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Symbols and Abbreviations 
The following symbols and abbreviations, and others approved for the Système International d'Unités (SI), are used 
without definition in the reports by the Division of Subsistence. All others, including deviations from definitions 
listed below, are noted in the text at first mention, as well as in the titles or footnotes of tables, and in figure or figure 
captions. 
Weights and measures (metric) 
centimeter cm 
deciliter  dL 
gram  g 
hectare ha 
kilogram kg 
kilometer km 
liter  L 
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milliliter mL 
millimeter mm 
  
Weights and measures (English) 
cubic feet per second ft3/s 
foot  ft 
gallon gal 
inch  in 
mile  mi 
nautical mile nmi 
ounce oz 
pound lb 
quart qt 
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Time and temperature 
day  d 
degrees Celsius °C 
degrees Fahrenheit °F 
degrees kelvin K 
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second s 
  
Physics and chemistry 
 all atomic symbols 
alternating current AC 
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calorie cal 
direct current DC 
hertz Hz 
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volts V 
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General 
Alaska Administrative Code AAC 
all commonly-accepted 
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  Mr., Mrs.,  
  AM, PM, etc. 
all commonly-accepted 
 professional titles  e.g., Dr., Ph.D.,  
   R.N., etc. 
at  @ 
compass directions: 
 east E 
 north N 
 south S 
 west W 
copyright  
corporate suffixes: 
 Company Co. 
 Corporation Corp. 
 Incorporated Inc. 
 Limited Ltd. 
District of Columbia D.C. 
et alii (and others)  et al. 
et cetera (and so forth) etc. 
exempli gratia (for example) e.g. 
Federal Information Code FIC 
id est (that is) i.e. 
latitude or longitude lat. or long. 
monetary symbols (U.S.) $, ¢ 
months (tables and figures) first three 

 letters (Jan,...,Dec) 
registered trademark  
trademark  
United States (adjective) U.S. 
United States of America (noun) USA 
U.S.C. United States Code 
U.S. state two-letter abbreviations 
  (e.g., AK, WA) 
 
Measures (fisheries) 
fork length FL 
mideye-to-fork MEF 
mideye-to-tail-fork METF 
standard length SL 
total length TL 
 

Mathematics, statistics 
all standard mathematical signs, symbols 

and abbreviations 
alternate hypothesis HA 
base of natural logarithm e 
catch per unit effort CPUE 
coefficient of variation CV 
common test statistics (F, t, χ2, etc.) 
confidence interval CI 
correlation coefficient (multiple) R  
correlation coefficient (simple) r  
covariance cov 
degree (angular ) ° 
degrees of freedom df 
expected value E 
greater than > 
greater than or equal to ≥ 
harvest per unit effort HPUE 
less than < 
less than or equal to ≤ 
logarithm (natural) ln 
logarithm (base 10) log 
logarithm (specify base) log2,  etc. 
minute (angular) ' 
not significant NS 
null hypothesis HO 
percent % 
probability P 
probability of a type I error (rejection of the 

null hypothesis when true) α 
probability of a type II error (acceptance of 

the null hypothesis when false) β 
second (angular) " 
standard deviation SD 
standard error SE 
variance  
 population Var 
 sample var 
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ABSTRACT 
This report summarizes a three-year project in which households in 8 communities in Northwest Alaska were asked 
about their harvest and use of key fish species. This project sought to provide estimates of total community harvests 
of important fish resources, as well as updating baseline fishery information within the Arctic-Kotzebue 
Management Area. The Kotzebue District has the largest subsistence salmon fishery in the state that lacks an annual 
harvest assessment program, and this research provides both harvest estimates and contextual information to better 
understand fisheries in the region. Data was collected with harvest surveys, including questions about harvest 
amounts, sharing patterns, and factors impacting fishing. Key respondent interviews were conducted with 
knowledgeable fishers about fishing patterns, changes to fisheries over time, and observations of resource health and 
abundance. 

Subsistence harvests of salmon and nonsalmon fish species were substantial in Ambler, Buckland, Kiana, Kobuk, 
Noatak, Noorvik, Selawik, and Shungnak from 2012–2014. In 2012, the 6 communities surveyed (Buckland and 
Selawik were added during the second year of the project) harvested an estimated 456,635 lb of fish. Combined 
harvests in the 8 communities were 860,648 lb in 2013 and 801,348 lb in 2014. When asked to assess harvests, 
respondents in all communities most commonly cited weather as a factor and major weather events impacted fishers 
in study communities in each of the 3 study years. 2012 was characterized by extremely heavy rainfall in July and 
August, with rainfall 200-400% above normal (Alaska Climate Research Center 2012). In 2013, rain was again a 
factor cited by respondents as well as late freeze-up which impacted ice fishing activities. In 2014, communities 
reported very warm summer conditions and low water on the rivers; these environmental conditions led to a large 
die-off of pre-spawning chum salmon in the Kobuk River and alarmed fishers who expressed concern over the 
health of the fish. Fish samples were examined by the ADF&G Fish Pathology Lab, which found that the fish were 
healthy. Low water and warm conditions, combined with significant algae blooms and an extraordinary run of chum 
salmon, contributed to salmon mortality by depleting available oxygen in the river (FWS 2014). 

 

Key words: Northwest Alaska, subsistence fishing, salmon, nonsalmon fishes, Ambler, Buckland, Kiana, Kobuk, 
Noatak, Noorvik, Selawik, and Shungnak 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This report summarizes the results from research conducted between 2013 and 2015 that updated baseline 
information on subsistence fisheries harvests in 8 communities in Northwest Alaska (Figure 1-1). The 
project sought to provide estimates of total community harvests of key fish species in each study period 
and also provide context on factors influencing harvest. Key species were identified prior to the start of 
the project by examining previously collected data and in consultation with local residents; however, in 
data collection, respondents were prompted to name any other fish species their household may have 
harvested (Table 1-1). The role that salmon plays in each community is related to its abundance. Where 
chum salmon are less abundant, nonsalmon species such as Dolly Varden, Arctic grayling, northern pike, 
sheefish, and various other whitefishes play a more important role in local diets. Despite the common use 
of species such as chum salmon and Dolly Varden, each community’s patterns of harvest and use were 
unique. 

In Northwest Alaska communities, 
salmon are most commonly taken by 
seines or setnets in the summer; the 
type of net used is influenced locally 
by river conditions such as depth and 
current. Smaller salmon harvests take 
place with rod and reel, although an 
earlier analysis of 1994–2004 data for 
6 communities showed an increase in 
salmon, mostly chum, taken by rod 
and reel. Whether this indicated a 
shift in preference for gear type or 
merely the incidental take of salmon 
while targeting species like sheefish 
was unclear (Magdanz et al. 2011b). 
Dolly Varden, a char species known 
locally as “trout,” are taken by seine, 
set gillnet, and rod and reel in times 
of open water, and by jigging through 
the ice. A variety of gear types are 

used to harvest abundant whitefish species including seine and set gillnets during summer and early fall, 
ditches, fyke nets, and nets under the ice after freeze-up.  

A great deal of ethnographic description of the subsistence fisheries in the Kotzebue region generally, and 
in the study communities specifically, has been gathered in previous studies, e.g. (Anderson et al. 1977; 
Burch Jr. 1975; 1998; Georgette and Shiedt 2005; Giddings Jr. 1956; Jones 1983; Uhl and Uhl 1979; 
1977). 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 
Substantial subsistence fisheries sustain 8 small communities (Ambler, Buckland, Kiana, Kobuk, Noatak, 
Noorvik, Selawik, and Shungnak) within the State of Alaska’s Arctic-Kotzebue Management Area, yet 
little information on the subsistence harvest and use of salmon, as well as char, whitefish, and other 
nonsalmon species had been collected by the Division of Subsistence since 2004, when the annual salmon 
harvest monitoring program was terminated due to lack of funding. The Kotzebue District has, by far, the 
largest subsistence salmon fishery in Alaska that is lacking an annual harvest assessment program, 
leaving a large gap for developing comprehensive estimates of statewide harvests (Fall et al. 2007:30; 
2011).  

Figure 1-1.–Study area. 
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The most recent dataset, from 1994 to 2004 in 6 communities in the Kotzebue District, initially collected 
information solely on salmon harvests, but later expanded in scope to include other important fish species. 
Not all communities were surveyed in all years, and in some cases sample sizes were too small to allow 
for harvest estimates to be made (Magdanz et al. 2011a). Previously gathered data have little 
accompanying contextual information to inform the interpretation of trends and gauge community 
responses to changing socio-economic, demographic, and environmental conditions in that region. One 
project that retrospectively analyzed harvest trends and factors described the challenges in doing so 10 
years or more after data were collected. 

At the time this project was in the planning stages, a number of development projects related to mineral 
extraction were proposed within the area: oil exploration in the Chukchi Sea, a road to the Ambler mining 
district that would link a remote region to the road system and likely lead to further mining development, 
and the extension of the road from the Red Dog Mine, among others. While little commercial exploitation 
of fish stocks currently occurs in the region, save for a limited chum salmon fishery at Kotzebue, it was 
expected that interest in developing such fisheries would grow in coming decades as activity in and access 
to the Arctic increases. While chum are the predominant salmon species in the region, it was believed that 
more commercially valuable species such as sockeye, Chinook, and coho salmon would expand their 
ranges as the Arctic warms. In 2009, U.S. Secretary of Commerce Gary Locke approved a plan 
prohibiting the expansion of commercial fishing into federal Arctic waters; however, this limitation is in 
place until “researchers gather sufficient information on fish and the Arctic marine environment to 
prevent adverse impacts of commercial harvesting or activity on the ecosystem.”1 Among species 
identified in the plan as likely initial target species were Arctic cod, saffron cod, and snow crab. Thus, 
state and federal fisheries regulatory bodies, including the Federal Subsistence Board, will require current 
and comprehensive data on the subsistence fisheries of this area in the near future. 

All eight study communities were located within or near federal conservation system units. The degree to 
which contemporary subsistence activities, and fishing specifically, occur within Bering Land Bridge 
National Preserve, Cape Krusenstern National Monument, Selawik National Wildlife Refuge, Noatak 
National Preserve, and the Kobuk Valley National Park is better documented than when this project was 
first proposed. Recent ADF&G Division of Subsistence research mapped areas used in one year by 
Ambler, Kobuk, Shungnak, and Noorvik in 2012, and in Deering in 2013 (Braem et al. 2015; 2017). The 
Northwest Arctic Borough completed a subsistence use area documentation project in the region that 
updated lifetime use information collected over two decades ago (Satterthwaite-Phillips et al. 2016; 
Schroeder et al. 1987b). Previously, the Division of Subsistence mapped locations where Noatak 
harvested salmon, whitefish, and char in 2007. Mapped 2007 Noatak harvest locations for salmon, 
whitefish, and char included the Noatak National Preserve. Georgette and Shiedt (2005) documented 
whitefish harvest locations within Cape Krusenstern National Monument, Selawik Refuge, and Noatak 
National Park and Preserve including contemporary camps, under ice net sites, seining locations, and 
traditional weir sites.  

Both the Seward Peninsula and Northwest Arctic regional subsistence advisory councils had identified 
salmon and char fisheries as the most important fisheries in their areas and expressed concerns about the 
effects of climate change on subsistence fisheries resources. Baseline harvest assessment and monitoring 
of subsistence fisheries, historical trends and variability in harvest locations, and harvests and use of 
nonsalmon fish were identified as priority information needs for the Northern Region. 

The primary objective of this project was to gather contextualized harvest information in this region with 
an eye to future information needs. As explored in Magdanz, Smith, et al. (2011b), recall of the factors 
that influenced harvest—years after harvests occurred—is problematic, making interpretation of trends 
                                                 
1. U.S. Department of Commerce. “Secretary of Commerce Gary Locke Approves Fisheries Plan for Arctic [Press Release].” 

U.S. Department of Commerce, August 20, 2009. http://2010-2014.commerce.gov/news/press-releases/2009/08/20/secretary-
commerce-gary-locke-approves-fisheries-plan-arctic.html. 
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difficult. As time series data further accumulate, researchers may be able to detect an increasing trend in 
harvest of one species concurrent with a decline in another but be unable to interpret the trends. It was 
hoped that traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) and local and traditional knowledge (LTK) could 
further inform and contextualize quantitative harvest data and information on factors affecting fishing 
during the study period, adding a time depth to and broader understanding of changes occurring in 
subsistence fisheries in the study communities.  

REGIONAL BACKGROUND2 
All 8 study communities 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 waters 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. 2011b). Ernest Burch, Jr., the author of several 
ethnohistorical 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 underlain 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 (NWAB), which was incorporated as a 
first class borough in 1986 and became a home rule borough3 in 1987. The NWAB 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 20154. 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.5 In 2010, 82% of the borough’s population was Alaska Native. The boundary of the 
NWAB largely overlaps with the service areas of NANA Regional Corporation, Inc. (an Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act for-profit regional corporation) and Maniilaq Association, a regional Alaska 
Native nonprofit corporation that provides health care and social services. As of 2015, 64% of residents of 
the NWAB aged 16 and over were employed; there was an average unemployment rate of 15.9% across 

                                                 
2. This regional description was first published in Braem et al. 2017.  
3. A home rule borough may exercise all legislative powers not prohibited by law or by charter. 
4. 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 NWAB. 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 Census Designated Place is excluded from the division’s description of 
the NWAB population. http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/ 

5. ADLWD, Research and Analysis Section. “Cities and Census Designated Places (CDPs), 2010–2015.” Accessed December 
16, 2016.  http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/pop/ 
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all 12 months.6 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 were 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.7 

REGULATORY CONTEXT8 
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 statutes that implemented 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.9 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 state’s 
rural priority statute was ruled unconstitutional, the federal government began managing subsistence on 
federal public lands and waters under the provisions of ANILCA. 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.10 Federal subsistence regulations apply to federally 
qualified subsistence users11 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.  

State management of salmon and nonsalmon species in the Kotzebue Area to date has had a light hand 
with regard to subsistence fishing: few regulations or restrictions have been imposed upon area residents 

                                                 
6. ADLWD. “Alaska Local and Regional Information: Northwest Arctic Borough.” Accessed October 11, 2017. 

http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/ 
7. ADLWD, Research and Analysis Section. “Alaska Local and Regional Information.” Accessed October 11, 2017. 

http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/ 
8. Portions of this description of regulations were first published in Technical Paper 403, Chukchi Sea and Norton Sound 

Observation Network: Harvests and Uses of Wild Resources in 9 Communities in Arctic Alaska, 2012-2014. N. Braem, E. 
Mikow, and M.L. Kostick, eds. Alaska Department of Game Division of Subsistence, Fairbanks, AK. 

9. McDowell v. State of Alaska. 785 P. 2d 1 (Alaska 1989). 
10. 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. 
11. Federal qualifications include being a rural Alaska resident domiciled in a community determined to have customary and 

traditional uses of a fish stock or game population. 

http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/
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other than the requirement to purchase a state sport fishing license for the use of rod and reel12 in most 
waters, the exception being 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)). During the study 
period, no fishing limits, seasons, or closed waters were in place. It was unlikely that management of 
fisheries in nearby federal Conservation System Units or in state waters had an effect on regional 
subsistence fish harvests.  

                                                 
12. This requirement was removed in January 2016, when the Alaska Board of Fisheries determined that rod and reel was a 

subsistence gear in the Kotzebue Area. However, those fishing in state managed waters were required to adhere to sport fish 
bag limits when using rod and reel.  
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2. METHODS 

This project focused on 2 research questions: 

• Based on the analysis of updated quantitative and qualitative data, are subsistence harvests and 
uses of salmon, char, whitefish, and other key species changing over time?  

• What factors are influencing harvest and use and why? 

In order to address these research questions, the project had the following objectives: 

• Estimate annual harvest and use patterns of salmon, as well as char, whitefish, and other key 
nonsalmon species of fish used by residents of Ambler, Shungnak, Kobuk, Kiana, Noorvik, 
Noatak, Selawik, and Buckland for 2012, 2013, and 2014.  

• Assess whether subsistence needs for these species are being met and impacts to households if 
needs are not met.  

• Systematically collect contextual information on what factors influence harvest and use of 
salmon, char, whitefish, and other key species in each study year. Explore how various factors are 
affecting harvest methods, species targeted, the organization of fishing, fishing locations, 
preservation techniques, and harvest timing. 

• Conduct network analysis of harvest, processing, and distribution of subsistence caught fish.  
• Document traditional and local knowledge about salmon, char, whitefish, and other key 

subsistence species with particular attention to observed changes over time.  
• Compare data collected to historic and contemporary information; interpret changes and trends in 

the subsistence harvest and use of salmon, char, whitefish, and other key species.  

Three methods of data collection were used in order to meet the study objectives: a harvest survey, key 
respondent interviews, and participant observation.  

ETHICAL PRINCIPLES FOR THE CONDUCT OF RESEARCH 
The project was guided by the research principles outlined in the Alaska Federation of Natives Guidelines 
for Research1 and by the National Science Foundation, Office of Polar Programs in its Principles for the 
Conduct of Research in the Arctic2, 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). These principles stress community approval of research designs, informed 
consent, anonymity or confidentiality of study participants, 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 
The project faced several challenges in its first year. Co-investigator James Magdanz retired from the 
Division of Subsistence in October 2012, and Maniilaq Association Natural Resources Coordinator Enoch 
“Attamuk” Shiedt retired from the Maniilaq Association early in the study. As a result, Magdanz’s and 
Maniilaq Inc.’s responsibilities were reassigned to PI Braem.  

Community approval was achieved in the fall of 2012 for Noatak, with a resolution authorizing the 
project for all three years received by project staff (Table 2-2). Braem contacted the tribal governments of 
Kiana, Kivalina, and Selawik and obtained community approval (Table 2-3) for Kiana in March 2013. 
The Selawik Traditional Council approved the project at its May 2013 meeting, too late for data 
                                                 
1. Alaska Federation of Natives. 2013. “Alaska Federation of Natives Guidelines for Research.” Alaska Native Knowledge 

Network. Accessed June 29, 2017. http://www.ankn.uaf.edu/IKS/afnguide.html. 
2. National Science Foundation Interagency Social Science Task Force. 2012. “Principles for the Conduct of Research in the 

Arctic.” Accessed June 29, 2017. http://www.nsf.gov/od/opp/arctic/conduct.jsp.  
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collection in the first year. Kivalina ultimately declined to participate in the project and, after consultation 
with the funder, Braem selected Buckland to replace Kivalina as a study community. Community 
approval was received from Buckland in October 2013. In four of the proposed study communities 
(Noorvik, Shungnak, Kobuk and Ambler), additional funding was received from the Coastal Impact 
Assistance Program (CIAP) and the Alaska Department of Transportation (DOT) to complete 
comprehensive subsistence surveys in 2013. In response to this overlap of studies, investigators for this 
project collected the first year of fisheries information (study year 2012) during the comprehensive 
subsistence surveys. As a result, it was necessary to obtain community approval from those four 
communities to collect data for years 2 and 3 of this project. Community approval was received from 
Noorvik in January 2014, from Ambler in February 2014, from Kobuk in December 2013, and from 
Shungnak in February 2014.  

SYSTEMATIC HOUSEHOLD SURVEYS 
The Division of Subsistence utilizes a number of social science research methods to fulfill its mission, 
including both quantitative and qualitative methods. As characterized by Trotter and Schensul: 

Applied projects must be designed to create the highest level of confidence in the 
research results. To provide this confidence, quantitative social sciences have most 
commonly favored probabilistic (random) sampling techniques that allow for statistical 
analysis of the data collected. These techniques work well when the universe from which 
the sample is to be drawn can be identified and where everyone in a population…has an 
equal chance of being chosen to express their viewpoint. It does not work for qualitative 
approaches, where other conditions apply. (Trotter II and Schensul 1998:702–703) 

Much of the research conducted by the Division of Subsistence is quantitative in nature and involves 
documenting the amount of fish and wildlife resources harvested by a community of users with the 
principal unit of analysis being the household. In these cases, probabilistic sampling or census approaches 
are used to develop estimates of harvests for an entire community or series of communities.  

In small communities, sampling designs often strive for a complete census to survey each household 
regarding subsistence resource harvest and use activities. In larger communities, simple random samples 
(or stratified random samples) are used to estimate a community’s harvest and use patterns. Survey results 
are expanded to the whole community based upon the patterns identified in the sample of surveyed 
households. It is essential that sampled households be representative of the study population (Table 2-4). 

The project’s study design established a sampling achievement goal of 80% of households in each study 
community, based on 2010 population estimates. Prior to the beginning of the survey effort in each year, 
lead researchers worked with local governments and local research assistants to develop updated 
household lists to accurately reflect the number of households in each village. 

Confidentiality is maintained through the use of identification codes in place of residents’ names or 
addresses. Households and individuals are assigned numerical codes before surveys begin. The household 
code sheet is maintained by the principal investigators during survey administration and remains in their 
custody after the survey is complete. Surveyors have codes only for the households they are assigned to 
survey. Household code sheets do not accompany surveys when surveys are submitted for data entry and 
analysis. 

The primary method for collecting subsistence harvest and use information in this project was a 
systematic household survey. Following receipt of comments at scoping meetings, ADF&G finalized 
survey instruments in 2013 and 2014. A key goal was to structure the survey instrument to collect 
resource harvest and use data that were comparable with information collected in other household surveys 
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in the study communities and with data in the Community Subsistence Information System (CSIS3). 
Appendix A is an example of a survey instrument used in this project. 

The harvest survey asked standard questions used by the Division of Subsistence to document the harvest 
and use of wild resources. The survey instrument, which collects information at the household level, was 
adapted to meet the objectives of this project. It incorporated several of the recommendations made in 
Magdanz et al. (2011b).  

Assessments 
Additions to the standard survey instrument included questions asking respondents to assess their own 
harvests and if their subsistence needs were met. Asking respondents to assess their own subsistence 
harvests has been used in comprehensive subsistence harvest surveys, but not usually in limited scope 
surveys such those documenting big game harvests or in postseason salmon surveys. 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 
compared to other 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. Researcher analysts characterized 
comments describing these differences and grouped them for analysis.  

Figures published in following chapters provide a broad overview of households’ assessments of their 
harvests in 2012–2014. 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. 

Gear Types 

The survey collected more detailed information on gear types used than in earlier projects; i.e. seine net, 
setnet, rod and reel, or “other gear,” which may include jigging, ditching4, setlines, fish traps, or under ice 
nets (gillnets set under the ice). Certain gear types reported separately in this report are in fact physically 
the same gear type—for example, set gillnets and what are termed “under ice nets” or “nets set under ice.” 
They are the same net but employed in different ways. Hook and line attached to a rod or pole as defined 
in state regulation can be considered rod and reel (in times of open water) or jigging gear (when used 
through the ice). The reasons for greater detail are twofold: first, the project sought to further understand 
the means and methods used by subsistence fishermen. Researchers were aware of the variety of fishing 
methods, but not the relative importance of each. Secondly, several gear types rely upon sufficient ice 
cover for their use. Climate change could render certain fishing methods unusable in the future and lead to 
changes in traditional practices. For example, in some communities, harvests accomplished through the 
ice make considerable contributions to local diets. Communities that set nets under the ice to catch 
whitefish in the fall may not have ice that is good enough to employ that method, and so would be unable 
to set nets like they could in times of open water.  

                                                 
3. ADF&G Community Subsistence Information System: http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS/. Hereinafter cited as CSIS. 
4. Lagoon systems in Cape Krusenstern area create natural fish traps when whitefish move along the coast in the early summer 

and into the outlets of these lagoons. Later in the summer, wave action and coastal currents transport beach gravel along the 
shoreline, which closes lagoon outlets. Fishers then dig a 3 foot wide ditch in the gravel that is 20 feet long and has a 10 foot 
circular area on end furthest from the water. The ditch is dug in downhill grade so that the current flows out, but the as the 
water flows towards to ocean the circular depression begins to dry out. The whitefish that become trapped in the depression 
are picked up by hand (Georgette and Shiedt 2005). 
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Gear types described in this project and defined below are based both on definitions in 5 AAC 01.010 and 
5 AAC 39.105, which describe gear the state considers legal for subsistence, and from researchers’ 
knowledge of “other” gear used: 

• Jigging: gear which consists of a line or lines with lures or baited hooks that are operated during 
periods of ice cover from holes cut in the ice, or from shore ice in those waters referred to in 5 
AAC 01.220(l), and which are drawn through the water by hand. (5AAC 01.010) 

• Set gillnet: a gillnet that has been intentionally set, staked, anchored, or otherwise fixed (5 AAC 
39.105). In this report, the term refers to this gear when used in times of open water. 

• Under ice net: a set gillnet that is set under ice. 
• Beach seine: a floating net designed to surround fish which is set from and hauled to the beach. (5 

AAC 39.105). In this report these are simply called “seines.” 
• Setline: this gear consists of a baited hook(s) set to rest on the bottom by means of a weight, and 

is typically done when fishing through the ice for burbot. This gear meets the definition of a 
“longline” in 5 AAC 39.105: “a stationary buoyed or anchored line or a floating, free drifting line 
with lures or baited hooks attached.” 

• Rod and reel: a hook and line attached to a rod or pole used during periods of open water. This 
gear was not considered a subsistence gear type under state regulations during the study period; 
however, in January 2016 the Board of Fisheries changed regulations to make it a legal 
subsistence gear throughout the Kotzebue Area. Local residents have longed considered it a 
subsistence gear type. 

• Fish trap: called a “fyke net” in state regulations and defined as a fixed, funneling (fyke) device 
used to trap fish. (5 AAC 39.105) 

• Dip net: a bag-shaped net supported on all sides by a rigid frame and operated by hand (5 AAC 
39.105). Small dip nets are used to catch rainbow smelt in the Kotzebue Area. 

• Cast net: a circular net with a mesh size of no more than one and one-half inches and weights 
attached to the perimeter which, when thrown, surrounds the fish and closes at the bottom when 
retrieved. (5 AAC 39.105). This gear is not common in the Kotzebue Area, but researchers 
observed it being used to fish for rainbow smelt.  

Factors 
A “three important factors page” based upon one first used in the division’s “Patterns and Trends” project 
in the Kotzebue region in 2008 was also added to the instrument (Magdanz et al. 2011). It did not perform 
as anticipated, in part because assessment questions gathered similar information earlier in the survey, 
making the questions seem redundant to local research assistants (LRA) and respondents alike. Some 
LRAs were successful at drawing out more detailed information, but overall, the three factors page did 
not succeed in gathering the level of additional information desired. As a result, results from that page are 
not included in this report. 

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 
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throughout rural Alaska. The importance of sharing extends beyond the practical utility of distributing 
food within a community: there are 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 trade5 (Chan et al. 2006; Charnley 1984; Kari 1983; Lonner 1980; Magdanz 
1988; Magdanz and Wolfe 1988; Pete 1991; Schroeder et al. 1987a; 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 harvest levels.  

In this study, respondents were asked who had harvested and processed key fish species 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.  

Network figures in this report are a partial representation of sharing, trade, and barter in the study year 
because they only document instances of support6 into the surveyed households.7 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. 

Population estimates and other demographic information 
An ancillary goal of the research was to collect demographic information for all year-round households in 
each study community. For this study, “year-round” was defined as being domiciled in the community 
when the surveys took place and for at least 6 months during each study year 2012–20148. 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 
generated from the division’s surveys and other demographic data developed by the 2010 federal census 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2011), the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (U.S. Census 
Bureau n.d.), and the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (ADLWD n.d.). 
                                                 
5. Barter is defined as the exchange or trade of fish or game, or their parts, taken for subsistence uses, for other fish or game or 

their parts, or for food or for nonedible items other than money if the exchange is of a limited and noncommercial nature. 
Customary trade means the limited non-commercial exchange, for minimal amounts of cash, as restricted by the appropriate 
board, of fish or game resources. (AS 16.05.940) 

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

7. It is possible to include data from grey nodes in the network analysis because survey respondents described their connections 
to these unsurveyed households. 

8. For the communities of Ambler, Kobuk, Shungnak, and Noorvik in the first study year, this threshold was 3 months because 
of overlap with other projects. 
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Sampling of households, depending on when surveys are conducted or eligibility criteria for inclusion in 
the survey, may explain differences in the population estimates.  

Species Identification 
As described elsewhere, local names for fish species do not always match those of the Western Linnaean 
taxonomy (Carothers et al. 2013; Georgette and Shiedt 2005; Mikow et al. 2016). In order to accurately 
document species harvested, the survey form included local dialect Iñupiaq names along with common 
scientific ones. In the case of certain species, additional names were provided for species such as Dolly 
Varden (known regionally as “trout”), saffron cod (known locally as “tomcod”), and burbot (sometimes 
called “lingcod” or “mudshark”). A list of commonly used species is shown in Table 2-1. 

Salmon species identification also remains a challenge for some species. While chum salmon predominate 
in the region, other species are present as well. Harvests of other species may be attributed to coho salmon 
because of a common convention of calling them “silver” salmon; salmon only obtain their distinctive 
spawning coloration after having been in fresh water for a period of time. When caught in salt water, 
sockeye salmon, alternatively called “red” salmon, can be confused with coho salmon (which may range 
in color from copper to bright red in river).  

Researchers attempted to mitigate identification issues by the use of color identification handouts that 
provided local and Iñupiaq names, photos, and additional descriptions to aid local research assistants 
when conducting surveys and discussing common issues during annual trainings.  

KEY RESPONDENT INTERVIEWS 
While researchers were in the study communities they consulted with tribal governments, community 
councils, respondents and LRAs to identify key respondents to interview. The purpose of the key 
respondent interviews was to provide additional context for the quantitative data, as well as an 
understanding of the fishing seasonal round, harvest-over-time analysis, and the community comments 
and concerns section at the end of each chapter. The interview protocol (Appendix B) asked questions 
about environmental changes occurring in Northwest Alaska that are affecting subsistence fisheries. It 
also asked about non-environmental factors affecting harvest and use of key species over a longer time 
frame than the study period for the harvest survey (one year).  

Other topics were: 

• Observed changes in species abundance, distribution, size, and harvest timing in the recent past (5 
years), the last decade, and respondent’s lifetime. How have these changes affected the 
respondent’s harvest and use of fish? 

• Observed changes in climate that have bearing upon the harvest and use of fish: i.e., wind, rain, 
water levels, temperature and ice conditions in the recent past, the last decade, and the 
respondent’s lifetime. How have these changes affected subsistence fisheries? 

• What non-environmental factors have influenced the respondent’s subsistence harvest and use of 
fish in the recent past, the last decade, and respondent’s lifetime? How have these factors affected 
the respondent’s harvest and use of fish? 

In addition to gathering qualitative data through the key respondent interview protocol, ADF&G staff 
took notes during interviews to provide additional context to the harvest numbers. All key respondent 
interviews were transcribed and then analyzed along with interview notes in preparation for this report. 
Key respondents were informed that, to maintain anonymity, their names would not be included in this 
report. The number of key respondent interviews varied among communities. 

PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION 
Participant observation is a proven method for documenting ethnographic data and is one of the standard 
methods used by Division of Subsistence in research about customary and traditional practices. In July 
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2013, Division of Subsistence Resource Specialist (SRS) Beth Mikow traveled to Shungnak to document 
subsistence fishing for sheefish. In May 2014, SRS Anna Godduhn traveled to Buckland to document 
subsistence fishing. Additionally, SRS Andrew Brenner documented winter northern pike and sheefish 
fishing that occurred while harvest surveys were being conducted in Noorvik. In September 2014, PI 
Braem participated in fall fishing activities in Noatak, including seining for Dolly Varden and making 
aanaalik, chum salmon hung to age salmon eggs. In April 2015, PI Braem participated in spring jigging 
for Dolly Varden at Noatak. Participating individuals were asked to sign release forms for use of the 
photographs in the final report.   

HOUSEHOLD SURVEY IMPLEMENTATION 
In four of the proposed study communities (Noorvik, Shungnak, Kobuk and Ambler), additional funding 
was received from the Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP) and the Alaska Department of 
Transportation (DOT) to complete comprehensive subsistence surveys in 2013. This allowed staff to 
gather additional data (beyond the scope of this project) on fisheries in four communities: Ambler, 
Kobuk, Noorvik, and Shungnak. One notable difference was that the comprehensive surveys asked about 
nearly all fish species that a household might harvest, as opposed to this project’s survey questions 
limited to key subsistence species. In some communities, this resulted in reported harvests of species not 
present nearby, such as Pacific halibut, or rare, such as sockeye salmon. In several cases these harvests 
were the result of fishing conducted elsewhere in Alaska. Year One data for those communities have been 
previously published in Braem et al. (2015) and in Braem, Mikow, and Kostick, eds. (2017).  

In all years, the inclusion of an open-ended question on the harvest pages allowed respondents to report 
harvests or uses of specific fish species that were not on the survey page. It was hoped this approach 
would account for the possibility that a “key” species was omitted from the survey form because of 
changes in community patterns of use of fish. 

Following field work, researchers photocopied harvest surveys, which were sent to Division of 
Subsistence information management staff to begin the data entry process. 

Ambler 
From March 1 to 10, 2013, five researchers from ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted fieldwork 
in Ambler. Training with 5 local research assistants (LRAs) was conducted on January 22. Year one data 
for Ambler, Shungnak, and Kobuk was collected as a part of a larger comprehensive survey effort which 
required more staff and time than the following years of data collection. Household surveys were 
conducted with 70% of households (53 of 76 households). Seven traditional knowledge interviews were 
conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Ambler.   

From March 26 to April 1, 2014 one researcher from ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Ambler. Training with 5 local LRAs was conducted on March 26. Household surveys were 
conducted with 75% of households (52 of 69 households). One traditional knowledge interview was 
conducted with an active subsistence fisher in Ambler. 

From January 29 to February 3, one researcher from ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Ambler. Training with 4 LRAs was conducted on January 29. Household surveys were 
conducted with 74% of households (55 of 74 households). Two traditional knowledge interviews were 
conducted with 3 active subsistence fishers in Ambler.  

Shungnak 
From March 1 to 8, 2013, three researchers from ADF&G Division of Subsistence traveled to Shungnak. 
Training with 3 LRAs was conducted on March 2. Household surveys were conducted with 67% of 
households (46 of 69 households). Eight traditional knowledge interviews were conducted with active 
subsistence users and elders in Shungnak.  
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From February 3 to 8, 2014, one researcher from ADF&G Division of Subsistence traveled to Shungnak. 
Training with 3 LRAs was conducted on March 3. Household surveys were conducted with 75% of 
households (49 of 65 households). Three traditional knowledge interviews were conducted with active 
subsistence users and elders in Shungnak. 

From February 12 to 19, one researcher from ADF&G Division of Subsistence traveled to Shungnak. 
Training with 4 LRAS occurred on February 12. Household surveys were conducted with 69% of 
households (43 of 62 households). No traditional knowledge interviews were conducted.  

Kobuk 
From February 5 to 10, 2013, three researchers from ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Kobuk. Training with 5 LRAs was conducted on February 6. Household surveys were 
completed with 83% of households (30 of 36 households). Five traditional knowledge interviews were 
conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Kobuk. 

From January 29 to February 2, 2014, one researcher from ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Kobuk. Training with 1 LRA was conducted on February 30. Household surveys were 
completed with 77% of households (24 of 31 households). One traditional knowledge interview was 
conducted with an active subsistence user in Kobuk. Plans to document early winter fishing with a fish 
trap were cancelled after unusual weather made ice conditions unsuitable for fishing by that method. 

From May 5 to 9, 2015, one researcher from ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted fieldwork in 
Kobuk. Training with 1 LRA was conducted on May 2. Household surveys were completed with 85% of 
households (28 of 33 households). No traditional knowledge interviews were conducted in Kobuk during 
the survey period. 

Kiana 
Between April 5 and 10, 2013, one researcher 
from ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Kiana. Training with 3 LRAs 
occurred on April 6. Household surveys were 
completed with 64% of households (66 of 103 
households). Three traditional knowledge 
interviews were conducted with active subsistence 
users and elders in Kiana. 

Between April 29 and May 4, 2014, one researcher 
from ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Kiana. Training with 3 LRAs 
occurred on April 29. Household surveys were 
completed with 73% of households (68 of 93 
households). Two traditional knowledge 
interviews were conducted with active subsistence 
users and elders in Kiana. 

Between May 7 and 14, 2015, one researcher from 
ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Kiana. Training with 5 LRAs 
occurred on May 7. Household surveys were 
completed with 74% of households (73 of 98 
households). Two traditional knowledge 
interviews were conducted with active subsistence 
users and elders in Kiana. 

Plate 2-1.–ADF&G Division of Subsistence 
researcher Alida Trainor interviews the late Lillian 
Harvey of Kiana. Photo by Jason Esler, ADF&G. 
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Noorvik 
From January 22 to28, 2013, six researchers from ADF&G Division of Subsistence traveled to Noorvik. 
Training with 7 LRAs was conducted on January 22. Fish harvest data for year one of this project was 
collected as a part of a larger comprehensive survey. Household surveys were conducted with 60% of 
households (83 of 138 households). Ten traditional knowledge interviews were conducted with active 
subsistence users and elders in Noorvik.  

From February 26 to March 4, 2014, two researchers from ADF&G Division of Subsistence traveled to 
Noorvik. Training with 5 LRAs was conducted on February 27. Household surveys were conducted with 
75% of households (99 of 132 households). One traditional knowledge interview was conducted with two 
active subsistence users in Noorvik. 

From February 16 to 23, 2015, one researcher from ADF&G Division of Subsistence traveled to Noorvik. 
Training with 4 LRAS was conducted on February 16. Household surveys were conducted with 77% of 
households (96 of 124 households). Two traditional knowledge interviews were conducted in Noorvik. 

Selawik 
From March 18 to 25, 2014, two researchers from ADF&G Division of Subsistence traveled to Selawik. 
Training with 8 LRAs was conducted on March 18. Household surveys were conducted with 85% of 
households (145 of 171 households). One traditional knowledge interview was conducted with 3 active 
subsistence users and elders in Selawik.  

From April 20 to 29, 2015, one researcher from ADF&G Division of Subsistence traveled to Selawik. 
Training with 7 LRAs was conducted on April 20. Household surveys were conducted with 161 of 183 
households (88%). One traditional knowledge interview was conducted in Selawik. 

Noatak 
From February 22 to 28, 2013, one researcher from the ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Noatak with the aid of 3 LRAs. Training occurred on February 23. Household surveys were 
completed with 66% of households (83 of 126 households). Two traditional knowledge interviews were 
conducted with knowledgeable active fishers. 

From February 26 to March 6, 2014, one researcher from the ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Noatak with the aid of 5 LRAs. Training occurred on February 27. Household surveys were 
completed with 75% of households (94 of 125 households). Two traditional knowledge interviews were 
conducted with knowledgeable active fishers. 

From February 12 to 19, 2015 one researcher from the ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Noatak. Training of 4 LRAs occurred on February 12. Household surveys were completed 
with 85% of households (106 of 125 households). One traditional knowledge interview was conducted 
with two knowledgeable active fishers. 

Buckland 
Between March 18 and 24, 2014 one researcher from ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Buckland. Training with 2 LRAs occurred on March 19, with additional LRAs receiving 
training afterward as other residents expressed interest in working on the project. Household surveys were 
completed with 83% of households (87 of 105 households). Two traditional knowledge interviews were 
conducted with active subsistence users and elders in Buckland. 

Between May 11 and 16, 2015, one researcher from ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted 
fieldwork in Buckland. Training with 7 LRAs occurred on May 11. Household surveys were completed 
with 92% of households (90 of 98 households). One traditional knowledge interview was conducted.  
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DATA ANALYSIS AND REVIEW 
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 sometimes included 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. 

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 

𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑖 = ℎ�𝑖𝑖𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖 (1) 

ℎ�𝑖𝑖 =
ℎ𝑖𝑖
𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖

 (2) 

where:  

𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑖 = the total estimated harvest (numbers of resource or pounds) for the community i,  

ℎ�𝑖𝑖 = the mean harvest of returned surveys,  

ℎ𝑖𝑖 = the total harvest reported in returned surveys,  

𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖 = the number of returned surveys, and  

𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖 = the number of households in a community.  

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 
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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 a SD, V, and SE: 

𝐶𝐶. 𝐿𝐿. %(±) =  
𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎/2 × 𝑠𝑠

√𝑛𝑛
×  �𝑁𝑁 − 𝑛𝑛

𝑁𝑁 − 1
ℎ�

 
(3) 

where:  

𝑠𝑠 = sample standard deviation,  

𝑛𝑛 = sample size,  

ℎ� = mean harvest of returned surveys,  

𝑁𝑁 = population size, and  

𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑎/2 = student’s t statistic for alpha level (α=0.95) with n–1 degrees of freedom.  

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 survey will be added to the Division of Subsistence 
Community Subsistence Information system (CSIS).9 This publicly-accessible database includes 
community-level study findings. 

Conversion Factors 
Factors used in this study to convert harvests recorded in individual fish to pounds edible weight used are 
found in Appendix C. In 2015, Division staff undertook a review of conversion factors used for 
nonsalmon fish species in the Arctic Area and confirmed/revised factors in use. For a more detailed 
explanation of the conversion factors review see (Brown et al. 2016). 

Community Review Meetings 
ADF&G staff presented preliminary survey findings at a meeting in each community. Table 2-5 shows 
when a community review meeting occurred in each study community.  

FINAL REPORT ORGANIZATION 
This report summarizes the results of systematic household surveys and key respondent interviews 
conducted by staff from ADF&G as well as LRAs. It also summarizes resident feedback provided at 
community review meetings. The findings are organized by study year. Each chapter includes tables and 
figures that report findings on harvests and uses of key salmon and nonsalmon species.  

With regard to the harvest and use data in each chapter, the content is consistent in each chapter because 
the data are based on the common survey instrument. However, each community has different patterns of 
use of salmon and nonsalmon fish. The eight study communities also have different numbers of past 
surveys documenting fish harvest.  

                                                 
9. 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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ADF&G provided a draft report to the study communities for their review and comment. After receipt of 
comments, the report was finalized. ADF&G mailed a short (4-page) summary of the study findings to 
every household in the 8 study communities. 
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Table 2-1.–Commonly used species. 

 
  

Resource Scientific name Iñupiaq name(s) Other names
Chum salmon Oncorhynchus keta Qalugruaq, Aqalugruaq Dog salmon
Coho salmon Oncorhynchus kisutch Silver salmon
Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha Iqalsugruuk King salmon
Pink salmon Oncorhynchus gorbuscha Amaqtuq Humpback salmon, humpies
Sockeye salmon Oncorhynchus nerka Red salmon
Unknown salmon Oncorhynchus spp.
Pacific herring Clupea pallasi Usruqtuuq
Rainbow smelt Osmerus mordax Ijhuabeiq
Arctic cod Boreogadus saida Qaluaq, Aqaluaq Blue cod
Saffron cod Eleginus gracilis Uugaq Tomcod
Starry flounder Platichthys stellatus Nataagnaq
Pacific halibut Hippoglossus stenolepis
Burbot Lota lota Tittaaliq, Tiktaaliq Mudshark
Arctic char Salvelinus alpinus Igalukpiq, Qalukpik Trout
Dolly Varden Salvelinus malma Qalukpik, Aqalukpiq Trout
Lake trout Salvelinus namaycush Kanaak, Akmabuk
Arctic grayling Thymallus arcticus Sulukpaugaq
Northern pike Esox lucius Siilik, Siulik
Sheefish Stenodus leucichthys Sii
Broad whitefish Coregonus nasus Qausrixuk, Qausixuk, 

Qalupiaq, Siyyuixaq
Bering cisco Coregonus laurettae Tipuk

Least cisco Coregonus sardinella Iqalusaaq, Qalusraaq, 
Qalutchiaq, Afuutituuq

Humpback whitefish Coregonus pidschian Qaalbiq, Ikkuiyiq

Round whitefish Prosopium cylindraceum Quptik, Savaigutnik

Source  Georgette and Shiedt 2005; Jones 2006
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Table 2-2.–Project staff. 

 

Task Name Organization
Northern Regional Program Manager James Simon & Caroline Brown 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 Margaret Cunningham ADF&G Division of Subsistence
David Koster ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Data entry Margaret Cunningham ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Theresa Quiner ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Zaylene Kalalo ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Kayla Schommer ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Nick Jackson ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Data cleaning/validation Margaret Cunningham ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Data analysis Marylynne Kostick ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Editorial Review Lead Adam Knight ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Field research staff Nicole M. Braem (PI) (Noatak, Ambler lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Elizabeth Mikow (Shungnak lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Seth J. Wilson (Kobuk lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Andrew Brenner (Noorvik, Selawik lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Alida Trainor (Kiana lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Anna Godduhn (Buckland lead) ADF&G Division of Subsistence

Local research assistants Martha Wood Ambler
and translators Jonas Cleveland Ambler

Rose Cleveland Ambler
Mina Greist Ambler
Paul Tickett Ambler
Hershel Tikik Ambler
Mamie Cleveland Ambler
Stephanie Cleveland Ambler
Lona Penn Ambler
Walter Ahkpuk Buckland
Amil Carter, Jr. Buckland
Brian Luther Buckland
Sara Stalker Buckland
Lawrence Thomas Buckland
Betsy Thomas Buckland
Lila Barger Buckland
Anthony Hadley, Sr. Buckland
Betsy Thomas Buckland
George Melton Buckland
Lona Thomas Buckland
Edward Gavin Buckland
Norman Lee Buckland
Brittany Jackson Kiana
Barbara Jordon Kiana

-continued-
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Table 2-2.–Page 2 of 2.
Task Name Organization
Local research assistants
and translators (continued) Kristy Walton Kiana

Debra Reed-Thomas Kiana
Michelle Hasway Kiana
Devin Mackenzie Kiana
Ethel Wood, Sr. Kobuk
Murphy Custer, Sr. Kobuk
Herbert Wood Kobuk
Murphy Custer Kobuk
Hannah Onalik Noatak
Margaret Walton Noatak
Johnson Booth, Jr. Noatak
Alvin Ashby, Sr. Noatak
Noah Penn Noatak
Angel Barr Noatak
Nicole Barr Noatak
Victoria Onalik Noatak
Georgia Onalik Noatak
Roger Adams Noatak
Carrie Garfield Noorvik
Claudia Nazuruk-Brown Noorvik
Kirk Sampson, Sr. Noorvik
Kitty Nazuruk Noorvik
Merna Sheldon Noorvik
Joshua Melton Noorvik
Clayton Ballot Noorvik
Nellie Ballot Noorvik
Rochelle Nazuruk Noorvik
Kitty Nazuruk Noorvik
Harold Stalker Selawik
Ellenore Jackson Selawik
Mary Foster Selawik
Timothy Jorgensen Selawik
Virgil Foxglove Selawik
Leslie Jones Selawik
Harry Clark, Sr. Selawik
Lindsay Lee Shungnak
Beverly Greist Shungnak
Wynonna Jones Shungnak
Evelyn Woods Shungnak
Esther Brown Shungnak
Lori Commack Shungnak
Bella Lee Shungnak
Janice Griest Shungnak



 

 21 

Table 2-3.–Community scoping meeting dates, study communities, 2012, 2013, and 2014. 

 
  

Community Date
Ambler February 2014
Buckland October 2013
Kiana March 2013
Kobuk December 2013
Noatak September 2012
Noorvik January 2014
Selawik May 2013
Shungnak February 2014
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Table 2-4.–Sample achievement for Key Subsistence Fishery communities, Northwest Alaska, 2012–
2014. 

  

Ambler Kiana Kobuk Noatak Noorvik Shungnak Selawik Buckland
2012
Households in community 76 103 36 126 135 69 – –
Sampled households 53 65 30 83 83 46 – –
Percentage of households sampled 69.7% 63.1% 83.3% 65.9% 61.5% 66.7% – –

2013
Households in community 69 93 31 125 132 65 171 105
Sampled households 52 68 24 94 99 49 145 87
Percentage of households sampled 75.4% 73.1% 77.4% 75.2% 75.0% 75.4% 84.8% 82.9%

2014
Households in community 74 98 33 125 124 62 183 98
Sampled households 55 73 28 106 96 43 161 90
Percentage of households sampled 74.3% 74.5% 84.8% 84.8% 77.4% 69.4% 88.0% 91.8%

Surveyed households all years 160 206 82 283 278 138 306 177
Eligible households all years 219 294 100 376 391 196 354 203

Surveys in all comms, all years 1630
Eligible households all years 2133
Overall sample achievement 76.4%

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013–2015.
Note  "–" indicates the community did not participate in the 2012 study year.

Community
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Table 2-5.–Community review meetings. 

 

Community Date Staff
Ambler 5/12/2016 Nicole Braem
Buckland 10/18/2016 Nicole Braem
Kiana 5/4/2016 Alida Trainor
Kobuk 5/12/2016 Seth Wilson
Noatak 4/12/2016 Nicole Braem
Noorvik 4/21/2016 Nicole Braem
Selawik 5/3/2016 Nicole Braem
Shungnak 5/3/2016 Elizabeth Mikow
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3. STUDY YEAR 2012  

STUDY YEAR BACKGROUND 
The first study year was an anomalous one—weather in 2012 had a major impact on subsistence fisheries 
across Western Alaska. Extremely heavy rainfall occurred throughout July and August in Northwest 
Alaska. Three significant low pressure systems affected Northwest Alaska in August, with rainfalls 200–
400% above normal (Alaska Climate Research Center 2012). Parts of the region experienced a once-in-
100-year rainfall, defined as three inches of rain in a single day. At the Red Dog Mine northeast of 
Kotzebue, 15.3 inches of rain fell during the month, well over half the average precipitation for an entire 
year (Angeloff et al. 2012). In all study communities, survey and key respondents remarked upon the 
unusual lengthy period of rain and the ways in which it and high water affected the harvest and processing 
of fish. 

For example, in key respondent interviews conducted in Shungnak, a majority of those interviewed 
reported that 2012 was a poor year for salmon harvests because of frequent rain that caused high water in 
the Kobuk River lasting into the fall months. One respondent explained that the high water made it 
difficult to place nets in fast moving eddies and that drift wood would sometimes become entangled in 
them (071813SHG). The constant rain also made drying the salmon difficult, and some respondents 
reported that a portion of their harvest spoiled as a result (071913SHG, 030513SHG). As with salmon, 
interviewees reported that the summer rains and resulting high water made the harvest of whitefish 
species difficult during the summer and fall months. Conditions for setting nets under the ice after freeze-
up were also reported to be problematic. One respondent indicated that he had to pull his net from under 
the ice after only one week because “there was too much ice flowing underneath the river (030613SHG).” 

HARVEST AND USE OF FISH 
Tables 3-2 through 3-7 report estimated fish harvests and uses by study communities in 2012. Each table 
is organized first by general category and then by species. All 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 through trade. Purchased foods are not included. Differences between harvest and use 
percentages reflect sharing among households, which results in a wider distribution of wild foods. 

Ambler  
Between February 2012 and January 2013, community households harvested an average of 3 kinds of fish 
and used an average of 4 (Table 3-1). The maximum number of fish species used by any household was 
13. In addition, households gave away an average of 2 kinds of resources. Individual household harvests 
ranged from 0 to 10,375 lb. During the study year, Ambler households harvested an estimated 59,577 
edible pounds of fish (Table 3-2). Nonsalmon species, predominately whitefishes, made up 83% of the 
total fish harvest. Fish provided 211 lb of food per person in Ambler, with an average household harvest 
of 784 lb. Sheefish and chum salmon were the most widely used species, by 81% and 66% of households. 
Ninety-three percent of households said they used fish in the study period, and high percentages said they 
participated in fishing or received fish from other households.  
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Plate 3-1.–Kobuk River near Ambler. Photo by Nicole M. Braem, ADF&G. 

During surveys and interviews, Ambler residents remarked upon the unusual weather and its impact upon 
fishing. “We never go seining at all last summer. No eddy, everything was…high water. And too much 
rain” (ABL05021013). Another community member said: 

Breakup was fine, it was pretty normal in the amount of fish that was available as in the 
past…And then they start showing up and at first it was okay. We were getting a few 
salmon, and we could dry them and hang them and within…we were halfway through 
July, and then the rain started. And it was no more salmon. I mean they were there, but 
you could only catch an occasional one, and most of the time you couldn’t even have the 
net in the river because it was just trashed…Right, so nobody through July into half of 
August was…hardly anybody got any salmon, at least we didn’t…Even if we could have 
gone elsewhere and fished, we couldn’t have dried them anyway. (ABL02020713) 

Another respondent said that fish runs were late in 2012, and the few salmon harvested were eaten fresh 
or immediately frozen because they could not be dried (ABL07021013). 

As was the case for salmon, few people seined for whitefishes: 

It was such high water, they didn’t setnet and they didn’t qauqsaq [seine]. Qauqsaq is 
seine. They didn’t seine, nobody seine. There’s usually 3 or 4 families and they have 
racks on the island and they’ll do a sweep, 1 sweep, 2 sweeps, 3 sweeps, will get you 4 
on each side of the, what they cut and smoke 2 racks full like this, usually every fall. 
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They didn’t do it this fall. The water was um, this higher [gesturing, indicating 3–4 feet] 
than normal. (ABL01021013) 

The ability to set under-ice nets near town proved valuable in 2012, because it allowed the community to 
make up for missing harvests during the earlier rainy (and high water) period: 

At first, we didn’t think we would be able to do it, because there was no anchor for the 
ice that was being formed, since the water was high. But it ended up staying there and 
freezing into the shore, and it was okay after a while to get out there and do it. 
(ABL02020713) 

Ambler households harvested an estimated 9,866 lb of salmon in the study period, which made up 17% of 
the of the total fish harvest. (Table 3-2). Chum salmon were the most commonly harvested and used 
species; this species contributed 33 lb of the 35 lb per capita salmon harvest. Lesser harvests of all other 
species of salmon totaled about 7% of the salmon harvest; these included sockeye salmon, some of which 
were harvested by households who fished outside of the region.  

Subsistence gillnets were the primary gear type used for salmon harvests, accounting for 94% of all 
salmon harvested by weight (Figure 3-1, Appendix Table D3-1). For chum salmon, 8,946 lb came from 
set gillnets, 204 lb were caught with rod and reel, and 65 lb were retained from commercial fishing 
(presumably at Kotzebue). Chum salmon were the only salmon species caught on rod and reel. A small 
quantity of pink salmon (16 lb of the 23 lb harvested) also came from commercial harvest retention. More 
sockeye salmon were harvested by dip net (305 lb) than by set gillnet (254 lb). In this case, dip nets were 
used in fisheries outside the region. No households reported using seines for salmon fishing.  

Nonsalmon fish played a larger role in local diets than salmon species, contributing a total of 49,711 lb, 
about 5 times that of salmon (Table 3-2). On average, households harvested 654 lb of fish other than 
salmon, or 176 lb per capita. Nonsalmon fish constituted 83% of the total fish harvest by weight. 
Whitefish species were an overwhelming majority (92%) of the nonsalmon fish harvested. Three 
species—broad whitefish, humpback whitefish, and sheefish—predominated. Sheefish, the largest 
whitefish species, were the most commonly sought species: 62% of households attempted harvest, and 
81% of households used them. However, far more broad whitefish were caught: 9,150 fish, providing 
29,280 lb.  

Harvests of other nonsalmon fish species were small in comparison to whitefishes: 1,874 lb of northern 
pike, 853 lb of Arctic grayling, and 614 lb of burbot (known as “mudshark” or tittaaliq locally). A small 
harvest of Pacific halibut took place by households fishing outside the region. A few households used fish 
not present or harvested near Ambler, such as Pacific herring, smelt, and saffron cod (known locally as 
“tomcod”). Households likely obtained these through sharing or barter with other northwestern Alaska 
communities.  

A wider variety of gear was used to take nonsalmon fish (Figure 3-2, Appendix Table D3-2). For 
whitefishes, set gillnets, either in open water or under the ice, produced the majority of the harvest in 
2012 (39,038 lb, or 86% of the whitefish harvest). A significant portion of broad whitefish, one of the 
most important species for Ambler, was harvested with under ice nets. Fishers harvested lesser amounts 
of broad whitefish with gillnets set during ice-free months: approximately 3,350 lb. Sheefish harvests, in 
contrast, were nearly equally divided between set gillnets and rod and reel gear; they were the only 
whitefish taken by rod and reel. 

Fishers harvested the bulk of northern pike with set gillnets (90% or 1,689 lb) and a small amount by rod 
and reel (approximately 170 lb). Most Arctic grayling were caught by jigging (519 lb) and in nets set 
under the ice (187 lb). This was also the case for burbot. 

A total of 416 chum salmon, 2,363 lb, were used to feed dogs (Appendix Table D3-3). Nearly 4,000 lb of 
whitefishes were used to feed dogs, along with a few northern pike. 
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Figure 3-3 shows a network of the production of all1 species of salmon and nonsalmon fish, which 
includes households in other Alaska communities. The figure is a partial representation of sharing, trade, 
and barter during the study period because it only documents the food flows into the 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. 

Other communities occuring in the network typically are the source (through barter and sharing) of less 
abundant species and foods not produced locally, e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk 
region. In 2012, a total 65 nodes (households or other communities) were present in the network. 
Households from 12 other communities were also sources of fish or help in catching or processing fish, 
with Kotzebue and Noatak most active in the network. Six surveyed households reported 12 instances of 
support from Kotzebue and 3 reported 4 instances of support from Noatak. Survey respondents reported 
183 instances of support in 2012; on average households cited 4.4 instances of support and the most 
reported by any households was 11. The production and distribution of fish in 2012 grouped into several 
clusters that were centered around households headed by elders. Indeed, some of the highest harvesting 
households were headed by one or more elders. Eight households were not connected to the network.  

In assessing2 their use of fish in 2012, 47% of households said they used less salmon in 2012 than in 
recent years, and 15% said their use was the same. Less than 5% used more (Figure 3-4, Appendix Table 
D3-4). The most commonly given reason for less use was weather conditions or the environment 
(Appendix Table D3-5). This was followed by lesser effort. The 2 reasons are likely interrelated because 
local users will not try to set a net during rainy, high water periods. These conditions risk damage to their 
nets, decrease the probability of success, and increase the likelihood that any fish caught could not be 
processed and would spoil. The situation was similar with regard to nonsalmon fishes, which in Ambler’s 
case are predominately whitefishes: 58% of households said they used less, 25% said their use was about 
the same, and 9% said they used more. Again, respondents most commonly identified weather or 
environment as the cause for less use (Figure 3-4; Appendix Table D3-5), followed by lesser effort. Very 
few households gave reasons for greater use of salmon, but those who did said they needed more or had 
increased their effort (Appendix Table D3-6). For those reporting more use of nonsalmon species, no one 
factor stood out—respondents cited increased availability, use of other resources, receiving more, 
increased effort, and increased success. 

Slightly more households said they did not get enough salmon (34%) than did so (32%) in 2012 (Figure 
3-5, Appendix Table D3-7). Six households, 23%, said this had severe impacts; more respondents said 
this was of major or minor impact. Those needing more salmon most commonly identified chum as the 
species needed (Appendix Table D3-8). Despite many households using less, 62% of households said 
they got enough nonsalmon fish during the study period. Those households that did not get enough said 
they needed more fish in general, and they specified several whitefish species, burbot, and trout. For these 
                                                 
1. Data for this project in this study year were collected within a larger comprehensive harvest survey that asked about all 

resources the community harvested. The network for Ambler in 2012 was not limited to key species of fish. 
2. See the Methods chapter for description of how assessment questions are administered and analyzed.  
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households, 31% said the impact of not getting enough was minor, 25% said it was major, and 44% said 
the impact was severe. Households that said they did something differently as a result of not getting 
enough fish named several adaptive approaches: the most common were the substitution of store bought 
foods and use of other subsistence foods (Appendix Table D3-9). Other measures included increasing use 
of store-bought foods, bartering, getting public assistance, and increasing harvest effort.  

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table D3-10. Ambler has the good fortune of having an excellent location near town for seining and then, 
later, setting under-ice nets, referred to as the “Ambler Eddy,” or Qasruunaq3 (Anderson et al. 1977). This 
site is large enough to accommodate multiple nets; households may share responsibilities (and harvests) 
from a net. Several local residents described ongoing changes in the Ambler River, specifically at the 
eddy. Key respondents offered several observations of local changes. These include erosion and other 
changes in the Ambler River, earlier breakup, delayed freeze-up, increased rain, and changes in the fish 
populations. One described how the channels to the east and west of Ambler Island are changing as well, 
and how that influences erosion in front of town. The erosion, in turn, affects the eddy:   

Isiaqpak4 is eroding back. Isiaqpak used to go up here and this is the island, and this used 
to be the Kobuk River. And then, my wife said when she was a little girl, this went way, 
way up and there was just a little trickle of water behind here. But yeah, the river used to 
come down and instead of coming down this way [indicating channel on west side of 
Ambler Island] went around the island this way [indicating east side of Ambler Island]. 
So the Ambler River and the Kobuk joined above there, and then this has eroded over 
time, was um, you know, and then this channel has changed … And this is hollowed out, 
[gesturing towards front of town] this is getting real shallow in here. And now, where the 
Ambler River comes out, this is real shallow now. The channel you have to go all the 
way almost to this way and then turn, and it’s a real narrow deal. And then with our 
erosion in front of town, um, the way that the ice comes back the Isiaqpak gets shorter 
and shorter, then the ice comes back in closer to town. (ABL07021013) 

A U.S. Army Corps of Engineers assessment of erosion at Ambler noted that erosion on the shoreline 
near town primarily occurs in spring. More than 40 feet of riverbank have eroded in the last 30 years.  

In 1984, the Alaska Department of Transportation reported that an approximately 1,500-
foot area of new development along the riverbank upstream from the barge landings is 
eroding because seepage from upslope keeps the glacial till saturated and the main Kobuk 
River channel impinges on the bank at nearly a right angle. (U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 2009) 

Key respondents agreed that the Ambler Eddy is filling in and slowly changing (ABL03020713; 
ABL07021013; ABL02020713):  

The Ambler Eddy has been really good for as long as Ambler existed, and it still is, 
although it’s slowly filling in by the Ambler River mouth moving further and further and 
further down, the eddy, the hole is still there. (ABL02020713) 

Climate change may also be impacting traditional fish and game processing techniques, which include 
drying, aging, and freezing, among others. Drying (usually accomplished without salt) allows local 
residents to preserve large quantities of meat without taking up freezer space—and because of the large 
quantities of wild foods harvested, not everything can go into a freezer. High temperatures and rain 
                                                 
3. Identified in Anderson et al. (1977:732) as Qasruniqruq, “a bend in the river and adjacent eddy.” 
4. A point of land on the side of the river opposite the community of Ambler. Identified in Anderson et al. (1977) as “Isigakpak,” 

big foot, a point of land. 
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interfere with drying: if the temperature is too warm, meat or cut fish will spoil (or “sour”) before it can 
dry, and if the weather is too damp, it will mold. Although weather has always been variable, local 
understandings of general patterns allowed people to adjust. These general patterns, however, have 
changed in recent years: 

A normal year 20 years ago, it would be that the summer was fairly dry, and uh, it should 
be. There is a short rain period in August almost always, and there always been, but that 
rain period has increased, it is now maybe three times longer than it was 23 years ago. 
We are also starting to see rains in July, which 23 years ago was pretty much absent. We 
are not getting the snow in the winter, we’re getting the precipitation in the summer 
instead, that is what’s going on. It may be that precipitation is generally just the same 
every year, I’m not sure on that, I’m not measuring the precipitation, but my guess is that 
it hasn’t changed a whole lot, it’s just coming at different times now. We have more rains 
and less snow basically. (ABL02020713) 

Respondents also mentioned later onset of fall and winter, and thus freeze-up, accompanied by later 
whitefish runs (ABL01021013; ABL02020713; ABL07021013). October is a different month than it used 
to be, said one respondent: the weather is nice, but it is not becoming winter: 

In 1990, we would typically start fishing, end of September beginning of October. Right 
there. And now, we are actually starting fishing at the end of October, fishing into 
November, so there could be something in 23 years there’s probably a delayed peak of 
the whitefish run, or at least 2 weeks if not 3 weeks, it could be as much, well I wouldn’t 
say 4 but probably about 3 weeks delay, in the 23 years. And that has been continuously 
just later and later and later...The benefit we see as far as subsistence goes is that at least 
the fish is keeping tabs with the cold weather so that we can preserve the fish without 
freezers. So nature takes care of itself and it’s great; you know we can stack them out and 
we can preserve the fish without having to use freezers. (ABL02020713) 

This respondent, a very active fisher, described changes in the Ambler River. Increased algae growth in 
sections of the river, he said, has resulted in areas that are no longer good spawning habitat for least cisco 
and humpback whitefish. He speculated that this may be due to a longer open water period and less 
washout during breakup because of less snow. Runs of least cisco and other whitefish have decreased, he 
observed: 

Around 1998, 2000 the river changed enough that we were getting schools of either 
grayling or pike instead. Large schools, I mean when the pike started to show up in 
schools we were really puzzled, we would be seining in there, where we were seining for 
whitefish, and we would pull in 200 pikes instead, you know. Or multiple hundreds of 
grayling in the same kind of a deal. So what we saw over the years is that there was a 
slow change from whitefish vegetarians, to predators, and the predators were increasing 
every year. Year by year by year by year. And the whitefish backing off. (ABL03020713) 

In addition to these changes he described, salmon now seem to be spawning further up the Ambler River 
than before. Formerly, Cross Creek or Angus Creek were the farthest upriver he had observed them; now 
they are spawning up above Naniratkohort Creek. 
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Table 3-1.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, all study communities, 2012. 

 

Ambler Kiana Kobuk Noatak Noorvik Shungnak
4.3 4.8 3.6 3.1 6.0 3.5

Minimum 0 0 1 0 0 0
Maximum 13 11 8 12 12 10
95% confidence limit (±) 10.2% 9.9% 8.8% 7.4% 6.3% 11.3%
Median 4.0 4 3 3 6 3

2.7 3.1 2.8 2.2 3.2 2.1
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 10 11 8 7 11 10
95% confidence limit (±) 14.3% 15.2% 12.4% 8.4% 12.8% 21.0%
Median 2.0 2 2 2 3 1

2.5 2.5 2.7 2.0 3.1 1.8
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 10 11 8 7 11 8
95% confidence limit (±) 15.0% 16.1% 12.3% 9.5% 12.9% 20.6%
Median 2.0 2 2 2 3 1

2.7 3.9 2.2 2.2 3.6 2.3
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 9 11 6 8 11 7
95% confidence limit (±) 14.0% 12.5% 10.8% 8.8% 10.7% 12.8%
Median 2.0 3 2 2 3 2

1.6 2.3 1.7 1.6 2.1 1.6
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 9 11 6 6 10 9
95% confidence limit (±) 17.9% 17.9% 14.6% 11.9% 16.8% 21.5%
Median 1.0 1 1.5 1 1 1

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 10,375 6,457 7,121 7,437 16,546.4 4,706.9
Mean 783.9 559.3 811.9 613.7 1,435.5 566.6
Median 181.9 125.2 164.2 170.5 318.6 138.6

22 18 21 18 23 21

Mean number of resources given away per household

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

Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (pounds)

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
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Table 3-2.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Ambler, 2012. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 92.5 79.2 73.6 75.5 58.5 59,576.9 783.9 210.9 35.1
  Salmon 67.9 39.6 39.6 45.3 28.3 9,865.8 129.8 34.9 39.1
    Chum salmon 66.0 37.7 37.7 43.4 26.4 9,214.7 121.2 32.6 1,621.4 Ind. 21.3 41.6
    Coho salmon 7.5 5.7 5.7 3.8 1.9 55.7 0.7 0.2 11.5 Ind. 0.2 74.8
    Chinook salmon 5.7 1.9 1.9 3.8 0.0 13.7 0.2 0.0 1.4 Ind. 0.0 110.4
    Pink salmon 3.8 3.8 3.8 0.0 1.9 23.2 0.3 0.1 8.6 Ind. 0.1 81.6
    Sockeye salmon 7.5 1.9 1.9 5.7 1.9 558.4 7.3 2.0 126.2 Ind. 1.7 110.4
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 92.5 77.4 71.7 67.9 52.8 49,711.1 654.1 176.0 36.2

*     Pacific herring 5.7 1.9 1.9 5.7 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.1 Gal. 0.0 110.4
*     Rainbow smelt 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Gal. 0.0 0.0
*     Saffron cod 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0

    Pacific halibut 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 304.0 4.0 1.1 304.0 Lbs. 4.0 110.4
    Burbot 39.6 24.5 18.9 22.6 9.4 614.3 8.1 2.2 146.3 Ind. 1.9 40.4
    Dolly Varden 34.0 18.9 13.2 24.5 7.5 279.2 3.7 1.0 84.6 Ind. 1.1 45.3
    Lake trout 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 11.5 0.2 0.0 2.9 Ind. 0.0 110.4
    Arctic grayling 56.6 37.7 37.7 30.2 20.8 853.1 11.2 3.0 947.8 Ind. 12.5 33.4
    Northern pike 28.3 20.8 18.9 13.2 11.3 1,873.9 24.7 6.6 567.8 Ind. 7.5 83.8
    Sheefish 81.1 62.3 56.6 50.9 43.4 13,175.8 173.4 46.6 1,155.8 Ind. 15.2 25.9
    Broad whitefish 62.3 35.8 34.0 41.5 24.5 29,280.4 385.3 103.7 9,150.1 Ind. 120.4 49.7
    Bering cisco 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0

*     Least cisco 3.8 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
    Humpback whitefish 18.9 11.3 9.4 13.2 5.7 3,243.2 42.7 11.5 1,544.4 Ind. 20.3 70.2

*     Round whitefish 3.8 3.8 3.8 0.0 1.9 75.3 1.0 0.3 107.5 Ind. 1.4 81.6
    Unknown whitefishes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
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Figure 3-1.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2012. 
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Figure 3-2.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2012.  
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Figure 3-3.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Ambler, 2012.  
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Figure 3-4.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Ambler, 2012.  
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Figure 3-5.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Ambler, 2012.  
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Shungnak 
Between February 2012 and January 2013, households harvested an average of 2 species of fish and used 
4 (Table 3-1). The maximum number of fish used by any household was 10. Individual household 
harvests ranged from 0 to 4,707 lb. During the study year, Shungnak households harvested an estimated 
39,094 edible lb of fish (Table 3-3). Just over 60% of the total harvest was made up of nonsalmon species. 
Fish provided 142 lb of food per person in Shungnak, with an average household harvest of 567 lb. 
Nearly all households reported use of fish, and 63% said they had caught fish during the study period. 
Sheefish were the most commonly harvested and used species, with 57% of households harvesting and 
83% of households indicating use. The percentages were slightly lower for chum salmon.  

Heavy rains during the summer and fall fishing 
seasons made drying fish difficult, particularly 
salmon, respondents said (SHG01071913; 
SHG06030513; SHG03071813); some 
households even fed the chum salmon they caught 
for family consumption to dogs because the fish 
spoiled (SHG06030513; SHG03071813). Indeed, 
the particularly rainy summer and fall in the upper 
Kobuk River area created challenges beyond just 
fish preservation. Shungnak respondents noted 
that high water on the river made fishing 
conditions unfavorable and led to lower harvests 
(SHG03071813; SHG01071913; SHG06030513; 
SHG01030613). One respondent explained that 
placing his net in fast-moving eddies was 
problematic because driftwood and other debris 
became entangled in the net (SHG03071813). 
These conditions impacted fishing not only for 
chum salmon but also for other fish species 
harvested in the summer and fall months. When 
asked about changes to the salmon run, several 
respondents noted a gradual decrease over the 
years in the number of chum salmon available for 
harvest. Despite the decline in numbers, 
respondents agreed that the overall health of 
harvested salmon was generally good 
(SHG0719131.1; SHG0306013). 

Residents noted that environmental conditions 
hampered Shungnak residents’ harvest of whitefish species during the study year. Conditions for setting 
gillnets for whitefishes were favorable early in the season, but later they deteriorated:  

I remember when the sheefish first started running, the first—the beginning of the fish—I 
caught about 20 and that was just about it. And after that I didn’t catch nothing for the 
rest of the year because of that high water. (SHG01071913) 

Respondents indicated that rainy conditions also made drying whitefishes difficult (SHG06030513; 
SHG03071813). Tribal council members noted at a January 2013 meeting that high water persisted 
through freeze-up in 2012, tribal council members noted at a January 2013 meeting. A few households in 
Shungnak fish under the ice for whitefishes after freeze-up, and 1 respondent explained that 
environmental conditions in 2012 made this difficult: he had to pull his net out after only 1 week because 
there was “too much ice flowing under the river” (SHG010306013).  

Plate 3-2.–Tubs of whitefish. Photo by James 
Magdanz, ADF&G. 
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Opinions varied about changes in the size of whitefish populations: some felt numbers of these fish had 
decreased over the course of their lifetimes, while others felt the population was generally stable 
(SHG07071913; SHG06030513; SHG01030613; SHG03071813). One respondent indicated that she had 
concerns over the health of broad and humpback whitefishes caught in the early summer after breakup; 
she explained that they used to be “just white with fat” but are now thinner (SHG07071913). 

Chum salmon were the single largest contributor to salmon harvest, both in number, 2,595, and by edible 
weight, 14,748 edible lb; by weight they were 97% of salmon harvest. Three other species, coho, pink, 
and sockeye salmon, together contributed 495 lb total. Shungnak harvested an estimated 56 lb of salmon 
per capita in the study year, with a mean household harvest of 221 lb.  

Shungnak residents harvested most of their chum salmon with set gillnets, with a small amount (298 lb) 
taken by seine (Figure 3-6, Appendix Table D3-11). Respondents reported using rod and reel to harvest 
sockeye salmon. Minimal harvests of coho and pink salmon were taken with set gillnets.  

Six whitefish species, together, made up 58% of fish harvest, 22,828 lb. As elsewhere, this was largely 
from sheefish, broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish. Shungnak households caught 1,556 sheefish, 
17,739 lb. More humpback whitefish, 1,125, were taken than broad whitefish, 888 fish, but broad 
whitefish provided more edible lb, 2,842. Smaller harvests of other whitefish species were also reported. 
All species combined, whitefish provided 87 lb per capita, with mean household harvests of 346 lb. 
Shungnak fishers harvested smaller quantities of a variety of other species such as Dolly Varden, known 
locally as “trout,” lake trout, burbot, Arctic grayling, and northern pike. A small percentage of households 
reported use of rainbow smelt. 

Shungnak fishers took more whitefish by set gillnet than any other method, 9,164 lb, followed by seine 
net, which produced 6,354 lb (Figure 3-7, Appendix Table D3-12). All whitefish harvested by rod and 
reel, 7,222 lb, were sheefish. Most burbot, 189 of 208 lb total harvest, were taken by “other subsistence 
methods;” in Shungnak this would include set lines under the ice and jigging through the ice. Of northern 
pike harvested, 118 of 124 lb came by set gillnet. Dolly Varden and Arctic grayling were taken by a wider 
variety of methods—rod and reel being the primary gear used for Dolly Varden, and “other subsistence 
methods,” likely jigging through the ice, for Arctic grayling.  

Most of the approximately 12,000 lb of salmon used for dog food were chum: 2,110 fish, 11,993 lb 
(Appendix Table D3-13). The rainy conditions in the summer of 2012 and issues with salmon 
preservation may have increased the amount of chum salmon used to feed dogs due to spoilage; 2012 had 
the largest amount of salmon given to dogs of the three study years. An estimated 318 sheefish (3,543 lb) 
were used to feed dogs, far more than any other species. Smaller amounts of broad and humpback 
whitefish, burbot, northern pike, and Arctic grayling were also used.  

Figure 3-8 shows a network of the production of all26 species of salmon and nonsalmon fish, which 
include households in other Alaska communities. Other communities occuring in the network typically  
are the source (through barter and sharing) of less abundant species and foods not produced locally, e.g. 
Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk region. In 2012, a total 61 nodes (households or other 
communities) were present in the network. Households from 10 other communities were also sources of 
fish or help in catching or processing fish. Kotzebue and Kobuk were the most closely tied to Shungnak, 
with four surveyed households reporting 13 instances of support from Kotzebue and 3 reporting 10 
instances of support from Kobuk. Survey respondents reported 237 instances of support in 2012; on 
average households cited 5.8 instances of support, and the most reported by any households was 32. 
Households headed by couples were most central (active) in the network, both as sources and recipients; 
and several were among the highest harvesting households as well. Households headed by elders and 

                                                 
26. Data for this project in this study year were collected within a larger comprehensive harvest survey that asked about all 

resources the community harvested. The network for Shungnak in 2012 was not limited to key species of fish. 
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“mature” household heads were also more central in the network. Seven households were not tied to 
others with regard to fish or fishing, and 3 were only tied to other communities. 

Just over half of respondents said their household used less salmon and nonsalmon fish in 2012 than in 
recent years (Figure 3-9, Appendix Table D3-14). As mentioned earlier, a number of key respondents 
explained that continuous rains and high water on the river hindered fishing from the summer through the 
fall months. The negative effect of the weather was also apparent when respondents were asked why they 
used less of these resources in 2012 in comparison with recent years: 62% of households said they used 
less salmon because of weather or the environment, and 68% cited the same reason for less use of 
nonsalmon fish (Appendix Table D3-15). Of households that reported using more salmon in 2012, 71% 
reported that they received more from other sources. Households that used more nonsalmon fish in 2012 
equally cited increased effort and increased availability as well as having received more from other 
sources (33%) (Appendix Table D3-16).  

Half of households surveyed said they got enough salmon in 2012, while 59% said they got enough 
nonsalmon fish. (Figure 3-10, Appendix Table D3-17). For salmon, 47% of households described the 
impact of not getting enough as minor, 26% said the impact was major, and 5% said that not getting 
enough salmon had a severe impact on their households. For nonsalmon fish, 39% of households 
described the impact of not getting enough as minor, 54% described the impact as major, and 8% said it 
was severe. One-half of respondents (50%) said they needed more chum salmon, and 21% said they 
needed more whitefishes (Appendix Table D3-18). A majority of respondents who responded to the 
question reported that they used more commercial foods or substituted other subsistence foods for the 
resource as a result of not getting enough salmon or nonsalmon fish (Appendix Table D3-19). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table D3-20. When asked about changes to the salmon run, several Shungnak respondents noted a 
gradual decrease over the years in the number of chum salmon available for harvest. Despite the decline 
in numbers, respondents agreed that the overall health of harvested salmon was generally good 
(SHG0719131.1; SHG0306013). Respondents shared varying opinions about changes in the size of 
whitefish populations: some felt numbers of these fish had decreased over the course of their lifetimes, 
while others felt the population was generally stable (SHG07071913; SHG06030513; SHG01030613; 
SHG03071813). One respondent indicated that she had concerns over the health of broad and humpback 
whitefishes caught in the early summer after breakup: she explained that they used to be “just white with 
fat” but are now thinner (SHG07071913). 

Many key respondents discussed the environmental changes they had witnessed over their lifetimes. 
Although the rainy summer and fall of 2012 brought high water on the Kobuk River, respondents 
mentioned that in recent years, shallower waters have also presented a challenge to traveling along the 
river. Respondents explained that the main channel of the river used to flow next to the community, but 
that in the last 10 years the northeast side has become the dominant side. Sometimes the shallowness of 
the water forces residents to park their boats along the dominant channel further from town, instead of 
along the beach in front of Shungnak, which necessitates a longer trip around the sandbar and the use of 
more gasoline (SHG01071913; SHG02030713). Other respondents noted that there has been less snow in 
recent years than usual, hampering travel by snowmachine and contributing to the low river levels 
(SHG03071813). Respondents also indicated that changing weather in the region has brought warmer 
temperatures, later freeze-ups, and earlier breakups on the Kobuk River (SHG03071813; SHG02030713).  

As mentioned previously, residents described 2012 as a terrible fishing year due to heavy summer and fall 
rains. Setnets were difficult to place in fast-moving eddies, and the rain made drying fish problematic 
(SHG03071813; SHG01071913; SHG06030513; SHG01030613).  



 

 

40 

Table 3-3.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Shungnak, 2012. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 91.3 63.0 63.0 84.8 63.0 39,094.2 566.6 142.4 29.7
  Salmon 87.0 41.3 39.1 71.7 39.1 15,243.3 220.9 55.5 32.4
    Chum salmon 78.3 39.1 37.0 65.2 30.4 14,747.9 213.7 53.7 2,595.0 ind 37.6 33.6
    Coho salmon 8.7 4.3 2.2 6.5 4.3 72.8 1.1 0.3 15.0 ind 0.2 116.3
    Chinook salmon 6.5 2.2 0.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Pink salmon 4.3 4.3 2.2 0.0 4.3 24.3 0.4 0.1 9.0 ind 0.1 116.3
    Sockeye salmon 10.9 4.3 2.2 6.5 8.7 398.3 5.8 1.5 90.0 ind 1.3 116.3
    Unknown salmon 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 84.8 58.7 58.7 73.9 50.0 23,851.0 345.7 86.9 30.5

*     Rainbow smelt 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 13.0 4.3 4.3 8.7 4.3 207.9 3.0 0.8 49.5 ind 0.7 106.0
    Dolly Varden 19.6 19.6 17.4 2.2 6.5 326.7 4.7 1.2 99.0 ind 1.4 60.5
    Lake trout 2.2 2.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.1 0.0 1.5 ind 0.0 116.3
    Arctic grayling 23.9 19.6 19.6 10.9 13.0 359.1 5.2 1.3 399.0 ind 5.8 47.3
    Northern pike 13.0 10.9 10.9 4.3 2.2 123.8 1.8 0.5 37.5 ind 0.5 55.9
    Sheefish 82.6 56.5 56.5 60.9 47.8 17,738.9 257.1 64.6 1,556.0 ind 22.6 32.3
    Broad whitefish 41.3 17.4 13.0 32.6 19.6 2,841.6 41.2 10.4 888.0 ind 12.9 80.6
    Bering cisco 4.3 4.3 2.2 4.3 2.2 52.5 0.8 0.2 75.0 ind 1.1 116.3

*     Least cisco 6.5 6.5 4.3 2.2 4.3 787.5 11.4 2.9 1,125.0 ind 16.3 90.1
    Humpback whitefish 15.2 8.7 6.5 10.9 4.3 1,386.0 20.1 5.0 660.0 ind 9.6 105.8

*     Round whitefish 8.7 4.3 2.2 8.7 2.2 21.0 0.3 0.1 30.0 ind 0.4 116.3
    Unknown whitefishes 2.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
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Figure 3-6.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Shungnak, 2012.  
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Figure 3-7.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Shungnak, 2012.  
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Figure 3-8.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Shungnak, 2012.  
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Figure 3-9.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Shungnak, 2012.  
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Figure 3-10.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Shungnak, 2012. 
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Kobuk  

 
Plate 3-3.–View of the Kobuk River from the community of Kobuk. Photo by Nicole M. Braem, 

ADF&G. 

Between February 2012 and January 2013, Kobuk households harvested an average of 3 kinds of fish and 
used an average of 4 (Table 3-1). The maximum number of fish species used by any household was 8. In 
addition, households gave away an average of 2 kinds of resources. Individual household harvests ranged 
from 0 to 7,121 lb. During the study year, community households harvested an estimated 29,229 edible lb 
of fish (Table 3-4). Fish provided 178 lb of food per person in Kobuk, with an average household harvest 
of 812 lb. Chum salmon and sheefish were the two species most commonly used in Kobuk, with 90% of 
households reporting using each species. The percentages of households harvesting and receiving chum 
salmon and sheefish were also noticeably higher than for any other fish species.  

Chum salmon were the single largest contributor to fish harvests, both in number, 2,637, and by edible 
weight, 14,989 edible lb; by weight they were 99% of salmon harvest. Three other species, coho, 
Chinook, and pink salmon, together contributed just over 100 lb total by weight. Kobuk harvested an 
estimated 92 lb of salmon per capita in the study year, with a mean household harvest of 420 lb.  

Chum salmon are targeted in late July and August when they first arrive and are often mixed with other 
fish stocks. “That’s why I said we try and get ‘em when they first come because that’s when they’re the 
best, a little bit fat on them at least” (OBU04020813). Because of the long distances they travel, the 
salmon that arrive near Kobuk are generally considered lean when compared to lower river community 
harvests. A lower fat content makes the fish most suitable for drying. This simple method of preservation 
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is cheap, labor intensive, and contingent on suitable weather. “You can boil them, or we mostly dry them” 
(OBU04020813). Another respondent said: 

Well, we take the bellies out sometimes and freeze them like that. Just the belly part. And 
we eat the heads, boil the heads. And we boil the salmon, cut it up and boil it. We fry, we 
roast the belly part, or even the whole salmon sometimes. And cut a lot of it to dry. And 
eat it dried. … Last year, yeah, I didn’t dry a single salmon. (OBU01020913) 

Nearly all chum salmon harvest came from set gillnets, with the exception being 89 lb being taken by rod 
and reel (Figure 3-11, Appendix Table D3-21). The small quantities of other salmon species taken all 
came from set gillnets.  

Three whitefishes, sheefish, broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, together made up 95% of all 
nonsalmon species harvested by weight. Sheefish were taken in greater numbers than other whitefishes, 
with 1,062 fish contributing 12,109 edible lb. Per capita harvests of whitefish were 81 lb; mean harvest 
per household was 371 lb. Kobuk fishers harvested smaller quantities of a variety of other species such as 
Dolly Varden, known locally as “trout,” burbot, Arctic grayling, and northern pike.  

As with salmon, the majority of whitefishes harvested were taken using set gillnets, 10,516 lb (Figure 3-
22, Appendix Table D3-22). Most Dolly Varden and Arctic grayling were taken on rod and reel. The only 
gear type used to catch burbot was coded to “other subsistence methods.” As elsewhere on the Kobuk 
River, this usually involves set lines under the ice, or jigging through the ice after freeze-up. In past years, 
a fish trap has been used, but one was not employed 2012. Kobuk fishers harvested an additional 2,533 lb 
of sheefish using rod and reel. Fishers use this method partly as recreation, and also as a means to limit 
their harvest. Rod and reel are used in the summer, and generally when the water is clear. However, due 
to the abnormally wet summer months in 2012, the high river water was not very clear. This resulted in 
very poor rod and reel fishing for much of the season (OBU04020813).  

Just over 12,000 lb of salmon, 11,993 lb of it chum, was used solely to feed dogs in 2012 (Appendix 
Table D3-23.) Like Shungnak, the number of salmon used to feed dogs in 2012 was larger than the other 
2 study years, potentially due to preservation issues resulting from the rainy weather. The bulk of the 
4,364 lb of nonsalmon fish fed to dogs were whitefishes: sheefish, humpback whitefish, and broad 
whitefish. This included 3,543 lb of sheefish, 672 lb of broad whitefish and 38 lb of humpback whitefish. 
Lesser quantities of burbot, northern pike, and Arctic grayling were also used: a combined 112 lb. 

Figure 3-13 shows a network of the production of all27 species of salmon and nonsalmon fish, which 
include households in other Alaska communities. Other communities occuring in the network typically  
are the source (through barter and sharing) of less abundant species and foods not produced locally; e.g. 
Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk region. In 2012, a total of 34 nodes (households or 
other communities) were present in the network. Households from 7 other communities were also sources 
of fish or help in catching or processing fish, with Shungnak most active in the network. Six Kobuk 
households reported 11 instances of support from Shungnak; all other communities were tied to 1–2 
Kobuk households. Respondents reported 89 instances of support in 2012; on average households had 
cited 3.6 instances of support and the maximum number reported by any household was 9. One elder 
household, with large fish harvests relative to other households, was active in the network as a source, and 
households headed by a female elder were active as both recipients and sources. Younger (or developing) 
households were more active as recipients than sources. Five households were not connected to any other 
households in the network. Two surveyed households were tied solely to each other and Noorvik sources.  

                                                 
27. Data for this project in this study year were collected within a larger comprehensive harvest survey that asked about all 

resources the community harvested. The network for Kobuk in 2012 was not limited to key species of fish. 
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Though use of fish species was universal among households, a majority of respondents (70%) reported 
using fewer salmon than in recent years28 (Figure 3-14, Appendix Table D3-24). Overwhelmingly, 
respondents attributed this change to weather/environment (Appendix Table D3-25). A few cited not 
having enough time, family or personal reasons, or equipment issues. Approximately 57% of the 
households reported using fewer nonsalmon fish species. Every household that attempted to harvest 
nonsalmon species did so successfully; however, it would seem that the 2012 harvest was less compared 
to other years, based on respondents’ self-assessment of use. Again, weather/environmental conditions 
were the most frequently reason given. No respondents offered reasons for their use of more fish in 2012 
(Appendix Table D3-26).  

Understandably, many households reported that they did not get enough fish to meet their needs (Figure 
3-15, Appendix Table D3-27). Only 43% of respondents and 60% of respondents that used nonsalmon 
fish reported that they got enough. Forty percent of households said that the lack of salmon had a major 
impact on their household and 13% said it was severe. When asked which fish they need more of, chum 
salmon, sheefish, and whitefish in general were named (Appendix Table D3-28). Furthermore, the lack of 
salmon made a number of households change their behavior, with 56% of the households doing 
something differently, such as substituting commercial foods for subsistence foods (Table D3-29). Those 
dealing with a lack of nonsalmon fish said they relied on other subsistence foods instead.  

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table D3-30. Abnormal climate patterns were in the forefront of most Kobuk respondents’ minds during 
the February 2013 data collection effort. The upper Kobuk River had experienced its second abnormally 
warm, wet fall weather season followed by a delayed winter freeze-up. After winter took hold, 
temperatures warmed intermittently above freezing, creating rain events. “This is the worst fall I ever 
seen in my whole life up here. After it freeze-up it [the river ice] start moving, that’s why it’s all piled up 
across there” (OBU02021013). Piled ice created problems for fishing and transportation for the 
remainder of the winter.  

Fall is a key season for residents to target salmon and nonsalmon fish species. Increased rain, beginning 
as early as August, and the high river water that accompanies it, inhibits fishers’ ability to target all 
species of fish. The moisture precludes fish from becoming completely dried. Though rain has been a 
common, though challenging, feature of fall fishing in years past (Anderson et al. 1977; Burch Jr. 1998), 
key respondents felt that in recent years they have been abnormally affected by sustained fall 
precipitation. 

Residents reported that seining, in particular, was difficult during high water periods. Residents targeting 
salmon with seine nets rely on sight to target groups of fish. When the water is high, fishers cannot see 
fish through the turbid water. Furthermore, strong currents make handling a small skiff and net difficult 
and dangerous, and the gravel bars used by the anchorman are submerged. Hook and line fishing is also 
less effective, as one respondent indicated, because sheefish and Arctic grayling, which target lures by 
sight, cannot locate the lure through the turbid water.  

As the data show, residents primarily used setnets to target fish during the study period. Left in the water, 
they remain effective, although they require more frequent attendance due to the amount of debris that 
accumulates along the corkline and webbing. Though high, turbid water increases the difficulty of 
harvesting fish, it is the preservation techniques that are most affected when the weather is either too 
warm or too wet. Drying fish is the preferred method of preservation because it allows residents to 
process a winter’s supply of fish in a very short time. It also allows the product to be stored at ambient 

                                                 
28. See the Methods chapter for description of how assessment questions are administered and analyzed.  
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temperature and not consume valuable space in a freezer. Sustained rain and moisture lead to fish 
spoilage on the racks. 

Well it seems like we have a lot more rain than in the fall time, which really affects the 
way that you can dry. I mean those first 10 years I was around, it seemed like we would 
just have you know, 6 to 8 weeks of beautiful, windy weather without any clouds and no 
rain. And you know we could just hang any much fish without worry about rain, and then 
the last 15 years it seems like you know you might get a week-and-a-half of good 
weather, but you might also have your fish hanging, and then we had maybe 300 fish 
under this rack [she] and I, um, they hung for a long time, without drying because it was 
so cool, it was cold, they didn’t spoil like that but she said she got really sick when she 
ate some off of that rack and I think they just, they didn’t taste bad but they just hung so 
long without drying. Yeah. (OBU03021013)  

Following the prohibition of waste, fish that spoil on the racks are fed to dogs, and fishers refrain from 
harvesting any more fish until the weather passes. Unfortunately, this may occur after the resource 
becomes unavailable. 

One fisher discussed relying on winter fishing opportunities when the summer harvest was insufficient. 
He said simply, “When we don’t catch enough for the winter to feed everybody, you gotta make a fish 
trap” (OBU02021013). Building a fish trap to target burbot was the most discussed method of winter 
fishing used by Kobuk fishers. However, this method is also challenged by delayed winter: 

We, usually by October, we used to get our traps done, my dad by November. 
Thanksgiving we’ll be able to eat some tittaaliq [burbot]. Nowadays their traps are 
getting done after potlatch, like after November, because of the river freezing so late 
nowadays. (OBU04020813) 

Setting a trap during the winter of 2012–2013 was impossible because the ice broke and refroze. Fishers 
could not cut holes in the jumbled ice to place the trap. 

Riverbank erosion was discussed, mostly in passing, as a subset of climate change. Erosion, as one 
respondent described it, occurs as a consequence of high water and fast currents. In years when there are 
significant water events, the river profile changes in kind. Boaters rely on past experiences navigating the 
upper Kobuk River to create a mental map of navigable channels, good fishing spots, and landing areas. 
Erosion can negate this experiential knowledge and presents a chronic challenge to navigating the Kobuk 
River and utilizing its resources. Respondents provided examples of how this changes their resource use. 
“Yeah …. It must be the erosion, you know, in certain areas that, that kind of change the edges all over 
the place. So there are certain places that we don’t seine anymore because of that” (OBU05021013). 
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Table 3-4.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Kobuk, 2012. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 100.0 83.3 83.3 86.7 70.0 29,229.1 811.9 177.8 32.5
  Salmon 93.3 66.7 66.7 80.0 56.7 15,102.9 419.5 91.9 37.7
    Chum salmon 90.0 66.7 66.7 73.3 53.3 14,988.8 416.4 91.2 2,637.4 ind 73.3 37.5
    Coho salmon 13.3 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 69.9 1.9 0.4 14.4 ind 0.4 70.5
    Chinook salmon 3.3 3.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 34.5 1.0 0.2 3.6 ind 0.1 83.5
    Pink salmon 6.7 6.7 6.7 3.3 6.7 9.7 0.3 0.1 3.6 ind 0.1 61.4
    Sockeye salmon 3.3 0.0 0.0 3.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 93.3 80.0 80.0 70.0 53.3 14,126.2 392.4 85.9 40.5
    Burbot 10.0 10.0 10.0 6.7 3.3 95.8 2.7 0.6 22.8 ind 0.6 50.8
    Dolly Varden 16.7 13.3 13.3 6.7 6.7 130.7 3.6 0.8 39.6 ind 1.1 68.3
    Arctic grayling 33.3 30.0 30.0 13.3 16.7 230.7 6.4 1.4 256.3 ind 7.1 41.6
    Northern pike 30.0 30.0 30.0 10.0 16.7 315.8 8.8 1.9 95.7 ind 2.7 33.9
    Sheefish 90.0 73.3 73.3 53.3 43.3 12,109.2 336.4 73.7 1,062.2 ind 29.5 46.8
    Broad whitefish 23.3 13.3 13.3 13.3 6.7 913.9 25.4 5.6 285.6 ind 7.9 58.3

*     Least cisco 6.7 3.3 0.0 6.7 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Humpback whitefish 30.0 20.0 20.0 16.7 6.7 330.1 9.2 2.0 157.2 ind 4.4 49.5
    Unknown whitefishes 3.3 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.



 

 

51 

 

Figure 3-11.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kobuk, Alaska, 2012. 
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Figure 3-12.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kobuk, 2012.  
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Figure 3-13.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Kobuk, 2012. 
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Figure 3-14.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Kobuk, 2012.  
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Figure 3-15.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Kobuk, 2012. 
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Noorvik 

 
Plate 3-4.–Northern pike are a key subsistence fish species at Noorvik. Photo by Andrew R. Brenner, 

ADF&G. 

Between January and December 2012, on average, Noorvik households used 6 species of fish and 
harvested 3 (Table 3-1). Household harvests ranged from 0 to 16,546 edible lb. During the study year 
households harvested an estimated 193,793 edible lb of fish (Table 3-5). Nonsalmon species, 
predominately three species of whitefish, made up 70% of the total fish harvest by edible weight. Fish 
provided 331 lb of food per person in Noorvik, with an average household harvest of 1,436 lb. Chum 
salmon and broad whitefish were the two species most commonly used in Noorvik, with similar 
percentages of households reporting using each species. Higher percentages of households reported 
harvesting sheefish and broad whitefish, but nearly identical percentages reported receiving all three 
species.  

Of the 57,272 lb of salmon harvest, nearly all of it (95%) by weight was chum salmon. Noorvik harvested 
an estimated 98 lb per capita of salmon in 2012, with a mean household harvest of 424 lb. Smaller 
quantities of other species were harvested and used by a fewer households. Set gillnet was the primary 
gear employed to catch salmon, with 98% of the total catch coming from this gear type (Figure 3-16, 
Appendix Table D3-31). A small quantity of chum salmon was reported as having been retained from 
commercial fisheries, 924 lb. An even smaller amount of sockeye salmon was reported as having been 
taken by dip net outside the region.  
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Most households who actively fished for salmon in 2012 said that that heavy 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) 

Sheefish, broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, together made up 84% of all nonsalmon species 
harvested by weight. Sheefish were taken in lesser numbers than broad or humpback whitefishes, 6,002 
total, but contributed 68,421 edible lb. More broad whitefish were taken than any other species of fish, 
10,087 fish, totaling 32,279 edible lb. More humpback whitefish were caught than sheefish, 6,406, or 
13,453 lb. Smaller harvests of Bering cisco, least cisco, and round whitefish also occurred. As a category, 
whitefish provided 197 lb per capita, and mean household harvests of 855 lb. Northern pike, by weight, 
were 9% of fish harvest, and the number harvested, 5,134, was comparable to that of sheefish and 
humpback whitefish. Noorvik fishers harvested smaller quantities of a variety of other species such as 
Dolly Varden, known locally as “trout,” rainbow smelt, burbot, and Arctic grayling.  

Set gillnets29 were most productive gear used by Noorvik fishers to catch nonsalmon fish, producing 
100,706 lb (Figure 3-17, Appendix Table D3-32). This was followed by jigging through the ice, with 
31,990 lb, the majority of which was sheefish taken by jigging through the ice. Sheefish were the only 
species of whitefish caught on rod and reel gear. A small amount of broad whitefish, 781 lb, was reported 
as having been retained from commercial fisheries. Nearly all northern pike harvested, 93%, came from 
set gillnets and most Dolly Varden came from the same gear type. Rainbow smelt were the only species 
taken by dip net. Of the 3,681 lb of burbot taken, 2,377 lb came from jigging through the ice, and 273 
from setlines placed under the ice.  

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 (Appendix Table D3-33). Approximately 7%, 
9,804 of the total nonsalmon fish harvest was used for dog food, including an estimated 394 sheefish, 
1,334 broad whitefish, 308 humpback whitefish, 90 least cisco, 82 northern pike, and 41 burbot. 

Figure 3-18 shows a network of the production of all30 species of salmon and nonsalmon fish, which 
include households in other Alaska communities. Other communities occuring in the network typically  
are the source (through barter and sharing) of less abundant species and foods not produced locally; e.g. 
Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk region. A total of 103 nodes (households or other 
communities) were present in the network. Households from 12 other communities were also sources of 
fish or help in catching or processing fish, with Kotzebue most central (active) in the network. Fifteen 
Noorvik households reported 23 instances of support from Kotzebue, far more than any other community, 
followed by 10 instances of support from Anchorage. In total, households reported 376 instances of 
support in 2012. On average, these households identified 5.2 instances of support while the maximum for 
any household was 10.  

In assessing their household’s use of fish in 2012, 51% of survey respondents in Noorvik said they used 
less salmon and 44% said they used less nonsalmon species than in recent years (Figure 3-19, Appendix 

                                                 
29. No harvests of fish by nets set under ice were recorded in the first study year, but these may have been coded simply to set 

gillnets per methods used in the Chukchi Sea Norton Sound Observation Network comprehensive survey. 
30. Data for this project in this study year were collected within a larger comprehensive harvest survey that asked about all 

resources the community harvested. The network for Noorvik in 2012 was not limited to key species of fish. 
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Table D3-34). About one-third said their use of salmon was the same and even more households said their 
use of nonsalmon species had not varied. Small percentages reported more use of fish in 2012. 
Weather/environmental factors was the most common reason given for lesser use of both salmon and 
nonsalmon species (Appendix Table D3-35), followed by less sharing and lack of equipment. Multiple 
households said work or lack of time caused less use of salmon. Of the few households saying they used 
more salmon, reasons given included increased effort, receiving more, and favorable weather (Appendix 
Table D3-36). Those using more nonsalmon fish said it was because of increased availability, receiving 
more, and more success in fishing.  

For households who ordinarily use fish, the majority of Noorvik households got enough of both salmon 
and nonsalmon species in 2012. (Figure 3-20, Appendix Table D3-37). Of the 34% of households who 
said they did not get enough salmon, 12 described the impact as minor, 10 said it was major, and a few 
said it was not noticeable; one household described the impact as severe. For nonsalmon species, 20% of 
households did not get enough; the severity of impacts varied from not noticeable and severe. Chum 
salmon and whitefishes most commonly were the types of fish households needed more of (Table D3-38). 
For both salmon and nonsalmon fish, the most common response to a shortage was to replace fish with 
other wild foods or store-bought foods (Appendix D3-39) 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table D3-40. 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. 

There was general consensus that beavers have increased in abundance within respondents’ lifetimes; 
some respondents said this increased abundance had a negative effect on whitefish populations (ORV5, 
ORV9, ORV8). Multiple respondents described their observations of pus-filled lesions in relatively large 
numbers of chum salmon several years ago (ORV7, ORV1). 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.  

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).  

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.  
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Table 3-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Noorvik, 2012. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 98.8 68.7 66.3 90.4 53.0 193,793.0 1,435.5 331.0 28.9
  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 50.6 136,520.9 1,011.3 233.2 29.2

*     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 68.6 0.5 0.1 68.6 Lbs. 0.5 123.5

    Burbot 67.5 44.6 42.2 37.8 19.5 3,680.8 27.3 6.3 876.4 Ind. 6.5 27.5
    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

*     Arctic grayling 6.0 3.6 2.4 2.4 0.0 24.9 0.2 0.0 27.7 Ind. 0.2 88.1
    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 37.1
    Sheefish 78.3 49.4 45.8 51.8 31.3 68,420.6 506.8 116.9 6,001.8 Ind. 44.5 42.8
    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 97.4
    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 44.4
    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 30.2

*     Round whitefish 6.0 2.4 2.4 3.6 3.6 115.2 0.9 0.2 164.6 Ind. 1.2 122.0
    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

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Figure 3-16.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2012.  
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Figure 3-17.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2012.  
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Figure 3-18.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Noorvik, 2012.  
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Figure 3-19.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Noorvik, 2012.  
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Figure 3-20.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Noorvik, 2012. 
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Kiana 

 
Plate 3-5.–View of the frozen Kobuk River from Kiana. Photo by Nicole M. Braem, ADF&G. 

Between February 2012 and January 2013, Kiana households used an average of 5 species of fish and 
harvested 3 species. (Table 3-1). Household harvests ranged from 0 to 6,457 lb. During the study year 
households harvested an estimated 57,611 edible lb of various salmon and nonsalmon fish species (Table 
3-6). Here too, nonsalmon harvests vastly exceeded salmon harvest by weight: 72% of total weight came 
from fish other than salmon. Fish provided 131 lb of food per person in Kiana, with an average household 
harvest of 559 lb. Chum salmon and sheefish were the two most commonly used species and the most 
commonly harvested species. Small percentages of households reported use of rainbow smelt and saffron 
cod, although no harvest was documented at Kiana. These marine species were likely received from 
households in other communities.  

As elsewhere, a key respondent described the effects of rain and high water on fishing generally, and in 
2012: 

It depends on the weather, I’m glad you put that up. If our water level is high so much 
rain, and our water is up, we don’t catch very many because all the fish go through. You 
know how the water is dirty, swift water in fall time and spring time. It depends on the 
weather and the level. If the water is high they are pretty scarce…Ya, it was pretty bad, 
real bad in fall time season. Hardly all the fish went through. They hardly get their own. 
Noorvik’s water is not as swift as ours. They do get them. They spawn on the way. All 
the fish they get. That’s what I can remember. (IAN201301) 
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The high cost of gas and its effects on subsistence practices was also a concern. One elder described how 
her adult children pitch in on the costs for parts and gasoline to sustain her fishing effort: 

Oh man, that is a real big difference. My camp, I don’t subsistence here, um, only after 
freeze-up and just before freeze-up I put my net out for maybe two, three days and after 
freeze-up I put my net out for maybe a week, for fresh, um, whitefish. My camp is below 
Sivo, below Noorvik, I’m closer to Kotzebue than coming home. I use about 8–10 
depending on the load I have, about 10 gallons, 8–10 gallons of gas one way. And, um, 
that’s really something that I have to watch for because I am a widow, and I support my 
children and grandchildren and some of my relatives with my fishing. And I depend on it 
because I am alone in this house and if I don’t gather my own fishing, I’m going to be 
hurting you know. I won’t, um, have enough until the next season, like June. I’d have to 
try to survive from like in, uh, October till June. With my, um, fishing. With my fish, 
what I catch, and this gas prices just going up and I really need to, sure had to cut down 
on my boating around in camp because I can’t afford to. (IAN201303) 

Chum salmon made up 86% of salmon harvest by weight, with 2,442 fish contributing 13,878 lb. Lesser 
harvests of all other species of salmon occurred, with coho salmon being the next largest, with 240 fish, 
1,165 lb. Kiana harvested an estimated 37 lb of salmon per capita in the study year, with a mean 
household harvest of 158 lb. Chum salmon were taken using three gear types: set gillnet, rod and reel, and 
seine net (Figure 3-21, Appendix Table D3-41). Slightly more came from set gillnets, 5,539 lb, than by 
rod and reel and seine nets (4,512 lb and 3,827 lb respectively).  

By weight, sheefish were the species contributing most to fish harvest overall. Households took 1,787 
sheefish, an estimated 20,377 lb. The community harvested nearly twice as many broad whitefish, 3,596, 
providing 11,506 edible lb. While 2,307 humpback whitefish were caught, their contribution by weight 
was a fraction of the other two whitefish species, 4,844 lb. Misidentification of species may have 
occurred with regard to Arctic cisco, a species not present in the region. Thus, the 1,268 Arctic cisco (887 
lb) reported harvested were likely Bering cisco. Sheefish were taken by nearly every gear type, but the 
greatest quantities came from rod and reel fishing, 12,031 lb, and set gillnet, 7,352 lb (Figure 3-22, 
Appendix Table D3-42). Fewer sheefish were also taken by jigging through the ice: 79 fish, or 903 lb. 
Broad whitefish were taken in nearly equal amounts by set gillnet and seines. Of other nonsalmon species, 
burbot made up the largest harvest by weight: 453 fish totaling 1,902 lb. These were taken by setlines, 
jigging through the ice, and other methods, with 378 lb coming from rod and reel.  

Households reported the use of 698 lb of chum salmon for dog food in 2012 (Appendix Table D3-43). An 
estimated 3,601 lb of nonsalmon fish species were also used to feed dogs, most of which was composed 
of whitefishes but included 27 lb of northern pike 

Figure 3-23 shows a network of the production of all species of salmon and sheefish, broad whitefish and 
humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. Other communities 
occuring in the network typically are the source (through barter and sharing) of less abundant species and 
foods not produced locally; e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk region. A total of 77 
nodes (households or other communities) were present in the network. Households from 9 other 
communities were also sources of fish or help in catching or processing fish, with Anchorage and 
Kotzebue most central (active) in the network. Three Kiana households reported 8 instances of support 
from Kotzebue, far more than any other community, followed by 10 instances of support from 
Anchorage. In total, households reported 376 instances of support in 2012. On average, these households 
identified 5.2 instances of support while the maximum for any household was 10. Kiana’s network is 
unusual in this study in that an Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) test net is central (as a 
source) in the network. The department test net has been operating since 1993, and the site consists of a 
roughly 1-mile river section, located approximately 3 miles downstream from Kiana (Kohler 2000). 
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In assessing their household’s use of fish in 2012, more respondents said that their use was about the 
same or greater in 2012 than in recent years than those who reported lesser use. (Figure 3-24, Appendix 
Table D3-34). Those reporting greater use of salmon cited receiving more, needing more, increased effort 
and more success; those using more nonsalmon species also said they received more and needed more as 
the reasons for this change in use (Appendix tables D3-45 and D3-46). Those households using less 
salmon gave family/personal reasons, less effort, less success, and the environment as the causes. 
Environmental factors were most common given reason for less use of nonsalmon species, followed by a 
lack of success, effort and other reasons. 

The majority of households also said they got enough salmon and nonsalmon species of fish in 2012 
(Figure 3-25, Appendix Table D3-47), but 18% did not get enough salmon and 28% did not get enough 
nonsalmon fish. The impacts varied: 6 households said they were major, 5 deemed them minor, and 1 
household said they were severe. Equal numbers of households (7) said a lack of nonsalmon fish had 
either minor or major impacts, and one said they were severe. Chum salmon were most frequently named 
as a species that was needed, although other species of salmon were also named, while whitefishes by 
species and generally were most frequently identified as needed (Appendix Table D3-48). All households 
that said they did not get enough salmon or nonsalmon said they used more store-bought food in 2012 as 
a result (Appendix Table D3-49). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table D3-50. Few Kiana respondents offered additional comments and no single concern was brought 
forth. A few disagreed with the requirement for state sport fishing licenses to use rod and reel, others 
remarked positively about the distribution of fish by ADF&G from its test net at Kiana, and the negative 
effects of beavers on waterways and fish populations. 
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Table 3-6.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Kiana, 2012. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 93.8 70.8 66.2 90.8 58.5 57,611.2 559.3 130.8 32.1
  Salmon 92.3 55.4 50.8 86.2 43.1 16,218.5 157.5 36.8 35.2
    Chum salmon 92.3 53.8 47.7 81.5 43.1 13,877.8 134.7 31.5 2,441.9 Ind. 23.7 38.1
    Coho salmon 30.8 20.0 13.8 29.2 20.0 1,164.9 11.3 2.6 240.1 Ind. 2.3 55.9
    Chinook salmon 21.5 9.2 3.1 20.0 3.1 30.8 0.3 0.1 3.2 Ind. 0.0 119.5
    Pink salmon 27.7 16.9 10.8 24.6 18.5 864.6 8.4 2.0 320.1 Ind. 3.1 54.9
    Sockeye salmon 21.5 15.4 6.2 20.0 9.2 280.5 2.7 0.6 63.4 Ind. 0.6 70.1
    Unknown salmon 3.1 1.5 1.5 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.9 Ind. 0.1 121.3
  Nonsalmon fish 86.2 66.2 61.5 75.4 52.3 41,392.7 401.9 94.0 35.1

*     Rainbow smelt 4.6 0.0 0.0 4.6 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Gal. 0.0 0.0
*     Saffron cod 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0

    Burbot 35.4 21.5 18.5 27.7 13.8 1,901.7 18.5 4.3 452.8 Ind. 4.4 46.9
    Dolly Varden 30.8 18.5 13.8 24.6 10.8 823.2 8.0 1.9 249.5 Ind. 2.4 80.2

*     Arctic grayling 4.6 3.1 3.1 1.5 1.5 45.6 0.4 0.1 50.7 Ind. 0.5 103.8
    Northern pike 24.6 18.5 15.4 10.8 12.3 918.8 8.9 2.1 278.4 Ind. 2.7 52.0
    Sheefish 81.5 61.5 58.5 69.2 43.1 20,376.9 197.8 46.3 1,787.4 Ind. 17.4 25.1
    Broad whitefish 55.4 35.4 29.2 41.5 26.2 11,505.9 111.7 26.1 3,595.6 Ind. 34.9 56.9

*     Arctic cisco 1.5 1.5 1.5 0.0 1.5 887.4 8.6 2.0 1,267.7 Ind. 12.3 121.3
*     Bering cisco 1.5 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
*     Least cisco 1.5 1.5 1.5 0.0 1.5 88.7 0.9 0.2 126.8 Ind. 1.2 121.3

    Humpback whitefish 44.6 29.2 23.1 35.4 24.6 4,844.4 47.0 11.0 2,306.9 Ind. 22.4 69.4

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
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Figure 3-21.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2012.  
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Figure 3-22.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2012.  



 

 

71 

 
Figure 3-23.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Kiana, 2012.  
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Figure 3-24.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Kiana, 2012.  
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Figure 3-25.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Kiana, 2012. 
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Noatak 
Between February 2012 and January 2013, 
Noatak households used an average of 3 fish 
species and harvested an average of 2 (Table 3-1). 
Individual household harvests ranged from 0 to 
7,437 lb. During the study year, households 
harvested an estimated 77,330 edible lb of 
salmon, Dolly Varden (known locally as “trout”), 
sheefish, broad whitefish, humpback whitefish, 
Arctic grayling, and northern pike (Table 3-7). 
Salmon harvest was about one and half times that 
of the nonsalmon fishes by weight. Taking all fish 
species together, they provided 128 lb of food per 
person in Noatak, with an average household 
harvest of 614 lb. By a wide margin, chum 
salmon and Dolly Varden were the most 
commonly harvested and used species of fish.  

One very active fisher said high water affected his 
family’s seining for whitefish and Dolly Varden 
in the fall. In total, he and a fishing partner caught 
a half a sack of each for all their effort 
(WTK201301). During periods of high water, it is 
difficult to seine, and fish spread out, decreasing 
catches. Water remained high through freeze-up. 

The high water went too high and it 
stayed that way until we freeze over. If 
you go out to the river you’ll see lots of 
big ice, just like down in the ocean…The 
water, pretty soon it so high it freeze like 
that and all of a sudden during the winter 
time the water started dropping and all 
the ice dropped too so we got all kinds of 
jagged, we got all kinds of jagged river 
now. 

Most of the Dolly Varden he caught in winter 
2012 were small ones, samaiyaq: 

They were just, they were just growing. 
And they’re, they don’t have no sickness or anything but they just, it’s just the season I 
guess. Our elders tell us, [that] it happens every so often, many years, you know, we’ll 
sometimes we’ll get small trout that this year, and next year, when they go out to the 
ocean to feed and when they come back we’ll get big ones like this year [2013]. Last year 
we did that, we get small, nothing but small ones. Small trout. And this year now we’re 
getting less small ones but lots of big ones. (WTK201301) 

Gas prices, roughly $10/gallon at Noatak, are also affecting fishing habits, he said, in terms of how far he 
will travel: 

It really hurt us right now. Ever since gas start coming up, it really hurt us. We can’t 
really move around much more. We just, what gas we have, what gas we have to use, we 

Plate 3-6.–The late Elmer Howarth, an avid 
fisherman, in his shed with stored Dolly Varden 
caught jigging through the ice. Many rural residents 
store frozen subsistence harvests in sheds during 
winter months. Photo by Nicole M. Braem, ADF&G. 
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use it all and try and do our subsistence seining for the fall. It even, during the summer 
time. (WTK201402, 03) 

Three members of a fishing household said that in 2012, they had caught some salmon early in the run but 
missed out on additional harvests because the river came up and never went down:  

We got a handful of salmon they first came, and in our mind we’re like “that’s good for 
now, we’ll go back out.” You know, we’ll go back out later. And then the river came up 
and… (WTK201401) 

… Never came down. (WTK201402)  

… and it [was] kinda our fault, the salmon are still there they just went out to the side… 
(WTK201401) 

… the creeks, yeah. (WTK2014012) 

… creeks, and you just gotta go find them but we try to wait for the water to go back 
down but then by then it was too late. (WTK201401) 

Chum salmon made up 93% of salmon harvest by weight, with 7,813 fish contributing 44,406 lb. Lesser 
harvests of all other species of salmon occurred, with coho salmon being the next largest contributor by 
weight, 2,969 lb. Noatak harvested an estimated 74 lb of salmon per capita in the study year, with a mean 
household harvest of 381 lb. Seine nets were the gear used to take a majority of chum salmon, 23,121 lb, 
followed by set gillnets, which produced 15,521 lb (Figure 3-26, Appendix Table D3-51). A lesser 
portion of chum salmon, 5,763 lb, came by rod and reel. A few sockeye salmon, 61, were taken using 
“other methods” which were likely dip nets in fisheries elsewhere in the state.  

Dolly Varden play a greater role in the subsistence diet of Noatak residents than they do in other Kobuk 
River communities. Noatak harvested an estimated 6,054 Dolly Varden in the study year, or 19,978 edible 
lb. This single species was 68% of the nonsalmon species harvest by weight. A large portion of the Dolly 
Varden harvest, 77%, was caught by fishers by jigging through the ice (Figure 3-27, Appendix Table D3-
52). The remainder of harvest came from set gillnets, 5,816 lb, rod and reel, 3,387 lb, and by seine net, 
1,087 lb. Three whitefish species, combined, made up 31% of the nonsalmon harvest. Broad whitefish 
were the largest portion of this harvest, 1,826 fish, 5,844 edible lb, followed by humpback whitefish, 
1,205 fish, 2,531 lb. Set gillnets were 
the most productive gear type, with 
5,388 lb of whitefish harvested. The 
use of seine nets produced another 
2,397 lb. Small amounts of whitefish 
were taken by rod and reel, as were 
Arctic grayling and northern pike. 

No households said they used any fish 
(either salmon or nonsalmon species) 
solely as food for dogs.  

Figure 3-28 shows a network of the 
production of all species of salmon, 
Dolly Varden, sheefish, broad 
whitefish and humpback whitefish, 
including households in other Alaska 
communities. In a network limited to 
the key species harvested in a 
community, it is unlikely that other 
communities will feature prominently because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) 

Plate 3-7.–Noatak-style jigging gear. Photo by Nicole M. 
Braem, ADF&G. 
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of less abundant species and foods not produced locally; e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper 
Kobuk region. In all, 102 nodes (households and other communities than Noatak) were present in 2012. 
Respondents reported 210 instances of support; on average, households had 2.6 instances of support, with 
the maximum number for a single household of 28. Households in 6 other communities were also sources 
of fish or help in catching or processing fish, but Kivalina was the most central (active) in the network. 
Twenty-three Noatak households cited 24 instances support from Kivalina, which was a noted source of 
Dolly Varden in the region. Households in Kivalina were central in Noatak’s network, along with a 
number of mature households headed by couples. Several households with smaller harvests, as well as 
elder households, were active, as well as recipients. Households with younger heads tended to be on the 
outskirts of the network. Five households were isolates, and a few were only tied to one other household 
in the community. 

In assessing their household’s use of fish in 2012, half of those responding said that they used less of both 
salmon and nonsalmon fish in 2012 than in recent years. (Figure 3-29, Appendix Table D3-53). Equal 
numbers, 35%, said their use was about the same, while 13% said their households used more salmon and 
17% said they used more nonsalmon fish. The two main reasons for lesser use of both salmon and 
nonsalmon were factors relating to the weather/environment and lack of effort—these factors are likely 
linked. Fishers may choose to not participate in fishing activities when weather conditions are poor, 
because preservation is more challenging, making the chance for spoilage is higher. (Appendix Table D3-
54). Of the few giving a reason for more use, increased need and effort were cited (Appendix Table D3-
55).  

Despite the number of household reporting using less fish, just over half said they got enough in 2012 
(Figure 3-30, Appendix Table D3-56). Of evaluating its impact, a majority said it was minor, although a 
few said it major or severe. Chum salmon and Dolly Varden (“trout”) were the two species most often 
named by households needing more fish (Appendix Table D3-57). The majority of households that did 
not get enough fish (whether salmon or nonsalmon) said they used more store-bought foods or other 
subsistence foods as a result (Appendix Table D3-58). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Appendix Table D3-59. No one topic was of widespread concern in Noatak. A few households said 
conditions have been good for fishing, while others disagreed. Others described gas prices, lack of 
equipment, and species abundance. 
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Table 3-7.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Noatak, 2012. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 96.4 91.6 85.5 90.4 73.5 77,329.7 613.7 128.3 27.8
  Salmon 92.8 84.3 78.3 59.0 56.6 48,022.8 381.1 79.7 35.9
    Chum salmon 92.8 84.3 78.3 55.4 56.6 44,405.8 352.4 73.7 7,813.5 Ind. 62.0 34.7
    Coho salmon 4.8 3.6 3.6 2.4 2.4 2,968.7 23.6 4.9 611.8 Ind. 4.9 115.3
    Chinook salmon 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 14.5 0.1 0.0 1.5 Ind. 0.0 116.2
    Pink salmon 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 217.3 1.7 0.4 80.5 Ind. 0.6 109.8
    Sockeye salmon 7.2 3.6 3.6 4.8 3.6 416.5 3.3 0.7 94.1 Ind. 0.7 83.4
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 96.4 77.1 69.9 84.3 57.8 29,306.8 232.6 48.6 23.7

*     Rainbow smelt 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Gal. 0.0 0.0
*     Saffron cod 4.8 0.0 0.0 4.8 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
*     Pacific halibut 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Lbs. 0.0 0.0

    Burbot 3.6 0.0 0.0 3.6 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
    Dolly Varden 95.2 77.1 67.5 75.9 56.1 19,978.4 158.6 33.1 6,054.1 Ind. 48.0 21.2

*     Arctic grayling 14.5 10.8 10.8 7.2 4.8 317.0 2.5 0.5 352.2 Ind. 2.8 57.2
    Northern pike 9.6 4.8 4.8 6.0 1.2 85.2 0.7 0.1 25.8 Ind. 0.2 60.6
    Sheefish 30.1 3.6 3.6 30.1 7.2 551.1 4.4 0.9 100.2 Ind. 0.8 90.0
    Broad whitefish 27.7 16.9 16.9 19.3 16.9 5,844.0 46.4 9.7 1,826.2 Ind. 14.5 48.2
    Humpback whitefish 10.8 9.6 9.6 8.4 4.8 2,531.2 20.1 4.2 1,205.3 Ind. 9.6 76.8

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
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Figure 3-26.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2012.  
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Figure 3-27.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2012.  
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Figure 3-28.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Noatak, 2012.  
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Figure 3-29.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Noatak, 2012.  
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Figure 3-30.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Noatak, 2012. 
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4. STUDY YEAR 2013  

STUDY YEAR BACKGROUND 
In the second study year, unusual weather patterns again affected harvesting and processing of fish. 
Respondents in several communities said rainy weather in summer and fall 2013 was a hindrance to 
preserving fish, although the conditions were not as severe as in 2012. Late freeze-up affected 
communities that harvest fish through the ice in early winter. This interfered with jigging through the ice, 
under-ice nets, and the use of fish traps. For example, in Noorvik, multiple respondents said that the late 
freeze-up interfered with their ability to set under-ice nets, which is an activity that usually corresponds 
with the peak broad whitefish upriver migration past Noorvik. This issue was also reported in Ambler and 
Shungnak. Furthermore, several Noorvik residents said that fishing effort in early 20141 would likely be 
higher, because caribou and fish stored outside (as is commonly done) was lost to spoilage when several 
thaw events occurred, and households would fish in an attempt to replace lost food. Respondents in 
several communities said they received and used Pacific halibut; the halibut was received by the regional 
ANCSA corporation, NANA Inc. from a non-profit organization that donates commercial bycatch to 
communities around Alaska; NANA, in turn, distributed it to villages within the region2. 

HARVEST AND USE OF FISH 
Tables 4-2–4-9 report estimated fish harvests and uses by study communities in 2013. Each table is 
organized first by general category and then by species. All 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 through customary trade. Purchased foods are not included. Differences between harvest and 
use percentages reflect sharing among households, which results in a wider distribution of wild foods. 

Ambler  
Between February 2013 and January 2014, on average, households harvested three species of fish and 
used 5. Individual household harvests ranged from 0 to 8,552 lb (Table 4-1). During the study year, 
Ambler households harvested an estimated 75,470 edible lb of fish (Table 4-2). Nonsalmon species, 
predominately whitefishes, made up 64% of the total fish harvest. Fish provided 333 lb of food per person 
in Ambler, with an average household harvest of 1,094 lb. Both the total community harvest and per 
capita harvests were higher than in 2012 (study year one). A high percentage (96%) of households said 
they used fish in the study period, and 90% took part in fishing efforts. Incidences of sharing and barter 
were also high, with 85% of households saying they received fish from other households, and 69% saying 
they gave it away to others. Chum salmon were the most commonly used salmon species, while sheefish 
and broad whitefish were the most commonly used nonsalmon species.  

                                                 
1. Calendar Year 2014 (study year three data) were collected in early 2015; see Chapter 4 
2. Such “use” of halibut is not considered a subsistence use. 
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Plate 4-1.–Two women setting net in hole cut in [Kobuk] river, ca. 1950. In several communities, 

during the course of this project, ice conditions in the fall have not been adequate for setting nets. 
Richard and Florence Collins Papers, UAF. 

Ambler key respondents described 2013 as a better year than 2012, with normal breakup timing in May. 
(ABL201401, ABL201402). One respondent’s family did not get enough salmon because of weather:  

It was, sometimes it rained. But it was most of it, good. You know, it was like this. And 
sometimes too hot, too. When it’s too hot, we don’t hang them. We put them away [put in 
freezer], ‘cause they will, they’ll just spoil. 

Freeze-up was late, both respondents noted, and ice conditions were poor at the time whitefish would be 
headed up river in prime condition for harvest. Mid-October has historically been a time when enough ice 
was present to set nets. “That's when they usually put some nets, but I think it was still the open water 
then, what I heard. And then they put it out later, but then it was kind of late for the first run of that 
qausriluq [least cisco]” (ABL201402). One respondent expressed concern about the effects of beaver 
dams on the movement of whitefish in and out of lake systems. Both described long-term changes to the 
river channels and generally lower water levels in fall time.  

Chum salmon were the single largest contributor to fish harvests, in sheer numbers, 4,321 fish, and 
second by edible weight, 25,577 edible lb. Fishers harvested lesser numbers of pink and coho salmon. In 
all, salmon as a category contributed 27,158 lb of wild food, 120 lb per capita. 

Most salmon harvested, 20,142 lb, were taken using set gillnets, with lesser quantities coming from 
seines, and rod and reel. A very small amount of pink salmon was taken by an unknown method (Figure 
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4-1, Appendix Table E4-1). An estimated 2,357 lb of chum salmon were retained for personal use from 
commercial fishing efforts.  

Four whitefish species together made up 93% of nonsalmon harvest by weight (Table 4-2). Sheefish, the 
largest of the four species, contributed the most by weight (2,582 fish, an estimated 29,437 lb). More 
broad whitefish were taken (3,364 fish), an estimated 10,764 lb. In addition, Ambler harvested an 
estimated 2,233 humpback whitefish, 4,690 edible lb. Ambler households also harvested smaller 
quantities of a variety of other species such as Dolly Varden, known locally as “trout,” lake trout, burbot, 
Arctic grayling and northern pike. A small percentage of households reported harvest and use of a few 
species not present locally—saffron cod (called “tomcod” locally) and halibut. A small harvest of saffron 
cod, a coastal fish, took place in marine waters elsewhere.  

Of the 44,918 lb of whitefish harvested, 31,302 lb (65%) came from set gillnets. (Figure 4-2, Appendix 
Table E4-2). The next most productive gear type, seines, contributed 6,965 lb. Other gear and methods 
such as jigging through the ice, nets set under the ice and setlines under the ice only produced 463 lb in 
this year; rod and reel harvests greatly surpassed them. The only whitefish taken in significant quantities 
by rod and reel were sheefish, 8,138 lb. The majority of northern pike, 1,480 lb of 2,133 lb, were caught 
in set gillnets incidental to fishing for other species. Arctic grayling were harvested with several gear 
types: 194 lb by jigging through the ice, 231 lb in set gillnets incidentally, 12 lb in seine nets, and by rod 
and reel (92 lb). While not abundant locally, 482 lb of Dolly Varden were caught in set gillnets 
incidentally while targeting other species.   

Of 11,963 lb of fish used solely as dog food, about 5,000 lb of salmon (largely chum) were used 
(Appendix Table E4-3). Most of the remainder was composed of sheefish, broad whitefish and humpback 
whitefish, 6,515 lb. Lesser quantities of northern pike, lake trout, and Arctic grayling were also used. 

Figure 4-3 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and sheefish, 
broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a 
network limited to the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will 
feature prominently because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of foods not 
produced locally. A total of 69 nodes (households and other communities) were present in the Ambler 
network in 2013. In total, respondents identified 312 instances of support in a very dense network; on 
average households cited 5.2 instances of support, and the maximum reported by a single household was 
35. Households in 11 other communities were active in the network, but Kobuk and Shungnak were most 
tied to Ambler: 4 households reported 7 instances of support from Kobuk, and 4 households reported 6 
instances of support from Shungnak. Most central in Ambler’s network was a household headed by a 
single female elder, along with several households headed by elder couples, a mature single male headed 
household, a young single household, and another household also headed by a single female elder. Four 
households were not tied to the community network.  

In assessing3 their use of fish during this study period, 40% of households said their use of salmon was 
the same or greater than in recent years and 46% said they used less (Figure 4-4, Appendix Table E4-4). 
The most commonly given reason for less use was weather conditions, with a variety of other reasons 
identified such as lack of equipment, the expense of gas/equipment, lack of effort and others cited by one 
or two households. (Appendix Table E4-5). The situation was similar with regard to nonsalmon fishes, 
which in Ambler’s case are predominately whitefishes; the majority of households said their use was the 
same or greater in 2013, while 35% said they used less. Again, respondents most commonly identified 
weather or environment as the cause for less use, followed by lack of equipment and other reasons. For 
both salmon and nonsalmon species, households giving a reason for their increased use most commonly 

                                                 
3. See the Methods chapter for description of how assessment questions are administered and analyzed. These percentages reflect 

the responses of households who usually use salmon and responded to the question.  
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said it was because of increased effort and having more help, followed by other reasons (Appendix Table 
E4-6).  

Half of households said that they got enough salmon and other species of fish in 2013 (Figure 4-5, 
Appendix Table E4-7). For nonsalmon fishes, this was noticeably lower than the previous year, in which 
62% said they had enough. Thirty five percent, slightly more than the previous year, said they did not get 
enough salmon. Nearly equal numbers of households said the lack of salmon and nonsalmon fish had 
minor impacts or major impacts, and one said a lack of nonsalmon fish had severe effects. Those needing 
more fish most commonly identified chum salmon and a variety of whitefishes as the species needed, 
although a few needed more Dolly Varden, Arctic grayling, burbot, and northern pike (Appendix Table 
E4-8). Few households said they did anything differently in the study period in response to a lack of fish, 
although a few said they substituted other subsistence foods for them (Appendix Table E4-9). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table E4-10. Chief among concerns expressed by Ambler respondents in the 2013 study period was the 
possible impacts of the proposed road to the Ambler Mining District. The impacts to important fish 
spawning areas were the focus. “The open road affecting the local wildlife,” said one resident, “and the 
road being so close to the spawning area.” Among other comments received: 

If they start mining and the road it will affect the spawning, to the north to the river all 
the way from the waterfall. Worried about the outcome of the drainage to our fishing 
area. [I] don’t want no one to touch our land all the way from waterfall (Nauyatuuq) 
[Norutak Lake] to Kobuk Lake. It would affect the subsistence hunting area for the Upper 
Kobuk Area. 

A few respondents noted the negative effects of weather in 2013: high water and wet conditions that 
interfered with drying fish, and a freeze-thaw event in fall. Two commented positively on the survey 
collecting fisheries harvest information, while one household commented negatively.  
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Table 4-1.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, all study communities, 2013. 

 

Ambler Buckland Kiana Kobuk Noatak Noorvik Selawik Shungnak
4.8 5.0 3.7 4.4 3.6 3.6 3.2 3.0

Minimum 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Maximum 11 13 10 10 9 9 8 7
95% confidence limit (±) 6.8% 5.0% 7.9% 9.6% 4.6% 4.6% 4.2% 9.1%
Median 5.0 5.0 3 4 3 3 3 3

3.7 3.7 3.0 3.7 2.6 2.6 2.2 2.3
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 11 13 10 11 9 9 7 7
95% confidence limit (±) 8.9% 7.3% 11.0% 14.0% 6.7% 6.7% 6.3% 13.3%
Median 3.5 3.0 3 3 3 3 2 2

3.4 3.3 2.7 3.4 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.2
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 11 13 10 10 9 9 7 7
95% confidence limit (±) 9.8% 8.1% 11.0% 14.8% 8.5% 8.5% 6.4% 13.6%
Median 3.0 3.0 2 3 2 2 2 2

3.2 2.5 2.2 1.6 2.6 2.6 1.9 1.6
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 10 9 10 4 6 6 7 6
95% confidence limit (±) 9.1% 8.3% 11.4% 16.7% 6.1% 6.1% 6.7% 12.9%
Median 3.0 2.0 2 1 2 2 1 1

1.9 1.9 0.9 1.2 1.9 1.9 1.7 1.0
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 8 8 9 4 8 8 7 4
95% confidence limit (±) 14.4% 9.9% 22.7% 21.3% 9.1% 9.1% 7.4% 19.4%
Median 1.0 1.0 0 1 2 2 1 0

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 8,552 3,229 6,199 21,990 5,331 5,331 17,106 10,653
Mean 1,093.8 468.5 619.4 2,003.2 458.9 458.9 1,064.6 1,597.7
Median 440.8 240.0 153.7 333.0 109.7 109.7 231.0 236.8

17 17 13 15 14 16 17 14

Mean number of resources given away per household

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

Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 
respondents

Household harvest (pounds)

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
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Table 4-2.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Ambler, 2013. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 96.2 90.4 88.5 84.6 69.2 75,469.9 1,093.8 332.6 22.9
  Salmon 82.7 65.4 63.5 63.5 40.4 27,158.4 393.6 119.7 28.0
    Chum salmon 80.8 63.5 61.5 61.5 38.5 25,577.1 370.7 112.7 4,320.5 ind 62.6 28.0
    Coho salmon 9.6 7.7 7.7 5.8 3.8 865.8 12.5 3.8 187.1 ind 2.7 70.9
    Chinook salmon 5.8 3.8 3.8 1.9 0.0 73.8 1.1 0.3 8.0 ind 0.1 84.4
    Pink salmon 7.7 5.8 5.8 1.9 0.0 599.9 8.7 2.6 260.1 ind 3.8 96.6
    Sockeye salmon 9.6 5.8 5.8 3.8 1.9 41.7 0.6 0.2 9.3 ind 0.1 73.4
    Unknown salmon 5.8 0.0 0.0 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 94.2 90.4 80.8 82.7 63.5 48,311.5 700.2 212.9 22.9

*     Saffron cod 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 10.6 ind 0.2 99.6
    Burbot 26.9 15.4 9.6 17.3 3.8 140.6 2.0 0.6 33.5 ind 0.5 57.1
    Dolly Varden 36.5 26.9 23.1 23.1 13.5 534.2 7.7 2.4 161.9 ind 2.3 38.3

*     Lake trout 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 53.1 0.8 0.2 13.3 ind 0.2 99.6
    Arctic grayling 48.1 42.3 36.5 17.3 21.2 530.2 7.7 2.3 589.2 ind 8.5 29.1
    Northern pike 38.5 34.6 28.8 15.7 13.7 2,132.5 30.9 9.4 646.2 ind 9.4 38.9
    Sheefish 90.4 78.8 75.0 67.3 50.0 29,437.0 426.6 129.7 2,582.2 ind 37.4 23.3
    Broad whitefish 71.2 50.0 48.1 59.6 30.8 10,764.0 156.0 47.4 3,363.8 ind 48.8 29.7

*     Least cisco 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 27.9 0.4 0.1 39.8 ind 0.6 99.6
    Humpback whitefish 42.3 32.7 26.9 32.7 17.3 4,689.7 68.0 20.7 2,233.2 ind 32.4 31.0

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Figure 4-1.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2013.  
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Figure 4-2.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2013.  
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Figure 4-3.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Ambler, 2013.  
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Figure 4-4.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Ambler, 2013.  
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Figure 4-5.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Ambler, 2013. 
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Shungnak 
Between February 2013 and January 2014, on average, households harvested 2 species of fish and used 3 
(Table 4-1). Individual households harvested between 0 and 10,653 lb. During the study year, Shungnak 
households harvested an estimated 103,853 edible lb of fish (Table 4-3), roughly two and half times the 
previous year’s harvest. This was composed, by edible weight, of various nonsalmon species (59%) and 
chum salmon (41%). Fish provided 366 lb of food per person in Shungnak, with an average household 
harvest of 1,598 lb. Sheefish were again the most commonly harvested and used species, with 65% of 
households harvesting them and 84% of households indicating use. The percentages were slightly lower 
for chum salmon. A small percentage of households reported use of rainbow smelt, a marine fish which is 
not caught locally.  

One resident of Shungnak said that the water level in the Kobuk River during the summer of 2013 was the 
lowest that he had ever seen it.34 Key respondents in Shungnak remarked upon the poor ice conditions at 
freeze-up, a pattern of low water in the fall, the effect poor weather (too hot or too wet) can have upon 
fishing efforts, and the impact of high gas prices on people’s fishing practices. “But we never get enough 
whitefish because of the—our weather, too, it start to be wet, snow, and it’s hard to dry, said one 
respondent (SHG201401). “They used to make fish traps but this year they never because of late, late 
freeze-up.” 

I think it was kind of warm, the fall, this last fall. And people were really unsure when to 
get on the ice. When to get on the river. And um, some people were kind of reluctant to 
go put nets for a while. Um, we didn’t, I don’t think my mom did either. Usually she calls 
me to go help her, but we didn’t go put any under ice. ‘Cause it’d kind of, you know, 
freeze and then melt and freeze and melt, and it’d be slushy a little bit here and there. It 
was kind of weird weather. (SHG201402) 

Chum salmon were again the largest contributor to fish harvests by edible weight, with 7,257 fish 
providing 42,964 lb. Shungnak harvested an estimated 151 lb of salmon per capita in the study year, with 
a mean household harvest of 661 lb. Households did not report catching any other species of salmon in 
2013.  

Shungnak residents harvested most of their chum salmon (65%) with set gillnets, with nearly all the 
remainder (2,497 fish, 14,780 lb) taken with seines. Just a few fish were caught on rod and reel (Figure 4-
6, Appendix Table E4-11).  

Two whitefish species made up the bulk of nonsalmon harvest in terms of numbers and edible weight: 
sheefish and humpback whitefish (Table 4-3) Together, these were contributed 58,213 lb, or 96% of 
nonsalmon harvest. Shungnak fishers also caught 578 broad whitefish, 1,851 lb. Harvests included 
smaller quantities of a variety of other species such as Dolly Varden, known locally as “trout,” burbot, 
Arctic grayling, and northern pike. All these species harvests were less than 500 lb each.  

Seines were the most productive gear type for whitefish species overall, with 49% of harvest (Figure 4-7, 
Appendix Table E4-12). This was followed by nearly equal harvests by weight caught on rod and reel, 
which were largely composed of sheefish (15,764 lb), and with set gillnets (15,272 lb). Shungnak 
residents actually brought in slightly more sheefish by rod and reel (1,354 fish) than by seining (1,346 
fish). Most burbot, 139 of 162 lb total harvest, were taken by jigging through the ice; a handful were 
taken on rod and reel. Of northern pike harvested, 328 lb came by set gillnet, 57 lb by rod and reel, and 35 
lb by seine. Dolly Varden and Arctic grayling were taken by several methods—but as in other 
communities, most came from rod and reel.  

                                                 
34. N.M. Braem, 2013, Subsistence Resource Specialist, ADF&G, Fairbanks, Fieldnotes. 
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Of the 22,894 lb of fish used for solely 
for dog food, 14,154 lb were sheefish, 
broad whitefish, and humpback 
whitefish (Appendix Table E4-13). A 
total of 1,463 chum salmon, 8,658 lb, 
and small amounts of Dolly Varden, 
Arctic grayling, and northern pike 
totaling less than 100 lb were also 
used. 

Figure 4-8 shows a network of the 
production and distribution of all 
species of salmon and sheefish, broad 
whitefish, and humpback whitefish, 
which includes households in other 
Alaska communities. In a network 
limited to the key species harvested in 
a community, it is unlikely that other 
communities will feature prominently 
because they are frequently the source 
(through barter and sharing) of foods 
not produced locally. In 2013, a total 
of 53 nodes (households or other 
communities) were present in the 
network. Households from 5 other 
communities were also sources of fish 
or help in catching or processing fish, 
with Kotzebue and Anaktuvuk Pass 
most active in the network. Five 
Shungnak households reported 18 

instances of support from Kotzebue, 
and 4 reported 13 instances of support 
from Anaktuvuk Pass. Respondents 
reported 196 instances of support in 
2013; on average households had cited 

4.9 instances of support, and the maximum number reported by any household was 24. Several 
households headed by couples were most central in the network, both as sources and recipients of support. 
This cluster included two single female headed households as well as an unsurveyed household. Seven 
households were not tied to the network. 

Asked to assess their use of fish during 2013, 57% of respondents said their household used less salmon 
than in recent years, while 12% said their use was about the same and 14% used more (Figure 4-9, 
Appendix Table E4-14). The numbers of households using less nonsalmon fish was equal to those 
reporting no change in use or greater use, combined. The primary reason given for less use of both 
categories of fish was the weather/environment, but a few households identified other factors such lack of 
equipment, the expense of gas/equipment, time spent at work, less effort and others (Appendix Table E4-
15). The two most common reasons given for increased use of fish in 2013 were having received more 
from others and having more success fishing (Appendix Table E4-16). 

Of households that ordinarily use salmon, about one-half said they did not have enough in 2013 (Figure 
4-10, Appendix Table E4-17). Far more households said they got enough nonsalmon fishes (59% of all 
households). This situation was very much in keeping with self-assessments from the previous study year. 

Plate 4-2.–Rod and reel is a popular method for catching 
sheefish early in the summer. In 2013, harvests by this method 
were nearly equal to those caught using set gillnets. Photos by 
Elizabeth Mikow, ADF&G. 
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More households (8) rated the impact of not having enough salmon as either major or severe than 
considered it minor (7), and a few said it was not noticeable. Of those without enough nonsalmon species, 
7 said it had major or severe impacts, while 4 said it had minor impacts and 2 said it was not noticeable). 
Respondents most commonly said they need more chum salmon, sheefish, and other whitefishes 
(Appendix Table E4-18). No households said they had done anything differently in 2013 in response to a 
lack of fish. 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table E4-19. Weather effects on fishing were the primary concern: too much rain, warm temperatures in 
spring and fall, and shallow rivers impeding travel. “The problem we have nowadays is weather, and 
water getting shallower every year,” said one resident. Another said that over the last 5 to 6 years, the 
drying season was “not normal.” 
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Table 4-3.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Shungnak, 2013. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 87.8 71.4 69.4 75.5 46.9 103,852.9 1,597.7 365.8 25.0
  Salmon 75.5 49.0 46.9 57.1 26.5 42,964.1 661.0 151.3 27.5
    Chum salmon 73.5 49.0 46.9 55.1 26.5 42,964.1 661.0 151.3 7,257.4 ind 111.7 27.5
    Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown salmon 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 83.7 67.3 67.3 61.2 42.9 60,888.8 936.8 214.5 27.0

*     Rainbow smelt 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 18.4 14.3 10.2 8.2 2.0 161.6 2.5 0.6 38.5 ind 0.6 61.6
    Dolly Varden 16.3 16.3 16.3 2.0 0.0 144.5 2.2 0.5 43.8 ind 0.7 50.4
    Arctic grayling 18.4 18.4 18.4 2.0 4.1 99.1 1.5 0.3 110.1 ind 1.7 32.2
    Northern pike 12.2 10.2 10.2 2.0 2.0 420.2 6.5 1.5 127.3 ind 2.0 65.1
    Sheefish 83.7 65.3 65.3 46.9 32.7 40,573.5 624.2 142.9 3,559.1 ind 54.8 29.4
    Broad whitefish 40.8 28.6 26.5 24.5 6.1 1,850.8 28.5 6.5 578.4 ind 8.9 53.8
    Humpback whitefish 36.7 30.6 30.6 16.3 24.5 17,639.1 271.4 62.1 8,399.6 ind 129.2 31.6

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Figure 4-6.–Estimated harvest of chum salmon by gear type, Shungnak, 2013.  
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Figure 4-7.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Shungnak, 2013.  
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Figure 4-8.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Shungnak, 2013.  
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Figure 4-9.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Shungnak, 2013.  
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Figure 4-10.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Shungnak, 2013. 



 

 103 

Kobuk 
Between February 2013 and January 2014, on average, households harvested 3 species of fish and used 4 
(Table 4-1). Individual household harvests ranged from 0 to 21,990 lb edible weight. During the study 
year, Kobuk households harvested an estimated 62,099 edible lb of fish (Table 4-4). This was about 
double of what was documented in 2012, the first study year. Unlike 2012, in which the harvest by weight 
was nearly equal between salmon and nonsalmon species, the majority of the harvest in 2013, 80%, came 
from nonsalmon species, predominately whitefishes. Fish provided 433 lb of food per person in Kobuk, 
with an average household harvest of 2,003 lb. Chum salmon and sheefish were again the two species 
most commonly used in Kobuk, with 92% of households reporting using each species. The percentages of 
households harvesting chum salmon and sheefish were also noticeably higher than for any other fish 
species.  

An active fisher described conditions in 2013; a very dry period, which resulted in low water levels on the 
Kobuk River, was followed by a lot of rain. 

And yeah, from, from, really, really low where the fish couldn’t make it up as quick and 
then when it gets high. I mean, we will have like maybe a day or two to fish, and it was 
not good anymore because the high water. They, they, they could, they got the fish but 
then they just couldn’t dry it. They just couldn’t dry it. ‘Cause of the weather. We have 
that problem almost every—not only this year. Other years it’s happened. (OBU201401) 

Those people who construct and set fish traps under the ice have been prevented from doing so in recent 
years: 

And it’s not only that, too, because um, like, the climate change, it’s affecting as it, we 
are getting really, it’s really, really getting late when freezing up, like, I remember um, 
before, uh, before Thanksgiving, before Halloween, my dad used to pretty much make his 
fish trap before, right around that area…before Halloween, before, and nowadays, they 
don’t even get them done before Thanksgiving because of, because of the weather, you 
know, it just freezes up so late. Holy cow.  

Salmon harvests were lower than in the previous year (12,148 lb as opposed to 14,989 lb). Chum salmon 
were the single largest contributor to salmon harvests, both in number, 2,043, and by edible weight, 
12,097 edible lb; by weight they were 99% of salmon harvest. Three other species, coho, Chinook, and 
pink salmon, together contributed just over 50 lb in total. Kobuk residents harvested an estimated 85 lb of 
salmon per capita in the study year with a mean household harvest of 392 lb.  

Nearly all chum salmon harvested (2,053 fish, 12,125 lb) came from set gillnets, the exception being 4 
fish (23 lb) caught with rod and reel (Figure 4-11, Appendix Table E4-20). The small quantities of other 
salmon species harvested all came from set gillnets.  

Whitefish species, including sheefish, broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, together made up 99% 
of all nonsalmon species harvested by weight. Harvests of broad whitefish (1,337 fish) and humpback 
whitefish (1,382 fish) exceeded harvest of sheefish in the study period. A significant portion of overall 
whitefish harvests, 32,506 lb, was attributed to “unknown whitefishes” in harvests accomplished by just a 
few (8%) households seining cooperatively. It is likely these are humpback whitefish, broad whitefish, or 
both. Per capita harvests of whitefish were 346 lb; mean harvest per household was 1,596 lb. Sheefish 
were the most commonly used whitefish, followed by humpback and broad whitefish. Kobuk fishers 
harvested smaller quantities of a variety of other species such as northern pike, Dolly Varden, Arctic 
grayling, and burbot. These, in total, contributed 399 edible lb.  

The majority of whitefishes (73%) harvested were taken using seines, 36,181 lb (Figure 4-12, Appendix 
Table E4-21). These include the estimated 12,211 unknown whitefishes (32,506 lb). Most broad 
whitefish, 2,852 of 4,278 lb, were caught by set gillnet. Sheefish and humpback whitefish were the only 
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species of whitefish caught using rod and reel. The majority of the Dolly Varden and Arctic grayling 
harvest was also caught on rod and reel gear; northern pike were also caught in set gillnets.  

Kobuk households used an estimated 19,784 lb of fish solely as dog food in 2013 (Appendix Table E4-
22). The majority of this was whitefishes and included 2,911 unknown whitefishes, 646 broad whitefish 
and 181 sheefish (11,878 lb). Chum salmon (7,800 lb) and northern pike were also used (107 lb).  

Figure 4-13 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and sheefish, 
broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a 
network limited to the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will 
feature prominently because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of foods not 
produced locally. In all, 33 nodes (households and communities other than Kobuk) were present in 2013. 
On average, Kobuk households named 3 instances of support, while the most identified by any single 
household was 10. Households in Kotzebue, Noorvik, and Shungnak were also sources of fish or help in 
catching and processing fish. Shungnak was most frequently named as a source of support, followed by 
Noorvik and Kotzebue. Central in the network is a household headed by a single female elder, whose 
harvests exceed those of all other surveyed households in the network. On the surface, this would seem 
odd given the age of the head of household, however, this household may have owned a seine net used in 
communal fishing efforts. When respondents were asked for sources of fish used (either receiving fish, or 
help catching or processing fish), this household was probably cited as a source. In addition to outflows 
from this central household to others in the community, it, too, was supported by inflow from other 
households and Shungnak. 

Forty-five percent of Kobuk households used less salmon in 2013 than in recent years, while 14% said 
their use was about the same, and 36% said they used more (Figure 4-14, Appendix Table E4-23). This 
was a more positive assessment than in the previous year, in which 70% of households used less. 
Respondents provided three main reasons for their lesser use of salmon in 2013, including 
weather/environment, lack of effort and lack of equipment, but also cited lesser abundance, less sharing, 
and “other” reasons that could not be categorized (Appendix Table E4-24). Respondents rated their use of 
nonsalmon fish similarly, with 36% reporting less use, 52% saying it was about the same, and 10% using 
more—this was also indicative of a better year than 2012. No single reason for less use emerged, the most 
common included lack of effort, family/personal reasons, lack of equipment, less sharing, and 
weather/environmental conditions. Those using more fish (both salmon and nonsalmon species) generally 
attributed their change in use to similar reasons: favorable weather, needing more, receiving more, and 
acquiring or fixing equipment (Appendix Table E4-25). 

As in the previous study year, 50% of households did not get enough salmon (Figure 4-15, Appendix 
Table E4-26). In 2013, far more households said they did not get enough nonsalmon than in 2012 (60% 
compared to 27%). The severity of impacts from a lack of salmon varied: equal numbers of respondents 
said the impacts were minor and major, while a few households found impacts either not noticeable or 
severe. Slightly more households considered the impact of not having enough nonsalmon minor than 
severe, and again, a few households said it was not noticeable or severe. These households said they 
needed more chum salmon, burbot, sheefish, and other species as well (Appendix Table E4-27). No 
survey respondents said their household did anything different in 2013 as a result of not having enough 
fish.  

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table E4-28. Two concerns predominated: weather (specifically, conditions of low water) and the 
potential impacts of the proposed road to the Ambler Mining district. Comments on the latter mirrored 
those voiced in Ambler, “Worried about the road. The mine will be big. We are in the headwaters and it 
will be big. I hope ADF&G is active in monitoring and represent the people that live here.” 
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Table 4-4.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Kobuk, 2013. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 100.0 91.7 87.5 79.2 62.5 62,099.1 2,003.2 433.1 46.9
  Salmon 91.7 66.7 58.3 54.2 33.3 12,147.6 391.9 84.7 43.9
    Chum salmon 91.7 66.7 58.3 54.2 33.3 12,097.0 390.2 84.4 2,043.4 ind 65.9 44.0
    Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Chinook salmon 8.3 8.3 8.3 0.0 0.0 24.0 0.8 0.2 2.6 ind 0.1 68.0
    Pink salmon 8.3 8.3 8.3 0.0 4.2 20.9 0.7 0.1 9.0 ind 0.3 74.5
    Sockeye salmon 4.2 4.2 4.2 0.0 0.0 5.8 0.2 0.0 1.3 ind 0.0 98.3
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 95.8 91.7 87.5 54.2 54.2 49,951.5 1,611.3 348.4 53.9
    Burbot 0.0 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Dolly Varden 33.3 37.5 25.0 8.3 0.0 72.5 2.3 0.5 22.0 ind 0.7 40.5
    Arctic grayling 50.0 37.5 37.5 12.5 8.3 126.2 4.1 0.9 140.2 ind 4.5 36.4
    Northern pike 45.8 37.5 37.5 8.3 4.2 200.3 6.5 1.4 60.7 ind 2.0 43.8
    Sheefish 91.7 83.3 79.2 25.0 37.5 9,865.8 318.3 68.8 865.4 ind 27.9 32.7
    Broad whitefish 45.8 33.3 33.3 20.8 12.5 4,278.0 138.0 29.8 1,336.9 ind 43.1 48.8

*     Least cisco 4.2 0.0 0.0 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Humpback whitefish 50.0 41.7 41.7 25.0 12.5 2,902.6 93.6 20.2 1,382.2 ind 44.6 71.4

*     Unknown whitefishes 8.3 8.3 8.3 0.0 4.2 32,506.1 1,048.6 226.7 12,211.4 ind 393.9 77.5

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Figure 4-11.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kobuk, 2013.  
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Figure 4-12.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kobuk, 2013.  
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Figure 4-13.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Kobuk, 2013.  
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Figure 4-14.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Kobuk, 2013.  
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Figure 4-15.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Kobuk, 2013. 
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Noorvik 
Between January and December 2013, on average, households harvested 3 species of fish and used 5 
(Table 4-1). Household harvests ranged from 0 to 34,089 edible lb. During the study year, Noorvik 
households harvested an estimated 273,029 edible lb of fish (Table 4-5). This was significantly higher 
than the harvest estimate from the previous year (193,793 lb). The harvest, by weight, was about evenly 
split between salmon and nonsalmon species. Fish provided 480 lb of food per person in Noorvik, with an 
average household harvest of 2,068 lb. Chum salmon, sheefish, and broad whitefish were the most 
commonly used species. Higher percentages of households reported harvesting sheefish, but nearly 
identical percentages reported receiving all three species. A few households reported harvests of herring, 
smelt, and saffron cod, but these were not widely used.  

Noorvik respondents described how high water in summer 2013 affected fishing:  

• It made rod and reel fishing for sheefish and pike more difficult, because fish are more spread out 
when water levels are high.  

• Maintaining setnets for salmon required more effort due to high levels of debris in the river.  
• Those who preferred to set nets in shallow water were unable to find good spots.  

It was hot at the end of June, and that spoiled the whitefish, the first run of whitefish. 
Then, in July, maybe the first week of July, the salmon came up and we brought  a bunch 
here for the freezer, and we put up a bunch, but it got so hot and those being fat, um—
you know, we took better care of ‘em ‘cause we anticipated what the heat was gonna do 
to ‘em. Then on the second. Pretty much had to learn the same lesson, yeah. And then, 
what do you call it? On the second round, when we did the second round with [name 
withheld] you guys did fine, huh? (WLK201401) 

Yeah. (WLK201402) 

And then, there was, in later August, when they did a third round, they got to where they 
were dry, and then, drizzling weather moved in for about three weeks. And they stopped 
fishing, and the fish that they had slimed and molded. And it was all a—. We even went 
down there with fans and we got generators and anything to try to dry it, but it wasn’t 
doin’ it, so—. So, we made dog food [laughter]. Slimed fish. (WLK201401) 

Multiple respondents described that a late river freeze-up in fall 2013 affected their harvest efforts for 
whitefish. Typically, the timing of peak broad whitefish migration past Noorvik (migrating upriver to 
spawn in the upper Kobuk River) coincides with ice forming on the Kobuk River that is thick enough to 
set nets under. Several households continued fishing with setnets in open water for whitefish and were 
able to catch the early portion of the fall migration. However, ice that had formed at the time when most 
whitefish were migrating was not safe to attempt to set a net, and when it became safe, the main migration 
had passed:   

Normal year would be, like, the first week of October it would be freezing. And then, by 
the second or third week of October we could get out on the net—get out on the ice with 
nets, with the weight of the net—not just a person going out there, but being able to deal 
with it, being about two inches thick. And you can go set your nets—usually about three 
inches is the best, you go set your nets, and then, because we use long nets—we don’t 
want to cut our nets into small nets—some people did successfully whitefish here, this 
year, but they were only getting, like, ten or twenty cause they were using real small nets. 
And you can start out great, you put the net in, stretch it out—our problem is that the ice 
was so thin that if we’d brought the net, piled it up, had ourselves around it, and had fish 
at the same time (makes noise), we’d’ve been in the river. (WLK201401) 
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Others explained how high costs of gas and equipment affected their fishing in 2013. One of the major 
effects was that households without access to equipment or who could not afford gas needed to fish closer 
to town rather than go to more distant fishing locations. This is a pattern that was described as 
intensifying in recent years, and there has been a general tendency for summer fish camps (salmon) to be 
located right across from Noorvik.  

Noorvik’s 2013 salmon harvest of 124,630 lb was roughly double that of 2012. Mean household harvests 
were 944 lb; per capita harvests were 219 lb. The vast majority, 95% of salmon harvests in the study year, 
were chum (118,234 lb). An estimated 1,207 coho salmon were also caught, approximately 5,584 lb. 
Lesser harvests of Chinook, and pink salmon also occurred; a small harvest of sockeye salmon was 
reported, but this occurred outside the region. 

Just 261 lb of salmon came from gear other than a set gillnet, in this case, 44 chum salmon were caught 
on rod and reel (Figure 4-16, Appendix Table E4-29).  

Four species, northern pike, sheefish, broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, together constituted 96% 
of all nonsalmon species harvested by weight. Sheefish were taken in lesser numbers than other species, 
3,167 total, but contributed 36,100 edible lb. Broad and humpback whitefish were harvested in similar 
quantities (14,375 and 15,945 fish). In this study year, 3,929 least cisco contributed 2,750 lb. As a 
category, whitefish provided 208 lb per capita, and mean household harvests of 897 lb. Northern pike 
harvest numbers approached those of whitefishes, with 7,932 fish providing an estimated 26,176 lb. 
Smaller harvests of Pacific herring, 
smelt, saffron cod, and burbot also 
occurred.  

Set gillnets were most productive gear 
used by Noorvik fishers for 
nonsalmon species as well, with 78% 
of all harvested, by weight, caught 
using this gear (Figure 4-17, 
Appendix Table E4-30). Of the 
remainder, 19% came from jigging 
through ice, and 2% by using rod and 
reel. Less than one percent came from 
dip nets, nets set under the ice, and 
setlines. Smelt were the only species 
harvested using dip nets, and broad 
whitefish were the only netted under 
the ice. Burbot were the sole species 
taken on setlines. The only species 
taken in large quantities by rod and 
reel were sheefish (200 fish, 2,280 lb). 
No fish were retained from 
commercial catches in 2013.  

An estimated 25,968 lb of fish were 
used as dog food in 2013 (Appendix 
Table E4-31). This included 2,514 chum salmon (14,880 lb), 2,325 broad whitefish (7,441 lb), 145 
sheefish (1,649 lb), and 647 humpback whitefish (1,359 lb) as well as smaller amounts of least cisco, 
burbot, and northern pike.  

Figure 4-18 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and sheefish, 
broad whitefish and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a 
network limited to the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will 

Plate 4-3.–A Noorvik resident removes the hook from a 
northern pike caught while jigging. Jigging gear is a simple, 
inexpensive technology. Nearly 20% of the harvest of nonsalmon 
fish was caught by jigging in 2013. Photo by Andrew R. Brenner, 
ADF&G. 
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feature prominently because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of foods not 
produced locally. A total of 132 nodes (households and other communities) were identified in the Noorvik 
network in 2013. Households reported 397 instances of support (receiving fish or help in catching and 
processing fish); on average, surveyed households named 4 instances of support, and the maximum for a 
single household was 20. Households in twelve other communities were present in the network, with 
Noatak, Kotzebue, and Selawik being most closely tied to Noorvik. Central in Noorvik’s dense network 
were two mature households that had large harvests relative to others in the community, but several elder 
and mature households with smaller total harvests were very active in the network as well, both as sources 
and recipients of support. 

The assessment of 2013 fish harvests at Noorvik was more positive than that of 2012 (Figure 4-19, 
Appendix Table E4-32), with noticeably fewer households saying they had used less salmon or 
nonsalmon fish—37% of households said they used less salmon and 36% used less nonsalmon species. 
Respondents offered three common reasons for less use of salmon, weather/environment, lack of effort 
and lack of equipment, but less abundance, lack of time, and other reasons were given (Appendix Table 
E4-33). A lack of effort, the weather/environment, lack of equipment and family/personal reasons were 
most often cited. Favorable weather, receiving more, needing more, increased effort, and acquiring/fixing 
equipment were cited as reasons for increased use (Appendix Table E4-34). 

The majority of Noorvik households reported having enough of both salmon and nonsalmon fish in 2013 
(Figure 4-20, Appendix Table E4-35). Most households deemed the impact of a lack of either category of 
fish not noticeable or minor, but 29% considered the lack of salmon major or severe, and 36% said the 
same for nonsalmon fish. Those who did not get enough typically said they needed more chum salmon, 
while whitefishes, northern pike, and burbot were the most widely desired nonsalmon fishes (Appendix 
Table E4-36). Few respondents said a lack of fish caused their household to do anything differently in 
2013, but some households’ changes included using more store-bought foods (Appendix Table E4-37).  

Local Comments and Concerns 

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table E4-38. The two most common concerns expressed by Noorvik residents were unusual weather 
patterns and the impacts of commercial fisheries. One respondent was “concerned about weather changes, 
it has been very crazy weather lately.” Another observed, “Ice freezing late is a concern. Under ice fishing 
is harder. The weather has changed a lot from when (I) was growing up.” Some said the commercial 
salmon fishery at Kotzebue affected their catches. A few households spoke of fears of contamination 
affecting fish or observed fish abnormalities. One respondent worried that beaver damming streams 
would affect whitefish. 
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Table 4-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Noorvik, 2013. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 98.0 76.8 73.7 90.9 68.7 273,029.3 2,068.4 479.6 21.5
  Salmon 91.9 48.5 47.5 71.7 43.4 124,629.8 944.2 218.9 26.3
    Chum salmon 91.9 48.5 47.5 70.7 43.4 118,234.0 895.7 207.7 19,972.0 ind 151.3 27.1
    Coho salmon 15.2 12.1 12.1 6.1 7.1 5,583.9 42.3 9.8 1,206.7 ind 9.1 45.3
    Chinook salmon 6.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 346.2 2.6 0.6 37.3 ind 0.3 88.8
    Pink salmon 15.2 10.1 10.1 5.1 6.1 399.8 3.0 0.7 173.3 ind 1.3 39.3
    Sockeye salmon 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 65.9 0.5 0.1 14.7 ind 0.1 90.6
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 96.0 74.7 71.7 79.8 64.6 148,399.5 1,124.2 260.7 22.7

*     Pacific herring 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 120.0 0.9 0.2 20.0 gal 0.2 99.2
*     Rainbow smelt 4.0 1.0 1.0 4.0 1.0 18.7 0.1 0.0 3.1 gal 0.0 99.2
*     Saffron cod 7.1 1.0 1.0 6.1 3.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 26.7 ind 0.2 99.2

    Burbot 64.6 42.4 38.4 42.4 21.2 3,063.2 23.2 5.4 729.3 ind 5.5 24.2
    Dolly Varden 32.3 18.2 14.1 20.2 10.1 682.0 5.2 1.2 206.7 ind 1.6 34.6
    Northern pike 57.6 41.4 39.4 24.0 26.8 26,175.6 198.3 46.0 7,932.0 ind 60.1 35.7
    Sheefish 82.8 59.6 56.6 48.5 40.4 36,100.0 273.5 63.4 3,166.7 ind 24.0 19.6
    Broad whitefish 82.8 46.5 43.4 52.5 38.4 46,000.1 348.5 80.8 14,375.0 ind 108.9 19.9
    Least cisco 17.2 12.1 12.1 6.1 9.2 2,750.2 20.8 4.8 3,928.9 ind 29.8 42.9
    Humpback whitefish 42.4 27.3 27.3 18.4 24.5 33,484.1 253.7 58.8 15,944.8 ind 120.8 51.2

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Figure 4-16.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2013.  



 

 

116 

 
Figure 4-17.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2013.  
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Figure 4-18.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Noorvik, 2013.  
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Figure 4-19.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Noorvik, 2013.  
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Figure 4-20.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Noorvik, 2013. 
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Kiana 
Between February 2013 and January 2014, on average, households harvested 3 species of fish and used 3 
(Table 4-1). Household harvests ranged from 0 to 6,199 lb. During the study year, Kiana households 
harvested an estimated 57,600 edible lb of salmon and various nonsalmon species—just an 11 lb 
difference from the previous year’s estimate (Table 4-6). Household harvests averaged 619 lb; per capita 
harvests were 143 lb. Nonsalmon species made up 67% of harvest by edible weight (38,500 lb); the 
overwhelming majority of this came from 3 whitefish species: sheefish, broad whitefish, and humpback 
whitefish. Chum salmon and sheefish were the most commonly harvested and used species. Most 
households in Kiana, 91%, used fish during the study year.  

An active fishing couple interviewed in the second study year described the impacts of weather on 
processing fish and increased beaver activity.  

It was the heat, the weather. For one thing. Um. You know, like I said we look for, uh, 
four good days but, those four good days, uh, might be real hot. I mean you could start 
off on a—on a normal day, a—just a day that we want. But just the next day when the, 
fish is—when the fish are really, need drying, it gets too hot. And there’s no way that you 
could get, rid of that heat and sometimes, we have to, um—if we have uh, enough 
freezer-space we take them off the—the drying-rack, put ‘em in boxes, layer them with 
waxed cloth and put ‘em in the freezer and freeze ‘em. Because, we don’t wanna lose 
the—all that work we done. And sometimes, we have to—we lose quite a bit of ‘em. 
Because they just cook right on the—they, cook right on the pole. (IAN201401) 

They expressed concern about increasing beaver populations and the impact of dams on the movement of 
whitefish in and out of lakes: 

The reason, why I say they’re declining in our—in our catch now—they go into the 
sloughs in the fall-time and winter in the lakes. All sloughs have a big lake at the end. 
And some that are in our area, like up in the Squirrel River, is more a, tributary off the 
Squirrel River… But still they have lakes, uh, connected to those tributaries… Our 
problem nowadays is beaver. Beaver have locked up those, uh, tributaries and the 
sloughs, and uh, a lot of fish is landlocked and… They can’t get out and, that uh,—it is a 
problem for uh—you know the growth of, those two. 

ADF&G: Can they survive in the lakes? If they’re landlocked— 

I guess for a length of time, they do but, I’ve heard, through the several years now that, 
people see that they’re just dying in the lake and the fish that they see are just skin and 
bone. (IAN201401). 

Another Kiana fisherman said that high gas prices were affecting where people fished; known, productive 
harvest areas 25 miles or more up the Kobuk River were not used as much.  

Like there’s one about 25 miles up the river. And some further. 30. Maybe 35. Yeah… 
Now we fish closer—like down the beach and around the bend. Or downriver. There’s a 
lot of good places to fish… ‘Cause of gas and, and the sewer, too—we, go on the other 
side, or downriver—further down. On a different channel. (IAN201402) 

Chum salmon made up 91% of the total salmon harvest, 17,577 of 19,099 lb. This was followed by coho 
salmon, 161 fish totaling 747 lb and pink salmon, 212 fish providing 489 lb. Small harvests of Chinook 
and sockeye salmon were also reported. A large percentage of households participated in chum salmon 
fishing, 70%, but fewer took part in fishing for other salmon species. Chum salmon were also the most 
commonly shared, with 76% of households receiving chum salmon from others and 28% saying they 
gave it away. Mean household harvests of all species totaled 205 lb, while per capita harvests together 
were 48 lb. 
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Set gillnets were the most productive gear type for salmon, accounting for 10,259 lb or 54% of harvest. 
Seines were the next most productive means, with 28% of harvest taken with this gear; rod and reel 
fishing produced 18% of harvest (Figure 4-21, Appendix Table E4-39).  

Three species, sheefish, broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish constituted 94% of nonsalmon harvest 
by edible weight. Of these, sheefish were predominate (20,328 lb), although they were taken in lesser 
quantities than broad or humpback whitefish. Kiana fishers also reported catching smaller quantities of 
northern pike, burbot, and Dolly Varden. A small percentage of household reported use of smelt, which 
were likely received from Buckland.  

 
Plate 4-4.–Humpback whitefish drying near Kiana. Drying fish without salt is a traditional 

preservation method still in use across Northwest Alaska. Drying frees up valuable freezer space for 
other resources. High temperatures or humidity will cause fish to spoil or mold before they can dry. 
Photo courtesy of Lorrie Schuerch. 

For whitefishes in general, set gillnets were the most productive gear type, with 15,684 lb harvested 
(Figure 4-22, Appendix Table E4-40). This was followed by seine nets, which produced 12,083 lb. 
However, jigging through the ice and use of rod and reel are popular ways to harvest sheefish. Together, 
fishers caught 652 sheefish, 7,434 lb, using these methods. The majority of northern pike taken came 
from set gillnets as well, with some additional harvest in seines and by rod and reel. Most burbot were 
caught both by jigging through the ice, followed by setlines under the ice, but they were also caught using 
fish traps and by rod and reel; an additional 460 lb were taken incidentally in set gillnets targeting other 
species.  
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The portion of harvest used for dog food was composed largely of chum salmon, 419 lb, sheefish, 348 lb, 
and broad whitefish, 222 lb (Appendix Table E4-41). Smaller amounts of coho salmon, pink salmon, 
humpback whitefish, and burbot were also used. 

Figure 4-23 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and sheefish, 
broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a 
network limited to the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will 
feature prominently because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of foods not 
produced locally. In 2013, 73 nodes (Kiana households and communities other than Kiana) were present. 
Respondents identified 108 instances of support; on average, surveyed households reported 2 instances of 
support, while the maximum number for a single household was 7. Households in 6 other communities 
were also sources of fish or help in catching and processing fish. Kotzebue and Noatak households were 
the most closely tied to Kiana, but only four households reported inflow from each of those communities, 
and other communities were not very active in the network. Central in the Kiana network was the 
ADF&G salmon test net. Several households were not active in the network as sources or recipients.  

Despite a harvest that was remarkably similar to that of 2012, respondents assessed their 2013 experience 
differently. A greater percentage of households reported less use of salmon and nonsalmon species, 38% 
and 36% respectively, (Figure 4-24, Appendix Table E4-42). However, more households characterized 
their use as the same as recent years; fewer households said they used more. The most common reasons 
given for lesser use of both salmon and nonsalmon fish was lack of effort, followed by 
weather/environmental issues, less sharing, lack of equipment and other reasons (Appendix Table E4-43). 
The most common reason for greater use of salmon was receiving more, but comments relating to 
increased availability, favorable weather, needing more, and more success were also recorded (Appendix 
Table E4-44). The reasons given for more use of nonsalmon species were similar, but also included 
increased effort and having more help. 

Sixty-six percent of households, fewer than in the previous study period, said they got enough salmon in 
2013 (Figure 4-25). The percentage of households getting enough nonsalmon species dipped slightly, 
from 62% in 2012 to 60% in 2013. As in other communities, respondents’ evaluation of the impact of not 
getting enough fish varied, with the bulk of responses terming them either minor or severe (Appendix 
Table E4-45). Half considered the impacts of a lack of salmon severe, while 6 said it had minor impacts, 
and 2 deemed them severe. The pattern was similar for nonsalmon fish. Those without enough salmon 
most commonly said they need more chum salmon; for nonsalmon species, respondents named a variety 
of species including sheefish, Dolly Varden, rainbow trout, and other whitefishes (Appendix Table E4-
46). No households reported changing their behavior as a result of not getting enough fish. 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table E4-47. A sewage leak was a major problem for Kiana fishers during the summer of 2013, 
particularly for those who fish with rod and reel from the beach in front of town and those who have 
historically fished downstream from Kiana. During fieldwork, several survey respondents expressed 
concern about contaminated water and unhealthy fish. Of the limited comments received, a few expressed 
concerns about the river and sewage, the Kotzebue commercial fishery, and beavers damming streams. 
“Commercial fishermen in Kotzebue must not fish so many hours at beginning of seasons; we need more 
time to catch fish in this area,” said one resident. “Too slow of a start at beginning of fishing season 
because Kotzebue commercial fishermen don’t allow enough fish to make it up river for us to catch in 
beginning of season.” 
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Table 4-6.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Kiana, 2013. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 91.0 76.1 74.6 82.1 35.8 57,599.7 619.4 143.3 22.2
  Salmon 89.6 71.6 70.1 77.6 28.4 19,099.0 205.4 47.5 28.8
    Chum salmon 88.1 70.1 68.7 76.1 28.4 17,577.4 189.0 43.7 2,969.2 Ind. 31.9 29.7
    Coho salmon 25.4 20.9 17.9 14.9 4.5 746.8 8.0 1.9 161.4 Ind. 1.7 37.0
    Chinook salmon 4.5 3.0 3.0 1.5 3.0 50.7 0.5 0.1 5.5 Ind. 0.1 82.0
    Pink salmon 7.5 6.0 6.0 3.0 1.5 489.0 5.3 1.2 212.0 Ind. 2.3 59.7
    Sockeye salmon 7.5 3.0 3.0 7.5 1.5 165.9 1.8 0.4 36.9 Ind. 0.4 81.4
    Unknown salmon 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.5 0.0 69.2 0.7 0.2 12.3 Ind. 0.1 77.2
  Nonsalmon fish 82.1 64.2 62.7 52.2 25.4 38,500.7 414.0 95.8 23.0

*     Rainbow smelt 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Gal. 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 37.3 31.3 28.4 13.4 9.0 1,322.3 14.2 3.3 314.8 Ind. 3.4 29.5
    Dolly Varden 16.4 14.9 7.5 11.9 3.0 176.8 1.9 0.4 53.6 Ind. 0.6 76.3
    Northern pike 9.0 16.4 7.5 1.5 4.5 798.8 8.6 2.0 242.1 Ind. 2.6 75.6
    Sheefish 76.1 59.7 56.7 43.3 20.9 20,328.3 218.6 50.6 1,783.2 Ind. 19.2 29.9
    Broad whitefish 49.3 38.8 32.8 25.4 9.0 9,054.1 97.4 22.5 2,829.4 Ind. 30.4 30.3
    Humpback whitefish 41.8 35.8 31.3 19.4 6.0 6,820.5 73.3 17.0 3,247.8 Ind. 34.9 50.1

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Figure 4-21.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2013.  
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Figure 4-22.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2013.  
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Figure 4-23.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Kiana, 2013.  
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Figure 4-24.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Kiana, 2013.  
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Figure 4-25.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Kiana, 2013. 
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Noatak 
Between February 2013 and January 2014, on average, households harvested 2 species of fish and used 4 
(Table 4-1). Household harvests ranged from 0 to 5,331 lb. During the study year, Noatak households 
harvested an estimated 57,361 edible lb of fish, about 20,000 lb less than in the previous year (Table 4-7). 
Salmon species composed about two-thirds of the total harvest by weight. Various species together 
provided 107 lb of food per person in Noatak, with an average household harvest of 459 lb. Dolly Varden 
were the mostly widely used fish species (by 97% of households) as well as the most commonly shared 
one. A few households reported receipt and use of saffron cod (known locally as “tomcod”), a marine 
species not harvested near Noatak.  

 
Plate 4-5.–Evelyn Schaeffer consuming fresh suvaq from whitefish caught while seining in fall 2014. 

Whitefish are full of eggs at this time of year and the eggs (suvaq) are a delicacy promptly eaten. Photo 
by Nicole M. Braem, ADF&G. 

One active fisher interviewed in the second study period described early 2013 ice as thick enough to 
require an auger extension to ice fish. Fall 2013 was wet, “Right through September and October. It was 
cold, and you know, it was wet, and a north wind. It was cold out there.” Freeze-up was a little late, and a 
warm spell caused the ice to go out again. In terms of long-term abundance of fish (salmon and 
nonsalmon species) it appeared to be the same. Two differences, though, were the presence of beavers 
and the nature of spring breakup. He theorized that the increased abundance of beavers in the vicinity of 
Noatak came from a large flood that occurred in the mid-1990s.  

Then that big flood. There was so much water, there, you could see water all the way to 
the mountains. It just covered so much of a big area. And I think it did the same thing on 
the Kobuk side. And it drew the water up, and it somehow the beaver migrated to the 
Noatak River, and that's why we're getting a lot of beaver… They're [unclear] these 
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streams, streams coming out from the mountain. And I know what they're eating. But, I 
know they eat a lot of willows, and they don't bother me. Some people say they're taking 
the fish away. I don't know. I don't see it, though. The fish are still out there. 
(WTK201401) 

He described how spring breakup is no longer a dramatic event: 

It goes out slow. Not like before. It’s breakup, like it melt, and a little bit of ice go down 
on the opening. Later on we get rain, make the water go out… Like for instance, the ice. 
[In the past] they're thick, you know, 4 or 5 feet thick. And we watch ‘em come down, 
you hear ‘em make noise. Crackling and breaking the ground. They don't do that no more 
and it doesn't get that high no more. And these streams are going further back. Like our 
main river is going further out of the area where the main river was. It's moving. 

Noatak residents often use rod and reel for Dolly Varden fishing while caribou hunting in the fall-time. It 
is a source of fresh food and also a way to “prospect” for where to qaaktuq (seine) for fish. One 
respondent said they were catching fewer at that time and that their fall run was occurring later.  

The only thing I would say that affect us is that, the past two year now we been trying to 
get over to Wulik [River] to do a, cause like when the trout are not here. We go to the 
Wulik. And so, bunch of us guys been, soon as it is frozen enough, even though there’s 
no snow, we’ll head over. But then that freeze thaw thing, so it melted on us, to be able to 
do that… So weren’t able to. ‘Cause the trouts are not here yet. You know for the past, I 
don’t know how many falls, there’s just no, no trout by, usually by Labor Day time. You 
know we can, cause when we’re out there you know we’re rodding same time. Just to, 
you’re doing it, I wanna say how many fold you have in mind. You’re not only rodding 
for your meal right now but you’re already, you’re starting to see where you wanna 
qaaqtuk. So you’re doing that and then you’re also looking for your ice fishing holes… 
So anyway this past how many falls there’s just—I mean you might get one or two trout 
but not the dozen we’re used to. 

He added that he was getting fewer Dolly Varden when seining for them in the fall, but that people were 
making up for it by ice fishing once the ice conditions were safe. “Yeah, cause, even when we seine, like 
you know the past 2 falls we seined. There’s, we never get no trout. Maybe we get half a sack, you know 
for a whole day’s work. When you’re used to getting you know a dozen or more.” (WTK201402).  

His wife added, “Lots of ice fishing then right after freeze—that’s when a lot of people got their trout” 
(WTK201403).  

As elsewhere, for several years the high price of gasoline has been affecting Noatak’s fishing practices; 
people are pooling money to travel: 

You know I’d say its lots of um, you know it’s not as much as before I guess for people 
to go fishing cause of cost, jobs, people not having money to go and if they do maybe you 
know they help families get gas to go. (WTK201402) 

Cause we’ve seen how many families in one boat to go fish. Pooling in their money for 
gas. Yeah, but I sure don’t wanna see the change where people don’t do this no more. 
Because if our people don’t, and we’re happy you’re documenting it because a lot of our 
knowledge is being lost, on how to take care of fish. You know people prefer already 
done food. You know. And, just the value of taking care of, I mean to us it’s something 
we love to do, it’s just our lifestyle. (WTK201403) 

Salmon harvest was composed largely of chum and coho salmon. Chum salmon made up 85% of salmon 
harvest by weight, with 5,655 fish contributing 33,477 lb. Coho salmon were next largest portion, 1,233 
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fish contributing 5,704 lb. Lesser harvests of Chinook and pink salmon also occurred. Noatak harvested 
an estimated 73 lb of salmon per capita in the study year, with a mean household harvest of 314 lb.  

Chum salmon were harvested using a variety of gear types (Figure 4-26, Appendix Table E4-48). Set 
gillnets produced the majority of chum salmon, 15,076 lb, followed by seines, which produced 13,501 lb. 
A smaller portion of chum salmon, 4,464 lb, came by rod and reel. Respondents could not recall the gear 
used to catch a small portion of salmon harvested (392 lb), and a few chum salmon (7) and coho salmon 
(3) were reportedly caught while jigging through the ice. This is unlikely and may be the result of 
inaccurate coding in the field.  

Dolly Varden plays a greater role in the subsistence diet of Noatak than it does in Kobuk River 
communities. Noatak harvested an estimated 3,220 Dolly Varden in the study year, or 10,627 edible lb. 
This single species was 59% of the nonsalmon species harvested in the community. Four whitefish 
species, combined, made up 33% of the nonsalmon harvest. Broad whitefish were the greatest portion of 
this harvest, (1,924, 6,157 edible lb), followed by humpback whitefish (337, 708 lb) and sheefish, (48 
fish, 263 lb). Small quantities of burbot, northern pike, and least cisco supplemented this harvest. 

 
Plate 4-6.–J.D. Schaeffer, the late Mike Adams, and Don Booth readying the seine in late September 

2014. Efforts produced many more humpback whitefish than Dolly Varden, as well as small numbers of 
burbot, Arctic grayling and ciscoes. Photo by Nicole M. Braem, ADF&G. 

About half the Dolly Varden harvest, 5,493 lb, was caught by jigging through the ice (Figure 4-27, 
Appendix Table E4-49). Most of the remainder came from seining (1,086 fish, 3,584 lb) and roughly 
equal numbers were harvested in set gillnets and by rod and reel. Seines were the most productive gear 
type for all whitefishes but sheefish, with 5,541 lb harvested, followed by set gillnets (704 lb) and jigging 
through the ice (374 lb). Sheefish caught by setnets (241 lb) were likely incidental catch to targeted 
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species such as Dolly Varden and whitefish and a few were taken on rod and reel (15 lb). Small harvests 
of northern pike occurred by rod and reel and jigging through the ice (193 lb).  

An estimated 6,251 lb of fish, mostly chum salmon (1,054 fish, 6,241lb) was used as dog food (Appendix 
Table E4-50). 

Figure 4-28 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon, Dolly Varden, 
sheefish, broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska 
communities. In a network limited to the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other 
communities will feature prominently because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) 
of foods not produced locally. In all, 120 nodes (households and other communities than Noatak) were 
present in 2013. Respondents reported 222 instances of support; on average, households had 2.4 instances 
of support, with the maximum number for a single household of 9. Households in 8 other communities 
were also sources of fish or help in catching or processing fish, but Kotzebue and Kivalina were the most 
closely tied to Noatak. Thirteen Noatak households cited 13 instances support from Kivalina, while 12 
households reported 16 instances of support from Kotzebue. Kivalina is a noted source of Dolly Varden 
in the region, while Kotzebue is often a source of sheefish. Households in Kotzebue were central in 
Noatak’s network, along with several mature households headed by couples that had large harvests 
relative to others in the community. However, several households with smaller harvests were active as 
well as recipients. Households with younger heads tended to be on the outskirts of the network. 

Respondents’ assessments of their households’ use of fish in 2013, were by a small margin more positive 
than that of the previous study year, with fewer households reporting a decrease in use of both salmon and 
nonsalmon species (Figure 4-29, Appendix Table E4-51). Forty-two percent of households used less 
salmon, and 36% used less nonsalmon fishes. The most common reasons given for less use of salmon 
centered on lack/less effort, followed by less sharing, with a few households citing less available 
resources, working, lack of equipment, equipment/fuel expenses and other factors (Appendix Table E4-
52). Those reporting decreased use of nonsalmon fish attributed the change to lack/less effort, lack of 
equipment, and weather/environment, although a few named other reasons. Those households reporting 
increased use of salmon (22%) cited more successful fishing, increased effort, and receiving more from 
others, while those using more nonsalmon fish attributed it to more successful fishing, having more help, 
receiving more, and other reasons (Appendix Table E4-53).  

A greater percentage of households got enough salmon (64%) and nonsalmon species (61%) of fish in this 
study period than the previous year (Figure 4-30, Appendix Table E4-54). Those who did not for the most 
part said the impacts were minor, though several considered the impacts major, and it was severe for at 
least one household. Households lacking fish cited a number of species, but a greater number said they 
need more chum salmon and Dolly Varden than any other (Appendix Table E4-55.) No households 
reported a change in their behavior as a result of not getting enough fish. 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table E4-56. The majority of concerns expressed by Noatak residents related to weather/environmental 
conditions that affected fishing and processing of fish, although a few dealt with lesser abundance and the 
impact of beavers. “Too much rain to dry salmon,” explained one, while others noted high water 
conditions. One household said that an earlier than expected freeze-up interfered with seining in the fall, 
and another commented on a later than expected trout (Dolly Varden) run. 
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Table 4-7.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Noatak, 2013. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 97.9 89.4 84.0 91.5 73.4 57,360.6 458.9 106.8 22.2
  Salmon 92.6 78.7 76.6 69.1 57.4 39,304.2 314.4 73.2 22.7
    Chum salmon 90.4 76.6 74.5 66.0 55.3 33,477.2 267.8 62.3 5,654.9 Ind. 45.2 22.4
    Coho salmon 34.0 25.5 24.5 17.0 21.3 5,703.9 45.6 10.6 1,232.6 Ind. 9.9 40.6
    Chinook salmon 5.3 4.3 3.2 2.1 1.1 49.5 0.4 0.1 5.3 Ind. 0.0 34.7
    Pink salmon 3.2 3.2 3.2 0.0 1.1 73.6 0.6 0.1 31.9 Ind. 0.3 83.0
    Sockeye salmon 3.2 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 96.8 79.8 50.0 85.1 64.9 18,056.5 144.5 33.6 26.5

*     Saffron cod 4.3 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 16.0 7.4 3.2 12.8 5.3 55.9 0.4 0.1 13.3 Ind. 0.1 63.6
    Dolly Varden 96.8 76.6 42.6 80.9 59.6 10,627.3 85.0 19.8 3,220.4 Ind. 25.8 25.2
    Northern pike 7.4 5.3 4.3 3.2 3.2 193.1 1.5 0.4 58.5 Ind. 0.5 56.6
    Sheefish 37.2 6.4 4.3 34.0 5.3 263.3 2.1 0.5 47.9 Ind. 0.4 82.9
    Broad whitefish 52.1 38.3 24.5 29.8 29.8 6,157.4 49.3 11.5 1,924.2 Ind. 15.4 39.0
    Least cisco 4.3 4.3 4.3 3.2 4.3 51.3 0.4 0.1 73.4 Ind. 0.6 57.1
    Humpback whitefish 8.5 7.4 7.4 2.1 6.4 708.2 5.7 1.3 337.2 Ind. 2.7 51.7

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Figure 4-26.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2013.  
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Figure 4-27.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2013.  
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Figure 4-28.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Noatak, 2013.  
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Figure 4-29.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Noatak, 2013.  
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Figure 4-30.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Noatak, 2013. 
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Selawik 
Selawik was first surveyed for this project for the 2013 study year. Between February 2013 and January 
2014, on average households harvested 2 species of fish and used 3 (Table 4-1). Household harvests 
ranged from 0 to 17,106 lb. During the study year, Selawik households harvested an estimated 182,041 lb 
of fish (Table 4-8.) Virtually all of this harvest was composed of nonsalmon species such as burbot, 
northern pike, and various whitefishes. This is not uncommon, as the Selawik River does not have strong 
salmon runs. Fish harvests contributed, on average, 1,065 lb per household and 243 lb per capita. 
Sheefish, broad whitefish, and northern pike were the most widely harvested and used species, although 
about one-third of households reported use of salmon. A few households reported receipt and use of 
species not typically harvested locally: rainbow smelt and saffron cod.  

One household that had a great deal of experience ice fishing in Selawik Lake said that the ice in spring 
2013 was far thicker than she had seen before.35 Her household needed to use an extension on their auger 
and still needed to chip through a large amount of ice with a tuuq [ice chisel]. She connected this to lower 
abundance of sheefish in Selawik Lake in spring 2013; apparently, the shallower portions of the lake were 
probably frozen to the ground, and she suspected that it prevented or rerouted sheefish movements. 
Multiple households said that too much rain in summer and fall 2013 made it difficult to process and 
preserve fish. For example, drying fish and making “stink fish” were difficult or impossible in the 
conditions in 2013, and many households described losing fish to spoilage that in other years would have 
been fine.  

Although there are many fish located right near Selawik, certain fishing activities require considerable 
travel and related gas expenditures (spring jigging for sheefish on Selawik Lake, travel to the Kobuk 

River in summer to 
fish or trade for 
salmon). High gas 
prices limited 
these activities for 
many households. 
Also, beaver dams 
have made access 
to sites that were 
formerly used for 
seining humpback 
whitefish on the 
Fish River more 
difficult, and very 
few people did this 
in 2013.  

As elsewhere in 
the region, chum 
salmon made up 
the majority of 
salmon harvests in 
Selawik, 2,143 of 
2,190 lb. In 
addition to 362 
chum salmon, 15 

                                                 
35. A.R. Brenner, 2014, Subsistence Resource Specialist, ADF&G, Fairbanks, Fieldnotes. 

Plate 4-7.–Checking the net at the Selawik culture camp. The need to pass on 
traditional knowledge and skills was a common concern among key respondents in 
this study. Photo by Susan Georgette, USFWS Selawik National Wildlife Refuge. 
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pink salmon and 1 Chinook salmon were harvested. Nearly all salmon harvested came from set gillnets, 
although a smaller amount of pink salmon (15 fish, 35 lb) were taken with seines (Figure 4-31, Appendix 
Table 4-57). 

Of nonsalmon species, sheefish and broad whitefishes were the largest contributors to community harvest 
by weight (47,086 lb and 74,110 lb respectively.) Far fewer numbers of sheefish were harvested, but they 
are much larger on average than broad whitefish. Substantial, but smaller harvests of northern pike 
(34,741 lb) and humpback whitefish (16,061 lb). In all, the five whitefish species together made up 
141,895 edible lb, 79% of all nonsalmon harvest. Small catches of Arctic grayling and burbot also 
occurred. 

Two gear types produced the majority of nonsalmon fish harvested: set gillnets, 74%, and jigging through 
the ice, 17% (Figure 4-32, Appendix Table E4-58). This was followed by rod by reel (7%) and nets set 
under ice (3%). The largest harvests by rod and reel were sheefish (1,251 fish, 6,882 lb) and northern pike 
(1,359 fish, 6,882 lb). Less than one percent of harvest came from seines; no personal retention from 
commercial catches was reported.  

An estimated 7,533 fish, 21,106 lb, of the 2013 harvest were used solely to feed dogs (Appendix Table 
E4-59). This was largely composed of broad whitefish, sheefish, least cisco, and northern pike, although 
smaller quantities of other whitefishes, burbot, and chum salmon were also used.  

Figure 4-33 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and all species of 
whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a network limited to the key 
species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will feature prominently because 
they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of foods not produced locally. A total of 138 
nodes (households and other communities) were present in the Selawik network in 2013. Respondents 
reported 237 instances of support; on average households had 1.9 instances of support, while the 
maximum number cited by a single household was 10. Households in 9 other communities were also 
sources of fish or help in catching or processing fish, but Noorvik and Kiana figured most prominently in 
the network. Twenty-two Selawik households cited 28 instances of support from Noorvik, and 20 
households reported 28 instances from Kiana.  Twenty-five households, primarily with developing and 
mature age household heads were not tied to the network.  

About half of Selawik households ordinarily do not use salmon. Of those that do, more reported that their 
use was about the same or increased in 2013 compared to recent years than said they had used less 
(Figure 4-34, Appendix Table E4-60). Use of nonsalmon fish is much more widespread—46% of 
households said they used about the same amount, 14% reported increased use, and 30% said they had 
used less. The most common reason given for a decreased use of salmon was less sharing (61% of 
responses) followed by a lack of equipment, equipment/fuel expenses, and other reasons (Appendix Table 
E4-61). Respondents that reported lesser use of nonsalmon fish most frequently attributed that change to 
weather/environment/and lack of equipment, followed by equipment/fuel expense, and other reasons. 
Those reporting increased use of salmon cited most frequently said that was a result of receiving more, 
but also mentioned increased effort, and traveling farther (Appendix Table E4-62). For nonsalmon, the 
two main reasons for increased us were receiving more and increased effort. 

In assessing whether their household got enough salmon in 2013, 28% of respondents said “yes,” while 
19% said “no” (Figure 4-35, Appendix Table E4-63). Most households got enough nonsalmon fish in 
2013, although 24% did not. For both categories of fish, the majority of respondents considered the lack 
of resources to be a severe impact to their household. Fewer considered it of minor impact, and equal 
numbers of respondents deemed the impact as either not noticeable or major. Overwhelmingly, when 
asked to name what resources they required more of, respondents named chum salmon, sheefish, and 
other whitefishes, but a few households said they needed pink salmon and northern pike (Appendix Table 
E4-64). No households who lacked either salmon or nonsalmon fish said they had changed their behavior 
as a result. 
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Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table E4-65. Several themes emerged in comments by Selawik residents in 2013, including concern over 
the health/condition of fish, economic factors, weather and beaver activity. “Some fish (qalupiaqs) are 
sickly, more watery meat, wormy, summer and fall scabby scales and long white worms in meat,” said 
one respondent. “When we seine, more pus here and there in the ikuuyiqs (humpback whitefish), wet 
meat. I see the difference in the fish,” noted another. “Last few years, drying and freezing fish, too much 
rain fall time.” Several described a lack of equipment to fish, or the high cost of gasoline and other 
equipment. Selawik residents also remarked upon too much rain interfering with processing, as well as 
“late fall, cold and warm—different every day.” Concerns about beavers focused on the dams blocking 
movements of whitefish and turning waterways “muddy.” 
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Table 4-8.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Selawik, 2013.  
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 82.1 62.1 62.1 62.8 56.6 182,041.0 1,064.6 242.7 14.2
  Salmon 34.5 8.3 6.9 31.7 12.4 2,189.6 12.8 2.9 34.0
    Chum salmon 31.0 6.2 5.5 29.7 11.7 2,143.3 12.5 2.9 362.0 ind 2.1 34.7
    Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Chinook salmon 1.4 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.0 10.9 0.1 0.0 1.2 ind 0.0 77.1
    Pink salmon 0.7 1.4 0.7 0.0 0.7 35.4 0.2 0.0 15.3 ind 0.1 77.1
    Sockeye salmon 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
    Unknown salmon 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
  Nonsalmon fish 80.7 61.4 61.4 54.5 53.8 179,851.4 1,051.8 239.8 14.4

*     Rainbow smelt 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
*     Saffron cod 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

    Burbot 35.2 29.0 26.2 14.8 17.5 3,184.8 18.6 4.2 758.3 ind 4.4 18.9
*     Dolly Varden 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.8 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
*     Arctic grayling 2.1 2.1 2.1 0.0 0.7 29.7 0.2 0.0 33.0 ind 0.2 44.4

    Northern pike 60.7 49.0 48.3 29.9 36.6 34,741.4 203.2 46.3 10,527.7 ind 61.6 25.5
    Sheefish 76.6 55.9 55.9 46.2 44.8 47,086.4 275.4 62.8 8,561.2 ind 50.1 10.9
    Broad whitefish 62.8 40.0 39.3 42.1 33.8 74,109.7 433.4 98.8 23,159.3 ind 135.4 22.5
    Least cisco 11.7 11.0 11.0 5.5 7.6 3,269.0 19.1 4.4 4,670.1 ind 27.3 32.3
    Humpback whitefish 23.4 18.6 18.6 12.4 11.7 16,060.6 93.9 21.4 7,647.9 ind 44.7 29.9
    Round whitefish 7.6 6.9 6.2 4.1 6.9 1,369.5 8.0 1.8 1,956.5 ind 11.4 34.2

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Figure 4-31.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Selawik, 2013.  
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Figure 4-32.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Selawik, 2013.  
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Figure 4-33.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Selawik, 2013.  
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Figure 4-34.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Selawik, 2013.  
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Figure 4-35.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Selawik, 2013. 
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Buckland 
Buckland was first surveyed for this project during the 2013 study year. Between January and December 
2013, Buckland households harvested an estimated 49,195 edible lb of salmon and various nonsalmon 
species (Table 4-9). On an edible pounds basis, harvests of nonsalmon species of fish slightly exceeded 
those of salmon, 52% to 48%. On average, households harvested 469 lb of fish; per capita harvests were 
96 lb. High percentages of Buckland households reported using fish (97%) and participating in fishing 
(87%). On average, households harvested 3 species of fish and used 5 (Table 4-1). Household harvests 
ranged from 0 to 3,229 lb.  

Respondents mentioned weather, specifically rain and warmer temperatures, and its effects on fishing in 
the summer.  

That, we been getting more rain, more rain that fills up the lakes way upriver—all the 
lakes drain to the river, all that’s dirty water. That’s what makes the water more dirty and 
the fish stay more at the bottom. They don’t usually go their normal trail, where we 
normally have our nets. They stay in the deeper part because of all the wood floating 
down, all the mud coming down. We can’t really tell where they are—that’s what we call 
dirty water. All the lakes draining out upriver. (BKC201401) 

Another respondent, who sets nets under ice after freeze-up, said ice remained thin through December: 

No, it didn’t freeze. I kept my boat down there for a while. Yeah, keep, ah, breaking. Get 
windy, bust up and all that. So I kept the boat down there for a while, kept my net out, 
yeah. But I wasn’t getting as much whitefish… Yeah, it already froze, but it was thin. We 
had such, weird weather this year. …this past year was the worst I ever seen it. In 
December, I was walking in water with my boots on top of the ice… (BKC201405) 

Few key respondents remarked upon lesser abundance of fish locally (BKC201401, BKC201403, 
BKC201405), but one said that sheefish are becoming more abundant in the Buckland River:  

Right now they’re even getting them here—in the river. First time we ever started getting 
sheefish in our river. They started coming up this way, even down here, in the river 
somewhere maybe about 19 miles—they put net out there, and then pretty soon they, 
they, ‘bout an hour later they go check their nets, their net was full of sheefish. Last 
summer, I think it was last summer. Yeah, first time we ever get a lot of sheefish like that 
in our river. (BKC201402) 

This observation was confirmed by the several residents in attendance at a meeting of the Buckland 
traditional council during their review of draft project findings.36 

Chum salmon made up the largest portion of salmon harvest by weight, with 3,104 fish contributing an 
estimated 18,376 lb, 72% of the salmon harvest. Coho salmon were 15%, with 838 fish harvested, an 
estimated 3,878 lb. These two species were also the most commonly used and harvested salmon species. 
Lesser harvests of sockeye, Chinook, and pink salmon also occurred. Buckland harvested an estimated 50 
lb of salmon per capita in the study year, with a mean household harvest of 245 lb.  

The overwhelming majority of chum salmon, 18,137 of 24,232 lb, was caught by set gillnet (Figure 4-36, 
Appendix Table E4-66). This gear type was responsible for 94% of salmon production by weight. Small 
amounts of chum and coho were caught by seine, with very small amounts (~174 lb) harvested by rod and 
reel. While Chinook salmon are not very abundant north of Subdistricts 5 and 6 in Norton Sound, some 
harvest was reported in Buckland by set gillnet and rod and reel. A small amount of Chinook salmon 

                                                 
36. N.M. Braem, 2013, Subsistence Resource Specialist, ADF&G, Fairbanks, Fieldnotes. 
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harvest was reported to have occurred while jigging through the ice. This is unlikely, given run timing, 
and is likely due to miscoding in the field.  

Buckland residents harvested a variety of nonsalmon fishes, with rainbow smelt taken in the largest 
numbers and the most commonly used. Eight-seven percent of households reported using smelt. In 2013, 
the community harvested an estimated 2,054 gallons of rainbow smelt, 12,323 edible lb. These were 
followed (in weight) by sheefish (896 fish, 4,926 lb), humpback whitefish (1,118 fish, 2,347 lb) and broad 
whitefish (332 fish, 1,062 lb). In all, four whitefish species constituted 17% of fish harvested by weight. 
Lesser quantities of northern pike, saffron cod, Dolly Varden, Pacific herring, and burbot were also 
caught. Sheefish and Dolly Varden were also used by many households.  

 
Plate 4-8.–Nets sets under the ice in the fall at Buckland produced catches of whitefish and other 

species. None of the surveyed households reported use of this method in 2013 or 2014, which may be a 
result of miscoded surveys in the field or simply reflect the fact that not all households were surveyed. 
Photos by Anna Godduhn, ADF&G. 

Rainbow smelt were harvested with a variety of gear types, including seine nets (from which 63% of 
harvest came), small dip nets, set gillnets and rod and reel (Figure 4-37, Appendix Table E4-67). A few 
households reported use of cast nets, which are a gear type new to the region. A large portion of whitefish 
harvest, 10,247 lb (50%), came from jigging through the ice; and most of this was sheefish (762 fish, 
4,189 lb). For other whitefishes, set gillnet was the most productive gear type. Upon review, the small 
amount of broad whitefish reported as harvested by use of a fish trap is believed to be a data collection 
error. Pacific herring were largely harvested by seine, while the majority of burbot were taken by jigging 
through the ice. 
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Buckland residents used an estimated 6,932 lb of fish for dog food in 2013, most of which (6,130 lb) were 
salmon (Appendix E4-68). Smaller quantities of whitefishes, smelt, and northern pike were also used. 

Figure 4-33 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon, rainbow smelt, 
and whitefish species, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a network limited to 
the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will feature prominently 
because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of foods not produced locally. In all, 
93 nodes (households and communities) were present in the Buckland network in 2013. Respondents 
tallied 206 instances of support and the maximum number reported a single household was 9. Households 
in 8 other communities were also a source of fish or help in catching or processing fish, but Kotzebue and 
Noatak were the most active in the network. Nine households cited 12 instances of support from 
Kotzebue and 6 identified 7 instances of support from Noatak. No one household was central in the 
network, but a few households headed by mature couples had relatively larger households than others in 
the community and were active as sources. A few elder households were active primarily as recipients. 
Eight households were not tied to the network.  

In assessing their households’ use of fish in 2013, 45% of Buckland respondents reported lesser use of 
salmon species and 36% reported lesser use of nonsalmon fish (Figure 4-34, Appendix Table E4-69). 
Fewer households reported getting the same amount or more salmon; 60% said they used the same or 
more nonsalmon in 2013 than in recent years. The most frequently given reasons for lesser use of salmon 
related to decreased abundance/availability, weather/environmental conditions, as well as a lack of 
equipment and less sharing (Appendix Table E4-70). Lack of equipment, weather/environmental 
conditions, less sharing, lack of effort, and lesser abundance were cited as the causes of decreased use of 
nonsalmon fish. Reasons given for greater use of salmon included increased effort, increased availability, 
and receipt of more, while those using more nonsalmon said it was because of receiving more, increased 
effort, and favorable weather (Appendix Table E4-71).  

In their assessment of 2013, respondents from 44% of Buckland households said they get enough salmon, 
and 66% said they got enough nonsalmon species (Figure 4-35, Appendix Table E4-72). Of the 37% of 
households who did not get enough salmon, more characterized the impact as minor than did so as major 
or severe. A few said the impact was not noticeable; 5 households provided no assessment of the impact. 
Of the 23% of households who did not get enough nonsalmon fish, most characterized the impact as not 
noticeable or minor. However, a handful of households considered the impact major and one said it was 
severe. Most of those not getting salmon said they needed more chum and coho salmon (Appendix Table 
E4-73); those lacking nonsalmon fish said they needed a wide variety of fish: rainbow smelt, Dolly 
Varden, sheefish, whitefishes, saffron cod, and others. Few households said they changed their behavior 
in response to a lack of either salmon or nonsalmon fish, but one said they replaced them with other 
subsistence foods and made use of more store-bought food (Appendix Table E4-74). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table E4-75. The most common concerns expressed by Buckland residents in 2013 related to 
contamination or diseases in fish. Fears about radiation (presumably from the Fukushima nuclear accident 
in Japan in 2011) were described, such as “Radioactive fish? Wondering about test, what to look for?” 
Other mentioned worms in fish or catching fish in poor condition. A few said there was decreased 
abundance of fish locally, either in general or in relation to burbot and smelt. “Wondering why are there 
less fish than recent years? I fish year-round and 2013 was the worst year from previous year, not only 
salmon but all species of fish. Musher had [to] get rid of dogs due to not getting enough salmon.” A few 
households also touched upon the expense of equipment and the value of subsistence to the community. 
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Table 4-9.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Buckland, 2013. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 96.6 87.4 81.6 75.9 66.7 49,195.3 468.5 96.4 12.9
  Salmon 80.5 52.9 51.7 55.2 36.8 25,704.7 244.8 50.4 19.6
    Chum salmon 73.6 46.0 44.8 47.1 33.3 18,375.9 175.0 36.0 3,104.0 ind 29.6 22.0
    Coho salmon 51.7 34.5 31.0 31.0 13.8 3,877.9 36.9 7.6 838.0 ind 8.0 23.2
    Chinook salmon 16.1 14.9 11.5 6.9 5.7 2,087.7 19.9 4.1 225.1 ind 2.1 48.5
    Pink salmon 18.4 16.1 14.9 5.7 10.3 297.9 2.8 0.6 129.1 ind 1.2 25.7
    Sockeye salmon 11.5 11.5 11.5 4.6 5.7 1,058.4 10.1 2.1 235.6 ind 2.2 41.6
    Unknown salmon 2.3 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 6.8 0.1 0.0 1.2 ind 0.0 82.3
  Nonsalmon fish 94.3 83.9 79.3 60.9 60.9 23,490.7 223.7 46.0 11.7
    Pacific herring 14.9 10.3 6.9 10.3 4.6 229.7 2.2 0.5 38.3 gal 0.4 46.2
    Rainbow smelt 86.2 78.2 75.9 34.5 52.9 12,322.9 117.4 24.1 2,053.8 gal 19.6 11.7
    Saffron cod 35.6 18.4 14.9 23.0 8.0 248.8 2.4 0.5 1,184.6 ind 11.3 39.6

*     Burbot 14.9 12.6 11.5 2.3 3.4 501.8 4.8 1.0 119.5 ind 1.1 30.2
*     Dolly Varden 52.9 41.4 36.8 21.8 14.9 1,028.2 9.8 2.0 311.6 ind 3.0 20.1
*     Arctic grayling 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 8.7 0.1 0.0 9.7 ind 0.1 82.3
*     Northern pike 11.5 10.3 10.3 3.4 3.4 812.5 7.7 1.6 246.2 ind 2.3 49.9

    Sheefish 60.9 36.8 26.4 40.2 23.0 4,926.4 46.9 9.6 895.7 ind 8.5 22.0
    Broad whitefish 18.4 12.6 12.6 8.0 4.6 1,062.1 10.1 2.1 331.9 ind 3.2 35.3

*     Bering cisco 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 1.1 2.5 0.0 0.0 3.6 ind 0.0 82.3
    Humpback whitefish 28.7 20.7 19.5 13.8 8.0 2,346.9 22.4 4.6 1,117.6 ind 10.6 34.8

* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
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Figure 4-36.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Buckland, 2013. 
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Figure 4-37.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Buckland, 2013.  
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Figure 4-38.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Buckland, 2013.  
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Figure 4-39.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Buckland, 2013.  
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Figure 4-40.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Buckland, 2013. 
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5. STUDY YEAR 2014 

STUDY YEAR BACKGROUND 
Foremost in events related to fisheries in 2014 in northwest Alaska was a large summer die-off of chum 
salmon on the Kobuk River. Unusually warm temperatures, coupled with low water levels on the Kobuk 
River and a very large chum salmon return, were the likely culprits in the August die-off that frightened 
local fishers and led some to cease fishing efforts. State and federal agency staff, along with local 
residents and governments, collected samples that were sent for testing at the state fish pathology lab 
(Caldwell 2014). Tests found no evidence of bacteria, viruses, or disease in samples, but a variety of algae 
were found on fish skins and gills that was indicative of a high level of algae in the water. As a U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service press release observed: 

With no evidence of disease in the fish, a “perfect storm” of environmental conditions 
was likely the cause of the salmon die-off. This year’s record return of chum salmon 
combined with warm, sunny weather in August could have been enough to reduce the 
level of oxygen in the water to cause the die-off. (Warmer water holds less oxygen than 
colder water.) An algae bloom might have further depleted the water’s oxygen. Because 
rain helps to mix river water and replenish oxygen, the dry spell in mid-August also 
might have contributed to oxygen depletion.  

Temperatures were well above normal1 across the state in August 2014 (August 2014 Statewide Summary 
2014). Of locations with temperature data, Kotzebue had the highest deviation from its 30-year average 
for the month (+6.7 degrees): four new daily high temperature records were set.  

HARVEST AND USE OF FISH 
Tables 5-2–5-9 report estimated fish harvests and uses by the 8 study communities in 2014. Each table is 
organized first by general category and then by species. All resources are reported in pounds edible 
weight (see Appendix C for conversion factors). The harvest category includes fish resources harvested 
by any member of the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all fish taken, 
given away, or used by a household, and fish acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter or 
trade. Purchased foods are not included. Differences between harvest and use percentages reflect sharing 
among households, which results in a wider distribution of wild foods. 

Ambler  
Between February 2014 and January 2015, on average, households harvested 3 species of fish and used 4 
(Table 5-1). Individual household harvests ranged from 0 to 21,755 lb. During the study year, Ambler 
households harvested an estimated 90,903 lb (±35%) of fish (Table 5-2). Nonsalmon species, 
predominately whitefishes, made up 68% of the total fish harvest by weight. Together, salmon and 
nonsalmon species provided 335 lb of food per person, with an average household harvest of 1,228 lb. 
The total and per capita harvests were higher than both previous study years. Most households, 96%, used 
fish, and many, 80%, participated in fishing. Fish were widely shared, with 86% of households reporting 
that they received fish from other households. The most commonly used salmon species was chum; the 
most commonly used nonsalmon species was sheefish. The greatest contributors to harvest, by weight, 
were chum salmon and broad whitefish. 

Two respondents, active elder fishers, (ABL201501, ABL201502) said they had seen salmon die-offs in 
the past, but not at the magnitude of 2014. They stopped fishing and pulled their nets when people began 
noticing dead fish on the Kobuk River: 

                                                 
1. Normal temperatures are based on mean temperatures recorded over the time period 1981–2010. 
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We didn’t even want to fish until they um, cleared—as soon as we start seeing dead fish, 
we pull our nets. When we should have just kept on fishing. Like our neighbor kept 
fishing. But we pulled our net and later on we start fishing. After, they said it was too 
warm and not much oxygen. (ABL201501) 

We didn’t even want to eat them. (ABL201502)  
And we noticed there was a lot more fish in streams upriver. Look around first and went 
back fishing (ABL201501).  

After hearing about the testing results they resumed fishing for salmon and then seined for whitefish: 

Before all these dead salmons came, we already had made our spring, July, catch, like 
what’s in this picture [pointing to pictures of full fish racks]. But in September, we went 
back out and we got these for amatchiaq2. And that was pretty much the end. After 
freeze-up I put out net for about four-five days, got some whitefish.  

“But the weather stopped us,” she noted. “…Too much rain and high water” (ABL201502). She described 
freeze-up in fall 2014 as “almost normal.”  

These two respondents also discussed changes and erosion along the Kobuk River related to permafrost 
thaw:  

A lot of eroding and stuff and like all this, like down here in the big bluffs down here, all 
that permafrost just melting the bottom and keep caving in…and the banks upriver, same 
way. There’s a lot of eroding on the banks because of that permafrost warming up on 
shore side where it’s exposed more. (ABL201501) 

Salmon harvests, all species combined, constituted 28,934 lb of wild food, 107 lb per capita. An estimated 
4,182 chum salmon were the largest portion of salmon harvest by weight, 90%, followed by coho and 
pink salmon. The majority of salmon, again, were caught using set gillnets, 25,693 lb of 89% of the total 
(Figure 5-1, Appendix Table F5-1). The remainder were harvested by seine (10%) and rod and reel (1%). 
No households reported retaining salmon caught in commercial fisheries for personal use.  

Three whitefish species together—sheefish, broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish—made up 94% of 
the total nonsalmon harvest of 61,970 lb. Broad whitefish harvests, by number and weight, exceeded all 
other species: an estimated 9,492 fish, 30,375 lb. These were followed by sheefish (1,806 fish, 20,585 lb) 
and humpback whitefish (3,352 fish, 7,038 lb). Fishers caught lesser amount of other species, including 
burbot, northern pike, Arctic grayling, and Dolly Varden. Combined these were less than 4,000 lb, 15 lb 
per capita.  

Just under half the whitefish harvested were caught in set gillnets: 27,024 lb, 46% (Figure 5-2, Appendix 
Table F5-2). This was followed by nets set under the ice (12,015 lb, 21%) and rod and reel (8,483 lb, all 
of which was sheefish.) Lesser quantities were caught using seines, jigging through the ice, and other 
unknown methods. Burbot were caught with two gear types: jigging and setlines, with the majority (1,735 
lb) from jigging. Other species were taken on a variety of gear types: no one method predominated.  

Just over half of the estimated 28,109 lb of fish used for dog food was broad whitefish (Appendix Table 
F5-3). Most of the remainder, 11,140 lb, was chum salmon. Lesser quantities of humpback whitefish, 
Dolly Varden, northern pike, and sheefish were also used solely to feed dogs. 

Figure 5-3 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and sheefish, 
broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a 
network limited to the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will 

                                                 
2. Whitefish hung to dry in the autumn with the large egg sacks left inside so that they dry and ferment in the intact body cavity 

(Jones 2006:311). 
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feature prominently because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of less abundant 
species and foods not produced locally, e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk region. A 
total of 71 nodes (households and communities other than Ambler) were present in 2014. Respondents 
reported 214 instances of support; on average, households had 4.0 instances of support, and the most 
reported by a single household was 20. Households in 9 other communities were also sources of fish or 
help in catching or processing fish. Kiana was most active in the network, with 3 households reporting 6 
instances of support, followed by Selawik, named as a source by 3 households. A group of households, 
primarily headed by elders, was central in the network, but other clusters of households emerged within 
the network. Nine households were not connected to the network. 

For Ambler, household assessments of 2014 were the most positive of any study year (Figure 5-4, 
Appendix Table F5-4). Fewer respondents (31%) said their household used less salmon in the study 
period than in recent years and a lesser percentage reported increased use of salmon (29%); 35% reported 
no change in use. Use patterns of nonsalmon species were similarly improved. Thirty-one percent of 
households used less nonsalmon fishes while 29% used more; 38% reported no change in use. The most 
common reasons given for less use of both salmon and nonsalmon species were lack of equipment, which 
includes when no gas is available for purchase, and weather/environmental factors (Appendix Table F5-
5). A smaller number cited lack of effort or the cost of gas/equipment, as well as not enough time. Two 
households said they used less salmon because of such factors as small size/disease. Households that 
reported increased use of fish most frequently cited greater need and increased effort as explanations 
(Appendix Table F5-6). 

More Ambler households felt that got enough salmon and nonsalmon fish in 2014 than the two previous 
study periods, 53% and 75% respectively (Figure 5-5, Appendix Table F5-7). Of the 38% of households 
that did not get enough salmon, more characterized the impact as not noticeable or minor (12) than 
considered the impacts major (5) or severe (1). Those not getting nonsalmon species most commonly 
described the impacts as minor (6), although a few considered it major (1) or severe (1). Those who did 
not get enough fish most frequently said they needed more chum salmon (Appendix Table F5-8). The 
most common response to a lack of either salmon or nonsalmon fish was to use more store-bought food, 
although a few said they increased their efforts to harvest other wild foods (Appendix Table F5-9). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table F5-10. Ambler residents’ concerns centered on the 2014 salmon die-off on the Kobuk River, and 
the cause of the event, for example:  

“There has been some dead fish laying around. Was a big question in some peoples’ minds. We didn’t do 
any netting this year. Lot of growth on sheefish, didn’t get that many sheefish. We wondered if there was 
more mercury in the river now.” 

“I wish the salmon is adaptable, to the growing algae due to warm climate, nature. 

“Floating salmon on river. Had low water before and haven’t seen any floating fish like we did this past 
summer.” 

A few households remarked upon the need for financial assistance for communities affected by the 
salmon die-off, hopes for good weather to catch and process fish, and the proposed road to the Ambler 
mining district. 
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Table 5-1.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, all study communities, 2014. 

 

Ambler Buckland Kiana Kobuk Noatak Noorvik Selawik Shungnak
4.3 4.6 4.3 3.7 3.3 5.2 2.9 3.5

Minimum 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Maximum 9 15 12 7 13 12 10 8
95% confidence limit (±) 7.2% 3.6% 7.6% 8.4% 4.5% 5.2% 4.6% 9.9%
Median 4.0 4 4 4 3 5.5 3 3

3.1 3.6 2.7 3.1 2.5 3.6 1.9 2.8
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 8 14 11 7 10 12 10 8
95% confidence limit (±) 10.8% 5.2% 10.9% 10.3% 5.5% 9.1% 5.9% 14.6%
Median 3.0 3 2 3 2 3 2 3

3.0 3.4 2.7 3 2.5 3.3 1.8 2.7
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 8 12 11 7 10 11 10 7
95% confidence limit (±) 11.0% 5.0% 11.2% 10.6% 5.5% 9.2% 6.3% 14.7%
Median 3.0 3 2 3 2 3 1 3

2.8 2.7 3 2.1 2.3 3.5 1.7 2.3
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 9 10 12 7 12 8 10 8
95% confidence limit (±) 11.1% 4.8% 8.9% 14.6% 6.0% 6.6% 6.8% 14.6%
Median 2.0 2 3 2 2 3 1 2

1.7 2.2 1.5 1.6 1.7 2.1 1.2 1
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 7 13 6 4 10 9 10 4
95% confidence limit (±) 16.5% 6.4% 14.7% 13.7% 6.8% 11.0% 8.6% 24.0%
Median 1.0 2 1 1 2 1.5 0 0

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 21,755 11,982 5,455 5,751 8,273 30,655 11,324 24,077
Mean 1,228.4 786.3 586.2 778.7 715.4 1,875.9 718.7 1,559.0
Median 233.4 250.1 169.9 329.1 264.1 373 59.5 238.3

14 19 14 13 18 16 18 13

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)
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Table 5-2.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Ambler, 2014. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 96.4 80.0 80.0 85.5 60.0 90,903.2 1,228.4 334.5 34.9
Salmon 87.3 60.0 60.0 76.4 36.4 28,933.5 391.0 106.5 45.3
    Chum salmon 81.8 58.2 58.2 67.3 36.4 25,993.3 351.3 95.6 4,181.7 Ind. 56.5 49.8
    Coho salmon 14.5 9.1 9.1 9.1 5.5 1,895.2 25.6 7.0 368.7 Ind. 5.0 54.9
    Chinook salmon 10.9 5.5 5.5 7.3 0.0 46.7 0.6 0.2 5.4 Ind. 0.1 61.2
    Pink salmon 7.3 3.6 3.6 7.3 1.8 835.5 11.3 3.1 336.4 Ind. 4.5 72.6
    Sockeye salmon 5.5 1.8 1.8 3.6 1.8 162.7 2.2 0.6 40.4 Ind. 0.5 101.6
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
Nonsalmon fish 92.7 78.2 78.2 65.5 56.4 61,969.7 837.4 228.0 31.5
    Burbot 29.1 18.2 16.4 18.2 10.9 1,751.8 23.7 6.4 417.1 Ind. 5.6 67.4
    Dolly Varden 36.4 25.5 23.6 20.0 3.6 222.0 3.0 0.8 67.3 Ind. 0.9 37.7
    Arctic grayling 45.5 40.0 38.2 23.6 14.5 817.4 11.0 3.0 908.2 Ind. 12.3 31.4
    Northern pike 29.1 25.5 25.5 14.5 12.7 1,180.7 16.0 4.3 357.8 Ind. 4.8 33.6
    Sheefish 90.9 74.5 74.5 50.9 47.3 20,584.7 278.2 75.7 1,805.7 Ind. 24.4 24.6
    Broad whitefish 52.7 29.1 29.1 41.8 20.0 30,375.0 410.5 111.8 9,492.2 Ind. 128.3 47.7
    Humpback whitefish 20.0 16.4 16.4 10.9 10.9 7,038.2 95.1 25.9 3,351.5 Ind. 45.3 51.8
    Unknown whitefishes 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

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

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource
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Figure 5-1.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2014.  
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Figure 5-2.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2014.  
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Figure 5-3.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Ambler, 2014.  



 

 

165 

 
Figure 5-4.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Ambler, 2014.  
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Figure 5-5.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Ambler, 2014. 
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Shungnak 
Between February 2014 and January 2015, on average, households harvested 3 species of fish and used 4 
(Table 5-1); individual households harvests ranged from 0 to 24,077 lb. During the study year, Shungnak 
households harvested an estimated 96,656 lb, ±42%, of fish; this amounted to an average of 1,559 lb per 
household or 379 lb per capita (Table 5-3). This was slightly less than the previous year’s harvest but still 
well above the 2012 harvest. Nonsalmon fish harvests, by weight, again exceeded those of salmon 
(64,619 lb vs 32,037 lb). As in previous study years, sheefish were the most commonly used species of 
fish (by 91% of households) as well as the greatest contributor to the total fish harvest in edible pounds. 
This was followed by chum salmon, used by 84% of households and contributing an estimated 31,710 lb. 
Fish were used by nearly every surveyed household, 95%, and were widely distributed through sharing—
86% of households reported receiving fish from other households.  

The vast majority of salmon harvest, 99%, was made up of chum salmon. Small harvests of coho and pink 
salmon were also reported, together contributing 327 lb total; these were much less widely used than 
chum. In all, salmon contributed 126 lb of wild food per capita in 2014.  

About three-quarters of all salmon caught came from set gillnets (Figure 5-6, Appendix Table F5-11). 
The next most productive gear type, seines, contributed 5,906 lb (18% of salmon harvest by weight). Rod 
and reel harvests produced an additional 2,259 lb (7%) of harvest. Chum salmon were the only species 
caught by seine or rod and reel. No households reported retaining salmon from commercial harvests for 
personal use.  

Three whitefish species made up most of the nonsalmon harvest, 97%, by edible weight. The harvests of 
sheefish and broad whitefish vastly outweighed those of broad whitefish, an estimated 60,486 lb 
combined vs 2,241 lb; they were more widely used as well. Smaller harvests of Arctic grayling (1,116 
fish, 1,004 lb), Dolly Varden (216 fish, 714 lb), and other species also occurred. Combined, they added 
less than 2,000 lb to the total harvest, 7 lb per capita. Taken together, all nonsalmon species contributed 
253 lb per capita in 2014, with a mean household harvest of 1,042 lb. 

Shungnak fishers again caught more nonsalmon fish using seines than any other gear type, an estimated 
35,337 lb or 55% of the all harvested (Figure 5-7, Appendix Table F5-12). Nearly equal amounts of fish 
were harvested using rod and reel and set gillnets, each roughly half of those caught using seines. A small 
amount of Dolly Varden, 95 lb, was caught jigging through the ice. Slightly more sheefish were caught by 
rod and reel (13,594 lb) than by set gillnets (12772 lb); they were also caught using seines (9,238 lb). The 
vast majority of broad whitefish, 22978 lb, were harvested by seining, and lesser amounts were caught 
using set gillnets and by rod and reel. This was also the case for Arctic grayling. Burbot and northern pike 
were caught on a variety of gear including set gillnets, and rod and reel. No households reported retaining 
nonsalmon fish from commercial harvests for personal use. 

A total of 21,098 lb of fish caught were used solely to feed dogs (Appendix Table F5-13). About half this 
amount was broad whitefish (11,069 lb), and most of the remainder was made up of chum salmon and 
sheefish. Small amounts of pink salmon, humpback whitefish, Dolly Varden, Arctic grayling, and 
northern pike were also used.  

Figure 5-8 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and sheefish, 
broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a 
network limited to the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will 
feature prominently because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of less abundant 
species and foods not produced locally, e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk region. A 
total of 51 nodes (households and communities other than Shungnak) were present. On average, surveyed 
households had 5.7 instances of support, and the maximum number reported by a single household was 
22. Households in 3 other communities were also sources of fish or help in catching or processing fish, 
but none were central in the network. Kobuk was the most closely tied to Shungnak, with 2 households 
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reporting 6 instances of support. No single household was central in the network, but several clusters of 
tied together households appeared. Seven households were not active in the network. 

Assessing their use of fish in 2014, 51% of Shungnak households said used less salmon than in recent 
years, 30% reported no change in use, and 19% said they used more (Figure 5-9, Appendix Table F5-14). 
As far as more households reporting increased use, this represented some improvement over the previous 
two years. Self-evaluations of harvests of nonsalmon species were similarly improved: 42% said they 
used less, 47% the same, and 12% more. The salmon die-off on the Kobuk River figured prominently in 
reasons given for less use of salmon (Appendix Table F5-15). For both categories of fish, other common 
reasons for decreased use related to less/lack of effort, less sharing, and equipment/fuel expenses, as well 
as weather/environmental ones. Those households reporting increased use of fish cited reasons related to 
increased abundance, favorable weather, receiving more, and increased effort (Appendix Table F5-16). 

More respondents, roughly two-thirds, felt their households got enough salmon and nonsalmon fish in 
2014 than in the two previous study periods (Figure 5-10, Appendix Table F5-17). Seven of 16 
households considered the impact of not getting enough salmon as major or severe, while 9 deemed the 
impacts as not noticeable or minor. For nonsalmon species, the impacts were greater: 9 described the 
impacts as major or severe and 6 said they were not noticeable or minor. Chum salmon was the only 
species that households said they need more (Appendix Table F5-18). The few households that said they 
did anything differently in response to a lack of fish said they used other subsistence foods instead or 
relied more on store-bought food (Appendix Table F5-19). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table F5-20. Here, too, comments at Shungnak focused on the salmon die-off, but some residents also 
described the high cost of supplies to do subsistence hunting and fishing: 

The cost of subsistence harvesting is high—not only prices of gas/oil, upkeep of vehicle 
used in harvest, but also massive amounts of time away from paying jobs while 
processing harvested fish. Well worth the time and effort, though, to keep our family fed 
with nutritious sources of food.  
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Table 5-3.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Shungnak, 2014. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 95.3 74.4 72.1 86.0 44.2 96,655.7 1,559.0 378.7 41.7
Salmon 86.0 62.8 60.5 62.8 34.9 32,037.0 516.7 125.5 31.5
    Chum salmon 83.7 62.8 60.5 58.1 34.9 31,709.7 511.4 124.2 5,101.3 Ind. 82.3 31.7
    Coho salmon 11.6 4.7 4.7 7.0 0.0 148.2 2.4 0.6 28.8 Ind. 0.5 78.0
    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 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.0 2.3 179.1 2.9 0.7 72.1 Ind. 1.2 111.7
    Sockeye salmon 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
Nonsalmon fish 90.7 67.4 67.4 69.8 30.2 64,618.7 1,042.2 253.2 53.3
    Burbot 14.0 14.0 11.6 7.0 2.3 78.7 1.3 0.3 18.7 Ind. 0.3 51.5
    Dolly Varden 32.6 25.6 25.6 20.9 7.0 713.7 11.5 2.8 216.3 Ind. 3.5 43.3
    Arctic grayling 37.2 32.6 32.6 20.9 9.3 1,004.4 16.2 3.9 1,116.0 Ind. 18.0 72.9
    Northern pike 18.6 16.3 16.3 7.0 0.0 95.2 1.5 0.4 28.8 Ind. 0.5 45.5
    Sheefish 90.7 67.4 67.4 60.5 25.6 35,603.0 574.2 139.5 3,123.1 Ind. 50.4 35.6
    Broad whitefish 48.8 39.5 39.5 34.9 9.3 24,883.1 401.3 97.5 7,776.0 Ind. 125.4 99.0
    Humpback whitefish 11.6 11.6 11.6 7.0 4.7 2,240.7 36.1 8.8 1,067.0 Ind. 17.2 80.6

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

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

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest
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Figure 5-6.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Shungnak, 2014.  
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Figure 5-7.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Shungnak, 2014.  
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Figure 5-8.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Shungnak, 2014.  
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Figure 5-9.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Shungnak, 2014.  
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Figure 5-10.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Shungnak, 2014. 
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Kobuk 
Between February 2014 and January 2015, on average, households harvested 3 species of fish and used 4 
(Table 5-1). Individual household harvests ranged from 0 to 5,751 lb. During the study year, Kobuk 
households harvested an estimated 25,698 edible lb of fish (Table 5-4). This was lowest harvest of the 
three study periods. Nonsalmon fish harvest exceeded those of salmon by a slim margin, 14,244 lb to 
11,454 lb, and made up 55% of the total harvest by weight. Overall, fish contributed 170 lb of wild food 
per capita; the average household harvest was 779 lb. All surveyed households reported use of fish during 
the study period, and participation in fishing was widespread, with 93% of households having fished. 
Sharing was prevalent—75% of households received fish and 68% gave it away. Sheefish and chum 
salmon were the most commonly used species of fish, although Arctic grayling and humpback whitefish 
were used by more than half of the households.  

Nearly all salmon harvested were chum (1,840 fish, 11,436 lb). A few coho salmon (4 fish) were the only 
other species caught. As in the previous two years, fishers used set gillnets to take virtually all salmon 
caught: 98% by weight (Figure 5-11, Appendix Table F5-21). Other gear used included rod and reel (213 
lb) and seines (37 lb.) No households reported retaining salmon caught in commercial fisheries for 
personal use. 

Harvests of nonsalmon fishes were much lower than in 2013, just 14,244 lb for all species combined, 94 
lb per capita. Sheefish and humpback whitefish predominated, together with a small harvest of broad 
whitefish contributing 13,647 lb, 96% of nonsalmon harvest. Sheefish were the single largest contributor 
by species, with 781 fish providing an estimated 8,898 lb. More humpback whitefish were caught, 2,251 
fish, but due to their size relative to sheefish came to 4,727 lb in total. Smaller quantities of burbot, 
northern pike, Dolly Varden, and Arctic grayling also occurred, 596 lb combined, 4 lb per capita. 

By edible pounds, more nonsalmon fish were taken by rod and reel than by any other method in 2014, an 
unusual occurrence driven largely by rod and reel harvests of sheefish (515 fish, 5,875 lb) (Figure 5-12, 
Appendix Table F5-22). This was followed by seines, 5,144 lb, 36% of harvest, and set gillnets 2,518 lb, 
18% of harvest. A small percentage of harvest, 2%, was taken by jigging through the ice. Most of this 
harvest was burbot (173 lb), as well as small harvests of northern pike and Arctic grayling. No households 
reported retaining nonsalmon fish caught in commercial fisheries for personal use. 

An estimated 7,021 lb of fish caught were used solely to feed dogs (Appendix Table F5-23). Most of this 
was chum salmon (5,883 lb) but included humpback whitefish, sheefish, northern pike, and Arctic 
grayling.  

Figure 5-13 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and sheefish, 
broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a 
network limited to the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will 
feature prominently because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of less abundant 
species and foods not produced locally, e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk region. A 
total of 29 nodes (households and communities other than Kobuk) were present in 2014. Respondents 
reported 62 instances of support: on average, households had 2.3 instances of support and the maximum 
number reported by any household was 6. Shungnak was the only other community that appeared as a 
source of fish or help harvesting or processing fish in the network. A single elder couple household is 
central, but the network is less dense than in the previous year. Ten households were not active in the 
network.  

Self-evaluations of Kobuk households’ use of fish in this study period varied but were more positive than 
in the previous two years (Figure 5-14, Appendix Table F5-24). Lesser percentages of households 
reported decreased use of fish (32% for salmon, and 33% for nonsalmon species), and 19% said they used 
more nonsalmon fish—yet, 25% said they do not ordinarily use salmon, which differs from the previous 
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two study periods.39 Only a fraction of those provided reasons for their change in use (Appendix Table 
F5-25)—and no single cause stood out. Respondents cited less availability, lack of equipment, less 
sharing, working/no time, and concerns of small/diseased animals (for salmon). Those using more gave 
factors relating to increased abundance, favorable weather, increased effort, and other reasons (Appendix 
Table F5-26). 

“Get enough” responses were also improved in 2014, with 50% of households getting enough salmon and 
86% getting enough nonsalmon species (Figure 5-15, Appendix Table F5-27). Far fewer households said 
they did not get enough fish than in 2012 or 2013. Ratings of the impacts of not getting enough fish 
varied: of those lacking salmon 4 households considered it minor, while 3 considered it major or severe. 
Equal numbers of households without enough nonsalmon fish considered the situation not noticeable or 
minor as did major or severe. Households that needed more fish commonly cited a need for chum salmon 
and whitefishes (Appendix Table F5-28). Households reporting a change in their behavior as a result of a 
lack of fish typically replaced them with other subsistence foods or store-bought foods (Appendix Table 
F5-29). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table F5-30. Several Kobuk households were concerned about the salmon die-off, but others offered 
details about the abundance/health of various fish species. “Mudsharks [burbot] come late,” one said. 
“We haven’t put in a trap for years.” Another said it was odd that they and others had caught “trout” 
(Dolly Varden) in the Kobuk River in 2014, and that there were fewer whitefish in fall 2014. 

One household expressed concern about runoff from potential mining activity in the Ambler mining 
district.  

                                                 
39. This may be due to conceptual differences between the survey form and respondents; the difference between ‘did not use’ and 

‘does not use’ persistently challenges researchers and the public alike. 
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Table 5-4.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Kobuk, 2014. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 100.0 92.9 89.3 75.0 67.9 25,698.4 778.7 170.3 24.1
Salmon 67.9 57.1 53.6 35.7 28.6 11,454.3 347.1 75.9 44.2
    Chum salmon 67.9 57.1 53.6 35.7 28.6 11,436.2 346.6 75.8 1,839.8 Ind. 55.8 45.0
    Coho salmon 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 18.2 0.6 0.1 3.5 Ind. 0.1 79.9
    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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
    Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
Nonsalmon fish 100.0 89.3 89.3 71.4 64.3 14,244.1 431.6 94.4 18.0
    Burbot 17.9 3.6 3.6 14.3 0.0 173.3 5.3 1.1 41.3 Ind. 1.3 79.9
    Dolly Varden 21.4 17.9 14.3 10.7 3.6 35.0 1.1 0.2 10.6 Ind. 0.3 40.5
    Arctic grayling 57.1 50.0 50.0 22.2 18.5 208.0 6.3 1.4 231.1 Ind. 7.0 26.5
    Northern pike 35.7 32.1 32.1 14.3 3.6 180.5 5.5 1.2 54.7 Ind. 1.7 34.1
    Sheefish 100.0 85.7 85.7 50.0 46.4 8,897.5 269.6 59.0 780.5 Ind. 23.7 21.1
    Broad whitefish 10.7 10.7 10.7 7.1 7.1 22.6 0.7 0.2 7.1 Ind. 0.2 48.3
    Humpback whitefish 57.1 46.4 46.4 50.0 46.4 4,727.2 143.2 31.3 2,251.0 Ind. 68.2 27.1

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

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

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource
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Figure 5-11.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kobuk, 2014.  
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Figure 5-12.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kobuk, 2014.  
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Figure 5-13.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Kobuk, 2014.  



 

 

181 

 
Figure 5-14.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Kobuk, 2014.  
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Figure 5-15.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Kobuk, 2014. 
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Noorvik 
Between January and December 2014, on average, households harvested 3 kinds of fish and used 5 (Table 
5-1). Individual harvests ranged from 0 to 30,655 edible lb. During the study year, Noorvik households 
harvested an estimated 232,610 edible pounds of fish (Table 5-5), which provided 422 lb of food per 
capita; household harvests averaged 1,876 lb. This was less than in 2013, but still exceeded that of 2012. 
Harvest composition was similar to that of 2013: harvests of nonsalmon fish, the majority of which were 
whitefishes, slightly exceeded those of salmon species by weight, 53% vs 47%. Nearly all surveyed 
households reported using fish in the study year: about two-thirds said members of their household had 
caught fish. Chum salmon and sheefish were the most widely used species, both by more than 80% of 
households. Nonsalmon species were used more commonly than most salmon species; while no 
households reported harvests of saffron cod (locally called tomcod), a few households said they received 
them.  

Chum salmon constituted the majority of salmon harvest by weight, 103,606 of 109,888 lb, 94%. The 
mean household harvest was 886 lb, while per capita harvests were 199 lb per capita. Smaller harvests of 
coho salmon (618 fish, 3,181 lb), pink salmon (920 fish, 2,285 lb), Chinook, and sockeye also occurred.  

the exception being 208 lb of chum salmon harvested on rod and reel gear. A small quantity of chum 
salmon, 38 lb, were retained from commercial fisheries for personal use.   

Households reported harvests of 5 species of whitefish in 2014 (Table 5-4). Combined, these made up 
100,861 lb, 82% of all nonsalmon harvest by weight. Broad whitefish, sheefish, and humpback whitefish 
predominated. Broad whitefish harvests were greater 
than those of sheefish, though the species is 
considerably smaller than sheefish—11,728 broad 
whitefish provided 37,531 lb, while 2,964 sheefish 
provided 33,794 lb. Residents also harvested 11,770 
humpback whitefish, an estimated 24,486 lb. Fishers 
also caught an estimated 5,975 northern pike (19,718 
lb). Lesser harvests of burbot and Dolly Varden were 
also reported.  

Nonsalmon fish were caught on a variety of gear types 
including set gillnets, seines, nets set under the ice, set 
lines, jigging, and rod and reel. Set gillnets were the 
most productive (Figure 5-17, Appendix Table F5-32), 
with an estimated 95,193 lb, 78% of nonsalmon 
harvest. Jigging contributed an additional 22,280 lb: 
more sheefish and burbot were caught on this gear 
than any other; northern pike were also taken this way. 
Those three species were also the ones caught on rod 
and reel. An estimated 163 lb of burbot were the only 
species caught on setlines. Respondents were unable 
to attribute the harvest of smaller amounts of burbot 
and northern pike to a gear type. Households reported 
that 85 lb of Dolly Varden were retained from 
commercial fisheries for personal use. 

Of an estimated 24,625 lb of fish used solely for dog 
food, 18,596 lb (76%) were nonsalmon species of fish 
(Appendix Table F5-33). Roughly half of these by 
weight were the smaller whitefish species, but 621 
sheefish (7,083 lb) and 485 northern pike (1,602 lb) 

Plate 5-1.–Stephen Ballot preparing to bait a 
setline for burbot near Noorvik. Multiple hooks 
can be placed, left unattended, and checked 
later. Burbot were the only species of fish caught 
using this gear type in 2014. Photos by Andrew 
R. Brenner, ADF&G. 
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and were also used. Corresponding with local abundance, most of the salmon used to feed dogs (920 fish, 
5,725 lb) were chum. 

Figure 5-18 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and sheefish, 
broad whitefish and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. Other 
communities occuring in the network are typically the source (through barter and sharing) of less 
abundant species and foods not produced locally, e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk 
region. In 2014, 118 nodes (households and communities other than Noorvik) were present in the 
network. Households in 10 other comunities were sources of fish or help in catching and processing fish. 
Selawik and Kotzebue were most active in the network, but a few households named sources outside the 
region such as Unalakleet, Anchorage, and Juneau. Respondents identified 480 instances of support in 
2014; on average, households cited 5.3 instances of support and the most reported by a single household 
was 20. Several clusters of households existed within the community that were centered on households 
headed by couples, and generally, the largest harvests among surveyed households were households with 
two heads. Households with a single head, either male or female, were less central in the network. 
Households were unable to recall the source of some forms of support, and these appear in the network 
aggregated to the node labeled “Other Community.” 

In assessing their 2014 use of salmon and nonsalmon fishes, relatively high percentages of Noorvik 
respondents said their household used the same as the previous year (Figure 5-19, Appendix Table F5-
34). Conversely, fewer households reported decreased use than in 2012 or 2013. The most common 
reasons cited for lesser use of fish related to less/lack of effort, weather/environmental factors, lack of 
equipment, but a few households pointed to less sharing, equipment expenses, working/no time and other 
reasons (Appendix Table F5-35). Only a fraction of the households reporting increased use gave reasons 
for this change, but increased effort, receiving more, and more success were among factors cited 
(Appendix D5-37).  

Equal numbers of households, 73%, said they got enough salmon and nonsalmon species of fish in 2014, 
a far improved situation from the previous two study periods (Figure 5-20, Appendix Table F5-37). The 
majority of those not getting enough of either category of fish deemed the impact not noticeable or minor, 
however, a handful considered it major or severe. Those needing more salmon typically said they needed 
more chum (Appendix Table F5-38). Those households doing something different in response said they 
used more commercial foods, replaced fish with other subsistence foods, or made do without (Appendix 
Table F5-39).  

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table F5-40. Noorvik residents’ concerns included negative effects of the commercial salmon fishery at 
Kotzebue upon subsistence fishing at Noorvik, observations of unhealthy fish caught, and the resources 
needed to fish. “Weather is changing. Rain, high water, too wet to dry fish,” one stated. “Fuel cost, 
distance of camp.” 
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Table 5-5.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Noorvik, 2014. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 94.8 68.8 66.7 88.5 59.4 232,610.3 1,875.9 421.7 20.8
Salmon 88.5 53.1 50.0 74.0 46.9 109,888.1 886.2 199.2 18.8
    Chum salmon 88.5 53.1 50.0 72.9 46.9 103,606.2 835.5 187.8 16,667.7 Ind. 134.4 19.6
    Coho salmon 11.5 11.5 9.4 5.2 4.2 3,180.7 25.7 5.8 618.7 Ind. 5.0 69.8
    Chinook salmon 7.3 8.3 6.3 3.1 1.0 280.4 2.3 0.5 32.3 Ind. 0.3 53.7
    Pink salmon 28.1 26.0 22.9 15.6 15.6 2,284.5 18.4 4.1 919.7 Ind. 7.4 32.9
    Sockeye salmon 8.3 7.3 5.2 3.1 1.0 536.4 4.3 1.0 133.0 Ind. 1.1 78.3
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
Nonsalmon fish 91.7 65.6 64.6 79.2 53.1 122,722.1 989.7 222.5 25.1

*     Saffron cod 6.3 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 56.3 35.4 32.3 41.7 18.8 1,285.7 10.4 2.3 306.1 Ind. 2.5 18.7
    Dolly Varden 43.8 24.0 21.9 29.2 9.4 856.8 6.9 1.6 259.6 Ind. 2.1 36.7
    Northern pike 52.1 43.8 41.7 22.9 25.0 19,718.3 159.0 35.8 5,975.3 Ind. 48.2 33.5
    Sheefish 84.4 59.4 58.3 60.4 36.5 33,793.9 272.5 61.3 2,964.4 Ind. 23.9 20.0
    Broad whitefish 69.8 41.7 36.5 53.1 26.0 37,530.7 302.7 68.0 11,728.3 Ind. 94.6 31.1
    Least cisco 21.9 19.8 16.7 12.5 9.4 3,740.5 30.2 6.8 5,343.6 Ind. 43.1 43.8
    Humpback whitefish 37.5 29.2 27.1 20.8 18.8 24,485.7 197.5 44.4 11,659.9 Ind. 94.0 40.4

*     Round whitefish 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 7.2 0.1 0.0 10.3 Ind. 0.1 94.3
    Unknown whitefishes 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 1,303.3 10.5 2.4 568.3 Ind. 4.6 94.3

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

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

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
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Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource
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Figure 5-16.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2014.  
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Figure 5-17.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2014.  
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Figure 5-18.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Noorvik, 2014.  
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Figure 5-19.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Noorvik, 2014.  
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Figure 5-20.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Noorvik, 2014. 
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Kiana 
Between February 2014 and January 2015, on average, households harvested 2 species of fish and used 3 
(Table 5-1). Individual household harvests ranged from 0 to 11,324 lb. During the study year, Kiana 
households harvested an estimated 57,444 lb of salmon and nonsalmon fish (Table 5-6). This was very 
similar to harvests in 2012 and 2013. The mean of household harvests was 586 lb; per capita harvest was 
145 lb. By edible weight, nonsalmon fish (39,239 lb, 68%) made up a larger portion of the total than 
salmon species. This was a result of the harvests of three whitefish species: sheefish, broad whitefish, and 
humpback whitefish that combined, contributed 34.985 lb, 60% percent of the total fish harvest. Chum 
and sheefish were the most widely used species of fish. Ninety-three percent of surveyed households 
reported use of fish during the study period, and high percentages also said they went fishing or received 
fish from other households.  

The salmon die-off on the Kobuk River caused Kiana residents to worry about whether it was safe to 
consume them, respondents noted (IAN201501, IAN201502, IAN201503). Not all concerns were 
assuaged by testing results: 

It makes you wonder though, what’s going on with our salmon. I don’t know if we just 
got a whole big, bigger school coming to our rivers or if they were sick in the ocean and 
come up here and died, and you know, we didn’t get no straight answers… Another 
question is, “How come the graylings didn’t die? How come the pikes didn’t die? How 
come the Dolly Vardens didn’t die?” They weren’t on the beaches. (IAN201503) 

Respondents described changes in the environment and community. Fish populations were generally the 
same (IAN201501, IAN201502), but Kiana people no longer catch smelt; respondents stated this was 
because they were no longer found as far upriver as Kiana, but added that they still are present downriver 
by Noorvik. The four respondents discussed erosion and changes in river channels as a yearly event, not 
in terms of accelerated changes due to climate change or thaw of permafrost. “Every, every year’s a, 
every year the river changes…..All depending on how the ice jams and how the current flows, where the 
jams are. It builds up little sand piles in the river. Once they’re gone the water drops, there’s an island. 
Everything changes” (IAN201503). 

Respondents described changes in fishing activity that related to external factors and community changes.  

When we were little kids they had fish racks on the beach from the bottom of [another 
resident’s home]… they had racks right there. They had racks in the front, racks in the 
back. There was fish racks everywhere.. All the fish. You don’t even see that here 
anymore. Nobody puts racks out down there on the beach…  

Interviewer: Why do you think that is? What changed? 

That sewer house for one. Nobody will—it’s pretty bad the way it is right now. That’s 
one of the main changes. And then all the elders, most of the elders are gone, the ones 
that used to fish. And nobody’s really taking over anymore for how it used to be done. 
(IAN201503) 

Harvests of chum salmon (2,849 fish, 17,710 lb) made up the bulk of salmon harvests, 97%, in 2014. 
Fewer household fished for or reported use of other species of salmon. The remainder comprised coho 
salmon (75 fish), pink salmon (31 fish), and small harvests of Chinook and sockeye salmon, altogether 
contributing an additional 495 lb.  

Half of all the salmon harvest, by weight, was taken using set gillnets (Figure 5-21, Appendix Table F5-
41). Half of the chum salmon, 8,654 lb, were caught by fishers with this gear, the remainder came from 
harvests undertaken with seines and rod and reel. An estimated 8 lb of chum salmon were retained from 
commercial harvests for personal use.  
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Plate 5-2.–Fine catch—a Kiana resident checking setlines for burbot near the community, in the fall 

retrieved several large fish. Photo courtesy Lorrie Schuerch. 

Of the 39,239 lb of nonsalmon fishes harvested in 2014, 34,985 lb (89%) came from whitefish. Broad 
whitefish harvests, by weight, were slightly higher than those of sheefish, an estimated 4,113 broad 
whitefish (13,161 lb) compared to 1,073 sheefish (12,228 lb). More humpback whitefish, 4,570 fish, were 
taken than either broad whitefish or sheefish but they are, on average, smaller fish and contributed 9,596 
lb. Harvests of no other nonsalmon species approached the magnitude of the harvest of the whitefishes, 
though harvests of burbot, Dolly Varden, and northern pike all exceeded 1,000 lb. Just a few households 
harvested an estimated 62 gallons (373 lb) of rainbow smelt. They were not widely used.  

Just over half of all nonsalmon fish (55%) were taken using set gillnets, and most of the remainder of the 
harvest was split between those caught with seines and by rod and reel (Figure 5-22, Appendix Table F5-
42). More sheefish were harvested by rod and reel (677 fish, 7713 lb) than either set gillnets or by the use 
of seines. Burbot were the only species caught using setlines or jigging. Respondents could not attribute a 
small amount of harvest, 346 lb, to a particular gear type. No households reported retaining nonsalmon 
fish species from commercial harvests for personal use. 

Kiana households used an estimated 492 lb of fish harvested solely to feed dogs (Appendix Table F5-43). 
Most of this was sheefish (205 lb) and chum salmon (150 lb), but small amounts of coho, pink, and 
sockeye salmon, as well as other whitefishes, burbot, and northern pike were used.  

Figure 5-23 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and sheefish, 
broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. Other 
communities occurring in the network typically are the source (through barter and sharing) of less 
abundant species and foods not produced locally, e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk 
region. In 2014, 82 nodes were present within the Kiana network. Respondents cited households in 9 
other Alaska communities as sources of fish or help in catching and/or processing fish. Noatak and 
Anchorage were the most tied to Kiana households, however, no other community was particularly 
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central in the network. On average, households reported 2.3 instances of support, and the maximum for 
any household was 9. As in the previous two study periods, central in the network was the ADF&G test 
net.  

Kiana respondents’ assessments of their household’s use of fish in 2014 were more positive than those of 
the previous study year (Figure 5-24, Appendix Table F5-44). Twenty-two percent of households reported 
increased use of salmon, and 10% said they used more nonsalmon species. A lack of equipment and effort 
were most commonly given as the reason for decreased use, but a variety of other factors were named by 
households (Appendix Table F5-45). Those using more fish attributed this to getting/fixing equipment, 
increased effort, greater need, and increased abundance of fish, among other reasons (Appendix Table F5-
46).  

A majority of Kiana households said they got enough salmon and nonsalmon fish species in 2014 (Figure 
5-25, Appendix Table F5-47). This was also the most positive evaluation in the three-year period for the 
community. Slightly more households considered the impacts of not getting enough fish to be not 
noticeable or minor rather than major. No households reported a lack of fish as having severe impacts in 
2014. Respondents named a number of salmon species that they needed more of; information on 
nonsalmon species is unavailable (Appendix Table F5-48). Two households said that because they did not 
get enough fish, they relied on other subsistence foods and sought public assistance (Appendix Table F5-
49). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table F5-50. Overwhelmingly, Kiana residents were concerned about the 2014 salmon die-off: 

The finding on the river? Why was there so many dead fish in the river? Need to find out 
why there was dead fish. The first time seeing the salmon on the river. Lots of barges last 
year up and down the river. 

The dead salmon on the river! What really happened to them? Real answers needed! 

One household expressed concern that beavers are closing up whitefish sloughs, while another stated that 
the Kotzebue commercial fishery should be delayed to allow the first salmon returning to get to local 
rivers for subsistence fishers. 
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Table 5-6.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Kiana, 2014. 
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Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 93.0 74.6 73.2 85.9 50.7 57,443.8 586.2 145.0 22.8
Salmon 93.0 63.4 60.6 83.1 40.8 18,205.0 185.8 46.0 32.0
    Chum salmon 91.5 62.0 59.2 78.9 40.8 17,709.8 180.7 44.7 2,849.1 Ind. 29.1 32.5
    Coho salmon 26.8 16.9 15.5 15.5 7.0 383.8 3.9 1.0 74.7 Ind. 0.8 58.6
    Chinook salmon 4.2 1.4 1.4 2.8 0.0 23.3 0.2 0.1 2.7 Ind. 0.0 102.1
    Pink salmon 8.5 5.6 5.6 5.6 4.2 77.2 0.8 0.2 31.1 Ind. 0.3 82.1
    Sockeye salmon 12.7 2.8 2.8 12.7 2.8 10.8 0.1 0.0 2.7 Ind. 0.0 0.0
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
Nonsalmon fish 84.5 66.2 66.2 76.1 43.7 39,238.8 400.4 99.1 24.5

*     Rainbow smelt 14.1 4.2 4.2 12.7 1.4 373.2 3.8 0.9 62.2 Gal. 0.6 71.0
*     Saffron cod 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0

    Burbot 40.8 29.6 29.6 21.1 19.7 1,341.8 13.7 3.4 319.5 Ind. 3.3 27.6
    Dolly Varden 38.0 21.1 19.7 26.8 4.2 1,156.7 11.8 2.9 350.5 Ind. 3.6 50.2
    Northern pike 22.5 18.3 18.3 5.6 7.0 1,382.2 14.1 3.5 418.8 Ind. 4.3 52.8
    Sheefish 83.1 59.2 59.2 62.0 32.4 12,228.0 124.8 30.9 1,072.6 Ind. 10.9 18.6
    Broad whitefish 50.7 29.6 29.6 33.8 19.7 13,161.0 134.3 33.2 4,112.8 Ind. 42.0 30.4
    Humpback whitefish 35.2 23.9 23.9 21.1 15.5 9,595.9 97.9 24.2 4,569.5 Ind. 46.6 38.2

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

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

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest
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Figure 5-21.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2014.  
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Figure 5-22.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2014.  
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Figure 5-23.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Kiana, 2014.  
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Figure 5-24.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Kiana, 2014.  
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Figure 5-25.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Kiana, 2014. 
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Noatak 
Between February 2014 and January 2015, on average, households harvested 3 species of fish and used 3 
(Table 5-1). During the study year, Noatak households harvested an estimated 89,430 lb of fish (Table 5-
7), the largest catch of the three study years. On average, households harvested 715 lb of salmon and 
other fishes, amounting to 162 lb per capita. Salmon again were the greater part of harvest, with an 
estimated 51,169 edible pounds making up 57% of the total. Chum salmon and Dolly Varden (known 
locally as trout) were the most widely used species: both were used by more than 85% of households. 
Fish, in general, were used by 97% of households, and high percentages participated in fishing and 
reported sharing of fish. Individual household harvests ranged from 0 to 8,273 edible lb. 

Key respondents in 2015, an elder couple, said that breakup had been normal in 2014 and salmon were 
plentiful. There was enough ice to ice fish on by mid-October. However due to a November thaw, 
residents had resumed travel by boat for a period of time in late fall (WTK201502). Again, low snow 
levels in early winter had residents using ATVs instead of snowmachines until after Christmas.  

Among longer-term changes they observed were fewer numbers of Dolly Varden (“trout”) and more 
whitefish. Later onset of cooler fall temperatures has affected both the timing of fish movement and 
processing of fish. One way fishers determine the time to make aanaaliq (salmon eggs aged in cut 
carcasses) or to seine for “trout” or whitefish in the fall is by checking the river water temperature.  

Plate 5-3.–Bernice Monroe of Noatak cuts salmon to make aanaalik. Aanaalik is made after the onset 
of cooler temperatures in the fall that allow eggs to age. Photo by Nicole M. Braem, ADF&G. 
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We wait until it’s cool around here to make salmon eggs. Salmon eggs, yeah. Hang them. 
Aanaaliq. So we got, global warming messes us up right now and we have to watch them 
and we have to—we have to watch the weather and when it gets cold all of a sudden, real 
cold—and all of a sudden it’s like summer again. And it gets cold again. And it gets 
warm again. Like that, we have that kind, for about 10–15 years now. (WTK201501) 

The way I try to do it is keep feeling the water… Make sure is it ready to get. 
(WTK201502) 

That goes along with the other fish too—when the water gets cold, it’s time to get them. 
Time to seine the whitefish, time to seine the trout, time to seine the salmon. 
(WTK201501)  

It may be cold sometimes, but if the water’s still warm, I wouldn’t even bother to. 
(WTK201502)  

Seining for Dolly Varden in the past typically occurred around October 1st, they said, but now happens 
later, whenever the water finally cools enough. “The trout is always late now… Yeah. Coming back from 
the ocean” (WTK201501, WTK2015002). “Real late. We hardly seine any, we hardly get, not like how 
we used to get any. We used to get sacks of them. Seining. But right now they’re late, they’re still staying 
in the ocean.” When asked if this meant more Dolly Varden were being caught by jigging through the ice 
in winter and spring, rather than be seining in the fall, they agreed.  

Another long-term change that was a source of concern for this couple was the increased presence of 
beaver around Noatak, described as, “All around. Downriver, up the river. North, east, south, west. All 

Plate 5-4.–Aanaalik hanging on Thurston and Hilda Booth's fish rack in September 2014. Photo by 
Nicole M. Braem, ADF&G. 
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around. All around Noatak now.” Reliable locations to find trout have become less so, forcing harvesters 
to prospect for fish, a situation respondents attributed to beaver. 

We’re kind of blaming, since there are less fish, we are kind of blaming the 
beaver…Because the old, old elder from Selawik, one time I went over there in the early 
80s, and he asked me a question, “You guys got beavers over there in Noatak?” 

I said, “We are starting to see them now.”  

And he says, “If I was you right now, I’d start getting rid of them right now, you won’t 
have more trout in your river.” And that was dens for the beaver, all over. And they don’t 
like the scent of the smell of the beaver, the trout. And I’m kind of figuring that’s how 
come we are getting all the fish below, below Noatak. That kind of tells me they are 
moving. Moving away from the beaver. I tried, I tried getting help from anybody—our 
Council, NANA, I’ve tried asking them if they could help us try getting the numbers 
down on the beavers, so we could have our trout; nobody respond to me.   

Salmon harvests at Noatak in 2014 were the highest of the three study years, and again largely composed 
of chum salmon (6,577 fish, 40,881 lb) and coho salmon (1,859 fish, 9,554 lb). Smaller amounts of pink, 
Chinook, and sockeye salmon were also documented; respondents were unable to remember the species 
of just a few salmon. Noatak harvested an estimated 93 lb of salmon per capita, with a mean household 
harvest of 409 lb.  

About half of the total salmon catch in 2014 was taken using set gillnets, 26,858 lb of the 51,169 total 
(Figure 5-26, Appendix Table F5-51). This was the most, percentage-wise, of the three study years. This 
was followed by harvests taken on rod and reel gear, 11,108 lb or 22%, which was also the most by this 
gear type during this study. Roughly equal amounts were retained from commercial catches and caught by 
seining. This was the most to come from commercial retention and the least by use of seines between 
2012 and 2014. Respondents were unable to recall the gear used in harvesting 298 lb of salmon. 

Nonsalmon fishes provided an estimated 38,261 lb of wild food in 2014, with a mean household harvest 
of 306 lb and 69 lb per capita harvest (Table 5-6). Dolly Varden again were the single largest contributor 
to the nonsalmon fish harvest, with an estimated 9,289 fish (30,655 lb) or 80% of the total. Most of the 
remainder was made up of whitefishes, including 1,165 humpback whitefish (2,447 lb), 879 broad 
whitefish (2,811 lb), 206 sheefish (1,135 lb), and 1,231 least ciscoes (862 lb). Combined this provided a 
total of 7,254 lb to the harvest. Small amounts of Arctic grayling, northern pike, longnose sucker, burbot 
and saffron cod also occurred.  

Half of the harvest of nonsalmon species was caught by fishers jigging through the ice, a very popular 
activity at Noatak (Figure 5-27, Appendix Table F5-52). The bulk of this was 17,021 lb of Dolly Varden, 
but all other nonsalmon species, with the exception of longnose sucker, were taken on this gear type as 
well. Various species of whitefishes were primarily harvested with set gillnets and seines; while other 
species were mostly caught by jigging and rod and reel. The small amount of saffron cod harvested was 
taken solely by jigging. Households retained an estimated 662 lb of Dolly Varden from commercial 
harvest, likely fish incidentally taken at the Kotzebue chum salmon fishery. Respondents were unable to 
attribute 3,321 lb of fish harvested to a particular gear type.  

Households used 5,137 lb of fish to feed dogs (Appendix Table F5-53). Most of this was chum salmon, 
broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, but several other species were used.  

Figure 5-28 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon, Dolly Varden, 
sheefish, broad whitefish, and humpback whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska 
communities. In a network limited to the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other 
communities will feature prominently because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) 
of less abundant species and foods not produced locally, e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper 
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Kobuk region. In 2014, a total of 122 nodes (households and communities other than Noatak) were 
present. Respondents reported a total of 297 instances of support; on average, surveyed households had 
2.9 instances and the most reported by a single household was 19. Households in 9 other communities 
were also sources of fish or help in catching or processing fish, and Kivalina and Kotzebue were most 
active in the network. Noatak’s network was diffuse, with no clusters centered on particularly high 
harvesting households. Eight households were isolates and not tied to others with regard to fish. 

Noatak respondents’ assessments of their households use of fish in 2014 were the most positive of the 
three-year period (Figure 5-29, Appendix Table F5-54). Twenty-two per cent of households used more 
salmon in 2014, and 18% used more nonsalmon species than in recent years. Correspondingly, the 
number of households with decreased use dropped in 2014. Less/lack of effort was the most common 
reason for lesser use, followed by lack of equipment, less abundant resources, and others (Appendix Table 
F5-55). Those households reporting increased use cited increased effort, receiving more, and having no 
alternative food source (Appendix Table F5-56). Not every household described the impact, but for 
salmon, about half of respondents considered the impacts to be not noticeable or minor. For those lacking 
nonsalmon species, 55% deemed the impact not noticeable or minor. For both categories of fish, some 
households described the impact as major or severe.  

More Noatak respondents said their households got enough salmon in 2014 than in the two preceding 
years, but a similar percentage got enough nonsalmon species (Figure 5-30, Appendix Table F5-57). 
Seventy-one percent of households got enough salmon and 55% got enough nonsalmon. Respondents said 

Plate 5-5.–Alvin Ashby, Florence Ashby, Della Luther and Leslie Burns jigging for Dolly Varden, 
known locally as trout, in spring 2015. Jigging is an extremely popular activity at Noatak. In the spring, 
as temperatures warm up and days lengthen, residents spend hours out on the ice. Photo by Nicole M. 
Braem, ADF&G. 
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their households needed more salmon in general, followed by chum, coho, and sockeye (Appendix Table 
F5-58). Households that lacked fish most commonly substituted with store-bought foods, but also 
replaced fish with other subsistence foods, asked others for help, and made do without (Appendix Table 
F5-59). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table F5-60. Weather conditions that negatively affect catching and processing of fish and observations 
on fish health were the primary topics at Noatak, but the high cost of gasoline (per researcher field notes, 
roughly $10 per gallon) and beaver activity were also mentioned: 

“Because of the rainy weather, I usually hang my fish and dry the fish with [a] fan. Too wet out to dry for 
the last 3 years.” 

“Fall fishing coming later for the last 3–4 seasons.” 

“Need less rain in the fall time, people hardly seine.” 

One respondent said that many people did not get enough Dolly Varden and were forced to rely upon 
customary trade instead. “Regarding trout, lotta [people] weren’t set [with enough], buying them from 
Selawik and Buckland.” 
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Table 5-7.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Noatak, 2014. 
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Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 97.2 88.7 87.7 85.8 75.5 89,430.3 715.4 161.7 12.8
Salmon 95.3 83.0 82.1 69.8 62.3 51,169.2 409.4 92.5 16.9
    Chum salmon 87.7 77.4 76.4 61.3 58.5 40,880.5 327.0 73.9 6,576.7 Ind. 52.6 14.2
    Coho salmon 29.2 22.6 21.7 17.9 16.0 9,554.1 76.4 17.3 1,858.5 Ind. 14.9 38.8
    Chinook salmon 6.6 2.8 2.8 3.8 0.9 327.7 2.6 0.6 37.7 Ind. 0.3 72.5
    Pink salmon 2.8 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 313.4 2.5 0.6 126.2 Ind. 1.0 56.5
    Sockeye salmon 5.7 1.9 1.9 4.7 0.0 23.8 0.2 0.0 5.9 Ind. 0.0 63.6
    Unknown salmon 1.9 0.9 0.9 1.9 0.9 69.7 0.6 0.1 11.8 Ind. 0.1 77.3
Nonsalmon fish 90.6 73.6 73.6 72.6 60.4 38,261.1 306.1 69.2 13.2

*     Rainbow smelt 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Gal. 0.0 0.0
*     Saffron cod 2.8 0.9 0.9 2.8 0.9 9.9 0.1 0.0 47.2 Ind. 0.4 77.3
*     Pacific halibut 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Lb. 0.0 0.0

    Burbot 13.2 6.6 6.6 9.4 3.8 89.2 0.7 0.2 21.2 Ind. 0.2 32.6
    Dolly Varden 86.8 71.7 70.8 64.2 53.8 30,654.9 245.2 55.4 9,289.4 Ind. 74.3 14.3

*     Arctic grayling 4.7 3.8 3.8 0.9 2.8 75.4 0.6 0.1 83.7 Ind. 0.7 41.1
    Northern pike 4.7 3.8 3.8 1.9 3.8 144.0 1.2 0.3 43.6 Ind. 0.3 57.8
    Sheefish 31.1 10.4 10.4 29.2 6.6 1,135.0 9.1 2.1 206.4 Ind. 1.7 29.4

*     Longnose sucker 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 33.0 0.3 0.1 23.6 Ind. 0.2 77.3
    Broad whitefish 22.6 17.9 17.0 13.2 10.4 2,811.3 22.5 5.1 878.5 Ind. 7.0 26.7
    Least cisco 17.0 15.1 15.1 10.4 8.5 861.8 6.9 1.6 1,231.1 Ind. 9.8 26.7
    Humpback whitefish 12.3 10.4 10.4 9.4 7.5 2,446.7 19.6 4.4 1,165.1 Ind. 9.3 37.5

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

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

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest
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Figure 5-26.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2014.  
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Figure 5-27.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2014.  
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Figure 5-28.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Noatak, 2014.  
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Figure 5-29.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Noatak, 2014.  
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Figure 5-30.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Noatak, 2014. 
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Selawik 
Between February 2014 and January 2015, on average, Selawik households harvested 2 kinds of fish and 
used 3 (Table 5-1). Selawik fishers harvested an estimated 131,520 lb of fish (Table 5-8). Again, this was 
mostly composed of nonsalmon species of fish including various whitefishes, northern pike, and burbot. 
Combined, these provided an estimated 123,763 lb, or 94% of all fish harvested in the study period. On 
average, the household harvest was 719 lb; on a per capita basis, this amounted to 167 lb. Over 70% of 
households reported use of fish in 2014, and just over half harvested them. About half of households said 
they received fish from other households or communities. Sheefish and northern pike were the most 
commonly used species, by 62% and 56% of households respectively, and of salmon, chum was the most 
commonly used species (39%). More households participated in fishing for nonsalmon species than for 
salmon. Individual households’ harvests ranged from 0 to 11,324 lb. 

Of the 7,756 lb of salmon harvested, 7,157 (92%) were chum. Very few households (8%) reported harvest 
of chum, yet 36% said they had received it, which explains the large difference between participation in 
harvesting and use. Smaller harvests of coho, Chinook, pink, and sockeye salmon also took place, but 
together these amounted to 599 lb. These were not as widely used as chum. 

Plate 5-6.–Cutting fish and hanging it to dry at the Selawik Culture Camp. Photo by Susan Georgette, 
USFWS Selawik National Wildlife Refuge. 
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The majority of salmon used by Selawik households in 2014 were fish retained from commercial harvests 
for personal use (Figure 5-31, Appendix Table F5-61). This in part explains the larger salmon harvest in 
2014 compared to the previous year. In all, 4,934 lb of salmon, 64%, came from commercial retention: 
this was likely from the nearby commercial fishery at Kotzebue. Nearly all of the remainder of salmon 
taken were caught using set gillnets. Less than 1% came from rod and reel fishing; households were 
unable to attribute a small amount of harvest to any gear type. 

Selawik households harvested a wide variety of whitefish species that together made up 75% (93,098 lb) 
of the nonsalmon harvest by weight (Table 5-7). Broad whitefish harvests overshadowed all others, with 
an estimated harvest of 17,202 fish (55,046 lb). Substantial amounts of sheefish (4,164 fish, 22,899 lb) 
and humpback whitefish (5,250 fish, 11,025 lb) were also taken. Smaller harvests of least cisco, round 
whitefish, and Bering cisco were also reported. Northern pike were the only nonsalmon species taken in 
numbers similar to that of whitefishes: an estimated 8,855 pike provided 29,221 lb. Fishers also harvested 
smaller amounts of burbot, Dolly Varden, Arctic grayling, and longnose sucker that together constituted 
1,443 lb. 

Seventy-one percent of nonsalmon fish taken by Selawik in 2014, by weight, was caught using set gillnets 
(Figure 5-32, Appendix Table F5-62). All species were caught using this gear, however, for several 
species—most whitefishes, burbot, northern pike, Arctic grayling, and longnose sucker—they were the 
primary means of harvest. Nets set under ice were the second most productive gear type, with a total of 
14,364 lb of sheefish, broad whitefish, humpback whitefish, burbot, and northern pike taken this way. 
More sheefish were taken by jigging through the ice (9,146 lb) than any other gear type, but a substantial 
amount also came from fishing with set gillnets and rod and reel. Households reported that a small 
amount of broad whitefish were retained from commercial fisheries. As there is no commercial fishery for 
broad whitefish in the region, it is likely these were taken incidentally during the commercial chum 
salmon fishery at Kotzebue.  

An estimated 10,781 lb of fish were used as food for dogs (Appendix Table F5-63). This was largely 
composed of broad whitefish, northern pike, and sheefish, although small amounts of least cisco, burbot, 
and longnose sucker were also used. 

Figure 5-33 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon and all species of 
whitefish, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a network limited to the key 
species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will feature prominently because 
they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of less abundant species and foods not 
produced locally, e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk region. A total of 141 nodes 
(households or an aggregate of households in communities other than Selawik) were active in the network 
in 2014. Fourteen other communities were identified as sources of fish or helping in catching and/or 
processing fish. Noorvik, Kotzebue, and Kiana were central within several clusters of households within 
the network, but households in communities outside the region such as Angoon, Anchorage, and Chitina 
were also cited, if peripheral. Respondents reported 305 instances of support; on average households 
reported 2.7, and the maximum for any households was 11. Households headed by elders, either single or 
couples, were most central, although a few were on the periphery. The households with largest relative 
harvests tended to be headed by couples. Nineteen households were isolates (not connected to others 
within the network). 

Selawik respondents’ assessments of their households’ use of salmon generally indicate a poorer year 
than the previous one (Figure 5-34, Appendix Table F5-64). Forty-four percent of households reported 
decreased use of salmon and 40% decreased use of nonsalmon fishes, more than for 2013. Fewer 
households reported increased use, and more described about the same level of use. A majority of 
households that used less salmon did so because of less sharing of salmon. Salmon are not particularly 
abundant or harvested in great numbers at Selawik, so the level of use is likely very much tied to sharing 
(Appendix Table F5-65). Those using less nonsalmon fish attributed that decrease to several factors, most 
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commonly related to lack of equipment, less sharing, less/lack of effort, and family and personal reasons. 
Conversely, most respondents that said their households used more salmon said that it was a result of 
more sharing (Appendix Table F5-66); those using more nonsalmon species typically said that was a 
result of increased effort or receiving more. 

Nearly the same percentage of households said they got enough salmon in 2014 as did so in 2012 (Figure 
5-35, Appendix Table F5-67), but far fewer got enough nonsalmon fish compared to the previous year 
(30% as opposed to 64%). The impacts of not getting enough of either category of fish were not 
noticeable or minor for a majority of households, but some described these as major or severe. 
Overwhelmingly, those who needed more salmon said they needed chum (Appendix Table F5-68). Those 
households that lacked salmon and nonsalmon fish instead relied more on store-bought foods or 
substituted with other subsistence foods as a result (Appendix Table F5-69). 

Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table F5-70. Concerns at Selawik centered on observations of poor health or parasites in caught fish and 
the obstacles to participating in fishing (primarily equipment and the high cost of gas). A few described 
weather impacts on fishing: 

Concerned about fish getting more sores, and disease. The weather getting too hot to dry 
fish. 

Fish are starting to have more sores (broad whitefish). Possibly from seals/seal bites. 
There have been more seals (juvenile bearded seals) coming up to Selawik in the fall 
time.  

Concerned about the high cost of fuel, so if it goes down we can go out and harvest more 
fish. And weather is too hot to dry fish, now we have a limited time to harvest fish. Need 
more help from Fish and Wildlife to distribute more fish to the community.40 

One respondent said that increased beaver activity on the Ikuuyiq (Fish) River was negatively affecting 
whitefish.  

                                                 
40. From 2011 through 2013, USFWS conducted a sheefish survey on the Selawik River with the goal of collecting otolith (inner 

ear bone) samples from 200 sheefish each year. Researchers distributed fillets from the fish dispatched during the study to the 
community (USFWS 2013). 



 

 

214 

Table 5-8.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Selawik, 2014. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 73.3 57.1 55.3 52.2 41.0 131,519.5 718.7 167.2 13.1
Salmon 43.5 9.3 9.3 41.0 9.9 7,756.4 42.4 9.9 29.2
    Chum salmon 38.5 8.1 8.1 36.0 8.7 7,157.2 39.1 9.1 1,151.4 Ind. 6.3 29.6
    Coho salmon 3.1 0.6 0.6 3.1 1.9 58.4 0.3 0.1 11.4 Ind. 0.1 68.5
    Chinook salmon 2.5 1.2 1.2 1.9 1.2 197.4 1.1 0.3 22.7 Ind. 0.1 62.0
    Pink salmon 3.1 1.2 1.2 1.9 0.6 302.1 1.7 0.4 121.6 Ind. 0.7 67.8
    Sockeye salmon 5.0 0.6 0.6 5.0 0.6 41.2 0.2 0.1 10.2 Ind. 0.1 68.5
    Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
Nonsalmon fish 69.6 55.9 52.2 44.7 37.9 123,763.1 676.3 157.3 13.1

*     Saffron cod 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
    Burbot 18.0 18.6 13.0 7.5 5.6 1,250.8 6.8 1.6 297.8 Ind. 1.6 20.8

*     Dolly Varden 1.9 0.6 0.6 1.2 0.0 7.5 0.0 0.0 2.3 Ind. 0.0 68.5
*     Arctic grayling 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.6 113.6 0.6 0.1 126.2 Ind. 0.7 49.8

    Northern pike 55.9 46.6 41.6 24.8 24.8 29,221.4 159.7 37.2 8,855.0 Ind. 48.4 15.0
    Sheefish 62.1 49.7 46.6 34.8 27.3 22,899.4 125.1 29.1 4,163.5 Ind. 22.8 13.2
    Longnose sucker 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 71.6 0.4 0.1 51.1 Ind. 0.3 68.5
    Broad whitefish 54.0 36.0 34.8 30.4 28.0 55,046.4 300.8 70.0 17,202.0 Ind. 94.0 14.9
    Bering cisco 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.6 79.6 0.4 0.1 113.7 Ind. 0.6 68.5
    Least cisco 9.3 7.5 7.5 5.0 6.8 2,090.2 11.4 2.7 2,986.0 Ind. 16.3 36.2
    Humpback whitefish 20.5 14.3 13.0 13.0 12.4 11,025.4 60.2 14.0 5,250.2 Ind. 28.7 26.1
    Round whitefish 6.8 5.0 4.3 4.3 5.0 1,957.3 10.7 2.5 2,796.1 Ind. 15.3 46.0

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

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

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest
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Figure 5-31.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Selawik, 2014.  
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Figure 5-32.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Selawik, 2014.  
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Figure 5-33.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Selawik, 2014.  
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Figure 5-34.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Selawik, 2014.  
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Figure 5-35.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Selawik, 2014. 



 

 220 

Buckland 

 
Plate 5-7.–Rainbow smelt drying whole, Buckland, Alaska, May 2014. Smelt were once commonly 

harvested in several communities in Northwest Alaska, but of the study communities in this project, 
Buckland was the only one to catch them in significant quantities. As one researcher noted, several 
households in other communities that used rainbow smelt received it from Buckland through sharing or 
barter. Photo by Anna Godduhn, ADF&G. 

Between February 2014 and January 2015, on average, Buckland households harvested 3 species of fish 
and used 5 (Table 5-1). During the study year, households harvested an estimated 77,060 lb of fish in 
2014, with a mean household harvest of 786 lb, and a per capita harvest of 149 lb (Table 5-9). Harvests of 
salmon and nonsalmon fish were nearly equal, with 39,328 lb of nonsalmon (51%) and 37,732 lb of 
salmon (49%). The 2014 harvest was almost 30,000 lb greater than 2013’s. Fish were widely used, by 
98% of households, and 80% of households said their members had participated in fishing. Sharing, as 
reflect by giving and receiving, was prevalent. More households used chum salmon (81%) and rainbow 
smelt (88%) than other species. Individual household harvests ranged from 0 to 11,982 edible lb. 

A Buckland key respondent noted that the community had experienced high water in fall 2014 but did not 
remark upon any effect it might have had on subsistence activities or fishing. Fall freeze-up occurs later 
than in his childhood, he said:  

So, like long ago you know, we used to, really, August used to freeze even… When 
school’d start we used to be fishing [ice fishing]… Even end of August used to freeze…  

Ice fishing might start now near the end of October:  
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Well, you can start October, alright. End of October. Maybe even first part of October, 
start fishing by boat because you know they’re here already. ‘Cause it’s fall-time back 
then where it’s like that, and I know it freeze one time and then, you know, just all the ice 
is gone the next day. But it just freeze right back, the next day after it got cold. And that’s 
how, you know, odd, well it got real high water, in the fall-time just get high water, 
different wind, switch. So it took all the ice out and then freeze the next day after though, 
but we went out hunting for a couple more days. When the ice go, the people go hunt 
seals.  

He described erosion on the Buckland River:  

Yeah, the erosion—it really erode quite a bit. ‘Cause I know that river right up here by 
the bank it used to be a way wider by, um, the corner over here, by Gary Hadley’s, Dora 
Hadley’s, Mike Hadley’s— 

Interviewer: The land is wider or the river? 

The ground is getting eaten by the ice right on that corner. That’s where the swiftness of 
the ice in that main ice is frozen and like how it’s frozen and ice always eat it as it go 
by... When the ice come down it just eats it away. And the current also I know it’s eating 
the—I think the permafrost is melting from the current and the mud is falling and it’s real 
close to—All the way from that green water house, where they used to pump water. That 
one they took it out now since they build that one right there. And those rocks are really 
holding out that land right there.  

Buckland residents catch fewer herring than decades ago due to the switch from dog teams to 
snowmachines. He attributed lesser effort to catch northern pike in the spring to a compressed season and 
generational changes—and making the choice to gather bird eggs rather than ice fish for pike:   

We used to go down there to get pikes in the creeks. Or right in the mouth of the creeks, 
or—now things are really change. The ice is so thin you know, it sort of goes out real 
quick and have to go get eggs. No time to hook for pike. And then others, those elders 
that really used to want them are gone, too. So, and, I realized that pikes are real good so 
I buy some off from Selawik. So why I ask around over there when I travel and ask. So 
they sell by the bags. Barter.  

At Buckland in 2014, chum salmon made up the majority of salmon harvested, 69%, with an estimated 
catch of 4,188 fish (26,033 lb). Households also harvested 1,144 coho salmon (5,883 lb), 950 pink salmon 
(2,359 lb), and smaller numbers of Chinook and sockeye salmon.  

Set gillnets accounted for 86% of the salmon caught in 2014, 32,490 lb (Figure 5-36, Appendix Table F5-
71). Another 8% were taken with seines, 2,887 lb, and 1% by rod and reel. Five percent of harvest could 
not be attributed to a gear type. 

Rainbow smelt were single largest contributor, by weight, to harvests of nonsalmon fish species (Table 5-
8). An estimated 3,812 gallons (22,871 lb) made up 58% of nonsalmon harvest. This was followed by 
sheefish (1,067 fish, 5,869 lb) and broad whitefish (1,150 fish, 3,679 lb). Significant amounts of saffron 
cod (known locally as “tomcod”) and Dolly Varden (known locally as “trout”) were also caught. A 
variety of other species were also caught, including burbot, herring, humpback whitefish, northern pike, 
and Arctic grayling. A few households reported use of fish that were not harvested by surveyed 
households such as Pacific halibut and round whitefish. 

More than half, 58%, the nonsalmon fish harvested in 2014 at Buckland were caught using two gear 
types: seines and dip net (Figure 5-37, Appendix Table F5-72). Dip nets were used solely to fish for 
rainbow smelt (1,828 gallons or 10,969 lb.) Smelt were also caught by seine (1,680 gallons, 10,080 lb), 
and lesser amounts were harvested with rod and reel, set gillnets, and other gear. More sheefish were 
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caught while ice fishing, 597 fish, than any other method, but they were also caught while seining, in set 
gillnets, and on rod and reel. Virtually all saffron cod were caught by jigging through the ice. Rod and 
reel was the most common gear used in catching Dolly Varden; an estimated 663 fish (89% of the total) 
were caught this way. 

An estimated 1,917 lb of the fish harvest was used to feed dogs (Appendix Table F5-73) Of this, 318 lb 
were various salmon species, and the rest was made up of whitefishes, saffron cod, and small amounts of 
other nonsalmon fishes.  

Figure 5-38 shows a network of the production and distribution of all species of salmon, rainbow smelt, 
and whitefish species, which includes households in other Alaska communities. In a network limited to 
the key species harvested in a community, it is unlikely that other communities will feature prominently 
because they are frequently the source (through barter and sharing) of less abundant species and foods not 
produced locally, e.g. Dolly Varden or rainbow smelt in the Upper Kobuk region. In 2014, a total of 97 
nodes (households and communities other than Buckland) were present in the network. Households in six 
other Alaskan communities were sources of fish or help in catching or processing fish, with no single 
community particularly active in the in the network. Survey respondents reported 207 instances of 
support; on average, households cited 2.4 instances of support, and the maximum for any one household 
was 11. The network was composed of clusters centered on several households headed by mature and 
elder couples. Six households were not connected to others in the network. 

Plate 5-8.–Large quantities of rainbow smelt are caught at Buckland using seines. More rainbow 
smelt (by weight) were caught than any other nonsalmon species. Photo by Anna Godduhn, ADF&G. 
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Similar proportions of Buckland respondents said their households used less salmon and nonsalmon fish 
in 2014 as in the previous study year (Figure 5-39, Appendix Table F5-74). However, a greater 
percentage of households reported the same use of both categories of fish in 2014 as in 2013. Less 
household use of salmon was most commonly attributed to a lack of equipment, weather/environmental 
conditions, and less/lack of effort (Appendix Table F5-75). Those using less nonsalmon species most 
frequently cited lack of equipment and less/lack of effort as the cause. Households that had increased use 
of salmon said they received more or increased their effort, as well as got/fixed equipment and increased 
availability of salmon (Appendix Table F5-76). Greater use of nonsalmon species were attributed to 
acquiring/fixing equipment, greater need, and increased effort (Appendix Table F5-76).  

A majority of Buckland households got enough salmon and nonsalmon fish in 2014, a more positive 
evaluation of the study year than in 2013 (Figure 5-40, Appendix Table F5-77). Sixty-seven percent of 
households got enough salmon while 77% got enough nonsalmon species. Of those households not 
getting enough fish, most considered the impacts to be not noticeable or minor, but one considered the 
impacts major. No households reported being severely impacted in 2014. Those that needed salmon most 
frequently said they needed more chum salmon but listed other species as well (Appendix Table F5-78). 
Few households said they did anything differently in 2014 as a result of not getting enough fish, but those 
that did said they instead used more store-bought foods (Appendix Table F5-79). 

Plate 5-9.–Dipnetting is another popular method by which to catch rainbow smelt. Photo by Anna 
Godduhn, ADF&G. 
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Local Comments and Concerns  

Comments received, when prompted at the end of the survey, are compiled in their complete form in 
Table F5-80. In Buckland, these ranged over a variety of topics, including concern that permits for 
subsistence may become required in the area, the high costs associated with subsistence activities, and the 
need for more research about local fish species’ populations and life cycles. A few respondents remarked 
upon disease/deformities in subsistence caught fish. “There were big red sores on the whitefish on body,” 
said one. Another said they had caught unhealthy burbot (locally, tiktaaliq) and tomcod. One household 
said that sheefish were becoming more abundant locally than in the past. 
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Table 5-9.–Estimated harvests and uses of fish, Buckland, 2014. 
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Total
Mean per 
household Per capita Total Unit

Mean per 
household

All fish 97.8 82.0 82.0 83.1 71.9 77,059.8 786.3 149.0 12.2
Salmon 84.3 52.8 52.8 62.9 40.4 37,731.8 385.0 73.0 20.4
    Chum salmon 80.9 48.3 48.3 60.7 39.3 26,033.3 265.6 50.3 4,188.1 Ind. 42.7 17.5
    Coho salmon 32.6 23.6 22.5 19.1 15.7 5,883.2 60.0 11.4 1,144.4 Ind. 11.7 33.4
    Chinook salmon 10.1 9.0 7.9 4.5 4.5 2,174.7 22.2 4.2 250.4 Ind. 2.6 49.8
    Pink salmon 20.2 15.7 12.4 9.0 10.1 2,358.6 24.1 4.6 949.5 Ind. 9.7 35.3
    Sockeye salmon 10.1 9.0 7.9 4.5 5.6 1,282.0 13.1 2.5 318.0 Ind. 3.2 29.0
    Unknown salmon 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0
Nonsalmon fish 94.4 82.0 82.0 73.0 67.4 39,328.0 401.3 76.0 11.5
    Pacific herring 9.0 3.4 2.2 6.7 1.1 104.5 1.1 0.2 17.4 Gal. 0.2 53.8
    Rainbow smelt 87.6 73.0 73.0 47.2 50.6 22,870.9 233.4 44.2 3,811.8 Gal. 38.9 17.9
    Saffron cod 38.2 29.2 29.2 19.1 18.0 2,479.4 25.3 4.8 11,806.8 Ind. 120.5 20.7
    Pacific halibut 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Lb. 0.0 0.0

*     Burbot 25.8 24.7 24.7 8.0 17.0 1,312.1 13.4 2.5 312.4 Ind. 3.2 17.3
*     Dolly Varden 27.0 28.1 25.8 15.7 12.4 2,463.9 25.1 4.8 746.6 Ind. 7.6 35.3
*     Arctic grayling 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 Ind. 0.0 57.1
*     Northern pike 9.0 9.0 9.0 4.5 5.6 327.0 3.3 0.6 99.1 Ind. 1.0 27.5

    Sheefish 62.9 42.7 42.7 48.3 23.6 5,869.1 59.9 11.3 1,067.1 Ind. 10.9 15.6
    Broad whitefish 33.7 30.3 28.1 15.7 11.2 3,679.1 37.5 7.1 1,149.7 Ind. 11.7 24.3
    Humpback whitefish 11.2 11.2 9.0 5.6 2.2 221.0 2.3 0.4 105.2 Ind. 1.1 28.9

*     Round whitefish 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ind. 0.0 0.0

a. Summary rows that include incompatible units of measure have been left blank.
* Indicates a resource not asked on survey but volunteered by study partcipant.

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

95% 
confidence 

limit (±) 
harvest

Percentage of households Harvest weight (lb) Harvest amounta

Resource
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Figure 5-36.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Buckland, 2014.  
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Figure 5-37.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Buckland, 2014.  
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Figure 5-38.–Fish harvesting and processing network, Buckland, 2014.  
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Figure 5-39.–Changes in household uses of fish compared to previous years, Buckland, 2014.  
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Figure 5-40.–Percentage of households reporting that they got enough fish, Buckland, 2014. 
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6. DISCUSSION 

Most of the previously collected data on subsistence fisheries in the 8 study communities was gathered as 
part of a postseason salmon household survey project funded by ADF&G Division of Commercial 
Fisheries between 1994 and 2004. The scope of that survey expanded from salmon and sheefish in Kobuk 
river communities, and salmon and Dolly Varden in Noatak, to include “other whitefishes” in 1997 and 
Dolly Varden in six study communities in 2003.1 Because the 1994–2004 postseason surveys asked about 
sheefish as a species, but combined other smaller whitefishes together, some figures and tables are 
organized similarly in this chapter for comparison. In some years, comprehensive household harvest 
surveys collected more detailed species information. This chapter will examine harvest history in each 
community over time and will conclude with a discussion of key findings for the project as a whole. One 
consideration in comparing the 1994–2004 postseason salmon survey data to this project’s results lies in 
the different study designs of the two projects. Postseason salmon surveys occurred in the fall after 
salmon fishing was over, but nonsalmon harvests occur year-round. This project’s results demonstrate 
that in some of the study communities, various types of ice fishing can result in large catches of 
nonsalmon species. As a result, even though the postseason surveys later included questions about 
nonsalmon species, in some cases they likely underestimated harvests of fish other than salmon. 

AMBLER 
For Ambler, harvests of salmon and sheefish were previously documented in seven study periods between 
1995 and 2004, including 1995–1998, 2000, and 2003–2004 (Magdanz et al. 2011b).2 Between 1995 and 
2014, the community’s population decreased slightly from 311 to 272 (Appendix Table G6-1). Within 
these seven study periods, five harvest estimates exist for “other” whitefishes and two for Dolly Varden. 
No data exist for other species prior to this study’s 2012–2014 surveys. More detailed information on 
harvests of fish by Ambler residents was collected as part of a comprehensive subsistence harvest survey 
in 2013 (Braem et al. 2015).  

Total chum salmon harvests at Ambler show declines since 19953, but the trend can be attributed to 
relatively high harvests in 1995 and 1996, which were nearly double those of the next 2 highest years 
(Figure 6-1). The 1,621 estimated chum salmon harvested in 2012 were the fewest caught in any study 
period, likely due to conditions described previously in this report. Mean harvests in the study period 
2012–2014 (3,375 chum salmon) were lower than those over the period 1995–2004 (4,676 chum salmon). 
On a per capita basis, annual harvests in previous studies ranged from 5.9 to 29.3 chum salmon. Average 
per capita harvests across all three years of this project (12.4 chum salmon) were lower than between 
1995 and 2004 (15.4 chum salmon). Pink salmon harvests show an increasing trend, but this is driven by 
two recent years, 2013 and 2014, which are the two highest on record. Coho salmon harvests are also 
trending upwards. Fewer than 10 Chinook salmon have been harvested in any study year with the 
exception of 2004, when 32 were caught. Previous survey data for sockeye salmon harvests do not appear 
in the figure because such harvests are infrequent and few in number; however, they are included in 
Appendix Table G6-1. 

Total sheefish harvests at Ambler show a trend of slight increase: they ranged from 743 in 2003 to 2,582 
in 2013, with a mean annual harvest of 1,597 (Figure 6-2.) Mean harvests between 2012 and 2014 
exceeded the long-term mean of 1995–2004 (1,848 vs 1,489 fish). On a per person basis, this amounted to 

                                                 
1. These postseason surveys did not collect harvest information for Selawik and Buckland. 
2. Harvest estimates for 1994 and 1999 published in Appendix Table A-7 in Magdanz et al. 2011:49 and previously described in 

Braem et al. 2015 are excluded here because sample achievement in Ambler in those years did not meet minimal sampling 
standards for the purposes of estimation; values given there are reported values not estimates. See also Magdanz et al. 2011:6.  

3. This study’s 2013 population estimate for Ambler is believed to be an underestimate, based on ADOL estimates for 2013 
(264) and this study’s 2014 population estimate (272).  
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6.8 versus 4.9 sheefish annually. Harvests of other whitefishes (summed) have shown greater annual 
variation, from 3,326 to 35,118, and a slight decrease over time; this trend is affected by a very large 
harvest in 2000. The 2013 total estimate of other whitefishes is the third lowest recorded, at 5,637. Mean 
harvests of whitefish from 2012 to 2014 were lower than those of 1997–2004, averaging 9,761 compared 
to 14,696 fish. Despite a lower human population in later years, lower harvest averages result in a mean 
per capita of 36 “other” whitefishes versus 48 per person in the earlier period. 

At Ambler, Dolly Varden harvests have not approached the levels of chum salmon and whitefishes 
harvested but have occurred in every year the community was surveyed.  

  



 

 233 

 
Figure 6-1.–Estimated salmon harvests, Ambler, 1994–2014.  
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Figure 6-2.–Estimated nonsalmon fish harvests, Ambler 1994–2014.  
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SHUNGNAK 
Information on harvests of salmon and sheefish by Shungnak residents was collected through household 
surveys in 11 years prior to this study. Household surveys estimated harvest of “other” whitefish in eight 
years, and of Dolly Varden in three. In the 2002 study period, a comprehensive subsistence harvest survey 
also collected information on other regionally important species such as Arctic grayling, burbot, and 
northern pike (Magdanz et al. 2004). 

Like elsewhere in the region, chum salmon harvests at Shungnak dwarf those of all other salmon species. 
Total chum salmon harvests since 1994 show a slight trend of decline, in part due to the largest two 
harvests (1994 and 1996) early on and the lowest ever in 2012 (Figure 6-3, Appendix Table G6-2). 
Harvests varied a great deal annually: from 2,595 (2012) to 8,649 (1996). However, mean yearly harvests 
were virtually identical between 1994 and 2004 and this project’s three years—averaging 4,958 in the 
earlier period and 4,985 in the latter. On a per capita basis, harvests ranged from 9.5 to 35.7 chum salmon 
annually over all study periods. Average per capita harvests over the 3 years of this study, 18.3 chum 
salmon, were slightly lower than those between 1994 and 2004, at 19.8 chum salmon.  

No harvests of pink salmon were documented for Shungnak prior to 2002, but they have occurred in most 
study periods afterward. It is unclear if this is because of changing abundance or increased interest/effort 
in catching them. Coho salmon harvests also trended upwards from early studies, which found little or no 
harvest of coho salmon occurring.  

Total annual sheefish harvests at Shungnak increased (Figure 6-4, Appendix Table G6-2). The mean 
harvest from 1994 to 2004 was 1,499 sheefish; between 2012 and 2014 it rose to 2,746 as a result of the 
two highest harvests ever, which occurred in 2013 and 2014. Over all study periods, mean per capita 
harvests ranged from 3.3 in 2001 to 12.5 in 2013. Average annual harvests of 10.1 sheefish per capita 
occurred over the three years of this study, compared to 6.0 per capita between 1994 and 2004. Total 
community harvests of “other” whitefishes show a declining trend over time, but harvests in 2013 and 
2014 fall within the range of harvests in previous years (4,724 to 21,625 fish). The 2012 harvest was the 
lowest of all study periods. From 2012 to 2014, per capita harvests averaged 25.3 “other” whitefishes per 
person—less than the average annual harvest between 1997 and 2004, which was 46.0 per capita. Both 
Dolly Varden and Arctic grayling harvests show a trend of slight increase since 2002. 

  



 

 236 

 
Figure 6-3.–Estimated salmon harvests, Shungnak, 1994–2014.  
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Figure 6-4.–Estimated nonsalmon fish harvests, Shungnak, 1994–2014.  
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KOBUK 
Harvests of salmon and sheefish by Kobuk residents were previously documented in 10 study periods 
between 1994 and 2004 (Magdanz et al. 2011b). Estimates of annual harvests of “other” whitefish are 
available for 7 years, and for Dolly Varden in two. No estimates of annual harvests of other fish species 
exist prior to those collected as part of a comprehensive subsistence harvest survey in 2012 (Braem et al. 
2015).  

For Kobuk, total community chum salmon harvests show a decline since 1994 (Figure 6-5, Appendix 
Table G6-3), although this trend is influenced by a singularly high harvest documented in 1994. Total 
harvests documented in this study, averaging 2,174 chum salmon annually, fall within the range of 
previous studies. The 2012 harvest, 2,637, was among the highest documented. Taking into account the 
growth in Kobuk’s population since 1994, however, the decline is more pronounced. Per capita harvests 
between 1994 and 2004 ranged from 4.6 to 104.4 chum salmon annually, with 23.2 per capita over the 
entire time period. In the three years of this study, mean per capita harvests came to 14.2 annually. 
Harvests of no other salmon species approached the level of chum salmon harvests. Catches of coho and 
pink salmon, rare in previous decades, occurred in 2012–2014, although not in significant numbers.  

Total sheefish harvests, on the other hand, trended upward (Figure 6-6, Appendix Table G6-3). Between 
1994 and 2004, they ranged from 32 (2001) 4 to 1,218 fish (2004); yearly harvests in this study were at the 
upper end of this range. The average harvest for 2012–2014 of 903 sheefish exceeds that of 1994–2004 of 
615 sheefish. However, taking into account changes in Kobuk’s human population, the trend nearly 
disappears: the period 2012–2014 saw catches of 5.9 sheefish per person, as opposed to 6.3 between 
1994–2014. This suggests that total catches are keeping pace with an increasing human population in 
Kobuk. 

Total harvests of all “other” whitefishes (summed) also increased at Kobuk between 1997 and 2014. 
These ranged from 0 in 2001 to 9,257 in 2003. In this study, total harvests varied considerably between 
2012 and 2014; the 2012 harvest was quite low while the 2013 harvests were the largest ever documented. 
The average annual harvests between 2012 and 2014 exceeded those between 1997 and 2004 (5,877 vs 
3,890) but the difference stems from the significantly high harvest of 2013 affecting the mean value. As 
with sheefish, the trend line flattens out when changes in human population are considered. Mean per 
capita harvests in 2012–2014 (38.4 “other” whitefishes) represent a very slight increase from the period 
1997–2004 (36.4 “other” whitefishes). 

Estimates of Dolly Varden harvest show an increasing trend at Kobuk, but this is due to small harvests 
that occurred after an initial 0 harvest year (2003). On a per capita basis, in no year did harvests exceed 
0.2 Dolly Varden per person. 

  

                                                 
4. 2001 harvests in Kobuk and elsewhere in the Upper Kobuk were affected by an extended search effort, according to a 

summary report by Susan Georgette (2002:8). “In addition, an extended search for a drowning victim took place in the upper 
Kobuk area during the summer and fall fishing season. This search, along with other unexpected deaths in these communities, 
overwhelmed local residents both physically and psychologically, leading to a decline in fishing effort in 2001.”  
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Figure 6-5.–Estimated salmon harvests, Kobuk, 1994–2014.  
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Figure 6-6.–Estimated nonsalmon fish harvests, Kobuk, 1994–2014.  
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NOORVIK 
Information on salmon and sheefish harvests by Noorvik residents was collected in 11 study periods prior 
to this project (Magdanz et al. 2011b). Estimates of “other” whitefish harvest exist for 8 years of the 11 
years and for Dolly Varden for two. More detailed information on subsistence harvests of fish was 
collected for 2012 as part of the first ever comprehensive subsistence harvest survey conducted in 
Noorvik (Braem et al. 2017). 

Total annual chum salmon harvests have remained essentially stable over two decades, although with 
notable interannual variation (Figure 6-7, Appendix Table G6-4). Residents caught, on average, 12,365 
chum salmon annually between 1994 and 2004, although harvests ranged from 5,822 to 17,843 per year. 
The mean harvest for 2012–2014 was 15,048 chum salmon; the 2013 and 2014 estimates were among the 
highest ever documented. Noorvik’s human population expanded and then contracted again between 1994 
and 2014 and peaked around 2002—with the result being a lower population in 2014 than in 1994. Per 
capita harvests in the period 1994–2004 averaged 20.2 chum salmon annually; they averaged 27.1 chum 
salmon per person between 2012 and 2014. Total harvest of pink and coho salmon increased as well, but 
remained far lower than those of chum salmon. The occasional harvests of Chinook salmon, never large 
to begin with, appeared to decline.  

Sheefish harvests, as elsewhere on the Kobuk River, increased at Noorvik between 1994 and 2014 (Figure 
6-8, Appendix Table G6-4). Over previous studies, total annual harvests ranged from 653 in 1994 to 
5,027 in 1997, with a mean harvest of 3,062.5 sheefish per year. Noorvik residents harvested, on average, 
4,044.3 sheefish annually between 2012 and 2014; the highest harvest ever documented, 6,002 sheefish 
occurred in 2012. Controlling for changes in community population, Noorvik fishers caught 7.1 sheefish 
per person on average during this project’s study period, compared to 5.0 per person between 1994 and 
2004.  

Harvests of “other” whitefishes over the time period 1997–2004 showed considerable interannual 
variation and ranged from 12,801 to 30,862 in any single year. Over all study periods, harvests of other 
whitefish also show a trend of increasing total harvests over time. Harvests documented in 2012 and 2014 
fall within the range of previous harvests, while 2013 is the largest ever. Annual harvests between 2012 
and 2014 averaged 27,277 whitefishes of various species (other than sheefish) compared to harvests 
between 1997 and 2004, which average 20,359 yearly. On a per capita basis, this translates to an average 
per person harvest of 48.0 “other” whitefishes annually for 2012–2014, compared to 32.5 over previous 
studies.  

Earlier information on harvests of Dolly Varden exists only for 2003 and 2004. Annual harvest estimates 
in all three study years of this project were lower than those previously recorded. 
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Figure 6-7.–Estimated salmon harvests, Noorvik, 1994–2014.  
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Figure 6-8.–Estimated nonsalmon fish harvests, Noorvik, 1994–2014.  
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KIANA 
Harvests of salmon and sheefish by Kiana residents were previously documented in 11 years, from 1994 
to 2006 (Magdanz et al. 2011a; 2011b). Harvests of “other” whitefish were estimated in eight years, and 
Dolly Varden in three. In the 2006 study period, this information was collected as part of a 
comprehensive subsistence harvest survey, the first ever completed in the community; its scope included 
all resources used by the community and as result provided the first estimates of harvest of other species 
of fish. 

As elsewhere, community chum salmon harvest estimates for Kiana have declined slightly since 1994 
(Figure 6-9, Appendix Table G6-5). The slope of the trend line flattens out if the highest harvest year, 
5,593 chum salmon in 1995, is excluded. Harvests between 2012 and 2014 fall within the range of 
previous estimates (944 to 5,593). The mean annual harvest for 1994–2006, 3,016 chum salmon, is higher 
than that of this project’s three-year study period, 2,753. On a per person basis, the decline in harvest is 
negligible because of a small decline in the human population of the community between 1994 and 2014 
(413 to 396). As a result, Kiana residents harvested 6.9 chum per capita (1994–2006) versus 6.7 per capita 
(2012–2014). Harvests of most other salmon species have increased since 1994, although they still occur 
at a much lesser scale than chum salmon.  

Total sheefish harvests have also trended upward at Kiana since 1994 (Figure 6-10, Appendix Table G6-
5). Harvests in 2012 and 2013 exceeded the range of previous studies (572 in 1998 and 1,389 in 1995). 
The mean annual harvest of 1,548 sheefish annually in this project exceeds that of previous studies 
(961.4, 1994–2006). On a per capita basis, this amounts to a difference of 3.7 sheefish per person, 
compared to 2.2 over the earlier period.  

Harvest of “other” whitefishes in total declined slightly at Kiana since 1997, although the steepness of the 
trend line is influenced by the high harvest in the first study period: 21,877 other whitefishes, the largest 
ever recorded for this community. Between 1997 and 2006, Kiana fishers harvested on average 9,162.8 
other whitefishes annually, with yearly harvests ranging from 5,188 to 21,877. In the most recent three 
years, residents harvested 7,352.2 “other” whitefishes annually.  

Total harvests of Dolly Varden have increased at Kiana since first recorded in 2003 and 2004. Limited 
time series information exists for other species of fish harvested regularly, such as burbot, northern pike, 
and Arctic grayling (Appendix Table G6-4). Harvests documented in this study were lower in all years 
except for the 2006 estimates.  
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Figure 6-9.–Estimated salmon harvests, Kiana, 1994–2014.  
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Figure 6-10.–Estimated nonsalmon fish harvests, Kiana, 1994–2014.  
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SELAWIK 
Far less quantitative information exists on subsistence harvests of fish by the community of Selawik than 
in most other communities in the region. This is largely due to the fact that the Selawik River does not 
have a salmon run, although stray salmon are occasionally caught in the Selawik area—as a result, the 
community was not included in the postseason salmon survey conducted in other communities in the 
region. Residents who harvest salmon typically travel to the Kobuk River delta to do so (Braem et al. 
2013). Salmon species were also not asked about in a limited scope subsistence household survey 
documenting 2006 harvests. Thus, the 2011 comprehensive subsistence harvest survey is the sole other 
source of quantitative data on salmon harvests by Selawik residents.  

Total chum salmon harvests by Selawik residents in 2013 were less than the 2011 estimate, while the 
2014 harvest exceeded it (Figure 6-11, Appendix Table G6-6). Harvests of other salmon species were 
generally larger as well. The exception was sockeye salmon; however, sockeye harvests in 2011 occurred 
outside the region and should not be considered representative of Selawik’s patterns of use of fish (Braem 
et al. 2013). 

Previous studies estimated Selawik’s harvests at 5,129 sheefish in 2006 and 6,1905 in a 2010–2011 study 
period (Figure 6-12, Appendix Table G6-6). Harvests in 2013 and 2014 were outside the range of the 
previous two estimates: they amount to a 7.0 sheefish per capita harvest in the two preceding study 
periods and a slightly higher value, 8.3 sheefish per person, in this project. 

The sum of the harvests of other whitefish species combined was more than double6 in 2011 than in the 
previous survey (Braem et al. 2013). As described in Braem et al. 2013, authors considered the results as 
indicative of problems with sampling stratification that skewed whitefishes harvests high. They noted: 

…researchers believe the achieved sample (61 households total) may have been too 
small, resulting in large confidence intervals with individual species. The performance of 
the stratification of households, upon examination, did not perform as expected—perhaps 
due to the small sample size, but likely also to households not being appropriately 
classified as “high” and “other” harvesters. … For example, with regard to broad 
whitefish, high-harvest households accounted for only 32% of harvest—yet, those 
households’ harvests of “charismatic” species like caribou, sheefish, moose, bearded seal, 
spotted seal, and black bear were indeed quite high relative to those of other harvesting 
households. It is possible that when local research assistants were asked to identify high-
harvesting households in a village, they named those households most active in harvest of 
“charismatic” species, omitting the families engaging in less prestigious activities—those 
who tend nets daily all summer to bring home broad and round whitefish or who jig for 
burbot every night in November. 

The results from the 2013 and 2014 study periods for Selawik would seem to confirm that problems in 
stratification for the 2010–2011 study year resulted in overestimates of harvest of whitefishes other than 
sheefish. Even so, mean per capita harvests in 2013 and 2014 were higher than those of 2006: 49.9 and 
36.0 per person compared to 34.4.  

Estimated total community harvests of northern pike from 2013 and 2014 also more closely resemble that 
of 2006 than does the 2010–2011 estimate of 15,956 fish. Selawik households harvested, on average, 14.0 

                                                 
5. Contrary to the assertion that 2010–2011 harvests of sheefish were nearly double those in 2006 (described in Braem et al. 

2013), harvests were slightly higher. The discrepancy arises in the use of a different fish to edible lb conversion factor in 
analysis of data in the two study periods.  

6. The use of different conversion factors to edible lb also occurred with other species of whitefish, and thus, the statement that 
“other” whitefish harvests were four times greater in 2010–2011 than in 2006 (Braem et al. 2013) was not correct.  
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northern pike per capita in 2013, and 11.3 in 2014, both values lower than in 2006. Estimates of burbot 
harvest in 2013 and 2014 were also lower than in the 2010–2011 study period.  
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Figure 6-11.–Estimated salmon harvests, Selawik, 2011–2014.  
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Figure 6-12.–Estimated nonsalmon fish harvests, Selawik, 2006–2014.  
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NOATAK 
Harvests of salmon and Dolly Varden by residents of Noatak were estimated in 11 study periods prior to 
this project (Magdanz et al. 2010; 2011b). Information on whitefishes and other species is available for 
fewer years. Noatak’s human population has grown steadily since 1994, from 379 to 553 residents.  

Chum salmon harvests, while variable from year to year, have remained essentially stable for Noatak for 
the two decades on record (Figure 6-13, Appendix Table G6-7). From 1994 to 2007, annual harvests 
ranged from 2,177 to 10,091, with residents harvesting an average of 4,756 chum salmon per year. 
Harvest in all three years of this project fell within that range but were higher on average: an estimated 
6,682 chum salmon per year. Considering the growth of Noatak’s human population, per capita harvests 
show a weak trend of decline that is influenced by a particularly high harvest in 1996. In fact, per capita 
harvests over the three-year study period were slightly higher (11.8 chum salmon per person) than over 
the previous eleven estimates (10.9 chum salmon per person). Harvests of other salmon species trend 
upward over time; however, in the past, small harvests occurred of species in some years with several 
years of no harvest at all. 

The community’s total harvests of Dolly Varden increased over time (Figure 6-14, Appendix Table G6-
7). This trend is influenced by several larger harvests in the latter half of the time period 1994–2014. 
Between 1994 and 2007, total harvests ranged from 2,702 to 10,757 Dolly Varden per year, with an 
average catch of 5,455 annually. From 2012 to 2014, harvests ranged from 3,220 to 9,289 fish, with an 
average catch of 6,188 per year. Taking into consideration the growth of Noatak’s human population, per 
capita harvests were slightly lower in the latter study period, although they are essentially stable over 
time: from 1994 to 2007 the community harvested 12.6 per person yearly, while it harvested 11.0 per 
person between 2012 and 2014. 

Harvests of sheefish at Noatak show a trend of increase since 1994. In prior studies, harvests ranged from 
2 to 99 fish per year, and averaged 67 annually. From 2012– to 2014, they ranged from 48 to 206 each 
year, for an average of 188. Given small total harvests relative to community size, even with an increasing 
trend, the per capita harvests did not change much overall—from 0.1 per person over previous studies to 
0.2 in this study.  

Estimates of total harvests of “other” whitefishes show little change between 1994 and 2014. They varied 
widely between individual study years: from 2,205 in 2001 to 8,502 in 2004. The mean harvest between 
1994 and 2007 (4,061 “other whitefishes”) exceeds the mean harvest for 2012–2014 (2,880) as a result of 
several years in which much higher harvests occurred in the earlier time period. This results in much 
higher per capita values over previous studies (9.3 “other” whitefishes per person) compared to the most 
recent three-year period (5.1 per person). 

Fewer studies documented Noatak’s catches of other regionally important species such as Arctic grayling, 
burbot, and northern pike (Appendix Table G6-7). In Noatak’s case, two comprehensive subsistence 
harvest surveys (1994, 2007) provide that information. Harvests of all three species, which are harvested 
in smaller numbers compared to chum salmon, whitefishes and Dolly Varden, were lower on average in 
this study than in the two previous years. Noatak fishers harvested, on average, 813 Arctic grayling 
between 1994 and 2007 and an average of 145 between 2012 and 2014.  
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Figure 6-13.–Estimated salmon harvests, Noatak, 1994–2014.  

Chinook Salmon

Chum salmon

Coho salmon

Pink salmon

0
5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40

1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

Es
tim

at
ed

 n
um

be
r

(to
ta

l f
or

 c
om

m
un

ity
)

Estimated Harvests Linear Trend

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

12,000

1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

Es
tim

at
ed

 n
um

be
r

(to
ta

l f
or

 c
om

m
un

ity
)

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

Es
tim

at
ed

 n
um

be
r

(to
ta

l f
or

 c
om

m
un

ity
)

0
100
200
300
400
500
600
700
800

1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

Es
tim

at
ed

 n
um

be
r

(to
ta

l f
or

 c
om

m
un

ity
)



 

 253 

 
Figure 6-14.–Estimated nonsalmon fish harvests, Noatak, 1994–2014.  
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BUCKLAND 
Only one study documented subsistence harvests of salmon and other fish species by the community of 
Buckland prior to this project (Magdanz et al. 2011a). As a result of the limited dataset, any analysis of 
trends should be undertaken with caution. Buckland’s human population increased from 408 in 2003 to 
511 in 2014. 

Total chum salmon harvests in 2013 and 2014 were both higher than the previous estimate of 1,918 in 
2003 (Figure 6-15, Appendix Table G6-8). Even with the growth of the community, these amounted to 
higher per capita harvests of 6.1 in 2013 and 8.1 in 2014, compared to 4.7 in 2003. Coho and pink salmon 
harvests also showed a trend of increase, although not as strong as for chum salmon. Chinook salmon 
harvests, on the other hand, were lower in both years of this project than in 2003.  

At Buckland, trends in harvests of individual nonsalmon species were mixed (Figure 6-16, Figure 6-17). 
Sheefish harvests in 2013 and 2014 (896 and 1,067, respectively) both exceeded those of 2003, while 
harvests of broad and humpback whitefish were lower than prior estimates. More Dolly Varden and 
northern pike were taken in 2014 than in 2003 or 2013, while estimated burbot harvests in this project 
were lower than those of 2003.  

Several species are taken in greater numbers at Buckland than in any of the other study communities in 
this project: most notably rainbow smelt. In 2003, the community harvested an estimated 20,105 lb of 
rainbow smelt; in 2013 this dropped to 13,323 lb, and in 2014 the harvest exceeded 2003 (22,871 lb). A 
similar pattern occurred with saffron cod (known locally as “tomcod”). Annual harvests of Pacific herring 
in this project were both lower than 2003.  
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Figure 6-15.–Estimated salmon harvests, Buckland, 2003 and 2013–2014.  

Chinook salmon

Chum salmon

Coho salmon

Pink salmon

0

100

200

300

400

500

2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013

Es
tim

at
ed

 n
um

be
r

(to
ta

l f
or

 c
om

m
un

ity
)

Estimated Harvests Linear Trend

0

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

5,000

2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013

Es
tim

at
ed

 n
um

be
r

(to
ta

l f
or

 c
om

m
un

ity
)

0
200
400
600
800

1,000
1,200
1,400

2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013

Es
tim

at
ed

 n
um

be
r

(to
ta

l f
or

 c
om

m
un

ity
)

0

200

400

600

800

1,000

1,200

2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013

Es
tim

at
ed

 n
um

be
r

(to
ta

l f
or

 c
om

m
un

ity
)



 

 256 

 
Figure 6-16.–Estimated nonsalmon fish harvests, Buckland, 2003 and 2013–2014.  
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Figure 6-17.–Estimated nonsalmon fish harvests, Buckland, 2003 and 2013–2014.  
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 
Subsistence harvests of salmon and nonsalmon fish species were substantial during the three years of this 
project, totaling 456,635 lb in 2012 (6 communities), 860,648 lb in 2013 (8 communities), and 801,348 lb 
in 2014 (8 communities). On average, this equates to 229 lb of fish per capita annually. In some cases, 
harvests by a single community varied widely year to year. When compared to prior data from earlier 
studies, total harvests did not track consistently with human population—in some communities, harvests 
had kept pace with an increasing human population, but in others, they did not. The largest total annual 
fish harvests by weight were by caught by Noorvik, the second largest community. Additionally, fish 
harvests were influenced by weather, gasoline and equipment costs, and other factors, and also reflected 
the wider resource base available to a community. Buckland, for example, has much better access to 
marine mammals than communities on the Upper Kobuk river. Fish are one part of the total subsistence 
round, and some communities depend more heavily upon fish than others.  

The composition of harvest reflected local availability of various species of fish (figures 6-18 and 6-19). 
In the majority of study communities, nonsalmon harvests exceeded those of salmon by weight. Five 
communities were located on the Kobuk River, which hosts the largest spawning population of sheefish 
in Northwestern Alaska (Scanlon 2015:8) as well as abundant populations of other whitefishes. The 
Selawik River drainage does not have a known spawning population of any salmon species but contains 
excellent habitat for whitefishes and northern pike. Selawik harvests in the three-year period were 
overwhelmingly made up of nonsalmon species. In only two study communities, Noatak and Buckland, 
did salmon harvests approach or exceed those of fish other than salmon.  

In most communities, 5 or 6 species of fish made up 90 percent or more of the annual fish harvest by 
weight, although these were not identical across communities (figures 6-20 and 6-21). This does not 
discount the importance of other species that are harvested in lesser numbers that contribute to the 
diversity, and thus resiliency, of the subsistence way of life. 

Species that researchers have not ordinarily considered as important on a regional basis (northern pike, 
Arctic grayling, rainbow smelt) could reasonably be considered ‘key’ species in certain communities.  

A retrospective analysis of the 1994–2004 fishery data (Magdanz et al. 2011b) found that chum salmon 
harvests were decreasing and harvests of sheefish increasing on the Kobuk River. Results in this project 
partially confirm the trend, but not for all study communities. Noorvik’s chum salmon harvests appear to 
be increasing. For whitefishes other than sheefish, no trend emerges at a greater scale: in some 
communities, harvests of whitefishes other than sheefish are increasing, but elsewhere they trend 
downward. At Noatak, chum salmon harvests have been stable, while Dolly Varden harvests appear to be 
increasing. Harvests of pink and coho salmon have increased but remain small in comparison to those of 
chum salmon.  

The amount of salmon taken by rod and reel appears to have increased. Magdanz et al. (2011b) found that 
97% of salmon harvests between 1994–2004 came from set gillnets and beach seines (combined in data 
collection), and 3% was caught on rod and reel gear. Among that study’s recommendations for future 
studies was to collect harvest data by more specific gear types than solely nets and rod and reel. This 
study found that in all communities, over all study periods, 81% of the salmon harvest came from setnets, 
13% by seine, and 6% by rod and reel (and less than 1% could not be attributed to a specific gear type). 
This varied at the community level and annually.  

For nonsalmon species, a total of 59% of the catch came from setnets, with 55% occurring during periods 
of open water and less than 5% coming from nets set under ice. Another 15% came using other 
subsistence gear such as jigging, setlines, dip nets and fish traps. A larger portion of the harvest of 
nonsalmon fishes were taken on rod and reel (11%) than salmon—and most of this, 80%, was sheefish. 
As with salmon, the most productive gear types varied each year and at the community level. This is not 
surprising, as local conditions determine what works best. Ambler, for example, has a prime location near 
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town at which to set nets under the ice. There, nets set under ice in the fall target whitefish in prime 
condition prior to spawning. In 2012, this constituted 48% of the total fish harvest. The following year, 
less than 1% of the total was caught this way due to very poor ice conditions.  

The factors that respondents said affected their households’ harvest of fish between 2012 and 2014 
remain similar to factors described for the period 1994–2004 (Magdanz et al. 2011b) and in other studies 
that describe factors that affect subsistence (Braem et al. 2015; 2017; Carothers et al. 2014; Moerlein and 
Carothers 2012). Weather was the most commonly named factor—too much rain could interfere with 
processing of fish or cause river levels to become too high, and abnormally warm temperatures could 
spoil fish. Low water and warm temperatures combined contributed to a die off of chum salmon in 2014. 
The expense of doing subsistence, whether it be the cost of gasoline or of basic supplies like a boat or 
outboard motor, was frequently mentioned, and the cost of repair/replacement of gear could result in an 
item being unavailable when it was time to fish. Factors that relate to management were largely absent in 
peoples’ assessment of their fishing year, although a handful of respondents believed the commercial 
fishery at Kotzebue affected their catches inriver. 

As noted elsewhere, the 2013 and 2014 study periods of this project resulted in the two most complete 
datasets on annual subsistence fisheries within the State of Alaska’s Kotzebue Sound fishery management 
district to date. The district remains the largest subsistence salmon fishery lacking an annual harvest 
assessment program. It includes the fishing areas used by 14 communities: Point Hope, Kivalina, Noatak, 
Kotzebue, Kiana, Noorvik, Selawik, Ambler, Shungnak, Kobuk, Deering, Shishmaref, and Wales. In 
combination with results from the Chukchi Sea and Norton Sound Observation Network project, harvest 
estimates exist for 9 district communities in 2013 and for 11 in 2014. In 2013, an estimated 53,272 
salmon were taken by this project’s eight study communities and Deering. In 2014, an estimated 89,880 
salmon were caught by the project communities as well as Point Hope, Shishmaref and Kotzebue. 
Nonsalmon harvests exceeded those of salmon in the district, as well. In 2013, 9 communities harvested 
an estimated 21,637 sheefish, 111,212 other whitefish species, 4,509 Dolly Varden, and 19,991 northern 
pike. In 2014, 11 communities harvested an estimated 32,516 sheefish, 101,634 other whitefish species, 
18,778 Dolly Varden, and 16,269 northern pike. 
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Figure 6-18.–Fish harvests by resource, Ambler, Shungnak, Kobuk, and Noorvik, 2012–2014.  
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Figure 6-19.–Fish harvests by resource, Kiana, Selawik, Noatak, and Buckland, 2012–2014.  
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Figure 6-20.–Top fish resources harvested, Ambler, Shungnak, Kobuk, and Noorvik, 2012–2014.  
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Figure 6-21.–Top fish resources harvested, Kiana, Selawik, Noatak, and Buckland, 2012–2014. 
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
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2014 OSM Fisheries Interviews 
Part 1. Demographic Information 

1. name 

2. year/location born 

3. parents names and where from? 

4. how long has respondent been fishing? 

5. Are there important features in COMMUNITY history that relate to fishing? 

 

Part 2. 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 salmon and non-salmon fishing practices: 

a. Which species do you harvest? Timing of that harvest (for each species)? 
b. What are the primary means you use to harvest different species of fish? (gear type by 
species?) 
c. do you now or have you previously operated a fish camp? If so; where and when? How 
did you choose and aquire the camp location? 
d. Have your fishing areas changed at all? (map changes in area – currently and 10-20 
years ago) 
e. 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) 
f. What is your favorite way to eat___? Which parts of the fish do you use?  How do you 
preserve/process these parts? 
g. Are there any rules about fishing or the treatment of fish/nets during fishing? 
h. Are younger people learning to fish?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you learn? 
Are their food preferences the same.  
i. Do you fish with other people?  How is this determined? 
j. Do you fish with people from other communities? Or do you exchange fish with them? 
k. What do you do with the fish you harvest – how do you distribute/share it?  
l. Native names for fish species or other aspects of fishing?  Do you remember any 

traditional stories about fish species or fishing in your village? 
Part 3. Current and pasts environmental conditions  
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a. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in fishing? (weather, river 
conditions, wind, ice, )  
b. 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)? 
c. If harvest was different or unusual, did that affect other subsistence activities or your 
efforts/use of other subsistence foods?  
d. How do you feel the fish population is doing right now as compared to the past 5 
years, 10 years, or your lifetime?   
e. 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? 
f. Are there any fish species that are more or less commonly now than in the past?  
 

Part 4. Personal and community related to change in use/harvest. The following is an 
analysis of change given the discussion of the previous section.   Some general questions could 
be: 

a. Have there been any major events in Kobuk that have changed subsistence fishing 
practices overall? In the past 5 years, 10 years, lifetime? 
 

b. Are there specific personal changes that influenced your harvest and use of fish in the 
past 5 years, 10 years, lifetime? 
 

c. Are there specific economic changes that have influenced your harvest and use of fish in 
the past 5 years, 10 years, lifetime? 

 
Part 5. Wrap-up. 

a. Is there anything else that we are missing that is important to subsistence fishing 
activities? What would you like to share with the youth? Fishery managers? 

Notes 
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APPENDIX C: CONVERSION FACTORS 
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Resource name Reported units Conversion factor
2012 Salmon conversion factors for study communities

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

2013 Salmon conversion factors for study communities
Chum salmon individual 5.92
Chum salmon [CF retention] individual 5.92
Coho salmon individual 4.63
Coho salmon [CF retention] individual 4.63
Chinook salmon individual 9.27
Chinook salmon [CF retention] individual 9.27
Pink salmon individual 2.31
Pink salmon [CF retention] individual 2.31
Sockeye salmon individual 4.49
Sockeye salmon [CF retention] individual 4.49
Unknown salmon, Buckland individual 5.66
Unknown salmon, Kiana individual 5.62

2014 Salmon conversion factors for study communities
Chum salmon individual 6.22
Chum salmon [CF retention] individual 6.22
Coho salmon individual 5.14
Coho salmon [CF retention] individual 5.14
Chinook salmon individual 8.68
Chinook salmon [CF retention] individual 8.68
Pink salmon individual 2.48
Pink salmon [CF retention] individual 2.48
Sockeye salmon individual 4.03
Sockeye salmon [CF retention] individual 4.03
Unknown salmon, Noatak individual 5.91

-continued-

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 gal of smelt, the quantity would be multiplied by the appropriate 
conversion factor (in this case 6.0) to show a harvest of 18 lb of smelt.
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Appendix C.–Page 2 of 3
Resource name Reported units Conversion factor

Nonsalmon fish conversion factors for study communities, all years
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 0.14
Rainbow smelt pounds 1.00
Rainbow smelt gallons 6.00
Unknown smelts individual 0.14
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
Saffron cod individual 0.21
Saffron cod pounds 1.00
Saffron cod gallons 6.00
Saffron cod plastic bag 6.00
Pacific halibut individual 22.10
Pacific halibut pounds 1.00
Pacific halibut [CF retention] pounds 1.00
Burbot individual 4.20
Dolly Varden individual 3.30
Dolly Varden pounds 1.00
Dolly Varden [CF retention] individual 3.30
Lake trout individual 4.00
Arctic grayling individual 0.90
Arctic grayling pounds 1.00
Northern pike individual 3.30
Northern pike pounds 1.00
Sheefish (Ambler, Kiana, Kobuk, & Shungnak) individual 11.40
Sheefish [CF retention] (Ambler, Kiana, Kobuk, & Shungnak) individual 11.40
Sheefish (Noatak) individual 5.50
Longnose sucker 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

-continued-
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Appendix C.–Page 3 of 3
Resource name Reported units Conversion factor
Unknown ciscoes individual 2.10
Humpback whitefish gallons 6.00
Humpback whitefish quarts 1.50
Humpback whitefish individual 0.70
Round whitefish individual 2.66
Unknown whitefish, Kobuk (2013) individual 2.29
Unknown whitefish, Noorvik (2014) individual 2.29

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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STUDY YEAR 2012 
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Table D3-1.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2012. 

 
 

 

 

Table D3-2.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2012. 

 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 17.2 80.7 1,642.9 9,262.1 0.0 0.0 1.4 7.0 73.1 319.3 1,716.0 9,581.3 35.8 203.7 1,769.1 9,865.8
  Chum salmon 11.5 65.2 1,574.1 8,945.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,574.1 8,945.8 35.8 203.7 1,621.4 9,214.7
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 10.0 48.7 0.0 0.0 1.4 7.0 0.0 0.0 11.5 55.7 0.0 0.0 11.5 55.7
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 1.4 13.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 13.7 0.0 0.0 1.4 13.7
  Pink salmon 5.7 15.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 7.7 2.9 7.7 0.0 0.0 8.6 23.2
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 57.4 253.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 68.8 304.6 126.2 558.4 0.0 0.0 126.2 558.4
  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

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Dip netSeine Jigging

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

Rod and reel

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 24.4 196.2 2,638.5 12,072.2 90.3 239.0 9,449.8 28,528.7 768.7 1,842.0 0.0 0.0 12,947.3 42,682.0 1,039.6 6,833.0 14,011.3 49,711.1
  Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5
  Rainbow 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 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 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 0.0 0.0 304.0 304.0 304.0 304.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.7 120.5 117.6 493.9 0.0 0.0 146.3 614.3 0.0 0.0 146.3 614.3
  Dolly Varden 5.7 18.9 50.2 165.6 0.0 0.0 7.2 23.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.4 189.3 21.5 71.0 84.6 279.2
  Lake trout 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 11.5 0.0 0.0 2.9 11.5 0.0 0.0 2.9 11.5
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 43.0 38.7 0.0 0.0 207.9 187.1 576.5 518.8 0.0 0.0 827.4 744.7 120.5 108.4 947.8 853.1
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 511.9 1,689.4 4.3 14.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 516.2 1,703.5 51.6 170.4 567.8 1,873.9
  Sheefish 14.3 163.5 527.7 6,015.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 71.7 817.4 0.0 0.0 599.4 6,833.1 542.0 6,179.2 1,155.8 13,175.8
  Broad whitefish 4.3 13.8 1,046.8 3,349.7 40.2 128.5 8,058.9 25,788.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9,145.8 29,266.6 0.0 0.0 9,150.1 29,280.4
  Bering cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 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 0.0 351.3 737.8 45.9 96.4 1,147.2 2,409.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,544.4 3,243.2 0.0 0.0 1,544.4 3,243.2
  Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 107.5 75.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 107.5 75.3 0.0 0.0 107.5 75.3
  Unknown whitefishes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 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.

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Net under ice Jigging
Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Other method

Subsistence gear, 
any method
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Table D3-3.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Ambler, 2012. 

 
 
 
 
 

Table D3-4.–Summary of households responding to less use than recent years, by category, Ambler 
2012. 

 
 

 

 
  

Resource
Salmon

Chum salmon 415.8 ind 2,363.3 lb
Whitefishes

Sheefish 198.2 ind 2,207.9 lb
Humpback whitefish 645.3 ind 1,355.1 lb
Broad whitefish 1,231.2 ind 3,939.8 lb

Nonsalmon fish
Northern pike 4.3 ind 14.2 lb

Total 2,494.8 ind 9,880.3 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Amount Pounds

Number Percentage Number Percentage
Total households surveyed 53 100.0% 53 100.0%

Households responding 52 98.1% 53 100.0%
Households reporting less use 35 67.3% 33 62.3%
Households providing reasons 34 97.1% 29 87.9%

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
Note  less use percentages represent all households.

Household response summary for 
reasons for less use compared to 

recent years
Salmon Nonsalmon fish
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Table D3-5.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ambler, 2012. 

 
 
 
 

Table D3-6.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ambler, 2012. 

Reason Number Percentage Number Percentage
Family or personal 1 2.9% 1 3.4%
Resource availability 2 5.9% 2 6.9%
Resources too far 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
No equipment/equipment problems 3 8.8% 2 6.9%
Did not receive 4 11.8% 1 3.4%
Did not try/low effort 7 20.6% 4 13.8%
Unsuccessful (unlucky) 1 2.9% 0 0.0%
Weather/environment 19 55.9% 19 65.5%
Other 1 2.9% 0 0.0%
Working/not enough time 4 11.8% 3 10.3%
Regulations 1 2.9% 0 0.0%
Resources too small/diseased 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not get enough 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not need 1 2.9% 1 3.4%
Did not give any away 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Too expensive (fuel) 0 0.0% 1 3.4%
Use other resources 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Reasons for less use as compared to 
recent years

Salmon Nonsalmon fish

Reason Number Percentage Number Percentage
Increased availability 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
Used other resources 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
Good weather 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Received more 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
Needed more 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Increased effort 1 50.0% 1 20.0%
Got more help 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Traveled farther 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Increased success 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
Needed less 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Store-bought too expensive 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Had more equipment 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Reasons for more use as compared to 
recent years
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Table D3-7.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Ambler, 2012. 

 
 

Table D3-8.–Resources households reported needing more of, Ambler, 2012. 

 
 

Table D3-9.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Ambler, 2012. 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 46 42 91.3% 19 45.2% 0 0.0% 4 21.1% 9 47.4% 5 26.3% 1 5.3%
Nonsalmon fish 46 40 87.0% 13 32.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 38.5% 7 53.8% 1 7.7%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough _______ . Impact to those not getting enough ______ .
Valid responses Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Resource
Salmon 5 13.9%
Chum salmon 21 58.3%
Nonsalmon fish 5 13.9%
Burbot 1 2.8%
Sheefish 3 8.3%
Trout 2 5.6%
Whitefishes 2 5.6%
Broad whitefish 1 2.8%
Humpback whitefish 1 2.8%
Unknown 3 8.3%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households 

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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 16 2 12.5% 5 31.3% 4 25.0% 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 1 6.3%
Nonsalmon fish 13 1 7.7% 2 15.4% 6 46.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 15.4% 1 7.7%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
Note  Households were able to give more than one response.

Valid 
responses

Bought/bartered

Used more 
commercial 

foods

Used other 
subsistence 

foods
Asked

others for help
Made do 
without

Got public 
assistance Other 

Increased
effort to harvest Got a job

Obtained food 
from other sources



  

 

Table D3-10.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Ambler, 2012. 

Sport fish license needed for subsistence fishing with rod and reel. Spring moose hunt badly missed—shifted use to 
sport hunters rather than subsistence users. They don’t need moose in the fall, they need it in the spring, so now they 
need more freezers and there are more people taking more moose.  

Concerned that road will have a negative impact on subsistence, but will hopefully provide jobs, and an incentive for 
job skills development in Ambler, and an incentive for students to stay in school and graduate from high school. 

It’s good to have a road but it will affect hunting. Prices might drop benefit. Some concern about what might happen 
if the road opens. More people hunting. Don’t want to see hunting affected by increase[d] access. 

We need help with gas prices and always running out.  

Although respondent did not harvest or receive very much, she does go to relative’s house fairly regularly to eat 
wild foods. Her freezer is not large enough to receive many wild foods, but she gets enough.  

Should keep the way it is now because of subsistence wise. 

Effort to set yourself up for hunting especially getting gas preparation part of process. Team/crew like a whaling 
crew—everyone has a specialty. Have a driver/captain for caribou hunting, a shooter who kills as quickly and 
cleanly as they can. Overall concern is if road goes in and caters to mining, how will that affect this area? Big 
concern is that young people aren’t getting out and doing it, not learning like they should. Is our responsibility to 
guide younger ones, need to take young people out and teach them. Used to be a normal course of life that young 
people learned. On LEPC board, has many comments that why do worry at shipping groceries in for emergencies? 
Nobody cooks anymore. Need to teach people to go back to more subsistence so they’re more capable. What are we 
going to do if kids don’t learn, only drink juice and pop and food out of a box. 

Been very fortunate with people helping them out and giving food. Don’t lack at all foods, especially wild foods.  

Does this have to do with our licenses? [No.] 

Household is very careful not to intrude on subsistence activities. Completely against road. 

Would like to see more locals involved in subsistence advisory councils and as decision-makers (especially Board of 
Fish, Board of Game).  

Against road—going to bring people in and it’s really going to affect Ambler. All for the jobs, but don’t want to see 
a road.  Rather see a railroad to Golovin—least impact on migration routes and number of people who will impact 
subsistence resources.  

Town needs more gas, cheaper prices at the store way too high cost of food and gas! Used to use birds but doesn’t 
anymore because worried about bird flu. 

Local license vendors are rarely in town. There needs to be another vendor. Some people are afraid of buying 
permits online because of fear of giving out credit card info. When Kotzebue office sent a vendor out last fall and 
spring, that worked well and Fish & Game should do that again. 

Cost of living very expensive. Even if you try to make a living, it’s not enough. Especially heating oil—biggest 
problem/struggle. Always short of food too. Any help they can get, it would be nice. Some people do alcohol—blow 
their money on it. It’s the most severe problem. It hurts families—violence and they spend their money. Always 
have some Native food and that helps. Serious food insecurity. 

Warmer than usual El Nino all the time more and more anyway jet stream brings hi air too warm. Strange bugs in 
Selawik. Don’t need as much firewood because it’s so warm. Muskrat died out about 3 years ago. Trade caribou for 
muktuk with Pt. Lay.  

People in Ambler would rather receive. Just let things go by when it’s close by. Then say they’re needy—especially 
young families. Too much receiving. There’s a lot of resource, if they would get up and get them. Only elders 
should be receiving. Lots of resources around. 

-continued- 

  



  

 

Table D3-10.–Page 2 of 2. 

Their lot is above Ambler, worried about that. Lots of fish there in spring. How far is road going to go? Worried 
about how lot will be affected if the road crosses above it (it’s near bormite Ambler River). Store-bought foods don’t 
taste right. 

That mine opening there’s going to be chemicals running into streams and rivers. Global warming is changing things 
hard to set net ice is late. Harder to go out because of gas, store is expensive. Regulations—license, boat license and 
registration too much. Paperwork and collect locally easier and more accurate. 

Wish we had more gas to gather food. That’s been our problem for many years. Because the town is out of gas. Both 
road and subsistence can coexist. [Illegible] Mammals will cross roads it’s just throughway. Once road what kind of 
traffic will be on it? That’s what affect it. Animals have no place to go. Everywhere selling off. Trading off 
progress. It’s the start of the depletion of our land. Things will be cheaper but problem. Rather not see the road. 
Losing either way. High costs, we are the lowest voice. Our leaders are not leading. That’s the problem. They say I 
can’t say anything [be]cause another tribe. People not the power, but the people keep it to themselves. This village 
needs a lot of help. It’s a good place to be. Needs to start working together.  

Ambler River and Kobuk River are used for hunting. Putting the mining project will intervene with fishing and 
hunting water will get contaminated.  

Good fishing and good hunting—some areas have had big trouble with caribou. The gas and stove oil situation is 
terrible. We have the resources but need the gas. Expensive is a problem, none is a disaster.  

Gas is always a problem. Right now we could go out, but I can’t get gas. I am willing to go out for those who don’t 
have a snowmachine, but I don’t. Food is available out there, but there is always a problem with gas. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013. 
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Table D3-11.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Shungnak, Alaska, 2012. 

 
 

 

 
Table D3-12.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Shungnak, 2012. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 2,566.5 14,546.6 52.5 298.4 0.0 0.0 2,619.0 14,845.0 90.0 398.3 2,709.0 15,243.3
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 2,542.5 14,449.5 52.5 298.4 0.0 0.0 2,595.0 14,747.9 0.0 0.0 2,595.0 14,747.9
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 15.0 72.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.0 72.8 0.0 0.0 15.0 72.8
  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 9.0 24.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.0 24.3 0.0 0.0 9.0 24.3
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 90.0 398.3 90.0 398.3
  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

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

Rod and reel
Resource

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other method

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 1,512.0 9,391.2 2,352.0 6,453.0 217.5 423.0 0.0 0.0 3,864.0 15,844.2 839.0 7,583.8 4,920.5 23,851.0
  Rainbow 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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 4.5 18.9 0.0 0.0 45.0 189.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 18.9 0.0 0.0 49.5 207.9
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 7.5 24.8 18.0 59.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.5 84.2 73.5 242.6 99.0 326.7
  Lake trout 0.0 0.0 1.5 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 6.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 6.0
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 64.5 58.1 37.5 33.8 165.0 148.5 0.0 0.0 102.0 91.8 132.0 118.8 399.0 359.1
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 36.0 118.8 1.5 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 37.5 123.8 0.0 0.0 37.5 123.8
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 603.0 6,874.2 312.0 3,556.8 7.5 85.5 0.0 0.0 915.0 10,431.0 633.5 7,222.4 1,556.0 17,738.9
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 660.0 2,112.0 228.0 729.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 888.0 2,841.6 0.0 0.0 888.0 2,841.6
  Bering cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 52.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 52.5 0.0 0.0 75.0 52.5
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 75.0 52.5 1,050.0 735.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,125.0 787.5 0.0 0.0 1,125.0 787.5
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 60.0 126.0 600.0 1,260.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 660.0 1,386.0 0.0 0.0 660.0 1,386.0
  Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 21.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 21.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 21.0
  Unknown whitefishes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Subsistence gear, 
any methodJigging

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

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Other method
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Table D3-13.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Shungnak, 
2012. 

 
 
 
 
 

Table D3-14.–Summary of households responding to less use than recent years, by category, 
Shungnak, 2012. 

 
 

 

 
  

Resource
Salmon

Chum salmon 802.3 ind 4,559.6 lb
Whitefishes

Humpback whitefish 30.0 ind 63.0 lb
Sheefish 252.4 ind 2,812.2 lb
Least cisco 450.0 ind 450.0 lb

Nonsalmon fish
Lake trout 1.5 ind 6.0 lb
Northern pike 3.0 ind 9.9 lb
Dolly Varden 3.1 ind 10.1 lb
Arctic grayling 4.8 ind 4.3 lb

Total 1,547.1 ind 7,915.1 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Amount Pounds

Number Percentage Number Percentage
Total households surveyed 46 100.0% 46 100.0%

Households responding 46 100.0% 46 100.0%
Households reporting less use 26 56.5% 25 54.3%
Households providing reasons 26 100.0% 25 100.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
Note  less use percentages represent all households.

Nonsalmon fishSalmon

Household response summary for 
reasons for less use compared to 

recent years
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Table D3-15.–Reasons for less household use of a resource than in recent years, Shungnak, 2012. 

 
 
 

Table D3-16.–Reasons for more household uses of resources than in recent years, Shungnak, 2012. 

Reason Number Percentage Number Percentage
Family or personal 2 7.7% 1 4.0%
Resource availability 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Resources too far 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
No equipment/equipment problems 1 3.8% 1 4.0%
Did not receive 2 7.7% 3 12.0%
Did not try/low effort 2 7.7% 2 8.0%
Unsuccessful (unlucky) 1 3.8% 0 0.0%
Weather/environment 16 61.5% 17 68.0%
Other 1 3.8% 0 0.0%
Working/not enough time 4 15.4% 3 12.0%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Resources too small/diseased 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not get enough 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not need 1 3.8% 0 0.0%
Did not give any away 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Too expensive (fuel) 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Use other resources 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Salmon Nonsalmon fish

Reasons for less use as compared 
to recent years

Reason Number Percentage Number Percentage
Family or personal 2 7.7% 1 4.0%
Resource availability 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Resources too far 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
No equipment/equipment problems 1 3.8% 1 4.0%
Did not receive 2 7.7% 3 12.0%
Did not try/low effort 2 7.7% 2 8.0%
Unsuccessful (unlucky) 1 3.8% 0 0.0%
Weather/environment 16 61.5% 17 68.0%
Other 1 3.8% 0 0.0%
Working/not enough time 4 15.4% 3 12.0%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Resources too small/diseased 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not get enough 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not need 1 3.8% 0 0.0%
Did not give any away 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Too expensive (fuel) 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Use other resources 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Salmon Nonsalmon fish

Reasons for less use as compared 
to recent years
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Table D3-17.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Shungnak, 2012. 

 
 

 
Table D3-18.–Resources households reported needing more of, Shungnak, 2012. 

 
 
 

Table D3-19.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Shungnak, 2012. 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 46 42 91.3% 19 45.2% 0 0.0% 4 21.1% 9 47.4% 5 26.3% 1 5.3%
Nonsalmon fish 46 40 87.0% 13 32.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 38.5% 7 53.8% 1 7.7%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough _______ . Impact to those not getting enough ______ .
Valid responses Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Resource
Salmon 3 10.7%
Chum salmon 14 50.0%
Coho salmon 1 3.6%
Pink salmon 1 3.6%
Burbot 1 3.6%
Sheefish 3 10.7%
Whitefishes 6 21.4%
Broad whitefish 2 7.1%
Humpback whitefish 1 3.6%

Households 
needing

Percentage of
households
responding

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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 10 0 0.0% 5 50.0% 4 40.0% 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 11 0 0.0% 6 54.5% 3 27.3% 1 9.1% 1 9.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
Note  households were able to give more than one response.

Valid 
response

Bought/bartered
Used more 
commercial 

Used other 
subsistence 

Asked
others for help

Made do 
without

Increased
effort to harvest

Got public 
assistance Other Got a job

Obtained food 
from other sources
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Table D3-20.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Shungnak, 2012. 

Having enough fish to feed my family. Order our food from Anchorage, switched to different. Cheaper to get it by 
cases, but still expensive. 

Weather is changing. That’s all.  

Mine activity road will change, for our subsistence we will have to go way down to get our caribou. Price of gas, 
high price of food. Creek are populated by beaver to more sickness from beaver. Affecting the whitefish.  

Once when I was a teenager we didn’t get enough fish so we stayed with a family and they shared with us. It was 
nice. This is the worst since then. Kids hardly go out fishing, they’re into ipods, cellphones, TV, and computers. As 
long as we are in health, that’s enough. When I was a girl at BIA, we would fish as soon as school was out. I worked 
at the BIA school once I got older. I retired from school when I was 68. 

Food security in the town is an issue. Kids generally speaking will tell him they are hungry. Has students who say 
they are hungry once a week. Every student at this school is on free lunch. And they eat massive amounts of junk. 
Nutrition is a foreign concept for students. Sees students that had never seen pea pods or where seeds come from. 
The protein is there, but nothing supplemental to be added to it. Go to the store and look at their soda aisle? There’s 
only one way to fix it, a pre-postage questionnaire and some money. There is an element of checks being guaranteed 
for people and the new cords can limit food stamps. Let people know they are mailed in surveys and give out money 
this way. 

My concern would be how a road in the area would affect subsistence activity in the region.  

Seems to be the same, no major problem other than the high water. Fuel costs prevent me from going out, case you 
can’t get to the game. At $10.55/gal how can I afford it. 

Worried about young people not learning how to subsistence hunt. Learned while in camp and change a lot. Earth 
getting old. Getting different. Worried about bad weather. High water, can’t get fish. If caribou never come through 
here we worried. 

No fish and now my caribou is gone I’ve never run out before and now with no fish, I’m out. I trade dried caribou 
for seal oil. I cannot live out of the store. Have to buy gas before we go out. We always have to buy it. In Anaktuvuk 
Pass, elder can get a barrel for $50, here it’s $500. Spent $1500 on Anchorage food and I want to keep ordering to 
stay on it, but the dividend won’t last. If I don’t have to buy wood ‘cause it’s warm then I can feed them for two 
more weeks. We just cannot afford the prices at the store. $1.25 for a candy bar and $10.59 for a gallon. A loaf of 
bread is $6.00, white is $4.00. He has to depend on WIC for the milk, and I really need that for the baby. Every free 
program, we need it. I may be having a hard time and 3 of my sisters came to me when the food stamps run out.  

Used to catch thousands of them. Hardly none, a bad summer. No fish. Eating with other families. The high was the 
worst. We didn’t catch any whitefish last summer. 

Gas prices too high  

Worry about nothing later, food not here, that’s why I try to gather. Paniqtuq, berries, not like before, gather Eskimo 
food. Not food those days. Eat ptarmigan, rabbit. Snare. Stay in camp, fish put away, do not know how to pick 
berries or eat what we eat today, everything change. Worried about the younger kids not learning the old ways and 
how to take care of themselves off the land if they have to. 

Quit sending hunters up the Noatak, too much guiding/transporters. Upsetting migration patterns, diverting the 
herds. Fishing is disturbed by fly-over planes, catch and release fisherman fishing in same locations. Subsistence 
piece, shouldn’t be for sportsman.  Kotzebue hunters. 

Weather was bad last year. High price of gas.  

How is climate change going to affect subsistence fishing, hunting, etc.? How will the development of roads and 
influx of people affect caribou migration. What is being done to make sure that development does not interfere with 
subsistence hunting and gathering? What are the developers of Bornite Mine doing to minimize their impact on the 
environment and subsistence activities?  

-continued-  
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Table D3-20.–Page 2 of 2. 

High cost of gas has changed over the years. The nets we have set for fish to catch, seagulls and otters eats the fish, 
chew the nets. We have to budget now days because the gas is so high here in our town.  

Too much rain, which made it hard to catch fish and pick berries. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013. 
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Table D3-21.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kobuk, Alaska, 2012. 

 
 

 

 
Table D3-22.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kobuk, 2012. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 2,643.4 15,014.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,643.4 15,014.2 15.6 88.7 2,659.0 15,102.9
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 2,621.8 14,900.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,621.8 14,900.2 15.6 88.7 2,637.4 14,988.8
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 14.4 69.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.4 69.9 0.0 0.0 14.4 69.9
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 3.6 34.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 34.5 0.0 0.0 3.6 34.5
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 3.6 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 9.7 0.0 0.0 3.6 9.7
  Sockeye 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
  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

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

Rod and reel
Resource

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other method

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 1,242.0 10,774.2 132.0 303.6 12.0 50.4 10.8 45.4 1,396.8 11,173.6 522.7 2,952.6 1,919.5 14,126.2
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.0 50.4 10.8 45.4 22.8 95.8 0.0 0.0 22.8 95.8
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 4.8 15.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 15.8 34.8 114.8 39.6 130.7
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 18.0 16.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.0 16.2 238.3 214.5 256.3 230.7
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 68.4 225.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 68.4 225.7 27.3 90.1 95.7 315.8
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 840.0 9,576.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 840.0 9,576.0 222.2 2,533.2 1,062.2 12,109.2
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 261.6 837.1 24.0 76.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 285.6 913.9 0.0 0.0 285.6 913.9
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 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 49.2 103.3 108.0 226.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 157.2 330.1 0.0 0.0 157.2 330.1
  Unknown whitefishes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Fish trapJigging

Subsistence gear, 
any method

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

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods
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Table D3-23.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Kobuk, 
2012. 

 
 

 

 

 
Table D3-24.–Summary of households responding to less use than recent years, by category, Kobuk, 

2012. 

 
  

Resource
Salmon

Chinook salmon 3.6 ind 47.7 lb
Pink salmon 2.4 ind 8.7 lb
Chum salmon 2,110.3 ind 11,993.1 lb

Whitefishes
Humpback whitefish 18.0 ind 37.8 lb
Broad whitefish 210.0 ind 672.0 lb
Sheefish 318.0 ind 3,542.5 lb

Nonsalmon fish
Burbot 1.2 ind 5.0 lb
Northern pike 19.2 ind 63.4 lb
Arctic grayling 48.0 ind 43.2 lb

Total 2,730.7 ind 16,413.4 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

PoundsAmount

Number Percentage Number Percentage
Total households surveyed 30 100.0% 30 100.0%

Households responding 30 100.0% 30 100.0%
Households reporting less use 21 70.0% 19 63.3%
Households providing reasons 21 100.0% 18 94.7%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
Note  less use percentages represent all households.

Household response summary for 
reasons for less use compared to 

recent years
Nonsalmon fishSalmon
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Table D3-25.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kobuk, 2012. 

 
 

 

 
Table D3-26.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kobuk, 2012. 

Reason Number Percentage Number Percentage
Family or personal 1 4.8% 1 5.6%
Resource availability 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Resources too far 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
No equipment/equipment problems 1 4.8% 2 11.1%
Did not receive 1 4.8% 1 5.6%
Did not try/low effort 0 0.0% 1 5.6%
Unsuccessful (unlucky) 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Weather/environment 18 85.7% 15 83.3%
Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Working/not enough time 2 9.5% 1 5.6%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Resources too small/diseased 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not get enough 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not need 1 4.8% 0 0.0%
Did not give any away 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Too expensive (fuel) 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Use other resources 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Nonsalmon fishSalmon

Reasons for less use as compared to 
recent years

Reason Number Percentage Number Percentage
Increased availability 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Used other resources 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Good weather 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Received more 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Needed more 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Increased effort 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Got more help 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Traveled farther 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Increased success 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Needed less 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Store-bought too expensive 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Had more equipment 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Salmon Nonsalmon fish

Reasons for more use as compared to 
recent years



   

 

306 

Table D3-27.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Kobuk, 2012. 

 
 

 
Table D3-28.–Resources households reported needing more of, Kobuk, 2012. 

 
 

Table D3-29.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Kobuk, 2012. 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 30 28 93.3% 15 53.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 46.7% 6 40.0% 2 13.3%
Nonsalmon fish 30 28 93.3% 11 39.3% 1 9.1% 0 0.0% 4 36.4% 5 45.5% 1 9.1%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Resource category
Sample 

households

Households not getting enough _______ . Impact to those not getting enough ______ .

Valid responses Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Resource
Unknown 6 26.1%
Salmon 2 8.7%
Chum salmon 13 56.5%
Sockeye salmon 1 4.3%
Sheefish 5 21.7%
Whitefishes 6 26.1%

Households 
needing

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

Percentage of
households
responding

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 9 0 0.0% 5 55.6% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 7 0 0.0% 5 71.4% 2 28.6% 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.
Note  households were able to give more than one response.

Valid
response

Bought/bartere
d

Used more 
commercial 

Used other 
subsistence 

Asked
others for help

Made do 
without

Increased
effort to harvest

Got public 
assistance Other Got a job

Obtained food 
from other sources
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Table D3-30.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Kobuk, 2012. 

I hope next year we get more meat or fish. I hope they don’t put that road in. It will scare the meat away. It already 
happens. They cruise down the road and it scares the game. 

Froze bad. Too shallow in upper Kobuk for under-ice net. I feel secure about the land and trust the land will give me 
what I need. The road may go up the Maniilaq River—the most beautiful place up here. Caribou movement and 
water quality are a concern.  

Mentioned that this was a bad year to do this project because of low harvests.  

If they build road by Kobuk River it would hurt subsistence. It would make fuel more affordable if can haul from 
Fairbanks and freight. Other ideas—railroad says cost more. It would be better if the railroad. A bear tore up the fish 
net. 

My concern is that this data be compared with a normal year because this year was too wet, too much rain. River 
was high. Cost of heating oil and gas is too high. Hard to do subsistence. The noise from the mine/drilling rigs keep 
the caribou away during fall harvest time. Used more store food, used more wood because of price of stove oil. Less 
berries because of too much rain. 

Same as last year—maybe less chum and caribou, but it all equaled out. He says he can always get food and always 
has enough. He says Alaska can provide food if you know how to hunt and fish.  

It’s better to learn from other people so I stopped doing independent hunting and fishing. Question about road—if 
they want cheapest route, it costs money to be safe—who says they want spend money to be safe and environmental 
friendly. Is railroad cheaper to road? Why not go to Red Dog Mine. Kids may go drink and go down road and get 
lost. Look at Dalton Highway. I don’t think they’ll have much control if they build it. I think a railroad would be less 
disturbing to caribou. 

I’d rather not see a road. I’m anti-mine but it would change the face of this place.  

Concern—a whole lot of competition for hunting when the road is open. One elder told him about a surveyor was 
looking around—miner—poisoned a creek (copper is poisonous) and everything was dead the next year. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013. 
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Table D3-31.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2012. 

 
 

 

 
Table D3-32.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2012. 

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

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Dip netSeine

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

Rod and reelOther method

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 244.0 780.7 25,944.7 100,706.2 325.3 227.7 3,547.4 31,989.5 79.7 321.1 11.4 68.3 21.1 188.8 29,929.6 133,501.6 319.1 2,238.6 30,492.7 136,520.9
  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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Rainbow smelt 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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 68.6 68.6 68.6 68.6
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 245.3 1,030.3 0.0 0.0 566.0 2,377.3 65.1 273.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 876.4 3,680.8 0.0 0.0 876.4 3,680.8
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 97.1 320.5 0.0 0.0 1.6 5.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 98.8 325.9 0.0 0.0 98.8 325.9
  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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.7 24.9 27.7 24.9
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 4,764.5 15,722.9 0.0 0.0 310.7 1,025.2 9.8 32.2 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 0.0 0.0 3,345.7 38,141.2 0.0 0.0 2,465.8 28,109.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.3 185.4 5,827.8 66,436.6 174.0 1,984.0 6,001.8 68,420.6
  Broad whitefish 244.0 780.7 9,797.6 31,352.4 0.0 0.0 40.7 130.1 4.9 15.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9,843.2 31,498.1 0.0 0.0 10,087.1 32,278.9
  Bering cisco 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 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 0.0 0.0 6,243.3 13,111.0 0.0 0.0 162.7 341.6 0.0 0.0 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 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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Other method

Subsistence gear, 
any method

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

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Dip netSetlineJigging
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Table D3-33.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Noorvik, 
2012. 

 
 

 

 
Table D3-34.–Summary of households responding to less use than recent years, by category, Noorvik, 

2012. 

 
  

Resource
Salmon

Pink salmon 73.2 ind 153.7 lb
Chum salmon 260.2 ind 1,561.4 lb

Whitefish
Least cisco 89.5 ind 50.1 lb
Humpback whitefish 307.9 ind 646.5 lb
Sheefish 393.5 ind 4,383.3 lb
Broad whitefish 1,333.5 ind 4,267.3 lb

Nonsalmon fish
Burbot 41.2 ind 172.9 lb
Northern pike 82.3 ind 271.6 lb

Total 2,581.2 ind 11,506.9 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Amount Pounds

NumberPercentage NumberPercentage
Total households surveyed 83 100.0% 83 100.0%

Households responding 81 97.6% 79 95.2%
Households reporting less use 41 50.6% 35 44.3%
Households providing reasons 39 95.1% 29 82.9%

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

Household response summary 
for reasons for less use 

compared to recent years
Nonsalmon fishSalmon
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Table D3-35.–Reasons use of resources was less than recent years, by category, Noorvik, 2012. 

 
 

 

 
Table D3-36.–Reasons use of resources was more than recent years, by category, Noorvik, 2012. 

Reason NumberPercentage NumberPercentage
Family or personal 5 12.8% 4 13.8%
Resource availibilty 2 5.1% 2 6.9%
Resources too far 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
No equipment/equipment problems 6 15.4% 6 20.7%
Did not recieve 8 20.5% 5 17.2%
Did not try/low effort 4 10.3% 4 13.8%
Unsuccessful (unlucky) 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Weather/environment 11 28.2% 8 27.6%
Other 1 2.6% 1 3.4%
Working/not enough time 7 17.9% 1 3.4%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Resources too small/diseased 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not get enough 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not need 1 2.6% 1 3.4%
Did not give any away 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Too expensive (fuel) 1 2.6% 1 3.4%
Use other resources 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Reasons for less use as 
compared to recent years

Nonsalmon fishSalmon

Reason NumberPercentage NumberPercentage
Increased availability 0 0.0% 2 40.0%
Used other resources 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Good weather 1 12.5% 0 0.0%
Received more 3 37.5% 1 20.0%
Needed more 1 12.5% 1 20.0%
Increased effort 2 25.0% 0 0.0%
Got more help 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Other 1 12.5% 2 40.0%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Traveled farther 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Increased success 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
Needed less 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Store bought too expensive 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Had more equipment 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Reasons for more use as 
compared to recent years
Salmon Nonsalmon fish
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Table D3-37.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Noorvik, 2012. 

 
 

Table D3-38.–Resources of which households reported needing more, Noorvik, 2012. 

 
 

Table D3-39.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Noorvik, 2012. 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
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% 4 23.5% 3 17.6% 4 23.5% 5 29.4% 1 5.9%

Sampled 
households

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

Resource category

Households getting enough _______ . Impact to those not getting enough ______ .

Valid responses Did not get enough No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe

Resource
Chum salmon 16 32.0
Coho salmon 3 6.0
Chinook salmon 1 2.0
Sockeye salmon 2 4.0
Unknown salmon 6 12.0
Nonsalmon fish 2 4.0
Sheefish 2 4.0
Whitefishes 8 16.0
Broad whitefish 1 2.0

Percentage of 
households 
responding

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

Number of 
households 

needing

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 20 0 0.0% 6 30.0% 9 45.0% 0 0.0% 3 15.0% 2 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 6 1 16.7% 3 50.0% 2 33.3% 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.
Note  households were able to give more than one response.

Got a job
Got public 
assistance Other Valid 

responses
Bought/bartered

Asked 
others for help Made do without

Used more 
commercial foods

Used other 
subsistence 

foods
Increased effort 

to harvest

Obtained food 
from other 

sources
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Table D3-40.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Noorvik, 2012. 

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 divvy up. Cost about 120 to go hunt. 

[F]ish—sick or w/ sores are thrown away. 

Worried restriction would limit subsistence 

Maybe 4 or 5 front half like whitefish back half like sheefish (recorded as whitefish). Black fish w/pink spots/pale 
pink flesh/bony (coded as trout but she thought it was not Dolly Varden). More wolves. Food chain, global warming 
—water warmer, fish more different. 

No closed seasons for subsistence 

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. 

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. 

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. 

Hassle to have to buy license—don’t always have money. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013. 
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Table D3-41.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2012. 

 
 

 

 
Table D3-42.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2012. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 1,155.7 6,098.9 734.6 4,124.2 0.0 0.0 1,890.4 10,223.1 1,186.2 5,995.4 3,076.6 16,218.5
  Chum salmon 974.5 5,538.5 673.5 3,827.4 0.0 0.0 1,648.0 9,365.9 793.9 4,511.8 2,441.9 13,877.8
  Coho salmon 16.3 79.3 61.2 296.8 0.0 0.0 77.5 376.1 162.5 788.8 240.1 1,164.9
  Chinook salmon 3.2 30.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2 30.8 0.0 0.0 3.2 30.8
  Pink salmon 153.7 415.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 153.7 415.2 166.4 449.4 320.1 864.6
  Sockeye salmon 7.9 35.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.9 35.1 55.5 245.4 63.4 280.5
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.9 0.0 7.9 0.0
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Rod and reel
Resource

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 3,219.7 14,809.4 4,724.8 10,191.1 229.8 965.0 133.1 1,129.5 84.0 387.0 8,391.4 27,482.0 1,724.4 13,910.8 10,115.8 41,392.7
  Rainbow 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 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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 229.8 965.0 53.9 226.3 79.2 332.8 362.9 1,524.1 89.9 377.7 452.8 1,901.7
  Dolly Varden 9.7 31.9 170.6 563.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 180.3 594.8 69.2 228.4 249.5 823.2
  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 50.7 45.6 50.7 45.6
  Northern pike 263.9 871.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 263.9 871.0 14.5 47.8 278.4 918.8
  Sheefish 644.9 7,352.3 3.2 36.1 0.0 0.0 79.2 903.2 4.8 54.2 732.1 8,345.9 1,055.4 12,031.0 1,787.4 20,376.9
  Broad whitefish 1,726.5 5,524.7 1,645.1 5,264.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3,371.6 10,789.2 224.0 716.7 3,595.6 11,505.9
  Arctic cisco 0.0 0.0 1,267.7 887.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,267.7 887.4 0.0 0.0 1,267.7 887.4
  Bering cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 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 126.8 88.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 126.8 88.7 0.0 0.0 126.8 88.7
  Humpback whitefish 448.0 940.7 1,638.2 3,440.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,086.2 4,380.9 220.7 463.5 2,306.9 4,844.4

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Other method

Subsistence gear, 
any method

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

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Setline Jigging
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Table D3-43.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon for consumption by dogs in Kiana, 2012 

 
 

 

 
Table D3-44.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kiana, 2012. 

 
  

Resource Amount Pounds
Salmon

Chum salmon 116.3 ind 697.7
Whitefishes

Sheefish 87.3 ind 972.4
Broad whitefish 435.3 ind 1,392.8
Humpback whitefish 588.6 ind 1,236.0

Nonsalmon fish
Northern pike 8.0 ind 26.6
Whitefishes 1,111.1 ind 3,601.2

Total 1,235.5 ind 4,325.5
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 65 62 59 95.2% 15 24.2% 26 41.9% 18 29.0% 3 4.8%
Nonsalmon fish 65 64 58 90.6% 20 31.3% 28 43.8% 10 15.6% 6 9.4%
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
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Table D3-45.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kiana, 2012. 

 
 

 

 
Table D3-46.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kiana, 2012. 

Reason Number Percentage Number Percentage
Family/personal 4 30.8% 1 5.6%
Resources less 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Too far to travel 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Lack of equipment 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Less sharing 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Lack of effort 3 23.1% 2 11.1%
Unsuccessful 1 7.7% 3 16.7%
Weather/environment 2 15.4% 6 33.3%
Other reasons 2 15.4% 0 0.0%
Working/no time 1 7.7% 1 5.6%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small/diseased animals 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not get enough 0 0.0% 2 11.1%
Did not need 0 0.0% 2 11.1%
Equipment/fuel expense 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Used other resources 0 0.0% 1 5.6%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Reasons for less use as compared to recent 
years

Salmon Nonsalmon fish

Reason Number Percentage Number Percentage
Increased availability 0 0.0% 1 12.5%
Used other resources 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Favorable weather 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Received more 7 41.2% 3 37.5%
Needed more 3 17.6% 2 25.0%
Increased effort 3 17.6% 0 0.0%
Had more help 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Other 2 11.8% 1 12.5%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Traveled farther 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
More success 1 5.9% 0 0.0%
Needed less 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Store-bought expense 1 5.9% 1 12.5%
Got/fixed equipment 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Reasons for less use as compared to recent 
Salmon Nonsalmon fish
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Table D3-47.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Kiana, 2012. 

 
 

Table D3-48.–Resources households reported needing more of, Kiana, 2012. 

 
 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 65 59 90.8% 12 20.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 41.7% 6 50.0% 1 8.3%
Nonsalmon fish 65 58 89.2% 18 31.0% 2 11.1% 0 0.0% 7 38.9% 7 38.9% 2 11.1%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 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

Salmon 2 9.5%
Chum salmon 8 38.1%
Coho salmon 2 9.5%
Chinook salmon 2 9.5%
Pink salmon 1 4.8%
Nonsalmon fish 1 4.8%
Burbot 2 9.5%
Northern pike 1 4.8%
Sheefish 5 23.8%
Trout 2 9.5%
Whitefishes 10 47.6%
Broad whitefish 1 4.8%
Humpback whitefish 1 4.8%
Unspecified 3 14.3%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2013.
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Table D3-49.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Kiana, 2012. 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 4 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 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 6 0 0.0% 6 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.

Increased effort to 
harvest Working/no time

Obtained food from other 
sources Got public assistance Other

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others for 
help

Replaced with 
other subsistence 

foods
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Table D3-50.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Kiana, 2012. 

Why do you need a license to fish if Alaska residents? 

I wanted fish eggs. 

Main thing is transportation. 

Beaver are blocking the rivers/slough. Too many beavers. 

Wants to know when fish and game is coming to Kiana. 

It rained and made the water high. 

Broke rod and reel. Wasn’t able to pursue chum salmon any further. 

Fish and Game help a lot with fish, some people can’t go out to fish. 

Doesn’t believe we need licenses for rod and reel here. Nothing brought back to the community. Enforcement and 
regulations. Appreciate distribution of fish and employment. 

Beavers plugging up sloughs to get whitefish and salmon, building dams—makes it hard to go to catch fish. Low 
amount of study on whitefish. 

Didn’t get enough mudshark, sheefish, and whitefish. 

Grandchildren take turns staying and helping. 

There are a lot of outside people going fishing and I hope the locals have enough. You see the pictures from 80 years 
ago and they had a lot. I hope outside people don’t fish trout. The leach pits at the mine was over flowed last year 
and I worry about the leaching getting in our water. The state guys told me that the rain overflows the settling ponds. 
Healthy stock needed to sustain villagers. 

Sorry that the road is being built. Think the road is horrible. The fishing will change. Anytime a remote community 
is linking it can be devastating to a community. We try to educate students about keeping the waters safe and clean. 
But they don’t think about it often. We ask, “What do you do with oil?” They say, “We dump it overboard.” 
Educating is a big deal for students. 

We share our whitefish and barter for muktuk and berries and other subsistence foods.  

Had a hard time giving fish away at the end of the year because people didn’t want to process it. We ran out of 
freezer space. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013. 
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Table D3-51.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2012. 

 
 

 

 

Table D3-52.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2012. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 2,810.0 15,740.6 4,681.7 26,095.1 60.7 268.7 7,552.4 42,104.5 1,049.0 5,918.3 8,601.4 48,022.8
  Chum salmon 2,731.0 15,520.9 4,068.4 23,121.7 0.0 0.0 6,799.4 38,642.6 1,014.1 5,763.2 7,813.5 44,405.8
  Coho salmon 3.0 14.7 607.2 2,946.6 0.0 0.0 610.3 2,961.3 1.5 7.4 611.8 2,968.7
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 1.5 14.5 0.0 0.0 1.5 14.5 0.0 0.0 1.5 14.5
  Pink salmon 75.9 205.0 4.6 12.3 0.0 0.0 80.5 217.3 0.0 0.0 80.5 217.3
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.7 268.7 60.7 268.7 33.4 147.8 94.1 416.5
  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
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Rod and reel
Resource

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 1,946.2 5,573.0 1,175.0 3,484.0 5,240.4 16,541.2 15.2 31.9 8,376.7 25,630.1 1,187.1 3,676.8 9,563.9 29,306.8
  Rainbow 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 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 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 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 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 53.1 175.3 329.4 1,087.1 4,645.3 15,329.5 0.0 0.0 5,027.9 16,591.9 1,026.2 3,386.5 6,054.1 19,978.4
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 238.3 214.5 0.0 0.0 238.3 214.5 113.9 102.5 352.2 317.0
  Northern pike 3.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 10.0 22.8 75.1 25.8 85.2
  Sheefish 75.9 417.5 0.0 0.0 9.1 50.1 0.0 0.0 85.0 467.6 15.2 83.5 100.2 551.1
  Broad whitefish 1,055.1 3,376.2 564.7 1,807.1 197.3 631.5 0.0 0.0 1,817.1 5,814.8 9.1 29.1 1,826.2 5,844.0
  Humpback whitefish 759.0 1,594.0 280.8 589.8 150.3 315.6 15.2 31.9 1,205.3 2,531.2 0.0 0.0 1,205.3 2,531.2
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Other method

Subsistence gear, 
any methodJigging
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Table D3-53.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noatak, 2012. 

 
 

 

 

Table D3-54.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noatak, 2012. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 83 82 82 100.0% 42 51.2% 29 35.4% 11 13.4% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 83 83 83 100.0% 40 48.2% 29 34.9% 14 16.9% 0 0.0%
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

Reason Number Percentage Number Percentage
Family/personal 1 2.6% 0 0.0%
Resources less available 1 2.6% 3 7.5%
Too far to travel 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Lack of equipment 2 5.1% 10 25.0%
Less sharing 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Lack of effort 18 46.2% 13 32.5%
Unsuccessful 3 7.7% 3 16.7%
Weather/environment 15 38.5% 9 22.5%
Other reasons 0 0.0% 1 2.5%
Working/no time 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small/diseased animals 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Did not get enough 0 0.0% 2 5.0%
Did not need 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Equipment/fuel expense 1 2.6% 2 5.0%
Used other resources 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Reasons for less use as compared to 
recent years

Salmon Nonsalmon fish
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Table D3-55.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noatak, 2012. 

Reason Number Percentage Number Percentage
Increased availability 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Used other resources 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Favorable weather 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Received more 0 0.0% 1 14.3%
Needed more 2 66.7% 1 14.3%
Increased effort 1 33.3% 2 28.6%
Had more help 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Other 0 0.0% 2 28.6%
Regulations 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Traveled farther 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
More success 0 0.0% 1 14.3%
Needed less 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Store-bought expense 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Got/fixed equipment 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.

Reasons for more use as compared to 
recent years

Salmon Nonsalmon fish
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Table D3-56.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Noatak, 2012. 

 
 

 

Table D3-57.–Resources households reported needing more of, Noatak, 2012. 

 
 

 

Table D3-58.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Noatak, 2012. 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 83 80 96.4% 37 46.3% 7 18.9% 2 5.4% 24 64.9% 4 10.8% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon Fish 83 81 97.6% 38 46.9% 2 5.3% 0 0.0% 28 73.7% 7 18.4% 1 2.6%

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, 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

Chum salmon 32 82.1%
Coho salmon 1 2.6%
Dolly Varden 6 15.4%
Sheefish 1 2.6%
Trout 23 59.0%
Whitefishes 6 15.4%
Unspecified 10 25.6%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 22 0 0.0% 20 90.9% 4 18.2% 0 0.0% 1 4.5% 1 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon Fish 23 0 0.0% 20 87.0% 5 21.7% 0 0.0% 2 8.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others for 
help

Replaced with 
other subsistence 

foods Other
Increased effort to 

harvest Working/no time
Obtained food from 

other sources
Got public 
assistance

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013.
a. Includes households failing to respond to the question and those households that never used the resource.
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Table D3-59.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Noatak, 2012. 

Good year for fishing for salmon and trout. 

Would go fishing more if gas price was lower. 

Traffic on the river. 

Last year weather and H2O good. Fished a lot. Used a lot more because of very poor caribou hunting. Ran out early 
got a lot but shared w/other. (All over town not enough caribou) 

Why are we not getting as much fish then recent years? 

Thankful for survey, made me think about how need to put up more fish. Think thankful for fish you do get to share. 
All fish brought back from ORV [Noorvik] for T-Day feast. 

Gas price too high, weather conditions. 

The river will eventually get more shallow and will affect the fishing. 

Wondering why the fish not coming up after freeze-up. 

Please donate fish to one. 

Few years ago there was big trout. Last year was small trout. This year big 3 medium trout in the winter. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2013. 
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Table E4-1.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2013. 

 
 

 

 
Table E4-2.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2013. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 398.1 2,356.6 3,586.7 20,142.3 749.7 4,386.8 6.6 15.3 4,343.0 24,544.5 43.8 257.3 4,784.9 27,158.4
  Chum salmon 398.1 2,356.6 3,170.0 18,766.5 709.9 4,202.6 0.0 0.0 3,879.9 22,969.1 42.5 251.4 4,320.5 25,577.1
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 147.3 681.6 39.8 184.2 0.0 0.0 187.1 865.8 0.0 0.0 187.1 865.8
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 8.0 73.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 73.8 0.0 0.0 8.0 73.8
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 253.4 584.6 0.0 0.0 6.6 15.3 260.1 599.9 0.0 0.0 260.1 599.9
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 8.0 35.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 35.8 1.3 6.0 9.3 41.7
  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
Resource

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 66.3 756.3 6,187.4 31,302.6 2,131.0 6,964.9 247.1 324.4 13.3 42.5 31.8 95.8 8,610.7 38,730.2 996.5 8,825.0 9,673.6 48,311.5
  Saffron cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.6 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.6 2.2 0.0 0.0 10.6 2.2
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 17.3 72.5 0.0 0.0 16.2 68.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.5 140.6 0.0 0.0 33.5 140.6
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 146.0 481.7 1.3 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 147.3 486.1 14.6 48.2 161.9 534.2
  Lake trout 0.0 0.0 13.3 53.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 53.1 0.0 0.0 13.3 53.1
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 256.1 230.5 13.3 11.9 215.0 193.5 0.0 0.0 2.7 2.4 487.0 438.3 102.2 92.0 589.2 530.2
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 448.5 1,480.1 39.8 131.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 488.3 1,611.4 157.9 521.1 646.2 2,132.5
  Sheefish 66.3 756.3 1,614.9 18,409.5 181.8 2,072.4 5.3 60.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,802.0 20,542.4 713.9 8,138.3 2,582.2 29,437.0
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 2,583.5 8,267.3 729.8 2,335.4 0.0 0.0 13.3 42.5 29.2 93.4 3,355.8 10,738.5 8.0 25.5 3,363.8 10,764.0
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 13.3 9.3 26.5 18.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.8 27.9 0.0 0.0 39.8 27.9
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 1,094.7 2,298.9 1,138.5 2,390.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,233.2 4,689.7 0.0 0.0 2,233.2 4,689.7

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Jigging Net under ice Setline

Subsistence gear, 
any method

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

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods
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Table E4-3.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Ambler, 2013. 

 
 

 

Resource
Salmon

  Pink salmon 6.6 ind 15.3 lb
  Chum salmon 832.0 ind 4,925.3 lb

Whitefish
  Sheefish 256.1 ind 2,919.5 lb
  Humpback whitefish 278.7 ind 585.2 lb
  Broad whitefish 940.8 ind 3,010.5 lb

Other nonsalmon fish
  Lake trout 6.6 ind 26.5 lb
  Arctic grayling 33.2 ind 29.9 lb
  Northern pike 136.7 ind 451.0 lb

Total 2,484.0 ind 11,947.9 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Amount Pounds
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Table E4-4.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ambler, 2013. 

 
 

 
Table E4-5.–Summary of households responding to less use than recent years, by category, Ambler 2013. 

 
 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 52 52 45 86.5% 24 46.2% 11 21.2% 10 19.2% 7 13.5%
Nonsalmon fish 52 51 49 96.1% 18 35.3% 21 41.2% 10 19.6% 2 3.9%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 52 21 0 0.0% 2 10% 0 0.0% 3 14% 0 0% 3 14% 2 9.5% 6 28.6%
Nonsalmon fish 51 16 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 3 19% 0 0% 2 13% 0 0.0% 7 43.8%

Table E4-5.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 0 21 1 5% 1 4.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 9.5% 0 0.0% 2 9.5% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 0 16 2 13% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 1 6.3% 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 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-

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table E4-6.–Summary of households responding to more use than recent years, by category, Ambler 2013. 

 
 

 
Table E4-7.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Ambler, 2013. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 52 10 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 10.0% 1 10.0% 4 40.0% 2 20.0%
Nonsalmon fish 51 10 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 2 20.0% 3 30.0% 3 30.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 52 10 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 10.0%
Nonsalmon fish 51 10 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 10.0%

-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, 2014.

Other

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table E4-6.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 52 44 84.6% 18 40.9% 2 11.1% 2 11.1% 8 44.4% 6 33.3% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 52 48 92.3% 22 45.8% 5 22.7% 1 4.5% 8 36.4% 7 31.8% 1 4.5%

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, 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
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Table E4-8.–Resources households reported needing more of, Ambler, 2013. 

 
 

Salmon 2 2.9%
Chum salmon 14 20.3%
Coho salmon 5 7.2%
Chinook salmon 4 5.8%
Pink salmon 2 2.9%
Sockeye salmon 2 2.9%
Burbot 6 8.7%
Dolly Varden 8 11.6%
Arctic grayling 7 10.1%
Northern pike 6 8.7%
Sheefish 11 15.9%
Whitefishes 9 13.0%
Broad whitefish 5 7.2%
Humpback whitefish 5 7.2%
Unknown 6 8.7%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.
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Table E4-9.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Ambler, 2013. 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
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%

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, 2014.

-continued-

Table E4-9.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Got a job

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource
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Table E4-10.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Ambler, 2013. 

Late fish run. 

Why only in Kiana fish and game can go to their village and set net and give fish away daily? Why can’t it be in 
every village. Would be nice with high cost of gas and no one to help you check and set net. 

The open road affecting the local wildlife and the road being so close to the spawning stream. 

I personally feel the great need in our diet is the subsistence wildlife here in Ambler is a disastrous non-flow of fish 
due to rain and misty to dry fish. 

If they start mining and the road it will affect the spawning, to the north to the river all the way from the waterfall. 
Worried about the outcome of the drainage to our fishing area. Don’t want no one to touch our land all the way from 
waterfall (Nauyatuuq) to Kobuk Lake. It would affect the subsistence hunting area for the upper Kobuk area. 

Tried fishing but didn’t catch any. 

Concerning of the roads being built near upper Kobuk spawning areas. Need to not bother subsistence hunting to 
AK Native born Native, and no game huntings. 

Concerned of deformed fish (burbot?) 

These days are not long time ago. We used to fish a lot long ago, because the cost of gas wasn’t very much, and the 
weather was great, and we would work together as a family. We miss those days. 

When there’s less rain, they’d set net for salmon, and trout. Anything that comes up from the river that’s why they 
hardly have any dried fish. Used to catch whitefish but didn’t due to the rain, it would freeze, thaw…strange weather 
in the fall time. 

No concerns right now just need a boat. 

Hoping there’s enough fish this year. 

How much effect would that road cause at the spawning grounds? 

The new road that they are building we know it will affect our fish and caribou migration. And the mining would 
affect them too. 

Hopefully better luck next summer. 

Ask the region to do things not fish and wildlife. (Not F&G: regional research) Ask elders first not do it themselves. 

Good idea to check how many fish people are getting. Fishing has decreased since the 80’s and weather change. 
High water. 

When are they gonna build a hatchery? 

The planned new road for the copper mine may affect the fishing. 

Thank you for your concern. I am looking forward to an early start in fishing season next year. 

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



  

 

332 

Table E4-11.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Shungnak, 2013. 

 
 
 
 

Table E4-12.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Shungnak, 2013. 

 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 4,753.0 28,137.5 2,496.5 14,779.5 0.0 0.0 7,249.5 42,917.0 8.0 47.1 7,257.4 42,964.1
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 4,753.0 28,137.5 2,496.5 14,779.5 0.0 0.0 7,249.5 42,917.0 8.0 47.1 7,257.4 42,964.1
  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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sockeye 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
  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
Resource

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 3,212.9 15,271.9 8,086.5 29,701.4 46.4 151.2 0.0 0.0 11,345.8 45,124.6 1,510.9 15,764.2 12,856.7 60,888.8
  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 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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.2 139.3 0.0 0.0 33.2 139.3 5.3 22.3 38.5 161.6
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 11.9 39.4 1.3 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 43.8 30.5 100.7 43.8 144.5
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 6.6 6.0 17.2 15.5 13.3 11.9 0.0 0.0 37.1 33.4 73.0 65.7 110.1 99.1
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 99.5 328.3 10.6 35.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 110.1 363.3 17.2 56.9 127.3 420.2
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 858.3 9,784.2 1,346.4 15,349.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,204.7 25,133.5 1,354.4 15,440.0 3,559.1 40,573.5
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 379.4 1,214.0 185.7 594.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 565.1 1,808.3 13.3 42.4 578.4 1,850.8
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 1,857.1 3,900.0 6,525.2 13,702.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8,382.3 17,602.9 17.2 36.2 8,399.6 17,639.1

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Jigging

Subsistence gear, 
any method

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

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Other method
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Table E4-13.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Shungnak, 
2013. 

 
 
 
 
 

Salmon
  Chum salmon 1,462.5 ind 8,658.0 lb

Whitefish
  Broad whitefish 6.6 ind 21.2 lb
  Sheefish 920.8 ind 10,497.5 lb
  Humpback whitefish 1,731.1 ind 3,635.4 lb

Other nonsalmon fish
  Dolly Varden 1.3 ind 4.4 lb
  Arctic grayling 13.3 ind 11.9 lb
  Northern pike 19.9 ind 65.7 lb

Total 4,155.6 ind 22,894.1 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Amount PoundsResource
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Table E4-14.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shungnak, 2013. 

 
 
 

Table E4-15.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shungnak, 2013. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 49 49 41 83.7% 28 57.1% 6 12.2% 7 14.3% 8 16.3%
Nonsalmon fish 49 49 42 85.7% 21 42.9% 13 26.5% 8 16.3% 7 14.3%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 49 27 0 0.0% 0 0% 2 7.4% 4 15% 3 11% 2 7% 3 11.1% 12 44.4%
Nonsalmon fish 49 18 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 5.6% 3 17% 0 0% 1 6% 1 5.6% 9 50.0%

Table E4-15.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 0 27 1 4% 3 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 11.1% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 0 18 1 6% 4 22.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 11.1% 0 0.0%

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, 2014.

Did not need
Equipment/
fuel expenseRegulations

Small/
diseased animals Did not get enough
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Table E4-16.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shungnak, 2013. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 49 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 49 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 42.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 49 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 49 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 42.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table E4-16.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more helpNeeded more Increased effort

Traveled farther More success Needed less

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

Other

-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
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Table E4-17.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Shungnak, 2013. 

 
 

 
Table E4-18.–Resources households reported needing more of, Shungnak, 2013. 

 
 
 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 49 41 83.7% 21 51.2% 3 14.3% 3 14.3% 7 33.3% 4 19.0% 4 19.0%
Nonsalmon fish 49 42 85.7% 13 31.0% 0 0.0% 2 15.4% 4 30.8% 6 46.2% 1 7.7%

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, 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

Salmon 1 1.5%
Chum salmon 17 26.2%
Coho salmon 1 1.5%
Chinook salmon 1 1.5%
Sheefish 7 10.8%
Whitefishes 4 6.2%
Broad whitefish 1 1.5%
Unknown 4 6.2%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.
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Table E4-19.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Shungnak, 2013. 

Over the year’s real factor was too much rain, and heat in the spring and fall, and water too shallow to navigate. 

No, less restrictions on natives. Fishing permits. It is our way of subsistence. 

Sports fishermen catching and releasing sheefish right upriver. 

The problem we have nowadays is weather, and water getting shallower every year. I would like to thank you all for 
your time to come to our village and have a great year. 

Gas prices, lack of transportation, weather change, high water. 

No more sport fishing, very bad factor to our subsistence. 

In past 5–6 years not normal drying season, low water. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014. 
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Table E4-20.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kobuk, 2013. 

 
 
 
 

Table E4-21.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kobuk, 2013. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 2,052.5 12,124.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,052.5 12,124.7 3.9 22.9 2,056.3 12,147.6
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 2,039.5 12,074.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,039.5 12,074.1 3.9 22.9 2,043.4 12,097.0
  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 2.6 24.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 24.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 24.0
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 9.0 20.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.0 20.9 0.0 0.0 9.0 20.9
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 1.3 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 5.8 0.0 0.0 1.3 5.8
  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
Resource

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 1,803.2 10,061.4 13,727.9 36,181.0 15,531.1 46,242.4 487.7 3,709.0 16,018.8 49,951.5
  Burbot 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 0.0 0.0 2.6 8.5 0.0 0.0 2.6 8.5 19.4 63.9 22.0 72.5
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 140.2 126.2 140.2 126.2
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 34.9 115.1 0.0 0.0 34.9 115.1 25.8 85.3 60.7 200.3
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 564.5 6,434.8 0.0 0.0 564.5 6,434.8 301.0 3,430.9 865.4 9,865.8
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 891.3 2,852.0 445.6 1,426.0 1,336.9 4,278.0 0.0 0.0 1,336.9 4,278.0
  Least cisco 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 0.0 310.0 651.0 1,070.9 2,248.9 1,380.9 2,899.9 1.3 2.7 1,382.2 2,902.6
  Unknown whitefishes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12,211.4 32,506.1 12,211.4 32,506.1 0.0 0.0 12,211.4 32,506.1
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine

Subsistence gear, 
any method
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Table E4-22.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Kobuk, 2013. 

 
 
 
 
 

Salmon
  Chum salmon 1,317.5 ind 7,799.6 lb

Whitefish
  Sheefish 180.8 ind 2,061.5 lb
  Broad whitefish 645.8 ind 2,066.7 lb
  Unknown whitefishes 2,911.4 ind 7,750.0 lb

Other nonsalmon fish
  Northern pike 32.3 ind 106.6 lb

Total 5,087.9 ind 19,784.3 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014

Amount PoundsResource
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Table E4-23.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kobuk 2013. 

 
 

 

 
 

Table E4-24.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kobuk, 2013. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 24 22 21 95.5% 10 45.5% 3 13.6% 8 36.4% 1 4.5%
Nonsalmon fish 24 22 22 100.0% 12 54.5% 4 18.2% 6 27.3% 0 0.0%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 22 10 0 0.0% 2 20% 0 0.0% 2 20% 0 0% 0 0% 1 10.0% 5 50.0%
Nonsalmon fish 22 12 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 2 17% 0 0% 1 8% 1 8.3% 7 58.3%

Table E4-24.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 0 10 0 0% 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 0 12 2 17% 3 25.0% 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 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-

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table E4-25.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kobuk, 2013. 

 
 

 

 
Table E4-26.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Kobuk, 2013. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 22 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 1 16.7%
Nonsalmon fish 22 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 2 33.3% 1 16.7%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 22 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 22 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7%

-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, 2014.

Other

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table E4-25.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 24 22 91.7% 12 54.5% 1 8.3% 1 8.3% 4 33.3% 4 33.3% 2 16.7%
Nonsalmon fish 24 24 100.0% 11 45.8% 1 9.1% 1 9.1% 5 45.5% 3 27.3% 1 9.1%

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, 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
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Table E4-27.–Resources households reported needing more of, Kobuk, 2013. 

 
 

Salmon 2 6.5%
Chum salmon 10 32.3%
Nonsalmon fish 3 9.7%
Burbot 4 12.9%
Arctic grayling 1 3.2%
Sheefish 3 9.7%
Trout 1 3.2%
Whitefishes 2 6.5%
Humpback whitefish 2 6.5%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.
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Table E4-28.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Kobuk, 2013. 

Water was low off the get go—just ate sheefish. Concerns we don’t want the road, it could affect fishing. The road 
won’t be public so no benefit. It’s just industry. No road. Industry is not good for their environment. 

Asks about the road and fish. 

Asked about telemetry—tell biologist people are asking about fishes. 

Less regs on salmon. 

I like this river. Nice and clear. 

Usually it’s pretty abundant. But this year people didn’t share much. 

No, my concern is the weather. 

Worried about the road. The mine will be big—we are in the headwaters and it will be big. I hope ADF&G is active 
in monitoring. And represent the people that live here. 

The price of gas is too high to go out as we used too. 

Water was lower than usual. We don’t have a boat so we have to fish off shore. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014. 
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Table E4-29.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2013. 

 
 
 
 

Table E4-30.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2013. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 21,360.0 124,369.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21,360.0 124,369.3 44.0 260.5 21,404.0 124,629.8
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 19,928.0 117,973.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19,928.0 117,973.5 44.0 260.5 19,972.0 118,234.0
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 1,206.7 5,583.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,206.7 5,583.9 0.0 0.0 1,206.7 5,583.9
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 37.3 346.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 37.3 346.2 0.0 0.0 37.3 346.2
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 173.3 399.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 173.3 399.8 0.0 0.0 173.3 399.8
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 14.7 65.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.7 65.9 0.0 0.0 14.7 65.9
  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
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Rod and reel
Resource

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 41,741.9 115,989.2 3.1 18.7 3,694.7 27,798.0 453.3 1,450.7 110.7 464.8 46,003.7 145,721.3 329.5 2,678.3 46,333.2 148,399.5
  Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 120.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 120.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 120.0
  Rainbow smelt 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 18.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 18.7 0.0 0.0 3.1 18.7
  Saffron cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.7 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.7 5.6 0.0 0.0 26.7 5.6
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 245.3 1,030.4 0.0 0.0 373.3 1,568.0 0.0 0.0 110.7 464.8 729.3 3,063.2 0.0 0.0 729.3 3,063.2
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 153.3 506.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 132.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 193.3 638.0 13.3 44.0 206.7 682.0
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 6,564.0 21,661.2 0.0 0.0 1,294.7 4,272.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7,858.7 25,933.6 73.3 242.0 7,932.0 26,175.6
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 1,073.3 12,236.0 0.0 0.0 1,893.3 21,584.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,966.7 33,820.0 200.0 2,280.0 3,166.7 36,100.0
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 13,868.2 44,378.1 0.0 0.0 33.3 106.7 453.3 1,450.7 0.0 0.0 14,354.8 45,935.5 20.2 64.7 14,375.0 46,000.1
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 3,915.6 2,740.9 0.0 0.0 13.3 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3,928.9 2,750.2 0.0 0.0 3,928.9 2,750.2
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 15,922.2 33,436.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15,922.2 33,436.5 22.7 47.6 15,944.8 33,484.1
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Net under ice
Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Dip net Jigging Setline

Subsistence gear, 
any method
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Table E4-31.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Noorvik, 
2013. 

 
 
 
 
 

Salmon
  Chum salmon 2,513.5 ind 14,879.9 lb

Whitefish
  Sheefish 144.6 ind 1,648.9 lb
  Least cisco 386.7 ind 270.7 lb
  Humpback whitefish 647.2 ind 1,359.2 lb
  Broad whitefish 2,325.2 ind 7,440.7 lb

Other nonsalmon fish
  Burbot 14.0 ind 59.0 lb
  Northern pike 93.9 ind 309.8 lb

Total 6,125.2 ind 25,968.1 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Amount PoundsResource
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Table E4-32.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik 2013. 

 
 

 

 
 

Table E4-33.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2013. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 99 98 94 95.9% 36 36.7% 44 44.9% 14 14.3% 4 4.1%
Nonsalmon fish 99 98 96 98.0% 35 35.7% 51 52.0% 10 10.2% 2 2.0%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 98 35 0 0.0% 5 14% 0 0.0% 7 20% 4 11% 7 20% 3 8.6% 8 22.9%
Nonsalmon fish 98 33 4 12.1% 1 3% 0 0.0% 4 12% 4 12% 6 18% 3 9.1% 5 15.2%

Table E4-33.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 0 35 9 26% 1 2.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 0 33 2 6% 2 6.1% 1 3.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.0% 1 3.0% 2 6.1% 1 3.0%

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 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-

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table E4-34.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2013. 

 
 

 
Table E4-35.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Noorvik, 2013. 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 98 13 2 15.4% 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 6 46.2% 1 7.7% 2 15.4% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 98 9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 2 22.2% 2 22.2% 2 22.2% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 98 13 2 15.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 15.4%
Nonsalmon fish 98 9 3 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1%

-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, 2014.

Other

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table E4-34.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 99 94 94.9% 28 29.8% 3 10.7% 2 7.1% 15 53.6% 6 21.4% 2 7.1%
Nonsalmon fish 99 96 97.0% 25 26.0% 1 4.0% 3 12.0% 12 48.0% 8 32.0% 1 4.0%

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, 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
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Table E4-36.–Resources households reported needing more of, Noorvik, 2013. 

 

Salmon 1 0.8%
Chum salmon 24 18.2%
Coho salmon 3 2.3%
Chinook salmon 2 1.5%
Pink salmon 1 0.8%
Sockeye salmon 1 0.8%
Burbot 4 3.0%
Dolly Varden 2 1.5%
Northern pike 4 3.0%
Sheefish 2 1.5%
Whitefishes 9 6.8%
Broad whitefish 9 6.8%
Unkonwn 3 2.3%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

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



  

 

349 

Table E4-37.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Noorvik, 2013. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 2 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0%

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, 2014.

-continued-

Table E4-37.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Got a job

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others for 
help

Replaced with 
other subsistence 

foods
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Table E4-38.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Noorvik, 2013. 

Just weather (concerned about weather). 

Will continue to subsist. 

I wish I win gas! Last year I won gas from you guys. 

Ice freezing late is a concern—under ice fishing is harder. The weather has changed a lot from when he was growing 
up. 

Just the price of gas would be my only concern. 

What is that stuff on fish that keeps showing up—the sores and stuff? I wonder if it’s from human waste because the 
human waste from this town bleeds into the river- maybe from other towns also. So I think the humans are getting 
the fishes sick. I been seeing lots of chemicals in the water too—gases, colored on the top, oils, colored on the top. 
Way far away from the towns, too. (pollution from the boats). Last year, the water level was pretty freaky, too. I 
think it’s the weather, global warming. 

Fishing rights. Too much commercial fishing. Less fish. When commercial fishing is on, less fish here. Takes 3–4 
days to show up here. 

I don’t know. I wish I had some of this (broad whitefish) right now. Fresh ones 

Concerned about weather changes, it has been very crazy weather recently. 

I know there a lot of comm[ercial] fishing all over the state such as down in Bristol Bay area. And a lot of it gets 
caught before it can get into our rivers and streams. A lot of times when they open comm at least in OTZ [Kotzebue] 
they have time limits for comm fishing. I don’t know about other parts of the state. 

Some broad whitefish have a brown growth on them, this has always happened (as far as he remembers) their fish 
are discarded. 

Sister feeds him with ready-made food only (everyday). 

Did not think of fishing until IRA put funds for elders. 

Sloughs that whitefish use are being dammed by beavers. Affecting the waterflow. 

Has seen unusual white patches on fish in recent years. 

Do you have to get a license for subsistence fishing? 

I just hope I get my $80 (fuel voucher). We try to go every spring after the ice goes out. If there’s ice in the lakes, 
sometimes it starts flowing and we have to pull our net back out. We put our net in a little slough between two 
bigger lakes. We try to go a week after breakup, ice breakup. 

For only 2 weeks he fished whitefish 6 days a week at 100 a day. 

Sometimes in these rural villages it’s hard to buy a net. We have to buy the net buy the rope and the float and the 
sinkers all separately and hang them ourself. It costs too much too when you have to buy them separately. We don’t 
have lead-line because the freight is expensive. We make our own weights a lot of times. 

Even though weather and timing affected them, they had put away enough to put away for winter. 

I haven’t seen anything too unusual. 

A lot of times with the commercial fishing there’s been a lot and when they’re closed down we get a lot of fish. 
They need to think of the communities too when they’re fishing. I think the fisheries in Kotz[ebue] Sound are even 
gonna get bigger. 

I don’t like, when they uh, OTZ fish late. Commercial fish late. We can’t survive without fish. 

-continued-  
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Table 4-38.–Page 2 of 2 

Federal management of fish and game would be better—the state wants to discriminate and give sport hunters and 
commercial more opportunities than subsistence—especially in areas like Kenai. Not as big of problem here—but 
they still aren’t as many fish because of commercial fisheries in Kotz areas 10 years ago. There used to be more but 
commercial fishers but they overharvest the resource. Not global warming. 

Happy we are doing survey to help find out what’s wrong with the weather. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014. 
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Table E4-39.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2013. 

 
 
 
 

Table E4-40.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2013. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 1,819.0 10,259.5 950.5 5,362.3 0.0 0.0 2,769.5 15,621.8 627.8 3,477.3 3,397.2 19,099.0
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 1,566.0 9,270.5 868.5 5,141.3 0.0 0.0 2,434.4 14,411.7 534.8 3,165.7 2,969.2 17,577.4
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 117.6 544.3 13.7 63.3 0.0 0.0 131.3 607.6 30.1 139.2 161.4 746.8
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 5.5 50.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.5 50.7 0.0 0.0 5.5 50.7
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 88.9 205.1 68.4 157.7 0.0 0.0 157.3 362.8 54.7 126.2 212.0 489.0
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 36.9 165.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 36.9 165.9 0.0 0.0 36.9 165.9
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 4.1 23.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 23.1 8.2 46.1 12.3 69.2
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Rod and reel
Resource

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 4,328.0 16,995.9 3,159.0 12,128.3 186.0 1,331.2 5.5 23.0 129.9 1,136.5 7,808.5 31,614.9 662.4 6,885.9 8,470.9 38,500.7
  Rainbow 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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 109.4 459.5 0.0 0.0 109.7 460.7 5.5 23.0 47.9 201.0 272.4 1,144.2 42.4 178.1 314.8 1,322.3
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 38.1 125.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 38.1 125.6 15.5 51.2 53.6 176.8
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 220.2 726.6 13.7 45.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 233.9 771.8 8.2 27.1 242.1 798.8
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 566.2 6,454.7 482.8 5,503.7 76.4 870.5 0.0 0.0 82.1 935.5 1,207.4 13,764.4 575.8 6,563.9 1,783.2 20,328.3
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 1,910.6 6,113.9 898.3 2,874.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,808.9 8,988.4 20.5 65.6 2,829.4 9,054.1
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 1,483.6 3,115.5 1,764.3 3,705.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3,247.8 6,820.5 0.0 0.0 3,247.8 6,820.5

Subsistence gear, 
any method

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

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Jigging Fish trap Setline
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Table E4-41.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Kiana, 2013. 

 
 
 
 
 

Salmon
  Pink salmon 6.8 ind 15.8 lb
  Coho salmon 6.8 ind 31.6 lb
  Chum salmon 70.8 ind 419.2 lb

Whitefish
  Humpback whitefish 21.2 ind 44.4 lb
  Sheefish 30.5 ind 348.2 lb
  Broad whitefish 69.4 ind 222.2 lb

Other nonsalmon fish
  Burbot 2.8 ind 11.7 lb

Total 194.7 ind 1,045.7 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014

Amount PoundsResource
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Table E4-42.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kiana, 2013. 

 
 

 
 

Table E4-43.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kiana, 2013. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 68 66 61 92.4% 25 37.9% 25 37.9% 11 16.7% 5 7.6%
Nonsalmon fish 68 64 55 85.9% 23 35.9% 24 37.5% 8 12.5% 9 14.1%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 66 25 1 4.0% 0 0% 1 4.0% 3 12% 3 12% 7 28% 1 4.0% 5 20.0%
Nonsalmon fish 64 23 1 4.3% 1 4% 0 0.0% 3 13% 3 13% 8 35% 1 4.3% 3 13.0%

Table E4-43.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 0 25 0 0% 1 4.0% 0 0.0% 1 4.0% 1 4.0% 2 8.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 0 23 0 0% 3 13.0% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 2 8.7% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 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 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-

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table E4-44.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kiana, 2013. 

 
 

 
Table E4-45.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Kiana, 2013. 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 66 11 1 9.1% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 7 63.6% 2 18.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 64 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 28.6% 2 28.6% 2 28.6% 1 14.3%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 66 11 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 64 7 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

-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, 2014.

Other

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table E4-44.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 68 61 89.7% 16 26.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 37.5% 8 50.0% 2 12.5%
Nonsalmon fish 68 54 79.4% 13 24.1% 1 7.7% 0 0.0% 5 38.5% 6 46.2% 1 7.7%

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, 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
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Table E4-46.–Resources households reported needing more of, Kiana, 2013. 

 
 

Salmon 1 1.1%
Chum salmon 9 9.7%
Chinook salmon 3 3.2%
Pink salmon 1 1.1%
Nonsalmon fish 1 1.1%
Dolly Varden 2 2.2%
Sheefish 3 3.2%
Rainbow trout 1 1.1%
Whitefishes 1 1.1%
Humpback whitefish 1 1.1%
Unknown 9 9.7%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.
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Table E4-47.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Kiana, 2013. 

Do not like fish. 

Received some fish from ADFG. Didn’t eat any fish from the river so fed all the fish they got to the dogs. The 
sewage leak has completely stopped this household from fishing. 

Clean the d@#! river. Lots of sewage draining to river. 

Need to stop commercial fishing. At least put a limit on commercial fishing. 

I give to elders and who else that want fish. 

I will fish this summer. 

Niece gave him six sheefish from Nome. 

Stop beavers from damming whitefish areas. 

02 saved 4 whitefish (out of 2 gunny sacks) for self, fed the rest to the dogs. 

Commercial fishermen in Kotzebue must not fish so many hours at beginning of season. We need more time to 
catch fish in this area. Too slow of a start at beginning of fishing season because Kotzebue commercial fishermen 
don’t allow enough fish to make it up river for us to catch in beginning of season. 

Heard from fish camps that fish had deformities and worms. Wanting to know what is going on with fish in the area. 
Requested annual reports from Fish and Game’s studies after fishing season. Respondent doesn’t fish anymore 
because of hearing about sick fish. 

Would like to request for net, fishing rods, line and hooks. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014. 
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Table E4-48.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2013. 

 
 
 
 

Table E4-49.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2013. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 13.4 79.1 3,093.5 17,619.0 2,905.6 16,331.5 9.3 51.7 69.7 392.1 6,078.1 34,394.3 833.3 4,830.8 6,924.8 39,304.2
  Chum salmon 13.4 79.1 2,546.5 15,075.5 2,280.6 13,501.1 6.6 39.4 53.8 318.3 4,887.5 28,934.2 754.0 4,463.9 5,654.9 33,477.2
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 540.3 2,500.3 598.4 2,769.1 2.7 12.3 16.0 73.8 1,157.3 5,355.6 75.3 348.3 1,232.6 5,703.9
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 4.0 37.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 37.0 1.3 12.5 5.3 49.5
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 2.7 6.1 26.6 61.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 29.3 67.5 2.7 6.1 31.9 73.6
  Sockeye 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
  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

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine

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

Rod and reelJigging

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 62.5 207.0 528.8 1,742.9 2,923.4 9,130.6 1,862.4 5,990.9 5,314.6 16,864.3 297.8 985.1 5,674.8 18,056.5
  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 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 5.6 12.0 50.3 13.3 55.9 0.0 0.0 13.3 55.9
  Dolly Varden 39.9 131.6 224.5 740.7 1,086.0 3,583.9 1,664.4 5,492.5 2,974.9 9,817.1 205.6 678.6 3,220.4 10,627.3
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 8.8 2.7 8.8 55.9 184.3 58.5 193.1
  Sheefish 1.3 7.3 43.9 241.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 43.9 241.4 2.7 14.6 47.9 263.3
  Broad whitefish 21.3 68.1 220.1 704.3 1,532.3 4,903.2 116.9 374.2 1,869.3 5,981.8 33.6 107.5 1,924.2 6,157.4
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 20.2 14.1 0.0 0.0 53.2 37.2 73.4 51.3 0.0 0.0 73.4 51.3
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 20.2 42.3 303.8 637.9 13.3 27.9 337.2 708.2 0.0 0.0 337.2 708.2

Subsistence gear, 
any method

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

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Jigging
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Table E4-50.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Noatak, 
2013. 

 
 
 
 
 

Salmon
  Chum salmon 1,054.2 ind 6,241.0 lb

Whitefish
  Broad whitefish 0.1 ind 0.3 lb
  Least cisco 13.3 ind 9.3 lb

Other nonsalmon fish
  Dolly Varden 0.1 ind 0.3 lb

Total 1,067.7 ind 6,250.8 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014

Amount PoundsResource
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Table E4-51.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noatak 2013. 

 
 

 

 
Table E4-52.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noatak, 2013. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 94 93 88 94.6% 39 41.9% 29 31.2% 20 21.5% 5 5.4%
Nonsalmon fish 94 92 91 98.9% 33 35.9% 39 42.4% 19 20.7% 1 1.1%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 93 26 1 3.8% 1 4% 0 0.0% 2 8% 3 12% 6 23% 1 3.8% 1 3.8%
Nonsalmon fish 92 26 1 3.8% 2 8% 0 0.0% 5 19% 1 4% 6 23% 3 11.5% 4 15.4%

Table E4-52.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 0 26 3 12% 2 7.7% 1 3.8% 0 0.0% 2 7.7% 1 3.8% 2 7.7% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 0 26 0 0% 2 7.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 7.7% 2 7.7% 1 3.8% 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 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-

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table E4-53.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noatak, 2013. 

 
 

 
Table E4-54.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Noatak, 2013. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 93 13 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 23.1% 1 7.7% 3 23.1% 2 15.4%
Nonsalmon fish 92 11 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 0 0.0% 2 18.2% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 2 18.2%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 93 13 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 38.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.7%
Nonsalmon fish 92 11 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 4 36.4% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 0 0.0%

-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, 2014.

Other

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table E4-53.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 94 84 89.4% 24 28.6% 4 16.7% 1 4.2% 12 50.0% 6 25.0% 1 4.2%
Nonsalmon fish 94 84 89.4% 27 32.1% 6 22.2% 1 3.7% 11 40.7% 8 29.6% 1 3.7%

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, 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
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Table E4-55.–Resources households reported needing more of, Noatak, 2013. 

 
 
 

Chum salmon 14 11.2%
Coho salmon 1 0.8%
Chinook salmon 1 0.8%
Pacific halibut 1 0.8%
Dolly Varden 15 12.0%
Sheefish 1 0.8%
Least cisco 1 0.8%
Humpback whitefish 1 0.8%
Unknown 15 12.0%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.
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Table E4-56.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Noatak, 2013. 

Thankful for being able to go out and get fish. 

Goes to Homer to fish halibut sometimes. 

Too much rain to hang dry salmon and high water. 

Cold weather—waiting for warmer weather for fishing. 

It would help if they would help elders with gas. 

Hardly fish in river. 

Needs more outings for elders, need to have more Inupiaq days. Saving some suvaks [fish eggs] for winter fishing. 
Too much rain and high water. 

Too much beavers not much trout. Freeze too soon. No seining much this year cause of ice freeze-up. 

Our gas prices should be down during fishing season. 

Don’t fish anymore, getting to old. We only get from family or community. 

Our trout run is coming in later. Can’t make my qauq [frozen fish] early. 

Hard willing, we’ll try again for salmon. Hopefully people will be generous too. 

Global warming affected us. 

Less salmon this year than last. 

Feel like salmon are getting soft, when caught one the skin was very soft. 

Our river has good resources—fishing. 

1. Why the trout was smaller than recent years? 2. Why did they change the regulations for hunting wolverines and 
caribou? 3. Why is the fishing prices lower in Kotzebue? 4. Too many transporters during hunting caribou in 
Noatak. 

Slowed down on hunting and fishing (age). 

People around here and eat, share, really use it. A very important source of food for people around here. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.  
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Table E4-57.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Selawik, 2013. 

 
 
 
 

Table E4-58.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Selawik, 2013. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 363.2 2,154.3 15.3 35.4 0.0 0.0 378.6 2,189.6 0.0 0.0 378.6 2,189.6
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 362.0 2,143.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 362.0 2,143.3 0.0 0.0 362.0 2,143.3
  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 1.2 10.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 10.9 0.0 0.0 1.2 10.9
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.3 35.4 0.0 0.0 15.3 35.4 0.0 0.0 15.3 35.4
  Sockeye 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
  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

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine

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

Rod and reel

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 45,548.6 132,111.2 471.7 1,073.1 6,036.3 29,654.7 2,481.3 5,371.2 54,537.8 168,210.2 2,776.1 11,641.2 57,313.9 179,851.4
  Rainbow 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 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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 408.0 1,713.8 1.2 5.0 294.8 1,238.3 20.0 84.2 724.1 3,041.2 34.2 143.6 758.3 3,184.8
  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 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 11.8 10.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8 10.6 21.2 19.1 33.0 29.7
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 7,853.0 25,915.0 4.7 15.6 1,250.1 4,125.2 61.3 202.4 9,169.1 30,258.2 1,358.6 4,483.3 10,527.7 34,741.4
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 2,853.9 15,696.6 41.3 227.0 4,355.8 23,956.6 59.0 324.3 7,309.9 40,204.6 1,251.2 6,881.9 8,561.2 47,086.4
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 22,226.5 71,124.7 0.0 0.0 70.8 226.4 849.1 2,717.1 23,146.3 74,068.2 13.0 41.5 23,159.3 74,109.7
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 3,903.5 2,732.5 35.4 24.8 0.0 0.0 684.0 478.8 4,622.9 3,236.0 47.2 33.0 4,670.1 3,269.0
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 6,509.9 13,670.7 377.4 792.5 44.8 94.1 713.5 1,498.3 7,645.6 16,055.7 2.4 5.0 7,647.9 16,060.6
  Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 1,781.9 1,247.4 11.8 8.3 20.0 14.0 94.3 66.0 1,908.1 1,335.7 48.4 33.8 1,956.5 1,369.5

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Jigging

Subsistence gear, 
any method

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

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Net under ice
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Table E4-59.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Selawik, 
2013. 

Salmon
  Chum salmon 2.4 ind 14.0 lb

Whitefish
  Humpback whitefish 618.0 ind 1,297.7 lb
  Round whitefish 850.3 ind 595.2 lb
  Least cisco 1,403.4 ind 982.4 lb
  Sheefish 1,407.2 ind 7,739.5 lb
  Broad whitefish 2,652.3 ind 8,487.3 lb

Other nonsalmon fish
  Burbot 14.2 ind 59.4 lb
  Northern pike 584.9 ind 1,930.3 lb

Total 7,532.5 ind 21,105.8 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Amount PoundsResource
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Table E4-60.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Selawik 2013. 

 
 

 

 
 

Table E4-61.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Selawik, 2013. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 145 141 72 51.1% 34 24.1% 24 17.0% 14 9.9% 69 48.9%
Nonsalmon fish 145 143 129 90.2% 43 30.1% 66 46.2% 20 14.0% 14 9.8%
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.

Households reporting use Households not 
using

Resource category
Sampled 

households
Valid 

responsesa
Total households Less Same More

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 141 33 0 0.0% 2 6% 2 6.1% 5 15% 20 61% 1 3% 1 3.0% 1 3.0%
Nonsalmon fish 143 43 1 2.3% 2 5% 0 0.0% 13 30% 5 12% 6 14% 0 0.0% 14 32.6%

Table E4-61.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 0 33 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.0% 3 9.1% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 0 43 0 0% 2 4.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 4.7% 7 16.3% 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 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-

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table E4-62.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Selawik, 2013. 

 
 

 
Table E4-63.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Selawik, 2013. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 141 14 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 11 78.6% 0 0.0% 2 14.3% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 143 20 1 5.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8 40.0% 1 5.0% 7 35.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 141 14 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 143 20 1 5.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.0%

-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, 2014.

Other

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table E4-62.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 145 68 46.9% 28 41.2% 5 17.9% 1 3.6% 8 28.6% 1 3.6% 13 46.4%
Nonsalmon fish 145 128 88.3% 35 27.3% 4 11.4% 5 14.3% 8 22.9% 5 14.3% 13 37.1%

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, 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
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Table E4-64.–Resources households reported needing more of, Selawik, 2013. 

 
 

Salmon 2 1.2%
Chum salmon 22 12.9%
Pink salmon 1 0.6%
Nonsalmon fish 3 1.8%
Northern pike 5 2.9%
Sheefish 7 4.1%
Whitefishes 12 7.0%
Broad whitefish 7 4.1%
Unknown 9 5.3%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.
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Table E4-65.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Selawik, 2013. 

More study on our fish around here, are we losing them? Are there any disease? Is the population getting larger? 
Teach our young people to subsistence fishing during the season, and learn how to put away the fish. 

Would be nice if the community can make canned food with fish, instead of refrigerator and if there was no 
electricity the fish would spoil. 

We have too much beaver clogging our creeks. Too many beavers contaminating our rivers. 

Did not subsistence fish. 

No boat, Evinrude break. 

Too much rain, hardly dry of fish. 

Some fish are sickly, more watery meat, wormy, summer and fall scabby scales and have long white worms in meat. 

Dark skin sheefish stay in Selawik Lake all year round. Kobuk Lake and Kotzebue Sound sheefish (that travel near 
Selawik) are more silvery. Respondent heard that ice in Selawik Lake was frozen to the ground, so sheefish from 
Kobuk Lake (fresh sheefish) would not get through to Selawik Lake where Selawik residents fish. Last year (2013) 
ice was much thicker than normal on Selawik Lake. They needed to use an extension on their auger and still used a 
tuuk (ice pick) to get through the very thick ice. This spring (2014) the ice is not as thick. 

Just that the fish come later in season than usual 

Everything is good? Even little bit is good? 

Give elders gas money helping the community. 

Last couple years drying and freezing fish, too much rain fall time. 

Good to have fish, no time, have to work. 

Would be nice to teach our kids more about our subsistence life such as fish, caribou, and other animals. 

Humpback whitefish are being blocked off by beaver dams on Fish River. Fish River used to be clear water, but now 
it’s muddy. Humpback whitefish numbers are going down. 

Just fish on. 

I use to fish, now I’m elder and good people gives me fish. 

People give fish to the household only. 

No way of going. 

Need to fix own boat, no boat. 

I thank Emma and Ralph Ramoth for letting my son Levy go fishing with them and giving us a share of the catch. 

No boat, elder dying off, how to cook them, store them. 

Built a road, build a mine. 

Should try to [illegible] salmon and Selawik River, then when we do survey again we’ll more what you’re talking 
about with salmon. 

Do our fish have any type of diseases, are they safe to eat? 

Needs to clean out beaver dam on river near camp. Change of routing didn’t know when coming in. Used more 
caribou meat because fish were less. 

When we seine, more pus here in there in the ikkuiyiqs [humpback whitefish]. Wet meat—I see difference in the 
fish. 

-continued-  



  

 370 

Table E4-65.–Page 2 of 2. 

It would be good to have a program similar to the one for caribou where people could receive gas so they can go fish 
for elders—this household would participate if this existed. 

More worms with whitefish. Maybe water getting polluted by beavers. 

The whitefish were larger than ever and pike were skinny this fall. Lots of scabs in the broad nose whitefish. 

About beaver dam that affects the fishing. Be useful four net. 

Is the population of the fish larger, same, or smaller? 

Due to high cost of fuel—doing less subsistence. Less show of fish when doing subsistence. 

Late fall cold and warm—different everyday (global warming). 

What’s the meaning of this survey? Can’t receive a response! 

Want to know when fish spawn up river. Climate changes affect fishing. Couldn’t find mudsharks. 

I like to eat fish. My brother got their own nets. I just like to carve. 

I hope I get more fish this summer. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.  
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Table E4-66.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Buckland, 2013. 

 
 

 

 
Table E4-67.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Buckland, 2013. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 4,316.5 24,231.8 89.6 452.7 91.7 846.3 0.0 0.0 4,497.9 25,530.8 35.2 173.9 4,533.2 25,704.7
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 3,063.8 18,137.4 29.3 173.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3,093.1 18,310.9 11.0 65.1 3,104.0 18,375.9
  Fall chum 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
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 771.6 3,570.7 60.3 279.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 832.0 3,850.0 6.0 27.9 838.0 3,877.9
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 130.9 1,214.3 0.0 0.0 90.5 839.4 0.0 0.0 221.5 2,053.7 3.7 34.0 225.1 2,087.7
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 120.7 278.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 120.7 278.4 8.4 19.5 129.1 297.9
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 229.5 1,031.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 229.5 1,031.0 6.1 27.4 235.6 1,058.4
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 6.8 0.0 0.0 1.2 6.8 0.0 0.0 1.2 6.8

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence methods

Other methodSeine Jigging

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

Rod and reel

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 2,030.2 4,937.0 1,530.8 8,448.9 1,334.2 4,782.5 120.7 386.2 527.1 3,156.5 5,543.0 21,711.1 769.5 1,779.5 6,312.5 23,490.7
  Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.2 205.1 3.0 18.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 37.2 223.2 1.1 6.5 38.3 229.7
  Rainbow smelt 0.0 0.0 222.2 1,333.3 1,288.1 7,728.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 515.0 3,090.1 2,025.3 12,151.9 28.5 171.1 2,053.8 12,322.9
  Saffron cod 0.0 0.0 523.3 109.9 7.3 1.5 452.6 95.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 983.2 206.5 201.5 42.3 1,184.6 248.8
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 14.5 60.8 0.0 0.0 105.0 441.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 119.5 501.8 0.0 0.0 119.5 501.8
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 111.1 366.6 59.9 197.8 12.1 39.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 183.1 604.3 128.5 424.0 311.6 1,028.2
  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 0.0 0.0 9.7 8.7 9.7 8.7
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 189.5 625.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 189.5 625.3 56.7 187.2 246.2 812.5
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 57.4 315.6 3.7 20.1 761.6 4,188.5 0.0 0.0 12.1 66.4 834.7 4,590.7 61.0 335.8 895.7 4,926.4
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 195.3 625.1 6.1 19.5 0.0 0.0 120.7 386.2 0.0 0.0 322.1 1,030.9 9.8 31.3 331.9 1,062.1
  Bering cisco 0.0 0.0 3.6 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 2.5 0.0 0.0 3.6 2.5
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 713.3 1,497.9 131.6 276.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 844.8 1,774.1 272.8 572.8 1,117.6 2,346.9

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Any methodSet gillnet Seine Jigging Fish trap

Subsistence gear, 
any method

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

Rod and reel

Subsistence methods

Dip net
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Table E4-68.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Buckland, 
2013. 

Salmon
  Coho salmon 4.9 ind 22.9 lb
  Pink salmon 6.1 ind 14.1 lb
  Sockeye salmon 54.9 ind 246.8 lb
  Chum salmon 987.5 ind 5,846.0 lb

Whitefish
  Broad whitefish 30.5 ind 97.7 lb
  Sheefish 31.4 ind 172.6 lb
  Humpback whitefish 162.9 ind 342.2 lb

Other nonsalmon fish
  Smelt 15.0 ind 90.0 lb
  Northern pike 30.2 ind 99.6 lb

Total 1,257.5 ind 6,648.0 lb
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.

Amount PoundsResource
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Table E4-69.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Buckland 2013. 

 
 

 

 
 

Table E4-70.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Buckland, 2013. 

 
 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 87 84 70 83.3% 38 45.2% 23 27.4% 9 10.7% 14 16.7%
Nonsalmon fish 87 85 82 96.5% 31 36.5% 44 51.8% 7 8.2% 3 3.5%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 84 34 1 2.9% 12 35% 0 0.0% 5 15% 5 15% 2 6% 4 11.8% 8 23.5%
Nonsalmon fish 85 29 0 0.0% 3 10% 0 0.0% 8 28% 3 10% 3 10% 1 3.4% 6 20.7%

Table E4-70.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 0 34 1 3% 1 2.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 0 29 3 10% 1 3.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.4% 1 3.4% 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 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-

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table E4-71.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Buckland, 2013. 

 
 

 
Table E4-72.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Buckland, 2013. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 84 9 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 5 55.6% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 85 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 3 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 84 9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 22.2%
Nonsalmon fish 85 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7%

-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, 2014.

Other

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather

Table E4-71.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 87 70 80.5% 32 45.7% 5 15.6% 3 9.4% 15 46.9% 9 28.1% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 87 77 88.5% 20 26.0% 1 5.0% 4 20.0% 9 45.0% 5 25.0% 1 5.0%

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, 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
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Table E4-73.–Resources households reported needing more of, Buckland, 2013. 

 
 

Salmon 5 4.8%
Chum salmon 18 17.1%
Coho salmon 19 18.1%
Chinook salmon 3 2.9%
Pink salmon 1 1.0%
Nonsalmon fish 3 2.9%
Pacific herring 1 1.0%
Rainbow smelt 7 6.7%
Saffron cod 2 1.9%
Burbot 1 1.0%
Dolly Varden 5 4.8%
Northern pike 2 1.9%
Sheefish 5 4.8%
Trout 1 1.0%
Whitefishes 2 1.9%
Broad whitefish 2 1.9%
Unknown 3 2.9%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2014.
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Table E4-74.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Buckland, 2013. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 1 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 1 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%

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, 2014.

-continued-

Table E4-74.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Got a job

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource
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Table E4-75.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Buckland, 2013. 

Radioactive fish? Wondering about test, what to look for? 

Hoping for better weather this year. 

The ones that have no skins no scales we’d throw back into river. Ones that look abnormal we’ll throw away. Didn’t have much 
mud sharks like other years. 

01—Are there any kind of disease or funny fish in the state of Alaska? 02—What the outcome of the seals that they have studied 
and should we be concerned? There are people here in Buckland that use seals also for subsistence. 

Wondering about radioactive stuff in the water. Salmon worms. 

I believe that fish is part of a healthy diet. Love fish, dried, fried, baked, and chowder. 

Wondering why are there less fish than recent years? I fish year round and 2013 was the worst year from previous years, not only 
salmon but all species of fish. Musher had to get rid of dogs due to not getting enough salmon. 

Tape worms on salmon—causing them to be skinny. Fewer burbot in recent years wonder why? 

Don’t need salmon but would be glad for if easy and might go get if they had a boat. 

Salmon, gold mining area had slowed down the salmon (@ Bear Creek). Dry fish and frozen food are good for subsistence 
because we don’t buy from store. Good diet for elders in Buckland. No jobs to buy white man food, we live off Eskimo food. 
Aged and stink fish from Koyuk. 

When asked what factors affected their salmon fishing, this household replied that commercial fishing in other areas of the state 
take thousands of fish and they get very few. Commercial fishing in other area of the state gets thousands of fish and we get very 
few. We rely on harvesting salmon for the winter and it is difficult when we harvest very few. 

Subsistence fishing of any kind fish is important diet due to lack of jobs and funding. 

Why the smelts are getting less and salmon coming in late. 

Wondering if tiqtaliq (burbot) are good to eat now days? 

Hope they (Fish and Game) don’t stop us from getting fish from others. 

Wanna know what’s happening to the fish 

The fish we were not able to get were replaced by some fish we were not trying to harvest for. If the offshore drilling comes to 
our area we will go hungry!!! The food supply will decrease dramatically. This goes for the seals, whales, beluga. We depend off 
the land and waters 100% for our culture ways of living. 

Gas price is getting too high. 

Radioactive fish, what to look for? 

Enjoy having fish because as a child we grew up. Grandparents showed us while growing up. 

Water didn’t go down- lotta water can’t get much fish. The fish themselves are harder to catch. Lots of debris. F&G is kind of a 
nuisance. Happy when there’s no F&G around. No need for management when we only take what we need. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2014.  
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Table F5-1.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2014. 

 
 
  

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 4,375.4 25,692.5 522.0 3,013.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4,897.5 28,706.1 35.0 227.4 4,932.4 28,933.5
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 3,844.0 23,894.1 306.8 1,906.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4,150.7 25,800.9 30.9 192.4 4,181.7 25,993.3
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 153.4 788.5 215.3 1,106.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 368.7 1,895.2 0.0 0.0 368.7 1,895.2
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 1.3 11.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 11.7 4.0 35.0 5.4 46.7
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 336.4 835.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 336.4 835.5 0.0 0.0 336.4 835.5
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 40.4 162.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.4 162.7 0.0 0.0 40.4 162.7
  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, 2015.

Rod and reelDip net 
Resource

Any methodSet gillnet
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence/personal use methods

Other methodSeine
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Table F5-2.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Ambler, 2014. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 7,369.1 27,760.1 1,589.0 4,115.5 4,540.9 12,014.9 4.0 17.0 1,498.8 5,600.7 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 17.0 413.1 1,734.8 0.0 0.0
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 59.2 195.4 1.3 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.4 17.8 0.0 0.0
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 13.5 12.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 789.8 710.8 0.0 0.0
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 160.1 528.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 26.6 0.0 0.0
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 523.4 5,966.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 269.1 3,067.6 0.0 0.0
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 6,518.7 20,859.9 706.4 2,260.4 2,253.6 7,211.6 0.0 0.0 13.5 43.1 0.0 0.0
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 94.2 197.8 881.3 1,850.7 2,287.3 4,803.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Unknown whitefishes 0.0 0.0 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 F5-2.–Continued.

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 427.8 3,484.7 15,429.6 52,992.8 970.1 8,976.9 16,399.7 61,969.7
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 417.1 1,751.8 0.0 0.0 417.1 1,751.8
  Dolly Varden 1.3 4.4 67.3 222.0 0.0 0.0 67.3 222.0
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 803.2 722.9 104.9 94.5 908.2 817.4
  Northern pike 68.5 226.1 236.7 781.1 121.1 399.6 357.8 1,180.7
  Sheefish 269.1 3,067.6 1,061.6 12,101.8 744.1 8,482.9 1,805.7 20,584.7
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 9,492.2 30,375.0 0.0 0.0 9,492.2 30,375.0
  Humpback whitefish 88.8 186.5 3,351.5 7,038.2 0.0 0.0 3,351.5 7,038.2
  Unknown whitefishes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Any method

-continued-

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

Subsistence/personal use methods

Resource

Subsistence/personal use methods

Other method
Subsistence gear, 

any method Rod and reel

Net under ice Dip netJiggingSetline
Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Set gillnet Seine
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Table F5-3.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Ambler, 2014. 

 

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 1,798.2 Ind 11,140.0 Lbs
Whitefish

  Broad whitefish 4,536.0 Ind 14,466.3 Lbs
  Humpback whitefish 1,147.5 Ind 2,401.6 Lbs

Nonsalmon fish
  Dolly Varden 1.4 Ind 4.4 Lbs
  Northern pike 1.4 Ind 4.4 Lbs
  Sheefish 8.1 Ind 92.0 Lbs

Total 28,108.8 Lbs
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds
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Table F5-4.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ambler, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table F5-5.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ambler, 2014. 

 
 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 55 52 49 94.2% 16 30.8% 18 34.6% 15 28.8% 3 5.8%
Nonsalmon fish 55 55 54 98.2% 17 30.9% 21 38.2% 16 29.1% 1 1.8%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 52 16 1 6.3% 0 0% 0 0.0% 4 25% 1 6% 2 13% 1 6.3% 5 31.3% 0 0%
Nonsalmon fish 55 16 3 18.8% 0 0% 0 0.0% 5 31% 1 6% 4 25% 0 0.0% 3 18.8% 0 0%

Table F5-5.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 52 16 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 55 16 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Valid 
responsesa

Other reasons

Working/
no time

-continued-

Did not give anyDid not get enough

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

Competition

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
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Table F5-6.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ambler, 2014. 

 
 

 

 
Table F5-7.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Ambler, 2014. 

 
 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 52 15 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 0 0.0% 4 26.7% 3 20.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 55 16 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 3 18.8% 5 31.3% 1 6.3% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 52 15 6 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 6.7%
Nonsalmon fish 55 16 6 37.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather Had more helpValid 

responsesa

Traveled farther More success Needed less

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

Other

Table F5-6.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability

No substitution

-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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 55 50 90.9% 21 42.0% 3 14.3% 3 14.3% 9 42.9% 5 23.8% 1 4.8%
Nonsalmon fish 55 52 94.5% 11 21.2% 3 27.3% 0 0.0% 6 54.5% 1 9.1% 1 9.1%

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.

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
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Table F5-8.–Resources households reported needing more of, Ambler, 2014. 

 
 
 
 

Table F5-9.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Ambler, 2014. 

 

Salmon (unspecified) 1 5.3%
Chum salmon 14 73.7%
Coho salmon 5 26.3%
Chinook salmon 2 10.5%
Unspecified 2 10.5%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 10 0 0.0% 6 60.0% 2 20.0% 1 10.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 4 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 10 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 10.0%
Nonsalmon fish 4 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 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, 2015.

-continued-

Table F5-9.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Working/no time

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others for 
help

Replaced with 
other subsistence 

foods
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Table F5-10.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Ambler, 2014. 

There has been some dead fish laying around. Was a big question in some people’s minds. We didn’t do any by 
netting this year. Lot of growth on sheefish. Didn’t get that many big sheefish. We wondered if there was more 
mercury in the river now. 

Pray for better weather. 

Weather climate change and the water gauge reading on the Kobuk River is assumingly few fish flow and late 
spawn due to late rainfall and drainage. 

I wish the salmon is adaptable, to the growing algae due to warm climate, nature. 

Our family were mostly concerned of the dead fish we kept hearing about. We hope this trend of dead fish stops. 

They should give some kind assistance on dead fish on river this past summer like they to other communities that 
are affected by weather. 

Fish and Game gets salmon in Kiana. Fish and Game should share the bounty with surrounding villages. 

Did the salmon killing affect any household sickness along the Kobuk River? 

Floating salmon on river. Had low water before and haven’t seen any floating fish like we did this past summer. 

Depends on good weather to have good fishing. 

Why was the fish floating on water the time they were drilling and bombing in kKobuk. It’s very important for most 
of us that go fishing and get fish for survival. 

We depend on fishing due to limited income and lack of infrastructure in our area to compensate for shortage of 
food. Transportation and fuel is expensive in our region. 

I would like check to see if they could check the river monthly. 

Floating fish and disaster funds for floating fish. 

Against the Ambler road project to protect our fishing Native style. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015. 
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Table F5-11.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Shungnak, 2014. 

 
 
  

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 3,888.7 23,872.1 950.2 5,906.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4,838.9 29,778.4 363.3 2,258.6 5,202.2 32,037.0
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 3,787.8 23,544.8 950.2 5,906.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4,738.0 29,451.1 363.3 2,258.6 5,101.3 31,709.7
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 28.8 148.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.8 148.2 0.0 0.0 28.8 148.2
  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 0.0 0.0
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 72.1 179.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 72.1 179.1 0.0 0.0 72.1 179.1
  Sockeye 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
  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

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence/personal use methods

Other methodSeine

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

Rod and reelDip net 
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Table F5-12.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Shungnak, 2014. 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 1,935.0 15,087.9 9,921.4 35,339.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.8 95.2
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 4.3 18.2 2.9 12.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 95.2 314.0 34.6 114.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.8 95.2
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 132.7 119.4 827.6 744.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 5.8 19.0 13.0 42.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 1,120.3 12,771.7 810.3 9,237.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 576.7 1,845.6 7,180.5 22,977.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,052.6 2,210.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table F5-12.–Continued

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 4.3 18.2 11,889.6 50,540.8 1,456.3 14,077.9 13,345.9 64,618.7
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 4.3 18.2 11.5 48.4 7.2 30.3 18.7 78.7
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 158.6 523.4 57.7 190.3 216.3 713.7
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 960.3 864.3 155.7 140.1 1,116.0 1,004.4
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.7 61.9 10.1 33.3 28.8 95.2
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,930.7 22,009.4 1,192.4 13,593.6 3,123.1 35,603.0
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7,757.2 24,823.1 18.7 60.0 7,776.0 24,883.1
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,052.6 2,210.4 14.4 30.3 1,067.0 2,240.7

Subsistence/personal use methods

Subsistence/personal use methods

-continued-

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Set gillnet Seine Net under ice JiggingSetline

Rod and reel

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

Resource
Other method

Subsistence gear, 
any method Any methodDip net
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Table F5-13.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Shungnak, 
2014. 

 

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 852.5 Ind 5,305.9 Lbs
  Pink salmon 13.0 Ind 32.2 Lbs

Whitefish
  Broad whitefish 3,454.6 Ind 11,068.9 Lbs
  Humpback whitefish 2.9 Ind 6.1 Lbs

Nonsalmon fish
  Dolly Varden 7.2 Ind 23.8 Lbs
  Arctic grayling 64.8 Ind 58.4 Lbs
  Northern pike 10.1 Ind 33.3 Lbs
  Sheefish 400.3 Ind 4,569.5 Lbs

Total 21,098.1 Lbs
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds
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Table F5-14.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shungnak, 2014. 

 
 

 

 
 

Table F5-15.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shungnak, 2014. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 43 43 43 100.0% 22 51.2% 13 30.2% 8 18.6% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 43 43 43 100.0% 18 41.9% 20 46.5% 5 11.6% 0 0.0%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 43 22 2 9.1% 0 0% 0 0.0% 1 5% 4 18% 4 18% 0 0.0% 2 9.1% 1 5%
Nonsalmon fish 43 18 1 5.6% 0 0% 1 5.6% 2 11% 4 22% 5 28% 0 0.0% 2 11.1% 2 11%

Table F5-15.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 43 22 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 9 40.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 13.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 43 18 2 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 11.1% 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

Valid 
responsesa

Other reasons

Working/
no time

-continued-

Did not give anyDid not get enough

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

Competition

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table F5-16.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Shungnak, 2014. 

 
 

Table F5-17.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Shungnak, 2014. 

 
 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 43 8 6 75.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 43 5 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 43 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%
Nonsalmon fish 43 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%

No substitution

-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

Table F5-16.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Needed more Increased effort

Used other 
resources Favorable weather Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 43 43 100.0% 16 37.2% 0 0.0% 4 25.0% 5 31.3% 6 37.5% 1 6.3%
Nonsalmon fish 43 43 100.0% 15 34.9% 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 5 33.3% 7 46.7% 2 13.3%

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.

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
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Table F5-18.–Resources households reported needing more of, Shungnak, 2014. 

 
 

Table F5-19.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Shungnak, 2014. 

 

Chum salmon 16 100.0%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 3 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 2 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 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, 2015.

-continued-

Table F5-19.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Working/no time

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others for 
help

Replaced with 
other subsistence 

foods
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Table F5-20.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Shungnak, 2014. 

Cost of subsistence harvesting is high—not only prices of gas/oil, upkeep of vehicle used in the harvest, but also 
massive amounts of time away from paying jobs while processing harvested fish. Well worth the time and effort, 
though, to keep our family fed with nutritious sources of food. 

Dead salmon floating in river. 

I need boat and transportation. 

Only concern was the dead salmon floating in our water. 

Last summer they release to many fish in Kotzebue, they ask to many people in the communities and they said no, 
that’s why there was to many fish, they had no oxygen and they dying out. 

Importance of subsistence with the kids at the school. Wish there was more money to do more with kids. 

Dead salmon floating in river. 

Dead salmon being on shore wondering if it will be this summer again. If gas prices goes up again. Will not harvest 
and global warming every time dry season it rains and fish can’t dry. 

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

 



  

 

393 

Table F5 21.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kobuk, 2014. 

 
  

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 1,803.2 11,205.0 5.9 36.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,809.1 11,241.6 34.2 212.7 1,843.3 11,454.3
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 1,799.7 11,186.8 5.9 36.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,805.6 11,223.4 34.2 212.7 1,839.8 11,436.2
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 3.5 18.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 18.2 0.0 0.0 3.5 18.2
  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 0.0 0.0
  Pink 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
  Sockeye 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
  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

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence/personal use methods

Other methodSeine

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

Rod and reelDip net 
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Table F5-22.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kobuk, 2014.  

 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 272.3 2,517.8 2,194.5 5,143.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.0 246.4
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.3 173.3
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 3.5 11.7 2.4 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 3.5 3.2 14.1 12.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 3.2
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 20.0 66.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.2 70.0
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 206.3 2,351.3 58.9 671.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 3.5 11.3 1.2 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 35.4 74.3 2,117.9 4,447.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table F5-22.–Continued.

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,532.8 7,907.9 843.5 6,336.2 3,376.2 14,244.1
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.3 173.3 0.0 0.0 41.3 173.3
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 19.4 4.7 15.6 10.6 35.0
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.2 19.1 209.9 188.9 231.1 208.0
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.3 136.1 13.4 44.4 54.7 180.5
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 265.2 3,023.0 515.3 5,874.5 780.5 8,897.5
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 15.1 2.4 7.5 7.1 22.6
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,153.3 4,521.8 97.8 205.3 2,251.0 4,727.2

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Set gillnet Seine Net under ice JiggingSetline

Any method

Subsistence/personal use methods

Subsistence/personal use methods

-continued-

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

Resource
Other method

Subsistence gear, 
any method Rod and reelDip net
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Table F5-23.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Kobuk, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
 

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 1,076.0 Ind 5,882.8 Lbs
Whitefish

  Humpback whitefish 407.2 Ind 752.0 Lbs
Nonsalmon fish

  Arctic grayling 4.0 Ind 3.2 Lbs
  Northern pike 16.1 Ind 46.7 Lbs
  Sheefish 33.5 Ind 335.9 Lbs

Total 7,020.6 Lbs
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds
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Table F5-24.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kobuk, 2014. 

 
 

 

 
 

Table F5-25.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kobuk, 2014. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 28 28 21 75.0% 9 32.1% 8 28.6% 4 14.3% 7 25.0%
Nonsalmon fish 28 27 27 100.0% 9 33.3% 13 48.1% 5 18.5% 0 0.0%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 28 9 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 3 33% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0%
Nonsalmon fish 27 8 0 0.0% 1 13% 0 0.0% 1 13% 1 13% 2 25% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0%

Table F5-25.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 28 9 2 22.2% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 27 8 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 28 350.0%

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

Valid 
responsesa

Other reasons

Working/
no time Did not give anyDid not get enough

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

-continued-

Competition

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table F5-26.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kobuk, 2014. 

 
 

 

 

Table F5-27.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Kobuk, 2014. 

 
 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 28 4 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 27 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 28 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 27 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

No substitution

-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

Table F5-26.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Needed more Increased effort

Used other 
resources Favorable weather Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 28 21 75.0% 7 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 57.1% 2 28.6% 1 14.3%
Nonsalmon fish 28 28 100.0% 4 14.3% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 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, 2015.

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
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Table F5-28.–Resources households reported needing more of, Kobuk, 2014. 

 
 

Table F5-29.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Kobuk, 2014. 

 

Chum salmon 6 14.3%
Fall chum salmon 1 28.6%
Nonsalmon fish 2 14.3%
Sheefish 1 14.3%
Whitefishes (unspecified) 1 85.7%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 2 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 1 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
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%

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, 2015.

-continued-

Table F5-29.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Working/no time

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others for 
help

Replaced with 
other subsistence 

foods
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Table F5-30.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Kobuk, 2014. 

Mudsharks come late, we haven’t put in a trap for years. 

Will try to keep track next year. 

Odd that we and some other people caught trout this year in the river. Less whitefish last fall. Caught less whitefish 
last fall. 

Channel broke through. 

The low fishing was because low oxygen, high turbidity. Sure were too scared to eat the salmon along the sides. The 
salmon didn’t look good. 

All dead fish. Hard to get good water. 

Fishes until I get enough, so we always get enough. 

Spouse one caught nine in about half an hour below Kobuk 

Concern effect of fishing over Ambler mining districts. Afraid of the possibility of runoff. 

Those floating fish were gross. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015. 
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Table F5-31.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2014. 

  

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 6.5 34.9 18,331.3 109,644.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18,331.3 109,644.5 33.6 208.8 18,371.4 109,888.1
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 16,634.1 103,397.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16,634.1 103,397.5 33.6 208.8 16,667.7 103,606.2
  Coho salmon 2.6 13.3 616.1 3,167.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 616.1 3,167.4 0.0 0.0 618.7 3,180.7
  Chinook salmon 1.3 11.2 31.0 269.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.0 269.2 0.0 0.0 32.3 280.4
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 919.7 2,284.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 919.7 2,284.5 0.0 0.0 919.7 2,284.5
  Sockeye salmon 2.6 10.4 130.5 526.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 130.5 526.0 0.0 0.0 133.0 536.4
  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, 2015.

Rod and reelDip net 
Resource

Any methodSet gill net
Subsistence gear, 

any method
Removed from 

commercial catch

Subsistence/personal use methods

Other methodSeine
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Table F5-32.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noorvik, 2014. 

 

Number Pounds Number Pounds No. Lb. Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 25.8 85.3 35,238.0 95,193.2 91.7 64.2 683.3 2,138.9 38.8 162.8 2,440.0 22,279.7
  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
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 72.3 303.8 0.0 0.0 6.5 27.1 38.8 162.8 173.1 727.0
  Dolly Varden 25.8 85.3 232.5 767.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 5,382.4 17,761.8 0.0 0.0 3.9 12.8 0.0 0.0 529.6 1,747.6
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 985.5 11,235.2 0.0 0.0 19.4 220.9 0.0 0.0 1,737.3 19,805.1
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 11,219.4 35,902.1 0.0 0.0 508.9 1,628.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 5,213.2 3,649.2 91.7 64.2 38.8 27.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 11,554.0 24,263.3 0.0 0.0 105.9 222.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 10.3 7.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Unknown whitefishes 0.0 0.0 568.3 1,303.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table F5-32.–Continued.

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 12.9 53.1 38,504.6 119,891.8 285.5 2,745.1 38,815.9 122,722.1
  Saffron cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 11.6 48.8 302.3 1,269.5 3.9 16.3 306.1 1,285.7
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 232.5 767.3 1.3 4.3 259.6 856.8
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 1.3 4.3 5,917.1 19,526.5 58.1 191.8 5,975.3 19,718.3
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,742.2 31,261.2 222.2 2,532.7 2,964.4 33,793.9
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11,728.3 37,530.7 0.0 0.0 11,728.3 37,530.7
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5,343.6 3,740.5 0.0 0.0 5,343.6 3,740.5
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11,659.9 24,485.7 0.0 0.0 11,659.9 24,485.7
  Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.3 7.2 0.0 0.0 10.3 7.2
  Unknown whitefishes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 568.3 1,303.3 0.0 0.0 568.3 1,303.3

Any methodDipnet

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

Resource
Other method

Subsistence gear, any 
method Rod and reel

Subsistence/personal use methods

-continued-

Subsistence/personal use methods

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Set gill net Seine Net under ice JiggingSetline
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Table F5-33.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Noorvik, 
2014. 

 
 
 
 
 

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 919.8 Ind 5,724.7 Lbs
  Coho salmon 2.6 Ind 13.3 Lbs
  Pink salmon 117.4 Ind 292.0 Lbs

Whitefish
  Broad whitefish 1,975.0 Ind 6,328.1 Lbs
  Least cisco 668.2 Ind 468.4 Lbs
  Humpback whitefish 1,480.9 Ind 3,114.0 Lbs

Nonsalmon fish
  Northern pike 484.9 Ind 1,602.3 Lbs
  Sheefish 620.5 Ind 7,082.7 Lbs

Total 24,625.4 Lbs
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds
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Table F5-34.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2014. 

 
 

 

 
 

Table F5-35.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 96 96 92 95.8% 25 26.0% 55 57.3% 12 12.5% 4 4.2%
Nonsalmon fish 96 96 91 94.8% 30 31.3% 56 58.3% 5 5.2% 5 5.2%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 96 23 1 4.3% 2 9% 0 0.0% 4 17% 3 13% 7 30% 3 13.0% 5 21.7% 3 13%
Nonsalmon fish 96 29 1 3.4% 2 7% 0 0.0% 7 24% 3 10% 7 24% 1 3.4% 4 13.8% 2 7%

Table F5-35.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 96 23 2 8.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 96 29 5 17.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 6.9% 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

Valid 
responsesa

Other reasons

Working/
no time

-continued-

Did not give anyDid not get enough

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

Competition

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table F5-36.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noorvik, 2014. 

 
 

 

 
Table F5-37.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Noorvik, 2014. 

 
 

  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 96 8 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 37.5% 0 0.0% 2 25.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 96 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 96 8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 96 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

No substitution

-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

Table F5-36.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Needed more Increased effort

Used other 
resources Favorable weather Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 96 91 94.8% 21 23.1% 2 9.5% 2 9.5% 11 52.4% 5 23.8% 1 4.8%
Nonsalmon fish 96 91 94.8% 21 23.1% 0 0.0% 2 9.5% 13 61.9% 5 23.8% 1 4.8%

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.

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
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Table F5-38.–Resources households reported needing more of, Noorvik, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
 

Table F5-39.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Noorvik, 2014. 

 

Salmon (unspecified) 3 17.6%
Chum salmon 13 76.5%
Chinook salmon 1 5.9%
Sockeye salmon 2 11.8%
Unspecified 4 23.5%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 5 0 0.0% 3 60.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 1 20.0%
Nonsalmon fish 8 0 0.0% 5 62.5% 4 50.0% 0 0.0% 2 25.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5%

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, 2015.

-continued-

Table F5-39.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Working/no time

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource
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Table F5-40.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Noorvik, 2014. 

Commercial fishing at Kotzebue affecting local subsistence. Don’t want to shut down river fishing or subsistence on 
the Kobuk. 

Commercial fishing: give village people 2 or 3 days of the week to fish. 

Just happy people, share 

We had helped others fishing. That’s how we get our fish, but went ice fishing last year. 

X to gas (doesn’t want gas raffle). 

Don’t take away our rights to fish!!!! 

Commercial fish start little bit later, maybe we could get more fish. 

Eats fish at other’s houses. 

Some of the salmon and whitefish were pus filled. 

Head of household and spouse getting too old, daughter at work, son in law babysitting, grandson in school. 
Received whitefish from relative in WLK, received trout from relative in WTK, received sheefish from relative in 
OTZ. Other family households fished for them. Ten mushing dogs, so half of what they receive goes to dog food 
(whitefish, sheefish, salmon). Head of household was tired, so we only asked who gave him fish. Have all the 
transportation to fish, but no one to fish in household. 

Commercial fishing: need to give villagers fishing time. 

Harvesting is not like to ??? 

Fish is good food 

They’re too delicious, but I don’t have resources to fish, and I don’t know how to cut fish. 

Weather is a factor to harvest or store food. 

Weather is changing. Rain, high water, too wet to dry fish, fuel cost, distance of camp. 

Commercial salmon fishing is affecting subsistence in the river. 

Taikuu, come again. 

Commercial affects subsistence - mining - Ambler 

Hope to go fishing this coming summer. 

Dog musher—runs dog team 

What is the problem with the fish. They have pus in stomach and meat. Pus is like milk. Need king salmon. Just in 
salmon—ended up throwing some away. 

Provide boat needed 

Would fish and game supply gas if needed. 

Would students need a fishing license? 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015. 
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Table F5-41.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2014. 

 
 
 
  

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 1.3 8.3 1,474.0 9,019.8 684.7 4,255.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,158.7 13,275.6 800.1 4,921.0 2,960.2 18,205.0
  Chum salmon 1.3 8.3 1,392.1 8,653.5 684.7 4,255.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,076.8 12,909.4 770.9 4,792.1 2,849.1 17,709.8
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 55.0 283.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.0 283.0 19.6 100.9 74.7 383.8
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 2.7 23.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 23.3 0.0 0.0 2.7 23.3
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 24.2 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.2 60.0 6.9 17.2 31.1 77.2
  Sockeye 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 2.7 10.8 2.7 10.8
  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

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence/personal use methods

Other methodSeine

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

Rod and reelDip net 
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Table F5-42.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Kiana, 2014. 

 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 6,665.0 21,512.2 3,042.0 8,033.4 0.0 0.0 53.7 225.5 92.6 388.9
  Rainbow smelt 0.0 0.0 21.9 131.6 37.6 225.5 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
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 40.3 169.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 53.7 225.5 92.6 388.9
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 114.1 376.6 26.8 88.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 389.3 1,284.7 6.7 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 382.6 4,361.7 13.4 153.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 2,893.9 9,260.3 1,212.2 3,879.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 2,822.9 5,928.2 1,745.2 3,664.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table F5-42.–Continued

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 83.4 346.4 9,936.7 30,506.5 969.3 8,732.3 10,906.0 39,238.8
  Rainbow smelt 0.0 0.0 2.7 16.1 62.2 373.2 0.0 0.0 62.2 373.2
  Saffron cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 71.2 298.8 257.7 1,082.4 61.8 259.4 319.5 1,341.8
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 9.5 31.5 150.5 496.6 200.0 660.1 350.5 1,156.7
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 396.0 1,306.9 22.8 75.3 418.8 1,382.2
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 396.0 4,514.7 676.6 7,713.3 1,072.6 12,228.0
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4,106.1 13,139.5 6.7 21.5 4,112.8 13,161.0
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4,568.2 9,593.1 1.3 2.8 4,569.5 9,595.9

Setline

-continued-

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

Resource
Other method

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Subsistence/personal use methods

Rod and reel Any method

Subsistence/personal use methods

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Set gillnet Seine Net under ice

Dip net

Jigging
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Table F5-43.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Kiana, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
 

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 24.1 Ind 150.3 Lbs
  Coho salmon 2.7 Ind 13.8 Lbs
  Pink salmon 1.3 Ind 3.3 Lbs
  Sockeye salmon 1.3 Ind 5.4 Lbs

Whitefish
  Broad whitefish 1.3 Ind 4.3 Lbs
  Humpback whitefish 40.8 Ind 85.8 Lbs

Nonsalmon fish
  Burbot 2.7 Ind 11.4 Lbs
  Northern pike 4.0 Ind 13.3 Lbs
  Sheefish 17.9 Ind 204.7 Lbs

Total 492.4 Lbs
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds
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Table F5-44.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, by category, Kiana, 2014. 

 
 

 

 
 

Table F5-45.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kiana, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 73 69 64 92.8% 20 29.0% 29 42.0% 15 21.7% 5 7.2%
Nonsalmon fish 73 70 59 84.3% 16 22.9% 36 51.4% 7 10.0% 11 15.7%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 69 17 1 5.9% 2 12% 0 0.0% 5 29% 0 0% 4 24% 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 1 6%
Nonsalmon fish 70 15 0 0.0% 1 7% 0 0.0% 4 27% 2 13% 2 13% 0 0.0% 2 13.3% 0 0%

Table F5-45.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 69 17 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 11.8% 1 5.9% 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 70 15 1 6.7% 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 1 6.7% 1 6.7% 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 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

Valid 
responsesa

Other reasons

Working/
no time

-continued-

Did not give anyDid not get enough

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

Competition

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table F5-46.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Kiana, 2014. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 69 15 2 13.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 20.0% 2 13.3% 4 26.7% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 70 7 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 28.6% 3 42.9% 1 14.3%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 69 15 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 3 20.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 70 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0%

No substitution

-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

Table F5-46.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Needed more Increased effort

Used other 
resources Favorable weather Had more help
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Table F5-47.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Kiana, 2014. 

 
 

 

 
Table F5-48.–Resources households reported needing more of, Kiana, 2014. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 73 63 86.3% 5 7.9% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 2 40.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 73 56 76.7% 4 7.1% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 1 25.0% 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, 2015.

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

Chum salmon 1 33.3%
Coho salmon 2 66.7%
Pink salmon 1 33.3%
Sockeye salmon 1 33.3%
Unspecified 2 66.7%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.
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Table F5-49.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Kiana, 2014. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

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, 2015.

-continued-

Table F5-49.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Working/no time

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource



  

414 

Table F5-50.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Kiana, 2014. 

The finding on the river? Why was there so many dead fish in the river? Need to find out why there was dead fish? 
The first time seeing the salmon on the river? Lot of barges last year up and down the river. 

Too much fish, dead fish last year. 

Concerns about the fish dying 

What cause the fish to die off. 

We all want to know, why were the fish dying. 

No, lots of salmon, more floating down the river. 

Why were all the fish dying in the river. 

Boys just learning how to fish. 

Lots of dead fish on the whole Kobuk River? Why? 

The dead salmon on the river! What really happened to them? Real answers needed! 

What was the reason for all the fish dying last fall. 

Hope we don’t have another summer of dead fish. 

The salmon were ugly looking and had to clean up the shore. When spotted any dead salmon. Stink all along the 
shore all the way past coal mine. Didn’t want to fish or eat salmon from that area. 

Why were they floating down the river? What made the fish die? 

Pollution, would like to keep water clean. 

Beaver dams closing up whitefish sloughs. 

More fish, fish wildlife 

The commercial fish should what for the first run to pass by so the villages can catch the salmon. 

Why were the fish dying? 

Husband is allergic to all kinds of fish. 

It was a good year fishing 

What was the reason for the fish dying? Will it happen again? 

Why were all the fish dying. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015. 
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Table F5-51.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2014. 

 
 
 
  

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 1,132.1 6,466.4 4,567.2 26,857.7 1,054.2 6,439.1 0.0 0.0 48.3 298.0 5,669.8 33,594.8 1,814.9 11,108.0 8,616.7 51,169.2
  Chum salmon 601.4 3,738.4 3,329.0 20,693.1 948.1 5,893.5 0.0 0.0 46.0 285.9 4,323.1 26,872.5 1,652.1 10,269.6 6,576.7 40,880.5
  Coho salmon 530.7 2,728.0 1,064.9 5,474.2 106.1 545.6 0.0 0.0 2.4 12.1 1,173.3 6,032.0 154.5 794.2 1,858.5 9,554.1
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 35.4 307.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.4 307.2 2.4 20.5 37.7 327.7
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 126.2 313.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 126.2 313.4 0.0 0.0 126.2 313.4
  Sockeye 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 5.9 23.8 5.9 23.8
  Unknown salmon 0.0 0.0 11.8 69.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8 69.7 0.0 0.0 11.8 69.7

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, any 
method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence/personal use methods

Other methodSeine

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

Rod and reelDip net 
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Table F5-52.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Noatak, 2014. 

 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 200.5 661.6 2,380.9 6,190.4 1,898.6 5,351.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6,338.2 19,214.7
  Saffron cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.2 9.9
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.7 74.3
  Dolly Varden 200.5 661.6 899.8 2,969.2 1,232.3 4,066.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5,157.8 17,020.6
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 54.2 48.8
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.6 35.0
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 106.1 583.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.9 467.0
  Longnose sucker 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 0.0 382.1 1,222.6 266.5 852.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 160.4 513.2
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 478.8 335.1 291.3 203.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 461.1 322.8
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 514.2 1,079.7 108.5 227.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 344.3 723.1

Table D5-52.– Continued.

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 1,104.5 3,291.2 11,722.1 34,047.6 1,067.2 3,552.0 12,989.8 38,261.1
  Saffron cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.2 9.9 0.0 0.0 47.2 9.9
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.7 74.3 3.5 14.9 21.2 89.2
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 823.8 2,718.6 8,113.7 26,775.1 975.2 3,218.3 9,289.4 30,654.9
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 29.5 26.5 83.7 75.4 0.0 0.0 83.7 75.4
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.6 35.0 33.0 109.0 43.6 144.0
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 1.2 6.5 192.2 1,057.2 14.2 77.8 206.4 1,135.0
  Longnose sucker 0.0 0.0 23.6 33.0 23.6 33.0 0.0 0.0 23.6 33.0
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 28.3 90.6 837.3 2,679.2 41.3 132.1 878.5 2,811.3
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,231.1 861.8 0.0 0.0 1,231.1 861.8
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 198.1 416.0 1,165.1 2,446.7 0.0 0.0 1,165.1 2,446.7

Any method

-continued-

Dip net

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Set gillnet Seine Net under ice JiggingSetline

Subsistence/personal use methods

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

Resource
Other method

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Subsistence/personal use methods

Rod and reel
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Table F5-53.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Noatak, 
2014. 

 
 
 
 
 

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 343.4 Ind 2,133.1 Lbs
  Coho salmon 6.0 Ind 30.6 Lbs
  Chinook salmon 1.2 Ind 10.2 Lbs
  Pink salmon 112.1 Ind 278.3 Lbs

Whitefish
  Broad whitefish 295.4 Ind 944.8 Lbs
  Least cisco 95.3 Ind 66.7 Lbs
  Humpback whitefish 645.7 Ind 1,355.0 Lbs

Nonsalmon fish
  Dolly Varden 81.0 Ind 267.1 Lbs
  Arctic grayling 5.9 Ind 5.3 Lbs
  Sheefish 8.3 Ind 45.4 Lbs
  Longnose sucker 23.6 Ind 33.0 Lbs

Total 5,136.5 Lbs
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds
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Table F5-54.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noatak, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
 

Table F5-55.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noatak, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 106 105 101 96.2% 25 23.8% 53 50.5% 23 21.9% 4 3.8%
Nonsalmon fish 106 104 98 94.2% 33 31.7% 46 44.2% 19 18.3% 6 5.8%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 105 23 1 4.3% 3 13% 0 0.0% 3 13% 1 4% 8 35% 2 8.7% 0 0.0% 1 4%
Nonsalmon fish 104 31 3 9.7% 3 10% 0 0.0% 8 26% 1 3% 10 32% 2 6.5% 1 3.2% 2 6%

Table D5-55.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 105 23 2 8.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 0 0.0% 2 8.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 104 31 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.2% 0 0.0% 2 6.5% 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

Valid 
responsesa

Other reasons

Working/
no time

-continued-

Did not give anyDid not get enough

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

Competition

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table F5-56.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Noatak, 2014. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 105 16 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 1 6.3% 4 25.0% 1 6.3%
Nonsalmon fish 104 12 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 33.3% 1 8.3% 1 8.3% 1 8.3%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 105 16 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 1 6.3% 5 31.3%
Nonsalmon fish 104 12 1 8.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 16.7% 0 0.0% 2 16.7%

No substitution

-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

Table F5-56.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Needed more Increased effort

Used other 
resources Favorable weather Had more help
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Table F5-57.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Noatak, 2014. 

 
 

 

 

 
Table F5-58.–Resources households reported needing more of, Noatak, 2014. 

 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 106 96 90.6% 21 21.9% 3 14.3% 2 9.5% 9 42.9% 6 28.6% 1 4.8%
Nonsalmon fish 106 91 85.8% 33 36.3% 9 27.3% 5 15.2% 13 39.4% 4 12.1% 2 6.1%

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.

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

Chum salmon 8 66.7%
Coho salmon 5 41.7%
Sockeye salmon 1 8.3%
Unspecified 9 75.0%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys, 2015.
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Table F5-59.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Noatak, 2014. 

 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 6 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 1 16.7% 1 16.7% 1 16.7%
Nonsalmon fish 7 1 14.3% 5 71.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7%
Nonsalmon fish 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 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, 2015.

-continued-

Table F5-59.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Working/no time

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others for 
help

Replaced with 
other subsistence 

foods
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Table F5-60.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Noatak, 2014. 

Fish seem pretty healthy 

Fewer fish, continue to have yellow skin (salmon). 

Will the youth keep the tradition of fishing and sharing? Would be grateful if (name deleted) went fishing for me. 

Everything depends on gas. When we don’t have gas money, we don’t go out as much. 

Our weather is getting hard to find animals and fishing. 

Thank you for doing this survey with the community to better understand our subsistence lifestyle. Come again. 

Don’t hang salmon because too much weather. 

We need more gas for fishing and hunting. 

Because of the rainy weather, I usually hang my fish and dry the fish with fan. Too wet out to dry for the last 3 
years. 

Some trout had bad odor while baking. Not much trout than year before. 

I’m concerned about the fish. Some were rashy, I think they breed with other fish. The river is vanishing our 
hooking spots. Now I got to walk long ways to go fish. The water is bad in the front, me and another person got sick, 
had diarrhea and vomiting. 

Good fishing the past year so far 

I enjoy eating and putting away fish with help, because of my age. 

Mostly small trout the past year 

During seining for trout, didn’t put away enough to age with seal oil. Lately getting em fresh. 2 years ago, I think it 
was some survey that said called saying need to fill out form. If don’t fill out by a date, gonna have to pay 200 by 
phone. (Alaska wildlife) 

River freezing up earlier and can’t go seining. 

Beaver dams on the Kelly River. Lots of beavers on the river/ creeks. 

Questions—overseas chemical from China. Would it reach the community through the fish or through the waters? 

Fall fishing coming later for the last 3–4 seasons. 

A pretty decent year. 

Beavers damming up the creeks. 

Freezing up later in season. Not much snow for winter fishing. 

Water level droping each year. 

Just high water, dirty water. 

Regarding trout, lotta weren’t set, buying them from Selawik and Buckland. Caribou: (used) 5 drums, 5 trips just to 
equal one trip in the past to fill the freezer. 

Need. Less rain in the fall time, people hardly seine. 

More studies on trout. Tugg(?) Studies for the health, water quality. 

Have to go far across to second river [channel] to have a good fishing spot—by town is too shallow to fish for 
salmon. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015. 
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Table F5-61.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Selawik, 2014. 

 
 
 
  

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 857.0 4,933.7 449.0 2,778.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 27.5 455.8 2,806.1 4.5 16.6 1,317.4 7,756.4
  Chum salmon 713.8 4,437.1 437.6 2,720.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 437.6 2,720.2 0.0 0.0 1,151.4 7,157.2
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 11.4 58.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.4 58.4 0.0 0.0 11.4 58.4
  Chinook salmon 22.7 197.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.7 197.4
  Pink salmon 120.5 299.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 2.8 121.6 302.1
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 27.5 6.8 27.5 3.4 13.7 10.2 41.2
  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

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence/personal use methods

Other methodSeine

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

Rod and reelDip net 
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Table F5-62.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Selawik, 2014. 

 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 11.4 36.4 31,901.6 87,586.6 1,659.5 3,199.7 4,372.7 14,364.1 0.0 0.0 2,369.9 11,537.0
  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
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 175.0 735.2 0.0 0.0 31.8 133.7 0.0 0.0 79.6 334.2
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 2.3 7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 85.2 76.7 34.1 30.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 7,400.1 24,420.2 0.0 0.0 389.9 1,286.6 0.0 0.0 489.9 1,616.7
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 1,383.3 7,608.1 0.0 0.0 206.9 1,137.8 0.0 0.0 1,662.9 9,146.0
  Longnose sucker 0.0 0.0 51.1 71.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Broad whitefish 11.4 36.4 12,761.1 40,835.6 682.0 2,182.4 3,585.0 11,471.9 0.0 0.0 137.5 440.1
  Bering cisco 0.0 0.0 113.7 79.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 2,843.9 1,990.7 142.1 99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 4,858.0 10,201.9 233.0 489.3 159.1 334.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 2,227.8 1,559.5 568.3 397.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table F5-62.–Continued.

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40,303.7 116,687.3 1,528.8 7,039.4 41,843.8 123,763.1
  Saffron cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 286.4 1,203.0 11.4 47.7 297.8 1,250.8
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 7.5 0.0 0.0 2.3 7.5
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 119.3 107.4 6.8 6.1 126.2 113.6
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8,279.8 27,323.4 575.1 1,898.0 8,855.0 29,221.4
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3,253.1 17,891.9 910.5 5,007.5 4,163.5 22,899.4
  Longnose sucker 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.1 71.6 0.0 0.0 51.1 71.6
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17,165.6 54,930.0 25.0 80.0 17,202.0 55,046.4
  Bering cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 113.7 79.6 0.0 0.0 113.7 79.6
  Least cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,986.0 2,090.2 0.0 0.0 2,986.0 2,090.2
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5,250.2 11,025.4 0.0 0.0 5,250.2 11,025.4
  Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,796.1 1,957.3 0.0 0.0 2,796.1 1,957.3
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Resource
Other method

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Set gillnet Seine Net under ice JiggingSetline

Subsistence/personal use methods

-continued-

Subsistence/personal use methods

Rod and reel Any methodDip net
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Table F5-63.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Selawik, 
2014. 

 
 
 
 
 

Resource
Whitefish

  Broad whitefish 1,590.3 Ind 5,074.0 Lbs
  Least cisco 953.0 Ind 665.2 Lbs

Nonsalmon fish
  Burbot 19.4 Ind 81.2 Lbs
  Northern pike 672.6 Ind 2,213.0 Lbs
  Sheefish 487.9 Ind 2,675.7 Lbs
  Longnose sucker 51.3 Ind 71.6 Lbs

Total 10,780.6 Lbs
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds
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Table F5-64.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Selawik, 2014. 

 
 

 

 
 

Table F5-65.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Selawik, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 161 160 115 71.9% 70 43.8% 31 19.4% 14 8.8% 45 28.1%
Nonsalmon fish 161 161 145 90.1% 64 39.8% 63 39.1% 18 11.2% 16 9.9%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 160 66 1 1.5% 4 6% 3 4.5% 3 5% 48 73% 3 5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 3%
Nonsalmon fish 161 62 9 14.5% 1 2% 0 0.0% 23 37% 15 24% 10 16% 2 3.2% 1 1.6% 0 0%

Table F5-65.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 160 66 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.5% 4 6.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 161 62 4 6.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 6.5% 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

Valid 
responsesa

Other reasons

Working/
no time Did not give anyDid not get enough

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

-continued-

Competition

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use
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Table F5-66.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Selawik, 2014. 

 
 

 
Table F5-67.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Selawik, 2014. 

 
 

  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 160 14 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 71.4% 0 0.0% 1 7.1% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 161 18 2 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 27.8% 3 16.7% 7 38.9% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 160 14 2 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 161 18 1 5.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 11.1%

No substitution

-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

Table F5-66.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability Needed more Increased effort

Used other 
resources Favorable weather Had more help

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 161 112 69.6% 68 60.7% 9 13.2% 11 16.2% 40 58.8% 6 8.8% 2 2.9%
Nonsalmon fish 161 144 89.4% 49 34.0% 6 12.2% 10 20.4% 24 49.0% 7 14.3% 2 4.1%

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.

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
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Table F5-68.–Resources households reported needing more of, Selawik, 2014. 

 
 

Table F5-69.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Selawik, 2014. 

 

Salmon (unspecified) 6 9.4%
Chum salmon 54 84.4%
Coho salmon 1 1.6%
Chinook salmon 5 7.8%
Sockeye salmon 5 7.8%
Unspecified 4 6.3%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 6 1 16.7% 3 50.0% 4 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 8 0 0.0% 7 87.5% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 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, 2015.

-continued-

Table D5-69.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Working/no time

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource

Used more 
commercial foodsBought/bartered

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa
Made do without

Asked others for 
help

Replaced with 
other subsistence 

foods
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Table F5-70.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Selawik, 2014. 

Did not check out new state and federal regulations for no questions. 

Late freezing will affect our subsistence lifestyle sheefish will pass thru before freeze up. 

Fished with 162, hh member 7 deceased, but fished in 2014. #’s use this hh’s share 

Least cisco- worm like. Long and white. Not too sure what they are. (assumed talking about parasites on fish) 

Fish are starting to have more sores->broad whitefish. Possibly from seals/seal bites. There have been more seals 
(juvenile bearded seals) coming up to selawik in fall time. 

Some fish have some pus. 

Beavers at Ujjuiyik River/Fish River whitefish are declining there because of beavers and now there’s giardia in the 
water. 

When water got colder the humpback whitefish had white warts. 

Concerned about the high cost of fuel, so it does down we can go out and harvest more fish. And weather is too hot 
to dry fish, now we have a limited time to harvest fish. Need more help from Fish and Wildlife to distribute more 
fish to community. Thank you 

Why isn’t there commercial fishing where we live other than Kotzebue? 

Glad Fish and Game is doing survey, will try to go camp this year. 

No snowmachines or boat to go fishing. 

Disabled and can’t fish. 

(Concern) Pebble Mine should not be started, it will ruin all the salmon. 

Water level is rising. Could not go seining, water too deep. 

Other villages should share more salmon because we don’t get any here. 

Need free gas 

If gas was less expensive we’d have more fish. More opportunities to fish 

Would be nice is people from other villages sent more salmon 

No motor, have boat, need motor for fishing. 

About 3 years ago check net for broad whitefish, one fish had red lumps, with pus look like blood on skin, look like 
red and soft. 

Can I get my gas right now? I told him he gets a chance to win gas! 

Concerned about fish getting more sores, and disease. The weather getting too hot, to dry fish. 

Happy to have a chance to fish. 

#3 and 4 are primary providers for this household and they were out of town. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015. 
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Table F5-71.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Buckland, 2014. 

 
 
 
  

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 0.0 0.0 5,820.4 32,489.8 522.7 2,886.9 0.0 0.0 413.8 1,848.8 6,756.8 37,225.5 93.6 506.3 6,850.4 37,731.8
  Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 3,801.6 23,630.5 226.5 1,407.9 0.0 0.0 103.4 643.0 4,131.5 25,681.4 56.6 352.0 4,188.1 26,033.3
  Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 875.5 4,500.6 165.5 850.9 0.0 0.0 103.4 531.8 1,144.4 5,883.2 0.0 0.0 1,144.4 5,883.2
  Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 227.6 1,976.1 21.8 189.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 249.4 2,165.2 1.1 9.5 250.4 2,174.7
  Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 846.1 2,101.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 103.4 257.0 949.5 2,358.6 0.0 0.0 949.5 2,358.6
  Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 69.7 281.0 108.9 439.0 0.0 0.0 103.4 417.1 282.0 1,137.1 35.9 144.9 318.0 1,282.0
  Spawning pink 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
  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

Resource
Any methodSet gillnet

Subsistence gear, 
any method

Removed from 
commercial catch

Subsistence/personal use methods

Other methodSeine

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

Rod and reelDip net 



  

 

431 

Table F5-72.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Buckland, 2014. 

 

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 0.0 1,208.4 4,125.1 1,853.1 10,658.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12,155.3 6,517.3
  Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.3 98.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Rainbow smelt 0.0 0.0 43.6 261.3 1,680.0 10,079.8 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 11,356.0 2,384.8
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 27.2 114.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 202.5 850.6
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 66.1 218.1 16.3 53.9 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
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 26.1 86.2 5.4 18.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 73.0 401.3 5.4 29.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 596.7 3,281.9
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 910.7 2,914.4 96.9 310.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 61.7 129.5 32.7 68.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table F5-72.–Continued.

Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 1,828.2 10,969.1 538.1 3,026.8 17,583.0 35,296.7 1,534.4 4,031.3 19,117.3 39,328.0
  Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 1.1 6.5 17.4 104.5 0.0 0.0 17.4 104.5
  Rainbow smelt 1,828.2 10,969.1 209.3 1,255.9 3,761.0 22,566.2 50.8 304.7 3,811.8 22,870.9
  Saffron cod 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.2 11,357.1 2,385.0 449.7 94.4 11,806.8 2,479.4
  Burbot 0.0 0.0 22.8 95.6 252.5 1,060.6 59.9 251.5 312.4 1,312.1
  Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 1.1 3.6 83.5 275.5 663.1 2,188.3 746.6 2,463.9
  Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.0
  Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.6 104.2 67.5 222.8 99.1 327.0
  Sheefish 0.0 0.0 302.7 1,664.9 977.8 5,378.0 89.3 491.1 1,067.1 5,869.1
  Broad whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,007.7 3,224.5 142.1 454.6 1,149.7 3,679.1
  Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 94.3 198.1 10.9 22.9 105.2 221.0

Resource

Removed from 
commercial catch Set gillnet Seine Net under ice

Subsistence/personal use methods

JiggingSetline

Subsistence/personal use methods

-continued-

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

Resource
Other method

Subsistence gear, 
any method Any methodDip net Rod and reel
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Table F5-73.–Estimated harvest of salmon and nonsalmon fish for consumption by dogs, Buckland, 
2014. 

 
 
 
 
 

Resource
Salmon

  Chum salmon 40.9 Ind 254.0 Lbs
  Coho salmon 5.5 Ind 28.0 Lbs
  Chinook salmon 2.2 Ind 18.9 Lbs
  Pink salmon 3.3 Ind 8.1 Lbs
  Sockeye salmon 2.2 Ind 8.9 Lbs

Whitefish
  Broad whitefish 304.7 Ind 974.1 Lbs
  Humpback whitefish 33.5 Ind 70.2 Lbs

Nonsalmon fish
  Pacific herring 1.1 Gal 6.5 Lbs
  Rainbow smelt 27.8 Gal 166.5 Lbs
  Saffron cod 1,485.9 Ind 311.7 Lbs
  Burbot 5.5 Ind 22.9 Lbs
  Dolly Varden 3.3 Ind 10.8 Lbs
  Northern pike 3.3 Ind 10.8 Lbs
  Sheefish 4.7 Ind 25.7 Lbs

Total 1,917.1 Lbs
Source  ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.

Amount Pounds
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Table F5-74.– Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Buckland, 2014. 

 
 

 

 
 

Table F5-75.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Buckland, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 90 90 78 86.7% 41 45.6% 27 30.0% 10 11.1% 12 13.3%
Nonsalmon fish 90 90 87 96.7% 33 36.7% 41 45.6% 13 14.4% 3 3.3%
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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 90 40 1 2.5% 3 8% 0 0.0% 12 30% 4 10% 7 18% 2 5.0% 11 27.5% 1 3%
Nonsalmon fish 90 27 1 3.7% 2 7% 0 0.0% 11 41% 2 7% 9 33% 1 3.7% 2 7.4% 0 0%

Table F5-75.–Continued.

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 90 40 5 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 90 27 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 11.1% 0 0.0% 1 3.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Resource category
Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful

Weather/
environment

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
less use

Valid 
responsesa

Other reasons

Working/
no time Did not give anyDid not get enough

Family/
personal

Resources less 
available Too far to travel

-continued-

Competition

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
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Table F5-76.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Buckland, 2014. 

 
 

 

Table F5-77.–Reported impact to households responding that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Buckland, 2014. 

 
 

  

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 90 9 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 44.4% 0 0.0% 4 44.4% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 90 8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 2 25.0% 1 12.5%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 90 9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 90 8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 50.0% 0 0.0%

Needed more Increased effort
Used other 
resources Favorable weather Had more helpValid 

responsesa

Traveled farther More success Needed less

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

Other

Table F5-76.–Continued.

Households 
reporting 

reasons for 
more use

Increased 
availability

No substitution

-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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 90 78 86.7% 18 23.1% 5 27.8% 1 5.6% 11 61.1% 1 5.6% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 90 87 96.7% 18 20.7% 3 16.7% 0 0.0% 14 77.8% 1 5.6% 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, 2015.

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
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Table F5-78.–Resources households reported needing more of, Buckland, 2014. 

 
 

Table F5-79.–Things households reported doing differently as the result of not getting enough of a resource, Buckland, 2014. 

 

Salmon (unspecified) 2 11.8%
Chum salmon 10 58.8%
Fall chum salmon 1 5.9%
Coho salmon 5 29.4%
Chinook salmon 1 5.9%
Pink salmon 2 11.8%
Sockeye salmon 1 5.9%
Unspecified 1 5.9%

Households 
needing

Percentage of 
households Resource

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

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 1 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 2 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Salmon 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

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, 2015.

-continued-

Table F5-79.–Continued.

Resource category
Valid 

responsesa

Increased effort to 
harvest Working/no time

Obtained food from 
other sources

Got public 
assistance Conserved resource



  

436 

Table F5-80.–Comments and concerns from community residents, Buckland, 2014. 

Hope they don’t have to have permit in our own river. 

Good receiving, lots high water/rain. 

Are you still trying to take over our land? In fall time you guys have to fly over while they’re hunting. Hope you 
guys don’t let us have a permit in our own river. Shouldn’t limit us on our subsistence because we don’t have jobs in 
village, depend on subsistence. 

Wish we can get belugas. Learn when belugas spawning. 

There were big red sores on the whitefish on body. 

Thank you for doing this survey to keep in track of our fish and how much was taken! 

Hope to have good motors this year. Good subsistence this year for food. 

Subsistence is our lifestyle, pass down to our generation (younger). 

All fish were fine and edible. Nothing out of the ordinary. During winter fish taste good with seal oil. 

Ask for dip net, rod and reel at least one per household, because everyone always sells quick. 

Commercial fishing for salmon [here] is not going to happen. 

Why are we not surveying about belugas? 

Hope ADF&G don’t have to let us have a permit in our own river. 

Is there a drawing? 

Yes, if you shorten commercial fishing we would probably get enough salmon that we need all year! We rely on 
salmon to lessen our spending at the store. 

For subsistence getting transportation and equipment is too expensive. 

Last year my husband caught a few deformed tiqtaaliq, which we threw back in the river. 

We got more fish received than catched. 

Wondering how come not much king salmon and trout. Need more knowledge on fish spotting. (spawning) 

Stop oil drilling Chukchi Sea. We live off the land 100%, we will go hungry when drilling starts in the northwestern, 
Alaska. 

Need more studies where smelts and herrings are spawning. More cultural activities with families or teach other that 
needs more knowledge of how our fish cycles. 

Just the need for equipment and transportation for subsistence hunting. 

Funding for nets. Fish tags—who to talk to to report. There are shrimp and clams around E[lephant] point. Crabs 
small 6–7 inches brown. Needs scope, too. Used to set traps for whitefish. What kind of fish freeze solid come back 
to life? More sheefish than used to be. Lots of notes to self for follow up. 

Bearded seal eat all the fish 

Did not fish or receive 

Hope they don’t have to have permit for our own river. 

Tomcods caught in fall had some kind of streak inside. 

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015. 
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Table G6-1.–Estimated community and per capita harvests, Ambler, 1995–1998, 2000, 2003–2004, and 2012–2014. 

 
  

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 1.1 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chum salmon 8,648.6 27.8 8,874.9 29.3 2,712.6 8.2 2,432.1 7.8 5,009.4 16.2
Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pink salmon 1.1 0.0 64.1 0.2 13.9 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sockeye salmon 5.5 0.0 2.0 0.0 4.6 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sheefish 2,009.8 6.5 1,192.1 3.9 1,545.7 4.7 942.3 3.0 1,671.9 5.4
Other whitefisha 15,052.2 45.5 3,326.1 10.6 35,118.1 113.7
Dolly Varden

Table G6-1.–Continued.

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 9.4 0.0 32.0 0.1 1.4 0.0 8.0 0.0 5.4 0.0
Chum salmon 1,719.1 5.9 3,338.0 12.2 1,621.4 5.7 4,320.5 19.0 4,181.7 15.4
Coho salmon 47.8 0.2 24.0 0.1 11.5 0.0 187.1 0.8 368.7 1.4
Pink salmon 63.9 0.2 6.0 0.0 8.6 0.0 260.1 1.1 336.4 1.2
Sockeye salmon 1.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 126.2 0.4 9.3 0.0 40.4 0.1
Sheefish 743.0 2.6 2,319.0 8.5 1,155.8 4.1 2,582.2 11.4 1,805.7 6.6
Other whitefisha 14,348.0 49.6 5,635.0 20.6 10,802.0 38.2 5,636.8 24.8 12,843.7 47.3
Dolly Varden 246.0 0.9 102.0 0.4 84.6 0.3 161.9 0.7 67.3 0.2

b. Information collected as part of a comprehensive harvest survey.
c. The 2013 population estimate is believed to be an underestimate. 

1995 1996

-continued-

2014

Sources  ADLWD 2017, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2015 for population data; Magdanz et 
al. 2011, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for harvest data.

2013c2012b20042003

1997 1998 2000
311 303 331 313 309

a. Earlier studies combined all species of whitefish other than sheefish. For the sake of comparison, all whitefish other than 
sheefish in this project's study period (2012–2014) are combined in this column.

289 274 282 227 272



   

 

440 

Table G6-2.–Estimated community and per capita harvests, Shungnak, 1994–2004 and 2012–2014. 

   

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chum salmon 8,610.7 35.7 5,676.1 23.4 8,648.6 34.6 5,513.0 22.1 4,675.8 18.1 3,867.8 15.2 2,944.0 11.5
Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0
Pink salmon 1.1 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
Sockeye 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
Sheefish 1,348.7 5.6 1,599.1 6.6 923.9 3.7 1,120.0 4.5 1,833.8 7.1 2,292.8 9.0 849.8 3.3
Other whitefisha 13,201.2 52.8 9,128.1 35.2 9,636.8 37.8 7,022.7 27.4
Dolly Varden 
Arctic grayling
Burbot 
Northern pike 

Table G6-2.–Continued.

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
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
Chum salmon 4,309.8 17.7 3,810.0 15.3 2,859.8 11.0 3,620.0 13.9 2,595.0 9.5 7,257.4 25.6 5,101.3 20.0
Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 7.0 0.0 15.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 28.8 0.1
Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 35.0 0.1 22.8 0.1 7.0 0.0 9.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 72.1 0.3
Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.6 0.2 0.0 0.0 90.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sheefish 947.1 3.9 2,020.0 8.1 2,078.3 8.0 1,476.0 5.7 1,556.0 5.7 3,559.1 12.5 3,123.1 12.2
Other whitefisha 4,723.6 19.4 21,625.0 86.8 18,196.4 70.3 9,913.0 38.0 2,778.0 10.1 8,978.0 31.6 8,842.9 34.7
Dolly Varden 95.0 0.4 97.4 0.4 147.0 0.6 99.0 0.4 43.8 0.2 216.3 0.8
Arctic grayling 442.0 1.8 399.0 1.5 110.1 0.4 1,116.0 4.4
Burbot 114.0 0.5 49.5 0.2 38.5 0.1 18.7 0.1
Northern pike 598.0 2.4 37.5 0.1 127.3 0.4 28.8 0.1

b. Information collected as part of a comprehensive harvest survey.

241
19981997

250 259 255
2000

243

20032002a

256250

-continued-

201420132012b20042001

19991994 1995 1996

a. Most earlier studies aggregated all species of whitefish other than sheefish. For the sake of comparison, all whitefish other than sheefish for 2002 and in this 
project's study period (2012–2014) are aggregated in this row.

Sources  ADLWD 2017, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for population data; Magdanz et al. 2011, ADF&G Division of 
Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for harvest data.

249 259244 255284275261
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Table G6-3.–Estimated community and per capita harvests, Kobuk, 1994–2014. 

  

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 3.4 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chum salmon 6,368.7 104.4 2,935.1 36.2 1,819.4 23.0 629.0 7.1 1,031.0 10.1 1,869.4 19.9 498.0 4.6
Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pink 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
Sockeye 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
Sheefish 780.6 12.8 828.7 10.2 449.7 5.7 813.7 9.2 397.0 3.9 613.6 6.5 223.3 2.0
Other whitefisha 1,420.0 16.1 9,128.1 89.5 871.0 9.3 1,252.2 11.5
Dolly Varden 

Table G6-3.–Continued.

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chum salmon 2,843.4 29.6 1,453.3 11.3 3,087.0 23.6 2,637.4 16.0 2,043.4 14.3 1,839.8 12.2
Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 14.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.0
Pink salmon 1.1 0.0 18.0 0.1 1.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 9.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
Sockeye salmon 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sheefish 32.3 0.3 793.2 6.1 1,218.0 9.3 1,062.2 6.5 865.4 6.0 780.5 5.2
Other whitefisha 0.0 0.0 9,257.3 71.8 5,302.0 40.5 442.8 2.7 14,930.5 104.1 2,258.1 15.0
Dolly Varden 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.2 39.6 0.2 22.0 0.2 10.6 0.1

b. Information collected as part of a comprehensive harvest survey.

199919981997199619951994

14316413112996

2001 2003 2012b 2013

Sources  ADLWD 2017, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for population data; Magdanz et al. 2011, ADF&G 
Division of Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for harvest data.
a. Most earlier studies combined all species of whitefish other than sheefish. For the sake of comparison, all whitefish other than sheefish in this 
project's study period (2012–2014) are combined in this column.

-continued-

2000
109

2004 2014

151

9410288798161
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Table G6-4.–Estimated community and per capita harvests, Noorvik, 1994–2004 and 20012–2014. 

  

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 2.5 0.0 7.8 0.0 37.6 0.1 8.6 0.0 21.5 0.0 3.9 0.0 4.8 0.0
Chum salmon 10,649.2 18.6 15,160.9 26.1 13,610.7 23.8 14,321.8 25.1 9,844.6 16.4 17,843.0 28.2 10,390.6 16.4
Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 45.6 0.1 256.0 0.4 677.1 1.2 140.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 1,721.9 2.7
Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 33.4 0.1 597.2 1.0 77.6 0.1 224.0 0.4 7.9 0.0 71.3 0.1
Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 79.8 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sheefish 652.8 1.1 3,527.1 6.1 3,361.8 5.9 5,026.5 8.8 1,604.7 2.7 4,033.6 6.4 3,275.9 5.2
Other whitefisha 30,862.4 54.1 16,676.8 27.7 30,808.9 48.7 15,621.1 24.6
Dolly Varden

Table G6-4.–Continued.

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 6.4 0.0 3.3 0.0 13.5 0.0 8.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chum salmon 16,443.8 25.6 13,943.2 20.7 7,981.8 12.4 5,822.0 9.6 9,584.3 16.4 19,972.0 35.1 16,667.7 30.2
Coho salmon 651.7 1.0 44.3 0.1 894.7 1.4 881.0 1.5 337.5 0.6 1,206.7 2.1 618.7 1.1
Pink salmon 9.6 0.0 7.8 0.0 380.9 0.6 428.0 0.7 274.9 0.5 173.3 0.3 919.7 1.7
Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 8.9 0.0 1.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 81.3 0.1 14.7 0.0 133.0 0.2
Sheefish 1,658.5 2.6 4,309.8 6.4 3,473.1 5.4 2,764.0 4.6 6,001.8 10.3 3,166.7 5.6 2,964.4 5.4
Other whitefisha 17,239.2 26.9 22,687.5 33.7 16,175.3 25.1 12,801.0 21.1 18,272.1 31.2 34,248.7 60.2 29,310.5 53.1
Dolly Varden 284.8 0.4 420.0 0.7 98.8 0.2 206.7 0.4 259.6 0.5

b. Information collected as part of a comprehensive harvest survey.

Sources  ADLWD 2017, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for population data; Magdanz et al. 2011, ADF&G Division of 
Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for harvest data.
a. Most earlier studies combined all species of whitefish other than sheefish. For the sake of comparison, all whitefish other than sheefish in this project's study 
period (2012–2014) are combined in this column.

2000
634

2014
552

2013
569

632
1999

-continued-

601
1998

586
2012b

607
2004

570573
1997

644
2003

674
2002

199619951994

642
2001

574 580
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Table G6-5.–Estimated community and per capita harvests, Kiana, 1994–2001, 2003–2004, 2006, and 2012–2014. 

  

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.8 0.1 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chum salmon 4,060.2 9.8 5,593.1 13.5 3,881.9 9.8 2,246.4 5.4 3,414.0 8.5 2,415.0 6.1 944.1 2.4
Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.0 0.0 138.1 0.3 17.1 0.0 32.6 0.1 106.7 0.3
Pink salmon 21.5 0.1 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 6.4 0.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sockeye 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 73.8 0.2
Sheefish 853.6 2.1 1,389.1 3.3 1,003.0 2.5 1,278.2 3.1 572.4 1.4 657.5 1.7 695.5 1.8
Other whitefisha 21,876.9 53.0 5,188.3 12.9 5,463.9 13.7 8,866.8 22.9
Dolly Varden
Burbot 
Northern pike
Arctic grayling

Table G6-5.–Continued.

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 14.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 43.0 0.1 3.2 0.0 5.5 0.0 2.7 0.0
Chum salmon 3,343.0 8.3 1,937.2 4.8 2,326.0 6.0 4,605.0 12.0 2,441.9 5.5 2,969.2 7.4 2,849.1 7.2
Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 68.0 0.2 54.0 0.1 511.0 1.3 240.1 0.5 161.4 0.4 74.7 0.2
Pink salmon 1.1 0.0 80.0 0.2 40.0 0.1 90.0 0.2 320.1 0.7 212.0 0.5 31.1 0.1
Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 270.0 0.7 63.4 0.1 36.9 0.1 2.7 0.0
Sheefish 1,200.1 3.0 914.9 2.3 1,050.0 2.7 1,298.0 3.4 1,787.4 4.1 1,783.2 4.4 1,072.6 2.7
Other whitefisha 6,500.4 16.2 10,899.3 27.2 5,344.0 13.8 10,834.0 28.2 7,296.9 16.6 6,077.2 15.1 8,682.3 21.9
Dolly Varden 96.4 0.2 97.0 0.3 413.0 1.1 249.5 0.6 53.6 0.1 350.5 0.9
Burbot 909.0 2.4 452.8 1.0 314.8 0.8 319.5 0.8
Northern pike 1,044.0 2.7 278.4 0.6 242.1 0.6 418.8 1.1
Arctic grayling 114.0 0.3 50.7 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

b. Information collected as part of a comprehensive harvest survey.

1994 1995

20032001
401 401

415413

-continued-

2004

1996

a. Most earlier studies combined all species of whitefish other than sheefish. For the sake of comparison, all whitefish other than sheefish in this project's study period 
(2012–2014) are combined in this column.

388398403413397

387 384 441 402 396
20142012 2013

1997

2006b

1999

Sources  ADLWD 2017, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for population data; Magdanz et al. 2011, ADF&G Division of 
Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for harvest data.

1998 2000
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Table G6-6.–Estimated community and per capita harvests, Selawik, 2006, 2011, and 2013–2014. 

 
  

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 22.7 0.0
Chum salmon 878.8 1.0 362.0 0.5 1,151.4 1.5
Coho salmon 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.4 0.0
Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 15.3 0.0 121.6 0.2
Sockeye salmon 166.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0
Sheefish 5,129.0 6.7 6,190.3 7.2 8,561.2 11.4 4,163.5 5.3
Other whitefishb 26,431.0 34.4 67,215.5 78.5 37,433.8 49.9 28,348.0 36.0
Arctic grayling 815.1 1.0 33.0 0.0 126.2 0.2
Burbot 1,081.2 1.3 758.3 1.0 297.8 0.4
Northern pike 11,108.0 14.5 15,955.5 18.6 10,527.7 14.0 8,855.0 11.3
Dolly Varden 18.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0

a. Information collected as part of a comprehensive harvest survey.

Sources  ADLWD 2017, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys 2014, 2015 for population 
data; Magdanz et al. 2011, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys 2014, 2015 for harvest 
data.

b. Most earlier studies combined all species of whitefish other than sheefish. For the sake of 
comparison, all whitefish other than sheefish in this project's study period (2012–2014) are combined in 
this column.

787750856769
2006a 2011 2013 2014
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Table G6-7.–Estimated community and per capita harvests, Noatak, 1994–2014. 

  

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chum salmon 5,954.0 15.7 5,430.5 13.1 10,091.2 24.6 5,309.0 13.3 2,613.5 6.4 7,308.9 17.1 2,325.9 5.3
Coho salmon 185.0 0.5 113.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 86.7 0.2 116.4 0.3
Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dolly Varden 4,638.0 12.2 5,123.6 12.4 5,692.0 13.8 4,762.9 11.9 3,872.0 9.4 3,314.7 7.7 2,702.2 6.2
Sheefish 98.0 0.3
Other whitefishb 2,504.0 6.6 2,363.1 5.9 4,319.7 10.5 2,663.7 6.2 2,205.0 5.0
Arctic grayling 403.0 1.1
Burbot 319.0 0.8
Northern pike 0.0 0.0

Table G6-7.–Continued.

Population estimate
Resource Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita Total Per capita
Chinook salmon 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 11.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 5.3 0.0 37.7 0.1
Chum salmon 2,936.6 6.4 2,176.8 4.6 3,997.0 8.9 4,167.0 7.9 7,813.5 13.0 5,654.9 10.5 6,576.7 11.9
Coho salmon 11.3 0.0 28.4 0.1 518.0 1.1 247.0 0.5 611.8 1.0 1,232.6 2.3 1,858.5 3.4
Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 17.2 0.0 756.0 1.7 163.0 0.3 80.5 0.1 31.9 0.1 126.2 0.2
Sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 10.1 0.0 12.0 0.0 42.0 0.1 94.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0
Dolly Varden 3,241.5 7.1 5,669.9 12.1 10,757.0 23.9 10,234.0 19.4 6,054.1 10.0 3,220.4 6.0 9,289.4 16.8
Sheefish 2.0 0.0 70.0 0.2 99.0 0.2 100.2 0.2 47.9 0.1 206.4 0.4
Other whitefishb 2,919.3 6.4 4,386.9 9.4 8,502.0 18.9 6,778.0 12.9 3,031.6 5.0 2,334.8 4.3 3,274.8 5.9
Arctic grayling 1,222.0 2.3 352.2 0.6 0.0 0.0 83.7 0.2
Burbot 42.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 21.2 0.0
Northern pike 144.0 0.3 25.8 0.0 58.5 0.1 43.6 0.1

a. Information collected as part of a comprehensive harvest survey.
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Sources  ADLWD 2017, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for population data; Magdanz et al. 2011, ADF&G Division of 
Subsistence household surveys 2013, 2014, 2015 for harvest data.

b. Most earlier studies combined all species of whitefish other than sheefish. For the sake of comparison, all whitefish other than sheefish in this project's study 
period (2012–2014) are combined in this column.
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Table G6-8.–Estimated community and per capita harvests, Buckland, 2003 and 2013–2014. 

 

2003a 2013 2014
Population estimate
Resource
Chinook salmon 427.0 1.0 225.1 0.4 250.4 0.5
Chum salmon 1,918.0 4.7 3,104.0 6.1 4,188.1 8.1
Coho salmon 773.0 1.9 838.0 1.6 1,144.4 2.2
Pink salmon 412.0 1.0 129.1 0.3 959.1 1.9
Sockeye salmon 180.0 0.4 235.6 0.5 318.0 0.6
Sheefish 688.0 1.7 895.7 1.8 1,067.1 2.1
Broad whitefish 1,165.0 2.9 331.9 0.7 1,149.7 2.2
Humpback whitefish 1,596.0 3.9 1,117.6 2.2 105.2 0.2
Dolly Varden 369.0 0.9 311.6 0.6 746.6 1.4
Burbot 722.0 1.8 119.5 0.2 312.4 0.6
Northern pike 369.0 0.9 311.6 0.6 746.6 1.4
Rainbow smelt (lb) 20,105.0 49.3 12,322.9 24.1 22,870.9 44.2
Saffron cod (lb) 1,058.0 2.6 248.8 0.5 2,479.4 4.8
Pacific herring (lb) 615.0 1.5 229.7 0.5 104.5 0.2

a. Information collected as part of a comprehensive harvest survey.
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Sources  ADLWD 2017, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys 2014, 2015 
for population data; Magdanz et al. 2011, ADF&G Division of Subsistence household 
surveys 2014, 2015 for harvest data.
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