successful walrus hunt. The community did engage in bowhead whaling historically, and 
resumed doing so under terms of the International Whaling Commission in 1991.6 Under terms of the 
shared quota allocated to members of the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, Diomede is allowed 2 
whale strikes annually (North Slope Borough Wildlife Management Department 2017).7 In recent decades, 
the community has harvested 2 bowhead whales, one in 1999 and 2005. 
Handlining for king crab begins as soon as there is sufficient ice in the winter and continues as long as usable 
ice remains (Plate 6-2). Thomas (1981) wrote that crabbing had begun at the earliest in mid-November or 
December, but noted that most residents preferred to wait until the warmer months of spring. In the past, 
men would commonly hunt for seals and polar bear on foot in areas of moving ice in late fall and winter 
months, but this practice had declined by the early 1980s (Ellanna 1983). Jigging for saffron cod (locally 
called “tomcod”) and sculpin also occur during periods of ice cover. By the end of April, though, walrus 
and seal hunting becomes the focus of activity when open leads form (DIO5, DIO1). The arrival of snow 
buntings serves as a natural indicator that walrus will arrive (DIO5, DIO3). “The walrus, walruses, they’re 
starting to come up traveling. Seagulls, pretty soon there’ll be kittiwakes, cormorants, when it warms up a 
little more. Murres, there’ll be maybe a few. There won’t be lots but there’ll be—when the auklets come” 
(DIO3). Hunting birds and gathering eggs occurs in summer; gathering edible greens and berries also 
occurs during this time. Seal hunting and walrus hunting take place during fall months prior to freeze-up. 

PoPulation eStiMate and deMograPhic inForMation

This study conducted surveys with 25 of 39 Diomede households, a sample rate of 64% (Table 1-3). Four 
households declined to participate in the survey, and 7 households were contacted multiple times but were 

5 . ADCCED n.d.
6 . Phillips, N. Chippenham, U.K. 1999. “Isle’s hunters land 1st bowhead since ’37.” Whale and Dolphin Conservation 

(WDC). Accessed January 30, 2017. http://uk.whales.org/news/1999/05/isles-hunters-land-1st-bowhead-since-37
7 . North Slope Borough Department of Wildlife Management. Utqiaġvik. 2017. “The AEWC.” Accessed January 30, 

2017. http://www.north-slope.org/departments/wildlife-management/other-topics

Plate 6-2.–King crab
N. Braem
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not available to complete a survey. This study documented 51 persons living in the 25 households surveyed; 
expanding for unsurveyed households, an estimated 80 people in 39 households resided in Diomede in 2013 
(tables 6-1 and 6-2). This compares to a state of Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 
(ADLWD) 2013 population estimate of 119.8 The American Community Survey (ACS)9 2009–2013 average 
estimated 103 residents (Table 6-2). The Diomede tribal government’s internal records indicated that 70 
persons were resident in 2013.10 Diomede’s population peaked in the late 1980s, fluctuating slightly for a 
decade before it began to decline (Figure 6-1).
Males outnumbered females in the community, 47 male residents (59%) compared to 33 female (41%; 
Figure 6-2). Age information was missing for 3 residents. Only 2 persons over age 65 were resident in 
2013. Unlike many small rural Alaska communities surveyed in this project, the population structure does 
not have a large number of small children, which would result in a population profile with a wide base or 
pyramid shape. 
Other demographic information collected found that the average household size was 2 persons; household 
size ranged from 1 to 8 (Table 6-1). The ages of residents ranged from 2 to 77 years, with an average age of 
31. On average, residents had lived at Diomede for 26 years. This number was slightly higher for heads of 
households (28 years). Eighty-eight percent of households were headed by one or more Alaska Natives. Of 
the total population, 94% was Alaska Native. 
Most heads of households were born at Diomede (67%; Table D6-1), and most others were born at Nome and 
Wales. Another 13% were born outside Alaska. Birthplace information was missing for 10% of household 
heads. Of the total community population, 86% were born within the region: 78% at Diomede, 6% at Nome, 
and 2% at Wales (Table D6-2). Birthplace information was missing for 6% of the population, and 8% of 
residents were born elsewhere in the United States. 

incoMe and caSh eMPloyMent

Respondents were asked about income earned from jobs (by all household members 16 years old and older) 
and income from other sources such as the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend, Social Security, and public 
assistance. The survey also asked about months worked and the work schedule for each job. This study 
estimates a total community income from earned and other sources in 2013 of $1,057,883, 71% ($755,363) 
of which came from wage earnings (Table 6-3). Income from other sources totaled $302,520, 29% of the 
total. In comparison, ADWLD estimated total wage earnings of $780,848 in the same time period.11

Mean household income was $27,125 in 2013 (Table 6-3) and median income was $26,385 (Figure 6-3).12 
The 2009–2013 ACS, in comparison, estimated median household income to be $16,250.  
The majority of earned income, 85% ($644,132), came from jobs in local government, which include 
jobs with the city, tribal and borough governments, and schools (Table 6-3). Wages earned in the services 
category, which comprises jobs such as administrators, administrative support, health care, labor and 

8 . Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (ADLWD), Research and Analysis Section, Juneau, n.d. 
“Population Estimates.” January 30, 2017. http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/pop/

9 . The American Community Survey (ACS) uses a series of monthly samples to provide demographic, social, 
economic, and housing information every year; in 2005, it replaced the Census Long Form questionnaire. For 
small geographic areas, ACS uses 5 years of samples (in this case 2010–2013) to develop an estimate. After the 
initial 5-year sample, small area data are produced annually (U.S. Census Bureau 2014).

10 . N. Braem field notes.
11 . Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (ADLWD), Research and Analysis Section. Juneau, n.d. 

“Alaska Local and Regional Information: Diomede city.” Accessed September 26, 2016. 
 http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/
12 . The median value is the more useful measure in understanding the income of a “typical” household. Mean 

(average) values can be skewed high by the presence of a few households that earn a great deal more than the rest. 
Most research describing income report results by median value.
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Community
Diomede

Sampled households 25
Eligible households 39
Percentage sampled 64.1%

Sampled population 51
Estimated community population 79.6

Mean 2.0
Minimum 1.0
Maximum 8.0

31.1
2.0

77.0
26

Total population
Mean 25.6
Minimuma 2.0
Maximum 60.0

Heads of household
Mean 27.6
Minimuma 2.0
Maximum 60.0

Alaska Native
Estimated householdsb

Number 34.3
Percentage 88.0%

Estimated population
Number 74.9
Percentage 94.1%

Length of residency

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014

Table 5-1.–Sample and demographic 
characteristics, Diomede, 2013.

Characteristics

Household size

Age
Mean

a. A minimum age of 0 (zero) is used for infants 
who are less than 1 year of age.
b. The estimated number of households in which at 
least 1 head of household is Alaska Native.

Minimuma

Maximum
Median

Table 6-1.–S a m p l e  a n d  d e m o g r a p h i c 
characteristics, Diomede, 2013.
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Estimate Rangea Estimate Rangeb

Households 38 40.0 30 – 50 39.0
Population 115 103.0 55 – 151 79.6 61 – 98

Population 110 103.0 55 – 151 74.9 55 – 95
Percentage 95.7% 100.0% 58.6% – 100.0% 94.1% 85.4% – 100.0%

b. No range of households is estimated for division surveys.

Total population

Alaska Native

Sources U.S. Census Bureau (2011) for 2010 estimate; U.S. Census Bureau for American Community Survey
(ACS) 2012 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014 for
2013 estimate.
Note Division of Subsistence household survey elegiblity requirements differ from those used by ACS.
a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

Table 5-2–Population estimates, Diomede, 2010 and 2013.

5-year American Community
Survey (2009–2013)

This study
(2013)Census

(2010)

Table 6-2.–Population estimates, Diomede, 2010 and 2013.
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Figure 6-1.–Population estimates, Diomede, 1950–2013.
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Figure 6-2.–Population profile, Diomede, 2013.

mechanics, made up another 8% ($63,235). The single greatest source of other income was food stamps13, 
which made up 28% ($86,112) of other income. This was followed by the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
(PFD) with $47,736 (16% of other income). Income from unemployment benefits, Native corporation 
dividends, pension/retirement, and Supplemental Security Income each contributed about 10% of other 
income. 
Of all income, the top sources in 2013 were a mixture of earned and other income, with 10 income 
sources making up 96% of community income (Figure 6-4). Three earned income sources predominated 
(employment in local government, services, and retail trade) with 68% of total income. Other income 
received from food stamps, the Alaska PFD, unemployment benefits, Native corporation dividends, and 
other payments made up another 28% of total community income. 
A greater percentage of jobs were held in local government (69%) than any other industry (Table D6-3). 
This includes jobs held with city and tribal governments and the school. This was followed by jobs held 
in manufacturing, which would include self-employment in ivory carving or making handicrafts for sale 
(10%) and service occupations (10%). 
An estimated 46 persons aged 16 and older, or 84% of adults, were employed in 2013 (Table D6-4). The 
number of jobs held by employed persons ranged from 1 to 3, with an average of 1.4. Employed adults 
worked an average of 35 weeks in the year; 41% reported working year-round. At the household level, 91% 
percent of households had at least 1 member employed during the year. 
Information on the number of months or weeks that residents worked gives a rough account of economic 
opportunity. Job schedules provide a more nuanced picture of the local economy (Table D6-5). About 28% 
of the jobs held were “on-call,” which means they were occasional jobs. In many rural Alaska communities, 

13 . Cash equivalent benefits for assistance with food purchases that are issued to qualifying households originate from 
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), a program funded by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and administered by the State of Alaska. These benefits are commonly referred to as food stamps.
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Percentage of
Number Number Total Mean total

of of for per community
Income source people households community household income
Earned income

39.0 30.1 $644,132 $365,412 – $1,082,438 $16,516 60.9%
5.3 5.3 $63,235 $760 – $198,235 $1,621 6.0%
3.5 3.5 $25,434 $10,720 – $61,824 $652 2.4%

1.8 1.8 $11,076 $9,639 – $23,306 $284 1.0%

1.8 1.8 $8,204 $6,958 – $17,039 $210 0.8%

Local government
Services
Retail trade
Transportation, communication, and    
  utilities
State government
Manufacturing 7.1 7.1 $3,282 $499 – $25,312 $84 0.3%

Earned income subtotal 47.9 35.5 $755,363 $450,672 – $1,164,320 $19,368 71.4%

Other income

14.0 $86,112 $24,841 – $179,244 $2,208 8.1%

25.0 $47,736 $26,676 – $73,008 $1,224 4.5%
4.7 $32,263 $358 – $112,657 $827 3.0%

21.8 $31,363 $9,835 – $78,531 $804 3.0%
3.1 $29,468 $18,890 – $82,930 $756 2.8%
1.6 $28,904 $18,528 – $57,807 $741 2.7%

12.5 $27,176 $5,924 – $61,286 $697 2.6%
18.7 $8,434 $4,978 – $12,177 $216 0.8%

6.2 $8,268 $624 – $18,096 $212 0.8%
1.6 $1,248 $800 – $2,496 $32 0.1%
1.6 $936 $600 – $1,872 $24 0.1%
1.6 $612 $393 – $2,745 $16 0.1%

0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
  Program (food stamps)
Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
Unemployment
Native corporation dividend 
Pension / retirement
Supplemental Security Income 
Heating assistance
CITGO fuel voucher
Meeting honoraria
Other
Disability
Social Security
TANF (Temporary assistance for
   needy families)
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 
Longevity bonus
Workers' compensation / insurance 
Veterans assistance
Child support
Foster care 0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 28.1 $302,520 $143,314 – $517,414 $7,757 28.6%
Community income total $1,057,883 $703,973 – $1,503,792 $27,125 100.0%

-/+ 95% CI

Table 6-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Diomede, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table 6-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Diomede, 2013.
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Figure 6-3.–Comparison of median income estimates, Diomede, 2013.
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Figure 6-4.–Top income sources, Diomede, 2013.
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these types of jobs are day work occurring a few times a month, such as serving as caller during bingo 
games, chopping wood or shoveling snow, or performing other “as-needed” tasks. Part-time work (less than 
35 hours per week) made up 36% of jobs held, and 33% of jobs were full-time.

SuMMary oF harveSt and uSe PatternS

The 25 surveyed households in Diomede (64%) reported harvesting 14,777 edible pounds (lb) of wild foods 
between January and December 2013 (the 2013 study year). Expanding for 14 unsurveyed households, 
Diomede harvested an estimated 23,794 lb (± 23%) of wild foods (Table 6-4). The table also summarizes 
resource harvest and use characteristics for Diomede in the study year at the household level. Most 
households attempted to harvest (88%) or actually harvested subsistence resources (80%), and 96% used 
them in 2013. The average harvest was 610 lb per household, or 299 lb per capita. During the study year, 
households harvested an average of 4 resources and used an average of 10 resources. The maximum number 
of resources harvested by any one household was 13, and the maximum number of resources used by any 
household was 34. Households gave an average of 4 resources to other households, and 92% of households 
reported receiving at least 1 resource.
Respondents were asked to indicate on maps the areas where members of their household searched for and 
harvested their subsistence resources in 2013. Figure 6-5 shows the total use area of 3,775 square miles 
described by 10 respondents who provided mapping data. Although the community has very little land 
mass at its disposal, community members travel extensive distances by boat in the Bering Strait. Fairway 
Rock serves as a landmark, landing, and egg gathering area. Not all households mapped the areas they 
used in 2013; unmapped areas included some of mainland Alaska in the vicinity of Teller. Search and 
harvest areas for different categories of subsistence resources are described in following sections. To protect 
confidentiality of households and to better document subsistence use areas, only search areas were mapped 
(not specific harvest locations).

Resource Harvest and Use by Resource Category
Figure 6-6 shows by resource category the percentages of households that used, attempted to harvest, 
harvested, and shared wild foods. The most commonly used type of resource was marine invertebrates, 
(used by 80% of households) largely because of the abundance and wide participation in handlining for blue 
king crab at the island. These were followed by birds and eggs (72%) and marine mammals (68%). Harvests 
and uses of fish and land mammals were low by comparison, reflecting the limited access to such resources 
at the island. The most commonly harvested resources were birds and eggs (56% of household), followed 
by marine invertebrates (52%) and vegetation, which includes both plants and berries (48%). The difference 
between households harvesting a resource and households using it reflects the prevalence of sharing and 
barter in the community. For example, 32% of households reported harvesting marine mammals, but 
68% reported using them. Very few households harvested species available on the mainland such as land 
mammals, yet 28% used land mammals. 
The category of marine mammals was the largest contributor to Diomede’s subsistence harvest, providing 
75% of the total estimated harvest by edible weight (Figure 6-7). The next highest contributor was marine 
invertebrates, entirely made up of blue king crab, which provided 10%, followed by and birds and eggs 
(6%). The remaining 9% of harvest included vegetation (3%), salmon (3%), large land mammals (3%), and 
nonsalmon fishes (less than 1%).
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10.2
Minimum 0
Maximum 34
95% confidence limit (±) 21.8%
Median 8.0

6.3
Minimum 0
Maximum 25
95% confidence limit (±) 23.8%
Median 5.0

4.0
Minimum 0
Maximum 13
95% confidence limit (±) 22.7%
Median 3.0

7.0
Minimum 0
Maximum 29
95% confidence limit (±) 29.7%
Median 3.0

4.4
Minimum 0
Maximum 29
95% confidence limit (±) 36.7%
Median 1.0

Minimum 0
Maximum 3,641.7
Mean 610.1
Median 191.2

23,793.7
299.1
96%
88%
80%
92%
64%

25

101

Percentage using any resource
Percentage attempting to harvest any resource
Percentage harvesting any resource

Mean number of resources given away per household

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Percentage receiving any resource
Percentage giving away any resource
Number of households in sample
Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (pounds)

Total harvest weight (lb)
Community per capita harvest (lb)

Table 5-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Diomede, 2013.

Mean number of resources used per household

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household

Mean number of resources harvested per household

Mean number of resources received per household

Characteristic

Table 6-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Diomede, 2013.
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Resource Harvest and Use by Species
Table 6-5 shows estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Diomede residents14 in 2013 and is organized 
first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in pounds usable weight (see 
Appendix C for conversion factors15). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member of 
the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken, given away, 
or used by a household, and resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter or trade, 
or through hunting partnerships. Purchased foods are not included. Differences between harvest and use 
percentages reflect sharing among households, which results in a wider distribution of wild foods.
Figure 6-8 shows the top 10 species harvested, in terms of estimated edible pounds (lb), by Diomede during 
the 2013 study year. Ten species combined made up 94% of the total community harvest. Marine mammals 
figure prominently in the harvest, despite generally poor ice in the study year that respondents said made 
hunting difficult (DIO2; DIO5).16 Bearded seal was the single largest contributor by weight, with 6,971 lb 
(29%; Table 6-5; Figure 6-8). Other marine mammals such as walrus (5,005 lb, 21%), spotted seal (2,070 
lb, 9%), polar bear (1,741 lb, 7%), and ringed seal (1,204 lb, 5%) also supplied a large portion of total 
estimated pounds in 2013. Although certain species such as moose and chum salmon are not available or 
typically harvested at the island, Diomede residents have family ties to the mainland at places such as Teller 
and Wales; as a result, some Diomede harvests occurred on the mainland in 2013.
Generally, the most commonly used resources mirrored those that contributed most by weight (Table 
D6-6). Although blue king crab only represented 11% of harvest by weight, it was the most commonly 
used resource: 80% of Diomede households reporting use in 2013. Bearded seal and murre eggs (60% 
each) followed. Resources that were harvested in lesser amounts but that were commonly used included 
cloudberries (used by 44% of households) and cormorants (used by 32% of households).

Marine Mammals
Various marine mammal species contributed over 16,992 estimated pounds of wild food in 2013. On 
average, households harvested 436 lb, or 214 lb per capita. Forty-one percent of the marine mammal 
harvest by edible weight was composed of bearded seal (ugruk) in 2013 (Figure 6-9). Diomede hunters 
harvested 24 bearded seals, which supplied 6,971 total pounds (88 lb per capita; Table 6-5) Just 7 walruses 
were harvested in 2013, contributing 5,005 lb (63 lb per capita.) Historically, Diomede has been one of 
the Bering Strait communities most dependent on walrus (Ellanna 1983; Lourie 1982). The primary factor 
affecting walrus harvest in recent years has been ice conditions, observed one key respondent in 2014:

…Ice conditions, mainly. Out here, because you see how it piles up. We don’t got 
icebergs [multi-year ice] like we used to now, and so, this ice, because it’s thinner 
it crumbles up. Okay, like how you see out here [pointing to crumbled sea ice from 
the window], and during the spring when it, you know, warms up, it just makes 
it a lot more dangerous to traverse upon. And when it does come off, I mean, a 
lot of times it’s at the point where you can’t launch a boat, and we are stuck, just 
watching all the walrus pass through…There is no way we could launch a boat 
even though the weather is permitable. (DIO2) 

Equal numbers of ringed and spotted seals were harvested, contributing 1,204 lb and 2,070 lb, respectively. 
Diomede hunters also harvested an estimated 5 polar bears. Although Diomede does have an allocation to 
hunt bowhead whale under the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (AEWC), according to respondents, 
no crews went whaling in 2013. However, one household reported a search area for bowhead whales when 
mapping subsistence use areas for 2013. A small number of households reported use of gray whale received 

14 . Several teacher households were eligible for the survey and are included in results. These non-Native households 
were ineligible to participate in harvesting marine mammals. 

15 . Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table but are assigned a 
conversion factor of zero. 

16 . N. Braem field notes.
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Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All resources 96.0 88.0 80.0 92.0 64.0 23,793.7 610.1 299.1 23.3
  Salmon 40.0 24.0 12.0 28.0 12.0 717.0 18.4 9.0 50.7
    Chum salmon 16.0 8.0 4.0 12.0 12.0 547.9 14.0 6.9 109.2 ind 2.8 59.8
    Coho salmon 20.0 12.0 0.0 20.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Pink salmon 16.0 12.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 84.9 2.2 1.1 26.5 ind 0.7 43.9
    Sockeye salmon 12.0 4.0 4.0 8.0 8.0 84.2 2.2 1.1 15.6 ind 0.4 59.8
    Unknown salmon 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 36.0 8.0 4.0 32.0 16.0 84.2 2.2 1.1 59.8
    Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Pacific herring roe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Rainbow smelt 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Arctic cod 12.0 8.0 4.0 8.0 8.0 51.5 1.3 0.6 468.0 ind 12.0 59.8
    Pacific tomcod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Saffron cod 24.0 4.0 0.0 24.0 12.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Pacific halibut 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lb 0.0 0.0
    Sculpin 8.0 8.0 4.0 4.0 8.0 32.8 0.8 0.4 156.0 ind 4.0 59.8
    Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sheefish 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Broad whitefish 8.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Large land mammals 28.0 4.0 4.0 24.0 8.0 839.3 21.5 10.5 59.8
    Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Caribou 16.0 0.0 0.0 16.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Moose 20.0 4.0 4.0 16.0 0.0 839.3 21.5 10.5 1.6 ind 0.0 59.8
    Muskox 8.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Table 5-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Diomede, 2013.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

-continued-

Table 6-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, wildlife, and vegetation resources, Diomede, 2013.
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  Small land mammals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Beaver 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic fox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Red fox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Snowshoe hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Alaska hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Lynx 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Marten 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Muskrat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Porcupine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic ground (parka) 

squirrel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Gray wolf 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Wolverine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Feral animals 16.0 0.0 0.0 16.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Reindeer–feral 16.0 0.0 0.0 16.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Marine mammals 68.0 44.0 32.0 60.0 44.0 16,991.6 435.7 213.6 27.5
    Polar bear 28.0 12.0 4.0 24.0 12.0 1,741.0 44.6 21.9 4.7 ind 0.1 59.8
    Bearded seal 60.0 44.0 20.0 44.0 40.0 6,971.3 178.8 87.6 24.4 ind 0.6 35.2
    Ribbon seal 12.0 24.0 0.0 8.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Ringed seal 36.0 28.0 16.0 28.0 16.0 1,204.1 30.9 15.1 21.1 ind 0.5 38.7
    Spotted seal 40.0 40.0 24.0 28.0 20.0 2,070.3 53.1 26.0 21.1 ind 0.5 27.3
    Unknown seals 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Walrus 56.0 40.0 12.0 48.0 32.0 5,005.0 128.3 62.9 6.5 ind 0.2 40.6
    Beluga whale 12.0 16.0 0.0 8.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Bowhead whale 20.0 8.0 0.0 20.0 12.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Gray whale 4.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Birds and eggs 72.0 60.0 56.0 52.0 48.0 1,730.6 44.4 21.8 20.4
    Common eider 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    King eider 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Spectacled eider 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Steller's eider 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ducks 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

-continued-

Table 6-5.–Page 2 of 4.
Harvest amounta

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvestResource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb)
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Birds and eggs, continued
    Brant 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sandhill crane 20.0 4.0 4.0 16.0 4.0 42.1 1.1 0.5 6.2 ind 0.2 59.8
    Crested auklet 40.0 32.0 32.0 20.0 24.0 380.3 9.8 4.8 809.3 ind 20.8 32.2
    Least auklet 8.0 8.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 6.6 0.2 0.1 46.8 ind 1.2 59.8
    Parakeet auklet 8.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.1 0.1 0.1 7.8 ind 0.2 59.8
    Unknown auklets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Cormorants 32.0 16.0 16.0 24.0 20.0 107.2 2.7 1.3 34.1 ind 0.9 34.5
    Guillemots  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Murres 12.0 4.0 4.0 8.0 0.0 12.9 0.3 0.2 7.8 ind 0.2 59.8
    Unknown puffins 8.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown migratory birds 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Other birds 4.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.1 0.0 3.1 ind 0.1 59.8
    Unknown shorebird eggs 4.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 9.4 ind 0.2 59.8
    Unknown auklet eggs 12.0 12.0 8.0 0.0 4.0 4.7 0.1 0.1 93.6 ind 2.4 42.1
    Unknown cormorant eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown guillemot eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown gull eggs 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 93.6 2.4 1.2 312.0 ind 8.0 59.8
    Black-legged kittiwake 

eggs 12.0 12.0 8.0 4.0 4.0 25.7 0.7 0.3 171.6 ind 4.4 54.6

    Unknown murre eggs 60.0 52.0 44.0 28.0 40.0 989.8 25.4 12.4 4,499.2 ind 115.4 21.8
    Unknown puffin eggs 4.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 23.4 0.6 0.3 78.0 ind 2.0 59.8
    Unknown eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown migratory bird 

nestling 12.0 8.0 8.0 4.0 8.0 37.5 1.0 0.5 129.5 ind 3.3 54.3

-continued-

95% 
confidence 
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Table 6-5.–Page 3 of 4.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta
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  Marine invertebrates 80.0 60.0 52.0 44.0 40.0 2,733.4 70.1 34.4 18.7
    Unknown clams 8.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Blue king crab 80.0 60.0 52.0 44.0 40.0 2,733.4 70.1 34.4 1,301.6 ind 33.4 18.7
    Red king crab 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Hanasaki crab 12.0 4.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown king crabs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown marine 

invertebrates 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0

  Vegetation 68.0 48.0 48.0 44.0 20.0 697.6 17.9 8.8 39.9
    Blueberry 20.0 8.0 8.0 12.0 8.0 43.7 1.1 0.5 10.9 gal 0.3 42.5
    Lowbush cranberry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Highbush cranberry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Crowberry 20.0 8.0 8.0 12.0 12.0 56.2 1.4 0.7 14.0 gal 0.4 42.3
    Cloudberry 44.0 24.0 20.0 28.0 4.0 74.8 1.9 0.9 18.7 gal 0.5 31.1
    Wild potato 28.0 12.0 12.0 20.0 8.0 143.5 3.7 1.8 35.9 gal 0.9 50.0
    Hudson's Bay (Labrador) 

tea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Sourdock 20.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 8.0 12.5 0.3 0.2 12.5 gal 0.3 45.9
    Willow leaves 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Other wild greens 12.0 4.0 4.0 8.0 4.0 15.6 0.4 0.2 15.6 gal 0.4 59.8
    Sorrel 28.0 16.0 16.0 12.0 8.0 21.9 0.6 0.3 21.9 gal 0.6 38.7
    Stinkweed 8.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 9.4 0.2 0.1 9.4 gal 0.2 59.8
    Sea lovage 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Beach greens 20.0 12.0 12.0 8.0 4.0 8.1 0.2 0.1 8.1 gal 0.2 47.4
    Seaweed/kelp 4.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 312.0 8.0 3.9 78.0 gal 2.0 59.8
    Wood 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
Note   Resources where the percentage using is greater than the combined received and harvest indicate use from resources obtained during a previous year.

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.

Harvest amounta

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

Table 6-5.–Page 4 of 4.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb)

Note  For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a nonzero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not calculated for 
species harvested but not eaten.
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Bearded seal 29%

Walrus 21%

Blue king crab 11%

Spotted seal 9% Polar bear 7%

Ringed seal 5%

Murre eggs 4%

Moose 4%

Chum salmon 2%

Crested auklet 2%

All other resources 6%

Figure 6-8.–Top resources harvested by edible weight, Diomede, 2013.
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from another community. For most species, about one-half of the households who hunted marine mammals 
were successful, which also indicates the problematic ice conditions experienced by the community in 
2013. Comments written on survey pages by surveyors indicate that many households that ice conditions 
had negatively affected their harvests of marine mammals in 2013.
Hunters harvested marine mammals in 6 months of the year, however respondents could not recall the exact 
month of harvest for several (Table D6-7). Bearded seals were harvested throughout the year, in May, July, 
and October, but harvests for 13 of 24 bearded seals cannot be attributed to a particular month. A majority 
of ringed seals harvest occurred in April and May (13 seals), and a few were harvested in October. Just 3 
spotted seals were harvested between April and May; an additional 5 were harvested in August and 7 in 
December. Walrus were harvested in equal numbers in May and August. Polar bear harvests occurred only 
in October.  
The area used for hunting marine mammals extends to the boundaries of the mapped 2013 community 
search area (Figure 6-10). Hunting areas for seals and walrus overlapped, which is not uncommon; hunters 
will take either species opportunistically. Polar bear search areas were confined largely to the area in front 
of the community (between Little Diomede and Big Diomede islands). Although no households reported 
successfully harvesting beluga whales, residents searched for this resource within 10 miles of Little 
Diomede Island. 

Large Land Mammals
The only large land mammal harvested by Diomede households was a moose taken by one household on 
the mainland; expanding for unsurveyed households results in a harvest estimate of 2 moose (Table 6-5). 
This contributed 839 lb to total community harvest, 11 lb per capita. Moose was shared in the community: 
20% of household reported use of moose. Moose harvest occurred in September, which coincides with open 
seasons in GMU 22 (Table D6-8). 
No households mapped large land mammal search areas.

Polar bear 10%

Bearded seal 41%

Ringed seal 7%
Spotted seal 12%

Walrus 30%

Figure 6-9.–Composition of marine mammal harvest by edible weight, Diomede, 2013.
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Small Land Mammals/Furbearers
No harvest or use of small land mammals was documented for Diomede households in 2013.

Salmon
Salmon were a very small part of Diomede’s harvest in 2013; the resource contributed 717 lb total by 
edible weight (Table 6-5). The average household harvest was 18 lb, and per capita harvests were 9 lb. Few 
households tried to catch salmon or reported harvest. Most of the salmon harvested (109) were chum salmon, 
which accounted for 76% of the salmon harvest by weight (Table 6-5; Figure 6-11). Lesser numbers of 
pink salmon (27) and sockeye salmon (16) were also harvested (Table 6-5). A small number of households 
reported receipt and use of coho salmon, but none reported harvest. 
Set gillnets were the primary gear used to harvest salmon, supplying 84% by weight of all species harvested 
(Table D6-9). All chum salmon harvested, 548 lb, were caught using set gillnets (Table D6-9; Figure 6-12). 
Most pink salmon (17 fish, 55 lb) were also taken by this gear type, but a few (9 fish, 30 lb) were also caught 
with rod and reel. All sockeye salmon (84 lb) were harvested by dipnet in the personal use fishery on the 
Kenai Peninsula. No households reported retaining salmon from commercial fishing for their own use. 
No households reported use of salmon to feed dogs. 
Two households mapped areas they fished for salmon at Diomede (Figure 6-13). Another household reported 
harvest of salmon in the vicinity of Teller, but did not complete maps. 

Nonsalmon Fish
Nonsalmon fish made up less than one percent by weight of Diomede’s 2013 harvest (84 lb; Table 6-5, 
Figure 6-7). A small percentage of households fished for and used them. Just 2 species were harvested in 
2013: Arctic cod and sculpin (Figure 6-14). An estimated 468 Arctic cod, also known as “blue cod”, were 
caught (52 lb); 156 sculpin were harvested (33 lb). Households reported use of species received from 
elsewhere such as saffron cod (known locally as “tomcod”), Pacific halibut, sheefish, and broad whitefish. 
Field notes show that several households said they used less fish in 2013 because poor ice conditions 
hampered their fishing efforts.
All Arctic cod and sculpin were caught by jigging (Table D6-10). No households reported retaining any 
nonsalmon species from commercial fishing for their own use. 
No households reported the use of nonsalmon fish solely to feed dogs.

Chum salmon 76%

Pink salmon 12%

Sockeye salmon 
12%

Figure 6-11.–Composition of salmon harvest by edible weight, Diomede, 2013.
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Figure 6-12.–Salmon harvests by gear type, Diomede, 2013.

Arctic cod and sculpin were caught in the immediate vicinity of Diomede Island (Figure 6-15). 

Marine Invertebrates
The prevalence of marine invertebrates (namely, blue king crab) in Diomede’s 2013 subsistence harvest 
is unique among study communities in any year of this project. This resource category typically is not 
used at all or used by a small fraction of households in Arctic Alaska. King crab has long been a staple of 
Diomede’s diet; in the distant past it was a fallback when no other game was available and food stores had 
run out (Ellanna 1983:443; Thomas 1981:122). As Thomas (1981:122) noted:

The local foods available in the winter include crab, bullhead, bluecod, seal, and, 
infrequently, ugruk (bearded seal) and walrus. Bullhead are usually present, but 
the bluecod fluctuate in abundance from year to year; the seal population feeding 
on the bluecod fluctuate accordingly. Seals are hunted in open leads in the ice. 
However, if there is no open water, if the ice is too rough or dangerous, or if the 
open water is too far out, Diomede hunters cannot get seal. Then they must live on 
crab, bullhead, blue cod, and whatever meat they have stored, and crab become the 
major food in their diet. Today Inalik has a store, so that absolute starvation is no 
longer a threat. However, meat in the store is available only in limited quantities 
on a sporadic basis and is prohibitively expensive.

In 2013, respondents explained that Diomede’s isolation was not wholly changed from the circumstances 
Thomas described 30 years earlier. Although helicopter service existed, the community often went without 
transport for a month or more because of weather or mechanical issues with helicopters based in Nome. 
The store no longer ordered meat from suppliers, because too frequently it arrived spoiled, although it did 
stock reindeer meat from a mainland herder.17 In 2013, the community did not have a winter runway for use 
by aircraft because the ice in front of town was not thick enough for planes to land. This had been the case 
for several years.

17 . N. Braem field notes.



282
283

!!

C h u k c h i S e a

B
e r i n

g
S

t r a i t

B e r i n g S e a

Big Diomede

Island

Island

Little Diomede

Fairway Rock

Diomede!

0 52.5
Miles

This map depicts areas used for
resource harvesting in 2013 by 2

surveyed households in Diomede,
Alaska.  The total survey sample
includes 25 of 39 households in

Diomede (64%), so this map is a partial
representation of areas used for

resource harvests in 2013.  Resource
harvest areas change over time, so

areas not used in 2013 might be used in
other years.

Source:
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G) Division of Subsistence,

2014.
North American Datum 1927.

Alaska Albers Projection.

Diomede

!
Salmon search 
and harvest areas

1:250,000SCALE:

Chukchi CIAP
Project 2013

168°30'W

168°30'W

169°W

169°W169°30'W

65°45'N

65°30'N

Figure 6-13.–Salmon fishing areas, Diomede, 2013.
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Arctic cod 61%

Sculpin 39%

Figure 6-14.–Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest by edible weight, 
Diomede, 2013.

In Diomede’s case, the 2,733 lb of blue king crab (1,302 crabs) was 10% of the total estimated subsistence 
harvest by weight during the study period (Figure 6-7); on average, households harvested 34 crabs (70 lb; 
34 lb per capita; Table 6-5). A small percentage of households reported receiving Hanasaki crab, a species 
that is expanding its range eastward from Asia.18 Households that attempted to catch blue king crab were 
largely successful; 60% of households said they went crabbing, and 50% actually caught crab (Table 6-5). 
Diomede households went crabbing primarily along the shoreline on the southwest side of the island in 
2013. (Figure 6-16), although some activity took place on the north side of the island.

Birds and Eggs
Diomede is unique among study communities in this project in its heavy harvest and use of birds and eggs. 
Diomede and nearby Fairway Rock support an estimated 1,300,000 sea birds (Ellanna 1983).The island’s 
cliffs draw huge nesting colonies of seabirds each year including an estimated one-half million crested, 
parakeet, and least auklets (National Audubon Society, Alaska State Office 2011), as well as eiders, murres, 
guillemots, puffins, and kittiwakes; and the island serves as a stopover for other species during their annual 
migrations. Birds are hunted, netted, and removed by hand from rocky hiding places; collecting eggs is 
also a popular activity. A number of blinds constructed from rocks exist on the island, from which men net 
auklets in flight19 (DIO5; DIO3): 

The men that are doing the bird hunting, they use nets with, nets with a pole. You 
know, they hide behind a rock area, you know, to hide, and uh, that’s how they 
get birds, by using a pole with a net…In mid-air, we do catch them in mid-air so 
they’re flying right above you, you’re waiting, and just, you don’t move as much, 
they can’t see you.  You don’t move your eyes as much.  They can see you.  So you 
actually stay, you watch them.  One will flap, you got to have a pole that’s about 
8, 9 feet and has a net at the end, like a fishing net.  And you hide behind a blind, 
um, what’s camouflaged with nature’s doing, rocks and whatnot and so once a bird 
flies over, and it’s reachable with the 8, 9 foot pole, and we just actually just snatch 
it. (DIO5) 

18 . Welch, L. 2015. “Alaska Fish Radio: New crab in town.” Accessed February 10, 2017. 
 http://www.alaskafishradio.com/new-crab-in-town/
19 . N. Braem field notes.
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Figure 6-15.–Nonsalmon fishing areas, Diomede, 2013.
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Caught auklets may be used as decoys, mittauraq20, which is authorized under an exception specific to 
Diomede in federal regulations.21 Diomede residents used to hunt fledglings with drums to scare them from 
nest sites and then use nets to catch them; however, now children collect them when they fall off rocks or 
fly into houses as they are learning to fly (DIO5).22 
Harvests of birds and eggs as a category exceeded those of salmon and nonsalmon fish combined (Figure 
6-7). In all, birds and eggs supplied an estimated 1,731 lb by weight, 6% of the total harvest (Table 6-5; 
Figure 6-7). Birds and eggs were also harvested and used by high percentages of households: 56% of 
households reporting harvesting these resources and 72% reported using them (Table 6-5; Figure 6-6). On 
average, households harvested 44 lb of birds and eggs, 22 lb per capita (Table 6-5). Egg harvests exceeded 
those of birds themselves, 1,175 lb vs. 555 lb. Murre eggs were the single largest contributor in this category 
(Figure 6-17), with an estimated 4,499 eggs harvested (990 lb; Table 6-5). These were followed by crested 
auklets (809 birds, 380 lb), cormorants (34 birds, 107 lb), gull eggs (312 eggs, 94 lb) and lesser quantities of 
other species. Households reported harvesting of fledgling crested and least auklets, peruq, in the fall, when 
young birds walk through the community towards the ocean and are easily caught (DIO2, DIO3, DIO5).23 
Respondents could not attribute the majority of harvest in this category, mostly bird eggs, to a season (Table 
D6-11). Some harvest attributed to “winter” includes species that may be taken in late April: crested auklets 
and cormorants. 
Diomede hunters harvested seabirds around the entire periphery of the island, generally within 3 miles of 
the shore (Figure 6-18). Residents collected bird eggs around the entire island in 2013, as well as at Fairway 
Rock.

20 . A bone used to prop up the head of dead crested auklet in order to attract others. (Kawerak, Inc. 2014)
21 . 50 CFR 92.20
22 . N. Braem field notes.
23 . N. Braem field notes

Sandhill crane 3%

Crested auklet 22%

Cormorant 6%

Gull eggs 5%

Murre eggs 57%

Unknown migratory 
bird nestling 2%

Other 5%

Figure 6-17.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest by edible weight, Diomede, 2013.
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Vegetation
Various types of wild plants 
and berries add variety to 
subsistence diets and provide 
sources of vitamins A, C, D, and 
E (Egeland et al. 1998; Jones 
2010). Some have only medicinal 
uses. Vegetation contributed an 
estimated 698 lb24 to Diomede’s 
total harvest in 2013; on average, 
households harvested 18 lb per 
household, 9 lb per capita (Table 
6-5). Harvest of vegetation is 
constrained by relatively low 
abundance on the island of 
certain species that are common 
on the mainland. Seaweeds 
predominated in harvest, as 45% 
of all vegetation (78 gal; 312 
lb; Figure 6-19). These were 
followed by berries (44 gal; 175 
lb) and various wild plants (103 

gal; 211 lb). Cloudberries (local names include aqpik and salmonberry) were the most heavily harvested 
type of berry (19 gallons); lesser harvests of crowberries (14 gal) and blueberries (11 gal) also occurred. An 
estimated 36 gal of wild potato (Claytonia tuberosa; utqiq) were harvested (Plate 6-3); this is a different 
species than the wild potato (Hedysarum alpinum; “Eskimo potato;” masu) harvested on the mainland. 
Sourdock (aluiġaq), willow leaves (sura), Hudson’s Bay/Labrador tea, sorrel (qunguliq), stinkweed, and 
beach greens were also harvested. Several households remarked that 2013 was a year of poor salmonberry 
abundance.25 
Berries and edible greens were primarily 
harvested on the west side of the island 
(Figure 6-20), with some harvest occurring 
on the east side. Households also reported 
some harvest in the vicinity of Teller, which 
was not mapped.26 

harveSt aSSeSSMentS

Researchers asked respondents to assess 
their own harvests in 2 ways: whether they 
used less, more, or about the same amount of 
8 resource categories in 2013 as in the past 5 
years, and whether they got “enough” of each 
of the 8 resource categories. Households 
also were asked to provide reasons if their 
use was different or if they were unable to 
get enough of a resource. If they did not get 
enough of a resource, they were asked to 

24 . All berry species are estimated to weigh 4 lb per gallon (Appendix C).
25 . N. Braem field notes.
26 . N. Braem field notes.

Berries 25%

Plants and greens 
30%

Seaweeds 45%

Figure 6-19.–Composition of vegetation harvest by edible weight, 
Diomede, 2013.

Plate 6-3.–Utqiq, or wild potato.
Courtesy E. Menadelook
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56%

36%

28%

16%

44%

24%

20%

36%

32%

16%

24%

20%

32%

52%

60%

40%

12%

48%

48%

64%

24%

24%

20%

24%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

All resources

Salmon

Nonsalmon fish

Land mammals

Marine mammals

Birds and eggs

Marine
invertebrates

Vegetation

Percentage of households responding to question about whether or not they got enough

Household did not get enough Household got enough of resource Household does not use resource

Figure 6-22.–Percentages of households reporting whether they got enough resources, Diomede, 2013.
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evaluate the severity of the impact to their household as a result of not getting enough. They were further 
asked whether they did anything differently (such as supplement with store-bought food or switch to a 
different subsistence resource) because they did not get enough. This section discusses responses to those 
questions. 
Together, Figure 6-21 and Figure 6-22 provide a broad overview of households’ assessments of their harvests 
in 2013. Percentages do not include households that did not answer the question or reported that they do not 
ordinarily use the resource. Therefore, these figures only reflect the responses of households that ordinarily 
use a resource and provided an answer. Additionally, some households that do typically use a resource 
category simply did not answer questions. Table D6-12 provides additional data supporting Figure 6-21. 
In evaluating their use of subsistence food overall, more than one-half (59%) of households said they used 
less in 2013 than in recent years (Figure 6-21). Lower resource availability and weather/environmental 
conditions were the most cited reasons for lesser use (Table D6-13). About one-quarter of households 
said that they used more subsistence foods, crediting receiving more from others and increased effort to 
their higher use (Table D6-14). For marine mammals, the most important resources to Diomede, even 
more households (65%) used less in 2013 (Figure 6-21). A variety of reasons were given, but weather/
environmental conditions again were the most common reason (Table D6-13). For categories of resources 
that are less commonly used or less abundant such as salmon, nonsalmon fish, and land mammals, the most 
common reasons given for lesser use were less available resource, too far to travel, less sharing, and lack 
of effort. For one category, birds and eggs, a higher percentage of households reported greater use, 39%, 
than lesser use, 35% (Figure 6-21). Not all households reporting a change in use gave reasons, but over all 
categories, the most commonly given reasons for less use were weather/environmental conditions and less 
resource availability, followed by less sharing and lack of effort (Table D6-13). 
Responses to “get enough” questions showed similar results. More than one-half of households said 
they did not get enough subsistence foods in 2013 (Figure 6-22). Of individual categories of resources, 
more households (46%) said they did not get enough marine mammals than any other. Equal numbers of 
households (36%) said they did not get enough salmon and vegetation. More than one-half of households 
said they got enough marine invertebrates (64%) and birds and eggs (52%) in 2013. When asked of which 
resources they needed more, marine mammals (generally and specifically) were the most frequently 
identified (Table D6-15). Walrus (the cornerstone of Diomede’s subsistence), various seals, polar bear, 
beluga whale, and bowhead whale were all named. Salmon as a category and individual species were 
identified, as well as widely used items such as blue king crab, murre eggs, and others. Small percentages 
of households identified other needed resources.  
Asked to describe the severity of impacts of not getting enough subsistence foods in general, one-half of 
respondents said the impact to their household was minor (Table D6-16). Just over one-quarter said it was 
a major impact, and small percentage said the impact was severe. More households deemed the impacts of 
not getting enough of any resource category as “minor” than any other level of severity, followed by “not 
noticeable.” Lesser percentages said the impacts of not getting enough marine mammals and vegetation had 
a major impact on their household; even fewer said the impacts of not getting enough marine invertebrates 
and marine mammals severely impacted their household.
Very few respondents said their households did anything differently in 2013 in response to not getting 
enough subsistence foods (Table D6-17). Responses included using more store-bought foods, making do 
without, and obtaining food from other sources. 

Food Security

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, defined 
as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012). 
The food security questions were modeled after those developed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) but modified by ADF&G to account for differences in access to subsistence and store-bought foods. 
Based on their responses to these questions, households were broadly categorized as being food secure or 
food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were broken down 
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further into 2 subcategories—high or marginal 
food security. Food insecure households were 
divided into 2 subcategories: low food security 
or very low food security.
Households in the high food security category 
did not report any food access problems or 
limitations. Households in the marginal food 
security category reported 1 or 2 instances of 
food access problems or limitations—typically 
anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of 
particular foods in the house—but gave little or 
no indication of changes in diets or food intake. 
Households in the low food security category 
reported reduced quality, variety, or desirability 
of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication 
of reduced food intake. Households classified 
as having very low food security were those that 
reported multiple instances of disrupted eating 
patterns and reduced food intake (Coleman-
Jensen et al. 2012). 
Food security results for surveys for Diomede, 
the state of Alaska, and the United States are 
summarized in Figure 6-23. More Diomede 
households (33%) were categorized as food 

insecure (either low or very low food security) in 2013 than the Alaska average or the United States as a 
whole. The number of very low food security households was about triple by comparison (19% compared to 
7% and 9% respectively). Another 14% were classified as very low food security, compared to the Alaskan 
average (5%) and nationwide (6%). 
Core questions and responses from Diomede residents are summarized in Figure 6-24. Questions are 
ordered, top to bottom, increasing in the severity of the food insecure condition. Similar percentages 
reported worrying about having enough food and experienced instances in which their food did not last 
and they could not get more in 2013. A three-quarters of households said that their subsistence food did 
not last in 2013; insecurity associated with store-bought food was much lower. Half of households reported 
that they lacked the resources to get food during the study year. (This study defined a “lack of resources” 
as not having what was needed “to hunt, fish, gather, or buy food”). Sizable percentages of households 
reported food insecure conditions that disrupted their diet: 42% said that they had cut the size of meals or 
skipped them, 46% said that there were times they ate less than they felt they should, and 31% said that 
times had occurred during which they were hungry but did not eat. At the most extreme end of food insecure 
conditions, 38% of households said persons in their household had lost weight because they did not have 
enough food, and 17% said they had experienced instances in which they did not eat for a whole day. 
Figure 6-25 portrays the mean number of food insecure conditions per household by food security category 
by month. The most food insecure households at Diomede experienced, on average, 6 of the conditions 
described in Figure 6-24 for most of the year. Their food security decreased in summer months, during 
which time they experienced all but the most severe food condition (not eating for a whole day). The 
reasons for increased food insecurity in the summer months at Diomede are not clear, but key respondents 
interviews and field notes indicate that spring hunting in 2013 was exceptionally poor due to unfavorable 
ice conditions. Low food secure households experienced, on average, 1.5 food insecure conditions in a 
period between April and July, but very few during the rest of the year. Figure 6-26 shows in which months 
households reported foods not lasting. As noted earlier, high percentages of households reported subsistence 
foods not lasting at some point in 2013 (Figure 6-24). The average percentage reporting this condition by 
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month increased from 25% early in 2013 to nearly 40% in April. It fluctuated between 35% and 40% from 
spring through fall. Roughly 20% of households said that their store-bought food did not last for most 
months of the year. The percentage increased in June and July to nearly 30% of households. 

Sharing of Wild Resources
Household Specialization in Resource Harvesting
Previous studies (Wolfe 1987; Wolfe et al. 2010) have shown that in most rural Alaska communities, a 
relatively small portion of households produces most of the community’s fish and wildlife harvests, which 
they share with other households. A recent study of 3,265 households in 66 rural Alaska communities 
found that about 33% of the households accounted for 76% of subsistence harvests  (Magdanz et al. 2009; 
Wolfe et al. 2010). Although overall the set of very productive households was diverse, factors that were 
associated with higher levels of subsistence harvests included larger households with a pool of adult male 
labor, higher wage income, involvement in commercial fishing, and community location.
As shown in Figure 6-27, in the 2013 study year in Diomede, about 72% of the harvests of wild resources 
as estimated in pounds edible weight were harvested by 16% of the community’s households. The highest 
harvesting household harvested an estimated 3,642 lb of food (Table 6-4). Nine households reported no 
harvests of wild food in 2013. Further analysis of the study findings, beyond the scope of this report, might 
identify characteristics of the highly productive households in Diomede and the other study communities.

Wild Food Networks
Although subsistence harvest surveys collect information based on individual households, in reality, much 
of the production (harvest and processing) of subsistence foods is achieved by households working together. 
This cooperation is often organized based on kinship in the manner of traditional Iñupiaq communities. 
The organization of the contemporary mixed market–subsistence economies that characterize rural Alaska 
communities has been documented ethnographically by numerous researchers. Of particular interest for 
Northwest Alaska are reports from Anderson (1977), Burch (1988), Ellanna (1983), Langdon and Worl 
(1981), Magdanz (1990), Magdanz et al. (2002), Wolfe and Walker (1987), Wolfe and Ellanna (1983), and 
Fall (1990). 
In addition to cooperation between households in the production of wild foods, the distribution of wild 
foods between households through sharing typically plays a major role in subsistence economies throughout 
rural Alaska. The importance of sharing extends beyond the practical utility of distributing food within a 
community, but has strong cultural implications as well. Sharing as an action promotes connection, respect, 
continuity, and value for a traditional way of life. The act of sharing, therefore, has both economic and 
cultural significance for villages. Food is also distributed, to a much lesser extent, through barter and 
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customary trade (Chan et al. 2006; Charnley 1984; Kari 1983; Lonner 1980; Magdanz and Wolfe 1988; 
Magdanz 1988; Pete 1991; Schroeder et al. 1987; Stickney 1984; Stokes 1985; Wolfe and Magdanz 1993).
Previous studies have found a positive association between the ages of household heads and the amount of 
subsistence foods harvested. Household characteristics associated with higher food production include the 
presence of multiple working-age males, involvement with commercial fishing, and higher wage incomes. 
Characteristics common to lower producing households included female household heads, age of elders, 
non-Native household heads, and single-person households (Wolfe et al. 2010). Household “developmental 
cycles” (i.e., the relative age or “maturity” of household heads and number of productive household 
members) have also been associated with harvests. 
In this study, respondents were asked who had harvested and processed the subsistence foods used by the 
household during the year. If a resource was received, the respondent was asked from which household 
in the community it was received. Confidentiality was preserved by using random identification numbers 
for documentation. If the resource was received from a household in another community, the name of that 
community was recorded. 
Figure 6-28 depicts a network of wild foods production in Diomede, which includes households in other 
communities. The figure is a partial representation of sharing, trade, and barter in the study year because 
it only documents instances of support27 into the 25 surveyed households.28 Symbol shapes depict the type 
of household; colors show the age of heads of household, and symbol size is scaled to indicate the amount 

27 . Frequently described as “inflow.” Incidences of support include goods (subsistence foods) or services (labor, i.e., 
harvesting or processing of subsistence foods).

28 . It is possible to include data from grey nodes in the network analysis because survey respondents described their 
connections to these unsurveyed households. Additionally, not all households provided network information.
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of a household’s subsistence harvest in 2013 by edible weight. Arrows show the direction of support, with 
thicker lines indicating multiple instances. Households or communities near the center of the figure were 
the most active in the network—either by receiving food or services from others, or being identified as a 
source by other surveyed households. The two households with the largest harvests (identifiable by the size 
of the node) were both headed by couples, one developing (yellow node) and one mature (orange). One of 
these households was more central to the network, due to the number of connections with other households. 
Many of the other centrally located households were headed by a single female.
The 25 surveyed households in 2014 reported 41 sources of support, with most instances of support coming 
from other Diomede households. In total, surveyed households reported 244 instances of support; on average, 
households identified 6 instances of support. Seven other communities occur within the network. Nome and 
Wales are the most central to the Diomede network; wild food was also received from Shishmaref, Teller, 
Brevig Mission, Selawik, and Kasilof (on the Kenai Peninsula of southcentral Alaska). 

coMParing harveStS and uSeS in 2013 With PreviouS yearS

Harvest Data
Very little data on subsistence harvests by Diomede residents have been collected to date. No comparable 
comprehensive surveys have been conducted; however, an economic valuation of subsistence study did 
attempt to document total harvests in 2010 (ResourcEcon et al. 2011). Methods differed from those used by 
Division of Subsistence.29

For 2010, ResourcEcon et al. (2011) reported that 23 households harvested 53,183 lb in total with a mean 
household harvest of 2,217 lb30. This study estimates a total harvest of 23,794 lb, with a mean household 
harvest of 610 lb (Table 6-5). It is likely that the 2010 study overestimates annual harvest; the challenge 
in documenting harvests in which multiple households cooperate is to avoid counting the same animals 
harvested multiple times. 
Fairly extensive time series data exist for spring harvests of walrus, historically the most important 
subsistence species for Diomede. ADF&G collected information from most years between 1960 and 1979, 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service collected data for 1980–2002. Spring walrus harvests clearly have 
declined over time; harvest estimate for walruses in all seasons of 2013 was a fraction of earlier spring 
estimates (Figure 6-29). Spring hunting conditions likely have much to do with interannual variation over 
the years, and recent poor harvests for Diomede hunters. As noted throughout this chapter, key respondents 
at Diomede spoke in 2014 about changes in ice formation, quality, and duration. The observations of local 
respondents are reflected in scientific literature, for example, (Garlich-Miller et al. 2006):

Regional climate trends might also have influenced hunting success over time. 
For example, it has been suggested that the declining harvest levels at Diomede 
through the 1990s may have been influenced by shorter hunting seasons resulting 
from a rapid retreat of sea ice in the spring. (Garlich-Miller 2006; Sheffield 2002) 

Only 2 study years provide estimates of seal harvests by species for comparison with 2013 estimates (Ice 
Seal Committee 2014; Figure 6-29). Declining harvests since 1965 are related to the changes that have 
occurred regionwide in terms of the availability and variety of imported (store-bought) foods and other 

29 . Sample achievement (23 households) is similar to this study. The survey did not ask about all harvests at the 
species level; instead it sometimes combined resources in categories such as other seals, ducks, or geese. Results 
do not summarize information at a categorical level that would allow for comparison, or provide species-level 
harvest information. 

30 . Although marine mammal results were not expanded for the entire community, the report notes that “reported 
marine mammal harvests may be high due to the fact that multiple households may have reported the same marine 
mammal harvest due to the nature of their group marine mammal harvesting activities. In Diomede, the study 
team received a community-wide marine mammal harvest estimate from the Native Village of Diomede and this 
estimate was lower than the reported harvest for the sample” (ResourcEcon et al. 2011:72).
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Figure 6-29.–Estimated harvests of walrus and seals, Diomede, 1965–2013.
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social changes. In 1981, Diomede harvested 48 bearded seals, 65 ringed seals, and 17 spotted seals. With 
a human population of 139, this amounts to 0.3 bearded seals, 0.5 ringed seals, and 0.1 spotted seals per 
capita. The community’s human population in 2013, 80, partially explains reduced total harvests. On a per 
capita basis, harvests of bearded seals did not change (0.3 seals per capita.) Ringed seal harvests however, 
were lower in 2013, 0.3 vs. 0.5 per capita in 1981. Spotted seals harvests were higher in 2013 (0.3 per 
capita) than in 1981 (0.1).   
Thomas (1981) compiled catch information on king crab harvests from 1970–1980. The data are not directly 
comparable, and totals are considered minimum. Thomas (1981:125) noted that the totals “represent only a 
fraction of the harvest for the community as a whole.” However, consideration of the magnitude of harvest 
and mean harvest per household is warranted. In 1979, 23 of the 36 households present harvested 2,037 
crabs, with a mean harvest of 146 crabs (Figure 6-30). The following year, the mean household harvest was 
180 crabs. In 2013, the mean household harvest of crabs was 70. 
One other harvest study published estimates of the 1995 migratory bird harvest for Diomede (Paige et al. 
1996). Total and per capita harvests of murre and auklet eggs in 2013 were double those of 1995: 56 per 
capita vs. 27 for murre eggs and 1 per capita vs. 0.5 for auklet eggs. Total harvests of auklets and murres 
were lower in 2013 than in 1995, while cormorant and sandhill crane harvests were greater in 2013. 

Current and Historical Harvest Areas
Few studies have mapped areas used by Diomede residents for their subsistence harvests (Kawerak, Inc. 
2013; Thomas 1981). The Thomas (1981) study on king crab fisheries in Norton Sound described areas 
used in for crabbing. These areas largely mirror those documented in study year 2013, however in 2013, 
no households reported crabbing at the southeast corner of the island. As with marine mammal hunting, ice 
conditions are a factor in crabbing: 

Ice conditions affect crabbing in a manner similar to that described for St. Lawrence 
Island. A stiff wind from the north will pile ice along the north coast of the Island. 
If there are no flat places at which to make holes, no crabbing will take place. Later 
a change in conditions will allow wind and current to take the piled ice away, to 
be replaced by flat young ice ideal for crabbing. One crabber stated that this layer 
of ice can form overnight thick enough for walking and crabbing. The north side 
usually has more piled ice than does the southwest crabbing area. One crabber 
stated that for three years the north coast ice had been piled to the extent that 
crabbing had not been possible. Although the southwest area tends to have more 
flat ice, some people recalled years when very little crabbing had been possible due 
to piled ice all around the Island. (Thomas 1981)
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Figure 6-30.–Estimated harvests of king crabs, Diomede, 1979, 1980, and 2013.
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Kawerak, Inc. (2013) collected information about areas used by Diomede hunters in hunting walrus and 
various seal species. In 2011 and 2012, the study mapped areas used by season (spring, summer and winter); 
the time frame of use described is lifetime of the respondents. Walrus and seal hunting areas documented 
in this study to some degree exceed those documented in the Kawerak, Inc. study; for example, more area 
was used directly south and south west of the island. Areas used extend further east along the northern shore 
as well. These may simply be a result of one particular year (2013) in which hunters traveled farther than 
normal in pursuit of seals and walrus. One household commented that it had traveled further than normal in 
2013 because of ice conditions.31 As noted in the Kawerak, Inc. study:

Hunting areas depend on environmental conditions. Wind and currents move 
the ice around, and the game travels with the ice. Ice conditions also determine 
hunter access. For example, a west-southwest current brings ice and game towards 
Alaska, which is good for people in Diomede but may block hunters in Wales. An 
east-northeast wind keeps ice moving and the mainland will have access to open 
water. (Kawerak, Inc. 2013:3)

local coMMentS and concernS 
Following is a summary of local observations of wild resource populations and trends that were recorded 
during the surveys (Table D6-18). Some households did not offer any additional information during the 
survey interviews, so not all households are represented in the summary. Climate change, particularly as it 
related to ice and conditions for hunting, was foremost in concerns in 2013, although potential development 
in the Chukchi Sea, contamination and changes in the community and its subsistence were also discussed.

Climate Change
Changes in the way ice forms, its condition, and its duration affect not only subsistence activities, but 
also transportation to and from the community (DIO3, DIO5, DIO2, DIO1, DIO4).32 Diomede residents 
suggested that changes have affected local walrus abundance and the spring migration northward. “It’s 
getting fewer and fewer” and “Migration doesn’t come through like it used to” (Table D6-18). “The ice (is) 
poor, migration has changed, walrus not as abundant.” One respondent described ice formation in 2013, and 
how “young ice” breaks up and piles up in response to current and wind:

No, I don’t recall when it freeze over, but uh, I do remember ice coming in 
November, late November, early December. And the weather, weather wise, 
climate was fairly, fairly warm. We had a lot of wind. So that’s what kept the ice 
moving. And we had this strong current also. And it wasn’t as warm like it used 
to be throughout the past years or so. Uh, eventually it did pile up where it was 
shallow and that’s where the ice start forming. And that happened December and 
January. So, the reason why we do not have a flat ice is due to the fact the ice 
nowadays, it’s young, young ice…
Young ice is thin, maybe like 4–5 inches thick or so, and it’s always moving swiftly 
with the current or with the wind. An iceberg that’s been a berg for years and years 
and years, you can tell the difference. It’s got sediments on there, it’s like, it’s 
thickness, um, glacier and what not, but from the looks of 2013’s ice, every, all 
the ice that came down here probably freeze on the way down here, or so, so it is 
young ice that passed through here. (DIO5)

An elder described ice conditions in the past with current conditions in the spring:
Probably the warm water…although the weather is, usually—it feels normal. Or, 
water, it’s either warming up—ice is too weak—it goes, it breaks and goes. Not 
like before. Before it comes and we still have a shore ice, and it, that’s where 

31 . N. Braem field notes.
32 . N. Braem field notes.
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they, we usually hunt for the game that’s coming up north…Years ago, like in the 
[pause] 50s, 60s, 70s [pause] hardly sometimes, this old ice, what we called old 
ice—that doesn’t melt and stay up all through the summer.  (DIO4)

Several survey respondents remarked upon poor ice conditions, saying “not much hunting due to weather” 
or  they “…had to go further to get resources, it’s life or death to go hunting because of ice conditions” 
(Table D6-18).

Intergenerational Transmission of Knowledge
Several residents commented upon changes in the community’s subsistence and population:

People don’t hunt like they used to. Used to be many boat captains. Some moved 
away. Don’t see that very often anymore. Everybody’s gone or—when my parents 
were alive we saw a lot of traditional foods. Don’t see that anymore because you 
have to prepare it. (Table D6-18)

A hunter in his early 20s observed, 
Yeah, there was a lot, there used to be a lot of hunters, a lot of boats, when I was 
little.  Now there’s not as much.  They still hunt lots, we still get a lot of meat. But, 
like, the surveys, you know, it’s been headed down. (DIO3)

Diomede had lost 4 elders in the year preceding this study,33 and several residents remarked upon the loss 
felt within the community. One elder suggested that changes to subsistence were due to weather, but also 
social changes:

It’s either the ice conditions or education. When—my time growing up was—elders 
go to the qagri34 every night. Tell the hunting stories, ice condition, everything—
the weather. Nowadays, these young ones don’t know it. So it’s part of that—
probably also could be the weather. And um, learn the uh, American way of life, 
food…Gradually. Or, got more plentiful. It’s probably these young ones probably 
saying, “we got a lot of food—what’s the use going out there?” DIO4

Contamination
Environmental contamination and pollution were not a common thread in interviews, but respondents 
expressed concerns on related issues.
One respondent expressed fear about contamination from the 2011 Fukushima nuclear accident, saying his 
household did not harvest any resources from the ocean in 2013 out of fears of radiation (DIO2). 
Another discussed increasing ship traffic in Bering Strait, both in terms of the potential for oil spills and 
the noise: 

We do have concerns because we do hunt, we do have our hunting ground at, just 
out in the whole Bering Strait. And we are concerned about this because at times 
your vessels, they do go up in June.  And we do hunt in June and it scares our 
animals away too…You know, every animal is frightened from a certain noise, 
you know, maybe not as much as a whale, whales are pretty sensitive. …We look 
at it overall, you see in this location here, right in the Bering Straits where it’s open 
up in our Northwest Passage area, you know, from all in the Pacific itself, and you 
can go up to the Arctic from here.  And we’ve been here for thousands of years 
and we’ve been hunting these game animals for thousands of years, you know.  Of 
course it’s going to affect us.  That’s why they’re doing a lot of study on this year, 

33 . N. Braem field notes.
34 . Qagri, often called men’s houses, were both physical structures and cultural institutions often reflecting 

membership in skinboat crews. They were historically the center of community and ceremonial life. This study 
uses the Diomede spelling. A variety of locally-specific Iñupiaq spellings occur across Arctic Alaska.
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‘cause we lived here, you know, and our groceries are right out there.  So it’s going 
to have a big impact on us if there was a big spill.  Like for instance, Exxon Valdez. 
That made a big difference there. (DIO5)

Several households commented about how a fuel line left open near the beach spilled fuel into the water 
in front of the community. They attributed an absence of blue cod, sculpins (called bullhead locally), and 
nuvasuqs, or lamprey, to this local spill. 
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7. DEERING

Anna R. Godduhn and Nicole M. Braem

coMMunity Background

Deering (Ipnatchiaq) is a small Iñupiat community about 57 miles south of Kotzebue, on the shore of 
Kotzebue Sound at the mouth of the Inmachuk River (Plate 7-1). Homes and other infrastructure are located 
on a gravel and sand barrier spit between Kotzebue Sound and Smith Creek, which joins the Inmachuk 
River near the end of the spit. The airfield and the landfill are about 1 mile inland, on slightly higher ground 
accessed by a low bridge over Smith Creek. The landscape around the community is mostly open tundra, 
with willow and alder brush in creek beds. Forty to 70 miles south of the community, pockets of birch 
and spruce forest stand in gullies of rolling mountains. The coast consists of high bluffs interspersed with 
beaches and nearshore wetland flats. An 18-mile dirt road runs past the airfield and along the Inmachuk 
River to historical mining sites, but does not connect to other communities. 
The northern coast of the Seward Peninsula has a history of occupation dating back at least 9,000 years. 
In 1928, local residents identified caves near a pass between the Inmachuk and Goodhope river drainages, 
which are among the oldest documented archeological sites in Alaska; whether “the evidence was 
sufficient to prove that humans had hunted bison at Trail Creek Caves some 13,000 years ago” remains 
debatable (Saleeby 2010:118). At Deering, the remains of an ancient men’s house show multiple episodes 
of occupation, with original construction dating to about 1,300 years before the present (Larsen 2001). 
Prehistoric and contact period information from the Kotzebue Sound region has been extensively reviewed 
by multiple authors. Dorothy Jean Ray and Ernest Burch have been especially prolific, producing many 
volumes that describe various aspects of life in Northwest Alaska prior to and during contact with Russian 
traders in the 1800s and through the American gold rush at the turn of that century (Burch Jr. 1984, 1988, 
1998, 2006; Ray 1975, 1984). Additionally, Magdanz et al. reviewed much local history in a 2002 report 
describing the production and distribution of wild foods (Magdanz et al. 2002). This section will briefly 
summarize Deering’s rich and complex history.

Heading 1

No keep togethers

Plate 7-1.–Aerial view of Deering.
A. Godduhn
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Ernest Burch Jr. posits that in the 19th century, the Pittaġmiut (Burch Jr. 1998:285) occupied the southwest 
coast of Kotzebue Sound from Cape Espenberg to Motherwood Point (a cape between the Kugruk and 
Kiwalik rivers that marks the mouth of Spafarief Bay). He estimates a human population in their territory, 
which he terms the “Goodhope District,” of 392–472 people in more than 15 settlements. Knowledge of 
the region prior to 1880 is limited, but there is evidence (Burch Jr. 1998; Karmun 2001; Larsen 2001) that 
caribou from the Seward Peninsula herd (SPH) were a major source of food. However, seals and fish along 
with birds and eggs, small land mammals, marine invertebrates, and vegetation likely supplied greater 
portions of the total harvest before 1880 than they did in 2013 (Larsen 2001). By 1880, very few people 
lived in the Good Hope district. The decline of the Pittaġmiut society may have been related to a significant 
decline of the SPH between 1855 and 1870, or to the same mechanisms that later affected societies north 
and west of them, but their fate is unclear:

There is no evidence of a large scale, cohesive movement of Pittaġmiut to any other 
district. But there also is no evidence of a famine or any other disaster affecting 
the early historic population of the Goodhope district. Unlike the Kuulugruaġmiut, 
who were still recalled more than 150 years after their nation was destroyed by 
famine, the Pittaġmiut simply disappeared. (Burch 1998:303)

After 1880, the region was very sparsely populated, mostly by immigrants from other areas. The community 
of Deering formed early in what Burch calls a period of consolidation, essentially the first half of the 20th 
century, when nomadic and semi-nomadic families increasingly settled into permanent communities for 
greater and greater portions of the year (Burch Jr. 1984:314). Deering was founded in 1901 as a gold 
field supply camp, complete with restaurants, road houses, and a school. The camp drew small dispersed 
populations to the mouth of the Inmachuk River for employment and education.    
A key feature during most of the 20th century was reindeer herding, which began in the Deering area 
around 1916 (Karmun 2001). In 2001, elder Daniel Karmun, Sr. described how herding had operated in 
Deering. The Karmun Herd was corralled and branded each year. Right after the beginning of the new 
year, men went first to dig out the corrals, and then entire families would relocate to the reindeer corral at 
Theresa Creek, about 35 miles southeast of Deering (Plate 7-2). About 200–300 people, also from Candle 
and Buckland, and even Kotzebue and the Kobuk River, would attend the handling, which would last into 
February and the latter part of March. Workers could earn ownership shares of reindeer in the company, but 
many preferred meat and other parts to sustain their families until spring, when other animals became more 
available. Reindeer skins and sinew were a key component of the economy: they were critical for bedding 
and clothing, especially mukluks, and those products were also sold, allowing the purchase of provisions 
such as coffee, sugar, and flour. Later in the spring, herders would corral the reindeer again and mark the 
fawns. One key respondent described the annual routine:

[W]e were reindeer herding in 
the early ‘60s with the dog teams 
and walking and that was before 
snowmachines came. Yeah, we 
used to walk for maybe about 
a week, about this time [late 
April], gathering the reindeer to 
bring closer to the village to, you 
know, mark the fawns as they’re 
being born…You know, they’d 
have certain times of year for, 
like fall time you get the meat 
for, you know, for your family to 
keep you going for the year—the 
meat, the hooves, the skins, the 
leggings from the reindeer. The 

Plate 7-2.–Sled deer hauling reindeer meat to Deering.
Alaska State Library Clarence Leroy Andrews Photo Collection P45-0588
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horns, springtime, and certain parts, but nothing was ever wasted on the reindeer, 
back in the herding days. That was like a survival of the Inuit back then when 
they were reindeer herding. And they’d keep track of ’em every year, all year, I 
mean, during the winter, you’d have to go out in the country and see where they 
at. (DRG4)

The Karmun family successfully retained a reindeer herd into the 1990s, when the Western Arctic Caribou 
Herd (WAH) expanded its range onto the Seward Peninsula. 

And then about 15 years ago [1998 or 1999] the caribou moved into the whole 
Seward Peninsula, and the whole Seward Peninsula, almost every village on 
the Seward Peninsula had a reindeer herd…And we tried for 2 whole weeks to 
drive the herd back, that herd of caribou back…[t]here was about 60 of us on 
snowmachines, 2 airplanes, and 2 choppers, and we had the reindeers separated 
from the caribou back then, and we didn’t see the other half of the caribou herd 
coming around south of us, and took the reindeer away from us again…And these 
old men that were out there, they actually had tears in their eyes. That was their 
livelihood. They depended on the reindeer to keep them alive, you know, for the 
income. (DRG4)

The WAH continued to expand its range further onto the Seward Peninsula into the early 2000s, ultimately 
assimilating over 17,000 reindeer from the Seward Peninsula reindeer herds, including the Karmun herd 
(Karmun 2001; Schneider et al. 2005; Finstad et al. 2006). Over that period, Western Arctic caribou became 
more and more available to people in Deering. 
Quaker missionaries Charles and May Replogle arrived in 1913 and found that silt from the mining 
operations had muddied the river and made fishing less productive; game had been depleted; timber for 
construction and firewood was scarce such that housing was crowded and unhealthy; and the influx of 
alcohol had had deleterious effects on the local population (Ducker 1996). In 1914, Mr. Replogle proposed 
and initiated the resettlement of Deering to an unoccupied area about 70 miles away on the Kobuk River. 
The school building, the reindeer herd, and about two-thirds of Deering’s population were moved to the 
new settlement, Noorvik, in the summer of 1915. The move primarily included families with school-age 
children, leaving a few older residents behind. A personal account of the move from the perspective of a 
grandmother at the time describes how she had gone with her daughter and grandchildren, but along with 
others, began the return to Deering just 1 year later (Cox 2005:108). By 1926, population growth justified 
the opening of a new school in Deering (Barnhardt 1985). Intensive mining continued on the Inmachuk 
River until World War II (Magdanz et al. 2002). During the first half of the 20th century, Candle, on the 
Kiwalik River about 15 miles southeast of Deering, and Kiwalik, at that river’s mouth, were the primary 
population centers in the area; use of the Kiwalik settlement was seasonal. “Yeah, Candle used to be big—
pretty big place back in the day” (DRG3). Another respondent said of Candle: 

That was a booming town. I mean it was, they had everything there. Movie, movie 
theaters, a saloon—2 saloons—a bank, ah, Quonset huts for the army work there. 
There was 1, 2, 3 big giant Quonset huts that the army built. And the army was 
there [to] keep the law in there, to make sure—ah, the miners run amok out there, 
so they were there to keep an eye on everybody else there, along with the uh, 
territorial marshals. That was before they had state troopers. (DRG1)

A unique aspect of Deering’s settlement was the immigration of several Japanese prospectors, mostly 
men, who married and stayed in Deering. One key respondent spoke of his Japanese heritage. His paternal 
grandfather’s name, Yamamoto, was abbreviated to Moto1, a common name in Deering today; his other 
grandparents were Iñupiat. In 1942, his father and other Deering men of Japanese descent were taken to 
an internment camp for the duration of World War II. These men were likely among over 200 Japanese 
nationals and Japanese Alaskans sent to the Minidoka War Relocation Center in Idaho in April of 1942 

1 . The abbreviation of many Japanese names is described in Chandonnet (2007:249).
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(Naske 1983). For years before adulthood, the respondent 
was the man of his mother’s house; his father did not return 
until the 1950s (DRG2). He described some racial tension, 
but also said that the community had helped his family. He 
had earned food and fur by helping relatives, gaining skills 
and knowledge as he worked. Additionally, neighbors had 
often shared resources with his mother (Plate 7-3). 
The Native Village of Deering IRA Council was established 
in 1945. Larsen (2001) concurs with Burch Jr. on the diversity 
of the population in his description of the 1950 census in 
Deering. The older population of Deering was “made up of 
people from 20 different localities. Shishmaref…has been 
the source of the largest contingent, next are villages on the 
Kobuk River, then Tapqaq (Cape Espenberg),” as well as 
Kotzebue, Point Hope, Kivalina, Wales, and Cape Nome 
(Larsen 2001:11). The population dwindled after the war 
and the school nearly closed in the 1960s, but families living 
in Candle relocated to Deering, and the town grew again 
(DRG4). 
The contemporary community of Deering was incorporated 
as a second class city in 1970. There is currently no village 
corporation in Deering because the village corporation was 
merged with the regional corporation, NANA, in 1972. 
Deering became part of the Northwest Arctic Borough at 
its formation in 1986. Currently, infrastructure in Deering 
includes multiple fuel tanks with nearly 200,000 gallons 
total capacity, a diesel generator, a wind turbine, a small 
grocery store, an unstaffed airfield with 2 crosswind gravel 

runways, and a landfill. Few homes remain without plumbing; most houses are equipped with a holding 
tank for delivered water and are included on the piped vacuum sewer system. The installation of the sewer 
pipes prompted major archaeological excavations in the late 1990s, and a comprehensive agreement was 
developed by the city government, the IRA council, and seven state and federal agencies to protect cultural 
resources during construction projects (Bowers 2006). 

SeaSonal round

Prehistorically, caribou were hunted all months of the year; most often the hunting was enabled by the 
use of kangeraq, enclosures built of willow or driftwood (Larsen 2001:12). Caribou were driven into the 
enclosures for dispatch and butchering. Alternatively, snares were set in willow thickets, and in summer, 
caribou were hunted in lakes by kayak. Ringed and bearded seals were hunted most aggressively in the 
spring as they basked in the strengthening sun from late April until the ice broke up in July; they were also 
netted in the fall and caught under ice in winter. Spring sealing continued until the ice was gone—at which 
point “the Imnachermiut2 returned to the river, where some hunted ground squirrel, others hunted caribou, 
while still others went fishing” (Larsen 2001:12). Migratory and resident birds were caught with snares or 
bow and arrow, fishing likely intensified for salmon runs in August, and a “great variety of berries, leaves, 
and roots” were collected and stored in seal pokes3 (Larsen 2001:12). 
The seasonal round of the 20th century in Deering included many of these activities. An elder whom Larsen 
interviewed in the 1950s described how her family traveled to Cape Espenberg (Tapqaq) in the early spring. 

2 . Larsen called the people who had built the men’s house Imnachermiut: people of the Imnachuk River (the river 
appears as Inmachuk on contemporary USGS maps).

3 . Storage vessels made from the body of seals.

Plate 7-3.–Taylor Moto, Jr. with a photo of 
his father on the wall.

A. Godduhn
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Her family would load their belongings in 
an umiak4 on a sled, which they and their 
dogs would pull. At Tapqaq, they would set 
up camp on the ice until it deteriorated in 
July, forcing a move to the beach. An elder 
key respondent to this project remembered 
the arrival of lumber when he was a child 
and described using the ugruk5 bladder to 
store masu6 in seal oil underground; they 
used a plywood lid that was much easier 
to manage than the logs they had formerly 
used to keep animals out of their caches 
(DRG2). This respondent also described 
transitional summer expeditions when he 
was a child: his family would relocate to 
Shishmaref by dog team in the spring, and 
return by boat prior to freeze-up carrying 
various wild foods packed with seal oil in 
wooden barrels (DRG2). This sort of extended family relocation is rare today. Although methods have 
changed, and contemporary residents often go for day or weekend trips rather than relocating to remote 
camps for weeks or months, the acquisition of wild food in 2013 occurred throughout the year with very 
similar general patterns. 
Contemporarily, fishing for sheefish in early spring marks the beginning of the seasonal round, and is most 
productive at Kobuk Lake. Although the trip is long, Deering residents go there, often on the way to or back 
from Kotzebue, to join the ice-fishery, especially in March (DRG5). Also in March, some households snare 
snowshoe and Alaska hares, but hunters get especially busy in late April and early May, when migratory 
birds arrive and bearded and ringed seals begin to appear on the ice of Kotzebue Sound (DRG5, DRG3). 
As witnessed by the research team during the survey effort in April of 2014, activity increases as the days 
get longer and preparation for sealing begins. Seals are hunted from the ice if it is solid enough, but are 
pursued most heavily when broken ice allows for the use of boats, usually in June (DRG4). In recent years, 
migratory birds have begun to arrive earlier. In April 2014, as the surveys were being conducted, hunters 
were starting to go out for migratory birds. One respondent said, “The timing right now, it’s early” (DRG5).
Seal and bird hunting have always had a period of overlap, and occur on the same trips as opportunities 
arise. As birds begin to nest, eggs are gathered on the cliffs of Cape Deceit and across the abundant coastal 
wetlands (DRG4). Summer brings focus to fishing (DRG5, DRG3). 
Pink salmon arrive near Deering first each summer (DRG3) and run much stronger in alternate years;7 in 
even-numbered years, pink salmon, widely known as “humpies,” may compose a greater portion of the 
salmon harvest. One key respondent said (in 2014) “The other year, or maybe two or three years ago, was 
a really good year for these pinks. Last year, I don’t think anybody got very much to speak of” (DRG1). 
Chum salmon begin running before the pink salmon run is over. Later in the summer, locals catch coho 
(“silver”) salmon and then, towards fall, Chinook (“king”) salmon (Plate 7-4).
Vegetation proliferates in the extended daylight; some households avidly gather greens and berries. Berries 
ripen in the late summer and are often picked by the 5-gallon bucket: cloudberries (locally “salmonberries”) 
are generally the most abundant; blueberries, crowberries (locally “blackberries”), and lowbush cranberries 
(picked after the first frost) are also popular and generally available (DRG1). 

4 . Skin boat.
5 . Bearded seal.
6 . Wild potato.
7 . ADF&G. 2017. “Pink Salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) Species Profile: Life History” Accessed February 17, 

2017. http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=pinksalmon.main

Plate 7-4.–Drying salmon in Deering 1912.
Alaska State Library Robin A. Dailey Photo Collection, P112-007
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Fall brings renewed focus to caribou hunting and also, in November, the short “tomcod” season as saffron 
cod migrate along the shore en route to spawning grounds (DRG3, DRG5). In recent years, fishing has been 
disrupted by more frequent warm storms in the early winter, which temporarily reverse the freezing trend 
and raise the tides. The flooding that accompanies these events has become part of the seasonal expectation. 
For example, one of the key respondents explained that access to prespawning tomcod has been limited by 
the conditions: “…if you can’t do it within that couple weeks, then—I mean, you still could practically get 
tomcods but you won’t have the eggs with it” (DRG5; Plate 7-5).
Winter brings relative quietude to Deering, although some hunting and trapping for large and small land 
mammals continues (DRG3). Residents consume the wild resources that they have harvested in other 
seasons and preserved. Additionally, they repair equipment heavily used in other seasons.

PoPulation eStiMate and deMograPhic inForMation 
This study found that Deering’s 2013 population was 128 people, about 94% of whom self-identified as 
Alaska Native (Table 7-1); these numbers were derived from the results of surveys with 32 permanent 
households (73%) in Deering with a total of 93 residents (Table 1-3). The population estimates are similar 
to U.S. Census data from 2010 (Table 7-1). Census data for Deering have been collected since 1910, with a 
recorded maximum of 230 people in 1939. The end of mining operations following World War II brought a 
precipitous drop in the population, which recovered to a maximum of 164 in 1988 and has declined slowly 
since then (Figure 7-1). 
Study data indicate that in 2013, Deering households had an average of about 3 members, and Deering 
residents had an average age of about 33 years (Table 7-2). Deering residents had lived in Deering an 
average of almost 20 years; among heads of households, the average residency was 23 years. Additionally, 
Deering’s population was split evenly between the sexes (65 male and 63 female), and 60% of residents 
were less than 40 years old (Figure 7-2). About 90% of responding households identified at least 1 head 
of household as Alaska Native (Table 7-2). About 57% of household heads and 70% of residents overall 
reported Deering as their hometown at birth (tables D7-1 and D7-2). Approximately 14% of household 
heads came from Candle or Nome. Candle, only 25 miles away, experienced a major fire, and dwindling 
dredge-mining operations finally ceased in the 1950s (some placer miners lingered)8. Deering household 
heads and other residents also reported birthplaces in Kotzebue, Noorvik, other Kotzebue Sound and Kobuk 
River communities, and other parts of the United States.

8 . N. Ahkpuk, Buckland resident, personal communication, May 21, 2014; and Mindat.org. 2015. “Candle Creek 
Mine (ARDF – CA040), Fairhaven District, Northwest Arctic Borough, Alaska, USA.” Accessed October 19, 
2016. http://www.mindat.org/loc-196771.html

Plate 7-5.–Instead of becoming shorefast, ice that had started to form was melting in November of 2014.
A. Godduhn
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Estimate Rangea Estimate Rangeb

Households 44 64.0 51 – 77 44.0
Population 122 97.0 67 – 127 127.9 112 – 144

Population 111 87.0 59 – 115 119.6 103 – 136
Percentage 91.0% 89.7% 58.6% – 100.0% 93.5% 85.4% – 100.0%

Table 7-1.–Population estimates, Deering, 2010 and 2013.

b. No range of households is estimated for division surveys.

5-year American Community
Survey (2009–2013)

This study
(2013)Census

(2010)
Total population

Alaska Native

Sources U.S. Census Bureau (2011) for 2010 estimate; U.S. Census Bureau for American Community Survey
(ACS) 2012 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014 for
2013 estimate.
Note Division of Subsistence household survey elegiblity requirements differ from those used by ACS.
a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

Table 7-1.–Population estimates, Deering, 2010 and 2013.
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Figure 7-1.–Population estimates, Deering, 1910–2013.
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Community
Deering

Sampled households 32
Eligible households 44
Percentage sampled 72.7%

Sampled population 93
Estimated community population 127.9

Mean 2.9
Minimum 1.0
Maximum 8.0

33.4
1.0

87.0
27

Total population
Mean 19.5
Minimuma 1.0
Maximum 62.0

Heads of household
Mean 23.0
Minimuma 2.0
Maximum 62.0

Alaska Native
Estimated householdsb

Number 39.9
Percentage 90.6%

Estimated population
Number 119.6
Percentage 93.5%

a. A minimum age of 0 (zero) is used for infants 
who are less than 1 year of age.
b. The estimated number of households in which at 
least 1 head of household is Alaska Native.

Minimuma

Maximum
Median

Length of residency

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.

Table 7-2.–Sample and demographic 
characteristics, Deering, 2013.

Characteristics

Household size

Age
Mean

Table 7-2.–S a m p l e  a n d  d e m o g r a p h i c 
characteristics, Deering, 2013.
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incoMe and caSh eMPloyMent

This study found that Deering had a total cash income of about $2.24 million in 2013 (Table 7-3). About 
36% of all income in Deering came from the services sector, and 31% was earned in employment with 
local governmental entities, including the Northwest Arctic Borough School District and the Deering IRA 
Council (Figure 7-3). Approximately 79% of the total income ($1.78 million) was earned by employment, 
and the remaining 21% came from other sources (Table 7-3). The findings indicate that the median income 
for Deering residents was almost $41,000, which is lower than the $50,000 estimated by the 2009–2013 
American Community Survey for Deering and much lower than the statewide median (Figure 7-4). 
Beyond the services and local government sectors, a variety of jobs made up the remaining 33% (Table D7-
3). Just over one-half of the jobs were described as full-time and one quarter as on-call; the remainder were 
part-time or shift (the employee left Deering for a week or more; Table D7-4). Most Deering households 
(78%) reported employment from an average of 1.6 jobs (Table D7-5). Fifty-four Deering residents in 34 
households held about 70 jobs.

SuMMary oF harveSt and uSe PatternS in 2013
The 32 surveyed households in Deering (73%) harvested 61,559 edible pounds (lb) of wild foods between 
January 1 and December 31 of 2013 (the 2013 study year; Table 1-3). Expanding for 11 unsurveyed 
households, Deering harvested an estimated 84,824 lb (±18%) of wild foods (Table 7-4). Most households 
attempted to harvest (91%) or actually harvested subsistence resources (84%) and all households received 
and used wild foods in 2013. The average harvest was about 1,928 lb per household, or 663 lb per capita.
Table 7-4 summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Deering in the study year at the household 
level. During the study year, Deering households harvested an average of 9 resources and used an average 
of 17 resources. The maximum number of resources harvested by any one household was 35, while the 
maximum number of resources used by any household was 46. During the study year, Deering households 
reported giving an average of 7 resources to other households and receiving an average of 10 resources. 

10 8 6 4 2 0 2 4 6 8 10

0–4
5–9

10–14
15–19
20–24
25–29
30–34
35–39
40–44
45–49
50–54
55–59
60–64
65–69
70–74
75–79
80–84
85–89
90–94
95–99

100–104
Missing

Number of people

Female

Male

Figure 7-2.–Population profile, Deering, 2013.
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Percentage of
Number Number Total Mean total

of of for per community
Income source people households community household income
Earned income

28.9 17.9 $792,851 $335,860 – $1,683,458 $18,019 35.4%
20.6 19.3 $700,807 $366,066 – $1,277,644 $15,927 31.3%

2.8 1.4 $100,854 $12,756 – $340,185 $2,292 4.5%

4.1 4.1 $53,765 $8,458 – $150,637 $1,222 2.4%
2.8 2.8 $48,903 $3,937 – $162,372 $1,111 2.2%
5.5 5.5 $41,091 $2,151 – $167,915 $934 1.8%
1.4 1.4 $34,094 $13,851 – $79,966 $775 1.5%

Services
Local government
Transportation, communication, and
  utilities
Mining
State government
Retail trade
Federal government
Other employment 1.4 1.4 $3,602 $3,204 – $3,917 $82 0.2%

Earned income subtotal 53.6 34.4 $1,775,968 $1,012,345 – $2,962,519 $40,363 79.4%

Other income
38.5 $102,713 $76,725 – $132,413 $2,334 4.6%

8.3 $97,390 $27,506 – $193,670 $2,213 4.4%
28.9 $63,352 $35,168 – $97,801 $1,440 2.8%
11.0 $61,114 $12,320 – $135,179 $1,389 2.7%

11.0 $52,885 $17,884 – $103,130 $1,202 2.4%

17.9 $24,143 $10,384 – $43,699 $549 1.1%
1.4 $19,800 $14,400 – $39,600 $450 0.9%

30.3 $15,730 $10,725 – $18,590 $358 0.7%
1.4 $13,200 $9,600 – $26,400 $300 0.6%
2.8 $11,071 $8,052 – $33,213 $252 0.5%
2.8 $748 $544 – $2,149 $17 0.0%

0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
Social Security
Native corporation dividend 
Unemployment
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
  Program (food stamps)
Heating assistance
Pension / retirement
CITGO fuel voucher
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 
Disability
Child support
TANF (Temporary Assistance for
  Needy Families)
Supplemental Security Income 
Longevity bonus
Workers' compensation / insurance 
Veterans assistance
Other
Foster care
Meeting honoraria 0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 39.9 $462,146 $12,320 – $135,179 $10,503 20.6%
Community income total $2,238,114 $1,502,184 – $3,377,986 $50,866 100.0%

-/+ 95% CI

Table 7-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Deering, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table 7-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Deering, 2013.
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All other sources 7%

Services 36%

Local government 31%

Alaska Permanent 
Fund dividend 5%

Transportation, 
communication, and 

utilities 5%

Social Security 4%

Native corporation 
dividend 3%

Unemployment 3%

Mining 2%

Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 
(food stamps) 2%

State government 2%

Figure 7-3.–Top income sources, Deering, 2013.
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Figure 7-4.–Comparison of median income estimates, Deering, 2013.
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17.1
Minimum 3
Maximum 46
95% confidence limit (±) 11.9%
Median 15.5

10.6
Minimum 0
Maximum 42
95% confidence limit (±) 19.6%
Median 6.5

9.0
Minimum 0
Maximum 35
95% confidence limit (±) 20.6%
Median 6.0

10.1
Minimum 1
Maximum 39
95% confidence limit (±) 15.0%
Median 8.5

7.2
Minimum 0
Maximum 43
95% confidence limit (±) 25.4%
Median 3.5

Minimum 0
Maximum 9,350.6
Mean 1,927.8
Median 227.0

84,823.9
663.3
100%

91%
84%

100%
78%

32

99

Percentage using any resource
Percentage attempting to harvest any resource
Percentage harvesting any resource

Mean number of resources given away per household

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Percentage receiving any resource
Percentage giving away any resource
Number of households in sample
Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (pounds)

Total harvest weight (lb)
Community per capita harvest (lb)

Table n-m.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Deering, 2013.

Mean number of resources used per household

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household

Mean number of resources harvested per household

Mean number of resources received per household

Characteristic

Table 7-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Deering, 2013.
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Respondents were asked to indicate on maps the areas where members of their household searched for and 
harvested their subsistence resources in 2013. Figure 7-5 shows the total use area of 4,704 square miles 
described by 29 households that provided mapping data. Search and harvest areas for different categories 
of subsistence resources are described in following sections. To protect confidentiality of households and 
to better document subsistence use areas, only search areas were mapped (not specific harvest locations).

Resource Harvest and Use by Category
Figure 7-6 shows the percentage of households that attempted to harvest each resource category in pink, 
the percentage that actually harvested in red, and the percentage that used a resource category in blue. 
Generally, those who attempted were able to harvest, as indicated by similar percentages of attempting 
harvest and harvesting. The marine mammal category shows the greatest difference between attempted and 
actual harvest, which also reflects the division’s method of counting moose and marine mammal harvests: 
in order to count harvested animals only once, only the shooter was recorded as harvesting while support 
team members were recorded as attempting. The differences between harvesting and using are often large 
and demonstrate the prevalence of sharing. For example, 72% of households attempted to catch salmon, 
66% did harvest salmon, and 100% reported using salmon.
The overall composition of the harvest is shown in Figure 7-7. Large land mammals (primarily caribou) 
dominated Deering’s 2013 wild food supply (66%). Together, salmon and nonsalmon fish provided 18% of 
the total harvest, and marine mammals contributed 11%. Vegetation, birds and eggs, small land mammals, 
and marine invertebrates provided important dietary variation for many households, but together composed 
less than 5% of the edible pounds harvested in 2013.

Resource Harvest and Use by Species
Table D7-6 lists the resources used by the most households, regardless of amount or frequency. Figure 7-8 
shows the top 10 species harvested, in terms of per capita harvest in pounds usable weight, by Deering 
households during 2013. Caribou, used by all households, is primary in both graphics. The next most 
widely used species (by 91% of households), cloudberries (locally “salmonberries”), made up less than 1% 
of the total harvest.
Table 7-5 shows estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Deering households in 2013 and is organized 
first by general category and then by species. All edible resource harvests are reported in edible pounds (lb; 
see Appendix C for conversion factors9). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member 
of the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken, given away, 
or used by a household, and resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter or trade, 
or through hunting partnerships. Purchased foods are not included, but resources such as firewood are 
included because they are an important part of the subsistence way of life. Differences between harvest and 
use percentages reflect sharing among households, which results in a wider distribution of wild foods. Each 
of the following subsections discusses 2013 harvest and use characteristics of particular species within 
each category and concludes with a discussion about mapped hunting and harvest locations. Whether the 
harvests were sufficient to meet household needs is discussed in Harvest Assessments, below. 

Marine Mammals
Marine mammals are a major resource category all along Alaska’s coast, and Deering is no exception. 
Deering hunters have more access to seals than whales. An estimated 9,324 edible pounds (lb) of marine 
mammals were harvested by Deering residents in 2013 (Table 7-5), all of which were provided by seals. 
Marine mammals were among the most widely used resource categories: 94% of households reported 
using them. Approximately 43 seals were harvested by Deering residents in 2013: 29 bearded seals, 7 
ringed seals, and 7 spotted seals. Bearded seals (locally ugruk) are not only the most abundant locally, they 
are by far the largest of available seals; ugruk constituted 89% of the marine mammal harvest by weight 
(Figure 7-9). Bearded seal meat was also more widely shared than the “small” seals: although only 16% of 

9 . Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table but are assigned a 
conversion factor of zero. 
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Figure 7-6.–Percentages of households attempting to harvest, harvesting, and using wild resources 
by category, Deering, 2013.

Figure 7-7.–Composition of harvest by resource category, Deering, 2013.
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Caribou 65%

Bearded seal 9%
Chum salmon 8%

Pink salmon 3%
Coho salmon 2%

Dolly Varden 2%
Sheefish 1%

Moose 1%
Cloudberry 1%
Spotted seal 1%

All other resources 7%

Figure 7-8.–Top resources harvested by edible weight, Deering, 2013.
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Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All resources 100.0 90.6 84.4 100.0 78.1 84,823.9 1,927.8 663.3 18.4
  Salmon 100.0 71.9 65.6 56.3 43.8 11,213.5 254.9 87.7 26.7
    Chum salmon 71.9 50.0 43.8 40.6 37.5 6,567.5 149.3 51.4 1,309.0 ind 29.8 26.8
    Coho salmon 21.9 18.8 15.6 9.4 12.5 1,669.0 37.9 13.1 327.3 ind 7.4 49.1
    Chinook salmon 3.1 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 12.8 0.3 0.1 1.4 ind 0.0 58.2
    Pink salmon 62.5 43.8 40.6 31.3 25.0 2,717.5 61.8 21.3 849.2 ind 19.3 25.2
    Sockeye salmon 9.4 6.3 6.3 3.1 3.1 185.6 4.2 1.5 34.4 ind 0.8 47.9
    Unknown salmon 9.4 3.1 3.1 6.3 3.1 61.1 1.4 0.5 13.8 ind 0.3 58.2
  Nonsalmon fish 75.0 50.0 46.9 62.5 34.4 3,920.5 89.1 30.7 31.4
    Pacific herring 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 7.4 0.2 0.1 1.2 gal 0.0 58.2
    Pacific herring roe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Unknown smelts 31.3 0.0 0.0 31.3 15.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Arctic cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Saffron cod 37.5 25.0 15.6 21.9 12.5 62.1 1.4 0.5 295.6 ind 6.7 32.7
    Pacific halibutb 40.6 0.0 0.0 40.6 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lb 0.0 0.0
    Unknown sculpins 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 12.5 9.4 9.4 3.1 3.1 386.9 8.8 3.0 92.1 ind 2.1 52.3
    Dolly Varden 46.9 37.5 37.5 18.8 18.8 1,613.6 36.7 12.6 489.0 ind 11.1 25.7
    Arctic grayling 12.5 12.5 12.5 0.0 9.4 121.3 2.8 0.9 134.8 ind 3.1 45.8
    Northern pike 6.3 3.1 3.1 3.1 6.3 495.0 11.3 3.9 150.0 ind 3.4 58.2
    Sheefish 50.0 18.8 12.5 46.9 15.6 968.0 22.0 7.6 176.0 ind 4.0 35.7
    Broad whitefish 9.4 3.1 3.1 6.3 0.0 66.0 1.5 0.5 20.6 ind 0.5 58.2
    Bering cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Least cisco 3.1 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.1 0.0 5.5 ind 0.1 58.2
    Humpback whitefish 12.5 6.3 6.3 9.4 6.3 196.4 4.5 1.5 93.5 ind 2.1 51.8
    Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown whitefishes 6.3 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Table 7-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Deering, 2013.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

-continued-
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  Large land mammals 100.0 43.8 37.5 84.4 62.5 56,131.0 1,275.7 439.0 21.3
    Brown bear 3.1 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 118.3 2.7 0.9 1.4 ind 0.0 58.2
    Caribou 100.0 43.8 37.5 71.9 56.3 54,978.0 1,249.5 429.9 404.3 ind 9.2 21.5
    Moose 40.6 9.4 3.1 37.5 12.5 739.8 16.8 5.8 1.4 ind 0.0 58.2
    Muskox 9.4 3.1 3.1 6.3 9.4 295.0 6.7 2.3 1.0 ind 0.0 80.1
  Small land mammals 18.8 18.8 15.6 9.4 3.1 178.9 4.1 1.4 62.8
    Beaver 3.1 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic fox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Red fox 3.1 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 ind 0.1 58.2
    Snowshoe hare 9.4 9.4 9.4 3.1 3.1 161.6 3.7 1.3 64.6 ind 1.5 60.9
    Alaska hare 3.1 6.3 3.1 0.0 0.0 17.3 0.4 0.1 2.8 ind 0.1 106.5
    Muskrat 3.1 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.0 ind 0.3 58.2
    Gray wolf 9.4 12.5 6.3 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 ind 0.1 43.3
    Wolverine 0.0 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Marine mammals 93.8 37.5 18.8 84.4 40.6 9,323.9 211.9 72.9 27.4
    Bearded seal 78.1 34.4 15.6 62.5 31.3 8,258.3 187.7 64.6 28.9 ind 0.7 28.5
    Ringed seal 6.3 6.3 6.3 0.0 3.1 391.9 8.9 3.1 6.9 ind 0.2 41.8
    Spotted seal 15.6 12.5 9.4 6.3 3.1 673.8 15.3 5.3 6.9 ind 0.2 38.4
    Unknown seals 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Walrus 3.1 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Beluga whale 34.4 15.6 0.0 34.4 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Bowhead whale 40.6 0.0 0.0 40.6 18.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Birds and eggs 84.4 40.6 37.5 65.6 34.4 1,943.3 44.2 15.2 22.9
    Unknown eiders 3.1 3.1 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Mallard 25.0 18.8 15.6 12.5 15.6 99.6 2.3 0.8 51.1 ind 1.2 35.7

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb)
Table 7-5.–Page 2 of 4.

Harvest amounta

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvestResource

-continued-
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Birds and eggs, continued 
    Northern pintail 21.9 18.8 15.6 12.5 9.4 125.8 2.9 1.0 80.7 ind 1.8 34.7
    Unknown scaups 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown scoters 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Northern shoveler 6.3 9.4 6.3 3.1 3.1 12.4 0.3 0.1 11.4 ind 0.3 56.7
    Unknown teals 6.3 9.4 6.3 3.1 3.1 11.1 0.3 0.1 21.3 ind 0.5 56.7
    American wigeon 3.1 6.3 0.0 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ducks 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Brant 15.6 9.4 6.3 12.5 9.4 6.5 0.1 0.1 2.8 ind 0.1 56.7
    Unknown 

Canada/cackling geese 62.5 31.3 31.3 43.8 25.0 451.4 10.3 3.5 132.0 ind 3.0 21.6

    Snow goose 9.4 12.5 9.4 6.3 6.3 45.4 1.0 0.4 11.4 ind 0.3 44.7
    White-fronted goose 37.5 28.1 28.1 18.8 21.9 435.3 9.9 3.4 102.7 ind 2.3 36.2
    Tundra (whistling) swan 9.4 9.4 9.4 3.1 6.3 107.9 2.5 0.8 9.6 ind 0.2 37.9
    Sandhill crane 6.3 6.3 6.3 3.1 3.1 102.1 2.3 0.8 15.1 ind 0.3 48.7
    Shorebirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Seabirds, loons, grebes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Spruce grouse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ptarmigans 18.8 18.8 15.6 6.3 9.4 158.1 3.6 1.2 158.1 ind 3.6 33.7
    Snowy owl 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown duck eggs 18.8 18.8 15.6 6.3 12.5 27.8 0.6 0.2 185.6 ind 4.2 33.5
    Unknown goose eggs 28.1 21.9 18.8 18.8 18.8 92.5 2.1 0.7 342.5 ind 7.8 31.1
    Unknown swan eggs 15.6 12.5 9.4 9.4 9.4 13.0 0.3 0.1 20.6 ind 0.5 36.4
    Unknown crane eggs 3.1 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 2.8 ind 0.1 58.2
    Unknown auklet eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown gull eggs 50.0 25.0 21.9 34.4 15.6 149.7 3.4 1.2 499.1 ind 11.3 26.4
    Unknown murre eggs 68.8 21.9 18.8 53.1 15.6 99.5 2.3 0.8 452.3 ind 10.3 28.6
    Unknown puffin eggs 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 4.1 0.1 0.0 13.8 ind 0.3 58.2
    Unknown eggs 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Marine invertebrates 18.8 12.5 12.5 9.4 3.1 124.2 2.8 1.0 57.7 42.3
    Unknown clams 3.1 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 12.4 0.3 0.1 4.1 gal 0.1 58.2
    Unknown king crabs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Table 7-5.–Page 3 of 4.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta
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Marine invertebrates, continued 
    Unknown crabs 12.5 6.3 6.3 9.4 3.1 109.7 2.5 0.9 52.3 ind 1.2 47.5
    Mussels 3.1 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 1.4 gal 0.0 58.2
  Vegetation 93.8 81.3 75.0 59.4 53.1 1,988.7 45.2 15.6 17.5
    Blueberry 84.4 65.6 65.6 28.1 37.5 538.6 12.2 4.2 134.7 gal 3.1 15.9
    Lowbush cranberry 53.1 34.4 34.4 21.9 21.9 157.9 3.6 1.2 39.5 gal 0.9 26.1
    Highbush cranberry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Crowberry 53.1 37.5 37.5 21.9 31.3 284.6 6.5 2.2 71.2 gal 1.6 20.7
    Cloudberry 90.6 68.8 68.8 40.6 46.9 729.7 16.6 5.7 182.4 gal 4.1 15.8
    Raspberry 3.1 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 5.5 0.1 0.0 1.4 gal 0.0 58.2
    Other wild berry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Wild potato 12.5 15.6 9.4 6.3 3.1 20.6 0.5 0.2 5.2 gal 0.1 47.3
    Other beach greens 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Hudson's Bay (Labrador) 

tea 18.8 15.6 15.6 3.1 3.1 12.5 0.3 0.1 12.5 gal 0.3 40.8

    Sourdock 25.0 12.5 12.5 15.6 9.4 214.5 4.9 1.7 214.5 gal 4.9 38.6
    Willow leaves 28.1 18.8 18.8 12.5 9.4 18.9 0.4 0.1 18.9 gal 0.4 32.8
    Other wild greens 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Unknown mushrooms 3.1 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 gal 0.0 58.2
    Stinkweed 6.3 6.3 6.3 0.0 3.1 5.7 0.1 0.0 5.7 gal 0.1 55.8
    Sea lovage 3.1 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Wood 56.3 50.0 50.0 12.5 21.9
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
Note   Resources where the percentage using is greater than the combined received and harvest indicate use from resources obtained during a previous year.

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
b. Pacific halibut was received as a distribution from NANA regional corporation.

Note  For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a nonzero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not calculated for 
species harvested but not eaten.

Harvest amounta

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Table 7-5.–Page 4 of 4.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb)
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households harvested bearded seal, 63% of households reported receiving it, such that 78% of households 
were able to use bearded seal in 2013. In addition to seals, walrus and whale were included in many diets, 
having been received from other communities and then shared within Deering.
Deering hunters said that bearded seals have been more difficult to access in recent years because of changing 
ice conditions (DRG5, DRG4, Table D7-20). One key respondent described the changing conditions in 
detail. He explained that warm weather has decreased the amount of ice and also its character. For several 
years now, ice begins to form, but later, warm and windy weather causes overflow and sandstorms, leaving 
ice that bearded seals do not use:

See the ugruks, they don’t like uh, just any ordinary ice. They don’t like that rotten 
ice. They don’t like the dirty ice…After it start freezing up, the sand is blown over 
from freeze-up, sand blows over, and ice will start melting. All you can see is uh, 
these icebergs with sand on it. But, the ugruks, they love white ice. It’s got to be 
this thick, white ice…They like that kind of ice. (DRG5)

This respondent described how historically, Kotzebue Sound would begin to set in October, freeze solid 
in November, and stay frozen until May. Breakup was less gradual, with thick and brittle ice breaking 
dramatically in the spring: the ice piled up in ridges and created open leads that allowed hunters to access 
the thick, white ice where they could find seals. Since the 1990s, the October freeze-up has been unreliable, 
and since about 2000, even November and December are prone to above-freezing temperatures. Sea ice 
forms slowly and is thinner and more flexible, breaking and refreezing several times in some years. 

So in other words, we got pockets of uh, water out there. It freezes over, breaks up, 
freezes over. So whatever ice that never breaks up is getting thicker. And the young 
ice is just starting to form around it. I always call it the young ice, because it’s not 
very thick any more. I’ve noticed the past, ah, 4 years now, that the ice, ice sheets 
are so huge. Like maybe 6 miles long by maybe a mile wide, or half a mile wide. 
All that, all the heavy ice is in the middle, and all the thin, rotten ice is surrounding 
it. So that thin, rotten ice, never break up for us to get to the solid ice…It used to 
just bust up. Spring we used to have in the past, I mean, it’d just break up to the 
point that you could ride around in the, inside the ice pack. But now you can’t do 
that. (DRG5)

Bearded seal 89%

Ringed seal 4%

Spotted seal 7%

Figure 7-9.–Composition of marine mammal harvest by edible weight, Deering, 2013.
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Because thin or rotten ice is not suitable for boats or for snowmachines, hunting is more difficult and more 
dangerous than in the past. This respondent said that he takes more chances than many hunters: “You got to 
just go see if you can find a lead and try to make your way in” (DRG5) knowing that if the wind changes 
the ice might close behind him. When a boat does get caught in the ice, it has to be pushed up on top before 
it gets frozen in and possibly crushed, but that is not as difficult as it sounds: “…actually, you can just get 
your boat bow to the front on top of the ice and then use your outboard motor to go on top.” The respondent 
only had to do that once, years before the interview. They had to wait about a day: “we just stayed there until 
the ice start spreading apart, till the leads start appearing. Then we made it all the way back out” (DRG5). 
He described a more recent occasion when he saw the ice closing in, so they didn’t take the time to get their 
catch in the boat. Instead, they “pushed the ugruk in the water and we just tied it to the boat till we got to 
open water and put it on ice.” That risk is all “just part of hunting,” he said. 
This respondent said a friend had traveled from Kotzebue to Deering the week before the April interview, 
and: 

He swore he saw an ugruk on the ice already. And that’s very uncommon. You 
know, the ugruks, they travel towards Russia, and down southwest of here, toward 
Gambell, then start coming back up and go back up toward like Point Lay…They 
did research one time, they tag some ugruks and that’s what the pattern was, I 
mean, pretty interesting to see that. (DRG5)

Bearded seals, like the other ice seals, tend to follow the ice edge—north in the spring and south in the fall.10 
The general patterns are holding, but access has become more difficult: “They’re out there, it’s just harder 
to get to them now and you got to, sometimes, go out 3, 4 times—just to get one. Not like back then, you 
could just go out there and one day get, you know, quite a bit” (DRG5). This active hunter said his family’s 
use of seals is still the same, they just have to work harder to get what they need: “What’s changed is the 
ice condition…I mean, we’ve—everybody I’ve been talking with that goes out too, you know, notices that. 
But we just got, we just got to deal with it. I mean, that’s how it’s going to be for the rest of the springs, and, 
you know, we got to expect the same” (DRG5).
Another respondent echoed those comments: 

We hunt bearded seal every spring. And we’ve seen a lot of changes, you know, 
like thin ice, versus thick ice, uh, maybe about 6 years ago when the ice started 
getting thinner, we thought we’d have ugruk but we slowly get to it, couple times 
when we got to it the ice broke and the ugruk would sink cause the ice was so thin, 
and we’re still trying to make our way towards it. It happened to us maybe 3 or 4 
times already—’cause of this, uh, climate change. But yeah, you can see it when 
you’re out there hunting—you can see that black ice verses white ice. That black 
ice is real thin. (DRG4)

One key respondent described a typical hunt. He said there are usually about 6 people in his boat, and 
they all have particular roles. The 2 gunners sit up front in the bow; he sits at the controls as the driver and 
captain of the crew. Two or 3 others are on board to watch for animals and to help haul harvested animals 
into the boat. Seals are prompted to activity with the changing season: “What they do after the ice breaks 
up—the sheets are all over the place—they go on top, what we mostly go after, but we go after the ones that 
are in the water too, it’s what we call swimmers. And it’s when we use a harpoon” (DRG5). 
Bearded seals are the primary target for hunters; they are preferred and also the most abundant species in 
Kotzebue Sound. Spotted seals are also present, but with lower density. One marine mammal hunter said 

10 . Native Village of Kotzebue, Kotzebue IRA. 2014. “Kotzebue Sound 2004–2006 young bearded seal satellite 
tagging project.” Accessed October 20, 2016. 

 http://www.kotzebueira.org/environmental-projects/young-bearded-seal/index.html 
 ADF&G. 2016. “Ice seal research: movements and habitat use studies.” Accessed October 20, 2016. 
 http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=marinemammalprogram.icesealmovements
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that his crew usually gets 1 spotted seal for every 3 or 4 bearded seals they catch. He also said he hadn’t 
gotten a ringed seal since “about 9, 10 years ago. It’s very uncommon to see them here” (DRG5).
He explained that bearded seal blubber was traditionally rendered into seal oil in whiskey barrels, and said 
that spotted seal blubber is ideal as a lid. His family is among the few who continue to use the old wooden 
barrels: the barrels are loaded with chunks of bearded seal blubber, covered with a circle of spotted seal 
blubber, and left in their siġluaq (underground ice cellar). The use of plastic buckets has become more 
common, and the use of ice cellars less so (DRG1, DRG5). This respondent described rendering oil: 

Some people that actually put them in buckets. Water buckets or the 33-gallon 
containers and put them under their homes where it’s cool. And that renders 
faster…But in that process you got to keep stirring it. You got to go out there, 
actually stir it, if you’re going to keep it in plastic containers. (DRG5)

Another key respondent lamented the decline of traditionally-rendered seal oil, saying “They make seal-oil 
but not as—not as good as it used to be, ’cause they—they don’t have those wooden barrels no more like 
they used to. They got the plastic barrels—don’t taste as good” (DRG3). 
During the study year, 1 spotted seal was harvested in April, and bearded and ringed seals were first caught 
in May. More than one-half of the seals were harvested in June, when bearded and spotted seals were most 
heavily targeted, but seals were also taken in July and November (Table D7-7).
Substantial portions of Deering households reported using beluga (34%) and bowhead whale (41%), 
especially considering that no Deering hunters reported harvesting these animals. Whale meat and blubber 
were received from multiple coastal communities including Barrow, Point Hope, Kotzebue, Buckland, 
Nome, Elim, and Savoonga.11 Several hunters (16% of Deering households) reported attempting to hunt 
beluga, some with Buckland hunters at Elephant Point (about 40 miles east of Deering in Eschscholtz Bay).
Figure 7-10 shows the areas where 9 households hunted beluga whale and seals in 2013. The areas are 
nearly identical because once hunters are on Kotzebue Sound, either on frozen or open water, they are often 
watching for both types of marine mammals. The distance traveled for hunting bearded seal (ugruk) “all 
depends on the ice condition…You could go out maybe 2 to 3 miles and get pretty lucky. But sometimes 
you got to go 20, 30 miles and you’ll start running into them” (DRG5). Some distinction between search 
areas is seen in the southeast portions of Figure 7-10, with seal hunting closer to shore in Kugruk Lagoon, 
and beluga hunting in Spafarief Bay.

Large Land Mammals
About 56,131 edible pounds (lb) of large land mammals composed about 66% of Deering’s wild food 
supply in 2013 (Figure 7-7; Table 7-5). Over 400 caribou supplied about 98% of those pounds, and moose, 
muskox, and brown bear made up the remainder (Table 7-5; Figure 7-11).12 Caribou was the most harvested 
and most widely used resource in Deering: caribou provided 65% of the total estimated edible harvest, 
about 1,250 lb per household and 430 lb per capita (Table 7-5). Although only 38% of Deering households 
harvested caribou, 100% of households reported using it. Most key respondents had experience herding 
or processing reindeer and some expressed a preference for reindeer meat over caribou (DRG3, DRG2, 
DRG5, DRG4). Indeed, one hunter reported searching for reindeer among the caribou based upon physical 
characteristics exhibited by reindeer: shorter legs and a darker coat (DRG5). Moose provided about 6 lb 
of meat per capita, and muskox about 2 lb, but these were eaten in far fewer households than caribou. One 
brown bear was harvested in 2013; the estimated 118 lb were used by only 3% of households. Caribou were 
taken by Deering residents in every month except August (Table D7-8). Bull caribou are generally preferred 
in the early fall; cows are targeted from late fall through March because males have a less appealing flavor 
during and following the rut.

11 . A. Godduhn field notes, 2014.
12 . Deering hunters identified some of the animals they had taken as feral reindeer: those animals were included in 

the caribou estimate in this study.
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Deering residents harvested only 1 muskox in 2013. Muskox, extirpated from Alaska by the 1920s, was 
reintroduced to the Seward Peninsula in the 1970s, and the population has expanded:13 “…they let them 
go outside of Nome and little did we know that they grew so fast that they’d start moving into the whole 
northern Seward Peninsula.” (DRG4). Most Deering residents have tried muskox, but some do not like it. 
One key respondent said: 

“[W]e don’t eat them, traditionally, I don’t think. But I’ve tried them. My mother 
tried cooking ’em when we first started hunting them, I guess. I never really cared 
for it; it’s too rich, and too fatty, and too pungent.” (DRG1) 

Some respondents reported liking the meat, and many described the animals’ destructive tendencies: 
shedding animals like to scratch, and without trees to rub against, the muskoxen in Deering often use 
airport lights or grave-markers for scratching posts. The animals are not easily swayed from their intentions, 
and can be extremely problematic (DRG5, DRG3, DRG1, DRG4). Muskoxen sometimes wander into the 
community, where they become agitated and obstinate: 

[T]here was two of them that were in the village. They wouldn’t get out, they 
started kicking dog houses, you know, they started attacking dogs, you know, 
cause their horns are sharp. One just, one swiped a dog, just ripped it all open. So 
we had to dart it, put it to sleep, and we hauled it out, maybe 5 miles out to leave it 
out so it would wake up someplace else. (DRG4)

This respondent had mixed feelings about muskoxen. He described frustration with damage to the graveyard, 
but also how muskoxen had once protected children from a bear:

[T]here was a whole bunch of kids that were swimming up here, about a mile out 
[up the beach], unsupervised, and there was a herd of muskox that were kind of 
like on the edge of the uh, kids that were swimming, and the kids didn’t see a bear 
coming along, and all those muskox just formed a line and moved that bear away 
from the kids. (DRG4) 

13 . See also ADF&G. 2016. “Muskox (Ovibos moschatus) species profile.” Accessed October 20, 2016. 
 http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=muskox.main 

Caribou 98%

Other 2%

Figure 7-11.–Composition of large land mammal harvest by 
edible weight, Deering, 2013.
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“These are tough animals—but they’re good eating,” the respondent said. He described the texture of 
muskox meat as different from caribou—more like beef—and not too strong-flavored if it is harvested just 
before the rut: “…we get it like in, ah, end of October, beginning of November, that’s when they get real 
tender” (DRG4). Much of the meat harvested by Deering hunters is sent to the senior center in Kotzebue, 
“’cause the senior citizens love that muskox” (DRG4). 
Key respondents sometimes referenced predator–prey dynamics in discussing large land mammals. One 
said that when he was herding reindeer in the 1980s, the “only thing you had to worry about was bears” 
(DRG3). He explained that wolves were “unheard of here” until the caribou started returning: “And they 
[caribou] used to start coming this way and, start taking the reindeer and the wolves start coming around 
too. Following ’em” (DRG3). Predator populations increased because with no reindeer herds to protect, the 
local harvest of wolf and brown bear declined (DRG3, DRG4).
Deering and Shishmaref respondents stated that more caribou are spending summers on the Seward 
Peninsula in recent years; they suggest that these less-migratory animals likely represent descendants of 
reindeer that were lost to the caribou herd (DRG3, DRG4, DRG5). One said, “Reindeer follow ’em [the 
caribou] but they, they—but they come back next year, and sometimes they only stay up north one year 
and they come back and—you know when they migrate back down they don’t want to go back up again. 
They just stay here, the reindeer” (DRG3). Another commented that “Lot of them walk back, walk back on 
their own when they try to follow the caribou herd you know cause their legs are shorter. A lot of them get 
tired and they just stop there and rest a couple days and slowly meander their way back to where they came 
from” (DRG4).
Twelve Deering households identified their large land mammal hunting areas in 2013, which covered 
extensive territory (Figure 7-12). The total area used for hunting caribou and reindeer was especially 
large, stretching almost continuously from the Goodhope River to western portions of the Buckland River 
drainage and the coastal flats along Spafarief Bay; at least one household also searched part of the Baldwin 
Peninsula. 

Small Land Mammals
Small land mammals made up a very small portion of the edible harvest for Deering in 2013: about 179 lb 
composed entirely of snowshoe and Alaska hares (Table 7-5). Ninety percent of the small land mammal 
harvest, 162 lb of snowshoe hare, was used by about 9% of households (Figure 7-13). The other 17 lb was 
the more elusive “jackrabbit” (Alaska hare); about 3 of these animals were used by 3% of households. One 
key respondent explained a difference he has seen in the hare population:

This winter, we never see the rabbits like we used to. We saw them last year, but 
this year we don’t. They’re not around. I don’t have no idea what’s going on with 
those rabbits because, you know, they’ve always been around and now they’re to 
the point that no one’s even seen them. And usually every spring that, you know, 
you can see that ptarmigan. We see ptarmigan, we see the rabbits. (DRG5) 

An estimated 11 muskrats, 4 gray wolves, and 3 red foxes were also harvested and used for their fur (Figure 
7-14). 
Small land mammals were harvested in all months except July and August, especially March (Table D7-
9). Some households traveled long distances in pursuit of them, mostly in the Inmachuk and Kugruk river 
drainages, but also into the upper Koyuk and Candle river drainages (Figure 7-15). The coastal flats along 
Spafarief Bay were also used. 
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Figure 7-12.–Large land mammal hunting areas, Deering, 2013.
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Snowshoe hare 90%

Alaska hare 10%

Figure 7-13.–Composition of small land mammal harvest by edible weight, Deering, 
2013.
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Salmon 
According to household survey data, 11,214 edible pounds (lb) of salmon accounted for 74% of the fish 
harvest and 13% of Deering’s wild food supply by weight in 2013 (Figure 7-7; Table 7-5). Just over one-
half were identified as chum salmon (1,309 fish), which provided about 58% of the salmon harvest by 
weight (6,568 lb; Table 7-5; Figure 7-16). Salmon contributed 88 lb per capita to the total harvest in Deering 
in 2013, including about 51 lb per capita of chum salmon, 21 lb of pink salmon, 13 lb of coho salmon, and 
2 lb of sockeye salmon. 
Setnets were the primary gear used to catch salmon, but beach seines were also used (Table D7-10; Figure 
7-17). Some of the salmon were caught with rod and reel gear, including the single Chinook salmon and 
a few of each other species. Most sockeye salmon were retained from commercial catches, probably in 
Kotzebue. 
Deering residents fished for salmon on both sides of the Deering Spit and along most of the lower 10 miles 
of the Inmachuk River (Figure 7-18). Fishing also occurred along the coast about 8 miles west of Deering, 
as well as near Candle, 25 miles east southeast of Deering. 
Deering respondents noted changes to salmon populations, primarily increases in coho (“silver”) salmon 
and Chinook (“king”) salmon over recent decades. However, coho salmon have since established spawning 
runs in the Buckland River, and Chinook salmon are also found there. In the 1970s, an August run of 
salmon, recognized by local residents as “silvers,” was identified as chum salmon by ADF&G (Sobelman 
1984). Some misidentification of late chum salmon as coho salmon, or vice versa, may have occurred 
in this study despite identification guides and staff attempts to properly characterize harvest. However, 
some respondents were familiar with species identification; one respondent noted the change in species 
composition over the years: 

…and then the coho and the king salmon started hitting our river up here because 
of the, because of that water’s so warm out here, it raises maybe 2 to 3 degrees 
every year. And that’s, that’s where they like being, like that cool water when they 
travel, they don’t like that hot water, that, middle of summer is hot out there. So 
a lot of these fish are heading north where it’s cooler where they can travel better 
and find their feed. (DRG4)

Chum salmon 58%

Coho salmon 15%

Pink salmon 24%

Sockeye salmon 2%
Other 1%

Figure 7-16.–Composition of salmon harvest by edible weight, Deering, 2013.
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Prior to the introduction of snowmachines in the 1960s, salmon was a major source of food for dogs: “Used 
to be every, everybody had a net out, back then, before the—back then they used to—everybody fed their 
dogs fish too. Yeah, but that all faded out when the snowmachine came. Mostly humpies—ah, pinks and 
chums” (DRG3). There were no reports of salmon being used solely to feed dogs in this study (Table D7-
11).

Nonsalmon Fish
About 3,921 edible pounds (lb) of nonsalmon fish composed 26% of the fish harvest and 5% of Deering’s 
estimated wild food supply by weight in 2013 (Figure 7-7; Table 7-5). Two species of nonsalmon fish 
provided the bulk of the harvest: over 1,600 lb of Dolly Varden (33%, 13 lb per capita) and 968 lb of 
sheefish (25%, 8 lb per capita; Table 7-5; Figure 7-19). Three other nonsalmon fish species each contributed 
small amounts to the per capita harvest: northern pike (4 lb), burbot (3 lb), and humpback whitefish (2 lb). 
Arctic grayling, broad whitefish, and saffron cod (locally “tomcod”) contributed less than 1 lb each to the 
per capita harvest. Smelts were received, mostly from Buckland, where a smelt run is avidly harvested for 
just a few days each spring.14 The harvest of saffron cod (known locally as “tomcod”) was hindered in 2013 
by poor ice conditions in the fall:

And by the time it did get thick, where we could stand on it, it was too late. The 
tomcods were gone already. They already laid their eggs so we had to send for 
tomcods from Kotzebue, ’cause we had a warm fall, real warm. It didn’t, our ice 
didn’t freeze till maybe October, end of October towards November. Cause we had 
rain instead of snow. (DRG4)

This key respondent said that catches include some Arctic cod and, increasingly, blue cod (DRG4). Other 
changes in the availability of nonsalmon fish species were described during surveys and interviews. Most 
notably, sheefish and broad whitefish have become locally available, as further described in the comparisons 
section of this chapter.

14 . Braem, N., A. Brenner, E. Mikow, S. Wilson, A. Godduhn, A. Trainor, and M.L. Kostick. In prep. Key subsistence 
fisheries in 8 Northwest Alaska communities. Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence.
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Figure 7-17.–Salmon harvests by gear type, Deering, 2013.
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Set gillnet was the primary method used to catch nonsalmon fishes; the “other method,” next most common, 
was mostly jigging through the ice with a hook and line (Table D7-12; Figure 7-20). Traditionally and still, 
sheefish are caught by jigging at Hotham Inlet (“Kobuk Lake”) in March and April (Figure 7-21). However, 
one key respondent stated that they catch more sheefish around Deering now than they did in the past. He 
explained, “a lot of times we get a lot of the sheefish in our nets just right after ice breaks up you know, 
following the salmon. You know, maybe 6 years now we’ve been getting, get the sheefish down there [the 

Saffron cod 1%

Burbot 10%

Dolly Varden 41%

Arctic grayling 3%

Northern pike 13%

Sheefish 25% Broad whitefish 2%
Humpback whitefish 

5%
Other <1%

Figure 7-19.–Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest by edible weight, Deering, 
2013.
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Figure 7-20.–Nonsalmon fish harvests by gear type, Deering, 2013.
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ocean-side beach]” (DRG4). This respondent said that in recent years they had also been catching broad 
whitefish incidentally in salmon nets. Most nonsalmon fishing occurred along the Deering spit and in the 
Inmachuk and Kugruk rivers.
Similarly to salmon, nonsalmon fish are no longer caught to support dog teams; just a few saffron cods were 
used to feed dogs in 2013 (Table D7-11).

Marine Invertebrates
Marine invertebrates provided an estimated total of 124 lb of food, primarily unknown crab (110 lb; 88% of 
the marine invertebrates harvest; Table 7-5; Figure 7-22). Respondents said that the crab had been caught 
incidentally in gillnets set for salmon. These crabs were described as small and pink, and they were both 
consumed and given to dogs. A few households gathered clams or mussels; the few edible pounds provided 
a treat within those households. One key respondent has noticed an increase in the amount of shrimps found 
in bearded seal stomachs (DRG4). Shellfish were collected along the beach or caught in fish nets west of 
Deering (Figure 7-23).

Birds and Eggs
About 600 birds and 1,500 eggs provided almost 1 ton of food (1,943 lb), about 80% of which was birds 
(Table 7-5; Figure 7-24). Canada or cackling goose was the most harvested bird by weight, and also the 
most widely shared bird. White-fronted goose was harvested and given away by nearly as many households, 
but was not as widely used. Several respondents said that migratory birds have been arriving in the area 
earlier than they did in the past; spring bird hunting had already begun when project fieldwork occurred 
there in April of 2014. “We shouldn’t be seeing birds till um, maybe second week of May,” noted one key 
respondent (DRG5). Ptarmigans are the primary birds targeted in winter, until migratory birds begin to 
appear in the spring and are avidly pursued (Table D7-13). 
Bird egg harvests were not tracked by season, but eggs are sought in spring and summer. An estimated 
500 gull eggs were harvested by 22% of households, and made up 8% of the birds and eggs harvest (Table 
7-5; Figure 7-24).  Collecting eggs is a popular activity in Deering (DRG5, DRG1, DRG4). Murre (locally 
called “crowbill”) eggs, were among the most widely sought eggs, and were the most widely shared: more 
than one-half of households reported receiving them. People appreciate receiving eggs: 

Unknown clams 
10%

Unknown crabs 88%

Mussels 2%

Figure 7-22.–Composition of marine invertebrate harvest by edible weight, Deering, 
2013.
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… a lot of our young people, they started taking over now. They’re out there 
getting those eggs and bringing them to the village. They start sharing—like me, 
you know, a lot of times I couldn’t go out last year so they ended up giving them 
to me or one of my older cousins. (DRG4)

Bluffs and wetlands of southern Kotzebue Sound offer ample nesting grounds for shorebird and waterfowl 
populations. Abundant bluffs along the shore of Kotzebue Sound, such as those found at nearby Cape 
Deceit have been used to collect murre eggs for many years, including in 2013 (Figure 7-25; DRG4). 
Multiple additional areas of coastal and riverine wetlands were used for hunting birds and eggs. Particular 
habitats determine which species are available at a given location. The sites identified are relatively small 
and discrete, indicating that the households using the areas went specifically for bird hunting.

Vegetation
Approximately 1 ton of edible vegetation was collected by Deering residents in 2013 (Table 7-5). Much 
of this was shared, so 94% of the community used berries and other vegetation in the study year. Two 
percent of the total harvest by edible weight was made up of plants (Figure 7-8) and 86% of that was berries 
(Figure 7-26). Deering residents picked 182 gallons of cloudberry (locally “salmonberry”), 135 gallons 
of blueberry, 71 gallons of crowberry (locally “blackberry”), and 40 gallons of lowbush cranberry (Table 
7-5). The berry harvest amounted to about 13 lb of berries per capita (6 lb cloudberry, 4 lb blueberry, 2 lb 
crowberry, and 1 lb lowbush cranberry). At least one household reported harvest of raspberries, a species 
not listed on the survey form. Two key respondents talked about variability in berry picking. 

I’ve noticed some years we’ll have a really good year with everything—blueberries, 
blackberries, cranberries, salmonberries. And then a year or two later there will be 
next to nothing…Yeah, some years there won’t be any salmonberries and we’ll have 
to go up 25 miles up the road to get it. Last year [2013] was a good salmonberries 
season. We just go, follow the creek and bring home a 5-gallon bucket. (DRG1)

Mallard 5%

Northern pintail 7%

Unknown 
Canada/cackling goose 

23%

Snow goose 2%

White-fronted goose 
22%

Tundra (whistling) 
swan 6%

Sandhill crane 5%

Unknown ptarmigans 
8% Unknown goose eggs 

5%

Unknown gull eggs 8%

Unknown murre eggs 
5%

Other 4%

Figure 7-24.–Composition of bird harvest by edible weight, Deering, 2013.
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She added that birds eat the berries if people don’t get to them, and “…birds like to watch for people go 
out and pick and then they’ll go to your spot and eat your berries” (DRG1). Another respondent said that 
berry plants rely on a thick snowpack for insulation; 2013 had not been bad because there had been some 
snow before the temperature dropped. He predicted a poor berry year in 2014 because winter rains and other 
conditions prevented good snow cover. 

And, ah, when that impacts the...tundra too if there’s no snow. It gets to the point 
that temperatures, say 30 below, and then all the vegetation that’s in there that is 
covered by the snow as a blanket, could protect it. We’re probably not going to 
have no berries in that area. We won’t have no other greens that we pick. So, if 
this keeps up we’re not going to have no vegetation on the tundra for, you know, 
berries too. (DRG5)

Deering households harvested 257 gallons of other plants and greens, about 272 edible pounds, or 2 lb 
per capita (Table 7-5). The bulk of that harvest (215 lb) was sourdock, which was harvested by 13% of 
households and used by 25%. About 5 gallons of wild potato (locally masu) were picked, adding 21 lb to 
the vegetation harvest and 0.2 lb to the per capita harvest. Willow leaves (locally sura), picked in the spring 
and stored in seal oil for year-round use, was the most widely used green.
Figure 7-27 shows areas used by Deering residents to harvest berries and greens during the study year. 
Residents ranged as far as more than 30 miles away from the community, and searched along the Inmachuk 
and Kugruk river drainages.

harveSt aSSeSSMentS

The survey asked respondents to assess their households’ harvests in 2 ways. The first question asked 
respondents whether their household used less, about the same amount, or more of 8 resource categories 
in the study year as in recent years. The second asked whether they had gotten “enough” of each of those 
categories. The survey also asked each household to assess its overall use of subsistence resources in the 
same manner. If a household reported a change in use (through a “less” or “more” response) the respondent 
was asked why. When respondents said they had not gotten enough of a resource category, they were asked 

Berries 86%

Plants and greens 
14%

Mushrooms
<1%

Figure 7-26.–Composition of vegetation harvest by edible weight, 
Deering, 2013.
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a series of follow-up questions to determine what species was needed, why the household did not get 
enough and the severity of the impact to the household Researchers characterized comments describing 
these differences and grouped them for analysis. 
Together, Figure 7-28 and Figure 7-29 provide a broad overview of households’ assessments of their 
harvests in 2013. Percentages do not include households that did not answer the question or reported that 
they do not ordinarily use the resource. Therefore, these figures only reflect the responses of households 
that ordinarily use a resource and provided an answer. Some households that do typically use a resource 
category simply did not answer all questions. Table D7-14 provides additional data supporting Figure 7-28.
With regard to subsistence resources overall, 75% of Deering households said they had used the same 
or more in 2013 as in recent years, and 88% said they had gotten enough subsistence foods in 2013. 
Conversely, 25% reported using less subsistence resources overall than in recent years and 13% said they 
had not had enough subsistence resources in 2013. 
The most-cited reason for overall shortfalls was weather and environmental conditions (Table D7-15). 
Resources overall were also reported to be less available or too far away, or there was less sharing or a lack 
of effort. Those households that used more resources overall said they needed, received, or tried more, or 
that resources were more available (Table D3-16).
For most resource categories, more respondents said they had used the same or more of a resource category 
than said they used less (Figure 7-28; Table D7-14). However, that was not the case for either fish category. 
Salmon was the resource category named most frequently as in short supply: nearly 70% of households 
reported less use and almost 40% said that they had not gotten enough (figures 7-28 and 7-29). Of nonsalmon 
fish, just more than one-half of households said that they had used less, and just more than one-quarter said 
they had not had enough. 
Vegetation was also reported to be in short supply: 22% of households reported using less vegetation than 
in recent years, and it was the only resource for which the same percentage reported not getting enough 
(figures 7-28 and 7-29). The same percentage (22%) reported using less marine mammals than in recent 
years, although only 9% of households reported that they did not have enough in 2013. This seems to 
indicate that the shortage of berries was more problematic than the shortage of marine mammals.
Many reasons for using less salmon were given but the most frequently cited reason was weather and 
environmental conditions (Table D7-16). Others named lower resource availability (19%), a lack of 
equipment (19%), less sharing (14%), lack of effort (10%), or a lack of time because of work (10%). Those 
reporting more use of salmon said that they had received more or had fixed or gotten equipment (Table 
D7-17). Nonsalmon fish was mostly reported to be less available, and weather was also a problem (Table 
D7-16). Households that used more nonsalmon fish said they had either received more or had increased 
their effort (Table D7-17). 
Most households reporting shortfalls of vegetation cited personal reasons; others cited work schedules, a 
lack of effort, or a lack of need (Table D7-16). Weather was good for berry growth and picking, however, 
and some households reported collecting more vegetation than usual; others reported receiving more (Table 
D7-17). About one-half of respondents giving reasons for marine mammal shortfalls cited weather and 
environmental conditions, and 2 key respondents spoke at length about changing ice conditions that make 
hunting for ugruk and other marine mammals more difficult (DRG4, DRG5, Table D7-16). Respondents 
reporting using more marine mammals said their household had received more, needed more, or increased 
their effort (Table D7-17).
Fish and berries dominate the list resources that households needed, although the major mammals are 
found there as well (Table D7-18). The greatest percentages of households reported needing more chum 
salmon (19%) and coho salmon (16%), followed by many species or categories of wild foods cited by at 
least 1 household each. Surveyors in Deering had very few responses to the question of what had been done 
differently to make up for named shortages: the total of 4 responses included making do without, using 
more of other subsistence foods, or acquiring public assistance (Table D7-19).
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Figure 7-28.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Deering, 2013.
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Food Security

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions 
intended to assess their household’s food security, 
defined as, “access by all people at all times to 
enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-
Jensen et al. 2012). The food security questions 
were modeled after those developed by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) but modified 
by ADF&G to account for differences in access 
to subsistence and store-bought foods. Based on 
their responses to these questions, households 
were broadly categorized as being food secure or 
food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel 
et al. 2000). Food secure households were broken 
down further into 2 subcategories—high or 
marginal food security. Food insecure households 
were divided into 2 subcategories: low food 
security or very low food security.
Households in the high food security category 
did not report any food access problems or 
limitations. Households in the marginal food 
security category reported 1 or 2 instances of food 
access problems or limitations—typically anxiety 
over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but gave little or no indication of 
changes in diets or food intake. Households in the low food security category reported reduced quality, 
variety, or desirability of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication of reduced food intake. Households 
classified as having very low food security were those that reported multiple instances of disrupted eating 
patterns and reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012). 
Food security results for surveys for Deering, the state of Alaska, and the United States are summarized in 
Figure 7-30. Based on their responses to these questions, 19% of responding households in Deering were 
categorized as food insecure, a higher percentage than for Alaska and for the United States.
Core questions and responses from Deering residents are summarized in Figure 7-31. About the same 
percentage of Deering households reported a variety of food insecure conditions. About one-quarter of 
respondents reported that the following conditions were true for their household at least once in 2013: they 
had worried about having enough food, they had run out of food and could not get more, they lacked the 
resources to get food, and the adults had eaten less than they should have (Figure 7-30). A slightly higher 
percentage of households said they had run out of store-bought foods (29%) than subsistence foods (26%). 
A lower percentage (17%) reported that they had cut the size of their meals, ate less than they should have, 
were hungry but did not eat, or lost weight because there had not been enough food at least once. In the 
most severe cases of food insecurity, about 8% of households reported that adults in the house had not eaten 
for a whole day. 
Figure 7-32 portrays the mean number of food insecure conditions per household by food security category 
and by month for Deering in 2013. Food security was steady for food secure households, although some 
reported food insecure conditions in February and also in the autumn. Low food security households 
generally reported the most food insecure conditions in the summer, especially in August, and experienced 
some relief in the fall. Low food security households also reported many insecure conditions in December, 
but the late winter (January–April) shows the fewest food insecure conditions. The very low food security 
households reported a consistent number of food insecure conditions through most of the year, and a 
dramatic increase of insecure conditions in the autumn.
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Figure 7-33 shows the months during which households reported running out of food. About 20% of 
households reported running out of store-bought foods in most months, increasing to 25% of households 
in December. The increase of households reporting running out of store-bought food in October despite 
the distribution of the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend that month may be associated with weather-related 
delays in deliveries to the store than with running out of money or food stamps. Subsistence food shortages 
were most widespread in the summer of 2013, especially August. The fewest reports of food insecurity in 
the study year occurred during the month of January. 

houSehold SPecialization in reSource harveSting

Previous studies (Magdanz et al. 2009; Wolfe 1987; Wolfe et al. 2010) have shown that in most rural Alaska 
communities, a relatively small portion of households produces most of the community’s fish and wildlife 
harvests, which they share with other households. A recent study of 3,265 households in 66 rural Alaska 
communities found that about 33% of the households accounted for 76% of subsistence harvests (Wolfe et 
al. 2010). Although overall the set of very productive households was diverse, factors that were associated 
with higher levels of subsistence harvests included larger households with a pool of adult male labor, higher 
wage income, involvement in commercial fishing, and community location.
As shown in Figure 7-34, during the study year in Deering, about 16% of the community’s households 
harvested 68% of the estimated wild food (in edible pounds). In fact, about 30% of Deering households 
harvested 90% of the resources. Although it appears that about 60% of households harvested almost 100% 
of the resources, another 24% harvested small amounts of food. About 16% of households did not report 
harvesting any wild resources. Further analysis of the study findings, beyond the scope of this report, might 
identify characteristics of the highly productive households in Deering and the other study communities. 

Wild Food netWorkS

Although subsistence harvest surveys collect information based on individual households, in reality, much 
of the production (harvest and processing) of subsistence foods is achieved by households working together. 
This cooperation is often organized based on kinship in the manner of traditional Iñupiaq communities. 
The organization of the contemporary mixed market-subsistence economies that characterize rural Alaska 
communities has been documented ethnographically by numerous researchers. Of particular interest for 
northwestern Alaska are reports from Anderson (1977), Burch (1988), Ellanna (1983), Langdon and Worl 
(1981), Magdanz (1990), Magdanz et al. (2002), Wolfe and Walker (1987), Wolfe and Ellanna (1983), and 
Fall (1990). 
In addition to cooperation between households in the production of wild foods, the distribution of wild 
foods between households through sharing typically plays a major role in subsistence economies throughout 
rural Alaska. The importance of sharing extends beyond the practical utility of distributing food within a 
community: it has strong cultural implications, as well. The act of sharing promotes connection, respect, 
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continuity, and value for a traditional way of life; it has both economic and cultural significance for villages. 
Food is also distributed, to a lesser extent, through barter and customary trade (Chan et al. 2006; Charnley 
1984; Kari 1983; Lonner 1980; Magdanz and Wolfe 1988; Magdanz 1988; Pete 1991; Schroeder et al. 
1987; Stickney 1984; Stokes 1985; Wolfe and Magdanz 1993).
Previous studies have found a positive association between the ages of household heads and the amount of 
subsistence foods harvested. Household characteristics associated with higher food production include the 
presence of multiple working-age males, involvement with commercial fishing, and higher wage incomes. 
Characteristics common to lower producing households included female household heads, age of elders, 
non-Native household heads, and single household heads (Wolfe et al. 2010). Household “developmental 
cycles” (i.e., the relative age or “maturity” of household heads and number of productive household 
members) have also been associated with harvests. 
In this study, respondents were asked who had harvested and processed the subsistence foods used by the 
household during the year. If a resource was received, the respondent was asked from which household 
in the community it was received. Confidentiality was preserved by using random identification numbers 
for documentation. If the resource was received from a household in another community, the name of that 
community was recorded. 
Figure 7-35 shows a network of wild foods production15 in Deering, which includes households in other 
Alaska communities. The figure is a partial representation of sharing, barter, and trade in the study year 
because it only documents instances of support into the 32 surveyed households. Symbol shapes depict 
the type of household; colors show the age of heads of household, and symbol size is scaled to indicate 
the amount of a household’s subsistence harvest in 2013 by edible weight. Arrows show the direction of 

15 . Exchanges may be goods (subsistence foods) or services (labor, i.e. harvesting or processing of subsistence foods).
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support; thicker lines indicate multiple instances. Households or communities near the center of the figure 
were the most active in the network—either by receiving food or services from others, or being identified 
as a source by other surveyed households.
In Deering, 32 households were surveyed and all respondents identified at least 1 other household as a 
source of resources or support; some of those other households were not surveyed but are included among 
the 50 Deering households on the sharing network diagram in grey. Resources and support also came from 
at least 16 other communities from Mountain Village to Barrow—especially Kotzebue, Buckland, and Point 
Hope. As in many communities, couples were generally more productive than single-headed households. 
In Deering, mature and young couples were most central to the network; an elder couple also showed very 
high productivity. Responding households reported 490 instances of support, about 10% of which came 
from other communities. Although Kotzebue was cited for 2 more instances of support, Buckland is more 
central in the diagram because households there provided support to more households in Deering.

coMParing harveStS and uSeS in 2013 With PreviouS yearS

Harvest Data
In addition to respondent assessments, comparisons between this and previous studies can provide insight 
to patterns of subsistence harvest and use over time in Deering. A comprehensive subsistence harvest 
survey comparable to the present study was conducted for the 1994 study year (Magdanz et al. 2002), a bird 
harvest survey for 1997 (Georgette 2000) and big game surveys for 2007 and 2011 (Braem 2011; Mikow 
et al. 2014). Deering has participated in other studies conducted by ADF&G (Cunningham 1976; Georgette 
2000; Sobelman 1984).  
Comparisons of the estimated annual harvest in different study years must be considered relative to the 
number of people to account for changes in population—that is, in either edible pounds (lb) per capita or 
animals per capita. In 1994, about 99,000 lb of wild food was used by 148 people in 44 households. In 2013, 
about 85,000 lb was used by about 128 people in 43 households. The slight population decline between 
those years results in per capita estimates that are nearly the same: 672 lb in 1994 and 663 lb in 2013. 
A closer look, however, shows substantial differences between 1994 and 2013 (Figure 7-36). In particular, 
the relative harvest of large land mammals in 2013 (56,131 lb, 439 lb per capita) was roughly double that 
of 1994 (27,768 lb, 188 lb per capita; Table 7-5).16 Contrarily, the 2013 harvests of salmon (11,214 lb, 88 lb 
per capita) and marine mammals (9,324 lb, 73 lb per capita) came to less than one-half of the 1994 harvests. 
The practical effect of these changes is that the bulk of the 1994 harvests was nearly evenly split between 
marine mammals, large land mammals, and salmon supplemented with other species, while in 2013, two-
thirds of the harvest was made up of large land mammals, 13% was salmon, and 11% was marine mammals 
(Figure 7-8).17 Overall, increased access to Western Arctic caribou coupled with decreased marine mammal 
and salmon harvests may indicate a shift in dependence on those animals. 

Marine Mammals
In both 1994 and 2014, bearded seal was the largest single contributor to marine mammal harvests. Bearded 
seal is the largest species of seal and the most popular for food at Deering. The 2013 harvest (29 seals, 0.2 
per capita) was less than one-half that of 1994 (75 seals, 0.5 per capita; Table 7-5).18 When seals from both 
studies are converted to edible weight with the factors used in this study, the difference is 80 lb per person. 
Fewer spotted seals were also harvested in the most recent study period (7 seals, 0.1 per capita) than in 
1994 (29 seals, 0.2 per capita). Ringed seal harvests were similar in the 2 study periods (8 in 1994 and 7 in 
2013). Deering hunters also harvested a single walrus in 1994 and none in 2013. There were no reports of 
hunting or harvesting walrus in 2013. Walruses have never been abundant in Kotzebue Sound, and were not 

16 . ADF&G CSIS.
17 . Some of the differences can be attributed to conversion factor revisions associated with this study period that lower 

the general and age class specific factors used for certain species, most notably, bearded seals.
18 . ADF&G CSIS.
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a focus of Deering hunters, but they used to sometimes ride into the sound on ice floes. One key respondent 
said that Deering hunters now have to travel to Shishmaref to hunt walrus; “the walrus are hardly coming 
in anymore, ’cause our ice is too thin…[T]hey need at least 8-foot-thick ice to climb on. ’Cause just riding 
on 4-feet-thick ice, it’ll just—there’re so many of them that the ice will just break, break on them” (DRG4). 
Walrus meat and kauk (skin) have long been an item of trade between Deering and other communities with 
better access to walrus: “…we used lots from either Shishmaref or Nome,” said one respondent.  “Lotta 
walrus meat. Kauk, what they call it, yep. Mostly in trade [barter]” (DRG3). 
Historically, Elephant Point was a major beluga hunting site where families from multiple communities, 
especially Buckland and Deering, worked cooperatively (Lucier and VanStone 1995; Morseth 1997). Neither 
1994 nor 2013 shows a beluga whale harvest by Deering hunters. Beluga whale migration patterns and 
abundance in Kotzebue Sound changed dramatically over the course of a few decades beginning in the late 
1970s (Huntington 1999; Morseth 1997). “While belugas were once hunted from Sissauliq and Kotzebue 
to Escholtz Bay and Kiwalik, they are now seen only infrequently in the area” (Huntington 1999:54). It was 
believed that hunters in Kotzebue Sound harvest belugas from the Eastern Chukchi Sea stock of beluga, but 
recent studies suggest they may be a separate stock19; Alaska Beluga Whale Committee data shows only 2 
beluga whales harvested by Deering between 1987 and 2006 (Frost and Suydam 2010:295). The reasons for 
the decline in beluga are not well understood. Local residents offered several explanations including, “the 

19 . North Slope Borough. 2017. “Beluga whale stocks in Alaska.” Accessed February 9, 2017. http://www.north-
slope.org/departments/wildlife-management/co-management-organizations/alaska-beluga-whale-committee
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old folks told everybody one time that ‘if you keep fighting over these belugas, they’re never going to be 
around ever again.’ Sure enough that’s happened” (DRG5). Another said:

Because of this change that we’ve been seeing [thinning ice] a lot of whales have 
been passing by along the beach here. And we’ve been lucky to hunt beluga here 
now and then. But then, along that, there’s a lot of sightings of the orca whale that 
come up north now. They—we’d never see big herds of orca that travel up north. 
They’re coming farther north ’cause there’s not much ice for them—[easy] to be 
traveling. (DRG4) 

The history of hunting beluga whales in Kotzebue Sound is extensive, and success has been highly variable 
over decades (Alaska Beluga Whale Committee 2008). A recent increase of killer whales (Orcinus orca) 
in the sound has become the subject of study for researchers who had intended to study the reduced beluga 
population: “It turns out when we look at our data what we found was mainly killer whales. So that’s why 
the project quickly became a killer whale project.”20 
Although no trend can be established using only 2 data points, harvest data and local observations suggest 
that ice conditions have made harvesting more difficult in recent years (DRG 4, DRG5, Table D7-20). This 
may account for changes in patterns of sharing. Although the percentage of households harvesting marine 
mammals in 2013 (16%) was less than one-half of that in 1994 (49%), they were widely shared resulting 
in similarly high percentages of households using them in 2013 (92% in 1994; 94% in 2013; Table 7-5).21 
Some key respondents said that seals are less available, but that problems were more often related to ice 
conditions and access than the presence or absence of animals.   

Land mammals
Caribou accounted for the vast majority of large land mammal harvest in all study years. Harvests have 
steadily increased since 1994 (Figure 7-37) to 404 caribou (3.2 per capita) in 2013. No estimate of annual 
moose harvest has ever approached the level in 1994 (15 moose). No harvests occurred in 2007 or 2011, 
and just 1 moose was harvested in 2013. 
Two studies have documented limited use of brown bear for food by Deering residents (Georgette 2001; 
Loon and Georgette 1989). Bear hunting has been a specialized activity undertaken by a small number of 
men:

In Deering, a small group of men actively hunted brown bears for subsistence 
uses. The community’s average annual harvest was estimated by local residents 

20 . J. Eurich. January 27, 2016. “New arrivals in Kotzebue Sound preying on belugas.” Accessed October 21, 2016. 
http://www.alaskapublic.org/2016/01/27/new-arrivals-in-kotzebue-sound-preying-on-belugas/

21 . ADF&G CSIS.
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to be three to ten bears. Most bear hunting took place in spring and fall with some 
residents participating in den hunting. (Georgette 2001)

The 1994 estimate of 4 brown bears harvested is similar to local estimates of 3 to 10 bears a year described 
in the 1998 study (Georgette 2001:32); 2 brown bears were harvested in 2007 and 0 were harvested in 2011 
(Braem 2011; Mikow et al. 2014). Key respondents for this project explained decreased harvests as a result 
of the end of reindeer herding: without reindeer herds to protect, hunting brown bears has declined (DRG3, 
DRG4). One added that “hardly anybody hunts bear for their food anymore. Just for the skin” (DRG3). 
Deering hunters harvested 1 brown bear in 2013, and it was used for food (Table 7-5). 

Salmon
Salmon harvests in 2013 (11,214 lb) came to less than one-half of the 1994 harvest (27,000 lb; Table 7-5).22 
In pounds per capita, the harvest of salmon in 2013 (88 lb per capita) was about 47% of the 1994 harvest 
(188 lb per capita). The composition of harvest was similar: slightly more than one-half of the salmon 
were chum salmon (57% in 1994 and 52% in 2013), and about one-third were pink salmon (34% in 1994 
and 33% in 2013); the remainder was mostly made up of unknown salmon in 1994 (7%) and coho salmon 
in 2013 (13%). However, fishers caught only 40% as many chum salmon and 44% as many pink salmon 
in 2013 as in 1994. Coho harvests were 3 times higher in 2013 (327 fish) compared to 1994 (80 fish), 
however, there were many more salmon of unknown species harvested in 1994 (370 fish) than 2013 (14 
fish). As in other parts of Arctic Area, species identification is a challenge because local understandings of 
species do not always match scientific ones; moreover, all salmon are “silver” before they take on spawning 
colors (Mikow et al. 2016). Drawing conclusions about changing abundance based upon harvest history at 
Deering is thus problematic. As Sobelman (1984) explained:

Deering residents recognize three major salmon runs in the Inmachuk River. 
Beginning in July, humpies appear followed by chums, and then silvers from mid-
August to mid-September. Little documentation exists regarding the presence of 
silver salmon in the Inmachuk River. Although the 1974–75 study (Cunningham 
1976) does not mention silver salmon at all, the mid-August-September run of 
salmon identified by the author as chum are most likely what residents recognize 
as silver salmon. Some residents recognize two runs of silvers: first the bigger 
“Kotzebue” salmon, followed by the smaller more abundant “Deering” salmon. 
(Sobelman 1984:8)

It is likely that some are present in the Inmachuk River; but perhaps not in such numbers as constitute a 
“run.” Deering residents report seeing and catching more coho salmon, and a spawning run of these fish has 
been verified on the Buckland River.23 
Similarly, Chinook salmon has been verified as present in the Buckland, Kobuk, and Noatak rivers although 
no spawning grounds have been identified, and Deering residents have noticed these changes: “Mostly 
chum. Chum. Chum, ah, silvers, we started getting a lot of silvers here now. A lot of silver, you know, got 
Chinook. But we’d never catch before” (DRG4). Little was said by respondents about recent changes in 
abundance of Chinook salmon around Deering, only that they do not get the really big ones (DRG3, DRG4). 

Nonsalmon Fish
Nonsalmon fishing provided outdoor activity and dietary variation in both study years. The composition 
of the nonsalmon harvest was dramatically different in the 2 study years—generally favoring larger fish 
in 2013. Differences in the harvest levels of 2 species are especially striking: over 6,000 saffron cod were 
caught in 1994, but only about 300 were caught in 2013—likely due to an extended warm spell in November 
of 2013. 

22 . ADF&G CSIS.
23 . ADF&G. n.d. “Fish resource monitor: anadromous waters.” Accessed October 20, 2016. 
 http://extra.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/FishResourceMonitor/?mode=awc
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Another difference may be increasing numbers of sheefish in local waters: “Maybe six years now we’ve 
been getting, get the sheefish down there” (DRG4). In 1994 Deering fishers caught about 4 sheefish; in 2013 
they caught about 176 of these large whitefish. The main similarity between the years is the popularity of 
Dolly Varden—the only nonsalmon fish to compose a major portion of the category in both years.

Current and Historical Harvest Areas
Two longitudinal mapping studies have documented the lands and waters used by Deering residents to 
hunt, fish, and gathered wild foods. The first (Schroeder et al. 1987) documented lifetime use areas in 
1986. Most recently, a Northwest Arctic Borough project also documented use areas, presumably lifetime 
(Satterthwaite-Phillips et al. 2016). Comparing areas used in 2013 to deeper timescale maps is of limited 
value.
For marine mammals, the historic maps show an area that extends farther east and west than maps produced 
for this project. Beluga whales were hunted in Spafarief Bay and Eschscholtz Bay, and seals were hunted 
across Kotzebue Sound and along the coast from the Choris Peninsula beyond Cape Espenberg. 
As mentioned by a key respondent (DRG3), Deering residents used to go much farther to hunt for caribou. 
The 1987 maps show that Deering residents hunted east of Deering, from the Kiwalik River to Selawik 
Lake; some traveled as far as the Kiana Hills north of the Kobuk River, and to the Noatak River drainage. 
Moose hunting occurred mostly along rivers and near river mouths from the Kiwalik River to the Goodhope 
River. 
One of the former marine mammal hunters described primary hunting areas in the time when he hunted 20 
years earlier: “In the fall time we get ugruks there [Kugruk Lagoon] and, ugruks here in Kiwalik, right in 
these two lagoons in the fall time” (DRG3). Whether Kiwalik was searched for seals in 2013 is unknown.

local oBServationS and concernS 
Following is a summary of local observations and concerns regarding wild resource populations that were 
voiced during the household surveys, the key respondent interviews, and the community review meeting of 
preliminary data. Concerns are not always shared equally among community members and summaries in 
this report do not imply that this list is either comprehensive or unanimous. However the issues described 
here were common, and provide important points of discussion or further study. Comments received during 
the survey in their complete form are compiled in Table D7-20.

Environmental Observations 
Many comments alluded to an increasing lack of consistency in the seasons, generally describing mild 
winters with meager snowpack and occasional rain, early but then cool springs, followed by unpredictable 
summers (cooler and wetter interspersed with hotter and dryer), and extended autumns with frequent storms 
over open water that promulgate tidal surges and flooding (DRG5, DRG4, DRG1, DRG3, Table D7-20). 
One respondent, quoted earlier, captured the sense of confusion: “We used to have whole winters up here” 
(DRG4).
Deering is highly vulnerable to storms that raise the surface of Kotzebue Sound and the tidal estuary behind 
the community. Protection efforts date to a U.S. Army Corps of Engineering project in the 1990s and the 
community is monitored for erosion (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2007). For example, ice had begun to 
form in October of 2013, but then broke up. “I mean, it was a weird, it was weird last fall. I mean, like I said, 
we’re boating till November. By November we used to have snow about that high [approximately 3.5 feet]” 
(DRG5). Conditions were especially problematic in November of 2013 when flooding shoved broken ice 
across the island behind town (DRG5, DRG3, DRG4, DRG1). The event destroyed several long-standing 
drying racks and smokehouses. The eldest respondent to the project identified the event as “the first time” 
he had seen ice overrun the island (DRG2); he described losing his 17-year-old cache as well as the fish on 
the racks: “I just sit there, I’ll tell you what, I work all that time, you know, and I was so mad I just, but I 
just kept on. I did some crying though” (DRG2). He was glad that he had brought his net back to the house 
to mend, and grateful for fish that he had received to replace the loss.
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Weather on Kotzebue Sound has become increasingly variable in recent years, and temperatures have become 
warmer.24 Deteriorating ice conditions that hinder access to hunting on Kotzebue Sound, as described in the 
Resource Harvest and Use section above, also make trips to grocery stores in Kotzebue longer and more 
dangerous. One key respondent said that Kotzebue Sound “…used to just be solid—you could go from here 
all the way to Kotzebue without a problem [56 miles]. No open water anywhere. But now you can’t do that” 
(DRG5). Even in January, the ice between Deering and Kotzebue is no longer reliable.

We had a lot of, a lot of water out here in the ocean even, past maybe 4 years. It 
don’t get very thick out there anymore, not like before—before we used to drive 
straight to Kotzebue by snowmachine to haul gas. We can’t, we have to go all the 
way around now. Cause that ice is so thin. (DRG4)

Traveling around Kotzebue Sound instead of across it increases the distance to about 140 miles. Whether 
in pursuit of groceries or wild foods, overland travel has also been increasingly hindered by environmental 
conditions: overflow and open water in creeks and lakes, and—for a generally increasing portion of the 
early winter—a lack of snow cover on the ground (DRG4, DRG3).

The temperature has just been warm. I mean, you could have like a 2 or 3 day cold 
spell, get the ice thick enough to, you know, do something, but next day you wake 
up, there’s overflow. There’s nothing you can do about it then. (DRG5)

Beyond the direct effects on transportation and access, warm weather and changing conditions raise concern 
for the future of subsistence as a whole. For example, one survey respondent worried for the viability of 
vegetation and fish eggs: “We will feel the effects of this warm weather—not right now, but in the future” 
(Table D7-20). Another respondent echoed this comment, saying “All I know is the weather is warmer and 
the ice gets thinner. We hardly have any snow, too, so it’s part of the problem. We don’t know if we will 
have any ugruk this year. I will see you guys in 5 years I hope.”
As mentioned above, Deering residents have concerns surrounding the future of marine mammals. Ice still 
forms on Kotzebue Sound, but it does not get thick and strong the way it used to. Concerns about access 
and travel conditions that hinder the harvest of bearded seal were clear—especially weak ice and overflow, 
although adaptation to increasingly difficult hunting conditions was also evident (DRG 5, DRG4, DRG3). 

Large Land Mammals
Changing weather has also affected overland travel: a lack of snow cover as well as overflow and open 
water in creeks and lakes all limit the ability to travel in search of large land mammals. In recent years, 
this has not been too much of a problem because caribou can usually be found fairly close to Deering, but 
there is concern for the future of being able to access herds that may not always be in such close proximity 
(DRG5, DRG4). 
There was some concern expressed that muskox displace caribou (and feral reindeer) in competition for 
resources (DRG4). Although muskox and caribou/reindeer are drawn to similar habitats and may compete 
for space in those places, research indicates that they choose different forage from among the available 
plants (Ihl and Klein 2001). There was much more concern about muskox causing damages to infrastructure 
and gravesites, or coming into town and becoming agitated and dangerous (DRG5, DRG4, DRG3, DRG1).
Predator populations were said to be high. Bears, wolves, and even lynx have reportedly increased since the 
return of caribou (DRG3, DRG4). 

Fish
One of the key respondents described how a spike in the beaver population hindered salmon and other fish 
from ascending the river to spawn. This meant that river otters, which feed on fish, were also absent. He 
told us that the beaver had 

24 . USFWS. Climate Change and Selawik Refuge. Accessed February 15, 2017. 
 https://www.fws.gov/refuge/selawik/about/climate_change.html 
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…killed off all the willows up there when they made their dams. They flooded the 
river and all the willows died because of all the water…So now all the beavers are 
gone—the dams—[and] the fish are going back up the river again. (DRG4)

He said this was good news for the river otters and for Deering fishers. Another respondent said that residents 
try to keep beaver cleared out because they drink the water and prefer not to risk introducing giardia.
Rain is said to be more of a problem recently, because it makes catching and drying fish more difficult: 
“We’re sort of getting more rain now than we usually did in the past. Fall time is usually when we get the 
rain. But you know, it’s pretty unfortunate to see it in June, July” (DRG5).

Industrial Development
The potential for offshore oil development was another concern mentioned during our survey effort and 
in the key respondent interviews (DRG4, DRG5). At least 2 survey respondents spoke in opposition to the 
possibility (Table D7-20). Key respondents expressed similar opinions, including one who described the 
local response to a request from Shell Oil to build storage tanks near Rex Point, 17 miles west of Deering:

What happened earlier this past year was they ended up contacting a couple people 
here, see if they could install a couple of million dollar fuel tanks around the coast 
out here west of us, about 20 miles west of us, to see if they can install 2 tanks and 
fill them up with 10 million gallons of fuel…And uh, we had a combined meeting 
with the city and the IRA. We all voted no against it, because this, this, we have a 
lot of ocean and ice movement in springtime, so we know if they left them there, it 
wouldn’t stay very long cause the shifting ice would, you know, move their tanks. 
And that right there, along that coast there, that’s where the seals have their young. 
There’s a lot of rocks along that beach there. That’s where they haul themselves 
out of the water… That and we get lot of—all kinds of mammals that travel out in 
the ocean here, summertime, and a lot of birds that nest on the coast and all bluffs, 
all the way down, down to Rex Bluffs. Almost every bluff that’s going to the west 
of us has the crowbills [murres], puffins, seagulls that nest along the bluffs down 
there, so it’s real important for the birds also, because they feed in the ocean. That’s 
why we said no to the oil companies to not build a fuel storage there. (DRG4)

This respondent spoke of other concerns, such as increasing marine traffic that has longer and longer ice-
free access each year and pollution in the sound that washes up on shore. He also described a bear that had 
been affected by the refuse in the area:

It ended up at the dump and we had to call the Fish and Game in Kotzebue cause 
we had to get rid of that bear. It was so skinny you could see the ribs even. And 
then, uh, what he told us to do, we went out and did it, and then we opened up the 
stomach, and there was, ah, styrofoam, plastic— all kinds of plastic, you know, 
from the beach. It was just eating on anything. (DRG4)
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8. SHISHMAREF

Anna R. Godduhn

coMMunity Background

Shishmaref is located on Sarichef Island along the northwest coast of the Seward Peninsula.1 The island is 
part of a string of barrier islands along an 85-mile stretch of lagoon, and it spans the mouth of Shishmaref 
Inlet (Plate 8-1). Shishmaref Inlet, in central Beringia during the ice age, is surrounded by the Bering 
Land Bridge National Preserve. The landscape of the northern Seward Peninsula includes coastal wetlands, 
rolling tundra, and rugged mountains, all of which support subsistence resources used by Shishmaref 
residents. Two important geographic features are Ear Mountain (Iŋiġaġik), about 23 miles south, which is a 
major landmark and used locally as a weather indicator; and Serpentine Hot Springs (Iayt), about 50 miles 
southeast, which is a popular destination for recreation and sometimes serves as a base camp for subsistence 
activities (Koutsky 1981:15). 
Archaeological evidence on Sarichef Island indicates that the area has been occupied at least seasonally 
for over 400 years (Ray 1964:81). The first documented contact with Tapkakmiut (people of the Tapkak 
coast) was made by Otto von Kotzebue in 1816 (Ray 1975:57–59). Members of the expedition went ashore 
to what they named Sarichef Island on July 4, 1816; they also named Shishmarev Inlet. Trade was clearly 
established prior to the arrival of non-Natives in the region, exhibited by Russian lances with iron tips, large 
Chinese glass beads, and pipes for smoking tobacco. 
During the gold rush in the late 19th century, Shishmaref’s harbor was one of several around the Seward 
Peninsula to serve as a supply port for prospectors; in 1901 the community took the name of the inlet 
and established a post office (Sobelman 1985:35). The Bureau of Indian Affairs established a school at 
Shishmaref in 1906 (Barnhardt 1985). In the same year, the community received a herd of 389 reindeer 
(Sobelman 1985:36). Archaeology in Shishmaref in the late 1920s exhumed historic burial sites, which were 

1 . The traditional name for the island, Qikiqtaaq, likely referred to both the village and the island. The word Qikiqtaaq 
means island in Iñupiaq (Koutsky 1981).

Plate 8-1.–Shishmaref from the air, September 2016.
A. Godduhn
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later determined to have cultural affiliations with the contemporary community; repatriation of remains 
occurred in 2012.2 
The City of Shishmaref was incorporated in 1969.3 Shishmaref is located within the region of the Bering 
Straits Native Corporation, and also has a village corporation (Shishmaref Native Corporation). As noted 
in the Introduction, the community is located within the unorganized borough and is a part of the Nome 
census area.
Infrastructure currently includes an airfield served by commercial flights from Nome, a health clinic 
administered by Kawerak, Inc., 2 general stores, a modern prekindergarten–12th grade school in the Bering 
Strait School District, water treatment facilities, a sewage lagoon, and a landfill. Few homes have plumbing, 
and there is little likelihood that a centralized water system will be funded. However, the prospect of 
household-based systems through the ongoing Alaska Water and Sewer Challenge4 is being studied. The 
community cemetery is in the center of town, on the island’s highest ground. There are multiple fuel tanks 
with approximately 95,000 gallons of total storage capacity to receive summer barge deliveries. There are 
no roads to Shishmaref; travel to and from the community is almost exclusively by air. For local excursions, 
residents use boats and all-terrain vehicles in summer and snowmachines in winter, and several have dog 
teams for running trap lines, hauling ice for drinking water, and carnival races. The nearest Alaska State 
Trooper office is in Nome, but the community has a Village Public Safety Officer. 
Sarichef Island has been threatened by erosion since the 1950s, when the community first used sand-filled 
barrels to deflect heavy waves (Mason 1996). As a barrier island, Sarichef Island is a work of erosion and 
deposition. However, sea ice historically inhibited storm surges and heavy waves for most of the year, 
especially in the storm-prone autumn. Permafrost is also degrading, and erosion has been severe: multiple 
homes have been lost to the sea and many more have been relocated to avoid that consequence. Particularly 
destructive storms occurred in 1973, 1997, and 2001. The first discussions of a prospective relocation 
began in the 1970s, and much has been written since that time, including a recent in-depth ethnography of 
the evolving situation (Marino 2015). The community has voted at least twice (by hand in 2002 and ballot 
in 2016), and both times a slight majority of residents elected to move the town.5 The US Army Corps of 
Engineers has studied and worked on the problem (Tetra Tech Inc. 2004), concluding in a 2009 summary 
that “[a]ll efforts to arrest the erosion have been unsuccessful for other than short periods of time” (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 2006:30–35). The 2009 report estimated “a 10 to 15-year timeline before enough 
of the critical infrastructure is lost to force an evacuation” (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2006:35). Severe 
storms have caused major damage, with the worst occurring in October 1997. During this storm, over 30 
feet of the north shore washed away and caused the relocation of 14 homes and the National Guard Armory. 
Another storm in 2002 required 5 more homes to be relocated, and fall storms in general have continued 
to erode the shoreline at the rate of 3 to 5 feet per year6. One key respondent described the island visibly 
washing away (SHH6). He said that erosion has been less of a problem in the last 10 years or so, because 
wind has been more from the south and southeast, causing less ice to pack along shore: “You’re hearing 
more on Kivalina, because the storms are on, blowing onshore to them.” His confidence in the seawall 

2 . Smithsonian Institute, Department of Anthropology, Repatriation Office. n.d. “Inventory and assessment of human 
remains and funerary objects from Shishmaref, Alaska, in the collections of the National Museum of Natural 
History, Smithsonian Institution.” (Accessed November 16, 2016). http://anthropology.si.edu/repatriation/reports/
regional/alaska/Shishmaref.html

3 . Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED) Division of Community 
and Regional Affairs, Juneau. n.d. “Alaska Community Database Online: Community Information.” Accessed 
November 16, 2016. http://commerce.alaska.gov/dcra/DCRAexternal

4 . Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Division of Water. “Alaska Water and Sewer Challenge 
(AWSC).” Accessed November 16, 2016. http://watersewerchallenge.alaska.gov/

5 . Shishmaref votes to relocate from eroding barrier island to mainland. Lisa Demer 2016 http://www.adn.com/alaska-
news/2016/08/18/eroding-village-of-shishmaref-votes-in-favor-of-relocating-to-mainland-a-key-step

6 . Kawerak Inc. Communities of the Bering Strait: Shishmaref. Accessed February 28, 2017. http://www.kawerak.org/
communities/shishmaref.html
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was somewhat conflicted due to the fact that storms are blowing less onshore in recent years: “[t]hey tried 
different seawalls until, until they, they started putting in rock. And that’s when, that’s when they [the rocks] 
don’t want to be tested. No more onshore storm after that” (SHH6; Plate 8-2). 

SeaSonal round

Late winter is a busy time in Shishmaref. Residents increase their efforts to trap or hunt small land mammals 
and furbearers before their coats become thin, and longer and warmer days enable increased ice fishing 
efforts. Preparations for spring hunting of waterfowl and bearded seal intensify: hunters check the ice (on 
snowmachines and now also on the internet7), and youth dig boats out of snowdrifts. 
Historically, sea ice was thick and brittle in the spring, with leads breaking open 20 to 30 miles offshore. 
These open leads allowed the northward migration of marine mammals and made the animals available to 
hunters (Plate 8-3). More recently, ice begins to deteriorate earlier and often inhibits travel, such that seal 
hunting begins by snowmachine much earlier, but has mostly been done exclusively by boat after breakup 
in recent years. Hunting for bearded seal and walrus now occurs simultaneously because the ice breaks 
up more quickly in recent years compared to the past (SHH4, SHH5 SHH6). Walrus hunting increased 
in popularity in the 1970s, likely due to the expanded distribution of the species in the 1960s. During the 
1982–1983 study year, researchers noted that residents preferred to hunt seals first before moving on to 
walrus (Sobelman 1985:71). This corresponds to the observations of key respondents that changing ice 
conditions have forced residents to hunt both bearded seal and walrus at the same time, which is not ideal 
(SHH4, SHH5, SHH6).
In some recent years, shorefast ice remains in place on the Chukchi Sea, and Shishmaref Inlet breaks up. 
Shorefast ice enables residents to leave the island and search for nearshore seals in the spring months of 
May and June, and also for migratory waterfowl and their eggs in May, or, more recently, April (SHH1). As 
the water opens, residents travel by boat to different places known for particular species of nonsalmon fish 
in the Serpentine River delta and elsewhere along the coast (SHH1, SHH3). When the shore ice is gone, 
fishers set salmon nets (SHH3, SHH4, SHH5, SHH1). 
Later in the summer, berries ripen; these are often collected near fish camps while late-run salmon dry. 
Freeze-up begins in October, and residents are often unable to leave the island until the ice sets. Throughout 

7 . National Snow and Ice Data Center. 2016. “Arctic Sea Ice News and Analysis.” Accessed November 17, 2016. 
http://nsidc.org/arcticseaicenews/

Plate 8-2.–Rocks placed in 2005 have not been well-tested because storms have blown offshore in recent 
years.

A. Godduhn
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the fall, as access allows, hunters focus on 
moose and caribou on land, and spotted 
seal, ringed seal, and young bearded seal 
in Shishmaref Inlet or elsewhere along the 
coast. Caribou disappeared from the Seward 
Peninsula in the mid-19th century and were 
absent until the 1970s and 1980s, when 
migration patterns changed and caribou 
returned to the area (Sobelman 1985:26). 
During the 1982–1983 study year, however, 
residents reported having to go as far 
as Buckland in order to harvest caribou 
(Sobelman 1985:77). During the 2014 
study year, residents reported searching for 
caribou in the vicinity of Shishmaref. 
Once the ice sets in the fall, jigging through 
the ice for saffron cod (locally known as 
tomcod) begins. Also at this time, caribou 
can sometimes be found on the ice on the 
inlet and lagoons. These are pursued for 
fresh meat throughout the winter and may 
be reestablishing year-round residency on 

the Seward Peninsula. One resident summarized the seasonal round:
We got, uh, summer, summer we get fish, fall time we get berries…we get duck 
and caribou, and, ah, sometime reindeer from the reindeer herd, or, you know each 
season we got, we got different kind of animals, even from January we got more 
ice fishing out there at that time, January till this month, or end of the month for 
smelt, and this time of year for ptarmigan, and December time for ptarmigan, too, 
when it’s colder, we don’t hunt real lot, just enough to taste…and springtime right 
now, they start getting ducks, we’ll eat duck now [in April]. (SHH3)

PoPulation eStiMate and deMograPhic inForMation 
Table 8-1 shows recent population data from the 2010 U.S. Census, American Community Survey, and 
from this survey. The estimates from ACS (629) and this survey (617) are quite similar and are both higher 
than the 2010 Census estimate of 563 residents. Recent growth over the last 2 decades can also be seen in 
Figure 8-1, but appears to be minor when compared with growth rates from 1950 to 1990. 
Information about household members collected from 86 Shishmaref households (61%) allowed community-
wide estimates of several demographic characteristics (Table 1-3; Table 8-2). Households in Shishmaref 
have an average of 4 members, and residents have an average age of 28 years; the median age was 23 years. 
The average length of residency was 24 years among all community members and 41 years among heads of 
households. The survey data indicate that about 96% of the population is Alaska Native, including at least 
1 head of all surveyed households.
The population profile (Figure 8-2) is also derived from expanded survey data and shows a large cohort of 
5–9 year-old individuals. There were more males than females in nearly all age groups, especially in the 
20–24 year-old cohort, such that 57% of the total population was male and 43% female. Three-quarters of 
household heads and 88% of the total population were born to parents who lived in Shishmaref at the time 
of their birth (tables D8-1 and D8-2). Many other residents reported birthplaces in other Seward Peninsula 
communities, and a few were born farther away.

Plate 8-3.–Prior to snowmachines, dog sleds were used to 
access the ice edge. “These men are eating lunch. They are 
holding a pot and bowls of soup.”

Alaska State Library Frederica DeLaguna Photo Collection ASL-P466-10-42-07
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Estimate Rangea Estimate Rangeb

Households 141 148.0 129 – 167 140.0
Population 563 629.0 548 – 710 617.0 566 – 668

Population 540 614.0 534 – 694 594.2 543 – 646
Percentage 95.9% 97.6% 84.9% – 100.0% 96.3% 88.0% – 100.0%

Sources U.S. Census Bureau (2011) for 2010 estimate; U.S. Census Bureau for American Community Survey
(ACS) 2013 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for
2014 estimate.
Note Division of Subsistence household survey elegiblity requirements differ from those used by ACS.

Table 8-1.–Population estimates, Shishmaref, 2010 and 2014.

Total population

Alaska Native

b. No range of households is estimated for division surveys.
a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

Census
(2010)

5-year American Community
Survey (2010–2014)

This study
(2014)

Table 8-1.–Population estimates, Shishmaref, 2010 and 2014.
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Figure 8-1.–Population estimates, Shishmaref, 1929–2014.
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Community
Shishmaref

Sampled households 86
Eligible households 140
Percentage sampled 61.4%

Sampled population 379
Estimated community population 617.0

Mean 4.4
Minimum 1.0
Maximum 14.0

27.7
1

90
23.0

Total population
Mean 24.4
Minimuma 1
Maximum 90

Heads of household
Mean 41.0
Minimuma 3
Maximum 87

Alaska Native
Estimated householdsb

Number 140.0
Percentage 100.0%

Estimated population
Number 594.2
Percentage 96.3%

Mean

Table 8-2.–Sample and demographic 
characteristics, Shishmaref, 2014.

Household size

Age

Characteristics

b. The estimated number of households in which at 
least 1 head of household is Alaska Native.

Minimuma

Maximum
Median

Length of residency

a. A minimum age of 0 (zero) is used for infants 
who are less than 1 year of age.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.

Table 8-2.–S a m p l e  a n d  d e m o g r a p h i c 
characteristics, Shishmaref, 2014.
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incoMe and caSh eMPloyMent

As in other rural Alaska communities, employment opportunities are limited in Shishmaref, and subsistence 
resources play a critical role in the economy. Monetary income is also important, because most subsistence 
activities require financial investment in equipment and supplies. Figure 8-3 shows the composition of 
community income from earned and other sources for 2014. Overall, 54% of the total income was earned 
by employment and 46% came from other sources (Table 8-3).
The largest share of 2014 income (32%) was earned by employment with local governmental bodies, 
including the Native Village of Shishmaref and the Bering Strait School District. Additionally, the services, 
manufacturing, and retail sectors employ residents in 68 households. Most of the “manufacturing” work 
was related to ivory carving and skin sewing. More detail about employment by industry can be found 
in Table D8-3. The Permanent Fund dividend and Native corporation dividends were the most widely 
distributed sources of “other” income; several additional “other” sources, such as food stamps8, heating 
assistance, and Social Security were important in fewer households.
Table 8-3 also shows the estimated average household income of $43,759, which includes both earned 
income and other sources. The study estimate for median household income9 was substantially lower than 
the mean: $32,871 (Figure 8-4), indicating that more households had below-average income than above-
average income. This study’s median household income estimate is slightly lower but within the margin of 
error of the ACS estimate.

8 . Cash equivalent benefits for assistance with food purchases that are issued to qualifying households originate from 
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), a program funded by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and administered by the State of Alaska. These benefits are commonly referred to as food stamps.

9 . The median value is the more useful measure in understanding the income of a “typical” household. Mean (average) 
values can be skewed high by the presence of a few households that earn a great deal more than the rest. Most 
research describing income reports results by median value.
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Figure 8-2.–Population profile, Shishmaref, 2014.
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All other sources 10%

Local government, 
including tribal 32%

Alaska Permanent 
Fund dividend 16%

Services 11%

Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program 
(food stamps) 10%

Social Security 6%

Pension / retirement 
4%

Transportation, 
communication, and 

utilities 4%

Manufacturing 3%

Retail trade 2%

Heating assistance 2%

Figure 8-3.–Top income sources, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Number Percentage of
of Number Total Mean total

employed of for per community
Income source adults households community household income
Earned income

78.7 61.0 $1,946,058 $1,137,976 – $3,029,408 $13,900 31.8%
35.8 33.3 $703,006 $244,815 – $1,634,247 $5,021 11.5%

7.2 7.4 $214,616 $30,290 – $684,908 $1,533 3.5%
21.5 16.6 $153,169 $35,063 – $547,782 $1,094 2.5%
23.3 18.5 $145,390 $37,996 – $334,947 $1,038 2.4%

5.4 5.5 $63,619 $1,608 – $199,295 $454 1.0%
5.4 5.5 $53,260 $10,215 – $210,900 $380 0.9%
1.8 1.8 $22,826 $10,651 – $80,113 $163 0.4%
1.8 1.8 $13,284 $11,545 – $25,763 $95 0.2%

Local government, including tribal 
Services
Transportation, communication, and
  utilities
Manufacturing
Retail trade
State government
Construction
Other employment
Mining
Federal government 3.6 1.8 $266 $222 – $507 $2 0.0%

Earned income subtotal 171.7 109.1 $3,315,494 $2,260,747 – $5,057,559 $23,682 54.1%

Other income
122.1 $999,514 $862,146 – $1,154,997 $7,139 16.3%

70.0 $598,843 $416,688 – $826,359 $4,277 9.8%

35.8 $392,643 $224,785 – $631,191 $2,805 6.4%
13.0 $251,848 $60,333 – $497,293 $1,799 4.1%
48.8 $107,636 $69,468 – $159,316 $769 1.8%
19.5 $101,250 $40,894 – $188,905 $723 1.7%

109.3 $99,738 $69,294 – $137,614 $712 1.6%
21.2 $72,663 $28,877 – $131,800 $519 1.2%
11.4 $58,976 $18,832 – $123,167 $421 1.0%

6.5 $43,186 $1,374 – $101,020 $308 0.7%
11.4 $21,326 $6,349 – $43,302 $152 0.3%

3.3 $16,689 $0 – $49,417 $119 0.3%
4.9 $9,882 $419 – $29,302 $71 0.2%

3.3 $9,767 $0 – $24,419 $70 0.2%

1.6 $8,140 $0 – $16,279 $58 0.1%
18.2 $5,929 $2,732 – $10,714 $42 0.1%

1.6 $5,860 $0 – $17,581 $42 0.1%

4.9 $5,541 $0 – $15,607 $40 0.1%
1.6 $1,140 $0 – $2,279 $8 0.0%
1.6 $192 $0 – $722 $1 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
  Program (food stamps)
Social Security
Pension / retirement
Heating assistance
Supplemental Security Income N
ative corporation dividend 
Unemployment
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 
Disability
Child support
Other
Longevity bonus
TANF (Temporary Assistance for 
  Needy Families)
Sales (property/garage sales, etc.) 
CITGO fuel voucher
Special Supplemental Nutrition 
  Program for Women, Infants, and
  Children (WIC)
Meeting honoraria
Workers' compensation / insurance 
Rental income
Veterans assistance
Foster care 0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 127.0 $2,810,765 $2,346,609 – $3,344,121 $20,077 45.9%
Community income total $6,126,258 $5,002,158 – $7,800,208 $43,759 100.0%

-/+ 95% CI

Table 8-5.–Estimated earned and other income, Shishmaref, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table 8-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Slightly under one-half (45%) of adults aged 16 and older were employed for some period of time during 
the study year. Overall, 55% of employed adults worked year round (Table D8-4). More details about job 
schedules can be found in Table D8-5. The average number of jobs per household was 2, with a maximum 
of 6 jobs held by one household (Table D8-4). Workers were employed an average of 10 months of the year, 
indicating some seasonal employment patterns.

SuMMary oF harveSt and uSe PatternS in 2014
The 86 surveyed households in Shishmaref (61%) reported harvesting 239,161 edible pounds (lb) of wild 
foods during the study year (January 1–December 31, 2014; Table 8-2). Expanding for 54 unsurveyed 
households, Shishmaref harvested an estimated 390,348 lb (± 26%) of wild foods (Table 8-4). The table 
also summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Shishmaref in the study year at the household 
level. The mean harvest was 2,788 lb per household, or about 633 lb per capita. Households harvested an 
average of 12 resources and used an average of 20 resources. The maximum number of resources harvested 
by any one household was 38, and the maximum number of resources used by any household was 43. In 
addition, 88% of households gave an average of 9 resources to other households.
Respondents were asked to indicate on maps the areas where members of their household searched for 
and harvested their subsistence resources in 2014. To protect confidentiality of households and to better 
document subsistence use areas, only search areas were mapped (not specific harvest locations). Figure 
8-5 shows the total use area of 9,590 square miles described by 86 respondents who provided mapping 
data. The islands, lagoon, and inlet were the most heavily used portions of the search and harvest areas 
that traditionally included the whole approximately 150-mile coastline from Cape Prince of Wales to Cape 
Espenberg. Search and harvest areas for different categories of subsistence resources are described in 
following sections. 
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$10,000

$20,000

$30,000

$40,000

$50,000

$60,000

$70,000

$80,000

2014 Division of
Subsistence estimate

2010–2014 ACS 
(Shishmaref city)

2010–2014 ACS
(All Alaska)

Note For 2014, Division of Subsistence estimate does not include categories of income
excluded by the 2010–2014 ACS median estimate, including food stamps, housing
assistance, and one-time payments.

Figure 8-4.–Comparison of median income estimates, Shishmaref, 2014.
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19.5
Minimum 3
Maximum 43
95% confidence limit (±) 6.7%
Median 18.5

13.3
Minimum 0
Maximum 40
95% confidence limit (±) 9.9%
Median 11.0

12.1
Minimum 0
Maximum 38
95% confidence limit (±) 10.2%
Median 10.0

10.0
Minimum 0
Maximum 28
95% confidence limit (±) 9.3%
Median 7.0

8.7
Minimum 0
Maximum 31
95% confidence limit (±) 12.0%
Median 7.0

Minimum 0
Maximum 39,119
Mean 2,788.2
Median 715.1

390,347.9
632.7
100%

97%
97%
98%
88%

86

131

Percentage harvesting any resource

Mean number of resources given away per household

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Percentage receiving any resource
Percentage giving away any resource
Number of households in sample
Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (lb)

Total harvest weight (lb)
Community per capita harvest (lb)

Table 8-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Shishmaref, 2014.

Mean number of resources used per household

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household

Mean number of resources harvested per household

Mean number of resources received per household

Characteristic

Percentage using any resource
Percentage attempting to harvest any resource

Table 8-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Figure 8-5.–All resources search and harvest areas, Shishmaref, 2014.



369

Resource Harvest and Use by Category
Figure 8-6 shows by resource category the percentages of households that used, attempted to harvest, 
harvested, and shared wild foods. Salmon was the most widely used resource category, by 99% of 
households; and vegetation was the most widely harvested, by 87% of households. Generally, those 
attempting to harvest were successful. The differences between harvesting and using illustrate sharing. For 
example, marine mammals were harvested by 41% of households, but 88% of households used them. Foods 
from all resource categories were shared—especially those that require expensive equipment or a high level 
of skill, such as marine mammals, large land mammals, and salmon. 
As seen in Figure 8-7, marine mammals made up over one-half (55%) of the edible pounds harvested by 
Shishmaref residents in 2014. Large land mammals and salmon each provided a substantial portion of the 
food supply (19% and 16% respectively), while nonsalmon fish, birds and eggs, vegetation, small land 
mammals, and marine invertebrates contributed smaller portions. 

Resource Harvest and Use by Species
Table 8-5 shows estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Shishmaref residents in 2014 and is organized 
first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in pounds edible weight (see 
Appendix C for conversion factors10). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member 
of the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources harvested, given 
away, or used by a household as well as resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter 

10 . Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table but are assigned a 
conversion factor of zero.

99% 95% 94%

21%

88%
81%

57%

95%

50%

77%

57%

19%
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87%
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Figure 8-6.–Percentages of households attempting to harvest, harvesting, and using subsistence resources 
by category, Shishmaref, 2014.
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or trade, or through hunting partnerships. Purchased foods are not included, but resources such as firewood 
are included. Differences between harvest and use percentages reflect sharing among households, which 
results in a wider distribution of wild foods. 
Figure 8-8 shows the top 10 resources harvested, in terms of estimated edible pounds by Shishmaref during 
the 2014 study year. Bearded seal (locally ugruk [adult] or anmiaq [juvenile]) was the most harvested 
species in Shishmaref (23%). Nearly 70% of the community’s total 2014 harvest by pounds edible weight 
was made of 5 resources: bearded seal (both adults and juveniles), spotted seal, caribou,and chum salmon. 
Other marine mammals, such as walrus and ringed seal, were also among the top providers of wild food, 
followed by sockeye salmon, moose, and saffron cod (known locally as “tomcod”). All other species 
harvested combined provided just 10% of total harvest. 
Many, but not all, of these top contributors to the harvest were also among the most widely used. Caribou, for 
example, made up 17% of the harvest by weight, and was used by 92% of households (Table D8-6) Saffron 
cod, bearded seal, and chum salmon were also a large portion of harvest and used by many households. 
However, spotted seal, the single largest contributor to harvest (18% of the total) was less widely used 
(37%). Cloudberries, while just 1% of the total harvest by weight, were used by 92% of households. 

Marine Mammals
Approximately 84% of the marine mammal harvest in 2014 was composed of seals, primarily bearded seal 
(Figure 8-9). An estimated 91,254 edible pounds (lb) of juvenile and adult bearded seal made up 43% of 
the marine mammal harvest; spotted seal (70,994 lb) made up 33%; and 16,795 lb of ringed seal composed 
8% (Figure 8-9; Table 8-5). Bearded seals are hunted as adults (ugruk) and as subadults, colloquially called 
‘teens’ (anmiaq). Spotted seal is said to be at least as desirable for its skin as for its meat (SHH3). Spotted 

Salmon 16%

Nonsalmon fish 6%

Large land mammals 
19%

Small land mammals
<1%

Marine mammals 
55%

Birds and eggs 2%

Marine invertebrates
<1%

Vegetation 2%

Figure 8-7.–Composition of harvest by resource category, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Mean per 
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Mean per 
household

All resources 100.0 96.5 96.5 97.7 88.4 390,347.9 2,788.2 632.7 26.0
Salmon 98.8 50.0 50.0 79.1 41.9 64,271.5 459.1 104.2 52.8
    Chum salmon 68.6 38.4 38.4 46.5 33.7 44,311.4 316.5 71.8 7,128.6 ind 50.9 71.3
    Coho salmon 41.9 26.7 26.7 24.4 17.4 5,570.0 39.8 9.0 1,027.2 ind 7.3 31.1
    Chinook salmon 9.3 9.3 7.0 2.3 1.2 1,303.2 9.3 2.1 141.6 ind 1.0 102.7
    Pink salmon 37.2 25.6 24.4 22.1 17.4 2,909.2 20.8 4.7 1,281.4 ind 9.2 50.3
    Sockeye salmon 33.7 24.4 24.4 17.4 15.1 9,654.0 69.0 15.6 1,924.2 ind 13.7 69.8
    Unknown salmon 14.0 4.7 4.7 12.8 1.2 523.6 3.7 0.8 85.6 ind 0.6 78.7
Nonsalmon fish 95.3 76.7 74.4 72.1 62.8 21,386.3 152.8 34.7 34.7
    Pacific herring 26.7 15.1 15.1 20.9 14.0 2,718.5 19.4 4.4 453.1 gal 3.2 50.3
    Pacific herring roe/unspecified 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Unknown smelts 76.7 58.1 55.8 39.5 39.5 1,175.4 8.4 1.9 195.9 gal 1.4 20.1
    Arctic cod 9.3 9.3 9.3 1.2 2.3 17.0 0.1 0.0 154.7 ind 1.1 50.5
    Pacific (gray) cod 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 9.8 0.1 0.0 19.5 ind 0.1 123.5
    Saffron cod 84.9 59.3 58.1 48.8 46.5 7,184.1 51.3 11.6 34,209.9 ind 244.4 58.6
    Starry flounder 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 1.2 89.5 0.6 0.1 81.4 ind 0.6 101.5
    Unknown flounders 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 3.3 ind 0.0 123.5
    Lingcod 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 32.6 0.2 0.1 8.1 ind 0.1 123.5
    Pacific halibut 4.7 2.3 2.3 2.3 1.2 222.7 1.6 0.4 222.7 lb 1.6 100.6
    Unknown rockfishes 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 32.6 0.2 0.1 21.7 ind 0.2 123.5
    Buffalo sculpin 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 13.0 ind 0.1 123.5
    Bullhead sculpin 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.0 2.3 7.5 0.1 0.0 35.8 ind 0.3 112.7
    Burbot 7.0 5.8 5.8 4.7 3.5 143.6 1.0 0.2 34.2 ind 0.2 65.3
    Arctic char 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 214.9 1.5 0.3 65.1 ind 0.5 123.5
    Dolly Varden 30.2 22.1 22.1 16.3 16.3 3,975.3 28.4 6.4 1,204.7 ind 8.6 76.7
    Arctic grayling 31.4 16.3 16.3 20.9 11.6 871.7 6.2 1.4 968.6 ind 6.9 65.3

-continued-

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

Table 8-5.–Estimated harvests of fish, wildlife, and vegetation resources, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Nonsalmon fish, continued
    Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sheefish 27.9 3.5 3.5 26.7 5.8 62.7 0.4 0.1 11.4 ind 0.1 80.2
    Broad whitefish 9.3 5.8 5.8 7.0 3.5 734.5 5.2 1.2 229.5 ind 1.6 89.6
    Arctic cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Bering cisco 23.3 17.4 16.3 11.6 11.6 716.8 5.1 1.2 1,024.0 ind 7.3 36.4
    Least cisco 20.9 17.4 15.1 8.1 11.6 746.4 5.3 1.2 1,066.3 ind 7.6 68.3
    Unknown ciscoes 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 102.6 0.7 0.2 146.5 ind 1.0 123.5
    Humpback whitefish 24.4 18.6 18.6 10.5 11.6 2,177.0 15.6 3.5 1,036.7 ind 7.4 40.7
    Round whitefish 2.3 2.3 2.3 1.2 2.3 70.7 0.5 0.1 100.9 ind 0.7 102.1
    Unknown whitefishes 9.3 2.3 2.3 7.0 0.0 74.1 0.5 0.1 7.5 ind 0.1 122.0
Large land mammals 94.2 57.0 48.8 79.1 60.5 75,831.2 541.7 122.9 19.4
    Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Caribou 91.9 51.2 46.5 68.6 57.0 66,197.2 472.8 107.3 486.7 ind 3.5 20.4
    Moose 49.4 25.6 10.5 40.0 19.8 9,634.0 68.8 15.6 17.9 ind 0.1 41.6
    Muskox 8.1 0.0 0.0 8.1 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Small land mammals 20.9 18.6 16.3 7.0 7.0 191.1 1.4 0.3 50.0
    Beaver 4.7 4.7 4.7 0.0 2.3 65.1 0.5 0.1 6.5 ind 0.0 86.8
    Arctic fox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Red fox 2.3 3.5 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 ind 0.0 86.8
    Alaska hare 9.3 4.7 4.7 4.7 2.3 92.2 0.7 0.1 16.3 ind 0.1 73.1
    Snowshoe hare 3.5 4.7 3.5 1.2 2.3 32.6 0.2 0.1 13.0 ind 0.1 71.6
    River (land) otter 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 ind 0.0 123.5
    Muskrat 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.6 ind 0.0 123.5
    Gray wolf 7.0 7.0 5.8 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.0 ind 0.2 80.3
    Wolverine 5.8 8.1 5.8 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.8 ind 0.1 57.0
Marine mammals 88.4 54.7 40.7 72.1 51.2 212,886.3 1,520.6 345.0 37.1
    Polar bear 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Young bearded seal 50.0 37.2 23.3 30.2 23.3 33,987.4 242.8 55.1 118.8 ind 0.8 33.6

-continued-

Table 8-5.–Page 2 of 5.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta
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Marine mammals, continued
    Adult bearded seal 77.9 48.8 30.2 47.7 38.4 57,266.5 409.0 92.8 200.2 ind 1.4 29.8
    Ringed seal 30.2 25.6 22.1 10.6 20.9 16,795.1 120.0 27.2 294.7 ind 2.1 34.1
    Spotted seal 37.2 32.6 29.1 12.8 25.6 70,993.0 507.1 115.1 724.4 ind 5.2 46.0
    Unknown seals 12.8 0.0 0.0 11.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Walrus 37.2 14.0 7.0 29.1 15.1 33,844.2 241.7 54.9 44.0 ind 0.3 73.4
    Beluga whale 14.0 1.2 0.0 14.0 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Bowhead whale 19.8 0.0 0.0 19.8 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Gray whaleb 23.3 0.0 0.0 23.3 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Killer whale 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Birds and eggs 81.4 62.8 59.3 51.2 50.0 7,482.4 53.4 12.1 26.3
    Common eider 5.8 1.2 1.2 4.7 0.0 40.5 0.3 0.1 9.8 ind 0.1 123.5
    King eider 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 34.8 0.2 0.1 13.0 ind 0.1 123.5
    Spectacled eider 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 7.9 0.1 0.0 3.3 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown eiders 5.8 4.7 4.7 1.2 1.2 43.9 0.3 0.1 16.4 ind 0.1 56.7
    Mallard 4.7 3.5 3.5 2.3 3.5 60.9 0.4 0.1 31.3 ind 0.2 97.2
    Northern pintail 31.4 26.7 26.7 8.1 19.8 1,914.6 13.7 3.1 1,227.3 ind 8.8 52.2
    Unknown scaups 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown scoters 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Northern shoveler 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 7.1 0.1 0.0 6.5 ind 0.0 123.5
    Green-winged teal 4.7 4.7 4.7 0.0 2.3 13.7 0.1 0.0 26.3 ind 0.2 73.0
    American wigeon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ducks 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 2.4 0.0 0.0 1.6 ind 0.0 0.0
    Brant 32.6 24.4 24.4 9.3 16.3 593.2 4.2 1.0 260.2 ind 1.9 30.9
    Unknown Canada/cackling 

geese 36.0 29.1 29.1 12.8 20.9 932.7 6.7 1.5 272.7 ind 1.9 27.1

    Emperor goose 2.3 3.5 2.3 0.0 2.3 128.4 0.9 0.2 27.7 ind 0.2 109.8
    Snow goose 36.0 30.2 27.9 9.3 17.4 788.5 5.6 1.3 197.1 ind 1.4 32.2
    White-fronted goose 25.6 20.9 20.9 8.1 14.0 1,007.8 7.2 1.6 237.7 ind 1.7 33.4
    Tundra (whistling) swan 5.8 3.5 3.5 2.3 2.3 73.0 0.5 0.1 6.5 ind 0.0 74.9
    Sandhill crane 5.8 2.3 2.3 3.5 1.2 54.9 0.4 0.1 8.1 ind 0.1 88.6
    Unknown shorebirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown seabirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Table 8-5.–Page 3 of 5.

Resource
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-continued-
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Birds and eggs, continued
    Unknown grouses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ptarmigans 23.3 17.4 17.4 9.3 9.3 347.3 2.5 0.6 347.3 ind 2.5 45.3
    Snowy owl 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Eider eggs 14.0 9.3 9.3 4.7 3.5 33.9 0.2 0.1 226.3 ind 1.6 58.9
    Mallard eggs 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 2.4 0.0 0.0 16.3 ind 0.1 123.5
    Northern pintail eggs 2.3 1.2 0.0 2.3 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown teal eggs 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown duck eggs 33.7 22.1 18.6 18.6 11.6 78.9 0.6 0.1 525.8 ind 3.8 45.1
    Brant eggs 5.8 3.5 3.5 2.3 2.3 22.0 0.2 0.0 81.4 ind 0.6 73.3
    Unknown Canada/cackling 

goose eggs 2.3 1.2 1.2 2.3 2.3 4.4 0.0 0.0 16.3 ind 0.1 123.5

    Unknown goose eggs 20.9 11.6 7.0 11.6 9.3 167.0 1.2 0.3 618.6 ind 4.4 64.0
    Unknown swan eggs 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown crane eggs 2.3 2.3 1.2 0.0 1.2 3.2 0.0 0.0 9.8 ind 0.1 123.5
    Common snipe eggs 7.0 5.8 4.7 2.3 2.3 14.7 0.1 0.0 293.0 ind 2.1 76.4
    Unknown plover eggs 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 45.6 ind 0.3 94.6
    Curlew eggs 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.0 1.2 3.8 0.0 0.0 34.2 ind 0.2 87.7
    Godwit eggs 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 39.1 0.3 0.1 48.8 ind 0.3 123.5
    Unknown shorebird eggs 18.6 17.4 16.3 2.3 4.7 26.8 0.2 0.0 669.1 ind 4.8 40.5
    Unknown auklet eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown gull eggs 62.8 38.4 33.7 34.9 27.9 562.6 4.0 0.9 1,875.3 ind 13.4 29.3
    Common loon eggs 3.5 3.5 3.5 1.2 1.2 5.6 0.0 0.0 30.9 ind 0.2 76.5
    Unknown murre eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown tern eggs 7.0 7.0 5.8 2.3 4.7 7.4 0.1 0.0 148.1 ind 1.1 63.8
    Unknown eggs 9.3 7.0 7.0 3.5 4.7 455.7 3.3 0.7 1,590.5 ind 11.4 77.4
Marine invertebrates 57.0 32.6 32.6 39.5 23.3 837.5 6.0 1.4 35.3
    Butter clams 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 4.9 0.0 0.0 1.6 gal 0.0 123.5

-continued-

Harvest amounta

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

Table 8-5.–Page 4 of 5.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb)
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Marine invertebrates, continued
    Razor clams 5.8 4.7 4.7 1.2 1.2 44.4 0.3 0.1 14.8 gal 0.1 75.3
    Unknown clams 34.9 23.3 23.3 23.3 15.1 486.3 3.5 0.8 162.1 gal 1.2 42.8
    Unknown cockles 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 4.9 0.0 0.0 1.6 gal 0.0 123.5
    Hair crab 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 34.2 0.2 0.1 48.8 ind 0.3 123.5
    Unknown king crabs 27.9 12.8 12.8 19.8 8.1 259.8 1.9 0.4 123.7 ind 0.9 59.7
    Unknown mussels 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Snails 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.0 1.2 3.1 0.0 0.0 2.0 gal 0.0 101.5
Vegetation 95.3 87.2 87.2 57.0 61.6 7,461.8 53.3 12.1 15.3
    Blueberry 58.1 54.7 53.5 10.5 17.4 550.9 3.9 0.9 137.7 gal 1.0 21.6
    Lowbush cranberry 9.3 9.3 9.3 0.0 2.3 56.6 0.4 0.1 14.1 gal 0.1 56.0
    Highbush cranberry 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 32.6 0.2 0.1 8.1 gal 0.1 123.5
    Crowberry 58.1 46.5 46.5 17.4 16.3 890.6 6.4 1.4 222.7 gal 1.6 24.8
    Cloudberry 91.9 75.6 75.6 34.9 43.0 5,239.3 37.4 8.5 1,309.8 gal 9.4 17.1
    Raspberry 3.5 3.5 3.5 1.2 0.0 13.0 0.1 0.0 3.3 gal 0.0 81.8
    Other wild berry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Wild potato 2.3 2.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.4 gal 0.0 123.5
    Other beach greens 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea 10.5 10.5 9.3 2.3 2.3 10.6 0.1 0.0 10.6 gal 0.1 78.9
    Sourdock 27.9 24.4 24.4 4.7 12.8 500.2 3.6 0.8 500.2 gal 3.6 39.6
    Willow leaves 43.0 34.9 34.9 14.0 17.4 91.5 0.7 0.1 91.5 gal 0.7 26.8
    Wild celery 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.0 1.2 8.1 0.1 0.0 8.1 gal 0.1 101.5
    Other wild greens 4.7 3.5 3.5 1.2 0.0 9.4 0.1 0.0 9.4 gal 0.1 107.9
    Fireweed 4.7 4.7 4.7 0.0 1.2 13.8 0.1 0.0 13.8 gal 0.1 81.7
    Stinkweed 20.9 16.3 16.3 5.8 9.3 43.5 0.3 0.1 43.5 gal 0.3 38.3
    Sea lovage 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.3 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Wood 17.4 9.3 3.5 17.4 17.4

b. A gray whale was salvaged and usable portions were divided among salvaging households and other residents; no salvage amounts reported.

Table 8-5.–Page 5 of 5.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note   Resources where the percentage using is greater than the combined received and harvest indicate use from resources obtained during a previous year.
Note  For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a nonzero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not calculated for species 
harvested but not eaten.
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Spotted seal 18%Caribou 17%

Bearded seal
23%

Chum salmon 11%
Walrus 9%

Ringed seal 4%

Sockeye salmon 3%

Moose 3%

Saffron cod 2%

Coho salmon 1%

All other resources
9%

Figure 8-8.–Top resources harvested by weight, Shishmaref, 2014.
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seal skins, as well as those of other animals, are used in the production of hats, slippers, and other functional 
art for gifts and sale; an unknown portion of spotted seal harvest is used to feed the town’s several dog 
teams.
Bearded seal is highly desirable for both its meat and its oil. It was the most widely shared marine mammal 
species (Table 8-5) and also the most harvested species by weight (Figure 8-9). About 33,844 lb of walrus, 
another highly valued food source, provided about 16% of the marine mammal harvest (Figure 8-9; Table 
8-5). Ice conditions have made acquiring these foods more challenging, as described below. 
Shishmaref is not a bowhead whaling community, although some hunters occasionally participate as crew 
members on crews in other communities; whale is often used in Shishmaref. In 2014, Shishmaref households 
received beluga and bowhead whale from other coastal communities such as Savoonga, Kotzebue, and 
Point Hope. Additionally, in 2014 a gray whale freshly killed by orcas11 was found floating not far from 
Shishmaref (SHH6). The whale was salvaged and the usable portions were divided among those who helped 
to retrieve it and other residents: about 23% of households used parts of this whale (SHH6; Table 8-5). One 
of the key respondents explained the historical importance of salvaged meat:

Long ago, like I said you know they didn’t have the vehicles for hunting and going 
out here and there, but when they’re not successful in hunting, my parents and my 
Gram would say that they would go along the beach you know how like the bears 
do, they go along and try to get food, and they’ll get ones out of there that are still 
good—you know like with the whale—that are dead already and floating, they’ll 
get the better parts of that. (SHH1)

There were no polar bears reported as harvested, although about 2% of households reported receiving polar 
bear. The substance and volume of received resources are not asked about in the survey; the gifts may have 
been meat, or other parts, such as hide, teeth, or claws. One key respondent said no polar bears had been 
seen around Shishmaref for years (SHH3).

11 . “That one was obvious by a killer whale. Jaw was broken, tongue was gone. Killer whales usually go after their 
tongue. That tongue is real rich in oil. When they got enough to eat, that’s all that they eat; otherwise, you know if 
there isn’t much game for them to hunt, they’ll eat the whole thing” (SHH6).

Young bearded seal 
16%

Adult bearded seal 
27%

Ringed seal 8%

Spotted seal 33%

Walrus 16%

Figure 8-9.–Composition of marine mammal harvest by edible weight, Shishmaref, 2014.
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The primary observation about marine mammal hunting was poor sea ice conditions: the ice is weaker and 
more subject to the influence of wind than it used to be. Key respondents and survey respondents noted that 
marine mammal hunting starts weeks earlier than it did historically and that the good hunting period, which 
used to stretch from late April into July, is much shorter now (SHH3, SHH3, SHH1, SHH2, Table D8-18). 
Some key respondents were marine mammal hunters with decades of experience on Bering Strait ice. One 
older man said:

Right now, [if] we want to get walrus, we have to hunt them same time, like when 
we’re hunting ugruks. Used to be that we would hunt ugruks—we would get 
enough, and then we would go after walrus after that. But, right now, if you want 
walrus, you basically gotta hunt them the same time. Because of ice taking off too 
quick. (SHH6)

Other respondents that rely heavily on marine mammals echoed these comments. “…we used to hunt ugruk 
first, and then work on ugruk, work, work on em and then it’d be later on we get walrus ‘cause the ice don’t 
break up as quick. Now we gotta hunt them same time. Both ugruk and walrus” (SHH4). He added: 

Last year was not too good for ugruk hunting ‘cause of the ice—and the weather 
got lots to do, lots to do with that ugruk hunting too. You know before, like years 
ago, it used to be nice and calm spring time, and now we still gotta watch it 
ourselves out there, especially when you have to go further out now to hunt ugruk, 
and walrus. So the weather sure is changing a lot. Making our hunt, hunting harder 
sometimes. Sometimes we gotta camp out either up the coast or down the coast and 
wait for weather. Especially with this gas too high and then, we just don’t come 
home and then go again. We carry gas—and whitefish nets, something to survive 
with. (SHH4)

Many Shishmaref hunters have adjusted to these environmental patterns, as shown in Table D8-7. The 
majority of bearded seal harvest occurred in May. Adult bearded seals were also hunted in June and July; 
young bearded seals were harvested from May through November. Ringed and spotted seals were hunted in 
the fall, primarily in October. Most walrus were harvested in June.
Marine mammal hunters traveled long distances in their searches for bearded seal and walrus, although the 
smaller seals are available nearby in Shishmaref Inlet (SHH1, SHH2, SHH5; Figure 8-10). As noted above, 
key and survey respondents described hunting for bearded seal and walrus concurrently, which is reflected 
on the map (SHH4, SHH6; Figure 8-10).

Large Land Mammals
Two large land mammals made up about 20% of the total 2014 subsistence harvest in Shishmaref: caribou 
(17%) and moose (2%; Figure 8-7). Shishmaref hunters harvested 487 caribou, which contributed 66,197 
lb. Just over one-half of Shishmaref households hunted for caribou, and most of these were successful. 
Caribou was widely shared—92% of households used caribou that was harvested 49% of households. 
Eighteen moose accounted for 13% of the large land mammal harvest by weight (Figure 8-11). About 9,600 
lb of moose was harvested; this was also widely shared. Although only 10% of Shishmaref households 
hunted moose, about 50% used the resource (Table 8-5). 
Shishmaref hunters reported harvesting caribou in every month of 2014 (Table D8-8). Bull caribou were 
54% of the harvest; cows made up 33%. Bull caribou were taken in every month except November, but 
August (44 bulls) and September (77 caribou) were the months of heaviest harvest. Harvests of cow caribou 
were largely confined to winter months: January–March and December. Respondents were unable to recall 
the month of harvest for 91 caribou, 11% of the harvest. One key respondent described observing caribou 
on the Seward Peninsula during the summer: “Yeah, they’re starting to fawn around here. I don’t know 
how many times I see caribou fawns, so, you know, they’re beginning to stay all year around, fawning” 
(SHH6). Moose were taken between August and December, with the most harvest in a single month 
(8 moose) occurring in September. No surveyed households reported harvest of bear or muskox. Most 
references to both bears and muskox were related to their increased presence on the landscape and their 
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Figure 8-10.–Marine mammal hunting areas, Shishmaref, 2014.
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nuisance characteristics, primarily that access to berries depended on staying safe from these occasionally 
aggressive animals (SHH6, SHH1, SHH2 SHH3). One of the key respondents described how brown bears 
had increased when the muskox were introduced (SHH6). He went on to explain the lack of pressure put on 
the growing bear populations by local hunters: “In fact, we’ve got no use for brown bear, so we typically 
don’t hunt them. That’s a problem, and, you know, even though we see, even though there’s too many bears, 
we don’t try to hunt them” (SHH6).
Large land mammal hunting areas shows differences for moose and caribou, although both were hunted 
across the land between the Serpentine River and Cape Espenberg (Figure 8-12). Generally, caribou hunting 
took place farther inland on open rolling tundra as well as along the barrier islands and in Shishmaref Inlet. 
Hunters searched on the inlet for caribou in December, after freeze-up, and on the barrier islands in July and 
August. Moose were hunted on the coastal flats, where willow browse is more abundant. Moose hunting 
ranged farther west than caribou hunting.

Small Land Mammals
Small land mammals, subject to both hunting and trapping effort, were not taken in great numbers or widely 
used in 2014 (Table 8-5). The edible portion (191 lb) was made up of just a few species: Alaska hare, 
beaver, snowshoe hare, and muskrat; the composition of the edible small land mammal harvest is shown in 
Figure 8-13. Of the furbearing species not typically used for food, wolves were taken in the largest numbers 
(26), followed by wolverine (10), red fox (7), and river otter (2; Figure 8-14). Fur and skins are very highly 
valued, put to skilled use in crafts, and generate local economic activity. Other than beaver and muskrat, all 
small mammal/furbearers were caught in the late fall, winter, and early spring (Table D8-9). 
Small land mammal hunters and trappers pursued small land mammals on Sarichef Island and at least one 
other barrier island, as well as on the mainland—especially between Shishmaref Inlet and Goodhope Bay, 
but also in coastal flats between the Lopp and Ikpek lagoons (Figure 8-15).

Caribou 87%

Moose 13%

Figure 8-11.–Composition of large land mammal harvest by edible weight, 
Shishmaref, 2014.
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Beaver 34%

Alaska hare 48%

Snowshoe hare 17%

Other 1%

Figure 8-13.–Composition of small land mammal harvest by edible weight, 
Shishmaref, 2014.
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Salmon 
About 64,272 lb (104 lb per capita) of salmon was harvested by Shishmaref fishers in 2014. All 5 species 
of Pacific salmon are found north of Kotzebue Sound, and Shishmaref households reported harvests of all 
5 in 201412 (Figure 8-16). Chum salmon, the most abundant species in the region, was the most heavily 
harvested species by numbers of fish and by weight (Menard et al. 2015; Table 8-5). It was also the most 
commonly harvested and widely used species. Salmon identified as sockeye were the second largest portion 
of salmon harvest (Figure 8-16). One survey respondent who was confident in salmon identification was 
sure that no sockeye were caught around Shishmaref and that all such reports were erroneous. Another, 
however, made reference to the color of the meat (red) in identifying salmon as sockeye. Smaller harvests 
of pink, coho and Chinook salmon were also reported. The vast majority of salmon was caught using setnets 
(93%; Table D8-10; Figure 8-17). Seine nets were used to catch some chum and coho salmon, about 7% 
of total salmon harvest by weight. Rod and reel gear was also used for salmon fishing, especially for coho 
salmon, but harvest by this gear was merely 1% of all harvest.
Residents fished for salmon on the ocean side of Sarichef Island and various forks of the lower Serpentine 
River (Figure 8-18). A few households used the island channels of Shishmaref Inlet, or the Nuluk River for 
salmon fishing. In addition to local harvests, salmon (especially sockeye) were also caught around Brevig 
Mission, Bristol Bay, and the Kenai Peninsula (locations not mapped). 
Less than 200 lb of the salmon harvest (0.3%) was used solely to feed dogs: 25 chum salmon, 3 coho 
salmon, 2 sockeye salmon, and 2 salmon of unknown species (Table D8-11). 

Nonsalmon Fish
An estimated 21,386 lb of nonsalmon fish provided about 35 lb per capita (Table 8-5). The nonsalmon 
harvest, by weight, was composed of 34% saffron cod, 19% Dolly Varden, 13% Pacific herring, 10% 
humpback whitefish, 7% smelts, and smaller percentages of several other species (Figure 8-19). Saffron cod 
(locally called tomcod) were the primary target of nonsalmon fishers; 59% of households reported fishing 
for them. The harvest of over 34,000 of these small fish came to 7,184 lb, contributing 12 lb per capita and 
2% of the total subsistence harvest. Saffron cod was used by 85% of households. A similar percentage of 
households (56%) fished for smelts and harvested a total of 238 gallons (1,430 lb). Dolly Varden, while not 
as widely harvested or used, was the second largest contributor by weight. Pacific herring, Arctic grayling, 
and several whitefish species were taken in smaller numbers but also made significant contributions by 
weight. Harvests of rockfishes, which are not available locally, likely occurred outside the region. Both 
burbot and lingcod harvests were reported; however, these were likely all burbot because the term “lingcod” 
is used locally to describe burbot.
A variety of gear types were used to catch nonsalmon fish, as shown in Table D8-12 and Figure 8-20. About 
36% of the nonsalmon harvest was captured in gillnets set in open water (especially whitefishes and Pacific 
herring). An additional 14% was caught in nets set under ice (especially saffron cod and Pacific herring). 
Jigging, a form of ice-fishing, is a popular activity in Shishmaref, and enabled about one-third of the saffron 
cod catch. Fish attributed to “other subsistence methods” in the graphics largely include instances in which 
respondents reported more than one type of gear, the vast majority of which was a combination of jigging 
and under ice nets.13

Fishers went farther and fished in more places in their pursuit of nonsalmon fish than salmon (Figure 8-21), 
but the inlet side of Sarichef Island and the Serpentine River were most frequently identified as nonsalmon 

12 . Species identification remains a challenge across Arctic Alaska, as noted in other studies (Carothers et al. 2013; 
Mikow et al. 2016). For example, coho salmon are also commonly called “silver salmon.” Because all salmon are 
silver in color before they take on spawning colors, this local nomenclature may cause local fishers to misidentify 
other species. Chum salmon is most abundant species, followed by pink salmon. However, the presence of other 
species has been documented.

13 . Survey data entry pages have a single bin for gear types under “other gear.” When more than 1 type of gear is 
specified, the types are combined without specification. 
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Chum salmon 69%

Coho salmon 9%

Chinook salmon 2%

Pink salmon 4%

Sockeye salmon 
15%

Unknown salmon 
1%

Figure 8-16.–Composition of salmon harvest by edible weight, Shishmaref, 2014.

0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000

Chum salmon

Sockeye salmon

Coho salmon

Pink salmon

Chinook salmon

Unknown salmon

Estimated total pounds harvested

Set gillnet Seine net Rod and reel

Figure 8-17.–Salmon harvests by gear type, Shishmaref, 2014.



386
387

Shishmaref

Arct

ic
Rive

r

C h u k c h i S e a

Shishmaref Inlet Cowpack River

So
ut

h
Fo

rk
Se

rp
en

tin
e

R
iv

er

El
do

ra
do

C
re

ek

San
ag

ui
ch

Riv
er

Ti
n

C
re

ek

Trout C reek

Kugrupaga River

Nuluk River

U
pk

ua
ro

k
C

re
ek

Ikpek Lagoon

A r c t i c L a g o o n

Sarichef Is.
!

0 52.5
Miles

This map depicts areas used for
resource harvesting in 2014 by 36

surveyed households in Shishmaref,
Alaska.  The total survey sample
includes 86 of 140 households in

Shishmaref (61%), so this map is a
partial representation of areas used for
resource harvests in 2014.  Resource
harvest areas change over time, so

areas not used in 2014 might be used in
other years.

Source:
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G) Division of Subsistence,

2016.
North American Datum 1927.

Alaska Albers Projection.

Shishmaref

1:450,000SCALE:

Chukchi CIAP
Project 2014

Salmon search 
and harvest areas

166°W

166°W

167°W

167°W

165°W

66°N

Figure 8-18.–Salmon fishing areas, Shishmaref, 2014.
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fishing locations. The Inlet channel southeast of Shishmaref was most popular for jigging saffron cod. Fish 
camps are located throughout the Serpentine River delta from 17 to 20 miles from Shishmaref. 
About 874 lb of nonsalmon fish was used solely to feed dogs, primarily saffron cod, the only species of 
which the majority of harvest was fed to dogs (Table D8-11). 

Birds and Eggs
Nearly 7,500 lb (12 lb per capita) of birds and eggs were harvested in 2014 (Table 8-5). Relatively low 
percentages of households harvested most particular kinds of bird or egg, but overall 59% of households 
harvested birds or eggs and 81% of households used them. The composition of the birds and eggs harvest 
is shown in Figure 8-22. Various species of geese, together, were 46% of this harvest, followed by duck 
species (28%) and eggs of various species (19%). Northern pintail, the largest contributor of any species, 
was taken in large numbers (1,227) and provided almost 1,915 lb (3 lb per capita), more than one-quarter 
of the harvest by weight. White-fronted goose was the only other bird harvest to total more than 1,000 lb (2 
lb per capita); this species accounted for 13% of the bird harvest. About 933 lb of Canada/cackling geese 
(locally known as cacklers) was harvested; these were also the most widely shared birds. Gathering eggs 
remains a popular activity in Shishmaref. Shishmaref households collected eggs from a wide variety of 
species, 6,230 eggs total, amounting to an estimated 1,431 lb. The highest harvest was 1,875 unspecified 
gull eggs that came to 563 edible pounds; these were the most widely sought and shared resource in the 
birds and eggs category. 
Most bird hunting happened in the spring (April, May, and June). Northern pintails were hunted most heavily 
in the summer, and ptarmigans were the only birds hunted in winter (Table D8-12). Coastal wetlands are 
abundant in the Shishmaref area, and birds and eggs were collected across the Tapkak coast, especially on 
nearby islands and in the Serpentine River delta (Figure 8-23).
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Figure 8-19.–Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest by edible weight, 
Shishmaref, 2014.
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Marine Invertebrates
A total of about 838 lb (1.4 lb per capita) of shellfish was harvested, about two-thirds clams and almost 
one-third king crab, plus a small amount of snails (Table 8-5; Figure 8-24). All 33% of households that 
attempted to harvest shellfish were successful, and the harvest was shared so that 57% of households used 
shellfish (Table 8-5). Shishmaref residents collected shellfish from the beaches of Sarichef Island (Figure 
8-25). Some of the unspecified crabs were caught in fish nets and picked up from the beaches and the 
northern inlet channel. Residents dug clams from the middle of Shishmaref Inlet (Figure 8-25), and caught 
king crabs off the coast northeast of the community (not mapped).

Vegetation
Over 2,000 gallons of vegetation provided almost 7,500 lb of food, or about 12 lb per capita (Table 8-5). 
The majority of this was berries (91%; Figure 8-26). Vegetation was the most widely sought resource 
category—87% of households picked berries, edible greens, and other wild plants in 2014—at least in part 
because opportunities exist close to home without a need for equipment (Figure 8-6). Cloudberry (locally 
“salmonberry”) was the most widely harvested species of the subsistence harvest: 76% of households 
picked cloudberries (Table 8-5). Cloudberries made up about 70% of the vegetation weight and 77% of 
the berry weight; crowberries, blueberries, highbush and lowbush cranberries, and raspberries contributed 
much smaller portions. Cloudberries were also the most widely shared type of vegetation, resulting in 92% 
of households reporting their use. Sourdock (quagaq) was the most heavily harvested green, at 500 lb, but 
willow leaves (sura) were the most widely picked and shared green. Berries and plants (greens and wild 
potato) were picked across the coastal flats (Figure 8-27).
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Figure 8-22.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest by edible weight, Shishmaref, 2014.
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harveSt aSSeSSMentS

The survey asked respondents to assess their households’ harvests in 2 ways. The first question asked 
respondents whether their household used less, about the same amount, or more of 8 resource categories 
in the study year as in recent years. The second asked whether they had gotten “enough” of each of those 
categories. The survey also asked each household to assess its overall use of subsistence resources in the 
same manner. If a household reported a change in use (through a “less” or “more” response) the respondent 
was asked why. When respondents said they had not gotten enough of a resource category, they were asked 
a series of follow-up questions to determine what species was needed, why the household did not get 
enough and the severity of the impact to the household. Researchers characterized comments describing 
these differences and grouped them for analysis. 
Together, Figure 8-26 and Figure 8-27 provide a broad overview of households’ assessments of their 
harvests in 2014. Percentages do not include households that did not answer the question or reported that 
they do not ordinarily use the resource. Therefore, these figures only reflect the responses of households 
that ordinarily use a resource and provided an answer. Some households that do typically use a resource 
category simply did not answer all questions. Table D8-14 provides additional data supporting Figure 8-26.
In assessing their use of subsistence resources, 15% of households reported using more, overall, than in 
other recent years, 45% stated that their use had been similar, and 38% said they had used less (Figure 
8-28). This is reflected in Figure 8-29, which shows that 63% of households said they had gotten enough, 
overall, and 36% said they had not. The most often given reason for a general shortfall, cited by 50% of 
households that had used less overall was weather or other environmental conditions (Table D8-15). Far 
fewer households reported using more, and 46% of those households said they had used more because they 
had needed more (Table D8-16). The impact of an overall shortfall was ranked as severe by 13% of the 
households reporting they had not gotten enough and major by another 61% (Table D8-17). 
In both assessment figures (figures 10-28 and 10-29), the overall assessment is most closely aligned 
with marine mammals, vegetation, and salmon, suggesting that low supplies of these important resource 
categories drove the all resources assessment. However, Table D8-17 indicates that land mammal shortfalls 
also presented serious problems. Fewer households reported not getting enough land mammals, but a higher 
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Figure 8-24.–Composition of marine invertebrate harvest by edible weight, 
Shishmaref, 2014.
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percentage of them (55%) said the shortfall had a major or severe impact on their household, indicating a 
higher dependence on that resource category for those households. In comparison, none of the households 
that said that they had not gotten enough marine invertebrates said that shortfall was a serious problem. 
Caribou, the most widely used species overall and majority of land mammal harvest by weight, was the most 
frequently named resource of which households needed more in 2014 (Table D8-18). Residents also named 
other widely used resources: bearded seals, salmonberries, and salmon. Bearded seal (whether generally 
or by age-class) was named in 48 instances. One key respondent indicated that ice conditions has made 
hunting bearded seals more difficult, and as a result has impacted sharing patterns: “Because Shishmaref 
is, ah—a lot of different communities want seal oil and dry meat from here, so we harvest quite a bit. You 
know, enough. Right now, just try to get enough for what we need” (SHH6).
Subsistence harvest trends can also be assessed by comparing current harvest estimates with past harvest 
estimates, which will be done in a later section of this report. 

Food Security

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, 
defined as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen 
et al. 2012). The food security questions were modeled after those developed by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) but modified by ADF&G to account for differences in access to subsistence and store-
bought foods. Based on their responses to these questions, households were broadly categorized as being 
food secure or food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were 
broken down further into 2 subcategories—high or marginal food security. Food insecure households were 
divided into 2 subcategories: low food security or very low food security.
Households in the high food security category did not report any food access problems or limitations. 
Households in the marginal food security category reported 1 or 2 instances of food access problems or 
limitations—typically anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but 
gave little or no indication of changes in diets or food intake. Households in the low food security category 

Berries 91%

Plants and greens
9%

Figure 8-26.–Composition of vegetation harvest by edible 
weight, Shishmaref, 2014.
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reported reduced quality, variety, or desirability 
of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication 
of reduced food intake. Households classified as 
having very low food security were those that 
reported multiple instances of disrupted eating 
patterns and reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen 
et al. 2012). 
Food security results for Shishmaref, the state of 
Alaska, and the United States are summarized 
in Figure 8-30. More households were food 
insecure (having low or very low food security) 
in Shishmaref in 2014 (25%) than in Alaska 
overall or the United States. Twelve percent of 
Shishmaref households were considered as have 
very low food security.
Core food security questions and responses from 
Shishmaref households are summarized in Figure 
8-31. Questions are ordered, top to bottom, 
increasing in the severity of the food insecure 
condition. Similar percentages of households 
worried about having enough food or lacked the 
resources14 to get food in 2014. The percentages 

show households reporting that a condition had been true at least once in the study year. Anxiety about 
having enough food was experienced by 29% of households. A higher portion (38%) reported lacking 
the resources to get food at least once. Fewer households (32%) reported running out of food. Similar 
percentages of households ran out of subsistence food (35%) and store-bought food (36%). The data indicate 
that 20% of Shishmaref households cut the size of or skipped meals. The shortages were most severe in 
8% of households, where adults did not eat for a whole day because of a lack of food at least once in 2014. 

14 . This study defined a “lack of resources” as not having what was needed “to hunt, fish, gather or buy food.”
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Figure 8-32 shows the mean average number of food insecure conditions per household by food security 
category by month. Households categorized as high and marginal food security experienced very few 
insecure conditions, with an average of 0.25 incidents each month. Low food security households had a 
fairly stable average of about 3 food insecure incidences each month, with the fewest occurring in the fall 
months. Very low security households also had the fewest food insecure conditions in the fall, but they 
experienced an average of 4 or 5 incidences of insecurity in the winter months of January and December, 
and also in May and June.
Figure 8-33 shows the percentages of Shishmaref households that reported running out of food by month. 
The blue line reflects agreement with the statement: “The food we had just did not last, and we could not 
get more;” the red and green lines reflect the same, but differentiate between subsistence and store-bought 
foods, respectively. By their nature, many subsistence resources are available seasonally; other limitations 
to access generally involved an inability to travel the distances required, either because of environmental 
conditions or a lack of equipment or supplies. These complex contributing factors also exhibit seasonal 
patterns, for example in the presence and condition of ice and snowpack, and the availability of cash 
income. The availability of store-bought foods is less driven by season; very bad weather can delay the 
flights that bring these foods any time of year, and a few households reported running out of food stamps 
by the end of each month. 
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Sharing of Wild Resources
Household Specialization in Resource Harvesting
Previous studies (Magdanz et al. 2009; Wolfe 1987; Wolfe et al. 2010) have shown that in most rural Alaska 
communities, a relatively small portion of households produces most of the community’s fish and wildlife 
harvests, which they share with other households. A recent study of 3,265 households in 66 rural Alaska 
communities found that about 33% of the households accounted for 76% of subsistence harvests (Wolfe et 
al. 2010). Although overall the set of very productive households was diverse, factors that were associated 
with higher levels of subsistence harvests included larger households with a pool of adult male labor, higher 
wage income, involvement in commercial fishing, and community location.
As shown in Figure 8-34, during 2014 in Shishmaref, about 69% of the estimated wild food harvest (in 
edible pounds) was harvested by 17% of the community’s households; 99% of weight was harvested by 
58% of households. As indicated in Table 8-5, only 3% of households did not collect any resources. 

Wild Food Networks
Although subsistence harvest surveys collect information based on individual households, in reality, much 
of the production (harvest and processing) of subsistence foods is achieved by households working together. 
This cooperation is often organized based on kinship in the manner of traditional Iñupiaq communities. 
The organization of the contemporary mixed market–subsistence economies that characterize rural Alaska 
communities has been documented ethnographically by numerous researchers. Of particular interest for 
Northwest Alaska are reports from Anderson (1977), Burch (1988), Ellanna (1983), Langdon and Worl 
(1981), Magdanz (1990), Magdanz et al. (2002), Wolfe and Walker (1987), Wolfe and Ellanna (1983), and 
Fall (1990). 
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In addition to cooperation between households in the production of wild foods, the distribution of wild 
foods between households through sharing typically plays a major role in subsistence economies throughout 
rural Alaska. The importance of sharing extends beyond the practical utility of distributing food within a 
community, but has strong cultural implications as well. Sharing as an action promotes connection, respect, 
continuity, and value for a traditional way of life. The act of sharing, therefore, has both economic and 
cultural significance for villages. Food is also distributed, to a much lesser extent, through barter and 
customary trade (Chan et al. 2006; Charnley 1984; Kari 1983; Lonner 1980; Magdanz 1988; Magdanz and 
Wolfe 1988; Pete 1991; Schroeder et al. 1987; Stickney 1984; Stokes 1985; Wolfe and Magdanz 1993).
Previous studies have found a positive association between the ages of household heads and the amount of 
subsistence foods harvested. Household characteristics associated with higher food production include the 
presence of multiple working-age males, involvement with commercial fishing, and higher wage incomes. 
Characteristics common to lower producing households included female household heads, age of elders, 
non-Native household heads, and single-person households (Wolfe et al. 2010). Household “developmental 
cycles” (i.e., the relative age or “maturity” of household heads and number of productive household 
members) have also been associated with harvests. 
In this study, respondents were asked who had harvested and processed the subsistence foods used by the 
household during the year. If a resource was received, the respondent was asked from which household 
in the community it was received. Confidentiality was preserved by using random identification numbers 
for documentation. If the resource was received from a household in another community, the name of that 
community was recorded. 
Figure 8-35 shows a network of wild foods production in in Shishmaref, which includes households in other 
Alaska communities. 
The figure is a partial representation of sharing, trade, and barter in the study year because it only documents 
instances of support15 into the 105 surveyed households.16 Symbol shapes depict the type of household; 
colors show the age of heads of household, and symbol size is scaled to indicate the amount of a household’s 
subsistence harvest in 2014 by edible weight. Arrows show the direction of support with thicker lines 
indicating multiple instances. Households or communities near the center of the figure were the most active 
in the network—either by receiving food or services from others, or being identified as a source by other 
surveyed households.
Shishmaref households reported 163 sources of support; a little more than one-half were other households 
in Shishmaref, and the rest were households in other communities. In total, households reported 1,134 
instances of support in 2014. On average, households identified 14 instances of support. The minimum 
number reported was 0, and the maximum was 39. Households headed by couples were central within the 
network, although a few households headed by single men had large harvests relative to other households 
and were active within the network. Fifteen other Alaska communities were named as sources of wild food 
or labor in harvesting or processing wild food. The communities of Wales, Nome, and Brevig Mission were 
prominent in the network. However, communities outside the region, such as Nunam Iqua, Tuluksak, and 
Anchorage were also named. 

15 . Frequently described as “inflow.” Incidences of support include goods (subsistence foods) or services (labor, i.e., 
harvesting or processing of subsistence foods).

16 . It is possible to include data from grey nodes in the network analysis because survey respondents described their 
connections to these unsurveyed households.
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Figure 8-35.–Wild food harvesting and processing network, Shishmaref, 2014.
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coMParing harveStS and uSeS in 2014 With PreviouS yearS

Harvest Data17

Comparisons between this and previous studies can provide insight to patterns of subsistence harvest and 
use over time. Comprehensive subsistence harvest surveys have been completed 3 times prior to this study 
for the study periods 1988–1989 (Conger and Magdanz 1990), 199518, and 2005–2006 (Ahmasuk and Trigg 
2008). Limited-scale subsistence harvest surveys focusing on big game (Braem 2012), seals (Georgette et 
al. 1998), and nonsalmon fishes have also occurred (Raymond-Yakoubian 2013). Per capita harvests are 
a useful approach to discussing trends because this value controls for changes in community population 
and allows for comparisons between communities. Such comparisons of mean values, however, are best 
understood as an index of subsistence production, not as an expression of how much each person or each 
household harvests or consumes. Total harvests and their composition will be briefly addressed as well. 
Comparison with previous comprehensive subsistence survey results is complicated by the use of pounds 
edible weight conversion factors.19 Although factors did not change substantially across studies, one notable 
change was made to those used for bearded seals. 
Total harvests have increased from the first comprehensive study, which estimated a community-wide 
estimate of 313,020 lb for the period July 1988–June 1989 (Conger and Magdanz 1990). Subsequent 
estimates for 1995 (444,036 lb) and 2005–2006 (630,240 lb) both exceed the 2014 estimate of 390,348 lb 
(Table 8-5; Ahmasuk and Trigg 2008).20 However, Shishmaref’s population grew from 472 in 1989 to 617 
in 2014 (Figure 8-1). Considered on a per capita basis, the 2014 harvest is the lowest on record (633 lb), 
just slightly less than the 1989 value (663 lb; Figure 8-36). The 2005–2006 study period is the highest, with 
an estimated 1,015 lb per capita. The primary difference between the 4 study periods is an approximately 
200,000 lb difference in total marine mammal harvests between the 2005–2006 estimate and the other 
estimates. Even so, the 2014 per capita harvest of marine mammals, 345 lb per capita, is the lowest of all 
study periods.
The composition of harvest by category has changed somewhat since 1989. Most noticeably, in 2014, 
salmon was 16% of harvest compared to 3% in 1989 (Conger and Magdanz 1990). In the interim years, 
salmon was 12% in 1995 and 4% in 2005–2006 (Ahmasuk and Trigg 2008).21 In 1989, large land mammals 
made up 15% of the total harvest.22 In all studies since 1989, large land mammals harvests (which are 
driven primarily by caribou harvests) have accounted for a greater percentage of the harvest, from 19% 
(in 1995 and 2014) to 21% (in 2005–2006; Figure 8-7; Ahmasuk and Trigg 2008).23 Marine mammals 
remain a mainstay of Shishmaref’s subsistence, contributing more than any other resource category over 
all study periods (from 55% in 2014 to 69% in 1989); notably, in 1989, respondents “reported lower than 
normal harvests of marine mammals” (specifically walrus and bearded seal; Conger and Magdanz 1990:4). 
Nonsalmon harvests have varied little, ranging from 5% to 8% annually; the categories of birds and eggs, 
marine invertebrates, and vegetation show no trend of change, either (Figure 8-7; Ahmasuk and Trigg 
2008).24 Small land mammal harvests have declined since 1989. 

17 . WinfoNet data, based on harvest ticket or permit returns, is not included in this discussion of historic harvests 
because of concerns that it in some regions of Alaska it does not accurately capture subsistence harvests. One 
evaluation of such data, by Susan Georgette, found that Western Arctic caribou harvest permit or ticket data 
captured only 10% of subsistence harvests when compared to subsistence survey data (Georgette 1994).

18 . ADF&G CSIS.
19 . In 2015, the Division of Subsistence undertook a review of factors used in the Arctic Area for marine mammals 

and nonsalmon fishes. For some species, this resulted in changes to existing factors. See Brown et al. (2016) 
Appendix E for a detailed explanation of the review.

20 . ADF&G CSIS.
21 . ADF&G CSIS.
22 . ADF&G CSIS.
23 . ADF&G CSIS.
24 . ADF&G CSIS.
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These reports document the high variability of sea ice conditions that determine access to marine mammals, 
as well as an increased use of caribou during the time period when they returned to the Seward Peninsula 
and drew reindeer away from reindeer herders (Finstad et al. 2006). Although overall composition of harvest 
on categorical level has not changed much over time, the composition of species harvests within categories 
has changed. 

Marine Mammals
Overall, changes in the composition of the marine mammal harvest show generally decreased harvests of 
ringed seals and walrus, increased spotted seal harvests, and slightly increased bearded seal harvests (Figure 
8-37). Polar bears were historically available to Shishmaref, but have rarely been seen in the vicinity of the 
community for over a decade (SHH1, SHH2, SHH3).
Ringed seal estimates in 2005–2006 (292 seals) and 2014 (295) were lower than in 1989 (360) and 1995 
(520; Figure 8-37). On a per capita basis, harvests amounted to nearly 1 seal per person in the earlier study 
years, and one-half that (0.5 seal) in the latter 2 years. In 1989, Shishmaref harvested 225 walruses; harvests 
in all 3 subsequent study years were lower: 16 in 1995, a year with poor ice conditions; 116 in 2005–2006; 
and 44 in 2014. Total spotted seal harvests have increased from 360 in 1989 to more than 500 in the middle 
study years and 724 in 2014. On a per capita basis this trend is less pronounced, increasing from slightly 
less than 1 seal per capita to 1.2 in 2014.
Bearded seal harvests have ranged from 191 in 1989 (a poor harvest year) to 588 in 1995. The 2014 harvest 
falls within this range; however, on a per capita basis, it is similar to 1989—the 2014 value (0.5 seals per 
capita) is only slightly higher than 1989 (0.4 per capita). The 1995 and 2005–2006 per capita values are 
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Figure 8-37.–Estimated harvests of bearded, ringed, and spotted seals and walrus, Shishmaref, 
1989–2014.



405

about twice as large (1.1 and 0.9 seals). Using this study’s conversion factors for all studies results in a 
roughly 130 lb per capita decrease in 2014 compared to the previous 2 study periods. 

Land Mammals
Land mammal harvests by Shishmaref have changed since 1989 in response to the intertwined factors of 
loss of local reindeer herds and increased availability of caribou. As described in Finstad (2006), in the 
mid-1990s, the Western Arctic caribou herd’s wintering range shifted westward onto traditional reindeer 
ranges of the Seward Peninsula for the first time in 100 years. Over a period of about 5 years, Seward 
Peninsula reindeer herders lost between 50% and 100% of their herds. Clifford Weyiounna, a herder based in 
Shishmaref, lost 90% of his animals; Finstand (2006) notes that most herders “could no longer economically 
justify corralling the few remaining reindeer on their ranges.” The economic loss to reindeer herding was 
catastrophic. Caribou, however, have been more available to hunters from Shishmaref and other Seward 
Peninsula communities. As noted in the Introduction, the Western Arctic caribou herd declined from of peak 
of 490,000 animals in 2003 to an estimated 235,000 in 2013. 
Over 6 studies that documented large land mammal harvests between 1989 and 2014, estimates show 
a trend of increasing caribou harvests and declining moose harvests, both in terms of total harvests and 
per capita harvests (Table 8-5; Ahmasuk and Trigg 2008).25 Caribou harvests have ranged from a low of 
197 (0.4 per capita) in 1989 to a high of 827 (1.3 per capita) in 2005–2006, with considerable interannual 
variation even in the latter study periods (Figure 8-38). On a per capita basis, the 2014 harvest (0.8 caribou) 
is double that of 1989 (0.4). The highest moose harvest estimate over all study periods came in 1995 (68 
total moose; 0.1 per capita). All harvests estimates afterward were lower; these include 46 in 2000–2001 
(0.08 per capita), 16 in 2005–2006 (0.02), 33 in 2009–2010 (0.05), and 18 in 2014 (0.02). The 2014 is about 

one-half that in 1989 (39 moose, 0.08 per capita).

25 . ADF&G CSIS.
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Figure 8-38.–Estimated harvests of caribou and moose, Shishmaref, 1989–2014.
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Fish
Time series information on salmon harvests by Shishmaref residents is more limited than that of other 
Seward Peninsula communities. Because of Shishmaref’s location in the Kotzebue Area, the community 
has not been subject to an annual postseason survey program or a permit system. Chum salmon harvests 
have varied a great deal between study periods, with a low harvests in 1989 and 2005–2006 of less than 
1,000 fish; the 2014 harvest estimate is the highest on record (Table 8-5; Ahmasuk and Trigg 2008).26 
Coho and Chinook salmon harvests in the latter 2 study periods are the higher than harvests prior to 2000. 
Harvests of sockeye salmon have increased and the 2014 harvest was the highest yet, but whether the high 
harvest indicates increasing local abundance is uncertain; some of the harvest occurred in other regions of 
Alaska and at Brevig Mission, which has access to sockeye returning to the Pilgrim River drainage. 
Estimates of total saffron cod harvest show no trend over time. Only 3 comparable data points exist due 
to differences in methods in the 5 studies.27 Per capita harvests have ranged from 55 to 67 fish per capita. 
Pacific herring, Dolly Varden, and whitefish species other than sheefish have also proven highly variable 
between 1989 and 2014. 

Current and Historical Harvest Areas
Several previous studies have documented contemporary areas used by Shishmaref for subsistence hunting, 
fishing and gathering (Kawerak, Inc. 2013; Raymond-Yakoubian 2013; Sobelman 1985). 
Marine hunting has changed over the years as a result of changes in technology and characteristics of the 
sea ice. Key respondents said that historically people based their seal hunting from spring camps several 
miles offshore on thick and solid ice (SHH4, SHH6). After the adoption of snowmachines, which increased 
the speed and distance of travel, relocation to the camps became less common. 
The total area used by Shishmaref residents for their subsistence harvests in 1982 (Sobelman 1985) is 
similar to that documented in 2014 (Figure 8-5), with a few notable exceptions. No households reported 
traveling as far west at Cape Prince of Wales in 2014, travel overland did not extend as far southwest from 
the community, and areas extended further east into Kotzebue Sound and Goodhope Bay, and along the 
shoreline to the Inmachuk River. 
Areas used for marine mammal hunting in the 1982 study year show that seal hunting in the spring occurred 
within about 10 miles of shore. In the fall and winter, seal hunting extended offshore up to 20 miles between 
Wales to Cape Espenberg, overlapping with the polar bear search area that included the barrier islands along 
the Tapkak coast, and also included Shishmaref Inlet (Sobelman 1985:figures 9 and 10). The seal hunting 
area was much larger in 2014: it extended further offshore and included much of Kotzebue Sound (Figure 
8-11). No households reported traveling as far west as Lopp Lagoon or Cape Prince of Wales. Areas used 
for walrus hunting were similar in the 2 study periods, extending about 50 miles offshore28 (Figure 8-11; 
Sobelman 1985:Figure 11). However, in 2014, it did not extend as far east and matched the western lobe of 
the seal search area. 
Search areas on land have also generally expanded. Caribou hunting areas were not mapped in 1982, 
although 5 households reported hunting them near Buckland that year (Sobelman 1985). Sobelman noted 
their increasing presence: “In recent years, larger numbers of the Western Arctic Caribou Herd are migrating 
further westward into northern Seward Peninsula. In late 1982 caribou traveled as far west as the Goodhope 
River.” Moose, a “recent” arrival29, were first harvested by Shishmaref residents in 1956. In 1982, they 
were hunted across the tundra from the upper Nuluk River drainage, including most of the Arctic River and 

26 . ADF&G CSIS.
27 . Ahmasuk and Trigg (2008) and Raymound-Yakoubian (2013) simply report “cod” harvest. Both saffron and Arctic 

cod are available regionally. Additionally, Raymond-Yakoubian (2013) misattributes “tomcod” harvest to Pacific 
tomcod, a species not likely available to Shishmaref fishers.

28 . In 1982, one hunter reported going as far as Pt. Hope.
29 . Sobelman (1985:87), citing Rearden (1981), observed that in recent decades, moose had become abundant on the 

Seward Peninsula for the first time in recorded history.
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Serpentine River drainages as well as a corridor from Serpentine Hot Springs to the mouth of the Goodhope 
River. In 2014, the moose search area extended farther south, but not as far west (Figure 8-13).
Although the earlier maps combine salmon and nonsalmon fishing areas, these areas are similar to those 
mapped in 2014 (figures 10-19 and 10-22; Sobelman 1985:Figure 9). Both the 1982 and 2014 maps include 
the Serpentine River and delta as well as the Nuluk River and many creek mouths as fishing areas, but in 
2014 there was more fishing on the ocean side of the barrier islands. 
Differences can also been seen with regards to waterfowl search areas. In 1982, the waterfowl search area 
was just offshore along the coast, except within Shishmaref Inlet, and it ran from Wales to Cape Espenberg 
(Sobelman 1985:Figure 9). In 2014, search areas for waterfowl covered the coastal flats but did not extend 
as quite as far along the coast in either direction, likely reflecting the condition of offshore ice when birds 
arrive (Figure 8-23).
Vegetation search areas have also expanded inland, again covering much more of the flats along the Tapkak 
coast in 2014, but not extending as far east as in 1982 (Figure 8-27; Sobelman 1985:Figure 10).

local coMMentS and concernS 
Following is a summary of local observations and concerns regarding wild resource populations that were 
most frequently voiced during the household surveys, the key respondent interviews, and the community 
review meeting of preliminary data. Concerns are not always shared equally among community members 
and summaries in this report do not imply that this list is either comprehensive or unanimous. However the 
issues described here were common, and provide important points for discussion or further study. Comments 
received when prompted at the end of the survey30 are compiled in their complete form in Table D8-19. 

Environmental Conditions
Environmental conditions that make hunting and fishing more difficult or that influence the distribution 
and abundance of resources were chief among concerns in Shishmaref. Survey and key respondents spoke 
of warming weather and ecological changes to the sea and landscapes surrounding them. Observations of 
changing conditions were often related to accessing resources that, so far, seem abundant enough; others 
were more related to concerns for future populations of animals and people. The concerns reached across 
resource categories, including land mammals, fish, birds, and vegetation; but were voiced most often with 
reference to marine mammals. 
Shishmaref’s marine mammal hunters have noticed changes to the sea ice in recent years and have had 
to adapt (SHH2, SHH3, SHH6). During the survey effort in March of 2015, 2 respondents stated that it 
had been the first winter they had ever seen open water in front of the community (SHH1, SHH6). One 
explained “…that part’s been open almost all winter except when the cold north air come it will close it. 
But if we have south wind it will open again. But that’s the first time we’ve had open water during winter” 
(SHH1). Two older key respondents confirmed in September 2016 that they had also, for the first time in 
their living memory, seen open water in the winter of 2014–2015; they added that they had seen it again 
during the winter of 2015–2016.31

Sea ice, thin and unstable because of warm and rainy weather with frequent offshore wind throughout the 
winter, disappears very quickly in the spring, compressing a hunting period of 2 to 3 months into 3 weeks. 
This problem has been increasing for decades and was reportedly most pronounced in the last few years 
(SHH2, SHH3, SHH6). One key respondent described hunting for bearded seals in years past: “We used to 
be able to hunt, uh, by snowmachines. There was [a] time when we went out thirty miles from here, and go 
by snowmachines, get ugruks” (SHH6). In previous decades, leads within thick and brittle ice would open, 
and hunters had plenty of time to find bearded seals as the animals slowly moved north with the breaking 
ice. After enough bearded seal had been brought home, they would use boats to hunt for walrus among and 

30 . Respondents also offered comments during the survey itself. These will be referenced as field notes, because they 
were not systematically entered in to Table D8-19.

31 . Researcher field notes, September 14, 2016
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upon dwindling ice bergs into July. “We used to be able to hunt into first week of July. July 4th, me and dad 
used to go to Espenberg or Kotzebue Sound to go hunt walrus. We can’t do that anymore” (SHH6). Now, he 
explained, by the time the animals arrive, the ice is often too rotten to travel on, so hunters wait for enough 
open water to hunt by boat; a couple of weeks later, ice and ice-dependent animals are much farther away. 

One year we had, ah, [big] problems. You know, we were boating and we were 
getting our ugruks but, ah, there was hardly any ice that was safe to butcher our 
ugruks on. You have to be real careful, because—that ice was real bad. It wasn’t 
the good solid ice where—it was kind of like slushy and you had to be careful. 
Some of the other boat crew members, they get wet. They go through. But, you 
know, they were close enough to other people, or, they can get out. (SHH6) 

The key respondent’s family had been ready in 2014: they had dug out their boat early and broken it loose 
in time to go hunting before the animals were gone. The rapid ice retreat has been most pronounced in the 
last 10 years, said he explained: 

[W]e’re having to hunt ugruks about a month early, earlier than usual. And then, 
you gotta be aggressive if we want to harvest any ugruks, you know, for dry meat 
and seal oil. Last spring, a lot of peoples were not too aggressive, you know, trying 
to get ready to go hunting, dragging their boats out to go hunt. We some of the few 
lucky that managed to get what we need for the winter. The ice took off, and it was 
gone. (SHH6) 

He had gotten enough bearded seal to share: “You know, different families ask for oil from me, so, I gladly 
give it to them. Dry meat. We have, we still have some extra” (SHH6). 
Other key and survey respondents concurred, saying that the ice has been completely gone by the middle 
of June in the last few years and if hunters are not ready, they have to travel much farther (SHH1, SHH2, 
SHH3, SHH4, SHH5; Table D8-19). 
Bearded seal is the preferred marine mammal for food and the prime source of seal oil, a traditional resource 
seen as critical in most families, but walrus presents an opportunity for more than twice as many edible 
pounds. Two key respondents described a new trade-off enforced by the rapid ice retreat; one woman said: 
“You have to make a choice which one to get first…Sometimes we don’t get enough [ugruk] and then 
there’s the walrus, when we see it, we’ll just get the walrus” (SHH4). Her husband spoke of other hunters 
not being ready in time and having to go all the way around Cape Espenberg into Kotzebue Sound to hunt 
ugruk, or getting by with shared meat (SHH5). These comments are well-supported by the 2014 data, which 
show that most Shishmaref households used bearded seal, but many did not have as much as they needed 
(tables 8-5 and D8-17). 
Ice conditions in the autumn and early winter have changed as well. Warm weather and precipitation that 
falls as rain later into the season primarily affects access to fish and land mammals (Table D8-19). One key 
respondent described an extended autumn season (when too much weak ice prohibits traveling by either 
boat or snowmachine) as problematic for hunters and fishers who want to cross Shishmaref Inlet:

And there’s that time [each year] where we’re stuck on this island waiting for the 
lagoon to freeze up. Usually we crossed our lagoon by last part of October. But, 
nowadays it’s more or less middle of November. There was a few times when, 
ah, kids are trick or treating and we would be having frozen graylings—quaq, 
be supper time sometimes and kids would be trick or treating, we would have 
quaq—and I would jokingly give them frozen grayling, frozen fish, some of those 
kids gladly want to open their bags and want it—instead of the candy. But, you 
know, that was a time when the climate was normal. But nowadays it’s freezing 
up later and later. So, we’re lucky to be across the lagoon by, maybe second week 
of November. There was one time when we had to wait ‘til December cause of 
raining and warm weather. Not safe to cross the lagoon. (SHH6)
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Thinner ice in the lagoon has other ecological effects that seem to be hindering fishing. Some ringed seals 
and spotted seals have always lingered, along with young bearded seals, in the lagoon behind Shishmaref 
in the summer. Sobelman (1985) reports that ringed seals are present at the shorefast ice near Shishmaref 
in the winter months because they can maintain their breathing holes. Two of the key respondents said that 
the seals are inclined to stay because there are a lot of fish, and described these seals as competition (SHH4, 
SHH6). One said “They, they fish too—like us, they gotta eat. But, ah, a lot of them are starting to winter in 
the lagoon. So, you know, they are more or less keeping the fish away” (SHH6).
Winter rains that deteriorate the snowpack and coat everything with ice result in difficult travel conditions, 
which make hunting for land mammals more time consuming, more dangerous, and more costly (Table D8-
19). A key respondent said that winter rain events did not occur in his youth. 

So, you know, it would warm up, we would have the Chinook wind; we had the 
real warm, that real warm air…but that happened only in December. Nowadays it’s 
happening just about all winter…Last year [2013–2014] we practically had rain 
every month. (SHH6)

He explained that the temperature had been closer to the old normal in the winter of 2014–2015: “a little bit 
more normal, but we didn’t have one [major] snow storm, winter storm” (SHH6). 
A survey respondent said that erosion is changing the coastline such that water levels seem to be getting 
higher, and there is more shallow water (Table D8-19). One of the key respondents linked higher water 
levels in the Serpentine River delta to reduced productivity in traditional berry patches.

I think the flooding is doing some of the damage, too, because where my parents 
used to camp fall time to pick blackberries, we went there last late summer, early 
fall and we stopped there. I couldn’t find that much berries like how they used to, 
like how many berries was there, but what I saw was mud, you know, from the 
high water. (SHH1)

When asked if she had ever seen that when she was younger she said “I would every now and then but not 
you know real bad like that” (SHH1). Another respondent said that berries, “[e]ven though they’re covered 
with salt water, I don’t know how they do it—but they will grow” (SHH6). He felt as though berries and 
greens were more affected by snowpack and summer rain, suggesting a drought would do more damage to 
them than high water. He said in March of 2015, “[y]ou see snow out there, but that’s not the kind of snow 
we had as when we were growing up. We had big snowbanks” (SHH6). He also said that spring weather has 
“been getting kind of dry. And last year we had pretty hot summer—about seventy, seventy-five degrees. 
T-shirt weather,” which did not happen in the past (SHH6). This respondent was the only person to mention 
3 other phenomena that worry him. The first was the increasing prevalence of bubbles in the ice that local 
residents collect and haul home for drinking water: 

Those bubbles in the ice are methane, you know, seeping up from underground. 
I’m beginning to see, uh, more of that. I saw a lot of it this winter. So, you know, 
I think that is part of global warming too. All that methane, ah, seeping out of the 
ground. (SHH6)

He has not yet noticed any problems with it, calling the ice melt “sweet-tasting water” and emphasizing: 
“We’re particular with what we drink. We gotta have good ice water” (SHH6). 
Another comment was related to warmer water that has prompted algae blooms in recent summers:

Our water is getting too warm—warmer, warmer than usual. We’re starting to see 
a lot of, uh, algae just in our lagoon. What we used to don’t see. And I don’t know 
what effect it’s having on our fish, or in the future. (SHH6)

In September of 2016, the researcher visited this respondent while in Shishmaref for the review meeting. He 
added invasive species to his list of concerns, and shared photographs taken in the summer of 2016. Plate 
8-4 shows a composite of those images, not to scale. Although flies are not new to Shishmaref, the white 
abdomen of the fly in the upper left corner was unfamiliar.
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Development
Residents have concerns about the possible impacts of development to their annual pursuit of wild foods, 
and increasing traffic and industrial activity in the Bering Strait and Chukchi Sea, enabled by longer ice-
free periods, raise multiple concerns. Shishmaref residents worry about noise and ship strikes affecting the 
marine mammals they depend on for food, as well as the potential for oil spills and other accidents. These 
and related issues are reviewed in a recent study that provides a framework for evaluating shipping safety 
in this region (Huntington et al. 2015). 
Many survey respondents objected to oil drilling in the Chukchi Sea, which was to be explored for oil 
potential the following summer (Table D8-19).32 Several survey respondents worried about the possibility 
of an oil spill, some mentioning the complications of responding to such an event within sea ice. One 
respondent said that communities should have the equipment and training to respond. One surveyed resident 
explained their concern over the possible impact of offshore drilling:

Locals have such concerns about drilling and the impact it would have on 
subsistence. I think subsistence is important. People outside of here need to come 
up here and understand this is not done for sport, this is for survival. (Table D8-19)

Other survey respondents spoke of noise from shipping, ice breakers disrupting hunts, or an expectation that 
they would have to eat more store-bought food once drilling commenced. One surveyed individual had this 
to say about the impact of boat traffic in the region: “Ice breaking ship travel is messing with hunting now 
too (export and exploration ships). Oil companies don’t pass during subsistence hunting!” (Table D8-19).

32 . The survey occurred in April of 2015, months before an exploratory well prompted Shell Oil to abandon its offshore 
leases in the Chukchi Sea. E. Martinson. 2015. “Shell calls off its multibillion-dollar mission in Alaska’s Arctic.” 
Accessed October 23, 2016. https://www.adn.com/energy/article/shell-drops-arctic-drilling-plans/2015/09/28/ 

Plate 8-4.–Invasive insects in Shishmaref.
Courtesy F. Eningowuk
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Resource Abundance and Health
Shishmaref hunters generally described abundant mammals that they often had trouble reaching—as 
described above. However, there were several concerns related to resource abundance and health.
An elder couple described multiple concerns, such as white spots on some bearded seal livers: “We gotta 
check the liver, and make sure the liver’s good. And if it’s got like white spots, we just don’t take any of 
it” (SHH4). They were still seeing adult and young bearded seals with sores and hairless patches (SHH4, 
SHH5), possibly associated with the ice seal unexplained mortality event that had been declared in 2011 
(NOAA 2014). One key respondent observed: “And ugruk we don’t take, we don’t take that if we find 
something strange on that now” (SHH4). These respondents had not seen any sick walrus, but, “[l]otta the 
walrus was skinny that we been getting” (SHH4); they worry about that population because the animals 
have to swim farther between resting and feeding. 
This couple had also noticed “...something black on those tomcods, on the outside. You know, it’s just like, 
you know how barnacles stick to whale? Like that but this is something black that’s on the skin” (SHH4). 
They described another ecological challenge for tomcod, grayling, and other fish: predation by winter seals 
and river otters. They said those predator populations are increasing and competing with human fishers.
Key respondents also spoke of an increase in predators on land, especially brown bears, which are said to 
be more aggressive and more of a problem now than they were historically. One key respondent said “There 
was nothing because we, growing up we were able to walk long ways without having to worry and we never 
did see any. But now we can’t even hardly go out at all” (SHH1). Her husband said that bears have been 
coming into the community more often and have been: 

…a lot more aggressive…They’re not as scared of people. They seem like they’re 
acting a little hungrier and, you know, usually when you see a bear if you make a 
loud noise and let the bear know you’re there, it turns away, walks away. And up 
the coast when we were out, when me and [anonymous] were up there and we seen 
a bear coming at me and we made noise and it just kept coming and it didn’t stop. 
And we took off. (SHH2)

One key respondent attributed increased bear populations to the return of caribou: “We’ve got lotta brown 
bears that came with the caribou, when caribou came around here” (SHH4). Another said: 

I kind of blame the Fish and Game coming to reintroduce the muskox here. And 
that’s introducing a food for them, for the bears, and the bears are learning how 
to kill them. So they got more food. They can, they got more food, uh, they can, 
uh, subsist on. So, you know, they in turn, just explode more, exploding their 
population. We used to don’t have that problem when I was growing up. We didn’t 
worry about bears. Now we have to worry about them (SHH6)

Economy and Cost of Living 
Several survey respondents spoke of high prices of gas and store-bought foods (Table D8-18). The key 
respondent who described too many hunters in Shishmaref Inlet attributed the overcrowding to the high 
price of gas: “It’s just easier right there for you know the way the gas costs so high now. And a lotta the 
guys don’t have jobs to get gas, ’cause that gas is so high. I think they’d rather be hunting close by, where 
they could afford” (SHH4). Another key respondent mentioned that some families work together to share 
resources and purchase gasoline (SHH6). 

acknoWledgeMentS
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residents for taking time for subsistence harvest surveys. We had 12 local research assistants, and they did a 
great job. We were able to conduct 86 surveys with Shishmaref households, as well as 4 extended interviews 
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taking us out to jig for tomcod—even though he knew that the current wrong and we would probably not 
catch anything.
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9. KOTZEBUE

Elizabeth H. Mikow

coMMunity Background

The city of Kotzebue is located on the Baldwin Peninsula in Kotzebue Sound, which is largely composed 
of rolling hills of tundra, interspersed with lakes and marshy areas. The community is close to the mouths 
of the Noatak, Kobuk, and Selawik rivers, which empty into Kotzebue Sound. Because of the influence 
of these freshwater sources, the coastal waters near Kotzebue are brackish and estuarine. Likewise, the 
channel in front of the community freezes and breaks up earlier than marine waters due to the influence of 
the rivers (Plate 9-1). Kotzebue is 26 miles north of the Arctic Circle and its climate is influenced by both 
maritime and continental weather patterns. Summers are short and cool, and winters are cold and windy. 
Temperatures can range from an extreme low of -52° F to highs of 85° F.
The region in which present-day Kotzebue is located has been occupied as a settlement site for the past 
600 years. The oldest archaeological site, on a southern beach ridge near the community, was dated at 1400 
A.D. (Giddings Jr. 1952). Prior to 1400 A.D., Kotzebue-area people lived in large settlements in the vicinity 
of Cape Krusenstern near productive areas for marine mammal hunting. Whale populations declined in 
the region around 1400 A.D., leading to the establishment of smaller settlements near the location of the 
present-day community, where fish provided a dependable resource base (Anderson 1984:92).
As mentioned in the Introduction, in 1816, Russian explorer Otto Von Kotzebue was the first European to visit 
the Kotzebue area. At the time of contact, Northwest Alaska was home to 11 autonomous nations, each with 
its own territory within which it moved seasonally in pursuit of subsistence resources. The Qikiqtaġruŋmiut 
were the local inhabitants of the Kotzebue region, with a territory including the northern part of the Baldwin 
Peninsula, the northern shores of Hotham Inlet, the lowest portion of the Noatak River, and Kotzebue 
Sound. The name of this nation translates to “Peninsula people” and refers to a smaller peninsula extending 
from the Baldwin Peninsula where the main settlement of the group was located. Burch Jr. estimates the 

Plate 9-1.–Ice melting in Kotzebue Sound, May 2015.
J. Park
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population of the Qikiqtaġruŋmiut to have been approximately 390 at the turn of the 19th century (Burch 
Jr. 1998). The Kotzebue region was a more productive environment than most inland nations, allowing for 
an annual summer trade fair at Sisualik. This was a spit 10 miles across the Hothman Inlet from Kotzebue, 
used for summer beluga hunting by residents and visiting nations. This fair was described as the largest 
regular Eskimo gathering in the world, attracting possibly more than 2,000 people from all over Northwest 
Alaska. Residents from as far away as Point Hope, the Diomede Islands, and the Russian mainland would 
travel to attend the trade fair (Burch Jr. 1984). Kotzebue-area people had more contact with non-Native 
explorers than any other nation in Northwest Alaska, likely due to both the trade fair and the presence of 
3 major river systems that non-Natives wanted to investigate (Burch Jr. 1998). These explorers included 
Captain F.W. Beechey of the H.M.S Blossom in 1826 and T.E.L. Moore of the H.M.S Plover in search of the 
lost John Franklin expedition in 1849–1850 (Burch 1984). Trading vessels began to enter the region after 
1850 due to commercial interest in whales, ivory, and fur (Georgette and Loon 1993).
Several forces led to the termination of the Qikiqtaġruŋmiut nation including the Great Famine of 1881–1883, 
a period of time in which starvation struck several districts of Northwest Alaska. This disaster immediately 
preceded an increase in Euro-American influence and settlement, which increased the prevalence of new 
diseases among the Native population. Euro-American influences included the stationing of a United States 
Revenue marine cutter from 1880 to 1895 in the Kotzebue area to provide assistance to American whalers 
and to regulate trade (Smith 1966), and the establishment of the Religious Society of Friends mission in 
Kotzebue. These missionaries built a school, post office, and hospital, as well as establishing reindeer 
herding in the region (Burch Jr. 1984; Smith 1966). Gold miners also came into Kotzebue on their way to 
inland gold fields, engaging in trade with local residents for goods and labor (Smith 1966). Most miners left 
the Kotzebue area by 1900 (Foote 1966). Traditional Northwest nations had broken down by 1910 (Burch 
Jr. 1998).
Kotzebue was not the region’s hub until after World War II; in 1930, its population was similar in size to 
Noatak and Selawik (Rollins 1978). During and after the war, the U.S. government established facilities 
and services in Kotzebue. In the 1940s, communication towers for airplanes were constructed, barge service 
was established, and fuel storage facilities were built. The city was surveyed in the 1950s and house sites 
were created and auctioned. In the 1960s, an Air Force base opened and a Bureau of Indian Affairs school 
was built. All of these facilities and services provided opportunities for employment, prompting some 
residents of nearby communities to move into Kotzebue (Smith 1966). The city was incorporated in 1958.
Today, Kotzebue remains the region’s hub for transportation and services. The headquarters of the Northwest 
Arctic Borough School District are located in the city, as are NANA, Inc. (the Native regional corporation) 
and the Maniilaq Association (the regional Alaska Native health and social services organization). Alaska 
Airlines operates an airport that connects Kotzebue and the surrounding communities to rest of the Alaska. 
Local supermarkets carry a variety of food, including fresh fruits and vegetables. There are a number of 
hotels, a hospital, a senior center, and a women’s shelter.

SeaSonal round

Subsistence activities vary with the seasons and the timing of resource availability. The following description 
of the seasonal subsistence round in Kotzebue comes largely from key respondent interviews conducted 
in the community during data collection. Contemporary information from interviews highlights when 
resources are harvested; some respondents also shared historical information and changes to subsistence 
practices over time.
The early spring months of March and April find Kotzebue residents pursuing a variety of prey. Trappers 
are still targeting furbearers and will not remove their traplines until the middle of April. Hunters also target 
brown bears beginning in late March and April before the bears begin consuming fish, which makes them 
taste less appetizing (OTZ2, OTZ8). Although sheefish are available and targeted year-round, the early 
spring is a time of active ice fishing for fishers in the region (OTZ2, OTZ8, OTZ5, OTZ7). Hunters also 
pursue caribou as they begin their northern migration (OTZ6). In early May, migratory birds begin to arrive 
in the region and are a “welcome sight” after a long winter (OTZ3). In late May and early June after the ice 
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breaks up, residents target bearded seals on ice floes. Several key respondents explained that the window 
of time to hunt bearded seal has shortened with less ice cover. Fishers also set nets to harvest the first run 
of whitefishes and Dolly Varden (locally known as trout; OTZ2, OTZ8, OTZ5, OTZ7, OTZ1). Hunters 
target beluga in late May and June, and fishers are fishing for Pacific herring during this time (OTZ2). 
Some residents start setting pots for king crab in mid to late June after the ice dissipates and the water clears 
(OTZ2).
As the spring progresses into summer, Kotzebue residents are actively pursuing salmon for both subsistence 
and commercial uses. Salmon begin running in early July and reach their peak at the end of July and early 
August (OTZ2, OTZ8, OTZ5, OTZ7, OTZ1). Residents harvest sourdock, locally known as quaġaq, in July 
(OTZ2, OTZ1). In August, residents begin to gather berries: blueberries and cloudberries (locally known 
as salmonberries) ripen first, followed by crowberries (locally known as blackberries) and cranberries later 
in the season (OTZ1). 
As the late summer gives way to early autumn, hunters begin to focus on large land mammals. Caribou are 
the most sought after, followed by moose (OTZ2, OTZ8, OTZ5, OTZ7, OTZ1, OTZ9). Some hunters also 
target Dall sheep (OTZ2). Residents hunt for spotted, ringed, and juvenile bearded seals in the fall months 
during open water (OTZ2, OTZ8, OTZ5, OTZ7, OTZ1). Although bearded seal hunting windows have 
narrowed in the spring months, longer periods of open water have increased opportunity for seals in the 
fall months (OTZ2, OTZ1). Hunters also harvest migratory birds once again in the fall, and fishers target 
whitefish and trout prior to freeze-up (OTZ2, OTZ8, OTZ5). Wild potatoes, locally known as masu, are also 
harvested in the fall (OTZ2). Once freeze-up occurs, residents jig through the ice for saffron cod, locally 
known as “tomcods” (OTZ8).
Winter is a time of comparatively less activity. Hunters occasionally target caribou, and some residents set 
trap lines. Fishers continue to harvest sheefish through the ice; according to some key respondents, people 
ice fish throughout the winter due to warmer temperatures in recent years (OTZ2, OTZ1).

PoPulation eStiMate and deMograPhic inForMation

Figure 9-1 illustrates the population history of Kotzebue from 1930 to 2014, drawing upon decennial 
estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau (portrayed as blue dots) and annual estimates provided by the 
Alaska Department of Labor (portrayed as white dots). According to these data, the population of Kotzebue 
has grown steadily over the past 80 years. As a point of comparison to this study’s population estimate 
of 2,984 (portrayed by the red square), the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 
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Figure 9-1.–Population estimates, Kotzebue, 1929–2014.
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(ADLWD) estimate for 2014 was 3,165 individuals.1 The estimates differ by only 6%. In contrast, the 
American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year average population is 3,273 (Table 9-1). Reasons for differing 
population estimates across studies can be explained by a number of factors, including survey timing, 
definitions of residency, and sampling strategies.
The sample goal for this study was 25% of households in Kotzebue. The 214 surveyed households included 
773 people (Table 1-3). Expanding for the other 698 households, the estimated population of Kotzebue at 
the time of the survey was 2,984 individuals. Household sizes ranged from 1 to 15 people, with an average 
of 4 people per household (Table 9-2). The average age was 28 years old and the oldest person included in 
the sample was 91 years of age. On average, Kotzebue residents had lived in the community for 19 years, 
and 61% of the population was born in Kotzebue (tables 9-2 and D9-1). Sixteen percent of residents reported 
birthplaces outside of Alaska, while 10% of the population was born in other areas of the Northwest Arctic 
Borough. A full list of birthplaces of the population in general and of household heads can be found in tables 
D9-1 and D9-2. During the study year, an estimated 78% of the population was Alaska Native (Table 9-1). 
This figure is similar to estimates from ACS (76%) and the 2010 U.S. census (81%). Figure 9-2 portrays 
the population profile of Kotzebue, which is characterized by a relatively young population. In 2014, 58% 
of the community was under the age of 35, with the largest cohorts in the 0–4 and 5–9 range (Figure 9-2). 
According to the profile, 51% of Kotzebue residents are male and 49% are female.

incoMe and caSh eMPloyMent

Respondents were asked about income earned from jobs by all household members 16 years old and older 
as well as income from other sources such as the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend, Social Security, and 
public assistance. The survey also asked about months worked and the work schedule for each job. In 
2014, Kotzebue households earned or received an estimated $78.9 million dollars, of which approximately 
$69.2 million (88%) was from earned income and $9.8 million (12%) was from other sources (Table 9-3).  
The total earned income estimated by this study ($69.2 million) is 12% higher than the ADLWD estimate 
of $61.4 million in wages in 2014.2 The median household income estimate for Kotzebue in 2014 was 
$82,884, which is very close to the ACS 5-year estimate of $80,375 and falls well within the range of ACS 

1 .Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (ADLWD) Research and Analysis Section, Juneau. n.d. 
“Population Estimates—Places and Other Areas: Cities and Census Designated Places (CDPs), 2010–2015.” 
Accessed September 12, 2016.. http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/pop/

2 . ADLWD Research and Analysis Section, Juneau, n.d. “Alaska Local and Regional Information: Kotzebue city.” 
Accessed December 9, 2016. 

 http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/

Estimate Rangea Estimate Rangeb

Households 954 1,111 1,061 – 1,161 826.0
Population 3,201 3,273 3,244 – 3,302 2,983.6 2,778 – 3,189

Population 2,585 2,435 2,299 – 2,571 2,326.2 2,115 – 2,538
Percentage 80.8% 74.4% 70.2% – 78.6% 78.0% 70.9% – 85.1%

Table 9-1.–Population estimates, Kotzebue, 2010 and 2014.

Total population

Alaska Native

b. No range of households is estimated for division surveys.
a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

Census
(2010)

5-year American Community
Survey (2010–2014)

This study
(2014)

Sources U.S. Census Bureau (2011) for 2010 estimate; U.S. Census Bureau for American Community Survey
(ACS) 2013 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for
2014 estimate.
Note Division of Subsistence household survey elegiblity requirements differ from those used by ACS.

Table 9-1.–Population estimates, Kotzebue, 2010 and 2014.
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Community
Kotzebue

Sampled households 214
Eligible households 826
Percentage sampled 25.9%

Sampled population 773
Estimated community population 2,983.6

Mean 3.6
Minimum 1.0
Maximum 15.0

28.1
0

91
27.0

Total population
Mean 18.6
Minimuma 0
Maximum 91

Heads of household
Mean 27.0
Minimuma 0
Maximum 91

Alaska Native
Estimated householdsb

Number 826.0
Percentage 100.0%

Estimated population
Number 2,326.2
Percentage 78.0%

b. The estimated number of households in which at 
least 1 head of household is Alaska Native.

Minimuma

Maximum
Median

Length of residency

a. A minimum age of 0 (zero) is used for infants 
who are less than 1 year of age.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.

Mean

Table 9-2.–Sample and demographic 
characteristics, Kotzebue, 2014.

Household size

Age

Characteristics

Table 9-2.–S a m p l e  a n d  d e m o g r a p h i c 
characteristics, Kotzebue, 2014.
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estimates (Figure 9-3). Estimated per capita income in Kotzebue was $26,475 during the study year (tables 
9-1 and 9-3). 
Figure 9-4 shows the top 10 estimated sources of income. The largest source was employment in the 
services sector, which includes health care and social service jobs. This category accounted for 31% of all 
income in Kotzebue, an estimated $24.7 million (Figure 9-4; Table 9-3). Local government, which includes 
borough, city, and tribal occupations (including schools), accounted for 26% of wages in Kotzebue in 2014; 
this category contributed $20.8 million to the local economy. Transportation, communication, and utilities 
contributed 14% of wages ($10.7 million), while state government and the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
each contributed 6% ($4.4 million). Other top sources of income included retail trade (3%), mining (3%), 
pensions and retirement funds (1%), and federal government jobs (1%; Table D9-3).  
Over one-half (68%) of people aged 16 and older were employed for some period of time during the study 
year (Table D9-4). Eighty-one percent of individuals who disclosed a job schedule type reported having a 
full-time schedule, 14% had an on-call schedule, 8% worked part time, and 4% had a shift schedule (Table 
D9-5). The average number of jobs per household was 2, with a maximum of 8 jobs held by one household 
during the study year. Workers were employed an average of 10 months during the study year, indicating 
some seasonal employment (Table D9-4). 

SuMMary oF harveSt and uSe PatternS

Table 9-4 summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Kotzebue at the household level. The 
214 surveyed households in Kotzebue (26%) reported harvesting 160,002 edible pounds (lb) of wild foods 
between June 1, 2014 and May 31, 2015 (known as the 2014 study year). Expanding for 612 unsurveyed 
households, Kotzebue residents harvested an estimated 606,003 lb (± 24%) of wild foods. Most households 
attempted to harvest (88%) or actually harvested subsistence resources (86%), and 99% used them in 2014. 
The average harvest was 734 lb per household, or 203 lb per capita. During the study year, households 
harvested an average of 6 resources and used an average of 13 resources. The maximum number of resources 
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Figure 9-2.–Population profile, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Number Percentage of
of Number Total Mean total

employed of for per community
Income source adults households community household income
Earned income

519.0 411.2 $24,694,762 $18,951,251 – $31,267,493 $29,897 31.3%
421.2 320.7 $20,773,149 $15,756,994 – $27,383,185 $25,149 26.3%

182.9 156.2 $10,675,472 $7,240,179 – $16,250,929 $12,924 13.5%
106.4 90.5 $4,492,849 $2,139,720 – $7,829,706 $5,439 5.7%
114.9 65.8 $2,648,609 $879,453 – $5,364,393 $3,207 3.4%

42.5 37.0 $2,625,599 $930,673 – $5,368,415 $3,179 3.3%
29.8 28.8 $1,042,679 $260,537 – $2,323,334 $1,262 1.3%
89.3 69.9 $1,018,330 $528,206 – $1,718,153 $1,233 1.3%
51.1 37.0 $780,149 $213,405 – $2,131,940 $944 1.0%

4.3 4.1 $190,164 $166,281 – $531,946 $230 0.2%
4.3 4.1 $180,732 $156,612 – $485,090 $219 0.2%

Services
Local government, including tribal 
Transportation, communication, and
  utilities
State government
Retail trade
Mining
Federal government
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 
Construction
Other employment
Finance, insurance, and real estate 
Manufacturing 21.3 16.4 $106,492 $17,952 – $354,344 $129 0.1%

Earned income subtotal 1,391.1 744.2 $69,228,987 $59,074,811 – $82,202,171 $83,812 87.6%

Other income
660.4 $4,402,941 $3,931,896 – $4,971,389 $5,330 5.6%
556.2 $1,347,627 $1,087,772 – $1,658,469 $1,632 1.7%

84.9 $1,072,469 $444,467 – $2,006,227 $1,298 1.4%
104.2 $1,019,877 $561,982 – $1,661,961 $1,235 1.3%

84.9 $557,881 $269,537 – $922,901 $675 0.7%

38.6 $257,324 $38,298 – $639,863 $312 0.3%
30.9 $174,746 $50,347 – $390,873 $212 0.2%
11.6 $136,637 $0 – $399,877 $165 0.2%
19.3 $129,849 $5,057 – $316,812 $157 0.2%
15.4 $124,679 $939 – $360,152 $151 0.2%
19.3 $107,689 $11,579 – $253,976 $130 0.1%
11.6 $102,377 $0 – $390,896 $124 0.1%
54.0 $82,995 $34,317 – $146,755 $100 0.1%

15.4 $65,925 $1,592 – $182,263 $80 0.1%

46.3 $60,101 $19,824 – $116,419 $73 0.1%
30.9 $51,923 $4,831 – $170,488 $63 0.1%
15.4 $29,222 $903 – $95,308 $35 0.0%
15.4 $17,533 $174 – $52,599 $21 0.0%

3.9 $11,579 $0 – $23,159 $14 0.0%
38.6 $7,256 $1,847 – $15,346 $9 0.0%

3.9 $2,316 $0 – $4,632 $3 0.0%

Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
Native corporation dividend 
Pension / retirement
Social Security
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
  Program (food stamps)
Other
Disability
Workers' compensation / insurance 
Supplemental Security Income 
Rental income
Meeting honoraria
Foster care
Heating assistance
TANF (Temporary Assistance for 
  Needy Families)
Unemployment
Child support
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 
Longevity bonus
Inheritance
CITGO fuel voucher
Special Supplemental Nutrition 
  Program for Women, Infants, and
  Children (WIC)
Veterans assistance 0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 4.1 $9,762,947 $8,360,089 – $11,555,419 $11,820 12.4%
Community income total $78,991,935 $68,810,366 – $91,497,029 $95,632 100.0%

-/+ 95% CI

Table 9-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Kotzebue, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table 9-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Figure 9-3.–Comparison of median income estimates, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Figure 9-4.–Top income sources, Kotzebue, 2014.
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13.4
Minimum 0
Maximum 49
95% confidence limit (±) 6.9%
Median 13.0

6.5
Minimum 0
Maximum 43
95% confidence limit (±) 11.2%
Median 5.0

5.9
Minimum 0
Maximum 41
95% confidence limit (±) 11.4%
Median 5.0

9.0
Minimum 0
Maximum 31
95% confidence limit (±) 8.0%
Median 8.0

5.4
Minimum 0
Maximum 30
95% confidence limit (±) 11.8%
Median 4.0

Minimum 0
Maximum 11,338
Mean 733.7
Median 140.6

606,003.2
203.1

98.6%
88.3%
86.4%
96.3%
81.8%
214.0

139

Percentage using any resource
Percentage attempting to harvest any resource
Percentage harvesting any resource
Percentage receiving any resource

Table 8-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Kotzebue, 2014.

Mean number of resources used per household

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household

Mean number of resources harvested per household

Mean number of resources received per household

Characteristic

Mean number of resources given away per household

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (pounds)

Total harvest weight (pounds)
Community per capita harvest (pounds)

Percentage giving away any resource
Number of households in sample

Table 9-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Kotzebue, 2014.
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harvested by any one household was 41, and the maximum number of resources used by any household was 
49. In addition, 82% of households reported giving an average of 5 resources to other households.
Respondents were asked to indicate on maps the areas where members of their household searched for and 
harvested their subsistence resources in 2014. Figure 9-5 shows the total use area of 3,363 square miles 
described by 174 respondents who provided mapping data. Search and harvest areas for different categories 
of subsistence resources are described in following sections. To protect confidentiality of households and 
to better document subsistence use areas, only search areas were mapped (not specific harvest locations).

Resource Harvest and Use by Resource Category
Figure 9-6 shows by resource category the percentages of households that used, attempted to harvest, 
harvested, and shared wild foods. With the exceptions of marine invertebrates and small land mammals, 
all resource categories were used by more than one-half of Kotzebue households during the study year. 
Use rates ranged from 93% of households using nonsalmon fish to 55% using birds and eggs. Marine 
invertebrates were used by 44% of Kotzebue households, while only 13% reported using small land 
mammal species. Harvest rates were much lower in comparison with use rates for all resource categories, 
with the exception of vegetation, which had the highest rate of harvest (74% of households). This trend was 
particularly evident for marine mammals: only 12% of households harvested marine mammal species, but 
78% reported using this resource. The difference between use and harvest levels likely speaks to networks 
of sharing, customary trade, and barter that are common in rural Alaska subsistence economies and will be 
discussed in greater detail below.
Large land mammals contributed the most edible weight (37%) to Kotzebue’s 2014 harvest, providing 
222,115 lb or 74 lb per capita (Figure 9-7; Table 9-5). Salmon and nonsalmon fish species were the second 
and third largest contributors to the community’s overall harvest; salmon species collectively provided 
137,586 lb (23%), or 46 lb per capita, and nonsalmon fish contributed 115,534 lb (19% of the total harvest), 
or 39 lb per capita. Marine mammals as a category accounted for 91,033 lb (15% of the total harvest), 
or 31 lb per capita. Vegetation contributed 2% of the total estimated harvest, accounting for 15,848 lb (5 
lb per capita). Kotzebue residents also harvested birds and eggs (12,870 lb; 4 lb per capita) and marine 
invertebrates (10,487 lb; 4 lb per capita), each of which also accounted for 2% of the total harvest. Small 
land mammals contributed the smallest amount by edible weight, contributing less than 1% of the edible 
harvest. 

Resource Harvest and Use by Species
Table 9-5 shows estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Kotzebue residents in 2014 and is organized 
first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in pounds usable weight (see 
Appendix C for conversion factors3). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member of 
the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken, given away, 
or used by a household, and resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter or trade, or 
through hunting partnerships. Purchased foods are not included, but nonedible resources such as firewood 
are included because they are an important part of the subsistence way of life. Differences between harvest 
and use percentages reflect sharing among households, which results in a wider distribution of wild foods. 
Figure 9-8 shows the species with the highest per capita harvests during the 2014 study years. With the 
exception of birds and eggs and small land mammals, all resource categories are represented in the 10 
highest harvested species. Two species of fish collectively accounted for 38% of the total estimated harvest 
in 2014: sheefish contributed 16% of the total harvest (95,270 lb, 32 lb per capita), and chum salmon 
contributed 22% (131,432 lb, 44 lb per capita; Table 9-5; Figure 9-8). Two large land mammals collectively 
contributed 36% to the total estimated harvest during the study year (Figure 9-7): caribou accounted for 
29% of the total harvest (174,823 lb, 59 lb per capita), and moose contributed 7% to the total harvest 
(43,608 lb, 15 lb per capita; Table 9-5; Figure 9-8). Bearded seals including adult seals (51,884 lb, 17 lb per 

3 . Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table but are assigned a 
conversion factor of zero. 
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Figure 9-7.–Composition of harvest by resource category, Kotzebue, 2014.
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All resources 98.6 88.3 86.4 96.3 81.8 606,003.2 733.7 203.1 24.3
Salmon 89.7 45.3 43.5 69.2 45.8 137,586.0 166.6 46.1 30.3
    Chum salmon 82.7 43.0 41.6 57.9 41.1 131,432.0 159.1 44.1 21,144.1 ind 25.6 31.1
    Coho salmon 11.2 3.3 3.3 8.4 2.8 1,758.1 2.1 0.6 324.2 ind 0.4 85.3
    Chinook salmon 10.7 2.3 1.9 8.9 1.9 426.2 0.5 0.1 46.3 ind 0.1 107.3
    Pink salmon 7.0 4.7 3.7 3.7 1.9 832.5 1.0 0.3 366.7 ind 0.4 79.8
    Sockeye salmon 19.2 3.7 3.7 16.4 4.2 3,137.2 3.8 1.1 625.3 ind 0.8 75.7
    Unknown salmon 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Nonsalmon fish 93.0 65.4 62.6 78.0 59.3 115,533.6 139.9 38.7 43.7
    Pacific herring 27.1 18.2 17.8 12.6 14.5 4,056.2 4.9 1.4 676.0 gal 0.8 42.4
    Pacific herring roe 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Pacific herring 

0.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0       roe/unspecified
    Pacific herring roe     
       on hemlock branches 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0

    Rainbow smelt 14.5 4.7 4.7 11.7 2.8 421.0 0.5 0.1 70.2 gal 0.1 81.8
    Arctic cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Saffron cod 28.0 17.8 17.8 14.5 12.6 3,594.7 4.4 1.2 17,117.7 ind 20.7 44.9
    Arctic flounder 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Starry flounder 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 42.5 0.1 0.0 38.6 ind 0.0 169.7
    Unknown flounders 1.4 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.0 42.5 0.1 0.0 38.6 ind 0.0 139.8
    Pacific halibut 9.8 1.9 1.9 7.9 5.1 439.1 0.5 0.1 439.1 lb 0.5 86.7
    Unknown rockfishes 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 28.9 0.0 0.0 19.3 ind 0.0 169.7
    Unknown sculpins 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 7.0 2.3 1.9 5.6 1.4 210.7 0.3 0.1 50.2 ind 0.1 112.7
    Arctic char 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.0 127.4 0.2 0.0 38.6 ind 0.0 139.8
    Dolly Varden 43.5 18.7 18.2 32.2 14.0 6,982.8 8.5 2.3 2,116.0 ind 2.6 42.7
    Lake trout 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic grayling 7.9 2.8 2.8 5.1 0.0 164.0 0.2 0.1 182.3 ind 0.2 89.6

-continued-

Table 9-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Kotzebue, 2014.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

Table 9-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, wildlife, and vegetation resources, Kotzebue, 2014.
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    Northern pike 7.0 4.2 4.2 3.7 2.8 1,439.3 1.7 0.5 436.2 ind 0.5 75.0
    Sheefish 84.1 56.5 52.3 55.1 44.4 95,269.8 115.3 31.9 17,321.8 ind 21.0 51.7
    Rainbow trout 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 10.8 0.0 0.0 7.7 ind 0.0 169.7
    Broad whitefish 17.3 2.3 2.3 15.4 6.1 642.3 0.8 0.2 200.7 ind 0.2 86.0
    Bering cisco 2.3 0.9 0.9 1.9 0.5 5.4 0.0 0.0 7.7 ind 0.0 119.7
    Least cisco 5.1 1.9 1.9 3.3 1.4 1,094.3 1.3 0.4 1,563.2 ind 1.9 132.3
    Unknown ciscoes 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.5 191.8 0.2 0.1 274.0 ind 0.3 169.7
    Humpback whitefish 8.4 2.3 2.3 7.0 4.7 770.0 0.9 0.3 366.7 ind 0.4 92.4
    Round whitefish 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown whitefishes 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Large land mammals 89.3 44.4 33.2 81.3 53.3 222,115.0 268.9 74.4 23.9
    Black bear 0.9 0.5 0.0 0.9 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Brown bear 4.7 4.7 3.7 1.4 1.9 2,987.5 3.6 1.0 34.7 ind 0.0 61.6
    Caribou 84.1 39.0 28.5 71.5 46.7 174,822.9 211.7 58.6 1,285.5 ind 1.6 28.3
    Moose 52.3 21.5 9.3 45.8 22.0 43,608.2 52.8 14.6 81.1 ind 0.1 37.1
    Muskox 6.5 0.5 0.5 6.1 1.9 295.0 0.4 0.1 1.0 ind 0.0 654.9
    Dall sheep 0.9 1.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 401.4 0.5 0.1 3.9 ind 0.0 169.7
Small land mammals 12.6 9.3 8.4 6.5 2.3 530.7 0.6 0.2 80.2
    Beaver 3.7 1.9 1.4 2.3 0.5 154.4 0.2 0.1 84.9 ind 0.1 119.7
    Coyote 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic fox 0.5 0.9 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 ind 0.0 169.7
    Red fox 5.6 6.5 5.1 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 92.6 ind 0.1 58.1
    Alaska hare 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Snowshoe hare 4.7 3.7 3.3 2.8 0.5 221.9 0.3 0.1 92.6 ind 0.1 87.7
    River (land) otter 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.2 ind 0.0 144.1
    Lynx 2.3 1.9 1.9 0.5 0.5 154.4 0.2 0.1 61.8 ind 0.1 169.7
    Marten 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.3 ind 0.0 169.7
    Mink 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.3 ind 0.0 169.7
    Muskrat 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.3 ind 0.0 169.7
    Porcupine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic ground (parka) 

squirrel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

-continued-

Table 9-5.–Page 2 of 6.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta
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confidence 
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Small land mammals, continued
    Gray wolf 1.4 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.4 ind 0.0 169.7
    Wolverine 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.6 ind 0.0 126.2
Marine mammals 78.0 15.0 12.1 76.6 40.7 91,033.4 110.2 30.5 61.3
    Polar bear 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Young bearded seal 7.5 3.7 2.8 5.1 4.7 13,246.9 16.0 4.4 46.3 ind 0.1 103.5
    Adult bearded seal 53.7 13.1 10.7 46.3 26.2 51,883.6 62.8 17.4 181.4 ind 0.2 40.1
    Ringed seal 8.9 2.8 1.9 6.5 6.1 3,960.2 4.8 1.3 69.5 ind 0.1 107.1
    Spotted seal 9.3 2.8 2.3 6.5 5.1 13,995.7 16.9 4.7 142.8 ind 0.2 100.8
    Unknown seals 25.7 0.0 0.0 25.7 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sea otter 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Walrus 5.6 0.9 0.5 5.1 2.8 2,972.1 3.6 1.0 3.9 ind 0.0 169.7
    Beluga whale 47.9 1.9 0.0 47.9 17.8 4,975.0 6.0 1.7 5.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Bowhead whale 59.6 0.5 0.0 59.6 25.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Birds and eggs 54.7 30.4 29.0 41.6 28.0 12,870.0 15.6 4.3 43.4
    Common eider 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    King eider 1.4 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.0 134.0 0.2 0.0 50.2 ind 0.1 145.8
    Spectacled eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Goldeneyes 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 35.7 0.0 0.0 23.2 ind 0.0 169.7
    Mallard 7.5 5.1 4.7 3.7 4.7 684.9 0.8 0.2 351.2 ind 0.4 76.9
    Long-tailed duck 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.9 5.2 0.0 0.0 3.9 ind 0.0 169.7
    Northern pintail 12.1 8.4 8.4 5.1 5.6 1,023.6 1.2 0.3 656.2 ind 0.8 57.2
    Unknown scaups 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.5 97.3 0.1 0.0 57.9 ind 0.1 126.2
    Black scoter 1.4 0.5 0.5 0.9 1.4 13.6 0.0 0.0 7.7 ind 0.0 169.7
    Surf scoter 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 6.1 0.0 0.0 3.9 ind 0.0 169.7
    White-winged scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Northern shoveler 2.3 1.9 1.9 0.5 0.5 54.7 0.1 0.0 50.2 ind 0.1 111.2
    Green-winged teal 4.2 2.3 2.3 1.9 1.4 134.5 0.2 0.0 258.6 ind 0.3 108.2
    American wigeon 5.1 4.2 3.7 1.4 1.9 581.5 0.7 0.2 443.9 ind 0.5 72.2
    Unknown ducks 2.8 0.5 0.5 2.8 0.0 39.3 0.0 0.0 27.0 ind 0.0 169.7
    Brant 8.4 5.1 4.7 4.2 3.7 739.2 0.9 0.2 324.2 ind 0.4 79.2
    Unknown 

Canada/cackling geese 22.4 11.7 11.2 13.1 10.7 2,425.3 2.9 0.8 709.2 ind 0.9 56.8

Table 9-5.–Page 3 of 6.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta,b

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

-continued-
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  Birds and eggs, continued
    Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Snow goose 8.9 5.1 4.7 4.7 4.2 1,235.1 1.5 0.4 308.8 ind 0.4 70.5
    White-fronted goose 24.3 10.7 10.3 16.8 7.9 2,185.1 2.6 0.7 515.3 ind 0.6 50.3
    Unknown geese 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Tundra (whistling) swan 3.3 3.7 3.3 0.0 1.4 562.5 0.7 0.2 50.2 ind 0.1 71.9
    Sandhill crane 3.3 2.3 1.9 1.4 0.9 260.5 0.3 0.1 38.6 ind 0.0 101.4
    Whimbrel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Godwits 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown shorebirds - 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0       small
    Unknown shorebirds -
       large 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Unknown auklets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown cormorants 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown gulls 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown murres 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown terns 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown grouses 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 5.4 0.0 0.0 7.7 ind 0.0 119.7
    Unknown ptarmigans 17.3 13.6 12.1 6.5 7.9 949.0 1.1 0.3 949.0 ind 1.1 53.9
    Unknown duck eggs 4.2 2.8 2.3 1.9 2.3 43.4 0.1 0.0 289.5 ind 0.4 85.5
    Unknown goose eggs 7.0 4.2 3.3 3.7 2.8 99.0 0.1 0.0 366.7 ind 0.4 97.9
    Tundra swan eggs 6.5 2.8 2.3 4.2 0.9 53.5 0.1 0.0 84.9 ind 0.1 118.7
    Unknown swan eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sandhill crane eggs 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.9 8.9 0.0 0.0 27.0 ind 0.0 120.9
    Unknown crane eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown shorebird eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown gull eggs 30.8 12.1 11.2 21.0 11.7 1,054.9 1.3 0.4 3,516.3 ind 4.3 80.2

-continued-
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  Birds and eggs, continued
    Common loon eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown murre eggs 6.5 1.4 1.4 5.6 3.3 106.1 0.1 0.0 482.5 ind 0.6 112.2
    Unknown tern eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Unknown ptarmigan eggs 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown eggs 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.9 331.8 0.4 0.1 1,157.9 ind 1.4 169.7
Marine invertebrates 43.9 6.5 6.5 39.3 10.7 10,487.0 12.7 3.5 69.1
    Unknown clams 2.3 0.5 0.0 2.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Unknown king crabs 43.9 6.5 6.5 39.3 10.7 10,487.0 12.7 3.5 4,940.5 ind 6.0 69.1
    Unknown mussels 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Shrimps 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Vegetation 89.3 73.8 73.8 51.4 41.1 15,847.5 19.2 5.3 24.4
    Blueberry 82.7 67.3 66.4 36.0 29.4 7,031.9 8.5 2.4 1,758.0 gal 2.1 22.6
    Lowbush cranberry 43.0 30.8 30.8 16.4 15.0 1,897.6 2.3 0.6 474.4 gal 0.6 45.8
    Highbush cranberry 1.4 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.4 124.1 0.2 0.0 31.0 gal 0.0 168.9
    Crowberry 26.6 18.7 18.7 11.2 8.4 965.0 1.2 0.3 241.2 gal 0.3 61.3
    Cloudberry 70.6 53.7 52.8 37.9 26.2 4,052.7 4.9 1.4 1,013.2 gal 1.2 21.8
    Nagoonberry 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 1.9 gal 0.0 84.8
    Raspberry 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.0 31.8 0.0 0.0 8.0 gal 0.0 164.6
    Bearberry 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.5 3.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 gal 0.0 168.9
    Other wild berry 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 gal 0.0 169.7
    Wild rhubarb 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Wild potato 4.2 0.5 0.5 3.7 0.5 7.7 0.0 0.0 1.9 gal 0.0 169.7
    Hudson's Bay (Labrador) 

tea 20.1 17.3 17.3 3.7 9.8 253.0 0.3 0.1 253.0 gal 0.3 72.6
    Sourdock 11.7 6.5 6.5 5.1 5.6 415.9 0.5 0.1 415.9 gal 0.5 100.9
    Willow leaves 7.0 4.2 4.2 3.3 3.7 49.4 0.1 0.0 49.4 gal 0.1 83.4
    Wild celery 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 gal 0.0 169.7
    Beach rye grass 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 579.0 0.7 0.2 579.0 gal 0.7 169.7
    Other wild greens 3.3 1.9 1.9 1.4 0.9 39.0 0.0 0.0 39.0 gal 0.0 138.3

Table 9-5.–Page 5 of 6.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

-continued-
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  Vegetation, continued
    Fireweed 2.8 2.8 2.8 0.5 0.9 37.6 0.0 0.0 37.6 gal 0.0 77.8
    Stinkweed 21.5 17.8 17.8 5.6 9.8 260.8 0.3 0.1 260.8 gal 0.3 32.9
    Sea lovage 3.3 1.9 1.9 2.3 0.9 88.8 0.1 0.0 88.8 gal 0.1 110.3
    Wood 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Note  For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a nonzero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not calculated for species 
harvested but not eaten.

b. Common muskox and beluga harvest amounts and harvest weights are reported values.
* Beluga whale harvest from Alaska Beluga Whale Committee and percentage of households harvesting does not reflect responses from this study. 

Table 9-5.–Page 6 of 6.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note   Resources where the percentage using is greater than the combined received and harvest indicate use from resources obtained during a previous year.
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Caribou 29%

Chum salmon 22%

Sheefish 16%

Adult bearded seal 9%

Moose 7%

Spotted seal 2%

Young bearded seal 2%

Unknown king 
crabs 2%

Blueberry 1%

Dolly Varden 1%

All other resources 9%

Figure 9-8.–Top resources harvested by edible weight, Kotzebue, 2014.
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capita) and juvenile seals (13,247 lb, 4 lb per capita) contributed 11% to the harvest. Spotted seals and king 
crabs each contributed 2% to the total harvest; spotted seals provided 13,996 lb (5 lb per capita), and king 
crabs provided 10,487 lb (4 lb per capita). Blueberries and Dolly Varden each contributed 1% to the total 
estimated harvest of wild foods by Kotzebue residents in 2014.
Table D9-6 lists the 10 resources most commonly used by Kotzebue residents during the study year. The 
list is largely composed of the most heavily harvested species in Figure 9-8. Sheefish, caribou, and chum 
salmon were all reported in the top 3 most widely used resources, and appear in the same order as they do 
in the top 3 most heavily harvested resources (Figure 9-8; Table D9-6). Although not as heavily harvested, 
cloudberries (used by 71% of households) and beluga (used by 48% of households) were among the most 
widely used resources in 2014. Bowhead whale was not harvested by Kotzebue residents, but was received 
and used by 60% of households (Table D9-6).

Marine Mammals
As mentioned previously, marine mammals accounted for 15% of Kotzebue’s total harvest in 2014, an 
estimated 91,033 lb of edible weight (Table 9-5, Figure 9-7). Bearded seal, including both adult and 
juvenile seals, composed the majority of the marine mammal harvest; adult bearded seal contributed 57% 
of the marine mammal harvest and juvenile bearded seal contributed 15% (Table 9-5; Figure 9-9). Taken 
together, all bearded seals harvested contributed 22 lb per capita to the total estimated harvest (Table 9-5). 
All key respondents spoke to the importance of this resource, and one commented: “That’s our main staple 
of food for the winter once it’s processed” (OTZ1). A warming climate has made hunting for bearded 
seal more challenging in the spring months, because the ice is thinner and recedes more quickly in recent 
years. Nearly every key respondent noted that the window of time for harvest in the spring has shortened 
significantly as ice floes disappear more quickly in Kotzebue Sound. This was the case in 2014, although 
several key respondents explained that there is still an abundance of bearded seals and that they were able 
to get what they needed even with the short timeframe (OTZ1, OTZ2, OTZ3, OTZ4). One respondent 
discussed the changes he has witnessed in his lifetime:

I remember hunting Fourth of July one year. We were hunting ugruks [bearded seals] out 
there. Big white ice you could see it from town. No way, now you have a week and half, 
maybe two weeks. If you’re lucky. (OTZ2)

Young bearded seal 
15%

Adult bearded seal 
57%

Ringed seal 4%

Spotted seal 15%

Walrus 3%

Beluga whale 6%

Figure 9-9.–Composition of marine mammal harvest by edible weight, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Bearded seal hunting is also challenged by thin ice conditions that can make retrieval of the animal dangerous 
(OTZ4, OTZ5, OTZ1). According to one key respondent, thinner ice also makes stealth in catching prey 
more difficult: 

Ugruk likes thick ice and white ice, so like this year when we were out there it was a lot of 
low ice. It’s low because it’s thin and we still found ugruk on the ice but it’s easier for us to 
sneak up to them when there are ridges and thicker ice. (OTZ4) 

There were varying opinions among key respondents as to the health of the population, although most 
felt that the number of bearded seals had remained steady. Two respondents said they felt the seals they 
harvested have been healthy with a thick layer of blubber (OTZ1, OTZ4), while 2 others reported that they 
have been catching seals with thinner blubber due to a lack of ice to rest on (OTZ2, OTZ3). One hunter 
explained his concern for the future of the population due to a lack of ice and less snowfall for mothers to 
den and have their young (OTZ3).
Hunting and processing bearded seals is largely a cooperative effort among friends and family. Aside from 
their presence on ice floes, one key respondent explained that there are known feeding grounds where 
bearded seals can be found in abundance; these areas rich in clams and shrimp are often in places where 
different oceanic currents meet (OTZ2). Crews of 2 to 4 four people are common for the hunt, and other 
individuals often take over processing when the catch is brought to shore (OTZ6, OTZ2, OTZ7).  Bearded 
seal is processed and preserved in a number of different ways, including rendering the blubber for seal oil, 
drying the meat, and freezing portions (OTZ1, OTZ6, OTZ8). One key respondent explained the changes 
in preservation over time: 

I prefer the old days, the way that they’d preserve it and put it away in pokes and 
underground cold cache or siġluaqs [ice cellars] and stuff like that. Today we’re, we’ve got 
introduced to electricity and chest freezers and uh, you know that particular stuff, and of 
course containers, they’re all different today than they were before. (OTZ1)

Seal oil is often made from both bearded seal and ringed seals; it is used to preserve seal meat and also 
vegetation. One elder key respondent explained that bearded seal oil is the best preservative for meat, but 
that ringed seal oil is better for vegetation (OTZ8).
Although adult bearded seals are largely targeted in the spring months, hunters search for juveniles in the 
fall time. These animals can be found in the waters of Kotzebue Sound and also in the Kobuk River (OTZ8). 
One key respondent explained that he prefers the taste of adults because their teeth have worn down, so 
their main diet is clams and shrimp instead of fish (OTZ2). Fall hunting is done in open water, and hunters 
are also targeting spotted and ringed seals during this timeframe. Some key respondents explained that 
although spring harvest windows have shortened, the fall hunting season for seals has extended due to later 
freeze-up (OTZ2, OTZ1). In the past, both bearded seals and other kinds of seals would be found on ice 
floes and concentrated in the channel, but now they remain in Kobuk Lake and the Kobuk River due to ice-
free conditions (OTZ4).
Spotted seals contributed 15% of the marine mammal harvest, an estimated 13,996 lb (5 lb per capita; Table 
9-5; Figure 9-9). These seals are also prized by hunters for their pelts, which are often used to sew hats, 
mittens, and other clothing items (OTZ7, OTZ8). Ringed seals, or natchiq in Iñupiaq, contributed 3,960 lb 
(4% of the marine mammal harvest), or 1 lb per capita (Table 9-5; Figure 9-9). One respondent explained 
that ringed seals make the best seal oil: 

Yeah, their blubber is the best blubber there is. Yep. It’s like the difference between 
olive oil and extra virgin olive oil…Elders will always say, ‘Did you get any 
natchiqs? They want that extra virgin olive oil too, not so much to have with their 
black meat [dried seal meat], but for caribou, for ducks, for dipping your salmon 
meat in. Yeah, there’s a difference between natchiq oil and any other oil. (OTZ2)

Residents reported more limited harvests of beluga whales (6% of the marine mammal harvest) during the 
study year: 5 belugas contributed 4,975 lb (2 lb per capita; Table 9-5; Figure 9-9). Several key respondents 
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talked about the decrease of the beluga population in the vicinity of Kotzebue, and that hunters are often 
unsuccessful when targeting this species (OTZ1, OTZ5, OTZ6, OTZ7). Respondents had varying theories 
as to why the population has decreased; older respondents explained that it became most noticeable in the 
1980s (OTZ5, OTZ1, OTZ3, OTZ6, OTZ7). One hunter felt that the increase in traffic in Kotzebue Sound 
has disturbed belugas, which are sensitive to sound (OTZ1). Another felt the increasing numbers of beavers 
had negatively impacted the population of whitefish, and by extension beluga who prey upon them (OTZ3). 
Several respondents tied the timing of the beluga population decrease to a mortality event in 1984–1985 
in which thousands of belugas became entrapped in the ice and perished in the Russian Senyavin Strait 
(OTZ1, OTZ3, OTZ7; Huntington et al. 1999).
Walrus accounted for 3% of the marine mammal harvest; 4 walrus contributed 2,972 lb (1 lb per capita). 
Most key respondents did not discuss this species, but 2 noted that walrus are not locally available and 
require travel of significant distances to hunt the resource (OTZ1, OTZ5). Although bowhead whale is also 
not harvested in the region, 60% of Kotzebue households reported using the resource during the study year. 
Twenty-six percent reported using and receiving unknown seal, likely in the form of seal oil that residents 
received through gifts, barter, or trade.
Kotzebue hunters harvested all marine mammals from June to October, 2014 and May 2015 (Table D9-7). 
For bearded seal, hunters harvested the majority of their catch in June (158 seals, 70% of the bearded seal 
harvest); most bearded seals harvested during this timeframe were adults (95%). The second highest month 
of harvest for bearded seal was October: 14% of the total harvest occurred in this month (31 seals). All 
bearded seals harvested in October were juveniles. Hunters caught 72% of ringed seals (50 seals) and 78% 
of spotted seals (112 seals) during October. Hunters harvested 4 walrus in June, and information on harvest 
timing for beluga is unavailable4.
Figure 9-10 portrays the search and harvest areas used by Kotzebue hunters in pursuit of marine mammal 
resources during the study year. Kotzebue residents reported ranging the furthest for seal species, traveling 
as far as approximately 80 miles north of the community along the coast near Kivalina. Search areas 
encompassed all of Kotzebue Sound, including the waters of Good Hope Bay over 50 miles to the southwest 
of Kotzebue and extending partially into Escholtz Bay east of Deering. Hunters largely searched for beluga 
in Kotzbue Sound, ranging as far as 25–30 miles from the community. A similar search and harvest area 
for walrus was reported, and hunters also traveled along the coast near Cape Krusenstern in pursuit of 
this resource. One small search and harvest area was reported for bowhead whale off of the coast of Point 
Hope; although Kotzebue is not a whaling community, some residents are members of crews in established 
whaling communities. 

Large Land Mammals
As mentioned previously, large land mammals as a category contributed 222,115 lb to Kotzebue households, 
and accounted for 37% of the total estimated harvest (Table 9-5; Figure 9-7). The vast majority of the large 
land mammal harvest came from caribou, which contributed 174,883 lb (59 lb per capita) and composed 
79% of the total harvest of large land mammals (Table 9-5; Figure 9-11, Plate 9-2). Every interviewed 
key respondent noted that migration patterns of the Western Arctic caribou herd have changed, both in 
location and timing, which has made harvesting caribou more challenging during fall months. Respondents 
reported that the timing of migration in the region is later than is usual; instead of the migration occurring 
in late August and early September, more caribou are moving into the region in October. Several hunters 
explained that the herd is more actively moving when the weather cools, and warmer temperatures appear 
to be causing the delay (OTZ1, OTZ5, OTZ3). Some respondents noted other concerns about warming 
temperatures, including additional stress on caribou caused by fewer areas of snow that protect them from 
swarms of insects in the summer (OTZ2). Another respondent described issues with preservation, because 
harvested caribou can no longer be reliably stored outside during the fall and winter months (OTZ4). One 
hunter expressed concern that the timing of the migration in some areas is occurring close to the fall rut; she 

4 . Beluga harvests are reported values from the Alaska Beluga Whale Committee. Due to a 25% random sample, no 
households successfully harvesting beluga were surveyed during fieldwork.
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indicated that more cows may be targeted because hunters are concerned that they will harvest a bull in rut, 
which makes the meat taste unpleasant (OTZ6).
Changes to migration paths were perhaps the greatest concern among key respondents. One respondent 
explained that traditional hunting grounds along the lower Noatak River are no longer as productive, 
because many fewer caribou come through the region (OTZ1). Similar comments were made about that 
area, as well as other camps in the close vicinity of Kotzebue (OTZ6, OTZ6, OTZ8). Some respondents 
mentioned that the Red Dog mining road affects caribou migration by serving as barrier for some of the herd 
(OTZ2, OTZ7, OTZ5). Most respondents felt that air traffic, largely caused by guides and transporters used 
by nonlocal hunters, has negative effects on the herd by causing them to alter their movements, especially in 
important migration corridors near the community. Respondents also explained that nonlocal hunters often 
do not understand how to appropriately hunt the resource, sometimes shooting the lead caribou and causing 
the herd to change direction (OTZ1, OTZ2, OTZ5, OTZ6, OTZ3, OTZ8). One key respondent explained 
the effect of these hunters:

The thing is, you know, even though those nonresident hunters–they’ll only take 
680 a year, they’ll say, ‘We don’t take much.’ But what happens is they divert 
a lot, or they hinder a lot. They’re basically like a Red Dog road when you got 
transporters all stacked in an area, they’re kinda like a Red Dog road where the 
collars bounce.5 (OTZ2)

One key respondent explained that nonlocal hunters dropped off by airplane have an unfair advantage 
because they can reach places in the mountains that locals cannot; he went onto explain that their presence 
in these areas sometimes causes large groups of caribou to turn back before they reach more accessible 
areas (OTZ3). Another respondent expressed frustration that nonlocal hunting groups have more money 
and resources to argue for their hunting rights than locals do, while resident hunters sometimes do not even 
have the money for gasoline necessary to go out and hunt. She went on to further explain that local residents 
have had to work to learn the political process by which regulations are made, and that this is a another 
form of knowledge that has to be passed down to the next generation. She explained the need to teach her 
children to work to protect subsistence from a number of threats: 

5 . Tracking collars have shown that some caribou halt near the mining road and change course (Jim Dau, ADF&G 
biologist, personal communication, February 2015).

Caribou 79%

Moose 19%

Other 2%

Figure 9-11.–Composition of large land mammal harvest by edible weight, 
Kotzebue, 2014.
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In teaching my children, you know, I mean I’ve taken my boys to meetings. 
And just to let them know this is gonna be what you’re gonna have to fight for. 
Because we’re gonna continuously have to fight for every little right that we have 
because coming from all directions, our subsistence lifestyle is always under 
attack. Whether it’s from video games, whether it’s from, you know, sport hunters, 
whether it’s from offshore drilling, whether it’s from the Northwest Passage, I 
mean that’s a reality. (OTZ6)

In addition to nonlocal hunters causing difficulty for subsistence hunters by affecting caribou migration 
paths, key respondents explained the burden of having to travel further in pursuit of caribou given the high 
price of gasoline (OTZ6, OTZ3, OTZ8, OTZ7). In recent years, most respondents explained that people 
have to travel up the Kobuk River to reach the caribou. Hunters have been concentrated in the vicinity of 
Kiana. Several respondents reported that this area has become quite congested with hunters during the fall 
months, and that this level of competition has resulted in chaos with hunters clumped together (OTZ1, 
OTZ2, OTZ3, OTZ3). One key respondent described the fall hunting situation and how the conditions have 
caused people to concentrate in one area:

We don’t get caribou in the fall up the Noatak any more, the Red Dog road really 
shut it down. And so, even people in Noatak, they’ll say, you know, they didn’t 
get caribou for 3 years so far at Noatak. Well, we haven’t gotten caribou in 5 years 
here in Kotz’. So all the Kotzebue hunters are going up toward Kiana. And there’s 
a conflict there now. (OTZ3)

One felt that the amount of hunting activity has led to some waste, having seen dead caribou ending up along 
the banks of the river (OTZ4). As described in the Introduction, the Western Arctic caribou herd (WAH) 
is in a state of decline. Another major point of concern regarding the decline is the opinion among many 
respondents that predator populations have increased dramatically in the Kotzebue region. Respondents 
explained that bears in the region have become much more numerous, and that resident wolf packs have 
increased in size, which contributes to the decline of the caribou herd (OTZ3, OTZ2, OTZ8, OTZ8, OTZ9). 
One key respondent described coming across 20 dead caribou that had been attacked by wolves: many 
of the caribou had only been partially eaten (OTZ7). Several key respondents also felt that making the 
regulations on the harvest of predators more liberal would be of benefit, as well as encouraging nonlocal 
hunters to target bears (OTZ8, OTZ2, OTZ6, OTZ7). One key respondent offered 2 concrete suggestions on 

Plate 9-2.–Collection of antlers, Kotzebue, 2014.
A. Godduhn
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how to change the regulations in order to bring the population of bears down: allow each hunter to harvest 
2 bears each year, or allow hunters to proxy hunt for others. He went on to explain that it would also be 
useful to allow local hunters to sell brown bear hides to incentivize targeting the species, especially given 
that most residents do not target brown bears due to the high cost in gasoline and the amount of time needed 
to do so (OTZ2). 
Moose contributed an additional 43,608 lb (15 lb per capita) and accounted for 19% of the large land 
mammal harvest (Table 9-5; Figure 9-11). A majority of key respondents felt that the population of moose 
has crashed in recent years, also due to the high number of predators in the region (OTZ2, OTZ6, OTZ3, 
OTZ8, OTZ9, OTZ7). Two respondents reported seeing bears targeting pregnant female moose, and waiting 
for them to stop and give birth (OTZ7, OTZ8). Several key respondents also reported that wolves are 
having a big effect on the population, and one hunter explained an adaptation in moose behavior that he has 
witnessed: “Probably one thing I’ve noticed more is the moose are herding together more because there’s 
strength in numbers against the wolves” (OTZ9). One key respondent expressed concern about nonlocal 
hunters harvesting the resource; he explained that these hunters appear to be solely concerned with the 
antlers for trophies, which is not an appropriate use of a diminishing resource (OTZ4). Another respondent 
discussed issues with current regulations for moose hunting in the fall months, explaining that the season is 
now later and that bull moose are rutting 10 days later than was usual. He went on to opine that the season 
should be extended until the end of September to make up for the later seasonal pattern (OTZ2).
Brown bear contributed 2,988 lb to the total estimated harvest (Table 9-5). As mentioned above, key 
respondents overwhelming believe that bear populations have increased in the region. Outside of the effects 
upon caribou and moose populations, respondents also explained that bears have become a nuisance in the 
region by breaking into cabins and camps (OTZ1, OTZ2, OTZ3, OTZ4, OTZ5, OTZ6, OTZ7). One key 
respondent discussed the sheer number of bears he saw last year when flying over the region: 

We didn’t see a single moose from the air on any, anywhere, not a cow, not a calf, 
not a bull, nothing. And I was wondering why we didn’t get anything that year. 
So anyways, as we left there instead of going to the village of Noatak we went 
overland and we counted 19 bears from Hatchery to the Wulik. That’s 19 and 
there’s, there were a lot of sows with cubs and each sow had three cubs, grown, 
big cubs too. They didn’t have two cubs or one cub, every sow had three big ones. 
(OTZ2)

Respondents also explained that local residents largely hunt brown bear under general hunting regulations, 
which do not require meat salvage because the meat of coastal bears is not fit for consumption; the fact 
that they eat mostly fish and beached carcasses makes them taste particularly bad (OTZ2, OTZ9). A few 
residents explained that they do still eat brown bear, although these bears are harvested away from the 
coast. One respondent said that the best time to harvest brown bears is right after they leave their dens in the 
spring, before they eat fish. She also explained that her family shares the meat widely due to the fact that it 
does not freeze or dry well (OTZ8). Another respondent receives brown bear from his family on the upper 
Kobuk River, including meat and rendered fat which is often eaten with caribou meat (OTZ4).
Residents harvested more limited amounts of Dall sheep (401 lb) and muskox (295 lb; Table 9-5). One key 
respondent explained that the population of Dall sheep in the Baird Mountains and Black Mountains has 
crashed due to predation by wolves and environmental conditions (OTZ2).
Kotzebue hunters harvested caribou in every month of the study year, with the exception of December 
(Table D9-8). The highest season of harvest was the fall; hunters harvested 81 caribou in August (6% 
of the total harvest), 627 caribou in September (49%), and 128 caribou in October (10%). April was the 
second highest month of harvest (283 caribou; 22% of the harvest); it was also the only month in which 
cow harvests were a greater portion of the harvest (56%) than bull harvests. Overall, Kotzebue hunters 
harvested 967 bulls during the study year (75%) and 216 cows (17%). Respondents were unable to recall 
the sex of 102 caribou (8%). As with caribou, moose harvests largely occurred in the fall. Hunters took 12 
moose in August (14% of the total harvest), 46 moose in September (57%), and 8 in October (9%). Lesser 



438 439

harvests occurred in January (8 moose), April (4 moose), and May (4 moose). Eighty-six percent of moose 
harvests were bulls during the study year. The highest months for brown bear harvests were April, May, 
and September (8 bears taken in each month), with lesser harvests in July (4 bears) and August (4 bears). 
Limited harvests of muskox (1) and Dall sheep (4) all occurred in April during the study year. 
Figure 9-12 portrays the search areas used by Kotzebue hunters in pursuit of large land mammal resources 
during the 2014 study year. Residents reported using vast land areas in the pursuit of caribou, moose, and 
brown bear. For caribou, hunters ranged as far as 150 miles to the west along the Kobuk River near Ambler. 
Residents also utilized the Noatak River drainage to the north, and traveled as far south as the vicinity of 
Buckland. A similar search and harvest area was reported for moose, with hunters traveling almost 120 
miles up the Kobuk River in pursuit of this resource. A unique area was reported along the Selawik River, 
over 130 miles away from Kotzebue. Brown bear search and harvest areas largely mirrored caribou search 
areas during the study year. Residents reported one small search area for Dall sheep in 2014, approximately 
20 miles northeast of the community in the Noatak River drainage. Hunters searched for muskox outside of 
the Kotzebue region in the vicinity of Nome.  

Small Land Mammals/Furbearers
Kotzebue hunters harvested several small land mammal species for food during the study year, which 
included snowshoe hare, beaver, and lynx (Table 9-5; Figure 9-13). Snowshoe hare contributed 222 lb (0.1 
lb per capita), and accounted for 42% of edible small land mammal harvests by weight. Beaver and lynx 
each contributed 154 lb. Some key respondents discussed the marked increase of the beaver populations 
in the area, and one elder stated that there were none in the region in the 1970s (OTZ5). Some respondents 
explained that beavers are a nuisance, blocking up portions of rivers and cutting whitefish populations off 
from creeks that flow into lakes. Some tied the increase to the fact that fewer people are trapping for them 
(OTZ5, OTZ3). One key respondent who does trap explained that the weather patterns have made trapping 
for beaver more difficult. Lower snowfall has increased ice thickness on lakes due to a lack of insulation, 
making it challenging to cut a hole in order to place the trap. This respondent explained that thicker ice on 
local lakes had caused a muskrat crash in the area, and that this species now concentrates in deeper lakes 
(OTZ2). 
Kotzebue residents also harvested furbearers, which were not used for food and do not contribute to the 
total estimated harvest weight for the community during the study year (Table 9-5; Figure 9-14). Hunters 
took 93 red foxes, 19 martens, 19 mink, 19 muskrats, 15 wolves, and 12 wolverines.
One key respondent explained the 10-year cycle of snowshoe hare, locally known as rabbits, population 
increase and decrease, explaining that after the rabbit population crashes, the lynx which prey upon them 
leave the area in search of prey 2 years later, followed by the wolverines 2 years after the lynx (OTZ2). 
Knowledge of this cycle helps a trapper determine which furbearers to target. Two trappers said that warmer 
weather has caused willows to grow taller, which hinders snowmachine travel when the snowpack is thin. 
Likewise, slower freeze-up of moving water, such as creeks, hampers the ability to travel (OTZ3, OTZ2).
As mentioned previously in the large land mammal section, key respondents felt that the wolf populations 
in the region have increased greatly in recent years. Several key respondents stated that it is difficult for 
many residents to help control the wolf population: gas prices can be cost prohibitive, and travel in early 
winter months is challenging without enough snow in recent years (OTZ2, OTZ3, OTZ8, OTZ4). 
Almost all small land mammal harvests occurred from November 2014 to April 2015; only beaver harvests 
occurred in September at October (Table D9-9). Beavers were largely harvested in the late fall and early 
winter months; the highest harvest was in December (27%). Snowshoe hares were harvested throughout the 
winter and spring months; November and February were the months of highest harvest (25% of the harvest, 
respectively). Furbearer harvests generally took place in the winter and early spring months. 
Figure 9-15 portrays search and harvest areas for small land mammal resources reported by Kotzebue 
residents during the study year. Hunters reported searching within 10 miles of the community, and also over 
30 miles to the north in the Noatak and Squirrel River drainages. Small search areas were also reported in 
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Beaver 29%

Snowshoe hare 42%

Lynx 29%

Figure 9-13.–Composition of small land mammal harvest by edible weight, 
Kotzebue, 2014.
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the vicinities of Noorvik and Kiana. The largest continuous search and harvest area was reported on the 
Seward Peninsula.  

Salmon
Salmon composed 23% of Kotzebue’s total estimated harvest in the study year, an estimated 137,586 lb (46 
lb per capita; Figure 9-7; Table 9-5). The vast majority of the salmon harvested during the study year was 
chum salmon, which composed 96% of salmon harvests (131,432 lb, 44 lb per capita; Table 9-5; Figure 
9-16). All key respondents explained that the chum salmon runs have been very large in recent years, and 
have led to excellent subsistence and commercial fishing harvests. Several noted that the income from 
commercial fishing is beneficial for local families, and several explained that the commercial fishing season 
during the study year was one of the best on record (OTZ1, OTZ8, OTZ3). An elder respondent indicated 
that chum salmon abundance really became noticeable in the last 3–4 years and also noted, along with 
several other respondents that the fish seem to be arriving earlier in the region (OTZ1, OTZ8, OTZ5). One 
respondent also said that he is able to catch chum salmon later in the season, and that some of these fish are 
in prime condition as late as the beginning of September (OTZ4). Another respondent explained that chum 
salmon in the Kotzebue region are excellent fish:

Well, these chums here, they have the second highest fat content of any other 
chums in the state. Yeah. So they’re really good chum. I’ll go down and, we used 
to fish when I wasn’t doing Youth Camps, with my father in Kenai and get reds, 
you know, Kenai reds, the big reds that are beautiful. But, just ‘cause they got red 
flesh doesn’t mean they’re good, you know? These chums are fattier than those 
reds. Those reds, boy, you bake ‘em one minute too long and that’s just dry and, 
you know, these chums you, you can bake ‘em one minute late and they’re still 
fine. They’re oily. (OTZ2)

Although chum salmon runs have been plentiful, weather in recent years has made preservation more 
challenging. Several respondents explained that summer weather is more rainy and windy than in the past 
(particularly in August and September), which makes it difficult to dry fish and can lead to their spoiling. 
One respondent said that she had to send her fish back from camp to be frozen, and then she thawed 
them later to dry in town (OTZ6). Another respondent explained that his family dries salmon much less 
frequently now; instead, he largely vacuum seals salmon for freezing, cans a portion, and smokes some of 
the harvest. He went on to state that he sees fewer people drying salmon overall:

Chum salmon 96%

Sockeye salmon 2%

Other 2%

Figure 9-16.–Composition of salmon harvest by edible weight, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Way less common, hardly any salmon on the racks down there. Once we started 
getting into vacuum-seal things, you know, yeah. You can look at the pictures 
from years ago, ten, fifteen years ago all those racks were full of salmon right after 
they’re full of bearded seal. But nowadays after the bearded seal are done, that’s 
it. Hardly anybody has salmon down there, and if they do it’s for dogs, you know, 
usually. (OTZ2)

Local youth often fish with their families, and also have access to cultural camps in the region in order to 
learn how to harvest and process salmon (Plate 9-3). These include camps run by Maniilaq Association and 
the Kotzebue Traditional Council, as well as by Christian groups. One respondent explained his involvement 
in these camps and how older youth are helping to teach the younger children:

So, right after Fourth of July we do a middle school camp where we have these 
high school kids that are the helpers for that, ‘cause we want to teach them, how 
to be counselors, how to lead that camp, so they’re cooking, they’re cutting wood, 
they’re doing everything, high schoolers. Then after that we send the middle 
schoolers home and then we have a huge high school camp there. And so we do 
salmon netting, cutting there. (OTZ2)

Sockeye salmon contributed an additional 3,137 lb (2% of the salmon harvest), and were largely harvested 
outside the region (Table 9-5; Figure 9-16). Kotzebue fishers also reported more limited harvests of coho 
salmon (1,758 lb), pink salmon (833 lb), and Chinook salmon (426 lb). Household use patterns mirrored 
harvest levels: larger percentages of households used the most heavily harvested species (Table 9-5). The 
one exception is Chinook salmon: 11% of households reported using this resource even though it was 

the least harvested in terms of edible 
weight. A few respondents explained 
that Chinook salmon catches in the 
region had declined over time, and an 
elder respondent stated that they used 
to catch more during commercial 
fishing several decades ago (OTZ5). 
Another echoed the idea, but said that 
he had been catching Chinook salmon 
at greater rates in the last 2 years 
(OTZ8).
Kotzebue fishers took the vast 
majority of chum salmon by set gillnet 
(79%), and they removed 18% from 
commercial catches (Table D9-10; 
Figure 9-16). A small portion of the 
chum salmon harvest was taken with 
rod and reel and seine nets. Residents 
caught most sockeye salmon (74%) 
outside of the region with dip nets in 
places like Chitina and Kenai. Other 
methods included rod and reel (23%) 

and set gillnet. Coho salmon were largely removed from commercial catches (60%), and smaller portions 
were harvested with set gillnet (17%) and seine (24%). Kotzebue fishers removed the most pink salmon 
from commercial catches (53%) and set gillnet (35%). Chinook salmon were largely taken with rod and 
reel (67%).
Kotzebue residents reported using a portion of their harvest during the study year as food for dogs. The 
only salmon species used to feed dogs was chum salmon, which provided 9,237 lb for this purpose (Table 
D9-11). This figure represents 7% of the total chum salmon harvest in 2014.

Plate 9-3.–Fish camp on the beach near Kotzebue.
E. Mikow
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Figure 9-18 portrays salmon fishing areas used by Kotzebue residents during the 2014 study year. Fishers 
searched for salmon along the coast of the Baldwin Peninsula, as well as along the Sheshalik Spit. Several 
search areas were reported along the Noatak River, as far as 30 miles north of Kotzebue near the community 
of Noatak. Some fishers fished in the Chitina and Kenai areas, but these areas are far outside the study 
region and were not mapped.

Nonsalmon Fish
As mentioned previously, nonsalmon fish species accounted for nearly one-fifth of Kotzebue’s 2014 harvest 
(Figure 9-7). This resource category collectively contributed 115,534 lb (39 lb per capita) and accounted for 
19% of the total estimated harvest (Figure 9-7; Table 9-5). The vast majority of the nonsalmon fish harvest 
was composed of sheefish (82%); this species contributed the most edible weight of any nonsalmon species 
to the total estimated harvest of all resources by Kotzebue residents in 2014, accounting for 16% of the 
community’s harvest (an estimated 95,270 lb, 32 lb per capita; Table 9-5; Figure 9-8; Figure 9-19). One 
resident explained the popularity of sheefish in the Kotzebue region, and noted that they are traded widely:

That sheefishing became so popular. It’s such a great fish and the sheefish down 
this way near the coast—at Selawik, they get a lot of sheefish but they prefer 
ours…Yeah, mainly because these ones down this way are feeding off, they’re 
right next to the borderline of the salt water and they’re feeding off on a lot of 
herring. So it adds a texture of the meat and so forth is what they prefer. (OTZ1)

Key respondents noted that sheefish is a plentiful resource and is easy to access right in front of the 
community. Several explained that the season for jigging for sheefish has lengthened; traditionally it was 
rare to jig through the ice before March due to cold weather conditions, but now people routinely jig in the 
late fall and through the winter and spring seasons (OTZ2, OTZ5, OTZ4). One respondent explained that 
the lack of snow cover after freeze-up in the fall has eased access to the resource: 

And so, we’re going with 4-wheelers, we’re going with trucks and it’s just the 
strangest thing to be sitting out there catching sheefish, you know, in November 

0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000 120,000 140,000

Chum salmon

Sockeye salmon

Coho salmon

Pink salmon

Chinook salmon

Estimated total pounds harvested

Removed from commercial catch Set gillnet Seine net Dip net Rod and reel

Figure 9-17.–Salmon harvests by gear type, Kotzebue, 2014.



445

Selawik Lake

H
o

t h
a

m
I n

l e t

K o t z e b u e
S

o u
n

dCape
Espenberg

Noatak River

Cape Krusenstern

Sheshalik Spit

Baldw
in

Peninsula

Noatak

Kotzebue

Noorvik

!

!

!

0 105
Miles

This map depicts areas used for
resource harvesting in 2014 by 93
surveyed households in Kotzebue,
Alaska.  The total survey sample

includes 214 of 826 households in
Kotzebue (26%), so this map is a

partial representation of areas used for
resource harvests in 2014.  Resource
harvest areas change over time, so

areas not used in 2014 might be used in
other years.

Source:
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G) Division of Subsistence,

2016.
North American Datum 1927.

Alaska Albers Projection.

Kotzebue

Salmon search 
and harvest areas

1:800,000SCALE:

Chukchi CIAP
Project 2014

162°W

162°W

164°W

164°W

67°N

Figure 9-18.–Salmon fishing areas, Kotzebue, 2014.



446 447

and then having a truck pass by, they’re going to go get wood. Because there’s 
no snow. This never used to happen, ever. You know? And it’s “Country [music] 
Thursday” and the windows down and we’re listening to, you know, Willie Nelson, 
while this truck is passing by, and we’re pulling up big sheefish. Those two things 
never ever happened ever. (OTZ2)

Although jigging is the most common method, sheefish can be caught by rod and reel after breakup right 
in front of town. One respondent felt that the range of sheefish in the region has increased over the years, 
and reported catching them in a setnet in the summer months when the majority of them would generally 
be migrating up the Kobuk River (OTZ2).
The second most highly harvested nonsalmon fish was Dolly Varden (6% of the nonsalmon harvest); 
Kotzebue fishers harvested 6,983 lb, or 2 lb per capita (Table 9-5; Figure 9-19). Key respondents explained 
that Dolly Varden, locally known as trout, are harvested with whitefish species in setnets, and are often 
dried together with whitefishes (OTZ1, OTZ2, OTZ8). Whitefishes collectively contributed 2,704 lb (Table 
9-5). Besides drying them and eating them fresh, Kotzebue residents sometimes ferment whitefishes in the 
fall months (OTZ1, OTZ8).
Residents also harvested 4,056 lb of Pacific herring6, which accounted for 4% of the nonsalmon fish harvest 
(Table 9-5; Figure 9-19). Herring are often preserved by pickling, drying, or smoking, and one respondent 
explained that herring is excellent bait for Dolly Varden (OTZ2). A key respondent discussed the effect of a 
local road built across the lagoon during the study year. The lagoon is a spawning location for herring and 
a productive body of water for whitefish and tomcods:

Yeah, [the road] cut off the lagoon. And so I was thinking, “what’s going on?” 
And there were a bunch of ravens down there by that road. And what happened 
was the ice you know, in the winter it’ll separate from the top ice. Well, there were 
fox tracks everywhere and ravens down there. So I went down and looked, and 
here are all these whitefish and sheefish and tomcods. They were frozen but their 
bodies were kinda hanging and, you know, underneath. And that tells me that what 
happened was there was uh, they must have died from lack of oxygen. And it, they 
did it early in the fall because their, that was in that first ice, their heads were stuck 
in there, they were floating basically. (OTZ2)

6 . Henceforth, herring.

Pacific herring 4%

Saffron cod 3%

Dolly Varden 6%

Sheefish 82%

Other 5%

Figure 9-19.–Composition of onsalmon fish harvest by edible weight, Kotzebue, 
2014.
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He explained that people had a difficult time catching saffron cod, locally known as tomcod, in November 
and December of the study year. Saffron cod contributed 3,595 lb to the total estimated harvest, accounting 
for 3% of the nonsalmon harvest (Table 9-5; Figure 9-19). Northern pike contributed a further 1,439 lb 
(Table 9-5). Residents reported lesser harvests of flounders, Pacific halibut, rainbow smelt, burbot, and 
Arctic grayling.
Sheefish were taken by a number of different methods during the study year. The most common gear type 
used by Kotzebue fishers was jigging through the ice, which accounted for 57% of all sheefish harvests 
(Table D9-12; Figure 9-20). Set gillnet was the second most common method used to harvested sheefish 
(29% of the harvest), followed by a set gillnet under the ice (12%). Residents took the majority of Dolly 
Varden harvests from commercial catches (29%), by jigging through the ice (24%), and by set gillnet 
(23%). The majority of Pacific herring were harvested with rod and reel (81%), and most whitefishes were 
harvested using set gillnet (80%). One resident explained that he uses a traditional fish trap to harvest 
whitefishes in the fall time:

What it is, is at the end of a lagoon or a melt that normally opens to and from the 
ocean. Where it normally opens to and from but the west winds, the northwest 
winds close it for the summer. A lot of fish are trapped in there come fall-time. 
They’re interested in coming out, so you wait ‘til the ideal timing is right and it’s 
got a lot to do with the weather, the tide and so forth. And you go there and you 
build this long trench and you create a little current at the end of it that’s about inch 
deep water that’s running through. At the end and you have a, a big bowl, that’s 
about 4 by 4. And uh, so once you got the water flowing to that, in that direction, 
um, the fish feels that current [and swims into the trap]. (OTZ1)

Fishers harvested most saffron cod by jigging through the ice (96%; Table D9-12; Figure 9-20). All northern 
pike were harvested by rod and reel during the study year. 
Kotzebue residents used 2 species of nonsalmon fish as food for dogs in 2014 (Table D9-11). Sheefish 
provided 31,353 lb for this purpose; this was 33% of the total sheefish harvest during the study year (tables 
9-5 and D9-11). Residents also fed limited amounts of burbot to dogs (65lb; Table D9-11).
Figure 9-21 portrays search areas used by Kotzebue residents in pursuit of nonsalmon fish species during 
the study year. Fishers reported a continuous search area in the vicinity of the community in the Kotzebue 
Sound and Hothman Inlet. Smaller search areas were reported throughout the region; fishers ranged as far 
as 90 miles north on the Kelly River upstream of Noatak. Residents also traveled 180 miles to the east along 
the Kobuk River to upstream of the community of Kobuk. One area was reported 30 miles southeast of 
Selawik on the Tagagawik River.  

Marine Invertebrates
Marine invertebrates contributed 10,487 lb to Kotzebue’s total estimated harvest in 2014, or an estimated 4 
lb per capita (Table 9-5). King crabs composed the entire marine invertebrate harvest during the study year. 
One key respondent recounted the recent history of crabbing in Kotzebue. According to him one individual 
would routinely catch a few king crabs incidentally in his beluga net in a particular location (OTZ2). 
Curious as to how many there were, he constructed a pot to target the resource. Once he began catching 
them in more significant numbers and sharing them among residents, other fishers built pots and crabbing 
became more common. He explained that sheefish are excellent crab bait, and that he has had good success 
using northern pike as well. This respondent also offered his perspective on the possibility of commercial 
crabbing in the Kotzebue region:

No. They, you know, even us we don’t want to ever go commercial. I was on a 
crabbing vessel one, a trawling vessel one time. With the Bering Sea Fishermen’s 
Association we did 70 locations out here to find out what’s in our ocean…And so 
we went out and we found a lot of interesting things, we found that this Kotzebue 
Sound is a nursery for a lot of invertebrates and then a lot of the fish, a lot of the 
crab. And it’s a nursery so that they can grow up here and then they can move 
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Figure 9-21.–Nonsalmon fishing areas, Kotzebue, 2014.
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out into that deep channel out there in the Chukchi and the Bering later on in life. 
And so, they, biologists, you know, really suggested that we don’t make this a 
commercial fishery for crab because then we’ll deplete the stock pretty heavily. 
Let’s let ‘em grow up, let’s let ‘em get out into the country. So, that’s what we 
did, we’ll never go commercial here like Nome. Anytime something comes it get 
money, money always wins. So, we just do subsistence. (OTZ2)

Figure 9-22 portrays search and harvest areas used by Kotzebue residents in the pursuit of king crab during 
the 2014 study year. Fishers searched for king crab near Kotzebue along the west coast of the Baldwin 
Peninsula, and approximately 10 miles across Kotzebue Sound in vicinity of the Sheshalik Spit. The largest 
search and harvest area was an approximately 20-mile stretch along the coast between Cape Krusenstern 
and the Sheshalik Spit. 

Birds and Eggs
Birds and eggs as a category contributed 12,870 lb (4 lb per capita) to Kotzebue’s total estimated harvest in 
2014 and composed 2% of the harvest (Table 9-5; Figure 9-7). Kotzebue hunters harvested a wide variety 
of birds during the study year. Goose species collectively contributed about one-half (51%) of the edible 
weight to this resource category (6,585 lb; Table 9-5). Canada geese were the most heavily harvested 
bird, accounting for 19% of the total bird and egg harvest during the study year (Figure 9-23). One key 
respondent explained that certain coves allow for easy harvest of Canada geese: 

And the Canadian geese, when it’s low tide, they’re on the north shore feeding and 
spending the night. Well, the morning comes they need gravel for their gizzards but 
they need a certain grit gravel. And so, they’re going to come to that cove and get 
it right there because it deposits a certain grit, that’s the grit they like. And so there 
might be 16 grain or 24 grain, however they measure grits, you know? But that’s a 
particular grit that they really like. And so, if its low tide, man, they’ll come right 
across the water really low and you can get 20 Canadians in one morning. (OTZ2)

White-fronted geese accounted for 17% of the harvest of birds and eggs, snow geese contributed 10%, and 
brant provided 6% (Figure 9-23). Ducks collectively contributed 22% to the total bird harvest (2,810 lb; 
Table 9-5). The most heavily harvested duck species were northern pintails (8% of the harvest), mallards 
(5%), and American wigeons (5%; Figure 9-23). Tundra swans contributed 4% to the harvest of birds and 
eggs, and sandhill cranes composed 2%. Key respondents overall felt the population of migratory birds has 
remained healthy and abundant over the years. 
Kotzebue residents also gathered 1,698 lb of wild eggs (13% of the bird and egg harvest); most of that 
harvest came from gull eggs (Table 9-5). One key respondent explained that flooding has an impact on gulls 
because they have to wait for waters to recede before laying their eggs near the shoreline (OTZ2). Residents 
also harvested limited amounts of duck, geese, swan, and sandhill crane eggs (Table 9-5). One respondent 
explained that his father taught him not to harvest brant eggs because these birds are less numerous in the 
region (OTZ4).
Hunters also harvested 949 lb of ptarmigans, which composed 7% of the bird and egg harvest during the 
study year (Table 9-5; Figure 9-23). Some key respondents reported that populations of ptarmigans have 
gone down in recent years, and that the birds no longer come into town like they once did (OTZ2, OTZ3).
Kotzebue residents harvested the greatest numbers of migratory birds during the spring (60%) and fall (24%) 
months (Table D9-13). Limited harvests (3%) occurred in the summer months. Hunters took ptarmigans in 
every season of the study year, but winter was the highest season of harvest (75%).
Figure 9-24 portrays search and harvest areas used by Kotzebue bird and egg hunters. For ducks and geese, 
hunters reported diverse search and harvest areas across the region. Hunters searched for ducks and geese 
in the vicinity of Kotzebue on the Baldwin Peninsula, as well as 10 miles directly across Hotham Inlet in 
the vicinity of the mouth of the Noatak River. Residents ranged as far as 80 miles to the north, hunting off 
of the ice pack near the community of Kivalina. Search areas for ducks and geese were also reported in 
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the vicinity of Noatak and almost 80 miles to the south near Candle. Similar search and harvest areas were 
reported for bird eggs, although these areas were largely within 20 miles of Kotzebue. Residents ranged 
further for eggs in two cases: 60 miles to the south on Puffin Island, and 80 miles south near Candle. For 
ptarmigans and grouses, most search areas were within 20 miles of the community, although hunters ranged 
as far as the Noatak River and Buckland during the study year.

Vegetation
Vegetation as a resource category contributed 15,848 lb (5 lb per capita) to the total estimated harvest 
during the study year (Table 9-5). Berries collectively made up the majority of the vegetation harvest 
(89%; Figure 9-25). Blueberries alone composed 44% of the vegetation harvest, an estimated 7,032 lb (2 
lb per capita); this resource was also among the 10 most heavily harvested species during the study year, 
composing 1% of Kotzebue’s total harvest of wild resources (Table 9-5; Figure 9-8). Cloudberries, locally 
known as salmonberries, were the second most heavily harvested vegetation resource, contributing 4,053 lb 
(1 lb per capita). Key respondents largely said that 2014 was a decent berry year; there was consensus that 
blueberries were plentiful, although some respondents felt that crowberries (locally known as blackberries) 
and cloudberries were less available (OTZ1, OTZ2). An elder respondent said that warmer weather overall 
in recent years has had positive impacts to berries in general, saying that they come earlier and that they are 
“beautiful” (OTZ8).
Residents also harvested 1,732 lb of other plants (Table 9-5). The most heavily harvested greens were beach 
rye grass (579 lb), sourdock (416 lb), stinkweed (261 lb), and Labrador tea (253 lb). Sourdock, locally 
known as quaġaq, is the first plant picked during the summer season. Residents boil, mash, and then allow 
the greens to slightly ferment before freezing them for later use. One key respondent explained that they are 
often served with berries during the winter months (OTZ2).
Figure 9-26 portrays search and harvest areas used by Kotzebue residents for gathering berries and greens. 
Households gathered plants on the Baldwin Peninsula within approximately 12 miles of the community. 
Other reported areas were along the Noatak River and along the coastline from the mouth of the river to 
Cape Krusenstern as far as 35 miles away from Kotzebue. Households also searched for vegetation in the 
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Figure 9-23.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest by edible weight, Kotzebue, 2014.
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vicinity of Noorvik. Residents traveled as far 
as 80 miles to the southeast near Selawik and 
80 miles to the south in the vicinity of Candle.

harveSt aSSeSSMentS

Researchers asked respondents to assess their 
own harvests in 2 ways: whether they used 
more, less, or about the same amount of 8 
resource categories in 2014 as in the past 5 
years, and whether they got “enough” of each 
of the 8 resource categories. Households also 
were asked to provide reasons if their use was 
different or if they were unable to get enough 
of a resource. If they did not get enough of 
a resource, they were asked to evaluate the 
severity of the impact to their household as 
a result of not getting enough. This section 
discusses responses to those questions. 
Together, Figure 9-27 and Figure 9-28 provide 
a broad overview of households’ assessments 
of their harvests in 2014. Because not everyone 

uses all resource categories, some households did not respond to the assessment questions. Additionally, 
some households that do typically use a resource category simply did not answer questions. Table D8-14 
provides additional data to support Figure 9-27.
For all resource categories, a majority of Kotzebue households reported using the same amount or more of 
each resource category during the study year (Figure 9-27). Similarly, the majority of households that used 
a resource reported getting enough during the study year (Figure 9-28). The 3 resource categories that had 
the highest percentage of households saying that they used less and that they did not get enough were large 
land mammals, vegetation, and all resources. 
Thirty-three percent of Kotzebue households said they used less large land mammals in 2014 compared 
to recent years, while 50% said they used the same amount, and 11% said they used more (Table D9-14; 
Figure 9-27). For households that used less large land mammals and answered why their use was less, the 
most common answer was that they received less (25%), followed by the resource being less available 
(21%), unsuccessful hunting (13%), and work schedules or a lack of time (13%; Table D9-15). Most of 
those that used more large land mammals said that used more because they needed more (55%; Table D9-
16). Twenty-one percent of responding households said they did not get enough large land mammals during 
the study year (Figure 9-28). When asked about the impact to their households of not getting enough large 
land mammals, 11% of responding households said the impact was not noticeable, 44% said the impact was 
minor, 33% said it was major, and 9% said it was severe (Table D9-17). When asked which resources they 
needed more of, 26% of responding households said that they needed more caribou, and 9% needed more 
moose (Table D9-18). 
Thirty-eight percent of households reported that they used less vegetation in 2014 compared to recent years, 
while 44% said that they used the same, and 10% said that they used more (Table D9-14; Figure 9-27). 
The most common reason given for less use was that the resources were less available (34%), followed by 
work schedules and a lack of time (23%) and lack of effort (19%; Table D9-15). For the small percentage 
of households reporting more use, the most common reason for using more was that they had more help 
gathering (57%; Table D9-16). Nearly one-third of Kotzebue households said that they did not get enough 
vegetation in 2014 (31%; Figure 9-28). Of responding households, 12% said that the impact was not 
noticeable, 51% said that it was minor, 24% said that it was major, and 8% said that it was severe (Table 

Berries 89%

Plants and greens 
11%

Figure 9-25.–Composition of vegetation harvest by edible 
weight, Kotzebue, 2014.
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D9-17). Kotzebue households most commonly reported needing more blueberries (21%) and cloudberries 
(15%) during the study year (Table D9-18).
Overall, 34% of Kotzebue households reported using less subsistence resources in 2014 compared to 
previous years, while 48% reported using the same amount of resources, and 17% said they used more 
(Table D9-14; Figure 9-27). The 2 most common reasons for using less subsistence resources during the 
study year were work schedules and a lack of time (25%) and less sharing (23%; Table D9-15). Of those 
households that used more, 40% said that they needed more and 26% said that they had more help (Table 
D8-16). Twenty-four percent of households said that they did not get enough wild foods during the study 
year (Figure 9-28). When asked about the impact to their households, 6% of households said that the lack 
of wild foods was not noticeable, 49% said it was a minor impact, 41% said it was major, and 2% said it 
was severe (Table D9-17).

Food Security

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, 
defined as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen 
et al. 2012). The food security questions were modeled after those developed by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) but modified by ADF&G to account for differences in access to subsistence and store-
bought foods. Based on their responses to these questions, households were broadly categorized as being 
food secure or food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were 
broken down further into 2 subcategories—high or marginal food security. Food insecure households were 
divided into 2 subcategories: low food security or very low food security.
Households in the high food security category did not report any food access problems or limitations. 
Households in the marginal food security category reported 1 or 2 instances of food access problems or 
limitations—typically anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but 
gave little or no indication of changes in diets or food intake. Households in the low food security category 
reported reduced quality, variety, or desirability of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication of reduced 
food intake. Households classified as having very low food security were those that reported multiple 
instances of disrupted eating patterns and reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012). 
Core questions and responses from Kotzebue residents are summarized in Figure 9-29. Less than 20% of 
households reported any single food insecure condition during the study year. The source of greatest anxiety 
appears to have been concerns over a lack of resources with which to get food. Resources can include 
equipment, time, and money needed to either purchase or to harvest subsistence resources. Nineteen percent 
of households in Kotzebue reported that they experienced this food insecure condition during the study 
year. Eleven percent of households reported that all kinds of food, both store-bought and wild resources, 
did not last and they could not get more. When asked specifically about the 2 categories of food, 17% of 
households reported that subsistence foods did not last and they could not get more, and 10% reported the 
same for store-bought food. Although smaller percentages of households reported more severe conditions, 
some Kotzebue households experienced extreme difficulty due to food insecurity. Six percent of households 
reported that adults cut the size of meals or skipped them altogether, 7% said that adults ate less than they 
thought they should, 4% said adults were sometimes hungry but did not eat, 3% reported that adults in the 
household lost weight due to a lack of food, and 1% reported not eating for an entire day.
Food security results for Kotzebue, the state of Alaska, and the United States are summarized in Figure 9-30. 
Overall, a greater percentage of households in Kotzebue were considered high and marginal food security 
than the state of Alaska or the United States as a whole. Ninety-one percent of households in Kotzebue were 
in the high or marginal food security category, compared with 88% percent of Alaskan households and 86% 
of households in the United States. Fewer households were classified as low food security (7%) or very low 
food security (2%) in Kotzebue compared to Alaska as a whole (8%, 4%) and the United States (6%, 9%).
Figure 9-31 portrays the mean number of food insecure conditions per household by food security category 
by month. Figure 9-32 shows in which months households reported foods not lasting. For both measures, 
food insecure conditions appear to be influenced by the season. For very low food security households, the 
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highest numbers of food insecure conditions were reported in November through February (Figure 9-31). 
Conditions decreased in the spring months, increased again in June and July, and fell sharply in the fall 
months during the study year. Low food insecure households had the highest numbers of food insecure 
conditions from October through April, and fewer insecure conditions in the late spring and summer. 
Similarly, households were more likely to report that food did not last in the winter months of November 
through February (Figure 9-32). This trend holds true for subsistence foods, store-bought foods, and all 
foods considered together. For subsistence foods and all foods considered together, summer months had 
the lowest percentages of households reporting that the food did not last. This pattern was similar for store-
bought foods, with the exception of a slight increase in July.

Sharing of Wild Resources
Household Specialization in Resource 
Harvesting
Previous studies (Wolfe 1987; Wolfe et al. 
2010) have shown that in most rural Alaska 
communities, a relatively small portion of 
households produces most of the community’s 
fish and wildlife harvests, which they share 
with other households. A recent study of 3,265 
households in 66 rural Alaska communities found 
that about 33% of the households accounted for 
76% of subsistence harvests (Wolfe et al. 2010; 
e.g., Magdanz et al. 2009). Although overall the 
set of very productive households was diverse, 
factors that were associated with higher levels of 
subsistence harvests included larger households 
with a pool of adult male labor, higher wage 
income, involvement in commercial fishing, and 
community location.
As shown in Figure 9-33, in the 2014 study year 
in Kotzebue, about 70% of the harvests of wild 
resources as estimated in pounds usable weight 
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were harvested by 15% of the community’s households. Further analysis of the study findings, beyond the 
scope of this report, might identify characteristics of the highly productive households in Kotzebue and the 
other study communities.
All key respondents spoke to the importance of sharing subsistence resources with family, friends, and 
especially elders. Maniilaq Association runs a Hunter Support Program that gives area hunters a small 
stipend to hunt and fish for elders in the region.7 The program was expanded to build a traditional food 
processing plant in Kotzebue which allows for Native foods to be served to elders who live in the long-
term care facility. The name of the food processing plant is the Siġluaq, which means ice cellar. Regulatory 
issues around the preparation of wild foods created difficulties at the program’s inception, but state and 
federal agencies granted final authorization in 2015. Some foods are not yet allowed to be served, including 
seal oil, but employees of the facility are working to establish procedures that will allow them to serve it 
in the future (OTZ1). Prior to the passage of the Farm Bill in 2014, which had an addendum that allowed 
traditional foods to be served in senior care facilities and schools, staff found a way to occasionally serve 
resident elders traditional foods:

The long-term care elders were new up at the building and they were not allowed 
any traditional foods. Mainly because it’s not USDA approved. That was well 
before the Farmer’s Bill got passed and so forth. So that became a big concern so I 
looked further into it and I found, I found a way that we could get traditional foods 
in there and that was through a potluck style. So, along with the Kotzebue Elders 
Council, they had their meeting every first Monday so what we did was created 
a—I put together a potluck committee to work with those folks and have a potluck 
right after the Kotzebue Elders Council at the long-term care. So that’s one, on the 
very first Monday they get to eat Native food and that’s the very day they always 
been looking forward to throughout the winter. (OTZ1)

7 . Maniilaq Assocation. 2015. “Sigluaq.” Accessed December 4, 2016. http://www.maniilaq.org/sigluaq/ 
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All of the wild food served at the long-term care facility is donated by local hunters.

Wild Food netWorkS

As mentioned previously, the size of Kotzebue necessitated a 25% of households sampling approach. 
Because of this strategy, data on wild food networks would not have been complete, so the information was 
not collected.

coMParing harveStS and uSeS in 2014 With PreviouS yearS

Harvest Data
Changes in the harvest of resources by Kotzebue residents can also be discerned through comparisons 
with findings from other study years. Comprehensive subsistence harvest surveys were conducted in the 
community for the following study years: 1986, 1991, and 2002–2004 (Georgette and Loon 1993; Whiting 
2006).8 The 2002–2004 study years were conducted by the Kotzebue IRA and included a sample of Alaska 
Native households in the community, organized into high, medium, or low harvesting categories. Although 
this approach is not directly comparable to this study year because of the exclusion of non-Native households, 
it still provides information on harvests from a large portion of the community (this study estimates 78% of 
Kotzebue is Alaska Native).9 Harvests in 1991 are considered to be overestimates because the survey was 
only administered to households that had been surveyed for the 1986 study year, thus creating a bias toward 
long-term residents, who generally have higher harvests than short term residents. Because these estimates 
are outliers in our discussion, they will not be included in analysis beyond the discussion of composition 
of harvest. Bird harvest surveys were conducted for the 1997 study year (Georgette 2000), and big game 
harvest information is available for 2012 and 2013 (Godduhn et al. 2014; Mikow and Kostick 2016). Total 
estimated harvest and composition of harvest information will be discussed below for the comprehensive 
surveys. However, conversion factors for edible weights of wild foods vary between studies, as do survey 
methods and scope. For this reason, comparison of species-specific information will be discussed in terms 
of individual animals per capita instead of pounds per capita.
Comparable data for total community harvest exists for 4 study years, although conversion factors differ 
among studies. For all wild resources, Kotzebue harvests ranged from a low of 606,003 lb in 2014 to a 
high of 1,401,325 lb in 2002 (Table 9-5; Whiting 2006).10 The average harvest across all 5 study years was 
998,047 lb of wild resources. Per capita information is only available for 1986 and 2014. Per capita harvests 
were 398 lb in 1986 and 203 lb per person in 2014 (Figure 9-34). 
Composition information is not directly comparable for 3 out of the 5 study years because the 2002–2004 
study did not include vegetation or edible weight from small land mammal species; in addition, only chum 
salmon harvests were recorded (although this species makes up the bulk of salmon harvest across all study 
years), and only certain nonsalmon fish species were included. Despite these differences, composition data 
are similar across study years. Large land mammals accounted for the largest component of the harvest in 
every study year with the exception of 2002, ranging from a low of 27% of the harvest in 2002 to a high of 
37% during the 2014 study year; in 2002, nonsalmon fish species were the largest component of the harvest 
at 34% (Figure 9-7; Whiting 2006).11  Nonsalmon fish species were consistently the second or third largest 
component of the harvest in the other 4 study years. Marine mammals were among the 3 most heavily 
harvested resource categories in every study year as well, with the exception of 2014. Marine mammal 
resources provided between 22% and 30% of the harvest in 1986, 1991, and 2002–2004. In contrast, these 
resources only provided 15% of the total estimated harvest in 2014 (Figure 9-5). This may be because the 
region has experienced record chum salmon runs in recent years. Salmon was the second most harvested 

8 . ADF&G CSIS.
9 . It is likely that per capita values discussed in text are slightly inflated, because harvests of Alaska Native households 

are applied to the total community population.
10 . ADF&G CSIS.
11 . ADF&G CSIS.
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resource category in 2014, contributing 23% of the total estimated harvest. Additionally, residents are 
experiencing shorter windows of time to hunt bearded seal in the spring months, as previously mentioned. 
Another possible explanation is the inclusion of more resources on the survey in the 2014 study compared 
to other studies, particularly the 2002–2004 study years.

Large Land Mammals
As mentioned previously, large land mammals have consistently been the largest component of Kotzebue’s 
total estimated harvest of wild resources over all study years (Table 9-5; Figure 9-34; Godduhn et al. 2014; 
Mikow and Kostick 2016; Whiting 2006).12 Caribou contribute the greatest amount of edible weight to large 
land mammal harvests; however, due to differences in conversion factors across studies, this discussion will 
focus on individual animals per capita. Over the 7 study years, Kotzebue residents harvested on average 
0.61 caribou per person, ranging from a high harvest of 0.76 caribou in 2002 to a low of 0.43 caribou 
during the 2014 study year. The low harvest year in 2014 represents a 35% difference from the 7-year 
average. Data points for the 2 years prior to the 2014 study year are closer to the 7-year average: Kotzebue 
hunters harvested 0.59 caribou per person in 2012 (a 3% difference from the average) and 0.65 in 2013 
(6% difference). As mentioned previously, key respondents have noted that caribou migratory patterns have 
changed over the years, often requiring further travel in pursuit of this resource. Likewise, the WAH has 
experienced declines in recent years. It is possible that these factors have affected harvests, although there 
are not enough data points to draw concrete conclusions.

12 . ADF&G CSIS.
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Moose harvests have consistently provided the second largest amount of edible weight to Kotzebue’s 
harvests over the 7 study years (Table 9-5; Figure 9-35; Godduhn et al. 2014; Mikow and Kostick 2016; 
Whiting 2006).13 The average of all years is 0.03 moose per person, ranging from high harvests of 0.03 
in 2002, 2003, 2004, and 2013 to low harvests of 0.02 in 1986 and 2012. The harvest of 0.03 moose per 
person in 2014 is aligned with the 8-year average. It appears that moose harvests have remained fairly stable 
in Kotzebue over the 8 study years despite reports of decreasing populations in the area. However, key 
respondents and survey data indicate that fewer households in the community target the resource.

Marine Mammals
Bearded seals have been consistently the most heavily harvested marine mammals over the 5 years for 
which comparable data exist (Table 9-5; Figure 9-36; Whiting 2006).14 The average harvest across all 
study years was 0.15 bearded seals per person, ranging from high harvests of 0.17 in 1986 and 2002 to a 
low harvest of 0.08 during the 2014 study year. The low harvest in this study is 61% lower than the 5-year 
average and is 67% percent less than the second lowest harvest of 0.16 bearded seals per person in 2003 and 
2004. There are not enough data points to show a concrete trend, however key respondents did explain that 
spring windows for harvesting bearded seals have shortened in recent years; these shorter windows may 
have reduced harvesting opportunity.

Fish
Chum salmon was the third most heavily harvested resource in 2014, providing 19% of the edible weight to 
Kotzebue’s total estimated harvest of wild resources (Figure 9-8). The 1986 survey only recorded harvests 
of salmon as a resource category; because the majority of salmon harvested in the Kotzebue area are chum 
salmon, this category-level figure is included in the analysis. The average per capita harvest over the 5 study 
years was 9 chum salmon per person, ranging from a high harvest of 12 per person in 1986 and 2002 to 
a low of 6 salmon per person in 2003 (Table 9-5; Figure 9-37; Whiting 2006).15 This study year’s harvest 
of 7 salmon per person is 25% less than the 5-year average. Key respondents, however, largely noted that 
salmon runs have been excellent in recent years and that commercial fishing was lucrative during the study 
year. It is possible that some Kotzebue fishers focused more on commercial catches of chum salmon due to 
a high success rate and good market for their harvests.
Sheefish has consistently been the most heavily harvested nonsalmon fish species over the 5 study years for 
which we have comparable data (Table 9-5; Figure 9-37; Whiting 2006).16 The average per capita harvest 
over the 5 study years was 8 sheefish per person, ranging from a high harvest of 14 per person in 2002 
to a low of 5 per person in 2003 and 6 in 2014. Despite the relatively low harvest during this study year 
compared to the average, key respondents all felt that population of sheefish in the region has remained high 
and that opportunity has even increased for some fishers in recent years. 

Birds
Data for bird harvests exists for 6 study years (Table 9-5; Whiting 2006).17 For all goose species, Kotzebue 
hunters harvested on average 0.8 geese per person, ranging from a high harvest of 1.3 geese per person 
in 1997 to a low of 0.6 geese in 1986, 2002, and 2014. The 2014 study year harvest is 29% lower than 
the 6-year average. Hunters harvested on average 0.9 ducks per person, ranging from a high harvest of 
1.7 ducks per person in 1986 to a low of 0.6 during the 2003 and 2014 study years. This year’s harvest 
decreased by 33% compared to the 6-year average. Despite lower harvest levels, Kotzebue key respondents 
felt the population and abundance of migratory bird species in the region has remained stable and healthy.

13 . ADF&G CSIS.
14 . ADF&G CSIS.
15 . ADF&G CSIS.
16 . ADF&G CSIS.
17 . ADF&G CSIS.
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Figure 9-35.–Estimated harvests of caribou and moose, Kotzebue, 1986–2014.
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Figure 9-36.–Estimated harvests of bearded seal, 1986, 2002–2004, and 2014.
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Current and Historical Harvest Areas
The Northwest Arctic Borough (NAB) conducted a project documenting use areas, which are likely lifetime 
search areas for interviewed residents of the community (Satterthwaite-Phillips et al. 2016). Search and 
harvest areas used in 2013 cannot be directly compared to those used over a greater period of time. However, 
in the case of all resource categories, land use patterns described by surveyed respondents in this study are 
encompassed in the larger lifetime use areas documented in the NAB study. 

local coMMentS and concernS 
Following is a summary of local observations that were recorded during the surveys (Table D9-19). Some 
households did not offer any additional information during the survey interviews, so not all households are 
represented in the summary. 

Development
One of the most common topics mentioned by survey respondents was the potential of development in 
the region, particularly off-shore drilling for oil. A majority of households that mentioned the topic were 
strongly opposed to drilling in the ocean, stating that they were concerned about the possibility of an oil 
spill and the effects it would have on the marine ecosystem (Table D9-19). One key respondent explained 
his concerns about off-shore drilling and the unknown impacts of a spill due to a lack of industry knowledge 
about the currents in Kotzebue Sound. He went on to explain that there are certain areas in the ocean which 
are biologically productive where currents meet, and expressed concern about the ability to protect these 
areas in the event of a spill:

It’s where the currents meet, wherever 2 or 3 currents meet, that’s where you’re 
gonna find that diversity and that abundance. There’s a spot 10 miles outside of 
Blossom that’s really good for ugruk, we have it on a GPS, they’re swimming, 
they’re diving and every ugruk that you get there, when you do open their bellies 
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Figure 9-37.–Estimated harvests of chum salmon and sheefish, Kotzebue, 1986, 2002–2004, and 2014.
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they’re full of fresh clams, fresh shrimp…So, there’s a spot out there it’s just 
nonstop bearded seals man, and all they’re doing is diving. They don’t care about 
you, they’re gonna dodge, they’re gonna come up, and you can load up right there. 
But it’s a place too where the 3 currents meet, the Kotzebue one, the Riley Wreck 
one, the Espenberg one. (OTZ2)

Another key respondent noted that her concerns about increased shipping traffic and development are tied 
to climate change:

And then when you look at where the seals go, I mean, they go from here to Russia. 
You know, they go from southern Alaska all the way to Canada. You know, their 
range is so broad. And then you look at offshore drilling, you look at the Northwest 
Passage and all the ships that are coming up and the talk of ports and this and that. 
And it’s just like, it’s very scary to think of what our future holds for our people 
because of climate change. (OTZ6)

A small number of survey respondents did feel like development might aid the region financially and that it 
could be undertaken in a responsible manner. 

Large Land Mammals
As mentioned previously in this chapter, key respondents expressed concern over the decline of the WAH 
and changes to caribou migration patterns and timing. These concerns where echoed in survey comments. 
Many household respondents also discussed user conflicts between local and outside hunters. Many felt 
that given the decline of the herd, nonlocal hunters should not have opportunity, and several expressed 
frustration at the effects of plane traffic in changing migratory patterns of the caribou (OTZ1, OTZ5, OTZ3, 
OTZ2, OTZ6, OTZ4). A few surveyed households felt that more regulations should be put into place in 
order to protect cows, and some expressed concern over waste by outside and local hunters.
Like key respondents, several surveyed households felt that the populations of brown bears and wolves 
in the region had increased (OTZ2, OTZ6, OTZ3, OTZ8, OTZ9, OTZ7, Table D9-19). Some expressed 
concern about the impact of predation on the WAH, and some advocated for predator control measures.  

Environmental Change
Like key respondents, many surveyed households reported observed changes to the environment, including 
warmer seasons, a lack of snow cover, thinning ice, larger willows, and erosion (Table D9-19). As noted 
throughout this chapter, changing environmental conditions have affected subsistence pursuits, and surveyed 
households echoed the reports of key respondents. Households discussed issues with access due to low 
snow cover and larger vegetation impeding snowmachine travel. Others reported that thinner ice conditions 
have impacted hunting for bearded seals, and one stated that these seals appear to be thinner now than they 
used to be. One key respondent expressed his concerns about the future impacts of a warming climate on 
sea ice and its ecology:

Yeah, and you can’t do that anymore, they, you can’t drive a snow machine to Shish 
[Shishmaref] or to Deering. It’s open water now, super thin ice or no ice. And that ice, you 
know, when you don’t have ice all year, it makes a difference in the food chain, you know? 
All that little algae stays in the bottom platelets of the ice, and then you got shrimp and 
things like that that eat them. And then you got the cod that eat the shrimp and then the seals 
eat the cod. But um, when you don’t have ice you stop the whole ocean food chain. (OTZ2)

Cost of Subsistence
Several surveyed households commented on the high monetary cost of subsistence, particularly gasoline. 
Others discussed the high cost of living in Kotzebue more generally (Table D9-19). One key respondent 
summed up the cost of equipment and the added burden of buying more gas when resources are less 
available locally: 
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Yeah, socially, you know, the, the price of fuel and price of equipment even has 
gone up, you know? You can’t get a boat for less than 30 grand anymore. You can’t 
get a snowmachine for less than 10 or 13 grand anymore, mine cost 13 thousand 
bucks this year. And so the price of equipment is really skyrocketing. My friend 
just bought a boat for 33, I think it was, just last week, and he says, ‘What’s the 
deal, this is just aluminum? Aluminum’s not copper, it’s not gold, why is it 33 
grand?’ And so the price of equipment has gone up big time…And so, it costs more 
to subsist now not just in equipment but also in fuel and then this climate change 
throws a, you know, a stick in the spoke, you gotta go a little bit further, or you 
gotta go at this time, or you gotta go at that time, or you gotta go faster. Ah, so, you 
really got to be on your toes now-a-days to, in order to subsist and get what you 
need to get. (OTZ2)

Other key respondents explained the difficulty of balancing work and subsistence pursuits, noting that to 
be successful in hunting and fishing you need to have employment to be able to afford it (OTZ2, OTZ1, 
OTZ5, OTZ6). 

Importance of Subsistence
Surveyed households and key respondents alike explained the importance of subsistence to their families 
and to the community as a whole. Surveyed households discussed the importance of these pursuits not only 
to feed their families, but also as a way of life (Table D9-19). As one key respondent explained: 

To me subsistence is a spiritual part of who I am. You know, I’m not a Christian, 
I’m not a religious person. But I’m definitely a spiritual person, and my subsistence 
fills my spirituality in a way that no religion could. And I know a lot of people that, 
you know feel the same. You know, whether they know how to express it or not, 
it’s definitely there. So if you take away the subsistence aspect of who we are, you 
take away a part of who we are in our soul. (OTZ6)

Another key respondent discussed the vital importance of passing on traditional knowledge to the next 
generation as a means of maintaining Iñupiaq culture: 

Because language and subsistence are passed on the exact same way, through 
acquisition, through teaching, through um, you know, one on one relationships, 
and that mentorship that needs to happen. And they’re just not getting that. So, 
subsistence is the silent one that’s passing away right now. And it’s passing away 
just as fast as language, same speed. And so, we have a job on our hands in making 
sure the next generation knows just as much as us in terms of traditional knowledge, 
what foods to get, where to get foods, when to get ‘em, how to process them, what 
is does for you. And so, that’s eating away at our culture, big time, when you don’t 
subsist. Not just nutritionally, because you know, nutritionally man, one cup of 
salmonberries has the same amount of vitamin C as eight oranges. One ptarmigan 
has the same amount of iron as seven hamburger patties, you know? And so when 
you don’t eat a ptarmigan anymore and you don’t get as many aqpiks as you do 
anymore, nutritionally you’re gonna suffer, socially you’re gonna suffer ‘cause 
you’re not doing it as a family, educationally you’re gonna suffer because you’re 
not going to know, spiritually you’re gonna suffer ‘cause you ain’t doing it no 
more. So there’s a lot of attributes that are part of that culture of traditional food 
harvest. (OTZ2)
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10. POINT HOPE

Nicole M. Braem

coMMunity Background

Point Hope (Tikiġaq) is located on a triangular spit that extends approximately 15 miles into the Chukchi 
Sea from the Lisburne Peninsula. The community is defined by its relationship to the bowhead whale and 
bowhead whaling, as is illustrated through its origin story (PHO1; Lowenstein 2009; Rasmussen 1999). As 
told to Knud Rasmussen during the early 1920s by a local man:

But then one day the Raven, —he who created heaven and earth—rowed out to sea 
in his kayak far out to sea, and there he saw something dark moving and squelching 
on the surface of the water. He rowed out and harpooned it; blood flowed from the 
wound he had made. The raven thought it must be a whale, but then saw that was 
a huge dead mass without beginning or end. Slowly the life ebbed from it, and he 
fastened his towline to it and towed it in to the foot of the hills south of Uivfaq. 
Here he made it fast, and on the following day, when he went down to look at it, he 
saw it was stiff; it had turned into land. (Rasmussen 1999:330–331)

The community’s English name was given by Frederick W. Beechey in 1826, although an earlier Russian 
expedition had dubbed the area Cape Golovin. Its local name, Tikiġaq, is based on the Iñupiaq word tikiq, 
meaning index finger (Foote and Williamson 1966; Kindle 1909; Lowenstein 2008). Lowenstein suggests 
that the term describes the way the peninsula juts into the sea as if pointing to the animals which hunters 
could reach from the tip of the peninsula. Its point, Nuvuk1, is the westernmost point of the continent north 
of Kotzebue Sound (Kindle 1909).2 Narrow gravel bars extend in both directions from the spit, bounding 
lagoon systems and connecting to the mainland. The northwest side of the spit has long been subject to 
erosion, while the south side has gradually built up through deposition. 
The modern-day community is located east of the old village site, which was subject to flooding and erosion; 
its current site has been in use since village buildings were moved in 1978 and 1979 (Alaska Consultants, 
Inc. et al. 1984). It lies 125 miles north of the Arctic Circle, 150 air miles northwest of the regional hub of 
Kotzebue, and 315 miles southwest of Barrow. The major river in its vicinity, the Kukpuk River, empties 
north of the village into Marryat Inlet. The community falls within the Arctic climate zone: temperatures 
range from -49°F to 78°F. On average, Point Hope receives 10 inches of precipitation annually, including 
36 inches of snowfall. The Lisburne Hills lie to the east. Cape Thompson is approximately 35 miles to the 
south.
In 2014, Point Hope was the second-largest community in the North Slope Borough (NSB); only Barrow 
was larger. As was the case for other study communities, Point Hope was not accessible via the state road 
system. Transport of passengers and freight was provided by local air carriers based in Kotzebue and 
Barrow; fuel and other goods also arrived by barge during the ice-free season. Residents traveled locally 
by small boat, all-terrain vehicle (ATV), and snowmachine. Point Hope’s water source was a nearby lake. 
Water was pumped, treated, and stored in above-ground tanks by the borough’s water utility during ice-free 
months for use. Most homes were connected to a water and sewer system. The NSB also provided electricity, 
trash pickup, road maintenance, fuel delivery, and law enforcement. As a result of NSB subsidies, Point 
Hope residents paid $0.15 per kilowatt hour for the first 600 kWh and $0.35 thereafter; #2 diesel fuel, which 
was used to heat homes, cost $1.99 in 2014. A clinic staffed by community health aides was operated by the 

1 . Or Nuwuk. Literally, “point” (Kaplan 1981:11).
2 . Only Cape Prince of Wales is further west. 



470 471

Maniilaq Association in Kotzbue. In 1989, the community banned the importation, sale, and possession of 
alcohol under Alaska’s local option law3. 
Point Hope has been described as the oldest continuously-occupied site in North America. Significant 
Ipiutak sites were excavated by Froelich Rainey and others in 1939–1941. They identified over 600 house 
ruins and estimated that another 200 were present, noting that it was clear that older sites existed at Pt. Hope 
and that some portion had already been destroyed by the sea. Dumond (2014:291) notes:

The excavators especially emphasized the discovery of a previously unknown 
culture, designated by them as “Ipiutak,” while what was much less clear to them 
at the time was that they had produced evidence of a progression of archaeological 
cultures that is now known to be basic to northwest Alaska. Presently recognized 
to begin with what Larsen and Rainey called “Near Ipiutak,” this progression 
runs through Ipiutak and later Birnirk to so-called Western Thule, on to the Tigara 
cultural deposits at Point Hope, and to recognized late prehistoric Iñupiaq Eskimo.

Pt. Hope was one of a few locations in Arctic Alaska that was host to a very large settlement by prehistoric 
standards (Burch Jr. 1980; Dumond 2014; Foote and Williamson 1966; Rainey 1941). The area was (and 
still is) an excellent place from which to base subsistence activities because the point itself, currents, and 
prevailing winds together are advantageous (Alaska Consultants, Inc. et al. 1984). The point is a natural 
barrier in migration routes for marine mammals, and it puts hunters in an excellent position to hunt them. 
Moreover, bowhead whales migrate through open leads that do not neatly parallel the shore; leads in the 
vicinity of Pt. Hope are closer to shore than anywhere south of Cape Prince of Wales (Alaska Consultants, 
Inc. et al. 1984:184). Additionally, warmer waters flowing north result in a shorter period of continuous ice 
cover, and hunters have access to suitable leads on either the north or south side of the spit depending on 
wind direction.
According to Burch Jr. (1981), the 18th century boundaries of the “Tikirarmiut” included the Chukchi Sea 
coast from Kivalina to Point Lay, as well as the entire Kukpuk River drainage and most of the Kukpowruk 
drainage. This territory shrank by the early 19th century as a result of warfare with neighboring societies. 
Burch Jr. estimated a population of 1,342 dispersed among the various fall settlements ca. 1800. The sizes 
of settlements varied seasonally. The largest was at the point of the spit, essentially the location of the 
modern day community. In the spring whaling season, he notes, the entire population was at Tikiraq or 
Uivaq (just west of Cape Lisburne).
Contact with Europeans first occurred in 1820, when Shishmarev landed at the point (Burch Jr. 1981; 
Foote and Williamson 1961; Lowenstein 2008; VanStone 1962). Various voyages on behalf of European 
nations occurred afterwards, but significant contact between local Natives and outsiders did not occur until 
mid-century, with the advent of commercial whaling. Resource depletion, disease, and the introduction 
of alcohol contributed to a rapid drop in the population of Tigaramiut and an erosion of local control.4 
Burch Jr. (1980) estimated the 1840 population of a Point Hope society, which inhabited lands from Cape 
Thompson to Cape Beaufort, to be 900. Foote and Williamson (1966) estimated the 1850 population to be 
854 residents in 122 households. 
Changes in the whaling industry led to the establishment of shore-based whaling stations across Arctic 
Alaska late in the 19th century. The first whaling station at Pt. Hope was established in 1887 (Foote and 
Williamson 1966; VanStone 1962), and by 1900, up to 15 stations existed in the vicinity (Lowenstein 
2008). These competed with the Tigaramiut for whales, walrus, and caribou. The stations also served as 
trading posts—Native crews were paid in trade goods such as flour, molasses, cloth, and tobacco—and most 

3 . Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Affairs. Alcoholic Beverage Control Board: Schedule 
of Local Option Communities. Accessed March 23, 2017. https://www.commerce.alaska.gov/web/Portals/9/pub/
ABC/DryDampCommunities/LocalOptionComm-Rev-10.2016.pdf

4 . See Lowenstein (2008) for a detailed history of the effects of commercial whaling periods on Pt. Hope.
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stations traded in liquor.5 As whaling activity grew, the demand for labor exceeded that available locally. 
Whalers hired Native crews from other areas as distant as Cape Prince of Wales and the Noatak River 
area. Each spring, hundreds of nonlocal Iñupiat and non-Natives would flock to whaling stations such as 
Jabbertown, Beacon Hill, and other sites. Lowenstein estimates the 1893 population of the community to 
be approximately 120; about half of the population had moved to Barrow and Herschel Island to work for 
commercial whalers there. Arriving ships imported diseases, and Lowenstein (2008) describes the period of 
1893–1905 as “perhaps the most distressed in Point Hope’s nineteenth-century history.” 
Events in the early 20th century at Pt. Hope largely follow regional patterns described in this report’s 
Introduction chapter. The spread of mission and government influence followed in the wake of the 
disruption caused by increased contact between Alaska Natives and newcomers. In 1890, the Episcopal 
Church established a mission school at Point Hope. A government school was constructed near Jabbertown 
in 1904. Six or seven qalgi existed at Pt. Hope historically, but by the mid-1880s, only 3 remained. Qalgi,6 
often called men’s houses or ceremonial houses, were the center of community and ceremonial life and also 
the basis of skinboat crew affiliation (Lowenstein 2008:321). By 1890, only Uŋasiksikaaq and Qaġmaqtuuq 
remained, and the buildings themselves were abandoned by 1910 (Lowenstein 2008:322). The Bureau of 
Education operated a single school from 1924–1931, when responsibility passed to the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs. After the collapse of the baleen market and commercial whaling, reindeer herding and trapping 
were the primary economic opportunities. In 1894, 2 Point Hope men were sent to Teller to learn reindeer 
herding; they returned with reindeer around 1908. Conflicting accounts of the evolution of reindeer herding 
at Pt. Hope exist (Burch Jr. 1981; Foote and Williamson 1966; VanStone 1962), but all accounts confirm that 
the herd grew. According to Foote and Williamson, the herd at Point Hope averaged about 5,000 animals 
between 1926 and 1939. Eventually, however, the herd declined due to predation and lack of interest, and it 
had nearly disappeared by the mid-1940s. The final coup de grâce (Foote and Williamson 1966:1052) was 
the return of wild caribou to the area. The fur market collapsed after 1929. These events led to the eventual 
consolidation of a dispersed human population into the community at the point. 
According to Foote (1959), the first plane landed at Pt. Hope in 1927, but as late as the 1940s, only 2 flights 
were scheduled yearly. Travel by dog team and boat were the primary means of transportation until after 
World War II. In 1949, air deliveries reached the region twice monthly, although some packages were 
held until the open water season for delivery by boat. By 1955, Pt. Hope and nearby communities had 3 
scheduled air mail deliveries per week. The community was already based on a mixed wage-subsistence 
economy: 

Many of the basic problems faced by the arctic Eskimos in 1940 had existed for 
decades. Indeed, they remain the pressing questions of today. Fundamentally the 
villages are intimately tied to the American economy by their need for material 
items, goods that can only be purchased with cash or marketable native products. 
But wage-paying employment opportunities within the communities are severely 
limited, and the market for the principal native products is restricted and highly 
erratic. (Foote 1959)

The tribal government, the Native Village of Point Hope, formed under terms of the Indian Reorganization 
Act in 1940 (Foote and Williamson 1961). The city government incorporated as a fourth class city in 1966; 
it was reclassified as a second class city in 1972. Under terms of the ANCSA, Point Hope is served by 
the regional for-profit Arctic Slope Regional Corporation; its village corporation is Tikigaq, Inc (Alaska 
Consultants, Inc. et al. 1984). After the formation of the North Slope Borough in 1972, the borough school 
district assumed operation of the previously state-run school. At that time, none of the schools on the North 
Slope offered a high school program. 

5 . Lowenstein (2008) names Peter Bayne as one of the “shore-based villains” for trading in liquor and teaching the 
Tigaramiut how to distill their own liquor.

6 . This study uses local spellings. A variety of locally-specific Iñupiaq spellings occur across Arctic Alaska. Two clans 
or ceremonial groups, Uŋasiksikaaq and Qaġmaqtuuq, exist in contemporary Pt. Hope, 



472 473

During the Cold War era, the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission pushed a plan to construct a harbor at nearby 
Cape Thompson by detonating several nuclear devices. A full account of this project is beyond the scope 
of this report; Dan O’Neill’s history, The Firecracker Boys: H-Bombs, Inupiat Eskimos, and the Roots of 
the Environmental Movement, traces the context, events, and legacy of Project Chariot in admirable detail 
(O’Neill 1995). No detonations ever occurred at the project site, but in 1962 AEC researchers transported 
radioactive material from a Nevada test site and placed it in pits at Ogotoruk Creek to study how radioactivity 
spreads in an Arctic environment. Afterwards, the materials were buried in a shallow mound. Details of that 
testing did not emerge until decades later when O’Neill made public government documents he had found 
in researching his book. A multi-million dollar cleanup began in 1993. 
In 2008, the U.S. Bureau of Ocean and Energy Management (BOEM) held a lease sale for approximately 
3 million acres in the Chukchi Sea.7 The Native Village of Point Hope and various environmental groups 
challenged the sale in court, arguing that the environmental impact statement prepared for the sale was 
deficient. Little industry activity took place while the issue remained unsettled. As a result of federal court 
rulings, supplemental environmental impact statements were prepared and finalized. BOEM issued a 2015 
record of decision affirming Chukchi Sea Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193. However, mishaps, high costs of 
development, low oil prices, and poor exploratory results led several companies to vacate some or all of 
their leases in 2015 and 2016.8 In March 2015, the Native Village of Point Hope withdrew from the lawsuit, 
citing new federal guidelines for oil companies operating in Arctic waters and a desire to benefit from 
resource development. Leases from the 2008 sale were due to expire in 2020.

SeaSonal round

Burch Jr. (1980:292) briefly describes the seasonal round of the Point Hope society in the mid-19th century. 
People inhabited small settlements scattered throughout the Point Hope territory along the coast and along 
the lower Kukpuk River at freshwater freeze-up. In the fall and winter, those living inland relied mostly on 
fish and caribou, while those on the coast relied more heavily on seals. Nearly the entire population of the 
territory converged on the point for spring whaling season; afterwards they dispersed along the coast to hunt 
seals and walrus. After breakup, many headed to the Sisualiq trade fair or moved inland to hunt caribou. 
VanStone (1962) and Foote and Williamson (1966) provide detailed accounts of the Tigaramiut seasonal 
round ca. 1960. Dog teams had not yet been replaced by snowmachines. Seasonal summer wage work and 
subsistence activities had already become linked; seasonal workers reinvested their summer earnings in 
staple goods and supplies to engage in subsistence hunting, fishing and gathering. Summer ocean fishing 
for char and salmon with seines and occasionally gillnets began after landfast ice disappeared (typically 
in June) and could continue into August. Residents also traveled by boat to catch freshwater fish. Later in 
June and in July, residents boated to hunt birds and collect murre eggs at cliffs at Cape Lisburne and Cape 
Thompson. Caribou were taken in most months of the year. Hunters would also harvest brown bear, squirrel, 
seal, and walrus. Women and children gathered wild greens and berries. In the fall, after the departure of the 
BIA’s Northstar supply ship, many families departed for fishing camps along the Kukpuk River:

Point Hope people look upon autumn fishing along the Kukpuk River as one of 
the more pleasant activities of the year. Its salutary effect on the spirits matches 
its abundant production of fresh food; in both respects the fall fishery resembles 
the spring whale hunt. Fishing through the ice or in water kept open by rapids, the 
Eskimos hook and net grayling, salmon and trout. (Foote and Williamson 1966) 

After freshwater freeze-up, hunters and fishers traveled inland by dog team to fish and hunt caribou; those 
who stayed at Pt. Hope relied on seals for food. Arctic cod and saffron cod were gathered when onshore 
winds washed them up on shore. Slush ice began forming in October, signaling the beginning of winter. 

7 . Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM). “Chukchi Sea Oil and Gas Lease Sale 193.” Accessed March 8, 
2017. https://www.boem.gov/ak193/

8 . Y. Rosen, ADN. May 9, 2016. “Shell gives up on all but one Chukchi Sea lease.” Accessed March 8, 2017. 
 https://www.adn.com/energy/article/shell-give-all-one-chukchi-sea-lease/2016/05/10/
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Seal, caribou, and polar bear were the focus through the winter; seals were most abundant in February. 
Arctic cod and crabs were hooked through the ice. The first flocks of migratory birds (usually king and 
common eiders and snow buntings) signaled the beginning of spring and arguably the most important part 
of the subsistence cycle then and now—spring whaling. Afterwards, families set up camps between Point 
Hope and Beacon Hill in order to hunt seals along the south side of the spit. 
Whaling continued to be at the forefront of subsistence activity, culture, and community life in 2014. Two 
feasts associated with whaling punctuate the year: Nalukataq in June and Aniruq (Whale’s Tail) in the fall 
(Plate 10-1). March marks the beginning of preparations for spring whaling:

It’s an energy that builds up at the end of February. Yeah, cause right after February, 
umiaqtuq season, whaling season’s here. Because in March everybody starts 
getting their equipment ready. Skins are being soaked, women are sewing skins, 
men work on their equipment, replenishing, uh, weapons. Everything. Ordering 
food, buying material for white covers, new transportation, saving up for gas and 
oil, making sure there is going to be enough for the whole crew. My mother used 
to make sure that everyone had warm clothing. If she saw someone with bad boots, 
thin boots, she’d make mukluks for them. That’s how, that was part of the captain’s 
wife’s responsibility. To make sure her crew was warm. And to make sure they 
were fed good. (PHO1)

Spring whaling takes place in April through May until the harvest quota is reached or ice conditions are 
no longer suitable. Whaling crews also harvest belugas, eiders, and crabs during the whaling season. 

Plate 10-1.–Blanket toss at Nalukataq, 2013.
Courtesy Marjorie Kunaq Tahbone
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Afterwards, during the broken ice period, additional seal and walrus harvests occur. People fish for char and 
salmon species in marine waters, and they collect eggs at Cape Thompson and Lisburne. Edible vegetation 
is gathered typically June through August. Caribou are taken in most months of the year, with heaviest 
harvest occurring in the fall. A considerable fall freshwater fishery for Arctic grayling and char species 
occurs on the Kukpuk and Ipewik rivers after freeze-up. Residents gather Arctic cod (also called “blue 
cod”) and saffron cod (known locally as “tomcod”) in the fall when they may wash up onshore and also 
through the ice in January and February. 

PoPulation eStiMate and deMograPhic inForMation 
Point Hope grew steadily between 1950 and 2000, peaking in 1999 with an estimated 794 residents (Figure 
10-1). After a slight decline, the population remained relatively stable though 2014. This study documented 
439 persons in the 105 households surveyed; expanding for unsurveyed households, it estimates a 2014 
population of 736 (Table 10-1; Table 10-2). This compares to an Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce 
Development (ADLWD) estimate of 6549 and a U.S. Census estimate of 704 persons as of July 2014.10 
Another point of comparison is the ACS 2010–2014 estimate of 628 people. 
Household size in Point Hope ranged from 1 to 8 persons, with a mean household size of 4 (Table 10-
1). The age of residents ranged from less than 1 year to 91 years of age, with a mean age of 28. Overall, 
those surveyed had lived in Point Hope for an average of 23 years; heads of households had lived in the 
community for an average of 39 years. Of a population of 736 residents, 717 residents were Alaska Native 
(98%). 
Males outnumbered females in the community, 390 residents (53%) compared to 346 female residents 
(47%; Figure 10-2). This trend was particularly pronounced in adults under 50 (ages 20 to 49), where 
there were 158 males compared to 97 females. The population, like many in rural Alaska, skewed young. 
One-third of the population, 240 individuals, was under the age of 15. Age information was missing for 39 
individuals either because respondents could not recall the ages of household members or declined to do so.

9 . Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (ADLWD), Research and Analysis Section, Juneau, n.d. 
“Population Estimates.” Accessed November 29, 2016. http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/pop/

10 . U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division. “Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 
2015 (Point Hope city, Alaska).” Accessed January 17, 2017. http://factfinder.census.gov
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Figure 10-1.–Population estimates, Point Hope, 1929–2014.
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Community
Point Hope

Sampled households 105
Eligible households 176
Percentage sampled 59.7%

Sampled population 439
Estimated community population 735.8

Mean 4.2
Minimum 1.0
Maximum 8.0

27.6
0

91
24.5

Total population
Mean 23.1
Minimuma 0
Maximum 87

Heads of household
Mean 38.7
Minimuma 1
Maximum 84

Alaska Native
Estimated householdsb

Number 176.0
Percentage 100.0%

Estimated population
Number 717.4
Percentage 97.5%

b. The estimated number of households in which at 
least 1 head of household is Alaska Native.

Minimuma

Maximum
Median

Length of residency

a. A minimum age of 0 (zero) is used for infants 
who are less than 1 year of age.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.

Mean

Table 9-1.–Sample and demographic 
characteristics, Point Hope, 2014.

Household size

Age

Characteristics

Table 10-1.–S a m p l e  a n d  d e m o g r a p h i c 
characteristices, Point Hope, 2014.
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Figure 10-2.–Population profile, Point Hope, 2014.

Estimate Rangea Estimate Rangeb

Households 186 209.0 177 – 241 176.0
Population 674 628.0 484 – 772 735.8 691 – 780

Population 629 605.0 479 – 731 717.4 672 – 762
Percentage 93.3% 96.3% 66.7% – 100.0% 97.5% 91.4% – 100.0%

Sources U.S. Census Bureau (2011) for 2010 estimate; U.S. Census Bureau for American Community Survey
(ACS) 2013 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for
2014 estimate.
Note Division of Subsistence household survey elegiblity requirements differ from those used by ACS.

Total population

Alaska Native

b. No range of households is estimated for division surveys.
a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

Census
(2010)

5-year American Community
Survey (2010–2014)

This study
(2014)

Table 10-2.–Population estimates, Point Hope, 2010 and 2014.
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A majority of those heading households were born in Point Hope (70%; Table D10-1). The next most 
common birthplace was Kotzebue (8%), followed by birthplaces in the United States outside of Alaska. Two 
percent of household heads were born in the North Slope regional hub, Barrow. In all, 94% of household 
heads were born in Alaska. Taking into account all community residents, 83% were born at Point Hope 
(Table D10-2).

incoMe and caSh eMPloyMent

Respondents were asked about income earned from jobs (by all household members 16 years old and older) 
and income from other sources such as the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend, Social Security, and public 
assistance. The survey also asked about months worked and the work schedule for each job. This study 
estimated Point Hope’s total community income to be $12.4 million; 55% ($6.8 million) came from wage 
earnings, and 45% ($5.6 million) came from other income sources (Table 10-3). By comparison, the Alaska 
Department of Labor and Workforce Development (ADLWD) estimated 2014 wage earnings to be $8.1 
million.11 
Mean household income was $70,263 in 2014; per capita income was $16,805 (tables 10-2 and 10-3). Median 
household income was $56,528 (Figure 10-3).12 The 2010–2014 American Community Survey (ACS)13, in 
comparison, estimated that Point Hope’s mean household income was $71,481 and per capita income was 
$19,497.14 Its estimate of median household income was $67,500 (Figure 10-3). Some respondents were 
reluctant to provide information on the income of individuals in their household; in some cases, they did 
not know other household members’ income. Income information was missing for approximately 47% of 
jobs held. 
The top income sources in 2014 were a mixture of wage-earning categories and other income types (Figure 
10-4). Jobs held in local government were the single largest contributor to community income (29%), 
followed by Alaska Native corporation dividends (24%), service sector jobs, the Alaska PFD, and Social 
Security payments. These 5 income sources made up 79% of community income. Five others, which 
included jobs in transportation, communication, and utilities; pension/retirement payments; construction 
jobs; other employment; and food stamps,15 together made up another 14%. All other income sources were 
just 7% of total income. At the data review meeting, tribal council members expressed skepticism about the 
results with regard to food stamps, feeling that far more people receive that income than draft results would 
indicate, and that its percentage of total income was too low.16 
Most earned income came from 2 categories of employment: local government and services (Table D10-
3). Local government, which includes jobs with the city, tribal, and borough governments and schools, 
contributed 52% of earned income ($3.5 million; tables 10-3 and D10-3). The services category comprises 
jobs such as administrators and administrative support, health care, labors, and mechanics; these brought in 
23% of wage earnings ($1.6 million). The single greatest contributor of other income was Native corporation 

11 . ADLWD, Research and Analysis Section. Juneau, n.d. “Alaska Local and Regional Information: Point Hope city.” 
Accessed November 29, 2016. http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari

12 . The median value is the more useful measure in understanding the income of a “typical” household. Mean 
(average) values can be skewed high by the presence of a few households that earn a great deal more than the rest. 
Most research describing income report results by median value.

13 . The American Community Survey (ACS) uses a series of monthly samples to provide demographic, social, 
economic, and housing information every year; in 2005, it replaced the Census Long Form questionnaire. For 
small geographic areas, ACS uses 5 years of samples (in this case, 2010–2014) to come up with an estimate. After 
the initial 5-year sample, small area data are produced annually (U. S. Census Bureau 2009).

14 . U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, D.C., n.d. “American FactFinder: Point Hope.” Accessed November 29, 2016. 
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml

15 . Cash equivalent benefits for assistance with food purchases that are issued to qualifying households originate from 
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), a program funded by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and administered by the State of Alaska. These benefits are commonly referred to as food stamps.

16 . Community review meeting, September 21, 2016.



478 479

Number Percentage of
of Number Total Mean total

employed of for per community
Income source adults households community household income
Earned income

141.3 93.7 $3,523,044 $2,275,434 – $5,292,670 $20,017 28.5%
49.0 42.2 $1,560,367 $662,865 – $2,673,923 $8,866 12.6%

13.2 12.9 $552,405 $111,249 – $1,075,739 $3,139 4.5%
11.3 11.0 $298,597 $40,303 – $713,981 $1,697 2.4%

3.8 3.7 $285,891 $33,123 – $751,700 $1,624 2.3%
26.4 23.9 $250,829 $104,843 – $500,139 $1,425 2.0%

5.7 5.5 $127,063 $31,958 – $263,202 $722 1.0%
1.9 1.8 $88,944 $78,907 – $97,949 $505 0.7%
1.9 1.8 $42,015 $22,316 – $115,417 $239 0.3%
1.9 1.8 $42,015 $20,086 – $106,932 $239 0.3%

Local government, including tribal 
Services
Transportation, communication, and
  utilities
Construction
Other employment
Retail trade
Manufacturing
Mining
Federal government
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 
State government 3.8 3.7 $3,216 $1,271 – $7,838 $18 0.0%

Earned income subtotal 246.7 152.4 $6,774,387 $5,155,810 – $9,196,659 $38,491 54.8%

Other income
150.9 $2,992,369 $2,485,234 – $3,600,743 $17,002 24.2%
152.5 $1,089,026 $949,682 – $1,242,635 $6,188 8.8%

45.3 $614,021 $390,882 – $846,729 $3,489 5.0%
23.5 $347,462 $170,016 – $606,985 $1,974 2.8%

41.9 $265,091 $146,764 – $399,956 $1,506 2.1%

43.6 $90,264 $44,367 – $162,059 $513 0.7%
6.7 $39,471 $6,705 – $86,565 $224 0.3%

10.1 $37,797 $9,655 – $89,948 $215 0.3%
1.7 $30,171 $0 – $60,343 $171 0.2%
5.0 $23,692 $0 – $67,048 $135 0.2%
1.7 $19,276 $0 – $38,552 $110 0.2%
8.4 $18,589 $2,347 – $41,435 $106 0.2%
6.7 $9,646 $308 – $21,623 $55 0.1%

10.1 $4,659 $41 – $15,095 $26 0.0%

1.7 $4,023 $0 – $8,046 $23 0.0%

1.7 $3,159 $0 – $12,197 $18 0.0%
1.7 $2,330 $0 – $8,346 $13 0.0%

1.7 $637 $0 – $1,274 $4 0.0%

1.7 $193 $0 – $386 $1 0.0%
0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Native corporation dividend 
Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 
Social Security
Pension / retirement
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
  Program (food stamps)
Heating assistance
Child support
Unemployment
Supplemental Security Income 
Meeting honoraria
Disability
Other
Longevity bonus
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 
Special Supplemental Nutrition 
  Program for Women, Infants, and
  Children (WIC)
Sales (property/garage sales, etc.) 
Veterans assistance
TANF (Temporary Assistance for 
  Needy Families)
CITGO fuel voucher
Workers' compensation / insurance 
Foster care 0.0 $0 $0 – $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 3.7 $5,591,875 $4,732,841 – $6,472,726 $31,772 45.2%
Community income total $12,366,262 $10,486,154 – $14,962,210 $70,263 100.0%

-/+ 95% CI

Table 10-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Point Hope, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table 10-3.–Estimated earned and other income, Point Hope, 2014.
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Figure 10-3.–Comparison of median income estimates, Point Hope, 2014.
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Figure 10-4.–Top income sources, Point Hope, 2014.
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dividends, which contributed 54% ($3.0 million) to other income in 2014 (Table 10-3). This was followed 
by the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend (PFD; $1.1 million, 19% of other income) and Social Security 
payments ($614,021, 11% of other income). 
An estimated 247 persons aged 16 and older were employed during 2014, 53% of those considered working 
age (Table D10-4). Some persons held more than 1 job; the number reported ranged from 1 to 2. Employed 
persons worked, on average, during 8.5 months of the year; the average number of weeks in which people 
were employed was 37. At the household level, 87% of households included at least 1 employed household 
member in 2014. 
Information on the number of months or weeks in which residents worked gives a rough account of 
economic opportunity. Job schedules provide a more nuanced picture of the local economy (Table D10-
5). Sixty percent of those employed worked in full-time jobs, while 15% worked part-time (less than 35 
hours per week). About 18% of employed persons worked “on-call,” or occasional schedules. In many rural 
Alaska communities, on-call jobs may occur a few times a month, such as serving as caller during bingo 
games, chopping wood or shoveling snow, or performing other “as-needed” tasks.

SuMMary oF harveSt and uSe PatternS in 2014
The 105 surveyed households in Point Hope (60%; Table 1-3) reported harvesting 259,873 edible 
pounds (lb) of wild foods between January and December 2014 (the 2014 study year). Expanding for 71 
unsurveyed households, Point Hope harvested an estimated 331,942 lb of wild foods (Table 10-4). The 
table summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Point Hope in the study year at the household 
level. Most households attempted to harvest (91%) or actually harvested (90%) subsistence resources, and 
all households used them in 2014. The average harvest was 1,886 lb per household, or 451 lb per capita. 
During the study year, households harvested an average of 7 resources and used an average of 15 resources. 
The maximum number of resources harvested by any one household was 22, and the maximum number of 
resources used by any household was 31. In addition, 90% of households reported giving an average of 8 
resources to other households, and 99% reported receiving them.
Respondents were asked to indicate on maps the areas where members of their household searched for 
and harvested their subsistence resources in 2014. To protect confidentiality of households and to better 
document subsistence use areas, only search areas were mapped (not specific harvest locations). Figure 
10-5 shows the total use area of 10,720 square miles described by 88 respondents who provided mapping 
data. The areas used by Point Hope residents in hunting, fishing, and gathering in 2014 included a large 
portion of the Noatak River drainage and the lower Nimiuktuk River. The main area used ranged south 
beyond Kivalina to Cape Lisburne, extended inland east past Cape Sabine, and included a large area in the 
Chukchi Sea both south and north of the community. Search and harvest areas for different categories of 
subsistence resources are described in following sections. 

Resource Harvest and Use by Category
Figure 10-6 shows by resource category the percentages of households that used, attempted to harvest, 
harvested, and shared wild foods. Most categories of resources were used by nearly every household Point 
Hope in 2014, including marine mammals (98%), fish and large land mammals (91%), and vegetation 
(which includes plants and berries, 90%). Resources in these categories were harvested by fewer households 
than used them, which reflects the still-robust practice of sharing and barter within the community. For 
example, 30% of households harvested large land mammals (caribou), yet 91% used them. The difference 
between the percentage of households attempting to harvest a resource (e.g., hunting caribou) and those 
who harvested them also provide a rough measure of success. In this case, 2014 was not a very good year 
for caribou hunters, particularly when compared to prior results, which will be discussed later.
The category of marine mammals was the largest contributor to Pt. Hope’s subsistence harvest by edible 
weight (Figure 10-7). Pt. Hope household harvests of bowhead whale, bearded seal, and other marine 
mammals constituted 70% of the total 2014 harvest. Nonsalmon fish (10% of total harvest), salmon (9%), 
and large land mammals (7%) were taken in similar quantities by edible weight, together supplying another 
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14.8
Minimum 2
Maximum 31
95% confidence limit (±) 5.1%
Median 14.0

9.3
Minimum 0
Maximum 25
95% confidence limit (±) 9.0%
Median 8.0

7.0
Minimum 0
Maximum 22
95% confidence limit (±) 10.0%
Median 6.0

10.1
Minimum 0
Maximum 25
95% confidence limit (±) 6.6%
Median 9.0

8.3
Minimum 0
Maximum 25
95% confidence limit (±) 9.2%
Median 7.0

Minimum 0
Maximum 174,427
Mean 1,886.0
Median 387.3

331,942.1
451.1
100%

91%
90%
99%
90%
105

127

Table 10-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Point Hope, 2014.

Mean number of resources used per household

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household

Mean number of resources harvested per household

Mean number of resources received per household

Characteristic

Percentage using any resource
Percentage attempting to harvest any resource
Percentage harvesting any resource

Mean number of resources given away per household

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Percentage receiving any resource
Percentage giving away any resource
Number of households in sample
Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (pounds)

Total harvest weight (lb)
Community per capita harvest (lb)

Table 10-4.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Point Hope, 2014.
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Figure 10-7.–Composition of harvest by resource category, Point Hope, 2014.
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26% of total harvest. The remaining 3% of harvest was made up of birds and eggs, vegetation, and marine 
invertebrates.

Resource Harvest and Use by Species
Table 10-5 shows estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Point Hope residents in 2014 and is organized 
first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in pounds edible weight (see 
Appendix C for conversion factors17). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member of 
the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken, given away, 
or used by a household, and resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter or trade, 
or through hunting partnerships. Purchased foods are not included, but nonedible subsistence resources 
such as firewood are included. Differences between harvest and use percentages reflect sharing among 
households, which results in a wider distribution of wild foods.
Figure 10-8 shows the top 10 species harvested, in terms of estimated edible pounds (lb), by Point Hope 
during the 2014 study year. Four species provided 74% of the harvest. Bowhead whale harvests exceeded 
all others, supplying 36% of the total harvest (120,820 lb; Figure 10-8; Table 10-5). Other marine mammals 
such as bearded seal, beluga whale, ringed seal and walrus also made significant contributions to harvest 
(Table 10-5). Caribou provided 8% of harvest by weight, 25,156 lb (Figure 10-8; Table 10-5). Dolly 
Varden18, chum salmon, coho salmon, and Arctic grayling each were less than 5% of harvest by weight. 
Together these 10 species constituted 90% of harvest. 
Bowhead whale was the most commonly used resource in Point Hope in 2014: 98% of surveyed households 
reported use (Appendix Table D10-6). Generally, the resources that were largest contributors to harvest by 
weight were also the most commonly used resources. Two resources that were not a large portion of harvest 
by weight were still used by a majority of households: cloudberries (91%) and murre eggs (79%). 

Marine Mammals
Various marine mammal species contributed 232,474 estimated pounds of wild food in 2014 (Table 10-5). 
On average, households harvested 1,321 lb, or 316 lb per capita. Bowhead whale accounted for the largest 
part of the marine mammal harvest in 2014 (52%; Figure 10-9). Local whaling crews harvested 6 bowhead 
whales in 2014 (Table 10-5), which were widely shared in the community, as evidenced by patterns of use: 
98% of households used bowhead whale, and 97% of households received it. Members of many households 
participate in whaling either through membership in whaling crews, sewing bearded seal hides to cover 
umiaqs (skinboats), or helping with processing. A substantial amount of supplies and labor are required to 
muster whaling camps. 
Point Hope hunters harvested an estimated 183 bearded seals in 2014, supplying 52,254 lb (71 lb per 
capita): the second largest harvest after bowhead by edible weight (Table 10-5). Bearded seal, or ugruk, 
is a source of meat and blubber that is rendered into oil. Rope is also made from seal hide. The resource 
is of particular significance because it provides hides to cover skin boats. Boat covers can last 3–5 years, 
depending on wear. The skins must be prepared for months before sewing. 

And there’s a way you prepare ‘em. You gotta, once they skin the bearded seal 
skins the way they put ‘em away, they can’t have water in ‘em. Soon as they, they 

17 . Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table but are assigned a 
conversion factor of zero. 

18 . Both Dolly Varden and Arctic char are present near Pt. Hope and in the Arctic Area. The 2 species cannot be 
accurately identified based on physical characteristics. DeCicco (1985) determined that the majority of fish caught 
in the Arctic Area are Dolly Varden. Arctic char tend to use lake habitats. Many Bering Strait and Northwest 
Alaska area residents simply call both species “trout;” however, people on the North Slope refer more frequently 
to “Arctic char.” Some studies have only asked about Arctic char, others only about Dolly Varden, and some 
simply queried “trout.” This study allowed respondents to name either species and used an identical conversion 
factor for both. Combining the edible weights of the 2 species would only slightly increase the percentage of total 
harvest.
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All resources 100.0 91.4 89.5 99.0 89.5 331,942.1 1,886.0 451.1 78.5
Salmon 91.4 60.0 60.0 64.8 52.4 29,203.0 165.9 39.7 25.3
    Chum salmon 68.6 45.7 45.7 48.6 41.0 13,305.6 75.6 18.1 2,140.5 ind 12.2 28.7
    Coho salmon 44.8 29.5 29.5 24.8 23.8 9,183.9 52.2 12.5 1,693.7 ind 9.6 42.9
    Chinook salmon 29.5 21.0 20.0 14.3 13.3 2,881.6 16.4 3.9 313.2 ind 1.8 69.1
    Pink salmon 24.8 21.9 21.9 8.6 14.3 3,240.3 18.4 4.4 1,427.3 ind 8.1 41.8
    Sockeye salmon 8.6 1.9 1.9 5.7 3.8 67.3 0.4 0.1 13.4 ind 0.1 91.4
    Unknown salmon 7.6 3.8 3.8 5.7 1.9 524.2 3.0 0.7 103.3 ind 0.6 69.3
Nonsalmon fish 91.4 62.9 61.9 76.2 64.8 32,103.6 182.4 43.6 24.1
    Pacific herring 2.9 1.9 1.9 2.9 1.9 219.6 1.2 0.3 36.6 gal 0.2 120.2
    Pacific herring roe 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Eulachon (hooligan, 

candlefish) 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0

    Rainbow smelt 7.6 1.9 1.9 7.6 4.8 436.6 2.5 0.6 72.8 gal 0.4 120.9
    Arctic cod 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0 1.9 2,346.7 13.3 3.2 21,333.3 ind 121.2 109.3
    Saffron cod 21.9 9.5 9.5 13.3 13.3 2,141.4 12.2 2.9 10,197.2 ind 57.9 99.2
    Arctic flounder 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Pacific halibut 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lb 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic char 21.9 12.4 11.4 17.1 16.2 3,882.8 22.1 5.3 1,176.6 ind 6.7 78.5
    Dolly Varden 65.7 41.9 41.9 41.9 40.0 14,900.3 84.7 20.2 4,515.2 ind 25.7 27.3
    Lake trout 4.8 1.9 1.9 2.9 3.8 455.9 2.6 0.6 114.0 ind 0.6 88.7
    Arctic grayling 72.4 39.0 38.1 44.8 34.3 6,305.5 35.8 8.6 7,006.1 ind 39.8 29.6
    Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sheefish 20.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Broad whitefish 15.2 3.8 3.8 13.3 4.8 768.0 4.4 1.0 240.0 ind 1.4 104.4
    Arctic cisco 2.9 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

-continued-

Table 10-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Point Hope, 2014.
Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

Table 10-5.–Estimated harvests of fish, wildlife, and vegetation resources, Point Hope, 2014.
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Nonsalmon fish, continued
    Bering cisco 2.9 1.0 1.0 2.9 1.0 19.9 0.1 0.0 28.5 ind 0.2 126.0
    Least cisco 3.8 2.9 2.9 1.0 0.0 68.1 0.4 0.1 97.2 ind 0.6 109.3
    Humpback whitefish 3.8 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 81.6 0.5 0.1 38.9 ind 0.2 109.7
    Round whitefish 4.8 2.9 2.9 2.9 1.0 24.7 0.1 0.0 35.2 ind 0.2 120.0
    Unknown whitefishes 7.6 2.9 2.9 5.7 2.9 433.0 2.5 0.6 355.5 ind 2.0 121.9
    Unknown nonsalmon fish 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 19.4 0.1 0.0 50.3 ind 0.3 126.0
Large land mammals 91.4 53.3 29.5 80.0 51.4 25,155.7 142.9 34.2 26.7
    Brown bear 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Caribou 91.4 53.3 29.5 80.0 51.4 25,155.7 142.9 34.2 185.0 ind 1.1 26.7
    Moose 6.7 1.9 0.0 6.7 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Dall sheep 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Small land mammals 14.3 16.2 7.6 6.7 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lb 0.0 0.0
    Beaver 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Coyote 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic fox 3.8 6.7 3.8 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.1 ind 0.1 72.0
    Red fox 5.7 9.5 4.8 1.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.5 ind 0.2 79.6
    Snowshoe hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Lynx 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Marmot 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 ind 0.0 126.0
    Marten 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Porcupine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Arctic ground (parka) 

squirrel 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Gray wolf 3.8 5.7 1.0 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 ind 0.0 126.0
    Wolverine 4.8 6.7 1.9 2.9 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 ind 0.0 93.5
Marine mammals 98.1 66.7 41.0 97.1 75.2 232,474.2 1,320.9 315.9 111.2
    Polar bear 25.0 9.5 2.9 21.9 8.7 2,494.2 14.2 3.4 6.7 ind 0.0 76.5
    Bearded seal 74.3 40.4 25.7 60.6 44.7 52,253.6 296.9 71.0 182.7 ind 1.0 27.7
    Ribbon seal 1.0 1.9 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Ringed seal 60.0 39.0 28.6 43.8 43.3 14,140.3 80.3 19.2 248.1 ind 1.4 28.5
    Spotted seal 4.8 1.9 1.0 4.8 1.9 492.8 2.8 0.7 5.0 ind 0.0 126.0

-continued-

Table 10-5.–Page 2 of 5.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta
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confidence 
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harvest
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Marine mammals, continued
    Unknown seals 14.3 1.0 1.0 13.3 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 ind 0.0 126.0
    Walrus 41.0 18.1 3.8 37.1 13.3 6,453.3 36.7 8.8 8.4 ind 0.0 65.8
    Beluga whale 88.6 55.2 0.0 80.0 60.6 35,820.0 203.5 48.7 36.0 ind 0.2 51.9
    Bowhead whale 98.1 62.9 23.1 97.1 66.3 120,820.0 686.5 164.2 6.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Birds and eggs 88.6 61.9 55.2 72.4 64.8 9,063.3 51.5 12.3 23.3
    Common eider 19.0 18.1 15.2 5.7 10.5 1,291.4 7.3 1.8 311.2 ind 1.8 39.2
    King eider 43.8 33.3 28.6 20.0 26.7 2,457.4 14.0 3.3 920.4 ind 5.2 39.8
    Spectacled eider 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 40.7 0.2 0.1 16.8 ind 0.1 126.0
    Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Mallard 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Red-breasted merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Long-tailed duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Northern pintail 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Black scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Green-winged teal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    American wigeon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ducks 1.9 1.0 0.0 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Brant 18.1 12.4 11.4 6.7 12.4 336.3 1.9 0.5 147.5 ind 0.8 48.0
    Unknown 

Canada/cackling geese 11.4 10.5 8.6 3.8 7.6 223.6 1.3 0.3 65.4 ind 0.4 68.0

    Snow goose 32.4 24.8 18.1 14.3 25.7 1,984.6 11.3 2.7 496.2 ind 2.8 39.1
    White-fronted goose 14.3 14.3 12.4 1.0 11.4 437.7 2.5 0.6 103.2 ind 0.6 44.1
    Unknown geese 1.9 1.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 18.5 0.1 0.0 5.0 ind 0.0 126.0
    Tundra (whistling) swan 3.8 1.0 0.0 2.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sandhill crane 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Golden/black-bellied 

plover 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Whimbrel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Godwits 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown shorebirds - 

small 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Black guillemot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

Table 10-5.–Page 3 of 5.

Resource
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-continued-
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  Birds and eggs, continued
    Glaucous gull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sabine's gull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Pacific/Arctic loons 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown murres 1.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 13.8 0.1 0.0 8.4 ind 0.0 126.0
    Arctic tern 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown ptarmigans 22.9 19.0 15.2 10.5 14.3 161.2 0.9 0.2 161.2 ind 0.9 42.7
    Snowy owl 1.9 1.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 15.1 0.1 0.0 5.0 ind 0.0 126.0
    Unknown eider eggs 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 25.1 0.1 0.0 167.6 ind 1.0 126.0
    Unknown duck eggs 4.8 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 7.3 0.0 0.0 48.6 ind 0.3 91.2
    Unknown goose eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Tundra swan eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown swan eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sandhill crane eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown crane eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown shorebird eggs 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 ind 0.0 126.0
    Unknown gull eggs 5.7 4.8 2.9 2.9 2.9 122.7 0.7 0.2 409.0 ind 2.3 73.5
    Common loon eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown murre eggs 79.0 33.3 33.3 62.9 46.7 1,927.9 11.0 2.6 8,763.1 ind 49.8 32.1
    Puffin eggs 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown tern eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Marine invertebrates 7.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 72.2 0.4 0.1 105.6
    Unknown clams 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0 1.9 8.8 0.1 0.0 2.9 gal 0.0 91.2
    Dungeness crab 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Hair crab 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown king crabs 5.7 1.9 1.9 3.8 1.9 23.8 0.1 0.0 6.7 ind 0.0 95.9
    Unknown mussels 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Shrimps 3.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 17.6 ind 0.1 89.4
    Unknown marine 

invertebrates 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 35.7 0.2 0.0 16.8 ind 0.1 126.0

-continued-

Harvest amounta
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Vegetation 90.5 74.3 74.3 60.0 55.2 3,870.1 22.0 5.3 17.3
    Blueberry 29.5 17.1 16.2 20.0 14.3 151.0 0.9 0.2 37.8 gal 0.2 60.1
    Lowbush cranberry 11.4 5.7 5.7 7.6 5.7 53.6 0.3 0.1 13.4 gal 0.1 61.0
    Highbush cranberry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Crowberry 42.9 31.4 31.4 18.1 20.0 600.8 3.4 0.8 150.2 gal 0.9 51.4
    Cloudberry 90.5 74.3 74.3 51.4 53.3 2,784.0 15.8 3.8 696.0 gal 4.0 14.0
    Wild rhubarb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Wild potato 1.9 1.0 1.0 1.9 1.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 gal 0.0 126.0
    Hudson's Bay (Labrador) 

tea 3.8 3.8 3.8 0.0 3.8 8.6 0.0 0.0 8.6 gal 0.0 73.1

    Indian rice 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 gal 0.0 126.0
    Dandelion greens 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 gal 0.0 126.0
    Sourdock 16.2 12.4 11.4 5.7 6.7 232.1 1.3 0.3 232.1 gal 1.3 70.3
    Willow leaves 3.8 2.9 2.9 1.0 1.9 6.9 0.0 0.0 6.9 gal 0.0 86.0
    Wild celery 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 3.4 gal 0.0 126.0
    Other wild greens 9.5 8.6 7.6 2.9 3.8 9.0 0.1 0.0 9.0 gal 0.1 75.7
    Fireweed 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 gal 0.0 126.0
    Stinkweed 6.7 6.7 5.7 0.0 2.9 12.8 0.1 0.0 12.8 gal 0.1 59.2
    Puffballs 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 gal 0.0 126.0
    Seaweed/kelp 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Wood 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.0 1.0

Table 10-5.–Page 5 of 5.

Resource

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

95% 
confidence 

limit (±)
harvest

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note   Resources where the percentage using is greater than the combined received and harvest indicate use from resources obtained during a previous year.
Note  For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a nonzero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not calculated for species 
harvested but not eaten.
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Figure 10-8.–Top resources harvested by edible weight, Point Hope, 2014.
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fold ‘em a certain way, after they’re skinned, they fold ‘em a certain way and then 
put ‘em in bags or in buckets, and then throughout spring they’ll, I think what they 
call it would be ‘rendering.’ Just, you know, keep little bit oil on the skin, and then 
once you put it in the bucket, and then you leave it there for months. And let the sun 
heat, heat up that oil. Render, render the oil from the skin, and then that skin, that 
oil will make the hair come off. It’ll uti. It’ll take the hair off and just make skin 
[rubbing hands together sound]. And there’s, and it can’t be wet. You gotta really 
watch your skins when you do that, you know, it’s the captain’s responsibility, is to 
keep the skins…The captain’s responsibility is the boat skins. (PHO3)

Most boats use 5 bearded seal skins to cover the frame. It takes a team of 10–12 women to amiq (sew) a 
hide. Sewing the skins is an all-day affair, and it takes place at the crew captain’s house. 

Once that is all done, the men will hand it over to the captain’s wife. The captain’s 
wife, and then that’s where she gets all her sewing ladies out there and let ‘em know 
what, when or what time they’re gonna start sewing. Usually they start like 7:30, 
8:00 in the morning. Some of us will get done like 4, 5:00 in the evening. But, you 
know, once you have bad threads, or bad skin, or one skin not—oh, there’s always 
one skin that’s bad, and we just use that for, um, um, ilaaq, is what, patching. And 
once that’s all done, it’s ready to put the skin on the boat. (PHO3)

Following bearded seals were: beluga whale (36 whales, 35,820 lb), ringed seal or natchiq (248 seals, 
14,140 lb), walrus, and spotted seal. Polar bear, spotted seal, and walrus were harvested by far fewer 
households and in smaller numbers. Two respondents described a traditional medicine made with walrus:

There is a certain part of the walrus that the women need for medicine. This is not 
just because we need food, and that medicine is only for infants. It is for pneumonia 
or high fever only. They always ferment and age and then they rub it on the kid’s 
chest and 24 hours later it is cleared up. It smells awful and comes from the head 
of the walrus. This is why they are important. (PHO2)

The majority of marine mammals harvested were taken during periods of ice cover or at breakup. Point 
Hope bowhead whaling crews only hunt whales during the spring season, which typically begins in April 

Bearded seal
29%

Ringed seal 6%

Walrus 3%

Beluga whale 15%

Bowhead whale 52%

Other 1%

Figure 10-9.–Composition of marine mammal harvest by edible weight, Point Hope, 
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and is entirely dependent on ice conditions. In 2014, crews harvested 4 bowhead whales in April and 2 in 
May (Table D10-7). Beluga whale harvests generally occur concurrent with bowhead whaling; 24 beluga 
whales were harvested in April, 10 were harvested in May. Respondents reported harvesting 1 beluga in 
March, and respondents could not remember the month of harvest for 1 beluga whale. Bearded seals were 
harvested between April and July 2014; the majority (67%) were harvested in June; respondents could not 
remember the month of harvest for 8 bearded seals. Ringed seal harvests occurred in 10 months of the year; 
June and July were the periods of most intense harvest (123 seals total, or 50%). Respondents could not 
recall the exact month of harvest for 40 ringed seals. Three of the 6 polar bear harvests in 2014 occurred in 
February and March, and an additional 3 were harvested in unknown months. Walrus harvests occurred in 
June, July, and September. 
Several respondents described spring ice conditions in 2014 as poor (PHO1; PHO3; PHO1). 

Whaling started the first week of April. Ice conditions were not good, there were 
already puddles. We whaled until June, then had to take out speed boats because of 
the ice conditions. About 10 years ago we would whale until the feast [Nalukataq]. 
Ice conditions are making our [spring] season shorter. Even with ugruks, they 
follow the ice. When the ice goes, they’re not here.19  

The area used for hunting marine mammals extended south just past Kivalina, approximately 75 miles from 
Point Hope, and north along the coast past Cape Lisburne (Figure 10-10). Generally, areas extended in an 
approximately 40-mile radius in the ocean waters surrounding the Lisburne Peninsula. The majority of 
bowhead whaling took place on the south side of the spit, as is typical. Hunters ranged the farthest in search 
of walrus, beluga, and various seal species. Polar bear hunting was confined to an area within 10 miles of 
the point. 

Large Land Mammals
Land mammal harvest, which was entirely caribou, contributed an estimated 25,156 lb of wild food in 
2014. Point Hope hunters brought home an estimated 185 caribou; the mean household harvest was 143 lb, 
and the per capita harvest was 34 lb (Table 10-5). Just over one-half of surveyed households had members 
who hunted caribou, but fewer households reported any harvest of caribou (30%). Although a relatively 
small percentage of households harvested caribou, many households (91%) used them in 2014; the high 
percentage of use reiterates the prevalence of sharing in the community.
Caribou serve as a source of food and as materials used in the construction of equipment, shelter, and tools 
at Pt. Hope. Caribou sinew, in particular, is vital in the construction of the umiaq; respondents elsewhere 
estimated it took the sinew from 20 bull caribou to sew the bearded seal skins to cover an umiaq. “Caribou 
sinew was important, we had to make sure, every time we hunt caribou, to bring the muscles home from 
the back, and all the legs home, because that’s where they got the sinew from” (PHO1). At Pt. Hope, skin 
sewers have adopted an alternative material in response to the uncertainty of an adequate supply of caribou 
sinew. One captain’s wife described how her grandmother taught her how to make and use twisted, braided 
cotton thread instead (Plate 10-2). The ends are tapered to make it easy to thread the sewing needles used, 
and finished thread is coated in wax before being put to use:

They used to use sinew, but nowadays we use these, like, I’ve been using these 
stuff I learned from my elders…Oh. These are not the done ones. My Aunt…was 
the last one that did these, I mean, showed me how to do these things, and I also 
learned from another elder. And we do, we use this kind threads. We hardly get any 
caribou this way anymore. That’s why we turn to this cotton thread. It’s hard for us 
to get caribou anymore. (PHO3)

A few households reported use of moose, Dall sheep and brown bear in 2014, but none reported harvest. It 
is not known if they received these resources from other Pt. Hope households or from another community.

19 . N. Braem field notes.
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Caribou were harvested in most months of the year between June and December. Harvest was heaviest in 
July, with an estimated 79 caribou taken (Table D10-8). Nearly equal numbers of caribou were harvested 
in each month between August and October, ranging from 27 in September to 34 in October. Five caribou 
were also taken in December. The majority of caribou harvested were bulls (62%, 114 animals); 45 were 
cows (24%). Respondents were unable to recall the sex of 26 harvested animals. 
Point Hope residents ranged far inland in their search for caribou in 2014 (Figure 10-11). The area used 
extended about 90 miles south past Kivalina along the coast and about 75 miles directly east from the 
community. Hunters traveled north and east of Point Hope past Cape Lisburne to areas near Cape Sabine. 
Caribou hunting also took place in an area following most of the Noatak River and a portion of the Nimiuktuk 
River. Areas used in search of moose and brown bear were much smaller.

Small Land Mammals
The category “small land mammals” comprises those used for food and those harvested for fur. A small 
percentage of households reported attempting to harvest or harvesting small land mammals in 2014 (Table 
10-5). An estimated 34 red foxes were harvested by 5% of households, followed by 10 Arctic foxes (by 
4% of households), and 5 wolverines (by 2% of households). Three wolves and 2 marmots were also 
harvested. These species are not typically eaten, and no households reported use of the any small land 
animals harvested for food (Figure 10-12). 
Typically, trappers target furbearing animals at times when their pelts are in prime condition; hunters may 
take wolves or wolverines opportunistically in the winter while hunting by snowmachine (Table D10-9). 
Red foxes were taken in the winter (January, February, November, and December). Arctic foxes were 
taken in October and December; respondents could not recall the month of harvest for 5 Arctic foxes. All 
3 wolves were harvested in April, and equal numbers of wolverines were taken in October, November, and 
December. Two marmots were harvested in June.
In 2014, the area used for hunting and trapping small land mammals extended at its maximum bounds 
approximately 55 miles inland from Point Hope (Figure 10-13). Along the coast line, the area included 
lands in the vicinities of Cape Thompson, Cape Lisburne, and Cape Sabine.

Salmon 
Point Hope fishers caught an estimated 29,203 lb of various salmon species in 2014, an average of 166 lb 
per household and 40 lb per capita (Table 10-5). Chum salmon were taken in the largest numbers, 2,141 

Plate 10-2.–Twisted, braided thread used by Point Hope skin sewers.
N. Braem
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fish, and were the largest part of salmon harvest by weight (13,306 lb, 46%; Table 10-5; Figure 10-14). 
Coho were the next highest harvest, with 1,694 fish (9,184 lb, 31%). Lesser harvests of pink, Chinook, 
and sockeye salmon were also documented, together making up another 6,189 lb (21% of salmon harvest). 
Respondents could not recall the species of 103 salmon harvested. Salmon species identification remains 
a challenge across Arctic Alaska, as noted in other studies (Carothers et al. 2013; Mikow et al. 2016). For 
example, coho salmon are also commonly called “silver salmon.” Because all salmon are silver in color 
before they take on spawning colors, this local nomenclature may cause local fishers to misidentify other 
species. As a rule, chum salmon are most abundant, followed by pink salmon (Menard et al. 2015). However, 
the presence of other species has been documented. Studies in 1959–1960, for example documented the 
presence of chum, pink, sockeye and Chinook salmon (Smith et al. 1966). At the 2016 data review meeting, 
one council member observed that Pt. Hope residents have been seeing Chinook salmon in larger numbers 
for the last 6 or 7 years.20 
Nearly all salmon (99% by weight) were caught by fishers using set gillnets (Figure 10-15; Table D10-10). 
The few exceptions include 2 chum salmon and 2 Chinook salmon taken by an unknown “other method.” 
The survey also documented 5 chum salmon and 41 unknown salmon taken by rod and reel. No households 
reported retaining salmon from commercial fishing efforts for their own use.
A small amount of salmon (176 fish, 1,071 lb) was used by households solely to feed dogs (Table D10-11).
Virtually all locations used for salmon fishing in 2014 were placed along the coastline within approximately 
10 miles of the community (Figure 10-16). A few households described fishing near the confluence of the 
Kukpuk River and Kugirarok Creek. 

Nonsalmon Fish
Harvests of nonsalmon species of fish were slightly higher than those of salmon, contributing an estimated 
32,104 lb of wild food, or 10% of the total harvest for 2014 (Figure 10-7; Table 10-5). On average, 
households harvested 182 lb of nonsalmon fishes, or 44 lb per capita. Two char species (Dolly Varden and 
Arctic char) together supplied 18,783 lb, or 58% of the nonsalmon harvest (Table 10-5; Figure 10-17). 
These were followed by Arctic grayling (7,006 fish, 6,306 lb), and 2 small cod species (4,488 lb combined; 
Table 10-5). Fishers caught an estimated 21,333 Arctic cod (also called “blue cod”) and 10,197 saffron cod 
(locally called “tomcod). However, several respondents commented upon the lesser abundance of saffron 
cod (PHO1; PHO2). 

We don’t get as much of them as we used to because fall time, I really was hoping 
to have at least a little bit…The tomcods are getting smaller and they’re coming 
later. The ice, the ice isn’t melting like it used to. And January and February is 
when we jig for them too, out at the point and they’re not getting them as much as 
we used to in the old days. I don’t know, we used to get piles of them, jigging in the 
wintertime. Now there is just small piles, and in the fall they’re not washing up, I 
remember, uh, in my uncle’s eight-foot, one-man canoe boat we used to take that 
down there. I used to like to go with them because they’d bring that boat and we’d 
just fill it up with tomcod. You can’t even do that anymore, in the fall time. (PHO1)

At the data review meeting in Pt. Hope, residents commented that saffron cod were much less abundant 
after seismic testing in the 1970s and in 2007; a council member attributed underweight seals seen in recent 
years to fewer saffron cod.21 In a review of individual surveys, researchers noted that just a few households 
harvested saffron cod or Arctic cod, but they had very large harvests. 
Several whitefish species were taken, although not in large numbers: broad whitefish and other species 
combined contributed 1,395 lb (Table 10-5). Small harvests of Pacific herring, rainbow smelt, and lake trout 
were also documented. 

20 . Community review meeting, September 21, 2016.
21 . Community review meeting, September 21, 2016.
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Figure 10-14.–Composition of salmon harvest by edible weight, Point Hope, 2014.
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Figure 10-15.–Salmon harvests by gear type, Point Hope, 2014.
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Overall, just over one-half (55%) of all nonsalmon fish harvested, in edible pounds, was caught using set 
gillnets (Figure 10-18; Table D10-12). Jigging through the ice was next most productive method (16% of 
harvest) followed by nets set under ice and “other subsistence methods.” Five percent of harvest occurred 
by rod and reel. Dolly Varden and Arctic char were taken by a variety of methods: set gillnets, jigging 
through the ice, nets set under ice, and rod and reel. Of the combined harvests of these species, 81% 
(15,199 lb) came from set gillnets. Saffron cod and Arctic cod were the only species taken by dip nets. Only 
a small part of the Arctic cod harvest (14%) was taken with this method, but the majority of saffron cod 
(81%) was caught with dip nets. The situation was the reverse for jigging through the ice: the majority of 
Arctic cod (86%) but just 8% of saffron cod were taken with this gear. A small portion of tomcod harvest 
was accomplished simply by gathering up fish washed up on the shore, which usually occurs in the fall 
as a result of onshore winds. The actual number harvested by this method is unclear, because a review of 
surveys showed that some harvests were miscoded to the “handline/jigging” category due to confusion over 
how to characterize this harvest method. No households said they retained harvests of nonsalmon fish from 
commercial fishing for their own use. 
Small amounts of saffron cod, Arctic char, Dolly Varden, Arctic grayling, and humpback whitefish (195 
fish, 219 lb) were used by households solely to feed dogs (Table D10-11).
In 2014, fishing for nonsalmon fish species occurred both in marine waters along the spit and freshwater 
locations along the Kukpuk and Ipewik rivers (Figure 10-19). As with salmon, fishing for other species in 
the ocean occurred within approximately 10 miles of the community. Numerous camps are located along 
the Kukpuk River; these are heavily used by Point Hope residents in the fall. The outlier to this pattern was 
a fishing location placed on the coastline more than 50 miles southeast of Point Hope. 

Arctic cod 7%

Saffron cod 7%

Arctic char 12%

Dolly Varden 46%

Arctic grayling 20%

Broad whitefish 2%

Other 6%

Figure 10-17.–Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest by edible weight, Point 
Hope, 2014.
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Marine Invertebrates
Point Hope households harvested small amounts of marine invertebrates in 2014, in total 72 lb (less than 1 
lb per capita; Table 10-5). Few households harvested or used marine invertebrates. Most of this harvest was 
made up of king crabs (24 lb; 33% of the marine invertebrate harvest) and unknown marine invertebrates 
(36 lb; 50%; Figure 10-20). A portion of crab, clam, and shrimp harvests were gathered in the fall after the 
animals washed up on the beach. Some of the shrimp and crab harvest was caught by a household while 
present in Southeast Alaska.
Three households described fishing for marine invertebrates within a few miles offshore from Point Hope 
(Figure 10-21). This may have occurred during spring whaling; catches of crab by crew members at whaling 
camps has been previously documented (Bacon et al. 2011rev.; Fuller and George 1999rev.).

Birds and Eggs
Point Hope residents harvested an estimated 9,063 lb of birds and eggs in 2014; the average harvest per 
household was 52 lb, and harvest per capita was 12 lb (Table 10-5). Over one-half of households (55%) 
reported harvesting birds and eggs in 2014; these were widely shared, as reflected in the percentages of 
households giving away (65%) and receiving (72%) birds and eggs. Most of the harvest (6,819 lb, 75%) 
comprised various migratory birds (Table 10-5; Figure 10-22). Bird eggs (2,083 lb) were another 23% of 
harvest, and upland game birds such as ptarmigans (161 lb) contributed 2%. Eider and goose species made 
up the majority of migratory bird harvest. Eider harvests included 920 king eiders, 311 common eiders and 
17 spectacled eiders. Pt. Hope harvested an estimated 496 snow geese, 148 brant, 103 white-fronted geese, 
65 Canada geese, and 5 geese of unknown species.  Additionally, 161 ptarmigans, 8 murres, and 5 snowy 
owls were harvested. Egg harvests came from murres, gulls, shorebirds, ducks, and eiders. Murre eggs 
predominated the egg harvest (8,763 eggs, 1,928 lb), followed by gull eggs (409 eggs, 123 lb). 
Nearly all bird harvest (92%) occurred in spring, April–June (Table D10-13). Brant, eiders, and ptarmigans 
were also harvested in small numbers in the summer. Harvests of eiders attributed to winter season may be 
a case of recall error or because the survey form attributed harvests in the months of November–March to 
“winter.” Just 3% of harvests occurred during the fall. 
Hunting for migratory birds occurred along the coastline on the north and south sides of the spit (Figure 
10-23). It also occurred inland in the wetlands area at the mouth of the Kukpuk River. Similarly to Pt. Lay, 
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Unknown marine 
invertebrates 50%

Figure 10-20.–Composition of marine invertebrates by edible weight, Point 
Hope, 2014.
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bird hunting also occurred in the marine environment—certain species of waterfowl, especially eiders, are 
harvested during the spring by bowhead whaling crews. Ptarmigan hunting took place at sites along the 
mainstem Kukpuk River, as well as smaller streams such as Kugirarok Creek, Ilyirak Creek, Kokirat Creek, 
Nalakachak Creek, and Kunuk Creek. Point Hope residents collected eggs in the wetlands bounded by 
Marryat Inlet and Aiautak Lagoon, as well at the bluffs at Cape Thompson and Cape Lisburne. 

Vegetation
Various types of wild plants and berries add variety to subsistence diets and provide sources of vitamins 
A,C, D, and E (Egeland et al. 1998; Jones 2010). Some have only medicinal uses. Vegetation, which 
includes berries and plants, contributed an estimated 3,870 edible pounds of wild food to Point Hope’s 
community harvest in 2014; on average, households harvested 22 lb per household, 5 lb per capita (Table 
10-5). The majority of vegetation by weight22 (93%) was made up of various berry species (Figure 10-24). 
Cloudberries (local names include aqpik and salmonberry) were the largest portion (696 gallons), followed 
by crowberries (paungak, 150 gallons), and smaller quantities of blueberries and lowbush cranberries. In 
comments, several households described 2014 as a poor year for berries. 
Sourdock (quagaq) was the most heavily harvested and most commonly used wild green; Point Hope 
residents picked an estimated 232 gallons, and 16% of households reported use. A number of other plants 
were harvested, such as stinkweed (sargiġruaq, 13 gallons), Hudson’s Bay/Labrador tea (9 gallons), and 
willow leaves (sura, 7 gallons). A few households reported harvesting ivik, a beach grass. Some resources 
not typically gathered near Pt. Hope—dandelion greens, Indian rice, and puffball—were reported as used. 
A review of surveys revealed that they were harvested elsewhere in Alaska. 
Point Hope residents harvested berries and greens in the wetlands area at the center of the spit and lower 
Kukpuk River, as well as in upland areas east of Lake Makpik in 2014 (Figure 10-25). Harvest also occurred 
immediately east of the lagoon system that extends along the south shore of the spit to Imnakpak Cliff. 

22 . All berry species are estimated to weigh the same by gallon, 4 lb (Appendix C).
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Figure 10-22.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest by edible weight, Point Hope, 2014.



507

Oligavik Creek

Nilik
River

Ipewik River

Aiautak Lagoon

Chukchi

Sea

Marryat Inlet

Kukpuk River

Ku

gira
ro

k Creek

Cape Thompson

Ilyirak Cr.

K
ok

irat CreekKunuk Cr.

N

alakachak Cr.

Cape Lisburne

Point Hope

!

!

0 105
Miles

This map depicts areas used for
resource harvesting in 2014 by 41

surveyed households in Point Hope,
Alaska.  The total survey sample

includes 105 of 176 households in
Point Hope (60%), so this map is a

partial representation of areas used for
resource harvests in 2014.  Resource
harvest areas change over time, so

areas not used in 2014 might be used in
other years.

Source:
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G) Division of Subsistence,

2016.
North American Datum 1927.

Alaska Albers Projection.

Point Hope

Bird egg search 
and harvest areas

1:550,000SCALE:

Chukchi CIAP
Project 2014

165°30'W

165°30'W

166°W

166°W

166°30'W

166°30'W

167°W

167°W167°30'W

165°W

68°30'N

68°N

Ducks and geese 
search and 
harvest areas

Ptarmigan search 
and harvest areas

Figure 10-23.–Bird hunting and bird egg gathering areas, Point Hope, 2014.



508 509

harveSt aSSeSSMentS

The survey asked respondents to assess their households’ harvests in 2 ways. The first question asked 
respondents whether their household used less, about the same amount, or more of 8 resource categories 
in the study year as in recent years. The second asked whether they had gotten “enough” of each of those 
categories. The survey also asked each household to assess its overall use of subsistence resources in the 
same manner. If a household reported a change in use (through a “less” or “more” response) the respondent 
was asked why. When respondents said they had not gotten enough of a resource category, they were asked 
a series of follow-up questions to determine what species was needed, why the household did not get 
enough and the severity of the impact to the household. Researchers characterized comments describing 
these differences and grouped them for analysis. 
Together, Figure 10-26 and Figure 10-27 provide a broad overview of households’ assessments of their 
harvests in 2014. Percentages do not include households that did not answer the question or reported that 
they do not ordinarily use the resource. Therefore, these figures only reflect the responses of households 
that ordinarily use a resource and provided an answer. Some households that do typically use a resource 
category simply did not answer all questions. Table D10-14 provides additional data supporting Figure 10-
26.
Asked to assess their use of subsistence resources overall, one-half of respondents said their household used 
less in 2014 than in recent years (Figure 10-26). The rest used about the same amount or more. In nearly all 
specific categories of resources, about one-third of more of households used less in 2014 than in previous 
years. In particular, a large percentage of households (67%) said they used less large land mammals; this 
was followed by salmon (51%) and vegetation (45%). The most frequently given reasons for reduced use 
of large land mammals was that there were fewer available (Table D10-17). This was followed by too far 
to travel (i.e., animals were too far from Pt. Hope) and other general reasons. A review of surveys found 
that many specifically mentioned aircraft activity disrupting caribou migration. For salmon, the 2 most 
cited reasons for less use were lack of effort and that the resources were less available. The weather or 
environment was the most frequently given reasons for less vegetation use, but respondents also cited less 
availability in 2014. No single reason for increased use of marine mammals stood out; reasons given were 
related to use of other resources, needing more, increased effort, having more help, and needing less (Table 
D10-16.) Marine mammals had the highest percentages of households reporting no change in use (52%) 

Berries 93%

Plants and greens
7%

Mushrooms
<1%

Figure 10-24.–Composition of vegetation harvest by edible weight, Point 
Hope, 2014.
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or increased use (17%) in 2014. Few Point Hope households typically use small land mammals or marine 
invertebrates. In all categories, small percentages of households said they used more resources in 2014, 
ranging from 8% for large land mammals to 20% for nonsalmon fishes.
Considering all subsistence resources, 62% of households said they got enough of them in 2014 (Figure 
10-27). Just over one-third of households reported not getting enough, while a very small percentage (2%) 
said they do not use subsistence foods. In several specific categories, most households assessed their year 
positively: at least 70% of households said they got enough nonsalmon fish, marine mammals, and birds 
and eggs. Similar to results on change in use questions, large land mammals was the category in which 
the highest percentage of households reported not getting enough in the study period (56%). Very few 
households typically use small land mammals and marine invertebrates. 
When asked to name the specific resources they needed, the most commonly cited resource was caribou, 
of which 61 households said they needed more in 2014 (Table D10-17). This was followed by cloudberries 
(aqpik), chum salmon, and unidentified resources. Marine mammals specie (and marine mammals in 
general) were frequently cited, as were salmon species. 
The severity of the impacts to households not getting enough subsistence foods varied (Table D10-18). For 
all subsistence foods, more households (13; 34%) described the impact as “major” than any other level; 13% 
(5 households) described it as “severe.” Fewer households deemed the impact minor or not noticeable. For 
individual categories of resource (e.g., salmon, large land mammals), more households rated the impacts 
of not getting enough as minor (83). Slightly fewer, however, said it had major impacts to their household 
(58). In fewer instances (26), but notably, households said the impacts were “severe.”
Subsistence harvest success can also be assessed by comparing current harvest estimates with past harvest 
estimates, which will be done in a later section of this chapter.

Food Security

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, 
defined as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen 
et al. 2012). The food security questions were modeled after those developed by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) but modified by ADF&G to account for differences in access to subsistence and store-
bought foods. Based on their responses to these questions, households were broadly categorized as being 
food secure or food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were 
broken down further into 2 subcategories—high or marginal food security. Food insecure households were 
divided into 2 subcategories: low food security or very low food security.
Households in the high food security category did not report any food access problems or limitations. 
Households in the marginal food security category reported 1 or 2 instances of food access problems or 
limitations—typically anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but 
gave little or no indication of changes in diets or food intake. Households in the low food security category 
reported reduced quality, variety, or desirability of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication of reduced 
food intake. Households classified as having very low food security were those that reported multiple 
instances of disrupted eating patterns and reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012). 
Food security results for surveys for Point Hope, the state of Alaska, and the United States are summarized 
in Figure 10-28. Food security in Point Hope was lower than Alaska overall and the United States generally. 
Twenty-four percent of households were classified food insecure in 2014 (having low or very low food 
security), higher than the state average of 12% and the national level of 15%. Similar percentages of 
households had very low food security, but about double the percentage of Pt. Hope households had low 
food security compared to Alaska and the United States. 
Core questions and responses from Point Hope residents are summarized in Figure 10-29. Questions increase 
in severity of the food insecure condition in order from top to bottom. Similar percentages of households 
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worried about having enough food or lacked the 
resources23 to get food in 2014. About one-third of 
households said that in 2014, there were instances 
in which food did not last and they could not get 
more; slightly more households said this occurred 
with store-bought food as opposed to subsistence 
foods. Food insecure conditions extended to 
disruption of diets: 17% of households said they 
had cut the size of meals or skipped meals in 2014, 
and 13% said there were times they had eaten less 
than they thought they should. Small percentages 
of households reported experiencing the most 
extreme food insecure conditions: 6% said they 
had been hungry but did not eat, 2% said they had 
lost weight due to lack of food, and 2% said they 
had not eaten for an entire day in the 2014.
Figure 10-30 portrays the mean number of food 
insecure conditions per household by food security 
category by month. Households having very low 
food security experienced on average 7 of the 
8 conditions described in Figure 10-29 during 
winter months (January–March and November–
December). Their insecurity decreased in April and 

May and was lowest in summer months; the spring months coincide with the beginning of spring bowhead 
whaling, and subsistence activity peaks in the summer months. Low food security households experienced 
less fluctuation in food security during the year; food insecurity peaked in October and November. Figure 
10-31 shows in which months households reported foods not lasting. Timing patterns were largely the same 
for subsistence and store-bought foods, although fewer households reported subsistence foods not lasting 
during April–September. As noted earlier, this period coincides with the most intense period of subsistence 
activity during the year. 

23 . This study defined a “lack of resources” as not having what was needed “to hunt, fish, gather, or buy food.”
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houSehold SPecialization in reSource harveSting

Previous studies (Magdanz et al. 2009; Wolfe 1987; Wolfe et al. 2010) have shown that in most rural Alaska 
communities, a relatively small portion of households produces most of the community’s fish and wildlife 
harvests, which they share with other households. A recent study of 3,265 households in 66 rural Alaska 
communities found that about 33% of the households accounted for 76% of subsistence harvests  (Wolfe et 
al. 2010). Although overall the set of very productive households was diverse, factors that were associated 
with higher levels of subsistence harvests included larger households with a pool of adult male labor, higher 
wage income, involvement in commercial fishing, and community location.
As shown in Figure 10-32, during the study year in Point Hope, about 70% of the estimated wild food harvest 
(in edible pounds) was harvested by 20% of the community’s households. It should be noted that the figure 
excludes bowhead harvests; which are a significant portion of the total harvest. This is due to the specialized 
nature of bowhead whaling activities and the fact that many households cooperate in harvesting this species. 
Further analysis of the study findings, beyond the scope of this report, might identify characteristics of the 
highly productive households in Point Hope and the other study communities.

Wild Food netWorkS

Although subsistence harvest surveys collect information based on individual households, in reality, much 
of the production (harvest and processing) of subsistence foods is achieved by households working together. 
This cooperation is often organized based on kinship in the manner of traditional Iñupiaq communities. 
The organization of the contemporary mixed market–subsistence economies that characterize rural Alaska 
communities has been documented ethnographically by numerous researchers. Of particular interest for 
Northwest Alaska are reports from Anderson (1977), Burch (1988), Ellanna (1983), Langdon and Worl 
(1981), Magdanz (1990), Magdanz et al. (2002), Wolfe and Walker (1987), Wolfe and Ellanna (1983), and 
Fall (1990). 
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Figure 10-32.–Household specialization, Point Hope, 2014.
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In addition to cooperation between households in the production of wild foods, the distribution of wild 
foods between households through sharing typically plays a major role in subsistence economies throughout 
rural Alaska. The importance of sharing extends beyond the practical utility of distributing food within a 
community, but has strong cultural implications as well. Sharing as an action promotes connection, respect, 
continuity, and value for a traditional way of life. The act of sharing, therefore, has both economic and 
cultural significance for villages. Food is also distributed, to a much lesser extent, through barter and 
customary trade (Chan et al. 2006; Charnley 1984; Kari 1983; Lonner 1980; Magdanz and Wolfe 1988; 
Magdanz 1988; Pete 1991; Schroeder et al. 1987; Stickney 1984; Stokes 1985; Wolfe and Magdanz 1993).
Previous studies have found a positive association between the ages of household heads and the amount of 
subsistence foods harvested. Household characteristics associated with higher food production include the 
presence of multiple working-age males, involvement with commercial fishing, and higher wage incomes. 
Characteristics common to lower producing households included female household heads, age of elders, 
non-Native household heads, and single-person households (Wolfe et al. 2010). Household “developmental 
cycles” (i.e., the relative age or “maturity” of household heads and number of productive household 
members) have also been associated with harvests. 
In this study, respondents were asked who had harvested and processed the subsistence foods used by the 
household during the year. If a resource was received, the respondent was asked from which household 
in the community it was received. Confidentiality was preserved by using random identification numbers 
for documentation. If the resource was received from a household in another community, the name of that 
community was recorded. 
Figure 10-33 depicts a network of wild foods production in Point Hope, which includes households in other 
communities. The figure is a partial representation of sharing, trade, and barter in the study year because it 
only documents instances of support24 into the 105 surveyed households.25 Symbol shapes depict the type 
of household; colors show the age of heads of household, and symbol size is scaled to indicate the amount 
of a household’s subsistence harvest in 2014 by edible weight. Arrows show the direction of support with 
thicker lines indicating multiple instances. Households or communities near the center of the figure were 
the most active in the network—either by receiving food or services from others, or being identified as a 
source by other surveyed households.
The 105 surveyed households in Pt. Hope reported 145 sources of support, with most sources (118) located 
in Pt. Hope. These include other Pt. Hope households, specific whaling crews, and community feasts such 
as Thanksgiving, Christmas, Angiruq (Whale’s Tail), and Nalukataq. Surveyed households reported a total 
of 2,038 instances of support in 2014. On average, these households identified 12 instances of support; the 
minimum number reported was 0, while the maximum for a single household was 43.
Whaling crews26 and community feasts were central within the network. Crews were identified as sources 
by 98 households, with a total of 608 instances of support. These households reported at least one instance 
of support from a crew and the majority was involved at least once with all 5 successful crews. About 
two-thirds of households (69) reported receiving foods from at least one feast, with slightly more citing 
Thanksgiving and Christmas (67) than the other 2 celebrations (62). A considerable amount of food (and 
other gifts) is distributed at community feasts. Whaling captains have particular responsibilities:

Everything, any kind of donation you have, you are blessed with, go bring it to 
the gym. ‘Cause we’re gonna feed the whole community. You’re not just gonna 
feed your family and your crew. You’re gonna feed everybody. And then, out-of-
towners that come to our feasts even during, during the whaling feast, summertime 

24 . Frequently described as “inflow.” Incidences of support include goods (subsistence foods) or services (labor, i.e., 
harvesting or processing of subsistence foods).

25 . It is possible to include data from grey nodes in the network analysis because survey respondents described their 
connections to these unsurveyed households. Additionally, not all households provided network information.

26 . The symbols for whaling crews are not sized to reflect individual bowhead weights because the other species 
harvested by crews during the spring are not known.
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(Nalukataq). Everything’s always saved for some certain event. Every captain save 
some certain parts for different events…They put a batch away for Thanksgiving, 
Christmas, um, whaling feast. Everything of the whale. The tongue, the intestines, 
the heart, the skin, the meat, the kidney. We cook it all! We don’t waste nothing. 
It’s all distributed out. It’s always the, it’s always the women be the ones to be 
preparing that food. They’re just cooking it and then it’s all customized to give it 
all away. Nothing is to be saved for yourself or anything. It has to be all cut up and 
distributed. Nothing is saved. You give it all away. (PHO3)

Twenty-six other Alaskan communities were named as sources of wild food or labor in harvesting or 
processing wild food. Prominent within the network were Kotzebue, Kivalina, and Noatak, communities 
with longstanding ties to Pt. Hope. Kotzebue was primarily a source of sheefish, while Kivalina and Noatak 
were sources of Dolly Varden/Arctic char. 

coMParing harveStS and uSeS in 2014 With PreviouS yearS

Harvest Data
Changes in the harvest of resources by Pt. Hope residents can also be discerned through comparisons 
with findings from other study years. Limited contemporary data exist for Pt. Hope; however, Point Hope 
is one of a very few rural Alaska communities with any harvest data existing prior to the mid-1980s. 
Comprehensive subsistence harvest surveys were completed in Pt. Hope previously for the study periods 
1992, 1994–1995, and 2000–2001 (Bacon et al. 2011rev.; Fuller and George 1999rev.).27 Additionally, Don 
Foote documented Pt. Hope’s subsistence harvests for 1958–1959 and 1960–1961 study years, although his 
methods are not comparable to the more recent studies. Other than migratory bird surveys, which produce 
estimates at a regional scale, no smaller-scale, focused subsistence harvest studies have occurred.28 Several 
decades of bowhead whale harvest information is available, however, because of the highly restrictive 
nature of bowhead management. 
Per capita harvests are a useful approach to discussing trends, because this value controls for changes 
in community population and allows for comparisons between communities. Such comparisons of mean 
values, however, are best understood as an index of subsistence production, not as an expression of how 
much each person or each household harvests or consumes. Total harvests and their composition will be 
briefly addressed as well. 
Two published estimates of community harvest exist that precede all others in Arctic Alaska. Foote (1959) 
and Foote and Williamson (1961) describe village harvests when the community had far less access to 
and reliance upon imported foods and used dog teams for transportation; thus, harvesters had to provide 
food for both humans and their dogs.29 Although the methods used in the earliest studies are not directly 
comparable to more recent work, the data speak to the long term sustainability of local harvests. Larger 
human populations have not corresponded with an increase in total harvests due to changes in diet and the 
replacement of dog teams by snowmachines.
For the period 1958–1959, Foote (1959) estimated total community harvests at 508,050 lb.30 With a human 
population of 290 individuals in 48 households, this total harvest translates to a mean household harvest of 

27 . A considerable body of other research provides additional information about Pt. Hope’s subsistence patterns and 
culture over time; see also Alaska Consultants Inc. (1984), Asatchaq and Lowenstein (1992), Burch Jr. (1980, 
1981), Foote (1959, 1960a–b, 1965), Foote and Williamson (1961, 1966), Impact Assessment (1989), Lowenstein 
(1981, 1993, 2008), Turner (1990), and VanStone (1962).

28 . WinfoNet data, based on harvest ticket or permit returns, is not included in this discussion of historic harvests 
because of evidence that in some regions of Alaska it does not accurately capture subsistence harvests. One 
evaluation of such data, by Susan Georgette, found that Western Arctic caribou harvest permit or ticket data 
captured only 10% of rural harvests when compared to household survey data (Georgette 1994).

29 . Foote (1959:12) states that each Pt. Hope dog team consumed approximately 1 seal per day.
30 . Foote estimated the harvest of bird eggs at 700 dozen, but did not provide a weight estimate.
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10,584 lb and per capita harvest of 1,752 lb. For the 1960–1961 study year, he estimated an annual harvest 
of 594,694 (Foote and Williamson 1966:1072). Based on 287 individuals in 44 households, this amounts to 
a mean household harvest of 13,516 lb and per capita harvest of 2,072 lb. Neither year included information 
on marine invertebrate or vegetation harvests. 
In more recent decades, total harvest expressed as pounds edible weight varied only slightly between the 
1992 and 2014 survey; Fuller and George (1997) estimated a community harvest of 340,383 lb for 1992. 
The 2014 community estimate, 331,942 lb, was 8,441 lb lower (Table 10-5; Fuller and George 1997).31 The 
1994–1995 and 2000–2001 study periods did not convert estimated numbers of fish and animals to edible 
pounds. Although this study’s conversion factors can be applied to most species, it would be difficult to 
accomplish with bowhead whales because of the vast differences in weights of harvested whales. Thus, total 
community harvests and per capita harvests by weight cannot be accurately calculated for those studies. 
Point Hope’s population in 2014 had grown to 736 from 699 in 1992; per capita harvest was 487 lb in 1992 
and 451 lb in 2014 (Table 10-34). Because these are estimates, they represent no major difference in per 
capita harvest.
Composition of harvest by resource category varied slightly overall, with the only notable change occurring 
in salmon harvests. Historically, nonsalmon fish have played a larger role in Pt. Hope’s subsistence than 
salmon. In 1992, salmon were just 3% of total harvest, and nonsalmon fish were 6% (Fuller and George 

31 . Although the 1992 study used different factors for some species to convert resources into edible pounds, our 
review found that using this study’s factors would only result in an approximately 700 lb difference in total harvest 
by weight. 
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1997). In 2014, however, both types of fish were a larger part of total harvest—salmon had increased to 8% 
of total harvest, and nonsalmon fish to 9% (Figure 10-7) However, with only 2 data points, no discussion 
of trends in composition of harvest is warranted. Otherwise, only slight differences in harvest composition 
existed between 1992 and 2014. Marine mammal harvests were 70% of harvest in this study, as opposed to 
77% in 1992; however, because marine mammal harvest by weight is driven largely by bowhead harvests, 
a species-level comparison provides more insight into this difference. 
In the 3 years preceding the imposition of quotas by the International Whaling Commission, Pt. Hope 
harvested an average of 6.3 whales (Fuller and George 1997; Suydam and George 2012)32. In the years 
that followed, harvests have ranged from 0–7 whales annually, with an annual average of 2.9 whales. In 
the last decade (2005–2014) the average is slightly higher at 3.5 whales, despite a year in which no whales 
were harvested (Table 10-5; Figure 10-35; Suydam et al. 2013, 2014; Suydam and George 2012). Point 
Hope harvested many more bowheads (6) in 2014 than in 1992 (3). In 1992, the community only harvested 
3 whales because of poor spring whaling conditions that affected the entire Chukchi Sea coast. Data on 
estimated weights of harvested whales only exists for 1992 and 2014. For 1992, Fuller and George (1997) 
estimated that 3 whales contributed just 23,365 lb, noting that the 3 whales were very small: 6–8 meters 
or  about 20–26 feet. By comparison, in 2014 the 6 whales ranged in length from 7.4 meters to 14 meters 
in length,33 contributing an estimated 150,121 lb. On a pounds per capita basis, the 1992 bowhead harvest 
provided 33 lb per person, while the 2014 harvest contributed 204 lb per person. 

32 . Sudyam and George (2012) and Fuller and George (1997) report different values for bowhead whale harvests in 
1992; the earlier study reports 3 whales landed by Point Hope, while the table in 2012 study reports 2. For this 
discussion, we will use the 3 reported whales from the 1997 study, which discussed the harvest in greater detail.

33 . Alaska Eskimo Whaling commission, unpublished data, personal communication to N. Braem.
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Another explanation for the differences between the 1992 and 2014 harvest results comes from beluga whale 
harvest estimates (Figure 10-35). The 1992 study estimated a harvest of 98 beluga whales, an estimated 
97,510 lb. This study estimates a harvest of 36 beluga whales, 35,820 lb edible weight. In Fuller and George 
(1997) authors observe that the 1992 study used a conversion factor of 1,400 lb per beluga whale, a value 
they suggest might have overestimated the weight. This study used a conversion factor of 995 lb.34 The 
lower 2014 harvest, coupled with a smaller factor, explains a more than 62,000 lb difference between the 
2 studies. 
Marine mammal harvests can be highly variable due to ice and weather conditions. For other marine 
mammal species, 2014 harvests were generally lower than previous harvest studies, with one exception. 
The 2014 estimated bearded seal harvest of 183 seals was the highest documented, exceeding the 1992 
value (160; Figure 10-36). Ringed seal, polar bear, and walrus harvests were each the second lowest ever in 
2014. Just 5 spotted seals were harvested, compared to 50 in 1992; however, no harvests were reported in 
the 1994–1995 or 2000–2001 study period. Bacon et al. (2011rev.:83) noted that spring ice conditions were 
difficult in 1995, but better in 2001.
As noted earlier, although Pt. Hope is defined by bowhead whaling, the community also harvests a variety 
of terrestrial resources. Caribou is the preferred large land mammal locally and regionally. The highest 
caribou documented harvest, 355 animals, came in the 1994–1995 study period (Figure 10-37). The 2014 
harvest estimate, 185 caribou, was the lowest recorded and below the mean value of all years (246 caribou). 
Moose are less common in the region; in 2014, as in the 2000–2001 study year, no moose harvests were 
reported. An estimated 14 were taken in 1992 and 24 in 1994–1995. 
Although a variety of nonsalmon fishes are caught by fishers, Arctic grayling, Dolly Varden/Arctic char35, 
and cod species have been the most important and heavily harvested over time. For all of these, harvests have 
varied greatly since 1992, but with no consistent pattern. Years with low harvest in one species coincided 
with high harvests in others; this could indicate compensatory harvest behavior. Arctic grayling harvests in 
2014 (7,006 fish) were the second highest documented after 1992 (10,572 fish). On a per person basis, this 
translates to 10 fish per person, as opposed to 15 per capita in 1992. Arctic char/Dolly Varden harvests have 
been highly variable as well; harvests estimates have ranged from 2 fish in 2000–2001, to over 7,000 fish in 
1994–1995. The 2014 harvest, nearly 6,000 fish, is the second highest ever. The long-term average is 3,567 
fish per year. On a per capita basis, 2014 saw harvests of 8 Arctic char/Dolly Varden per capita, compared 
to 10 per capita in the 1994–1995 study period. The 2014 estimates of Arctic cod and saffron cod (locally 
called “tomcod”) harvests were both the highest of any study. In the case of both, just a few households 
harvested these in large numbers. 
Migratory bird and egg harvests remained consistent between 1992 and 2014, providing about 3% of total 
harvest by weight (Figure 10-34). Harvest of eiders was generally lower in 2014, with the exception of king 
eider (Table 10-5; Fuller and George 1997). The 2014 harvest of murre eggs was the highest documented. 

Current and Historical Harvest Areas
Several studies have previously documented areas used in subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering 
by residents of Point Hope. Time depths and methods have varied, but the results have remained largely 
consistent since first documented. 
Mapping of areas used for subsistence activities dates back to the late 1950s at Pt. Hope as a result of 
the research conducted by Foote (1959:29–39). The maps depicting 1957–1959 land use resemble those 
published in later studies, but they document a period of time in which dog teams remained the primary 

34 . In 2015 and 2016, the Division of Subsistence under took a review of Arctic Area conversion factors, which had 
differed internally between the Bering Strait, Northwest Arctic, and North Slope regions. These also differed from 
those used by contractors and the North Slope Borough Wildlife Department in conducting North Slope research. 
For a detailed review and set of recommendations established, see Brown et al. (2016).

35 . Arctic char and Dolly Varden are combined for the purposes of discussion due to species identification issues 
common in Arctic Area. 
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Figure 10-36.–Estimated harvests of bearded seal, ringed seal, polar bear, and walrus, Point Hope, 
1992–2014.



522 523

means of transportation. Overall, land use ranged from Cape Thompson north along the coastline past Cape 
Lisburne. Use areas extended inland east from the coast over the entirety of the Kukpuk River, northeast 
encompassing the Ipewik River drainage, reaching as far as Mt. Kelly at the furthest extent. 
Foote and Williamson (1961) described the period 1950–1960 in their maps, which largely reflect the same 
areas described in Foote (1959). Authors noted that land use extended as far north as 69°45’N and 161°W, 
although that range is not shown in the published maps. These coordinates would indicate land use that 
reached approximately 150 miles east from Nuvuk and north to the vicinity of Pt. Lay.
Pedersen (1979) was the first instance of subsistence use area mapping in the snowmachine era. Lifetime 
use areas of 18 respondents extended further south along the coastline than the 1950–1960 study; caribou 
hunters traveled all the way to the vicinity of Kivalina (Foote and Williamson 1961; Pedersen 1979). Marine 
waters surrounding the spit were the center of marine mammal hunting activity, but use areas extended 
north and south along the coastline as well. The area use inland from the coast did not extend as far as the 
1950–1960 study, and it did not include the upper Kukpuk and Ipewik river drainages. 
Updated maps published in 1984 focused solely on use of marine waters, and showed slightly different use 
areas (Alaska Consultants, Inc. et al. 1984). Marine mammal search areas again centered on the marine 
waters south of the spit and also extended north along the coast past Cape Lisburne to Ayugatak Lagoon and 
south to Cape Thompson. Most fishing sites along the coastline were located on the spit. 

local coMMentS and concernS 
Following is a summary of local observations and concerns regarding wild resource populations that were 
most frequently voiced during the household surveys, the key respondent interviews, and the community 
review meeting of preliminary data. Concerns are not always shared equally among community members, 
and summaries in this report do not imply that this list is either comprehensive or unanimous. However the 
issues described here were common and provide important points for discussion or further study. Comments 
received when prompted at the end of the survey are compiled in their complete form in Table D10-19. 36

Caribou and Aircraft
Foremost in topics of concern (both those received during surveys and afterwards when prompted at the 
conclusion of the survey) was caribou. Most Pt. Hope residents talking about this topic were critical of 
ADF&G and concerned about the effect of aircraft activity on caribou movements in the vicinity of Pt. 
Hope (Table D10-19, PHO1, PHO2).37 The subject also was discussed during a data review meeting at 
the November 2016 meeting of the Native Village of Point Hope; council members said airplanes have 
consistently been a problem for several years. Considering all types of comments, about 30 individuals 

36 . Respondents also offered comments during the survey itself. These will be referenced as field notes, because they 
were not systematically entered in to Table D10-19.

37 . N. Braem field notes.
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Figure 10-37.–Estimated harvest of caribou, Point Hope, 1992–2014.
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identified this as a concern. Several asserted that airplanes were deliberately moving caribou away from Pt. 
Hope:

The caribou and the planes are a problem. They are keeping away the herd. I have 
seen red and white plane riding around. It’s just sad. Too bad they can’t regulate 
the air space and see who is flying. Then we could see who is doing it because it is 
the planes that is keeping the herd away from here and keeping them by Kivalina 
and that area. (It) might be both Fish and Game and commercial hunters doing it. 
They are changing the migration route and it even says on their newsletter that they 
(caribou) are changing the route. (Table D10-19)
Airplanes, we saw them diving on caribou herds and scaring them away. I could 
have shot that plane, I know what they’re doing. They’re driving them away from 
us. Fish and Game or troopers? They were here summer time for a while. (Table 
D10-19)

Some respondents who did not have enough caribou in 2014 had to turn to relatives elsewhere for caribou 
meat or barter for it. “(We) had to ship caribou in from other places to feed people, freight was very 
expensive. Caribou were really far away. Planes flying overhead scared them away,” said one respondent 
(Table D10-19).

Subsistence
Respondents also frequently discussed subsistence, both generally and in specific terms of generational 
change, the transmission of knowledge and values, and its importance to the community. This topic 
was linked to other concerns such as climate change, development, and observed differences in species 
abundance. Throughout fieldwork in the community, Pt. Hope residents described the importance of sharing 
and providing subsistence foods to those who need them. “We like to help the widows and the husbands…
and they get food and my family like to hunt a lot. My boys like to hunt and we grew up giving when we 
hunt,” said one respondent in comments. “It’s not for us. It’s for everyone” (Table D10-19). 

Staying together is really important, I mean, we have a strong bond in our family. 
We used to have big family crew. And it is still like that in the community. A lot 
of the whaling crews have family crews. And that’s what keeps us together. And, 
when it comes to working together, putting up a whale, everybody pitches in, so 
we can put that, get that whale on the ice, butcher it, distribute it so the men can 
hunt some more. We don’t hunt for ourselves. When my father was a captain, he 
said, we don’t go out there to go hunt for ourselves, we go out there to hunt for 
the people. We have to feed the elders. The elders are the ones that brought us into 
this world. Our ancestors, we should always remember our ancestors. They taught 
us how to survive up here. They taught us how to pay attention to weather, how to 
pay attention to the animals, how to make clothing, how to build houses. (PHO1)

The respondent added:
I want them to know their identity as a people. This is, something was always 
pulling me back to, you know I was only 19 years old, but I, you know, I, I wanted 
to live here and I wanted my kids to grow up here. I didn’t want to grow up in a big 
city where there was so much things going on, I, Point Hope was still small, and 
everything, and there was just so much, and I been here ever since, after I moved 
back and I learned, I learned everything, you know, cause I was always with the 
elders and I was always around ‘em and out on the ice, you know, my grandfather 
always made sure when they caught a whale that I was right there to watch and 
to, to help and you know how they, how they put the rope on the whale, how they 
mark it, how they pull it up, how it’s distributed, what parts, what organs to get, 
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you know, to make sure that, and to watch where that whale liver, so, cause he 
wanted the skin. You know, for the drum. The skins of the drum is the whale liver. 
(PHO2)

Others talked about the healthiness and the necessity of wild food. “You notice when you don’t have 
subsistence foods and have to eat processed food,” said a respondent who attributed health issues to eating 
more store-bought foods. “It has an impact” (Table D10-19).

It hurts my heart to see elders and widows without food. We learned from our 
elders and we need to make sure they eat good and what they like to eat. The 
elders are the backbone of life, the observations and knowledge may not seem 
important right now but down the road it comes in handy. Someday, when we have 
the hardest day in our life. There will be no pop, no soda, no candy. You need to 
learn to eat Iñupiaq food because in the future, that is all you are going to eat. Do 
not get hooked on store food. (PHO1)

Development
Respondents also voiced concerns about impacts from development activities on subsistence (Table D10-
19). Their concerns included offshore oil exploration activities and expected production as well as increased 
shipping traffic. These and other changes were a source of anxiety to several respondents. “We depend on 
the ocean. We’re very concerned. Most of our food comes from the ocean,” said a council member in 
describing the increased vessel traffic in the Chukchi Sea.38

We’ve always believed the animals give themselves to us. They made us who we 
are. Our identity as a people. Our clothing. Our food. Our shelter. Our spirituality 
as a people. How we’re so connected with them. Without them, we wouldn’t be 
here. That’s why we’re so…Point Hope is so connected to the animals and so 
protective of our ocean, you know, with all the activity going on, not just offshore, 
but with industries or, you know, traffic of, there’s cruise ships. The Northwest 
Passage is being opened. We’re getting a lot more. (PHO2)

The effects of seismic testing conducted during offshore exploration were also mentioned by several 
households. Several attributed lesser abundance of saffron cod (locally known as “tomcod”) to this activity. 
Others felt that seismic testing and other noise frightened away animals. “Walrus sightings were very low 
this last year, they are passing by instead of coming around. Seismic testing threw off marine mammals. All 
migration have to pass the beach here” (Table D10-19).

Those walrus up there that are off of Point Lay, I don’t know how many years 
they’ve been sitting up there. They say it’s because of the ice disappearing, but 
when they do the sonic blasts for oil exploration they’re killing the clams on the 
bottom of the ocean. That’s the walruses’ main food source. During a meeting in 
Point Hope I asked Shell representatives if they’d ever done studies on whether 
these sonic booms are affecting the walruses’ food source. They said they’d never 
done studies on this, and they tried to change the subject right away. One of the 
Native corporation members became curious and wanted to know more about that 
topic.

Respondents also cited the impacts of a possible oil spill. 
I would say no to that [offshore drilling]. Any offshore drilling here is gonna have 
a major impact, especially with the whaling. If anything happened close to here, 
a lot of people would starve during the wintertime. Even if there’s no spill, rigs in 
the water would flush the whales further out. (Table D10-19)

38 . N. Braem field notes.
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Climate Change and Environmental Impacts
Another frequent concern was climate change, particularly the changes in freeze-up and breakup, the quality 
of ice, and lack of snow. Numerous comments described thin ice that remained for too short a period in 
2014. Marine mammal hunting opportunity depends on having suitably thick ice for a long time. “Marine 
mammal hunting was less because of climate change. Ice is too thin,” said one respondent (Table D10-19). 
“Our conditions, our ice conditions are definitely changing. The ice is not forming as early as it would form 
and it’s not as thick as it used to be” said another. (PHO1) 
Thin ice has particular relevance to spring whaling. Whaling camps are staged out on the sea ice in order 
to watch for passing bowhead whales. Ice must be thick enough to support a bowhead hauled on to the ice. 
One respondent, a whaling captain, said that in the past, camps might be 14–15 miles out. More recently, 
they have been within 1 or 2 miles of town. 

You’ve got to find ice that can bear that much weight, you know? Otherwise we 
have to cut the head off and pull parts of it at a time, you know. You know, we’re 
starting to go after smaller whales, 30 to 40 foot whales. We don’t want the big 
ones, ‘cause the ice is breaking. We’re getting the 30-footers, 40-footers. (PHO2) 

Others discussed the differences they’ve observed in their lifetime. “But today I still can’t get over how thin 
the ice is nowadays compared to when I was growing up. I mean it’s real thin. Scary thin” (PHO1). One 
respondent said, estimating that ocean ice has been about 10–11 inches thick in 2014, compared to 3–6 feet 
thick in the late 1960s and early 1970s. 

It have to be thick enough to pull a whale onto the ice. Cause, nowadays, when I 
watch these guys pull a whale up on the ice I’ll watch from a distance and I can see 
the ice going down like this [gesturing to show ice bowing] where that whale is, 
and all those people around it. Little things like that I pay attention to. You have to 
because, when I go out, I look for a place where the ice is double, triple, four times 
that ten inch. I’m always looking for a place like that. It don’t matter if it’s kind of 
rough or not, as long as it thick. And I know it’s going to hold a whale up and all 
those people, then it’s safe for me. (PHO1)

Climate change was also associated with changes in abundance of some species. “We’ve noticed decline in 
the beluga, decline in the caribou, decline in the fish, especially the tomcods,” said one commenter (Table 
D10-19). “Big concern for the warm weather we’ve been having, thin ice,” said another. “Tomcod—why 
can’t find them? A few years ago we’d come the point, in the fall, and they’d wash up. Not anymore, go 
check but don’t catch them (3–4 years).” Others said there were fewer walruses.

I just know the climate is changing and with that change I know the migratory 
animals will change. The animals are staying longer and not going south and I 
am seeing early migration of others. These are changes I see. Quantities I haven’t 
noticed a difference, but the eider ducks are dwindling and I have seen the change 
in their amounts. (Table D10-19)
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11. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Nicole M. Braem

This project sought to improve the understanding of subsistence uses of fish and wildlife resources 
potentially affected by resource development activities in the Chukchi and Bering seas through systematic 
documentation of fish and wildlife harvests, local observations of changes in the environment, and land 
use patterns. Such information constitutes or updates baseline information that will assist in developing 
strategies to mitigate potential effects of resource development and aid in the sustainable management of 
the environment and public resources.  
The customary and traditional harvests of wild foods continue to make major contributions to the well-
being of Alaska’s rural communities. Previous studies have documented the social, cultural, economic, 
nutritional, and psychological benefits associated with subsistence activities and foods (Ballew et al. 
2004; Fall 2014; Heller and Scott 1967; Johnson et al. 2009; McGrath-Hanna et al. 2003; Nobmann 1997; 
Poppel et al. 2007; Receveur et al. 1998; Richmond and Ross 2009; Wolfe 2000). In Arctic Alaska, the 
harvesting, processing, and distribution of wild foods structure human relationships and sustain indigenous 
traditions (Bodenhorn 2000; Burch Jr. 1975; Fall 2016; Langdon and Worl 1981; Magdanz et al. 2002; 
Wolfe et al. 2009). Unfortunately, conventional economic indicators do not measure the contributions of 
subsistence to a local economy (Goldsmith 2007).1 Assessment of cost-benefit potential associated with 
specific development projects should take into account the ways in which subsistence not only contributes 
sustenance, but also culturally, to the lives of individuals and communities in rural Alaska.
This report describes recent subsistence harvest and use patterns among 9 study communities located in 
coastal Arctic Alaska. This study also collected additional contextual information on a variety of related 
topics with particular emphases on traditional knowledge, observations of climate change, and factors 
affecting wild food harvests during the study period. 

harveSt eStiMateS

Since 1980, most subsistence harvesting monitoring studies in Arctic Alaska have used standardized 
methods that provide comparable harvest estimates. In the Bering Strait, Northwest Arctic, and North Slope 
regions, with the addition of this report, more than 90 estimates of total annual community subsistence 
harvests have been published, in addition to a multitude of estimates from smaller studies focused on a 
single species group (e.g. salmon, large land mammals, migratory birds). For both Diomede and Noorvik, 
this study was the first to estimate total annual subsistence harvests. Although these studies do not produce 
an estimate of total subsistence harvests on an annual basis, they do provide an increasingly complete 
assessment of subsistence harvests and patterns of use. Almost every community in Arctic Alaska has had 
at least one comprehensive harvest survey, and some have been surveyed multiple times. Ongoing projects 
will continue to add to this body of data. 
Since 1985, 24 comprehensive subsistence harvest studies have been conducted in the communities studied 
in this project. Per capita harvests have ranged from 203 lb per capita (Kotzebue 2014) to 979 lb (Shishmaref 

1 . “Even with consistency in definitions and improvements in the quality of data collected, the standard indicators 
would not provide a complete or balanced picture of the complexity of the economy. This is because the 
subsistence and informal sectors are nowhere captured by indicators which are designed only to measure activity 
in the cash economy. Because these non-market activities consume a considerable amount of time and effort or 
rural residents, and contribute significantly to the economic well-being of the region, they should be included 
for several reasons. Without them the well-being of residents is undervalued, comparisons with urban areas are 
misleading, and economic development strategies are not grounded in reality” (Goldsmith 2007:45).
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2005–2006; Figure 11-1).2 Conversion to pounds edible weight factors3 used for species, particularly marine 
mammals and nonsalmon fishes, have varied between study efforts, which limits confidence in conclusions 
drawn about long-term trends. A trendline drawn since the first study (1986) would show a modest decline 
in per capita harvests. In this study, the mean per capita harvest for all communities was 360 lb per capita. 
Excluding the regional hub community of Kotzebue, the mean per capita harvest in the smaller communities 
was 491 lb4. This exceeds the value for the Arctic Area overall: 405 lb estimated in Fall (2016) for study 
year 2014. Arctic Area communities show the highest annual per capita harvests statewide; urban harvests 
average 19 lb per person annually.
Communities in this study varied in sheer harvest size, as well as in composition of resources that made 
up the total estimated harvests. Figure 11-2 shows total harvests, by edible weight, of the 9 communities 
surveyed in this project. The magnitude of harvest, in this study as in others, is generally linked to community 
size—the estimate for Kotzebue, a regional hub with an estimated 2014 population of 2,984, is significantly 
larger than all others (Table 1-1; Figure 11-2). However, per capita harvests were highest in Deering and 

2 . Although the Kotzebue IRA conducted comprehensive surveys in the community for study years 2002–2004, edible 
weight for individual resources was not included. As such, these studies do not appear on Figure 11-1.

3 . See Brown et al. (2016:Appendix E) for a detailed review of marine mammal and nonsalmon fish factors and 
recommendations. Factors used in this study originate in that review. Per capita values for Pt. Lay for the 1994–
1995 and 2002–2003 study periods were calculated using this study’s conversion factors and Alaska Department 
of Labor population estimates.  Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (ADLWD), Research 
and Analysis Section, Juneau, n.d. “Population Estimates.” Accessed February 8, 2017. 

 http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/pop/
4 . There are only 3 regional hubs (Barrow, Kotzebue, Nome) in the Arctic Area. Most other communities have a 

population of less than 1,000. The inclusion of a hub in mean values for this project skews the mean value low. 
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Shishmaref, with 663 and 633 lb per capita respectively (Figure 11-3). Those 2 coastal communities are 
located on the Northern Seward Peninsula approximately 95 miles apart and are both predominately Iñupiat. 
However, they showed very different patterns of use. Two-thirds of Deering’s total harvest by weight in 
2013 came from the large land mammals, and the vast majority of that was caribou (Figure 11-4; Figure 
7-10). The single largest contributor by category to Shishmaref’s harvest in 2014 was marine mammals 
(55%; figures 11-3 and 11-4). Communities with more moderate per capita harvests also showed great 
diversity in harvest composition. The composition of harvests at Point Hope (per capita harvest 491 lb) 
and Diomede (per capita harvest 299 lb) was more heavily weighted toward marine mammals than any 
other study communities, yet Point Hope harvested multiple bowhead whales and Diomede harvested none 
(tables 6-5 and 10-5). Noorvik harvests show a pattern of greater dependence on nonsalmon fish species 
than other communities; Diomede is unique in the degree to which marine invertebrates and birds and eggs 
contribute (together 16% of the harvest; Figure 11-4). 
The composition of harvest to some degree reflects a community’s location and the abundance and 
availability of certain key species (caribou, salmon or nonsalmon fish, bowhead whales) in its vicinity. 
All communities except Noorvik are located on the coast, and those located on the margins of the Western 
Arctic caribou herd’s understood range show lesser harvests of land mammals overall. The contribution 
of salmon varies, too. In the eastern Norton Sound communities of Stebbins and Golovin, salmon are a 
larger contributor to total harvest by weight than elsewhere. Every community uses marine mammals, 
but their reliance upon them varies. Location does not merely influence species abundance, but also how 
wind, current, and physical features interact in creating conditions favorable or detrimental to subsistence 
activities, as described by participants in this project.  

local oBServationS and concernS

Key respondent observations and comments provide important context in understanding quantitative 
results. A caveat to characterizing these observations as widely shared or infrequent is the semi-structured 
nature of the interviews conducted, which did not require that key respondents systematically answer every 
question. Respondents held different personal interests and knowledge. This section explores key themes 
that emerged during interviews across the communities.

Environment and Climate Change
Several common themes emerged in key respondent interviews and in comments received during the 
survey itself. Chief among these was changes in local environment and climate: particularly how changing 
conditions are affecting subsistence activities and harvests. Winter arrives later and ends sooner, and the 
changes within the season are multi-faceted. 
Respondents have observed that ice forms on rivers, lakes, and the ocean later than it used to. In addition, 
the ice is thinner, which impedes travel for subsistence activities and between communities. A certain 
amount of risk has always been present when traveling in the country; but ice has become increasingly 
unreliable, and open water in winter is more frequent, as described in the Deering chapter: 

One key respondent said that Kotzebue Sound “…used to just be solid—you could 
go from here all the way to Kotzebue without a problem [56 miles]. No open water 
anywhere. But now you can’t do that.” (DRG5) Even in January, the ice between 
Deering and Kotzebue is no longer reliable. 
We had a lot of, a lot of water out here in the ocean even, past maybe 4 years. It 
don’t get very thick out there anymore, not like before—before we used to drive 
straight to Kotzebue by snowmachine to haul gas. We can’t, we have to go all the 
way around now. ‘Cause that ice is so thin. (DRG4)

Nearly every community’s respondents commented on poor snow cover early in the winter. At Stebbins, for 
example, low snow cover and poor ice conditions have made the winter moose hunt more difficult:
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Because of late freeze-up and lower snowfall, travel across the landscape has 
become difficult and, at times, treacherous. Scant snow cover hampered travel 
by snowmachine, and thinner ice made crossing rivers dangerous. Several 
respondents stated that this is difficult for hunters, due to the fact that the fall hunt 
often requires more travel and difficulty. They were of the opinion that the hunt 
should be extended later into the winter so that conditions would allow for better 
travel; several respondents suggested extending the hunt into February and March.

The study communities, with the exception of Noorvik, rely heavily upon marine mammal harvests. In 
the spring, hunters target animals on broken ice, which must be thick enough for hunters to field dress 
their catch. The period of time in which the spring hunt occurs has shortened, said respondents in Point 
Lay, Deering, Stebbins, Kotzebue, Diomede, Shishmaref, and Point Hope. As described in the Shishmaref 
chapter: “We used to be able to hunt, uh, by snowmachines. There was [a] time when we went out thirty 
miles from here, and go by snowmachines, get ugruks” (SHH6). In previous decades, leads within thick and 
brittle ice would open, and hunters had plenty of time to find bearded seals as the animals slowly moved 
north with the breaking ice. After enough bearded seal had been brought home, they would use boats to 
hunt for walrus among and upon dwindling icebergs into July. “We used to be able to hunt into first week of 
July. July 4th, me and dad used to go to Espenberg or Kotzebue Sound to go hunt walrus. We can’t do that 
anymore” (SHH6). Now, he explained, by the time the animals arrive, the ice is often too rotten to travel 
on, so hunters wait for enough open water to hunt by boat; a couple of weeks later, ice and ice-dependent 
animals are much farther away.
Whaling communities like Pt. Hope experience unique challenges to hunting given the sheer size of 
bowhead whales. Because of this spring ice conditions are paramount in importance, due to the fact that 
hunters have to monitor ice conditions for safety:

It have to be thick enough to pull a whale onto the ice. Cause, nowadays, when I 
watch these guys pull a whale up on the ice I’ll watch from a distance and I can see 
the ice going down like this [gesturing to show ice bowing] where that whale is, 
and all those people around it. Little things like that I pay attention to. You have to 
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because, when I go out, I look for a place where the ice is double, triple, four times 
that ten inch. I’m always looking for a place like that. It don’t matter if it’s kind of 
rough or not, as long as it thick. And I know it’s going to hold a whale up and all 
those people, then it’s safe for me. (PHO1)

Issues of safety are of grave concern to whaling crews, and ice conditions in recent years have deteriorated 
over time: “But today I still can’t get over how thin the ice is nowadays compared to when I was growing 
up. I mean it’s real thin. Scary thin” (PHO1). One respondent estimated that ocean ice has been about 10–11 
inches thick in 2014, compared to 3–6 feet thick in the late 1960s and early 1970s. 
Diomede, which has relied more heavily on walrus harvests than any other study community, has had 
tremendous difficulty in getting walrus in recent years. The community no longer sees multiyear ice, and 
the young ice that forms each year is more prone to piling up under the influence of wind and current. This 
type of ice breaks up differently. The primary factor affecting walrus harvest in recent years has been ice 
conditions, observed one key respondent in 2014: 

…Ice conditions, mainly. Out here, because you see how it piles up. We don’t got 
icebergs [meaning multi-year ice] like we used to now, and so, this ice, because 
it’s thinner it crumbles up. Okay, like how you see out here [pointing to crumbled 
sea ice from the window], and during the spring when it, you know, warms up, it 
just makes it a lot more dangerous to traverse upon. And when it does come off, 
I mean, a lot of times it’s at the point where you can’t launch a boat, and we are 
stuck, just watching all the walrus pass through…There is no way we could launch 
a boat even though the weather is permittable. (DIO2)

Other observations of climate change include anomalous weather patterns, such as prolonged rainfall 
and warmer temperatures. As described by Noorvik respondents, prolonged rainfall can interfere with 
harvesting, processing, and storing foods: numerous respondents described that unusually intense rains in 
2012 during the salmon fishing season affected their households. Most households that actively fished for 
salmon in 2012 said that these rains made fishing more difficult. High water tended to disperse salmon and 
result in lower catchability in set gillnets, fishers needed to remove drifting debris from nets on a frequent 
and regular basis, and residents had difficulty preserving salmon through drying due to high levels of 
humidity in the air.
People will not fish if the food cannot be processed and will go to waste. Traditional processing techniques 
such as drying fish do not work when temperature or humidity are too high. Kotzebue respondents said 
that weather presents the greatest challenge to getting enough food. Although chum salmon runs have been 
plentiful, weather in recent years has made preservation more challenging. Several respondents explained 
that summer weather is more rainy and windy than in the past (particularly in August and September), 
which makes it difficult to dry fish and can lead to their spoiling. One respondent said that she had to send 
her fish back from camp to be frozen, and then she thawed them later to dry in town (OTZ6). Another 
respondent explained that his family dries salmon much less frequently now; instead, he largely vacuum 
seals salmon for freezing, cans a portion, and smokes some of the harvest.  
A Point Lay respondent attributed the disappearance of the practice of rendering oil in seal pokes5 to warmer 
temperatures. The use of sigluaq, ice cellars dug into permafrost, has also been affected:

…you will hardly see anybody doing seal pokes ’cause the weather warmed up 
too much, it won’t let the seal oil render right—the way it’s just traditionally been 
worked ’cause when it get too warm it gets rancid, strong. This cold weather we 
was brought up in the early ‘50s…I miss that a lot. ’Cause that food was staying 
fresher longer. Even our ice cellars held the food fresh longer. Nowadays we don’t 
have ice cellars anymore ’cause they all melted. There’s water and water gets in 
them and they get rotten and gaseous. (PL03)

5 . Seal pokes are whole and uncut seal skins that were used historically to store seal oil and food. Their preparation is 
briefly described in the Golovin chapter of this report.
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Stebbins households lost stored foods, smokehouses, fishing nets, and other equipment to flooding that 
occurred to a severe fall storm in 2013. 

Resource Abundance and Health
Concerns about ice-dependent marine mammals were foremost but varied, and residents also described 
observed changes in caribou, moose, predators, and some fish species. 
At Diomede, residents said that walrus were less abundant than they had been in the past; Point Lay 
residents were concerned about documented mass haulouts that take place north of the community. For seal 
species, no community reported decreased seal abundance, but the unexplained mortality event (UME) was 
an important concern. Residents in some communities reported harvest of animals with symptoms typical 
to the UME or other evidence of poor health such as very thin blubber. The decreased abundance of beluga 
whales, a decades-long situation, was mentioned by Northwest Arctic communities.
The decline of the Western Arctic caribou herd and changes in its migration timing and route were common 
to the communities within the core range of the herd. Related topics, such as increased predators and 
disturbance by aircraft, also surfaced irrespective of community location. Nearly every community 
surveyed described increased abundance of wolves and brown bears, both as factors affecting caribou 
populations and moose populations. Comments on the effect of airplane noise on caribou occurred both 
within the context of nonlocal hunters arriving via transporters and the use of aircraft by agency personnel 
and industry in conducting research.
Many respondents described the decades-long increase in beaver populations and its possible effects upon 
salmon and whitefish species. 

Other Common Topics
Development was not a primary concern in all communities, but several communities mentioned specific 
projects such as oil and gas exploration in the Chukchi Sea, increased shipping due to a longer ice free 
season and travel through Bering Strait, and a road project that would connect the Seward Peninsula to the 
statewide road system. Even communities far from oil exploration expressed concern about the effects that 
an oil spill could have upon important resources. 
The high price of living in rural Alaska was a widely shared sentiment in interviews and survey comments. 
Cost of living information is infrequently collected in small rural communities; the Division of Subsistence 
attempts at times to collect and submit such information to the University of Alaska Fairbanks Cooperative 
Extension food cost survey program. Results from 2 study communities, Deering and Diomede, illustrate 
the differences between urban centers and small isolated settlements. In the first quarter of 2014, the cost 
of feeding a family of 4 with 2 school-aged children for one week was $569.24 in Deering and $409.45 
in Diomede. 6 In contrast, the same family could be fed for a cost of $168.44 in Anchorage and $169.98 in 
Fairbanks. Beyond groceries, heating oil, the primary heating fuel used in all study communities, was also 
much higher in all communities, with the exception of Point Hope and Point Lay.7 Several respondents 
remarked upon the high cost of equipment and supplies used in harvesting wild food, as in Kotzebue:

Yeah, socially, you know, the, the price of fuel and price of equipment even has 
gone up, you know? You can’t get a boat for less than 30 grand anymore. You can’t 
get a snowmachine for less than 10 or 13 grand anymore. Mine cost 13 thousand 
bucks this year. And so the price of equipment is really skyrocketing. My friend 
just bought a boat for 33, I think it was, just last week, and he says, ‘What’s the 
deal, this is just aluminum? Aluminum’s not copper, it’s not gold, why is it 33 
grand?’ And so the price of equipment has gone up big time…And so, it costs 
more to subsist now not just in equipment but also in fuel and then this climate 

6 . University of Alaska Fairbanks, Cooperative Extension Service. 2016. “Alaska food cost survey: 2014 March.” 
Accessed February 9, 2017. https://www.uaf.edu/ces/hhfd/fcs/

7 . Heating oil for residential use is subsidized by the North Slope Borough.
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change throws a, you know, a stick in the spoke, you gotta go a little bit further, 
or you gotta go at this time, or you gotta go at that time, or you gotta go faster. 
(02OTZ052815)

Finally, and perhaps the most widely shared sentiment among all communities, was the cultural, spiritual 
and nutritional value of traditional foods, including participation in hunting, fishing and gathering, as well 
as processing, sharing, and consuming Native foods. Although some respondents lamented social and 
technological changes that have affected the intergenerational transmission of knowledge, others provided 
examples of the ways in which young people are still learning skills and values. 

concluSionS

The results of this study illustrate how local conditions confound attempts to make broad generalizations 
about patterns of harvest or climate change impacts, even in an area that appears on the surface quite 
similar in terms of demographics (predominately Alaska Native and Iñupiaq) and geography (Arctic and 
coastal). This is further demonstrated in respondents’ observations of climate change and the issues of 
concern they voiced during fieldwork. Subsistence has not vanished in the face of social, technological, and 
environmental change; however, study respondents described the various pressures upon it. Although the 
vulnerability of subsistence economies is apparent, so, too, is the resiliency in many communities.  
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POINT HOPE, ALASKA
From January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014

HOUSEHOLD ID:
COMMUNITY ID:

INTERVIEWER #1:
INTERVIEWER #2:
INTERVIEW DATE:

START TIME:
STOP TIME:

DATA CODED BY:
DATA ENTERED BY:

SUPERVISOR:

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME NATIVE VILLAGE OF POINT HOPE
DIVISION OF SUBSISTENCE

1300 College RD. PO BOX 109
Fairbanks, AK 99701 Point Hope, AK 99766

(907) 459-7321 (907) 368-2330

NW CIAP - POINT 
HOPE

printed: 2015-03-04

COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY

277 277

This survey is used to estimate subsistence harvests and to 
describe the role of subsistence in the local economy of your 
community. We will publish a short summary report, that will 
be available to community members. We share this 
information with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park Service. 
We work with the Federal Regional Advisory Councils and with 
local Fish and Game Advisory Committees to better manage 
subsistence, and to implement federal and state subsistence 
priorities. 
   We will NOT identify your household. We will NOT use this 
information for enforcement. Participation in this survey is 
voluntary. Even if you agree to be surveyed, you may stop at 
any time. 

Page 1
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HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS HOUSEHOLD ID

Last year, that is, between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014 WHO were the head or heads of your household?

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

First, I would like to ask about the people in your household, permanent members of your household who sleep at your house. This 
includes students who return home every summer. I am NOT interested in people who lived with you temporarily, even if they stayed 
several months.

2

How OLD is 
this person?

Where were 
parents living when 

this person was 
born?

Y     N M       F Y       N

ID #

Is this person 
answering questions on 

this survey?

HEAD 1

How is this 
person related 

to HEAD 1?

Is this person 
MALE or 

FEMALE?

Is this person 
an ALASKA 

NATIVE?
(years)(circle)(circle)(relation)(circle) (AK city or state)

HEAD 2 Y     N M       F Y       N

1

PERSON 
03 Y     N M       F Y       N

PERSON 
04 Y     N M       F Y       N

3

PERSON 
05 Y     N M       F Y       N

4

PERSON 
06 Y     N M       F Y       N

5

PERSON 
07 Y     N M       F Y       N

6

PERSON 
08 Y     N M       F Y       N

7

PERSON 
09 Y     N M       F Y       N

8

PERSON 
10 Y     N M       F Y       N

9

11

PERSON 
11 Y     N M       F Y       N

10

How many years has 
this person lived in

Point Hope?
(number)

NEXT enter spouse or partner. If a household has a SINGLE HEAD, leave HEAD 2 row BLANK and move to PERSON 3.

BELOW, enter children (oldest to youngest), grandchildren, grandparents, or anyone else living full-time in this household.

13

PERSON 
13 Y     N M       F Y       N

12

PERMANENT HH MEMBERS: 01 POINT HOPE: 277

PERSON 
12 Y     N M       F Y       N

Page 2
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RETAINED COMMERCIAL HARVESTS HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY participate in any commercial fishery?........................................... Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household PARTICIPATE in any commercial fishery?.................................................. Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …
During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

Please estimate how many fish ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD 
removed from commercial harvests for personal use during the last year.

A … FISH commercially for ______? Include COMMERCIALLY HARVESTED fish that members of this 
household gave away, ate fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by 
helping others. If helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S 
share.

B … KEEP any ____ from your 
commercial catch for your own use2 or 
to share?

if keep 
is "yes"

C Was the ____ that you kept 
INCIDENTAL4 catch? How many 

were 
removed for 
your OWN 

USE?5

How many 
were 

removed for 
your 

CREW?5

How many 
were 

removed to 
give to 

OTHERS? Units3Read names below
 in blanks above

A B C

COMM 
FISH? KEEP? INCI? number number number specify comments

IND.
IQALUGRUAQ

111000001

CHUM (DOG) SALMON
Y    N Y    N Y    N

PINK (HUMPIES) SALMON
Y    N Y    N Y    N IND.

AMAQTUUQ
114000001

COHO (SILVER) SALMON
Y    N Y    N Y    N IND.

115000001

SOCKEYE (RED) SALMON
Y    N Y    N Y    N IND.

112000001

CHINOOK (KING) SALMON
Y    N Y    N Y    N IND.

IQALUGRUAQ
113000001

HALIBUT
Y    N Y    N Y    N LB.

121800001

HERRING
Y    N Y    N Y    N GAL.

120300001

HERRING ROE
Y    N Y    N Y    N GAL.

120200001

KING CRAB
Y    N Y    N Y    N IND.

PUYYUGIAQ, PUTUGUQSIUYUK
501008001

3 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.
4 "INCIDENTAL CATCH" means the fish kept was not being commercially fished. For example, a king salmon kept from a chum commerical fishery.
5 Double counting (captains' removals for crew members and crew members' removal for own uses) is fixed in analysis. Collect both.

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes eating, feeding to dogs, sharing or trading with others, etc.

Y    N Y    N Y    N

COMMERCIAL FISHING: 03 POINT HOPE: 277

Page 3
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HARVESTS: SALMON HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY fish for salmon?................................................................................. Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST salmon?........................................................... Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …

During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Salmon?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

if 
harvest 
is "yes"

Please estimate how many salmon ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How many 
were harvested with ….
INCLUDE salmon that members of this household gave away, 
are fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If 
fishing with or helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S 
share of the harvest. DO NOT INCLUDE salmon that were 
caught and released or retained from commercial catch.

IQALUGRUAQ

111000000

CHUM (DOG) SALMON

USE

E

Read names below
 in blanks above

# of 
those 
used 
just 
for 
dog 

food?

amt.

…try2 to harvest _____?
…actually harvest any _____?

OTHER GEAR 
(specify 

type)
amount / type

SEINE 
NET

FISH 
WHEEL

SET 
GILL 
NET

ROD & 
REEL3

REC GIVE TRY

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

A

C

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Units4

specify

C DA B

IND.

(number harvested by each gear type)

/

112000000

COHO (SILVER) SALMON

IQALUGRUAQ
113000000

CHINOOK (KING) SALMON

AMAQTUUQ

114000000

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

115000000

SOCKEYE (RED) SALMON

SALMON: 04 POINT HOPE: 277

3 "ROD AND REEL" includes fish caught in open water with a hook and and a line attached to a rod or a pole. Jigging through the ice is "other gear."
4 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.

HAR

E

… use2 _______?

HUMPY (PINK) SALMON
Y  N Y   N Y   N

B

D

…give _____ to another HH or community?
…receive _____ from another HH or community

/ IND.Y   N Y   N

/ IND.

/ IND.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N / IND.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N /

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N /
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HARVEST SUMMARY: SALMON HOUSEHOLD ID

During the last year,1

…who caught the CHUM (DOG) SALMON your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the CHUM (DOG) SALMON your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE CHUM (DOG) SALMON to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

…who caught the OTHER SALMON your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the OTHER SALMON your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE OTHER SALMON to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

During the last year,1

… did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE salmon than in recent years? ……………………………………………………….
IF LESS or MORE … X = do not use

WHY was your use different?

During the last year,1

…did your household GET ENOUGH salmon?...............................................................................................................................
If NO…

What KIND of salmon did you need?

NETWORKS …then ask the network and assessment questions below

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST salmon last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping, network, and assessment sections…

MAPPING Refer to data collection maps and mapping instructions to map salmon…

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)

CAUGHT CHUM (DOG) SALMON

1 111000000

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED CHUM (DOG) 

SALMON
2 111000000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE CHUM (DOG) SALMON TO 

US.
3 111000000

CAUGHT OTHER SALMON
1 110000000

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES
role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED OTHER SALMON

2 110000000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE OTHER SALMON TO US.

3 110000000

ASSESSMENTS: SALMON 110000000

To conclude our salmon section, I am going to ask a few general questions about salmon.

X  L  S  M

1
2

Y     N

How would you describe the impact to your household of not 
getting enough salmon last year?

… not noticable? … minor ? … major? … Severe?

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS OF SALMON: 66, 67 POINT HOPE: 277

(0) (1) (2) (3)

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
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HARVESTS: OTHER FISH HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY fish for other fish?.....................................................................................Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST other fish?........................................................... Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …

During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of other fish?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

# of 
those 
used 
just 
for 
dog 

food?

if 
harvest 
is "yes"

B …receive _____ from another HH or community

C …give _____ to another HH or community?

D …try2 to harvest _____?

IND.
SULUKPAUGAQ

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

A … use2 _______?

HAR
(number harvested by each gear type) amount / type specify amt.

A B C D E

Please estimate how many other fish ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How many 
were harvested with ….
INCLUDE other fish that members of this household gave away, 
are fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If 
fishing with or helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S 
share of the harvest. DO NOT INCLUDE other fish that you 
caught and released or retained from commercial harvests.

USE REC GIVE TRY

E …actually harvest any _____?

SET 
GILL 
NET

SEINE 
NET

FISH 
WHEEL

ROD & 
REEL3

OTHER GEAR 
(specify 

type) UNITS4Read names below
 in blanks above

/GRAYLING
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

125200000

Y   N

BROAD WHITEFISH
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IQALUSAAQ
126406060

/ IND.
LEAST CISCO

IND.
AANAAKŁIQ
126404000

Y   N /

HUMPBACK WHITEFISH
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

SAVIĠUNNAQ
126412000

/ IND.
ROUND WHITEFISH

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND.
PIKUKTUUQ
126408000

Y   N /

BERING CISCO
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

QAAKTAQ
126406020

/ IND.
ARCTIC CISCO

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND.
TIIPUQ

126406040

Y   N /

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 "ROD AND REEL" includes fish caught in open water with a hook and and a line attached to a rod or a pole. Jigging through the ice is "other gear."

RAINBOW SMELT
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

TITTALIQ
124800000

/ IND.
BURBOT (MUDSHARK)

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND.
IŁHUAĠNIQ
120406000

Y   N /

4 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

OTHER FISH: 06 POINT HOPE: 277
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HARVESTS: OTHER FISH HOUSEHOLD ID

…continued from previous page

During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of other fish?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

if 
harvest 
is "yes"

A … use2 _______?

B …receive _____ from another HH or community

C …give _____ to another HH or community?

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

Please estimate how many other fish ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How many 
were harvested with ….
INCLUDE other fish that members of this household gave away, 
are fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If 
fishing with or helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S 
share of the harvest. DO NOT INCLUDE other fish that you 
caught and released or retained from commercial harvests.

UNITS4Read names below
 in blanks above

A B C D E

USE REC GIVE

SAFFRON COD (TOMCOD)
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

D …try2 to harvest _____? # of 
those 
used 
just 
for 
dog 

food?

E …actually harvest any _____?

SET 
GILL 
NET

SEINE 
NET

FISH 
WHEEL

ROD & 
REEL3

OTHER GEAR 
(specify 

type)
TRY HAR

(number harvested by each gear type) amount / type specify amt.

IQALUGAQ
121002000

/ GAL.
ARCTIC (BLUE) COD

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND.
UUGAQ

121010000

Y   N /

ARCTIC CHAR
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IQALUAQPIK
125006000

/ IND.
DOLLY VARDEN

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND.
PAIQŁUK
125002000

Y   N /

NORTHERN PIKE
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IQALUAQPAK
125010000

/ IND.
LAKE TROUT

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND.
SIULIK

125500000

Y   N /

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

NATAAĠNAQ
121401000

/ IND.
ARCTIC FLOUNDER

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND.Y   N /

/ IND.Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

/

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

4 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

OTHER FISH: 06 POINT HOPE: 277

/

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 "ROD AND REEL" includes fish caught in open water with a hook and and a line attached to a rod or a pole. Jigging through the ice is "other gear."
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HARVEST SUMMARY: OTHER FISH HOUSEHOLD ID

During the last year,1

…who caught the OTHER FISH your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the OTHER FISH your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE OTHER FISH to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

During the last year,1

… did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE other fish than in recent years? ……………………………………………………….
IF LESS or MORE … X = do not use

WHY was your use different?

During the last year,1

…did your household GET ENOUGH other fish?...............................................................................................................................
If NO…

What KIND of other fish did you need?

NETWORKS …then ask the network and assessment questions below

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST other fish last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping, network, and assessment sections…

MAPPING Refer to data collection maps and mapping instructions to map other fish…

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
CAUGHT OTHER FISH

1 120000000

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED OTHER FISH

2 120000000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE OTHER FISH TO US.

3 120000000

ASSESSMENTS: OTHER FISH 120000000

To conclude our other fish section, I am going to ask a few general questions about other fish.

X  L  S  M

1
2

Y     N

How would you describe the impact to your household of not 
getting enough other fish last year?

… not noticable? … minor ? … major? … Severe?

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS OF OTHER FISH: 66, 67 POINT HOPE: 277

(0) (1) (2) (3)

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
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HARVESTS: MARINE INVERTEBRATES HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY attempt to harvest marine invertebrates?...............................................................................Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST marine invertebrates?...........................................................Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …
During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Marine invertebrates?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

Please estimate how many marine invertebrates ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How many 
were harvested with ….A … use2 _______?

E …actually harvest any _____?

Read names below
 in blanks above

B …receive _____ from another HH or community

C …give _____ to another HH or community?

D …try2 to harvest _____?

A B C D E

INCLUDE marine invertebrates that members of this household gave away, 
are fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If 
harvesting with or helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share 
of the harvest.DO NOT INCLUDE marine invertebrates that were retained 
from commercial harvests.

COMMENTS

if 
harvest 
is "yes"

USE REC GIVE TRY

PUYYUGIAQ, PUTUGUQSIUYUK

501099000

Y   N

HAR

CRAB
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

AMOUNT UNITS4

IMANIQ

500699000

GAL.
CLAMS

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

502099000

Y   N
MUSSELS

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   NY  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   NY  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   NY  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

4 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

MARINE INVERTEBRATES: 08 POINT HOPE: 277

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 "ROD AND REEL" includes fish caught in open water with a hook and and a line attached to a rod or a pole. Jigging through the ice is "other gear."

GAL.

(amt) specify (text)
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HARVEST SUMMARY: MARINE INVERTEBRATES HOUSEHOLD ID

During the last year,1

…who harvested the CLAMS your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the CLAMS your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE CLAMS to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

…who caught the CRAB your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the CRAB your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE CRAB to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

During the last year,1

… did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE marine invertebrates than in recent years? ……………………………………………………….
IF LESS or MORE … X = do not use

WHY was your use different?

During the last year,1

…did your household GET ENOUGH marine invertebrates?...............................................................................................................................
If NO…

What KIND of marine invertebrates did you need?

NETWORKS …then ask the network and assessment questions below

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST marine invertebrates last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping, network, and assessment sections…

MAPPING Refer to data collection maps and mapping instructions to map marine invertebrates…

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
HARVESTED CLAMS

1 500600000

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED CLAMS

2 500600000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE CLAMS TO US.

3 500600000

CAUGHT CRAB
1 501000000

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES
role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED CRAB

2 501000000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE CRAB TO US.

3 501000000

ASSESSMENTS: MARINE INVERTEBRATES 500000000

To conclude our marine invertebrates section, I am going to ask a few general questions about marine invertebrates.

X  L  S  M

1
2

Y     N

How would you describe the impact to your household of not 
getting enough marine invertebrates last year?

… not noticable? … minor ? … major? … Severe?

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS OF MARINE INVERTEBRATES: 66, 67 POINT HOPE: 277

(0) (1) (2) (3)

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
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HARVESTS: LARGE LAND MAMMALS HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt for large land mammals ……………………………………................................................Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST large land mammals?...........................................................Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …
During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Large land mammals?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

2

IND
F IND

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

Please estimate how many large land mammals ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How many were 
harvested in ….A

A B C D E

USE REC GIVE TRY

E

Read names below
 in blanks above

B
C
D

INCLUDE large land mammals that members of this household gave away, 
are fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting 
with or helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the 
harvest.

JU
N

E

JU
LY

AU
G

U
ST

SE
PT

EM
BE

R

O
C

TO
BE

R

N
O

VE
M

BE
R

…actually harvest any _____?
…try2 to harvest _____?

…give _____ to another HH or community?
…receive _____ from another HH or community if 

harvest 
is "yes"

TUTTU
211000000

Y   N
M

HAR

CARIBOU
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

211000002
211000009

1211000001

UNK

2

M

211800002
211800009

211800001

TUTTUVAK
211800000

Y   N
MOOSE

Y  N Y   N Y   N

1

IMNAIQ
212200000

Y   N
DALL SHEEP

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N
M

UMIŊMAK
212000000

Y   N

212200002
212200009

212200001

MUSKOX
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

AKŁAQ
210800000

BROWN BEAR
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   NY  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

SE
X

JA
N

U
AR

Y

FE
BR

U
AR

Y

M
AR

C
H

AP
R

IL

M
AY

IND
F

D
EC

EM
BE

R

U
N

KN
O

W
N

UNITS3

(specify amount harvested per month) (specify)

IND
IND

-9

IND
UNK

IND
F

2

IND
1

-9

LARGE LAND MAMMALS: 10 POINT HOPE: 277

INDUNK

-9

IND.

IND.

M/F

… use2 _______?
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HARVEST SUMMARY: LARGE LAND MAMMALS HOUSEHOLD ID

During the last year,1

…who harvested the CARIBOU your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the CARIBOU your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE CARIBOU to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

…who harvested the MOOSE your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the MOOSE your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE MOOSE to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

During the last year,1

… did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE large land mammals than in recent years? ……………………………………………………….
IF LESS or MORE … X = do not use

WHY was your use different?

During the last year,1

…did your household GET ENOUGH large land mammals?...............................................................................................................................
If NO…

What KIND of large land mammals did you need?

NETWORKS …then ask the network and assessment questions below

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST large land mammals last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping, network, and assessment sections…

MAPPING Refer to data collection maps and mapping instructions to map large land mammals…

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
HARVESTED CARIBOU

1 211000000

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED CARIBOU

2 211000000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE CARIBOU TO US.

3 211000000

HARVESTED MOOSE
1 211800000

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES
role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED MOOSE

2 211800000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE MOOSE TO US.

3 211800000

ASSESSMENTS: LARGE LAND MAMMALS 210000000

To conclude our large land mammals section, I am going to ask a few general questions about large land mammals.

X  L  S  M

1
2

Y     N

How would you describe the impact to your household of not 
getting enough large land mammals last year?

… not noticable? … minor ? … major? … Severe?

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS OF LARGE LAND MAMMALS: 66, 67 POINT HOPE: 277

(0) (1) (2) (3)

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
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HARVESTS: SMALL LAND MAMMALS HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt or trap for small land mammals?......................................................................................Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST small land mammals?...........................................................Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …
During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Small land mammals?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

B INCLUDE small land mammals that members of this household gave away, are 
fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting or trapping 
with or helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.C

D

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

Please estimate how many small land mammals ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How many were 
harvested in ….A

KIGIAQ, PAŁUQTAQ
BEAVER

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

…try2 to harvest _____?

…give _____ to another HH or community?
…receive _____ from another HH or community

… use2 _______?

if 
harvest 
is "yes"

QAVVIK

USE REC GIVE TRY HAR D
EC

EM
BE

R

N
O

VE
M

BE
R

Read names below
 in blanks above

A B C D

O
C

TO
BE

R

SE
PT

EM
BE

R

AU
G

U
ST

JU
LY

E

JU
N

E

M
AY

AP
R

IL

M
AR

C
H

FE
BR

U
AR

Y

JA
N

U
AR

Y

E

…actually harvest any _____?

WOLVERINE
220200000

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

UKALLIQ
SNOWSHOE HARE

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

223400000

223200000
AMAĠUQ

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N
WOLF

221004000

Y   N

KAYUQTUQ
220804000

RED FOX
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

TIĠIGANNIAQ
220802000

ARCTIC FOX
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

SIKSRIK
222802000

PARKA SQUIRREL (GROUND)
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

NIUTUIYIQ
221600000

LYNX
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

PORCUPINE
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

QIŊAĠLUK
222600000

2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

SMALL LAND MAMMALS: 14 POINT HOPE: 277

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.

IND.

U
N

KN
O

W
N

specify

UNITS3

NUMBER 
USED FOR 
FOOD OR 

FOR 
FOOD & 

FUR

(amount)(specify amount harvested per month)

IND.

IND.

IND.

IND.

IND.

IND.

IND.

IND.

IND.
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HARVEST SUMMARY: SMALL LAND MAMMALS HOUSEHOLD ID

During the last year,1

…who harvested the HARE your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the HARE your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE HARE to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

…who harvested the OTHER SMALL GAME your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the OTHER SMALL GAME your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE OTHER SMALL GAME to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

During the last year,1

… did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE small land mammals than in recent years? ……………………………………………………….
IF LESS or MORE … X = do not use

WHY was your use different?

During the last year,1

…did your household GET ENOUGH small land mammals?...............................................................................................................................
If NO…

What KIND of small land mammals did you need?

NETWORKS …then ask the network and assessment questions below

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST small land mammals last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping, network, and assessment sections…

MAPPING Refer to data collection maps and mapping instructions to map small land mammals…

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
HARVESTED HARE

1 221000000

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED HARE

2 221000000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE HARE TO US.

3 221000000

HARVESTED OTHER SMALL GAME
1 220000000

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES
role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED OTHER SMALL GAME

2 220000000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE OTHER SMALL GAME TO US.

3 220000000

ASSESSMENTS: SMALL LAND MAMMALS 220000000

To conclude our small land mammals section, I am going to ask a few general questions about small land mammals.

X  L  S  M

1
2

Y     N

How would you describe the impact to your household of not 
getting enough small land mammals last year?

… not noticable? … minor ? … major? … Severe?

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS OF SMALL LAND MAMMALS: 66, 67 POINT HOPE: 277

(0) (1) (2) (3)

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
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HARVESTS: MARINE MAMMALS HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt for marine mammals?……………………………………................................................Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST marine mammals?...........................................................Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …
During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Marine mammals?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

Read names below
 in blanks above

A B C D

AP
R

IL

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

Please estimate how many marine mammals ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How many were 
harvested in ….A

M
AY

JU
N

E

JU
LY

AU
G

U
ST

SE
PT

EM
BE

RE

SE
X

JA
N

U
AR

Y

FE
BR

U
AR

Y

M
AR

C
H

E

B INCLUDE marine mammals that members of this household gave away, are 
fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting with or 
helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.C

D
…actually harvest any _____?
…try2 to harvest _____?

…give _____ to another HH or community?
…receive _____ from another HH or community

… use2 _______?

if 
harvest 
is "yes"

USE REC GIVE TRY HAR
M/F (specify amount harvested per month) (specify)

O
C

TO
BE

R

N
O

VE
M

BE
R

D
EC

EM
BE

R

U
N

KN
O

W
N

UNITS3

AĠVIQ
BOWHEAD WHALE

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

QIĻALUGAQ, SISUAQ
BELUKHA WHALE

301606000

BEARDED SEAL
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

301602000

UGRUK

300810000
NATCHIQ

Y  N Y   N
RINGED SEAL

300802000

RIBBON SEAL
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

QASIGIAQ

QAIĠULIK
300808000

SPOTTED SEAL
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

300812000

Y   N Y   N Y   N
(OR SEAL OIL)

300899000

UNKNOWN SEAL
Y  N Y   N

AIVIQ
301400000

WALRUS
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

POLAR BEAR
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

NANUQ
300400000

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

MARINE MAMMALS: 12 POINT HOPE: 277

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N
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HARVEST SUMMARY: MARINE MAMMALS HOUSEHOLD ID

During the last year,1

…who harvested the WHALES your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the WHALES your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE WHALES to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

…who harvested the SEALS your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the SEALS your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE SEALS to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

During the last year,1

… did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE marine mammals than in recent years? ……………………………………………………….
IF LESS or MORE … X = do not use

WHY was your use different?

During the last year,1

…did your household GET ENOUGH marine mammals?...............................................................................................................................
If NO…

What KIND of marine mammals did you need?

NETWORKS …then ask the network and assessment questions below

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST marine mammals last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping, network, and assessment sections…

MAPPING Refer to data collection maps and mapping instructions to map marine mammals…

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
HARVESTED WHALES

1 301600000

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED WHALES

2 301600000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE WHALES TO US.

3 301600000

HARVESTED SEALS
1 300800000

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES
role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED SEALS

2 300800000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE SEALS TO US.

3 300800000

ASSESSMENTS: MARINE MAMMALS 300000000

To conclude our marine mammals section, I am going to ask a few general questions about marine mammals.

X  L  S  M

1
2

Y     N

How would you describe the impact to your household of not 
getting enough marine mammals last year?

… not noticable? … minor ? … major? … Severe?

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS OF MARINE MAMMALS: 66, 67 POINT HOPE: 277

(0) (1) (2) (3)

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
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HARVESTS: MIGRATORY WATERFOWL HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt for migratory waterfowl?.....................................................................Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST migratory waterfowl?...........................................................Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …
During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Migratory waterfowl?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

if 
harvest 
is "yes"

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

Please estimate how many migratory waterfowl ALL MEMBERS OF 
YOUR HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. 
How many were harvested in ….A … use2 _______?

…actually harvest any _____?

E

B …receive _____ from another HH or community INCLUDE migratory waterfowl that members of this household gave 
away, are fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping 
others. If hunting with or helping others, report ONLY THIS 
HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

C …give _____ to another HH or community?

D …try2 to harvest _____?

NIĠLIÑĠAQ
BRANT

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Read names below
 in blanks above

E

WINTER SPRING
USE REC GIVE TRY HAR

(specify)

June

UNITS3

A B C D

April
May

Season of 
harvest 

unknown

September
October

FALL

July
August

SUMMER

(number killed in each season)

IQSRAĠUTILIK
CANADA GOOSE

410402000

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

NIĠLIVIK, NIĠLIVIALUK

WHITE-FRONTED GOOSE                 
(SPECKLED-BELLY) Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

410404990

KAŊUQ
SNOW GEESE

410410000

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

GOOSE (UNKNOWN)
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

410408000

NIĠLIQ

COMMON EIDER
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

410499000

QIŊALIGAALUK, QIŊALIK
KING EIDER

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

MITIQ 
410206020

SPECTACLED EIDER
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

QAVAASUK

410206040

STELLER'S EIDER
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

AVIỊUQTUQ, AVIỊUQTAQ

410206060

KURUGAĠNAQ
410236020

WIGEON
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

410206080

2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

MIGRATORY WATERFOWL: 15

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.

January
February

December
November

March

(number)
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HARVESTS: MIGRATORY WATERFOWL HOUSEHOLD ID

…continued from previous page

During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Migratory waterfowl?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

if 
harvest 
is "yes"D …try2 to harvest _____?

E …actually harvest any _____?

WINTER

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

Please estimate how many migratory waterfowl ALL MEMBERS OF 
YOUR HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. 
How many were harvested in ….A … use2 _______?

B …receive _____ from another HH or community INCLUDE migratory waterfowl that members of this household gave 
away, are fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping 
others. If hunting with or helping others, report ONLY THIS 
HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

C …give _____ to another HH or community?

Read names below
 in blanks above

A B C D E

January
February

March April

USE REC GIVE TRY HAR
(specify)

October
UNITS3

Season of 
harvest 

unknown

November May July September
December

Y   N Y   N

KURUKAALUĠUSIQ, KURUKAAŁHUSIQ
410232060

GREEN-WINGED TEAL
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

KURUGAQTAQ
410214000

MALLARD
Y  N Y   N Y   N

KURUGAQ
410220000

PINTAIL
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

AAĠAALIQ, AAQGAALIQ
410218000

NAYAŊŊAK

LONG-TAILED DUCK (OLDSQUAW)
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

AQPAQSRUAYUUQ, PAISUGRUK

BLACK SCOTER
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

MERGANSER
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

410228020

QAUGAK
410299000

410216040
DUCK (UNKNOWN/SPECIFY)

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

TATIRGAK

SWAN
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

QUGRUK
410604000

Y   N

CRANE

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

410802000

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

MIGRATORY WATERFOWL: 15

June August
SPRING SUMMER FALL

(number killed in each season) (number)
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HARVESTS: OTHER BIRDS HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt for other birds?..................................................................... Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST other birds?........................................................... Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …
During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Other birds?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

OTHER BIRDS: 15

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

411011000

GODWIT
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

TURRAATURAQ

411009040

WHIMBREL
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

SIITUVAK

411210020

GUILLEMOT
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IŊAĠIK, IŊAĠIURAQ

411218990

MURRE (UNKNOWN)
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

AKPA, ATPA, AKPAALUURAQ

411212020

GLAUCOUS GULL
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

NAUYAVASUGRUK

411212100

SABINES GULL
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IGIRRAQ, IQIRGAGIAQ, QAEGAGIAQ

411226040

TERN
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

MITQUTAIĻAQ

411216990

LOON (UNKNOWN/SPECIFY)
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

AQARGIQ
421804990

(number) (specify)

PTARMIGAN
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

USE REC GIVE TRY HAR
WINTER

(number killed in each season)

Read names below
 in blanks above

A B C D
SPRING SUMMER FALL

Season of 
harvest 

unknown

November May July September
March April

E December June August October

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

Please estimate how many other birds ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How 
many were harvested in ….A … use2 _______?

E …actually harvest any _____? January

B …receive _____ from another HH or community if 
harvest 
is "yes"

INCLUDE other birds that members of this household gave away, 
are fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If 
hunting with or helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S 
share of the harvest.

C …give _____ to another HH or community?

D …try2 to harvest _____?

UNITS3

February
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HARVESTS: OTHER BIRDS HOUSEHOLD ID

…continued from previous page

During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Other birds?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

OTHER BIRDS: 15

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

422002000

SNOWY OWL
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

UKPIK

411099000

SMALL SHOREBIRD         
(UNKNOWN/SPECIFY) Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

TUULLIK, TUUTLIK
411006020

(number) (specify)

GOLDEN/BLACK-BELLIED PLOVER
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

USE REC GIVE TRY HAR
WINTER

(number killed in each season)

Read names below
 in blanks above

A B C D E December June August October
SPRING SUMMER FALL

Season of 
harvest 

unknown

November May July September

E …actually harvest any _____? January

B …receive _____ from another HH or community if 
harvest 
is "yes"

INCLUDE other birds that members of this household gave away, 
are fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If 
hunting with or helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S 
share of the harvest.

C …give _____ to another HH or community?

D …try2 to harvest _____?

UNITS3

February
March April

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

Please estimate how many other birds ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How 
many were harvested in ….A … use2 _______?
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HARVESTS: BIRD EGGS HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY attempt to harvest bird eggs?..............................................................................Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST bird eggs?........................................................... Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …
During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Bird eggs?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

Please estimate how many bird eggs ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How many 
were harvested with ….A … use2 _______?

Read names below
 in blanks above

A B C D E

B …receive _____ from another HH or community INCLUDE bird eggs that members of this household gave away, are fresh, 
fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If harvesting with or 
helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.C …give _____ to another HH or community?

D …try2 to harvest _____?

E …actually harvest any _____?

if 
harvest 
is "yes"

USE REC GIVE TRY HAR (amt) specify (text)
AMOUNT Units4 COMMENTS

IND.

430200000

DUCK EGGS 
(UNKNOWN/SPECIFY) Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

GOOSE EGGS 
(UNKNOWN/SPECIFY) Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

430400000
SWAN EGGS

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

430802000

CRANE EGGS
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

430604000

MURRE EGGS 
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

431218990
GULL EGGS         

(UNKNOWN/SPECIFY) Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

431212000
TERN EGGS

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

431099010

SMALL SHOREBIRD EGGS
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

431226040

LOON EGGS 
(UNKNOWN/SPECIFY) Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

431216990

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

4 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

BIRD EGGS: 15 POINT HOPE: 277

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 "ROD AND REEL" includes fish caught in open water with a hook and and a line attached to a rod or a pole. Jigging through the ice is "other gear."
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HARVEST SUMMARY: BIRDS AND EGGS HOUSEHOLD ID

During the last year,1

…who harvested the GEESE your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the GEESE your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE GEESE to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

…who harvested the DUCKS your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the DUCKS your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE DUCKS to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

During the last year,1

… did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE birds and eggs than in recent years? ……………………………………………………….
IF LESS or MORE … X = do not use

WHY was your use different?

During the last year,1

…did your household GET ENOUGH birds and eggs?...............................................................................................................................
If NO…

What KIND of birds and eggs did you need?

NETWORKS …then ask the network and assessment questions below

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST birds and eggs last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping, network, and assessment sections…

MAPPING Refer to data collection maps and mapping instructions to map birds and eggs…

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
HARVESTED GEESE

1 410400000

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED GEESE

2 410400000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE GEESE TO US.

3 410400000

HARVESTED DUCKS
1 410200000

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES
role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED DUCKS

2 410200000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE DUCKS TO US.

3 410200000

ASSESSMENTS: BIRDS AND EGGS 400000000

To conclude our birds and eggs section, I am going to ask a few general questions about birds and eggs.

X  L  S  M

1
2

Y     N

How would you describe the impact to your household of not 
getting enough birds and eggs last year?

… not noticable? … minor ? … major? … Severe?

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS OF BIRDS AND EGGS: 66, 67 POINT HOPE: 277

(0) (1) (2) (3)

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
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HARVESTS: BERRIES HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY attempt to harvest berries?.........................................................................Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST berries?........................................................... Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …
During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Berries?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

4 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

BERRIES: 17 POINT HOPE: 277

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 "ROD AND REEL" includes fish caught in open water with a hook and and a line attached to a rod or a pole. Jigging through the ice is "other gear."

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

601006000

HIGH BUSH CRANBERRY
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

KIMMIŊÑAQ

601004000

LOW BUSH CRANBERRY
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

601007000

KIMMIGÑAQ

BLACKBERRY
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

KAVLAQ

601002000

BLUEBERRY
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

ASIAQ, ASIAVIK

IND.
AQPIK

601016000

SALMONBERRY (CLOUDBERRY)
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

USE REC GIVE TRY HAR
(amt) specify (text)

AMOUNT Units4 COMMENTSRead names below
 in blanks above

A B C D E

B …receive _____ from another HH or community if 
harvest 
is "yes"

INCLUDE berries that members of this household gave away, are fresh, fed 
to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If harvesting with or 
helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.C …give _____ to another HH or community?

D …try2 to harvest _____?

E …actually harvest any _____?

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

Please estimate how many berries ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How many 
were harvested with ….A … use2 _______?
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HARVESTS: PLANTS AND GREENS HOUSEHOLD ID

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY attempt to harvest plants and greens?.........................................................................Y    N

2. During the last year (between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014) 
did you, or members of your household USE or TRY TO HARVEST plants and greens?...........................................................Y    N

IF the answer is YES , continue on this page …
During the last year,1

did you or members of your household…

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of Plants and greens?........................................................................................................................................................................................................Y N
IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the NEXT PAGE .

Please estimate how many plants and greens ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year. How many 
were harvested with ….A … use2 _______?

Read names below
 in blanks above

A B C D E

B …receive _____ from another HH or community INCLUDE plants and greens that members of this household gave away, 
are fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If 
harvesting with or helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share 
of the harvest.

C …give _____ to another HH or community?

D …try2 to harvest _____?

E …actually harvest any _____?

if 
harvest 
is "yes"

USE REC GIVE TRY HAR
(amt) specify (text)

AMOUNT Units4 COMMENTS

IND.
AKUTUQPALIK

602031000

WILLOW LEAVES
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

HUDSON BAY (LABRADOR) TEA
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.PAPAKSRAQ, SAKIAGURAQ, 

TILAAQIAQ

SARGIĠRUAQ, SARGIQ

602018000

QUAĠAQ, QUŊULLIĠÑAQ

STINKWEED
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

602028000

SOURDOCK
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

602044000

OTHER PLANTS
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

NAURIAT
602038000

WILD RHUBARB
Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

602006000

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

Y  N Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N IND.

4 UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

PLANTS AND GREENS: 17 POINT HOPE: 277

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
2 "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc. "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
3 "ROD AND REEL" includes fish caught in open water with a hook and and a line attached to a rod or a pole. Jigging through the ice is "other gear."
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HARVEST SUMMARY: PLANTS AND BERRIES HOUSEHOLD ID

During the last year,1

…who harvested the BERRIES your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the BERRIES your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE BERRIES to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

…who harvested the GREENS your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

…who processed the GREENS your household used? (Enter most important sources first.)

..who else (not yet names) GAVE GREENS to your household? (Enter most important households or communities first.)

During the last year,1

… did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE plants and berries than in recent years? ……………………………………………………….
IF LESS or MORE … X = do not use

WHY was your use different?

During the last year,1

…did your household GET ENOUGH plants and berries?...............................................................................................................................
If NO…

What KIND of plants and berries did you need?

NETWORKS …then ask the network and assessment questions below

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST plants and berries last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping, network, and assessment sections…

MAPPING Refer to data collection maps and mapping instructions to map plants and berries…

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
HARVESTED BERRIES

1 601000000

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED BERRIES

2 601000000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE BERRIES TO US.

3 601000000

HARVESTED GREENS
1 602000000

People in THIS household
People in OTHER Point Hope 

HOUSEHOLDS People in OTHER COMMUNITIES
role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)

role (enter person ID# from page 2) (HHID of other households) (community names)
PROCESSED GREENS

2 602000000

role (HHID of other households) (community names)
GAVE GREENS TO US.

3 602000000

ASSESSMENTS: PLANTS AND BERRIES 600000000

To conclude our plants and berries section, I am going to ask a few general questions about plants and berries.

X  L  S  M

1

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS OF PLANTS AND BERRIES: 66, 67 POINT HOPE: 277
1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.

2

Y     N

How would you describe the impact to your household of not 
getting enough plants and berries last year?

… not noticable? … minor ? … major? … Severe?
(0) (1) (2) (3)
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HARVEST SUMMARY: ALL RESOURCES HOUSEHOLD ID

During the last year,1

… did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE wild resources than in recent years? ……………………………………………………….
IF LESS or MORE … X = do not use

WHY was your use different?

During the last year,1

…did your household GET ENOUGH wild resources?....................................................................................................................................
If NO…

What KIND of wild resources did you need?

Y     N

How would you describe the impact to your household of not 
getting enough wild resources last year? …………………

… not noticable? … minor ? … major? … Severe?
(0) (1) (2) (3)

1

To conclude our subsistence harvests section, I am going to ask a few general questions about wild resources.

2

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

ASSESSMENTS: ALL RESOURCES 0

X  L  S  M

1 ''LAST YEAR'' means between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014.
ASSESSMENTS OF ALL RESOURCES: 66 POINT HOPE: 277

HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENTS

Page 26
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FOOD SECURITY HOUSEHOLD ID

Which of these three statements best describes the food eaten in your household in the last 12 months…

STATEMENT 1. We had enough of the kinds of food we wanted to eat…………………………
STATEMENT 2. We had enough food, but not always the KIND of food we wanted to eat……
STATEMENT 3. Sometimes, or often, we did NOT HAVE ENOUGH food to eat………………

STATEMENT 4. We WORRIED that our household would run out of food before we could get more.

In the last 12 months, was this ever true for your household?................................................................................
If YES…

…in which months did this happen?....................................................................................................................................

…did this happen because your household couldn't get WILD FOOD,
your HH couldn't get STORE-BOUGHT food, or your HH couldn't get BOTH KINDS of food?..........................

STATEMENT 5. We could not get the kinds of foods we wanted to eat because of a LACK OF RESOURCES

In the last 12 months, was this ever true for your household?................................................................................
If YES…

…in which months did this happen?....................................................................................................................................

…did this happen because your household couldn't get WILD FOOD,
your HH couldn't get STORE-BOUGHT food, or your HH couldn't get BOTH KINDS of food?..............

STATEMENT 6. The food we had JUST DID NOT LAST, and we could not get more.

In the last 12 months, was this ever true for your household?................................................................................
If YES…

…in which months did this happen?....................................................................................................................................

Now, think just about your household's WILD FOOD…

STATEMENT 7. The SUBSISTENCE food we had JUST DID NOT LAST, and we could not get more.

In the last 12 months, was this ever true for your household?.................................................................................................
If YES…

…in which months did this happen?....................................................................................................................................

Now, think just about your household's STORE-BOUGHT food…

STATEMENT 8. The STORE-BOUGHT food we had JUST DID NOT LAST, and we could not get more.

In the last 12 months, was this ever true for your household?................................................................................
If YES…

…in which months did this happen?....................................................................................................................................

❷
❸

❹

❺

❻

J

J J A S

Y        N      ?

D

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

The questions on this page have been asked all over the United States to find out if Americans have enough to eat. We would like to know if people in 
your community have enough to eat. I'd like you to think about all your household's food, both wild food and store-bought...

 HH1
1 2 3

(Circle one)

N

Please tell me whether EACH statement was true for your household (HH) in the last 12 months.
Now I am going to read you several statements about different food situations.

If STATEMENT 2  or STATEMENT 3 was TRUE, continue with food security questions on this page. Otherwise, go to next section…

If 2 or 3

HH2

Y        N      ?

M J A S O DAMFJ

O N

J

HH3

Y        N      ?

J F M A M

D

HH4

J F M A M

By "lack of resources," we mean your household did NOT have what you needed to hunt, fish, gather, OR did not have 
enough money to buy food.

Y        N      ?

WILD  STOR   BOTH

A S

WILD  STOR   BOTH

J J A S O N

O N D

If any ONE of the STATEMENTS 4, 5, OR 6 was "YES," continue with food security questions on next page. Otherwise, go to next section…

J F M A M J J

FOOD SECURITY: 201 POINT HOPE: 277

Y        N      ?

A S O N DF M A M J J
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FOOD SECURITY HOUSEHOLD ID

If YES…
…in which months did this happen?....................................................................................................................................

In the last 12 months, did you or other adults in your household ever EAT LESS THAN YOU FELT YOU SHOULD 
because the HH could not get the food that was needed?..............

In the last 12 months, were adults in the HH ever HUNGRY BUT DID NOT EAT
because there was not enough food?..............................................................

In the last 12 months, did adults in the HH LOSE WEIGHT because there was not enough food?....................

In the last 12 months, were adults in the HH ever NOT EAT FOR A WHOLE DAY
because there was not enough food?.............................................................

If YES…
…in which months did this happen?...................................................................................

If any ONE of the STATEMENTS 4, 5, or 6 on previous page was "YES," continue with food security questions below. Otherwise, go to next section…

Y        N      ?
In the past 12 months, did you or other adults in your household ever CUT THE SIZE OF YOUR MEALS OR 
SKIP MEALS because the HH could not get the food that was needed? …………………………….…………

AD1

J A S O N DJ F M A M J

D

Y        N      ?

Y        N      ?

Y        N      ?

Y        N      ?

J F M A M J

FOOD SECURITY: 201 POINT HOPE: 277

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

AD2

AD3

AD4

AD5

J A S O N
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EMPLOYMENT HOUSEHOLD ID

Between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014 ...
…Did any members of your household earn money from a JOB or from SELF EMPLOYMENT?................................... Y    N

Starting with the first head of your household, what job or jobs did he or she have last year?

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

The next few pages ask about jobs and income. We ask about these things because we are trying to understand all parts of the community economy. 
Many people use wages from jobs to support subsistence activities.

1ST JOB

EMPLOYMENT: 23 POINT HOPE: 277

M A M J

8TH JOB

J J A

/ YR

(ID #)

FT PTAJ

In the past 
year how 

much did he 
or she earn in 

this job?
In the past year, what months 
did he or she work in this job?

JMAM

Person 
code 
from 

page 2

What kind of work 
did he or she do in 

this job?

For whom did he 
or she work in this 

job?

FJ

gross income 3

SF OC SP $

(circle one)(circle each month worked)(employer)(job title 1 )

DNOS

2ND JOB J F

WORK SCHEDULE2

schedule:SIC:

SIC:

SF OC SP $ / YRS O N D FT PTM A M J J A

schedule:

3RD JOB J F M A M / YRFT PT SF OC SP $J A S O N D

schedule:

J

J F M SP $ / YRO N D FT PT SFA M J J A S

$ / YRO N D FT PT SFA M J J A SJ F M

$ / YRS O N D FT PTM A M J J AJ F

7TH JOB J F M A M $ / YRO N D FT PT SF

schedule:SIC:

S

/ YRFT PT SF OC SP $J A S O N DJ F M A M J

9TH JOB J F M A M

schedule:

$ / YRD FT PT SF OC SPJ J A S O N

10TH JOB J F

6 910100000

schedule:

/ YRFT PT SF OC SP $J A S O N D

1 6 910100000

2 6 910100000

3

schedule:

OC SP

SF OC SP6TH JOB

OC SP

OC

6 6 910100000

7 6 910100000

6 910100000

4 6 910100000

5 6 910100000

4TH JOB

5TH JOB

GROSS 
INCOME is the 

same as 
TAXABLE 

INCOME on a 
W-2 form. Self-
employment, 

enter revenue - 
expense

If a person FISHES COMMERCIALLY or is otherwise 
SELF-EMPLOYED, list that as a separate job. For job 
title, enter COMMERCIAL FISHER, CARVER, 
SEWER, BAKER, etc.  Work schedule usually will be 
ON CALL. For gross income from self-employment, 
enter revenue MINUS expenses. 

If a person does not earn money from any 
kind of work, enter RETIRED, 
UNEMPLOYED, DISABLED, STUDENT, or 
HOMEMAKER or other appropriate 
description as the job title. 

Leave employer, months worked, schedule, 
and gross income blank.

WORK SCHEDULE
FT  - Fulltime (35+ hr/wk)
PT  - Parttime (<35 
hr/wk)
SF  - Shift (2wks on/2wks 
off, etc.)
SP  - Shift - part time
OC  - Irregular, on call
-- -Unemployed

For each member of this household born before 1999, list EACH JOB held last year. For household members who did not have a job, write: RETIRED, 
UNEMPLOYED, STUDENT, HOMEMAKER, DISABLED, etc..

SH
IF

T 
- P

AR
T 

TI
M

E

O
N

-C
AL

L,
 V

AR
IE

S

SH
IF

T 
- F

U
LL

 T
IM

E

P
A

R
T 

TI
M

E

FU
LL

 T
IM

E

INCLUDE EACH PERSON 16 YEARS AND OLDER EVEN IF THEY DID NOT 
HAVE A JOB

SOC:

SOC:

10 6 910100000

8 6 910100000

9

SOC:

SOC:

SOC:

SOC:

SOC:

SOC:

SOC:

SOC:

schedule:

schedule:

schedule:

SIC:

SIC:

SIC:

SIC:

SIC:

SIC:

SIC:
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OTHER INCOME HOUSEHOLD ID

Between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014 ...
…Did any members of your household receive a dividend from the Permanent Fund or a native corporation?.............. Y    N

Between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2014 ...
…Did any members of your household receive OTHER income such as SENIOR BENEFITS or UNEMPLOYMENT?............................ Y    N

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014

IF NO, go to the next section on this page
IF YES, continue below…

8
9
10

PFDs = $5,652
PFDs = $7,536

PFDs = $9,420
PFDs = $11,304
PFDs = $13,188

(circle one)

3
4

PFDs = $15,072
PFDs = $16,956
PFDs = $18,840

DividendRegional corporations

Y     N $ / YR

Received? Total amount?

IF NO, go to the next section on this page
IF YES, continue below…

PFDs = $20,72411

(say "tanif", used to be AFDC)
2

TANF
$ / YR

(circle one) (dollars)

D
IV

ID
E

N
D

S

OTHER INCOME: 24 POINT HOPE: 277

3

E
M

P
LO

Y
M

E
N

T 
R

E
LA

TE
D

E
N

TI
TL

E
M

E
N

TS

50

495

41

FA
M

IL
Y

 &
 C

H
IL

D

/ YR
SECURITY

7

TOTAL amount all 
members of your 

household 
received from 

____________ in 
2014

(dollars)

/ YRY     N $
Village Corporation(s) Dividend6

7

5

Did anyone in 
your household 
receive income 

from 
____________ 

in 2014

Alaska PFD IN 2014
1
2

PFD = $1,884
PFDs = $3,768

FUND DIVIDEND
ALASKA PERMANENT

32
NATIVE CORPORATION

DIVIDENDS
13

Y     N $ / YR

Y     N $

Received? Total amount?
(circle one) (dollars)

UNEMPLOYMENT
Y     N $ / YR

12

Y     N
SUPPORT

15

CHILD
$

WORKERS'
/ YR

Y     N

COMP
8

35

DISABILITY
Y     N $ / YR

31

FUEL VOUCHERS
Y     N $

SOCIAL FOSTER
Y     N $ / YR

CARE

VETERANS ASSISTANCE
Y     N $ / YR

PENSION & 
Y     N $ / YR

RETIREMENT

Y     N $ / YR
(not per diem*)

SUPPLIMENTAL SECURITY
Y     N $

/ YR

Y     N $ / YR
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

FOOD STAMPS
Y     N $ / YR

(QUEST CARD)
$ / YR

O
TH

E
R

OTHER (describe)
Y     N

9

10
ENERGY

Y     N $ / YR
ASSISTANCE

MEETING HONORARIA

OTHER (describe)
Y     N

$ / YR

11
ADULT

/ YR
INCOME (SSI)

ST
AT

E 
BE

N
EF

IT
S

for _________ weeks = 
for _________ weeks =

for _________ weeks = 
for _________ weeks =

Senior Benefits of $125 per month for 12 months = $1,500 per elder

Senior Benefits of $250 per month for 12 months = $3,000 per elder
Senior Benefits of $175 per month for 12 months = $2,100 per elder

* per diem covers travel expenses, and is not counted as income.
Scratch paper for calculations

6

ALASKA SENIOR
Y     N $ / YR

BENEFITS (LONGEVITY)
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COMMENTS HOUSEHOLD ID

DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, COMMENTS OR CONCERNS?

INTERVIEW SUMMARY:

DON'T FORGET TO FILL IN THE STOP TIME _______________________________________

COMMENTS: 300 POINT HOPE: 277

NW CIAP - Point Hope - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2014
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APPENDIX B.–ETHNOGRAPHIC INTERVIEW 
PROTOCOL
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2014 CIAP TEK Interview Protocol (Stebbins, Deering, and Diomede)

Part 1. Demographic Information
In the beginning of each interview, I recommend asking some basic demographic questions:

1. name

2. year/location born

3. parents names and where from?

4. how long has respondent been hunting/fishing?

Part 1. Local History. Often it is helpful to ask questions of key respondents about the community’s 
history, especially key dates or events that might have affected how or where people engaged in 
subsistence activities. Based on your knowledge of a community’s history, these questions will differ
(and will be more precise for each village based on this knowledge). Some general questions could be:

a. Have there been any major events that have changed subsistence practices overall?

b. How are gas prices affecting how, where, or when people harvest wild foods?

c. Are young people interested in hunting and fishing? Are food preferences the same or different 
as they were in the past? 

Then, it is often useful to take the seasonal round approach when doing interviews and let people answer 
the questions below through the structure of a description of the parts of the seasonal round that they 
participate in.  That way, you can also document seasonal camps used in the past or currently used by 
respondent. [Keep in mind that you do not have to do it this way, but the species sections below are 
ordered by a seasonal round.  Skip around if that works better for you and your respondent.]

Part 2. Migratory Bird hunting and other Bird hunting: (Ask about specific bird species, including 
migratory birds, shorebirds and sea birds, and grouse, ptarmigan, and snowy owl).

1. Please describe your current bird hunting practices:

a. What are the primary species you try to get every year?  Do you collect eggs (which kinds?)

b. Who do you hunt with year to year?  How is this determined?

c. If you are successful, what do you do with the birds – how do you distribute/share it? 

d. How do you preserve/process your harvest?
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e. How do you feel the different bird populations are doing right now? Why do you think the 
population is declining/increasing? Are the different bird species healthy?

f. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in bird migrations and hunting? 
(changing weather patterns, changing habitat, etc.)

g. Are younger people learning to hunt birds? If so, how do they do that? How did you learn?

h. Can you show us where you hunt now (or in the last 5 years?)  what about the last 10 or 20 
years?  Have those areas changed at all?

i. Are there any rules about hunting or the treatment of birds during hunting/harvest?

j. Native names for birds or other aspects of bird hunting?  Do you remember any traditional 
stories about birds or bird hunting in your village?

k. Are there any natural seasonal indicators that you use to know when the birds will come?

l. Are there any bird species that are more or less commonly now than in the past? 

m. Was there anything specific about last year’s harvest that was different or remarkable that 
may have made that year different than others (not including what has already been discussed)?

Part 3. Fishing – ask questions for each species, both salmon and non-salmon (households are likely to 
harvest multiple species.  While we want to document all species they harvest, the most important species to cover will be: 
whitefish [differentiate species if possible – remember that not everyone considers sheefish to be a whitefish], grayling, trout,
pike, burbot, smelt, sheefish.  If a household heavily harvests another species, document that as much as possible.)

1. Please describe your current non-salmon fishing practices:

a. Which species do you harvest? Timing of that harvest (for each species)?

b. Do you fish with other people?  How is this determined?

c. What are the primary means you use to harvest different species of fish? (gear type by 
species?)

d. What do you do with the fish you harvest – how do you distribute/share it? 

e. Are younger people learning to fish?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you learn? 

f. How do you feel the fish population is doing right now?  Why do you think the population is 
declining/increasing? Are the [non- salmon species] healthy? Is the size of the fish the same? Are fish 
fatter or skinnier than they used to be? Are you catching any diseased or deformed fish now?
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g. Have your fishing areas changed at all? (map changes in area – currently and 10-20 years 
ago)

h. If there are changes to your fishing areas, what explains those changes? (environmental 
conditions, personal circumstances, traditional areas, changes in the fish population, regulations, etc)

i. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in fishing? (weather, river 
conditions, etc)

g. Which parts of the fish do you use?  How do you preserve/process these parts?

h. Are there any rules about fishing or the treatment of fish/nets during fishing?

i. Native names for fish species or other aspects of fishing?  Do you remember any traditional 
stories about fish species or fishing in your village?

l. Are there any fish species that are more or less commonly now than in the past? 

m. Was there anything specific about last year’s harvest that was different or remarkable that 
may have made that year different than others (not including what has already been discussed)?

Part 4. Marine Mammal hunting Households will likely harvest or use several different species of 
marine mammals. Ask about species. 

1. Please describe your current marine mammal hunting practices (walrus, seals, whales)

a. Who do you hunt with year to year? How is this determined?

b. What months do you hunt for marine mammals? Has anything changed about the time of year 
you hunt?

b. If you are successful, what do you do with the marine mammals – how do you distribute/share 
it? 

c. Which parts of the marine mammals do you use?  How do you preserve/process these parts?

d. How do you feel the marine mammal population is doing right now?  Why do you think the 
population is declining/increasing (e.g. predation concerns, hard winters, good habitat, etc?)? 

e. Have you noticed anything different about marine mammals health? Such as amount of fat, 
condition of skin, types or number of sores or growths? Are the marine mammals healthy? (If sick seals 
have been seen, be sure to get specific information on when, where, how, and how it was acting).

f. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in marine mammals hunting? 
(weather, ocean or sea ice conditions, etc)
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g. are younger people learning to hunt?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you learn?

h. can you show us where you hunt now (or in the last 5 years?)  what about the last 10 or 20 
years?  Have those areas changed at all?

i. Do you see marine mammals (seals, walrus) hauled out on land? If so, what time of year? 

j. are there any rules about hunting or the treatment of marine mammals or other animals during 
marine mammal hunting/harvest?

k. native names for marine mammals or other aspects of marine mammal hunting?  Do you 
remember any traditional stories about marine mammal or marine mammal hunting in your village?

l. Are there any marine mammal species that are more or less commonly now than in the past? 

m. Was there anything specific about last year’s harvest that was different or remarkable that 
may have made that year different than others (not including what has already been discussed)?

Part 5. Other large game hunting (especially caribou, but also: moose, brown bear, black bear)

1. Please describe your current big game hunting practices (for each…)

a. who do you hunt with year to year?  How is this determined?

b. if you are successful, what do you do with the moose/bear/caribou – how do you 
distribute/share it? 

c. which parts of the bear/caribou do you use?  How do you preserve/process these parts?

d. how do you feel the bear/caribou population is doing right now?  Why do you think the 
population is declining/increasing? Are they healthy?

e. can you show us where you hunt now (or in the last 5 years?)  what about the last 10 or 20 
years?  Have those areas changed at all?

f. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in bear/caribou hunting? (weather, 
river conditions, winter conditions, migratory routes (caribou), etc)

g. are younger people learning to hunt?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you learn?

h. are there any rules about hunting or the treatment of bear/caribou or other animals during 
moose hunting/harvest?

i. native names for moose/bear/caribou or other aspects of bear/caribou hunting?  Do you 
remember any traditional stories about bear/caribou or bear/caribou hunting in your village?
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l. Are there any species that are more or less commonly now than in the past? 

m. Was there anything specific about last year’s harvest that was different or remarkable that 
may have made that year different than others (not including what has already been discussed)?

Part 6. Trapping

1. Please describe your current trapping practices:

a. do you trap with anyone else?  How is this determined?

b. how do you ‘hold’ your trapline?  From whom (if anyone) did you get it/take it over?

c. are younger people learning to trap?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you learn?

d. what species do you trap?  Why?

e. how do you feel the population of the animals you trap is doing right now?  Why do you think 
the population is declining/increasing? Are the species you trap healthy?

f. can you show us where you trap now (or in the last 5 years?)  what about the last 10 or 20 
years?  Have those areas changed at all?

g. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in trapping? (changing weather, 
snow pack,  river conditions, etc)

l. Are there any furbearer species that are more or less commonly now than in the past? 

m. Was there anything specific about last year’s harvest that was different or remarkable that 
may have made that year different than others (not including what has already been discussed)?

Part 7. Vegetation: (Please ask about specific species: berries, mushrooms, other plants).

1. Please describe your current plant gathering practices:

a. do you go berry picking (etc.) with anyone else?  How is this determined?

c. are younger people interested in participating in berry picking (etc.)?  If so, how do they do 
that?  How did you learn?

d. what species of plants do you gather?  Why?

e. how do you feel the population of the (berries, vegetation) is doing right now?  Why do you 
think the population is declining/increasing? Are the plants healthy?
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f. can you show us where you gather berries (etc.) (or in the last 5 years?)  what about the last 
10 or 20 years?  Have those areas changed at all?

g. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in gathering plants? (changing 
weather, snow pack,  river conditions, etc)

l. Are there any plant species that are more or less commonly now than in the past? 

m. Was there anything specific about last year’s harvest that was different or remarkable that 
may have made that year different than others (not including what has already been discussed)?

Part 8. Wrap-up.

a. Is there anything else that we are missing that is important about subsistence hunting, 
fishing, or gathering activities? 

b. For elders, is there anything specific that you would like to share with younger generations?
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APPENDIX C.–CONVERSION FACTORS
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Resource name Reported units Conversion factor
2012 Salmon conversion factors for Golovin, Noorvik, and Point Lay

Chum salmon individual 5.68
Chum salmon [CF retention] individual 5.68
Coho salmon individual 4.85
Coho salmon [CF retention] individual 4.85
Chinook salmon individual 9.58
Chinook salmon [CF retention] individual 9.58
Pink salmon individual 2.70
Pink salmon [CF retention] individual 2.70
Sockeye salmon individual 4.43
Sockeye salmon [CF retention] individual 4.43
Unknown salmon, Point Lay individual 6.00

2013 Salmon conversion factors for Deering, Diomede, and Stebbins
Chum salmon individual 5.02
Chum salmon [CF retention] individual 5.02
Summer chum salmon individual 5.02
Fall chum salmon individual 5.02
Unknown chum salmon individual 5.02
Coho salmon individual 5.10
Coho salmon [CF retention] individual 5.10
Chinook salmon individual 9.30
Chinook salmon [CF retention] individual 9.30
Pink salmon individual 3.20
Pink salmon [CF retention] individual 3.20
Sockeye salmon individual 5.40
Sockeye salmon [CF retention] individual 5.40
Unknown salmon, Deering individual 4.44

2014 Salmon conversion factors for Kotzebue, Point Hope, and Shishmaref
Chum salmon individual 6.22
Chum salmon pounds 1.00
Chum salmon gallons 6.00
Chum salmon [CF retention] individual 6.22
Coho salmon individual 5.42
Coho salmon pounds 1.00
Coho salmon [CF retention] individual 5.42
Chinook salmon individual 9.20
Chinook salmon gallons 6.00
Chinook salmon [CF retention] individual 9.20
Pink salmon individual 2.27
Pink salmon pounds 1.00
Pink salmon [CF retention] individual 2.27
Sockeye salmon individual 5.02
Sockeye salmon [CF retention] individual 5.02
Unknown salmon, Point Hope individual 5.07
Unknown salmon, Shishmaref individual 6.11

The following table presents the conversion factors used in determining how many pounds were harvested of each 
resource surveyed. For instance, if respondents reported harvesting 3 qt of smelt, the quantity would be multiplied by 
the appropriate conversion factor (in this case 1.5) to show a harvest of 4.5 lb of smelt.

-continued-
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Appendix C.–Page 2 of 9.
Resource name Reported units Conversion factor

Nonsalmon fish 
Pacific herring individual 0.18
Pacific herring pounds 1.00
Pacific herring 5 gallon bucket 30.00
Pacific herring gallons 6.00
Pacific herring quarts 1.50
Pacific herring [CF retention] gallons 6.00
Pacific herring roe gallons 6.00
Pacific herring roe/unspecified [CF retention] gallons 6.00
Pacific herring roe on hemlock branches gallons 6.00
Eulachon (hooligan, candlefish) individual 0.18
Rainbow smelt individual 0.18
Rainbow smelt pounds 1.00
Rainbow smelt gallons 6.00
Unknown smelts individual 0.18
Unknown smelts pounds 1.00
Unknown smelts gallons 6.00
Unknown smelts plastic bag 6.00
Arctic cod individual 0.11
Arctic cod pounds 1.00
Arctic cod gallons 6.00
Pacific (gray) cod individual 0.50
Saffron cod individual 0.21
Saffron cod pounds 1.00
Saffron cod gallons 6.00
Saffron cod plastic bag 6.00
Arctic flounder individual 1.10
Starry flounder individual 1.10
Unknown flounders individual 1.10
Lingcod pounds 1.00
Pacific halibut individual 22.10
Pacific halibut pounds 1.00
Pacific halibut [CF retention] pounds 1.00
Unknown rockfishes individual 1.50
Unknown rockfishes pounds 1.00
Buffalo sculpin individual 0.21
Unknown sculpins individual 0.21
Stickleback (needlefish) pounds 1.00
Stickleback (needlefish) gallons 6.00
Alaska blackfish individual 0.07
Burbot individual 4.20
Arctic char individual 3.30
Arctic char pounds 1.00
Dolly Varden individual 3.30
Dolly Varden pounds 1.00
Dolly Varden [CF retention] individual 3.30
Arctic char/Dolly Varden individual 3.30
Arctic char/Dolly Varden pounds 1.00
Lake trout individual 4.00

-continued-
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Appendix C.–Page 3 of 9.
Resource name Reported units Conversion factor

Arctic grayling individual 0.90
Arctic grayling pounds 1.00
Northern pike individual 3.30
Northern pike pounds 3.30
Sheefish (Diomede, Noorvik, Point Hope) individual 11.14
Sheefish (Stebbins, Golovin, Point Lay, Deering, Shishmaref, Kotzebue) individual 5.50
Rainbow trout individual 1.40
Broad whitefish individual 3.20
Broad whitefish pounds 1.00
Broad whitefish gallons 6.00
Broad whitefish quarts 1.50
Broad whitefish [CF retention] individual 3.20
Arctic cisco individual 0.70
Bering cisco individual 0.70
Bering cisco gallons 6.00
Least cisco individual 0.70
Least cisco gallons 6.00
Unknown ciscoes individual 0.70
Humpback whitefish individual 2.10
Humpback whitefish gallons 6.00
Humpback whitefish quarts 1.50
Round whitefish individual 0.70
Unknown whitefishes, Point Lay individual 0.72
Unknown whitefishes, Stebbins individual 1.23
Unknown whitefishes, Point Hope individual 1.22
Unknown whitefishes, Shishmaref individual 9.93
Unknown nonsalmon fish, Point Lay individual 0.76
Unknown nonsalmon fish, Point Hope individual 0.39

Large land mammals 
Bison individual 450.00
Black bear individual 88.00
Brown bear individual 86.00
Caribou individual 136.00
Moose individual 538.00
Muskox individual 295.00
Dall sheep individual 104.00

Small land mammals/furbearers
Beaver individual 20.00
Coyote individual 0.00
Arctic fox individual 0.00
Red fox individual 0.00
Alaska hare individual 6.30
Snowshoe hare individual 2.50
River (land) otter individual 3.00
Lynx individual 4.00
Marmot individual 5.00
Marten individual 0.00
Mink individual 0.00
Muskrat individual 0.75
Porcupine individual 8.00
Arctic ground (parka) squirrel individual 0.50
Least weasel individual 0.00

-continued-
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Appendix C.–Page 4 of 9.
Resource name Reported units Conversion factor

Gray wolf individual 0.00
Wolverine individual 0.00

Feral animals
Reindeer–feral individual 136.00

Marine mammals
Polar bear individual 372.00
Young bearded seal individual 286.00
Adult bearded seal individual 286.00
Unknown bearded seal individual 286.00
Ribbon seal individual 101.00
Ringed seal individual 57.00
Spotted seal individual 98.00
Unknown seals individual 0.00
Sea otter individual 19.50
Walrus individual 770.00
Beluga whale individual 995.00
Bowhead whalea individual
Gray whale individual 600.00
Killer whale individual 0.00

Birds and bird eggs
Bufflehead individual 0.40
Canvasback individual 2.00
Common eider individual 4.15
King eider individual 2.67
Spectacled eider individual 2.43
Steller's eider individual 1.00
Harlequin duck individual 1.00
Goldeneyes individual 1.54
Mallard individual 1.95
Red-breasted merganser individual 1.00
Long-tailed duck individual 1.34
Northern pintail individual 1.56
Unknown scaups individual 1.68
Black scoter individual 1.76
Surf scoter individual 1.58
White-winged scoter individual 2.29
Northern shoveler individual 1.09
Green-winged teal individual 0.52
American wigeon individual 1.31
Unknown ducks, Golovin individual 1.50
Unknown ducks, Noorvik individual 1.50
Unknown ducks, Kotzebue individual 1.45
Unknown ducks, Shishmaref individual 1.45
Brant individual 2.28
Unknown Canada/cackling geese individual 3.42
Emperor goose individual 4.64
Emperor goose individual 4.64
Snow goose individual 4.00
White-fronted goose individual 4.24

-continued-
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Appendix C.–Page 5 of 9.
Resource name Reported units Conversion factor

Unknown geese individual
calculated by 

community
Tundra (whistling) swan individual 11.21
Sandhill crane individual 6.75
Golden/black-bellied plovers individual 0.13
Whimbrel individual 0.10
Godwits individual 0.10
Unknown shorebirds individual 0.10
Unknown shorebirds - small individual 0.10
Unknown shorebirds - large individual 0.10
Unknown cormorants individual 3.14
Black guillemot individual 0.40
Unknown guillemots individual 0.40
Glaucous gull individual 2.81
Sabine's gull individual 0.30
Unknown gulls individual 0.30
Seabirds, loons, grebes individual 5.44
Crested auklet individual 0.47
Least auklet individual 0.14
Parakeet auklet individual 0.53
Unknown auklets individual 0.28
Pacific/Arctic loons individual 5.44
Unknown loons individual 5.44
Unknown murres individual 1.65
Unknown puffins individual 1.14
Arctic tern individual 0.20
Unknown terns individual 0.20
Unknown seabirds individual 0.50
Spruce grouse individual 0.70
Unknown grouses individual 0.70
Unknown ptarmigans individual 1.00
Snowy owl individual 3.00
Unknown owls individual 3.00
Unknown migratory bird nestling individual 0.29
Duck eggs individual 0.15
Eider eggs individual 0.15
Common eider eggs individual 0.15
Unknown eider eggs individual 0.15
Mallard eggs individual 0.15
Northern pintail eggs individual 0.15
Unknown teal eggs individual 0.15
Unknown duck eggs individual 0.15
Brant eggs individual 0.27
White-fronted goose eggs individual 0.27
White-fronted goose eggs gallons 6.00
Unknown Canada/cackling goose eggs individual 0.27
Unknown goose eggs individual 0.27
Unknown goose eggs gallons 6.00
Tundra swan eggs individual 0.63
Unknown swan eggs individual 0.63

-continued-
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Appendix C.–Page 6 of 9.
Resource name Reported units Conversion factor

Sandhill crane eggs individual 0.33
Sandhill crane eggs dozen 3.96
Unknown crane eggs individual 0.33
Common snipe eggs individual 0.05
Unknown plover eggs individual 0.07
Curlew eggs individual 0.11
Godwit eggs individual 0.80
Unknown shorebird eggs individual 0.04
Unknown small shorebird eggs individual 0.04
Unknown large shorebird eggs individual 0.04
Horned grebe eggs individual 0.05
Sabine's gull eggs individual 0.30
Unknown auklet eggs individual 0.05
Cormorant eggs individual 0.25
Guillemots eggs individual 0.25
Unknown gull eggs individual 0.30
Gull eggs gallons 6.00
Gull eggs dozen 3.60
Black-legged kittiwake eggs individual 0.15
Common loon eggs individual 0.18
Unknown loon eggs individual 0.18
Unknown murre eggs individual 0.22
Unknown murre eggs gallons 6.00
Unknown murre eggs dozen 1.54
Puffin eggs individual 0.30
Puffin eggs quarts 1.50
Arctic tern eggs individual 0.05
Unknown tern eggs individual 0.05
Unknown seabird eggs individual 0.30
Ptarmigan eggs individual 0.10
Unknown eggs, Golovin, Noorvik, Point Lay, Stebbins individual 0.18
Unknown eggs, Kotzebue, Shishmaref individual 0.29

Marine invertebrates
Butter clams gallons 3.00
Razor clams individual 0.25
Razor clams gallons 3.00
Unknown clams individual 0.25
Unknown clams pounds 1.00
Unknown clams gallons 3.00
Unknown clams quarts 0.75
Unknown cockles gallons 3.00
Dungeness crab individual 0.70
Hair crab individual 0.70
King crab individual 2.10
King crab gallons 5.00
King crab [CF retention] individual 2.10
Blue king crab individual 2.10
Blue king crab [CF retention] individual 2.10
Tanner crab individual 0.40
Unknown crab individual 2.10

-continued-
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Resource name Reported units Conversion factor

Mussels individual 0.26
Mussels gallons 1.50
Mussels quarts 0.38
Sea anemones gallons 2.00
Sea anemones quarts 0.50
Shrimps individual 0.13
Shrimps pounds 1.00
Shrimps gallons 2.00
Snails gallons 1.50
Snails quarts 0.38
Unknown marine invertebrates individual 2.13

Vegetation
Blueberry pounds 1.00
Blueberry gallons 4.00
Blueberry quarts 1.00
Blueberry plastic bag 4.00
Blueberry pints 0.50
Blueberry cup 0.25
Lowbush cranberry pounds 1.00
Lowbush cranberry gallons 4.00
Lowbush cranberry quarts 1.00
Lowbush cranberry pints 0.50
Lowbush cranberry cup 0.25
Highbush cranberry gallons 4.00
Crowberry gallons 4.00
Crowberry quarts 1.00
Crowberry plastic bag 4.00
Crowberry cup 0.25
Cloudberry individual 0.10
Cloudberry pounds 1.00
Cloudberry gallons 4.00
Cloudberry quarts 1.00
Cloudberry pints 0.50
Cloudberry cup 0.25
Nagoonberry individual 0.01
Nagoonberry gallons 4.00
Nagoonberry quarts 1.00
Raspberry gallons 4.00
Raspberry quarts 1.00
Raspberry cup 0.25
Bearberry gallons 4.00
Bearberry quarts 1.00
Other wild berry gallons 4.00
Other wild berry cup 0.25
Wild rhubarb pounds 1.00
Wild rhubarb gallons 1.00
Wild rhubarb quarts 0.25
Wild potato individual 0.10
Wild potato gallons 4.00
Wild potato quarts 1.00
Other beach greens gallons 1.00
Other beach greens quarts 0.25

-continued-
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Fiddlehead ferns gallons 1.00
Fiddlehead ferns quarts 0.25
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea pounds 1.00
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea gallons 1.00
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea quarts 0.25
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea plastic bag 1.00
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea pints 0.13
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea cup 0.06
Indian rice individual 0.10
Dandelion greens cup 0.06
Sourdock pounds 1.00
Sourdock gallons 1.00
Sourdock quarts 0.25
Sourdock plastic bag 1.00
Sourdock pints 0.13
Sourdock cup 0.06
Pallas' buttercup individual 0.15
Pallas' buttercup gallons 1.00
Pallas' buttercup quarts 0.25
Willow leaves gallons 1.00
Willow leaves quarts 0.25
Willow leaves plastic bag 1.00
Willow leaves pints 0.13
Willow leaves cup 0.06
Wild celery individual 0.15
Wild celery gallons 1.00
Wild celery pints 0.13
Wild parsley gallons 1.00
Wild parsley quarts 0.25
Beach rye grass gallons 1.00
Other wild greens gallons 1.00
Other wild greens quarts 0.25
Other wild greens plastic bag 1.00
Other wild greens cup 0.06
Unknown mushrooms individual 0.30
Unknown mushrooms gallons 1.00
Unknown mushrooms cup 0.06
Sorrel gallons 1.00
Sorrel cup 0.06
Fireweed 5 gallon bucket 1.00
Fireweed gallons 1.00
Fireweed quarts 0.25
Fireweed plastic bag 1.00
Fireweed cup 0.06
Stinkweed pounds 1.00
Stinkweed gallons 1.00
Stinkweed quarts 0.25
Stinkweed plastic bag 1.00
Stinkweed pints 0.13
Stinkweed cup 0.06
Puffballs individual 0.10

-continued-
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Resource name Reported units Conversion factor

Punk gallons 0.00
Sea lovage gallons 1.00
Beach greens gallons 1.00
Mousefoods gallons 1.00
Mousefoods quarts 0.25
Seaweed/kelp gallons 1.00
Wood 0.00

a. Bowhead weights derived from data provided by North Slope Borough Department of Wildlife Managment.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Resource Scientific name
Chum salmon Oncorhynchus keta
Coho salmon Oncorhynchus kisutch
Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Pink salmon Oncorhynchus gorbuscha
Sockeye salmon Oncorhynchus nerka
Unknown salmon Oncorhynchus spp.
Pacific herring Clupea pallasi
Pacific herring roe Clupea pallasi
Pacific herring roe/unspecified Clupea pallasi
Pacific herring roe on hemlock branches Clupea pallasi
Eulachon (hooligan, candlefish) Thaleichthys pacificus
Rainbow smelt Osmerus mordax
Unknown smelts
Arctic cod Boreogadus saida
Pacific (gray) cod Gadus macrocephalus
Saffron cod Eleginus gracilis
Arctic flounder Liopsetta glacialis
Starry flounder Platichthys stellatus
Unknown flounders
Lingcod Ophiodon elongatus
Pacific halibut Hippoglossus stenolepis
Unknown rockfishes
Buffalo sculpin Enophrys bison
Bullhead sculpin
Unknown sculpins
Stickleback (needlefish)
Alaska blackfish Dallia pectoralis
Burbot Lota lota
Arctic char Salvelinus alpinus
Dolly Varden Salvelinus malma
Lake trout Salvelinus namaycush
Arctic grayling Thymallus arcticus
Northern pike Esox lucius
Sheefish Stenodus leucichthys
Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss
Broad whitefish Coregonus nasus
Arctic cisco Coregonus autumnalis
Bering cisco Coregonus laurettae
Least cisco Coregonus sardinella
Unknown ciscoes Coregonus spp.
Humpback whitefish Coregonus pidschian
Round whitefish Prosopium cylindraceum
Unknown whitefishes
Unknown nonsalmon fish
Bison Bison bison
Black bear Ursus americanus
Brown bear Ursus arctos

Table D1-1.–Resources used by study communities, 2012-2014.

-continued-
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Resource Scientific name
Caribou Rangifer tarandus
Moose Alces alces
Muskox Ovibos moschatus
Dall sheep Ovis dalli
Beaver Castor canadensis
Coyote Canis latrans
Arctic fox Vulpes lagopus
Red fox Vulpes vulpes
Alaska hare Lepus arcticus
Snowshoe hare Lepus americanus
River (land) otter Lontra canadensis
Lynx Lynx canadensis
Marmot Marmota spp.
Marten Martes spp.
Mink Neovison vison
Muskrat Ondatra zibethicus
Porcupine Erethizon dorsatum
Arctic ground (parka) squirrel Spermophilus parryii
Least weasel Mustela nivalis
Gray wolf Canis lupus
Wolverine Gulo gulo
Reindeer–feral Rangifer tarandus
Polar bear Ursus maritimus
Bearded seal Erignathus barbatus
Young bearded seal Erignathus barbatus
Adult bearded seal Erignathus barbatus
Ribbon seal Histriophoca fasciata
Ringed seal Histriophoca fasciata
Spotted seal Phoca largha
Unknown seals
Sea otter Enhydra lutris
Walrus Odobenus rosmarus
Beluga whale Delphinapterus leucas
Bowhead whale Balaena mysticetus
Gray whale Eschrichtius robustus
Killer whale Orcinus orca
Bufflehead Bucephala albeola
Canvasback Aythya valisineria
Common eider Somateria mollissima
King eider Somateria spectabilis
Spectacled eider Somateria fischeri
Steller's eider Polysticta stelleri
Unknown eiders
Goldeneyes Bucephala spp.
Harlequin duck Histrionicus histrionticus
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos
Red-breasted merganser Mergus serrator
Long-tailed duck Clangula hyemalis
Northern pintail Anas acuta
Unknown scaups Aythya spp.
Black scoter Melanitta nigra
Surf scoter Melanitta perspicillata
White-winged scoter Melanitta fusca
Unknown scoters Melanitta spp.
Northern shoveler Anas clypeata
Unknown teals Anas spp.
Green-winged teal Anas crecca

Table D1-1.–Page 2 of 5.

-continued-
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Resource Scientific name
American wigeon Anas americana
Unknown wigeons Anas spp.
Unknown ducks
Brant Branta bernicla
Unknown Canada/cackling geese Branta spp.
Emperor goose Chen canagica
Snow goose Chen caerulescens
White-fronted goose Anser albifrons
Unknown geese
Tundra (whistling) swan Cygnus columbianus
Sandhill crane Grus canadensis
Golden/black-bellied plovers Pluvialis spp.
Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus
Godwits Limosa spp.
Unknown shorebirds
Unknown shorebirds - small
Unknown shorebirds - large
Seabirds, loons, grebes
Crested auklet Aethia cristatella
Least auklet Aethia pusilla
Parakeet auklet Aethia psittacula
Unknown auklets
Unknown cormorants Phalacrocorax spp.
Black guillemot Cepphus grylle
Unknown guillemots Cepphus spp.
Glaucous gull Larus hyperboreus
Sabine's gull Xema sabini
Unknown gulls
Unknown loons Gavia spp.
Pacific/Arctic loons Gavia pacifica/arctica
Unknown murres Uria spp.
Unknown puffins Fractercula spp.
Arctic tern Sterna paradisaea
Unknown terns
Unknown seabirds
Unknown migratory birds
Other birds
Spruce grouse Falcipennis canadensis
Unknown grouses
Unknown ptarmigans Lagopus spp.
Snowy owl Bubo scandiacus
Unknown owls
Common eider eggs Somateria mollissima
Unknown eider eggs
Mallard eggs Anas platyrhynchos
Northern pintail eggs Anas acuta
Unknown teal eggs Anas spp.
Unknown duck eggs
Brant eggs Branta bernicla
Unknown Canada/cackling goose eggs Branta spp.
White-fronted goose eggs Anser spp.
Unknown goose eggs
Tundra swan eggs Cygnus columbianus
Unknown swan eggs Cygnus spp.
Sandhill crane eggs Grus canadensis
Unknown crane eggs Grus spp.
Common snipe eggs Gallinago gallinago

Table D1-1.–Page 3 of 5.
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Resource Scientific name
Unknown plover eggs
Curlew eggs Numenius spp.
Godwit eggs Limosa spp.
Unknown shorebird eggs
Unknown small shorebird eggs
Unknown large shorebird eggs
Auklet eggs
Cormorant eggs Phalacrocorax spp.
Horned grebe eggs Podiceps auritus
Guillemot eggs Cepphus spp.
Sabine's gull eggs Xema sabini
Unknown gull eggs
Black-legged kittiwake eggs Rissa tridactyla
Common loon eggs Gavia immer
Unknown loon eggs Gavia spp.
Unknown murre eggs Uria spp.
Puffin eggs Fractercula spp.
Arctic tern eggs Sterna paradisaea
Unknown tern eggs
Unknown seabird eggs
Ptarmigan eggs Lagopus spp.
Unknown eggs
Unknown migratory bird nestling
Butter clams Saxidomus gigantea
Razor clams Siliqua spp.
Unknown clams
Unknown cockles
Dungeness crab Cancer magister
Hair crab Erimacrus isenbeckii
Blue king crab Paralithodes platypus
Red king crab Paralithodes camtschaticus
Hanasaki crab Paralithodes brevipes
Unknown king crabs Paralithodes spp.
Tanner crab Chionoecetes spp.
Unknown crabs
Mussels Mytilus spp.
Sea anemones
Shrimps
Snails
Unknown marine invertebrates
Blueberry Vaccinium uliginosum alpinum
Lowbush cranberry Vaccinum vitis-idaea minus
Highbush cranberry Viburnum edule
Crowberry Empetrum nigrum
Cloudberry Rubus chamaemorus
Nagoonberry Rubus arcticus spp.
Raspberry Rubus idaeus
Bearberry Uva ursi
Other wild berry
Wild rhubarb Polygonum alaskanum
Wild potato Hedysarum alpinum
Wild potato (Diomede) Claytonia tuberosa
Other beach greens
Fiddlehead ferns
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea Ledum palustre

Table D1-1.–Page 4 of 5.
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Resource Scientific name
Indian rice Fritillaria camschatcensis
Dandelion greens Taraxacum L.
Sourdock Rumex fenestratus
Pallas' buttercup Ranunculus Pallasii
Willow leaves Salix spp.
Wild celery Angelica lucida
Beach rye grass Lolium spp.
Wild parsley Pastinaca sativa
Other wild greens
Unknown mushrooms
Sorrel Rumex spp.
Fireweed Epilobium angustifolium
Stinkweed Artemisia tilesii
Punk
Puffballs
Unknown greens from land
Sea lovage Sigusticum scoticum
Beach greens Honckenya peploides
Mousefoods
Seaweed/kelp
Wood
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013-2015.

Table D1-1.–Page 5 of 5.
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Birthplace Percentage
Anchorage 1.0%
Elim 1.0%
Gambell 1.0%
Golovin 66.3%
Nome 5.0%
Shaktoolik 1.0%
Saint Michael 1.0%
Unalakleet 1.0%
Upper Kalskag 1.0%
Wales 1.0%
White Mountain 5.9%

Other U.S. 13.9%
Foreign 1.0%

Table D2-1.–Birthplaces of population, Golovin, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2013.
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Table D2-1.–Birthplaces of population, Golovin, 
2012.

Birthplace Percentage
Anchorage 2.1%
Elim 2.1%
Gambell 2.1%
Golovin 45.8%
Nome 8.3%
Shaktoolik 2.1%
Unalakleet 2.1%
Upper Kalskag 2.1%
Wales 2.1%
White Mountain 6.3%

Other U.S. 22.9%
Foreign 2.1%

Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2013.

Table D2-2.–Birthplaces of household heads, Golovin, 
2012.

Table D2-2.–Birthplaces of household heads, 
Golovin, 2012.
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Community
Golovin

110.8
31.7

88.6
79.9%

125.5
1.4

1
7

9.2
2

12
44.4%

39.7

59

51.6
87.5%

2.1
1
8

1.7
1.5

1
4

43.8

Characteristic

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2013.

All adults
Number
Mean weeks employed

Employed adults
Number

Households

Mean

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs per employed household

Maximum
Percentage employed year-round

Maximum
Employed adults

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs

Number

Table D2-3.–Employment characteristics, Golovin, 2012.

Mean person-weeks of employment

Minimum
Maximum

Minimum

Total households

Number
Employed

Mean
Employed households

Months employed
Maximum

Number

Mean weeks employed

Table D2-3.–Employment characteristics, Golovin, 2012.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
39.0 57.4% 34.0 70.8% 26.0 92.9%
12.0 17.6% 12.0 25.0% 12.0 42.9%

Full-time
Part-time
On-call (occasional) 17.0 25.0% 10.0 20.8% 8.0 28.6%

Schedule

Table D2-3.–Reported job schedules, Golovin, 2012 .

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households

Table D2-4.–Reported job schedules, Golovin, 2012.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

125.5 51.6 88.6

4.4% 10.7% 6.3% 5.3%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 2.0%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 2.7%
Service occupations 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 0.6%

2.9% 7.1% 4.2% 2.5%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 2.3%
Construction and extractive occupations 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 0.2%

50.0% 78.6% 62.5% 60.3%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 4.4% 10.7% 6.3% 8.3%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 13.2% 28.6% 18.8% 23.4%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 1.2%
Technologists and technicians, except health 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 2.2%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 11.8% 17.9% 14.6% 8.4%
Service occupations 7.4% 17.9% 10.4% 4.1%
Construction and extractive occupations 2.9% 7.1% 4.2% 2.8%
Production working occupations 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 4.3%
Transportation and material moving occupations 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 0.1%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 2.9% 7.1% 4.2% 3.5%
Occupation not indicated 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 2.0%

16.2% 25.0% 18.8% 4.1%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 2.7%
Agricultural, forestry, and fishing occupations 14.7% 25.0% 16.7% 1.4%

10.3% 17.9% 10.4% 10.2%
Construction and extractive occupations 5.9% 7.1% 4.2% 6.0%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 4.4% 10.7% 6.3% 4.2%

1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 0.1%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 0.1%

8.8% 14.3% 12.5% 9.5%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 2.1%
Precision production occupations 2.9% 7.1% 4.2% 1.9%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.9% 7.1% 4.2% 3.8%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 1.7%

5.9% 14.3% 8.3% 7.9%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and lawyers 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 3.0%
Health technologists and technicians 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 2.3%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 0.5%
Occupation not indicated 1.5% 3.6% 2.1% 2.0%

Table D2-4.–Employment by industry, Golovin, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Estimated total number
Industry

Federal government

State government

Local government, including tribal

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing

Construction

Manufacturing

Transportation, communication, and utilities

Services

Table D2-5.–Employment by industry, Golovin, 2012.
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Ranka Resource
Percentage of 

households using
1. Caribou 90.9%
2. Coho salmon 87.9%
3. Cloudberry 84.8%
4. Unknown king crabs 81.8%
4. Blueberry 81.8%
6. Saffron cod 72.7%
7. Dolly Varden 63.6%
8. Pink salmon 60.6%
9. Chum salmon 54.5%
9. Lowbush cranberry 54.5%

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share 
the lowest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.

Table D2-6.–Top ranked resources used by households, Golovin, 2012.Table D2-6.–Resources most commonly used by households, 
Golovin, 2012

Table D2-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvests by month and sex, Golovin, 2012.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All marine mammals 0.0 0.0 3.6 1.8 5.4 1.8 0.0 1.8 10.9 6.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.8

Polar bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bearded seal 0.0 0.0 3.6 1.8 3.6 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.7
Ribbon seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ringed seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Spotted seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.9 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3
Unknown seals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8
Beluga whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Bowhead whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table D2-7-.–Estimated marine mammal harvest by month and sex, Golovin, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource Total
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Table D2-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Golovin, 2012.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All large land mammals 28.6 0.0 1.8 26.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.8 0.0 8.9 0.0 69.7

Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caribou 26.8 0.0 1.8 26.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.9 0.0 64.4

Caribou, male 16.1 0.0 1.8 17.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.9 0.0 44.7
Caribou, female 5.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.4
Caribou, unknown sex 5.4 0.0 0.0 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3

Moose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6
Moose, bull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8
Moose, cow 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Moose, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8

Muskox 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8
Dall sheep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table d2-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Golovin, 2012.

Resource
Estimated harvest by month

Total
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Resource
Salmon

Coho salmon 3.6 ind 17.4 lb
Chum salmon 1.8 ind 10.5 lb

Nonsalmon fish
Saffron cod 1,424.1 ind 299.1 lb

Total 1,429.6 ind 326.9 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2012.

Amount Pounds

Table D2-10.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs in 
Golovin, 2012.

Table D2-10.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs, 
Golovin, 2012.

Table D2-9.–Estimated small land mammal harvests by month, Golovin, 2012.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
1.8 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 3.6 12.5

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 3.6 5.4
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.8 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 5.4

All small land mammals

Beaver
Coyote
Arctic fox
Red fox
Alaska hare
Snowshoe hare
River (land) otter
Lynx
Marmot
Marten
Mink
Muskrat
Porcupine
Arctic ground (parka)
   squirrel
Weasel
Gray wolf
Wolverine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimated harvest by month

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D2-9.–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Golovin, 2012

Resource Total



614

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 632.4 2,404.7 2,023.3 8,156.3 2,023.9 5,603.0 0.0 0.0 4,047.2 13,759.3 534.7 2,166.8 5,214.3 18,330.8
  Chum salmon 108.4 616.2 649.0 3,688.4 39.3 223.5 0.0 0.0 688.3 3,911.9 26.8 152.4 823.6 4,680.6
  Coho salmon 140.4 681.5 221.7 1,075.8 8.9 43.4 0.0 0.0 230.6 1,119.2 298.7 1,449.4 669.8 3,250.0
  Chinook salmon 8.9 85.6 40.6 388.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.6 388.4 0.0 0.0 49.5 474.0
  Pink salmon 369.1 997.0 1,112.1 3,003.7 1,975.6 5,336.1 0.0 0.0 3,087.7 8,339.8 209.2 565.0 3,666.0 9,901.8
  Sockeye salmon 5.5 24.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.5 24.5
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Seine net

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D2-11.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Golovin, 2012.

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet Rod and reelOther method

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Table D2-11.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type, Golovin, 2012.

Unita Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 301.4 353.5 9,013.2 0.0 9,668.1 1,798.4 11,466.5
  Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Pacific herring roe gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Rainbow smelt gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Saffron cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18,495.6 3,884.1 0.0 0.0 18,495.6 3,884.1 0.0 0.0 18,495.6 3,884.1
  Flounders ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Pacific halibut lb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Dolly Varden ind 0.0 0.0 32.2 106.2 0.0 0.0 1,554.3 5,129.1 0.0 0.0 1,586.5 5,235.3 536.4 1,770.0 2,122.8 7,005.3
  Arctic grayling ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.4 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.4 4.8 5.4 4.8 10.7 9.7
  Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.2 23.6 7.2 23.6
  Sheefish ind 0.0 0.0 1.8 9.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 9.8 0.0 0.0 1.8 9.8
  Broad whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 53.6 171.6 89.4 286.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 143.0 457.7 0.0 0.0 143.0 457.7
  Bering cisco ind 0.0 0.0 17.9 12.5 89.4 62.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 107.3 75.1 0.0 0.0 107.3 75.1
  Unknown cisco ind 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.3
  Humpback whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Unknown whitefishes ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Note The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Seine Jigging Other method

Table D2-12.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Golovin, 2012.

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method Rod and reel

Table D2-12.–Estimated harvests of nonsalmon fish by gear type, Golovin, 2012.
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Spring Summer Fall Winter
Season 

unknown
260.1 0.0 347.7 232.4 3.6 843.9

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
8.9 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 21.5
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

35.8 0.0 100.1 0.0 0.0 135.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

12.5 0.0 41.1 0.0 0.0 53.6
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 3.6

79.9 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 81.1
59.5 0.0 89.9 0.0 0.0 149.3

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

63.6 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 64.5
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0
0.0 0.0 76.9 0.0 0.0 76.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 232.4 0.0 232.4

All birds

Common eider
King eider
Unknown eiders
Mallard
Long-tailed duck
Northern pintail
Unknown scaups
Unknown scoters
Northern shoveler
Green-winged teal
American wigeon
Unknown ducks
Brant
Unknown Canada/cackling geese 
Emperor goose
Snow goose
White-fronted goose
Unknown geese
Tundra (whistling) swan 
Sandhill crane
Unknown shorebirds - small 
Unknown shorebirds - large 
Unknown loons
Unknown seabirds
Unknown grouses
Unknown ptarmigans 
Unknown owls 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Estimated harvest by season

Table D2-13.–Estimated bird harvest by season, Golovin, 2012.

TotalResource

Table D2-13.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Golovin, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 33 32 31 93.9% 16 50.0% 12 37.5% 3 9.4% 1 3.1%

Salmon 33 31 31 93.9% 15 48.4% 12 38.7% 4 12.9% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 33 31 28 84.8% 7 22.6% 15 48.4% 6 19.4% 3 9.7%
Land mammals 33 30 30 90.9% 14 46.7% 11 36.7% 5 16.7% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 33 33 25 75.8% 10 30.3% 12 36.4% 3 9.1% 8 24.2%
Birds and eggs 33 33 29 87.9% 16 48.5% 9 27.3% 4 12.1% 4 12.1%
Marine invertebrates 33 31 27 81.8% 8 25.8% 16 51.6% 3 9.7% 4 12.9%
Vegetation 33 30 29 87.9% 21 70.0% 6 20.0% 2 6.7% 1 3.3%

Table D2-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Golovin, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.

Households 
not usingSampled 

householdsResource category
MoreSameLessValid 

responsesa
Total households

Households reporting use

Table D2-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Golovin, 2012.
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All resources 1 1.7%
Fish 2 3.4%
Coho salmon 6 10.2%
Chinook salmon 3 5.1%
Pink salmon 7 11.9%
Sockeye salmon 1 1.7%
Trout 3 5.1%
Whitefishes 1 1.7%
Land mammals 1 1.7%
Caribou 9 15.3%
Moose 3 5.1%
Seals 2 3.4%
Walrus 1 1.7%
Beluga 1 1.7%
Bowhead 1 1.7%
Geese 2 3.4%
Brant 1 1.7%
Snow goose 1 1.7%
Sandhill crane 1 1.7%
Gull eggs 1 1.7%
Murre eggs 1 1.7%
Clams 1 1.7%
Crabs 1 1.7%
King crab 6 10.2%
Berries 6 10.2%
Blueberry 12 20.3%
Cloudberry 2 3.4%
Unknown resources 4 6.8%

Number of 
households

Percentage of 
households 

Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2013.

Table n-m.–Resources households reporteded needing more of, 
Golovin, 2012.

Table D2-15.–Resources of which households reported 
needing more, Golovin, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 32 16 0 0.0% 2 13% 0 0.0% 4 25% 1 6% 2 13% 1 6.3% 10 62.5% 1 6.3%

Salmon 31 15 3 20.0% 1 7% 0 0.0% 1 7% 1 7% 1 7% 0 0.0% 6 40.0% 1 6.7%
Nonsalmon fish 31 7 0 0.0% 1 14% 0 0.0% 1 14% 2 29% 1 14% 0 0.0% 3 42.9% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 30 12 0 0.0% 3 25% 2 16.7% 2 17% 4 33% 0 0% 2 16.7% 3 25.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 33 9 1 11.1% 1 11% 0 0.0% 1 11% 2 22% 0 0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 1 11.1%
Birds and eggs 33 15 1 6.7% 0 0% 0 0.0% 3 20% 5 33% 1 7% 1 6.7% 1 6.7% 1 6.7%
Marine invertebrates 31 8 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 4 50% 1 13% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 30 21 1 4.8% 12 57% 0 0.0% 1 5% 0 0% 1 5% 0 0.0% 12 57.1% 2 9.5%

Table D2-16.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 32 16 1 6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 0 0.0%

Salmon 31 15 4 27% 1 6.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 31 7 1 14% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 30 12 1 8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 33 9 1 11% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 33 15 4 27% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 31 8 1 13% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 30 21 1 5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Used other 
resources

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for less 
use

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Did not give 
any away

Equipment/
fuel expense

Small/
diseased animals

Did not get 
enough Did not need

Households 
reporting 

reasons for less 
use

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

Working/
no time Regulations

-continued-

Other reasons

Table D2-16.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Golovin, 2012.

Resource category

Lack of 
equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environmentValid 

responsesa

Table D2-16.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Golovin, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 32 3 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 31 4 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 31 6 1 16.7% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 30 5 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 80.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 33 3 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 33 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 31 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 30 2 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage NumberPercentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 32 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 31 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 31 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 30 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 33 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 33 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 31 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 30 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table D2-17.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more helpNeeded more Increased effort

Table D2-17.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Golovin, 2012.

-continued-

Received more
Resource category

Valid 
responsesa

Used other 
resources Favorable weather

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never use.

Store-bought 
expense

Got/
fixed equipment

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Regulations More success Needed less

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Other Traveled farther

Substituted for 
unavailable 

resource

Table D2-17.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Golovin, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 33 30 90.9% 14 46.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 14.3% 11 78.6% 1 7.1%

Salmon 33 31 93.9% 16 51.6% 1 6.3% 1 6.3% 6 37.5% 7 43.8% 1 6.3%
Nonsalmon fish 33 28 84.8% 5 17.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 2 40.0% 1 20.0%
Land mammals 33 30 90.9% 14 46.7% 3 21.4% 0 0.0% 3 21.4% 8 57.1% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 33 23 69.7% 4 17.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0%
Birds and eggs 33 28 84.8% 7 25.0% 0 0.0% 2 28.6% 3 42.9% 2 28.6% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 33 27 81.8% 8 29.6% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 7 87.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 33 28 84.8% 18 64.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 38.9% 10 55.6% 1 5.6%

a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table n-m.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Golovin, 2012.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough _______ . Impact to those not getting enough ______ .
Valid responsesa Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Table D2-18.–Reported impacts to households that did not get enough of a resource, Golovin, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 14 0 0.0% 11 78.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 14.3%

Salmon 15 1 6.7% 9 60.0% 1 6.7% 0 0.0% 3 20.0%
Nonsalmon fish 5 0 0.0% 3 60.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
Land mammals 13 0 0.0% 10 76.9% 1 7.7% 0 0.0% 1 7.7%
Marine mammals 4 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 7 0 0.0% 3 42.9% 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 1 14.3%
Marine invertebrates 8 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5%
Vegetation 18 0 0.0% 14 77.8% 1 5.6% 0 0.0% 2 11.1%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 14 2 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 15 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 13 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 18 2 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table n-m.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Golovin, 2012.

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others 
for help

Replaced with other 
subsistence foods

Other

a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

-continued-

Table D2-19.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort 
to harvest Got a job

Obtained food from 
other sources Got public assistance

Table D2-19.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Golovin, 2012.
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Local comments and concerns, Golovin, 2012.

Worried about seals. Regulations affect subsistence users. People making regulations should come and live in
communities with limited resources to see what it is like. Fish counts numbers aren't realistic. Need to check all the
drainages.

Climate change, weather

Would have more caribou if they were closer

Less traffic on the river—the big jet boats are disturbing. Affecting harvest, guiding—sports fisherman going for trophies. 
By-catch with trawlers, affects Golovin fisheries

More openings, closures are hard on subsistence fishers. Better management of fish needed.

With all the climate change there is more dust, make different trails. Lots of four wheeler trails. Changes foods like
berries you can get. Harder to dry fish with weather change. Too hot or rainy. Can't dry fish. High cost of living!

Too many bears
Most harvest switched around. Road from Nome to Council. Nome gets our allocation. Locals go look, try, spend all their 
money on gas, really competitive. People with money in Nome come get it (used to be just one or two, no problem). 
Should be closed for Labor Day, especially with freeze up. Caribou [illegible] 6-8 days old, better than nothing. Slowing
[illegible] gas prices—can't even hunt.

As long as we can do our subsistence year round. Subsistence is important to protect.

Will do chores to borrow gun (can't own from felony). General assistance hard to get - borderline. Wetter than usual.
People don't get as much, low populations—no moose, caribou far away. Can't get lisence. Good parents that teach their
kids how to live—knowing how to get food is good. Kids don't remember/know how to fish/process fish. Easier to go to 
store. See changes, can't do anything, no representation—wait for disaster. Too much money on world domination. Glad
to have air in my lungs. Interested in being on donation list of moose road kill? Father got young bull last year. Allowed
to keep the meat, but fined $500.00. Not as interested in hunting this year.

Nome users coming over for salmon, driving vehicles across river, spawning grounds. Last ten years seen a noticable 
decline. Muskox lottery system for permits doesn't seem fair. Should focus on year round residents. Salmon with 
deformities being caught. Sick seals being caught still.

No bees to pollinate. Permafrost melt and erosion and water quality bad for fish hatching. No moose, too many bears.

Relate back to stories from the elders, their knowledge plays a major role in when and how we preserve our food.
More studies needed on the health of the ecosystem. Grazing areas, we need to know quality of environment. Water 
quality, lots of traffic. Avian studies: more swans, less brant now. Get cranes tested (Russian migration) for avain flu.
When subsistence fisher gets cut off from opportunities they should be compensated (like commercial with federal aid). 
Traditional knowledge needs to play a part in management. Many knowledgeable users not able to pay to go to meetings 
to give input.

Barge traffic disturbing fish populations. Moose—Nome people coming down and taking moose before people get a
chance, quota used up by Nome people.

Moose quota too low, Nome people. Fish counting tower too far to estimate for Golovin harvests. Too many closures for
commercial fisheries.

Inflation is really rough on families. Don't know how people do it. Infrastructure needs to be improved. Reducing 
inflation/adjusting costs.

Should get paid for the survey. Transportation big problem! Many of the silvers have bad parasites covering front head
and parts of the body. Observed lots of eggs dislodged in creeks after fall flooding.
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D2-20.–Comments and concerns, Golovin, 2012.



623

Birthplace Percentage
Ambler 0.8%
Anchorage 0.8%
Emmonak 0.8%
Kiana 3.1%
Kivalina 0.8%
Kotzebue 6.9%
Noatak 0.8%
Noorvik 74.6%
Selawik 0.8%
Shungnak 1.5%

Other U.S. 7.7%
Foreign 0.8%

Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2013.

Table D3-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, Noorvik, 
2012.Table D3-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, 
Noorvik, 2012.

Birthplace Percentage
Ambler 0.8%
Anchorage 0.6%
Deering 0.3%
Emmonak 0.3%
Kiana 1.4%
Kivalina 0.3%
Kotzebue 2.8%
Noatak 0.6%
Noorvik 84.2%
Selawik 1.4%
Shungnak 0.6%
Sitka 0.3%
Eagle River 0.3%

Other U.S. 3.3%
Foreign 0.3%
Southeast 0.3%
Missing 2.5%

100.0%

Table D3-2.–Birthplaces of population, Noorvik, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2013.
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Table D3-2.–Birthplaces of population, Noorvik, 
2012.
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Community
Noorvik

348.1
16.9

176.5
50.7%

208.3
1.2

1
4

7.7
0

12
39.8%

33.5

135

102.1
75.6%

1.5
1
5

1.7
1.3

1
4

38.5

Table D3-3.–Employment characteristics, Noorvik, 2012.

Mean person-weeks of employment

Minimum
Maximum

Minimum

Total households

Number
Employed

Mean
Employed households

Months employed
Maximum

Number

Mean weeks employed

Maximum
Employed adults

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs

Number

Characteristic

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2013.

All adults
Number
Mean weeks employed

Employed adults
Number

Households

Mean

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs per employed household

Maximum
Percentage employed year-round

Table D3-3.–Employment characteristics, Noorvik, 2012.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

208.3 102.1 175.6

5.6% 10.2% 6.9% 1.2%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.1%
Service occupations 4.8% 8.5% 5.9% 1.0%

State government 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.1%
Construction and extractive occupations 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.1%

Local government, including tribal 37.1% 54.2% 39.2% 30.3%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.4% 5.1% 2.9% 1.4%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 8.9% 16.9% 9.8% 10.9%
Technologists and technicians, except health 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.8%
Marketing and sales occupations 4.0% 8.5% 4.9% 1.4%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 4.0% 8.5% 4.9% 5.4%
Service occupations 6.5% 13.6% 7.8% 5.4%
Mechanics and repairers 1.6% 3.4% 2.0% 0.9%
Construction and extractive occupations 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.7%
Transportation and material moving occupations 1.6% 3.4% 2.0% 0.4%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 6.5% 13.6% 7.8% 3.1%

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 1.6% 3.4% 2.0% 0.1%
Agricultural, forestry, and fishing occupations 1.6% 3.4% 2.0% 0.1%

Mining 8.1% 15.3% 9.8% 13.1%
Technologists and technicians, except health 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.4%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 1.9%
Service occupations 2.4% 5.1% 2.9% 2.3%
Mechanics and repairers 1.6% 3.4% 2.0% 5.4%
Construction and extractive occupations 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 2.3%
Precision production occupations 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.6%
Occupation not indicated 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.2%

Construction 10.5% 20.3% 12.7% 8.1%
Construction and extractive occupations 6.5% 13.6% 7.8% 4.5%
Transportation and material moving occupations 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.7%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 3.2% 6.8% 3.9% 2.8%

Manufacturing 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 2.3%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 2.3%

Transportation, communication, and utilities 8.1% 16.9% 9.8% 7.6%
Technologists and technicians, except health 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.1%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 1.2%
Construction and extractive occupations 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.6%
Precision production occupations 2.4% 5.1% 2.9% 2.0%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.4% 5.1% 2.9% 2.9%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.9%

Retail trade 8.1% 13.6% 9.8% 7.5%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.4% 5.1% 2.9% 3.8%
Marketing and sales occupations 3.2% 6.8% 3.9% 2.8%
Transportation and material moving occupations 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.0%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.6% 3.4% 2.0% 0.8%

Table D3-5.–Employment by industry, Noorvik, 2012.

Estimated total number
Industry

Federal government

-continued-

Table D3-4.–Employment by industry, Noorvik, 2012.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

Services 16.9% 27.1% 19.6% 26.8%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.4% 5.1% 2.9% 8.8%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and lawyers 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.9%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.2%
Health technologists and technicians 1.6% 3.4% 2.0% 5.2%
Technologists and technicians, except health 3.2% 3.4% 3.9% 6.4%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 1.1%
Service occupations 2.4% 5.1% 2.9% 1.3%
Mechanics and repairers 1.6% 1.7% 1.0% 1.3%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.6% 3.4% 2.0% 0.9%
Occupation not indicated 1.6% 3.4% 2.0% 0.9%

Industry not indicated 2.4% 5.1% 2.9% 3.0%
Service occupations 0.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.2%
Occupation not indicated 1.6% 3.4% 2.0% 2.8%

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Industry

Table D3-4.–Page 2 of 2.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
73.0 58.9% 67.0 65.7% 48.0 81.4%
18.0 14.5% 16.0 15.7% 14.0 23.7%

6.0 4.8% 6.0 5.9% 5.0 8.5%
26.0 21.0% 26.0 25.5% 21.0 35.6%

Full-time
Part-time
Shift
On-call (occasional) 
Unknown 1.0 0.8% 1.0 1.0% 1.0 1.7%

100.0%

Schedule

Table D3-4–Reported job schedules, Noorvik, 2012 .

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households

Table D3-5.–Reported job schedules, Noorvik, 2012.

Ranka Resource
Percentage of 

households using
1. Caribou 95.2%
2. Chum salmon 85.5%
2. Blueberry 85.5%
4. Broad whitefish 80.7%
5. Sheefish 78.3%
5. Cloudberry 78.3%
7. Burbot 67.5%
7. Northern pike 67.5%
9. Moose 66.3%

10. Unknown Canada/cackling geese 63.9%

a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share 
the lowest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.

Table D3-6.–Top ranked resources used by households, Noorvik, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2013.

Table D3-6.–Resources most  commonly used by 
households, Noorvik. 2012.
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Table D3-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvests by month and sex, Noorvik, 2014.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All marine mammals 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 22.8 3.3 1.6 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.7

Polar bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bearded seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.0 3.3 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.9
Ribbon seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ringed seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.8
Spotted seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.0
Unknown seals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Beluga whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bowhead whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table D3-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvest by month and sex, Noorvik, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource Total

Table D3-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Noorvik, 2012.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All large land mammals 30.9 27.7 68.3 35.8 9.8 6.5 0.0 122.0 504.2 29.3 4.9 39.0 10.3 888.6

Black bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.6 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1
Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9
Caribou 30.9 27.7 68.3 34.2 8.1 6.5 0.0 112.2 481.4 27.7 4.9 39.0 10.3 851.2

Caribou, male 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.0 97.6 403.4 24.4 0.0 0.0 3.4 543.4
Caribou, female 22.8 27.7 63.4 34.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.0 0.0 3.3 4.9 39.0 0.0 208.2
Caribou, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 8.1 0.0 0.0 1.6 78.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 99.5

Moose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 16.3 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.4
Moose, bull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 14.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.8
Moose, cow 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Moose, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dall sheep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D3-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Noorvik, 2012.

Resource
Estimated harvest by month

Total
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Resource
Salmon

Pink salmon 73.2 ind 197.7 lb
Chum salmon 260.2 ind 1,479.0 lb

Nonsalmon fish
Burbot 41.2 ind 172.9 lb
Northern pike 82.3 ind 271.6 lb
Least cisco 89.5 ind 62.6 lb
Sheefish 393.5 ind 4,383.3 lb
Humpback whitefish 307.9 ind 646.5 lb
Broad whitefish 1,333.5 ind 4,267.3 lb

Total 2,581.2 ind 11,481.0 lb
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Amount Pounds

Table D3-10.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs in 
Noorvik, 2012.

Table D3-10.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs, 
Noorvik, 2012.

Table D3-9.–Estimated small land mammal harvests by month, Noorvik, 2012.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All small land mammals 58.6 68.3 125.2 107.3 304.2 84.6 9.8 0.0 27.7 58.6 71.6 55.3 137.8 1,108.8

0.0 0.0 0.0 13.0 55.3 24.4 4.9 0.0 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.6 110.3
0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3
0.0 11.4 11.4 13.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.4 1.6 3.3 0.0 52.0
8.1 9.8 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 9.8 34.2

22.8 19.5 58.6 48.8 24.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.8 43.9 69.9 37.4 114.9 450.0
8.1 8.1 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 32.5
6.5 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 1.6 0.0 17.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3.3 3.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 0.0 17.9
0.0 0.0 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1
0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 224.5 60.2 4.9 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 298.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3

0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1

0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3
6.5 6.5 22.8 14.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.6 53.7

Beaver
Arctic fox
Red fox
Alaska hare 
Snowshoe hare 
River (land) otter 
Lynx
Marmot
Marten
Mink
Muskrat
Porcupine
Arctic ground (parka)
  squirrel
Weasel
Gray wolf 
Wolverine 3.3 3.3 6.5 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.3

Estimated harvest by month

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D3-9.–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Noorivk, 2012

Resource Total
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Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 162.7 924.4 10,105.7 56,275.8 0.0 0.0 16.3 72.0 0.0 0.0 10,121.9 56,347.7 0.0 0.0 10,284.6 57,272.1
  Chum salmon 162.7 924.4 9,421.7 53,545.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9,421.7 53,545.2 0.0 0.0 9,584.3 54,469.6
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 337.5 1,637.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 337.5 1,637.7 0.0 0.0 337.5 1,637.7
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 6.5 62.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 62.3 0.0 0.0 6.5 62.3
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 274.9 742.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 274.9 742.6 0.0 0.0 274.9 742.6
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 65.1 287.9 0.0 0.0 16.3 72.0 0.0 0.0 81.3 359.9 0.0 0.0 81.3 359.9
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D3-11.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2012.

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet Rod and reelDip net

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine net

Table D3-11.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type, Noorvik, 2012.

Unita Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 780.7 99,836.3 227.7 321.9 31,866.0 68.3 3.4 132,323.5 2,196.6 135,300.8
  Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Rainbow smelt gal 0.0 0.0 2.3 13.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.4 68.3 0.0 0.0 13.7 82.0 0.0 0.0 13.7 82.0
  Saffron cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Pacific halibut lb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 71.9 71.9 71.9 71.9
  Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 245.3 1,030.3 0.0 0.0 65.2 273.8 565.9 2,376.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 876.4 3,680.8 0.0 0.0 876.4 3,680.8
  Dolly Varden ind 0.0 0.0 97.1 320.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 5.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 98.8 325.9 0.0 0.0 98.8 325.9
  Lake trout ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic grayling ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.7 24.9 27.7 24.9
  Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 4,764.5 15,722.9 0.0 0.0 9.8 32.3 310.6 1,025.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5,084.9 16,780.3 48.8 161.0 5,133.7 16,941.3
  Sheefish ind 0.0 0.0 3,345.7 37,271.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,512.3 27,987.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5,858.0 65,258.6 174.0 1,938.8 6,032.1 67,197.3
  Broad whitefish ind 244.0 780.7 9,797.6 31,352.4 0.0 0.0 4.9 15.7 40.6 130.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9,843.2 31,498.1 0.0 0.0 ###### 32,278.9
  Bering cisco ind 0.0 0.0 164.6 115.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 3.4 169.5 118.7 0.0 0.0 169.5 118.7
  Least cisco ind 0.0 0.0 1,119.5 783.7 325.3 227.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,444.8 1,011.4 0.0 0.0 1,444.8 1,011.4
  Humpback whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 6,243.3 13,111.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 162.7 341.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6,406.0 13,452.6 0.0 0.0 6,406.0 13,452.6
  Round whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 164.6 115.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 164.6 115.2 0.0 0.0 164.6 115.2
  Unknown whitefishes ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Note The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Seine Jigging Other method

Table D3-12.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2012.

Resource

Removed from 
commercial 

catch

Subsistence methods

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method Rod and reelSet line Dip net

Table D3-12.–Estimated harvests of nonsalmon fish by gear type, Noorvik, 2012.
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Spring Summer Fall Winter
Season 

unknown
All birds 2,384.1 474.9 321.6 379.0 15.7 3,575.4

Bufflehead 8.1 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.3
Canvasback 51.1 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 59.3
Common eider 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5
Unknown eiders 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Goldeneyes 16.3 16.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 32.5
Harlequin duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mallard 241.1 96.0 43.0 0.0 0.0 380.0
Long-tailed duck 23.3 58.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 82.3
Northern pintail 290.6 81.3 77.5 0.0 0.0 449.4
Unknown scaups 100.4 47.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 148.5
Black scoter 146.7 16.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 163.0
Surf scoter 41.6 32.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 74.1
White-winged scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern shoveler 60.6 16.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 77.4
Green-winged teal 39.4 24.4 0.4 0.0 0.0 64.2
American wigeon 197.5 65.1 83.4 0.0 0.0 345.9
Unknown ducks 41.7 0.0 40.7 0.0 0.0 82.3
Brant 200.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 200.0
Unknown Canada/cackling geese 391.9 0.0 11.4 0.0 0.0 403.3
Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Snow goose 210.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 210.7
White-fronted goose 208.2 0.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 214.7
Unknown geese 82.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 82.3
Tundra (whistling) swan 8.1 0.0 9.8 0.0 0.0 17.9
Sandhill crane 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Unknown shorebirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown seabirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown grouses 3.3 3.3 13.0 8.1 0.0 27.7
Unknown ptarmigans 14.6 0.0 34.2 370.8 15.7 435.4
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Estimated harvest by season

Table D3-13.–Estimated bird harvest by season, Noorvik, 2012.

TotalResource

Table D3-13.–Estimated bird  harvest by season, Noorvik, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 83 81 81 97.6% 41 50.6% 34 42.0% 6 7.4% 0 0.0%

Salmon 83 81 75 90.4% 41 50.6% 26 32.1% 8 9.9% 6 7.4%
Nonsalmon fish 83 79 78 94.0% 35 44.3% 37 46.8% 6 7.6% 1 1.3%
Land mammals 83 79 78 94.0% 24 30.4% 42 53.2% 12 15.2% 1 1.3%
Marine mammals 83 76 57 68.7% 10 13.2% 34 44.7% 13 17.1% 19 25.0%
Birds and eggs 83 78 67 80.7% 28 35.9% 35 44.9% 4 5.1% 11 14.1%
Marine invertebrates 83 83 6 7.2% 0 0.0% 4 4.8% 2 2.4% 77 92.8%
Vegetation 83 78 74 89.2% 37 47.4% 27 34.6% 10 12.8% 4 5.1%

Table D3-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.

Households not usingSampled 
householdsResource category

MoreSameLessValid 
responsesa

Total households
Households reporting use

Table D3-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2012.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 83 74 89.2% 27 36.5% 3 11.1% 1 3.7% 8 29.6% 14 51.9% 0 0.0%

Salmon 83 71 85.5% 28 39.4% 1 3.6% 4 14.3% 12 42.9% 10 35.7% 1 3.6%
Nonsalmon fish 83 70 84.3% 17 24.3% 2 11.8% 3 17.6% 4 23.5% 5 29.4% 1 5.9%
Land mammals 83 69 83.1% 14 20.3% 0 0.0% 2 14.3% 6 42.9% 5 35.7% 1 7.1%
Marine mammals 83 51 61.4% 7 13.7% 1 14.3% 1 14.3% 3 42.9% 2 28.6% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 83 60 72.3% 10 16.7% 1 10.0% 2 20.0% 5 50.0% 2 20.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 83 4 4.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 83 68 81.9% 31 45.6% 3 9.7% 1 3.2% 17 54.8% 8 25.8% 2 6.5%

a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D3-15.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Noorvik, 2012.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough ______ . Impact to those not getting enough ______ .
Valid responsesa Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Table D3-15.–Reported impact to households that did not get enough of a resource, Noorvik, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 22 2 9.1% 13 59.1% 0 0.0% 2 9.1% 0 0.0%

Salmon 26 0 0.0% 6 23.1% 9 34.6% 0 0.0% 3 11.5%
Nonsalmon fish 12 1 8.3% 3 25.0% 2 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 14 0 0.0% 6 42.9% 1 7.1% 1 7.1% 1 7.1%
Marine mammals 6 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 10 1 10.0% 5 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 28 2 7.1% 15 53.6% 0 0.0% 1 3.6% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 22 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 26 2 7.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 12 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 14 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 10 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 28 0 0.0% 1 3.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Other

a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

-continued-

Table 3-16.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort 
to harvest Got a job

Obtained food from 
other sources Got public assistance

Table D3-16.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Noorvik, 2012.

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others 
for help

Replaced with other 
subsistence foods

Table D3-16.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Noorvik, 2012.
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All resources 2 1.5%
Fish 2 1.5%
Chum salmon 16 11.9%
Coho salmon 3 2.2%
Chinook salmon 1 0.7%
Sockeye salmon 2 1.5%
Unknown salmon 6 4.4%
Nonsalmon fish 2 1.5%
Sheefish 2 1.5%
Broad whitefish 1 0.7%
Unknown whitefishes 8 5.9%
Black bear 1 0.7%
Caribou 13 9.6%
Moose 2 1.5%
Seal 2 1.5%
Beard seal 1 0.7%
Spotted seal 1 0.7%
Unknown seal oil 2 1.5%
Unknown seal 1 0.7%
Birds and eggs 3 2.2%
Ducks 1 0.7%
Mallard 1 0.7%
Northern pintail 1 0.7%
Geese 1 0.7%
Ptarmigan 1 0.7%
Duck eggs 1 0.7%
Vegetation 3 2.2%
Berries 4 3.0%
Blueberry 12 8.9%
Lowbush cranberry 2 1.5%
Highbush cranberry 1 0.7%
Cloudberry 6 4.4%
Plants, greens, and mushrooms 1 0.7%
Sourdock 3 2.2%
Wood 2 1.5%
Unknown resources 12 8.9%

Number of 
households

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2013.

Table D3-17.–Resources households reporteded needing more 
of, Noorvik, 2012.

Table D3-17.–Resources of which households reported needing 
more, Noorvik, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 81 40 7 17.5% 2 5% 1 2.5% 11 28% 6 15% 2 5% 0 0.0% 8 20.0%

Salmon 81 39 5 12.8% 2 5% 0 0.0% 6 15% 8 21% 4 10% 0 0.0% 11 28.2%
Nonsalmon fish 79 29 4 13.8% 2 7% 0 0.0% 6 21% 5 17% 4 14% 0 0.0% 8 27.6%
Land mammals 79 24 2 8.3% 6 25% 0 0.0% 2 8% 3 13% 3 13% 3 12.5% 1 4.2%
Marine mammals 76 10 1 10.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 6 60% 2 20% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 78 24 2 8.3% 0 0% 0 0.0% 3 13% 6 25% 3 13% 0 0.0% 3 12.5%
Marine invertebrates 83 0 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 78 35 3 8.6% 11 31% 1 2.9% 4 11% 3 9% 5 14% 0 0.0% 8 22.9%

Table D3-18.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 81 40 9 23% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 5.0% 1 2.5% 0 0.0% 3 7.5% 0 0.0%

Salmon 81 39 7 18% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 79 29 1 3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.4% 0 0.0% 1 3.4% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 79 24 2 8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 4.2% 0 0.0% 2 8.3% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 76 10 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 10.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 78 24 3 13% 0 0.0% 1 4.2% 3 12.5% 1 4.2% 0 0.0% 1 4.2% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 83 0 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 78 35 9 26% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 5.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 5.7% 0 0.0%

Table D3-18.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2012.

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environmentValid 

responsesa

Working/
no time Regulations

-continued-

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Used other 
resources

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Did not give 
any away

Equipment/
fuel expense

Small/
diseased animals Did not get enough Did not need

Table D3-18.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 81 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 81 8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 3 37.5% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 79 5 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 79 11 1 9.1% 2 18.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 2 18.2% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 76 11 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 63.6% 2 18.2% 2 18.2% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 78 4 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 83 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 78 9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 1 11.1% 1 11.1% 1 11.1% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 81 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 81 8 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 79 5 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 79 11 2 18.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 18.2% 0 0.0% 2 18.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 76 11 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 78 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 83 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 78 9 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never use.

Store-bought 
expense

Got/
fixed equipment

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Regulations More success Needed less

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Other Traveled farther

Substituted for 
unavailable 

resource

Table D3-19.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2012.

-continued-

Received more
Resource category

Valid 
responsesa

Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table D3-19.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more helpNeeded more Increased effort

Table D3-19.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2012.
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Moose season should be open longer

Smelts are down. There are so many brothers and I'm the only one with a boat or Sno-go and I'm limited to so 
many caribou a day. I call that #$%#@. I try to get more than my share to divy up. Cost about 120 to go hunt.

No comments

Caribou—pus, lesions. Lungs, liver, stomach lining, hindquarters. Been going on a long time, not every fall but
often. Been noticing it for several years. Drag into willows, leave for the bears. Worried about eating. Moose—
some people use small guns—wound animal. Infected, sick—other people shoot later. Maybe let people who don't 
know should be told. Also fish—sick or w/ sores are thrown away.

Limited seasons for moose and caribou prevent normal hunting practices because people don't always have time at
the right time.

Sports hunting is disrupting the migration- planes, boats, hunters. Noatak has the same concern. People up here 
have concern just like Bethel. Unhappy with license, hard to report. Boat registration is difficult out in the bush-
expensive. Too many regulations.

Worried restriction would limit subsistence

Maybe 4 or 5 front half like whitefish back half like sheefish. Blackfish w/pink spots/pale pink flesh/bony. More 
wolves. Food chain, global warming—water warmer, fish more different.

No closed seasons for subsistence

More boats are pursuing the Onion herd just when they get in the water instead of waiting until they are mid
stream. It pushes caribou back on land. They get pushed back. Hunters are using higher powered rifles which is 
dangerous w/ so many hunters.

Subsistence life is very important to staying healthy, energized, more filling elders live long. Important to keep it 
going for younger generations not just meat & fish, plants too. Medical uses.

Poaching—taking caribou just for the antlers a few years ago. *Need to keep an eye on it.

Sometimes Fish & Game troopers disrupt hunting. Fly up and land and scare game away. Please land further
away and walk in.

Caribou healthy but declining, ice is hard on them but fat this year. Hardly any rabbits. Store foods run out just
about every month. Lack of wild foods and low security early spring before birds come in.

Concerned about regulation of big game and fish. Like needing a grocery license. Hunting/trapping/fishing license 
too much. Troopers too aggressive—just trying to live.

Getting harder to afford gas—have to work all the time. No complaints.

No

Stores should get more vegetables, fruit, canned meat.

This age is hard what this and that but can't go get it. Hardly any smelt anymore.
-continued-

Table D3-20.–Comments and concerns, Noorvik, 2012.
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Table D3-20.–Page 2 of 2.
Grant more caribou than 5 per day. Weather, timing. People take what they need, need to be able to get it when
they can. Guides, transporters scaring herd. Airplanes—go out first—inexperienced hunters. Worried about 
stopping continuous fishing and that will affect their catch (having to pull nets out at night). Worried about regs to
have them. Put nets in slough, and the fish are on river.

No

Hassle to have to buy license—don't always have money.

Fish and Game should leave our people alone. I grew up without hunting licenses. So did my ancestors. Fish and 
Game should reduce regulations (including limits on caribou).

Migration of caribou is different—they are going further out

No comments

Want more information about migration patterns—birds and caribou. Shouldn't be illegal to buy fish. Jackrabbits
coming back.

Families here prefer fresh wild foods. These are better than processed foods at store, harder for body to process 
store bought foods.

Jan is early hunting. Once they start breeding they start moving. They go to flats in longer days.

Concerned about this being used and limit caribou harvests

Traditional knowledge should always be included in all development projects.

Outsiders on the wrong side of river when hunting caribou and they were flying—guides/transporters—upsetting
people from Noorvik. Guides should meet w/ ADF&G management before season—not following the regulations.

What data comes from collaring? How is that used? Interested in working w/students collaring/harvesting. Local
brought caribou qtr to the school for new teachers to learn to skin and butcher.

No concerns

Why should he have to wait until he is 65 years old to get hunting licenses for free? Should have help for veterans
(NW Alaska) hardship to hunt/fish—not able to buy. Trouble w/planes circling—feel like its harrassment. Feels
like its trespassing coming onto Native lands. Impacting bird migration patterns—migration caribou. Issues 
w/hunting license for sheep. Spawning timing getting later for salmon. Glacier melt having impact on the sheefish.
moose come to close—defense of life and property.

Glad moose hunt is extended—might try next yr.

Don't regulate hunting to sportsman.

No comments

Airplanes change direction and caribou. Squirrel river. Not like used to be. Small planes circle couple years ago. 
Fall time. Black bear—legal anytime?

Never ever shut us down from subsistence hunting and fishing- it is our survival. We could never survive on store 
bought foods—they are expensive and we get hungry easier.

No

No comments
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
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Birthplace Percentage
Anchorage 3.0%
Healy Lake 7.5%
Homer 1.5%
Diomede 1.5%
Fairbanks 1.5%
Kotzebue 9.0%
Noatak 1.5%
Nuiqsut 1.5%
Point Hope 6.0%
Point Lay 38.8%
Wainwright 3.0%

Other Alaska 1.5%
Other U.S. 22.4%
Missing 1.5%

Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2013.

Table D4-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, Point 
Lay, 2012.

Table D4-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, 
Point Lay, 2012.

Birthplace Percentage
Anchorage 1.3%
Healy Lake 3.8%
Homer 0.6%
Diomede 0.6%
Fairbanks 0.6%
Kotzebue 3.8%
Noatak 0.6%
Nuiqsut 0.6%
Point Hope 3.2%
Point Lay 68.8%
Wainwright 2.5%

Other Alaska 0.6%
Other U.S. 11.5%
Missing 1.3%

100.0%

Table D4-2.–Birthplaces of population, Point Lay, 
2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2013.
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Table D4-2.–Birthplaces of population, Point Lay, 
2012.
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Community
Point Lay

150.0
22.5

109.3
72.9%

160.5
1.4

1
4

6.8
0

12
22.3%

29.5

67

63.5
94.7%

2.4
1
8

1.8
1.7

1
4

39.5
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D4-3.–Employment characteristics, Point Lay, 2012.

Mean person-weeks of employment

Minimum
Maximum

Minimum

Total households

Number
Employed

Mean
Employed households

Months employed
Maximum

Number

Mean weeks employed

Maximum
Employed adults

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs

Number

Characteristic
All adults

Number
Mean weeks employed

Employed adults
Number

Households

Mean

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs per employed household

Maximum
Percentage employed year-round

Table D4-3.–Employment characteristics, Point 
Lay, 2012.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
58.0 66.7% 49.0 79.0% 35.0 97.2%
21.0 24.1% 17.0 27.4% 12.0 33.3%

Full-time
Part-time
On-call (occasional) 8.0 9.2% 6.0 9.7% 6.0 16.7%

Schedule

Table D4-4.–Reported job schedules, Point Lay, 2012 .

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households

Table D4-4.–Reported job schedules, Point Lay, 2012.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

160.5 63.5 114.4

2.3% 5.6% 3.2% 1.4%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 1.3%
Technologists and technicians, except health 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.1%

State government 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.2%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.2%

Local government, including tribal 63.2% 88.9% 77.4% 75.6%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.3% 5.6% 3.2% 3.3%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and lawyers 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.7%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 14.9% 27.8% 21.0% 23.0%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.1%
Health technologists and technicians 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 1.4%
Technologists and technicians, except health 2.3% 2.8% 1.6% 1.2%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 9.2% 19.4% 11.3% 7.6%
Service occupations 10.3% 25.0% 14.5% 19.5%
Precision production occupations 8.0% 16.7% 9.7% 10.6%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.3% 5.6% 3.2% 1.3%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 5.7% 11.1% 8.1% 3.3%
Occupation not indicated 4.6% 11.1% 6.5% 3.7%

Mining 5.7% 8.3% 8.1% 3.7%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and lawyers 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.6%
Technologists and technicians, except health 3.4% 2.8% 4.8% 2.5%
Transportation and material moving occupations 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.6%

Construction 11.5% 19.4% 14.5% 9.7%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.1%
Technologists and technicians, except health 2.3% 2.8% 1.6% 0.2%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.1%
Construction and extractive occupations 2.3% 5.6% 3.2% 2.6%
Transportation and material moving occupations 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 2.2%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 3.4% 8.3% 4.8% 4.5%

Manufacturing 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.5%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.5%

Transportation, communication, and utilities 4.6% 8.3% 4.8% 4.4%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 1.3%
Service occupations 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.5%
Precision production occupations 2.3% 5.6% 3.2% 2.6%

Retail trade 3.4% 8.3% 4.8% 2.0%
Marketing and sales occupations 2.3% 5.6% 3.2% 1.4%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.6%

Services 4.6% 11.1% 6.5% 2.5%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and lawyers 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 1.0%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 1.2%
Service occupations 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.2%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.1% 2.8% 1.6% 0.1%

Industry not indicated 2.3% 2.8% 3.2% 0.0%
Technologists and technicians, except health 2.3% 2.8% 3.2% 0.0%

Table D4-5.–Employment by industry, Point Lay, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Estimated total number
Industry

Federal government

Table D4-5.–Employment by industry, Point Lay, 2012.



641

Ranka Resource
Percentage of 

households using
1. Caribou 92.9%
2. Bowhead whale 85.7%
3. Beluga whale 83.3%
3. Cloudberry 83.3%
5. Bearded seal 66.7%
6. Unknown smelts 59.5%
7. White-fronted goose 57.1%
8. Arctic grayling 50.0%
9. Unknown ptarmigans 42.9%

10. Unknown goose eggs 38.1%

a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share 
the lowest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.

Table D4-6.–Top ranked resources used by households, Point Lay, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2013.

Table D4-6.–Resources most commonly used by households, 
Point Lay, 2012.

Table D4-7.–Estimated and reported marine mammal harvests by month and sex, Point Lay, 2012.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All marine mammals 0.0 0.0 3.0 14.8 15.0 46.4 40.5 15.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 135.4

Polar bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bearded seal 0.0 0.0 3.0 9.0 6.0 30.0 6.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.0
Ringed seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 8.0 12.8 20.7 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.0
Spotted seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 6.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0
Unknown seals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 3.2 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.4
Beluga whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 9.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.0
Bowhead whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0

Note  Bearded seal and bowhead whale harvests are reported values.

Table D4-8.–Estimated marine mammal harvest by month and sex, Point Lay, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource Total
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Table D4-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Point Lay, 2012.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All large land mammals 12.8 46.3 47.9 0.0 0.0 14.4 35.1 143.6 14.4 1.6 9.6 12.8 17.5 355.7

Black bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caribou 12.8 46.3 47.9 0.0 0.0 14.4 35.1 143.6 14.4 1.6 9.6 12.8 17.5 355.7

Caribou, male 12.8 11.2 8.0 0.0 0.0 6.4 33.5 97.3 12.8 1.6 6.4 3.2 11.2 204.2
Caribou, female 0.0 35.1 36.7 0.0 0.0 8.0 1.6 46.3 1.6 0.0 3.2 9.6 6.4 148.4
Caribou, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2

Moose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Moose, bull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Moose, cow 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Moose, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dall sheep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D4-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Point Lay, 2012.

Resource
Estimated harvest by month

Total

Table D4-9.–Estimated small land mammal harvests by month and sex, Point Lay, 2012.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All small land mammals 0.0 3.2 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.6 3.2 1.7 14.4

Beaver 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Arctic fox 0.0 3.2 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.6 0.0 8.0
Red fox 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.1 3.3
Alaska hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Snowshoe hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
River (land) otter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lynx 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Marmot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Marten 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mink 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Muskrat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Porcupine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Arctic ground (parka) 
squirrel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Gray wolf 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Wolverine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.6

Estimated harvest by month

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D4-9–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Point Lay, 2012

Resource Total
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Resource
Salmon

Pink salmon 255.2 ind 689.4 lb
Nonsalmon fish

0.3 gal 1.8 lb
23.9 ind 18.1 lb
31.9 ind 28.7 lb

Unknown smelts 
Unknown nonsalmon fish 
Arctic grayling 
Unknown whitefishes 478.6 ind 346.3 lb

Total 1,084.3 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Amount Pounds

Table D4-10.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs in Point 
Lay, 2012.

Table D4-10.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs, 
Point Lay, 2012.

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 2,134.4 8,596.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,134.4 8,596.9 43.1 169.7 2,177.5 8,766.6
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 655.6 3,726.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 655.6 3,726.1 3.2 18.1 658.8 3,744.3
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 371.7 1,803.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 371.7 1,803.6 0.0 0.0 371.7 1,803.6
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 8.0 76.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 76.4 6.4 61.1 14.4 137.5
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 1,086.4 2,934.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,086.4 2,934.3 33.5 90.5 1,119.9 3,024.7
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 12.8 56.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.8 56.5 0.0 0.0 12.8 56.5
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table D4-11.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Point Lay, 2012.

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet Rod and reelOther method

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Seine net

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D4-11.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type, Point Lay, 2012.
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Unita Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 1,766.7 0.0 3,085.4 0.0 4,852.1 193.0 5,045.2
  Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.6 165.4 0.0 0.0 27.6 165.4 0.0 0.0 27.6 165.4
  Unknown smelts gal 0.0 0.0 3.5 20.8 0.0 0.0 50.4 302.2 0.0 0.0 53.8 322.9 1.5 8.9 55.3 331.9
  Pacific tomcod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Unknown flounders ind 0.0 0.0 31.9 35.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.9 35.1 0.0 0.0 31.9 35.1
  Pacific halibut lb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic char ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Dolly Varden ind 0.0 0.0 430.7 1,421.4 0.0 0.0 62.2 205.3 0.0 0.0 492.9 1,626.7 0.0 0.0 492.9 1,626.7
  Lake trout ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic grayling ind 0.0 0.0 23.9 21.5 0.0 0.0 1,911.1 1,720.0 0.0 0.0 1,935.0 1,741.5 9.6 8.6 1,944.6 1,750.1
  Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sheefish ind 0.0 0.0 4.8 26.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 26.3 31.9 175.5 36.7 201.8
  Broad whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic cisco ind 0.0 0.0 279.2 195.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 279.2 195.4 0.0 0.0 279.2 195.4
  Bering cisco ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Least cisco ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Humpback whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 4.8 10.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 10.1 0.0 0.0 4.8 10.1
  Unknown whitefishes ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 957.1 692.6 0.0 0.0 957.1 692.6 0.0 0.0 957.1 692.6
  Unknown nonsalmon fish ind 0.0 0.0 47.9 36.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.9 36.2 0.0 0.0 47.9 36.2

Note  The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.

Table D4-12.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Point Lay, 2012.

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method Rod and reel

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Seine Jigging Other method

Table D4-12.–Estimated harvests of nonsalmon fish by gear type, Point Lay, 2012.
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Spring Summer Fall Winter
Season 

unknown
All birds 2,037.1 799.2 634.9 1.6 0.0 3,472.8

Common eider 201.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 201.0
King eider 258.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 258.4
Spectacled eider 47.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.9
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown eiders 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mallard 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red-breasted merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Long-tailed duck 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8
Northern pintail 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8
Black scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Green-winged teal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown wigeons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brant 84.5 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 89.3
Unknown Canada/cackling geese 83.0 6.4 6.4 0.0 0.0 95.7
Snow goose 89.3 16.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 105.3
White-fronted goose 571.1 127.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 700.3
Unknown geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2
Sandhill crane 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2
Golden/black-bellied plovers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown shorebirds 0.0 79.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 79.8
Glaucous gull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sabine's gull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown murres 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Arctic tern 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ptarmigans 690.7 559.9 626.9 1.6 0.0 1,879.2
Snowy owl 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Estimated harvest by season

Table D4-13.–Estimated bird harvest by season, Point Lay, 2012.

TotalResource

Table D4-13.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Point Lay, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 42 42 40 95.2% 15 35.7% 18 42.9% 7 16.7% 2 4.8%

Salmon 42 42 30 71.4% 15 35.7% 11 26.2% 4 9.5% 12 28.6%
Nonsalmon fish 42 41 32 76.2% 11 26.8% 16 39.0% 5 12.2% 9 22.0%
Land mammals 42 42 37 88.1% 11 26.2% 23 54.8% 3 7.1% 5 11.9%
Marine mammals 42 42 36 85.7% 14 33.3% 18 42.9% 4 9.5% 6 14.3%
Birds and eggs 42 42 34 81.0% 7 16.7% 20 47.6% 7 16.7% 8 19.0%
Marine invertebrates 42 42 5 11.9% 1 2.4% 2 4.8% 2 4.8% 37 88.1%
Vegetation 42 41 36 85.7% 11 26.8% 23 56.1% 2 4.9% 5 12.2%

Table D4-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Point Lay, 2012.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.

Households not usingSampled 
householdsResource category

MoreSameLessValid 
responsesa

Total households
Households reporting use

Table D4-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Point Lay, 2012.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 42 39 92.9% 12 30.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 33.3% 6 50.0% 1 8.3%

Salmon 42 30 71.4% 11 36.7% 0 0.0% 3 27.3% 6 54.5% 1 9.1% 1 9.1%
Nonsalmon fish 42 31 73.8% 10 32.3% 0 0.0% 2 20.0% 3 30.0% 3 30.0% 2 20.0%
Land mammals 42 36 85.7% 12 33.3% 1 8.3% 1 8.3% 6 50.0% 4 33.3% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 42 36 85.7% 10 27.8% 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 5 50.0% 3 30.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 42 34 81.0% 6 17.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 83.3% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 42 5 11.9% 3 60.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 42 36 85.7% 10 27.8% 0 0.0% 2 20.0% 5 50.0% 3 30.0% 0 0.0%

a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Table D4-15.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Point Lay, 2012.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough _____ . Impact to those not getting enough ______ .
Valid responsesa Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Table D4-15.–Reported impacts to households that did not get enough of a resource, Point Lay, 2012.
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Fish 1 1.5%
Coho salmon 2 3.0%
Chinook salmon 1 1.5%
Pink salmon 1 1.5%
Sockeye salmon 2 3.0%
Unknown salmon 6 9.0%
Nonsalmon fish 2 3.0%
Smelts 3 4.5%
Arctic grayling 3 4.5%
Sheefish 1 1.5%
Unknown whitefishes 1 1.5%
Caribou 12 17.9%
Marine mammals 1 1.5%
Bearded seal 3 4.5%
Ringed seal 2 3.0%
Beluga 8 11.9%
Ducks 2 3.0%
Geese 2 3.0%
Snow goose 1 1.5%
White-fronted goose 1 1.5%
Gull eggs 1 1.5%
Crabs 1 1.5%
King crab 1 1.5%
Mussels 1 1.5%
Berries 2 3.0%
Blueberry 1 1.5%
Cloudberry 4 6.0%
Wild rhubarb 1 1.5%
Sourdock 1 1.5%
Unknown resources 1 1.5%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households 

Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2013.

Table D4-16.–Resources households reporteded needing more 
of, Point Lay, 2012.

Table D4-16.–Resources of which households reported 
needing more, Point Lay, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 42 15 2 13.3% 3 20% 0 0.0% 1 7% 0 0% 2 13% 1 6.7% 2 13.3%

Salmon 42 14 1 7.1% 1 7% 0 0.0% 4 29% 1 7% 1 7% 2 14.3% 6 42.9%
Nonsalmon fish 41 10 1 10.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 1 10% 2 20% 1 10% 2 20.0% 3 30.0%
Land mammals 42 10 1 10.0% 3 30% 2 20.0% 3 30% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 3 30.0%
Marine mammals 42 14 0 0.0% 1 7% 0 0.0% 3 21% 0 0% 4 29% 3 21.4% 4 28.6%
Birds and eggs 42 7 0 0.0% 1 14% 0 0.0% 2 29% 0 0% 1 14% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 42 1 0 0.0% 1 100% 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 41 11 2 18.2% 0 0% 1 9.1% 3 27% 0 0% 3 27% 0 0.0% 3 27.3%

Table D4-17.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 42 15 4 27% 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 0 0.0% 2 13.3% 0 0.0%

Salmon 42 14 1 7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 41 10 2 20% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 10.0% 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 42 10 1 10% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 42 14 2 14% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 42 7 1 14% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 2 28.6% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 42 1 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 41 11 2 18% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Used other 
resources

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Did not give 
any away

Equipment/
fuel expense

Small/
diseased animals Did not get enough Did not need

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

Working/
no time Regulations

-continued-

Table D4-17.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Point Lay, 2012.

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environmentValid 

responsesa

Table D4-17.–Reasons for less household use of resources compared to recent years, Point Lay, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 42 7 5 71.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 42 4 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 41 5 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 1 20.0% 2 40.0%
Land mammals 42 3 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 42 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 42 7 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 42.9% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 42 2 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0%
Vegetation 41 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 42 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 42 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 41 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 42 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 42 4 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 42 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 42 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 41 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table D4-18.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more helpNeeded more Increased effort

Table D4-18.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Point Lay, 2012.

-continued-

Received more
Resource category

Valid 
responsesa

Used other 
resources Favorable weather

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never use.

Store-bought 
expense

Got/
fixed equipment

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Regulations More success Needed less

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Other Traveled farther

Substituted for 
unavailable 

resource

Table D4-18.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Point Lay, 2012.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 10 0 0.0% 4 40.0% 0 0.0% 2 20.0% 1 10.0%

Salmon 10 0 0.0% 3 30.0% 2 20.0% 1 10.0% 1 10.0%
Nonsalmon fish 10 0 0.0% 3 30.0% 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 2 20.0%
Land mammals 12 0 0.0% 6 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 8 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 1 12.5%
Birds and eggs 6 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 9 0 0.0% 4 44.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 10 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 10 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 10 1 10.0% 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 12 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 9 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Other

a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

-continued-

Table D4-19.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort 
to harvest Got a job

Obtained food from 
other sources Got public assistance

Table D4-19.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Point Lay, 2012.

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others 
for help

Replaced with other 
subsistence foods

Table D4-19.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Point Lay, 2012.
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Comments

Husband moved and became dependent on other Native families. Low on food, go to store food. When we were 
hunting and free to get whatever was necessary, we would go out and get what we know we need, and now we
have to get permits and licenses to get the food we need. We could take care of our own harvesting because we 
live here and know what we need. If we get beluga we can trade. If we don't get enough, then the elders in other 
villages that don't get beluga. It was a big joyous day when we get a quota for a whale. Everyone is trying to get 
ready for whaling.

Seasons are changing—early breakup/ late freeze-up.

Highly dislike the idea of offshore oil development. 0 tags for duck hunting/ geese hunting.

When I first got here, they were by the fence, lots and lots of caribou out the window. "It's scarce, they get excited 
when they see a few, and that is a big change." I was amazed when I first got here, and now, I don't know, it's just 
different." "They were all happy about the tuttu behind the fence and now there's just a few." Sides of the road, 
they even use to sleep out on the tundra by the airport.

Oil rigs that affect of subsistence hunting.

The surveyee wished he was paid to answer this survey. When asked how much he would want to be paid, he 
answered: "a slab of muktuk".

It would be real nice—healthier if the villages could have greenhouses—New power plant coming, the waste heat 
could keep a greenhouse going. Provide work and vegetables. Water tower could be enclosed and layered with 
power on the bottom, greenhouse and water on top.

Been working—Had to go on days off and haven't had a chance to go bird hunting in last few years. Hard to get 
subsistence foods when working full time.

Very important that ADF&G work cooperatively with Point Lay and that final report be written with input from 
Point Lay.

Respondent would be out all the time if he didn't have to work. This is a good community- people notice if others 
are going hungry and given subsistence foods. Food security: store often runs out of stuff, or shipments come in
spoiled or frozen. Can't always rely on the store to have what you need.

Go away or pay me. Why you don't pay me for gas and info. Iceoyi Cape—study under military. Buried metal 
radiation. Dead ducks and animals [illegible] the lagoon. Tower taken down in 90s. Now it's in really deep/
maybe more dead animals. When the white man comes in, how do you claim your land up there. Is it a 
homestead. [illegible] I next time you better pay. You want info you gotta pay.

Caribous are around but not as much as they used to. Maybe because of too many predators (wolves, wolverine, 
bears) and because of disturbance from mine operations (helicopter's traffic)

Bigger store to be able to last through weather delays.

Helicopters—the surveyors just say they need [illegible]. They're happy to see it there and then it chases the 
wildlife away. Commercial planes do the same. People are on the tundra, and there's nothing they can do about it.
People take videos and pictures, and our young hunters can't find game cause of that. Since the coal mine has
closed, some of our young hunters actually caught wolves and wolverine in Point Lay. So much caribou around 
here that we name the caribou in town, then the next day you'd see him on the neighbors porch hanging. Killed a 
caribou with an axe.

-continued-

Table D4-20.–Comments and concerns, Point Lay, 2012.
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Table D4-20.–Page 2 of 2.

Lack of gasoline affected your harvests. During unemployment, it's more of a struggle.

This person—wife manages food bank. We have a pretty good idea when the shelves at the store are empty. We 
know when there aren't animals because people come by 1 time a month to a dozen times.

Helicopters scaring caribou off—threatens long term food security. Don’t want oil drilling offshore. Not worth
the threat - how will we live if they have an oil spill? They can't pay us enough. They wouldn't like us to go to 
their farms and threaten. Said that eggs hatched early—no details on when they went, not so many brant anymore.

Fresh dairy products would be great

Concerned about coal operation (40–45 miles away from town) that may start again next year—wondering if Fish
and Game will come back to do the survey again, and therefore may be able to study the potential impact of the
coal operation on local caribou herds around Point Lay.

Salmon were up river in November—very late! Loons get caught in set net, hard to set them free. Caribou are far 
away, helicopters and wolves scare them off. Caribou were skinny in 2012. No walrus haul out this year. Water 
was deep, made it hard to herd belugas. In Pt. Lay"natchiq" refers to spotted seal. Long-tailed duck, scoter used to 
be around but not here anymore. Labrador tea used to be big, small now. Very stormy last year—closed off pass
out of lagoon just in front of Pt. Lay

Whaling has made a huge difference—very good for Point Lay

The food at the store is way too expensive—don’t know how people make it out here.

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
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Birthplace Percentage
Chefornak 0.8%
Emmonak 1.5%
Kotlik 3.1%
Kotzebue 0.8%
Mountain Village 0.8%
Nome 0.8%
Scammon Bay 1.5%
Sleetmute 0.8%
Saint George 0.8%
Saint Marys (Andreafsky) 0.8%
Saint Michael 4.6%
Stebbins 71.8%
St. Marys/Pitka's Point/Andreafsky 0.8%
Balance of Wade Hampton Census Sub-Area 0.8%

Other U.S. 10.7%

100.0%
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2014.

Table D5-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, Stebbins, 
2013.Table D5-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, Stebbins, 
2013.

Birthplace Percentage
Alakanuk 0.5%
Anchorage 0.8%
Balance of Wade Hampton Census Sub-Area 0.3%
Chefornak 0.3%
Elim 0.3%
Emmonak 0.5%
Kotlik 1.1%
Kotzebue 0.3%
Mountain Village 0.3%
Nome 0.5%
Scammon Bay 0.5%
Seward 0.5%
Sleetmute 0.3%
Saint George 0.3%
Saint Marys (Andreafsky) 0.8%
Saint Michael 3.5%
Stebbins 78.6%
St. Marys/Pitka's Point/Andreafsky 0.3%

Other Alaska 0.3%
Other U.S. 4.1%
Missing 6.0%

100.0%

Table D5-2.–Birthplaces of population, Stebbins, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2014.
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the parents 
of the individual when the individual was born.

Table D5-2.–Birthplaces of population, Stebbins, 2013.
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Community
Stebbins

360.0
19.7

203.8
56.6%

237.2
1.2

1
3

8.0
0

12
34.3%

34.8

135

116.2
86.0%

1.8
1
6

1.8
1.5

1
4

40.2

Characteristic

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

All adults
Number
Mean weeks employed

Employed adults
Number

Households

Mean

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs per employed household

Maximum
Percentage employed year-round

Maximum
Employed adults

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs

Number

Table D5-3.–Employment characteristics, Stebbins, 2013.

Mean person-weeks of employment

Minimum
Maximum

Minimum

Total households

Number
Employed

Mean
Employed households

Months employed
Maximum

Number

Mean weeks employed

Table D5-3.–Employment characteristics, Stebbins, 
2013.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Full-time 121.0 51.0% 117.8 57.8% 80.1 68.9%
Part-time 60.5 25.5% 54.1 26.6% 42.4 36.5%
Shift 6.4 2.7% 4.8 2.3% 4.7 4.1%
On-call (occasional) 46.2 19.5% 41.4 20.3% 33.0 28.4%
Part-time shift 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0%
Schedule not reported 3.2 1.3% 3.2 1.6% 1.6 1.4%

Schedule

Table D5-4.–Reported job schedules, Stebbins, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households

Table D5-4.–Reported job schedules, Stebbins, 2013.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

140.2 61.1 105.9

33.7% 52.6% 41.5% 58.4%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 7.7%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and lawyers 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 1.0%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 7.0% 15.8% 9.2% 20.1%
Technologists and technicians, except health 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 2.6%
Marketing and sales occupations 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 0.2%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 5.8% 10.5% 7.7% 14.1%
Service occupations 11.6% 15.8% 12.3% 5.0%
Mechanics and repairers 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 2.6%
Transportation and material moving occupations 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 1.8%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 2.3% 5.3% 3.1% 3.3%

18.6% 36.8% 24.6% 4.2%
Agricultural, forestry, and fishing occupations 18.6% 36.8% 24.6% 4.2%

1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 1.4%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 1.4%

7.0% 10.5% 9.2% 6.1%
Mechanics and repairers 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 0.8%
Transportation and material moving occupations 5.8% 7.9% 7.7% 5.3%

5.8% 10.5% 7.7% 4.3%
Marketing and sales occupations 3.5% 7.9% 4.6% 1.5%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 0.8%
Occupation not indicated 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 2.0%

33.7% 57.9% 41.5% 25.6%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.3% 5.3% 3.1% 3.6%
Health technologists and technicians 5.8% 13.2% 7.7% 7.0%
Technologists and technicians, except health 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 0.4%
Marketing and sales occupations 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 0.2%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 2.3% 5.3% 3.1% 2.1%
Service occupations 5.8% 13.2% 7.7% 1.7%
Construction and extractive occupations 7.0% 13.2% 7.7% 4.5%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 7.0% 15.8% 9.2% 4.0%
Occupation not indicated 1.2% 2.6% 1.5% 2.0%

Services

Table D5-5.–Employment by industry, Stebbins, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Estimated total number
Industry

Local government, including tribal

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing

Manufacturing

Transportation, communication, and utilities

Retail trade

Table D5-5.–Employment by industry, Stebbins, 2013.
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Ranka Resource
Percentage of 

households using
1. Cloudberry 80.5%
2. Snow goose 73.6%
3. Chum salmon 71.3%
4. Beluga whale 70.1%
5. Coho salmon 69.0%
6. Moose 65.5%
6. Crowberry 65.5%
8. Blueberry 64.4%
9. Canada/cackling geese 62.1%

10. Pacific herring 56.3%

a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share 
the lowest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2014.

Table D5-6.–Top 10 ranked resources used by households, 
Stebbins, 2013.

Table D5-6.–Resources most commonly used by households, 
Stebbins, 2013.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All marine mammals 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.2 36.3 5.0 7.2 29.5 12.4 25.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 147.5

Seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 29.6 32.8 0.0 6.2 26.5 9.4 21.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 126.4
Bearded seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.3 18.8 0.0 3.1 12.6 3.1 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 61.2
Ribbon seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ringed seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.2 4.7 0.0 1.6 0.0 1.6 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.3
Spotted seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.2 9.3 0.0 1.6 14.0 4.7 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.9
Unknown seals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1
Whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.0

Beluga whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.0
Bowhead whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gray whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Note Beluga whale harvests are reported values.

Table D5-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvest by month, Stebbins, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource Total

Table D5-7.–Estimated and reported marine mammal harvests by month, Stebbins, 2013.
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Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All large land mammals 3.1 0.0 17.8 7.8 0.0 1.6 0.0 7.8 7.8 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 47.3

Bison 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Black bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Caribou 0.0 0.0 17.8 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.6

Caribou, male 0.0 0.0 14.7 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.4
Caribou, female 0.0 0.0 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.2
Caribou, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Moose 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.8 7.8 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 20.2
Moose, bull 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.8 7.8 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 20.2
Moose, cow 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Moose, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dall sheep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D5-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvest by month and sex, Stebbins, 2013.

Resource
Estimated harvest by month

Total

Table D5-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Stebbins, 2013.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All small land mammals 31.0 18.6 62.1 10.9 0.0 3.1 4.7 6.2 0.0 1.6 0.0 4.7 1.6 144.3

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 4.7 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 1.6
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6

31.0 12.4 52.8 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 108.6
0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
0.0 0.0 3.1 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7
0.0 6.2 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 9.3
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Beaver
Coyote
Arctic fox
Red fox
Snowshoe hare 
Alaska hare
River (land) otter 
Lynx
Marten
Mink
Muskrat
Porcupine
Arctic ground (parka)
   squirrel
Gray wolf 
Wolverine 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1

Estimated harvest by month

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D5-9.–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvest by month, Stebbins, 2013.

Resource Total

Table D5-9.–Estimated small land mammal harvests by month, Stebbins, 2013.
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Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 12,925.9 64,250.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12,925.9 64,250.0 32.6 198.8 12,958.5 64,448.8
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 6,852.9 34,382.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6,852.9 34,382.6 0.0 0.0 6,852.9 34,382.6
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 4,605.7 23,489.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4,605.7 23,489.1 24.8 126.6 4,630.5 23,615.7
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 268.4 2,497.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 268.4 2,497.0 7.8 72.2 276.2 2,569.2
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 1,178.5 3,771.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,178.5 3,771.1 0.0 0.0 1,178.5 3,771.1
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 20.4 110.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.4 110.2 0.0 0.0 20.4 110.2
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Rod and reel

Table D5-10.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Stebbins, 2013.

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet Seine net

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other method

Table D5-10.–Estimated salmon harvests by gear type, Stebbins, 2013.

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 80.7 ind 404.8 lb
  Coho salmon 1.6 ind 7.9 lb
  Sockeye salmon 1.6 ind 8.4 lb

Other nonsalmon fish
  Pacific herring 11.8 gal 70.7 lb
  Saffron cod 176.6 ind 37.1 lb

Total 528.9 lb

Note Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been 
left blank.

Amount Pounds

Table D5-11.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs in 
Stebbins, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D5-11.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs, 
Stebbins, 2013.
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Unita Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 37,782.8 15.5 3,143.8 90.6 1,644.3 42,677.1 0.0 42,677.1
  Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 5,621.0 33,725.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.1 36.3 0.0 0.0 5,627.0 33,761.8 0.0 0.0 5,627.0 33,761.8
  Pacific herring roe gal 0.0 0.0 15.5 93.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 274.1 1,644.3 289.6 1,737.4 0.0 0.0 289.6 1,737.4
  Rainbow smelt gal 0.0 0.0 9.5 56.9 0.0 0.0 8.7 51.9 9.1 54.3 0.0 0.0 27.2 163.2 0.0 0.0 27.2 163.2
  Saffron cod ind 0.0 0.0 935.5 196.4 73.9 15.5 10,356.4 2,174.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11,365.7 2,386.8 0.0 0.0 11,365.7 2,386.8
  Arctic flounder ind 0.0 0.0 3.1 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 3.4 0.0 0.0 3.1 3.4
  Starry flounder ind 0.0 0.0 4.7 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 5.1 0.0 0.0 4.7 5.1
  Unknown flounder ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Pacific halibut lb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Stickleback (needlefish) gal 0.0 0.0 8.8 52.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.8 52.8 0.0 0.0 8.8 52.8
  Alaska blackfish lb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Dolly Varden ind 0.0 0.0 23.3 76.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.3 76.8 0.0 0.0 23.3 76.8
  Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sheefish ind 0.0 0.0 193.1 1,061.9 0.0 0.0 158.3 870.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 351.4 1,932.5 0.0 0.0 351.4 1,932.5
  Broad whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 148.0 473.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 148.0 473.6 0.0 0.0 148.0 473.6
  Bering cisco ind 0.0 0.0 1,123.0 786.1 0.0 0.0 66.5 46.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,189.5 832.7 0.0 0.0 1,189.5 832.7
  Least cisco ind 0.0 0.0 148.0 103.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 148.0 103.6 0.0 0.0 148.0 103.6
  Humpback whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 511.3 1,073.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 511.3 1,073.7 0.0 0.0 511.3 1,073.7

Note The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.

Subsistence gear

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Rod and reel

Table D5-12.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Stebbins, 2013.

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet HandlineSeine net 

Subsistence gear, 
any methodDipnetJigging

Table D5-12.–Estimated  harvests of nonsalmon fish by gear type, Stebbins, 2013.
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Spring Summer Fall Winter
Season 

unknown
All birds 3,843.2 578.2 1,846.3 198.6 1,711.6 8,177.8

Common eider 60.5 49.7 23.3 0.0 0.0 133.4
King eider 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.3
Spectacled eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Harlequin duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mallard 61.2 37.7 102.0 0.0 0.0 200.9
Long-tailed duck 7.8 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.1
Northern pintail 290.4 292.0 219.8 0.0 0.0 802.2
Unknown scaups 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Black scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Surf scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
White-winged scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern shoveler 52.8 14.0 26.4 0.0 0.0 93.1
Unknown teals 34.5 20.4 36.1 0.0 0.0 91.0
American wigeon 0.0 0.0 23.3 0.0 0.0 23.3
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brant 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Canada/cackling goose 661.0 139.7 1,137.4 0.0 0.0 1,938.1
Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 9.3 0.0 0.0 9.3
Snow goose 2,414.3 0.0 157.0 0.0 0.0 2,571.3
White-fronted goose 21.7 0.0 38.8 0.0 0.0 60.5
Unknown geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 17.1 3.1 14.0 0.0 3.1 37.2
Sandhill crane 51.2 12.4 59.0 0.0 1.6 124.1
Unknown shorebirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Seabirds, loons, grebes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown grouses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ptarmigans 158.3 0.0 0.0 190.9 0.0 349.1
Snowy owl 3.1 0.0 0.0 7.8 0.0 10.9
Duck eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 406.6 406.6
Goose eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 79.1 79.1
Swan eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.7 35.7
Sandhill crane eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 111.7 111.7
Common snipe eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 251.4 251.4
Unknown shorebird eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.7 80.7
Unknown gull eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 429.8 429.8
Unknown loon eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 74.5 74.5
Unknown murre eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.0 31.0
Puffin eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.1 34.1
Unknown tern eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 107.1 107.1
Ptarmigan eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.3 9.3
Unknown eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.9 55.9
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D5-13.–Estimated bird harvest by season, Stebbins, 2013.

TotalResource

Estimated harvest by season

Table D5-13.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Stebbins, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 87 85 85 97.7% 42 49.4% 33 38.8% 10 11.8% 0 0.0%

Salmon 87 86 83 95.4% 56 65.1% 17 19.8% 10 11.6% 3 3.5%
Nonsalmon fish 87 84 77 88.5% 46 54.8% 22 26.2% 9 10.7% 7 8.3%
Land mammals 87 84 70 80.5% 45 53.6% 18 21.4% 7 8.3% 14 16.7%
Marine mammals 87 84 70 80.5% 37 44.0% 29 34.5% 4 4.8% 14 16.7%
Birds and eggs 87 83 72 82.8% 32 38.6% 31 37.3% 9 10.8% 11 13.3%
Marine invertebrates 87 87 28 32.2% 12 13.8% 10 11.5% 6 6.9% 59 67.8%
Vegetation 87 84 78 89.7% 18 21.4% 33 39.3% 27 32.1% 6 7.1%

Table D5-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Stebbins, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.

Households not usingSampled 
householdsResource category

MoreSameLessValid 
responsesa

Total households
Households reporting use

Table D5-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Stebbins, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 85 37 5 13.5% 6 16% 1 2.7% 9 24% 5 14% 5 14% 1 2.7% 8 21.6% 4 10.8%

Salmon 86 51 4 7.8% 18 35% 0 0.0% 6 12% 6 12% 2 4% 1 2.0% 7 13.7% 9 17.6%
Nonsalmon fish 84 42 1 2.4% 9 21% 0 0.0% 6 14% 3 7% 5 12% 2 4.8% 11 26.2% 5 11.9%
Land mammals 84 41 1 2.4% 2 5% 1 2.4% 12 29% 12 29% 6 15% 2 4.9% 7 17.1% 2 4.9%
Marine mammals 84 32 0 0.0% 4 13% 0 0.0% 4 13% 6 19% 5 16% 0 0.0% 5 15.6% 6 18.8%
Birds and eggs 83 24 2 8.3% 0 0% 1 4.2% 6 25% 4 17% 5 21% 2 8.3% 1 4.2% 2 8.3%
Marine invertebrates 87 11 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 2 18% 2 18% 0 0.0% 4 36.4% 2 18.2%
Vegetation 84 17 3 17.6% 4 24% 0 0.0% 4 24% 1 6% 5 29% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 17.6%

Table D5-15.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 85 37 1 3% 1 2.7% 3 8.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 13.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 86 51 3 6% 1 2.0% 3 5.9% 1 2.0% 2 3.9% 0 0.0% 2 3.9% 0 0.0% 1 2.0%
Nonsalmon fish 84 42 3 7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 4.8% 0 0.0% 3 7.1% 0 0.0% 1 2.4%
Land mammals 84 41 2 5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 14.6% 0 0.0% 1 2.4%
Marine mammals 84 32 1 3% 0 0.0% 3 9.4% 1 3.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 18.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 83 24 2 8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 4.2% 0 0.0% 4 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 87 11 1 9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 18.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 84 17 1 6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 11.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Used other 
resources

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Did not give 
any away

Equipment/
fuel expense

Small/
diseased animals

Did not get 
enough Did not need

Valid 
responsesa

Working/
no time Regulations

-continued-

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel Other reasons

Competition

Table D5-15.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Stebbins, 2013.

Resource category

Lack of 
equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Table D5-15.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Stebbins, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 85 10 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 20.0% 1 10.0% 3 30.0% 1 10.0%

Salmon 86 9 2 22.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 33.3% 2 22.2% 2 22.2% 1 11.1%
Nonsalmon fish 84 9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 44.4% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 1 11.1%
Land mammals 84 7 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 2 28.6% 2 28.6% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 84 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 83 9 1 11.1% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 4 44.4% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 87 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 66.7% 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 84 26 8 30.8% 0 0.0% 3 11.5% 0 0.0% 3 11.5% 8 30.8% 5 19.2%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 85 10 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 20.0% 1 10.0% 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 86 9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 84 9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 1 11.1%
Land mammals 84 7 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 84 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 83 9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 87 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 84 26 1 3.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table D5-16.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more helpNeeded more Increased effort

Table D5-19.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Stebbins, 2013.

-continued-

Received more
Resource category

Valid 
responsesa

Used other 
resources Favorable weather

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Store-bought 
expense

Got/
fixed equipment

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Regulations More success Needed less

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Other Traveled farther
Substituted for 

unavailable resource

Table D5-16.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Stebbins, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 87 85 97.7% 27 31.8% 1 3.7% 1 3.7% 11 40.7% 10 37.0% 4 14.8%

Salmon 87 82 94.3% 33 40.2% 5 15.2% 5 15.2% 9 27.3% 10 30.3% 4 12.1%
Nonsalmon fish 87 78 89.7% 22 28.2% 0 0.0% 3 13.6% 10 45.5% 6 27.3% 3 13.6%
Land mammals 87 70 80.5% 27 38.6% 2 7.4% 3 11.1% 8 29.6% 11 40.7% 3 11.1%
Marine mammals 87 68 78.2% 25 36.8% 1 4.0% 2 8.0% 8 32.0% 10 40.0% 4 16.0%
Birds and eggs 87 71 81.6% 14 19.7% 0 0.0% 2 14.3% 8 57.1% 2 14.3% 2 14.3%
Marine invertebrates 87 30 34.5% 13 43.3% 0 0.0% 8 61.5% 5 38.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 87 77 88.5% 15 19.5% 0 0.0% 4 26.7% 6 40.0% 4 26.7% 1 6.7%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D5-17–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Stebbins, 2013.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough _____ . Impact to those not getting enough _____ .
Valid responsesa Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Table D5-17.–Reported impacts to households that did not get enough of a resource, Stebbins, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 3 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 4 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 4 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0%
Land mammals 2 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Other

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D5-18.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Stebbins, 2013.

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others 
for help

Replaced with other 
subsistence foods

-continued-

Table D5-18.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid

responsesa

Increased effort 
to harvest Got a job

Obtained food from 
other sources Got public assistance Conserved resource

Table D5-18.–Things households reported doing differently as a result of not getting enough of a resource, Stebbins, 2013.
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Table D5-19.–Continued.
1 1.1%
4 4.6%
2 2.3%
1 1.1%
5 5.7%
1 1.1%
7 8.0%
2 2.3%
2 2.3%
7 8.0%

1 1.1%

1 1.1%
2 2.3%
2 2.3%
1 1.1%
1 1.1%

Marine invertebrates 
Clams
Crabs
King crab
Mussels
Snails
Berries
Blueberry 
Crowberry 
Cloudberry 
Plants, greens, and
  mushrooms 
Sourdock
Pallas buttercup 
Wild parsley 
Other wild greens 
Punk
Unknown resources 10 11.5%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.

All resources 6 6.9%
Fish 4 4.6%
Salmon 11 12.6%
Chum salmon 11 12.6%
Summer chum salmon 1 1.1%
Coho salmon 18 20.7%
Chinook salmon 17 19.5%
Pink salmon 3 3.4%
Nonsalmon fish 2 2.3%
Pacific herring 10 11.5%
Pacific herring roe 1 1.1%
Saffron cod 2 2.3%
Pacific halibut 1 1.1%
Sheefish 5 5.7%
Whitefishes 2 2.3%
Humpback whitefish 1 1.1%
Large land mammals 1 1.1%
Caribou 10 11.5%
Moose 23 26.4%
Beaver 2 2.3%
Snowshoe hare 1 1.1%
Alaska hare 1 1.1%
River (land) otter 1 1.1%
Lynx 1 1.1%
Marine mammals 6 6.9%
Bearded seal 7 8.0%
Ringed seal 2 2.3%
Spotted seal 1 1.1%
Unknown seals 13 14.9%
Whale 1 1.1%
Beluga whale 7 8.0%
Birds and eggs 3 3.4%
Ducks 2 2.3%
Northern pintail 1 1.1%
Geese 3 3.4%
Canada/cackling geese 1 1.1%
Snow goose 2 2.3%
Ptarmigans 1 1.1%
Bird eggs 1 1.1%
Duck eggs 2 2.3%
Swan eggs 1 1.1%
Sandhill crane eggs 1 1.1%
Common snipe eggs 1 1.1%

Number of 
households

Percentage of 
households Resource

-continued-

Table D5-19.–Resources of which households 
reported needing more, Stebbins, 2013.
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Subsistence has been good. 2013 was a good season.

Would like to go out and get caribou, ADF&G put statues up to prevent caribou from coming to Stebbins after 
40 head were slaughtered in early 2000s.

Put more awareness that they shouldn't hunt swans and cranes. Don't get the eggs from these birds. I won't let 
them bring me swans or cranes, my kids.

They should extend moose hunting because we have lots of rain and moose and then the men can't go out for it. 
First flood then rain then snow then hardly anybody even get to go out.

Geese—spring—airplane—thought purposely, scared them off, private plane. Caribou—why aren't they
coming every year like they used to? Used to come—last time, 9 years ago. Stebbins finally got a caribou
yesterday—fed a [illegible].

We used to see much more birds passing by, but don't see as many as we used to. They seem to avoid the 
village. People say they have to go out further to get the birds. Noticed it even more last year—kids talk about
it. More buildings now—it used to be more open.

Sometimes we have to sacrifice not paying bills to pay to get food—it's how we got so much subsistence is by
not paying bills because of cost of gas. We're trying to let kids have majority of their food be subsistence food. 
Gas ranged from $6–$7/gallon

Commercial fishing is pretty much making a mess and why we aren't getting food. The contamination and the 
oil spills make. Sometimes the fish just stink like guts or they smell like death. Never seen that, the fish travel
and they see the oil. Looking gas, development; they affect us. The animals travel and get contaminated. Some
of these fish @#$% look deformed. Lost eye balls, crooked. Fish should look like that.

Do you need license to subsistence hunt/fish gather? Maybe make—rules regulations more available, raise
awareness.

Hope we can keep on providing for our people. As long as can I'll be happy. Without it how will we survive? I
live off land and ocean, it my food and thankful. Lots of changes in time, food ocean, land is getting scarce.
Have to go further to hunt. Maybe too many oil spills, losing sea food. Seals and stuff aren't edible.

The big trawlers catch is so high, wish would freeze and store the bycatch cause our runs are lower now. It's
been a tough year, especially since flood—three others are staying with. A lot of people lost their buckets of
subsistence foods during the flooding. Noticed community getting less subsistence due to lack of gas—don't go
out as much. Cost of living expenses—fuel is so high even ammo inflation. Moose hunting weather has
changed during hunting season—moose and caribou are on tundra so they didn't come this way. Climate
moose—no snow during open—Dec–January, so couldn't use snowmachine to get out there. Especially this
year April and May cold. Climate affected ice in ground his area is the last place it hangs, here until beginning
of July and feels cold. It even affected herring fishing this year. It has affect along with inflation. Education
training outside of HS is harder to get now less funding available... Due to price increase and lack of funding
household store bought foods did not last. Food stamps barely gets us by in the rural village due to prices. 
Barely get by end of month with food stamps employment. Barely got by since 2013 flood WBB due to no
food stamps. It's getting harder to pay bills. Could focus on other things, making the world better and getting 
heat. Rent. Give houses. Instead of focusing on bills.

-continued-

Table D5-20.–Comments and concerns, Stebbins, 2013.



668 669

Table D5-20.–Page 2 of 4.

Subsistence is a vital part of my lifestyle ever since I can remember. I pray that it will always be maintained
and sustained. The stores are not going to fill our freezers. We don't have money growing on trees to support 
us. The food in the stores are getting really expensive. So, getting food off the land compensates for the food
we aren't getting from the stores. So Please Leave Subsistence Alone the way it is! Thank in advance.

Keep doing our subsistence.

Everything I caught was normal. Others said some seals healthy. My only concern is the kings. Was the water 
temp too cold? It felt colder, scared at first about bald seals, but all we got were healthy. Birds were all
healthy. The plants are getting bigger every year. Seems warmer in the summer. First time ever saw a Venus 
fly trap down in the lowlands (common in the hills before) Summer arrives later—that's why many missed the
kings. (May have passed or maybe not there) Kings going to Pikmatalik from north congregate in the bay.
Yukon kings are fatter—Pikmatalik. Ocean kings are leaner, from Unalakleet. Everyone lost their nets in the
fall storm and fish racks and smokehouses.

Fish are changing—tomcods are getting weird colors on stomach in fall. Sometimes salmon have sores, white
on head. Fish, scales have to watch color of the oil. Quillfish [sculpins]—they used to be big now there aren't
any more or they are all small. Mentioned that there wasn't enough snow during the winter/ late fall hunts to
take snowmachines to go get moose.

Need to change the moose hunting season—not enough snow—on month when can travel—maybe Dec, Ja,
Feb, or March. Snow seems to come later each year. For past 10 years.

Everything was going good until this unnatural snow and rain/melting when it should have been spring snow. 
Sores and health issues are a problem.

Let us do our do subsistence! What if they close the subsistence? What will we do, will I have to buy
everything from people or what? I don't mind it right now but what I worry about is what it will be like if they 
close it. If these fish are fewer! I'm always worried about these things b/c sometimes we can’t fish. You don't
tell me what to catch, what to share.

Ice is starting to seem to go out later which makes us miss some of the runs and there sometimes isn’t enough 
snow to go to the mountains to hunt moose

none

no

Elders say whitefish are good to eat after salmonberries ripen

no

Concerned with dropping number of king salmon. What's ailing the sea mammals (balding seals)?

Respondent says they run out of food stamps the 3rd week of every month. $500 more per month more would 
be a big help b/c of size of household. Also, family members come over to eat and it's hard to say no to kids.

Will they be able to use these statistics provide funding for more general assistance through Kawerak? To
those who need things like food stamps. Will there be research on things like infections and sick-looking sea
mammals.

-continued-
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Table D5-20.–Page 3 of 4.

I'm concerned about other villages—it hurts so bad to see people having their fish taken away from them—
living in the bush, it very hard. Most people don’t have job or money—some families have a lots of kids. They
need healthy food like native food. It hurts to see other villages that have to follow regulations and cant get
their food when they want. Fish and Game should try to understand the Yukon people. It really hurts. All over
the country there is a lot of starving. It hurts to think about them, especially if they have children.

I worry about the future of subsistence and this lifestyle should be open for our younger generation to go out
and get food for the family and so we can have food for our house or others. Subsistence is good for us and for 
everyone else. We have less food, less foods in winter time and lets see. everything is too expensive because I
didn’t caught too many during subsistence time. Its hard when you have no job and then loans you have to pay. 
Motor and boat loans to pay off. The house and payments for lights. I don’t want to lose my house or lights
because I need subsistence in the fridge. The money we get don’t stretch too far because it is just too costly.
All my subsistence was wasted by the flood. It ruin the caches were all ruined and all the food, all the fish was
ruined. everything we cut and dry were all wasted.

Wondering if radiation from Japan has reached this far - didn’t fish last year because of it. Notice that the water 
gets higher every year during floods—since last year. Found dead scoter last year hauling wood—didn’t want
to touch it so just left it alone. Wants [name] to leave Fish and Game # with IFA to report dead/diseased 
animals—also bring # here.

Respondent mentioned during survey that they threw back the bearded seals harvested. No good: sores in face, 
hardly any hair, kidneys and liver messed up.

I wish there would be more younger people going out to do subsistence. They're getting so used to modern—
they're getting lazy. Mostly cause of all this modern technology we've had coming in like running water. It
might be due to getting more dividends because they're not relying on hunting. They'd rather just go store and
buy stuff.

I hope you guys do more research to know what's going on out in the ocean. Beluga and seals are getting sick. 
The king salmon is declining on the Kuskokwim too. Everybody is worried about what is happening in the
ocean. There are abrasions on seal skin and cat liver disease in belugas. Respondent mentioned during the
survey that snow geese used not to nest in the area. But they have started to do so the past 5 to 10 years.

Price of gas and food is going up that's all he can really think of—the price of everything goes up—how will he
retired? Getting older and harder to do things so we need our traditional food. Is food stamp cut wont eat—
young people. Tsunami affect on food. what is the effect of radiation? Climate—winters are getting shorter—
freeze up is later now December instead of November. So can't get to marine mammal hunting or wood or
trapping. Hardly anyone traps, no one has dog team anymore.

I'm on the Eskimo Walrus Commision and they were studying that disease they have with walrus and seals. 
They couldn’t find what it was or what caused it. They told us if we boiled it good, it'd probably kill the
bacteria, but we never tried it because we didn’t quite trust ADF&G. The biologist don’t know whats causing 
it. I know last year the year before this year, they were catching these diseased seals. Even down in the Yukon. 
they told us to look at the liver and heart. These ugruks—we usually get them this month is we can go out but
this year the ice has been too thin. That would go on this month, next month. If we're lucky we get them in
May. But last year we didn’t get many ugruks because of ice conditions and weather. Ugruks travel with the
ice, go up north.

-continued-



670 PB

Table D5-20.–Page 4 of 4.

We do get by very well with subsistence and would not like to see any kind of commercial fishing in our area.
We have survived for so long, we don’t need commercial fishing—even if it was to make more money, they
would spend a lot for equipment. That's why I like our village they way it is. We can do subsistence all year 
round.

Helped check setnet but low pull so didn't get any, she didn't set it, just went along later to help check with 
friends. For students—see fed America program—quality food is lacking—nutritional food is lacking at store.
Options aren't good here. Often have kids come in hungry. Kids are excited to get peanut butter and jelly
sandwich, a loaf of bread is $12. Can't get fresh fruit and vegetables which are in good shape. She is able to
buy food with her salary, but she knows most families can't spend as much, and they are stuck with the store.

Help with fishing but take none home—all stored at in-laws house and eat there. They do not prepare it at
home.

If somebody can help me get equipment I would be grateful (nets and drying rack)

Our younger generation is really slacking on subsistence and their families. Most get it from the store and it is 
really hurting our traditions. It's only the older people that go out to get their food and not the younger people. 
The fuel is going up. The gas is going up and it makes it hard to subsist. Now the snow conditions change and 
our men can't go out to get as much moose b/c of the snow conditions.

When the faces are fully black we don't kill them, we call them oil seals. Why are they black? Are they
diseased or something? Bad lesions and we just don't shoot them. The trawlers are not fair for subsistence.
They can just throw what they want over board and if they catch tons of fish and then want another kind they
throw it out. That's @#$%!

Hairless seals. Sometimes we get these seals that have no hair or fur and we think they are sick. I'm sad about
them seals. I worry about it. Not good man.

none

My concern is that the state of Alaska start giving subsidy for reindeer herding industry & offer grants to build
processing plants. If Finland can have 2500 reindeer owners, 1500 of them are active; they are doing
something. we only have a few herders and maybe 15,000 or 20,000 reindeer, so surely the state can support
us. Otherwise, we'll still act like we'd rather be with Russians.

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Birthplace Percentage
Diomede 66.7%
Nome 6.7%
Wales 3.3%

Missing 10.0%
Other U.S. 13.3%

100.0%
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.

Table D5-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, Diomede, 
2013.Table D6-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, 
Diomede, 2013.

Birthplace Percentage
Diomede 78.4%
Nome 5.9%
Wales 2.0%

Missing 5.9%
Other U.S. 7.8%

100.0%

Table D5-2–Birthplaces of population, Diomede, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Table D6-2.–Birthplaces of population, Diomede, 
2013.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

66.5 35.5 46.1

2.6% 5.0% 3.7% 1.1%
Service occupations 2.6% 5.0% 3.7% 1.1%

69.2% 85.0% 81.5% 85.3%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 10.3% 20.0% 14.8% 21.5%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 7.7% 15.0% 11.1% 25.9%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 10.3% 20.0% 14.8% 13.5%
Service occupations 25.6% 45.0% 33.3% 21.4%
Precision production occupations 2.6% 5.0% 3.7% 2.4%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 12.8% 15.0% 14.8% 0.6%

10.3% 20.0% 14.8% 0.4%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 10.3% 20.0% 14.8% 0.4%

2.6% 5.0% 3.7% 1.5%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.6% 5.0% 3.7% 1.5%

5.1% 10.0% 7.4% 3.4%
Marketing and sales occupations 5.1% 10.0% 7.4% 3.4%

10.3% 15.0% 11.1% 8.4%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and lawyers 2.6% 5.0% 3.7% 1.6%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 2.6% 5.0% 3.7% 5.4%
Service occupations 2.6% 5.0% 3.7% 1.2%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 2.6% 5.0% 3.7% 0.1%

Table D5-3.–Employment by industry, Diomede, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Estimated total number
Industry

State government

Transportation, communication, and utilities

Retail trade

Services

Local government, including tribal

Manufacturing

Table D6-3.–Employment by industry, Diomede, 2013.



673

Community
Diomede

54.6
29.1

46.1
84.4%

66.5
1.4

1
3

8.0
1

12
40.6%

34.5

39

35.5
90.9%

1.7
1
5

1.3
1.2

1
3

38.5

Characteristic

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

All adults
Number
Mean weeks employed

Employed adults
Number

Households

Mean

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs per employed household

Maximum
Percentage employed year-round

Maximum
Employed adults

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs

Number

Table D5-4.–Employment characteristics, Diomede, 2013.

Mean person-weeks of employment

Minimum
Maximum

Minimum

Total households

Number
Employed

Mean
Employed households

Months employed
Maximum

Number

Mean weeks employed

Table D6-4.–Employment characteristics, Diomede, 
2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Full-time 22.2 33.3% 20.5 44.4% 19.5 55.0%
Part-time 23.9 35.9% 17.1 37.0% 12.4 35.0%
Shift 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0%
On-call (occasional) 18.8 28.2% 13.7 29.6% 12.4 35.0%
Part-time shift 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0%
Schedule not reported 1.7 2.6% 1.7 3.7% 1.8 5.0%

Schedule

Table D5-5.–Reported job schedules, Diomede, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households

Table D6-5.–Reported job schedules, Diomede, 2013.

Ranka Resource
Percentage of 

households using
1. Blue king crab 80.0%
2. Bearded seal 60.0%
2. Murre eggs 60.0%
4. Walrus 56.0%
5. Cloudberry 44.0%
6. Spotted seal 40.0%
6. Crested auklet 40.0%
8. Ringed seal 36.0%
9. Cormorant 32.0%

10. Polar bear 28.0%

a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share 
the lowest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2014.

Table D5-6.–Top 10 ranked resources used by households, 
Diomede, 2013.Table D6-6.–Resources most commonly used by households, 
Diomede, 2013.
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Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All marine mammals 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 14.6 0.0 1.6 8.1 0.0 16.1 0.0 6.5 22.8 77.8

Polar bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7
Seals 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 11.4 0.0 1.6 4.9 0.0 11.4 0.0 6.5 22.8 66.6

Bearded seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 13.0 24.4
Ribbon seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ringed seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 3.3 21.1
Spotted seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 6.5 21.1
Unknown seals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5
Whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Beluga whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bowhead whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gray whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table D5-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvest by month, Diomede, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource Total

Table D6-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvests by month, Diomede, 2013.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All large land mammals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6

Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caribou 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Caribou, male 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caribou, female 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caribou, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Moose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Moose, bull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Moose, cow 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Moose, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D5-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvest by month and sex, Diomede, 2013.

Resource
Estimated harvest by month

Total

Table D6-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Diomede, 2013.
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Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 126.4 602.8 0.0 0.0 15.6 84.2 126.4 602.8 9.4 30.0 151.3 54.0
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 109.2 547.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 109.2 547.9 0.0 0.0 109.2 0.0
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 17.2 54.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.2 54.9 9.4 30.0 26.5 0.0
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.6 84.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.6 54.0
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other method

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Rod and reel

Table D6-9.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Diomede, 2013.

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet Seine net

Subsistence 
gear, 

Removed from 
commercial 

catch

Subsistence methods

Table D6-9.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type, Diomede, 2013.

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 624.0 84.2 624.0 84.2 0.0 0.0 624.0 84.2
  Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Pacific herring roe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Smelt 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 468.0 51.5 468.0 51.5 0.0 0.0 468.0 51.5
  Pacific tomcod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Saffron cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Pacific halibut 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sculpin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 156.0 32.8 156.0 32.8 0.0 0.0 156.0 32.8
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table D6-11.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Diomede, 2013.

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Jigging

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Rod and reel

Table D6-10.–Estimated harvests of nonsalmon fish by gear type, Diomede, 2013.
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Spring Summer Fall Winter
Season 

unknown
All birds 160.2 625.3 41.0 227.5 5,154.4 5,381.9

Common eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
King eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Spectacled eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brant 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown Canada/cackling geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sandhill crane 0.0 0.0 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Crested auklet 89.4 500.5 0.0 219.4 0.0 219.4
Least auklet 46.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Parakeet auklet 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown auklets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown cormorants 16.3 0.0 9.8 8.1 0.0 8.1
Unknown guillemots 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown murres 0.0 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown puffins 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown migratory birds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other birds 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown shorebird eggs 0.0 0.0 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Auklet eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 93.6 93.6
Cormorant eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Guillemot eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown gull eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 312.0 312.0
Black-legged kittiwake eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 171.6 171.6
Unknown murre eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4,499.2 4,499.2
Puffin eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 78.0 78.0
Unknown eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown migratory bird nestling 0.0 117.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D6-11.–Estimated bird harvest by season, Diomede, 2013.

TotalResource

Estimated harvest by season

Table D6-11.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Diomede, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 25 22 21 84.0% 13 59.1% 5 22.7% 3 13.6% 1 4.5%

Salmon 25 24 13 52.0% 10 41.7% 2 8.3% 1 4.2% 11 45.8%
Nonsalmon fish 25 23 12 48.0% 9 39.1% 3 13.0% 0 0.0% 11 47.8%
Land mammals 25 23 9 36.0% 3 13.0% 4 17.4% 2 8.7% 14 60.9%
Marine mammals 25 23 19 76.0% 15 65.2% 1 4.3% 3 13.0% 4 17.4%
Birds and eggs 25 23 19 76.0% 8 34.8% 9 39.1% 2 8.7% 4 17.4%
Marine invertebrates 25 24 21 84.0% 10 41.7% 6 25.0% 5 20.8% 3 12.5%
Vegetation 25 22 19 76.0% 10 45.5% 7 31.8% 2 9.1% 3 13.6%

Table D5-12.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Diomede, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.

Households not usingSampled 
householdsResource category

MoreSameLessValid 
responsesa

Total households
Households reporting use

Table D6-12.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Diomede, 2013.



679

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 22 13 1 7.7% 6 46% 0 0.0% 0 0% 2 15% 2 15% 0 0.0% 6 46.2%

Salmon 24 10 0 0.0% 2 20% 1 10.0% 0 0% 4 40% 3 30% 1 10.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 23 8 0 0.0% 5 63% 1 12.5% 0 0% 1 13% 2 25% 0 0.0% 1 12.5%
Land mammals 23 3 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 23 14 1 7.1% 2 14% 2 14.3% 1 7% 4 29% 2 14% 0 0.0% 7 50.0%
Birds and eggs 23 7 2 28.6% 1 14% 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 14% 1 14% 0 0.0% 1 14.3%
Marine invertebrates 24 10 1 10.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 4 40% 3 30% 0 0.0% 3 30.0%
Vegetation 22 9 1 11.1% 4 44% 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 44% 0 0.0% 3 33.3%

Table 6-13.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 22 13 1 8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 24 10 1 10% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 23 8 0 0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 23 3 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 23 14 1 7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 23 7 2 29% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 24 10 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 22 9 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Used other 
resources

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Did not give 
any away

Equipment/
fuel expense

Small/
diseased animals

Did not get 
enough Did not need

Valid 
responsesa

Working/
no time Regulations

-continued-

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

Table D6-13.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Diomede, 2013.

Resource category

Lack of 
equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Table D6-13.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Diomede, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 22 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 24 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 23 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 23 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 23 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 24 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 22 5 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 0 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 22 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 24 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 23 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 23 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 23 3 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 24 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 22 5 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 0 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table 6-14.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more helpNeeded more Increased effort

Table D6-14.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Diomede, 2013.

-continued-

Received more
Resource category

Valid 
responsesa

Used other 
resources Favorable weather

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Store-bought 
expense

Got/
fixed equipment

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Regulations More success Needed less

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Other Traveled farther

Substituted for 
unavailable 

resource

Table D6-14.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Diomede, 2013.
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All resources 1 4.0%
Fish 3 12.0%
Salmon 6 24.0%
Coho salmon 2 8.0%
Sockeye salmon 2 8.0%
Nonsalmon fish 1 4.0%
Arctic cod 2 8.0%
Sculpin 2 8.0%
Land mammals 1 4.0%
Caribou 1 4.0%
Moose 2 8.0%
Marine mammals 3 12.0%
Polar bear 2 8.0%
Seals 8 32.0%
Bearded seal 3 12.0%
Spotted seal 1 4.0%
Walrus 9 36.0%
Beluga whale 1 4.0%
Bowhead whale 1 4.0%
Birds and eggs 1 4.0%
Sandhill crane 1 4.0%
Crested auklet 2 8.0%
Puffins 1 4.0%
Auklet eggs 1 4.0%
Cormorant eggs 1 4.0%
Murre eggs 3 12.0%
Crabs 1 4.0%
Blue king crab 5 20.0%
Vegetation 2 8.0%
Berries 2 8.0%
Cloudberry 4 16.0%
Blackberry 1 4.0%
Plants, greens, and mushrooms 1 4.0%
Sourdock 1 4.0%
Sorrel 1 4.0%
Stinkweed 1 4.0%
Unknown resources 3 12.0%

Number of 
households

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D6-15–Resources households reporteded needing more of, 
Diomede, 2013.

Table D6-15.–Resources of which households reported needing 
more, Diomede, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 25 22 88.0% 14 63.6% 1 7.1% 1 7.1% 7 50.0% 4 28.6% 1 7.1%

Salmon 25 13 52.0% 9 69.2% 1 11.1% 4 44.4% 4 44.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 25 13 52.0% 7 53.8% 1 14.3% 3 42.9% 3 42.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 25 9 36.0% 4 44.4% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 25 19 76.0% 11 57.9% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 7 63.6% 2 18.2% 1 9.1%
Birds and eggs 25 19 76.0% 6 31.6% 1 16.7% 1 16.7% 4 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 25 20 80.0% 5 25.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
Vegetation 25 19 76.0% 9 47.4% 0 0.0% 4 44.4% 2 22.2% 3 33.3% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D6-16.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Diomede, 2013.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough _____ . Impact to those not getting enough _____ .
Valid responsesa Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Table D6-16.–Reported impacts to households that did not get enough of a resource, Diomede, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 2 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Vegetation 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0%

Salmon 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table D6-17.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Diomede, 2013.

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others 
for help

Replaced with 
other subsistence 

foods

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Other

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

-continued-

Table D6-17.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid

responsesa

Increased effort 
to harvest Got a job

Obtained food 
from other sources

Got public 
assistance

Conserved 
resource

Table D6-17.–Things households reported doing differently because they did not get enough of a resource, Diomede, 2013.
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People don't hunt like they used to. Used to be many boat captains. Some moved away. Don't see that very often
anymore. Everybody's gone or—when my parents were alive we saw a lot of traditional foods. Don't see that
anymore b/c you have to prepare it.

Don't fish, but go look at beach every year; used to get blue cods, sulpins, "nuvasuqs"—long, slimy, eel-like fish
with sucker in the middle that attached to rocks, but several years ago, someone left fuel line running on the beach
and the fuel got in

I hope people understand how things are out here and help others, especially the elderly, and have respect for
everyone.

NSEDC sometimes send salmon/fish to Diomede school or elders here. But not in 2013

When F&G comes out here, I don't try to cooperate. They are trying to give people $50 for a sample but I didn't 
want to. It shows disrespect for animals to sell parts. Only if something was wrong with it i would tell them to
take the whole animal. I never got a sick seal. Only a while ago we would bump into seals a white line along the 
edge of the liver

Concerned about weather, sometimes its hard to go out

No

It's frustrating not to be able to hunting marine mammals. It sounds like basing who can hunt marine mammals on
race is not fair, kind of racism. It would be a much better system to do it based on ability and if you demonstrate 
you can do it responsibly.
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D6-18.–Comments and concerns, Diomede, 2013.
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Birthplace Percentage
Buckland 2.1%
Candle 6.4%
Deering 57.4%
Kivalina 2.1%
Kotzebue 4.3%
Nome 6.4%
Noorvik 4.3%
Shishmaref 2.1%
Toksook Bay 2.1%

Other U.S. 10.6%
Foreign 2.1%

100.0%
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.

Table D7-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, Deering, 
2013.

Table D7-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, 
Deering, 2013.

Birthplace Percentage
Anchorage 1.1%
Buckland 2.2%
Candle 3.2%
Deering 69.9%
Fairbanks 1.1%
Kivalina 1.1%
Kotzebue 2.2%
Mountain Village 1.1%
Nome 5.4%
Noorvik 3.2%
Selawik 1.1%
Shishmaref 1.1%
Toksook Bay 1.1%

Other U.S. 5.4%
Foreign 1.1%

100.0%

Table D7-2.–Birthplaces of population, Deering, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Table D7-2.–Birthplaces of population, Deering, 
2013.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

70.1 34.4 53.6

2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 1.9%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 1.9%

3.9% 8.0% 5.1% 2.8%
Marketing and sales occupations 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 0.8%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 1.9%

31.4% 56.0% 38.5% 39.5%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 1.9%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 13.7% 24.0% 17.9% 21.0%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 2.0%
Service occupations 9.8% 20.0% 12.8% 13.5%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 3.9% 8.0% 5.1% 1.1%

7.8% 12.0% 7.7% 3.0%
Construction and extractive occupations 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 0.5%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 1.7%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 3.9% 4.0% 2.6% 0.9%

3.9% 4.0% 5.1% 5.7%
Transportation and material moving occupations 3.9% 4.0% 5.1% 5.7%

7.8% 16.0% 10.3% 2.3%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 1.9%
Marketing and sales occupations 3.9% 8.0% 5.1% 0.2%
Miscellaneous occupations 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 0.2%

41.2% 52.0% 53.8% 44.6%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 3.9% 8.0% 5.1% 7.5%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 3.9% 8.0% 5.1% 5.1%
Health technologists and technicians 5.9% 12.0% 7.7% 10.8%
Technologists and technicians, except health 3.9% 8.0% 5.1% 3.8%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 3.9% 4.0% 5.1% 2.3%
Service occupations 3.9% 8.0% 5.1% 3.1%
Construction and extractive occupations 7.8% 12.0% 10.3% 6.7%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 5.9% 12.0% 7.7% 3.5%
Occupation not indicated 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 1.9%

2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 0.2%
Miscellaneous occupations 2.0% 4.0% 2.6% 0.2%

Table D7-3.–Employment by industry, Deering, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Estimated total number
Industry

Federal government

Mining

Services

State government

Local government, including tribal

Retail trade

Transportation, communication, and utilities

Industry not indicated

Table D7-3.–Employment by industry, Deering, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Full-time 37.1 52.9% 33.0 61.5% 27.5 80.0%
Part-time 9.6 13.7% 9.6 17.9% 6.9 20.0%
Shift 4.1 5.9% 4.1 7.7% 4.1 12.0%
On-call (occasional) 19.3 27.5% 19.3 35.9% 12.4 36.0%
Part-time shift 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0%
Schedule not reported 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0%

Schedule

Table 7-8.–Reported job schedules, Deering, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households

Table D7-4.–Reported job schedules, Deering, 2013.

Community
Deering

99.0
21.2

53.6
54.2%

70.1
1.3

1
3

9.1
0

12
48.7%

39.2

44

34.4
78.1%

1.6
1
5

1.6
1.2

1
4

41.8

Characteristic

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

All adults
Number
Mean weeks employed

Employed adults
Number

Households

Mean

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs per employed household

Maximum
Percentage employed year-round

Maximum
Employed adults

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs

Number

Table D7-5.–Employment characteristics, Deering, 2013.

Mean person-weeks of employment

Minimum
Maximum

Minimum

Total households

Number
Employed

Mean
Employed households

Months employed
Maximum

Number

Mean weeks employed

Table D7-5.–Employment characteristics, Deering, 
2013.
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Ranka
Percentage of 

households using
1. Caribou 100.0%
2. Cloudberry 90.6%
3. Blueberry 84.4%
4. Bearded seal 78.1%
5. Chum salmon 71.9%
6. Murre eggs 68.8%
7. Pink salmon 62.5%
7. Canada/cackling geese 62.5%
9. Lowbush cranberry 53.1%
9. Crowberry 53.1%

a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share 
the lowest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2014.

Table D7-6.–Top 10 ranked resources used by households, 
Deering, 2013.

Table D7-6.–Resources most  commonly used by 
households, Deering, 2013.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All marine mammals 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 6.9 24.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.9 0.0 0.0 42.6

Bearded seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 19.3 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.0 0.0 28.9
Ringed seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 6.9
Spotted seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 4.1 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.9
Unknown seals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Beluga whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bowhead whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table D7-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvest by month, Deering, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource Total

Table D7-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvests by month, Deering, 2013.
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Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All large land mammals 27.5 27.5 8.3 17.9 22.0 6.9 6.9 1.0 30.3 16.5 37.1 34.4 171.9 408.0

Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
Caribou 27.5 27.5 8.3 17.9 20.6 6.9 6.9 0.0 30.3 15.1 37.1 34.4 171.9 404.3

Caribou, male 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.5 12.4 6.9 6.9 0.0 28.9 12.4 2.8 0.0 0.0 75.6
Caribou, female 27.5 27.5 8.3 12.4 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.4 34.4 27.5 176.0
Caribou, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 2.8 0.0 0.0 144.4 152.6

Moose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
Moose, bull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
Moose, cow 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Moose, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0

Note  Muskox harvest is a reported value.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D7-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvest by month and sex, Deering, 2013.

Resource
Estimated harvest by month

Total

Table D7-8.–Estimated and reported large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Deering, 2013.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All small land mammals 1.4 9.6 27.5 13.8 5.5 5.5 0.0 0.0 1.4 2.8 8.3 9.6 0.0 85.3

Beaver 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Arctic fox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red fox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8
Snowshoe hare 0.0 9.6 24.8 13.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 8.3 0.0 64.6
Alaska hare 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8
Muskrat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.5 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.0
Gray wolf 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 4.1
Wolverine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimated harvest by month

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D7-9.–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvest by month, Deering, 2013.

Resource Total

Table D7-9.–Estimated small land mammal harvests by month, Deering, 2013.
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Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 27.5 148.5 1,604.1 7,385.9 790.6 3,167.2 0.0 0.0 2,394.7 10,553.1 112.8 511.9 2,535.0 11,213.5
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 904.8 4,539.3 350.6 1,759.2 0.0 0.0 1,255.4 6,298.5 53.6 269.0 1,309.0 6,567.5
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 320.4 1,633.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 320.4 1,633.9 6.9 35.1 327.3 1,669.0
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 12.8 1.4 12.8
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 379.0 1,212.7 440.0 1,408.0 0.0 0.0 819.0 2,620.7 30.3 96.8 849.2 2,717.5
  Sockeye salmon 27.5 148.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.9 37.1 34.4 185.6
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.8 61.1 13.8 61.1
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Rod and reel

Table D7-10–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Deering, 2013.

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet Seine net

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other method

Table D7-10.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type, Deering, 2013.

Resource
Nonsalmon fish

  Saffron cod 2.8 ind 0.6 lb 
Total 2.8 0.6 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Amount Pounds

Table D7-11.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs in 
Deering, 2013.Table D7-11.–Estimated harvests of fish for consumption by dogs, 
Deering, 2013.
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Unita Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 1,352.3 0.0 1,801.5 113.9 3,267.6 652.9 3,920.5
  Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 7.4 1.2 7.4
  Pacific herring roe gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Smelt gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Saffron cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 295.6 62.1 0.0 0.0 295.6 62.1 0.0 0.0 295.6 62.1
  Pacific halibut lb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sculpin ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 86.6 363.8 5.5 23.1 92.1 386.9 0.0 0.0 92.1 386.9
  Dolly Varden ind 0.0 0.0 191.6 632.3 0.0 0.0 82.5 272.3 27.5 90.8 301.6 995.3 187.4 618.3 489.0 1,613.6
  Arctic grayling ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 104.5 94.1 0.0 0.0 104.5 94.1 30.3 27.2 134.8 121.3
  Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 150.0 495.0 0.0 0.0 150.0 495.0 0.0 0.0 150.0 495.0
  Sheefish ind 0.0 0.0 82.5 453.8 0.0 0.0 93.5 514.3 0.0 0.0 176.0 968.0 0.0 0.0 176.0 968.0
  Broad whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 20.6 66.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.6 66.0 0.0 0.0 20.6 66.0
  Bering cisco ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Least cisco ind 0.0 0.0 5.5 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.5 3.9 0.0 0.0 5.5 3.9
  Humpback whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 93.5 196.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 93.5 196.4 0.0 0.0 93.5 196.4
  Round whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Unknown whitefishes ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Note The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.

Subsistence gear, 
any methodJigging Spear

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Rod and reel

Table D7-12.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Deering, 2013.

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence methods

Seine net 

Table D7-12.–Estimated harvests of nonsalmon fish by gear type, Deering, 2013.
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Spring Summer Fall Winter
Season 

unknown
All birds 255.3 39.1 147.7 154.0 1,516.7 1,670.7

Unknown eiders 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mallard 31.2 0.0 19.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern pintail 39.6 4.4 36.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown scaups 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown scoters 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern shoveler 11.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown teals 21.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
American wigeon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brant 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown Canada/cackling goose 80.7 27.9 23.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Snow goose 11.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
White-fronted goose 52.8 0.0 49.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 0.0 4.1 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sandhill crane 0.0 2.8 12.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown shorebirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Seabirds, loons, grebes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Spruce grouse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ptarmigans 4.1 0.0 0.0 154.0 0.0 154.0
Snowy owl 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown duck eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 185.6 185.6
Unknown goose eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 342.5 342.5
Unknown swan eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.6 20.6
Unknown crane eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 2.8
Auklet eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown gull eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 499.1 499.1
Unknown murre eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 452.3 452.3
Puffin eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.8 13.8
Unknown eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D7-13.–Estimated bird harvest by season, Deering, 2013.

TotalResource

Estimated harvest by season

Table D7-13.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Deering, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 32 32 32 100.0% 8 25.0% 18 56.3% 6 18.8% 0 0.0%

Salmon 32 31 31 96.9% 21 67.7% 6 19.4% 4 12.9% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 32 32 27 84.4% 17 53.1% 8 25.0% 2 6.3% 5 15.6%
Land mammals 32 32 32 100.0% 4 12.5% 21 65.6% 7 21.9% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 32 32 30 93.8% 7 21.9% 20 62.5% 3 9.4% 2 6.3%
Birds and eggs 32 32 28 87.5% 2 6.3% 24 75.0% 2 6.3% 4 12.5%
Marine invertebrates 32 32 8 25.0% 3 9.4% 3 9.4% 2 6.3% 24 75.0%
Vegetation 32 32 31 96.9% 7 21.9% 14 43.8% 10 31.3% 1 3.1%

Table D7-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Deering, 2013.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.

Households not usingSampled 
householdsResource category

MoreSameLessValid 
responsesa

Total households
Households reporting use

Table D7-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Deering, 2013.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 32 32 100.0% 4 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 32 32 100.0% 12 37.5% 1 8.3% 1 8.3% 4 33.3% 6 50.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 32 27 84.4% 9 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 3 33.3% 4 44.4% 1 11.1%
Land mammals 32 32 100.0% 1 3.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 32 30 93.8% 3 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 32 28 87.5% 2 7.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 32 8 25.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 32 31 96.9% 7 22.6% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 2 28.6% 4 57.1% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D7-15.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Deering, 2013.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough _____ . Impact to those not getting enough _____ .
Valid responsesa Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Table D7-15.–Reported impact to households that did not get enough of a resource, Deering, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 32 8 1 12.5% 2 25% 1 12.5% 0 0% 1 13% 1 13% 0 0.0% 3 37.5%

Salmon 31 21 1 4.8% 4 19% 0 0.0% 4 19% 3 14% 2 10% 1 4.8% 7 33.3%
Nonsalmon fish 32 15 1 6.7% 5 33% 1 6.7% 1 7% 2 13% 2 13% 0 0.0% 3 20.0%
Land mammals 32 3 0 0.0% 1 33% 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 32 7 0 0.0% 2 29% 0 0.0% 0 0% 2 29% 0 0% 1 14.3% 3 42.9%
Birds and eggs 32 1 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 32 3 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0.0% 1 33.3%
Vegetation 32 7 5 71.4% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 14% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table D7-16.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 32 8 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 31 21 2 10% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 4.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 32 15 1 7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 32 3 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 32 7 1 14% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 32 1 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 32 3 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 32 7 1 14% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table D7-16.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Deering, 2013.

Resource category

Lack of 
equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environmentValid 

responsesa

Working/
no time Regulations

-continued-

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Used other 
resources

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Did not give any 
away

Equipment/
fuel expense

Small/
diseased animals

Did not get 
enough Did not need

Table D7-16.–Reasons for less household uses of resources, Deering, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 32 5 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 2 40.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 31 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 32 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 32 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 5 71.4% 1 14.3% 1 14.3% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 32 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 32 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 32 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 32 8 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 3 37.5% 1 12.5% 1 12.5% 3 37.5% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 32 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 31 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 32 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 32 7 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 32 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 32 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 32 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 32 8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Store-bought 
expense

Got/
fixed equipment

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Regulations More success Needed less

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Other Traveled farther

Substituted for 
unavailable 

resource

Table D7-17.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Deering, 2013.

-continued-

Received more
Resource category

Valid 
responsesa

Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table D7-17.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more helpNeeded more Increased effort

Table D7-17.–Reasons for more household uses of resources, Deering, 2013.
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Fish 2 6.3%
Salmon 3 9.4%
Chum salmon 6 18.8%
Coho salmon 5 15.6%
Chinook salmon 1 3.1%
Pink salmon 2 6.3%
Sockeye salmon 1 3.1%
Nonsalmon fish 2 6.3%
Pacific tomcod 1 3.1%
Saffron cod 1 3.1%
Dolly Varden 4 12.5%
Sheefish 1 3.1%
Whitefishes 1 3.1%
Caribou 3 9.4%
Moose 2 6.3%
Reindeer–feral 1 3.1%
Bearded seal 2 6.3%
Walrus 1 3.1%
Beluga whale 1 3.1%
Birds and eggs 1 3.1%
Ducks 1 3.1%
Geese 1 3.1%
Swans 1 3.1%
King crab 1 3.1%
Berries 3 9.4%
Blueberry 3 9.4%
Lowbush cranberry 1 3.1%
Crowberry 1 3.1%
Cloudberry 2 6.3%
Unknown 2 6.3%

Number of 
households

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.

Table 7-18.–Resources households reporteded needing 
more of, Deering, 2013.

Table D7-18.–Resources of which households 
reported needing more, Deering, 2013.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0%
Nonsalmon fish 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Land mammals 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Other

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

-continued-

Table D7-19.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid

responsesa

Increased effort 
to harvest Got a job

Obtained food 
from other sources

Got public 
assistance

Conserved 
resource

Table D7-19.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Deering, 2013.

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others 
for help

Replaced with 
other subsistence 

foods

Table D7-19.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Deering, 2013.
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Takes pictures of subsistence to share subsistence lifestyle with others. People in cities moved/ can't afford life out
here in Deering. Reindeer herd taken by caribou '90s. Herders moved away. Cheaper source of meat now gone. 
Used to provide year round income for several folks.

I'm against drilling up there. That's where they subsist out there—they use that ocean. And Fish and Game, they 
should limit our food, the Native, because these are what we grew up on.

Respondent used to teach kids how to seine. He didn’t get any salmon last year because water was too high and it
was too windy (rough waters). South and southwest winds are bad on the water. The nets get pushed by the
wind/swift current. Respondent used to use quite a bit of greens (rosehips, rhubarb), but not since his daughter left.
Respondent mentioned that he received 4 or 5 salmon from Fish and Game last year (confiscated salmon). 
Respondent used to harvest mousefood, but they would only take half of it per nest and leave the other half for the
mouse. Blackberries are good for upset stomach/green tea is food for diabetes.

They shouldn’t put no regs alright on all of the food we gather. Cause sometimes they only all allow 5 caribou a 
day and they shouldn't stop that and game wardens; When I was a little girl my dad came home with 5 geese and 
game warden grabbed him and everyone came by the airplane with their geese and anything that was furry and
said look at us we got geese too—y'all have to arrest us all. So game warden had to let him go.

Lot's of drugs and alcohol. They don't come see me, I don't go to them. They keep good meat, give me leftover.

Everything is abundant.

I think we get less reindeer and caribou because there's too many wolves, and can't no [illegible] of any kind 
because the bears dig them all up because they're starving too. And I'm kind of worried about the this winter is
kind of warm—I think this winter will kill a lot of plants because it's warmer and less snow. And the fish, we
wait, feel the effects for a few years because a lot of their eggs won't survive. We will feel the effects of this warm 
weather—not right now but in the future.

No. What we got now, from sea to the land, is gonna have a very big impact. If this keeps up, we're not gonna
have a lot of the stuff we have now.

The planes where they want to drill is by where our land is and if they want to do that they need to talk to our 
family.

All I know is the weather is warmer and the ice gets thinner. We hardly have any snow too so it's part of the
problem. We don’t know if we will have any ugruk this year. I will see you guys in 5 years I hope!

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Table D7-20.–Comments and concerns, Deering, 2013.
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Birthplace Percentage
Aleknagik 0.7%
Anchorage 1.5%
Balance of Nome Census area 2.2%
Brevig Mission 2.2%
Chignik Bay 0.7%
Deering 2.2%
Fairbanks 0.7%
Kotzebue 2.2%
Nome 3.0%
Noorvik 0.7%
Point Hope 0.7%
Shishmaref 74.8%
Stebbins 0.7%
Wales 1.5%

Other U.S. 5.9%

100.0%
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.

Table D8-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, 
Shishmaref, 2014.

Table D8-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, 
Shishmaref, 2014.

Birthplace Percentage
Aleknagik 0.3%
Anchorage 0.8%
Balance of Nome Census area 0.8%
Brevig Mission 1.3%
Chignik Bay 0.3%
Deering 0.8%
Fairbanks 0.5%
Kotzebue 0.8%
Nome 1.8%
Noorvik 0.3%
Point Hope 0.3%
Shishmaref 87.9%
Stebbins 0.3%
Togiak 0.3%
Wales 0.5%

Other U.S. 2.9%
Missing 0.3%

100.0%

Table D8-2.–Birthplaces of population, Shishmaref, 
2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Table D8-2.–B i r t h p l a c e s  o f  p o p u l a t i o n , 
Shishmaref, 2014.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

202.1 109.1 171.7

1.8% 1.7% 2.1% 0.0%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.8% 1.7% 2.1% 0.0%

State government 2.7% 5.1% 3.1% 1.9%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 1.8%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.0%
Construction and extractive occupations 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.1%

Local government, including tribal 43.4% 55.9% 45.8% 58.7%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.1%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 8.8% 13.6% 10.4% 24.1%
Technologists and technicians, except health 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 1.3%
Marketing and sales occupations 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.5%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 1.8% 3.4% 2.1% 1.8%
Service occupations 13.3% 22.0% 14.6% 16.8%
Mechanics and repairers 1.8% 3.4% 2.1% 1.6%
Transportation and material moving occupations 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 1.3%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 14.2% 20.3% 13.5% 11.2%

Mining 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.4%
Mechanics and repairers 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.4%

Construction 3.5% 5.1% 3.1% 1.6%
Construction and extractive occupations 2.7% 3.4% 2.1% 1.1%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.5%

Manufacturing 10.6% 15.3% 12.5% 4.6%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 10.6% 15.3% 12.5% 4.6%

Transportation, communication, and utilities 4.4% 6.8% 4.2% 6.5%
Service occupations 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.3%
Transportation and material moving occupations 3.5% 5.1% 3.1% 6.2%

Retail trade 11.5% 16.9% 13.5% 4.4%
Marketing and sales occupations 4.4% 8.5% 5.2% 1.2%
Transportation and material moving occupations 3.5% 5.1% 4.2% 0.8%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 2.7% 5.1% 3.1% 2.1%
Occupation not indicated 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.3%

Services 20.4% 30.5% 20.8% 21.2%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 1.2%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.0%
Health technologists and technicians 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 1.1%
Technologists and technicians, except health 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.9%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 1.8% 3.4% 2.1% 4.3%
Service occupations 8.8% 13.6% 9.4% 8.2%
Agricultural, forestry, and fishing occupations 2.7% 3.4% 3.1% 1.1%
Mechanics and repairers 1.8% 1.7% 1.0% 0.0%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.8% 3.4% 2.1% 4.4%

Industry not indicated 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.7%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 0.9% 1.7% 1.0% 0.7%

Table D8-4.–Employment by industry, Shishmaref, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Estimated total number
Industry

Federal government

Table D8-3.–Employment by industry, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Community
Shishmaref

380.1
19.7

171.7
45.2%

202.1
1.2

1
5

10.1
1

12
55.3%

43.6

140

109.1
77.9%

1.9
1
6

1.6
1.2

1
4

53.5

Table D8-3.–Employment characteristics, Shishmaref, 2014.

Mean person-weeks of employment

Minimum
Maximum

Minimum

Total households

Number
Employed

Mean
Employed households

Months employed
Maximum

Number

Mean weeks employed

Maximum
Employed adults

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs

Number

Characteristic

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2015.

All adults
Number
Mean weeks employed

Employed adults
Number

Households

Mean

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs per employed household

Maximum
Percentage employed year-round

Table D8-4.–Employment characteristics, Shishmaref, 
2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Full-time 64.4 31.9% 60.8 35.4% 48.1 44.1%
Part-time 48.3 23.9% 42.9 25.0% 38.8 35.6%
Shift 3.6 1.8% 3.6 2.1% 3.7 3.4%
On call (occasional) 68.0 33.6% 55.4 32.3% 44.4 40.7%
Part-time shift 7.2 3.5% 7.2 4.2% 7.4 6.8%
Schedule not reported 10.7 5.3% 10.7 6.3% 7.4 6.8%

Schedule

Table D8-4.–Reported job schedules, Shishmaref, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households

Table D8-5.–Reported job schedules, Shishmaref, 2014.

Ranka Resource
Percentage of 

households using
1. Caribou 91.9%
1. Cloudberry 91.9%
3. Saffron cod 84.9%
4. Adult bearded seal 77.9%
5. Rainbow smelt 76.7%
6. Chum salmon 68.6%
7. Unknown gull eggs 62.8%
8. Blueberry 58.1%
8. Crowberry 58.1%

10. Young bearded seal 50.0%

a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share 
the lowest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.

Table n-m.–Top ranked resources used by households, Shishmaref, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2015.

Table D8-6.–Resources most commonly used by households, 
Shishmaref, 2014.
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Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All marine mammals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 157.2 119.3 62.1 71.8 293.5 352.2 88.1 75.1 162.8 1,382.1

Polar bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 147.4 91.6 55.6 71.8 293.5 352.2 88.1 75.1 162.8 1,338.1

Bearded seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 145.8 81.9 54.0 3.3 16.3 14.7 3.3 0.0 0.0 319.1
Young bearded seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.2 24.4 22.8 3.3 16.3 14.7 3.3 0.0 0.0 118.8
Adult bearded seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 111.6 57.4 31.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 200.2
Ringed seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 9.8 1.6 17.9 81.4 109.1 14.7 9.8 48.8 294.7
Spotted seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.6 195.9 228.5 70.2 65.3 114.0 724.4
Unknown seals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.8 27.7 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 44.0
Whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Beluga whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bowhead whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gray whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Killer whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table D8-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvest by month and sex, Shishmaref, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource Total

Table D8-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvests by month, Shishmaref, 2014.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All large land mammals 70.0 32.6 45.6 29.3 4.9 4.9 24.4 45.6 86.3 6.5 6.5 57.0 91.2 504.7

Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caribou 70.0 32.6 45.6 29.3 4.9 4.9 24.4 44.0 78.1 4.9 3.3 53.7 91.2 486.7

Caribou, male 37.4 4.9 14.7 9.8 3.3 4.9 24.4 44.0 76.5 4.9 0.0 14.7 22.8 262.1
Caribou, female 32.6 27.7 30.9 19.5 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.1 9.8 161.2
Caribou, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 3.3 0.0 58.6 63.5

Moose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 8.1 1.6 3.3 3.3 0.0 17.9
Moose, bull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 8.1 1.6 3.3 3.3 0.0 17.9
Moose, cow 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Moose, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D8-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Shishmaref, 2014.

Resource
Estimated harvest by month

Total

Table D8-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All small land mammals 9.8 27.7 19.5 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 4.9 0.0 3.3 6.5 4.9 81.4

Beaver 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5
Arctic fox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red fox 0.0 3.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5
Alaska hare 1.6 13.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.3
Snowshoe hare 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 4.9 0.0 13.0
River (land) otter 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Muskrat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Gray wolf 4.9 6.5 9.8 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 26.0
Wolverine 3.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.6 9.8

Estimated harvest by month

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D8-9.–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Shishmaref, 2014.

Resource Total

Table D8-9.–Estimated small land mammal harvests by month, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 10,782.7 59,438.8 691.9 4,203.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11,474.6 63,642.5 114.1 628.9 11,588.7 64,271.5
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 6,550.7 40,719.1 569.8 3,541.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7,120.5 44,260.8 8.1 50.6 7,128.6 44,311.4
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 835.1 4,528.4 122.1 662.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 957.2 5,190.5 70.0 379.6 1,027.2 5,570.0
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 128.6 1,183.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 128.6 1,183.4 13.0 119.8 141.6 1,303.2
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 1,268.2 2,879.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,268.2 2,879.3 13.2 29.9 1,281.4 2,909.2
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 1,914.4 9,605.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,914.4 9,605.0 9.8 49.0 1,924.2 9,654.0
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 85.6 523.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 85.6 523.6 0.0 0.0 85.6 523.6

Seine net Fish wheel

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D8-10.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Shishmaref, 2014.

Resource

Any methodSet gillnet Rod and reelOther method
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Table D8-10.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type, Shishmaref, 2014.

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 25.0 ind 155.4 lb
  Coho salmon 3.3 ind 17.7 lb
  Sockeye salmon 1.6 ind 8.2 lb
  Unknown salmon 1.6 ind 10.0 lb

Nonsalmon fish
  Unknown smelts 6.5 gal 39.1 lb
  Arctic cod 1.6 ind 0.2 lb
  Saffron cod 3,503.4 ind 735.7 lb
  Starry flounder 65.1 ind 71.6 lb
  Bullhead sculpin 16.3 ind 3.4 lb
  Burbot 1.6 ind 6.8 lb
  Dolly Varden 1.6 ind 5.4 lb
  Broad whitefish 1.6 ind 5.2 lb
  Bering cisco 4.9 ind 3.4 lb
  Humpback whitefish 1.6 ind 3.4 lb

Total 1,065.4 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds

Table 10-16.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs in 
Shishmaref, 2014.

Table D8-11.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by 
dogs, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Unita Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 5,226.5 7,774.8 659.3 504.7 0.0 0.0 12,562.5 5,577.4 9,434.4 2,957.6 12,016.3 2,639.1 39,898.9 19,453.5 1,415.5 1,932.8 41,314.4 21,386.3
  Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 326.9 1,961.6 8.1 48.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 116.4 698.4 1.6 9.8 453.1 2,718.6 0.0 0.0 453.1 2,718.5
  Pacific herring roe gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Rainbow smelt gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Unknown smelts gal 0.0 0.0 2.1 12.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 175.1 1,050.5 0.0 0.0 16.4 98.5 193.6 1,161.7 2.3 13.7 195.9 1,175.4
  Arctic cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 154.7 17.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 154.7 17.0 0.0 0.0 154.7 17.0
  Pacific (gray) cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.5 9.8 19.5 9.8
  Saffron cod ind 0.0 0.0 1,627.9 341.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11,399.3 2,393.9 9,038.0 1,898.0 11,981.9 2,516.2 34,047.1 7,149.9 162.8 34.2 34,209.9 7,184.1
  Starry flounder ind 0.0 0.0 81.4 89.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 81.4 89.5 0.0 0.0 81.4 89.5
  Unknown flounders ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 3.6 0.0 0.0 3.3 3.6
  Lingcod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 32.6 8.1 32.6
  Pacific halibut lb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 222.7 222.7 222.7 222.7
  Unknown rockfishes ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.7 32.6 21.7 32.6
  Buffalo sculpin ind 0.0 0.0 13.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 13.0 2.7
  Bullhead sculpin ind 0.0 0.0 32.6 6.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.8 7.5 0.0 0.0 35.8 7.5
  Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 19.5 82.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.7 61.5 0.0 0.0 34.2 143.6 0.0 0.0 34.2 143.6
  Arctic char ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 65.1 214.9 65.1 214.9
  Dolly Varden ind 0.0 0.0 398.8 1,316.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 569.8 1,880.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 968.6 3,196.4 236.0 779.0 1,204.7 3,975.3
  Arctic grayling ind 0.0 0.0 97.7 87.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 257.2 231.5 0.0 0.0 16.3 14.7 371.2 334.0 597.4 537.7 968.6 871.7
  Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sheefish ind 0.0 0.0 11.4 62.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.4 62.7 0.0 0.0 11.4 62.7
  Broad whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 229.5 734.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 229.5 734.5 0.0 0.0 229.5 734.5
  Arctic cisco ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Bering cisco ind 0.0 0.0 779.8 545.8 81.4 57.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 83.0 58.1 0.0 0.0 944.2 660.9 79.8 55.8 1,024.0 716.8
  Least cisco ind 0.0 0.0 436.3 305.4 569.8 398.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.2 42.2 0.0 0.0 1,066.3 746.4 0.0 0.0 1,066.3 746.4
  Unknown ciscoes ind 0.0 0.0 105.8 74.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.7 28.5 0.0 0.0 146.5 102.6 0.0 0.0 146.5 102.6
  Humpback whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 955.3 2,006.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 81.4 170.9 0.0 0.0 1,036.7 2,177.0 0.0 0.0 1,036.7 2,177.0
  Round whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 100.9 70.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.9 70.7 0.0 0.0 100.9 70.7
  Unknown whitefishes ind 0.0 0.0 7.5 74.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.5 74.1 0.0 0.0 7.5 74.1

Note The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Seine net Fish wheel Other method

Table D8-12.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Shishmaref, 2014.

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method Rod and reelJigging Net under ice

Table D8-12.–Estimated harvests of nonsalmon fish by gear type, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Spring Summer Fall Winter
Season 

unknown
All birds 1,315.1 892.5 338.8 146.6 0.0 2,692.9

Common eider 9.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.8
King eider 13.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.0
Spectacled eider 1.6 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 3.3
Unknown eiders 13.2 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 16.4
Mallard 28.0 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 31.3
Northern pintail 217.6 861.4 148.3 0.0 0.0 1,227.3
Unknown scaups 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown scoters 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern shoveler 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 6.5
Green-winged teal 16.5 1.6 8.2 0.0 0.0 26.3
American wigeon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.6
Brant 161.9 6.6 91.7 0.0 0.0 260.2
Unknown Canada/cackling geese 221.7 3.3 47.8 0.0 0.0 272.7
Emperor goose 27.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.7
Snow goose 182.2 3.3 11.7 0.0 0.0 197.1
White-fronted goose 229.4 1.6 6.7 0.0 0.0 237.7
Tundra (whistling) swan 1.6 3.3 1.6 0.0 0.0 6.5
Sandhill crane 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1
Unknown shorebirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown seabirds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown grouses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ptarmigans 182.8 8.1 9.8 146.6 0.0 347.3
Snowy owl 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Estimated harvest by season

Table D8-13.–Estimated bird harvest by season, Shishmaref, 2014.

TotalResource

Table D8-13.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 86 85 85 100.0% 33 38.8% 39 45.9% 13 15.3% 0 0.0%

Salmon 86 83 83 100.0% 31 37.3% 41 49.4% 11 13.3% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 86 83 81 97.6% 26 31.3% 48 57.8% 7 8.4% 2 2.4%
Land mammals 86 86 84 97.7% 20 23.3% 52 60.5% 12 14.0% 2 2.3%
Marine mammals 86 84 79 94.0% 36 42.9% 38 45.2% 5 6.0% 5 6.0%
Birds 86 86 74 86.0% 24 27.9% 47 54.7% 3 3.5% 12 14.0%
Marine invertebrates 86 85 55 64.7% 11 12.9% 23 27.1% 21 24.7% 30 35.3%
Vegetation 86 83 82 98.8% 36 43.4% 38 45.8% 8 9.6% 1 1.2%

Table D8-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shishmaref, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.

Households not usingSampled 
householdsResource category

MoreSameLessValid 
responsesa

Total households
Households reporting use

Table D8-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 85 30 2 6.7% 4 13% 1 3.3% 7 23% 5 17% 1 3% 1 3.3% 15 50.0%

Salmon 83 29 4 13.8% 4 14% 0 0.0% 5 17% 11 38% 3 10% 0 0.0% 6 20.7%
Nonsalmon fish 83 24 2 8.3% 7 29% 0 0.0% 3 13% 4 17% 5 21% 0 0.0% 7 29.2%
Land mammals 86 17 2 11.8% 3 18% 1 5.9% 4 24% 4 24% 0 0% 0 0.0% 2 11.8%
Marine mammals 84 34 1 2.9% 2 6% 4 11.8% 2 6% 9 26% 3 9% 0 0.0% 19 55.9%
Birds 86 22 3 13.6% 2 9% 0 0.0% 4 18% 3 14% 4 18% 2 9.1% 5 22.7%
Marine invertebrates 85 10 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 10.0% 0 0% 4 40% 3 30% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 83 34 5 14.7% 14 41% 0 0.0% 7 21% 2 6% 4 12% 0 0.0% 2 5.9%

Table D8-15.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 85 30 1 3% 3 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 6.7% 0 0.0%

Salmon 83 29 2 7% 2 6.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.4% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 83 24 1 4% 1 4.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 86 17 1 6% 2 11.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 84 34 3 9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds 86 22 2 9% 6 27.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 85 10 0 0% 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 83 34 2 6% 2 5.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 5.9% 0 0.0%

Table D8-15.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shishmaref, 2014.

Resource category

Lack of 
equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travelValid 

responsesa

Other reasons
Working/
no time

-continued-

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Used other 
resources

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Did not need
Equipment/
fuel expenseRegulations

Small/
diseased animals

Did not get 
enough

Table D8-15.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 85 13 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 46.2% 2 15.4% 0 0.0%

Salmon 83 10 0 0.0% 3 30.0% 0 0.0% 1 10.0% 4 40.0% 1 10.0% 1 10.0%
Nonsalmon fish 83 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 6 85.7%
Land mammals 86 11 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 45.5% 1 9.1% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 84 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
Birds 86 3 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 33.3%
Marine invertebrates 85 21 0 0.0% 4 19.0% 0 0.0% 2 9.5% 5 23.8% 0 0.0% 9 42.9%
Vegetation 83 8 0 0.0% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 1 12.5% 2 25.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 85 13 1 7.7% 2 15.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.7%

Salmon 83 10 0 0.0% 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 83 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Land mammals 86 11 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 18.2% 0 0.0% 1 9.1%
Marine mammals 84 5 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds 86 3 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 85 21 0 0.0% 2 9.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 9.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 83 8 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table D8-16.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shishmaref, 2014.

-continued-

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never use.

Store-bought 
expense

Got/
fixed equipment

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Regulations

Received more
Resource category

Valid 
responsesa

Traveled farther More success Needed less

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Other

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table D8-16.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more help

Table D8-16.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 86 85 98.8% 31 36.5% 1 3.2% 1 3.2% 6 19.4% 19 61.3% 4 12.9%

Salmon 86 84 97.7% 34 40.5% 3 8.8% 3 8.8% 20 58.8% 6 17.6% 2 5.9%
Nonsalmon fish 86 80 93.0% 15 18.8% 2 13.3% 1 6.7% 9 60.0% 2 13.3% 1 6.7%
Land mammals 86 81 94.2% 20 24.7% 0 0.0% 2 10.0% 7 35.0% 9 45.0% 2 10.0%
Marine mammals 86 78 90.7% 31 39.7% 1 3.2% 4 12.9% 11 35.5% 11 35.5% 4 12.9%
Birds 86 71 82.6% 13 18.3% 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 8 61.5% 4 30.8% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 86 52 60.5% 13 25.0% 0 0.0% 3 23.1% 10 76.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 86 83 96.5% 30 36.1% 1 3.3% 4 13.3% 12 40.0% 11 36.7% 2 6.7%

a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D8-17.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Shishmaref, 2014.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough _____ . Impact to those not getting enough _____ .
Valid responsesa Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Table D8-17.–Reported impact to households that did not get enough of a resource, Shishmaref, 2014.
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All resources 7 8.1%
Fish 2 2.3%
Salmon 16 18.6%
Chum salmon 9 10.5%
Coho salmon 6 7.0%
Chinook salmon 2 2.3%
Pink salmon 6 7.0%
Sockeye salmon 8 9.3%
Nonsalmon fish 1 1.2%
Smelts 2 2.3%
Saffron cod 4 4.7%
Pacific halibut 1 1.2%
Dolly Varden 1 1.2%
Trouts 1 1.2%
Whitefishes 5 5.8%
Bering cisco 1 1.2%
Caribou 22 25.6%
Moose 11 12.8%
Marine mammals 5 5.8%
Seals 1 1.2%
Bearded seal 16 18.6%
Young bearded seal 8 9.3%
Adult bearded seal 16 18.6%
Ringed seal 1 1.2%
Spotted seal 1 1.2%
Walrus 10 11.6%
Birds and eggs 4 4.7%
Migratory birds 1 1.2%
Ducks 1 1.2%
Unknown eiders 2 2.3%
Brant 2 2.3%
Bird eggs 1 1.2%
Duck eggs 2 2.3%
Common eider eggs 1 1.2%
Unknown gull eggs 3 3.5%
Marine invertebrates 1 1.2%
Clams 6 7.0%
Razor clams 1 1.2%
Crabs 7 8.1%
King crab 1 1.2%
Snails 1 1.2%
Berries 10 11.6%
Blueberry 10 11.6%
Crowberry 11 12.8%
Cloudberry 21 24.4%
Plants, greens, and mushrooms 3 3.5%
Sourdock 1 1.2%
Willow leaves 2 2.3%
Other wild greens 1 1.2%
Unknown resources 3 3.5%

Number of 
households

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D6-7–Resources households reporteded needing more of, 
Shishmaref, 2014.

Table D8-18.–Resources of which households 
reported needing more, Shishmaref, 2014.
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High subsistence village, no jobs. People live off subsistence. Important, not too many jobs. A lot of jobs just with 
school, store, village, city. Few seasonal jobs. Housing authority builds housing. Jobs at the airport: operators 
(heavy equipment), laborers, resurfacing the airport, pavement for village? Work on reventment, skilled operator, 
2 years ago last time. Depends on money from the village. Rebuild roads, equipment operators. Hurt subsistence 
lifestyle—traffic  opening up in the summer time. Animals find other way. Marine traffic, northern route. Right 
now a few barges to Red Dog and North Slope. Mess with seals. Oil drilling—concerned about oil spills. 
Subsistence village lives off the ocean. Bring fuel and gas to villages, don't hinder too much. Affects ocean 
animals.

Weather is changing and affects subsistence. Ice never used to go back and forth like it does now. Not getting
walrus like they did. Lucky if we get floaters. Learned how to salvage floaters. Some hunters had to go to Deering
to hunt last year. If you got enough, you look for those who need and share. If yours spoils from weather, got to
find and buy or trade for some. Sick animals now days. Get hopes up. Can't carry the sick animals back because
it's not cost effective to bring them back for samples (shrunk intestines, swollen liver, stinky cavity...). Bring 
Clorox wipes to cleans tools in case. Let them sink so land animals won't eat them and spread disease. Even
walrus have it happening too, even some birds. Ice breaking ship travel is messing with hunting now too (export 
and exploration ships). Oil companies don't pass during subsistence hunting! Give these comments to Arctic 
Wildlife Fund. Russia should alert us right away of any spills they have. Lots of people don't have equipment so
cooperative hunts or trades is a source of food. Fish and Game planes scare ugruk and walrus during spring time 
and we have to go further for them, break more ice, use more gas. Some people always say "shoot em down" (not
seriously). Even caribou being pushed away by planes. Tell pilots they're doing more harm than good scaring 
wildlife. Spread the word to pilots for ADF&G. It would be appreciated if they don't fly around during hunt times.
We don't waste. We share extra with the family. By the time ice cleaned out of shore last year the animals had 
passed. 20–50 miles hunting out.

Notice berry picking hard on people this past year, not enough. Other things seemed around. No one complaining
about. The weather was funny this year. All this late snow affected hunting, very cold weather January–March
and got more snow, which is needed for water.

Door prizes will really bring in people for community review.

Subsistence hunting, way of lifestyle last year. Continue even when parents are gone.

Hope it will be a good year starting this spring this year for subsistence.

The main thing we're worried about is the proposed drillling and how the noise level will affect our marine
mammal migration. In the past the noise from those barges would spook the walrus and they would go on the 
ocean instead of staying on the ice. I'm trying to figure out how the drilling rigs will withstand giant blocks and
piles of ice coming at them. It doesn't take very long for the ice to just crumble up and build up. I've seen giant 
piles of ice building up, pressure ridges. It doesn't stop. wondering what the rigs will withstand, because if there's
an oil spill, that's what we're worried about. How it will affect all our wild food.

I would be against Arctic drilling because we get a lot of our food and yearly supplies from the ocean.

Will there be graped results of?

Tell them to drill somewhere else in Venezuela or Mexico. They can't have oil spills up here.

Wish they would lower prices of gas. Would be a big help. Whole country going down except up here. Even 
though as is high people still find a way to get out.

Ice thinner, rotting real quick. Used to be 3–5 ft thick, Not even half that now.
-continued-

Table D8-19.–Comments and concerns, Shishmaref, 2014.
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Table D8-19.–Page 2 of 5.
People hunt in areas closed to hunting, reindeer grazing areas down toward Wales. ADF&G should support the 
closure, announcements, etc. Herd was 4–5,000 in the 80's. Wasting of caribou: at least 5 this winter just left on 
coast. ADF&G should be patrolling more often to stop wanton waste.

Amount of animals declining, oil companies. If there is a spill it would destroy everything, because of the ocean 
currents. Will affect the lagoons. Elders said will be famine if greed causes use of resources. If a spill can damage
what is happ. Concerned about oil spill into inlets in Seward Peninsula and cause a famine. Only if oil production
is done very carefully, otherwise will go hungry. Someday, western culture due to it's green in finding wealth will 
disrupt our way of life.

I’d rather see our community stay 110% subsistence versus getting a fishery here for certain fish or crab, ‘cause 
that will take away our subsistence rights. We’re not regulated like Nome or Kotzebue or any other place, where 
you have to have a hunting license, etc. My comment was to keep the 6-caribou bag limit till it’s an emergency
and they have to cut it in half.

Future concerns—over possible impact of traffic due to offshore bases or spills, will become a big issue in next
few years. ships need to broadcast VHF where going, speed, etc. Can go to a web. Pactracs—website that shows
the ships, goes through VHF rather than satellites (marine exchange of Alaska).

My concern is just when doing these surveys, will that show any progress? Will there be any sort of report on
this?

No oil drilling

More traffic during hunting. Airplanes, possible Park Service flying in the coast and land. Should restrict traffic 
planes during hunting seasons. Traffic dusting up the meat racks [Army helicopter landed on dirt road part near 
airport which blew dust from road (that leads to dump/honey bucket dump) all over the racks of drying seal meat 
couple of years ago]. Planes pushing the caribou away from Shishmaref.

Maybe if they drill it will impact our animals. We live on the ocean. That ocean is just like our garden out here.

No oil drilling, ruin subsistence. 90% of food comes from the sea, 10% caribou and moose. Used to be more 
moose, still around just harder to get. Global warming making it hard to hunt. Price of gear is too high, gas, food, 
oil, ammunition, subsistence harder. Bears are more aggressive up here. Bear attack 2 years ago at the cape. 
Katmai - lots of bears, Naknek Lake, Katmai ocean trawler. Had to buy more food, very expensive.

Afraid of Shell Oil will have a lot of traffic through sea. If that happens, will scare all the animals and fish away.
Don't like idea of Shell because of Gulf of Mexico incident. Ice conditions is an issue. Breaking up too early and 
freeze up too late. Could go way out to springtime camp on ice. Last  year got too thin—not sure. Stroke. Our
ugruk and fish come from the Chukchi Sea and so concerns about oil and gas drilling out there—"our food is out
in the ocean and on the land."

Hopefully good hunting season coming.

With the money, we have to get gas for boating, snow machine and we need motor oil. Subsistence is not free, we 
have to work for it. I hope drilling doesn't affect our spring hunt because it carries us for all winter so it's 
important they don't affect our hunting because the majority of our diet is from the sea. If it's affected, how are 
they gonna give us our animals back? Are they going to give us gas to go all the way to Kotzebue? I hope it won't 
affect our marine mammals. If there is a spill, how will it contaminate our food? I support drilling not happening.

-continued-
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Table D8-19.–Page 3 of 5.
no comments

Food prices getting higher. Airfare, that really hurts us, prices at the store.

Locals have such concerns about drilling and the impact it would have on subsistence. I think subsistence is
important. People outside of here need to come up here and understand this is not done for sports, this is for
survival. Nothing is wasted up here. I just think it's really important. Even though subsistence is not the same as it
was 100 years ago. It's totally part of their culture, it's a necessity. It's needed and very important. I feel very
fortunate to have been living here and witness the way people live up here.

Concern—to extend area to hunt caribou—was approved. Seems like ice gets, second ice—goes early. seals and 
walrus pass through getting harder to hunt them, have to go farther and spend more time. cost of hunting is
outrageous  now. He is concerned about changes in the ice pack that are affecting the spring seal and walrus
hunting. The ice goes out early and so the animals pass by. Aren't around on the ice. So now they have to go 
farther to hunt it takes longer. Cost of hunting and gas keeps going on.

People here are very nice—they will take you out hunting or fishing if you want to. We don't do it up here though
because people need the resources. We do all our hunting when we go to the lower 48 in the summer.

These animals will move, guaranteed, when they come around to drill. Fish, walrus, caribou, they will move.

This climate change is having an impact on us. Back in the ‘60’s and ‘70’s we started noticing the sand dunes 
eroding along the coast.

If drill for oil well ruin the fish or sea mammals want to save our sea life animals from the oil. Want to protect
animals.

Miss the country and the hunting. "To taste is enough".

I feel the testing drilling will impact our fish and marine mammals. I don't know exactly what will happen but I
know it will have an impact. The noise may damage seals eardrums and impact their ability to communicate with
each other and their family to find food. If there is a spill, it might impact the caribou because they go to the coast 
line in the summer. It would also impact the fish and seals.

Harder to get gas, especially in summer when everyone's hunting, and I'm not able to get unemployment because I
work for the school, so I can't help out with gas.

no comments

Need gas to get food. Oil equipment, need preventative maintenance. Should be able to write off gas used looking 
for food.

Oil drilling will have an affect on our marine mammals because of the noise and if we have an oil spill it will
affect everything out there. We're not close to mining, but respondent hopes mining doesn't happen if resources 
are found nearby. Animals migrate too, so we have to watch out for diseases. Birds especially, carry diseases from
down south. I'm mainly worried about them trying to drill for oil. Also, last year it melted too quickly to go duck 
hunting. Global warming has a huge affect. I see the ice get thinner, makes travel more difficult. Also, thinning ice 
breaks up quicker so it makes the marine mammals pass by more quickly. The ice is less stable, so they don't stay
around, just pass by because there's no stable ice for them to rest on.

The ice is too thin in the spring for getting walrus. Keep looking, pass early now, lucky to get some. Get them 
when hauling out on the ice. Will sink through thin ice. Now days it costs a lot on gas just to go out spring 
hunting. Weather changing quickly.

-continued-
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Table D8-19.–Page 4 of 5.
The el niño—warmer—gonna change everything. Probably warmer weather. Everything is coming earlier than
usual.

Since a lot of my family members have a grudge against each other, but I have my AmSea card, and I'm 
wondering if a lot of the boats around here have the required safety equipment, whether they're legal to be out on 
the water or not. I don't really worry about subsistence, I just kick back, stay home and sell carvings.

Annual snow is declining, last year horrible, snow-wise, on hunting trail, shorter season. New Sno-go. Learned 
from grandparents.

no comments

Friend doesn’t sell any sculpins anymore. Barrow doesn’t catch any tomcod now lady told him. He cares about
how things affect our way of life. Need subsistence foods, bothered that there are no sculpins because then there
aren't flounders. All companies are asking for comments. Needs to talk about it. But concerned about the bottom
fish. Some used to catch bottomfish. Change in atmosphere from earthquake in Japan—plume, can't do anything 
about that. But can say something about the oil companies. Can't do anything about natural events, but we can
about oil drillings. She thinks we are sums effects of leasing on the bottomfish—there's nothing. Heard there are
few clams out there. Entrances are changing, I used to see clouds in the spring, clear blue skies.

The more people that participate would give a more accurate availabilty of species.

I think the oil drilling will ruin our subsistence life. I'm sure they will have oil spills, we will have to live on store
foods.

Learn from mistakes if you wait for the ice to break the seals are passed. Have to drag the boat out to the water. 
More bad weather than good. Lots of west wind—packs in the ice. East wind breaks it up. Have to be ready all the
time—early. If you wait you work harder and get less usually mid May but last year first week. Good machine, 
good weather, GPS

nothing

none

Re: birds—they used to come in wave after wave. The sky would be black with birds, not anymore. There were
tens of thousands, now there are hundreds. "Decimated"

Last year was tough to get same amount. Respondent mentioned she usually does subsistence, especially for fish,
but her health was bad in 2014 so she didn’t go as much. Received instead. caribou hunting in the spring is more
difficult now—snow is softer, which makes it harder to get to hunting grounds.

The reason why we are losing out on food gathering is because our state and fed government don’t listen to us- we
are over regulated and they don’t know how it affects us and our health—they gotta start to listen to us more often
because of our needs. We are also losing out versus commercial fishing. Oil and gas drilling; I'm still against it
because of the negative effects it has on our ocean animals which will impact our future generations worse than 
the present. When I was growing up we need to do a lot of food gathering freely (hunting, fishing, and gathering 
of greens)—They started regulated us and when they consider we are over-using foods, it's the commercial users
fault not the subsistence users—health is impacted because of food intake, because of the positive impact of meat
(whether raw, dry or cook) it has high value of energy for us and one all natural, no additive—its all natural food 
that we are losing out on. Store bought food are not health, too—many additives—food intake has negative effect
whether its cancer or other health issues.

-continued-
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Table D8-19.–Page 5 of 5.
none

We do not want that drilling. It needs to stop—it will mess up our subsistence—we need seal oil for the winter.
That drilling won't help us any—high gas prices limit us from going up—we have to go 18 miles to go hunting 
and fishing.

Global warming: later freeze up early break up affect our traditional subsistence. Last spring people weren't ready,
I try especially for spring, others don't have approach I have, they go easy way not drag boat to open water, less 
aggressive families lost chance to hunt ugruk so a lot didn't have. Late freeze up affects tomcod at serp, grayling
up river and trout. Seals: are getting trapped in lagoon year round and eating our tomcod, they get trapped because 
late freeze up. Same with spring time egg: used to be able to Snogo up coast and average 300 egg per trip but can't 
with early break up now.

Wish moose season would extend it if the weather has bee bad to give people a chance to try if they haven't been
able to go out.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Birthplace Percentage
Ambler 0.1%
Anchorage 0.8%
Angoon 0.1%
Balance of Bristol Bay Census Area 0.1%
Bethel 0.3%
Buckland 0.6%
Candle 0.1%
Cheesh'na (Chistochina) 0.1%
Deering 1.4%
Diomede 0.3%
Fairbanks 0.5%
Galena 0.5%
Haines 0.1%
Homer 0.1%
Kiana 1.0%
Kivalina 0.5%
Kobuk 0.1%
Kodiak City 0.1%
Kotzebue 60.8%
Noatak 2.1%
Nome 0.9%
Noorvik 2.1%
Point Hope 0.5%
Selawik 1.2%
Seward 0.1%
Shishmaref 0.3%
Shungnak 0.6%
Sitka 0.1%
Saint Michael 0.3%
Wainwright 0.1%
Wales 0.1%
Mendeltna 0.1%
Sisualik 0.3%
Kobuk River Camp 0.1%

Other U.S. 16.0%
Foreign 2.5%
Missing 4.7%

100.0%

Table D9-1.–Birthplaces of population, Kotzebue, 
2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Table D9-1.–Birthplaces of population, Kotzebue, 
2014.
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Birthplace Percentage
Ambler 0.3%
Anchorage 1.1%
Angoon 0.3%
Balance of Bristol Bay Census Area 0.3%
Bethel 0.6%
Buckland 0.6%
Candle 0.3%
Cheesh'na (Chistochina) 0.3%
Deering 2.0%
Diomede 0.3%
Fairbanks 0.9%
Galena 0.9%
Haines 0.3%
Homer 0.3%
Kiana 1.7%
Kivalina 1.1%
Kobuk 0.3%
Kotzebue 39.7%
Noatak 3.7%
Nome 1.1%
Noorvik 2.9%
Point Hope 1.1%
Selawik 0.9%
Seward 0.3%
Shishmaref 0.6%
Shungnak 0.9%
Sitka 0.3%
Saint Michael 0.3%
Wainwright 0.3%
Wales 0.3%
Mendeltna 0.3%
Sisualik 0.3%
Kobuk River Camp 0.3%

Other U.S. 27.9%
Foreign 4.3%
Missing 3.2%

100.0%
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.

Table D9-2.–Birthplaces of household heads, Kotzebue, 
2014.Table D9-2.–Birthplaces of household heads, 
Kotzebue, 2014.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

1,667.7 744.2 1,391.1

1.8% 3.9% 2.1% 1.5%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 0.5% 1.1% 0.6% 0.5%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and lawyers 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 0.5% 1.1% 0.6% 0.5%
Service occupations 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0%
Occupation not indicated 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.3%

State government 6.4% 12.2% 7.6% 6.5%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 0.5% 1.1% 0.6% 0.0%
Natural scientists and mathematicians 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.4%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and lawyers 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.7%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 1.0% 1.7% 1.2% 1.2%
Service occupations 1.8% 3.3% 2.1% 1.6%
Construction and extractive occupations 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.4%
Transportation and material moving occupations 0.8% 1.7% 0.9% 1.2%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.0% 2.2% 1.2% 0.3%
Occupation not indicated 0.5% 1.1% 0.6% 0.7%

Local government, including tribal 27.0% 43.1% 30.3% 30.0%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 5.4% 11.0% 6.4% 9.8%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and lawyers 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 6.6% 13.3% 7.6% 7.1%
Technologists and technicians, except health 0.8% 1.7% 0.9% 0.3%
Marketing and sales occupations 0.8% 1.7% 0.9% 0.5%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 3.8% 7.7% 4.6% 4.1%
Service occupations 3.8% 7.2% 4.3% 3.2%
Construction and extractive occupations 1.3% 2.8% 1.5% 1.5%
Precision production occupations 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1%
Transportation and material moving occupations 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 3.6% 7.2% 4.3% 2.5%
Occupation not indicated 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.4%

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 5.6% 9.4% 6.4% 1.5%
Agricultural, forestry, and fishing occupations 5.6% 9.4% 6.4% 1.5%

Mining 2.6% 5.0% 3.1% 3.8%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2%
Service occupations 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.5%
Construction and extractive occupations 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2%
Precision production occupations 0.5% 1.1% 0.6% 1.2%
Transportation and material moving occupations 0.8% 1.7% 0.9% 1.2%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.4%
Occupation not indicated 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0%

Table D9-3.–Employment by industry, Kotzebue, 2014.

Estimated total number
Industry

Federal government

-continued-

Table D9-3.–Employment by industry, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

Construction 3.3% 5.0% 3.7% 1.1%
Construction and extractive occupations 2.0% 3.9% 2.4% 0.5%
Precision production occupations 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.0% 1.7% 1.2% 0.6%

Manufacturing 1.3% 2.2% 1.5% 0.2%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 1.3% 2.2% 1.5% 0.2%

Transportation, communication, and utilities 11.0% 21.0% 13.1% 15.4%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.3% 3.9% 2.8% 5.7%
Engineers, surveyors, and architects 0.5% 1.1% 0.6% 0.8%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 1.0% 2.2% 1.2% 1.1%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 0.8% 1.7% 0.9% 0.7%
Service occupations 0.8% 1.7% 0.9% 1.4%
Mechanics and repairers 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.5%
Precision production occupations 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.5%
Transportation and material moving occupations 4.8% 9.4% 5.8% 4.1%
Occupation not indicated 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.6%

Retail trade 7.1% 8.8% 8.3% 3.8%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 0.8% 1.1% 0.9% 1.0%
Marketing and sales occupations 3.1% 5.5% 3.7% 1.1%
Service occupations 2.6% 1.1% 2.8% 1.3%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 0.8% 1.7% 0.9% 0.3%

Finance, insurance and real estate 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.3%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.3%

Services 33.4% 55.2% 37.3% 35.7%
4.8% 10.5% 5.8% 7.5%
0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.4%
0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.3%
1.0% 2.2% 1.2% 0.9%
1.0% 2.2% 1.2% 2.0%

1.8% 3.9% 2.1% 3.4%

1.0% 2.2% 1.2% 0.5%
3.6% 7.2% 4.0% 3.8%
1.5% 3.3% 1.8% 4.1%
0.5% 1.1% 0.6% 0.3%
6.4% 13.8% 7.6% 6.8%
6.1% 12.2% 7.0% 3.2%
1.3% 2.8% 1.5% 1.3%
1.0% 2.2% 1.2% 0.5%
0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.4%
1.8% 3.9% 2.1% 0.4%

Executive, administrative, and managerial
Engineers, surveyors, and architects
Natural scientists and mathematicians
Teachers, librarians, and counselors
Health diagnosing and treating practitioners 
Registered nurses, pharmacists, dietitians, therapists, and
  physicians assistants
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes
Health technologists and technicians
Technologists and technicians, except health Marketing
and sales occupations
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 
Service occupations
Mechanics and repairers
Construction and extractive occupations 
Transportation and material moving occupations 
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 
Occupation not indicated 0.8% 1.7% 0.9% 0.1%

Industry not indicated 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.3%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.3%

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Industry

Table D9-3.–Page 2 of 2
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Community
Kotzebue

2,041.4
30.4

1,391.1
68.1%

1,667.7
1.2

1
5

10.3
1

12
69.9%

44.5

826

744.2
90.1%

2.2
1
8

1.9
1.7

1
8

75.0

Characteristic

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2015.

All adults
Number
Mean weeks employed

Employed adults
Number

Households

Mean

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs per employed household

Maximum
Percentage employed year-round

Maximum
Employed adults

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs

Number

Table D9-4.–Employment characteristics, Kotzebue, 2014.

Mean person-weeks of employment

Minimum
Maximum

Minimum

Total households

Number
Employed

Mean
Employed households

Months employed
Maximum

Number

Mean weeks employed

Table D9-4.–Employment characteristics, Kotzebue, 
2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
1,238.0 74.2% 1,123.1 80.7% 657.9 88.4%

119.1 7.1% 114.9 8.3% 94.6 12.7%
51.1 3.1% 51.1 3.7% 41.1 5.5%

217.0 13.0% 191.4 13.8% 164.5 22.1%
8.5 0.5% 8.5 0.6% 8.2 1.1%

Full-time
Part-time
Shift
On-call (occasional) 
Part-time shift 
Schedule not reported 34.0 2.0% 34.0 2.4% 28.8 3.9%

Schedule

Table D9-5.–Reported job schedules, Kotzebue, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households

Table D9-5.–Reported job schedules, Kotzebue, 2014.

Ranka Resource
Percentage of 

households using
1. Sheefish 84.1%
1. Caribou 84.1%
3. Chum salmon 82.7%
3. Blueberry 82.7%
5. Cloudberry 70.6%
6. Bowhead whale 59.6%
7. Adult bearded seal 53.7%
8. Moose 52.3%
9. Beluga whale 47.9%

10. Unknown king crabs 43.9%

a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share 
the lowest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.

Table D9-6.–Top ranked resources used by households, Kotzebue, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2015.

Table D9-6.–Resources most  commonly used by 
households, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Total
Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Unk

All marine mammals 193.0 19.3 0.0 23.2 193.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.4 5.0 448.9

Polar bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Seal 189.1 19.3 0.0 23.2 193.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.4 0.0 440.0

Bearded seal 158.3 19.3 0.0 3.9 30.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.4 0.0 227.7
Young bearded seal 7.7 0.0 0.0 3.9 30.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 46.3
Adult bearded seal 150.5 19.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.6 0.0 181.4
Ringed seal 11.6 0.0 0.0 7.7 50.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 69.5
Spotted seal 19.3 0.0 0.0 11.6 111.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 142.8
Unknown seals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sea otter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Walrus 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9
Whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 5.0

Beluga whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 5.0
Bowhead whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table D9-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvest by month and sex, Kotzebue, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource

Table D9-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvests by month, Kotzebue, 2014.

Total
Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Unk

All large land mammals 15.5 3.9 96.7 681.3 135.5 3.9 0.0 19.3 31.0 46.5 299.1 69.7 3.9 1,406.1

Black bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brown bear 0.0 3.9 3.9 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 7.7 3.9 34.7
Caribou 15.5 0.0 81.3 627.2 127.8 3.9 0.0 11.6 31.0 42.6 282.6 62.0 0.0 1,285.5

Caribou, male 15.5 0.0 19.4 599.2 119.9 3.9 0.0 0.0 23.2 30.9 120.1 34.8 0.0 967.0
Caribou, female 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 7.7 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 7.7 158.3 27.0 0.0 216.1
Caribou, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 61.9 20.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 3.9 7.8 3.9 4.3 0.1 0.0 102.4

Moose 0.0 0.0 11.6 46.3 7.7 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.0 81.1
Moose, bull 0.0 0.0 11.6 46.3 7.7 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 69.5
Moose, cow 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.0 11.6
Moose, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
Dall sheep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.9

Dall sheep, male 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.9
Dall sheep, female 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dall sheep, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table D9-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Kotzebue, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Resource
Estimated harvest by month

Table D9-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by  month and sex, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Total
Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Unk

0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 19.3 104.2 84.9 65.6 84.9 54.0 23.2 0.0 3.9 443.9

0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 19.3 19.3 23.2 19.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 11.6 19.3 34.7 11.6 7.7 0.0 0.0 92.6
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.2 15.4 7.7 23.2 15.4 7.7 0.0 0.0 92.6
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 7.7 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 23.2
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.6 15.4 7.7 11.6 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 61.8
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 7.7 3.9 0.0 0.0 19.3
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 7.7 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.3
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.3
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.4

All small land mammals

Beaver
Coyote
Arctic fox
Red fox
Alaska hare
Snowshoe hare
River (land) otter
Lynx
Marten
Mink
Muskrat
Porcupine
Arctic ground (parka) 
  squirrel
Gray wolf
Wolverine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.0 11.6

Estimated harvest by month

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D9-9.–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Kotzebue, 2014.

Resource

Table D9-9.–Estimated small land mammal harvests by month, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 4,205.1 25,247.6 16,877.2 104,368.0 204.6 1,088.5 463.2 2,323.9 0.0 0.0 17,545.0 107,780.4 756.5 4,558.0 22,506.7 137,586.0
  Chum salmon 3,811.4 23,692.0 16,672.7 103,637.3 96.5 599.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16,769.2 104,237.2 563.5 3,502.9 21,144.1 131,432.0
  Coho salmon 193.0 1,046.5 54.0 293.0 77.2 418.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 131.2 711.6 0.0 0.0 324.2 1,758.1
  Chinook salmon 7.7 71.0 7.7 71.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 71.0 30.9 284.1 46.3 426.2
  Pink salmon 193.0 438.1 127.4 289.2 30.9 70.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 158.3 359.3 15.4 35.1 366.7 832.5
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 15.4 77.5 0.0 0.0 463.2 2,323.9 0.0 0.0 478.6 2,401.3 146.7 735.9 625.3 3,137.2
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table D9-10.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Kotzebue, 2014.

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet Rod and reelOther method

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Seine net Dip net

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D9-10.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type, Kotzebue, 2014.

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 1,486.0 ind 9,237.2 lb
Nonsalmon fish

  Burbot 15.4 ind 64.8 lb
  Sheefish 5,700.6 ind 31,353.1 lb

Total 7,202.0 ind 40,655.1 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds

Table D9-11.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs in 
Kotzebue, 2014.

Table D9-11.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs, 
Kotzebue, 2014.
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Unita Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 680.1 2,229.0 7,765.9 31,686.0 173.7 565.5 34.7 208.4 26,814.3 59,640.7 2,729.5 11,963.5 140.3 177.8 37,658.5 104,241.8 2,625.9 9,062.8 40,964.5 115,533.6
  Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.7 208.4 48.2 289.5 23.2 139.0 22.3 133.8 128.4 770.7 547.6 3,285.6 676.0 4,056.2
  Pacific herring roe gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Pacific herring 
roe/unspecified gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Pacific herring roe on 
hemlock branches gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Rainbow smelt gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.3 151.6 4.5 27.0 0.0 0.0 29.8 178.6 40.4 242.4 70.2 421.0
  Arctic cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Saffron cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16,389.8 3,441.9 579.0 121.6 110.3 23.2 17,079.1 3,586.6 38.6 8.1 17,117.7 3,594.7
  Arctic flounder ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Starry flounder ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 38.6 42.5 38.6 42.5
  Unknown flounder ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 38.6 42.5 38.6 42.5
  Pacific halibut lb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 439.1 439.1 439.1 439.1
  Unknown rockfish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.3 28.9 19.3 28.9
  Unknown sculpin ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 46.3 194.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 46.3 194.5 3.9 16.2 50.2 210.7
  Arctic char ind 7.7 25.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.9 101.9 38.6 127.4
  Dolly Varden ind 622.2 2,053.4 490.2 1,617.6 96.5 318.4 0.0 0.0 505.6 1,668.6 0.0 0.0 3.9 12.7 1,096.2 3,617.4 397.6 1,312.0 2,116.0 6,982.8
  Lake trout ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic grayling ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 182.3 164.0 182.3 164.0
  Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 436.2 1,439.3 436.2 1,439.3
  Sheefish ind 3.9 21.2 5,075.7 27,916.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9,799.0 53,894.6 2,122.9 11,675.9 0.0 0.0 16,997.6 93,486.6 320.4 1,762.0 17,321.8 95,269.8
  Rainbow trout ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 10.8 7.7 10.8
  Broad whitefish ind 38.6 123.5 84.9 271.7 77.2 247.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 162.1 518.8 0.0 0.0 200.7 642.3
  Bering cisco ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 5.4 7.7 5.4
  Least cisco ind 7.7 5.4 1,555.5 1,088.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,555.5 1,088.9 0.0 0.0 1,563.2 1,094.3
  Unknown cisco ind 0.0 0.0 274.0 191.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 274.0 191.8 0.0 0.0 274.0 191.8
  Humpback whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 285.6 599.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 8.1 289.5 607.9 77.2 162.1 366.7 770.0
  Round whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Unknown whitefishes ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Note The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.

Table D9-12.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Kotzebue, 2014.

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method Rod and reel

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Seine net Jigging Other methodNet under iceDip net

Table D9-12.–Estimated harvests of nonsalmon fish by gear type, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Spring Summer Fall Winter
Season 

unknown
All birds 2,822.5 123.5 1,181.1 709.7 0.0 4,836.7

Common eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
King eider 50.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.2
Spectacled eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Goldeneyes 23.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.2
Mallard 200.7 19.3 131.2 0.0 0.0 351.2
Long-tailed duck 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9
Northern pintail 351.2 19.3 285.6 0.0 0.0 656.2
Unknown scaups 0.0 0.0 57.9 0.0 0.0 57.9
Black scoter 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7
Surf scoter 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.9
White-winged scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern shoveler 15.4 0.0 34.7 0.0 0.0 50.2
Green-winged teal 158.3 0.0 100.4 0.0 0.0 258.6
American wigeon 162.1 0.0 281.8 0.0 0.0 443.9
Unknown ducks 7.7 0.0 19.3 0.0 0.0 27.0
Brant 324.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 324.2
Unknown Canada/cackling geese 601.1 0.0 108.1 0.0 0.0 709.2
Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Snow goose 308.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 308.8
White-fronted goose 426.6 7.7 81.1 0.0 0.0 515.3
Unknown geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 38.6 0.0 11.6 0.0 0.0 50.2
Sandhill crane 38.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 38.6
Whimbrel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Godwits 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown shorebirds - small 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown shorebirds - large 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown auklets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown cormorants 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown gulls 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown murres 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown terns 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown grouses 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7
Unknown ptarmigans 96.5 77.2 65.6 709.7 0.0 949.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Estimated harvest by season

Table D9-13.–Estimated bird harvest by season, Kotzebue, 2014.

TotalResource

Table D9-13.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Kotzebue, 2014.



729

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 214 208 205 98.6% 71 34.1% 99 47.6% 35 16.8% 3 1.4%

Salmon 214 205 187 91.2% 38 18.5% 109 53.2% 40 19.5% 18 8.8%
Nonsalmon fish 214 209 198 94.7% 41 19.6% 119 56.9% 38 18.2% 11 5.3%
Large land mammals 214 208 195 93.8% 69 33.2% 104 50.0% 22 10.6% 13 6.3%
Small land mammals 214 210 45 21.4% 29 13.8% 10 4.8% 6 2.9% 165 78.6%
Marine mammals 214 210 168 80.0% 44 21.0% 99 47.1% 25 11.9% 42 20.0%
Birds 214 208 125 60.1% 51 24.5% 62 29.8% 12 5.8% 83 39.9%
Marine invertebrates 214 210 110 52.4% 50 23.8% 46 21.9% 14 6.7% 100 47.6%
Vegetation 214 209 192 91.9% 79 37.8% 92 44.0% 21 10.0% 17 8.1%

Table D9-14–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kotzebue, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.

Households not usingSampled 
householdsResource category

MoreSameLessValid 
responsesa

Total households
Households reporting use

Table D9-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 208 69 10 14.5% 10 14% 2 2.9% 5 7% 16 23% 10 14% 7 10.1% 5 7.2%

Salmon 205 37 7 18.9% 0 0% 0 0.0% 1 3% 9 24% 7 19% 4 10.8% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 209 40 4 10.0% 1 3% 0 0.0% 2 5% 10 25% 9 23% 1 2.5% 2 5.0%
Large land mammals 208 67 6 9.0% 14 21% 5 7.5% 5 7% 17 25% 4 6% 9 13.4% 3 4.5%
Small land mammals 210 29 3 10.3% 3 10% 0 0.0% 5 17% 6 21% 7 24% 0 0.0% 2 6.9%
Marine mammals 210 41 3 7.3% 2 5% 0 0.0% 4 10% 23 56% 3 7% 0 0.0% 3 7.3%
Birds 208 48 4 8.3% 4 8% 0 0.0% 2 4% 14 29% 9 19% 1 2.1% 3 6.3%
Marine invertebrates 210 48 3 6.3% 1 2% 0 0.0% 3 6% 31 65% 8 17% 1 2.1% 1 2.1%
Vegetation 209 77 10 13.0% 26 34% 0 0.0% 0 0% 9 12% 15 19% 0 0.0% 12 15.6%

Table D9-15.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 208 69 5 7% 17 24.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 10.1% 2 2.9% 0 0.0%

Salmon 205 37 3 8% 11 29.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 13.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 209 40 2 5% 6 15.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9 22.5% 0 0.0% 1 2.5%
Large land mammals 208 67 3 4% 9 13.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 9.0% 2 3.0% 1 1.5%
Small land mammals 210 29 2 7% 6 20.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 13.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 210 41 1 2% 5 12.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 12.2% 1 2.4% 0 0.0%
Birds 208 48 7 15% 8 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.1% 3 6.3% 1 2.1% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 210 48 5 10% 1 2.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 209 77 2 3% 18 23.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.3% 1 1.3% 1 1.3% 0 0.0%

Table D9-15.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kotzebue, 2014.

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travelValid 

responsesa

Other reasons
Working/
no time

-continued-

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Used other 
resources

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Did not need
Equipment/
fuel expenseRegulations

Small/
diseased animals Did not get enough

Table D9-15.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 208 35 0 0.0% 2 5.7% 0 0.0% 1 2.9% 14 40.0% 2 5.7% 9 25.7%

Salmon 205 39 0 0.0% 12 30.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 11 28.2% 5 12.8% 5 12.8%
Nonsalmon fish 209 37 0 0.0% 4 10.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 13 35.1% 6 16.2% 6 16.2%
Large land mammals 208 22 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 12 54.5% 3 13.6% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 210 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 1 20.0% 3 60.0%
Marine mammals 210 25 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 21 84.0% 1 4.0% 2 8.0%
Birds 208 12 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 50.0% 0 0.0% 6 50.0%
Marine invertebrates 210 14 0 0.0% 3 21.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 11 78.6% 0 0.0% 2 14.3%
Vegetation 209 21 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 14.3% 4 19.0% 1 4.8% 12 57.1%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 208 35 0 0.0% 6 17.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 17.1% 0 0.0% 1 2.9%

Salmon 205 39 0 0.0% 5 12.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 7.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 209 37 1 2.7% 6 16.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8 21.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 208 22 0 0.0% 4 18.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 31.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 210 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 210 25 0 0.0% 3 12.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds 208 12 0 0.0% 1 8.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 210 14 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 209 21 1 4.8% 5 23.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 4.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table D9-16.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kotzebue, 2014.

-continued-

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never use.

Store-bought 
expense

Got/
fixed equipment

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Regulations

Received more
Resource category

Valid 
responsesa

Traveled farther More success Needed less

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Other

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table D9-16.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more help

Table D9-16.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 214 207 96.7% 51 24.6% 1 2.0% 3 5.9% 25 49.0% 21 41.2% 1 2.0%

Salmon 214 193 90.2% 36 18.7% 5 13.9% 7 19.4% 17 47.2% 4 11.1% 3 8.3%
Nonsalmon fish 214 199 93.0% 16 8.0% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 11 68.8% 3 18.8% 1 6.3%
Large land mammals 214 197 92.1% 45 22.8% 1 2.2% 5 11.1% 20 44.4% 15 33.3% 4 8.9%
Small land mammals 214 44 20.6% 9 20.5% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 4 44.4% 3 33.3% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 214 169 79.0% 28 16.6% 4 14.3% 6 21.4% 7 25.0% 7 25.0% 4 14.3%
Birds 214 129 60.3% 23 17.8% 2 8.7% 4 17.4% 13 56.5% 4 17.4% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 214 111 51.9% 41 36.9% 2 4.9% 16 39.0% 17 41.5% 4 9.8% 2 4.9%
Vegetation 214 191 89.3% 67 35.1% 4 6.0% 8 11.9% 34 50.7% 16 23.9% 5 7.5%

a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D9-17.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Kotzebue, 2014.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough _______ . Impact to those not getting enough ______ .
Valid responsesa Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Table D9-17.–Reported impacts to households that did not get enough of a resource, Kotzebue, 2014.
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All resources 7 3.3%
Fish 7 3.3%
Salmon 13 6.1%
Chum salmon 21 9.8%
Coho salmon 1 0.5%
Chinook salmon 2 0.9%
Pink salmon 1 0.5%
Sockeye salmon 2 0.9%
Pacific herring 1 0.5%
Smelts 1 0.5%
Rainbow smelt 1 0.5%
Saffron cod 1 0.5%
Dolly Varden 3 1.4%
Sheefish 5 2.3%
Trouts 1 0.5%
Whitefishes 3 1.4%
Ciscoes 1 0.5%
Land mammals 1 0.5%
Large land mammals 1 0.5%
Caribou 55 25.7%
Moose 20 9.3%
Red fox 1 0.5%
Snowshoe hare 4 1.9%
Lynx 2 0.9%
Marten 1 0.5%
Muskrat 2 0.9%
Wolverine 3 1.4%
Reindeer–feral 1 0.5%
Marine mammals 2 0.9%
Seals 1 0.5%
Bearded seal 14 6.5%
Young bearded seal 1 0.5%
Seal oil 7 3.3%
Walrus 1 0.5%
Whale 2 0.9%
Beluga whale 11 5.1%
Bowhead whale 13 6.1%
Birds and eggs 1 0.5%
Migratory birds 1 0.5%
Ducks 6 2.8%
Mallard 1 0.5%
Geese 9 4.2%
Brant 1 0.5%
Canada/cackling geese 1 0.5%
White-fronted goose 2 0.9%

Number of 
households

Percentage of 
households Resource

Table D9-18.–Resources households reporteded needing more of, 
Kotzebue, 2014.

-continued-

Table D9-18.–Resources of which households reported 
needing more, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Table D9-18.–Page 2 of 2
Swans 4 1.9%
Sandhill crane 1 0.5%
Gulls 1 0.5%
Ptarmigans 4 1.9%
Bird eggs 3 1.4%
Duck eggs 1 0.5%
Goose eggs 2 0.9%
Swan eggs 1 0.5%
Gull eggs 3 1.4%
Marine invertebrates 2 0.9%
Razor clams 1 0.5%
Crabs 18 8.4%
King crab 17 7.9%
Blue king crab 1 0.5%
Berries 20 9.3%
Blueberry 44 20.6%
Lowbush cranberry 14 6.5%
Highbush cranberry 1 0.5%
Crowberry 6 2.8%
Cloudberry 34 15.9%
Raspberry 1 0.5%
Plants, greens, and mushrooms 1 0.5%
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea 1 0.5%
Sourdock 3 1.4%
Fireweed 1 0.5%
Stinkweed 2 0.9%
Unknown resources 7 3.3%

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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I'm interested in subsistence and it's awesome to do the survey, because I think it's really important to know how people
are relying on subsistence so they can set sensible regulations. This it the first year I've been back from college the whole 
year. I've been getting out into the country and meeting a lot more people out in the country. That's how I've become 
included more in the sharing networks. I was really happy that I received muktuk this year from someone and was able to
share it.

If Shell attempts to come up here and don't make again (like in 2012) let them stay down there, because if they get stuck
again and don't make it I don't think they are ever going to get out.

Helicopter easier to get his reindeer. Subsistence rules shouldn't be the same as sport when trying to get food. Sport rules
for subsistence.

One of the reasons caribou have been dropping is out of state hunters flying in and changing migration routes. Locals
need to spend more on gas and go further to get caribou. People get less caribou and need to buy more from the store.
"Cabela's" hunters that also waste meat. Drilling will have a big impact on ugruk hunting. It's already hard with rotting sea
ice.

No comments—we are doing good, keep freezer full.

Wish they could stop that oil company from drilling up there. That could ruin a lot of things. It happened in Mexico and
now here. It's going to harm a lot of fish, beluga and whale hunting. Going to destroy a lot of mammals. Whales can't see
[concerned that whales would be injured or damage static - quiet rigs, infrastructure]. Ocean at Point Lay is really rough.
Ice break it up within a year.

If for some reason the government wanted to designate this as a non-subsistence area it would definitely hurt this
community and make criminals out of half the community. Every springs when people clean out their freezers people
bring me last year's subsistence for dog food—ziploc baggies of all sorts of meat, mostly subsistence.

Are they going to open up musk ox for hunting? And sheep hunting, too?

Concerned that oil development in ocean could have

Appreciate study compliment NWB's mapping project. Hope the data will be protected and used appropriately to
mitigate unfortunate events like oil spills. Appreciate Western Caribou Herd process in this area cause involved local
hunters and subsistence users in response to lower numbers. Provided ownership in solution instead of directing from
afar. Hope other regions will have good effects.

It will affect us if they're going to drill up there. You know where they're going to drill? 90 miles up north of PHO. It
won't affect us. Still, it's the ocean. Well but we go to get our energy from somewhere. I'm more for subsistence. Like
over in Russia, we used to see a lot of sick seals. Yeah, she's more a tree hugger. It's dangerous for the animals that we
eat. Safe would be, let's get coal. Yeah we got more coal up by Red Dog than you can shake a stick at. They just won't do
anything with it. Look at the price of stove oil and gas. That drilling did we get anything from that? No. Yeah it's all
about making money. They drill it up at Prudhoe, then they ship it down, get it refined in Kenai. Then they got to send it
back to Anchorage before the Kenai folks can buy it.

Concerned about guides/transporters: landing planes at caribou migration corridors. Interrupts flow and changes
migration. Much more of a problem since transporters are allowed in addition to guides.

It's going to harder and harder to get caribou. They are further away and you see them later and later.

No comments

-continued-

Table D9-19.–Comments and concerns, Kotzebue, 2014.
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Ocean hunter who is concerned about the risk involved with off shore drilling.

Drilling is gonna happen. You can't stop progress. It's surprising it didn't happen earlier. Caribou hunting is worse and 
worse every year because of climate changes and different migration route. And guides make it hard to get them—can't
afford to fly.

We'll see when things start happening if it effects our whaling and fishing.

Would like to see less imported hunting. See caribou quarters on beach that are left by transported hunters. Wasted meat.

Last year—fall friend no meat, in first time in 45 years. Caribou were very very late! No moose! Bears were on shores 
eating the dead fish, not in mountains eating berries. No meat, no birds first time in 45 years. Noticed weird seasons, 
changes (first in 10 years). God help us if the Shell drilling, if anything happens (such as spill).

Shell—believe can do a good job worked how they are they respect way of life up in Barrow. Doesn't mind. Not like
Veco and Exxon. Like way of life—feds regulating what we can get. Why work for tribes to continue hunting. Don't like
being regs enforced. See, respect what get, land and resources. Would have to see that change. Majority of people are 
respectful. Way of life. Missed in ANC.

In other years, tundra has been a lot dryer than it used to be. Had to wear rubber boots in the past when we went berry
picking and lately we've been able to go out in tennis shoes for several years. Last year was wetter than the past few years
—had to wear boots again.

1) Warmer weather has impacted hunting/gathering. 2) Drilling concerns: a lot can go wrong quickly, already an issue. It 
brings money, but that's temporary. The land and subsistence is a lifestyle that may be endangered by oil drilling. 3) 
Regulations: those of us here don't waste. The regs limit us, says "we don't care, we're going to tell you what to do." We 
understand outsiders need limits. We know we need to be careful. Should close to outsiders, other ways to deal with it
(opposed to requiring Natives to have licenses). 4) Earlier comment from page 24: Climate—less snow produces less 
berries. It is too extreme during the winter when there is less snow to produce berries. The last few years the summer has 
been warmer and you have to go pick berries right away or the go bad. Even the blueberries are smaller now. Usually use 
10–20 gallons of berries, so warmer winters and hot summers are bad for berries.

We depend on it, a lot and my husband loves it!

I've noticed that even if you are Native you have to get a hunting license to hunt. Is that still? It used to be if you lived in
this area, there was a certain amount you could catch without a license. I don't think it's very fair that all Natives should
have to have a license. I think if you don't have a criminal record you should be able to obtain at least 2 animals of every
variety. I understand where that law comes in, but it kind of cuts off people. It's unfair to those who don’t understand.

Question: brought a baby falcon into his home. Fish & Wildlife took to Anchorage. What happened to it?

Caribou migration routes are being fragmented by Red Dog road. There's also lots of outside hunters on the Noatak. There
are more regulations on what we can hunt because of overhunting by outside hunters. They camp right in the migration
route and it will have an impact on the herd. They trophy hunt—don't use the meat—and we have to compete with these 
trophy hunters. We are not trophy hunters. We just hunt for food especially the people who live in the villages. They
depend on food. There's few jobs. It's hard to buy gas. They should look into co-management for caribou and moose like
they have in Bristol Bay. It would help with employment too for kids out of high school. It would help people support
their families. I hope that the federal government will take over subsistence if subsistence isn't protected.

-continued-



737

Table D9-19.–Page 3 of 7.
Caribou not coming as close as they used to come, used to come right by camp. Had to travel much further this last year
—more gas, time, effort.

Regulations 0 sheep—need to do received and [illegible] with focus to rebuild the population caribou limit might have 
helped. Non-resident moose tags are really hard to get. Complaint from family is that the number of years applying and
paying don't count. Would like chances to count. RM880 moose tag—is only available in person, short period to pick up
that tag (Unit 23). Hard to get because have to be here for a short, certain time. If you are out of town just them, forget it.
Increase the bear limit 2 bears a year—the population is really high right now. In general, happy with most hunting and 
subsistence regulations.

Last winter was probably the mildest we had. Normally hh 40 or so didn't happen and lack of snow. Tundra was bare
most winter. Most snow was in April. Drilling—doubts, don't think they are ready. Area is main feeding area for walrus.
Water is fairly shallow (50 feet). Oil spills is my biggest fear—oil rigs are very very noisy. I spent 6 years on them. It's
already noticeable calves like to stick around, don't follow mother when go away—confuses them. Even Siberia say the
same thing. They capture baby walrus they can get so that if/ when the population crashes they will have a good gene
pool. Siberians do love their marine mammals. It seems like they do a lot better than on this side of the dateline to study
their animals, especially polar bear count. It seems they spend a lot more time with them out on the ice—seem lot more
accurate. Pretty tough, hearty people out there and it's amazing how good the food is out there! Black bear are in pretty
short supply in Alaska. Muskox and caribou share the same grazing ground, but moose will kill the caribou, maybe
because of the high caribou predation. Beaver are pests around Selawik, even up the Noatak. The fur value is not
interesting anymore. Respondent had enough ugruk with his share but the young guys he was with would have needed
more for their families. Bear are becoming aggressive because of the lack of berries. Transporters outfitters are more 
mobile than local hunters because they have aircrafts although their take is not as much, people here only have boats. 
Transporters outfitters disrupt the caribou migration because they set up their camp  right on their corridor so the caribou
go in the Brooks Range and stay there. Guides normally only have 1 or 2 clients at a time so don't disturb but outfitters 
saturate the country with hunters. Their camp are usually bright orange or green and they leave them from the beginning of 
the hunting season without putting it down in between hunting trips.

Not right of me

Moose—tag reminder about tag when didn't get anything.

Respondent inquired about purpose of our work/research

I have seen a lot of changes along the coast, erosion, erosion, erosion

Keep up the good work!

Hunters/Natives don't want to pay for license every year. Want a lifetime because this is their land—men gripe don't 
have money to pay. Some people don't care how live—dumping dog poop and lay in water. Need to be careful. Grew up 
eating nature foods, this year sick in stomach a lot, maybe food.

Remember old crash of herd in the 1970s, helped to support bag limits. Felt that snowmachine introduction was partially
to blame, more efficient. Current crash of herd—feels that its weather and predation by wolves used to be a part of
predator control back in day. Migration pattern hasn't changed too much in his experience when he was an active hunter. 
Does it seem like herd has wintered more and more south as the years have gone by.

I always pay attention to plants—the climate is milder. Willows are getting taller and thicker, and there are more of them.
Trees are growing faster. Willows and some grass are taking over in the tundra, especially where there is traffic.

Migration of the caribou have changed and guides are not helping any flying—we had to report a couple of planes last
year—one of them got cited.

-continued-
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I've seen a lot of waste up here. Caribou are not meant to be dog food. Especially when people are then going to the store 
to feed themselves. I think they need to ban the shooting of cow caribou, caribou after November because you shoot one 
cow you're shooting two caribou, really. I've seen people leave caribou in the field because they didn't have enough fat on
them.

I've been watching caribou stuff of course. Sea ice melted this year—that was weird. We'll see what happens.

The only thing that I see in the fall time and in the springtime, I know we're all Alaskans but when the hunters come up
from down south, if they're good enough to come up here and hunt, they should be good enough to come up here and live
[referring to both other Alaskans and lower 48]. Reported that crowberries and cranberries harvested were
opportunistically harvested. Mixed in with blueberries while blueberry picking.

It really caught my attention that there was underwater recorders past Kuezersten, over there was areas. It makes me not
want to go over there in my little boat. And that's probably a reason there's a lot less belugas. I know from my experience
that when the belugas came through here it's a war-zone. That's why I try to hunt at different hours than everybody else.
But the disadvantage to that is if I break down there's nobody to help me. I've had more messed up trips than good trips, 
but it's just a blast being out in the country. I feel pretty comfortable out in the ocean because I learned from one of the
top hunters in this area—an elder who passed away a few years ago. Thank you for giving me an opportunity to speak with 
you guys.

There's not enough good places in town for dog teams to keep dogs. Don't actively use dog team for subsistence, but mush 
to camp. The village corporation ended a cabin lease program for shareholders, so it's gonna be more difficult for our
family to live off the land. We taught our kids, and now they're the right age but we can't use it. We're gonna have to tear
it down after 25 years, and it's gonna make it harder for us to subsist.

Oil—concern—establishment of spill response teams—hope they have enough resources to contain a spill. Caribou—
declining herd is noticeable and migration pattern is difficult. Last year fire above Noatak burned plants. Big game
hunters/transporters saved all the caribou. Hunters flying in about the same but the planes are flying [illegible] and cooking
same number for animals. They shoot at them in the hills in land of working for them to come down and they spook them.

With all the bear break ins over the summer, maybe they could do something about the bears. I went to camp over the 
summer and I almost stepped on a  bear trap.

Notice a lot of people throwing trash in the water just in front of town, right before break ups. It ends up on shore and it's
really gross because we fish there.

We just stick close to town when we go out because gas is so expensive.

How do I catch more fish?

You guys are doing a good thing by collecting this information.

Hoping the sheep are coming back saw two off the Agi river, 28 are up Noatak, muskox—lots

The caribou pop.—they have meetings on it all the time and the number's are decreasing. Every one has their spots where
they hunt, and because of the fall and the caribou being late or the herd taking a different route. Some people don't get
theirs. So I'm wondering if it's going to have an effect on the moose pop, because people who didn't get their caribou
have been hunting more moose.

Look up and drop off the address for renewing commercial fishing license.
-continued-



739

Table D9-19.–Page 5 of 7.
I don't think enough people in the world care about subsistence. People are too busy chasing the almighty dollar to care
about the consequences. Drilling, mining, people think it doesn't have an impact but as Isaac Newton said "every action
has a reaction".  I think subsistence will become obsolete, maybe not in my lifetime, but it's because of the way we treat 
the earth. Can't get a job because I'm a convicted felon, so subsistence is a necessity, especially with the cost of groceries
here. Salmonberries are getting harder to find near town—picked over by the time they get there. No transportation to get
farther out of town.

They can't clean up the ice—very high and move a lot. I don't know how they could safely clean up and don't think they 
have anything strong enough. If they make a mistake, it's going to be a lot worse than the Gulf of Mexico and it's going to 
hurt a lot of families.

I think they help [referring to ADF&G, NANA or Maniluk]. When my son in Selawik needed gas, he got some. That really
helps so he could get meat and fish for me because I couldn't.

Not enough enforcement present during commercial fishing to help with conflicts.

Things are uncertain about how things will be going. Number of caribou are low right now. If people can go and try not to
get the cows, the numbers will go back up and it will be better. When it comes to food, it's serious business when we run
out of it. We have to rely on store bought food to get by when high need, or go out to do more hunting. Will try to take
time to do more hunting this year. Didn't fish for salmon last year because didn't have the boat or right gear, but will try
this year. No boat, so no means to go out and hunt marine mammals.

Subsistence is really important and we appreciate all what ADF&G is doing to make sure subsistence is sustainable.
Subsistence is 1000 times more important than sports. There shouldn't be any sports where people do subsistence
gathering, vs. sports and hanging trophies on the wall. That's bullshit!

Mom used to get mad—school too much, but very glad to have learned English to be able to interpret. 3 sons died, 2 
accident, 1 drink, husband died. Put away and sent seal oil. Know how to make the best. Sometimes trade for dry fish.
Too dusty to make dried fish. Send fish to Anchorage, groceries come back. Can't watch T.V., much too expensive to pay
power, phone too.

What's really frustrating about all this drilling is we've got natural right here on land and we just can't seem to get the
political will to tap into that. The cost wouldn't be tied to a world market. It would be tied to whatever NANA sets the
price at. All that exploration talent they're sending up to the Chukchi sea they should divert them here and do some
looking around here. It's been pretty consistently mild, warm, less snow winters several years in a row. I've noticed quite a 
few more bluffs sloughing off upriver along the rivers. Maybe a combination of rain and permafrost melting.

No hunting 4–5 years.

Aerial hunting wolves should be allowed. Bear permits should be easier/ cheaper to get for outsiders. Stop requiring
guide. Wolves killing caribou. Bears killing moose.

Donate caribou meat? Jim Dau.

Global warming making things hard, unpredictable. Kotzebue, Noatak used to open in June!

I noticed there's a lot of environmental change. The caribou will really impact us. Sheep have dropped right off the radar.
There needs to be predator control. Needs to be more aerial wolf hunting and Jim Dan will agree with me. Aerial wolf
hunting needs to be done in a way that benefits local people and economy. Shooter needs to be a resident of Kotzebue for
past 5 years. Price of food and cost of living are crazy high. Wages aren't keeping up with the rising costs of living. With 
continuing dropping off of caribou that makes things harder. They need to unrestrict bear hunting. monitor it but unrestrict
it. There's crazy combat caribou hunting on the Kobuk. Unable to find rim fire. 22 shells the only legal firearm for hunting 
from a boat. Make the guiding test more based on local knowledge. Rather than this boy scout stuff to encourage more 
local people to become guides.

-continued-
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Son hunted (other household) and grandkids fished and picked berries and plants. We'll harvest this year.

Keep the same environment, weather so stupid. Not cold anymore, not much snow.

Fruits and veggies from the store only food issue.

Predator hunting via snow machine, why isn't it okay to position yourself for all predators. Changing lifestyles, people
make use of technology. Caribou need more education to teach people how to pick out bulls. Specific time after rut—
avoid that time, take care of meat, bulls are fine. Traditional need to shoot cows does not apply anymore. Importance of 
protecting cows.

Shell's supposedly coming up here. It could be a good thing. It could be a bad thing. If [illegible] happens it could be 
environmentally beneficial. We're not from the region, but I feel that it should be made the locals choice whether or not
they want thing to take place. They should be able to decided how they want to use their resources. My husband's main
thing is aviation, but he got injured a couple of years ago and had been out of it, so we don't partake of all the things that
are available out in the country.

Not really. Game wardens—now starting to check on license—doesn't like that.

I think there needs to be more research on caribou (migration, predation, etc.) It's the number 1 food here so it really
needs to be studied. They also need to study the currents in the ocean in case of an oil spill. This is a really big concern. If
there is a spill, we need to know how it would come to our sound so we know how to mitigate the impact. The ocean ice is
thinner and decreasing. It's at the very start of the food chain for marine life all the way to us. If nothing is done to deal 
with man-made problems, everything in the marine ecosystem depends on the organisms living under the ice so we will
have a very hard time. Those surveys are important and gather good information for the protection of subsistence life-
style. The seal blubber is getting thinner. It used to be 3 inches, now it's only 1 inch.

On muskox—you guys keep giving it to the same white guy. He still gets it even though he got one illegally (a cow) and
still for a tag the next year. We  applied and didn't get any. He wants to have people filming him hunting for muskox but if
he is allowed we would be really upset. It's not subsistence, he goes to Africa to hunt. —Happy about you guys giving
permits for bear hunting. —We need our subsistence food.

I get disturbed when I see rotting sheefish or when people just leave them for birds when they are small instead of
releasing them.

None

When I buy store food it tastes lonely. Like I have don't want to cook. Basics are [illegible] but rarely buy meat, stuff like
that, kids will come eat with me with seal oil, apples, carrots, they won't stop. I'm concerned about declining of WACH. I 
understand Teshekpuk herd is declining too. I'm concerned about Shell Oil's proposal to drill close to Point Hope and
Wainwright area, because we rely heavily on marine mammals like ugruk. And I'm concerned that not all villages are
catching caribou, like Noatak and one time Shungnak. It varies. And sometimes our berries don't grow. People fall into
the ice. There's accidents, like right now they're looking for someone. Now the ice is different. We always have an early
spring break up and late freeze, or sometimes no snow. And the high cost of freight to send Snowgo—you need cash to get
Snowgo and boat. And we need competitive prices on heating oil and gas. In the upper Kobuk it's $15/ gallon for gas.

If they ever drill I hope nothing comes down this way. Did you see what happened down in LA with that accident?

Planes diverting herds, bringing in sport hunters, disrupting migration. Have to travel too far now to get caribou. Western 
herd joining other herds? Planes/guides should be restricted to a late hunt. Give local people a chance first, important
food source.

Fruit and veggies in really rough shape by the time they get here.

Non-resident hunters—a lot of local hunters pressure to lower bag limits. —Think it's crazy to limit guides/transporters, 
huge industry that supports the economy—sees local hunters waste much more.

Have seen weather drastically change over lifetime here. Warmer and less snow accumulation.

-continued-
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Husband often complains to respondent about outside non-local hunters on the Noatak River. Subsistence for us is not
necessarily a "need" but we prefer it (over store-bought). It's healthy, and a great activity for the kids.

The caribou—what are they doing about that? They can't stop us from hunting.

I'm just interested in your guy's results.

Do we have to get hunting license to hunt now? Only when I was at home I got me a hunting license. We usually hunt on
NANA lands so I don't think they enforce it there. The [illegible] security people are just there to make sure there aren't 
any white people hunting there. My sister's boyfriend was white, from Texas, and they said he could hunt only on the
sister's allotment. There was a lady up in [illegible] selling caribou licenses.

No comments

Caribou hunting on Noatak, tons of bush planes, worried about disrupting migration. Point Hope—main migration path, 
planes definitely impact that.

Restriction on kings? Is southwest, AK king regs = no bueno.—Whaling questions—future regs or restrictions? —
Increase openers. —Why so many regs? Why do we need licenses? Permits? It is wrong, it's Native way of life.

Gas so expensive and caribou and ugruk getting harder to get

Ice—getting thinner, less and going out earlier. Freezing later in the year. Some people on coast might change to fall
hunting for marine mammals. Oil—worried about, if will get into the sound. Worried about losing a rig like a few years
ago when trawling. Don't know what kind of pressure the oil underground will have in the Chukchi. Notes from previous
pages: He heard there was open water near many communities this year that rely on ice for hunting. Ice went out so
early last year that many people didn't get seals—ice traveled north early with SW current , so seals gone. People will 
adapt by hunting more of them in the fall.

Wanted info on residency/hunting licenses

None.

No comment

No comments, he wishes he had more time for subsistence activities.

Ice—warming—used to be snow on top. Can't even see snow on ice. It's change quite a bit. Even the ice running by
everything changing.

It's getting harder to get by, and if it's getting harder and harder for our youth, which causes depression. Even a $16–$20/
hour job isn't enough to cover rent and food. It's harder and harder for young people. By the time you've done paying all
your bills, it's hard to imagine what people who don't have a job or rentals do. Their money is not much. I do what I'm
doing (managing rentals) and still need a job. I have too much compassion—I don't want to raise rent, want people to be
able to bring home food. I don't know how people are making it out there.

How much for subsistence permit?
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Birthplace Percentage
Anchorage 1.2%
Atka 0.6%
Barrow 1.8%
Brevig Mission 0.6%
Elim 0.6%
Emmonak 0.6%
Fairbanks 0.6%
Golovin 0.6%
Juneau 0.6%
Kivalina 3.7%
Kotzebue 8.0%
Noatak 0.6%
Noorvik 0.6%
Point Hope 69.9%
Point Lay 0.6%
Selawik 0.6%
Sitka 0.6%
Wainwright 1.2%

Other U.S. 6.1%
Missing 0.6%

100.0%
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.

Table D10-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, Point 
Hope, 2014.

Table D10-1.–Birthplaces of household heads, 
Point Hope, 2014.



743

Birthplace Percentage
Anchorage 1.1%
Atka 0.2%
Barrow 0.7%
Brevig Mission 0.2%
Diomede 0.2%
Elim 0.2%
Emmonak 0.5%
Fairbanks 0.2%
Golovin 0.2%
Juneau 0.2%
Kivalina 1.8%
Kotzebue 5.5%
Noatak 0.2%
Nome 0.2%
Noorvik 0.2%
Point Hope 82.9%
Point Lay 0.7%
Selawik 0.2%
Sitka 0.2%
Wainwright 0.5%
Wasilla 0.2%

Other U.S. 3.0%
Missing 0.5%

100.0%

Table D10-2.–Birthplaces of population, Point Hope, 
2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.
Note  "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the 
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Table D10-2.–Birthplaces of population, Point 
Hope, 2014.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

267.5 152.4 246.7

0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.6%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.6%

State government 1.4% 2.4% 1.5% 0.0%
Technologists and technicians, except health 1.4% 2.4% 1.5% 0.0%

Local government, including tribal 53.5% 61.4% 57.3% 52.0%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.8% 3.6% 3.1% 6.9%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 6.3% 9.6% 6.9% 6.1%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 7.0% 12.0% 7.6% 5.6%
Service occupations 14.1% 20.5% 15.3% 11.6%
Mechanics and repairers 1.4% 2.4% 1.5% 3.4%
Construction and extractive occupations 5.6% 8.4% 6.1% 4.5%
Precision production occupations 2.1% 3.6% 2.3% 3.5%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.8% 3.6% 3.1% 6.0%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 9.2% 15.7% 9.9% 2.6%
Occupation not indicated 2.1% 2.4% 2.3% 1.9%

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.6%
Agricultural, forestry, and fishing occupations 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.6%

Mining 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 1.3%
Construction and extractive occupations 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 1.3%

Construction 4.2% 7.2% 4.6% 4.4%
Mechanics and repairers 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 1.0%
Construction and extractive occupations 3.5% 6.0% 3.8% 3.4%

Manufacturing 2.8% 3.6% 2.3% 1.9%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 2.1% 3.6% 2.3% 1.4%
Precision production occupations 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.5%

Transportation, communication, and utilities 4.9% 8.4% 5.3% 8.2%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 1.4%
Service occupations 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.1%
Construction and extractive occupations 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 1.4%
Precision production occupations 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 1.4%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.1% 3.6% 2.3% 3.8%

Retail trade 9.9% 15.7% 10.7% 3.7%
Marketing and sales occupations 4.2% 7.2% 4.6% 1.8%
Service occupations 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.1%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 2.8% 4.8% 3.1% 1.3%
Occupation not indicated 2.1% 2.4% 2.3% 0.4%

Services 19.7% 27.7% 19.8% 23.0%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 1.4% 2.4% 1.5% 5.0%
Health technologists and technicians 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.4%
Technologists and technicians, except health 3.5% 4.8% 3.1% 2.8%
Marketing and sales occupations 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.6%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 1.4% 2.4% 1.5% 2.3%

Table D10-3.–Employment by industry, Point Hope, 2014.

Estimated total number
Industry

Federal government

-continued-

Table D10-3.–Employment by industry, Point Hope, 2014.
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Jobs Households Individuals
Percentage of 
wage earnings

Service occupations 2.1% 2.4% 1.5% 0.8%
Mechanics and repairers 1.4% 2.4% 1.5% 0.1%
Precision production occupations 1.4% 1.2% 1.5% 2.5%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.8% 4.8% 3.1% 3.9%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 2.1% 3.6% 2.3% 0.9%
Occupation not indicated 2.1% 2.4% 2.3% 3.7%

Industry not indicated 1.4% 2.4% 1.5% 4.2%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 2.1%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 2.1%

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Industry

Table D10-3.–Page 2 of 2.
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Community
Point Hope

468.7
19.3

246.7
52.6%

267.5
1.1

1
2

8.5
1

12
42.6%

36.7

176

152.4
86.6%

1.8
1
5

1.6
1.4

1
4

51.5
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Characteristic
All adults

Number
Mean weeks employed

Employed adults
Number

Households

Mean

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs per employed household

Maximum
Percentage employed year-round

Maximum
Employed adults

Mean
Minimum

Percentage
Jobs

Number

Table D10-4.–Employment characteristics, Point Hope, 2014

Mean person-weeks of employment

Minimum
Maximum

Minimum

Total households

Number
Employed

Mean
Employed households

Months employed
Maximum

Number

Mean weeks employed

Table D10-4.–Employment characteristics, Point 
Hope, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
152.6 57.0% 148.8 60.3% 110.2 72.3%

37.7 14.1% 35.8 14.5% 33.1 21.7%
9.4 3.5% 9.4 3.8% 5.5 3.6%

45.2 16.9% 43.3 17.6% 36.7 24.1%
1.9 0.7% 1.9 0.8% 1.8 1.2%

Full-time
Part-time
Shift
On-call (occasional) 
Part-time shift 
Schedule not reported 18.8 7.0% 18.8 7.6% 14.7 9.6%

Schedule

Table D10-5.–Reported job schedules, Point Hope, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households

Table D10-5.–Reported job schedules, Point Hope, 2014.

Ranka Resource
Percentage of 

households using
1. Bowhead whale 98.1%
2. Caribou 91.4%
3. Cloudberry 90.5%
4. Beluga whale 88.6%
5. Unknown murre eggs 79.0%
6. Bearded seal 74.3%
7. Arctic grayling 72.4%
8. Chum salmon 68.6%
9. Dolly Varden 65.7%

10. Ringed seal 60.0%

a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share 
the lowest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.

Table D10-6.–Top ranked resources used by households, Point Hope, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 
2015.

Table D10-6.–Resources most commonly used by 
households, Point Hope, 2014.
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Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All marine mammals 11.8 11.8 7.7 66.8 40.5 222.0 48.9 11.8 3.4 0.0 6.8 10.1 54.6 496.2

Polar bear 0.0 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 6.7
Seal 11.8 10.1 5.1 38.8 28.5 220.3 47.2 11.8 0.0 0.0 6.8 10.1 48.6 439.2

Bearded seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.7 23.5 122.4 16.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.4 182.7
Ribbon seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ringed seal 11.8 10.1 5.1 27.0 5.1 92.9 30.4 11.8 0.0 0.0 6.8 6.8 40.2 248.1
Spotted seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 5.0
Unknown seals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4

Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 1.7 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 8.4
Whale 0.0 0.0 1.0 28.0 12.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 42.0

Beluga whale 0.0 0.0 1.0 24.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 36.0
Bowhead whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0

Table D10-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvest by month and sex, Point Hope, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource Total

Table D10-7.–Estimated marine mammal harvests by month, Point Hope, 2014.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All large land mammals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.4 79.0 31.9 26.9 33.6 0.0 5.0 0.0 185.0

Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caribou 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.4 79.0 31.9 26.9 33.6 0.0 5.0 0.0 185.0

Caribou, male 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.4 53.6 16.8 13.4 21.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 114.0
Caribou, female 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.1 5.0 13.4 11.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 45.3
Caribou, unknown sex 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.3 10.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 5.0 0.0 25.7

Moose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Muskox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dall sheep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D10-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Point Hope, 2014.

Resource
Estimated harvest by month

Total

Table D10-8.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Point Hope, 2014.
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Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk
All small land mammals 10.1 6.7 0.0 3.4 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 10.1 11.7 6.7 53.6

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 3.4 5.0 10.1

10.1 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.4 6.7 1.7 33.5
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4

Beaver
Coyote
Arctic fox
Red fox
Snowshoe hare 
Lynx
Marmot
Marten
Porcupine
Arctic ground (parka)
  squirrel
Gray wolf 
Wolverine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 1.7 1.7 0.0 5.0

Estimated harvest by month

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D10-9.–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Point Hope, 2014.

Resource Total

Table D10-9.–Estimated small land mammal harvests by month, Point Hope, 2014.
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Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 5,641.7 28,936.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 25.8 5,645.1 28,962.2 46.3 240.8 5,691.4 29,203.0
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 2,133.8 13,264.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 10.4 2,135.5 13,274.4 5.0 31.3 2,140.5 13,305.6
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 1,693.7 9,183.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,693.7 9,183.9 0.0 0.0 1,693.7 9,183.9
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 311.5 2,866.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 15.4 313.2 2,881.6 0.0 0.0 313.2 2,881.6
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 1,427.3 3,240.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,427.3 3,240.3 0.0 0.0 1,427.3 3,240.3
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 13.4 67.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.4 67.3 0.0 0.0 13.4 67.3
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 62.0 314.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 62.0 314.7 41.3 209.5 103.3 524.2
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D10-10.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Point Hope, 2014.

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet Rod and reelOther method

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial 

catch

Subsistence methods

Seine net Dip net

Table D10-10.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type, Point Hope, 2014.

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 150.4 ind 934.7 lb
  Coho salmon 25.1 ind 136.3 lb
  Unknown salmon 0.3 ind 1.7 lb

Nonsalmon fish
  Saffron cod 1.7 ind 0.4 lb
  Arctic char 15.1 ind 49.8 lb
  Dolly Varden 2.6 ind 8.6 lb
  Arctic grayling 174.3 ind 156.9 lb
  Humpback whitefish 1.7 ind 3.5 lb

Total 371.2 ind 1,291.9 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds

Table D10-11.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs in Point 
Hope, 2014.

Table D10-11.–Estimated harvest of fish for consumption by dogs, 
Point Hope, 2014.
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Unita Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds Numbera Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 17,694.5 2,064.2 5,231.6 2,667.0 2,754.0 30,411.2 1,692.4 32,103.6
  Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 1.7 10.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 10.1 34.9 209.5 36.6 219.6
  Pacific herring roe gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Rainbow smelt gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 69.8 419.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 22.6 73.6 441.7 0.0 0.0 73.6 441.7
  Arctic cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3,047.6 335.2 18,285.7 2,011.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21,333.3 2,346.7 0.0 0.0 21,333.3 2,346.7
  Saffron cod ind 0.0 0.0 176.0 37.0 8,233.3 1,729.0 790.2 165.9 0.0 0.0 997.7 209.5 10,197.2 2,141.4 0.0 0.0 10,197.2 2,141.4
  Arctic flounder ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Pacific halibut lb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic char ind 0.0 0.0 1,117.9 3,689.2 0.0 0.0 58.7 193.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,176.6 3,882.8 0.0 0.0 1,176.6 3,882.8
  Dolly Varden ind 0.0 0.0 3,487.9 11,510.1 0.0 0.0 231.3 763.3 381.0 1,257.1 223.8 738.7 4,324.0 14,269.2 191.2 631.1 4,515.2 14,900.3
  Lake trout ind 0.0 0.0 114.0 455.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 114.0 455.9 0.0 0.0 114.0 455.9
  Arctic grayling ind 0.0 0.0 1,267.5 1,140.8 0.0 0.0 1,826.9 1,644.2 1,071.1 964.0 1,980.9 1,782.8 6,146.4 5,531.8 859.7 773.7 7,006.1 6,305.5
  Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sheefish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Broad whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 230.0 735.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.4 26.8 1.7 5.4 240.0 768.0 0.0 0.0 240.0 768.0
  Arctic cisco ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Bering cisco ind 0.0 0.0 28.5 19.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.5 19.9 0.0 0.0 28.5 19.9
  Least cisco ind 0.0 0.0 13.4 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.4 9.4 83.8 58.7 97.2 68.1
  Humpback whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 33.8 71.1 0.0 0.0 5.0 10.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 38.9 81.6 0.0 0.0 38.9 81.6
  Round whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 1.7 1.2 0.0 0.0 33.5 23.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.2 24.7 0.0 0.0 35.2 24.7
  Unknown whitefishes ind 0.0 0.0 11.5 14.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 344.0 419.0 0.0 0.0 355.5 433.0 0.0 0.0 355.5 433.0
  Unknown nonsalmon fish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.3 19.4 50.3 19.4

Note The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.

Table D10-12–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type and resource, Point Hope, 2014.

Resource

Removed from 
commercial 

catch

Subsistence methods

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method Rod and reel

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Dip net Jigging Other methodNet under ice

Table D10-12.–Estimated harvests of salmon by gear type, Point Hope, 2014.



752

Spring Summer Fall Winter
Season 

unknown
All birds 2,053.9 97.5 65.4 23.5 0.0 2,240.2

Common eider 291.1 20.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 311.2
King eider 893.5 20.1 0.0 6.7 0.0 920.4
Spectacled eider 16.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.8
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mallard 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red-breasted merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Long-tailed duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern pintail 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Black scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Green-winged teal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
American wigeon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brant 109.0 25.1 13.4 0.0 0.0 147.5
Unknown Canada/cackling geese 65.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 65.4
Snow goose 496.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 496.2
White-fronted goose 103.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 103.2
Unknown geese 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sandhill crane 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Golden/black-bellied plovers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whimbrel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Godwits 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown shorebirds - small 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Black guillemot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Glaucous gull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sabine's gull 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pacific/Arctic loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown loons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown murres 8.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.4
Arctic tern 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ptarmigans 60.3 32.2 52.0 16.8 0.0 161.2
Snowy owl 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Estimated harvest by season

Table D10-13.–Estimated bird harvest by season, Point Hope, 2014.

TotalResource

Table D10-13.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Point Hope, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 105 103 103 100.0% 54 52.4% 35 34.0% 14 13.6% 0 0.0%

Salmon 105 97 94 96.9% 49 50.5% 31 32.0% 14 14.4% 3 3.1%
Nonsalmon fish 105 102 97 95.1% 37 36.3% 40 39.2% 20 19.6% 5 4.9%
Large land mammals 105 98 98 100.0% 66 67.3% 24 24.5% 8 8.2% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 105 101 30 29.7% 15 14.9% 10 9.9% 5 5.0% 71 70.3%
Marine mammals 105 101 100 99.0% 30 29.7% 53 52.5% 17 16.8% 1 1.0%
Birds 105 97 91 93.8% 40 41.2% 38 39.2% 13 13.4% 6 6.2%
Marine invertebrates 105 101 7 6.9% 2 2.0% 4 4.0% 1 1.0% 94 93.1%
Vegetation 105 102 95 93.1% 46 45.1% 38 37.3% 11 10.8% 7 6.9%

Table D10-14–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Point Hope, 2014.

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.

Households not usingSampled 
householdsResource category

MoreSameLessValid 
responsesa

Total households
Households reporting use

Table D10-14.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Point Hope, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 103 50 3 6.0% 15 30% 1 2.0% 9 18% 1 2% 7 14% 2 4.0% 17 34.0%

Salmon 97 40 1 2.5% 12 30% 0 0.0% 1 3% 10 25% 14 35% 2 5.0% 1 2.5%
Nonsalmon fish 102 31 3 9.7% 7 23% 0 0.0% 2 6% 7 23% 6 19% 0 0.0% 5 16.1%
Large land mammals 98 64 1 1.6% 22 34% 18 28.1% 4 6% 8 13% 9 14% 6 9.4% 1 1.6%
Small land mammals 101 13 1 7.7% 1 8% 0 0.0% 2 15% 0 0% 4 31% 2 15.4% 1 7.7%
Marine mammals 101 27 1 3.7% 4 15% 0 0.0% 2 7% 6 22% 6 22% 0 0.0% 6 22.2%
Birds 97 37 3 8.1% 3 8% 0 0.0% 6 16% 10 27% 14 38% 0 0.0% 1 2.7%
Marine invertebrates 101 1 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 102 43 3 7.0% 14 33% 1 2.3% 4 9% 3 7% 4 9% 0 0.0% 18 41.9%

Table D10-15.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 103 50 6 12% 4 8.0% 1 2.0% 1 2.0% 2 4.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 97 40 1 3% 4 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 5.0% 2 5.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.5%
Nonsalmon fish 102 31 2 6% 5 16.1% 1 3.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 6.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 98 64 15 23% 3 4.7% 1 1.6% 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 101 13 0 0% 2 15.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 101 27 3 11% 1 3.7% 0 0.0% 1 3.7% 2 7.4% 1 3.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds 97 37 2 5% 3 8.1% 1 2.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 8.1% 0 0.0% 1 2.7%
Marine invertebrates 101 1 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 102 43 0 0% 3 7.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never using the resource.

Used other 
resources

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Did not need
Equipment/
fuel expenseRegulations

Small/
diseased animals Did not get enough

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travelValid 

responsesa

Other reasons
Working/
no time

-continued-

Table n-m.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Point Hope, 2014.

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Table D10-15.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Point Hope, 2014.
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 103 12 0 0.0% 2 16.7% 0 0.0% 1 8.3% 3 25.0% 2 16.7% 3 25.0%

Salmon 97 10 0 0.0% 1 10.0% 1 10.0% 1 10.0% 3 30.0% 1 10.0% 3 30.0%
Nonsalmon fish 102 17 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 11.8% 7 41.2% 1 5.9% 6 35.3%
Large land mammals 98 8 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 3 37.5% 2 25.0% 1 12.5%
Small land mammals 101 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 60.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0%
Marine mammals 101 15 0 0.0% 4 26.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 13.3% 4 26.7% 3 20.0%
Birds 97 11 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 63.6%
Marine invertebrates 101 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 102 9 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 77.8%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 103 12 2 16.7% 1 8.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 16.7%

Salmon 97 10 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 102 17 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 98 8 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 101 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 101 15 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 26.7% 0 0.0% 1 6.7%
Birds 97 11 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 27.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 101 1 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 102 9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table D10-16.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more helpNeeded more Increased effort

Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Traveled farther More success Needed less

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Other

Table n-m.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Point Hope, 2014.

-continued-

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and households reporting never use.

Store-bought 
expense

Got/
fixed equipment

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Regulations

Received more
Resource category

Valid 
responsesa

Table D10-16.–Reasons for more household uses for resources compared to recent years, Point Hope, 2014.
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All resources 11 10.5%
Fish 7 6.7%
Salmon 10 9.5%
Chum salmon 12 11.4%
Coho salmon 6 5.7%
Chinook salmon 4 3.8%
Pink salmon 3 2.9%
Sockeye salmon 1 1.0%
Nonsalmon fish 1 1.0%
Pacific tomcod 1 1.0%
Arctic char 6 5.7%
Dolly Varden 10 9.5%
Lake trout 1 1.0%
Arctic grayling 8 7.6%
Northern pike 1 1.0%
Whitefishes 1 1.0%
Land mammals 1 1.0%
Brown bear 1 1.0%
Caribou 61 58.1%
Moose 7 6.7%
Small land mammals 1 1.0%
Arctic fox 4 3.8%
Red fox 3 2.9%
Gray wolf 1 1.0%
Wolverine 4 3.8%
Reindeer–feral 1 1.0%
Marine mammals 2 1.9%
Polar bear 3 2.9%
Seals 4 3.8%
Bearded seal 11 10.5%
Ringed seal 3 2.9%
Walrus 3 2.9%
Whale 2 1.9%
Beluga whale 5 4.8%
Bowhead whale 3 2.9%
Birds and eggs 1 1.0%
Ducks 1 1.0%
Eiders 2 1.9%
Common eider 2 1.9%
King eider 2 1.9%
Mallard 1 1.0%
Bird eggs 1 1.0%
Murre eggs 7 6.7%
Clams 1 1.0%

Number of 
households

Percentage of 
households Resource

Table D10-15.–Resources households reporteded needing more of, 
Point Hope, 2014.

-continued-

Table D10-17.–Resources of which households reported 
needing more, Point Hope, 2014.
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Table D10-17.–Continued.

Crabs 2 1.9%
King crab 2 1.9%
Berries 11 10.5%
Blueberry 6 5.7%
Lowbush cranberry 1 1.0%
Crowberry 4 3.8%
Cloudberry 30 28.6%
Plants, greens, and mushrooms 3 2.9%
Wild potato 1 1.0%
Sourdock 1 1.0%
Unknown resources 12 11.4%

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Resource
Number of 
households

Percentage of 
households 
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Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 105 103 98.1% 38 36.9% 6 15.8% 4 10.5% 10 26.3% 13 34.2% 5 13.2%

Salmon 105 96 91.4% 31 32.3% 3 9.7% 5 16.1% 11 35.5% 8 25.8% 4 12.9%
Nonsalmon fish 105 97 92.4% 24 24.7% 2 8.3% 1 4.2% 12 50.0% 9 37.5% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 105 101 96.2% 59 58.4% 3 5.1% 3 5.1% 19 32.2% 20 33.9% 14 23.7%
Small land mammals 105 31 29.5% 10 32.3% 0 0.0% 5 50.0% 3 30.0% 2 20.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 105 101 96.2% 18 17.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 55.6% 6 33.3% 2 11.1%
Birds and eggs 105 94 89.5% 18 19.1% 3 16.7% 3 16.7% 6 33.3% 5 27.8% 1 5.6%
Marine invertebrates 105 7 6.7% 3 42.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 105 96 91.4% 39 40.6% 3 7.7% 4 10.3% 19 48.7% 8 20.5% 5 12.8%

a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Table D10-16.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Point Hope, 2014.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough ______ . Impact to those not getting enough ______ .
Valid responsesa Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Table D10-18.–Reported impacts to households that did not get enough resources, Point Hope, 2014.
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comments

Happy to help

Concerned over oil development and impacts to subsistence. Fears they won't listen to people's concerns and will do it
anyway. Climate—weather change. Last year had hardly any snow. Came late last year.

Shortened seasons

Ravens are eating the snowy owls. They’ll attack dogs, too many ravens. Owls kept the mice down. Getting older
hunting less, enjoys going out by foot for polar bear because others don’t do it. Doesn’t participate due to health, bad
back. 20 years ago only one wintered here (raven), now its over 100. You could judge how many voles against how many
owls. They canibalised one. Owls rare now. Too many damn ravens.

Thanks

I have lose my respect for Fish and Game mostly because our people have been here thousands of years. We know better
than to waste, our guys know, when they cut open a caribou and they see disease and there is no way they will bring it
back. They throw out 3k pounds of beef because one person thinks there could be salmonella and we are criminals for
leaving a poisoned carcass. In some examples the people know to leave it when they see diseased meat in our caribou. If
they want respect, they should give us respect. In that order. To taint our reputation bad enough that people are running
only [illegible] town. It is hurtful. We aren't out to get these Fish and Game guys but they should give us respect. They're
the ones having trouble. Too many people need food and they say we can't fix an empty freezer because of a paper from
[illegible]. What about out people? What about our kids?

People think if we don't strike oil, we'll be poor, but that's not true. Had to ship caribou in from other places to feed
people, freight was very expensive. Caribou were really far away. Planes flying overhead scared them away. Marine 
mammal hunting was less because of climate change. Ice is too thin. Shared with others, so had less to barter with. You
notice when you don't have subsistence foods. Have to eat processed food. Respondent has health issues now because of 
it. Wouldn't have health issues if she could eat wild foods year round. It has an impact. Used to get 40–50 gallons of
cloudberries; but only 3 gallons this year. Had a lot more subsistence foods when she was growing up. Now it's changed
dramatically. It's very costly if you have to travel 2 days to get caribou. When an animal is sick it's not customary
tradition to harvest those animals. Leave them for other animals instead. It's not culturally revelant to take a sick animal 
home (but hunters will take organs to get them tested if we have the means). We can determine when an animal is sick or
healthy. As subsistence users, it's our responsibility to take care of other animals. It's a traditional unwritten law from our
ancestors, and it can be sick for a variety of reasons.

No comment

We have seen the big game hunters came here and kill our animals and I even told them to not scare them away from us.
We live off that meat and I told them that and they go get money for big game hunters. Whatever you call them, trophy
hunters. Even bear hunters come here and think they want to kill a big bear. This is happening.

Ice is a lot thinner than it used to be (6 inches thinner)—makes it dangerous. Depends on weather conditions.
Researchers always come and do surveys but we never hear from them. Hope we do.

It's harder to hunt—son has to go to Kivalina to catch caribou. A lot of gas and all ammunition. Heard a lot of "harder
this year", so for north used to be close. People say Fish and Game was flying planes real low (or F&W) and scaring the
caribou, pushing them further.

First time I'm questioned from people.

The Fish and Game planes and the trophy hunters are really affecting the migration of our caribou. The oil industry is
also affecting caribou migration. The oil industry is affecting marine mammals.

-continued-

Table D10-19.–Comments and concerns, Point Hope, 2014.
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Those walrus up there that are off of Point Lay, I don't know how many years they've been sitting up there. They say it's
because of the ice disappearing, but when they do the sonic blasts for oil exploration they're killing the clams on the
bottom of the ocean. That's the walruses main food source. During a meeting in Point Hope I asked Shell representatives
if they'd ever done studies on whether these sonic booms are affecting the walruses food source. They said they'd never
done studies on this, and they tried to change the subject right away. One of the Native corporation members became 
curious and wanted to know more about that topic. Traded for sheefish.

A lot of seals having spots, losing fur. More common. To me caribou have cysts—noticed more on the liver and
stomach part between rut and leg on the meat there. Changes in migration route futher- because people are pushing 
them further out. People from elsewhere are flying and scaring them away. During the hunting season.

Used to be that young people gave food to elders—now it's changing. People selling food for money.

Would help to get more caribou, fish. Usually get a lot of berries, sourdock.

Tomcod—why can't find them. A few years ago we'd come to the point, in the fall, and they'd wash up. Not anymore,
go check but don't catch them (3–4 years).

No comment

I would say no to that (offshore drilling). Any offshore drilling here is gonna have a major impact, especially with the
whaling. If anything happened close to here, a lot of people would starve during the wintertime. Even if there's no spill,
regs in the water would flush the whales further out.

There's been some concern about the seismic testing, they've done in the past, and I've noticed that some of the smaller
critters in the ocean aren't coming around like they used to. We've noticed decline in the beluga, decline in the caribou, 
decline in the fish, especially the tomcods. Big concern for the warm weather we've been having, thin ice. There's too
much noise from heavy equipment (on shore), too much noise from vehicles on the ice—snowmachines, 4-wheelers,
airplanes, boats. scares all the animals.

It was a bad year last year. Less fish, only given a few. Don't know why it was bad. There were fewer eiders and berries
also. Fewer eggs also.

Price of ammo, got to use rounds wisely, less waterfowl hutning if can't afford it. Glad to participate happy this is being
documented, goal for the community in the future.

It's so sad we have to resort to data prove our reliance on subsistence. Subsistence has been our main diet for thousands
of years and we still rely heavily on it because store foods cost so much. Up here, and the freight for it to come up here 
is extravagant. If we had more ways of getting our food cheaper I'm sure we'd be eating as much western food as
anybody else. Someone polluting our waters. And responsible for fish disappearing. I think Fish and Game should be
regulated by Natives. We're the ones who know about our animals and know about our fish. Natives have a more
conservation ethic. We do not take more than we're supposed to. That's the way we've been taught, for generations.
Respect the land, the water everything in it. Without it you're nothing. Re: assessments: I wish you guys would find other
words besides minor, major, and severe. It makes it sound like catastrophes. It was noticeable. Thought "noticeable" was
a better word.

Someday, when we have the hardest day in our life. There will be no pop, no soda, no [illegible] you need to learn to
eat Iñupiaq food because in the future, that is all you are going to eat. Do not get hooked on store food. But when you 
grow up with Native food that is all I depend on. I'm the only one that eats raw meat. There is a certain part of the
walrus that the [illegible] need for medicine. This is not just because we need food. And that medicine is only for
infants. It is for pneumonia or high fever and they [illegible] ferment and aged and then they rub it on the kids chest and
24 hours it is cleared up. It smells awful and comes from the head of the walrus. This is only [illegible] are important.
when clinic is closed and there is no plane, that's when the medicine comes in.

-continued-
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We need more food and other with not enough food for us. Wish we had a net wish we had another [illegible]. I wish I
could have another partner or woman to help me go get more. No net, we always envy those that can catch we always 
be poor but we help sometimes to get.

Plane traffic is messing up the caribou migration. They're rich sport hunters from out of town. When I was growing up
they always told us "let the first caribou go". The caribou have roads like us, and we interfere with their migration routes
when they're trying to migrate and there's planes flying all over.

Very pro subsistence. Has enough for self but doesn't want his responses to sway data to make Point Hope seem like it
uses/ needs less.

We like to help the widows and the husbands [illegible] and they get food and my family like to hunt a lot. My boys like
to hunt and we grew up giving when we hunt. It's not for us. It's for everyone. I worry about how the difficulty countries
and have Russia is right across and our don't know what they dump in the ocean. It is just right across from here. It goes
to the ocean right to us. One seal was sick and had sores all over it. Like not cuts but were sores. Sick ugruk. Blubber
was really yellow and we only saved the meat and sometimes there are spots on them. Spots on their organs.

Ever since the "massacre", someone is flying low over the herds and have to go to Kivalina, pilots chasing them away. 
Fish—runs early or didn't come. Didn't see them there were fewer. Plants—berries—rain when ripe and fell off. This 
year seems abnormal for animal timing and berries/ rain. Caribou were far away.

Caribou, have heard about planes up there. We can hear them when we go up to our camp. We are up the pretty much
all summer. Haven't seen much of the caribou in the last couple years. Don't see walruses like we use to,  [illegible]
used to see them every spot further out—a few years. Ice conditions. Fish upriver—not as many grayling. Usually start
getting them in summertime. Not seeing as many. See more seals upriver every year.

No comment

Airplanes, we saw them diving on caribou herds and scaring them away. I could have shot that plane, I know what they're
doing. They're driving them away from us. Fish and Game or troopers? They were here [illegible] time for [illegible].

Little hard to afford gas, get by when we have jobs hand when you don't have a job.

Ice is different

I just wonder [illegible] caribou that stop coming here and maybe its because they have private planes flying around and
affecting it

The caribou and the planes are a problem. They are keeping away the herd. I have seen red and white plane riding 
around. Its just sad. Too bad they can't regulate the air space and see who is flying. Then we could see who is driving it
because it is the planes that are keeping the herd away from here and keeping them by Kivilina. Another area. Might be
both Fish and Game and commercial hunters that are doing it. They are changing the migration route. And it even says on
their newsletter that they are changing the route.

Caribou—haven't been close by in the last few years—game warden plane shooing the herd toward trophy hunters in
Kivalina/Noatak area. Waste threat and upset people. Haven't been close in 4 or 5 years. Game warden is being bribed
—small plane scaring animals away. —Seeing fewer moose around, used to be more 5 years ago. Exaggerated in the
idea that PHO slaughtered caribou in the news, only a few animals were killed and they were sick.

People are not waiting to let the leaders of the caribou herd go through but people are not doing that anymore. It is 
unfortunate. That we are not waiting, you always let the first go through and we are not doing that as of yet. I just know
the climate is changing and animals will change. The animals are staying longer and not going south and I am seeing
early migration of others. These are changes I see. Quantites I haven't noticed difference but the eider ducks are
dwindling and I have seen the change in their amounts. Our conditions, our ice conditions are definitely changing the ice
is not forming as early as it would form and its not as thick as it used to be. Everybody calls it global warming, so I 
guess we can call it that too. But it is much different from when I started in the 60s and 70s. "and that all I have to say
about that"

-continued-
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We need to subsist more. We're getting hungry. We need more of our food. The cost of living today is ridiculous. It's
why we're always running short of food.

Like to eat Native food more than store bought. Some will stop eating store bought when he was young. Moose used to 
come around but not anymore. By this time of year would have 22 caribou skins hanging outside, 25–40 years ago.
Walrus sightings were very low this last year, they are passing by instead of coming around. Seismic testing threw off
marine mammals. All migrations have to pass the beach here.

When he brings them home the caribou liver are dark and yellow spots on the hind legs on the meat. A lot of bloody
sports and burst veins on the meat.

Those damn planes—they need to quit coming around here. They're disturbing the caribou. They scare them away.

Used to get Dall sheep and that slowed down. There's a place on the coast where I always see Dall sheep and the last 4
or 5 years they weren't there. I do not know why they're not there.

Doing good about the same for everything.

How big of a sediment disturbence would the drilling cause? A few years back they wanted to make a harbor for Red
Dog. I asked the city, what happened to all the sediment when they're digging up the bottom? Since it's in the Kotzebue
Harbor. would it affect Shishmeref, Candle and Deering? When that sediment gets up, it affects the microorganisms that
the small fish eat. That causes the small fish to starve, which in turn affects the bigger fish and will cause the seals, not
to come in cause they'd have no food. If you do something that affects a creature in ecosystem, it will actually affect 10
other creatures. When I was in Golovin, the oil companies came along and said they were gonna do seismic testing. 
They said they weren't gonna use any dynamite. Me and my wife were up on a nearby hill. When we heard a big boom.
Later on, the beach was white for 10 or 15 miles. I went ashore to see what the white was: it was dead tomcods. We
looked around and you couldn't see around boats, so that sound must've came from miles out.

If I get the gist of this thing right end where its heading. I know it goes against the grain of, especially USFWS and
whatnot. It's important to think that the same thing that’s been happening to these Native people since their contact with 
whites we can't keep wiping out species after species. I really feel like we shouldn't let people entering this state hunt and
fish. Or at least Natives and tribal areas should always have the priority when it comes to subsistence. Otherwise we'll 
destroy the basis of how people live up here.

Now that I have a wheller I can go out more.

It would be nice to have everything here locally. Seeing a lot of changes—tomcods, fish, caribou, ice conditions.
seasons shorter.

What if they have a big oil spill and wipe out all our animals? That'd be a big change for us, and for the world—all these 
animals, wiped out. Pretty soon too, the world's going to run out of food—if we go to war, etc.—and we'll become
dependent on our subsistence. If we have that oil spill we're pretty much dead.

Who's funding this survey?

Anxious about results. This is the most detailed.

None
Concerns—weather changing. Planes—fly over at whaling season and scare the whales. Curious planes. Sores on
bearded seals, what causes? We eat them and it don't want to get sick. Seems less polar bear. Airplanes and caribou-
should be a no fly zone. House keeps them away. It appears that planes are actively herding the caribou away from
village hunting areas. There's an airstrip where hear international private planes can land and anyone hunt there even
without a license, or something like that.

Need to teach more of the younger kids to learn and our culture. Very few young people are going out in our times we
had to be out there. Wish we could show kids what we went through. We had to bust our ass or work harder. Now kids
just play on their ipads. We used to have to work—cut wood, chop ice, etc.

-continued-
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Wish I could get out more, too old. Know what to hunt, when to hunt. Need more caribou. Meat is too expensive.

There's ppl that come around and do research and never get back to the community. Hope that we come back with our
results.

People saying its hard to find caribou, planes circling too close.

They blew a bomb off here, they fainted all the natural resources, the food. 40 years later they tested the caribou and
they still have radium. I don't think there's enough jobs for the people here, and they have families. I don't think there's
enough housing for the people here either. One time a lady brought me a box of food when I was in a bad way, food-
wise. I was so happy you knew it impacts you when you're really without and someone comes and helps you out, and you 
don't know them. People here still have a heart.

Shell started drilling out there right? In 2010 or something maybe only 3 years but they are out there. They have been 
away from the rigs and they rust and break down and all the staff they did out there is not being monitored right now. It
is going unnoticed. They dig/ drill a big hole to the oil and they're not monitoring it right now. That could be a real big
disaster right? Because there is a lot of oil out there. what happens when they drill the test wells and then move. On to a
new area. They just it I bet, and that is a big concern.

Caribou herds aren't coming as close as they used to. Lot of local concerns about people scaring them away with planes.
4 years ago the herd was a little way up to PHO. This year they were going all the way to KVL. Moose population.
Muskox poulations have declined dramtically near village.

Caribou—keep scaring caribou away, blames, Fish and Wildlife. Hope have a good fishing reason. Fish are getting big,
bigger than 20 years ago trout.

I always make sure that I have enough food so that I can get through the year and space it out. I give out so much food in
this town. —salmon—august, brothers and sisters. —200lbs arctic cod, dipnet 1/2 and 1/2. —grayling, under ice net. —
Dolly Varden, 700 lbs total, 100 lbs at Kukpuk—river fish taste way better than ocean dollies, —Aug–Nov.—300 lbs at
salmon. —300 lbs access for there,—40 fish with rod in early August,—add cousin. —You got three guys, without the
net you have no fish, without the guys you have no fish. So you get to share with the net and the other guys. One year,
five years ago, after the seismic. —Labrador tea—1lb, —sourdock, 30 gal.—wild onion, few.—ipiqs, 2 gal.—tundra
swans, 3.—snowy ow, 3.—musk ox from Pt. Hope, received.—King, 150.—snow geese, 20.—ptarmigan, 2 at Grayling
camp, Aug–Nov.—duck eggs, eider—100, seagull—100, —june, receive murre eggs, — Guy, Jacob, Kuvaluq, Jeremy.
—10 gallons of salmonberry. —blackberries—daugher, Janessa gave.—1 gal right in backyard.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.


