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ABSTRACT 

Patterns of wild resource harvest and utilization, and the 

economics of trapping, are described for the western Susitna Basin from 

Alexander Creek in the south to Youngstown Bend in the North. Area 

residents are predominantly white settlers who have moved into the area 

since the turn of the century. Interviews were conducted with people who 

moved to the area as early as 1925. Approximately 64 households 

currently reside permanently in the area. Data were collected from 44 

area households between January and May 1985. An additional sample of 

six trapper households was interviewed in the Trapper Creek area. 

The cash economy of the area was closely tied to the harvest of 

wild resources, indirectly through the operation of commercial lodges 

and guiding operations for fishermen and hunters, and directly by 

commercial trapping. Area residents also participated in a variety of 

other types of cash jobs locally and non-locally. Resources taken for 

personal consumptive uses were a vital part of this mixed economy. 

The study found high levels of participation in hunting and 

fishing activities by area residents. Over 50 percent of the households 

attempted to harvest salmon, trout, moose, and berries. Between one- 

third and one-half the households participated in the harvest of 

furbearers, spruce grouse, burbot, hooligan, and grayling. Moose and 

salmon contributed over three-quarters of the total edible resource 

harvest. A decrease of 30 percent occurred in the 1984 average harvest 

compared to the 1982 harvest. Demographic characteristics which appeared 

to increase household harvests were many years of residency, large-sized 

households, heads of households between 35 and 49 years of age, and the 



presence of a hunting or fishing guide or trapper in the household. 

Trapper households harvested an average of 312 pounds more edible 

resources than did non-trapper households. They also took twice as many 

different resources as non-trappers. Trappers were categorized into 

three groups: commercial-subsistence, commercial-subsistence-recrea- 

tional, and receational. The first two groups harvested more pounds 

edible resources and produced more cash earnings than did the 

recreational group. The commercial-subsistence group produced nearly 

three times as much earnings as the commercial-subsistence-recreational 

group. 

Trapping in the western Susitna Basin study area was valued using 

six cost accounting methods. Net potential earnings from trapping 

averaged $833 for 15 trappers. The seven commercial-subsistence trappers 

averaged $2,258 in potential earnings, almost one-fifth the 1982 average 

total annual income per return for Skwentna. Trapping was a seasonal 

income source which occurred in winter months when cash sources were 

scarce. Several non-monetary values associated with trapping were the 

maintenance of good mental and physical health, and teaching young 

people to accept responsibilities. 

The role of trapping in the local economy was that of being a 

long-term, relatively stable income source among several sources. 

Residents maintained the capacity to earn cash from a range of income 

sources, any one of which might diminish from year to year. A variety of 

wild resources were also utilized since the abundance of any one may 

fluctuate annually. 

An estimated 39 resident and non-resident trappers used the study 

area in 1984. Trapper numbers and levels of activity may fluctuate from 



year to year depending on fur prices, weather and other environmental 

conditions, and an individual trapper's commitments to alternate cash 

sources. Marten, beaver, mink, and fox were the major furbearer species 

harvested and those which produced the most amounts of cash income. 

Marten were trapped in the largest numbers of any fur and produced the 

greatest amount of gross income. Beaver yielded the second largest 

amount of gross income to trappers. Many beaver carcasses were used for 

dogfood and a few were used for human consumption. 

Acquisition of traplines was done historically through cash 

purchases and settling untrapped areas. Today, most trappers are given 

areas by former trappers or settle on untrapped areas. Recreational 

trappers, who were not present historically, commonly utilized portions 

of commercial trappers' areas. The most productive commercial trappers 

utilized areas averaging 198 square miles in size. Most commercial 

trappers who utilized areas which had been trapped historically, 

extended the boundaries of these areas with the use of snowmachines and 

often consolidated portions of adjoining areas. Expansion of these areas 

was necessary in order to maintain production and to reach areas 

unaffected by settlement and recreational trappers. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

STUDY BACKGROUND 

This report is a study of the role of trapp ing in the loca 1 

economy of the Western Susitna Basin, an area in Southcentral Alaska 

north of Anchorage along Cook Inlet. The study is an outgrowth of 

earlier research by the Division of Subsistence, Alaska Department of 

Fish and Game (ADF&G), on wild resource uses in the Upper Yentna River 

area of the Susitna Basin (Fall, Foster, and Stanek 1983). That study 

documented the significance of wild fish and game harvests for the 

residents of the area. The primary purpose of this study was to examine 

the role of furbearer trapping in the economy of the Susitna Basin. 

Although trapping has been economically important in Alaska's 

history (Bancroft 1896; Porter 1967; DeArmond 1969), little has been 

written about the role of trapping in contemporary Alaska economies 

(e.g. Robert 1984; McLean 1983; Glass 1985). This is especially true for 

the western Susitna Basin communities described in this report. 

Therefore, the current study's primary goals were: (1) a description of 

the role of trapping in the local economy; (2) documentation of changes 

in trapping patterns over time; (3) a description of the mechanisms of 

trapline ownership transfer; and (4) an evaluation of the value of 

trapping to residents of the western Susitna Basin. 

The geographic area of focus, the western Susitna Basin (Fig. l), 

is roughly defined by the Alaska Range on the west, Youngstown Bend on 
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STUDY AREAS 

A - UPPER YENTNA 
B- LOWER SUSITNA 
C - TRAPPER CREEK 
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Figure 1. Western Susitna Basin Study Areas. 
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the north, the Susitna River on the east, and Cook Inlet as far as 

Beluga on the south. This area encompasses about 3,300 square miles. The 

area is populated by widely dispersed households and loosely 

concentrated settlements along major river corridors. Alexander Creek, 

Skwentna, McDougall, and Beluga have population concentrations. 

Schulling (1982) estimated 145 people in the Upper Yentna area. Fall et 

al. (1983) and this study estimate 165 people in the Upper Yentna and 

Lower Susitna areas. 

The western Susitna Basin was chosen as a research area for two 

reasons. First, the area is a clearly defined roadless area of 

Southcentral Alaska, where trapping was thought to be an important part 

of the economy. Access to the area is along interconnected waterways 

stemming from the Susitna River, or by small aircraft using lakes or 

earthen runways. The area is not joined to the state's highway system, 

except that the extreme southern part occasionally has a winter ice road 

connecting the Matanuska Valley to Beluga and Tyonek. The Parks Highway 

borders part of the eastern edge. Second, the lands and waters of the 

Susitna Basin have come under growing demand by resource users for 

hunting, fishing, settlement, forestry, mining, recreational 

developments, and nonconsumptive uses. This increased demand for 

resources has prompted a need for better information to make wise 

resource management decisions. 

Although there has been a small population increase within the 

study area, most demand for resources has come from users living outside 

the study area, especially from Anchorage and the Matanuska Valley which 

contain over half of the state's human population. Many of these people 

have acquired private recreational sites within the study area through 

3 



state disposal programs. To meet the high demand for land, the Alaska 

Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) has disposed of thousands of 

acres of basin lands between 1975 and 1984. Much of this land has been 

for remote homesites and subdivisions. 

In response to these disposals, the ADF&G has tried to maintain a 

balance between public demand for land and resources, and what the land 

is able support (ADF&G 1984:l). In recent years rapid changes in land 

use, and accelerated resource development have created a situation where 

demand exceeds the supply of available resources. In 1976 the ADNR, 

ADF&G, and the Matanuska Susitna Borough embarked on a planning study to 

"address the relationship between the demand for resources and the 

capability of the land to meet those needs." Available land areas were 

assessed in order to 'I (manage habitat) capable of perpetuating fish and 

wildlife resources at levels necessary to accommodate existing and 

future demands..." (ADF&G 1984:l). As a result, the Susitna Area Plan 

(ADNR 1984) and Areawide Land Management Policies (ADNR 1985) were 

developed. These documents are intended to guide development and land 

use practices in the basin. 

One of the use categories defined by ADNR in their land management 

policies is fish and wildlife habitat. Among the management goals 

associated with wildlife is its contribution to economic diversity. This 

goal is to be ensured "by protecting fish and wildlife resources which 

contribute directly and indirectly to local, regional and state 

economies through commercial, subsistence, sport and non-consumptive 

uses" (ADF&G 1984:lO). Furbearer trapping was identified as a use of 

wildlife which contributes to the economy of the area (see also ADF&G 

1980). 



Relatively little information about furbearer use, such as harvest 

quantities and trapline areas, was available when information on the 

economic role of furbearers was developed for the Susitna Area Plan 

(ADF&G 1984:17-19; D. Bader Pers. Comm., 1985). Nevertheless, the 

limited data suggested that trapping was significant to local and 

regional economies. For example, Game Management Unit (GMU) 16B, in 

which the study area exists, was ranked number one among other 

Southcentral areas for numbers of furbearers produced (ADF&G 1984). Fall 

et al. (1983) found that 43 percent of western Susitna Basin households 

trapped furbearers in 1983. The total harvest of 1,235 pelts included 

marten, mink, muskrat, and beaver. 

Information collected during this study indicates that furbearers 

have in the past and continue to be an economically important natural 

resource for local residents. In light of the rapid development of the 

Susitna Basin a better understanding of the patterns of furbearer use is 

needed in order to protect these uses, local and regional economies, and 

the rural way of life of which they are a part. 

METHODOLOGY 

The Division of Subsistence began collecting information on wild 

resource uses by residents of the western Susitna Basin during 1983 in a 

study of the use of moose (Fall et al. 1983). In 1983, owing to the 

widely dispersed nature of the area's population, door-to-door household 

interviews were determined to be the only practical way to contact 

people living in remote locations. Face-to-face interviewing enabled the 

researchers to explain the purposes of the study, and to familiarize 
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themselves with area residents and resource use patterns. As a result 

the 1983 study had high levels of participation (Fall et al. 1983). 

Field work resumed on March 18, 1985 and concluded on April 30, 

1985. In 1985, both interviews and mailed surveys were used to gather 

data. New households, established in the area after March 1983, received 

individual interviews. Some households previously interviewed in 1983 

received a mailout survey form in order to conserve field time and 

expenses. In addition, a sample of previously interviewed trapper 

households was selected for additional personal interviews about their 

use of furbearers instead of receiving the mailout form. 

Trapper households were defined as any household which attempted 

to harvest furbearers between January and December 1984. Trappers were 

identified in three ways: from the 1983 data; through references from 

other trappers; and by consulting ADF&G furbearer sealing records for 

1984. Trapper households were asked to answer a series of detailed 

questions (Appendix A), while non-trapper households received an 

abbreviated version of the questionnaire (Appendix B). 

A total of 50 households was surveyed during the study, 32 in the 

upper Yentna study area, 12 in the lower Susitna area, and 6 in the 

Trapper Creek area (See Fig. 1). The numbers of households which 

received each type of interview appear by area in Table 1. Excluding the 

six Trapper Creek households, the sample of 44 households represents 

68.8 percent of the estimated 64 households in the non-road connected 

study area. The Trapper Creek sample was selected from beaver sealing 

records and was intended to survey trappers not residing in GMU-16, but 

who used the study area. This subsample of trappers is discussed 

separately from study area residents in Appendix G. 
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TABLE 1. DISTRIBUTION OF INTERVIEW FORMS BY AREA 

Upper Yentna Lower Susitna Trapper Creek Total 

Long Forms 17 4 6 27 

Short Forms 15 8 0 23 
------ ------ ------- -v---m 

32 12 6 50 

An estimate of the total number of trappers, local and non-local, 

who used the study area in 1984, was derived from the number of trappers 

appearing in the 1983-84 beaver sealing records, interviews with study 

area residents, and estimates of aerial trapper numbers based on key 

informant aerial trappers' observations (Table 2). The total estimate 

includes 22 trappers residing within the study area, seven trappers not 

using airplanes and residing outside the study area, and 10 aerial 

trappers residing outside the study area. In all, a conservative 

estimate of 39 trappers regularly used the Western Susitna study area in 

1984. 

TABLE 2. ESTIMATED NUMBER OF TRAPPER HOUSEHOLDS USING THE STUDY AREA IN 
1984 

Trappers residing in the study area 22 

Non-aerial trappers residing outside the study area 7 

Aerial trappers residing outside the study area 10 
------ 

Estimated number of trappers using the study area 39 

Historic trapping and settlement information was collected by 

interviewing long-term area residents. A researcher was contracted to 

conduct interviews of long-term residents and document the oral history 
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of the area. Data collected from that work (Pendelton 1983) were used as 

a basis for developing questions to collect additional historic trapping 

information in this study. The group of long-term resident trappers was 

identified by referrals from local people and from information collected 

in 1983. The group was interviewed using guideline questions in Appendix 

C. Most of the long-term resident trappers did not trap in 1984, but 

continued to reside in the area. Maps of historic trapping areas were 

collected. All historic mapping data were corroborated with other long- 

time residents. 

Numerical data collected on standardized interview forms were 

coded for computer analysis with the SPSS (Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences) program. Resource harvest quantities were converted to 

pounds edible weight using the conversion factors in Appendix D. These 

data along with information on costs, earnings, and demography were used 

in the comparative economic analyses of Chapter 7. 

Mapped data were transferred from maps drawn by trappers on 

1:63,630 United States Geological Survey maps to report format. The 

square miles of each trapping area were determined by digitizing the 

outer perimeter of each area three times and determining an average. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LOCAL ENVIEONMENT 

GEOGRAPHICAL FEATURES 

Gravel and silt deposits covered by stands of mixed spruce-birch 

and poplar forests dominate the landscape of the western Susitna Basin. 

Interspersed throughout the area are openings of bog and muskeg. The 

Susitna River flows through the eastern third of the area, while its 

major tributary, the Yentna River, drains the central and northern 

parts. Numerous other glacial and clear water streams feed into the two 

major rivers. 

Bordering the area to the west is the Alaska Range and to the east 

the Talkeetna Mountains. The very southern end of the area is bordered 

by the tidal flats of upper Cook Inlet. A prominent feature in the 

southern part is Mount Susitna, while in the northern part the Yenlo 

Hills stand out. Scattered over the entire area are hundreds of small 

lakes and ponds. 

CLIMATE 

The climate of the basin is generally one of relatively mild 

temperatures characteristic of most of Southcentral Alaska. However, 

considerable variation in weather patterns occurs between the northern 

and southern extents of the study area. In the northern part weather 

tends to be more like interior Alaska, having colder temperatures and 

lower hunidity. In contrast the southern part is influenced by Cook 
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Inlet which has a moderating effect producing milder temperatures. Area 

residents recognize a climatic dividing line just south of Lake Creek. 

Minimum winter temperatures in the south range from 0 to -4 degrees F, 

and in the north -8 to -16 degrees F. Maximum summer temperatures range 

from 62 to 64 degrees F in the south and 66 to 68 degrees F in the north 

(Selkregg 1974). 

Snowfall also varies considerably throughout the study area, and 

like rainfall, increases with elevation. The average annual 

accumulations for the southern part is 20 inches, while the northern 

part receives as much as 40 inches. In 1984 the weather station at 

Finger Lake recorded a total of over 241.5 inches of snowfall (G. 

Leonard Pers. Comm., 1985). 

PLANT AND ANIMAL COMMUNITIES 

Dominating the entire study area is a vast expanse of mixed 

spruce, birch, and poplar forest, one of five major plant communities in 

the basin (Fig. 2). This vegetation group is typified by white spruce, 

paper birch, and cottonwood trees. It has an understory of shrubs 

including alder, high-bush cranberry, blueberry, lowbush cranberry, and 

labrador tea. 

On scattered areas of low-lying ground grows low brush, bog and 

muskeg vegetation. This moist habitat is typified by willow, sweetgale, 

lowbush blueberry, and shrubby cinquefoil. Moving from lower to higher 

elevations above tree-line, cover types include high brush with alder 

and dwarf birch, alpine tundra with short willows and crowberry, and 

barren ground habitats with kinnikinnick and diminutive species of 
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Figure 2. Generalized Vegetation Groups Occurring in the Western 
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cinquefoil and saxifrage. 

Inhabiting the land and freshwaters of the basin are some 38 

species of mammals, approximately 150 species of birds, and about 12 

fish species. Moose can be found in all land habitat types, but are most 

common in upland shrub, lowlands, and riverine plant communities. 

Typically, moose migrate from higher to lower elevations during the late 

fall and winter and back to higher areas in the spring and early fall. 

They usually spend winters "yarded up" in riverine thickets of willow 

and alder. 

Brown bears are usually seen in the open upland shrub and tundra 

communities, but also occur in most other vegetation types. Black bears 

are most common in the spruce-hardwood forests. Black bears are common 

along the lower reaches of the Susitna River in early spring while 

feeding on runs of hooligan. Both bear species eat a variety of animals 

and herbs. Grasses, berries, herbaceous plants, roots, insects, salmon 

and rodents all are part of the bear's diet. Bears are also predators of 

moose, and in some areas have been found to take large numbers of moose 

calves (J. Faro Pers. Comm., 1984). Bears den up during the winter 

months usually on dry south and west facing hillsides. They can be seen 

emerging from hibernation in April and May. 

A variety of smaller mammals also inhabit the area. Occupying 

corridors along rivers and streams, and around lakes are beaver, otter, 

mink, and ermine. In drier mixed forests are marten, red and flying 

squirrels, and porcupine. Ranging through all habitat types are fox, 

small numbers of wolves, wolverine, lynx, and coyotes. A variety of 

mice, voles, and shrews occupy most habitat types. 

The populations of small mammals are cyclical and can dramatically 
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influence the numbers of larger predatory species. Marten, for example, 

prey heavily on mice and squirrels. In recent years numbers of voles and 

lemmings have been low across North America. These two species make up 

80-90 percent of the marten's diet. This may have contributed to low 

marten numbers (Tom McCall pers. comm., 1985). According to long-time 

Basin residents snowshoe hares were once very common in the study area, 

but are currently uncommon. Likewise lynx are almost nonexistent today, 

but were abundant in the 1920s. 

Because this report deals with human use, only those bird groups 

commonly consumed by humans will be discussed. Two upland game birds, 

the ptarmigan and spruce grouse, are abundant in the area. Numbers of 

these birds change from year to year depending upon weather conditions 

and particularly the amount of rain and snowfall. Local abundance is 

also dependant on food availability. Typically ptarmigan move from 

higher elevations in winter to lower areas with an abundance of willow 

and alder especially in open low brush and muskeg and along rivers. 

Waterfowl are seasonally abundant during spring and fall 

migrations, and during summer nesting. Streams, lakes, and beaver ponds 

are important for nesting and rearing. Most locally produced waterfowl 

leave the area in August and early September. There are, however, many 

migrating ducks, geese, and swans passing through until freeze-up in 

October or November. 

The lakes and streams of the area are inhabited by about 12 

species of fish. Salmon is the major group of which five species 

(chinook, sockeye, pink, coho, and chum) annually migrate from the ocean 

into rivers and streams. Other fish include rainbow trout, grayling, 

Dolly Varden, and pike. These along with burbot, whitefish, and suckers 

13 



are primarily resident to local lakes and streams. Freshwater clams 

inhabit the sandy bottoms of larger lakes. 
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CHAPTER 3 

HISTORY OF THE WESTERN SUSITNA BASIN 

The aboriginal inhabitants of the Susitna Basin were the Upper 

Inlet Tanaina (Dena'ina) Athapaskans (Osgood 1937). Captain James Cook's 

voyage in 1778 was the first recorded European contact with the Upper 

Inlet Tanaina. At that time, villages and seasonal hunting camps were 

scattered throughout the Susitna Basin along rivers and streams and 

around lakes. Key locations were along salmon migration routes. Over 30 

traditional village sites have been recorded in the basin (Fall 1981). 

The Tanaina followed a seasonal round of resource harvests which 

took them from the mountain passes in the Alaska Range to the shores of 

Cook Inlet. Many furbearers were used for food, clothing, and household 

items. Beaver, muskrat, and lynx were taken for food and pelts during 

most of the year. Mink, marten, land otter, fox, and weasel were taken 

for their pelts and used in clothing (Osgood 1937). 

Contact between Russian fur traders and the Tanaina took place in 

the mid 1780s (Tikhmenev 1978:16). Furbearer trapping for trade later 

became central to the Tanaina economy. Russian occupation of Cook Inlet 

had tenuous beginnings resulting from numerous conflicts with the 

Indians. Final acceptance of the Russian presence by the Indians by 1800 

led to established trading posts along Cook Inlet, and extensive trading 

relationships (Townsend 1965). 

The Russians never established settlements in the Susitna Basin, 

nor was their knowledge of the area extensive. Their first explorations 

of the basin took place in 1844 when Malakoff went up the Susitna River. 

Little else was done, and direct Russian involvement in the fur trade 
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only extended as far as their posts along the inlet (Brooks 1973:235). 

After the purchase of Alaska by the United States in 1867 

developments in the Cook Inlet region were mainly along the inlet 

shoreline. The mining and commercial fishing industries grew along the 

Kenai Peninsula. Canneries were built at Kasilof, Kenai, Homer, and 

Seldovia. In the upper inlet area the Alaska Commercial Company 

established trading posts at Tyonek, Susitna Station, and Knik. 

The first recorded gold mining in the basin was in the 1870s. The 

mining industry became established and flourished between this time and 

the early 1930s. The first major strike in the Cook Inlet region took 

place along Turnagain Arm (35 miles southeast of the Susitna Basin) in 

1894 (Barry 1973). Subsequent gold discoveries in the Susitna Basin 

occurred in the Collinsville, Cache Creek, Yentna, and Willow Creek 

districts, and brought an influx of white settlers to the area. 

An extensive transportation network was established within Cook 

Inlet region and the lower Susitna Basin. Steamship lines serviced the 

inlet communities of Homer, Kenai, Tyonek, Knik, and Sunrise with summer 

service from Tyonek or Beluga to Susitna (Susitna Station) in the early 

1900s. Susitna, McDougall, and Knik were major trailheads and trading 

posts during the goldrush era (Potter 1967). A network of trails and 

wagon roads, many of which followed former Indian trails, was 

established throughout the basin by explorers, mining companies, and the 

Alaska Road Commission (ARC) (Fig.3). For example, the Iditarod Trail 

was built from Knik to Rainy Pass, with roadhouses at old Skwentna and 

Susitna. The McDougall-Cache Creek Trail went from the mouth of Lake 

Creek to the Cache Creek District (Bacon 1982:87). 

The Alaska railroad was completed from Seward to Fairbanks 

16 



HISTORICAL YAP KEY 

Gxaphlc Features and Tratls 

HolInt sus1tna 11 Youngstown Rrnd/Sunf:over Trail 

F la thorn Lake 12 Sunflwer.:Petcrs Creek Trail 

Beluga !4ounca1n 13 Peters CrPekIPetersvlllr Trail 

HotInt Yenlo 16 Talkeetna’r,chr Creek Trail 

, Falrvlev ‘lountaln 15 Susltna,‘l(?Lk Trxll 

, Llttlr peters HlllS 16 Tvonek/Knlk Troll 
1 pl‘trrs HlllS 1, skventna Roadhouse 

Red Shirt Lake 18 ~akev~ew Roadhou- 

Idlmrod Tr.all 19 X:exandar’s Roadhouse 

McDougall/Cache Creek Trail 20 Churchhrll 
21 Anderson ;toadhoura tat PaSr ,Z=.J 

Figure 3. Historic Travel Routes, Roadhouses, and Population 
Centers of the Western Susitna Basin (after USDA 1983). 
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between 1915 and 1923. Travellers heading for mining areas near Mount 

Fairview and in Rainy Pass took the line to Willow and Talkeetna, and 

the importance of river and overland winter trails diminished. When the 

rail line was completed to Talkeetna in 1917 the trail from McDougall, 

and McDougall itself, were abandoned (Bacon 1982:90). Talkeetna then 

became the major jumping off point to the gold mining districts. 

Anchorage became the primary trade center for the region. 

The human population of the study area fluctuated greatly over the 

past 150 years. The population prior to 1900 was primarily Tanaina 

Athabaskans who numbered at least 150 (Fall 1981). A few miners and 

settlers lived at Susitna and in the northern part around Youngstown. In 

response to gold strikes around Mount Fairview non-Native populations of 

basin communities and most neighboring communities increased abruptly 

during the 1890s and early 1900s (Table 3). Most of this growth was 

miners who moved through the basin to the mining districts and interior 

parts of the state. In 1890 there were 142 people recorded living at or 

near Susitna Station alone (Table 3). A major influenza epidemic in 1918 

reduced the Tanaina population in the basin to less than 50. By 1934 

almost all the Tanaina had moved from Susitna and Kroto to Tyonek (Fall 

1981). After the railroad was completed in 1923, the flow of traffic to 

the mining areas shifted from along the Susitna and Yentna Rivers to the 

eastern part of the basin along the rail line. Only scattered trappers, 

fur-ranchers, and a few miners remained in the study area after 1925 

(Edmunds 1928). Their numbers may have been around 50 people. 

From the mid 1930s until the 1960s the population of the study 

area remained low, probably numbering less than 100 people. Trapping, 

fur farming, guiding, commercial fishing, and seasonal nonlocal 
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employment were the primary sources of cash income, while subsistence 

hunting and fishing provided the bulk of annual meat and fish supplies. 

Fur farming had a short history in the basin (Francis 1966). By 1948 the 

last fur farm was gone from the basin, following the legal prohibition 

of catching salmon for the purpose of commercial mink ranching (V. and 

S. Ross pers. comm., 1985). From 1945 until 1977 the Civil Aeronautics 

Administration (later the Federal Aeronautics Administration) maintained 

a radio station and runway, manned by about 16 to 20 people, at the 

current site of Skwentna (J. Delia pers. comm., 1986). A post office was 

established at Skwentna in 1938. This and a meteorological station 

provided employment for one household. A school was built in 1975 adding 

two additional government funded jobs to the area (Pendelton 1983). 

Since Alaska's statehood both federal and state governments have 

sponsored a variety of settlement programs in Southcentral Alaska. In 

the 1950s federal homestead programs provided 5 to 160 acre parcels. 

Most people living in the basin at that time had five acre headquarters 

sites surveyed around their cabins (C. Forsberg pers. comm., 1985). 

Since the early 1970s state land disposal programs have provided various 

settlement programs ranging from small, remote parcel homesites to 

subdivisions and large agricultural tracts in the study area (ADNR 

1984). Large amounts of land were purchased by speculators and as 

recreational sites. Despite the transfer of large numbers of land 

parcels to private ownership, relatively few permanent residents have 

settled in the study area. Currently, there an estimated 165 people live 

in the study area. Most other users of the area are seasonal. Summer 

recreational cabins are very common on large lakes and along rivers. 

Study area streams are some of the most popular recreational fishing 
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areas in Southcentral Alaska, and are easily accessible from Anchorage 

by floatplane and powerboat. Fishing, hunting, and summer cabins attract 

large numbers of seasonal. visitors. 
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CHAPTER 4 

SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

COMMUNITY SERV.ICES AND FACILITIES 

In 1984, the study area lay within the boundaries of the 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough. The study area was roadless except for the 

eastern edge which was bounded by the Parks Highway in the vicinity of 

Trapper Creek. That portion of the area within about a 20 mile radius of 

Skwentna was incorporated by local residents as the Skwentna 

Corporation. Its primary purpose has been to provide a unified body to 

represent area residents on issues which affected their area such as 

taxes, land disposals, business licensing, and schools. The Matanuska- 

Susitna Borough levied property taxes in the area, but other than a 

school, has. provided few other services. The Matanuska School District 

has been administering a small school with grades kindergarten through 

high school at Skwentna. In 1984, a state maintained airstrip was 

located at Skwentna, and there were a few small private landing strips. 

Most of the larger lakes and certain river stretches were used as 

landing areas. In recent years the state DNR has provided administration 

for firewood and logging permits, certain airstrips, and other land-use 

programs. Some of these, such as the firewood and logging programs, have 

required user fees. 

From time to time a small private store has been operated at 

Skwentna, however, most of the time people have purchased supplies of 

foods and dry goods from stores outside the area. At the time of this 

study, there were no public electrical or water systems in the area. 
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Most people had hand-drilled wells and many used portable generators to 

operate convenience appliances. Transportation to and within the area 

was by boat and airplane during the summer months from Anchorage and the 

Susitna River. Local winter travel was by snowmachines. 

In 1984, there were approximately 25 fishing lodges scattered 

throughout the area usually near prime fishing locations. Most were 

owned and operated by local residents, but many had nonlocal investors 

and seasonal workers, All were seasonal and catered to fly-in, sport 

anglers. About 10 local entrepreneurs operated small saw mills, 

freighting services, sport hunting and fishing guide services, or guest 

houses. 

RESIDENCY 

Prior to conducting surveys, all area residents known to key 

informants were listed. An estimated 64 households were in the study 

area in 1984 with an estimated population of 165 people (Table 4). Of 

these, 44 households were surveyed in 1985 (68.8 percent). A majority 

TABLE 4. NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THE WESTERN SUSITNA STUDY AREA IN 1984 

Upper Yentna Lower Susitna Beluga Total 

Number of 
Households 32 9 3 44 
Surveyed 
________------- ___________________-------------------------------------- 
Number of 
Households 5 8 7 20 
Not Surveyed 
_-_____________-____---------------------------------------------- ------ 
Total Households 37 17 10 64 
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of household heads (63.6 percent) surveyed in 1985 have lived in the 

western Susitna Basin less than 10 years (Fig.4). A core of long-term 

residents, including eight households (20.4 percent), lived in the area 

for 20 or more years. This group has become smaller in recent years as 

people have passed away or moved to urban areas for medical reasons or 

easier access to public services. An additional seven household heads 

(16 percent) have resided in the area 11 to 17 years. Almost one-fifth 

(15.9 percent) of the population has lived in the area for a short time, 

0 to 2 years. Comparison of information from the 1983 and 1985 Division 

of Subsistence surveys indicated a decrease of five households in the 

area; however there was also a turnover of about 19 percent of the 

households during the two year period. 

Of the 44 households surveyed, 22 (50.0 percent) were trapping 

households. About half the trapper households (54.5 percent) resided in 

the study area less than 10 years and half more than 10 years. Trapper 

households were the majority (58.8 percent) of the households living in 

the area 10 years or more. 

There were differences in length of residency between geographic 

areas. All the households residing in the lower Susitna area had been 

there more than two years. In contrast (21.9 percent) of the upper 

Yentna households resided in the study area two years or less. 

SEX AND AGE STRUCTURE 

An age and sex breakdown (Fig. 5) shows that the western Susitna 

population is relatively mixed in terms of age. Seventy-five percent 

were below the age of 45 years in 1984. Forty percent of the people were 
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between the ages of 20 and 44 years. Nearly equal percentages were males 

and females. However , there are nearly twice as many males (22) as 

females (12) in the group over 45 years of ngc. 

The age and sex structures of various groups of households 

differed. Trapper households (Fig. 6) differed from the total population 

(See Fig. 5) by having larger proportions of males ages 15 to 19 and 40 

to 44 years. These age groups were larger in trapper households by 5.2 

percent and 4.4 percent respectively. The average age of study area 

residents living in the area more than two years was seven years older 

than those residing in the area two years or less. Upper Yentna 

residents averaged eight years younger than lower Susitna residents. 

HOUSEHOLD SIZE 

Household size among the total population surveyed ranged from one 

to six persons, and averaged 2.9 persons (Fig.7). Trapper households had 

a larger average size (3.3 persons), compared with nontrapper households 

(2.5 persons). Both upper Yentna and lower Susitna households which had 

lived in the area more than two years averaged larger size households 

(3.0 persons) than households which had lived in the area two years or 

less (2.5 persons). 

INCOME SOURCES 

Table 5 provides three years of average taxable income per return 

data for the Skwentna area. Income source data collected in this study 

provided insight about how households adapted economically to an area 
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TABLE 5. AVERAGE TAKABLE INCOME LEVELS PER TAX RETURN, SKWENTNA 

Year Average Income Number Returns 

1978 $8,410 26 
1981 $12,251 28 
1982 $12,101 37 

Source: Alaska Department of Revenue 1985 

with few year round cash income sources. As with the 1983 findings, 

sources of household income in 1984 remained highly varied. Sixteen 

trapping households derived income from 13 different sources in 1984 

(Table 6). Most income sources were part-time. Examples of local 

seasonal jobs included hunting and fishing guides, trapping, local 

construction, and lodge workers. The few full-time sources found in the 

study area were school teacher, postmaster, and weather recorder. 

The 16 trapper households in Table 6 earned income from an average 

of 2.5 sources per household. Just over 83 percent relied on two or more 

sources. The remaining two households (16.6 percent) relied on a single 

source. 

Local sources of income were those whereby the wage earner did not 

have to leave the study area to receive an income. These sources made up 

92.5 percent of all the income sources of trapper households. Among 

local income sources, trapping was the most commonly reported by trapper 

households, providing 30 percent of all reported income sources. Fishing 

lodges and fish guiding were the second most common income sources with 

17.5 percent of all reported income sources. Retirement, considered 

local since recipients resided within the area, was the next largest 

category (12.5) percent, followed by local construction (7.5 percent). 

Big game guiding provided 10.0 percent of all local income sources, 
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while State and local government jobs were 7.5 percent. 

Non-local income sources were located outside the area, and made 

up only 7.5 percent of the total reported income sources. Non-local 

construction, oil field work, and commercial fishing each provided one 

source (2.5 percent). A few sources of income not calculated into this 

analysis included state permanent fund dividends, longevity payments, 

and earnings for savings, stocks, and other investments. 

PROPERTY ACQUISITION 

Real estate owned and occupied by area residents was acquired 

through a variety of means as shown in (Table 7). Half the sampled 

households were surveyed on the topic of property acquisition. The most 

common method of acquisition reported was state programs of open-to- 

entrys and homesteads, totaling 42.8 percent. Private purchase from 

previous owners was the next most common means of acquisition with 38.0 

percent of the households reporting this method. While federal 

homesteads were granted to 9.5 percent of the households, an equal 

amount (9.6 percent) reported having traded or leased their property. 
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TABLE 7. MEANS OF PROPERTY ACQUISITION FOR WESTERN SUSITNA HOUSEHOLDS 
-_--- -- --- 

Source Number of Households Percent* Percent** 

Purchased from 
Previous Owner 8 18.2 38.1 

Open to Entry+ 5 11.4 23.8 

Homesite+ 4 9.0 19.0 

Homestead++ 2 4.5 9.5 

Traded Homes 1 2.3 4.8 

Private Lease 1 2.3 4.8 

Not Surveyed 23 52.3 -- 
____________________---------------------------------------------------- 

Totals 44 100 100 

* Includes Non-respondents; ** Excludes Non-respondents 
+ State Programs; ++ Federal Program 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESOURCE HARVESTS AND EFFORT 

This chapter describes wild resource harvests by western Susitna 

Basin households for two years - 1982 and 1984. Harvest data for 1982 

are summarized, while those for 1984 are detailed and subdivided into 

harvests for the total population and harvests for the trapper 

population. Several relationships between harvests and socioeconomic 

data are examined. Finally, trapper household harvests are presented and 

discussed. 

1982 HARVEST SUMMARY 

During 1982, Fall et al., (1983) (Table 8) reported that 91 

percent (38) of the Upper Yentna study area households harvested from 6 

to 25 different types of resources. Only three percent of the households 

harvested from 0 to 5 types of resources, while six percent harvested 26 

to 35 different types of resources. Over 50 percent of the households 

harvested edible plants, chinook, sockeye, and coho salmon, rainbow 

trout, moose, and wood. Additional harvests in which 33 to 49 percent of 

the households participated included furbearers, spruce grouse, burbot, 

pink salmon, hooligan, and grayling. The fewest households harvested 

northern pike (32 percent) and black bear (24 percent). The average 

household harvest for 1982 was 872.1 pounds dressed weight, and the per 

capita harvest was 258.2 pounds. 

The widest variety of resources was harvested between the months 

of May and October. The most poundage of resources (primarily moose and 
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furbearers), was harvested between September and April. Moose was the 

most important source of red meat, harvested by 58 percent of the 

households. Salmon were taken by up to 76 percent of the households. 

TABLE 8. THE NUMBER OF RESOURCES HARVESTED PER HOUSEHOLD IN THE UPPER 
YENTNA AREA IN 1982 

Number of Resources 

o-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 

Percent of 
Households 15 32 26 19 6 2 

Resource harvests represented one component of a socioeconomic 

pattern which included seasonal and part-time employment (Fall et al 

1983). Trapping was one local source of cash based on wild resource 

harvests. Some furbearers were taken by as many as 39 percent of the 

households and were sold for cash and kept for personal uses. Other 

local sources of cash income included guiding for big game and fish, 

building houses, assisting in lodge operation, freighting, and operating 

a store and saw mills. Nonlocal sources of income included commercial 

fishing, working in North Slope oil fields, constructing roads and 

houses. Some households received retirement and longevity payments. The 

average number of sources per household was 2.9. Over one-half (55 

percent) of the households had three or more sources of income during a 

single year. Seventy-seven percent had two or more sources of income. 

Most jobs were part-time and seasonal in nature. 

35 



1984 EFFORT AND HARVEST LEVELS 

In 1984, the 44 Susitna Basin households surveyed in this study 

harvested a variety of wild resources. Thirty-seven different species 

and groups of resources were successfully harvested (Table 9; Fig. 8). 

Salmon harvests, including chinook, coho, and sockeye were attempted by 

a large percentage of households, 77 percent, 71 percent, and 46 percent 

respectively. Moose also was actively hunted; of the households sampled 

73 percent attempted and 45 percent were successful. A variety of 

freshwater fish species was harvested by households. Berries were 

gathered by 61.4 percent of area households. The range in household 

participation in harvesting furbearers varied by species, from 2 percent 

to 34 percent. Overal.1, 50 percent of area households attempted to trap. 

Birds, including geese, ducks, ptarmigan, and spruce grouse were 

attempted by 52.3 percent of the households. Black bear were hunted by 

almost one-third of the households (31.8 percent). Porcupine and 

snowshoe hare were attempted by 11.4 and 15.9 percent respectively. Some 

of the lowest levels of household participation were for brown bear (2.3 

percent), sheep (4.5 percent), and caribou (9.1 percent). Marked 

differences in attempt and success rates occurred for moose, an 18 

percent difference, and rainbow trout, a 25 percent difference. 

For the 44 western Susitna Basin households surveyed the average 

household harvest of edible wild resources was 612 pounds (Table 10). 

This was 260 pounds (29.9 percent) below the 1982 level. Possible 

reasons for this decrease will be discussed later. The 1984 per capita 

harvest was 212 pounds (a median of 168 pounds), and was 29.8 percent 

less than the 302 pound average in 1982. The per capita harvest of 
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TABLE 9. FISH AND GAME HARVESTS BY WESTERN SUSITNA BASIN HOUSEHOLDS 
IN 1982 AND 1984 

___- 

Resource 
Category 

_-..- .-. 
Percent of Percent of Quantity Mean Pound 
Households Households Harvested Harvested 
Attempting Successful Per 

Harvest Harvest Household 
1982 1984 1982 1984 1982 1984 1982 1984 
N-53 N-44 N-53 N-44 N-53 N=44 

Chinook Salmon 
Sockeye Salmon 
Coho Salmon 
Pink Salmon 
Chum Salmon 
Rainbow Trout 
Dolly Varden 
Grayling 
Lake Trout 
Burbot 
Northern Pike 
Whitefish 
Hooligan 
Shellfish 
Other Fish 
Spruce Grouse 
Ptarmigan 
Ducks 
Geese 
Harbor Seal 
Moose 
Caribou 
Sheep 
Black Bear 
Brown Bear 
Snowshoe Hare 
Porcupine 
Lynx 
Muskrat 
Beaver 
Berries* 
Wood ** 
Squirrel 
Marten 
Red Fox 
Coyote 
Wolf 
Mink 
Weasel 
Land Otter 
Wolverine 

68 77 57 
60 46 
81 71 
40 32 
17 21 
75 61 
15 7 
45 46 
NA 7 
40 30 
38 36 
30 9 
43 21 
21 5 
NA 5 
47 36 
30 27 
43 32 
23 18 

4 2 
79 73 

9 9 
4 5 

40 32 
9 2 

21 16 
13 11 
17 5 
15 14 
34 30 
85 61 
96 84 
NA 2 
43 43 
24 27 
21 27 

4 7 
38 25 
28 30 
17 25 
17 14 

57 
76 
38 
13 
68 

9 
38 
NA 
38 
32 
28 
40 
21 
NA 
45 
26 
41 
15 

2 
58 

6 
4 

24 
2 

19 
13 

4 
13 
32 
85 
96 
NA 
36 
15 
17 

0 
32 
23 
13 

4 

73 292 170 

*Quarts of Berries 
** Cords of wood 
-- Less than 0.1 Pounds 

36 602 244 
66 613 377 
25 265 100 
18 127 35 
36 759 33 

7 235 6 
43 496 265 

7 NA 28 
27 280 212 
30 263 81 

7 224 63 
18 5664 1360 

2 1513 NA 
0 NA 0 

36 280 215 
25 289 216 
25 248 181 
14 24 19 

0 3 0 
45 42 28 

7 5 7 
2 2 1 

25 24 15 
0 1 0 

16 97 51 
11 12 8 

2 3 1 
14 179 190 
29 322 176 
61 1197 635 
84 417 337 

2 NA 6 
34 411 225 
21 21 19 
20 18 20 

2 0 1 
23 144 80 
27 108 152 
18 27 23 

4 2 3 

99.2 69.5 
45.4 22.2 
69.4 51.4 
10.0 4.5 
14.4 4.8 
21.5 1.1 

4.4 0.3 
7.5 4.8 
NA 1.0 

13.2 12.0 
11.4 4.2 

4.2 1.4 
26.7 7.7 

7.1 -- 
NA 0 
2.6 2.4 
2.7 2.5 
7.0 6.2 
1.4 1.3 
2.5 0.0 

396.0 318.2 
12.3 20.7 

2.5 1.5 
26.3 19.8 

2.7 0.0 
2.7 1.7 
1.0 0.8 
0.2 0.1 
1.7 2.2 

53.2 35.0 
22.6 14.4 

NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

37 



&Q 
04 lee’3 

z J8ag UMOJg 

dWS 

www 

lF!d JWiO 

XUKl 

VlOJl eYS1 

uapJ8A Wa 

rls!hal!clM 

IlOq!J83 

au!dn3JOd 

i8JYsnW 

aJeH aoqsmous 

asaag 

U86!jOOH 

UOwl8S wntj3 

U86!WJ8ld 

loqJn8 

JaA8ag 

swna 

UO’JJPS Yuld 

JSag Y38lG 

ay!,j UJalllJoN 

asnoJF) a3nJdS 

lOw(8S e~k3~OOS 

6u!lA8Jg 

$rlOJl moqu!sk! 

Se!JJag 

UOW(8S OrlO 

esoopl 

JOW(8S yOOU!‘-l=) 

c L 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
h W UY : r-J c-4 

SQlOH3SfIOH 30 39VlN33U3d 



western Susitna Basin households was higher than most Southcentral 

communities such as Kenai (37 pounds), Homer (104 pounds), Copper Center 

TABLE 10. HARVEST QUANTITIES IN POUNDS EDIBLE WEIGHT FOR SELECTED 
SOUTHCENTRAL ALASKA COMMUNITIES 

Mean 
Household Per Capita Year of 

Community Harvest Harvest Study 

Lower Susitna 885 303 1984 
(n - 12 HH, 35 people) 

Upper Yentna 510 175 1984 
(n - 32 HH, 93 people) 

____________-_----_-------------------------------------------~--------- 
Western Susitna 
Basin Study Area 612 213 1984 

(n - 44) 

Kenai 122 37 1982 

Homer City 291 104 1982 

Copper Center 383 113 1982-83 

Cantwell 378 130 1982-83 

Lake Louise 448 172 1982-83 

South Wrangell Mts. 406 203 1982-83 

Tyonek 964 272 1983-84 

Nabesna Road Area 1,233 280 

Sources: Fall, Foster, and Stanek 1984; Reed 1985 

1982-83 

(113 pounds), or Cantwell (130 pounds), yet slightly lower than Tyonek 

(272 pounds) and the Nabesna Road area (280 pounds). 

Harvest quantities varied among different resources (Figs. 9 and 

10; see Table 9). Overall big game made up the largest portion of the 

sample's total harvest with 15,845 pounds (58.9 percent). The largest 

part of that harvest was moose (14,000 pounds), which made up 88.4 
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BIG GAME 58.9% 
(Moose 52.0%) 

I 
Figure 9. Relative Percentages of Edible Weight for Various 

Resource Groups, Western Susitna 13asin, 1984. 
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percent of the total big game poundage and 52 percent of the total 

pounds of all resources. Other big game made up 6.9 percent (1,845 

pounds) of the total harvest, and included caribou (910 pounds), black 

bear (870 pounds), and sheep (65 pounds). 

The second largest component of the harvest was salmon, which 

totalled 6,708 pounds, or 24.9 percent of the total harvest. Two salmon 

species, chinook (3,060 pounds) and coho (2,262 pounds), made up just 

over three-fourths (79.3 percent) of the salmon harvest. Other salmon 

species included sockeye (976 pounds), chum (210 pounds) and pink (200 

pounds) which together comprised the remaining 20.7 percent of the 

salmon harvest. 

The third largest harvest category was small game including 

beaver, snowshoe hare, muskrat, porcupine, and lynx. Together these 

species provided 1,751 pounds or 6.5 percent of the overall harvest. 

Beaver produced the largest amount in this group with 1,540 pounds (87.9 

percent). Among the five species in this category, snowshoe hare and 

porcupine were most commonly eaten by western Susitna Basin residents. 

Beaver, muskrat, and lynx, were occasionally and were usually either 

used as dogfood, or the carcasses were thrown away after skinning. 

The resource category providing the fourth largest quantity of 

pounds harvested was freshwater fish with 1,434 pounds, 5.3 percent of 

the total poundage. Of this group, the four largest contributors were 

burbot (530 pounds), hooligan (340 pounds), grayling (212 pounds), and 

northern pike (186 pounds). These species were 88.4 percent of the 

"other fish" harvest. Additional species in the remaining 11.6 percent 

of the freshwater fish harvest included freshwater clams, Dolly Varden, 

whitefish, lake trout, suckers, and rainbow trout. 
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Smaller contributors to the total production of edible wild foods 

were berries with 635 pounds or 2.4 percent, and birds with 544 pounds 

or 2.0 percent. The bird harvest was dominated by waterfowl including 

ducks (271 pounds) and geese (57 pounds). Ptarmigan and spruce grouse 

were 39.6 percent of the bird harvest at 108 pounds and 107.5 pounds 

respectively. 

Although not an edible item, wood is mentioned here. Almost all 

households (84.1 percent) harvested wood for fuel and construction 

purposes. The total amount of wood harvested for fuel was estimated at 

337 cords, an average of 7.7 cords per household annually. 

The degree to which households depended upon wild resources was 

difficult to estimate. However, one measure of dependency may be a 

household's reported proportion of annual meat, fish, and fowl 

consumption derived from wild resources. Among western Susitna Basin 

households, 63.6 percent reported that 50 to 100 percent of their annual 

consumption of meat, fish, and fowl derived from wild resources. Another 

13.8 percent of the households reported 10 to 33 percent, while equal 

percentages of households (11.4 percent) reported 1 to 5 percent and no 

comsumption or did not report (Fig. 11). 

RELATIONSHIPS OF HARVEST AND SOCIOECONOMIC DATA 

Household harvest levels are affected by certain socioeconomic, 

environmental, and biological conditions. From 1982 to 1984 the average 

household harvest decreased from 872 pounds to 612 pounds, a 260 pound 

(29.9 percent) decrease. Lower harvests of such resources as moose, 

salmon, hooligan, and berries were recorded in 1984. The following 
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discussion may provide some insight into reasons for the decrease and 

relationships between harvests and human demographic characteristics 

such as length of residency, household size, age of household head, 

geographic location, and occupation. There may also be other influential 

factors beyond the scope of this study. Additionally, because of the 

small sample size, certain statistical correlations could not be 

calculated. 

Length of Residencv 

Between 1982 and 1984, an estimated 12 percent of the residents 

who lived in the area were replaced by new households. Conceivably, one 

reason for lower harvests in 1984 was that the previous longer term 

households were more knowledgeable about the geography and harvest 

techniques required for the area and, therefore, were more productive. 

Most new residents reported that they spent their first year, at 

least, getting established and learning how to function in their new 

home and surroundings. Lack of time was the major reason cited by 

several households for not harvesting a variety of wild resources. 

Resource harvest levels for households residing in the area 0 to 2 

years averaged 553.4 pounds, while longer-term households (more than two 

years) averaged 622.8 pounds annually (Table 11). Longer term households 

took greater levels in all categories except big game. The higher 

average poundage of moose harvested by newer households may be due to 

their devoting their time to moose hunting rather than taking other 

smaller resources. A late winter moose season in GMU 16B increased the 

opportunity for local residents to take moose. 
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TABLE 11. MEAN HOUSEHOLD HARVEST (POUNDS) OF WILD RESOURCES BY LENGTH 
OF RESIDENCY OF WESTERN SUSITNA BASIN HOUSEHOLDS, 1984 

Years of Mean Pounds by 
Residency Resource Category 

Other Big Game Big Game Small 
Salmon Fish Birds w/o Moose w/Moose Game 

0 to 2 119.1 29.5 2.1 24.9 382.0 18.4 

(n - 7) Mean Annual Harvest - 553.4 Pounds 

>2 158.8 33.2 14.3 45.2 356.0 43.9 

(n - 37) Mean Annual Harvest - 622.8 Pounds 

Household Size 

Household size appeared to influence harvest levels. Harvest 

levels increased as household size increased. However, it was not a 

simple one-to-one relationship where for every household member 

household harvest increased a fixed amount. Instead, household per 

capita levels changed for each category of household size (Fig. 12). As 

household harvests increased along with number of household members, 

household per capita harvest levels decreased below that of a single 

member household up to four members. It then increased for five and six 

member households considerably above the single member household level. 

It appears then, that household consumption needs naturally 

increase with more members in the household. However, other social and 

economic factors, in discussions which follow, influence harvest and 

consumption rates as well. 
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Figure 12. Mean Household Karvests of Wild Resources, in Pounds 
Edible Weight, Grouped by Eousehold Size, Western 
Susitna Basin, 1984. 
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Aee of Household Head 

Age of household members may be related to harvest levels. Area 

household harvest averages for households with young or old household 

heads were lower than harvest levels for households with middle aged 

household heads, Households with the oldest person from 25 to 34 years 

old harvested an average of 456.2 pounds, 1.8 times less than did 

households with heads 35 to 49 years, which averaged 818.1 pounds. These 

two groups had average household per capita harvests of 171.2 pounds and 

219.2 pounds respectively. Harvests of households with older heads 50 to 

64 years were considerably lower with household harvests of 515.6 

pounds. However, they had higher household per capita harvests (244.1 

pounds) than younger households. The oldest age group 65 to 84 had the 

lowest household average of 281.8 pounds, but maintained a relatively 

high average household per capita of 155.8 pounds (Fig. 13). 

Exceptions to the above general trend of households with younger 

and older households harvesting less than households with middle age 

heads occurred within smaller age group categories. For example, age 

group 55 to 59 had an average household harvest of 861.4 pounds. 

Household heads in these households were long time residents and 

experienced trappers. The second exception to the trend of lower 

harvests among households with older members occurred in the 80 to 84 

category where the one household making up this group had a grandmother 

who recently moved in to live with the household. It would be more 

appropriate to place this household in the 55 to 59 group, because the 

next oldest household member was a 55 year old male. As indicated 

earlier, households with older members experienced in hunting and 
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fishing encourage younger members to harvest resources and consequently 

have relatively high harvest averages. 

One explanation for why households with young household heads had 

lower household averages is that they usually had several young 

children, and had difficulty finding time to do a lot of hunting and 

fishing. Whereas, a household with older children, who are able to hunt 

and fish with a parent or on their own, can be more productive. In many 

Alaskan communities, large households with older members experienced in 

hunting and fishing, the younger members were encouraged to participate 

in these activities. Such a relationship was found among Tyonek 

residents (Fall et al., 1983). 

Geopraohic Location 

Differences in harvest quantities occurred among two geographical 

subpopulations of area residents (see Fig. 1; Table 12). Data indicate 

that household harvest averages of 884.5 pounds in the lower Susitna 

River area were nearly twice the harvest average (509.5 pounds) of 

households in the upper Yentna River area. Mean household per capita 

harvests were 42.6 percent higher for lower Susitna residents. These 

harvests were composed of twice as much salmon, and substantially more 

black bear. There was a 25 percent or 78 pound per household difference 

between the two areas regarding moose. Whereas the Upper Yentna averaged 

296.9 pounds of moose meat per household, the lower Susitna households 

averaged 375.0 pounds. 

One possible reason for the higher average among lower Susitna 

residents is the smaller relative number of new residents in the area. 
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This demographic characteristic is due largely to the greater 

availability of land through low cost state programs in the upper Yentna 

and Skwentna areas. The upper Yentna area also appeals more to young 

households owing to the availability of a school and state airstrip, 

which are not available in the lower Susitna area. In addition, newer 

households may spend less time harvesting than longer-term households. 

One additional factor which may lessen the upper Yentna harvest is 

the larger number of lodge owner and manager households. Generally these 

households spend considerable amounts of time operating, publicizing, 

and maintaining their facilities, thereby devoting less time than other 

households to harvesting wild resources for personal consumption. 

Cheaper costs of bulk ordered foods for operating lodges may also 

decrease their cost of living and lower the need for wild resources. 

Finally, in order to realize the effect of nonproductive and 

highly productive households on the two geographic groups, data were 

"trimmed" by the highest and lowest one-third to compare the majority of 

the two populations. Household averages for the two areas were then very 

similar at 376.0 pounds for the upper Yentna group and 312.5 pounds for 

the lower Susitna River group. These two area averages were about 100 

pounds higher than the total population harvest average of 212.7 pounds. 

This suggests there were a greater number of high harvesting households 

in the Lower Susitna group, and there were a greater number of 

relatively low harvesting households in the Upper Yentna group. 

Occunation 

Differences in household harvest quantities were also related to 
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the presence of certain highly productive members. Ten households with 

members who guided either for big game or fish during part of the year 

had annual harvests ranging from 939 to 2,519 pounds. Generally, lodge 

managers reported having less available time for hunting and fishing for 

their own use. Trapper households, discussed later, had much higher 

harvest averages than nontrapper households. 

TRAPPER HARVESTS 

General Resource Harvests 

The harvest patterns of the 22 trapper households were different 

from the 22 non-trapper households in terms of variety and levels of 

resources harvested. Trapper households in the western Susitna Basin 

harvested a wider variety of wild resources than non-trappers. Trapper 

households represented 73 percent of those households harvesting 12 or 

more different resources (Table 13). Trapper households averaged almost 

twice the quantity of edible resources harvested by non-trapper 

households, 757.3 pounds per trapper household and 466.2 pounds for non- 

trapper households. Trapper households also made up 75 percent of the 

group harvesting over 1000 pounds per household. All five households not 

harvesting any resources were non-trapper households (Figure 14). 

The various resource groups such as big game, salmon, and other 

fish were harvested in the same proportions among trappers as by the 

total population. Big game including moose produced the largest 

proportion of the harvest with a trapper household harvest of 461.4 

pounds. Compared to the total population, the 22 trapper households 
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harvested almost twice as much big game including moose as the 22 

nontrapper households, 10,151 pounds and 5,694 pounds respectively. 

Among trappers themselves there were differences relative to 

harvest among three self-categorized groups. Trappers who considered 

their trapping activities as primarily commercial-subsistence harvested 

an average of 15.8 different resources. Trappers who considered their 

fur harvests equally commercial-subsistence- recreational harvested an 

average of 11.7 resources, and those who thought their trapping was 

primarily recreational harvested 10.4 different resources. Similarly, 

average household harvests were higher for those who classified 

themselves as primarily commercial/subsistence (1,039 pounds) than those 

who classified themselves primarily recreational (465 pounds). Again, 

trappers classifying themselves as equally commercial-subsistence- 

recreational harvested a middle range quantity of 780 pounds per 

household. 

Unexpectedly, differences in harvest levels among trappers 

occurred in different geographic locations. Because there were more 

trappers with larger trapping areas in the Upper Yentna group they 

should have had higher average harvests. Lower Susitna trappers averaged 

nearly three times more harvest than trappers in the Upper Yentna area, 

where the majority of trappers resided (Table 14). 

Furbearer Harvests 

Furbearer harvests derived from sealing records have been 

collected by ADF&G for five furbearer species during the past 19 years. 

Sealing records are used as one means of estimating furbearer harvest 
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trends, but do not account for the total harvest in a particular area. 

Statewide, harvest reports are believed to underestimate actual harvest 

levels by about 34 percent (Melchoir ~JJ McLean 1983). Furbearer harvest 

levels collected in this study are assumed to be one-hundred percent of 

the harvest for the households interviewed. 

Two years of survey data for western Susitna Basin households are 

compared with GMU 16 sealing records (Table 15). In 1982-83, study area 

residents' harvest was 78.7 percent of the total sealed. In the 1983-84 

season only 44.8 percent of the total harvest was by study area 

residents. This lower harvest was probably due to the extended period of 

cold weather in the spring of 1984. Warm weather conditions needed to 

bring beaver out along riverbanks did not occur until after the close of 

beaver season. The remaining 55.2 percent of the 1983-84 sealed harvest 

was accounted for by Trapper Creek trappers (37.4 percent) and other 

non-area residents (17.8 percent). 

Overall furbearer harvest levels are dependent upon a wide variety 

of factors. Fur market prices have always had a strong influence on 

harvest levels over large geographic areas such as Alaska, northern 

Canada, the western United States, or all of North America. The world 

market values of the dollar are major determiners of fur market prices 

and demand. A strong U.S. dollar on European markets generally means 

lower prices for North American furs. Fashion trends and worker social 

status are additional factors (Melchoir pers. comm., 1986). 

Locally, other factors such as weather, regulations, and furbearer 

densities may be more influential than fur prices. The combination of 

weather and regulations were reported by Skwentna area trappers to 

affect their beaver trapping in recent years in two ways. First, the 
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TABLE 15. GAME MANAGEMENT UNIT 16 BEAVER HARVESTS 1966 TO 1985 

Season 

GMU-16 Study 
Sealed Group 
Harvest Harvest 

1966-67 943 N/A 
1967-68 732 N/A 
1968-69 975 N/A 
1969-70 717 N/A 
1970-71 278 N/A 
1971-72 329 N/A 
1972-73 620 N/A 
1973-74 377 N/A 
1974-75 783 N/A 
1975-76 267 N/A 
1976-77 531 N/A 
1977-78 440 N/A 
1978-79 308 N/A 
1979-80 1037 N/A 
1980-81 886 N/A 
1981-82 639 N/A 
1982-83 409 322 
1983-84 393 176 
1984-85 389 N/A 

____--- ____________________------------------------------------ 
Average annual harvest for the past 19 years was 581 beaver. 

Source: ADF&G, Division of Game, Furbearer Harvest Records. 
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combination of long cold winters which delayed breakup and the April 15 

season closing date precluded harvest by many trappers using riverine 

areas. Trappers often set for beaver which emerge along river banks at 

the onset of warm weather. Second, deep snow, thin ice, and overflow 

conditions were unsuitable for travel and restricted trappers' movements 

during the season. Extention of the season a week beyond breakup would 

have allowed access to beaver trapping areas. 

This study's results indicate the proportion of trappers 

attempting to harvest each species of furbearer varied between species. 

Marten, beaver, red fox, coyote, mink, and otter were the most sought- 

after species (see Table 9), with each trapped by at least 50 percent of 

the trappers. Harvests of long-haired furs, like wolf, lynx, and 

wolverine, were low during this study relative to earlier years. This 

was due primarily to the low numbers of these species in the area during 

the last 10 to 15 years. Although weasel were caught by a large number 

of trappers (55.5 percent), the harvest was mostly incidental to marten 

trapping. Muskrat were harvested by few trappers (27.3 percent) because 

of low pelt prices and isolated locations of muskrat populations. 

Long-term trappers from the western Susitna Basin were asked to 

recall their furbearer harvests in past years and significant events 

associated with those harvests (Table 16). From 1946 through the 1960s 

fur prices were reported very low. Harvest levels for a few species like 

weasel, mink, and beaver were high among some trappers during that time. 

Overall, harvest levels up to the 1970s were relatively low. Trappers 

recalled fur populations to be high, and pelt prices low until the late 

1970s when both increased. Since 1966, the GMU-16 beaver harvest 

fluctuated by as much as 300 percent (1979-80). The 19 year average 
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TABLE 16. PAST ANNUAL FURBEARER HARVESTS AND MARKET VALUES* 

ID NO. SPECIES YEAR HARVEST $ VALUE 

13 BEAVER -- 
13 BEAVER 1946 
10 WEASEL 1950s 
10 MINK 1950 
10 MUSKRAT 1950 
10 LYNX 1950 
10 WOLF 1950s 
10 MARTEN 1950 
10 FOX 1950 
10 BEAVER 1954 
13 LYNX 1954-1980 
13 MARTEN 1954-1980 
13 MINK 1954-1980 
60 LYNX 1958 
13 WOLVERINE Pre-1959 
13 WOLF Pre-1959 
60 WOLVERINE 1960 
65 WOLVERINE 1971 
65 BEAVER 1971 
65 OTTER 1971 
65 MARTEN 1971 
65 MARTEN 1975 
39 BEAVER 1975 
33 MARTEN 1976-1978 
68 COYOTE 1978 
48 BEAVER 1978 
10 LYNX 1979 
39 MARTEN 1980 
39 FOX 1980 
65 MARTEN 1980 
65 MARTEN 1981 
65 MARTEN 1982 
67 BEAVER 1982 

40 
10 

300 
50 

Unknown 
11 

Unknown 
40-50 

15 
67 

6 
20-30 

20 
6 

-- 
-- 
4 

14 
40 

6 
44 

165 
80 

100 
9 

40 
6 

80 
8 

95 
105 
125 

80 

Unknown 
$45.00 

$3.00 
$30.00 

$1.75 
$1.50 

$100.00 
$20.00 

$1.50 
$18-$20/BKT 

Unknown 
$45.00 

Unknown 
$18.00 

$15 BOUNTY 
$50 BOUNTY 

$15 Bounty; $25/Hide 
$57.00 
$19.00 
$33.00 
$14.00 
$21.00 
$25.00 

Unknown 
$50.00 
$42.00 

$250-$350 
$30.00 

$140.00 
$43.00 
$43.00 
$40.00 

$lO/Carcass;$30/Hide 

*Recalled by selected trapper households 
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harvest level was 581 animals (see Table 15). 

Relative to other parts of! Southcentral Alaska in 1980-81 and 

1981-82, the western Susitna Basin produced the highest average harvests 

of beaver, marten, and weasel (Machida 1982: 23). Harvest levels also 

equalled most other areas of the state for mink, wolf, and wolverine. 

Production of land otter, fox, coyote, and lynx was lower than other 

areas. 
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CIIAPTER 6 

TRAPPING PATTERNS 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe patterns of trapping in 

the western Susitna Basin during two time periods. The historic period 

of trapping briefly covers the years 1923 to 1962, and the contemporary 

period provides greater detail of trapping in 1984. Data on the economic 

value of trapping to area residents are provided along with information 

on the role of trapping in the local economy. 

HISTORIC BACKGROUND - 1923 TO 1962 

The period of trapping in the Western Susitna Basin discussed here 

covers the years 1923 through 1962. Information describing this period 

came from historic literature and interviews with people who first moved 

into the area around 1925 and in the 1940s. The year 1923 marked the 

completion of the Alaska Railroad from Seward to Fairbanks. It also 

ended the use of the Susitna and Yentna rivers and the system of 

interconnecting trails and wagon roads built by the Alaska Road 

Commission as a major transportation corridor to the Susitna Basin. The 

influx of gold prospectors, settlers, and trappers to the Upper Yentna, 

Sunflower Basin, Mt. Fairview, and Cache Creek mining districts was 

diverted through Anchorage via the Matanuska Valley to the east of the 

Susitna River (Bacon 1982). In the late 1920s airplanes arrived, and 

gravelbar airstrips were built by the ARC near the old Skwentna 

Roadhouse, and at Susitna Station (Edmunds 1928). Airplanes drastically 

changed the way Alaska bush residents lived. Air transport eliminated 
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dog teams for carrying mail during the winter months, made travel 

quicker and easier, and caused the abandonment of many roadhouses and 

shelter cabins (Edmunds 1939). By 1962 the first snow machines came into 

use and eventually became the primary means of local transportation. 

In the late 1930s few trappers, fishermen, and fur farmers 

remained along the river systems in the western Susitna Basin (Edmunds 

1939). Post World War II, however, brought many current "long-time" 

residents into the basin searching for land and a livelihood. During 

this time residents of the study area participated in several cash 

income activities. Among these were commercial fishing, big game 

guiding, trapping, fur ranching, and a small amount of mining. 

THE ANNUAL ACTIVITY CYCLE 1923 - 1962 

In the period from about 1923 to 1962, the annual cycle of 

trapping and related activities began in late August and September. 

Hunting for moose, bear, small game, gathering wood, and storing traps 

along traplines were typical fall season tasks. There were numerous 

chores around trappers' homes such as repairing roofs, canning berries, 

ntats, salmon, and vegetables, caring for dogs and other domestic stock 

like chickens, horses, and mink, and putting up winter supplies of dried 

salmon, wood, and hay (Link 1935). 

Fall and early winter trapping was primarily for marten, mink, 

otter, and after the 194Os, some beaver. Prior to freeze-up or shortly 

after, potential beaver sets were marked so they were easy to locate in 

March and April. Line cabins were established and stocked with supplies 

for winter. Until the early 1960s, trappers walked or used dogs, so 
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over-night rest locations were necessary. 

Trapping the above mentioned species continued until mid winter. 

Long-haired furs (fox, lynx, wolf, and wolverine) were also trapped 

until mid or late winter. Some trappers collected bounties on wolves and 

wolverine. Trapping these two species for bounty was easiest early in 

the fall (or during winters with little snowfall) when dirt sets could 

be made. 

In late winter and spring (February through early June) trappers 

concentrated on catching beaver and muskrat. Trapping camps were set up 

in the locations where these species were most concentrated. Trapping 

beaver was best for a few weeks before breakup. Muskrat were easily 

taken after breakup, and were usually shot with .22 caliber rifles. 

After trappers got their limits of beaver, they moved back to their 

winter homes. 

Prior to the abandonment of Susitna Station as a trading center in 

the late 193Os, trappers took their furs there once a year for sale or 

trade. The ACC store manager or buyers from Anchorage usually purchased 

furs. Trappers from upriver bundled their furs and loaded them into 

boats. When the river ice broke in the spring, they travelled downriver 

to Susitna Station, usually following right behind the out-going ice. 

After the railroad reached Willow and Talkeetna, and during years of 

late breakup, trappers often travelled over one of several trails such 

as Cache Creek, Willow, or the Knik-Susitna to sell their furs to 

traders in one of these two communities. Some people took their pelts to 

Anchorage for sale or shipment to outside dealers. 

In the spring, trappers who lived upriver and fished commercially 

on Cook Inlet moved their families and dog teams by boat to Susitna 
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Station. Most upriver residents had cabins there, and they prepared for 

the fishing season or spent part of the summer there. During this time 

king salmon were harvested, and large supplies of dried and smoked fish 

were put up for the trappers and their dog teams. Many older people who 

were semi-retired moved to Susitna Station. They usually cared for the 

dogteams of commercial fishermen and caught and preserved salmon for 

winter food supplies. 

During the summer months some people stayed at their homes along 

the river systems while others went into Anchorage to work. People who 

stayed the summer in the basin carried out the tasks necessary for 

living in a remote area. The following case study is a description of 

one year in the life of a trapper, Bill Link, and was developed from his 

personal diary for the year 1935. 

Tramper Case Study 

Bill Link lived in the vicinity of Fish Creek Lakes in 1935. 
He was single, had recently moved to the area, and was raising 
mink and a few dogs. In January, Bill tended fox traps in the 
vicinity of Fish Creek Lakes, along Eightmile Creek, and along 
creeks he called Nelson and Turner. Rain was a problem near the 
end of the month and he pulled several of his fox traps. Friends 
from McDougall and Skwentna visited him at his place and he 
visited them in the course of checking his trapline. On January 
5th a plane brought in food supplies which included mostly fruit 
preserves: pears, peaches, apples, grapefruit, raspberries, 
currants, apricots, pineapples, and strawberries. 

He hauled wood on at least four days of the month. He killed 
a moose and had the meat cached at O.Z. Ola Creek. He made several 
trips to check on the meat and haul small quantities to his cabin. 

In February he trapped for otter and made the run of his 
lines about five times. He hauled in 140 pounds of moose meat on 
the 21st. Aside from running his trapline he cared for his 
domestic mink, made building repairs and constructed new mink 
pens. He repaired dog harnesses, and broke trail through a foot of 
new snow to some of his traps. He also shovelled snow off his mink 
pens. 

March 1st was apparently time for another supply plane 
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because he waited on several occasions and the plane did not come. 
He made more trips to get moose meat. When the plane finally came 
he sent in furs. There were days of rain and snow. From March 20th 
through the 27th he hauled 38 loads of wood and cut down five 
trees and cut them up. Bad weather kept him home for several days. 
He checked locations for muskrat sets and signs of rat activity. 

During April Bill's primary activities were muskrat and 
beaver trapping. The weather was windy; new snow fell during the 
first of the month. More wood was stockpiled. The first ducks and 
seagulls appeared on April 19, and he got one duck. On April 22nd 
he killed a moose which he salted down for summer use. At the end 
of the month he purchased ice tickets and was following the 
progress of the Nenana Ice Classic. 

Progress of the ice classic was followed through the 10th of 
May. During the first two weeks a neighbor became ill and died. 
Everyone in the area came to the burial which took place 
apparently at McDougall. As the river was now open people in the 
area travelled a lot by boat and he had frequent visitors. With 
his boat he completed picking up traps cached along some of the 
creeks. 

Link first set a fish net on May 24. Other activities 
included tearing down an old building for lumber and firewood. 
There was much boat traffic on the Yentna River during the end of 
May and the first of June. His diary has entries of many people 
passing by. 

In June he continued to tear down an old building and haul 
lumber to a new home he was constructing. He caught his first 
salmon on June 10 when he recorded 14 fish (species not noted). 
All of June and July were spent catching salmon, drying and 
smoking them, building several fish caches, growing a garden, and 
hauling lumber. In mid July there were heavy rains and the river 
was flooding. He had to remove his net and clean out debris. By 
July 31st he had caught and put up 700 salmon. He also canned 
rhubarb and wild berries. 

In August he moved cabin logs to his new cabin site and began 
constructing the new cabin. Salmon fishing continued. He moved his 
mink and dogs to the new homesite. New mink pens and runs were 
built. He cut and gathered hay, presumably for dogs and mink 
bedding in winter. By August 20th he had finished chinking the new 
cabin and had moved in. Because of the rainy weather he was 
careful to turn and check all his fish regularly. On rainy days he 
worked on finishing things around his cabin or in work and storage 
sheds. By the end of August he had caught approximately 970 
salmon. 

September was a busy month in getting ready for trapping and 
freeze-up. As usual at the beginning of the month Bill had 
visitors from upriver. He set up one of his trapline cabins by 
doing roof repairs and stockpiling it with traps and food. He also 
cached traps along several creeks. He built a new boat, and 
continued work on mink runs and out buildings around his homesite. 

He was also very active hunting. He killed 12 grouse, one 
moose, and one 200 pound black bear. He got 32 pounds of tallow 
from the moose, and rendered 35 pounds of grease from the bear. 

During the first week of October he began running a trapline 
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with his boat. He set for mink, otter, and fox. He continued 
setting up line cabins, several of which were tents. A few more 
grouse and one porcupine were taken. Three ricks of wood were 
hauled to his homesite. Most of October was spent running his 
trapline and getting it established. 

On October 25th the Yentna froze and the temperature was 10 
below zero. On the 26th he walked his trapline going six miles 
west and then north to Fish Creek. He completed a circuit west to 
the Yentna and then home. An eighth inch of snow fell on the 28th 
and he was layed up in bed with backpains. He spent several days 
at home fixing a sleigh, and preparing rock wire drags for otter 
sets. 

November started out with wet snow which turned to rain 
lasting until the 3rd. Bill continued setting for otter and mink. 
He made otter stretchers, and killed several ptarmigan and grouse. 
All of November he spent running his trapline circuits. He 
reported little information on his harvests. 

Throughout December he ran his trapline every day except four 
during which he either waited for the plane to bring supplies, or 
stayed home because of cold weather. 

In January 1936 Bill made his last journal entry, and listed 
his fur harvest and other possessions on his trapline. His total 
fur harvest was: 42 mink, 8 otter, 34 ermine, 2 fox, 1 wolverine, 
60 muskrats, and 3 beaver. 

PAST TRAPLINE OWNERSHIP AND ACQUISITION 

Long-time trappers interviewed in this study reported several ways 

traplines were acquired in the past. Over half (62 percent) said that 

people just moved in and trapped where no one else was trapping, while 

38 percent said that lines were purchased from previous trappers. In 

cases where trappers moved in and started trapping, they usually 

consulted other trappers to locate untrapped areas. 

Prior to the establishment of most historic traplines trappers 

moving into the basin acquired their areas in one of two ways. They 

often found unused areas and set up new lines in those areas. They also 

purchased trapping areas from Natives or recent settlers. Some areas 

were trapped for a season or two and then abandoned because of low 

productivity, inaccessibility, or poor weather conditions. The upper 
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Skwentna River and Hayes River, for example, were trapped by several 

people in the 1940s. They left because snowfall was so great they could 

not: travel and their cabins were buried. 

By the 1940s and 50s most of today’s older trappers had settled 

along the Yentna and Skwentna Rivers. The area already had traplines 

established by earlier trappers who had since died, moved away, or 

passed their traplines on to new owners. People moving into the area and 

wishing to trap had to buy the rights to trap a specific area. Purchase 

prices ranged from $100.00 to $l,OOO.OO. The purchase usually included 

rights to trap a specified area normally along a series of trails. 

Usually there were line cabins built along the trails, and traps and 

other gear may or may not have been included. 

Traplines were usually sold or traded when a trapper became too 

old to trap, or when he moved to a new location. Trappers sometimes sold 

parts of their trapping areas. This latter practice became more common 

in recent years as more settlers moved into the area, and resident 

trappers began feeling the pressure from the newcomers. 

The purchase of traplines in earlier years was similar to 

acquiring any income-producing property. It was an investment made in a 

potentially profitable venture based on past production and a trapper's 

ability to determine the amount of available fur. Examples of trapper 

earnings from 1928 are presented in Table 17. Considering the value of 

the dollar at that time trappers were earning good incomes from 

trapping, so investment in a trapping area was a reasonable one. For 

many households trapping was the major income source. For others, it was 

a substantial second source of income, and it occurred during the winter 

months when fewer cash jobs were available in town. 
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Long-term residents of the study area provided information on the 

geographic extent of trapping areas belonging to individual trappers 

TABLE 17. SELECTED TRAPPERS' ESTIMATED EARNINGS DURING THE 1928 SEASON 

Name 
Number of Men Location Estimated 
per Household (River) Earnings 

- 
Gasnon (Ganon) and one man 
Mike Stripka 
Mclain and Patterson 
Corigan 
Briggs 
Jones and Wife 
Sholbarger (Shellabarger), 
Wife, and Three Children 
Reamer (Rimer), McElroy, and 
One Man (Hefner) 
Ross (Ernest), Wife, 

and one Child 
Link (Bill) 
Nelson 
Oman (Eric) 
Zorn (Does no trapping, 
some prospecting) 
Meller 
Unknown 
Madison brothers 

3 

Kichatna $5,500 
East Fork Yentna $3,000 
Yentna $5,000 
Yentna $2,200 
Yentna $3,000 
Yentna $1,500 

Skwentna 

Skwentna 

$5,000 

$5,000 

Skwentna $2,000 
Yentna $5,000 
Yentna $500 
Yentna $800 

$1,500 
$1,500 
$2,500 

Source: Edmunds, M. C. (1928) 

over a period of about 40 years (Fig.15). Although trapline ownership 

changed over that period of time, key respondents reported that there 

had been little change in the geographic extent of each of about 18 to 

25 trapping areas until the 1970s and 80s. By then land ownership became 

more common in the Basin as state programs opened many lands to 

settlement. Also, many long-term resident trappers became too old to 

trap and moved away. Active resident trappers at that time expanded 

their traplines using snowmachines to cover larger areas. Concurrently 

new residents set up small traplines within the boundaries of larger, 

established lines. 
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Figure 15. Historic Trapping Areas, 1925-1962. 
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In 1950 fur prices were the poorest that most trappers could 

remember. Most trappers discarded their fox pelts. Mink brought less 

than $20.00 and blanket beaver sold for $19 to $20 (Table 18). The limit 

on beaver was reduced to 10, and raised again in 1954 to 20. Beaver 

prices remained lower than $20 per blanket-sized pelt, and many trappers 

considered quitting. 

Numbers of wolverine and wolf were high in the 1950s. Prices for 

these two species, however, were extremely low at less than $25 and $100 

respectively. Some species like mink and weasel were very abundant and 

brought good prices in the 1950s. One trapper recalled catching 300 

weasels which brought $3 each. This same trapper caught 86 mink in one 

year, and he estimated 50 mink as being his annual average. Effort was 

exerted for those species bringing the highest prices. 

The 1960s and 70s were years which brought many long-lasting 

changes to trapping. The increased usage of airplanes and growing 

numbers of people were the two most significant factors. The 1964 

earthquake is said to have dramatically decreased beaver numbers. Ice in 

the rivers and lakes was jammed against the banks and beaver houses were 

sheared off. The numbers of seasonal, recreational users increased as 

snowmachines made winter access to the area easier and the jet boat made 

the river systems quickly accessible from Anchorage and the road system. 

THE CONTEMPORARY ANNUAL ACTIVITY CYCLE 

This section describes the contemporary annual activity cycle for 

the group of active trappers in the survey sample, 22 trappers. During 

the study period and in early 1980s when trapping season began in 
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November (Table 19), trappers set out their lines by clearing parts of 

their trails, and making sets for marten, mink, otter, and a few beaver. 

TABLE 18. COMPARATIVE HISTORIC FURBEARER HARVESTS AND VALUES 

Example of an Alexander Creek Trapline: 1949-50 

Species 

Beaver 

Quantity 

10 

Unit Value 

$17.70 

Total Value 

$177.00 
Coyote Bounty 1 
Marten 2 
Mink 17 
Muskrat 13 
Muskrat 176 
Weasel 10 
Wolverine 1 

_________---__-___------------------ 

$30.00 $30.00 
$16.25 $32.50 
$20.74 $352.50 

$1.09 $14.15 
$1.14 $201.40 

$.90 $9 .oo 
$10.00 $10.00 

.-________--------- 
Total Value 

Example of a Kahiltna River Trapline: 1950-51 

Species Quantity Unit Value Total Value 

Beaver 50 $5.30 $265.00 
Marten 2 $30.00 $60.00 
Marten 7 $22.50 $157.50 
Marten 20 $24.75 $495.00 
Mink 12 $28.12 $337.50 
Muskrat 111 $1.59 $177.20 
Weasel 13 $2.03 $26.50 
Weasel 13 $1.82 $23.75 
Wolf 5 $50.00 $250.00 

-_____-------------------------------------------------------- 
Total Value $1,792.45 

Source: Cliff Forsberg personal diary 

The major effort during fall and early winter trapping was directed 

toward mink, marten, and otter. 

Mink were trappers' primary concern at the beginning of the season 

with marten taking precedence in mid-winter. Otter were usually trapped 

opportunistically. The fur of these species becomes prime early in the 

season, but it singes by late winter. Marten, mink, and otter were 
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usually trapped along the same trapline. Marten sets were made on high 

ground in forested areas and mink and otter sets were made in the lower 

wet areas and along streams. 

Trappers may catch many young marten early in the season if the 

population is high. These were usually animals without established home 

territories and which move long distances in search of territories and 

food. If trappers found the majority of their catch to be young females, 

they usually took this as an indication of poor production the previous 

summer and stopped trapping marten, or trapped them less intensively. 

Early in the season was a good time to catch mink and otter. As 

snow accumulated and river and stream levels dropped, these two species 

utilized the space beneath the ice and were, therefore, relatively 

inaccessible. The only places where they were caught when snow levels 

increased was in open water areas at springs, along fast flowing 

streams, or at cut banks where animal trails emerged. 

TABLE 19. TRAPPING REGULATIONS SUMMARY FOR GAME MANAGEMENT UNIT 16, 
1983-84 AND 1984-85-k 

Species Open Season Bag Limits 

Beaver 
Coyote 
Red Fox 
Lynx 
Marten 
Mink and Weasel 
Muskrat 
Land Otter 
Wolf 
Wolverine 

Nov. 10 to April 15 
Nov. 10 to March 31 
Nov. 10 to Feb. 15 
Nov. 10 to March 31 
Nov. 10 to Feb. 28 
Nov. 10 to Jan. 31 
Nov. 10 to June 10 
Nov. 10 to March 31 
Nov. 10 to March 31 
Nov. 10 to March 31 

40 Per Season 
No Limit 
No Limit 
No Limit 
No Limit 
No Limit 
No Limit 
No Limit 
No Limit 
No Limit 

* The only change in GMU-16 regulations from 1983-84 to 1984-85 was a 
sealing requirement invoked on land otter. 

By early winter fox pelts were prime and trappers made sets where 



fox had established scent posts and travel routes. Depending on snow and 

weather conditions, trappers continued trying for marten and fox through 

December and January. Marten t-raps were sprung or picked up in February 

and March. By mid winter most trappers sold some of their furs. They 

made another sale at the end of beaver season in April. 

Because numbers of species like wolf, wolverine, and lynx were low 

in recent years, most trappers attempted to catch these animals only 

when their tracks were seen in the area. Sets were made at kill sites or 

where each species was known to travel. 

As day length grew longer in February and March, beaver showed 

signs of activity by coming out along riverbanks and open water in 

search of food. Trappers set snares and leg-hold traps at these 

locations. Beaver trapping was the primary late winter activity until 

mid April when the season closed. Weather was a major factor in 

determining the success of beaver trapping. An early spring meant a good 

beaver catch. Most trappers considered the April 15 closure as too 

early, because warm weather usually did not begin until mid April. 

In some locations muskrat were trapped until the end of May, 

concluding the trapping season. Any remaining furs held by trappers were 

delivered to market or retained until prices improved. 

Trapper Case Study 

This case describes the annual activities of a typical, 

contemporary trapper living in the study area. It exemplifies one way of 

life adopted by many residents of the area. For ease of description, and 

to maintain anonymity, the trapper will be called Al. Like the 
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description of the historic case study, this case encompasses one year's 

activities, and proceeds on a monthly basis beginning in April. 

During the first two weeks in April, Al had traps set for 
beaver at 15 locations. He marked beaver food caches the previous 
fall. Most of his sets were along the Yentna River. Beaver started 
appearing during a warm period in the last week of March. Their 
tracks and cuttings were easily visible on the snow where the 
river ice had separated from the riverbanks. Al used snares in 
most of his sets because they quickly killed a beaver. Leghold 
traps were used in a few of his sets in shallow ponds and streams. 

In addition to beaver trapping, Al was building an addition 
to his 12 by 15 foot log cabin. After he completed the daily run 
of his trapline, he cut several logs and dragged them to the 
building site. In order to maximize on the long days and good snow 
conditions, Al also cut and hauled firewood which he stockpiled 
for the following winter. By the end of trapping season on April 
15, Al gathered enough logs for his building, caught 25 beaver, 
and hauled 12 cords of mixed spruce and birch firewood. 

Several days of warm weather and rain ended the good travel 
conditions for snowmachines, and created large amounts of overflow 
on the river. During this time of relative immobility, Al skinned 
and fleshed the last few beaver he caught and prepared his catch 
for sale. Each hide was carefully stretched, dried, and the hair 
combed free of snarls and dirt. The building logs were pealed and 
cut to proper lengths. Most of the firewood was split and staked 
in covered ricks to dry. Two quarters of moose meat hanging in the 
meathouse were canned for use during the summer, Several cold days 
froze the snow enough for Al's neighbor to fly Al and his beaver 
hides to Anchorage. The two men spent several days in town, 
selling the hides and buying supplies to get them through breakup. 

By May 10th the rivers were ice-free and boat travel 
possible. Al made the 20 mile trip to a sportfishing lodge on the 
Skwentna River and made arrangements for his summer job guiding 
sport fishermen. During the remaining weeks before his job, Al 
cleaned around his cabin site, picking up the winter's 
accumulation of tree branches, dog leavings, and organizing and 
repairing his trapping equipment. Between May 25th and August 30th 
Al guided fishermen and, during slack periods, helped construct 
several guest cabins for the lodge owner. For his work Al received 
his meals, lodging, and a salary. 

September 1st was the opening of moose season, and a local 
hunting guide asked Al to assist in guiding moose hunters. Al had 
been an assistant guide for eight years, and knew the country 
around Youngstown Bend where this year's camp was set up. Al was 
picked up at Skwentna and flown to the moose camp. He stayed there 
for the month of September, helping hunters and keeping the camp 
in order. 

On October 1st Al flew into Anchorage with the last hunters 
of the season. He took his summer's earnings to the bank, and made 
a list of supplies needed for the winter, Al kept a small pickup 
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truck in town and hauled the supplies to Merrill Field. They were 
then loaded on an airplane and flown to Skwentna. Using his 
riverboat, it took Al two days to shuttle his supplies from the 
Skwentna airstrip to his cabin. By the second week in October a 
thin skim of ice was forming on lakes and ponds. Al spent the next 
week locating beaver food caches and lodges and marking them with 
tall alder poles. In this way they could easily be located next 
March and April. He also spent several days clearing shrubby 
vegetation which had grown over his trapline route in the low 
hills behind his home. He put sprung traps at locations where he 
would makes sets. 

November 10th was the opening of trapping season. Al hiked 
along his trapline setting the marten traps he had previously left 
out. Bait was used in combination with pole sets. At stream 
crossings water sets were made for mink and otter. Since the 
rivers were not frozen, most of his trapline stayed in upland 
areas and along edges of swamps and streams. Marten were the 
primary species trapped early in the season, and Al spent most 
time tending his 120 marten sets. He set traps for mink and otter 
where their trails followed along streams and lake edges. 

During the third week of November a light snow covered the 
area, and river ice was about four inches thick. The trapline had 
produced 20 marten, 5 mink, and 2 otter. Al was now able to use 
his snowmachine, and extended his marten line another 50 miles 
into the wooded foothills of Beluga Mountain. A heavy snowfall at 
the end of November required Al to spend two days breaking trail 
on his trapline. The fresh snow also covered many of his traps. 
The traps had to be reset, and some moved to more sheltered 
locations. The difficult work of breaking trail, burned up 30 
gallons of gasoline. Al also replaced one set of rollers on the 
snowmachine. 

During December Al ran most of his trapline three times per 
week. Sections with mink and otter sets were checked more 
frequently, but most of these sets he pulled because of deep snow 
and ice. A few sets were made for wolf, coyote, and fox. Numbers 
of these species were low, but Al kept several sets in locations 
where they might pass through his trapping area. By mid-December 
Al's supplies had run low. The moose meat he had split with his 
neighbor in September was nearly gone. A distant neighbor of Al's 
was making a freight run into Wasilla, so Al ordered a drum of 
gasoline and building materials. Moose had moved into their winter 
yarding areas, so during the special late season Al harvested a 
medium size bull to replenish his meat supply. 

By Christmas Al's trapline had been fairly productive. His 
harvest included 65 marten, 20 mink, 6 otter, 8 fox, and 30 
weasel. During the holidays Al was invited into town by some of 
his friends. While there he sold his furs, ordered parts for his 
snowmachine, and purchased food supplies. 

January began as a snowy month - three more feet fell in two 
weeks. Near the end of the month there was a warm spell which 
caused much overflow. The extreme weather conditions made tending 
the trapline difficult and expensive. Harvest also fell off 
because traps were inoperative much of the time due to snow cover 
and freezing. 
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During the first week in February Al sprung all his marten 
traps because the fur was beginning to singe. His spent most of 
the month building on his house, reading, and checking a few 
traps. As the days grew longer in February and March, beaver began 
to emerge along riverbanks. Al established a trail along his 
beaver trapline and made 15 sets. Some warm weather brought beaver 
out, and Al caught 6 in one night. By the end of a very good 
season he had caught 31 beaver. Most of the carcasses were sold to 
dog mushers, while several damaged pelts were sold to local women 
who made hats and mittens. 

CONTEMPORARY TRAPLINE OWNERSHIP AND ACQUISITION 

Trappers in this study were asked how they acquired traplines. 

Three categories of responses developed: (1) purchased from previous 

trapper; (2) given by previous trapper; and (3) moved into an untrapped 

area. Most trappers (58 percent) acquired their areas by moving into 

untrapped areas. These areas were normally determined by talking to 

other trappers living in the area, or by knowing the previous trapper. 

In some cases long-time trappers had not used parts of their areas and 

gave new trappers permission to trap. Being given an area by a previous 

trapper was the second most common response (24 percent), while the 

fewest number of trappers purchased their lines (18 percent). 

Four survey participants either no longer trapped or did not trap 

parts of their areas in 1984. One trapper sold part of his line to 

another trapper; one sold his traps and equipment and left the line 

vacated; one gave his line to another trapper in exchange for a 

percentage of furs; and one gave permission to another trapper to use 

the area after he quit trapping. 

When the boundaries of many long-term trapping areas were compared 

with those of traplines in 1983 and 1984, considerable changes had 

occurred. Most notably, contemporary areas had grown larger, but also 

78 



they included within their boundaries smaller trapping areas used by 

other area residents, many of whom trapped recreationally. This sharing 

of trapping territory has usually been at the consent of established 

resident trappers. The expansion of some historic trapping areas was 

possible not only through the transfer of areas, but also by the use of 

snowmachines which enabled trappers to quickly cover greater distances. 

Also, as the number of year round residents increased, and portions of 

trapping areas became less productive, serious trappers had to travel 

greater distances to locate productive areas. Long-term trappers 

interviewed in this study experienced decreases in wolf, wolverine, and 

lynx in the 1960s and early 1970s. Numbers of these furbearers have not 

returned to their former levels, and trappers either do not harvest them 

or travel long distances to do so. 

Division of Subsistence work in the western Susitna Basin in 1983 

identified 32 trapping areas in the contemporary period. Not all these 

areas were utilized in 1984, as some resident trappers did not trap in 

that year (Fig. 16) when 24 active trapping areas were identified, and 

22 trapper households interviewed. The size of the area used by each 

trapper was determined by calculating the area within the boundaries of 

each trapping territory (Table 20). Information collected by Fall et al. 

(1983), showed trapping areas ranged from 1 to 303 square miles in size 

and averaged 61.5 square miles. There were eight trapping areas greater 

than 100 square miles. Many of the smaller, recreational trapping areas, 

were located within the boundaries. There were 17 trapping areas less 

than 30 square miles in size. Seven trapping areas were in the 

intermediate range of 30-55 square miles (Table 20). For comparison, the 

length of traplines reported by trappers in 1980 ranged from 1 to 125 

79 



Figure 16. Contemporary Trapping Areas, Western Susitna Basin, 
1384. Note that Small, Often Recreational Trapping 
Areas Commonly are Incorporated within the Boundaries 
of about 8 Large (>lOO sq. miles) Trapping Areas. 
(see text for explanation) 
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TABLE 20. NUMBER OF TRAPPERS AND SQUARE MILES OF USE AREA 

Number of Trappers Square Miles of Use Area 

2 1 
1 3 
1 4 
2 5 
2 6 
1 15 
1 16 
1 17 
1 19 
1 21 
2 23 
1 25 
1 27 
1 32 
1 33 
1 37 
1 40 
1 44 
2 55 
1 103 
1 127 
1 133 
1 134 
1 149 
1 246 
1 262 
1 303 

-----__----- -------------- ____________----___-_________________ 
32 Average - 61.5 Square Miles 

Source: ADF&G (1983) Division of Subsistence Data Files 
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miles (Machida 1982). In this study traplines ranged from 5 to 150 mile 

and averaged 51.9 miles in length. 

TRAPPING METHODS 

Trappers utilized a variety of methods, some unique and others 

widely practiced, to make their particular traplines successful. 

Trappers generally tried to maintain their traplines with minimal 

expenses. The following discussion presents some of the cost cutting 

methods utilized by western Susitna Basin trappers. 

Trappers in this study usually trapped all but a few furbearer 

species along the same trapline. Three species, beaver, muskrat, and 

otter were common exceptions, and were trapped along segments of lines, 

and at different times of the year. Most traplines were established at 

the beginning of the season, and maintained at least in part until the 

seasons closed. By establishing and maintaining a single line, costs 

were reduced by saving time, machinery repairs, and gasoline mainly by 

avoiding the need to break new trails. Trappers also became familiar 

with most characteristics of the land they trapped - its animals, 

topography, and changing physical conditions. This familiarity allowed 

more efficient use of the land, and a more profitable trapline. 

On established lines trappers further economized by spacing the 

times they ran their lines. Timing was usually determined by the types 

of animals being trapped, and the types of sets. For example, marten 

generally die when trapped in pole sets, and can remain there for 

several days as long as the weather stays cold. If the temperature rises 

above 32 degrees F the belly hair will slip and the hide looses its 
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value. In cubby sets on the ground a marten may live longer, but if dead 

the pelt could be chewed by shrews or "clipped". Other scavangers might 

also destroy the pelt. 

By using certain types of traps, trappers were able to save money 

by reducing the number of trips and reducing losses. For example, when 

setting for long-haired fur, toggle trap sets, which did not kill the 

animal, were sometimes made close to the trapper's home for frequent 

checking. Distant long-hair fur sets were generally made with snares to 

assure the animal's death. Prior to intensive human settlement around 

Skwentna and Lake Creek, most trappers set snares for fox and wolf close 

to their homes. As more people moved into the upper Yentna River area 

trappers had to reduce their trapping in settled areas in order to avoid 

killing stray pets, and because many wild animals avoided the human 

habitations. 

Combining sets was another method of economizing. Sets were made 

to catch both fox and coyote. Wolf and wolverine combination sets were 

usually made with snares. As mentioned earlier, mink, marten, and otter 

were trapped along the same line, although in different types of sets. 

Mink and otter were often caught in the same type of set. Although 

incidentally caught, weasel and squirrels were often caught in marten 

sets. 

Self-imposed resource management practices were another method of 

maintaining a productive trapline. For example, marten trapping was 

critical to the economic success of most trappers in the study area. 

Most long-time trappers were careful not to exceed a "harvestable 

surplus" in their areas thereby assuring a consistent annual harvest. 

Trappers had several ways to determine whether they were trapping too 
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many marten or the wrong segment of the population. One accepted method 

was to observe, early in the season, the ratio of males to females in 

the harvest. If the harvest was composed of 60 percent males then 

trapping continued with the trappers having little fear of harming the 

population. However, if the majority of the catch was young females, 

then the trapper might decide to stop trapping marten. Beaver was 

another species which was managed like marten. Typically, trappers set 

to catch the largest adult beavers in a house or bank den. Once these 

animals were caught the set was pulled to avoid catching smaller 

beavers. 

Depending on the size their areas, some trappers had several 

potential marten lines. A few marten were taken along each line, thereby 

not over-harvesting any one area. Trappers often left one of their 

marten lines "rest" a year before trapping again. This practice, 

however, increased the risk of losing the line to an encroaching 

trapper. To avert possible encroachment some trappers ran their idle 

lines but set only a few traps and left the majority sprung. 

IMPACTS ON TRAPPING 

Interviewed trappers voiced concerns about a variety of issues 

which adversely affected trapping. The first, most commonly mentioned 

issue, was local human population increase. Sixty-six (66) percent of 

the trappers interviewed said the increased number of people due to land 

disposals was a major problem for trappers. The most significant impacts 

have occurred along the Skwentna and Yentna Rivers, and in the Shell 

Hills, where settlement has hcen concet1trtlt.ed on lands iicceusih 1 e by 



waterways and lakes (Fig. 17). 

Three specific problems resulting from human population increases 

were described by trappers. These included: (1) the establishment of 

property boundaries which restrict access to trails and resource harvest 

areas; (2) competition from a growing number of trappers; and (3) 

increased amounts of human activity along trapline trails displacing 

some species of furbearers. As a result of the increased human 

settlement a few trappers gave or sold parts of their areas to new 

trappers. Some had to change their trapline routes due to property 

boundaries and restricted access. 

The second most commonly expressed problem was with aircraft when 

used in trapping or shooting animals. Over 30 percent of the trappers 

said that aerial trapping has been the primary cause for the reduction 

in wolf and wolverine. Trappers felt that aircraft should not be allowed 

in the pursuit of furbearers when the animals can be shot immediately 

upon landing. Machida (1982:lO) also found trappers in the Skwentna area 

concerned about the impacts of airplane trappers who fly out from 

Anchorage for the weekend, or who are forced to leave their traps for 

several weeks because of bad weather. 

Another issue expressed as a problem for trappers was season dates 

which did not coincide with availability of furs. For example, opening 

marten season on November 10th does not correspond to the time in early 

or mid October when marten become prime. Beaver season ends on April 

15th. Cold weather and thick ice often prohibit beaver trapping until 

after this date. Another concern was the lack of ethics on the part of 

many new trappers. This was expressed by several people as a real 

problem. New trappers in the area often do not talk to other trappers to 
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learn the locations of traplines. They sometimes set traps right next to 

those of an established trapper. 

When trappers were asked what solutions would best resolve the 

problems they expressed, the most frequently suggested solutions were 

registered traplines or some form of limited entry. These were mentioned 

by 54 percent of the trappers. Even though these solutions would protect 

trappers and the resource, most trappers felt they would not work in 

Alaska, apparently because of the prevailing value placed on freedom of 

movement and economic opportunity. Many moving to rural Alaska believe 

it is unfair to restrict people's opportunity to hunt and fish. Of the 

sampled households, 46 percent felt there should be no restrictions on 

the number of trappers in the area. 

FURBEARER MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 

The potential for managing the harvest of the furbearers in the 

western Susitna Basin is considerable. According to trapper interviews 

in the study, the most common problems facing their trapping activities 

were: (1) lack of security for the areas they trap; (2) the encroachment 

and perceived unethical practices from new and nonresident trappers; and 

(3) a perceived lack of concern on the part of management authorities 

for the management of land and fur resources. 

In the trapper's eyes the land area he utilizes is comparable to a 

farm on which he oversees and harvests a renewable resources. It is to 

his benefit to be acutely aware of furbearer population changes and the 

factors affecting those changes. In response to many observed changes in 

the natural environment, a good trapper adjusts his harvest practices to 

87 



maintain long-term production. Given the possibility of sustained 

production on their lines, trappers gladly obey both government and 

self-imposed restrictions. However, faced with unrestricted intrusion 

from nonlocal trappers, and land disposal programs, local trapper's 

effectiveness at maintaining desireable levels of fur production is 

diminished. Under the current management system there are no protections 

for traplines, and few regulatory guidelines to maintain or increase 

production levels. Indeed, the trapper's existence today is determined 

primarily by the set of self-imposed rules of land use and occupancy to 

deal with current levels of settlement and competition. However, the 

trapper has no legal authority over these matters, as the land use rules 

are social rules without standing in state or federal law. 

Prior to land disposal programs and extensive airplane usage, 

trappers effectively controlled the use of trapping areas through this 

system of internal customary rule. Land title programs and a lack of an 

effective system of regulating land use threaten the existence of the 

few remaining trappers and an important part of the local economy in the 

western Susitna Basin. As will be discussed in the next chapter, the 

ability of many families to remain in the area has long been dependent 

upon a diversified economy of which trapping is becoming less a part. A 

more beneficial approach for both the trapper and the fur resource would 

be a system of fur management land units and registered traplines 

similalr to those utilized in Ontario, Canada. In this system trappers 

and landowners are organized into groups of limited size in specific 

geographic units for the purpose of promoting better trapper relations 

and maintaining fur production to match the potential of the land 

(Canadian Trapper 1981). 
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CHAPTER 7 

THE ROLE OF TRAPPING 

IN THE SUSITNA MIXED ECONOMY 

Furbearer trapping has been an important part of the mixed 

subsistence and cash economy of the Susitna Basin since Russian traders 

exchanged goods with the Tanaina Athabaskans in the early 1800s. With 

the influx of hundreds of prospectors into the basin in the late 1800s 

and early 1900s, trapping remained a primary means of acquiring trade 

goods and cash. The growth of population centers at Anchorage and in the 

Matanuska Valley, along with construction of the Alaska Railroad and the 

development of the commercial fishing industry in the early 1900s, 

created additional seasonal employment opportunities in which most basin 

residents participated. In the 194Os, 1950s, and 1960s commercial 

guiding for big game and fish became important seasonal sources of cash 

income, primarily for many experienced resident trappers and non-local 

entrepreneurs. Also during that time trapping began to lose some of its 

importance as a source of cash because of declining fur values. In the 

1970s and 1980s fur values improved. The growing state economy based on 

the oil and gas industry created new wage employment opportunities in 

and outside the basin. Nevertheless, in 1984 trapping continued to be 

part of the mtxed economy of Susitna Basin residents. This chapter 

provides an economic valuation of trapping, and examines how trapping 

for sale and local use fits into the local economy in 1984. 
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CONTEMPORARY ECONOMIC PATTERNS AMONG TRAPPERS 

In this study three patterns, or economic modes, under which 

trappers could operate were recognized. Trappers were asked to classify 

their trapping activities according to one of these three categories. 

The first, the subsistence-commercial trapping pattern, was defined as a 

pattern which is profitable when the value of the wild resources 

produced was greater than costs to produce them. The second pattern was 

recreational, which had no associated profit motive, and was done 

primarily for enjoyment. A third pattern, a combination of the first and 

second, was called the commercial-subsistence-recreational pattern. This 

pattern required a profit or break even motive and had an associated 

element of enjoyment for physical and mental health reasons. 

Among study area households, each trapping household was asked to 

categorize itself in one of these three categories. In the total sample 

of 44 western Susitna Basin households, there were 22 trapping 

households, or 50.0 percent of the sample. Among the 22 trappers, eight 

categorized themselves as primarily commercial-subsistence (31.8 

percent), while six thought of their activities as equally commercial- 

subsistence-recreational (27.3 percent). Almost one-fifth (22.7 percent) 

thought their trapping as primarily recreational. The remaining 18.2 

percent did not classify their trapping with any particular type (Table 

21). 

The three categories of trappers are compared according to their 

overall resource harvests, age of oldest male in household, length of 

residency in the basin, percent of annual income from trapping, and 

total potential earnings in Table 22. Trappers who identified their 
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TABLE 21. SUMMARY OF WESTERN SUSITNA BASIN STUDY AREA DEMOGRAPHY IN 1984 

Total Study Area Households 
Non-trapper Households 
Trapper Households 

Total Sampled Sample Percent 
HHS HHS Pop. of Total 

64 44 132 80.0 

22 22 66 50.0 

22 22 86 52.1 

Study Area Trappers 22 22 66 50.0 

Trapped, but not categorized -- 4 -- 9.1 
Commer-Subsistence _- 7 __ 18.2 
Comm-Subsis-Retreat. -- 6 __ 13.6 
Recreational -- 5 -- 11.4 

Trapper Creek Trappers 6 6 18 -_ 

Non-area Trappers Not Surveyed 11 -- __ -- 

Total Study Area Trappers 39 -- -- -- 
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trapping as commercial-subsistence or equally commercial-subsistence- 

recreational had similar average lengths of residency and ages of oldest 

male in the household. The mean potential gross earnings from trapping 

were three times higher for the commercial-subsistence group than for 

the commercial-subsistence-recreational group. Household per capita 

harvests of edible wild resources were high for both groups at 259 

pounds and 277 pounds respectively. 

Contrastingly, trappers who considered their trapping recreational 

differed from the other two groups; they had lower averages for all 

variables except age of the oldest male in the household (Table 22). 

Recreational trappers harvested at a per capita rate just under one-half 

as much edible wild resources as the other two groups, while their 

potential earnings from trapping were only one-fifth that of the 

commercial-subsistence trappers. 

Trappers who were particularly good at harvesting furs utilized 

areas that have been recognized traplines for decades. These trapping 

areas have been developed over time and produce the most furs. The most 

productive trapping areas all were more than 100 square miles in area. 

As mentioned in Chapter Six many of the contemporary trapping areas have 

increased in size owing to the use of snowmachines and greater 

competition for furs. However, the core areas of most of the highly 

productive lines are the same as those used historically, In Edmunds' 

1928 inspection trip down the Yentna River he reported 16 groups of 

trappers utilizing the area. Interviews with long-term resident trappers 

in this study revealed most of the same names of trappers reported by 

Edmunds. Several additional historic trapping areas which Edmunds did 

not mention were located some distance from the river. In all, a total 

92 



TABLE 22. COMPARISONS OF SELF-DESIGNATED GROUPS OF TRAPPERS IN THE 
WESTERN SUSITNA BASIN, 1984 

Potential % Income Use Household Length of Oldest Self- 
Gross From Area* Per Capita Residency Male in Desig- 

HHID Earnings Trapping sq. Mi. Harvest (Years) Household nation 

6 $1,335 ND 133 347.75 10 25 1* 
10 $4,902 35 303 309.56 36 55 1* 
31 $1,026 ND 246 252.12 5 38 1* 
34 $1,346 56 103 22.50 12 64 1* 
51 $2,929 ND 385 476.90 28 41 1* 
64 $29 0 ND 99.98 1 29 1* 
65 $4,241 35 310 307.56 15 40 1* 

____________-_______------------------------------------------------------------ 

Mean - $2258 247 259 lbs. 15.3 41.7 
______------------------------------------------------------------------- ---me__ 

13 $455 0 44 19.25 31 67 2* 
20 $173 0 32 58.78 11 36 2* 
25 $29 ND 15 168.49 8 34 2* 
33 $399 33 21 721.50 33 72 2* 
39 $2,202 10 ND 292.30 11 50 2* 
48 $1,499 20 40 404.46 6 46 2* 

______------------------------------------------------------------------ ---mm--_ 
Mean - $793 30 277 lbs 16.7 50.8 

__________---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1 $150 ND 17 47.25 3 42 3* 
11 $1,313 5 262 175.45 8 47 3* 
56 -$60 0 ND 120.90 3 36 3* 
58 $501 1 ND 277.14 2 40 3* 
60 $133 0 ND 102.00 32 71 3* 

__________------------------------------------------------------------ --___-_-__ 
Mean - $407 NA 145 lbs 9.6 47.2 

__________------____-------------------------------------------------- ----_--___ 
5 $54 ND 33 167.60 7 44 lo* 

29 $54 0 24 3.13 7 43 lo* 
55 ND 0 10 461.80 2 29 lo* 

___________-------______________________-------------- ------------_----__-______ 
Mean = $54 22 209 lbs 5.3 38.7 

l* Primarily Commercial-Subsistence 
2* Equally Recreational-Commercial-Subsistence 
3* Primarily Recreational 
lO* Trapped, but no self-designation 
ND - No Data 
* - Data from 1983 Survey. Size of area assumed not to change significantly. 
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of 24 trapper groups, who used the area regularly between 1925 and 1962, 

were identified from interviews with long-term residents and historic 

published sources. This would mean there were about 15 (38.5 percent) 

fewer trappers historically than the estimated 39 trappers who used the 

area in 1984. Coincidentally, 24 trapping areas were identified in 

Figure 16, leaving about 14 unmapped areas based on the total 39 

estimated trapping households which used the area in 1984. Certainly, 

some of these traplines were within larger trapping areas or in 

unclaimed areas. In addition, field data collected in 1983 by the 

Division of Subsistence found 34 households had done some degree of 

trapping in the study area. 

It would appear that between 1925 and 1984 the study area 

supported a variable number of trappers, perhaps between 16 and 39 local 

and non-local trapper households. At least in recent years, about one- 

third of these were non-local trappers. This pattern of use began in the 

late 1950s when airplanes made it possible to access remote trapping 

locations on a short-term basis. Several factors may have contributed to 

the maintenance of a relatively constant number of resident trappers in 

the area until the 1960s. Prior to the use of snowmachines, the sizes of 

trapping areas were limited by the distances trappers could travel on 

foot. The amount of time needed between the times traps were checked 

also limited the travel distance. Between 1925 and about 1960 the 

average trapping area was probably large enough to produce the income 

needed to support a household. Up until the 1960s and early 1970s 

trapping areas were more commonly sold and passed from among trappers 

intending to make a mojor part of their annual income from fur. During 

the last 15-20 years the pattern of recreational trapping has developed 
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which often uses portions of commercial trappers' larger areas. It 

appears that a limited number of recreational trappers do not disrupt 

the profitability of the larger commercial areas. However, the number of 

profitable commercial trappers in the study area has decreased below the 

historic number to about 8 or 10. The number of potentially commercial 

trapping areas under existing management conditions within the western 

Susitna study area appears limited to between 8 and 15. An economic 

basis for this estimate appears in the next section. What influence 

recreational trappers will have on the commercial trapping operations 

depends upon the number of recreational trappers and the manner in which 

they conduct their activities. Other factors discussed in Chapter 6 may 

have greater negative consequences for the commercial trapper. 

ECONOMIC VALUATION OF TRAPPING 

Trapping plays an important role in the mixed economy of the 

western Susitna Basin by being a source of cash in an area where there 

are relatively few jobs. Most employment is seasonal and often does not 

occur on an annual basis. During the research, an economic valuation of 

study area traplines was undertaken to determine the role of trapping in 

the economies of trapper households. 

The valuation of trapping in this study followed procedures 

similar to those used by McLean (1983). Another example of a similar 

valuation procedure appears in Wolfe (1979) for the Yukon-Kuskokwim 

Delta. The discussion is divided into two parts: Annual Trapping 

Expenses, and Annual Income From Trapping. Values used in calculating 

earnings were the average prices paid each individual trapper for each 
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type of fur sold. The average fur prices for all pelts in this study 

appear in (Appendix F) which was the value used if a trapper did not 

sell any one fur and which was used to determine potential earnings. The 

value of pelts varied considerably depending on size, color, amount of 

damage such as cuts and scrapes (see Appendix E), amount of fleshing 

done prior to sale, and primeness. An example of variable prices paid 

for one trapper's catch in 1984 is provided in Table 23. 

TABLE 23. EXAMPLE OF VARIABLE PELT PRICES PAID TO ONE TRAPPER IN 1984 

Mink Red Fox Marten 

$20 $100 $65 
$16 $65 $65 
$15 $50 $60 

$50 $50 
$45 $45 
$45 $45 
$45 $45 

$45 
$45 
$45 
$40 
$40 
$40 
$35 
$35 
$30 

----__-----_------------------------------------------------------------ 
Average $17.00 $47.85 $45.00 

Processed fur products such as ruffs, hats, mittens, and slippers 

increase pelt value above that of its raw condition (Table 24). The use 

of pelts by sampled trapper households for making handicrafts is shown 

in Table 25. The value of these items was not calculated into the 

trappers' gross earnings. 

Running a trapline was normally a multi-purpose activity. Each 

trapline produced several wild resources in addition to furs, such as 
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edible meat and fish for humans and dogs, and wood for heating and 

construction. This is particularly true in a subsistence-based system. 

Although these products have a value, valuing them in monetary terms 

TABLE 24. RAW FUR VALUE COMPARED TO PROCESSED PRODUCT VALUE 

Required Product 
Species Raw Pelt Value Product Value Number Pelts Pelt Value 

Beaver $42.00 Hat $200.00 One $200.00 
Beaver $42.00 Mittens $85.00 One $85.00 
Fox $60.00 Hat $185.00 One $185.00 
Marten $48.00 Hat $200.00 Two $100.00 
Land Otter $45.00 Hat $250.00 One $250.00 

remains extremely difficult, and was not accomplished in this study. The 

total values estimated for trapping based on fur returns are, therefore, 

underestimates of the true value of all resources taken on the 

traplines. 

TABLE 25. FURBEARER USES AND VALUES FOR CRAFTS 

Number Number 
Species Craft Produced Furs 

Beaver Hats 3 4 
Beaver Coat 1 8 
Beaver Mittens 1 pair 1 
Beaver Hoop 4 1 Each 
Beaver Baby Boots 12 Scraps 
Lynx Hat 1 1 
Lynx Baby Boots 2 pair Scraps 
Lynx Key Chain 5 Scraps 
Marten Mounted 1 1 
Marten Hat 1 2 
Marten Stole 1 6 
Muskrat Hoop 3 3 Each 
Otter Hat 1 1 
Otter Baby Boots 3 Scraps 

Product Number 
Value Sold 

$200 ea. 3 
Unknown 0 
Unknown 0 

$30 ea. Given 
$25 ea. Unknown 

$300 ea. 1 
$25 ea. 2 

$5 ea. 5 
$300 ea. 0 
Unknown 0 
Unknown Given 

$20 ea. Given 
$250 ea. 1 
$25 ea. 3 
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Annual TranDinP Expenses 

Glass (1984) and McLean (1983) described a variety of expenses 

incurred by trappers. These two studies grouped total operating costs 

into three categories: (1) transportation equipment costs; (2) travel 

costs; and (3) other operating costs. Within the latter two categories 

costs varied depending on: (a) type of transportation; (b) length of 

trapline; (c) number of sets; (d) number of times sets were checked; (e) 

season of activity; and (f) cost cutting measures used by individual 

trappers. 

In this study, costs for trapping were divided into four 

categories: (1) capital costs prorated on the average age of 

snowmachines and their percentage of use for trapping; (2) estimated 

cost of oil and gas used for trapping; (3) estimated repair costs on 

equipment used for trapping; and (4) other equipment costs including 

traps, stretchers, snares, knives and axes, lures and baits, and 

miscellaneous gear (McLean 1983: Al2 - A13) (Table 26). In this study, 

miscellaneous gear costs were determined on an individual trapper basis 

depending upon which species were trapped. 

Trappers in this study were asked whether they would own certain 

equipment items if they did not trap. All trappers said they would own 

snowmachines regardless of their involvement in trapping. Since 

snowmachine use for trapping occurred in addition to use for daily 

transportation, trapping-related expenses were based on the estimated 

percentage of use for trapping. 
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Further, cost analyses were limited to a core subset of 15 

trappers who had established traplines, made regular attempts to harvest 

furbearers, and who used similar means and methods. Seven trappers were 

excluded because they set only one or two traps, harvested only one 

animal by shooting it, or were not trapping in a manner consistent with 

normal years (see Table 26). 

The previous section on trapping methods discussed various 

techniques individual trappers used to reduce their trapping costs. Some 

of these measures are reflected in the trappers‘ estimated expenditures, 

but several reported cost-cutting measures were not calculated into 

expenditures. For example, in winters with heavy snow and poor travel 

conditions, trappers reduced the number of trips along their lines in 

order to lessen equipment repairs and conserve time and fuel. While 

running traplines, trappers often performed other tasks. Hunting, 

hauling wood, and visiting were the most common activities while running 

a line. Other activities included fishing, hauling water, picking up 

mail, going to school, cabin building, and freighting supplies (Table 

27). 

TABLE 27. OTHER ACTIVITIES DONE WHILE TRAPPING, n = 17 

Activity Type Percent of Trappers 

Hunting 33 
Hauling Wood 33 
Visiting Neighbors 33 
Picking up mail 13 
Fishing 0 
Cabin Building 7 

Other methods used to cut costs included the following. Beaver 

sets were located in October by using a boat. Especially for beaver, 

this was the best way to mark sets for later reference. Some trappers 



used 3-wheelers as long as snow was not too deep. These were cheaper to 

operate than snowmachines. 

Since a major expense is oil and gas, trappers tried to buy bulk 

quantities to achieve lower unit prices. They also had fuel either 

barged to the area in summer or hauled over the ice in winter, both of 

which were cheaper transportation than flying. Traps and any other 

equipment items were usually bought on sale. However, this required 

being in town during the off-season when sales took place. 

Trappers tried to purchase the most economical type of equipment 

for the activity in which they were involved. For example, the Elan 

model snowmachine was the most economical for running a trapline. 

Although it had limitations for doing certain other heavy jobs like 

hauling large quantities of fuel and loads of wood, these jobs were 

often accomplished by using borrowed equipment or hiring someone else to 

do the work. 

Pelt condition was another important factor in determining 

trapline earnings. A variety of terms applied to pelt conditions help 

describe certain devaluing conditions (Appendix E). Since many of these 

conditions are related to the natural environment, certain trappers 

tried to avoid these devaluing problems by trapping animals when pelt 

condition was optimal, and stopped trapping as pelt condition 

deteriorated. Trappers were usually careful to properly stretch and 

flesh pelts. Sets were carefully placed to prevent pelt damage from the 

animal's struggling in the trap. Some trappers spent a great deal of 

time cleaning dirt from the pelts, combing the hair, and sewing small 

holes. 

Using the cost categories described earlier, total costs to 
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trappers can be calculated in at least three ways (See Table 25). As 

there are no standard ways to figure the costs and returns to trapping, 

all three methods are used here for discussion purposes. In the first, 

costs equal transportation equipment plus oil and gas plus repairs plus 

other equipment, with transportation equipment costs derived as an 

annual prorated cost based on the life expectancy of a snowmachine. 

McLean (1983) determined the snowmachine life for trappers to be five 

years. Among western Susitna Basin trappers, the average age of 

snowmachines was nine years, with a range of 7 to 12 years. Prorated 

costs were, therefore, based on the nine year average (Table 28). 

TABLE 28. AVERAGE AGE OF SNOWMACHINES OWNED BY WESTERN SUSITNA TRAPPERS 

Snowmachine Ages 
in Years: 7,7,7,7,7,7,7,7,8,8,8,8,10,11,11,11,12,12,12,12 

Average Age: 9 years n - 20 

In the second method, total costs equal oil and gas plus repairs 

plus other equipment. In this method, transportation capital equipment 

costs were excluded as costs for trapping because trappers indicated 

needing a snowmachine whether they trapped or not. Thus trapping costs 

represent the incremental cost to use the snowmachine for trapping, that 

is, the oil and gas and repairs for running the line, plus the other 

equipment costs (traps, axes, snares, stretchers, and other 

miscellaneous equipment). 

In the third cost method, total costs equal transportation 

equipment plus oil and gas plus other equipment minus parts and repairs. 

In this method costs for parts and repairs to snowmachines are deducted 

from the annual prorated cost of snowmachines because they prolong the 
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life expectancy of the snowmachine. Using the third method, repairs and 

parts become deductable investments and substitute partially for the 

prorated cost. It could also be argued that the parts and repairs 

investment should completely replace the prorated costs beyond a 

predetermined life expectancy. However, the adjusted prorated cost 

presented in the third cost analysis method is probably the most 

realistic cost apportionment method because it dispurses the initial 

capital cost over the life of the equipment. 

A key factor in cost analysis is the lifetime of the equipment. 

This study found that trappers extended the life of snowmachines up to 

the point where the equipment was damaged beyond repair, or it was no 

longer manufactured. An additional factor which distributed equipment 

costs over longer periods was the purchase of similar models which had 

compatible parts. As in the case with the Elan snowmachine, some parts 

of early models fit or were altered to fit later models. 

Annual Income From Trancing 

Total pelt value can be determined in two ways: (1) only from 

pelts actually sold (Table 29); and (2) from the total harvest assuming 

all pelts were sold at market value (Table 30). 

The first method does not count pelts retained from sale for 

personal use or handicrafts, while the second method accounts for all 

pelts harvested. Neither method accounts for the added values of home 

processed pelts retained for personal use or sold as handicrafts (See 

Table 21). Because of this, both values are underestimates of the true 

value of the fur resource. Although values derived from both methods are 
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presented, the potential gross income estimate is preferred for 

valuation purposes in this study. It accounts for the pelt market value 

on all pelts harvested and is the closest possible estimate of the value 

of the fur resource if handicraft sales were included. 

Table 30 provides the relative potential gross values of 

furbearers, in money produced, to the core subset of 15 trappers. The 

furs which brought in the most money were marten ($9,639.00), and beaver 

($5,357.80). Middle range producers included mink ($1,500.70), wolverine 

at $500 each ($l,SOO.OO), red fox ($1,155.20); land otter ($969.00); 

coyote ($958.30); and muskrat ($622.80). The lowest income generators 

were wolf ($275.00), lynx ($200.00), and weasel ($149.00). 

Table 31 provides a summary of cost accounting and gross income 

information as calculated by the three methods presented earlier. The 

first method which included prorated snowmachine costs produced the 

highest total expenditures with an average of $1,076 per trapper. The 

second method excluded prorated snowmachine costs, assuming they were 

not attributed to trapping, and resulted in an average cost of $770 per 

trapper. Method three included prorated equipment costs, but deducted 

repair costs as though they were an investment, and produced an average 

cost estimate of $655 per trapper. Also shown in Table 31 are reported 

gross incomes calculated for the 15 trappers, with a total of 

$14,351.30, and an average of $957 per trapper. The total potential 

earnings, which included unsold pelts, was $22,326.80, for an average 

potential gross income of $1,488 per trapper. 

Net earnings were calculated in six ways by deducting major 

expenses from reported gross income and potential gross income (Table 

32). The following formulae were used. 
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(a) Method 1 with Reported Gross Income: Net Income Based on 

Reported Sales equals Reported Gross Income minus Total Costs 

including Prorated Equipment Costs; 

(b) Method 2 with Reported Gross Income: Net Income Based on 

Reported Sales equals Reported Gross Income minus Total Costs 

(excluding prorated snowmachine costs); 

(c) Method 3 with Reported Gross Income: Net Income Based on 

Reported Sales equals Reported Gross Income minus Total Costs 

(Including Prorated Costs minus Repairs); 

(d) Method 1 with Potential Gross Income: Potential Net Income 

equals Potential Gross Income minus Total Costs including Prorated 

Equipment Costs; 

(e) Method 2 with Potential Gross Income: Potential Net Income 

equals Potential Gross Income minus Total Costs (Excludes prorated 

snowmachine costs); 

(f) Method 3 with Potential Gross Income: Potential Net Income 

equals Potential Gross Income minus Total costs (Including 

Prorated Costs minus Repairs). 

Among the six calculations of net income, deducting costs 

generated by the first costing method from reported gross income gave an 

average loss of -$119 per trapper. Only five trappers made profits by 

this method. Using costs from the second method, where prorated 

snowmachine costs were excluded, gave an average profit of $187 to each 

trapper. However, there were still ten trappers who showed net losses, 

and six had significant losses of more than -$400. By the third cost 

accounting method, which considered repairs as an investment, average 

net income increased to $302 per trapper. There were eight trappers 
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showing losses, but these losses decreased substantially from the 

previous method to an average low of -$329. 

Net incomes based on potential fur sales substantially increased 

profits over reported sales. By the first costing method, average net 

income was $413 per trapper. Six trappers showed losses ranging from - 

$115 to -$843. Using the second method, five trappers showed losses, but 

average net income was $718 per trapper. Using the third method average 

incomes were highest at $833 per trapper. There were two trappers with 

losses according to this method. These were the only two trappers to 

show losses by all six net income equations. 

Net Trancing Income and Trapper's Self-Designations 

Comparison of trapper earnings, calculated by deducting the three 

cost figures from potential gross income (Table 33), with the trapper 

self-designated categories reveals a very close correlation between net 

earnings and trapper self-designations (Figs. 18 and 19). For five of 

the six productive trappers in the commercial-subsistence category, 

trapping was an important income source of net income. All trappers in 

this self-designated category except one should have profits by all 

three methods of cost accounting. The remaining trapper in the 

commercial-subsistence category showed small profits from two of the 

three methods. Among the commercial-subsistence-recreational trappers 

three realized net income by the three accounting methods, while two 

realized losses. Of the four self-designated "recreational" trappers, 

only one realized net income from trapping, and three had losses by most 

accounting methods. As expected, the monetary loss to recreational 
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“RECREATIONAL’ “COMM/SUB- “COMMERCIAL- 
RECREATIONAL” SUBSISTENCE” 

SELF-DESIGNATED TRAPPING GROUP 

WGROSS FUR WNET FUR 1 -NET FUR 2 

Figure 18. Net Incomes from Trapping in 1984 for Three Self- 
Designated Groups of Western Susitna Area Trappers 
Compared with 1982 Total Taxable Income for the 
Skwentna Area. 
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trappers may be compensated by the recreational value of the activity. 

Monetary Income From Tranpinq 

While net earnings for western Susitna trappers were not 

particularly large, neither were net losses. The mean net earnings for 

the six commercial-subsistence trappers as calculated by the three 

accounting methods were $1,306 (Method l), $1,749 (Method 2), and $1,649 

(Method 3). The most productive trapper in the group realized a net 

income of $3,762 from trapping as calculated by method two. The greatest 

loss incurred by a trapper in the group was only -$382. By comparison, 

the mean net earnings for the five "commercial-subsistence-recreational" 

trappers by methods one, two, and three were -$103, +$147, and +$446 

respectively. The trapper with the largest net earnings in this group 

earned $1,641 as calculated by method three, and the trapper with the 

greatest loss lost $843 as calculated by method one. 

These figures show that in 1984, a productive trapper in the 

Western Susitna Basin realized a net income of up to several thousand 

dollars. An unproductive trapper either broke even or subsidized his 

trapping expenses with a few hundred dollars. Even in cases where the 

trapper's losses are shown by the three methods of accounting, some 

trappers may deduct trapping expenses from their taxes. 

The analysis of trapping earnings reveals that most non- 

recreational trappers' earnings were in the black during 1984. This is 

especially so if only current annual operating expenses (variable costs) 

are counted as costs; that is, the market value of a trapper's fur 

harvest usually paid for the gasoline, oil, and repair costs of the 
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equipment used to trap. However, the amortized capital equipment costs 

(fixed costs), mainly the several thousand dollar investment in a 

snowmachine and sled, are hidden costs which must be met over the 

average life expectancy of the equipment. It would appear then, that if 

a trapper can net several thousand dollars every two or three years, 

then periodic capitalization expenses for equipment upgrade and 

replacement can be paid for from trapping earnings. 

Overall, trappers in this study did not get rich from trapping; 

however, neither will they go broke over the long term. Trapping is a 

sustainable source of income for Basin trappers. The contribution of 

trapping income to a household's total earned income can be assessed by 

examining mean annual income levels of Susitna Basin residents. Average 

annual incomes per tax return for the Susitna Basin indicate there are 

very limited cash incomesin the area. In 1982 income tax filers from the 

Skwentna mailing area reported an average taxable income of $12,101 per 

return (Alaska Department of Revenue 1985). This was 51.3 percent of the 

average Anchorage return at $23,590. A pattern of low incomes for the 

area occurred over a three year period 1978 to 1982 (Fig. 20). Thus, the 

few thousand dollars earned by a commercial-subsistence trapper 

represents about 25 percent of the mean annual income of an income tax 

filer. By comparison trappers estimated an average of 19.5 percent of 

their annual income in 1984 came from trapping. 

Non-market Values 

Trappers also placed non-monetary values on trapping. Other daily 

activities such as hunting, hauling wood, visiting neighbors, picking up 
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mail, fishing, and cabin building were conducted in conjunction with 

running a trapline. All these activities would be done separately with 

considerable added effort were the trapper not already running a 

trapline. 

Trapping was identified as an important activity for trappers 

because, among other things, they felt it improved their physical and 

mental health. They also thought it was a good activity for young people 

to learn about the outdoors and to be responsible individuals. Seven 

long-time trappers reported that they lived in the area in order to trap 

and to be away from the city. During some years in the past they made 

their entire incomes from trapping. Most trappers enjoyed trapping for 

both income and the enjoyment of being outdoors. Several trappers stated 

that in order to live the lifestyle they enjoyed, trapping was one way 

of affording to do so. Similarly, the feelings of freedom and being able 

to support oneself from the land were associated with trapping. Some 

people felt that learning about wildlife habits and estimating animal 

numbers was necessary knowledge for being able to live in remote areas. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In 1984, trapping in the western Susitna Basin study area 

remained, as it had for nearly 100 years, one of several wild resource 

based economic activities that made up the local, mixed, subsistence- 

cash economy. Although its cash significance in the economy appears to 

have decreased in 1984 compared to the period between 1900 and 1960, 

trapping was an important element in the way of life of basin residents. 

It was one long-term, reliable source of cash in an economy based on 
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mixed sources of income which fluctuated in availability and 

productivity from year to year. Trapping was a seasonal income source 

which occurred in winter months when other cash sources like commercial 

fishing, guiding, lodge work, and construction were scarce. Trapping was 

easily integrated into a cycle of other subsistence and non-subsistence 

activities, and was mutually supportive of them, Other than traps, most 

of the same equipment items were utilized for trapping, hunting, 

fishing, and gathering wood and other plants. In addition, trapping 

produced food and pelts for local use. Many furs were manufactured into 

products for personal use or shared and exchanged locally, while others 

were bartered and sold outside the area. 

Among the 22 trapper households sampled in this study, a majority 

self-categorized themselves as commercial-subsistence and commercial- 

subsistence-recreational trappers. A smaller number self-designated 

themselves as "recreational" trappers. A minority of these trapper 

households (nine households or 41 percent), trapped productively (as 

measured by a trapping household not showing net losses by any of the 

three accounting methods). Potential net earnings ranged between $2.00 

and $3,700. As part of their total annual earnings, commercial- 

subsistence trappers estimated that 11 to 22 percent of their annual 

income came from trapping. 

From the viewpoint of a trapper even in poor fur years trapping 

was potentially profitable to trappers without alternate sources of 

income for several reasons. If people were not trapping, their time and 

equipment during winter would not be producing income. Because people 

already owned equipment like snowmachines, boats, and ATVs, trapping 

added little extra expense in capital expenditures. Trapping was 
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profitable during any particular year when the value of the wild 

resources taken was greater than the costs of gasoline, oil, and other 

expendibles. To the trapper, the time period for calculating this may be 

more than a single year since trappers commonly thought in terms of 

making profits only every two or three years. The decision to trap was, 

from a household's standpoint, a decision to use equipment efficiently 

during the winter months. The monetary costs of trapping were the 

incremental costs over existing costs of equipment already owned. These 

incremental costs included gas and oil and repair costs such as the 

replacement of parts. 

The value of resources taken while trapping was greater than the 

market value of the raw fur. This was so because trapping was 

multipurpose and compatible with other activities like hunting, hauling 

materials and wood, and travel to different parts of the area. If raw 

fur market values were low, a portion of the furs taken were used as 

marketed crafts and subsistence crafts such as hats, mittens, and ruffs. 

These items had a higher value than the raw fur market value. 

At least among local residents, operating a trapline expressed a 

trapper's usufruct rights to an area for trapping, hunting, and possibly 

other activities like cabin building and wood gathering. It is important 

to stress that the value of trapping in the Basin cannot be measured 

only in the amount of dollars it produces, especially in one year. Its 

value is in the key part it plays in the total mixed subsistence-market 

economy over the long term, along with the other sources of cash and 

wild resources harvested for local consumption. All these elements are 

necessary to maintain stability in an economic system based on wild 

resource extraction, any part of which may fail from year to year. 
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Western Susitna Basin residents have developed the capacity to harvest a 

wide range of wild resources so that substitutions can occur when 

necessary. Likewise, from one year to the next, one or more sources of 

cash income may dry up. To compensate for this, people maintain the 

capacity to earn income from a range of income sources. Trapping is one 

of those sources, and in any particular year, may be a critical one for 

a portion of the western Susitna population. 

From the land management perspective information from this study 

adds substantially to the body of knowledge regarding the importance of 

wild resources to both local and non-local basin residents. It provides 

a basis for valuing future land allocations, and will, hopefully, aid in 

land use planning efforts. Additionally, the historical and contemporary 

descriptions of trapping, and the economic analysis of the fur harvest, 

provide an important background for the management of furbearer 

resources. 
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I.D. Number Date 

SUSITNA BASIN RESOURCE HARVEST UPDATE 1984 

1. Please estimate the number of each resource your household harvested during 
1984(Jan-Dec). Include only those resources members of your household harvested 
even if you gave some away. Do not include resources others gave to you. 

RESOURCE ATTEMPTED NUMBER RESOURCE ATTEMPTED NUMBER 
HARVEST HARVESTED HARVEST HARVESTED 

DURING 1984 DURING 1984 DURING 1984 --- DURING 1984 
YES NO YES NO 

I I I 1 
KING SALMON HARBOR -- 

RED SALMON MOOSE 

SILVER SALMON f CARIBOU 

PINK SALMON SHEEP 

CHUM SALMON 

RAINBOW TROUT 

DOLLY VARDEN 

SEAL 

BLACK BEAR 

DTHER RIG CAMFL 

GRAYLING 

LAXE TROUT 

BURBOT 

NORTHERN PIKE 

WHITEFISH 

HOOLIGAN 

SHELLFISH 
Specify 
OTHER F 
Specify 
SPRUCE GROU 

PTARMIGAN 

DUCKS 

PORCUPINE 

*MARMOT 

*MARTEN 

*RED FOX 

*COYOTE 

*woLF 

*MINK 

*WEASEL 

*BEAVER 

*LYNX 

BERRIES ii1 

*LAND OTTER 

GEESE *MUSKRAT 

*WOLVERINE 

WOOD (FIRE) L-L- I CORDS OTHER IEEl 

* If you attempted to trap these furbearers during the 1983184 trapping season, please answer 
the questions 6 through 26 on the following pages. Otherwise, just answer questions 1 and 5. 
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2. PLeasc: approximate what percent of your househoLd's meat, fish, and fowl 
in the past year has been from wild resources. -._ _ . --.--. -- _-- -- ____.-___ 

3 How many people live in your household? 

Ages 
Males ~- _- .__--- ~ --- -- .--- 

Female -- -- -- -i--- --__-- ___- -- -~ 

Total 

4. How long have you lived in this area? Years Months -___I 

5. How did you acquire your property/home? 

Homestead Purchased from previous owner 

Subdivision Other _-_--.- ------- 

Homesite ___--- -- - .___--_ _ _-.-- _____-.- -. ___-- 

____________________----------------------------------------------------------- 
FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT TRAPPED DURING 1984, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS. 
____________________----------------------------------------------------------- 

6. By filling out the following table, we'll try to estimate your gross earn- 
ings from trapping. 

SPECIES: -~ - 

Number Trapped 

Number of furs sold Value of furs sold --- ---- -- 

Number 

Number 

Number 

sold for meat Value of meat ---- _---- 

used by household for human food _--- - 

used by household for dog food -------___ 

Number of furs purchased cost - -- -~-- 

Number purchased for human food cost -- --.- -- ---- -- 

Number purchased for dog food cost _-----__-- ___- 

USED AS CRAFT ITEMS: 
LOCAL WHERE GROSS 

ITEMS i/ PRODUCED # OF FURS VALUE # SOLD SOLD EARNINGS 
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SPECIES: ___----__--- ---- 

Number trapped 

Number of furs sold --_ -- 

Number sold for meat _.. ̂  - __ 

Value of furs sold _---_--- -------- 

Value of meat 

Number used by household for human food ---____-~--_-_-_-__-__~_~- 

Number used by household for dog food _- __-__---__ - ___- --- --.- ---__ 

Number of furs purchased cost .._~ ____ -__~--_-..-l_- --~-__ -__--------- 

Number purchased for human food cost -_-.._ -__- -_-______-_----.- - --_.- 

Number purchased for dog food cost ----.- -- ------ 

USED AS CRAFT ITEMS: 
LOCAL WHERE GROSS 

ITEMS % PRODUCED t OF FURS VALUE # SOLD SOLD EARNINGS 

SPECIES 

Number trapped 

Number of furs sold Value of furs sold 

us 

Number sold for meat Value of meat .-- -I --.------ _ _ 

Number used by household for human food --__ I_----~-.----.-- 

Number used by household for dog food ---.-----~- __---- -____- 

Number of furs purchased cost -_-- -.--.-- 

Number purchased for human food cost ----___ - -----__-- 

Number purchased for dog food cost -I~-- - __-- 

ED AS CRAFT ITEMS: 
LOCAL WHERE GROSS 

ITEMS % PRODUCED t OF FURS VALUE # SOLD SOLD EARNINGS 



7. With the following table we will estimate the costs of trapping incurred during 

1984. 

MARMOT 

MARTEN 

RED FOX 

COYOTE 

WOLF 

MINK 

WEASEL 

BEAVER 

LYNX 

LAND OTTER 

MUSKRAT 

WOLVERINE 

TYPE OF DISTANCE MONTHS NUMBER MEAN NUMBER ROUNDTRIP 
TRANSPOR- TO START TRAPPED TRAPS USED TIMES SETS LENGTH 
TATION USED OF TRAPLINE CHECKED TRAPLINE 

- -- _-__._-___---, ,-_-~-__~~ 7 

miles /week miles ~~--____-- -- ____.___ ______ I_ __________________ 

miles /week miles __---- - 

miles /week miles -- -- -. -- 

miles /week miles .-----~__- 

miles /week miles 

miles /week miles -- 

miles /week miles 

miles /week miles ------____ ___- -- 

8. Which species did you trap concurrently? ------ --- -.------- 

Which occurred on the same traplines? _-_--_-_---_- .___ ----- -.--.-.----.__-- 

___I- ---~- 
_______--_---_.-_--- _-- .-- . ---  - - - - -  ____--__- 

._ __ ._ -  - - - -  - . - - -  -___-I -_.--_- - - - - -  - -  

Multiple trap sets? -- --. _----__~- 

_ ._ ___-_ -------__ _____ --___----.-----~ - 

-- 
_____-------L---P---- -.I__ 
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!3. Please estimate the replacement vxlu~ of thr equipwnt you used for trapping 
during 1984. 

EQLJI!-%iE!DT --_-- 

HOAT 

OUTROARDUOTOR 

S'JOWMACHINE 

AIHPLANF: 

ATV 

I XX;T EAM 

AUK%4OHILE 

TRAPPI% CABINS 

NUMBER 
OWNED -- --- AGE --- 

. ..- 

-- _-.-- - 

AGK (IF 
PREVIOUS ONR .- _ ----_----- 

.___ -- .--__---._ 

rmr IMATED PEKENT OF 
HEPlACEMENT ANNUAL USE 

VALUE FOR TRAPPING _----.. ____-- 
i- 

--- 

--- -...-- 
t 

-~. - -.-.-~ 

I--._ . - _ _ --__-- 

_--_--~--- -------------.- 
--------I---~- - ---~ -- _.-.-- _ - ---- _-.-- _..- ---- ---. 

10. Please estimte the armunt ot' dollars spmt on trapping during 1984. 

ITEM COST ITEM COST - __---- - _ .._ - -- --____-- -- _----___-I__ 

Gas and oil Repairs on fquiprrmt _ -__ -_ _ __- - - .-_ -- _ 

11. Which equipmnt would yoli not own if yoti didn't run a trapline? 

1%. Considering your trapping flffort, expnses, and harvest in 19K4, was 1984 

fairly representative of your trapping activities while you've lived in 

this area? Explain --_.- _-- _- .--------_I---.- - ----__I_ --- --- 

-~ -_-_-..-- __-_ -- ---- ---- 

___-- - - - --~--. ---_---- _ ---- 

13. While running your trapline, what other activities do you do? 

Hunt/clarify Haul wood ---- - -- -_--. ~- ~.-_ - __~_. _ _-.-- - . - _. 

Fish/(: lrtri t'y thrtl w;ttcsr 



y tlow yell (‘iLt"rtd l’or yollr p’l t,s’? 

15. Estimate the amuntof time spent caring for your pelts. - 

--- .- ---- ---. 

____._ - __------ - -_----.. ------~-__-.--_--_--__-__- 

-- ------ - ----- - .- -------.- --_ --._-.. -- --__ 

-__-- - ----.- __---- ~___.___~ 

16. Income sources during 1984. LIST INCtWE SOURCES FIRST, THEN GO BACK 
AND ASK FOR ‘% OF IN(X FROM EACH SOIJRCE. 

TYPE Ol- # OF '% OF 
INCOME: HOUSEHOLD ANNUAL 
SOURCE 

JIG GAME GIJII~ING _ ---- -- 

'RAPPING -.- -.-__- 

XMM. FISHING 

X)NSTHIJCTtON --~ --_ --- 

'ISH GIJII)E: -.- .- .- 

'ISHING LOXGE 

MFMBERS T(YI'AL, - ------- -.---- 
-_-_-- - --_- 
3 --_--_- _-.. -_. _ .-.._- 
-----I- 

__-__.- .-.- .---_ _- ---_ ~- ---- 
.-.. ----- _ .- - - - _ _ _ _ ___ 

-------i-i ______ 

___-.- - _ -.- --__ 

AVERAGE 
WHICH HOURS 

1,cxxT1ON bdONTH(S) PER WEEX 
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17. What year did you firs% trap in this area? --__ _._~-_.----.---.-- --.-- - 

18. Total number of years trapp4 in this area? ____ -__-_____---_~-- -_-_ - -_ 

19. Can you recall past quantities of harvests of any particular furbearers? 
(T,ist each below) 

YF:AH WI’ I VAT KI ) MAttKW 
;PKCIES _____ 

_.__-.-___-- _._ - --_ _----__ 

_--._ _.. ~-.-_ ~_ .,_ ~.~ - - _ 

_____- _--_.-------._ 

-__ 

- 

_ -- 

---. 

-.-- 

VAILIK 

20. How did you acquit? this trapping area? 

CWM ENTS , --__-- .----.. .--- 

--- ----- __---_~.-___---~.~_---. 

21. If you no longer trap, did sor~ont? else take over your area? __- - - _ -------- 

22. How did they acquire it from yolk'? 

- -._ --- -- _ --_,- - -__- -__-- ----_ - _~_-- -- -.-- - --- -_- 

23. In your understanding how have most trappers acquired their areas in the past 

and now? 

--- - --.-- --_-.- _-.-_- - _.. _.._. 
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disposals, fly in competition, new trappers, climtc~, furbearer numbers, 

rogu I a t ions 1 

__________ -__------___.- _-- --- ------ _--- _ -~- --- ---._-__ -- --.-- ---- 

25. Should there be any restrictions on thtl number of trappers in this area? 
Yes No How should this be accomplished? -___ .__ -- - -.- -_-- - 

~__- __---. --------~---------- --- ----~-----------. 

26. Would you describe your trapping as: 

a. Primaril.y cc.~rcial/srlbsis;tf~ncf~ -. 

b. Primarily recreational 

c. Equally recreational and cc~rci~~l/stibsistPncP 

cl. Other Please explain -_- _-.- _-- - _--__---__ -__- _---.___________ __ 

27. Is there anything vou want to say about the value you place on trapping'? 

-~ --.- --~--- -.--- --_-~- --.- 

_- _~. .- _-- ------ - . .- --- ------___- _ _______-__. ~.---_ 
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Date 

APPENDIX B 

RESOURCE 

SUSITNA BASIN RESOURCE HARVEST UPDATE 1984 

1. please estimate the number of each resource your household harvested during 
1984( Jan-Dec). Xnclude only those resources members of your household hrveoted 
even If you gave some away. ho not include resources others gave to you. 

ATTEMPTED NUMBER 
HARVEST HARVESTED 

DURING 1984 DURING 1984 
YES NO 

I I I 
KING SALMON 

RED SALMON 

SILVER SALMON 

~LZr-ic SAiiiON 

CHUM SALMON 

RAINBOW TROUT I I 

DOLLY VARDEN I 

GRAYLING 

LAKE TROUT 

dURBOT _ -- 

NORTHERN PIKE 1 1 i , 

WHITEFISH 

HOOLIGAN 

SHELLFISH 

PTARMIGAN 

DUcKS 

GEESE 

BERRIES 

WOOD (FIRE) 

-- 

QUARTS 

CORDS 

RESOURCE 4RMPTED NLMBER NUMBER USED NUMbER 
HARVEST HARVESTED FOR HOME USE SOLD 

DURING 1984 DURING 1984 DURING 1984 
YES NO 

HARBOR SEAL 

MOOSE 
Y 

CARIBOU 

BLACK BEAR 

OTHER BIG G 
Specify 
SNOWSHOE HARE 

PORCUPINE 

*MARMOT 

*MARTEN 

*RED FOX 

*COYOTE 

*WOLF 

*MINK 

*‘JE.AS EL 

*BEAVER 

*LYNX 

*LAND OTTER 

“MUSKRAT 

*WOLVERINE 

I I 
I 

I 

OTHER I I I I I I I 

* If you attempted to trap these furbearers during the 1983/84 trapping season, please answer 
the questfons 4 through 9 on the following pages. Otherwise, just answer questions 2 and 3. 
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2. Please approximate what percent of your household's meat. fish, and fowl 
in the past year has been from wild resources. - - 

3. How many people live in your household? 

Ages 
Males - e- - - -- - -- 

Females -__- - - ~. -- -- - -- 

Total -- 

____________________-------------------------- --------------------------------- 
FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT TRAPPED DURING 1984, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS. 
___________--_____------------------------------------------------------------- 

4. Please estimate the replacement value of the equipment you used for trapping 
during 1984. 

EQUIPMENT 

BOAT 

OUTBOARD MOTORS 

SNOWMACHINE 

AIRPLANE 

ATV 

DOGTEAM 

AUTOMOBILE 

TRAPPING CABINS 

ESTIMATED PERCENT OF ANNUAL OTHER 
NUMBER REPLACEMENT USE FOR RUNNING USES* 
OWNED VALUE YOUR TRAPLINE 

- 

-- 

I 

* Such as hunting, fishing, gathering, hauling wood, hauling water, hauling 
other materials, transportation from home. 

5. Please estimate the amount of dollars spent on trapplng during 1984. 

ITEM COST ITEM COST 

Gas and oil Repairs on equipment 

- 
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6. Please estimate the roundtrip length of your trapline in miles. 

7. Please estimate your gross earnings from trapping during 1984. 

8. Would you describe your trapping as: 

a. Primarily commercial/subsistence -- - 

b. Primarily recreational 

C. Equally recreational and commercial/subsisrence ---- 

d. Other Please explain 

9. Please add anything else you’d like to say about the value you place on 

trapping. -. 

.-. A- - --- - 

___-- ------ 

--_ -- --.- -pm- 

--- - --- 
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APPENDIX C 

HISTORIC ACTIVITIES QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. When did you or your family first move to the area? 

2. What did you do for a livelihood here? 

3. What was your annual cycle of activities? Describe generally? 

4. Specifically, how did you go about trapping? What time of the 
year did you start preparing for trapping, and how did the season 
progress? 

5. Can you tell me about other people who lived in the area? Who were 
they, where did they live, what did they do for a livelihood? 

6. From this point, questions delt with specific details of the 
interviewee's livelihood, family, other people of the area, 
significant events which affected people's lives, . 
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APPENDIX D 

WEIGHT CONVERSIONS FOR SELECTED WILD RESOURCES 

HARVESTED BY WESTERN SUSITNA BASIN HOUSEHOLDS IN 1984 

Species 
Conversion to Pounds 
1982 1984 

Chinook Salmon 18.00 18.00 
Sockeye Salmon 4.00 4.00 
Coho Salmon 6.00 6.00 
Pink Salmon 2.00 2.00 
Chum Salmon 6.00 6.00 
Rainbow Trout 1.50 1.50 
Dolly Varden 1.00 1.00 
Grayling .80 .80 
Lake Trout NC 1.50 
Burbot 2.50 2.50 
Northern Pike 2.30 2.30 
Whitefish 1.00 1.00 
Hooligan .25 .25 
Shellfish .25 varies 
Ducks 1.50 1.50 
Geese 3.00 3.00 
Spruce Grouse .50 .50 
Ptarmigan .50 .50 
Snowshoe Hare 1.50 1.50 
Porcupine 4.50 4.50 
Harbor Seal 50.00 50.00 
Moose 500.00 500.00 
Caribou 130.00 130.00 
Sheep 65.00 65.00 
Black Bear 58.00 58.00 
Brown Bear 400.00 400.00 
Beaver 8.75 8.75 
Muskrat .50 .50 
Lynx 4.00 4.00 
Edible Plants and Berries per Quart 1.00 1.00 
Word (Cords) NA NA 

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence Data 
Files 

NA = Not Applicable 
NC - No Information Collected 
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APPENDIX E 

DAMAGE IN FURS 

Speared or Clipped - when guard hair or underhair is missing from cuts 
or when fur is eaten by mice before the pelt is prepared. 

Tainted - this is hair-slip of guard hair and underfur, and is one of 
the worst kinds of damage. It is caused by rotting of the pelt before 
dressing. 

Loose - top hair coming out because of roots exposed in early caught 
skins or because of too deep scraping. 

Bitten - usually found in beaver and muskrats and caused by late spring 
trapping, but sometimes maybe from poor food or over-population. 

Snared - fur rubbed off pelt by snare wire. 

Saorm4 - path of bullmt, l pmar, hook or knife through fur lmavlng long, 
bald, blood-stained marks. 

Badly Shot - peppered by shotgun or large rifle. Bad bites are often 
listed in this class. 

Badly Sewn - where legholes and cuts are poorly sewn or where bed damage 
has caused much sewing. 

Burnt - pelt cracked owing to fast drying beside or in hot wind or sun. 
Also caused by grease left on pelt. 

Flat - guard hair lying flat due to lack of underfur, found mostly in 
early unprime pelts. 

Low - not fully developed guard hair or underfur, generally found in 
early unprime pelts. 

Rough - heavy rubbed skins, late caught. 

Rubbed - guard hair rubbed off, open and weak, late-caught. 

Complete - fully covered with guard hairs, usually found in early 
unprime pelts. 

Immature - skin taken too early with less than usual growth of guard 
hair and underfur, generally shows weak guard hair short in development. 

Overgrown or Springy - usually found in late caught skins when the 
underfur begins to fall out or has already fallen out. 

Coarse - pelt hard to the touch - late caught. 
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APPENDIX E Cont 

Overstretch - stretching the pelt beyond normal size. Thins the leather 
and gives flat weak appearance. 

Understretch - stretching smaller than normal size causing wrinkles and 
sloppy appearance. 

Singed - guard hair bent or hooked - most common in mink and otter when 
pelt is affected by warm and bright sunlight. Sometimes caused by 
excessive fingering of pelt and by heat drying. 

Source: Edmonton Fur Auction Sales N.d. 
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APPENDIX G 

TRAPPER CREEK SAMPLE 

SAMPLE SELECTION 

In the process of locating key respondent trapper households, 

ADF&G beaver sealing records were consulted and a list of names compiled 

from trappers residing in the vicinity of Trapper Creek but trapping in 

GMU 16. Six households were contacted and interviewed using the long 

form (Appendix A). Since none of these trappers trapped in the primary 

western Susitna study areas, because only trappers were interviewed in 

the Trapper Creek area, and in order to maintain homogeneity among the 

Susitna and Yentna groups, the Trapper Creek sample was dropped from the 

overall analysis. A summary of data for the Trapper Creek sample is 

presented in this appendix. For a broader discussion of resource use 

patterns in the community of Trapper Creek, the reader should consult 

Fall and Foster (1987). 

RESOURCE HARVESTS AND EFFORT 

A summary of levels of wild resource harvest effort and success, 

quantities harvested, and mean pounds of harvest per household is 

presented in Table 1. Harvest patterns of the six households were 

similar to patterns of the western Susitna group. Overall, game animals 

made up the largest portion of the resources harvested totalling 5,208 

pounds (70.1 percent). Big game alone made up the largest part of the 

game harvest with 3,205 pounds, 43.1 percent of the total pounds of 

resources harvested. The fish harvest totalled 2,134 pounds or 28.7 
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percent of the total harvest. Salmon were the largest portion of the 

fish category with 1,638 pounds, 22.0 percent of the overall harvest. 

APPENDIX G, TABLE 1. PERCENTAGES OF EDIBLE WEIGHT FOR GROUPS OF WILD 
RESOURCES HARVESTED BY TRAPPER CREEK SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS (n-=6), 1984 

Resource Pounds Edible Weight Percent of Harvest 

Game 

(Big Game) 

(Small Game) 

Fish 

(Salmon) 

(Other Fish) 

Berries 
____________________--------- 
Totals 

5,208 

(3,205) 

(2,003) 

2,134 

(1,638) 

(496) 

92 
---_-_--------__--_------------ 

7,434 Pounds 

70.1 

(43.1) 

(26.9) 

28.7 

(22.0) 

(6.8) 

1.2 
--~~~~-~~~~- 

100 Percent 

Note: () - Subtotals 

Berries made up the smallest portion of the harvest with 92 pounds 

harvested, 1.2 percent of the harvest. 

As could be expected of this sample of households, participation 

and harvest levels were high for most resources (Appendix G, Table 2). 

Almost three-fourths (70.7 percent) of the resources were harvested by 

50 percent or more of the households. Just over half the resources (56 

percent) were harvested by 83 percent or more of the households, Twelve 

resources including moose, coho salmon, rainbow trout, Arctic grayling, 

snowshoe, and several furbearers were attempted by all six households. 

Household harvest quantities for this sample were high for several 

resources. The highest mean poundage of all resources was from moose 

(416.7 pounds). This was one hundred pounds higher than the mean harvest 
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APPENDIX G, TABLE 2. FISH AND GAME HARVESTS BY TRAPPER CREEK 
SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS (n - 6), 1984 

Resource 
Category 

Percent Percent Mean Pounds 
Households Households Quantity Harvested 

Attempting Successful Harvested Per 
Harvest Harvest Household 

Chinook Salmon 83 83 
Sockeye Salmon 83 50 
Coho Salmon 100 100 
Pink Salmon 83 33 
Chum Salmon 100 68 
Rainbow Trout 100 68 
Dolly Varden 68 68 
Arctic Grayling 100 100 
Lake Trout 0 0 
Burbot 50 50 
Northern Pike 0 0 
Whitefish 17 0 
Hooligan 17 17 
Shellfish (Clams) 17 17 
Other Fish 17 17 
Spruce Grouse 83 83 
Ptarmigan 83 83 
Ducks 33 17 
Geese 18 0 
Harbor Seal 0 0 
Moose 100 83 
Caribou 33 33 
Sheep 50 33 
Black Bear 83 50 
Brown Bear 17 17 
Snowshoe Hare 100 100 
Porcupine 0 0 
LY- 50 33 
Muskrat 50 33 
Beaver 100 100 
Berries* 100 100 
Firewood** 100 100 
Squirrel 100 100 
Marten 83 83 
Red Fox 100 83 
Coyote 100 83 
Wolf 83 17 
Mink 83 67 
Weasel 83 83 
Land Otter 83 83 
Wolverine 67 17 

25 75.0 
119 79.3 
104 106.4 

11 3.7 
11 11.0 

6 1.5 
76 12.7 

130 17.3 
0 0 

15 11.2 
0 0 
0 0 

48 2.0 
36 1.5 
36 25.0 

117 9.7 
45 3.8 

3 0.8 
0 0 
0 0 
5 416.7 
2 43.3 
2 21.7 
3 29.0 
1 23.5 

58 14.5 
0 0 
3 2.0 

13 1.1 
217 316.5 

92 15.3 
39 6.5# 

0 NA 
73 NA 
57 NA 
29 NA 

1 NA 
21 NA 
72 NA 
18 NA 

1 NA 

* Quarts of Berries 
** Cords of Wood 
# Number of Cords per Household 
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for the western Susitna group. The amount of beaver per household 

averaged 316.5 pounds for the Trapper Creek group and only 35 pounds for 

western Susitna households. Interestingly, the six Trapper Creek 

trappers harvested 41 more beaver than the 22 western Susitna trappers. 

Coho salmon was also harvested in large quantities by the sample group 

with the mean harvest at 106.4 pounds. Sheep, black bear, and brown bear 

were also harvested in larger average quantities by the Trapper Creek 

group than by other households. 

GENERAL GROUP CHARACTERISTICS 

Demographically, the Trapper Creek sample had several interesting 

characteristics. The range of household sizes was two to eight people, 

with an average of 3.8 people. The average age of household heads was 

45.5 years and they ranged from 39 to 55 years. The number of income 

sources per household ranged from 1 to 5 and averaged 3 sources. The 

average length of residency in the area was relatively short at 7.4 

years (Appendix G, Table 3). Compared to the western Susitna trappers, 

the two groups were similar in average household size and age of 

household heads. The sample group had slightly more sources of income, 

and three years less average length of residency than the western 

Susitna group. 

Regarding resource harvest characteristics, the sample group 

harvested a total of 36 different resources and each household averaged 

20.5 resources. The average amount of edible weight harvested was 1,244 

pounds per household. The number of furbearers harvested ranged from 3 

to 10 and averaged 6.8. Most interestingly, the sample group averaged 
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APPENDIX G, TABLE 3. HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHIC AND RESOURCE HARVEST 
CHARACTERISTICS OF TRAPPER CREEK SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS (n - 6), 1984 

Range Mean Total 

Household 
Size 2 - 8 3.8 23 
__________-_______-_---------------~-------------------------------------- 
Age of 
Household 39 - 55 45.7 -- 
Head 
_____________-__-___----------------------- -_------------------___________ 
Number of 
Sources of l- 5 3.0 18 
Income 
___--___-__----_--_------------------------------------------------------- 
Length of 
Residency 2 - 12 7.4 -- 
in Years 

Number of 
Resources 15 - 26 
Harvested 
_--_-_-------_-------------------- 
Pounds of 
Edible 
Resources 311 - 1,971 
Harvested 
_----_--_-_-__-_--_--------------- 
Number of 
Furbearers 3 " 10 
Harvested 
-----_--_-_--_-___--_cI___________ 
Total Income 
From Sale $0 - $4,912 
of Furs 

- 

20.5 36 

-- 

1,244 7,464 

---_----_------------ -.. -------------__- 

6.8 -- 

---_----__---_------------------------- 

$2,555 $15,333 

---_-_---_--________------------------------------------------------------ 
Total Potential 
Income from $235 - $5,257 $2,831 $16,986 
Sale of Furs 
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$2,555 income from furs reported sold. Meanwhile their average potential 

income from furs was $2,831. Compared with the 22 western Susitna 

trappers, the Trapper Creek sample harvested f487 pounds more edible 

resources. They also averaged $1,895 more reported gross income and 

$1,796 more potential gross income from furs. 
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