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ABSTRACT

This report summarizes the harvest of migratory birds and eggs in the upper Tanana River region

of interior Alaska during the spring, summer, and fall of 2000. The research was funded by the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Migratory Bird Management, and carried out by the Alaska

Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence in cooperation with the Tanana Chiefs

Conference (TCC). Data were collected through household surveys with hunters and household

heads in each community.

Surveys were completed with 217 of 515 households in the seven survey communities, for an

overall contact rate of 42%. Hunters in all seven communities participated in waterfowl hunting

in 2000, taking an estimated 2,479 migratory birds, including 2,399 ducks, 51 geese, and 29

sandhill cranes. The number of migratory birds harvested per household in the region ranged

from 2.8 birds per household in Dot Lake to 14 birds per household in Tetlin. The percentage of

households harvesting birds ranged from 6.7% in Dot Lake to 61.1 % in Eagle Village, and the

percentage of households using migratory birds ranged from 15.5% in Tok to 61.1% in Eagle

Village. There was no reported harvest or use of migratory bird eggs during the study period.

Thirteen species of ducks were harvested. The top five duck species taken were mallards,

scoters, goldeneye, bufflehead, and green-winged teal. Mallards and scoters accounted for 60%

of the ducks harvested in the region. Tok was the only survey community to report harvests of

Canada geese, white-fronted geese, and sandhill cranes.

While 80% of the migratory birds harvested by the seven survey communities were taken during

the fall harvest period (July through September), differences in seasonal hunting patterns were

apparent for some hunters and some communities. Fall accounted for the majority of the birds

harvested in Tanacross, Tok, Northway Village, and Tetlin. Spring (April through June) was the

major bird harvesting period for hunters in Dot Lake, Eagle Village, and Healy Lake. Hunters in

six of the seven survey communities participated in the spring harvest of waterfowl to varying

degrees.



Hunter participation and migratory bird harvest levels for 2000 appear to be significantly lower

than those reported in upper Tanana communities during the 1980s. Comments received from

hunters during the survey indicate that high water conditions may have adversely affected

waterfowl hunting activities during the 2000 harvest season. This finding highlights the need for

multiple years of harvest data collection to fully document use patterns and harvest levels for the

purposes of making regulatory decisions.
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INTRODUCTION

In October 1997, the United States Senate ratified amendments to migratory bird treaties with

Canada and Mexico. The amendments acknowledge the common practice of spring waterfowl

hunting and egg gathering for subsistence purposes in Alaska, and thus provide a framework for

a legal and regulated spring harvest of migratory birds.

Information concerning contemporary harvest levels and traditional uses of waterfowl and their

eggs is being compiled and used to develop subsistence hunting regulations, the intent of which

is to accommodate the needs and practices of subsistence users. In May 1999, the Upper Tanana

River region was identified as an area of Alaska where information on contemporary waterfowl

harvests was lacking. Previous subsistence studies in the region by Martin 1983, Case 1986,

Halpin 1987, and Marcotte 1991, did not include sufficient detail on the number, species, or

timing of bird and egg harvests. The intent of this project was to address these data gaps.

Locations of communities and major geographic features of the Upper Tanana River region are

shown in Figure 1. The seven communities surveyed as part of this study included Dot Lake,

Eagle Village, Healy Lake, Northway Village, Tanacross, Tetlin, and Tok. It should be noted

that Eagle Village and Northway Village are separate, predominantly Native sub-communities of

Eagle and Northway, recognized under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act and served by

the Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC). By limiting the survey to these sub-communities in these

locations the intent was to target those most likely to be involved in spring waterfowl hunting.

While Eagle Village is actually located along the Yukon River, it is connected by road to the

upper Tanana River region and has historic and cultural ties to the upper Tanana. For these

reasons Eagle Village was included with the upper Tanana River communities as part of this

study. Tok is the area's largest community with an estimated population of 964 year-round

residents at the time of the survey. The population of the six smaller communities is

predominantly of Athabascan descent with individuals belonging to the Tanacross, Upper

Tanana, and Han Athabascan language groups. The combined population of surveyed

communities was estimated at 1,417 individuals at the time surveys were conducted.
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METHODOLOGY

This project was a cooperative endeavor between the Alaska Department ofFish and Game,

Division of Subsistence, and the Tok subregional Office of Tanana Chiefs Conference. Funding

was provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Migratory Bird Management.

Data were collected through face-to-face interviews with household heads in each survey

community. ADF&G hired a life-long resident of the upper Tanana region as a non-permanent

technician to conduct survey work in Tok. The Tok subregional office ofTCC hired a local

resident born and raised in Northway to conduct survey work in the six smaller communities.

Division of Subsistence staff held individual training sessions with these research assistants to

familiarize them with sampling and survey procedures.

Migratory birds are generally present in interior Alaska during the open-water period of April

through September. To enumerate the 2000 harvest the research plan called for survey data to be

collected in two stages: a spring survey, collecting information on the household harvest and use

of birds during the three-month period April through June, and a fall survey covering the three

month period July through September. The Tok survey adhered to this two-stage survey design.

Due to delays in hiring and orienting project staff at the Tok TCC office, the research effort in

the six smaller communities defaulted to a single post-season survey asking households about

their use and harvest of birds during the six-month period April through September.

In the Tok area, surveys covering the spring harvest period took place between mid-July and

mid-Au~ust, 2000. Fall surveys took place in all seven communities from late October to the

end of November 2000. In most years, migratory birds have left Alaska's interior by late

September. In some years, however, bird harvest activities have been known to persist into early

October. Delaying the fall survey until November helped to ensure that the survey would not

miss any late harvest activity. Upper Tanana hunters reported no harvest of migratory birds after

the month of September during the fall 2000 survey period.
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The spring and fall survey fonns used in Tok differed slightly in that questions regarding the

harvest and use of migratory bird eggs were only asked in the spring, and questions regarding

household harvest and use of grouse and ptarmigan during the preceding 12-months were added

to the fall survey fonn. For the six remaining communities, a third version of the survey fonn

was developed in order to accommodate the six-month survey period. Copies of each survey

instrument are contained in the Appendix. To avoid confusion over the identification and

naming of birds, surveyors carried a laminated three-page bird chart assembled from published

field guides showing color pictures of 18 migratory bird species common to the area.

Prior to conducting survey work, current household lists were compiled for each community in

order to assess the workload and direct the survey effort. Two sampling strategies were used. In

the six smaller communities of Dot Lake, Eagle Village, Healy Lake, NorthwayVillage,

Tanacross and Tetlin, a census approach was utilized, with surveyors attempting to contact all

households. The relatively large size ofTok (over 350 households) necessitated a sampling

approach. Information from previous subsistence research indicated that less than 20% ofTok

households participated in hunting waterfowl hunting. With this low level of participation, a

stratified sample approach was adopted in an attempt to identify and survey all waterfowl

hunting households (strata one) and a small random sample of all remaining non-hunting

households (strata two).

Waterfowl-hunting households were identified using a key respondent and referral methodology.

This process involved having a long-time resident ofTok identify an initial list of households

known to harvest migratory birds. In surveying those households, waterfowl hunters were asked

to identify additional households known to harvest migratory birds. Those households, in tum,

identified additional hunting households, etc. In this way, the network of local bird hunters was

eventually identified for surveying.

Using this methodology, 79 Tok households were identified as waterfowl-hunting households.

Sixty five (82%) of these households were successfully surveyed. From the remaining list of275

Tok households, 25 were randomly selected for surveying and 14 surveys were completed.

Thus, a total of79 Tok households were surveyed from the two strata. Table 1 presents
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infonnation on the survey design, total number of households, number of households surveyed,

and estimated population in each community surveyed.

Table 1. Survey Design, Sample Sizes, and Population Estimates for Surveyed Communities.

Total Number of Percent of Estimated
Type of Number of Surveyed Households Community

Community Design Households Households Sampled Population
Dot Lake Census 21 15 71% 62
Eagle Village Census 19 18 95% 36
Healy Lake Census 7 7 100% 16
Northway Village Census 51 42 82% 146
Tanacross Census 30 26 87% 95
Tetlin Census 33 30 91% 98
Tok Stratified 354 79 22% 964

All Communities 515 217 42% 1417

Contact rates in communities where a census was attempted ranged from 71 % in Dot Lake to

100% in Healy Lake. Overall, 217 of 515 households in the seven study communities were

surveyed, resulting in a contact rate of 42%. Results from surveyed households were

extrapolated to unsurveyed households according to sampling method and strata to derive overall

harvest estimates for each community.

Community harvests of grouse and ptannigan have not been included in the accompanying

report tables in order to focus on the central issue of migratory bird harvests. Consequently, use

of the term "birds" or "bird harvest" in this report refers specifically to migratory birds, i.e..

ducks, geese, swans, and cranes.

FINDINGS

Harvest Numbers

Harvest estimates are summarized in Table 2 by community, season of harvest, and species. An

estimated 2,479 migratory birds were taken by residents of the seven upper Tanana communities

during the period April through September 2000. The vast majority (97%) of this total number
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Table 2. Migratory Bird Harvest Estimates by Species and Season for Seven Upper Tanana Communities, 2000.

Dot Lake Eagle Village Healv Lake Northwav Villaae Tanacross Tetlin Tok Total Harvest

Total Spr. Fall Total Spr. Fall Total Spr. Fall Total Spr. Fall Total Spr. Fall Total Spr. Fall Total Spr. Fall Total Spr. Fall

All Migratory Birds 42 36 6 204 165 39 44 44 o 432 79 353 126 a 126 420 80 340 1211 102 1109 2479 506 1973
All Ducks 42 36 6 204 165 39 44 44 a 432 79 353 126 0 126 420 80 340 1131 95 1036 2399 499 1900

Bufflehead 0 12 12 a 9 9 0 11 0 11 0 53 11 42 113 a 113 198 32 166
Canvasback a a 0 a a 0 32 9 23 32 9 23
Goldeneye (sp.) a 24 19 5 7 7 a 81 31 50 12 a 12 34 4 30 61 5 56 219 66 153

Mallard 27 21 6 111 96 15 13 13 a 193 34 159 23 a 23 139 22 117 358 21 337 864 207 657
Merganser (sp.) a a a a a 0 4 a 4 4 a 4
Northern Pintail 0 6 a 6 5 5 a 2 2 a a a 98 9 89 111 16 95
Ring-Necked Duck 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 5 17 22 5 17

Scaup (sp.) 0 0 a a a 0 72 8 64 72 8 64

Scoter (sp.) 15 15 . 0 29 23 6 5 5 a 114 11 103 91 a 91 195 43 152 120 0 120 569 97 472
Northern Shoveler a a a a a a 28 a 28 28 a 28
Green-Winged Teal 0 0 0 24 0 24 0 0 124 27 97 148 27 121

American Wigeon 0 22 16 6 5 5 a 6 a 6 a 0 91 11 80 124 32 92
Unidentified Duck 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 a 7 7 a 7

All Geese a a a 0 0 a 51 7 44 51 7 44

Canada Geese a 0 0 0 0 0 24 7 17 24 7 17

White-Fronted Geese 0 0 a a a a 27 0 27 27 a 27
Unidentified Geese 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a

Waterfowl Eggs 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 a

Tundra (Whistling) Swan a a a a a a a 0

Sandhill Crane 0 0 0 0 a a 29 a 29 29 0 29



consisted of ducks (2,399). The remaining 3% of the migratory bird harvest consisted of 51

geese and 29 sandhill cranes (Grus canadensis).

As might be expected, Tok was the largest harvester, taking an estimated 1,211 migratory birds

and accounting for 49% of the migratory birds harvested in the seven communities. Tok is also

the largest community in the region. Because surveyed commlU1ities vary widely in size, the

estimated number of birds harvested may not be the best indicator of a community's participation

in migratory bird hlU1ting. The estimated number of birds harvested per household and per

person are more useful indices for comparing harvest numbers across communities. Likewise,

estimates of the percentage of households in each community involved in hunting, harvesting,

using, and sharing birds, provides a means of comparing community participation in migratory

bird harvest activities. These data are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Levels of Participation in the Use and Harvest of Migratory Birds, 2000.

Participation of Households Estimated Harvest Levels
Total Number of Birds

Use Hunt Harvest Receive Give Number Per
Community (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) of Birds Household I Person
Dot Lake 26.7 20.0 6.7 6.7 13.3 42.0 2.8 1.0
Eagle Village 61.1 66.7 61.1 0.0 0.0 203.7 11.3 6.0
Healy Lake 28.6 28.6 28.6 14.3 28.6 44.0 6.3 2.8
Northway Village 35.7 28.6 26.2 14.3 9.5 432.3 10.3 3.6
Tanacross 34.6 23.1 23.1 19.2 11.5 125.8 4.8 1.5
Tetlin 36.7 26.7 26.7 13.3 13.3 420.2 14.0 4.7
Tok 15.5 10.3 10.0 6.9 3.4 1210.8 3.4 1.3

As shown in Table 3, the number of birds harvested per household ranged from 2.8 birds in Dot

Lake to 14.0 birds in Tetlin. Eagle Village, Northway Village, and Tetlin were the only

communities to achieve a harvest rate of more than 10 birds per household. Per capita harvest

rates ranged from a low of 1 bird per person in Dot Lake to 6 birds per person in Eagle Village.

The data presented in Table 3 show that in most upper Tanana communities, less than one third

of the households were involved in hunting and harvesting migratory birds in 2000. Eagle

Village had significantly higher rates of participation, with 66.7% and 61.1 % of households

hunting and harvesting migratory birds, respectively. The percentage of households hunting birds

was similar to the percentage of households harvesting birds in most communities. This
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indicates that most households attempting to harvest birds were successful. The largest

discrepancy between hunting and harvesting was found in Dot Lake where 20% of households

hunted migratory birds but only 6.7% reported harvesting birds. In most communities, some

sharing of harvested birds occurred between households. Eagle Village was the only community

where no households reported giving or receiving birds.

Species Utilized

Ducks

Hunters in the upper Tanana region harvested twelve identified species of ducks during the 2000

season (Fig. 2). Additional species were included on the survey form (see Appendix) and asked

about during the surveys. Space was also provided on the form for surveyors to list any other

birds species mentioned by hunters. Report tables and figures include only those species for

which harvests were recorded. Two species accounted for 60% of all the ducks harvested:

mallards (Anas platyrhynchose) (36%) and scoters (Melanitta sp.) (24%). The remainder of the

harvest consisted of relatively small numbers of goldeneye (Bucephala sp.), bufflehead

(Bucephala albeola), green-winged teal (Anas crecca), American wigeon (Anas americana),

northern pintail (Anas Acuta), scaup (Aythya sp.), canvasback (Aythya valisineria), ring-necked

duck (Aythya collaris), and merganser (Mergus sp. & Lophodytes cucullatus). Only seven birds

were reported in the catch-all category "unidentified duck" indicating that most hunters knew

and remembered the species of ducks they harvested.

Multiple species of scoter, scaup, goldeneye, and merganser are known to occur in the region.

For presentation purposes in accompanying harvest tables and figures the species have been

combined into a single taxonomic grouping, but more detailed species information was offered

by some hunters. Of the 569 scoters harvested, 196 (34%) were reported as white-winged scoters

(Melanitta fusca) and 88 (15%) were identified as surf scoters (Melanitta perspicillata). Species

information was not reported for the remaining one-half of the scoter harvest (285 birds). Scaups

and mergansers were only taken by hunters in Tok. Of the 72 scaups taken, 47 (66%) were

identified as lesser scaup (Aythya affinis), 17 (24%) were listed as greater scaup (Aythya marila)

8
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Figure 2. Duck Species Harvested by Hunters in Upper Tanana
Communities, 2000.
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and the remaining 10% were unidentified by species. None of the four mergansers harvested

were identified by species. Of the 220 goldeneyes harvested, 155 (70%) were reported as

common goldeneye (Bucephala clangula), 7 (3%) were identified as Barrow's goldeneye

(Bucephala islandica), and the remainder listed as "unknown goldeneye".

Among the seven communities surveyed, there were several differences in the species of ducks

harvested. Scoters and mallards were the only ducks harvested by hunters in all seven

communities. Mallards made up the majority of the duck harvest in all communities except for

Tanacross and Tetlin, where scoters outnumbered mallards. Hunters in Dot Lake had the least

diverse duck harvest, taking only those two species. Tanacross hunters harvested three species,

Tetlin took four species, Eagle Village and Healy Lake harvested six species, and Northway

Village took seven duck species. Duck hunters in Tok had the most diverse duck harvest,

reporting 12 identified species. The five duck species harvested only by Tok hunters were as

follows: canvasbacks, mergansers, ring-necked ducks, scaups, and northern shovelers.

Geese and Other Migratory Birds

Among the upper Tanana communities surveyed in 2000, only Tok hunters reported taking

geese. The estimated total harvest of 51 geese was fairly evenly split between Canada geese

(Branta canadensis) (47%), and white-fronted geese, known locally as "speckle-bellies" (Anser

albifrons) (53%). Aside from the 14 species of ducks and geese reported above, the only other

harvest of migratory birds among surveyed communities consisted of 29 sandhill cranes taken by

hunters in Tok. Although they are known to occur in the region and were included on the survey

forms, no hunters reported taking snow geese (Chen caerulescens) or tundra swan (Cygnus

columbianus) in any of the upper Tanana communities surveyed in 2000.

Timing of Harvests

Overall, the 2000 harvest of migratory birds in the upper Tanana River region was primarily a

fall activity. As shown in Table 4, of the estimated 2,479 migratory birds harvested by hunters in

the seven survey communities, 1,973 (80%) were taken during the fall hunting period July

through September. The data show that September accounted for at least 49% of the overall

harvest. While all harvests were attributed to a specific season (spring or fall), data on month-of-
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harvest were complete only for Tok. Month-of-harvest was unspecified for a significant number

of birds taken by hunters in the six smaller communities.

Table 4. Migratory Bird Harvest by Month and Season in Upper Tanana Communities, 2000.

Sprinq Fall
Community April May June Unk.Spr. July AUQ. Seot. Unk. Fall Total Birds

Dot Lake 0 0 0 36 0 6 0 0 42
EagleViliage 0 73 55 37 0 0 20 19 204
Healy Lake 0 0 0 44 0 0 0 0 44
Northway Village 0 0 0 79 0 0 79 274 432
Tanacross 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 114 126
Tetlin 0 0 0 80 0 0 0 340 420
Tok 41 50 11 0 0 0 1,109 0 1,211

Total Birds 41 123 66 276 0 6 1,220 747 2,479
% of Harvest 1.7% 5.0% 2.7% 11.1% 0.0% 0.2% 49.2% 30.1% 100.0%

Sprinq Harvest =506 (20.4%) Fall Harvest =1,973 (79.6%)

Due to rounding error, harvest totals may differ slightly from those presented in table 2.

A strong fall hunting pattern for migratory birds was evident in Tanacross and Tok, where 100%

and 95% of the migratory birds harvest was taken during the fall season, respectively. Fall also

accounted for the majority ofthe birds harvested in Northway Village (82%) and Tetlin (81 %).

The relatively large harvest and predominantly fall hunting pattern for Tok tends to dominate the

regional data set when viewed as a whole. Documenting the extent to which hunters and

communities participated in spring waterfowl hunting was a major focus of this study and it is

worth noting that hunters in six of the seven survey communities, including Tok, participated in

the spring harvest of waterfowl to varying degrees. Spring was the major bird harvesting period

for hunters in Dot Lake, Eagle Village and Healy Lake. Although the number of birds harvested

by hunters in Healy Lake was small, 100% of the birds harvested there were taken during the

spring. These data show that although a majority of the 2000 harvest of birds in the upper Tanana

region were taken during the fall, the spring harvest period is also important for some

communities and for certain individual hunters and households in most of the communities

surveyed.

The species ofducks harvested in the spring appears to be similar to those harvested during the

fall. Northern shovelers and mergansers were the only duck species harvested exclusively in one
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season (fall) by hunters from Tok. Sandhill cranes and white-fronted geese were also taken

exclusively during the fall by Tok hunters.

Harvest and Use of Waterfowl Eggs

Among the seven upper Tanana communities surveyed there was no reported harvest or use of

migratory bird eggs in 2000. Comments received from some survey respondents indicated that

egg gathering was a more common activity in this region in years past but has declined in recent

decades with the more reliable availability of store-bought foods.

Comparison with Previously Collected Harvest Information

A number of Division of Subsistence studies conducted during the 1980s provide additional

information as well as a basis for comparing past and present harvests of migratory birds in the

upper Tanana region. Martin (1983) described subsistence activities in Dot Lake. Harvest

numbers for waterfowl were not collected in that study but waterfowl hunting activities by

residents of Dot Lake were described and provide contextual information that is probably still

pertinent today:

Geese and ducks stop during their spring and fall migrations in the numerous lakes, ponds
and creeks near Dot Lake. Some drainages in the area are important nesting sites for
waterfowl. Geese frequent the swift, muddy waters of the Tanana River, while mallards,
goldeneyes and other ducks prefer the slower, clearer waters of its tributaries .....Most
hunters use riverboats on the Tanana River and its tributaries of Sam Creek, Billy Creek
and Johnson Slough Today waterfowl hunting occurs in the fall. The feathers of geese
and ducks are singed off, and the birds are cleaned, then roasted, boiled or fried. The
gizzard is usually boiled and eaten. The birds are ordinarily eaten fresh, since most
residents feel that waterfowl do not keep long in the freezer. Waterfowl are usually
consumed within the hunter's household, "because they don't amount to much meat."
[Pages 52-53]

In another study, Case (1986) examined wild resource uses in Northway and reported that during

the 1983-84 study year, 82% of Northway households harvested waterfowl. By comparison,

survey data for 2000 indicate that just 26.2% of Northway Village households harvested

waterfowl. Case did not document harvest levels for waterfowl but provided the following

information on species used and harvest areas:
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The study area provides prime habitat for several species of migratory ducks, many of
which were harvested by local residents during the study year (bufflehead, mallard,
spoonbill, pintail, bluebill, green-and blue-winged teal, black duck, canvasback, and
widgeon). The area also supports populations of four species of geese (lesser Canada,
cackling Canada, greater white-fronted, and snow geese). Canada geese were the species
most commonly harvested. Mapped areas indicate that most waterfowl hunting was
concentrated within a five-mile radius ofNorthway Village and the airport, including many
lakes, Moose Creek, and lower Nabesna and Chisana rivers. Waterfowl were also hunted
at Tenmile and Deadman lakes and Scottie Creek drainage, as well as from the Chisana
River itself. They were also taken from the Tanana River down to and including the Tetlin
River, and on Tetlin Lake. [page 68]

Halpin (1987) focused on the upper Tanana community of Tetlin in 1983-84. That year, Halpin

found that 90% of Tetlin households harvested waterfowl, taking an estimated 696 ducks and

geese for an average harvest of 35 birds per household. By comparison, the 2000 survey data

indicate that just 26.7% of Tetlin households harvested waterfowl, taking a total of 420 ducks

and no geese, for an average harvest of 14 birds per household. Halpin also provided additional

information on the harvest and use of waterfowl by Tetlin residents:

At least ten species of ducks and two species of geese are harvested. Of these, white-winged
scoters, locally called "black ducks", appear to be the most common. Scoters may be a
preferred species because of their oiliness. One person commented: "Black ducks are very
greasy. Old people love the oil."

Canada and white-fronted geese stage in the Tetlin area enroute to and from breeding areas
farther north. The majority appear to be taken in the fall when they are stored for winter.
Although swans were hunted traditionally, an informal village rule discourages their harvest
today. With regard to harvest of geese and swans, one person remarked, "only the chosen
ones can eat them, like the old people. We know who's who, and who should have them."

Some consumption of eggs occurs today, primarily by older residents. It is difficult to say
whether this is because older people have a greater desire for them or because consumption of
rarer foods (i.e. "luxuries") by custom is limited to the elderly. There appears to be a break in
harvest in June. One person commented, "Ducks in June-too skinny and they have eggs."
Molting ducks, usually referred to in Athabaskan as chot, are taken in mid- to late summer,
depending on the species. An elderly man reported that, as a young hunter, he knew when
each duck species was featherless, and where to fmd them. Chot are often taken in
conjunction with summer potlatches when there are many people to feed.

Most waterfowl are taken during the fall, when they can be eaten fresh or preserved for later
use. Today, all are taken by hunting with rifles. Older residents recalled setting snares for
ducks, though this no longer appears to occur Waterfowl hunting is done by men and
boys, and as is true for nearly all game species, women prepare the ducks and geese for
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eating. Larger feathers are plucked and the remaining down is singed off. Those eaten fresh
are cleaned and cut into pieces, usually for a soup. Most waterfowl taken in the fall are hung
to dry or left outdoors to freeze and then cached for winter consumption. [pages 43-45]

Marcotte (1991) provides one of the more thorough subsistence baseline studies of the upper

Tanana region. That study examined the use of wild resources in five upper Tanana

communities in 1987-88. Study communities included Dot Lake, Northway, Tanacross, Tetlin,

and Tok. Seventeen species of migratory birds were listed among the resources harvested.

Marcotte noted that while birds made up only a small proportion of the wild resources harvested

in each community (less than 3% by weight) they represented a source of fresh meat for area

residents during times of the year when other wild foods were unavailable. Similar to the 2000

findings, seasonal round information provided by Marcotte identified both spring and fall

hunting periods for ducks and geese, with September identified as the primary harvest month for

migratory birds in all five communities. Table 5 compares the 1987 and 2000 harvest levels for

migratory birds in each community as well as the percentage of households using and harvesting

birds.

Table 5. Comparison of Migratory Bird Harvests in Upper Tanana Communities, 1987 and 2000.

Dot Lake Northway Tanacross Tetlin Tok
1987 2000 1987 2000 1987 2000 1987 2000 1987 2000

% Households Using Birds 46.7 26.7 71.1 35.7 55.6 34.6 79.3 36.7 22.5 15.5

% Households Harvesting Birds 26.7 6.7 62.2 26.2 44.4 23.1 49.7 26.7 22 10

Number of Ducks Harvested 51 42 2,652 432 207 126 810 420 2129 1131

Number of Geese Harvested 0 0 174 0 24 0 1 0 29 51

Number of Birds Per Household 2.6 2.8 31.4 10.3 6.8 4.8 30.0 14.0 5.9 3.4
Source of 1987 Data: Marcotte (1991).

In the five communities compared in Table 5, harvest levels and overall participation in

migratory bird harvesting appears to have declined from 1987 to 2000. The percentage of

households using birds in 2000 declined in the five communities by 31 to 54 percent over 1987

levels. Likewise the percentage of households harvesting migratory birds in 2000 declined by 48

to 75 percent. In all five communities the estimated total number of birds harvested in 2000 was
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lower than 1987. It should be noted that the size and geographic definition of Northway differed

between the two studies. Variations in harvest attributed to differences in community size can be

somewhat compensated for by looking at the number of birds harvested per household. For the

five communities compared in Table 5, the number of birds harvested per household declined

from 1987 levels in all communities except Dot Lake.

DISCUSSION

In 2000, hunters in all seven of the communities surveyed in the upper Tanana region harvested

migratory birds. The estimated harvest of nearly 2,500 birds included 12 species of ducks, two

species of geese, and sandhill cranes. Mallards and scoters were the most common species

harvested and accounted for 60% of the ducks harvested. Tok was the only community to report

harvests of geese and sandhill crane. In the communities of Dot Lake, Eagle Village, and Healy

Lake migratory birds were primarily hunted during the spring. In Northway Village, Tanacross,

Tetlin, and Tok the harvest of migratory birds was concentrated during the fall harvest period.

Hunting patterns with regard to the species utilized and the timing of harvests appear similar to

those documented by subsistence studies in the region during the 1980s. The number of

households participating in bird hunting, and community harvests of birds in 2000 appears to

have declined compared to these earlier studies.

Narrative comments received from hunters on survey forms shed some light on the relatively low

harvest levels documented on the 2000 survey. A total of 54 written comments were received

from hunters in six of the seven survey communities. Almost one-half of the comments received

on fall survey forms made reference to poor hunting caused by high water conditions.

Comments indicated that in normal years ducks and geese are more concentrated in areas that are

well known to hunters. In high-water years, waterfowl are more dispersed and more difficult to

hunt. Comments specifically referencing high water were received from Northway, Tanacross,

and Tok, and included the following examples:

• Terrible year. Too high water and ducks too far back for us to get to them.

• Worst season for waterfowl hunting he's seen in years, for lifetime. Not sure why
might be high water.
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• No ducks where we usually go--water too high.

• High water, so no concentration in one area, so hunting not as good this year.

• Too much water, so waterfowl was not accessible for him this year-too hard to get.

• In some areas like Northway, there seemed to be fewer birds-wondering why.
Could it be the two most available lakes are being flooded out by river water?

Based on these comments, one could conclude that the harvest numbers for waterfowl

documented by the 2000 survey might not be typical for individual communities or for the region

as a whole. These comments also highlight the limitations of using a single year of harvest data

to craft regulatory seasons and bag limits. Just as the availability of birds varies from year to

year due to weather events and small shifts in migration patterns, participation in hunting likely

varies as well. In small communities, the number of birds taken in a given year can be

significantly affected by changes in the availability or activity of one or two key hunters.

Numerous comments were also received on the general topic of waterfowl hunting seasons,

particularly with regard to the issue of spring waterfowl hunting. Some simply expressed

support or non-support for the concept of spring waterfowl hunting. Others made it clear they

supported a limited spring harvest but did not support hunting during or immediately after

nesting. Several respondents suggested an earlier opening of the fall waterfowl season was

needed in the upper Tanana region. Most comments on this topic were from Tok. The following

comments are representative of those received pertaining to waterfowl seasons:

• Open waterfowl season in mid-August because that's when birds are coming through.

• Need earlier season for geese, like August 20, just for white-fronted geese.

• Could open goose season a couple weeks earlier for the speckled belly geese, as most
are gone before season even opens.

• If going to hunt, should be in the fall after they have reproduced.

• Don't support summer season. Support May pre-nesting season. Limit should be
lower than fall limits on daily bag limit. Restrictions on egg gathering. Support
August season as part of fall season, like August 20 to catch all the migrants.
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• Prefer no spring hunt.

• Sees need for spring hunt, especiallY for Natives. Better eating and taste better in
spring than in fall. Notices most take in spring are those that fly through, not those
that nest.

• Waterfowl get shot in the spring anyway, so might as well have an open season for
them then. Do not want to see birds taken who have little ones. Restrict to early
spring and then close it. Like to have [fall] season start at least by last week of
August.

• Waterfowl seem to be holding their own in numbers each year over last 23 years. If
shooting few birds when they first come back it is okay, but later after nesting in
June, [they] should not hunt and disturb. Spring waterfowl tend to be good shape and
tasty to eat.

Such comments should be useful to regulators attempting to set reasonable seasons and bag

limits for spring waterfowl hunting. As noted above, however, caution should be used when

relying on a single year of data to represent typical harvest levels or harvest patterns. Waterfowl

hunting activity in 2000 was apparently adversely impacted in the upper Tanana by high water

conditions. The 2000 survey data presented in this report can probably best be used to highlight

general trends in harvest timing and the bird species that are commonly used by hunters in the

upper Tanana region. Additional years of harvest data will be required in order to conclusively

define hunting patterns and harvest levels on which to base new or revised season and bag limits

for migratory birds.
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APPENDIX: Survey Instruments

SPRING 2000 WATERFOWL HARVEST SURVEY, INTERIOR ALASKA

SURVEYOR: _How many people are in your household? _
Are any household members Alaska Natives? YES: NO: _
How many household members hunted waterfowl this spring (April-June)? _
How many household members gathered eggs this spring (April-June)? _

During April, May, or June 2000, did your household: Yes No
1. Use waterfowl?
2. Receive waterfowl from other households?
3. Give away waterfowl to other households?

During April, May, or June 2000, did your household:
1. Use eggs?
2. Receive eggs from other households?
3. Give away eggs to other households?

DATE: _

How many each month?
(Please fill in this table.)

TOTAL SPRING Month
TOTAL

WATERFOWL APRIL MAY JUNE EGGS
HARVESTED

Unknown TAKEN RESCODE

Canada Geese (Lesser) 410404080
White-fronted Geese 410410000

Snow Geese 410408000
Unknown Geese 410499000

Tundra Swan 410604000
Trumpeter Swan 410602000
Unknown Swan 410699000
Sandhill Crane 410802000
Northern Pintail 410220000

American Wigeon 410236020
Mallard 410214000

Northern Shoveler 410230000
Green-winqed Teal 410232060

Canvasback 410204000
Common Goldeneve 410210040
Barrow's Goldeneye 410210020
Unknown Goldeneye 410210990

Bufflehead 410202000
Oldsauaw 410218000

RinQ-Necked Duck 410224000
White-winaed Scoler 410228060

Surf Scoter 410228040
Unknown Scoter 410228990
Greater ScauP 410226020
Lesser Scaup 410226040

Unknown Scaup 410226990
Unknown Duck 410299000

Other Ducks/Geese/Gulls: 417700000

Do you have any comments about waterfowl in your area?

Division of Subsistence, AK Dept. of Fish and Game
1300 College Rd., Fairbanks, AK 99701-1599 COMMUNITY:. (_) HH 10:. _
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2000 BIRD HARVEST SURVEY, INTERIOR ALASKA

How many people are in your household? _

Are any household members Alaska Natives? YES:

WATERFOWL (last 3 months)

GROUSE and PTARMIGAN (last 12 months)

NO:

How many
HH members

HARVESTED?

SURVEYOR: ___

Did household Did household
USE? RECEIVE?

YIN YIN

YIN YIN

DATE:

Did household
GIVEAWAY?

YIN

YIN
If household members harvested birds, please record harvest below.

How many each month?

TOTAL
For the last 3 months NUMBER

HARVESTED JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER RESCODE
Canada Geese (Lesser) 410404080

White-fronted Geese 410410000

Snow Geese 410408000

Unknown Geese 410499000
Tundra Swan .410604000
Trumpeter Swan 410602000

Unknown Swan 410699000
Sandhill Crane 410802000
Northern Pintail 410220000

American Wigeon 410236020

Mallard 410214000
Northern Shoveler 410230000

Green-winged Teal 410232060
Canvasback 410204000
Common Goldeneve 410210040
Barrow's Goldeneve -410210020

Unknown Goldeneye 410210990
Bufflehead 410202000
Oldsquaw 410218000
Rinq-Necked Duck 410224000
White-winged Scoter 410228060
Surf Scoter 410228040

Unknown Scoter 410228990
Greater Scaup 410226020
Lesser Scaup 410226040

Unknown Scaup 410226990
Unknown Duck 410299000

Other:

For the last 12 months NUMBER HARVESTED NUMBER HARVESTED
Ruffed Grouse 421802060 Willow PtarmiQan 421804040
Sharp-tailed Grouse 421802040 Rock Ptarmigan 421804020
Spruce Grouse 421802020 Unknown Ptarmiqan 421804990

Unknown Grouse 421802990 Other:

Do you have any comments about waterfowl or other birds in your area?

Division of SUbsistence. AK Dept. of Fish and Game
1300 College Rd.. Fairbanks. AK 99701-1599 COMMUNITY: (_) HH 10: _
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2000 BIRD HARVEST SURVEY, INTERIOR ALASKA

How many people are in your household? _
Are any household members Alaska Natives? YES:

WATERFOWL (last 6 months)
EGGS (last spring)
GROUSE and PTARMIGAN (last 12 months)

NO:

How many
HH members

HUNTED?

SURVEYOR: ___

Did household Did household
USE? RECEIVE?
YIN YIN
YIN YIN
YIN YIN

DATE:

Did household
GIVEAWAY?

YIN
YIN
YIN

If household members harvested birds or eggs, please record harvest below.

How many each month?

For the last 6 months

Canada Geese (Lesser)
White-fronted Geese
Snow Geese

Unknown Geese
Tundra Swan
Trumpeter Swan

Unknown Swan
Sandhill Crane
Northern Pintail
American WiQeon
Mallard
Northern Shoveler
Green-winged Teal
Canvasback
Common Goldeneye
Barrow's Goldeneye

Unknown Goldeneye
Bufflehead
OldsQuaw
RinQ-Necked Duck
White-winQed Scoter
Surf Scoter

Unknown Scoter
Greater ScauP
Lesser Scaup

Unknown Scaup
Unknown Duck

Other:

TOTAL
NUMBER

HARVESTED
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TOTAL
EGGS
TAKEN RESCODE

410404080
410410000
410408000

410499000
410604000.
410602000
410699000'

410802000
410220000
410236020
410214000
410230000
410232060
410204000
410210040
410210020
410210990
410202000
410218000
410224000
410228060
410228040
410228990
410226020
410226040
410226990
410299000

For the last 12 months NUMBER HARVESTED NUMBER HARVESTED
Ruffed Grouse 421802060 Willow PtarmiQan 421804040
Sharp-tailed Grouse 421802040 Rock PtarmiQan 421604020
Spruce Grouse 421802020 Unknown PtarmiQan 421604990

Unknown Grouse 421802990 Other:

Do you have any comments about waterfowl or other birds in your area?

Division of Subsistence, AK Dept. of Fish and Game
1300 College Rd., Fairbanks, AK 99701-1599 COMMUNfTY: (_) HH 10: _
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