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lNTTRODUCTION

The North Slope Subsistence Study, sponsored by the Minerals Management Scr\icc

(Mh4S), is a three y e a r  s t u d y  o f  Barrow and  Wainwright  r e s i d e n t s ’  s u b s i s t e n c e

harl-ests. The major focus of  the s tudy is  to  col lect  harvest  and locat ion data

for species used in these communit ies  in a  manner  t h a t  accuratcl!’ represents

t o t a l  communit}  har~ests. Th i s  in t e r im repor t  i s t h e  s e c o n d  o f  t h r e e  annu~l

reports  on the f indings of  the Barrow research. T h e  f i r s t  y e a r  o f  Barro~4 data

c o l l e c t i o n  b e g a n  o n  A p r i l  1 , 1 9 8 7  a n d  c o n t i n u e d  t h r o u g h  hfarch 3 1 ,  1 9 8 8 .

Throughout  the  repor t ,  t h i s  t ime  pe r iod  i s  r e fe r red  to  a s  “Year  One .” The

s e c o n d  !’car o f  Bar row da ta  co l l ec t ion  began  on  Apr i l  1 , 1988 and continued

th rough  Mrirch 31, 1989. Throughout the report, this  t ime period is  referred to

3s “}’ear Two.” T h e  d a t a  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h i s  i n t e r i m  r e p o r t  w i l l  bc rc~’iscd i n

subsequent  reports  as  ncw or corrected information is  gathered in the course of

ongoing data c o l l e c t i o n .  T h e  r e a d e r  i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  final !cor t h r e e  r e p o r t

i~hich will incorporate all three year’s data.

During t h e  f i r s t \car of  da ta  co l l ec t ion , t h e  N o r t h  S l o p e  B o r o u g h  (XSB)

pro  Iidcd bo th  t echn ica l  ( e .g . ,  Geograph ic  In fo rmat ion  Sys tems  [GIS] m a p p i n g )

and financial (e. g., local research assistants  [R As] were hired through the >SB

Nfla!or’s Job Program) support  for  this  project . D u r i n g  Y e a r  T w o .  t h e  NSB h~s

c o n t i n u e d  t h i s  s u p p o r t a n d  a l s o  p r o v i d e d  s u p p l e m e n t a l f u n d i n g  f o r  data

collect ion and  ana lys i s . T h i s  a d d i t i o n a l  f u n d i n g  has m a d e  p o s s i b l e  t h e

con t inuous  f i e ld  p resence  in  bo th  Wainwright  and Barrow, added to the SCOPC of

\vork  SRB&A  p e r s o n n e l  w a s  a b l e  t o  a c c o m p l i s h ,  a n d  f a c i l i t a t e d  t h e  dat~

collection and analysis.

PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT

\\’hcn completed,  this  s tudy will describe community subsistence harvest data and

the extent  both offshore and onshore areas were used by Barrow and  \\ ’ainv.right

re s iden t s  du r ing t h e  stud! period. T h i s  r e p o r t  spccificail!’ presents results

from the first and second years of data collection in Barrow.
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STUD}’ APPRO.4CH

Essential

effort.

o f  t h i s

to the study approach is  the mult i-year  nature of  the data c o l l e c t i o n

Two aspects  of  subsistence harvest  pat terns demonstrate the importance

long-term approach, First, t h e  a r e a s  u s e d  by Inupiat  h u n t e r s  vary

seasonally a c c o r d i n g  t o resource d i s t r i b u t i o n  p a t t e r n s  a n d  h u n t e r  a c c e s s .

S e c o n d .  harl’est  p a t t e r n s  v a r y  f r o m  y e a r  t o  y e a r  d u e  t o  e n v i r o n m e n t a l

conditions, the  popu la t ion  s t a tus  o f  the  t a rge ted  r e sources ,  a s  we l l  as due  to

social. economic, and cultural  influences. T h e  c o m p a r i s o n s  o f  Year O n e  a n d

Y e a r  T w o  r e s u l t s  d e m o n s t r a t e  t h e  v a r i a b i l i t y  o f  h a r v e s t  l e v e l s  f r o m  year to

year.

A second essential  element of  the study approach in Barrow is  the applicat ion

o f  s t r a t i f i e d sampling t e c h n i q u e s  t o increase the  r ep resen ta t ion o f  actilc

h u n t e r s  ivithin the sample whi l e  ensur ing  tha t  study results arc representative

of the communit>  as a whole. S u b s i s t e n c e  h a r v e s t  p a t t e r n s  d i f f e r  among

famil ies  within the same community due to varying socioeconomic circumstances.

the  loca t ion o f  f i x e d  c a m p s , and  the  exper i ence a n d  k n o w l e d g e  o f  fanlil~

members. The strat i f ied sampling approach employed in this  study captures most

o f  t h e  \ariation in  ha rves t  pa t t e rns  by inc lud ing  a majori ty of the households

tha t  accoun t  fo r  mos t  o f  the  communi ty ’ s  ha rves t  ( see  S tephen  R .  Braund and

.Associotcs [S RB&.A]  and lnstitutc  of S o c i a l  a n d  E c o n o m i c  R e s e a r c h  [lSER]  1988  -

Appendix for a detailed discussion of the Barrow data collection methodology!).

THE STLTDY AREA

The community of Barrow is situated on the Chukchi  Sea coast  approximately 7.5

miles southwest  of  Point  Barrow, the most  northerly point  in the United States

(fi~ap 1 ) . In 1988 Barrow’s populat ion of  3,223 people l ived in 988 households

(North Slope Borough Planning Department, 1989). The unique marine environment

nea r  Bar row prov ides  loca l  r e s iden t s  wi th  exce l l en t  hun t ing  oppor tun i t i e s  fo r

most  of  the mammals,  birds,  and f ish that  inhabit  or  migrate through the Arct ic

region. The  mix ing of  the  Chukchi  S e a  a n d  B e a u  f o r t  S e a  c u r r e n t s in the

vicinity o f  t h e  p o i n t r e su l t s  i n a r e a s  o f  o p e n water almost year around.

p rov id ing  access  to  mar ine  mammals . Even  in  mid-win te r ,  r inged  sea l s  a rc

usual]>  a~ailablc a t  o p e n  p o o l s  i n close proximity to Barrow. Beginning in
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Jfarch  o r  Apr i l . a channel  or o p e n  w~tcr  - -  an o p e n  lc~d - -  rorn~s within  t h r e e

to  10  mi le s  f rom shore . Local  r e s i d e n t s  h u n t  i n  t h i s  m a r i n e  “riter” r i ch  in

migrating resources: b o w h e a d  w h a l e s ,  beluga whales, w a l r u s ,  b e a r d e d  s e a l ,

r i n g e d  seal and  e i d e r s . During the Arctic summer, onshore winds and shirting

currents p e r i o d i c a l l y  b r i n g  t h e  m o v i n g  p a c k  i c e  a n d  t h e  a s s o c i a t e d  w a l r u s .

bearded seals and ringed seals to within hunting range of Barro~r  residents.

Hunters travel  along the coast in e i t h e r  d i r e c t i o n  f r o m  B a r r o w ,  tradition~ll!

h u n t i n g  a s  far as \!’ainwright  t o  t h e  w e s t  and the  Colville  R i v e r  d e l t a  t o  t h e

east (Pcdcrscn 1 9 7 9 ) . In 1988 Barrow residents’ coastal cabins a n d  c a m p  s i t e s

\vcrc situated w e s t e r l y to Peard Bay and  e a s t e r l y  t o  C a p e  S i m p s o n .  S m i t h  Bay.

a n d  t h e  Tcshekpuk  Lake a r e a . Hunters  ranged throughout  the coastal  area, both

in sc~rch o f  m a r i n e mammals and w h i l e  t r a v e l i n g  t o camps and cql)ins.

Expcricnccd  ocean  trave]crs v e n t u r e d  o u t  f r o m  t h e  coast  t o  a  d i s t ance  or 25 t o

30 miles. prima ril! i n search  o f  t h e  b o w h e a d  w h a l e  d u r i n g i t s  r~l] nligrotiorl

~nd uhilc  hunt ing ~ or walrus and  bearded seal in the sumrncr.

Barrou r e s i d e n t s  Qlso tralclcd  cxtensivcl~’ to inland  cab ins  and  numerous  o the r

tr~ditionol  h u n t i n g  a n d  rishing  s i t e s . Four major rivers and numerous streams

~nd Ialics can bc rcachcd w i t h i n  rour  t o  e i g h t  h o u r s  by boot o r  snoumachinc.

proiiding  3CCCSS t o  t h e  i n l a n d  f i s h ,  c a r i b o u ,  b i r d  a n d  p l a n t  rcsourccs. For

cx~mplc,  the Mcadc  Rive r  i s  a  four  hour  snowmachinc  o r  b o a t  t r i p  f r o m  Barro\t.

Pc~rd  Ba\. .Atqosuk. t h e  c e n t r a l  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Chipp and  Ikpikpuk  riicrs.  Qnd

Tcshckpu!i L a k e  c a n  a l l  b e  r e a c h e d  f r o m  B a r r o w  i n  Icss than a da!. Se3sonsl

c o n d i t i o n s  c a n  d r a s t i c a l l y  a l t e r  t r a v e l  t i m e s  a n d  an in t ima te  knoivlcdge  or t h e

cnlironmcnt is required to  sa fe ly and successfully exploit t h e  i n l a n d  arcos,

D u r i n g  t h e  stud}  the  mos t  expcricnccd  h u n t e r s  t r a v e l e d  by snowmachinc  over 150

m i l e s  t o the headwaiters o f  t h e  M e a d e  a n d  Ikpikpuk  r i v e r s in s e a r c h  or

rurbearcrs inhabiting the more mountainous terrain.

The most  s ignif icant  characteris t ic  of  the study a r e a  t o  a  communit!”  dcpcndcnl

on local  food resources is  the diversi ty o f  s p e c i e s  t h a t  c a n  b e  hartcstcd.  As

this repor t  de ta i l s ,  f i sh ,  fowl ,  mar ine  mammal  and  t e r r

arc all a~ailablc t o  l o c a l  r e s i d e n t s , w i t h  a va r i e ty  o f

each group. Onl!r in  the  case  o f  t e r res t r i a l  mammals  i s

-- - the s ingle m a j o r  f o o d  s o u r c e  t h a t  i s  c o n s i s t e n t

:strial m a m m a ]  spccics

species available from

one  spccics  --  caribou

y h a r v e s t e d  i n  l a r g e
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numbers. Though  mos t  spec ies  arc usual]!’ a b u n d a n t  a t  s o m e  p e r i o d  of the !“cnr.

t h e  p r e s e n c e o f  a n y one species dur ing f a v o r a b l e  h a r v e s t  c o n d i t i o n s  i s

unpredictable. S u c c e s s f u l  h a r v e s t s  u s u a l l y  r e s u l t  f r o m  knowing  w h e r e  t o

intercept the r e s o u r c e s  a s  t h e y migrate, and f r o m  b e i n g there at the right

time. A  fcw days  d e l a y  i n  a  h u n t i n g  t r i p ,  a d v e r s e  w e a t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s .  o r

equipment problems can mean missing the bulk of the migration and thus having a

sma l l e r  ha rves t  o r  mis s ing  ou t  a l toge the r . F o r  s o m e  spccics  Iikc gra!ling.

gccsc. a n d  walrus  to  name  on ly  a  f ew,  to  miss  the  migra t ion  means  a  !“car-long

vait  until the next harics{  opportunity.

As in all t h e  N o r t h  Slope v i l l a g e s , there are members of many Barrow families

uho grew up out on the land. They have an int imate knowledge of  the areas

where  the i r  pa ren t s  t augh t  them hov.’ t o  ca t ch  the  food  they  needed  to  sur~iic.

Those individuals  continue to use the same areas,  now teaching their  chi ldren

and t h e i r  g r a n d c h i l d r e n  w h e n .  w h e r e .  a n d  h o w  t o  succcssfull!  haricst  t h e

fi\aillljl  C rcsourccs. S o m e  o f  that i n f o r m a t i o n  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  Borrol{  arcn

has been published in other reports and conveys a sense of what the Isnd.

ocean. a n d  rcsourccs m e a n  t o  t h e  local r e s i d e n t s  ( s e e  f o r  example: Arund21c

and  Schncidcr  1987 :  Carnahan 1 9 7 9 ;  H o f f m a n .  Libbcy,  and Spcarman 1988: Ilic a n d

Schncidcr  1 9 8 8 ;  Kisautaq  (Lcona  O!iakok)  1 9 8 1 ;  N e l s o n  1 9 7 9 ;  N e l s o n  1981; Xorth

S lope  Borough  1980 ;  Pedcrscn, Libbey, and Schneider  1979;  Schneider  and Libbc)

1979; Schncidcr,  Pcdcrscn,  and Libbcy  1980).

DIFFERENCES BETN’EEN  ANNUAL PROJECT REPORTS

T h e  }’car O n c  r e p o r t  p r e s e n t s  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  f i r s t  y e a r  o f  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  i n

t h e  f o r m o f  tabics, figures, maps ,  and  accompany ing textual interpretations.

T h e  r e p o r t also describes t h e  b a s i s  f o r  h a r v e s t  e s t i m a t e s  a n d  a n  cxtensitc

description o f  t h e  s a m p l i n g  a n d  d a t a collection methods  used  in  th i s stud).

The  purpose  o f  the Year Two report  is  principally to  documen t  ongo ing  d~ta

collect ion e f f o r t s  a n d  s u p p l y  a d d i t i o n a l i n f o r m a t i o n  ( e . g . ,  d i f f e r e n c e s  b>

h o u s e h o l d  i n  harjest  l eve l s  and  the  s t a tus  o f  ma jo r  f auna]  r e sources ) . The

report contains three types o f  d a t a : r e v i s e d  Y e a r  O n e  r e s u l t s ,  Y e a r  Tufo

results. and  cumulati~c  s u m m a r i e s . S ince  these  da ta  se t s  a re  in te r im resu l t s

in a th ree year study, t h e  Y e a r  T w o report con ta ins  l imi t ed  d i scuss ion

concerning each individual  data set . Di f fe rences  in  ha rves t  l eve l s  f rom >czr
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to !car w’crc a principal reason f o r  a d o p t i n g  a rnulti-lcar  stud!  d e s i g n .

however, the Year Two report  does contain comparisons of Year One and  Year  T\;’o

data. I t  i s  e x p e c t e d t h a t  t h e  Y e a r  T h r e e report w i l l  n o t only contain

cxtcnsi~e  documentat ion of  harvest  l e v e l s  a n d  l o c a t i o n s by year, but also a

more generalized set of conclusions on both harvest levels and locations.

FORhl.AT  OF THIS REPORT

The  purpose  o f  th i s  Year  Two repor t  i s  to  p resen t  the  subs i s t ence  hat-test dots

collcctcd f o r  B a r r o w  d u r i n g  t h e  f i r s t  two y e a r s  o f  f i e l d w o r k . Following this

introduction, the  second  sec t ion  o f  the  repor t  (Overv iew of  Bar row Dcnlo~raphi

and  Househo ld  Charac te r i s t i c s )  p resen t s  r e su l t s  f rom a  recen t  census  o f  Barrou

households (North SIopc Borough Planning Department,  1989). The third sect ion

o f  t h e r e p o r t  (Har Jest E s t i m a t e s  f o r  Major R e s o u r c e  categories)  s u m m a r i z e s

Barro~\  har~cst  ~cti!itics. including community a n d  h o u s e h o l d  hflrkcst  lctcls and

land u s c  p a t t e r n s  f o r  t h e  major  r e s o u r c e  catcgorics,  p r e s e n t i n g  b o t h  rcliscd

Year Onc estimates.  and Year Two estimates as well as a cumulat ive summar! and

highlights o f  diffcrcnccs i n  har~’cst  Icvels. Sec t ion  four  (Area]  Ex ten t  o ] ’

Subsistcncc Lnnd L’sc) cornparcs  Y e a r  O n e  a n d  Y e a r  T w o  har~est  s i t e s .  T h e  fil’th

sec t ion  (Locali~  Harves ted  Renewable  Resources )  p resen t s  the  Year  Two  har!cst

data and  maps  fo r  each  majo r  spec ies  o r  spec ies  g roup ,  aga in  r epor t ing  datci

f r o m  b o t h  !cars. Sec t ion  S ix  (Househo ld  Di f fe rences  in  S~ccies  Har~cst Lclcls)

c o n t a i n s severa l comparisons o f  o v e r a l l  o r  S p e c i e s - s p e c i f i c h a r v e s t  Ieicls

among h o u s e h o l d s  i n  t h e  study, S e c t i o n  S e v e n  ( S t a t u s  o f  Maior  Faunal

P o p u l a t i o n s )  p r e s e n t s  a  r e p o r t  o n  t h e  b i o l o g i c a l  s t a t u s  o f  s u b s i s t e n c e

rcsourccs and i s  f o l l o w e d  by r e f e r e n c e s  c i t e d  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t . Finall)  on

appendix contains the conversion fac to r s  used  in  the  s tudy  and  de ta i l  on  }’car

Two whale harvests.
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OVERVIEW OF BARROW DEMOGRAPHY

AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

The IQorth S lope  Borough  P lann ing  Depar tmen t  recentl!’  completed a major census

project o f  t h e  Barrow p o p u l a t i o n . I t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  p o s s i b l e  t o  a c c u r a t e ] !

dcscribc  B a r r o w  p o p u l a t i o n and  househo ld  cha rac te r i s t i c s . In  1988 ,  3 .223

people resided in Barrow (see Table 1). Of this  populat ion,  1,822 (56 percent)

\vcrc lnupiat. The remainder of  the populat ion w a s  p r i m a r i l y  w’hitc (25 percent

o f  the total  p o p u l a t i o n ) . Smal l e r  minor i ty  popu la t ions  inc luded  F i l ip ino  (5

pcrccnt).  o t h e r  Alaska  Notives  (2 p e r c e n t ) .  blacks  ( 1 . 5  p e r c e n t ) ,  H i s p a n i c s  ( 1

pcrccnt),  and  Orientals (1 percent).

Fort> pcrccnt  o f  t h e  1 9 8 8  Barrow Inupiat p o p u l a t i o n  w a s  u n d e r  the agc of [ 6 .

B o t h  scxcs ucrc rcprcscntcd  cvcnl~” in  the Inupiat p o p u l a t i o n  with  t h e  e x c e p t i o n

thot Inupiat  f e m a l e s  o u t n u m b e r e d  Inupiat  males i n  t h e  2 6 - 3 9 ,  4 - 1 5 .  Snd 66 ~nd

oJcr 3gc categories, The non-l  nupiat  popu la t ion  was  d i sp ropor t iona te ly  rnalc

(57 pcrccnt)  a n d  m i d d l e - a g e d , w i t h  3 6  percent  of  the p o p u l a t i o n  26 to 39 !c~rs

old.

Fi\e hundred and tu’ent>’-three  of the 988 Barrow households in 1988 were headed

b! an Inupiat  o r  s o m e o n e  m a r r i e d  t o  a n  Inupiat  ( s e e  T a b l e  2). A n  a~cragc of

almost  four people (3.89) l ived in each Inupiat  h o u s e h o l d . Due  to  the  l a rge r

size o f  m o s t  Inupiat households, non-  Inupiat househo lds  cons t i t u t ed  a larger

p ropor t ion of 311 B a r r o w  h o u s e h o l d s  ( 4 7  p e r c e n t )  t h a n  t h e  non-l  nupirit

population constituted of the totnl Barrowr population (39 percent),

Inupiat  a n d  n o n - I  nupiat  e m p l o y m e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  c o n t r a s t  sinlilarl!  t o

Inupiat  a n d non- Inupiat  popu la t ion characterist ics. O n  average,  Inupi3t

residents 16 or older were cmplo!’cd  6,8 months annual  l!’ compared with 10 months

for non-I nupi3t.
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&
Under 4
4-8
9-15
16-17
18-25
26-39
40-59
60-65
66 and  up
subtotal

TABLE 1: 1988 BARRON’ POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

Inur3iat

127 131
126 131
103 113
31 35

127 126
181 225
124 ] ~o
~J 20
~ a
876 946

h’umber of missing observations:

ToIQI population:

258
257
216
66

253
406
244
45
~

1,822

59 37
45 36
60 47
16 12
56 64

242 180
177 121

11 7

96
81

107
28

120
422
296

18
2

1.179

Total

354
338
323
94

373
8~.3
542
63

~
3.00 I

Source: North Slope Borough Planning Department, 1989

Stephen R. Braund & Associates. 1989

TABLE 2: 1988 BARR ON’ HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Inupiat

lNon-Inupiat

Overall

BY ETHNICITY

PERCENTAGE MEAN
N U M B E R  O F  O F HOUSEHOLD
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS SIZE

523 53’3/0 3.89

465 4 70/0 2,48

988 1 000/0 3.23

Source: North Slope Borough Planning Department, 1989

Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1989
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MEAN NO.
MONTHS
EMPLO}’ED

%

12 ?41
11 ‘/i)

1190
3%

I 2?{,
28 O/U
18 0/0
~ 0/0
3 O/i>

1 00’!{)

PER INDIVIDUAL

B
6 8
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B

8.2
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H.4Rl’EST ESTIMATES FOR MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORIES

The study f indings for  Year One (Apri l  1,  1987 through March 31,  1988),  and

Y e a r  T w o  ( A p r i l  1 , 1988  th rough  March  31 ,  1989)  a re  summar ized  in  th i s

section. T h r o u g h o u t  t h i s  r e p o r t  f i n d i n g s  f o r  t h e  t w o  yeors  wil l  bc prcscntcd

separately and as a  cumulat ive average of  harvest  act ivi ty. The sect ion begins

with a re~’iew of harvest data collection procedures.

REVIEW OF HARVEST DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

I d e a l l y ,  a  s t u d y  o f  t h i s  n a t u r e  w o u l d  o b s e r v e  t h e  r e s o u r c e  h a r v e s t  actii itics

of every vi l lage resident . Th i s  approach  was  no t  p rac t i ca l  in  Borro\v,  the homt

o f  o v e r  3 , 0 0 0  p e o p l e , Instead, t h e  s t u d y  t e a m  i s t r ack ing t h e  har~cst

acti~ities  o f  a  s a m p l e o f  o v e r  1 0 0  h o u s e h o l d s  t h a t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  rcpr-cscnt  011

households in Barrow.

All s tudy  re su l t s  p resen ted  in  th i s  r epor t  a re  based  on  a  s~mplc  of 1 10 B~rro’,\

households. These households const i tute  74 percent  of  149 households initioll!

se l ec ted  fo r  the  s tudy in  1987  and  r e f l ec t  on ly those  househo lds  fo r  \lhich

harves t  da ta  a rc  ava i l ab le  fo r  bo th  s tudy  years  (see Table 3). The S~lllP]~  01’

149 Bar row househo lds  was  se lec ted  f rom a l l  houses  in  the  comrnunit!. Th:

chance  each  househo ld  had  o f  be ing  se lec ted  va r i ed . T o  e n s u r e  that stud!

r e s u l t s  a r e  a s r e l i a b l e  a s  p o s s i b l e ,  t h e  s t u d y  t e a m  a s s i g n e d  e a c h Bnrro\!

household to one of  seven sampling groups (s trata)  then varied the chances O(

selection for the sample based on the household’s level of harvest activitl.

Forty-one of  the  48  househo lds  con ta in ing whaling captains a n d  o t h e r  high]l

act ive harvesters  (s tratum one) are included in the combined J’ear  Onc/J’car T\to

study results. T h i s  r e f l e c t s  a  r e s p o n s e  r a t e  a m o n g  t h e  m o s t  high]!  cictil  c

harvesters  of  85 percent . The response rate  for  households report ing in 1985

t h a t v i r t u a l l y all t h e i r  f a m i l y ’ s f o o d  c a m e  f r o m  h u n t i n g ,  f i s h i n g ,  rind

ga the r ing  ( s t r a tum t w o )  i s  6 8  p e r c e n t . The  response ra te  fo r  househo lds

r e p o r t i n g  t h a t  h a l f  t h e i r  f o o d  c a m e  f r o m  f a m i l y subsistence activit ies is
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STRATA

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

TOTALS

TABLE 3: SAMPLING CHARACTERISTICS -
BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
IN IN BOTH

IN ORIGINAL STUDY
BARROW SAMPLE YEARS

48 48 41
45 22 15
67 17 13
85 13 8

222 17 13
360 9 6
~ .Q ~

937 140 110

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1989

- l o -

YEAR 1-2
RESPONSE SAh4PLE
R A T E WEIGHT

8 50/0 1.171
68% 3.000
76?lo 5,154
620/o 10.625
76% 17.077
6 70/0 60.000
740!0 7.857



76 pe rcen t . T h e  r e s p o n s e  rates w i t h i n  t h e  l e s s  a c t i v e  s u b s i s t e n c e  str3to  are

62 p e r c e n t .  7 6  p e r c e n t ,  6 7  p e r c e n t ,  a n d  7 4  p e r c e n t  rcspcctit  cl). The

predominately lover response rates in strata t w o  t h r o u g h  seven  r e f l e c t  t h e  fsct

that h o u s e h o l d s  i n  t h e s e  strata a r e  m o r e  m o b i l e  a n d  ~cre d r o p p e d  f r o m  t h e

sample  because they moved from Barrow.

To properly est imate h a r v e s t  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  a s  a who le  i t  i s

necessary t o  t a k e  i n t o  a c c o u n t  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  e a c h  h o u s e h o l d  had  of I)cing

s e l e c t e d  and the  r e sponse  r a t e  wi th in  each  s t r a t a . E a c h  sample  househo ld  i s

a s s igned  3 sample weight equ31 to  the  total n u m b e r  o f  h o u s e h o l d s  i n the

community ass igned  to  the  househo ld ’ s  sampl ing  s t r a tum d iv ided  by the actual

number of  sample households in the same sampling stratum. Thus, for example.

the  sample  we igh t  a s s igned  to  househo lds  in  the  f i r s t  s t r a tum i s  48  dilidcd  b!’

41, or 1.171. T h e  r e a d e r  c a n  c o n f i r m  that app l i ca t ion  o f  the  sample  ucigllts

yields estimates which  pe r t a in to all B a r r o w  h o u s e h o l d s  by m u l t i p l y i n g  t h e

sample weights reported in Table 3 by the number of  sample households in cnch

stratum. The result in each case is the total number of houscho]ds  in the

stratum. N o t e  that the total  n u m b e r  o f  h o u s e h o l d s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  s~lccti~l~  i n

1987  was  957 and  tha t  t he  to t a l  number  o f  househo lds  enumera ted  in the North

Slope Borough’s 1988 census was 988. The difference (51) corresponds to the

ne t  inc rease  in  the  number  o f  Bar row househo lds  s ince  1985 ,  the  t ime  o f  the

last Barrow census.

A l t h o u g h  t h e  s a m p l e  d e s i g n  e m p l o y e d  y i e l d s  m o r e  r e l i a b l e  r e s u l t s  th~n  o

comparab ly s i zed  s imple random sample , t h e  r e s u l t s  a r e still s u b j e c t  t o

sampling error. T h a t  i s ,  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  h a r v e s t  a m o u n t s  f o r  e a c h  spccics  arc

est imates that  very somewhat according to the specif ic  households that h~ppcncci

to be selected. A l t h o u g h  i t  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  t o  t e l l  e x a c t l y  wh3t the actual

c o m m u n i t y  h a r v e s t  a m o u n t s  a r e  f r o m  a  s i n g l e  s a m p l e  o f  h o u s e h o l d s ,  it is

possible to  ca lcu la t e t h e  range o f  p o s s i b l e  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r s  ot a spccificci

l e v e l  o f  c o n f i d e n c e  ( i n  t h i s  s t u d y  9 5  p e r c e n t ) . Th i s  r ange ,  o r  conf idence

interval, d i f fe r s  fo r  each  type  o f  ha rves t . Confidence intervals  arc reported

with all harvest estimate tables in this report.

Harvest  est imates may also vary f r o m  actual  h a r v e s t  a m o u n t s  d u e  t o  crlors in

reporting, errors in record ing ,  and  e r ro r s  in t roduced  wi th  the  use  o f  aleragc

weights in  the  conver s ion  o f  the  number  ha rves ted  to  the  amoun t  o f  ed ib le

pounds harvested. Er ro r s  in  r epor t ing  were  min imized  th rough  rcpcritcd  cont~cts
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wi th  responden t s  over  the  course  o f  the  yea r ;  however ,  the  Icvcl o f  r epor t ing

errors may differ between Year  One and Year Two. Harvest estimates in Year Tj~o

may contain  f e w e r  r e p o r t i n g  e r r o r s  d u e  t o  t h e  f a c t  that h o u s e h o l d  contocts  ~rc

n o w  familiar  with the type of  information requested and know that  they will bc

asked to recall t h i s  i n fo rma t ion . Harves t  e s t imates  in  Year  Two may,  on the

other hand,  reflect  a  downward report ing bias. Although every attempt has been

made  to  min imize  the  r epor t ing  burden  on  househo ld  con tac t s ,  i t  i s  rc~son~blc

to  expec t tha t  househo ld  con tac t s may  be  inc reas ing ly  r e luc tan t  to  men t ion

harves t  ac t iv i t i e s w h e n  t h e y  k n o w  t h a t  a  c o m p l e t e  r e p o r t  o f  t h e  acti! it!

invo lves  a s ignif icant  effort  on their  part . Compar i sons  o f  Year  Onc  and  }’car

Two data suggest  that a downward reporting bias may have occurred in Yc~r Tuo,

a l though  o the r  f ac to r s  may a l s o  a c c o u n t  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  h a r v e s t  Ic\cls ~ncl

are also discussed,

E r r o r s  i n  r e c o r d i n g  h a r v e s t  a c t i v i t y  w e r e  m i n i m i z e d  w i t h  opplicotion  of rul~s

a n d  d e f i n i t i o n s  by t r a i n e d  r e s e a r c h  a s s i s t a n t s  a n d  t h r o u g h  a rcvict~  of COCI1

r e p o r t  b}’ a n  o n - s i t e  f i e l d  c o o r d i n a t o r . The conversion weigh t s  opp]icd cll”c

pr imari ly those produced by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (A DF&G)

Di~ision  o f  S u b s i s t e n c e  f r o m  data co l l ec ted  in  Nuiqsut  and Kaktoiik,  bo th  Xorth

SIopc  ~illages ( A  DF&G n.d. ) . T h e s e  w e i g h t s ,  r e p r e s e n t i n g  e d i b l e  p o u n d s

harvested, allow compar i sons between

other AD F&G research. Also, weights

comparing the  r e l a t ive  con t r ibu t ion  o f

har~cst.

t h e  d a t a  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  ond

are  more  conduc ive  than numbers  for

e a c h  r e s o u r c e  t o  t h e  tot~l cornmunit)

REVISION OF YEAR ONE ESTIMATES

Repeated contacts wi th  sample  househo lds  occas iona l ly  r evea l  e r ro r s  o r  gaps in

past harvest reports. Field staff  maintained a f i le of Year One harvest  report

co r rec t ions  which  have  been  incorpora ted  in  the  da ta  f i l e  to  p roduce  rcliscd

estimates for Year One. The  ne t  e f fec t  o f  these  r ev i s ions  i s  to  incrcasc t h e

total  ed ib le  pounds  ha rves t ed  by  7,5 percent  in Year One from that  reported in

MMS Technical Report

resource category ranged

fo r  b i rds , T h e  t o t a l

increased by just under 10

133  (SRB&A  and  ISER 1988) . N e t  i n c r e a s e s  by major

f rom f ive  pe rcen t  fo r  mar ine  mammals  to  12,5 pcrccnt

e d i b l e  p o u n d s  o f  b o t h  t e r r e s t r i a l  mammals  and fish

percent.
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The major adjustments made  in the marine m a m m a l s  c a t e g o r y  w e r e  an incrc~sc  or

13 w a l r u s  and an  inc rease  o f  55 r i n g e d  s e a l . T h e  e s t i m a t e d  har\”cst  of polor

bea r s  inc reased  f rom e igh t  to  10 . I n  t h e  t e r r e s t r i a l  mammal  c a t e g o r y .  the

es t ima ted  total harvest  of  caribou increased from 1,492 to 1,643 (a 10 pcrccnt

increase). T h e  l a r g e s t  c h a n g e  i n  t h e  f i s h  c a t e g o r y  r e s u l t e d  from a drop~cd

d i g i t  i n data processing. C o r r e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  e r r o r  i n c r e a s e d  t h e  estimotcd

n u m b e r  o f  capclin ha rves ted  f rom 335  to  3 ,351 . Other  f i sh  spccics  r e q u i r i n g

substantial a d j u s t m e n t s  i n c l u d e d  h u m p b a c k  w h i t e f i s h  ( 3 5 0 / 0  incrcasc, partioll!’

d u e  t o  g r e a t e r  s p e c i f i c i t y  i n  r e p o r t i n g  o f  w h i t e f i s h ) ,  least  c i sco  (2O pcrccnt

inc rease ) , a r c t i c grayling  ( 2 6  p e r c e n t  i n c r e a s e )  a n d  burbot  (19 pcrccnt

increase). Bird species requir ing adjustments included white-fronted geese (17

percent increase), and eiders (nine percent increase).

Tables 4  a n d  6  a n d  F i g u r e s 1  a n d  3  r e p l a c e  t h e  c o m p a r a b l e  har~cst actitit]

tables and  figures contained in the BarrowJ Year One report.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN YEAR ONE AND YEAR T\VO ESTIh4ATES

T h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  Y e a r  O n e  a n d  Y e a r  T w o  h a r v e s t  e s t i m a t e s  arc bes t

discussed by individual species. However, a  c o m p a r i s o n  o f  t h e  data summ~rizcd

by mojor  rcsourcc  ca tegory  e s t ab l i shes  a u se fu l  con tex t w i t h i n  Yvhich  to cxominc

the more detailed results.

Year  Two harves t  e s t imates  a re  lower  in  every  major  resource  cotcgor!’. 1 n

percentage terms these reported decreases between Year One and Year TuIo rongc

f rom 30  pe rcen t  fo r  f i sh  to  lCSS than  one  pe rcen t  fo r  b i rds . Table 5 p resen t s

t h e  Y e a r  T w o  d a t a  f o r  t h e  m a j o r  r e s o u r c e  c a t e g o r i e s ;  Table 7  and  F igure  J

present the Year Two harvest  data by m o n t h . T h e  m a r i n e  mnmmal  har~cst or

329,296 edible pounds compares t o  t h e  Y e a r  O n e  r e p o r t e d  h2rvcst  o f  3 4 5 , 1 5 6

edible pounds (a 4.5 percent  decrease) . The reported harvest  in edible pounds

o f  t e r r e s t r i a l m a m m a l s  d e c r e a s e d  f r o m  2 1 8 , 6 5 7  t o  1 9 0 , 4 5 9  (a 13 pcrccnt

decrease) .  Total  edible pounds of  f ish reported decreased from 68,969 to 48.66

while total edible pounds of birds stayed virtually the same.

Comparison of Figures 1  a n d  2  s h o w s  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i v e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  majo

resource  ca tegor ies  in  Year  Two i s  qu i t e  s imi la r  to  tha t  obse rved  in  Ycfir Ont.
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TABLE 4: TOTAL  HARVEST ESTIMATES BY MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEAR ONE REVISED ( 1 )

CONVERS  10N

FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS

( E d i b l e ======  ❑ ===== .= ==== .==

Weight

Per EDIBLE
Resource NUMBER POUNDS

RESOURCE i n  lbs) HARVESTED HARVESTED
----- ---------- . . . . . . . - - - - - -  ----------.-  . . . . . . . . .

M a r i n e  Manwnals  [ 3 , 4 ) nja nla 3 4 5 , 1 5 6
T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamnals n / a nl a 2 1 8 , 6 5 7
Fish nla n / a 6 8 , 9 6 9
B i r d s n / a nla 2 1 , 6 1 3
Other Resources n / a nla 286

AVERAGE POUNDS

HARVESTED
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ----- ___ — _________

PER PER

HOUSEHOLD CAP I TA
----. .  .  .  - - - - -  -

368 114.4

233 7 2 . 5

74 2 2 . 9

23 7 . 2

0 . 3 0.1
T o t a l  ( 3 ) nl a nla 6 5 4 , 6 8 0 699 217.1

&
, - - - - -  . - . - - . - -

PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS

PERCENT OF ALL . ..=..  ===.==  =,====  =====.  . . . . . . =====.  .= .=..  . . . . . . ,= ==== =

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPL  1 NG LOW HIGH SAMPL 1 NG
EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANOARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ERROR
POUNDS HRVST I NG DEVIATION 95% ( M e a n  tbs/  ( M e a n  lbs/ As %

HARVESTED RESOURCE (Lbs) (ibs) HousehoLd)  Househoid) OF MEAN
--------  ---- . . . . . . ------ ------.---- .

537A 38.2?? 35 6 8
33% 29. f+% 32 62
11% 32. I&k 9 18

3% 33. W 6 11
* * 3 . 1 % o 1

1 00% 53.7’7’7 55 107

( 1 )  E s t i m a t e d  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r s  d o  n o t  i n c l u d e  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g ,  r e c o r d i n g , and in  convers ion to  usab~e we igh t .

(2)  See Table A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

(3)  Bowhead harvest  does not  contr ibute  to  the samp[  ing

(4)  The percent  of  Barrow households harvest ing bowhead
whate  h a r v e s t  s i t e ,

** represents  less t h a n  .

n/a means not app[  i cab~e

error  for  mar ine  mammals  s ince the bowhead harvest  is

represents  the percent  of  Barrow households receivi  ng

as extrapolated f rom the sample households,

percent

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989

.- . ..- -------  -----  -------

300 436 18%
171 296 2n

55 92 25%

12 34 4?4

o 1 171%

592 806 15%

based on a complete count.

crew member shares at the



Figure 1: Harvest Amounts By
Major Resource Category

All Barrow Households,Year One Revised

P o u n d s  o f  E d i b l e
Resource Produc t

400 f I 368

300

200

100

0

,

74
/ /

T o t a l :  6 9 8  P o u n d s
I

Per Household
I

I
23 1

Marine Terrestrial Fish Birds Other
Mammals Mammals Resources

% of Total: 53% 33% 1 1 % 3 % ~.1 %

(Mean Edible Pounds Per Household)

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Assoc., 1989
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TABLE 5: TOTAL HARVEST EST lMATES BY MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEAR TWO (1)

RESIX_IRCE
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

M a r i n e  Manma[s  (3)

T e r r e s t r i a l  Marmna[s

Fish
t

B i r d s
m Other Resources

1
Total  ( 3 )

- . - - - - - . - - - . -

CONVERS1ON AVERAGE POUNDS

FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS HARVESTED

( E d i b l e - - - - - - - - - - -  =======  ❑ = = -----.-----.---.-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Weight

Per EDIBLE

Resource NUMBER POUNDS PER PER
i n  lbs) HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAPITA
. . . . . . . . . --------- . . . . . . . . . -----.- ----.--

n / a n / a 3 2 9 , 2 9 6 351 1 0 9 . 2

nla n / a 1 9 0 , 4 5 9 203 6 3 . 1

n / a n / a 4 8 , 6 6 1 52 16.1

nla nla 2 1 , 4 3 4 23 7 . 1

nla nla 3 6 0 . 0 4 0 . 0

n / a nla 5 8 9 , 9 0 1 630 1 9 5 . 6

PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS
PERCENT OF ALL - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPLING LOW HIGH SAMPLING
EDIBLE HSEHOLOS STANDARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ERROR
POUNOS HRVST I NG DEVIATION 95% ( M e a n  lbs/ ( M e a n  lbs/ AS %

HARVESTEO RESOURCE (Ibs) (lbs) Household)  Household) OF MEAN
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - ---------. ---------- - - - - - - - -

5677 43.1% 16 31 320 382 W
32% 25. 27A 3 3 65 138 268 32%

8% 17.5% 5 10 42 62 1 9??
4% 31 .7% 4 7 16 30 3077

* * 1.977 0 0 0 0 181%
1 O(VA 53.1% 4 3 85 545 714 13%

( 1 )  E s t i m a t e d  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r s  d o  n o t  i n c l u d e  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g ,  r e c o r d i n g , and in  conversion to  usable  weight .

(2)  See Table A-4 for  sources of  conversion factors.

(3 )  Bowhead harvest  does not  contr ibute  to  the sampl ing error  for  mar ine marmnals  s ince the bowhead harvest  is  based on a  comp(ete  count .

* *  r e p r e s e n t s  {ess than .1  percent

nla means not app[icab(e

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Associates,  1989
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Figure 2: Harvest Amounts By
Major Resource Category

All Barrow Households, Year Two

Poufids  o f  E d i b l e
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Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Assoc., 1989
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MAJOR RESOJRCE  CATEGORY
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Mar ine  Mamnals

T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamnals

Fish

B i r d s

Total

,

cm

MAJOR RESrl.lRCE  CATEGORY
--.-------.----.-------

Mar ine  Mamnals

T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamna Ls

Fish

B i r d s

All Resources Combined

TABLE 6: MONTHLY HARVESTS BY MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY - BARROW, YEAR ONE REVISED

(Pounds of Edible Resource Product)

1987
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .------.--  - - - -

Apr i ( May June J u l y
------- . . . . . . . .----.- -------

3 , 5 6 1 6 7 , 3 0 3 6 6 , 4 5 4 8 6 , 1 3 7
685 4 , 9 1 5 5 , 1 8 0  3 0 , 2 5 4

0 938 3 , 5 7 4 7 , 0 0 6

380 1 3 , 4 1 7 621 2 , 7 8 0

TOTALS
* * * * * *

------ -----------  .-

August Sept .
- - - - - - -  - - - - - -  -

5 1 , 4 9 3 3 , 3 8 1
5 3 , 9 8 6 40,611

13,175 12,232
4 , 0 3 8 265

1988
--------  --------  --------  . . . --------------------------

October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - .  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

5 7 . 3 7 3 896 1 , 1 8 3 994 4 , 2 1 0 2 , 1 7 3
6 3 , 4 4 9 1 , 2 5 0 0 822 8 , 5 6 6 8 , 8 8 0
2 8 , 5 3 4 3 , 4 3 8 0 0 0 6 7

108 0 0 0 0 0

4 , 6 2 6  8 6 , 5 7 3 7 5 , 8 3 0  1 2 6 , 1 7 7  1 2 2 , 6 9 3 5 6 , 4 8 9  1 4 9 , 4 6 3 5 , 5 8 3 1,183 1,816 12,776 11,120

PERCENTS

1987 * * * * * * * * 1988
- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  -------.------------  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  .------..-.----

A p r i l May June J u l y August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -----.- - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - -

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9

o% 1% 1% = 10CEA
VA VA 4% = 100%
o% o% CM =  10WA
o% WA 0’% ❑ 1 0 0 %

WA Yk 24 = 10077

-m-----  -mm--urn  D--m-
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Figure 3: Monthly Harvest by
Major Resource Category

All Barrow Households, Year One Revised
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TABLE 7: MONTHLY HARVESTS BY MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY - BARROW, YEAR TWO

(Pounds of Edible Resource Product)

TOTALS
1988 * * * * * *

---------------------------------  --------  ------ ----------  -----
MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY Apri 1 May June J u l y August Sept . October
. ---------------------- .------  -------  -------  -------  ------- -------  -------
Marine  Mamna(s 6 2 , 2 5 0  3 7 , 7 5 9 1 , 3 7 7  3 2 , 6 8 4 4 9 , 3 7 2  1 3 7 , 7 7 8 659
T e r r e s t r i a l  Manwnais 137 9 , 1 6 6 1 , 5 6 2  2 4 , 8 8 3  5 4 , 5 0 5 1 9 , 7 4 7 5 6 , 2 4 9
Fish 12 136 2 , 0 2 0 4 , 0 5 6 5 , 9 0 1 8 , 4 5 8 2 4 , 4 7 5

.Bi  rds 5 15,981 1 , 7 1 7 734 2 , 4 9 8 450 3 9

1989
--------------------------  .---....-..-.-----

Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
------- -------  -------  -------  ------.

2 , 2 7 6 2 , 0 1 0 126 3 , 0 0 6 0
4 , 5 6 2 1,541 3 , 1 8 5 6 , 9 0 6 7 , 7 8 7
3 , 4 7 8 0 0 144 0

0 0 0 0 10

Tota l 6 2 , 4 0 4 6 3 , 0 4 2 6 , 6 7 6  6 2 , 3 5 8  1 1 2 , 2 7 6  1 6 6 , 4 3 3 81,421 1 0 , 3 1 6 3 , 5 5 1 3 , 3 1 1 1 0 , 0 5 6 7 , 7 9 7

PERCENTS
1988 * * * * * * * * 1989

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY Apr i 1 May June J u l y August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ----.-- - - - - - - -  .------ ------. - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

Marine Mammals 1 W 11% 0?? 1 CM 15% 4Tk o% 1% 1% 0?? 1% o% =  10WA
T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamnals o% 5% 1% 13% 29’% 1 o% 3CE4 2?? 1% 2?? 4% 4% = 100%
Fish 077 o% U4 PA 1 FL 1 FL 50?4 i% 0?? o% o% 0??
Birds o% 75% W 3%

= 10CM
12% 2% W W IM WA CM WA =  IO(W

All Resources Combined 11% 11% 1% 11% 1 VA 2rL 14% TL 1% 1% 27A 1% ❑  100%.

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund & Associates,  1989



0
3
1-

I
( .-

0
U3

2

I /;/1a
I

if)

-21-



\lmrinc  mammals  con t inued  to  accoun t  fo r  ove r  ha l f  o f  the  total e d i b l e  p o u n d s

hor Icstcd (56 pcrccnt i n }“car Tivo JS. 53 pcrccnt  in }’car One). Tcrrcs(rial

mammcils  a c c o u n t e d  f o r  a t h i rd  o f  the  total i n  bo th  yccirs. and  f i s h  a c c o u n t e d

f o r  slightl>  l e s s  o f  the  total  i n  Y e a r  T w o  t h a n  i n  Y e a r  O n c  ( e i g h t  pcrccnt 1s.

11 pcrccnt).

A compar i son of To blcs  4 and 5 shows that the percentage of households

succcssfull>r  harlcsting  at l e a s t  s o m e  a m o u n t  o f  a  s u b s i s t e n c e  r e s o u r c e  was

identical in  Years  Onc  and  Two (53  percen t ) . P a r t i c i p a t i o n  t-arcs iaricd  b>

major resource category, howe~er, w i t h  a  s l i g h t  r e p o r t e d  incrcasc i n  t h e

pcrccntagc  of  households harvest ing m a r i n e  m a m m a l s  (43 percent vs. 38 pcrccnt).

3 slight  dcclinc in t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  h a r v e s t i n g  t e r r e s t r i a l  m a m m a l s  (25 ts. 29

pcrccn  t ) .  a m a j o r  dcclinc  i n  t h e  pcrccntagc  o f  h o u s e h o l d s  succcssfull!

harlcstillg f i s h  ( 1 7  pcrccnt \Js. 33 pcrccnt),  a n d  s l i g h t  d e c l i n e s  i n  t h e

pcrccntagc  of  households harvest ing birds (32 percent  vs.  34 percent)  and other

rcsourccs  (tu. o pcrccnt  Is. three pcrccnt).

At l e a s t  a t  t h e  Icvcl o f  t h e  m a j o r  r e s o u r c e  catcgorics,  dcclincs  i n  har!cst

]C\C]S  i n  o n c  ca, tcgory  bctwccn  Year C)nc and Year TWO  w e r e  n o t  ~ccompanicd  b)

incrcoscs i n  horics[  lC\CIS  i n  ~not]lcr  c~tcgorj, Supcrficiall\,  t hese  f ind ings

Oppcor inconsistent uith t h e expectation that h o u s e h o l d s  uill deli L~crotcl! s e e k

t o  cornpcnsotc  f o r  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  hartrcst duc  to  env i ronmen ta l  cond i t ions  o r

o the r  f ac to r s  ou t s ide  the i r  con t ro l . O n c  c a n n o t  a s s u m e ,  howc~cr. that g o o d

hunting condit ions in onc resource categorj wil l  occur in the same }’car as  poor

hunting condit ions in another  resource category,  providing t h e  opportunist!’  f o r

such compensation, In other words, a year in which  hun t ing  cond i t ions  arc

generally good may bc just as Iikcly  to occur as a }’car of gcncrsll!f  bad

conditions. As mentioned earlier, 3  d o w n w a r d  r e p o r t i n g  bias in }’c~r Tuo nls>

31s0 Sccount  in psrt  for the gcncrall!> observed lower harvest estimates.

T h e  diffcrcnccs  bctkvccn  rc~iscd  }’car O n e  a n d  Y e a r  T w o  e s t i m a t e s  ma}’ primaril}

reflect  the aggregate ef~cct of  small  gaps and omissions in Year Two report ing

thst  may be filled at a later time. As discussed above, the  r ev i sed  Yesr O n c

hsrvcst e s t i m a t e  o f  total e d i b l e  p o u n d s h a r v e s t e d  i s  7 . 5  pcrccnt  h i g h e r  than

the original  est imate. T h e  Y e a r  T w o  c o m p a r a b l e  cstirnnte  is onl> 3.3 pcrccnt

Iolvcr t h a n  t h e  i n i t i a l  }’car O n c  cstirnstc  w h i l e  i t  i s  1 0  pcrccnt  Iovcr than  t h e

rc! iscd }’car O n c  cstirnatc. The  resea rch  t eam be l i eves  that the best  estimates



of Year One (i .e. , r ev i sed  Year  One)  and  Year  Two  harvest  activit! should I.)c

the basis for comparisons between the two years. T h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  stud} tc~m

identif ied correctable report ing e r r o r s  a n d  o m i s s i o n s  f o r  Year O n e ,  IIolt’c!cr.

leads  t h e  s t u d y team to  expec t  to  encoun te r similar  errors ~nd o m i s s i o n s i n

Year  Two,  I t  i s  the re fo re  adv i sab le  to  no te  d i f fe rences  whi le  \vaiting for final

h a r v e s t  es~imates b e f o r e  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  d r a w  c o n c l u s i o n s  a b o u t  i;oriations  in

annual harvest activity. In  any  even t ,  t he  r epor ted  ha rves t s  fo r  Yeors  Onc and

Two in Barrow are fairly similar (i.e., less than a five percent difference).

c~TMuLA_f]vE  AVERAGE HARVEST  ESTIMATES

~’bile comp~ring  harvest  estimates f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  y e a r s  i s  u s e f u l  as s m e a n s  O(

unde r s t and ing v a r i a b i l i t y  i n h a r v e s t  l e v e l s ,  d e v e l o p i n g  a  harlcst  acti Jit>

prof i l e  that t r anscends  any  pa r t i cu la r  year is  also useful . Tables 8 and  9 and

Figures  5  and  6  p resen t  ave rage  (mean)  es t ima tes  o f  each  type  proiridcd  on Qn

annua l  basis. Al l  co lumns  in  the  Year One  and  Year  Two combined  t~blcs  or:

means  o f  the  two  yea rs  o f  da ta . T h e s e  r e s u l t s  a r e  o f  i n t e r e s t  prim~ril}’  as n

demonstrat ion of  how mult i-year  harvest  data can be used to develop cumul~ti\c

a\!er3ges. T h e  Y e 3 r  T h r e e  r e p o r t  \vill  p r e s e n t  t h r e e  y e a r  cumu13ti\c  means  os

the basis  for a discussion of a~’ercige harvest activity.

A s  Burch  ( 1 9 8 5 )  n o t e s ,  a n o m a l i e s  a r e  a  part o f  the  normal a n n u a l  C>CIC of

subsistence harvest ing in any Alaskan vi l lage. Extreme vari3ti0n  S i n  hlr\~5t

a m o u n t s  can  occur in any ye3r and are a fact of life in the Arctic. I n  [113[

sense ,  an “average harvest” for any North Slope village is a misnomer. an

entity n o t  nearly so stable as “average income” or “average age” for example.

Therefore,  average harvest  amounts should be used in conjunction with the rongc

of  obse rved  ac tua l  ha rves t  amount s , as well as in terms of the contextual

i n f o r m a t i o n  ( e .  g . ,  w e a t h e r ,  s o c i a l  a n d  c u l t u r a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  emp]o!mcnt

opportunities).
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TABLE 8: AVERAGE HARVEST ESTIMATES BY MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY - ALL BARROW HOUSE  fiOLDS,  YEARS ONE & TWO ( 1 )

CONVERS1 ON AVERAGE POUNDS
FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS HARVESTED

(Edib(e ==.=.  =.=== =====  == . . . =.== .= .,= =. .,. =.. .

Ueight

Per EDIBLE

Resource NUMBER POUNDS PER PER
RESOURCE i n  lbs) HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAPITA
---------------------- . . . . . . ..- ---------  --------- --------  ------
Marine Mammals (3,4) nl a n / a 3 3 7 , 2 2 5 360 1 1 1 . 8

T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamnals nl a nj a 204, 5f47 218 6 7 . 8
1 Fish n / a n / a 58,825 63 19.5

t+a B i r d s n / a n / a 2 1 , 5 2 3 23 7 . 1
I Other Resources nJ a nf a 161 0 . 2 0 . 1

Total ( 3 ) nla n / a 6 2 2 , 2 8 0 666 2 0 6 . 3

PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS
PERCENT O F  A L L  =====  =====  =============================================

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPLING LOW HIGH SAMPLING
EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ERROR
POUNDS HRVSTING OEVIATION 95% ( M e a n  lbs/ ( M e a n  lbs/ AS %

HARVESTED RESOURCE (lbs) (lbs) Househo(d) H o u s e h o l d ) OF MEAN
---------  ------ ---- --------  ------ -----------  -----------  ------ --

5L% 40.7% 2 0 4 0 320 399 11%
33% 27.?% 35 6 9 150 287 31%

%$ 25.1% 6 12 50 75 2(XL
3% 32. E% 4 8 15 31 35%

* * 2.5% 0 0 0 0 172%
1 O(Y% 53.4% 4 2 83 581 747 13%

.-------- ----

(1) E s t i m a t e d  samp(ing errors  do not  inc[ude  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g ,  r e c o r d i n g , and in  convers ion to  usable we igh t .

(2) See Tab[e A-4 for  sources of  conversion factors.

(3 )  Bowhead harvest  does not  contr ibute  to  the sampl ing error  for  mar ine mamrna[s  s ince the bowhead harvest  is  based on a  complete  count .

(4)  The percent  of  Barrow households harvest ing bowhead represents  the percent  of  Barrow households receiv ing crew member  shares at  the
whale  harvest  s i te ,  as  extrapolated f rom the samp(e  h o u s e h o l d s .

**  represents less than .1  percent

n/a means not app(icabte

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989



Figure 5: Harvest Amounts By
Major Resource Category

All Barrow Households, Years One & Two
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TABLE 9: AVERAGE MONTHLY HARVESTS BY MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

(Pounds of Edible Resource Product)

TOTALS
* * * * * *

- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  .  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  .--------- -------.--  ---------- . . . . . . . . . . .--..-

MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY Apr i [ May June J u l y August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  . - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

Mar ine  Mamnals 3 2 , 9 0 5 5 2 , 5 3 1 3 3 , 9 1 6  5 9 , 4 1 1 5 0 , 4 3 3 7 0 , 5 7 9  2 9 , 0 1 6 1 , 5 8 6 1 , 5 9 7 560 3 , 6 0 8 1 , 0 8 6
T e r r e s t r i a l  Manmnals 411 7 , 0 4 0 3 , 3 7 1 2 7 , 5 7 3 5 4 , 2 4 6  3 0 , 1 7 9 5 9 , 8 7 5 2 , 9 0 6 771 2 , 0 0 4 7 , 7 3 6 8 , 3 3 4
Fish 6 537 2,797 5,531 9,538 10,345 26,507 3,458 0 0 72 33
l) i rds 193 1 4 , 6 9 9 1 , 1 7 0 1 , 7 5 7 3 , 2 6 8 357 74 0 0 0 0 5

Total 3 3 , 5 1 5 7 4 , 8 0 8  4 1 , 2 5 4 9 4 , 2 7 2  1 1 7 , 4 8 4  1 1 1 , 4 6 1  1 1 5 , 4 7 1 7 , 9 5 0 2 , 3 6 7 2,564 1 1 , 4 1 6 9 , 4 5 9

PERCENTS
* * * * * * * *

------------------------------  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --.-------  --------------------  --------------------------

MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY Apri 1 May June July August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .------ - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  .------- ------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

Mar ine  Manvna(s 1 o% 1 M 1 o% 18% 15% 21% VA CM W 074 1% WA =  IOWA

T e r r e s t r i a l  Manznals o% 3% W 13% 2TA 15% 29%1 1% 0?4 1% LYO VA = 100%

Fish WA 1% H $% 16% 18% 45% 674 077 CM WA CM =  IOWA

B i r d s 1% 68% Yk VA 15% 2% IX% WA 0?? VA o% WA =  10CEA

Ail  Resources Combined 5% 12% i% 15% 1 VA 1 E% 1 9?? 1% o% o% 2% 277 =  1O(M

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Associates,  1989
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Figure 6: Monthly Harvest by Major
Resource Category, All Barrow Households

Years One and Two
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ARE.AL EXTENT OF SUBSISTENCE LAND USE

REVIEW’ OF MAP COLLECTION PROCEDURES

T h e  data p r e s e n t e d  o n  a l l  maps

successful  harvests  by the sample

h u n t e d  n o r  t h e  a r e a s  t r a n s i t e d

discussions with study households,

in  the  r epor t  on ly  inc lude  the  loca t ions  of

househo lds  and  do  no t  i nc lude  the  total  a rea

to  r each  hun t ing locations. D u r i n g har\cst

t h e  h u n t e r  m a r k e d  o n  a  1:250,000 sca le  map

the location where each harvest  occurred. T h e s e  p o i n t s  w e r e  tronsfcrrcd  along

wi th  a  ha rves t  en t ry  iden t i f i ca t ion  number  to  aggrega te  maps  of the same SCOIC.

the reby  reduc ing  the  number  o f  maps  which  had  to  be  e l ec t ron ica l ly  rcgistcrc~i

to digi t ize t h e  horvest  s i t e s . The North Slope Borough Planning Deportment

G e o g r a p h i c I n f o r m a t i o n  S y s t e m  O f f i c e  i n  A n c h o r a g e  w’ss r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r

digi t izing the harvest  data and for  the production of  al l  maps included in this

report. Check plots

mfips u sed  to  d ig i t i ze

made as necessary.

o f  the  d ig i t i zed h a r v e s t  s i t e s  w e r e  c h c c k c d  against  t h e

t h e  data a n d  c o r r e c t i o n s  t o  t h e  d i g i t i z e d  data btisc  ~lcrc

On most of the maps in this report, i nd iv idua l  ha rves t  l oca t ions  arc dcpi:tcd

by a  s h a d e d  c i r c l e . Each circle represents an actual  harvest  site s u r r o u n d e d

by a t w o  mile  b u f f e r . Overlapping circles form larger shaded arcns. T h e  I$!O

mile buffer  serves three purposes. First, t h e  d e p i c t i o n  o f  har Jest  s i t e s  \\itll

a two

area.

repor t

mi le  buf fe r  r e f l ec t s  an  in ten t  to  inc lude  a t  l eas t  the  immedia te  hunring

Second, t h e  u s e  o f  a  b u f f e r  a l s o  a c c o u n t s  f o r  p o s s i b l e errors i n

ng t h e  e x a c t  l o c a t i o n  o f  h a r v e s t  s i t e s . R e s p o n d e n t s  r e p o r t e d  t h e

l o c a t i o n  o f  f i s h  s i t e s ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  w i t h  c e r t a i n t y  because  t h o s e  s i t e s  Nerc

identif ied e a s i l y  b y  t h e  g e o g r a p h i c f e a t u r e s  o f  t h e  l a k e  o r  ri~’cr. Other

h a r v e s t  s i t e s wi th  d i s t i n c t  g e o g r a p h i c fea tures  were reported }vith a high

degree of accuracy as well ,  evidenced by the respondent’s  ease and confidence

in mapping the locat ion. Harves t s  o f  mar ine  mammals  o r  b i rds  f rom ben t s

offshore,  for  example, o r  o f  c a r i b o u  o u t  i n  t h e  o p e n  t u n d r a ,  w e r e  r e p o r t e d

typically a s  a n  a p p r o x i m a t e  l o c a t i o n  b u t  r e c o r d e d  a s  o n e  p o i n t  o n  t h e  map

r e p r e s e n t i n g  h i s  b e s t  e s t i m a t e  o f  t h e  e x a c t  h a r v e s t  s i t e . The ]2Ck Of

geographic landmarks reduced the precision wi th  which  the  hun te r  cou ld  locntc

his harvest site on a map, T h i r d ,  t h e  b u f f e r  i s  u s e d  t o  e n h a n c e  t h e  visuol

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  d a t a  p r e s e n t e d  o n the maps, particularly where distinct

categories of data must be differentiated.
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A l s o  i l l u s t r a t e d  o n  s e v e r a l  o f  t h e  m a p s  is a dashed  l ine  that rcprcscnts  t h e

a rea  used  dur ing  the  l i f e t ime  o f  20  Bar row

1970s. T h e  d a t a  w e r e  c o l l e c t e d  f o r  t h e

Coopera t ive  Pa rk  S tud ies  Uni t  and  the  NSB

into the NTSB Geograph ic  In fo rmat ion System

harvesters  interviewed in the late

Universi ty o f  Alaska  F a i r b a n k s

(Pedersen 1 9 7 9 )  a n d  l a t e r  cntcrcd

(GIS). T h e s e  p e r i m e t e r  drito arc

included to demonstrate how the area used in two single years  is  not  inclusi\c

of the areas used by communi ty  members  over  t ime .  Geograph ic  fea tu res  arc not

named  on maps displaying harves t  da ta  s ince  the  combina t ion of geographic

features and harvest data on the same map would be difficult to interpret.

These maps currently indicate where one or more harvest  events occurred. on
t he i n d i v i d u a l r e s o u r c e  g r o u p  m a p s ,  t h e s e  h a r v e s t  e v e n t s  p e r t a i n  t o  an

ind iv idua l  spec ie s  o r  spec ie s  g roup  ha rves t ed  at that site. However ,  on  mops

d i s p l a y i n g  harvest  location data on a more general  level  (for  example hfl~p 2). o

h a r v e s t  s i t e  m a y  r e p r e s e n t  o n e  h a r v e s t  e v e n t  d u r i n g  w h i c h  o n c  a n i m a l  i!as

harvested,  or  i t  could represent  any number and variety of  animals har Jested on

d i f fe ren t  da tes  and  by d i f f e r e n t

as  p resen ted  in  th i s  r epor t ,  t he

kills or the pounds of edible resource

h o u s e h o l d s ,  a l l  i n  t h e  same Iocotion, Hcncc.

ha rves t  s i t e s  do  no t  r ep resen t  the  number  O(

product harvested at each site.

T h e  a p p r o a c h  taken i n  r e p o r t i n g  harvest  l o c a t i o n  data d i f f e r s  f r o m  th~r  O(

harvest  amount s  in  th ree  ways . First, map  data a r e  r e p o r t e d  f o r  all s~mplc

households providing information in ei ther  Year One or  Year Two. Estimotcs  ot-

comrnunity harvest  amounts a re  based  on  repor t s  f rom only h o u s e h o l d s

part icipated in both s tudy years . Second, m a p  data a re  no t  we igh ted  to

into accoun t  d i f f e ren t  p robab i l i t i e s o f  se l ec t ion  and  d i f f e ren t response

as in the case of harvest amounts. Third,  map data for Ye3r One and Tuo

been combined as a cumulative total rather than as a cumulative average.

T h e  b a s i s  f o r  a l l  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n how da ta  on  ha rves t  loca t ions

a m o u n t s a r e r e p o r t e d  i s t h e  g r e a t e r v a r i a b i l i t y  i n har~est  l o c a t i o n s .

I n d i v i d u a l  h a r v e s t e r s  t e n d  t o  h u n t  a n d  f i s h  i n  d i f f e r e n t  l o c a t i o n s . The\

b e c o m e  f a m i l i a r w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  a r e a s  a n d  e s t a b l i s h  c a m p o r  c a b i n sites.

r e tu rn ing  to  the  same  a rea  yea r  a f t e r  yea r ,  the reby  p rese rv ing  d i f fe rences  in

hunting and fishing locations.

The rel iabil i ty o f  h a r v e s t  location  e s t ima tes  i s  sub jec t  t o  the  sarnc p r i n c i p l e s

o f  sampl ing  theory as the rel iabi l i ty of harvest  amount est imates. In b o t h
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instances, r e l i a b i l i t y  i s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  t h e  v a r i a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  charactcris(ics

(i. e.. ha rves t  l oca t ion  o r h a r v e s t  a m o u n t )  a n d  o f  t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  s a m p l e .

Since the  loca t ion o f  h a r v e s t activit ies is more variable than the  amount

harvested, the rel iabi l i ty o f  ha rves t  loca t ion  da ta  i s  lower . The reliability>’

o f  ha rves t  amoun t  e s t ima tes  i s  su f f i c i en t ly  h igh  to  suppor t  t he  ca l cu la t ion  o f

a v e r a g e  h a r v e s t  a m o u n t s , In the case o f  h a r v e s t  l o c a t i o n s ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h e

v a r i a b i l i t y  i s g rea t enough t o  p r e c l u d e t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f meaningful

a v e r a g e s ,  o r measures w h i c h  p u r p o r t  t o  s h o w  “ t y p i c a l ”  o r  “ u s u a l ”  h a r v e s t

locations. The  research  team there fo re  dec ided  to  r e s t r i c t

map data in the Year O n e  a n d  Y e a r  T w o  repcrts t o  a  g r a p h i c

t h e  a c t u a l  h a r v e s t  s i t e s  r e p o r t e d  b y  h o u s e h o l d  c o n t a c t s

data). The  reader  can  eas i ly  d raw in te r im conc lus ions  abou t  the  a reas  mos t

hcavil! u s e d  f o r  hnrtcst  a c t i v i t i e s  b>r v i s u a l l y  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h o s e  areas wi[h

the highest concentration of reported harvest sites.

the  r epor t ing  o f

representation of

( i . e . ,  the  “ raw”

SL’BSISTEYCE  HARVEST SITES: YEARS ONE AND TWO

h’f2 p 2 i l lustrates  the harvest  locat ions of  members of  118 sample  househo lds  fo r

t h e  har~cst  o f  a l l  s p e c i e s  e i t h e r  i n  Y e a r  O n e  o r  Y e a r  T w o . Comparing this

cumulstit’e  ha rves t  map  wi th  the  ha rves t  loca t ions  jus t  in  Year  Tuo (SCC ivl~p 3)

it is e v i d e n t  t h a t the general harvest pattern in the tvo ye~rs  is qui[c

similar  (maps depict ing harves t  loca t ions  fo r  jus t  Year  One  a rc  con ta ined  in

the }’car Onc  repor t ) . The  s ign i f i cance  o f  Pedersen’s  (1979) l i fet ime communit}

haricst  area l ine is  demonstrated by the  co r respondence  o f  a lmos t  a l l  t he  mos t

remote  ha rves t  loca t ions  wi th  the  l i f e t ime  boundary .  Furbea re r  hun t ing  a long

t h e  s o u t h e r n  p a r t  o f  t h e  l i n e  a n d  f i s h i n g  o n  t h e  Colville R i v e r  n e a r  Nuiqsut

arc examples of  the close correspondence between the two sets  of  data (see hfaps
-1 t h rough  5 ) . It should also  bc noted that the Ii fctimc Iinc is not on

impene t rab le  boundary  as  can  be  seen  f rom the  occas iona l  ha rves t  ou t s ide  the

l i f e t i m e  l i n e . O n e  a p p a r e n t  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  s u b s i s t e n c e  u s c  a r e a  i s  t h e

grc3tcr ex ten t  o f  mar ine mammal hunting offshore from Barrow, on both the

Chukchi  and  Bcaufort  sca sides of Point Barrow.

Inland  areas where  success fu l  ha rves t s  were  no t  r ecorded  by  s tudy  pa r t i c ipan t s

a rc  mos t  apparen t  in  the  v ic in i ty  o f  the  o the r  a rea  v i l l ages . Barrow hunters

fo r  t he  mos t  pa r t  d id  no t  t end  to  hun t  a round  Wainwright,  south of  Atqasuk,  or

i n  t h e  Nuiqsut  a r e a . Excep t ions  a re  i l l u s t r a t ed  by the  Bar row harves t  s i t e s
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MAP 2
NORTH SLOPE SUBSISTENCE STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO

SUBSISTENCE HARVEST SITES, 1987-1989
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were  used by Bo!row  residents not included in the study.
lifetime  -consnunlly  horvest  oreos,  tollec led In tfre  Iolm  of
map bioqrophles from 20 households (Pedersen  1979), ore OISO
i l lustrated,

Source: Contemporary subsiglerrce  use irrformal  ion
\ r’he’ed  ondcompiled by Stephen R. Bround ond Associates (SRB A) with  the

?

‘t
L

ossistonce of Iocol  reseorch  o$slslorrts  h i r e d  t h r o u g h  Ihe North
S l o p e  B o r o u g h  Moyor’s  Job Pro rem. SRBtA IS u n d e r  conlroct  to the
Minerals kfonogemenl Service, #.S  Oeporlment  of I n t e r i o r ,  ond

‘  fl! ;}a “’- .  .  .  ..---.----._  -.-~+ received  ossislorrce  in the sludy  from the North Slope Borough
*s% Plonninq  ond  Wildlife  140nogemenl  Ocportmenls,  B o r r o w ,  Alosko.

\,
\tt1
:

.’;-.*
~’ s: -.

,  K__.r-@ (III,
~A LEGEND INFORMATION

MOP Production: North Slope Borooqh  CIS 25 0 25 50 75 100 125
u+{== .–=.n,=L_–_.  -..-—–-.

Date: Jonc  ?6. 1989
— - –  ~ ..s.f’ ——

MILES

•1● 4 lifel ime  com-
:: ; munily  Icrnd  use
: \, (Pedcrscn 1979).

All Species
Horvcsted

Coribou,  Moose
Brown Beer. Fox
Wolverine. ”Seo13
U.1 ,,,. DnInr  nafl~,, .,!..,,.. “,. ...,

Bowhcnd Whole
fires?,  Elde(!
Other Oucks
Plormi on

#f i s h .  oler



,

NORTH SLOPE SUBSISTENCE--STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO
SUBSISTENCE HARVEST SITES, 1988-1989
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MAP 4
NORTH SLOPE SUBSISTENCE STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO
SUBSISTENCE HARVEST SITES BY MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY
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near those tillages. A n o t h e r  e x a m p l e  i s  t h e  r e p o r t  by t h e  N’ainwright

s u b s i s t e n c e  study f i e ld  coord ina to r  o f  one  Bar row hun te r  (no t  pa r t i c ipa t ing  in

t h i s  s t u d y )  w h o  har~’ested  p o l a r  b e a r and  fu rbea re r s  sou thwes t  o f  \\’Qinwright.

Barrow residents  with relat ives in t h e  v i l l a g e s  w e r e  e s p e c i a l l y  lilicl~r  to  hunt

o r  f i s h  d u r i n g  v i s i t s  w i t h  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e s . T h e s e  m a p s  d o  n o t  r e p r e s e n t

harvests by residents of other villages.

.Another  t r ad i t iona l  use  a rea  where  ha rves t s  d id  no t  occur  dur ing  the  f i r s t  two

years  of  this  s tudy is  the marine environment east  of  Barrow to approximately

Cape Halkett. The Admiralty Bay,  Cape Simpson,  and Smith Bay areas were used

intensi~ely  f o r  t r a v e l t o  s u b s i s t e n c e  h a r v e s t  s i t e s  r a t h e r  than a s  h a r v e s t

areas. Local]) known as important  spotted seal ,  polar  bear ,  and beluga  h u n t i n g

l o c a t i o n s .  h a r v e s t s  i n  t h o s e  areas d i d  n o t  o c c u r  b) the stud~ p a r t i c i p a n t s

during the first two years  of the study.

FIXED CABIN  SITES

The locations of most of the cabins owned by Barrow residents arc shown on hlap

6.  Cabin and Fixed Camp Locations. These si tes represent  onl!r those locations

uhcrc a cabin is standing and by no means represent  al l  the camping si tes  used

by Bzrrow) f a m i l i e s . Kfost  f a m i l i e s  v i s i t  t h e i r  c a b i n s  e a c h  !car and  the arc~

ui thin the \icinity o f  t h e  cabin is o f t en the focus of most o f  t h e i r

subsistence actiii  tics. \!’hen v iewed  in  r e l a t ion  to  Maps  2  th rough  5 .  t he  cabin

locations C1OSCI!’  correspond with most of the successful harvest locations.
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LOCALLY HARVESTED RENEWABLE RESOURCES

T h e  p r i n c i p a l  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  B a r r o w  S u b s i s t e n c e  S t u d y  a r e  to p r o d u c e

species-specif ic estimates o f  h a r v e s t  l o c a t i o n s  a n d  h a r v e s t  a m o u n t s . The

preceding two  sec t ions p r o v i d e d  a use fu l  background against which these

detai led est imates can be presented. The purpose of this section is: (1) to

present species-specific hariest amount estimates in three u’a>’s - (2) rcJ iscd

Y e a r  O n e  e s t i m a t e s ,  ( b )  Year T w o  e s t i m a t e s ,  a n d  ( c )  Y e a r  Onc/}’car  Two

cumulati~c averages ; a n d  ( 2 ) t o  p r e s e n t species-specif ic har~cst locotion

estimates in two ways: (a) Year  Two harvest  s i tes,  and (b)

Year Two harvest sites.

Th i s  sec t ion  beg ins  b} iden t i fy ing  the  spec ies  ha rves ted

i n  e i t h e r  Y e a r  O n e  o r  Y e a r  T\vo. The section continues

seasonal  act ivi t ies ,  focusing on differences between Year

The main body of  the sect ion is  devoted to a  presentat ion of  har~cst  nrnount  ond

harvest  locat ion dot~. Th i s  p resen ta t ion  i s  accompan ied  by a discussion of the

differences bet~veen  Year Onc and Yc~r Two harvest activity.

SPECIES HARVESTED IN YEAR ONE OR YEAR TR’O

Spec ies  recorded  in  e i the r  Year  One  or  in  Year  Two arc displa!cd  in Table 10.

Beluga  w h a l e  a n d  r

b e e n  h a r v e s t e d  b y

e i t h e r  Year O n e  o r

households

In  some

subsistence

for  those

(fieldwork

instances,

bbon sea l  are e x a m p l e s  o f  s p e c i e s  t h a t  are kno~vn  to hole

Barrow r e s i d e n t s  h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  b u t  w e r e  n o t  har!cstcd  in

Y e a r  T w o  by t h e  s a m p l e  h o u s e h o l d s  n o r  by other  Bnrro\{

for this study).

the  resea rchers were no t  ab le  to  r ecord  each  success fu l

harvest by individual species. This problem occurred most  commonl~

species harvested in mixed groups (e.g. ,  various species of  birds or

fish). The recording of marine and terrestr ial  mammals,  on the other hand.  lvns

more accurate. The harvest of these larger animals was more memorable for most

people, and respondents had no problem distinguishing one from the other.
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TABLE 10: SPECIES HARVESTED BY BARROW STUDY SAMPLE
APRIL 1987-  h4ARCH ‘-”1989

S~ecies

Marine hktmrnals
Bearded seal
Ringed seal
Spotted seal
Bowhead  whale
Polar bear
W’alrus

Terrestrial Mammals
Caribou
Moose
Brown bear
Dan sheep
Arctic fox (Blue)
Red fox (Cross, Silver)
Porcupine
Ground squirrel
\Volverinc

Fish
Salmon (non-specified)

Chum salmon
Pink (humpback) salmon
Sil~er  (coho)  salmon
King (chinook) salmon

\\ ’hitcfish  (non-specified)
Round whitefish
Broad  whitefish

Ri~er caught
Lake caught

Humpback whitefish
Least  cisco
Bering, Arctic cisco

Other Freshwater Fish
Arctic grayling
Arctic char
Burbot (Ling cod)
Lake trout
Northern pike

Other Coastal Fish
Capclin
Rainbow smelt
Arctic cod
Tom cod

Ugruk
Natchiq
Qasigiaq
A~viq
Nanuq
Aiviq

Tuttu
Tuttuvak
Aklaq
Imnaiq
Ti&iganniaq
Kayuqtuq
Qiqagluk
Siksrik
Qa\’vik

Iqalugruaq
Amaqtuuq
Iqalugruaq

Aanaskliq
Aanaakliq
Aanaakliq
Aanaakliq
Pikuktuuq
Iqalusaaq
Qaaktaq

Sulukpaugaq
lqalukpik
Tittaaliq
Iqaluaqpak
Siulik

Pagmaksraq
I~hua~niq
lqalugaq
Uugaq
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Scientific IVame

Erignathus  barbatus
Phoca  hispida
Phoca  largha
Balaena  mysticctus
Ursus  maritimus
Odobenus  rosmarus

Rangifer  tarandus
Alces  alces
Ursus arctos
Ovis dalli
Alopex  lagopus
Vulpes  fulva
Ercthizon  dorsstum
Spcrmophilus  parryii
Gulo  gulo

Oncorhynchus  keta
Oncorhynchus  gorbuscho
Oncorhynchus  kisutch
Oncorh!’nchus  tshau’ytscha
Coregonus  sp.
Prosopium  cylindraccum
Corcgonus  nasus
Corcgonus  nasus
Coregonus  nasus
Coregonus  clupeaformis
Coregonus  sardinella
Coregonus  autumnalis

Thymallus  arcticus
Salvelinus  alpinus
Lota Iota
Salvc]inus namaycush
Esox Iucius

Mallotus  villosus
Osrnerus  mordax
Boreogadus  saida
Elcginus gracilis
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TABLE 10 (cont.): SPECIES HARVESTED BY BAR RO\v  STUDY  S.AhfPLE.

APRIL 1987- MARCH 1989

S~ecies

Birds
Eider (non-specified)

Common eider
King eider
Spectacle eider

Other Ducks (non-specified)
Goose (non-specified)

Brant
White-fronted goose
Snow goose
Canada goose

Ptarmigan  (non -spcci[icd)
Willow ptarmigan

Other Resources

Berries (non-specified)
Biuebcrr}
Cranberry

‘Solmonbcrry

Bird Eggs (non -spccificd)
Eider eggs

Scientific X3mc

Amauligruaq Somateria  mollissima.
Qigalik Somateria spectabilis
Tuutalluk Somateria fischeri
Qaugak
Ni~liq
Niglingaq
Niglivialuk

Branta bernicla  n.
Anser al bifrons

Kaguq
lqsra~utilik
Aqargiq Lagopus sp,
Nasaullik Lagopus lagopus

Asiaq
Kimmiqnaq
Aqpik

Mannik

Greens’Roots (non-specified)
\\’ild  rhubarb Qugulliq

\Vatcr
Fresh water Imiq
Fresh water icc Sikutaq
Sea ice Siku
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\’accinium ulig, inosum
Vaccinium  vitis-idaea
Rubus spectabilis

Oxyric  digyna



A s  m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e ,  beluga  whale and r ibbon seal  are notably absent f rom the

l i s t  o f  mar ine  mammals  tha t  have  been  ha rves ted  commonly  in  the  past  but arc

not  known to have  been harvested by any  Bar row residents  in Year One or Year

Two. Wolves,  one o f  t h e  m o s t  d e s i r a b l e  f u r  b e a r e r s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  Barrow

residents. have reportedly b e e n  s c a r c e  i n  t h e  a r e a s  w h e r e  t h e y  a r e  usuall)

hunted. Hunters scouting t h e  f o o t h i l l s  n o r t h  o f  t h e  Colville  R i v e r  haIc

reported a scarci ty of  t racks during the past  two years. One hunter  fol lowed

t racks  sou th  to  the  c l i f f s  above  the  Colville,  t hen  tu rned  back ,  unab le  to  f ind

a safe r o u t e  d o w n  t o  t h e  r i v e r . I t  i s  l i ke ly  tha t  pe rhaps  one  o r  two  WOIICS

w e r e  h a r v e s t e d  b y  B a r r o w  r e s i d e n t s  d u r i n g  t h e  f i r s t  t w o  y e a r s  o f  t h e  stud>;

hoyvever. n o  har~ests  w e r e reported by part icipat ing households. Some of  the

smrillcr  fur bc3rcrs (c. g,. marmot and e r m i n e )  w e r e  also a b s e n t  f r o m  t h e  hnrIcst

reports and  were likely harvested in very  small numbers if at all.

T h e  f i s h  spccics  h a r v e s t e d  i n c l u d e  cssentiall~  a l l  s p e c i e s  availa, blc to Barro~v

residents except sculpin  a n d  black  fish. A r c t i c  a n d  B e r i n g  cisco  arc g,roupcd

t o g e t h e r  f o r  t h i s  s t u d y  a n d ,  i n  f a c t ,  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  t h e  t w o  i s  o f t e n

difficult without dissecting the fish.

A  laricty of  b i rd  spec ies  ava i l ab le  to  Bar row residents were not  recorded in

}’car One or Year Two. Respondents often noted duck, eider, and geese harvests

cit a g e n e r i c  lcfcl.  c,g,., “e ide rs”  o r  “geese .” Further  probing sometimes led

t o  a  f i n e r  lejcl o f  d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n  s p e c i e s , b u t  o f t e n  t h e  spccics

brcakdo~vn  was a best guess. Of the six or more duck species (other than

eiders), none was recorded individual ly, b u t  r a t h e r  g e n e r i c a l l y  a s  a  “ d u c k ”

har~>cst.  Other unrecorded

Resources presented in

least  spec i f i c

the researcher

often hsr~ested

responses.

species included loons, owls. surans, and cranes.

Table 10 in the “other species” category el ici ted the

Harves t  o f  these  spec ies  was  o f t en  fo rgo t t en  un less

specifically asked about  them. Greens, roots and berries u’crc

and  consurncd  while  at inland camps.
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9
THE SE.ASON.AL ROUND

The fol lowing month by month report  of  subsistence act ivi t ies  documents Barrow

residents’ annual subsistence cycle from April 1 ,  1988  th rough  March  31. 1 9 8 9 .

T h i s  g e n e r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  yearly cycle  o r  “ s e a s o n a l  r o u n d ”  e m p h a s i z e s

environmental . social, a n d  c u l t u r a l  f a c t o r s  t h a t  a f f e c t e d  o r  w e r e  o t h e r w i s e

rela. tcd - on a communi ty  l eve l  -  t o  Barrow’s  s u b s i s t e n c e  h a r v e s t  a c t i v i t i e s

during Year  Two of  the  s tudy . The descript ions highlight  the month’s  major

subsis tence act ivi t ies , p o i n t  o u t  a n y  s i g n i f i c a n t  o r  u n u s u a l  e n v i r o n m e n t a l

conditions tha t  may  have  a f fec ted  hun t ing  tha t  month ,  and  o f fe r  compar i sons

with the respective month in Year One,

APRIL

This  was the time for final p repa ra t ions  fo r  wha l ing . N e w  b e a r d e d  seal (uoruk)

s k i n s  iverc sewn on the umiak  f r a m e s . Ice cellars were cleaned out and  f resh

snow placed inside. T r a i l  b u i l d i n g  also began  i n  e a r n e s t  a s  c r e w s  dccidcd

w h e r e  they  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  locote  the i r  camps  d u r i n g  t h e  s p r i n g  bowhead whale

migration. At least  fi~c t r a i l  sys t ems  ex tended  ou t  f rom major  l a n d m a r k s  and

t r a d i t i o n a l  c a m p i n g  areas along  the  coas t ,  f rom M’a]akpa Ba!’  15  mi l e s  sou th  of

Barroiv  to off of Pt. Barrou  10 miles  to the north.

The icc remained closed during the the f irst  two weeks of  Apri l . N’hen i t  d i d

open at  mid-month the lead  was about four miles from shore. Most crews went

ou t  abou t  the  23 rd ,  a few days later  than last year . On April  24,  the .lonathan

Aikcn c r e w  Iandcd  the f irs t  Barrow w h a l e  o f  t h e  s e a s o n . T h e  n e x t  day  f o u r

uhalcs  w e r e  l a n d e d . On the 26th the lead edge  began  to  c lose  and  the  camps

m o v e d  back  from the lead. O n  t h e- 2 8 t h  a crack in the ice bc.gan to widen onl!

one-half mile from shore. The lead edge became established there when a large

icc  pan  b roke  o f f  and  f loa ted  ou t  tha t  even ing . Crews began reestablishing

their  camps along the new lead edge the next  day. The lead was so close to

town that  the crews traveled away from town at  least  ten miles up or  down the

coast to make camp. According to one whaling captain, “town is too noisy.”
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hlAY

Three whales were harvested in early May . The whaling season ended for some

c r e w s  o n  Ma> 6  when  the  l a s t  wha le  in  Bar row’s  sp r ing  quota was h a r v e s t e d .

Howe\er, a  s t r i k e  w a s  receil’cd  f r o m  Kiva]ina  a t  m i d - m o n t h  a n d  cipproximatcly

one-half of the crews reestablished camps on the ice. T h e  b r i e f  t w o  da} whale

hunt proved unsuccessful. A few c rews  had  main ta ined  the i r  camps  on  the  icc

throughout the first half of the month. E iders  and  sea l s  were  ha rves ted  at

t h i s  t i m e . S u c c e s s f u l  c r e w s  e s p e c i a l l y  w e r e  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  h a r v e s t  extra

subsistence foods to serve at the Nalukataq  celebrations in June.

Tra{cl  c o n d i t i o n s  v.cre not fajoroblc  the  second  week  of Ma). Blowing  snou and

alcrage wind  speeds  o f  25 m.p.  h. .  with gusts  to 35.  Iimitcd  tra~cl. About  nlid -

m o n t h  men!) famil ies began traveling to camps to hunt  waterfowl and  to get read}

fo r  f i sh ing . T h e  mojor r i v e r s  s t a y e d  f r o z e n  t h r o u g h  hlay  and  t h e  traicl

condit ions remained faioroblc.  though moderate winds and fog persis ted through

the end of the month. The  more  popu la r  wa te r fowl  hun t ing  loca t ions  ~crc

primzrily  along  the lnaru River and  lower section of the Mcadc  River.

P t a r m i g a n  ucrc 31s0 harj-estcd  at camp. Harves t  o f  ca r ibou  u“as u n c o m m o n .

Al though  a  fcw were harvested  to proiidc  food for  camp,  m o s t  h u n t e r s  r e f r a i n e d

f r o m  taking caribou  later  in the month as fawning t ime neared. Onc hunter also

reported that

impossible to

that wandered

Late in the

celebrations.

near the old

the caribou hair falls out very easy this time of year and is

keep out of the meat when butchering the animal. Two polar bears

close to town were

month successful

Usually held on

also harvested this month.

c r e w s  b e g a n  h o s t i n g  t h e i r  “ b r i n g  U P  t h e  bo~t”

the beaches in front of town or on the cliffs

village site, i t  was a t ime for the successful  crew to again share

the i r  good  fo r tune  o f  a  success fu l  hun t . The  c rews  usua l ly  se rved  a  spccicil

trc3t o f  mikiqaq o n  t h e s e  o c c a s i o n s ,  a  delicacy o f  f e r m e n t e d  whale nlcat  a n d

maktak. F r e s h  e i d e r ,  g o o s e ,  a n d  c a r i b o u  s o u  P  w e r e  also  s e r v e d  a t  t h e s e

cclcbrations,  as well as Eskimo donuts, fruit, tea, and cake.
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JUNE

Geese  and  duck  hun t ing  con t inued  in  ea r ly  June . W i n d ,  blo~ving  sno~i, rind

migration patterns significantly affected harvest  success f r o m  o n e  locstion  t o

another. As the snow receded in the warmer inland areas,  families moved Ihcir

camps closer and closer to Barrow. Though white-fronted geese were the most

common variety harvested,  one hunter  reported seeing many more brant than usual

this year.

Seals were harvested during June. Early in the  mon th  mos t  hun te r s  traiclcd  to

the  l ead  edge  b> sno}vmachine, ~vhilc o t h e r s  walked ou t  t o  t h e  l e a d  that  rcrnqincd

within a half  mile of  shore. By mid-month the

easy access to the lead  f rom town. A common

the i r  boa t s  beh ind  snowmachines  dom’n the  coas t

point of access  to the open lead.

A  few w h a l i n g  c r e w s  c o n t i n u e d  tvhaling  until

ice melted near shore prc~ enring

practice was for hunters to pull

for 10 miles or so to an easier

m i d - m o n t h  but  the trans(crrcci

s t r ikes  r emained  unused . In the previous year a whale was h~ricstcd  in

mid-June, n e a r l y  a month and  a half later than the final ivh~lc h~r!cst  of

spring season.

Sornc caribou hunting occurred during the month,  primari ly from fish camps or

marine mammal hunting camps. Fresh f ish was a welcome addit ion to the IOCOI

d i e t  and  w a s  s u p p l i e d  p r i m a r i l y b!’ f a m i l i e s  that traditionall>r  suppl)  f i s h  to

all who need them this time of year. T h e  Teshckpuk  L a k e  a n d  Chipp Riicr rtrc~,s

produced a significant amount of these early season fish.

By mid-month the eight successful  crews a n d  t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  a n d  f r i e n d s  ucrc

devo t ing  the i r  f r ee  t ime  to  p repa ra t ions  fo r  Nalukataq. Shares  o f  wha le  \vcrc

cut  into smaller  pieces,  f ish were cut  in sect ions,  and caribou and ducks ~!”crc

prepared for  soups, a l l  i n t ended  fo r  d i s t r ibu t ion  a t  t he  communi ty -wide fczst.

New parkas and parka-covers w e r e  s e w n  a n d  t h e  b l a n k e t s  f o r  t h e  blan!ict-toss

were prepared from the boat skins of the successful crews.

The two Nalukataq  celebrat ions took place  on June 27 and June 28. Four  crcus

served the people each day. Everyone seemed to be in town for the celebrations

and the soon-to-follow Independence Day holiday.
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The temperatures were very similar  i n  Y e a r s  O n e  a n d  T w o ,  a~erriging  in [}):

m i d - 3 0 ° s  f o r  J u n e ,  with t h e  h i g h  f o r  t h e  m o n t h  falling  on  the  28 th  in  both

years: 49° in Year One and 54° in Year T w o . The winds were more mocicr~tc

in  Year  T w o . It is OISO i m p o r t a n t  t o  n o t e  t h a t  t h e r e  w e r e  e i g h t  “hcalj”  fog”

days in Year Two, twice as many as there were in June of Year One.

JULY

O n  J u l y  5  and 6 the shorefast i c e  f l o a t e d  o u t , o p e n i n g  u p  t h e  boat  Iounching

areas i n  f r o n t  o f  t o w n . That  corresponded very closely with the date the icc

floated out last summer. Boating from town began in earnest  on Julj  6. hlon~

bearded seal or u~ruk horvests  were reported.

Ice

the

and

conditions favorable

evening of  July 13.

pushed  the  pack

for boating in the ocean came to an abrupt  end durins

The wind began  blowing from the southwest  on the 13th

i c e  t i g h t  against  t h e  s h o r e . T h e  i c e  rem~ined ~gainst

shore through the end of  the month. The wind was more often out  of  the \\cst

a n d  s o u t h w e s t  i n Y e a r  T w o , b l o w i n g  w e s t e r l y  o r  south wcstcrlj  ol most

consistent ly from July 14 through August  3. J u l y  w a s  a l s o  extrcrncl!  fogg> i n

Year Two, with heavy fog recorded for 19 days  during the month.

T h e  s a m e  w i n d s  that blew the ice in to the beach on the Chukchi  side of Point

Barrow carried the ice out  of  Elson L a g o o n . T h e  l a g o o n  was rcla. ti~cl!  icc ~rcc

on  Jull  14 and that  s ignaled the beginning of  booting  to  in l and  camps . Hunrcrs

a l s o  b e g a n  h u n t i n g  f o r  besrded  seal  in Elson  Lsgoon  and  in  the  vicinit!’  of t h e

b a r r i e r  is12nds  east  of  Point  Barrow i n  t h e  B e a u f o r t  S e a . Occasionally hunters

v e n t u r e d  i n t o  t h e  Chukchi  s ide  o f  the  po in t ;  however , onc experienced Occon

h u n t e r  r e p o r t e d  that with al l  the ice and the f a s t  cu r r en t ,  travel  on thot  s i d e

w a s  d a n g e r o u s  u n l e s s  o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s  ( e .  g . ,  w i n d ,  v i s i b i l i t y )  w e r e  j u s t

right. M’ith t h e  f o g g y  c o n d i t i o n s  m o s t  o f  t h e  m o n t h ,  v i s i b i l i t y  W 3 S  SClCtOIIl

favorable for boating among swiftly moving ice floes.

With the opening of  Elson  L a g o o n , the area r iver systems became accessible to

families who wanted to boat to fish camp. Whitefish (broad and humpback) u’crc

the major  species harvested during the month. Some famil ies  also set  nets  ncor

Po in t  Bar row on  the  l agoon  s ide  o f  the  po in t . Whitefish, a r c t i c  cisco,  arctic
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char. sillcr salmon. and  c h u m  salmon  w e r e  b e i n g  caught  t h e r e  b! mid-month.

Families were a l so  occup}ing  the i r  cab ins  o r  se t t ing  up  camp a t  t he  “Shoo t ing

Station” o r  Pifzniq at the base of  Point  Barrow. Many  famil ies  enjoyed staying

out there. away from the noise of  town. One study participant wistful]}’ wanted

to move his office to Pigniq,

E i d e r s  w e r e  fl>ring back  o v e r the point  toward the west  and harlcsts  took  p lace

p r i m a r i l y  at Pigniq. The hunters  were often young boys 7 to 15 ~cars  old,  some

of ~vhom were just learning  how to shoot.

C3ri L)ou ~crc Icr} n e a r  town. One  e lde r  r epor t ed  d r iv ing  ou t  the  Gzswell  ro~d

and seeing 5.000 caribou from the road.

AUGUST

I n  car-l} August  s o u t h  and  s o u t h e a s t  w i n d s  final]!  blcu t h e  i c c  o f f  s h o r e  i n

front o f  toun. On August  5th. f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  s i n c e  mid-Jul}.  bcorded s e a l

ond j~:alrus h u n t i n g  crc~vs could  launch boats  f r o m  t h e  bcachcs n e a r  t o w n .  A

p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  icc pack  was b l o w n back to within s ight  of  shore and h u n t i n g

cond i t ions  r ema ined  exce l l en t  t h roughou t  the  week with fair]} calm winds. Some

o f  t h e  f i r s t  walrus h a r v e s t s  o f  t h e  year o c c u r r e d  d u r i n g  that f i rs t  wcckcnd O(

.AUgust.

Actititics  mi r ro red  Jul} to a major extent; however  the re  tv~s much more boating

find morinc  mammri] harvests w’crc more  common. Those  ~ith free tirnc or with time

off f r o m  work  tra!clcd t o  f i s h  camps  f o r  f i s h  and caribou. Others took lrcckcnci

tr ips  3s  often as  possible . Th i s  was  the  t ime  fo r  t r ave l ,  a s  boa t ing  had  b e e n

limited for many  in July and school would be starting at the end of this month.

C a r i b o u  w e r e  alailablc  in  most  a r e a s  t h o u g h  u s u a l l y  n o t  t a k e n  i n  Iargc

numbers. However, there were exceptions. O n e  f a m i l y  t o o k  h o m e  14 caribou  ~or

the ice cellar a f t e r  f i n d i n g themselves surrounded by thousands of  caribou.

\vith room in their

opportunist! to catch

no t  har~csting  any car

boat, and  unsu re i f  t h e y would have the time or the

caribou in the fal l . A few families were disappointed in

bou during week-long boating trips.
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Fishing continued inIand a t  c a m p s  a n d  a t  Pigniq, al though catches tapered off

at Pigniq  a s  the  month  p rogressed . Fishing was slow at some  o f  the  camps .

Man~ fami l i e s  r e l a t ed  tha t  h igh  wa te r  cond i t ions  were  moving  g rass  and  o the r

debris downstream, causing them to pull  their  nets  to prevent  them from being

fouled. These high water conditions were similar to last year.

E ide r s  were  ha rves ted  as  they  t r ave led  on  the i r  wes te r ly  migra t ion  back  o~cr

Barrow. A few fsmilies ga the red  g reens  a t  camp. The berry season w3s agfiin

poor. I t  has  been  th ree  yea r s  s ince  a  good  be r ry  season ,  accord ing  to  onc

person who l ikes to pick berries near the Meade River. A  s imi la r  r epor t  u’as

given by a family that picks berries in the Teshekpuk  area.

School started a little earlier this year, on the 18th of August.

SEPTEMBER

Boating cont inued this  month unt i l  about  the 18th. By tha t  t ime  i ce  had  blou’n

in and piled up against the grounded offshore ice to the extent  thlt  nll

passage to open ocean had  been blocked. Open water  remained in the 300 )srd

area b e t w e e n  s h o r e  and ice and seal h u n t i n g  c o n t i n u e d  f r o m  smsll  bests o r  nea r

shore through the end of the month.

Barrow whaling crews harvested three whales this  month,  successfully using al l

three of  their  al located fal l  s tr ikes. The  f i r s t  was  ha rves ted  on  Sep tember  15

and two were harvested on Saturday,  September 17. T w o  males  and  one  femsle

were harvested, all in the 48 to 51 foot range. Over 40 boats  part icipated in

pull ing in the two whales on the 17th. The  ocean  was  calm  and the icc floes

scat tered during the successful  whaling period. T h e  d a y  a f t e r  t h e  last h~ricst

the  wind  g rounded  the  i ce  on s h o r e  a n d  c o n d i t i o n s  f a v o r a b l e  t o  fall whaling

were absent for the rest of the season.

Fall  f ishing under the ice and related caribou hunting began as snow condit ions

improved during mid-month. Many families were observed going out shortly after

the whale harvests . Grayling  t end  to  schoo l  and  swim downs t ream in  mid-  to

late S e p t e m b e r ,  e a r l i e r than  the  whi t e f i sh  spec ies . F a m i l i e s  t h a t  know. of

t h e s e  g o o d  grayling f i s h i n g  l o c a t i o n s  w e r e  e a g e r  t o  g e t  o u t  a s  SOOII as trat  C]
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conditions permitted. Flying to fish camp was more common during this time of

year since neither boating or snowmachine  travel conditions were favorable.

Car ibou  were  taken in larger numbers this  month; the rut  was a p p r o a c h i n g  ond

the meat of the older bulls would soon become inedible.

T h e  lakes  and r ivers froze earl ier  than usual  and f ive families who had  b o a t e d

to their camps were forced to break through ice to get out to open water. Some

were  ab le  to  make  i t  back to Barrow while others had to charter  a  plane to get

b a c k  and would  re t r i eve  the i r  boats  th i s  win te r . Although the early f reeze-up

made boat  t ravel  more diff icult , f i she rmen  were  ab le  to  t ake  ad\antage  of  the

situation and set their nets under the ice earlier than expected.

OCTOBER

Fishing a n d  c a r i b o u  h u n t i n g  w e r e  t h e  p r i m a r y  s u b s i s t e n c e  acti~-ities t h i s

month. Families traveled extensively to inland cabins and camps.

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  j i g g i n g  f o r  grayling  and burbot, o n e  t o  f o u r  n e t s  Yvcrc common]!

set by a family u n d e r  t h e  icc in  r ive r s  and  l akes  nea r  the i r  camp, Once in

place. the nets  were usually checked once or  twice daily and left  at t he  some

loca t ion  un t i l  t he  f ami ly  b roke  camp o r  un t i l  t hey  caugh t  a  su f f i c i en t  ~mount

o f  f i sh . A s  t w o  h o u s e h o l d s  r e l a t e d  a f t e r  t h e i r  f a l l  f i s h i n g  t r i p ,  o n c e  thc~

had  su f f i c i en t  amoun t s  o f  f i sh  they  l e f t  t he i r  ne t s in  p lace  fo r  o the r  famiiics

who wanted to fish.

In  Oc tober  ca r ibou  hun te r s  t r ave led  ou t  f rom camp by  snowmachine  as far os the

weather, t h e  d a y l i g h t ,  t h e i r  e q u i p m e n t  a n d  f u e l ,  a n d their na~igation skills

pe rmi t t ed ,  o r  as f a r  a s  necessa ry  to  success fu l ly  ca tch  ca r ibou . Man> pco131c

reported caribou being scarce near their  camps on the lower Meade,  Topagoruk.

and Chipp rivers. Although caribou were present ,  and at  t imes abundant  in the

vicini ty of  Barrow during the month, many of the active harvesters were inland

a t  f i sh ing  s i t e s  and  fami ly  camp s i t e s . S ince  ca r ibou  were  more  sca rce  in

those inland locat ions this  year , to t a l  ha rves t s  fo r  the  month  were  l e s s  than

in Year One.

-47-



A  f e w  i n d i v i d u a l s  w e r e  j i g g i n g  f o r  t h e  small  arct ic  cod in the the tidal crocks

just  in  front  of  town. These are a popular  f ish that  were not  caught in Icr]

large numbers during the first year of the study.

The snow cover was much deeper this  year than last . This  had both favorable

and unfavorable ramificat ions for  snowmachine travel . O n  t h e  fa~orablc s i d e .

t r ave l  was at t imes much faster  this  year. Rough  s t r e t ches  o f  g round  ~}’cre \rcll

covered and very few detours were required. More miles could be covered in a

day.  However, the deep snow conditions also presented significant problems:

o Deep snow is  harder on the machine. Rubber bel ts  burn up quickly
especial ly when pull ing a heavy load. One key informant reported
burn ing  up  th ree  be l t s  on  a  day  t r ip  and  then  had  to  abandon  h i s
s l e d  a n d  l o a d  o f  c a r i b o u w h e n  i t  b e c a m e  a p p a r e n t  h e  ~vould n o t
otherwise make it home before dark.

o Gas consumpt ion  i s  much  g rea te r  in  deep  snow. T r i p s  v.)crc m o r e
expensive and reports  of  running out  of  gas were more common this
year.

o Deep snow hides drop-offs and ditches. Though  snow rnachinc  travel
is  always a  d a n g e r o u s  endeavor in the Arctic, accidents  to tra~cling
hunters  caused by snow covered hazards this  year  included a broken
collarbone and a broken leg.

The  wind  and  t empera tu re  were  favorab le  fo r  hun t ing  and  tra~cling most or the

month though white-out conditions became more common near month’s end, 1[ \!2s

cooler t h i s  year t h a n  l a s t ,  ~vith an a v e r a g e  m o n t h l y  t e m p e r a t u r e  of ?0

compared  wi th  22° the year before, Cold temperatures however are not  ncarl!

s u c h  a  l i m i t i n g f a c t o r  t o  s u b s i s t e n c e  a c t i v i t y  l e v e l s  a s  a r e  w i n d ,  visibility!,

and ice conditions.

Out on the ice, an open lead formed less than one mile out from toivn on October

23. These were very favorable condit ions for  seal  hunting as hunters  did no~

have to venture very far out during this time of unstable ice conditions.

Though  no t  a  subs i s t ence  ac t iv i ty ,  the  Bar row gray  wha le  r e scue  -  Opera t ion

Break th rough  - l i k e l y  h a d  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n f l u e n c e  o n  mid-

subsistence harvest activities. The  wha les  were  d i scovered  on

the  local  r e scue  e f fo r t  began  in  ea rnes t  on  Oc tober  16, From

the  wha les  even tua l ly  e scaped  the  i ce  on  Oc tober  28 ,  the  local

manpower was extensive. A t  l e a s t  3 0  p e o p l e ,  m o s t l y  m e n ,

fuil-time through the Mayor’s Job Program on the rescue effort.
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NOVEMBER

Most families had moved from their camps  back to town by mid-month

Caribou remained in the vicini ty of  Barrow throughout  the month and har~ests or

caribou during November were triple that of the same month in Year One.

Condit ions were very good  fo r  f i sh ing  a rc t i c  cod  a long  the  shore l ine  in  f ron t

of Barrow. A combination of  ice condit ions and availabil i ty of  f ish made this

f ishery much more productive than last  year . At  l eas t  two  fami l i e s  tra~elcd  to

the Admiralty Bay area to fish for arctic cisco.

The  l a s t  t en  days  o f  N o v e m b e r  e s p e c i a l l y  p r o v i d e d  f a v o r a b l e  seol h u n t i n g

conditions, wi th  ve ry  modera te  wind  cond i t ions  and  an  open  lead  within o mi l e

of town. It was an hour’s tvalk to the edge of the lead  according to onc

hunter. The Thanksgiving h o l i d a y  also p rov ided  extra t ime  fo r  hun t ing  dur ing

t h e  f a v o r a b l e  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  t h o s e  w h o  w a n t e d  f r e s h  seal  meat for t h e i r

f a m i l i e s . O n e  pair o f  h u n t e r s h a r v e s t e d  s e v e n  s e a l s  i n  o n e  doy during  t h i s

period. Other reported harvests varied from zero to one or t~vo sc21s pcr

hunter.

November was characterized by lower  than  average  t empera tu res ,  USUQII>’  in the

-15° F to -20 0 F range. Wind  speeds  remained  modera te  mos t  o f  the  month.

One exception was on the 8th when wind speeds to 35 miles pcr hour pushed the

windchill to -65° F.

Thanksgiving was the major  community event  during the month and W3S a signi~i  -

can t  occas ion  fo r  the  d i s t r ibu t ion  o f  subs i s t ence  foods . Pre-holida>  prcpar~-

tions  inc luded  cu t t ing  up  wha le  mea t  and  mak tak ,  cu t t ing  f i sh ,  rook ing  caribou

soup,  and preparing frui t  and donuts . The  success fu l  wha l ing  cre~’s and success-

ful f ishermen delivered their  boxes of  whale and f ish to the the churches car]!

Thanksgiving morning. By noon the  churches  were  fu l l . At 1:30 the food

distribution began. Serve r s  con t inued  to  wa lk  by for  the next  three hours ~iith

soups and other  foods to eat  at  the church,  as  well  as  with whale and f ish for

each household to take home. A p p r o x i m a t e l y  4 0  p o u n d s  o f  whale Ond  3 few
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pounds o f  f i s h w e r e  d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  e a c h  o f  t h e f a m i l i e s  p r e s e n t  at the

churches. Those with larger families received more.

A po r t ion of the day  b e f o r e  T h a n k s g i v i n g  w a s set aside for a North Slope

Borough potluck dinner and the da)’ after Thanksgiving was a North Slope Borough

holiday.

DECEMBER

Caribou rcmoincd in  the  v ic in i ty  o f  Bar row in  Dcccmbcr, t h o u g h  t h e  h a r v e s t  o f

caribou remained rclati~cl}  l o w . H u n t e r s  p e r c e i v e d  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  or t h e

animqls  to bc not as favor ciblc a s  in  o the r  t imes  o f  the  yea r . Sc~l hun t ing  and

f o x  trapping w e r e  o t h e r  s u b s i s t e n c e  acti~itics in Deccmbcr. All the successful

uhaling crckvs d i s t r i b u t e d  w h a l e  a n d  o t h e r  f o o d s  a t  t h e  c h u r c h e s  d u r i n g

ChristmQs.  Some of the crews were busy in early Dccembcr alread} box ing  up  the

food to bc distributed during Christmos.

Communi ty  games  ond competi t ions were  held during the period bct~vecn  Chris  trnos

and  h’e~~ Years.

S i m i l a r  t o  last >car. tcmpcraturcs plummeted

.J~°F  on t h e  24th. \Vind speeds

Although tempera tu res increased

incrcoscd  t o 37 m.p.h. g i v i n g  a

blo~ving snow were common throughout

increased

to -21° F

resultant

the month.

nea r  month ’ s  end ,  the  lo~v h i t t i ng

d u r i n g  t h i s  s a m e  p e r i o d  as VCII.

o n  C h r i s t m a s  day, wind s p e e d s

w i n d c h i l l  o f -800F, F o g  and

JANUARY

The Kiiiq or Messenger Feast ,  held

most significant subsistence related

p e o p l e  f r o m  all t h e  N o r t h  S l o p e

revived tradit ional  celebrat ion,  held

d u r i n g  t h r e e  days  in early J a n u a r y  w a s  t h e

community activity during January, Nlan!

villages v i s i t e d  B a r r o w  f o r  t h e  rccentl!

fo r  the  second  yea r  in  Barrel{. L a s t  }car

V$”3S t he  f i r s t time the gathering had been held since the eorl} 1900s. ~

commun  it! potluck a n d  t h e  cxchnngc of subsistence i t e m s  ( e . g . .  ivor).  furs.

crafts)  and  subs i s t ence foods  w e r e  i m p o r t a n t  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  event. \voolcy  &
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Oka!iok  ( 1 9 8 9 )  p r o v i d e  a n  e x c e l l e n t  over~)icw o f  t h i s  y e a r ’ s  cicnt as WC1l as

describing i t s  h i s to r i ca l  con tex t . A s  d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  t h e i r

paper:

Kilgiq cons i s t s  o f  th ree  days  o f  Inupiat  d a n c i n g ,  s i n g i n g .  story
a n d  j o k e tel l ing, t r a d i n g ,  b a r t e r i n g ,  a n d  s o c i a l i z i n g ,  all o f
which  re in fo rce  Nor th  S lope  Inupiat  un i ty . Kivgiq  b r ings  Nor th
Slope villagers toge the r  in B a r r o w  f o r  t h e  e v e n t ,  h e l p i n g  t o
s t r eng then  k insh ip  and  pa r tne r sh ips . Ki~giq f o s t e r s  trziditional
values s u c h  a s  s h a r i n g , spir i tual  guidance, storytelling, respect
f o r  e l d e r s  a n d  g r a t e f u l n e s s  f o r  l o c a l  g a m e  a n i m a l s . KiIgiq
promotes leadership qualities. Kivgiq is a ce leb ra t ion  o f  li!ing
the Inupiaq  way (N’oolcy and Okakok 1989: 1)

Bi t t e r  co ld  pe r s i s t ed  the  l a s t  th ree  weeks  o f  January . The  Nat iona l  \\ ’cathcr

Scrlicc  i n  B a r r o w  rccordcd .500  F  o n  January 24 with winds to 21 miles pcr

hour. taking the wind  ch i l l  f ac to r  to  be low -100° F. Temperatures remciincd

in the -50° F range for the rest of the week. T h e  m o n t h l y  a~cragc

tcmpcraturc  f o r  t h e  m o n t h  ( - 2 4 °  F )  was - 1 4 °  F  t h e  prciious }car. Hunting

effort. prinlaril} t a r g e t e d  o n  s e a l s .  t~as lcr} l i m i t e d  d u r i n g  t h e  m o n t h . Fox

trapping also continued nc~r toun.

Bccousc of low t e m p e r a t u r e s , m o s t  a i r  tra~cl to  the Iillagcs  vas g r o u n d e d  f o r

Close  to  two weeks except  for  emergency medical  f l ights . A n  e x t r e m e  hi~h

p r e s s u r e  s e t t l e d  oIcr the  s t a t e  a t  t he  end  o f  the  month ,  g round ing  e~cn Iargc

jets for a fcw days. S h i p m e n t s  o f  f o o d ,  s u p p l i e s ,  a n d  e q u i p m e n t  t o  t h e

~i]]a~cs wci-c  ~cry  l i m i t e d  d u r i n g the  l a s t  two  weeks  o f  the  month . Traiclcrs

to the vi l lages became stranded in Barrow and Barroiv  residents  t ravel ing home

from Fairbanks and Anchorage were stranded in those cities.

FEBRUARY

Extremely strong winds blew on February 25,  27 and 28. Drif t ing sno\\’  c losed

a l l  t he  roads  on  those  days. Th i s  ma jo r  s to rm p i l ed  b locks  o f  icc the size O(

houses up onto the beach to height  of  20 feet  or  higher. Nkin!  r e p o r t e d  th~[ it

was t h e  f i r s t t ime they had seen ice piled that high on the beach so
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extensively, s t r e t ch ing  f rom Po in t  Bar row a l l  t he  way  to  Sku l l  C l i f f s . The

trai l  systems developed by seal  hunters ou t  th rough  the  i ce  pack  u’erc [Otall}

demolished. Travel away from town during the end of February was at o minimum.

P r i o r t o  t h e  s t o r m , s e a l  h u n t e r s  h a d  s o m e  s u c c e s s  i n  period  icon) o p e n

stretches of water, usually on the Beaufort  Sea side of  Point  Barrow. T h e  bCSt

seal  hunting appeared to be around mid-month. Af te r  the  s to rms ,  the  Beoufort

Sea side of Point  Barrow was entirely open water, a  phenomenon seldom if  c~cr

w i t n e s s e d  a t  t h i s  t i m e  o f  year by current  Barrow residents. The  open  a rea

refroze within the week in a .Ierv smooth condition. S e a l s  c o u l d  bc s e e n

sunning themselves out  in the middle of  the large open f lat  area,  though most

at tempts at  harvest ing them were reportedly unsuccessful . T h e  s m o o t h  arco  of

i ce  p rov ided  easy access out to the Beaufort side of the point, while the

Chukchi  side was basically inaccessible without major trail work.

Tr~pping  and hunting of forbearers ( i .e . ,  fox,  wolverine,  and wol~’es) ,  caribou

hunting,  and polar  bear  hunting occurred during the month. Furbcarer  hun te r s

made extended trips to inland camps located 100 miles or more from Barro~~”. The

f i r s t  w h a l i n g  b o a t  umiaq f r a m e  o f  t h e  s e a s o n  w a s  c o v e r e d  ~~ith bcnrdcd  SC21

skins on February 24. One of the women who sews the skins related th~t  crcws

are covering their boats  earlier these days.

MARCH

Rough ice condit ions and a lack of  open water  appeared to curtai l  seal  hcir~csts

during the month. Many polar bears were sighted in an area 30 miles northeast

of Pt .  Barrow but harvests were few. In  one  ins tance ,  a hun te r  ~~’as a lone and

knew he  cou ld  on ly  hand le  a  sma l l e r  bea r  by  h imse l f ,  bu t  cou ld  see  only ~cr!

big bears. Another  hun te r  wan ted  to  se lec t  on ly  a  bea r  wi th  c lean  fu r .  E~ch

o n e  h e  b e g a n  s t a l k i n g ,  h o w e v e r ,  w a s s o i l e d  w i t h  b l o o d  a n d  o i l  f r o m the

carcasses on which they had been feeding. The extreme winds in late Fcbruar)

c a u s e d  a con t inuous  s t r e t ch  o f  rubb le  i ce  in  f ron t  o f  town  be tween  the  shore

and the open lead. The open lead was about seven miles from town. A few crcl~’s

b e g a n  b u i l d i n g  t r a i l s  o u t  t h r o u g h  t h e  r u b b l e  n e a r  town, while Others ~i’crc

exploring the smoother ice condit ions t o  t h e  s o u t h  o u t  f r o m  \Valakp2 Ba) ~nd

even further south.
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At lea~t ]~ hu~t~r~  tr~v~l~d  i~l~nd in search o f  w o l v e r i n e  and i,o],cs,

Reportedly there were few tracks to be seen and fewer wolverine W’ere haricstcd

w e r e  l e s s  than l a s t  year. N O  wolves w e r e  r e p o r t e d  h a r v e s t e d  by rhe stud!

participants. Hun te r s  r epor t ed  good  t r ave l  cond i t ions  in  the  foo th i l l s  bccausc

o f  t h e  d e e p  s n o w ; t h e  l a r g e  d r i f t s  f a c i l i t a t i n g  t h e  c r o s s i n g  o f  ril”crs and

ra~’ines. Closer  to town the sol id drif ts , which were l ike cement according to

one hunter, led to an increase in travel times,

Car ibou  were  ha rves ted  nea r  the  Meade  and  Inaru rivers. Those  who  tra Jclcd

further inland reported a scarcity of caribou.

Othe r  wha l ing  ac t iv i t i e s  con t inued : s e w i n g  t h e  b e a r d e d  seal  s k i n s  t o g e t h e r .

stretching the  sk ins  ove r  the  boa t  f r ames , bui lding sleds and preparing other

equipment.

The annual Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission convention was held this month in

Barrow, hlarch 8 through 11. T h e  1 9 8 9  bowhead whale quota of  41 l anded  ~vhaics

was allocated  among  the  n ine  u’hriling v i l l a g e s . B a r r o w  receilcd a quota  o f  14

wholes  landed, an increase of three over last year.

I n  summary, the fol lowing l is t  highl ights  the key subsistence-related dates anti

events f o r  Y e a r  T w o . A l s o  l i s t e d  a r e  t h e  m a n y  e v e n t s  a n d  holido!s  thot

indirect>’ in f luenced  ha rves t  pa t t e rns . W i t h  f u l l - t i m e  e m p l o y m e n t  a rc~lit!

for many  heads  o f  househo lds ,  subs i s t ence  ac t iv i t i e s  were  o f t en  coord ina ted  to

coincide with long weekends and nat ional  hol idays, O t h e r  l o c a l  cclebrotions.

s u c h  a s N’alukataq, a l so  a f fec ted  subs i s t ence activities. Success fu l  ~~haling

crews were especial ly act ive af te r whaling, expend ing  ex t r a e f fo r t  hun t ing

caribou, eiders, and  geese to serve at the feast. By the week prior to

Nalukataq,  however , the  c rews  and  the i r  f ami l i e s  were  no  longer  hun t ing  bu t

were  occup ied  p repa r ing  food  and  d iv id ing  the  wha le  fo r  d i s t r ibu t ion at the

celebration. Bar row fami l i e s  would  a l so adjust their harvest patterns (e. g..

r e t u r n f r o m  t h e i r  c a m p s  o r d e l a y  t h e i r  d e p a r t u r e )  s o  t h a t  t h e y  might

part icipate in events  and holidays such as Nalukataq,  Fourth of  July games.  nnd

Thanksgiving.
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DATE

April 3
April 14

April 15-17
April 18
April 18

April 22
April 24
April 25
April 26
April 28

May 7
May 8
May 16

June 7
June 14-18
June 28-29

July  2-4
July 7-13

July 14

July 18

July 19-24

August 3
August 5
August 18

September (early)
September 15

September 17
September 20

ACTIVITY OR EVENT

Easter.
O p e n  l e a d  d e v e l o p s  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  d u r i n g  t h e
month, approximately four miles from shore.
Barrow Spring Carnival (Piuraa~iaata).
Gambell:  First whale harvest of the 1988 season.
NSB bowhead whale census crew established crimp  on the

i c e .

First whaling crews go out.
Whale harvest, Barrow’s first whale of the season.
Four whales  harvested by Barrow crews.
Lead closes for a few days.
New lead develops only a half mile from shore.

Whale harvest, Barrow’s sixth whale.
Whale harvest, Barrow’s seventh whale.
Wha]e ha rves t ,  Bar row’s  e igh th  wha le  and  last w!h~le in
Barrow’s spring quota.
Most whaling crews move off ice today.
Mother’s Day.
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  W h a l i n g  C o n v e n t i o n  b e g i n s  i n  Ncw
Zealand.
B a r r o w w h a l e r s r e c e i v e t w o  s t r i k e s  f r o m o t h e r
villages, strikes are taken unsuccessfully.
Barrow high school graduation.
School out for the summer.
A E W C  a n n o u n c e s  IWC yearly bowhead whale quot~ for
1989-91 , 4 4  s t r i k e s , w i t h  4 1  l a n d e d  p e r  )car.
Barrow’s allocation is 14 landed.

Whale strike transferred to Barrow.
Elders/Youth Conference held in Barrow.
Nalukataq  celebration both days.

4th of July games.
S h o r e  i c e  m o v e d  o f f s h o r e ,  w i n d s  f a i r l y  calm, good
ugruk  hunting conditions.
Ice moved in against  beach at  Barrow -  through cnd or
month,  focus of  marine mammal hunting effort  mofcs to
Beaufort side of Point Barrow.
Open water  in Dease  I n l e t  a l l o w s  b o a t i n g  t o  inland
camps.
International Eskimo-Indian Olympics in Fairbanks.

Shore ice in front of town finally moving out.
Good walrus hunting.
School starts in Barrow.

Rivers begin freezing.
W h a l e  h a r v e s t ,  B a r r o w ’ s  9 t h  whale of  the season and
first fall whale of the year.
Two whales harvested, Barrow’s 10th and 1 lth whales.
Grounded ice offshore blocks boat passage to the ocean
for the season.
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DATE

October 7
October 12

October 13-15
October (mid)
October 17
October 19-22

October 26
October 28
October (late)
October 31

November 8
November 18
November 24
November (late)
December 25

December 26-31

January 1-3
January 22
January

February 12
February 20
February 25

February 27-28

March  8-11

March 26

ACTIVITY OR EVENT

Trapped gray whales discovered off Pt. Barro}v,
N e w s m e n  start a r r i v i n g  i n  B a r r o w  t o  coicr .gro! WI1OIC
story.
North and Northwest Mayor’s Conference in Barrow’.
Caribou rutting time begins.
Gray whale rescue operation begins.
Alaska  Federa t ion  o f  Na t ives  annua l  mee t ing  begins  in
Fairbanks.
Russian ice breakers arrive off of Barrow.
Gray whales swim free.
Arctic cod fishing in front of Barrow.
Halloween.

High winds, 40 + m.p.h.
Sun sets in Barrow for 65 days.
Thanksgiving
Wolf and wolverine hunting begins.
Christmas. Major storm, blowing snow and winds to 35
m.p.h.
Christmas games.

Messenger Feast  (Kivgiq)  in Barrow,
First sunrise of the year in Barrow.
E x t r e m e l y  c o l d  t e m p e r a t u r e s  d u r i n g  last three uccks of
J a n u a r y . F l i g h t s  t o  v i l l a g e s  l i m i t e d  main]!  t o
emergencies.

Snow storm, 6 to 8 inches.
NSB holiday.
Severe wind storm, peak gusts to 74 m.p.h. Ice
c o n d i t i o n s  t o t a l l y  a l t e r e d ,  i c e  p i l e d  h i g h  all along
the beach and extremely rough ice conditions result.
High winds again with gusts to 50 m.p.h.

A l a s k a  E s k i m o  W h a l i n g  C o m m i s s i o n  annu~l mcctin:  in
Barrow.
Easter.
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h4ARINE  h’1.AMMALS

Com~arison  of Year One and Year Two

T h e  Iariabilit)-  in Barrow h a r v e s t  a m o u n t s  f r o m  Year Onc  to  }’car Tuo i s  m o s t

clcarl}  d e m o n s t r a t e d  by the marine mammal  h a r v e s t s . T h e r e  are difl’crcnccs  i n

hariest  amount s  fo r  each  o f  the  s ix

c o m p a r i n g  T a b l e s  1 1  a n d  1 2  a n d

difference between Year One and Year

wholes  in Year Two. The amount of

species. These  d i f fe rences  can  bc seen b~

Figures 7 and 8.

Two was the harvest

edible meat, maktak,

accordingly by almost 50,000 pounds during Year Two.

The most substantial

of five more bowhcad

and blubber incrcascd

Though  icc c o n d i t i o n s .  c u r r e n t .  w e a t h e r .  a n d  spccics  aiailabilio  plal a r o l e

in  wha le  hun t ing  as they do in the harvest  of  other  species,  the bowhead v ’ h a l e

quota imposed by t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  W h a l i n g  C o m m i s s i o n  h a s  b e e n  a  major

i n  flucncc  o n  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  whales hsrvcsted  e a c h  year. D u r i n g  Year One  the

original quota was nine struck whales for  Barrow’, w h i l e  i n  Y e a r  TWO the quot~

\v3s 1 1 s t r i k e s . T h e  A l l o c a t i o n  o f  u n u s e d  s t r i k e s  by the AEV’C was also a f a c t o r

in t h e  total  Barrow h a r v e s t . I n  Y e a r  T w o  t h r e e  f a l l  w h a l e  s t r i k e s  w e r e

allocotcd to Barrolv,  all of thcm used successfully.

T h e  e s t i m a t e d  n u m b e r o f  p o l a r b e a r  h a r v e s t s  a l s o  i n c r e a s e d ,  f r o m  t h e  I O

har~cstcd  in Year Onc to 12 ha rves ted  in  Year  Two. There were reportedly men}

more pol~r  bears in the vicinity of Barrow during the second year of the study.

T h e  horvcst  o f  spo t t ed  sea l  i nc reased  s l igh t ly . The estimated harvest  numbers

w e r e  l’crl’ small  for  both years primari ly because the meat of these seals is not

usucilll  eaten. though it was often used for dog food when dog teams were common

in Barrow. Their  skins are desirable for  crafts ,  as  demonstrated b} one

par t i c ipan t ’ s  exc i t ement  over  he r  s o n ’ s  harves t  o f  a  “beau t i fu l”  spo t t ed

skin. A n o t h e r  f a c t o r  i n  t h e  low h a r v e s t numbers is  that  spotted seals

US U311>’ scarce in t h e  arcn where m o s t  o f  t h e  m a r i n e mammal harvests

place. P e o p l e  trnveling  by  boa t  r epor t ed  see ing  l a rge  numbers  o f  spottccl

in both Admiralty Bay and Smith Bay.

stud:

Seal

were

took

seals
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TABLE 11: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR MARINE MAMMALS - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEAR ONE REVISED ( 1 )

CONVERSION AVERAGE POUNDS

RES(XJRCE
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Tota l  Mar ine  Mannnals
Bowhead ( 3 , 4 )

Ua [ rus

Bearded Sea 1

Total  R i n g .  & S p o t .  Seat,
WI Ringed Seal
4

Spotted SeatI
Polar  Bear

- - - - - - - - - - - - -

FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS HARVESTED

( E d i b l e =. =...  .. =.=. == . . . . =.= .. =..=  ❑ ==.=. . ..=.

Ueight

Per EDIBLE

Resource NUMBER POUNDS PER PER

i n  [bs) HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAP I TA
--------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..- ----

n/a

2 6 , 3 7 5 . 6

7 7 2 . 0

1 7 6 . 0
4 2 . 0

4 2 . 0

4 2 . 0
4 9 6 . 0

n/a

7

117

259

4 6 6

463

2

10

3 4 5 , 1 5 6

1 8 4 , 6 2 9

9 0 , 4 2 0

4 5 , 5 0 7
19,555

1 9 , 4 5 6
9 8

5 , 0 4 5

368 114.4
197 6 1 . 2

9 6 . 5 3 0 . 0

4 8 . 6 15.1

2 0 . 9 6 . 5

2 0 . 8 6 . 5

0 . 1 *

5.4 1 . 7

PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS
PERCENT OF ALL .= === .= === =====  =====  = - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPLING LOW HIGH SAMPLING

EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANOARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ERROR
POUNDS HRVSTING DEVIAT 10N 95% ( M e a n  lbs/ (Mean lbs/ AS %

HARVESTED RESOURCE ((bs) (lbs) Household)  Household) OF MEAN
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

52.7%

28.2%

13.  W

7.074

3.WL

3.(UA
* *

0.8.%

38.2%
27.2%

11.  W

23. 7%

14.4%
14.4%

0.277
0.877

35
0

2 7
9

5
5

0
3

6 8

0

52
18

9

9
0

6

3 0 0 . 4

1 9 7 . 0
4 4 . 3

3 0 . 3
1 1 . 4

1 1 . 3
0 . 1

0 . 0

( 1 )  E s t i m a t e d  sa~l ing errors  do not  inc lude errors  in  report ing,  recording, and in  convers ion to  usab~e we igh t .

(2)  See Tab(e A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

(3 )  Bowhead harvest  does not  contr ibute  to  the sampl ing error  for  mar ine marmnais s ince the bowhead harvest  is  based on a  conplete  count .

(4) The percent of Barrow households harvesting bowhead represents the percent of Barrow households receiving crew member shares at the

wha(e harvest  s i te ,  as extrapolated f rom the sample households.

* represents 1 ess than .1 pound

**  represents less than .1  percent

n/a means not appl i cable

4 3 6 . 3

1 9 7 . 0

1 4 8 . 7

6 6 . 8
3 0 . 3

3 0 . 2

0 . 2

1 0 . 9

18%

o%

54%
38%

45%
45%

5TA

1 03%

Source: Stephen R . 13raund  R A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9



Figure 7: Harvest of Marine Mammals
All Barrow Households, Year One, Revised

(Mean Edible Pounds Per Household)
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RESOURCE
. . . . . ------ . . . . . -------

Tota l  Mar ine  Mamnals

Bouhead  ( 3 , 4 )

Walrus

Bearded Seal

Total  R i n g .  8 S p o t .  Sea(

Ringed Seal

Spotted Seal
I

Polar  BearU
Q
t - - - - - -  .. ----  .

TABLE 12: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR MARINE MAMMALS - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEAR TWO (1)

CONVERS 10N AVERAGE POUNDS

FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS HARVESTED

(Edib[e - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Weight

Per EDIBLE

Resource NUMBER POUNDS PER PER

i n  Ibs) HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAPITA
----- ---- ----- -----  ------ ----  . . . . . . . . . . . .

nl a

2 1 , 2 1 8 . 3

7 7 2 . 0

1 7 6 . 0

4 2 . 0

4 2 . 0

4 2 . 0
496.0

nl a

11

58
167

369

365
4

12

3 2 9 , 2 9 6

233,401

4 4 , 8 2 8

2 9 , 4 2 7

1 5 , 5 0 0
1 5 , 3 3 6

148

6 , 1 5 7

351
249

4 7 . 8

3 1 . 4

1 6 . 5
16.4

0 . 2

6 . 6

109.2

77.4

14.9

9 . 8

5.1

5.1
*

2 . 0

PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS

PERCENT OF ALL .= === .= === .= === . ===------ . =-------- . = = - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPLING LOW HIGH SAMPLING

EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ERROR

POUNDS HRVSTING DEVIAT  ION 95% ( M e a n  Lbs/  ( M e a n  (bs/ AS %
HARVESTED RESOURCE (Ibs) (lbs) H o u s e h o l d )  Househo[d) OF MEAN
-- . . . . ---- . . ---- -.. . . . . . . . ---- -------- . . . . . . . . . . ------- ------- .

55.  LW 63.1% 16 31 3 2 0 . 4 382.4 VA

39. 6’% 37.5% o 0 249.1 249.1 CM

7.67A 6.1% 9 17 31.1 6 4 . 6 35%

5.0% 10. CM 10 19 1 2 . 2 5 0 . 6 61%

2.6?4 10. O7A 3 7 9 . 7 2 3 . 4 41%

2.ck 10.0% 3 7 9 . 5 2 3 . 2 42%
** 0.2% o 0 0.1 0 . 2 55%

I.(M I.rd 1 2 4 . 7 8 . 4 287A

( 1 )  E s t i m a t e d  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r s  d o  n o t  i n c l u d e  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g ,  r e c o r d i n g , and in  convers ion to  usab(e we igh t .

(2)  See Tab(e  A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

(3)  Bowhead h a r v e s t  d o e s  n o t  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  sampting  error  for  mar ine  mammals  s ince the bowhead  harvest  is  based on a  comp(ete  c o u n t .

(4) The percent  of  Barrow households harvest ing bowhead represents  the percent  of  Barrow households receiv ing crew member  shares at  the

wha(e harvest  s i te ,  as  extrapolated f rom the samp[e  h o u s e h o l d s .

* represents less than .1  pound

* *  r e p r e s e n t s  l e s s  t h a n  . 1  p e r c e n t

n/a  means not  appl icable

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R . Braund & A s s o c i a t e s ,  1989
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Figure 8: Harvest of Marine Mammals
All Barrow Households, Year Two
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T h e  horvest  o f  w a l r u s ,  b e a r d e d  seal,  a n d  r i n g e d  seal d e c l i n e d  i n  Yc~r Tile.

Approximately ha l f  as m a n y  w a l r u s  w e r e  h a r v e s t e d

estimated harvest o f  bea rded  sea l  dec l ined  by  one

estimated harvest of ringed seals declined by 98 animals or

The decline in walrus,  bearded seal ,  and ringed seal

to the relat ively poor boat ing condit ions during July

Two. Walrus harvests  are usually associated with

the ice moved in against  the beach in early July and

A u g u s t ,  d e n y i n g  Barrow hunters  access to the pack

the walrus hunting season in Year TWrO.

The  month ly  va r i a t ion  be tween  )ears is illustrated in

in Year Two, uhilc  the

th i rd  [35 p e r c e n t ) . The

about 20 percent.

harvests  was duc prim~ril!

and  early August  o f  Ycor

moving  pack  i ce ;  hoiiclcr.

remained there unti l  corl>

i c e  f o r  approxim~tci!  hol~

Tables 13 through 16 ~nd

in Figures 9 and 10. Tha t  the  ha rves t  o f  bea rded  sea l  was  lou.er  than aJcr~gc.

or at  least  less  than was desired by the  hun te r s , was evidenced in the shorl~gc

of  bea rded  sea l  sk ins  fo r  cover ing  umiaq f r a m e s . Al though  the  t r ad ing  and

sharing o f  b e a r d e d  s e a l  s k i n s  b e t w e e n  c r e w s  o c c u r r e d ,  o b t a i n i n g  t h e  six or

seven  sk ins  necessa ry  to  cover  a  boat  was  more  d i f f i cu l t  than  usual. A t  IC3S[

two  c rews  had  to  fo rego  rep lac ing  the  sk ins  on  the i r  boa t  when  the!  could  n o t

obtain enough to do the job. The  sk ins  a re  usua l ly  r ep laced  e~’cr~ third )c~r.

Another feature of  the 1988 summer marine mammal harvest  was thot  it hsppcncd

la te  in  the  season . AS can be seen in Figures 9 and 10, the Jul!’  i{~lrus

har~cst that o c c u r r e d  in  Year  One  d id  no t  occur  in  Year  Two. According to on:

kc! i n f o r m a n t ,  h i s  a g e d  w a l r u s  meat d id  no t  acqu i re  the  r igh t  t a s t e  in  19S8

because i t  was harvested too late (mid-August)  to benefi t  from the ~larnlcr  dn]s

of July.

The  p r inc ipa l  focus  o f  mar ine  mammal  ha rves t  ac t iv i ty  was  wi th in  a  15 m i l e

ocean radius of Barrow. Addi t iona l  ha rves t  a reas  occur red  a long  the  cons[

southwest  of  Barrow to Peard Bay and seaward to a distance of 35 miles (hlaps  7.

9, 10, 13, and 14). Maps 8,  11 and 12 depict  marine mammals har~est  sites fol-

both Years One and Two. As is evident from the maps of seasonal marine momnl~l

harvest  locations (Maps 13 and 14),  Year Two harvests  occurred more often on

t h e  Beaufort S e a  s i d e  o f  P o i n t  B a r r o w  t h a n  w a s  t h e  c a s e  i n  Y e a r  O n e .  T h e

easternmost site depicted on Map 7 but not visible on Map 9 represents a rin~CL~

seal harvested during Year Two. The grounded

the  p r imary  cause  o f  change  in  ha rves t

-61-
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TABLE 13: MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - EARROW, YEAR ONE REVISED

(Pounds of  Edible  Resource Product)

#

SPECIES
. . . . . . . . . . ..-

Bouhead  Uha le

Walrus

Bearded Sea 1

Polar Bear

Tota l  R ing.  & Spot.  Seal

Ringed Seal

‘Spot ted Seat

All Mar ine  Manwna(s

SPECIES
---.-----.---

Bowhead Whale

Mat  rus

Bearded Sea(

Polar Bear

Total Ring.  & Spot .  Seal

Ringed Seal

Spotted Seal

Al l  Mar ine  Mamna(s

TOTALS
1987 * * * * * *

------------------  ---------------  -----.-  ------ -------

Apri 1
- - - - - -  .

0

0

0

2 , 0 6 9

1 , 4 9 2

1 , 4 9 2
0

May
-------

6 6 , 4 3 9
0

618

0

246

246

0

June
- - - - - - -

6 4 , 2 1 3

0

1 , 4 8 4

0

757

757

0

Ju[y
- - - - - - -

0

3 6 , 0 6 7

4 0 , 9 2 0

0

9 , 1 5 0

9 , 1 5 0

0

August
- - - - - - -

0
4 8 , 7 3 0

1 , 5 0 9

0
1 , 2 5 5

1 , 1 5 6
9 8

Sept.
- - - - - - -

0

3 , 1 6 4

0

0

216

216

0

1988
------------  ------- ------ .---------  ------------------

October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
------- -------  ------ --------  -------  ------.

5 3 , 9 7 7 0 0 0 0 0

2,461 0 0 0 0 0
935 41 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 2 , 9 7 6 0
0 854 1 , 1 8 3 994 1 , 2 3 4 2 , 1 7 3
0 854 1 , 1 8 3 994 1 , 2 3 4 2 , 1 7 3
0 0 0 0 0 0

3 , 5 6 1 6 7 , 3 0 3  6 6 , 4 5 4 8 6 , 1 3 7 51,493 3 , 3 8 1 5 7 , 3 7 3 896 1 , 1 8 3 994 4 , 2 1 0 2 , 1 7 3

PERCENTS
1987 * * * * * * * * 1988

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -_------

Apr i 1 May
------. -------

0% 36%

W 0%

W 1%

41% W

877 1%

8% 1%

0% W

June J u l y August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - -  -.----- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  .------- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

35% 0% W 0?? 2’W 077 WA WA 077 WA = 100%
077 4CM 54% W H o% m CM 022 o% =  100?4
M 9W M W 2?? 074 W o% W W =  IOCM
WA o% o% WA CM m W IN 5977 o%
4% 4rk

=  10W
6?? 1% W 4% 6% 5% & 11% ❑ 1 0 0 %

4% 47X <A 1% W 4% & 5% M 1 1 %  =  IOIN
W m 1 O(NA 07A WA 077 W CM W ox! =  100%

1% 1 w 1 Tk 25% 15% 1% 1 n W o% WA 1% 1% ❑ 1 0 0 %

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R . Braund & A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9

------ --- ----9- - - - -
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Figure 9: Monthly Harvest of
Marine Mammals

All Barrow Households, Year One Revised
Lbs of Ed!ble  Res
Prod (m Thousands)
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TABLE 14: MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARRCAJ,

(Pounds of Edible  Resource Product)

TOTALS
1988 * * * * * *

. . . . ..- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -----.-- - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -

YEAR TWO

1989
----------------  -----------------  -----  .

SPECIES
...----------

Bowhead Whate

Ua ( rus

Bearded Seal

Polar Bear

Total Ring.  & Spot .  Seal
R i nged Seal

Spotted Seal

Apri ( May
- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

6 2 , 0 0 4 3 6 , 0 3 7

0 0

0 8 2

0 0

246 1 , 6 4 0

2 4 6 1 , 6 4 0

0 0

6 2 , 2 5 0  3 7 , 7 5 9

June J u l y
- - - - - - - - - - -  - - -

0 0

0 16,446

309 9 , 5 6 7

871 1 , 2 2 0

197 5,451

197 5 , 3 5 3

0 9 8

August
- - - - - - -

0

2 8 , 3 8 3

1 9 , 1 5 9

581

1 , 2 4 9

1 , 2 0 0

4 9

Sept.
- - - - - - -

135,360

0

309

1 , 7 4 2

367

3 6 7

0

October
- - - - - - -  -

0

0

0

0

659

6 5 9

0

Nov.
. . . . . .

0
0
0

581

1 , 6 9 5

1 , 6 9 5

0

Dec. Jan.
- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

0 0

0 0

0 0

1 , 1 6 2 0

848 126

8 4 8 126

Feb.
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

3 , 0 0 6
3 , 0 0 6

March
- - - - - -  .

0

0

0

0

0

0

All M a r i n e  Mamnals 1,377 3 2 , 6 8 4 4 9 , 3 7 2 137,778 659 2 , 2 7 6 2 , 0 1 0 126 3 , 0 0 6 0

PERCENTS
* * * * * * * * 19891988

-----.--.--.------ -----------------------------------  -----------------------------------------------------

SPECIES Apr i 1 May June J u l y August Sept . October Nov. Oec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -.----- ------- - - - - - - - -.----- -----.- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ------. - - - - - - -  -------

Bokthead Whale

Walrus

Bearded Sea 1

Polar  Bear

Total  Ring.  & Spot .  Seal

Ringed Seal

Spotted Seal

o%

o%

1%
14%

1%

1%
o%

0%%

37A

33))

20%

35%

35%

67%

077 w o%
(M w o%
o% w w
L-M 9?? 19%
4% 11% 5%
4% 11% 677
0?4 077 w%

o% = 100%
o% =  IOCM
CM = 100%

CM =  low

w =  1 0 0 %

077 =  10VA

CM ❑  100??

CEz  =  10WLA l l  M a r i n e  Mamna[s 1 CM 15% o% 1% 1% o% 1%

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R . Braund &  A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9



Figure 10: Monthly Harvest of
Marine Mammals

All Barrow Households, Year Two
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Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1989



II

II

II

II

II

II

SPECIES
- - - - - -  ...----

Bouhead  Uha(e

Walrus
,Bearded  Sea (

Po(ar  Bear

Total  Ring.  & Spot .  Seal

Ringed Sea[

Spotted Seal

TABLE 15: MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR ONE REVISED

( N u m b e r  H a r v e s t e d )  ‘

1987 1988
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  -------.--------.---  .--------- .  .  .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Apri  [ May June July August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb- March
- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ------. -.----- - - - - - - -

4 1 2
J+? 63 4 3

4 8 233 9 5 0
4 6

3 6 6 18 218 30 5 0 20 28 24 29 52
3 6 6 18 218 28 5 20 28 24 29 52

2

I :
Cn
a

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989
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TABLE 16: MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR TWO

(Number Harvested)

SPECIES
- - - - - - - - - -  .  .  .

Bouhead  Uha(e

Walrus

Bearded Seal

Polar Bear
Total  Ring.  & Spot .  Seal

Ringed Seal

Spotted Seal

1988
-----------  .---------  --------  . . . . . .

Apr i ( May June J u l y
-------  -------  -------  ---.---

5 3 0 0

0 0 0 21

0 0 2 54
0 0 2 2

6 3 9 5 130
6 3 9 5 127

0 0 0 2

------ ---
August
-----  . .

0

3 7
109

1

30

29

1

1989
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .

Sept . October Nov. Oec. Jan. Feb.
-..---- ------- -------  -------  ------- .-.----

3 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 0 0 0
4 0 1 2 0 0

9 16 40 20 3 72

9 16 40 20 3 72
0 D 0 0 0 0

.--------

March
----.--

0

0

0
0

0

0
0

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund & Associates r 1 9 8 9
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NORTH SLOPE SUBSISTENCE STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO
MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST SITES - ALL SPECIES: YEARS ONE AND TWO

1hi9  m a  depicls  op I(rrimole subsistence  harvest  gilts used
1!by 118 a r row house  olds. A l l  horvest  siles o r e  depicled  with

a Iwo mile buffer The mop depicts subsistence use for Ihe time
period April 1, 19B? Ihrou  h Morch  31, 1989:  Yeors  O n e  o n d  I w o
of the  Fiorrow  Norltr  Slope  !uhsisleor.e Slurly.  Adclitionol  oreos
w e r e  uspd by  Bo~row  reqlderrl~  rrol  i n c l u d e d  in ihe study.
II feflme-connrurrlly  horvesl  a reas,  co l lected  In  the form of

rll%i
m a p  blogrophies Irom 20  househo lds  (Pedersen  19)9),  ore also
i l lustrated.

‘)

Source :  Corrtemporory  subsistence uso inlormo  lion
i“’hered  ‘“dcomoi led  bv Steohen  R. Bround  o n d  Assoclotes (SRCl A) wrth  t h e

he

/- &’ /-.
/.

“) -  Wolrus
-  Polor  bcor

LJ- 3’3

L-J
Map Producllon:  North Sfope Borough CIS 30 0 30 60 90

r---+ r-+
Dote:  Jone 26, 1969
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NORTH SLOPE SUBSISTENCE STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO

MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST SITES BY SPECIES:
WALRUS AND SEALS

Q

(2?2)
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CID

T h i s  mo d e p i c t s  op roximote  s u b s i s t e n c e  horve$l  eiles u!edIRby 118 orrow house olds. A l l  horvest  sites  o r e  dep!cleri  wilh
o two mile bufler. The mop depicts subsistence use for the lime

Korrow  N!  fth SlopoSubsistenc~  Sludy. Addtionoloreaswere
eriorf  A ril I  1 9 8 6  t h r o u g h  Morch 31,  1 9 8 9 :  Y e o r  rwo of Ihr

used b y  Borrow  ~ea!deritg  not  !rrcluded  i n  the sludy.

Source: Contemporary eobeistence  use information
I“’he’ed ‘n dc o m p i l e d  by Stephen R. Broond  and Associoles (SRB A) with the

ossislonce  of Iocol  r e s e a r c h  assislonls hi!ed th rough  the  Norlh
S l o p e  B o r o u g h  Moyor’s  Job  Pro  ram.  SRff&A is undef conlroct  10 the
Minera ls  Monogement  Service, !.S Deportment of Intertor,  ond
rece ived  osslslonce  in the sludy  from the North Slope  Borough
PIonnlrrg  ond Wildlife Monogement  Departments, Borrow, Alasko.
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SLOPE SUBSISTENCE STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO
MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST SITES BY SPECIES:

BOWHEAD WHALE AND POLAR BEAR This  m u  depicls  op roximole  s u b s i s t e n c e  horve$l  sites used
![by 118 a r row house  olds. All harvest siles ore depic  led with

o t?o mile buffer. The mop depicts subsistence use for ihe time
~~;;~g  fl~ril 1  19BE lhrough  Morch  31, 1969:  Y e a r  Two  o f  Ihe

rth Slope  Subsislenc~  Study. .Addl  li onal  areas wdre
used by Borrow  residents not Included IO Ihe study.

Source: Contemporary subsistence use inlormol  ion othefed  and
compiled by Sttphen  R. Rlaund  ond Associates (SRtl~A)  with the
ossislonce  of local  reseorch osslslonts  h i r e d  Ihrough  Ihe N o r t h
Slope  tlorough  kfuyor’s  J o b  P(o ram. SRB&A  is  under  controcl  to t h e
Minerols  Monogemenf  Service, 1.S Deporlrnent  of lnteriOr.  onri
receiyed  oss!slance  In Ihe study Irom  the North Slope  Borough
Plonnlnq and Wlldllle  Uaflogemenl  Oeparlmerrls, Eor  row,  Alnsko.
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- BARROW: YEAR TWO
MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST SITES BY SPEC ES, YEARS ONE AND TWO:

BOWHEAD WHALE AND POIAR BEAR T h i s  m a  depicls op roximoie  s u b s i s t e n c e  horvest  gifes  used
IRb y  118 arrow  h o u s e  olds.  A l l  horvtst  silts o r e  depicted  with

a two mile  brtfler.  [he mop deplcls  s u b s i s t e n c e  u s e  Ior  Ihe  lima
per!od  A p r i l  1 ,  1 9 8 7  lhrou  h Morch  31,  1989: Years  One ond I w o
of the B o r r o w  North  Slope  !utrslslonce  Study Addilonoi oreos
w e r e  ugrd by Borrow  resldenls  not  inc luded  in  the slody.

UlllD
Unb

Source: Conlemporory  subsistence use in formo  lion
i“’he’ed ondcompilrd  b y  S t e p h e n  R .  Bround  ond  Associolts  (SRB A) with  the

oss!slonce  0 1  local  reseorch  osslslorrls  h i r e d  Ihrouqh  Ihe N o r t h
Slope Borough Moyor’s  Job Pro [om SRB&A is onder rontracl  to t h e
Minerols  Monggcment S e r v i c e , ~.S. Oeporlrnerrt of I n t e r i o r ,  o n d
rece ived  osslstonce  In the study from the North Slope Borough
Plonninq  ond  Wildllle Monogemenl Oepartmenls,  B o r r o w ,  Alasko.
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This  MO d e p i c t s  o p  roximo{e  subsislencg horvegl  siles used
IIb y  118  a[raw  h o u s e  olds, All harvtsl s i t e s  a r e  d e p i c t e d  wilh

o Iwo mile bufler The map depicts subsistence use for the lime
pertod  A p r i l  1 ,  1987 throu  h Uorch  31,  19ft9: Yeors  O n e  a n d  lwo
of [he Bor,ow  North  Slope  !?ubsislence  Sludy,  Addtllonol  areos
were  used  by  Barrow  residenl$  nol  inc luded  in  lhe  sludy.

S o u r c e :  Conlemporory  s u b s i s t e n c e  use In formol  ion olhered  and
camp iled  by Stephen R. B[aund  ond Associates (SRB?A)  with lhe
ossistonce  o! Iocol  reseorch  osststonls  h i r e d  Ihrough  Ihe N o r t h
Slope Borough Moyor 9 Job Pro ~om. SRB&A is u n d e r  controcl to the
M i n e r a l s  Monoatmenl  Service, 1.S.  Depnrlment  of  Inter ior ,  or rd

io the study from the North Slope Borough
e  Marragemenl Oepartmerrts,  Barro#,  Alasko.
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numbers  in  Year T w o . T h e  i c e  was troublcsornc  for a n u m b e r  o f  r e a s o n s : it

b l o c k e d  p a s s a g e  t o  t h e  m o r e  p r o d u c t i v e  areas in the Chukchi  Sea; i t  p r e v e n t e d

hun te r s  f rom reach ing  the  moving  pack ice that many  of the rnarinc  m a m m a l s  arc

associated ~vith: rind its almost c o n s t a n t  prescncc  in Jul~  d i s c o u r a g e d  h u n t e r s

f r o m  r3nging  ove r 3 wider area of the ocean. In addit ion,  the current  tends to

bc  fcistcr near the  po in t  accord ing  to  one  o f  the  hun te r s . Since the only  rou te

to  the  ocean  was  ou t  around  the point  in  July, t h e  mot’ing  i ce  made  b o a t  traicl

c\cn riskier.

Tables 17,  18,  and 19 and  F i g u r e s 11 and 12 i l lustrate the average harvest  for

the t~vo years  of  s tudy combined. M a r i n e  m a m m a l s  c o m p r i s e d  54 pcrccnt  o f  t h e

a\cragc  Barrow’  horlcst. Bowhcad  w a s  approxim~tcly  o n e - t h i r d  o f  t h e  a v e r a g e

c o m m u n i t y harlcst  (33.6 p e r c e n t ) ,  w a l r u s  1 0 . 9  p e r c e n t ,  b e a r d e d  s e a l  six

pcrccnt. and r i n g e d  s e a l  appro~irnarely t h r e e  pcrccnt  ( 2 . 8  pcrccnt) o f  t h e

l\cragC  hart  est.
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR MARINE MAMMALS - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEARS ONE & TWO ( 1 )

RESOURCE
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..-

Total Mar ine  Mamna(s

Bowhead (3,4)
Walrus

Bearded Sea [
Tota[  R ing.  &  Spot .  Seal

I R i nged Sea [
--J
--l Spot ted Sea (

Polar Bear

. . . - - - - - . . . - -

CONVERS1ON AVERAGE POUNDS
FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS HARVESTED

(Edib(e =====  == =..  =.==. .= === . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..=

Weight

Per EDIBLE

Resource NUMBER POUNDS PER PER

i n  lbs) HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAPITA
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

n/a

1 1 , 6 1 2 . 0

7 7 2 . 0

1 7 6 . 0
4 2 . 0

4 2 . 0

4 2 . 0

4 9 6 . 0

nla

9

8 8

213

4 1 7
414

3
11

3 3 7 , 2 2 5

2 0 9 , 0 1 5

6 7 , 6 2 3

3 7 , 4 6 7

1 7 , 5 1 9
1 7 , 3 9 6

123

5 , 6 0 0

3 5 9 . 9

223.1
7 2 . 2

4 0 . 0
1 8 . 7

1 8 . 6

0 . 1

6 . 0

1 1 1 . 8

6 9 . 3

2 2 . 4

1 2 . 4

5 . 8
5 . 8

*

1 . 9

PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS
PERCENT OF ALL =.===  =====  .= =.. .= ==. . ..==  . ...= . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..=.  ==:==

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPL 1 NG LOW HIGH SAMPLING

EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARO ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ERROR
POUNDS HRVSTING OEVIATION 95% (Mean 1 bsl (Mean (bs/ AS %

HARVESTEO  RESOURCE (Lbs) ((bs) Househo(d) Househo(d) OF MEAN
.-------- -.-------  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  -.-------- - - - - - - - -

54. 2% 40. TA 20 40 3 2 0 . 3 3 9 9 . 5 11%
33. 6% 32.4% o 0 2 2 3 . 1 223.1 WA

10.9% 9.0% 14 27 4 4 . 8 9 9 . 5 3877
6.(EA 16.977 14 27 1 2 . 6 6 7 . 3 68??

2.8?? 12.2A 4 8 1 0 . 9 2 6 . 5 42%
2.8% 12. Tk 4 8 1 0 . 7 2 6 . 4 42%

* * 0.2% o 0 0 . 1 0 . 2 3WA
0.94 1.377 1 3 3 . 0 8 . 9 4$%

(1) E s t i m a t e d  samp(ing errors  do not  inc~ude  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g ,  r e c o r d i n g , and in  conversion to  usable  weight .

( 2 )  S e e  T a b l e  A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

(3)  Bowhead harvest  does not  contr ibute  to  the samp( ing error for marine mammals  s ince the bowhead harvest  is  based on a  comp(ete  count .

(4) The percent of Barrow househo~ds  harvest ing bowhead represents the percent  of  Barrow households receiv ing crew member shares at  the
whale harvest  s i te ,  as extrapolated f rom the sample households.

* represents less than .1  pound

**  represents  [ ess than .1 percent

n/a means not appl icab(e

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989



Figure 11: Harvest of Marine Mammals
All Barrow Households, Years One & Two

(Mean Edible pounds per Household)

P o u n d s  o f  E d i b l e
Resouroe P r o d u c t

250

200

150

100

50

0

/

40

1. 223

Total: 360 Pounds
Per Household

Bowhead Walrus Bearded Ringed & Polar
Seal S&J;;d Bear

% of Marine
Mammale: 6 2 % 20% 11% 5% 2%

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1989
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TABLE 18: AVERAGE MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

(Pounds of  Edible  Resource Product)

TOTALS
* * * * ’ k *

SPECIES
- - - - - - - - - - - - -

Bowhead Uha [e

Uai rus

Bearded Sea I
Po(ar  Bear

Total Ring.  & Spot .  Seal

Ringed seat
Spotted Seat

All  M a r i n e  Mamna(s

SPECIES
...----------

Bowhead  Uha(e

Wa[rus

Bearded Sea 1

Polar Bear

Tota( Ring.  & Spot .  Seal

Ringed Seal

Spotted Seal

All  M a r i n e  Manbnals

------ ----------  .

Apr i ( May
- - - - - - - . . -----

3 1 , 0 0 2 5 1 , 2 3 8

0 0

0 350

1 , 0 3 4 0

869 943

869 943

0 0

--------  --

June
-------

3 2 , 1 0 7

0
897

436

477

477

0

------ ----------  --------  ------ ----------  ----------  ------ ------ -

July August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan.
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---..-- ----..- - - - - - - -

0 0  6 7 , 6 8 0 2 6 , 9 8 9 0 0 0
2 6 , 2 5 6 3 8 , 5 5 6 1 , 5 8 2 1 , 2 3 0 0 0 0

2 5 , 2 4 4 10,334 155 468 21 0 0
610 290 871 0 290 581 0

7,301 1 , 2 5 2 292 330 1 , 2 7 5 1 , 0 1 6 560
7 , 2 5 2 1 , 1 7 8 292 330 1 , 2 7 5 1 , 0 1 6 560

49 74 0 0 0 0 0

-----  ----

Feb.
-------

0

0

0

1 , 4 8 8

2 , 1 2 0

2 , 1 2 0
0

-----  ----

March
-------

0

0

0
0

1 , 0 8 6

1 , 0 8 6

0

3 2 , 9 0 5 52,531 3 3 , 9 1 6 59,411 5 0 , 4 3 3 7 0 , 5 7 9 2 9 , 0 1 6 1 , 5 8 6 1 , 5 9 7 560 3 , 6 0 8 1 , 0 8 6

PERCENTS
* * * * * * * *

------------ ----------  ----------  --------------------  -------  -------------  ----------  ----------  ------ --------

Apri 1 May June JULY August Sept . October
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -

15% 25% 15% 0%, WA 32% 1377

o% WA o% 39% 57?? 2% Z

W 1% 2% 677A 2877 WA 1%

1877 W W 11% 5% 1 6?? W

5% 5% 3?? 4 W 7?? Tk 2%%

5% 5% 3% 62% i% 2% 2%

o% o% o% 4 0?? 60% (K% o%

Nov.
------  .

Dec. Jan. Feb. March
.  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

W 0% W 0% = 1 00%

W o% o% W% = 100%

0?? W m W = 100%

1 CM o% 27W o% = 100%

6% H 17A M = 1 OVA

6% 3% 12% !$4 = 100%

W W o% CM = 100%

1 o% 1& 1 IN 1 w 15% 21% VA o% o% o% 1% CM = 1 00%

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R . B r a u n d  & A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9



Figure 12: Monthly Harvest of
Marine Mammals, All Barrow Households

Years One and Two
L~s o f  E d i b l e  R e s .
P r o d .  ( i n  T h o u s a n d s )

‘“~-  - ‘x ‘- ’ -- - ‘--

60 -

50 - Resource Category

40 -

30 ‘-

20 -

10 -

(1%+==-+%
~ Mm------. . . . f P,v 1. w 4.

—  B o w h e a d  w h a l e

+  Walrus

% Bearded seal

--L-- polar bear

+ Ringed/Spotted seal

~pril May June July August Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Assoc., 1989



SPECIES
.----------.-

Bowhead Whale
Ua 1 rus

Bearded Seal

Polar Bear

Total R ing .  & Spo t .  Sea l

Ringed Seal

Spotted Seal

,
0 0

TABLE 19: AVERAGE MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

(Number Harvested)

-----------------  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..----------- --------------------  --------- -----------  ----

Apr i I May June J u l y August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - - -  ---.--- .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  --.---- - - - - - - -

3 4 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 34 50 2 2 0 0 0 0 0
0 2 5 143 59 1 3 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 1 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 3 0

21 22 11 174 30 7 8 30 24 13 50 2 6
21 22 11 173 28 7 8 30 24 13 50 2 6

0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1989



TERRESTRIAL MAMMALS

Terres t r i a l  mammals  con t r ibu ted  one - th i rd  (218 ,657  pounds )  o f  t he  to t a l  ed ib le

pounds  hQrvested  by Barrow residents in Year One (Table 20). In  t e rms  o f  total

p o u n d s .  slightl} l e s s  ( a p p r o x i m a t e ] !  13 pe rcen t )  was h a r v e s t e d  i n  Y e a r  T w o

though  the  con t r ibu t ion  o f  t e r r e s t r i a l  mammals  to  the  to t a l  communi ty harvest

remained a t  j u s t u n d e r  o n e - t h i r d  ( T a b l e  2 1 ) . T h e  h a r v e s t  o f  t e r r e s t r i a l

mammals provided an average of 233 pounds per Barrow household in Year Onc and

203  pounds  in  Year  Two, wi th  over  99  pe rcen t  o f  the  ha rves t consisting of

ca r ibou and moose. A p p r o x i m a t e l y  2 5  p e r c e n t  o f  all  B a r r o w  h o u s e h o l d s

pa r t i c ipa ted  in ha rves t ing  a t e r r e s t r i a l  m a m m a l ,  d o w n  f r o m  2 9  p e r c e n t  t h e

previous year.

T h e  c o n s i d e r a b l e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  c a r i b o u  t o  t h e  t o t a l  h a r v e s t  i s  e v i d e n t  i n

Figures 13 and 14. Caribou was the most important terrestrial mammal har~’estcd

by Barrow r e s i d e n t s  a n d  w a s  t h e  only  t e r r e s t r i a l  mammal  h a r v e s t e d  by mari)

f3milies. Caribou harvest  amounts were very similar  during the f irs t  two >c~rs

of the study (see Tables 20 and 21 and Figures 13 and 14).  Caribou composed 28

percent  of  the total  community harves t  o f  a l l  spec ies  in  Year  Two,  ~vhilc  it wos

jus t  oIcr 29 pcrccnt  o f  the  to ta l  ha rves t  in  Year  One . OIcr 85 p e r c e n t  of t h e

tcrrcstriql  mqmmal  harvest was caribou in each year.

Communi ty  pa r t i c ipa t ion

with a p p r o x i m a t e l y  2 4

h a r v e s t i n g  a n  e s t i m a t e d

h o u s e h o l d s  h a r v e s t e d  1 , 6 4 3

in c a r i b o u  h a r v e s t  a c t i v i t i e s  was a l so  ve ry  s imi la r ,

percent o f  all  Barrow h o u s e h o l d s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n

1,403 caribou in Year Two and 26 percent of 311

caribou  t he  yea r  be fore . I n  Y e a r  T w o  t h a t  a m o u n t

was equal t o  a p p r o x i m a t e l y 175 pounds of caribou pcr household and 54 pounds

for every resident  in the community. The community harvested approximate!)  240

more ca r ibou  in Year  One , o r  approx ima te ly  30  more  pounds  pe r  househo ld .

Averaged over the entire community for  both years,  approximately 1.6 caribou

n’ere harvested per household. F ina l ly ,  a l so  r ep resen ted  in  Tab les  20  qnd 21.

the sampling error for  caribou data was 32 percent  in Year Two, similar  to th~t

in Year One (29 percent).

3100SC \{” 3 s the next most import3nt terrestrial rcsourcc har~cstcd,  t h o u g h

providing only four percent  of  the total  community harvest  and approximatcl}  12

pe rcen t  o f  the  to ta l we igh t  o f  a l l  t he  t e r res t r i a l  mammals  ha rves ted  in  each
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-TABLE 20: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR TERRESTRIAL MAMMALS - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEAR ONE REVISED ( 1 )

CONVERSION AVERAGE POUNOS
FACTOR (2) COMMUN  1 TY TOTALS HARVESTED PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS

( E d i b l e ======  ======  =.===.  =.. .. =.=. .= .=..  . . . . . PERCENT OF ALL == =.= =. =.= =.==. . . . . . =. =..  == =..  .. ==. . . . . . . . . . . ❑ =... .= ..=

,
m
w

,

RESOURCE
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Total T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamanats

Caribou

Moose
Da 1 [ Sheep

Brown Bear
O t h e r  T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamnals

Porcupine
Ground Squirre l

Uo(verine

A r c t i c  F o x  (B(ue)

Red Fox (Cross,  Si lver)

Weight

Per
Resource NUMBER

i n  lbs) HARVESTED
-.------- ------.-  .

n/a

1 1 7 . 0

5 0 0 . 0

9 9 . 0

1 0 0 . 0

1 0 . 0
0 . 4

n / a

n / a

nla

n/a

1,643

50

11
1

29
5

23
4

177

8

EDIBLE

POUNDS PER

HARVESTEO HOUSEHOLD
- - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - -

2 1 8 , 6 5 7 233

1 9 2 , 2 2 9 2 0 5 . 2

2 5 , 1 9 8 2 6 . 9

1 , 0 5 2 1.1

117 0 . 1

61 0 . 1

52 0 . 1

10 0.01

n / a n / a

nla n / a

n / a nj  a

PER

CAPITA
- - - - - -  .

7 2 . 5

6 3 . 7
8.4

0 . 3
*

*
*
*

nla
nla

nla

OF TOTAL BARROW

EOIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARD

POUNDS HRVSTING DEVIATION
HARVESTEO RESOURCE (lbs)
. .  .  .  .  .  ..- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -

33.4% 29.4% 3 2

29.4% 25. 5% 31

3.8% 5.6% 12

0.2% 1.1% 1
** 0.1% o
** 0.7% o
** 0.6% o
** 0.1% o

nla 0.4% nla

nla 2.4% nla

n / a 0.1% nla

( 1 )  E s t i m a t e d  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r s  d o  n o t  i n c l u d e  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g ,  r e c o r d i n g , and in  conversion to  usable  weight .

(2)  See Table A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

*  represents  [ ess than .1 pound

* *  r e p r e s e n t s  less t h a n  . 1  p e r c e n t

n/a means not appl  icab(e

SAMPLING LOW HIGH

ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE

9YL ( M e a n  ( bs/ (Mean [bs/

(lbs) Household)  Household)
. . ------

62
60

24

2

0
0

0
0

nla
n / a

nla

------ ----

1 7 1 . 1 7
145.28

2 . 4 9

0 . 0 0

0 . 0 3
0 . 0 0

0 . 0 0
0 . 0 0

nla

n / a

n / a

. . -----

2 9 5 . 5 4

2 6 5 . 0 3
5 1 . 2 9

3 . 2 2
0 . 2 2

0 . 1 6
0 . 1 5

0 . 0 2
n / a

nla

nl a

SAMPL 1 NG

ERROR

AS %

OF MEAN
- - - - - - - -

27%

297A

91%
18FA

75%

14VA

176%

75%

n / a

nla

nla

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R .  Braund & A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9
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Figure 13: Harvest of Terrestrial Mammals
All Barrow Households, Year One Revised

(Mean Edible Pounds Per Household)

Pounds of Edible
Resource Product

250
fl

205

200 !

1

150-

1oo-

Total: 233 Pounds
Per Household

I 27

0 0

I I

Caribou Moose Dan Brown Other Land
Sheep Bear Mammals

0/~ of Terrestrial
Mammals: 88V0 1 W. <19’0 < 1 % <1%0

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1989
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TABLE 21: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR TERRESTRIAL MAMMA~S  - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEAR TWO ( 1 )

,
cm
WI

1

RESOURCE
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Total T e r r e s t r i a l  Mammals

Caribou
Moose

Brown Bear
Dali Sheep

Uotverine

A r c t i c  F o x  ( B l u e )

Red Fox (Cross,  Si lver)

LUNVt K31UN

FACTOR (2)

(Edib[e
Weight

Per

Resource

i n  lbs)
-.-----.-

nla
1 1 7 . 0

5 0 0 . 0
1 0 0 . 0

9 9 . 0

n/a

nla

nla

f!  VtK/!bt  I’UUNU21

COMMUNITY TOTALS HARVESTED
---------------------  ----------------.---------------------  -----------------

NUMBER

HARVESTED
. . . . . . ..-

nla

1 , 4 0 3

50

1

11

2
131

4

EOIBLE

POUNDS PER

HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD
. . ----- -- - - - - -  - -

1 9 0 , 4 5 9 2 0 3 . 3
164,162 1 7 5 . 2

2 5 , 1 2 8 2 6 . 8
117 0 . 1

1 , 0 5 2 1.1

nla n / a

n / a nla

nla nla

PER

CAPITA
- - - - - - -

6 3 . 1

54.6

8 . 3
*

0 . 3

nla

nla

nla

(1) E s t i m a t e d  sampl ing  e r ro r s  do not  inc lude errors  in  repor t ing ,  r e c o r d i n g ,  a n d

PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS
PERCENT OF ALL - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPLING LOW HIGH SAMPL 1 NG
EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ERROR
POUNDS HRVSTING DEVIATION 95% ( M e a n  (bs/  (Mean (bs/ AS %

HARVESTED RESOURCE (lbs) ((bs) Household)  Household) OF MEAN
------- ----------- ----- ------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

(2)  See Tabte A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

* represents 1 ess than .1 pound

**  represents less than .1  percent

n/a means not app~  i cable

32.3%

27.8%
4.3%

* *

0.2%

n l a
nla

nl a

25. 2%

24 .4%
4.rA

0.1%

1.1%

0.2?4

O.YA

0.1%

33

29
19

0
1

nla
n / a

n / a

in conversion to usable weight.

65

57
36

0

2

nla
nla

nla

1 3 8 . 2 6

1 1 8 . 4 8

0 . 0 0

0 . 0 3
0 . 0 0

nla
nla
n / a

2 6 8 . 2 7

2 3 1 . 9 2
6 3 . 1 2

0 . 2 2

3 . 2 2

n / a
nl a

n / a

3rA

3277
135%

75%
18&

nla
n / a

nla

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R . B r a u n d  & A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9
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Figure 14: Terrestrial Mammal Harvest
All Barrow Households, Year Two

(1’Wan Edible pounds Per I+ousehold)

P o u n d s  o f  E d i b l e
R e s o u r c e  Produot

/

175
I

27

Total: 203
Per

Pounds
+ousehold

I

I I I

1

C a r i b o u M o o s e D a n B r o w n
Sheep B e a r

%  o f  T e r r e s t r i a l
M a m m a  l a : 86% 13% 1% cl%

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1989
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year. T h e  e s t i m a t e d  n u m b e r  o f  m o o s e  h a r v e s t e d  was iden t i ca l  i n  each  ycor:

however, the  e s t ima ted  ha rves t  o f  50  a n i m a l s  p c r  yc~r by B a r r o w  r e s i d e n t s  i s

c o n s i d e r e d  by the s tudy team  to be a high estim~te  rather than an a v e r a g e . The

high sampling error f o r  m o o s e  m e a n s  that chance may play  a Iargc  r o l e  i n  t h e

observed moose harvest; another sample of households could have yielded a much

different  result . The best  available est imate,  however,  is  that  moose harvests

pro\idcd  an average of 27 pounds of meat  pcr household in each  year.

Other edible species harvested in both years were  b rown bear  and  Dan  sheep .

The  con t r ibu t ion  o f  these  spec ies  toge the r was less than one pcrccnt  of the

harvest  of  terrestr ial  mammals during Year One. \\’ith  the exception of  caribou.

t h e  o t h e r  t e r r e s t r i a l  mammal  spccics  a r e  h a r v e s t e d  i n  s u c h  Iov n u m b e r s  and  b>

so fcw h o u s e h o l d s  t h a t  t h e  e s t i m a t e o f  t h e  total a m o u n t  har~rcstcd  i s

stat isticsll~’ ICSS r e l i a b l e  ( e v i d e n t  i n  t h e  i n c r e a s e d  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r  a s  a

pcrccntagc  of the mean in Table 20 and 21).

Fur bcarcrs  do not contriburc  10 the e d i b l e  h a r v e s t  o f  t h e  c o m m u n i t y ,  T h e  n u m b e r

of  an imal s  har  Jcstcd are presented in the tables. Total h a r v e s t s  w e r e  Icss f o r

each  fur bearer in Year T w o , w i t h  onc-ha]f  as man~  wol~’crinc and  rcd f o x  ( c r o s s

a n d  sillcr  fox) harvested in the second year. Arctic fox harvests  were down b!

approximatcl!  one-quarter . T h o u g h  t h e r e  w a s  apparcntl!r  no scarcit)r  o f  A r c t i c

fox.  onc of the Year Onc trappers in t h e  stud!” dccidcd n o t  t o  trap i n  }’car

Two. Employment and personal  commitments were the major influences on his

decision. In general  there appeared to be less t rapping by c o m m u n i t y  m e m b e r s

in Year Two. There  was  a scarci ty of  wolverine and wolf  in the areas used b!

Bar row hun te r s  dur ing  bo th  yea r s  o f  the  stud>. Though the study households

ha~c  no t  r epor ted  t ak ing  a  wol f  in  e i the r  yea r , there was a report of at least

onc wolf taken in Year Two by a Barrow hunter.

As  i l lus t r a t ed  in  Tab les 22 th rough  25  and  F i g u r e s  1 5  a n d  1 6 ,  c a r i b o u  w e r e

harvested during every month in Year Two. The peak harvest months were August

and  Oc tober ,  ju s t  a s  in Year One. Together those months  accoun ted  fo r  58

percent of the harvest, or about 810 animals in Year Two,

- 8 7 -



TABLE 22: TERRESTRIAL MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR ONE REVISED

(Pounds of  Edible  Resource Product)

1987
- - - - - - -  - - - - - -  -.--.--------

SPECIES Apr i I May June
- - - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - -

Car i bou 685 4,915 5 , 1 8 0

Moose o 0 0

Brown Bear o 0 0
Da(  I Sheep o 0 0

TOTALS
******

----- ----- ------ -------------  ----- ---

J u l y August Sept . October
- - - - - - - . . . . . .- - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  -

2 9 , 0 8 3 5 0 , 1 8 2 19,219 6 3 , 4 4 9
1,171 ,?, 753 2 1 , 2 7 5 0

0 0 117 0

0 1 , 0 5 2 0 0

1988
.---- ------ -------------------  -----.- -..----

Nov. Oec. Jan. Feb. March
----- -------  ------ ----------  . ------

1 , 2 5 0 0 822 8 , 5 6 6 8 , 8 8 0
0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

~lt Tcrrestriai  Manmals 685 4,915 5 , 1 8 0 3 0 , 2 5 4 5 3 , 9 8 6 40,611 6 3 , 4 4 9 1 , 2 5 0 0 822 8 , 5 6 6 8 , 8 8 0
(exc~uding  f u r b e a r e r s )

,
m
co

* SPECIES
- - - - - -  . . - - -

Caribou

Brown Bear

Da(  [ Sheep

PERCENTS
1987 * * * * * * * * 1988

-----------------  --------------------  . -------------------  --------------------------  --------------.--  ------

Apr i [ Hay June Juty August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
---------------  --------------  ------- -------  --------------  ----------- -------- . . -------  -------.----.-

077 3% 3?? 15% 26?? 1 OZ. 3YL 1% o% WA 4% 5% = 1 OWA
WA WA o% 5% 11% 84% (M 0?? o% WA o% 0$$ = 1 OWL
(M CM m w o% 1 OWL o% CM 077 CM o% o% = 1 00%
877 o% IN 077 1 00% o% CM CM CM w CM o% = 1 00%

A([ T e r r e s t r i a l  Manrna(s o% 2% 2% 14% 25% 1 9?? 2YL 1% o% o% 4?? 4% = 1 OWL
(exc(uding  f u r b e a r e r s )

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989

----  R-- - - - - - - -  -9rn - -
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Figure 15: Monthly Harvest of
Terrestrial Mammals

All Barrow Households, Year One Revised
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Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1989



SPECIES
.------------------.------

Caribou

Moose

Brown Bear

Dal  1 Sheep

A(I T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamnals

(excludin9  f u r b e a r e r s )

,
w
o SPECIES, --------------------------

Caribou
Moose

Brown Bear

Dal  1 Sheep

A l l  T e r r e s t r i a l  Mama(s

( e x c l u d i n g  f u r b e a r e r s )

TABLE 23: TERRESTRIAL MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR TWO

(Pounds of Edible Resource Product)

1988
.--------

Apri (
------ .

137

D

o

0

TOTALS
* * * * * * 1989

------ -------------  --------------------------------------  ------ -----------------------------  . . . . .

May June J u l y August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
-------  -------  ------- -------  ...---- ------- ------- ------- ---.--- ------. -------

9 , 1 6 6 1 , 5 6 2 2 4 , 2 9 8  3 8 , 6 2 0 1 1 , 0 9 2  5 6 , 2 4 9 4 , 5 6 2 1,541 3 , 1 8 5 6 , 9 0 6 6 , 6 1 6
0 0 585 1 4 , 8 3 3 8 , 5 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 1,171
0 0 0 0 117 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 , 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

137 9 , 1 6 6 1 , 5 6 2 2 4 , 8 8 3  5 4 , 5 0 5 1 9 , 7 4 7  5 6 , 2 4 9 4 , 5 6 2 1,541 3 , 1 8 5 6 , 9 0 6 7 , 7 8 7

PERCENTS

1988 * * * * * * * * 1989
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .

Apri [ May June J u l y August Sept . Ott ober Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
--.---- - - - - - - -  . .  - - - - -  ----.-- - - - - - - -  -----.- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ----.-- - - - - - - -

0?? 6% 1% 1 YA 2.M 7% 34% 3% 1% 277 4% Uk
W4

=  ID07A
o% 077 2% 5SM 34% W WA CM WA WA 5% = 10077

CM IN 0%= W o% 1 OCEA o% o% WA o% o% o% =  IOWA
WA VA CM CM 1 00)) o% o% WA WA WA W WA =  100??

0%4 5% 1% 13% 2$% 1 0?? 3074 2?? 1% 7A 477 477 = 1 00%

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates,  1989

------ ---  m-- - - - - - -  -



Figure 16: Monthly Harvest of
Terrestrial Mammals

All Barrow Households, Year Two
Lbg of E d i b l e  Res.
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b u t  do n o t  a p p e a r  o n  t h i s  c h a r t  d u e  t o  s c a l e .

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Assoc., 1989



SPECIES
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Caribou

Moose

Brown Bear

Dal i sheep

A r c t i c  F o x  ( B l u e )
Red Fox (Cross,  Si lver)

Wolverine

TABLE 24: TERRESTRIAL MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR ONE REVISED
(Number Harvested)

TOTALS

1987 * * * * * * 1988
---------  ----------  ----------  ---------- -----------------  -----------  -------------------------------  -.----.-

Apr i 1 May June July August Sept . Ott ober Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - .  .  ..-. - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

6 .42 4.4 249 429 164 542 11 7 73 76

2 6 43

1

11

1 85 3 7 34 19
8

1 2

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1989

-=9 - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - -



SPECIES
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Caribou
Moose

Brown Bear

Da[  i Sheep

Arct ic  Fox (Blue)
Red Fox (Cross, Si [ver)

Wolverine

,
w
w

I

TABLE 25: TERRESTRIAL MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR TWO

(Number  Harvested)

TOTALS

1988 * * * * * * 1989
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ---------------  ----------  .---------  -----------------...----- --------------

Apr i 1 May June JULY August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . -------

1 . 1 7 8 0 . 3 1 3 . 3 5

0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0

1 . 1 7 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

.------ .

2 0 7 . 6 8
1 . 1 7

0

0

0

0

0

.------

3 3 0 . 0 9

2 9 . 6 7

0

1 0 . 6 3

0

0

0

------ -------

9 4 . 8  4 8 0 . 7 6

1 7 . 0 8 0

1 . 1 7 0

0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0

------

3 8 . 9 9

0

0

0

1 5 . 2 2

0

0

.-- . . . . -

1 3 . 1 7

0
0

0

4 0 . 9 9

0

0

-. . . ..-

2 7 . 2 2
0

0

0

4 0 . 9 9
0

0

. . . . . .

5 9 . 0 3

0

0

0

2 5 . 7 6
0

0

. . . . ..-
5 6 . 5 5

2 . 3 4

0
0

7 . 0 3

3 . 5 1

2 . 3 4

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1989



In  Year  Two.  ca r ibou harvests  w e r e  l e s s  d u r i n g  t h e  peak  har~cst m o n t h s .  b u t

uerc greeter  during some of the other months in Year Two, specifically in

No~cmbcr th rough  Janua ry  and in May, The increase during the winter months may

have been i n f l u e n c e d  b}’ a number of  factors, Some families harvested less

caribou  i n October  than  they  had  p lanned  on ,  p r imar i ly  because  the re  were

r e p o r t e d l y  low numbers of  caribou in the vicini ty o f  many  o f  the  fall f i s h i n g

camps. The gray whale rescue also kept many hunters occupied during the second

haIf o f  O c t o b e r . A l s o  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  Y e a r  T w o  w e r e  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  large

numbers of caribou over-wintering in the vicinity of Barrow.

In bo[h !cars, caribou harvests  increased noticeably in February and March as

compared with the three preceding winter months. February  and March were the

months t o  p u t  f r e s h  m e a t  o n  t h e  t a b l e ,  o b t a i n  c a r i b o u  f o r  c o n s u m p t i o n  a t

whaling cqmp, and  provide for  f~milics  who had dcplctcd  the i r  subs i s t ence  foods

Suppl>”. A S  rcprcscntcd  by t h e  d a t a ,  rclativcll’  l i t t l e  caribou  h u n t i n g  o c c u r r e d

i n  A p r i l .  m o s t  cncrgl’  d u r i n g that m o n t h  b e i n g  d e v o t e d t o  p r e p a r a t i o n s  for

~vhaling.

Scptcmbcr  was the principol  moose  ha rves t ing  month  in  Year  One  wi th  84  pcrccnt

o f  t h e  har~cst. August  appears to bc the primary month in Year Two; however.

the majorit~  o f  those  moose  were harvested on hunting t r ips  that  began in late

August. w i t h  t h e  a c t u a l  h a r v e s t  t a k i n g  pl~cc in early S e p t e m b e r . Moose that

w a n d e r e d  n e a r  s u m m e r  f i s h  camps  ea r l i e r in the season were also sometimes

ha. r~cstcd. Res iden t s  have  repor t ed  see ing  moose  c lose r  to  Borrow in rcccnt

\’crirs, T h e  b r o w n  bear hflr~cst  took place in Scptcmbcr nnd t h e  D a n  s h e e p  w e r e

hzirvcstcd  i n A u g u s t ,  1 0 0  p e r c e n t  o f  t h o s e  s p e c i e s  b e i n g  h a r v e s t e d  i n  t h e

respect ive months in both years . Porcupine and ground squirrel  harvests  were

recorded only in Year One, in October and July respectively.

Ter res t r i a l  mammal  harvest sites in Year Two were spread throughout the central

port ion of  the l i fet ime community harvest  area (Map 15). T h e  majorit} of s i t e s

were within 80 miles of Barrow. The compilation of Year Onc and Year TWO sites

i l lustrates a  s imilar  pat tern (Map 16). T h e  g e n e r a l  a r e a  f r o m  P e a r d  Bay to

Tcshckpuk  L a k e  a n d  s o u t h  t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Ikpikpuk  Riicr

encompasses the majori ty of  t e r res t r i a l  mammal  ha rves t locat ions recorded for

this stud!’.
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MAP 16

NORTH SLOPE SUBSISTENCE STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO
TERRESTRIAL MAMMAL HARVEST SITES - ALL SPECIES:

YEARS ONE AND TWO
T h i s  m a  dapicls  ap roximoie  s u b s i s t e n c e  horvest  sites uged
IIb y  118 a r r o w  h o u s e  olds. All hor~est  s i tes  a re  depicted  w i t h

o Iwo mile b u f f e r The map depicts subsistence use for the time
p e r i o d  A p r i l  1 ,  1 9 8 7  throu  h Morch  31,  1989: Yeors  One  ond  Iwo

~.., . . . . . . . 111  the Brcr~orv  N o r t h  Slope  ?ubsislerrce  Sludy.  Aijditionol oreos-.

k’
-\, w e r e  uged by Borrow resldenls  not included in lhe study.

tifelime-c  orn’ounity  horvest  oreas,  co l lected  in  the  form of*\
\

k’
~fug~;j~;j:le s f r o m  ?0 h o u s e h o l d s  (Pedersen 1919),  ore a lso

‘\

% - “, S o u r c e :  Conlemporory  subsistence  use irrlormol  ion
i“’he’ed andcompiled by Stephen R. Efraund ond Associates (SRff A) with  the

ossislonce of Iocol  reseorch  osslslorrls  h i r e d  Ihrouah  t h e  N o r t h

““:=$
SIOPG  Eforough  Moyor’s  J o b  P r o  r a m .  SRfJkA is urrder  ;onlract  to I
Mine!ols  Monogemenl  Seryice, !.S Depor tment  o f  In te r io r ,  ond
recelyed  ossislonce  in  the  srtudy  from the N o r t h  S l o p e  9orou9h

‘~ Plonnlnq ond Wrldlife  Manogemenl  Deportments, ffor  row, Alasko,
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k..

%

LEGEND INFORMAT ION

~ lifetime  com-r4
I u{; j: *{ murrily Iond us

(Pcdcrsen 1979 !

\,

Mop Production: North Slope llorou~h  GIS 25 0 25 50 75 100 125
Oote: June 26, 1989

MILES

Terrest  rioi klomnols

- Car ibou
-  Mooee
-  Btown bcor
- fol
- Wolverine
- Porcupine
- Glound squirrel

he

9 -99--9 --- a---  --9--



The  mos t  d i s t an t  t e r res t r i a l  ha rves t  loca t ions  were  moose ,  fox  and  w’oll  crinc

(Maps 17 and 18). Moose harvests  were the most  distant  from Barro~v, with the

excep t ion o f  h a r v e s t o f  s h e e p n e a r  K a k t o v i k  b y  B a r r o w  r e s i d e n t s  ( n o t

illustrated). The  moose  ha rves t  even t s  on  the  Colville  r i v e r  d o c u m e n t e d  f o r

th i s  s tudy  were all t aken  du r ing  f ly - in  hun t ing  t r ip s . Hunters chartered out

of Barrow in late August  or  early September and ei ther  established a camp near

a landing si te  or  f loated downstream in search of  moose. The additional moose

ha rves t  s i t e s  a long  the  Colville  R i v e r  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  m o o s e  h a r v e s t  l o c a t i o n s

were  more  d i spe r sed  a long  the  Colville  dur ing  Year  One . hloose ha rves t s  d id

occur closer to Barrow, on  the  Ikpikpuk  R i v e r  i n Y e a r  T w o  ~nd on the Mcadc

River in Year One.

Fox, wolverine a n d  b r o w n  b e a r were h a r v e s t e d  i n  t h e  u p p e r  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e

Ikpikpuk  drainage, al l  during snowrnachine  tr ips from Barrow. One of the most

dis tant  hunt ing areas accessed overland by Barrow residents  is  represented b>

those harvest  s i tes  located in the upper Ikpikpuk  d r a i n a g e . U s e  o f  t h a t  area

i s  l imi t ed  to  the  November  th rough  Apr i l  t ime  pe r iod ,  a l though  boat  trips rhot

far upstream have taken place in the recent past during high water periods.

Fox  ha rves t s  were  no t  p reva len t  dur ing  the  f i r s t  two  yea r s  o f  the  stud)’. Fox

harves t  loca t ions  were both among the  c loses t  and  the  mos t  d i s t an t haricst

locat ions from the vi l lage, o c c u r r i n g  a l o n g  traplines  main ta ined  f rom Barrot\ or

t a k e n  i n c i d e n t a l  t o  w o l v e r i n e  and wol f  hun t ing  far i n l a n d . C r o s s  and  sillcr

va r i e t i e s  o f  the  r ed  fox  were  more  l ike ly  t aken  a t  the  in l and  loca t ions , uhilc

the arctic fox was predominant near Barrow.

Caribou harvest  s i tes  by season  fo r  Year  Two (Map  19)  and  fo r  the  f i r s t  two

years o f  t h e  s t u d y  ( M a p  2 0 )  r e v e a l  a  f e w  m a j o r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  c a r i b o u

h u n t i n g  b y  B a r r o w  r e s i d e n t s . T h e  o v e r a l l  p a t t e r n h a s  b e e n  t h a t  c a r i b o u

harves t s  va r i ed b y  l o c a t i o n  n o t  o n l y accord ing  to  the  an imal s ’  p resence  o r

absence, b u t  also i n  r e l a t i o n t o  w h a t  o t h e r  h a r v e s t  a c t i v i t i e s were taking

place. The  seasona l  d i f f e rences  in  ha rves t  loca t ions  a l so  r e f l ec t  to  a  major

extent the mode of transportation during that time of year.
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MAP 20
NORTH SLOPE SUBSISTENCE STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO

CARIBOU HARVEST SITES BY SEASON, YEARS ONE AND TWO
rhis ma depicl!  op fo~imote  s u b s i s t e n c e  horvest  sites used
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Fie ldwork  fo r  th i s  s tudy h a s  f o u n d  t h a t  t h e  s p r i n g  s e a s o n  ( A p r i l ,  i4ay, rind

J u n e )  w a s c h a r a c t e r i z e d  p r i m a r i l y  b y  s p r i n g  w h a l i n g ,  waterfowl h u n t i n g

(pr imar i ly e i d e r s  a n d  t h e  a r c t i c v a r i e t y  o f  t h e  w h i t e - f r o n t e d  g e e s e ) ,  ond

prepara t ions  fo r  Nalukatuq. Car ibou  a re  no t  in t ens ive ly  pu r sued  th i s  t ime  of

yea r  bo th  because  the  qua l i ty  o f  the  mea t  i s  no t  a s  good  as  o the r  t imes  and

because fawning takes place in early June. Caribou hunting at

for fresh food while at camp and for soup to serve at Nalukatuq.

Trave l  dur ing  th i s  t ime  was  by s n o w m a c h i n e . I n  A p r i l  t h e

sometimes i n c i d e n t a l  t o  t h e  c h o r e  o f  h a u l i n g  f u e l ,  b u i l d i n g

other  supplies  to inland f ish camps. T h e  t r i p s  w e r e  usualiy  o f

as hunters  were out  to harvest  fresh food for  whaling camp and

th i s  t ime  uas

harves t s  were

materials, and

short duration

were eager to

get back to help with the whaling preparations. In May and June,  harvests  Ivcre

more associated with inland camps, ei ther  while  goose hunting or  at  f ish camp,

Spr ing  ha rves t  s i t e s  were  no t

a few scattered sites.

During the summer months of

mainly- from boats. Maps 19

f r o m  P o i n t  F r a n k l i n  t o

evident around Admiralty

i n  t h e  area. Additional

Bar row,  where  walk ing ,

travel.

Cape

Bay,

c lus te red  as  in  o the r  seasons ,  r a the r  the re  ucrc

July, August, and September, caribou were hunted

and 20 reflect  coastal  harvest  locat ions extending

Simpson.

Teshekpuk

summer caribou

three-wheelers,

Boa t -based  ca r ibou  ha rves t s  a re  ZISO

Lake, and along all the major drain  ogcs

ha rves t s  took  p lace  in  the  vicinit!  0[

or trucks were the USUO1 modes O(

Oc tober  and  November  were  fa l l  f i sh ing  months

snowmachine, al though some boat  t ravel  did  occur

a n d  t r a v e l  w a s  primaril> 1) >“

associated with fal l  whaling.

Harves t  s i t e s  a re  p resen t  th roughou t  the  genera l  a rea ,  many  assoc ia ted  wi th

fal l  f ishing camps and cabins. O n e  a p p a r e n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in Year  Two was  an

increase in caribou harvest  s i tes  southwest  of  Barrow along the coast . Caribou

were  much  more  p reva len t  in  tha t  a rea

occurred near Nuiqsut  in November of Year

At the end of the study year, from

during Year Two. Addit ional  har~fests

One, not illustrated on this map.

December  th rough  March ,  ca r ibou  iverc

ha rves ted  ma in ly  in  the  v ic in i ty  o f  Bar row. An increase in harvest  locations
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southwest o f  Barrow is  ev iden t  when  compar ing  Maps  19  and 20. Hu]ltcrs

t r a v e l i n g  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  h a r v e s t  c a r i b o u  r a r e l y  r a n g e d  s o u t h  o f  t h e  Mcadc

River. In these months during Year Two, those ranging far  inland in search of

wolverine and wolf  reported seeing v i r tua l ly  no  ca r ibou  a f t e r  the~ were south

of the Admiral ty Bay area. By March,  greater  numbers of  people ~vere  traj cling

to their  camps to del iver  supplies  for  the summer or  to retr ieve f ish stored in

ice cellars. Occasionally caribou were  ha rves ted  on  those  t r ips ,  t hough  again.

caribou harvests beyond Admiralty Bay were rare during this period of Year T\vo.

Map  2 1 , w h i c h  p r e s e n t s f i x e d  c a b i n  s i t e s  a n d  all c a r i b o u  h a r v e s t  s i t e s .

i l l u s t r a t e s  tha t  bo th  types  o f  land u s e  c o r r e s p o n d  v e r y  c l o s e l y . The  mos t

signif icant  information conveyed in the cabin site overlay has to do with the

r e p r e s e n t  a t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  mspped h a r v e s t  d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  f o r  t h i s  stud!.

Caribou harvests  occurred in the vicini ty of most cabin sites,  indicating th~t

t h e  locations  are r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of  mos t  ha rves t  a reas  used  dur ing  the  pe r iod

of the s tudy. If  every Barrow household’s caribou harvest sites ~verc  mapped .

t h e  t o t a l  h a r v e s t  a r e a likely would  no t  expand  s ign i f i can t ly ; howcler. the

in t ens i ty Of use, as r e p r e s e n t e d  b y  i n d i v i d u a l  h a r v e s t  l o c a t i o n s ,  ~vould

undoubtedly increose  considerably.

Tables 2 6  t h r o u g h  2 8  a n d  F i g u r e s  1 7  a n d  1 8  p r o v i d e  t h e  a~”eragc terrcstri~l

mammal  harvest  est imates for  the two years of  data. A s  a  whole  t h e  rcsourcc

group  p rov ided  a lmos t  one - th i rd  (32 .9  pe rcen t )  o f  the  to t a l  ave rage  comrnunit}

harvest. Car ibou  p rov ided  87  pe rcen t  o f  the  t e r re s t r i a l  mammal  harvest ,  with  o

average h a r v e s t  o f  1 , 5 2 3  a n i m a l s  a  y e a r  ( T a b l e  2 6  a n d  F i g u r e  17). on [hc

average ,  ca r ibou  were  ha rves ted  every  month  o f  the  yea r  by  Barrow res iden t s .

wi th  Augus t a n d  O c t o b e r  p r o v i d i n g  5 9  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  h a r v e s t  ( T a b l e  27).

Approximately 379 caribou were harvested in August  and 512 in October (T2blc

28).

F igure  18  g raph ica l ly  por t r ays  the  yea r ly  round  o f  t e r re s t r i a l  mammal  harj cst

ac t iv i t i e s , h i g h l i g h t i n g  t h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  s p e c i e s : caribou, moose, and

sheep. The noticeable drop in caribou harvests  during September likely w’as duc

to two major factors,  one environmental ,  the other cultural . O n  t h e  o n e  hand.

travel  condit ions were not  conducive to caribou hunting in September. Boating

- 103-



...-
Z

0

H

B
9

L 1

!,



--mu-u,  Ruu 9am- -- a-m

------ . . ------- .. —.. —-—[ABLE  <6: AVERAGE HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR TERRESTRIAL MAMMALS - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEARS ONE & TWO (1)

COMVERS  10N AVERAGE POUNDS
FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS HARVESTED PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS

( E d i b l e  =============.==.====  = . ...===...====.= PERCENT OF ALL - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Weight OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPLING LOW HIGH SAMPL 1 NG
Per EDIBLE EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ERROR

Resource NUMBER POUNDS PER PER PCUNDS HRVST  I NG DEV1ATION 95% ( M e a n  lbs/ (Hean (bs/ AS %
RESOURCE i n  (bs) HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAPITA HARVESTED RESOURCE ((bs) (lbs) Househo(d) HousehoLd) OF MEAN

I

o
UI

,

----------- . . . . . . . . ..-
T o t a l  T e r r e s t r i a l  Marmnals

Caribou
Moose

Dan Sheep

Broun  Bear

O t h e r  T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamna[s
Porcupine

Ground Squirre l
Uolverine

A r c t i c  F o x  (Blue)

Red Fox (Cross,  Si lver)

---------  --

nf a
1 1 7 . 0

5 0 0 . 0
9 9 . 0

1 0 0 . 0

1 0 . 0

0 . 4

n/a

n/a

nla

--.----

nla
1 , 5 2 3

50

11

1
14

3

12

3

160
6

--..-----

2 0 4 , 5 5 8

1 7 8 , 1 9 5

2 5 , 1 6 3

1 , 0 5 2
117

31
2 6

5

nla

nla

nla

. . . . . . .
2 1 8 . 3

1 9 0 . 2
2 6 . 9

1.1

0 . 1

0 . 0 3
0 . 0 3

0 . 0 1

nla

nla
n / a

-------  ----
67-8

5 9 . 1
8 . 3

0 . 3
*

*
*
*

n / a

n / a

nla

.----- ----

32.W

28.6%

4.IM

O.w
● *

**
**
**

n / a

nl a
n / a

-----

27.3??
25. O%

4.8??
0.6%

O.(YA
0.5%

0.5%
0.1%

O.YA
1.4%

0.1%

. . . . . . . . . . . . .

35 69

27 52

14 27

1 1

0 0

0 0

1 1

0 0

nja nla

nla n / a
nla nla

-------.- ..-.

( 1 )  E s t i m a t e d  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r s  d o  n o t  i n c l u d e  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g , recording,  and in  conversion to  usable  weight .

(2)  See Table A-4 for  sources of  conversion factors.

*  represents  less than .1  pound

* *  r e p r e s e n t s  Less than .1  percent

n/a means not app(icabte

. . . . . . . ..-
1 4 9 . 7 2

138.15

0 . 0 0

0 . 0 8

0 . 0 6

0 . 0 0
0 . 0 0

O.DO
n / a

nla

n / a

----------

286.91

2 4 2 . 2 0
5 4 . 3 1

2 . 1 7
0 . 1 9

0 . 0 8

1 . 0 7

0 . 0 1
n / a

nla

nla

--------

31%

2774
1 02A

9YA

5H
14EW

380&

75%

n/a

n / a

nla

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R .  Braund &  A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9



Figure 17: Harvest of Terrestrial Mammal
All Barrow Households, Years One & Two

(Mean Edible pounds Per Household)

P o u n d s  o f  E d i b l e
R e s o u r c e  P r o d u c t
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150

100

50
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Caribou Moose Dan Brown Other Land
Sheep Bear Mammals% of Terrestr ia l

M a m m a l s : 87% 12% cl% <1% ~lYo

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Assoc., 1989



TABLE 27: AVERAGE TERRESTRIAL MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

(Pounds of Edible  Resource Product)

TOTALS
******

SPECIES
- - - - - - -  .  .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .

Caribou

Moose
Brown bear

Dan  sheep
Other  Terrestr ia l  Mammals

Porcupine

Ground squi rre(

A[l  T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamnals

( e x c l u d i n g  f o r b e a r e r s )

#

o SPECIES
4 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .. - - - -  ..-.
,

Caribou
Moose

Brown bear
Dal( sheep

O t h e r  T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamna[s

Porcupine

Ground squi rre[

Al( T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamna(s

(exc[uding f u r b e a r e r s )

-------------  ------ ---------  . . . . . . ------- ------  ------ ------ ------ --------  ------ ------ ------- ----------  ----

Apr i I May June Ju(y August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - - - - -.  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - ------- - - - - - - -

611 7 , 0 4 0 3 , 3 7 1 26,691 44,401 1 5 , 1 5 5 5 9 , 8 4 9 2 , 9 0 6 771 2 , 0 0 4 7 , 7 3 6 7 , 7 4 8

0 0 0 878 8 , 7 9 3 1 4 , 9 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 586

0 0 0 0 0 117 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 , 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 4 0 0 2 6 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

411 7 , 0 4 0 3,371 2 7 , 5 7 3 5 4 , 2 4 6  30,179 5 9 , 8 7 5 2 , 9 0 6 771 2 , 0 0 4 7 , 7 3 6 8 , 3 3 4

********
-------------  ------ ------- ------- . -----------------  ------ ------ --------  ------------ -----------------------
Apr i i

- - - - - - -

o%

0%

o%
o%

(VA

o%

WA

. . . . . . -
June JL~ly August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March

------. - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  .  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .  .  - - - - -

= 1 00%
❑ 10 D%,

= 1 00%
= 10W

= 1 00%
= 100?4

= 1 00%

= 100?4

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9
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Figure 18: Monthly Harvest of
Terrestrial Mammals, All Barrow
Households, Years One and Two

Lbs o f  E d i b l e  R e s .
P r o d .  ( i n  T h o u s a n d s )

‘“r “- - - -  ‘ - - - - -  ‘ - - - - - - - - - -  ‘ - - - - -
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50 -

Resource Category

40 -
—  

C a r i b o u

30 - + Moose

% Dan sheep
20 -

10 -

03 +— d —

April May June July August Sept. October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March

N o t e : B r o w n  b e a r ,  p o r c u p i n e ,  a n d  g r o u n d  s q u i r r e l  d o  n o t
aPPear  d u e  t o  scaie.

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1989



TABLE 28: AVERAGE TERRESTRIAL MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

(Number Harvested)

TOTALS
● *****

--------------  ----- . . . . . . . . . . -----------  -----  ---.--- ------  --------------  . . . . . . . . . . . ---------  ---------- ----

SPECIES Apr i ( May June Ju(y August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
------  ----------------.--.  . . . . . . . . . . . . . ---.--  -------  .- ------ . ----- --- ------ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------ ---- ----

,

Caribou

Moose

Brown  Bear

Oat  t Sheep

O t h e r  T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamnals

Porcupine

Ground Squirre l

A r c t i c  F o x  ( B l u e )

Red Fox (Cross,  Si lver)

Wolverine

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

61

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

29

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

228 379
2 18

0 0

0 11

11 0

0 0

11 0

0 0
0 0

0 0

130

30

1

0
0

0
0

1

0

0

512

0

0

0

3

3

0

0

0

1

25

0

0

0

0
0

0

50

0
0

7

0

0

0

0
0

0
20

0
0

17

0

0

0

0
0

0

39

0
0

6 6
0

0

0

0

0

0
30

0

0

6 6
1

0
0

0
0

0
13

6
2

Source: Stephen R. Brauful  & A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9



w a s  q u e s t e n a b l e  d u e  t o  v a r i a b l e  i c e  c o n d i t i o n s  o n  t h e  o c e a n  a n d  t h e

possibi l i ty of  freeze up on the r ivers  and lakes. I n  o t h e r  w o r d s ,  a huotcr  nl~j

get  out  there by boa t , but  may have to walk back. Second ly ,  fall whaling takes

place in September. Many  of  the hunters  used available free t ime to go booting
s

in  hopes  o f  in t e rcep t ing t h e  w e s t w a r d  m i g r a t i o n  o f  a  b o w h e a d  uhalc. N’losl

families a n t i c i p a t e d  O c t o b e r  a s  t h e  t i m e  t h e y  w o u l d  attcnlpt  to get Cnough
caribou for the winter.

Moose hunting was primarily in September, corresponding

moose hunting season  fo r  th i s  a rea . Similarly, sheep

participants, always in  the  moun ta ins  sou th  o f  Kaktovik,

soon as the season opened.

-llo -

w i t h  t h e  state lmposcd I

h u n t i n g  b> t h e  studl

occurred in August as 1
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FISH

A total o f  48 ,661  pounds  o f  f i sh  were  ha rves ted  b)’

Two. an est imated 20.308 pounds less than in Year One

Bar row f i shermen  in  }’car

( c o m p a r e  Tables 29 and  30

and  Figures 19 and  20) . In both years, the majori ty of  the catch was c o m p o s e d

of whitefish,  contributing 78 percent  of  the f ish harvest  in Year Two compared

wi th  77  pcrccnt  in  Year  One . Within the whitefish species,  the broad whitefish

were  the  p r imary spec ies  caught  by the s tudy part icipants . Toge ther ,  the  two

broad  whi te f i sh  va r i e t i e s  ( r ive r caugh t  and  l ake  caugh t )  con t r ibu ted  74  pcrccnt

o f  t h e  t o t a l  w h i t e f i s h  c a t c h  a n d  5 8  p e r c e n t o f  t h e  t o t a l  f i s h  c a t c h  ovcra]l.

Another whitefish species, Icast cisco, c o n t r i b u t e d  t h e  n e x t  Iargcst  a m o u n t  t o

the total  catch (7.040 pounds) . Grayling  w a s  t h e nex t  mos t  impor tan t  spccics

in  t e rms  o f  to t a l  ca tch , with 6,466 pounds harvested. Burbot  a n d  a r c t i c  cod

\vCrc also important spccics. each contr ibuting approximate]>’ 1.500 pounds to

rhc }“cor  T!!o ~ish hnricst,

In co-mparing the Year Onc and Year Two hrirvcsts,  the total

]owcr  f o r  Y e a r  T W O  b}’ 29 p e r c e n t . A  r e d u c t i o n  i n  catch

har~est  e s t i m a t e  V.OS

W3S  rccordcd  ricross

almost a l l  spccics. e x c e p t i o n s  b e i n g  b r o a d  w h i t e f i s h  (rifcr). least cisco.

arct ic char, arct ic cod, a n d  tomcod. N e i t h e r  a r c t i c  c o d  n o r  t o m c o d  was

har  Iestcd  by the study h o u s e h o l d s  i n  Y e a r  O n e . Capelin, rainbow smelt .  and

n o r t h e r n  pike  were two  spec ies  ha rves ted  by the s tudy households during }’c~r

O n c  t h a t  w e r e  n o t reported in  Year

present in onc )car though not the

con t r ibu t ion t o  t h e  t o t a l  c o m m u n i t y

h a r v e s t )  w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  o f  arctic

horvest).

Two. Of  these  f ive  spec ies  tha t  were

other, e a c h  m a d e  a relative>’ minor

harvest (Icss than .1 percent of the

cod i n  Y e a r  T w o (.3 percent of the

O n e  reason  f o r  t h e  dcclinc  i n  e s t i m a t e d  f i s h  h a r v e s t  f r o m  t h e  f i r s t  year  t o  t h e

nest is ciidcnt  f r o m  a  c o m p a r i s o n  o f  t h e  p e r c e n t  o f  all Barrow h o u s e h o l d s

ha rves t ing  r e sources  ( co lumn e igh t )  in  Tab les  29  and  30 . Accord ing  to  d~ta

collcctcd for  this  s tudy,  33 percent  of  all h o u s e h o l d s  r e p o r t e d fish harvests

i n  Year O n e ,  w h i l e  o n l y  1 8  p e r c e n t  r e p o r t e d  f i s h  h a r v e s t s  i n  Year T u e .

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  f i s h i n g  may ha~’c  rcmsined  as  high as  in  Year Tu. o eJcn t h o u g h

t h e  SUCCCSS r a t e evidently declined. F o r  e x a m p l e ,  many  h o u s e h o l d s  rcportccd

zero fish harvests during boating trips upriver in August.
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TABLE 29: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR FISH - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEAR ONE REVISED (1)

RESOURCE
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

T o t a l  F i s h

T o t a l  Uhitefish

Uhitefish  (non-specif.  )
Round Whitef ish

B r o a d  W h i t e f i s h  ( R i v e r )
Broad  Uhi  tef i sh ( L a k e )

Humpback uhitefish

L e a s t  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

T o t a l  O t h e r  Frshuter  F ish
A r c t i c  grayling

A r c t i c  c h a r

IQ B u r b o t  (Ling  cod)

N o r t h e r n  p i k e
L a k e  t r o u t

Total SaLmon

S a l m o n  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Chum (Dog) salmon

Pink (Humpback)  sa[rmn

S i l v e r  (Coho)  s a l m o n

King (Chinook)  sahmn

T o t a l  O t h e r  Coasta(  F ish

Cape[ in
Rainbow smelt

.-----.--.---

CONVERSIDN

FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS

(Edib(e - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Weight

Per
Resource

i n  lbs)
------..-

nl a

2 . 0

1 . 0

2 . 5
3 . 4

2 . 5
1 . 0

1 . 0

0 . 8

2 . 8

4 . 0

2 . 3
4 . 0

6 . 1

6 . 1
3 . 1

6 . 0

1 8 . 0

0 . 2

0 . 2

NUMBER

HARVESTED
- - - - - -  - - -

n / a

2 7 , 9 4 5

5 , 1 7 6

2 , 0 8 0

9 , 2 7 2

1 , 1 9 1

2 , 1 7 9

6 , 7 7 0

1 , 2 7 8

1 2 , 9 9 6
1 1 , 8 2 6

3 7

1 , 0 2 9

2

102
171

64

5

17

81

4
3 , 4 9 4

3 , 3 5 1

143

EDIBLE
POUNDS

HARVESTED
- - - - - - - - -

6 8 , 9 6 9

5 3 , 1 5 4
1 0 , 3 5 2

2 , 0 7 9

23,181
4 , 0 4 9

5 , 4 4 6
6 , 7 7 0

1 , 2 7 8
14,091

9 , 4 6 1
103

4 , 1 1 5

5

408
1 , 0 2 5

393

31

53

485

6 3

699

67D

2 8

AVERAGE POUNDS
HARVESTED PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - PERCENT OF ALL ==. ..= =...===  .= :=== == .=.= =. ==..  .. ===. . ..===  .= .=== . . . . . .

OF JOTAL BARROW SAMPLING LOW HIGH
EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE

PER PER POUNDS HRVSTING DEVIATION 95% ( M e a n  [bs/  (Mean (bs/
HOUSE HOLD

. . . . . .

74

5 6 . 7 3

1 1 . 0 5

2 . 2 2

2 4 . 7 4
4 . 3 2

5 . 8 1
7 . 2 2

1 . 3 6

1 5 . 0 4

1 0 . 1 0

0 . 1 1

4 . 3 9

0 . 0 1

0 . 4 3

1 . 0 9

0 . 4 2

0 . 0 3
0 . 0 6

0 . 5 2
0 . 0 7

0 . 7 5

0 . 7 2

0 . 0 3

CAPITA
-------

2 2 . 9

1 7 . 6

3 . 4

0 . 7

7 . 7

1 . 3

1 . 8

2 . 2
0 . 4

4 . 7
3 . 1

*

1 . 4
*

0 . 1

0 . 3

0 . 1
*

*

0 . 2
*

*
*
*

HARVESTED RESOURCE
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -

10.5% 32. M

8 . 1 % 21.1%

1 .6?? 3.7%

O.YL 7.4%

3 . 5 % 10.5%

O.CA 1.5%

0.8% 5.TA
I.W 3.1%

0.2% 0.4%

2.277 15.4%

1.4% 12.9A
* * 2.rk

0.6?? 6.9%
* * O.W

0 . 1 % 0.6%

O.W 2.2%

0 . 1 % 0.2%
* * O.ei
** 0.4%

0.1% 1.1%
* * 0.1%
* * 6.8??
* * 6.iTL
** 0.2??

([bs) (lbs) Household)  Household)

9

7

1

1

5

1

3

2

0
4

2
0

2
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

1

1

0

( 1 )  E s t i m a t e d  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r s  d o  n o t  i n c l u d e  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g ,  r e c o r d i n g , and in  conversion to  usable  weight .

(2)  See Tab(e A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

*  represents less than .1  pound
* *  r e p r e s e n t s  l e s s  t h a n  . 1  p e r c e n t
n/a  means not  appl icable

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R .  Braund &  A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9

18

14

2

1

9
2

5
4

1

7

5

0

3

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

1
1

0

----------

5 5 . 2 9
4 3 . 0 2

8 . 8 1
1 . 1 2

1 5 . 3 5

2 . 0 3

0 . 8 1

3 . 4 8
0 . 6 4

7 . 9 0

5 . 4 1

0 . 0 0

1 . 3 9

0 . 0 0

0 . 2 3

0 . 3 9

0 . 1 9

0 . 0 0
0 . 0 2

0 . 0 0

0 . 0 2

0 . 0 0

0 . 0 0

0 . 0 1

--------  -.

9 1 . 9 2

7 0 . 4 4

1 3 . 2 9

3 . 3 2

3 4 . 1 3
6 . 6 1

1 0 . 8 2
1 0 . 9 7

2 . 0 9
2 2 . 1 8

1 4 . 7 9

0 . 2 2

7 . 3 9

0 . 0 1

0 . 6 4

1-80

0 . 6 5

0 . 0 9

0 . 0 9
1 . 1 7

0 . 1 2
1 . 9 9

1 . 9 6

0 . 0 5

SAMPLING

ERROR

A S  %

OF MEAN
----..--

2YA

24%

2CE4

5(M

3E%

53??

8~A

52%

5YA

47%

46??

10?4

6W

53%

4W

65%

54%
17CA

6W
12@4

75%

167Z

1 7.4%

55%

--w-



Figure 19: Harvest of Fish
All Barrow Households, Year One Revised

(Mean Edible Pounds Per Household)

P o u n d s  of E d i b l e
Resouroe  P r o d u c t

50

40
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20

10

0

,

I

Total: 74 Pounds
Per Household

,
I

1 1’

Whitefish Other Salmon Other
Frshwater Fish Coastal Fish

% Of Fish: 77% 20% 1% 1 %

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1989
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RESOURCE
- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -

T o t a l  F i s h

T o t a l  Uhitefish
W h i t e f i s h  ( u n s p e c i f i e d )

Round Whitef ish

B r o a d  W h i t e f i s h  ( R i v e r )

Broad Whitef ish (Lake)

Hwnpback  uhitefish

L e a s t  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

TABLE 30: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR FISH -

CONVERS 10N AVERAGE POUNDS
FACTOR (2) COMMUN 1 TY TOTALS HARVESTED

( E d i b l e ======  ======  ===.=.  ..=  ❑ ==... . . . . . . .= =..

Weight

Per

Resource

i n  Ibs)
. . . . . . . . .

Total  Other  Freshwater  Fish.

a A r c t i c  gray(ing

A r c t i c  c h a r

Burbot  (Ling  c o d )

L a k e  t r o u t

Total  Salmon
S a l m o n  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Chum (Dog) salmon

Pink (Humpback) salmon

S i l v e r  (Coho)  s a l m o n

King (Chinook)  salmon

Total Other  Coastal  Fish

A r c t i c  c o d

Tomcod

- - - - - - - - - - - - -

(1) E s t i m a t e d  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r s  d o
( 2 )  S e e  Table A-L  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f

●  represents less than .1  pound

nla

2 . 0
1 . 0

2 . 5
3 . 4

2 . 5
1 . 0

1 . 0

0 . 8

2 . 8

4 . 0

4 . 0

6 . 1
6 . 1

3 . 1
6 . 0

18.0

0 . 2

1 . 0

EDIBLE

NUMBER POUNDS PER

HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD
. . . . . . . . .

nla

1 9 , 4 9 9

150

706

10,075

926

612

7 , 0 4 0
142

8 , 5 9 8
8 , 0 8 3

8 2

362

71

78

3

5
1

6 8

1

7 , 9 2 3

7 , 7 5 3

170

---------
4 8 , 6 6 1

3 8 , 0 2 8

300

704

2 5 , 1 8 7

3 , 1 2 6
1 , 5 3 0

7 , 0 4 0

142

8 , 4 2 7
6 , 4 6 6

229

1 , 4 4 7

285

479

18

29
4

408

21

1,721

1,551

170

-------

5 1 . 9 3
4 0 . 5 8

0 . 3 2

0 . 7 5
2 6 . 8 8

3 . 3 4
1 . 6 3

7 . 5 1

0 . 1 5

8 . 9 9

6 . 9 0

0 . 2 4

1 . 5 4

0 . 3 0

0 . 5 1
0 . 0 2

0 . 0 3
0 . 0 0

0 . 4 3
0 . 0 2

1 . 8 4

1 . 6 5

0 . 1 8

PER

CAPITA
- - - - - - -

16.1

1 2 . 6
0 . 1

0 . 2

8 . 4

1 . 0

0 . 5

2 . 3

0 . 0

2 . 8

2 . 1
*

0 . 5
0 . 1

0 . 2
0 . 0

*

*

0 . 1
*

*

0 . 5
0 . 1

ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEAR TWO ( 1 )

PERCENT SAMPLING STATIST ICS

PERCENT OF ALL ❑ .=== =. ..= == . . . . ..=. .= === =. ..= .. ==. . ..=.  .= === =. =.. . ..=.

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPL  1 NG LOW HIGH
EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
POUNDS HRVSTING DEVIATION 95% (Mean 1 bs/ (Mean lbs/

HARVESTED RESOURCE (lbs) (lbs) H o u s e h o l d )  Househoid)
--------- ---------  --------- -------  .

8.2%

6 . 4 %

0.1%
0.1%

4.YL

0.5%

O.YL

1.2A

O.(KA

1.4%

1.1%
* *

0.2??
0.077

0.1%

0.0%
**

● *

0.1%
* *

* *

0.3%

O.wz

17.5%

12.7A

0.2%

0.2??

10.6??

1.5%

4.1%

5.CL

1.8%

13.1%

10.  YL

1.2%

6.1%

0.974
D.~A

0.3%
0.1%

0.1%

O.&z

0.1%

1.5%

0.4%

1.1%

5
4

0

0

3

1

0

2
0

2

1

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

n o t  i n c l u d e  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g ,  r e c o r d i n g , and in  convers ion to  usable  we igh t .

conversion factors.

10

8
0

1

6

1

1

4

0

3

2
0

1

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

1

1

0

**  represents less than .1  percent

n/a means  not app[ icab[e

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R .  Braund &  A s s o c i a t e s ,  1989

----------

4 2 . 0 2

3 2 . 4 6

0 . 3 2

0 . 1 9

2 0 . 9 8
2 . 0 5

0 . 9 3

3 . 3 0

0 . 0 5
5 . 6 5

4 . 4 0

0 . 0 9

0 . 7 3

0 . 1 2

0 . 1 8

0 . 0 0

0 . 0 1

0 . 0 0

0 . 1 5

0 . 0 1

0 . 7 3
0 . 6 0

0 . 0 0

----------

6 1 . 8 5

4 8 . 7 1

0 . 3 2
1.31

3 2 . 7 8
4 . 6 2

2 . 3 3
1 1 . 7 2

0 . 2 5
1 2 . 3 3

9 . 4 0

0 . 4 0

2 . 3 6

0 . 4 9

0 . 8 4
0 . 1 3

0 . 0 5

0.01

0 . 7 2

0 . 0 4
2 . 9 5

2.71
0 . 5 2

SAMPLING

ERROR

A S  %

OF MEAN
- - - - - - -  -

1 FL

2(M

o%

75%

22%

39%

4Y4

5CA
64%

3T4
36??

64%

53%

60%
64%

583%
75%

74%
66%

75%

60%0

64%
18i?A

MUnn



50

40

30

20

10

0

Figure 20: Harvest of Fish
All Barrow Households, Year Two

(Mean Edible pounds W l-iouseh@

P o u n d s  o f  E d i b l e
R e s o u r c e  Produot

.’” \
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Unsuccess fu l  ha rves t  t r ips

cond i t i ons , w a t e r  l e v e l s ,

a re not represen ted  in t h e  d a t a . \\’cathcr.  i c e

t r ave l  cond i t ions , employment Opportunities, and

work -re Iated responsibilities may a l l  h a v e c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  a  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e

to ta l  f i sh  ha rves t  f rom Year  One  to  Year  Two. In terms of  ice condit ions.

travel  to f ish camps by boat  was made  somewhat  more  d i f f i cu l t  by the prcscncc

of shore ice during most of July. In August and early September, some families

reported w a t e r  l e v e l s  w e r e  t o o  h i g h  f o r  g o o d  f i s h i n g ,  a n d  t h a t  t h e y  p u l l e d

the i r  ne t s  o f t en  to  avo id  f loa t ing  debr i s . S e p t e m b e r  i s  a l s o  a  m o n t h  Ivhcn

planes are commonly used to t ravel  to f ish camps. This  year ,  however ,  Iocol

f l ight  services experienced many equipment problems and planes were una~ailablc

for part of the month.

T h e  whole  r e s c u e  e f f o r t  m i g h t  h a v e i n f l u e n c e d  f i s h  h a r v e s t s  i n  O c t o b e r .  At

Ieast  20  to  30  men  were  employed  ( th rough  the  Mayor ’ s  Job  Program)  fo r  the

rescue during the second half  of  the month. In addit ion, m a n y  N’SB ful l- t ime

employees  r emained  on  the  the  job  dur ing  the  en t i r e  r e scue  e f fo r t ,  pu t t ing  in

long days and working weekends. Some employees were directing the crews on the

ice, others were  gu id ing a n d  g e n e r a l l y  w a t c h i n g  o v e r t h e  m o r e  t h a n  1 0 0

journalists who descended on the town, while other NSB employees were glued to

their  phones f ielding the avalanche of  phone cal ls  coming into the Borough 24

hours a day from all over the world.

The data in Tables 31 through 34 and in Figures 21 and 22 illustrate the month

by month catch for each species. A comparison of Years One and T~vo indic~tcs

that  the monthly distr ibution of  the harvest  was similar  between years , Though

the catch was distr ibuted primari ly across seven months,  May through Novernbcr,

a significant  port ion of f ish were caught in October: 5 0  p e r c e n t  i n  Year Tivo

and 41 percent in Year One.

Whitefish were harvested May through November. The peak harvest was in October

both years when an almost identical amount was caught: 19,611 pounds in Year

Two and 19,788 pounds in Year One. The  major i ty  o f  the  grayling harvest  ~~as

caught in September and October. A major  d i f fe rence  be tween  the  two  stud!

years was that  less than half as many grayling  were  caught  in October of  year

Two than in October of Year One. Salmon were recorded only in July and August

i n  Y e a r  T w o ,  w h i l e  a  f e w  w e r e  c a u g h t  i n  M a y  a n d  J u n e  d u r i n g  Yczr O n e .
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SPECIES
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..- -----

T o t a l  Uhitefish

W h i t e f i s h  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Round Whitefish

Broad Whitef ish (River)

B r o a d  W h i t e f i s h  ( L a k e )
Humpback whitefish

L e a s t  cisco
B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

Total  Other  Freshwater  Fish

Arct ic  gray(  ing

A r c t i c  c h a r

Burbot (Ling  c o d )
+ Lake trout

Total Salmon

Salmon (non-speci f ied)

Chwn  (Dog) salmon

Pink (Humpback) salmon

Si  lver  (Coho) sa[mon

King (Chinook)  sa(mon
Tota(  Other  Coastal  Fish

Capel  in

Rainbow Smelt

Scu(pin

Tom cod

A r c t i c  c o d

Al(  Fish Species

TABLE 31: FISH HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR ONE REVISED

(Pounds of Edible Resource Product)

TOTALS
1987 * * * * * * 1988

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  .  .  .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .  .  .  .

Apri I
. . . . ..-

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

May
- - - - - - -

527

234

0

293

0

0

0

0

376

0

4 8

328

0

35

0

0
0

35

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
9 3 8

June
- - - - - - -

3 , 2 5 1

1 , 0 0 3

703

1,171

0

375

0

0

253

253

0

0

0

7 0

0

0

0
70

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3 , 5 7 4

JULY
- - - - - -  .

6 , 7 5 9

4 , 2 6 6

0
2 , 1 1 7

0

375

0
1

198

198

0
0

0
4 9

0

0

0

4 9

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
7 , 0 0 6

August
- - - - - - -

10,830

2 , 2 0 2

300
7 , 6 6 0

0
610

59

0

805
777

23

5
0

870

393

31

53

330

63

670

670

0

0

0

0
1 3 , 1 7 5

Sept .
.-- . . . .

8 , 5 7 7

2 , 4 5 9

342

2 , 7 9 9
1,354

1 , 5 6 0
15

4 7
3 , 6 5 6

2 , 6 8 6

29

936

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1 2 , 2 3 2

October
- - - - - - -

19,788

187

714

6,456

1,979

2 , 5 2 6

6 , 6 9 6

1,230

8 , 7 3 7
5 , 5 4 6

3
2 , 7 9 8

389

0

0
0

0

0

0
10

0

10

0

0
0

28,534

Nov.
- - - - - - -

3 , 4 2 4
0

21

2 , 6 8 6

717
0

0
0

14

0

0
0

14

0

0

0

0
0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

3 , 4 3 8

Dec.
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

Jan.
- - - - - - -

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Feb.
- - - - - - -

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

.- . ..- -
March

- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

4 8

0

0

4 8

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

19

0

19

0

0

0

6 7

(Cent i nucd on next page)
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TABLE 31, CONT INUEO: FISH HARVEST BY SPECIES

(Pounds of Edible Resource

PERCENTS
1987 * * * * * * * *

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ---------....---

AND MONTH - BARROW , YEAR ONE REVISED
Product )

1988
---------------------------------------------------

SPECIES Apr i 1 May June J u l y August Sept. October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  --.--.- - - - - - - - .  .  - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -- .  .  .  .  --.-----  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ----.-- ..-----

Total  Uhitefish 0%
Uhi  tef ish ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d ) o%

Rourd  Uh i tef i sh o%

B r o a d  Uhitefish  (River) WA

B r o a d  Uhitefish (Lake) o%

Humpback whitefish

L e a s t  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

Tota L Other Freshwater

Arct ic  grayl ing
A r c t i c  c h a r

Burbot (L i ng cod)

Lake trout

Total  Salmon

o%

o%

0“
Fish 077

WA
o%

m
w

o%
Salmon (non-specif ied)

Chum (Dog) salmon

P i n k  (Hunpback) salmon

Si lver  (Coho) sa lmon

King (Chinook) salmon

Total  Other  Coastal  Fish
Capel  in

Rai nbou Sme[  t

Sculpin
Tomcod

A r c t i c  c o d

All Fish Species

CM

w
o%

CM

o%

o%

o%
o%

077
077

w

w

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989

6%

1 W

34%

5%

CM

7%
5%

CM
TA

3%

o%

W
o%

7%

o%

o%

o%

14%

W
o%

W

o%

o%

o%

m

5%

2W

21%
14%

3377
o%

11%

33%
1%

6%
8%

22%
W

o%

85%

1 OCVA

1 00%

1 OCEA

68%

10077

9&
1 O(XA

W
o%

o%

077

1977

CM

077

o.%

o%
o%

w

w

CM
o%

o%
o%

w
w

W

(M

o%

o%

0??

0??

o%

o%

o%

(M

o%

o%

CM

(M

o%

0!4

o%
o%

0?4

o%

w

CM

CM

W

CM

CM

CM
o%

o%

CM

o%

CM
o%

CM

07$

CM

077

CM
0%,

w  ❑ 1 O(M

IN  ❑ 10077
o% = 10CM

w =  IOWA

w  ❑ 1 00%
CM = 100%
077 =  10CM
WA = 1 00%

D% = 1 OCEA
WA = 100%

IN = 10077
1% = 1 00%

CM =  10CEA

077 =  10CM

WA ❑ 1 OWL

WA = 1 O(EA

WA =  10CEA

W =  IOWA

W =  1007A

377 = 1 00??

0?? =  10IXL

6i7A =  10WL
WA =  IO(N

W =  10CM

m = 1 OW

cl?? ❑ 10077



Figure 21: Monthly Harvest of Fish

All Barrow Households, Year One Revised
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Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1989



SPECIES
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Total  W h i t e f i s h
W h i t e f i s h  ( u n s p e c i f i e d )

Round whitef ish

Broad Whitef ish (River)

Broad Whitef ish (Lake)

Humpback whitefish
Least  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

Tota 1 Other Freshwater Fish

Arct ic  gray(  ing

A r c t i c  c h a r
& Burbot  (L i ng cod)

Lake trout

Tota( Salmon
Salmon (non-speci f ied)

Chun (Dog)  salmon

P i n k  (Hunpback)  sa[rnon

Si [ver  (Coho) salmon

King (Chinook) salmon

Total  Other  Coastal  F ish

Tomcod  (Saffron Cod)

Arct ic Cod

AIL  Fish Species

(Cent i nued on next page)

lABLt  5L: FISH  HAKVtSl  BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR TWO

(Pounds of  Edible  Resource Product)

TOTALS

1988 * * * * * * 1989
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Apri 1
-------

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

12

0

0

12

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

12

May
. . . . . . .

117

0

117

0

0

0
0

0
19

0

0

19

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

136

June
- - - - - - -

2 , 0 2 0

0

117

1 , 9 0 3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2 , 0 2 0

Juty August
-------

3 , 6 2 9

0

118

3 , 1 0 9

0

70

326

6

279
268

7

5

0

148

0

14

0

133

0

0

0

0

4,056

-------

4 , 7 3 0

0

117

4 , 0 1 8

388
166

0

41

839

769

58

12

0

331
18

14
4

274

21

0

0

0

5 , 9 0 1

Sept .
- - - - - - -

5,414
0

117

4 , 5 0 7

8 0

442

225

43

3 , 0 4 4

2 , 7 9 1
0

202

52

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

8 , 4 5 8

Ott ober
- - - - - - -

19,611

300
117

9 , 8 9 4

2 , 1 3 0

851
6 , 3 1 3

6

3 , 5 5 2

2 , 6 3 9

0

680

233
0

0
0

0

0

0

1 , 3 1 2

0

1 , 3 1 2

2 4 , 4 7 5

Nov.
- - - - - - -

2 , 5 3 0

0

0

1 , 7 5 7

551
0

176

4 7

539

0

164

375

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

409

170

239

3 , 4 7 8

Dec.
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

Jan.
- - - - - - -

0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Feb.
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

144
0

0
144

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

144

March
- - - - - - -

0
0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0



TABLE 32, CONTINUED: FISH HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR TWO

(Pounds of Edib(e  Resource Product)

PERC~NTS
1988 * * * * * * * * 1989

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------ ------------- -----.------.-.------  -----.- .------- ------ ------ -------- .

SPECIES Apri 1 May June July August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  . .  - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - - -  ---.--- -.----- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

Tota(  W h i t e f i s h

W h i t e f i s h  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Round Whitefish

B r o a d  Uhitefish (River)
Broad Whitef ish (Lake)

Hunpback  wh i te f i sh

Least  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

Total  Other  Freshwater  Fish

Arct ic  grayl  ing
A r c t i c  c h a r

K-1 Burbot  (Ling  c o d )

Lake trout

Total Salmon

Salmon (non-speci f ied)

Chum (Dog) salmon
Pink (Hunpback) salmon

Si  (ver (Coho) salmon

King (Chinook)  salmon

Total  Other  Coasta L F ish

Tomcod  (Saffron Cod)

Arct ic Cod

All Fish Species

1 o%

w
1 Z%

12%
o%

5%

1 2??

5%

W

4%

Yk

WA
o%

31%

o%

SW
W

33%

W

W

o%

CM

W

1 M
w

1 n
1 W
12%

11%

16%

W

1 o%

17A

25%

1%

W

6W

1 00%
50%

1 OCEA

677A

1 OIXA

W
W

o%

1.%

If+%
w

17%
1 m

3%

2974

1 W

377

3&z
43%

W

14%

18%

o%

W

W

CM
o%

WA

WA
o%

o%

1 iw

52??

W

1 i%

3W

6W

56%
39%

9CM

4TA

41%

o%

4i%

8?k
CM

077
o%

o%
W

077

76??

W

85%

50%

‘w

CM

1 n
o%

CM

IN

WA

(EL
w

Wa
IN

o%

CM
o%

W
w

w

w

o%

077

o%

o%

o%

o%

o%

1 i%
o%

CM
WA

CM
CM

.37
o%

w

1 WA
CM

o%

(M
o%

CM

o%

o%

077

CM.

o%

o%

CM =  low
(M ❑ 1 00.%

17% = 10D7A
077 = 1 Ow

w = 1 OWL

w =  10W

077 = 1 OIYA

077 =  low

(uA = 10077
077 =  10077

WA ❑ 1 OVA
o% =  10077

w =  low
o% = 10077

w = 1 Ow
o% ❑  low

077 = 10077

0?? ❑  IOWA

o% = 100%

w  ❑ 1 00%

w = 1 00%

w = 1 OWL

w = 1 Ow

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Associates,  1989
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Figure 22: Monthly Harvest of Fish
All Barrow Households, Year Two
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TABLE 33: FISH HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR ONE REVISED

( N u m b e r  H a r v e s t e d )

1987 1988
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  ------.  - - - - - -  ----.---------  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

SPECIES Apr i 1 May
------------.-----  - - - - - - - - - - -  -------

Total W h i t e f i s h o 117

W h i t e f i s h  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Round Whitefish

Broad Whitef ish (River) 117

B r o a d  W h i t e f i s h  ( L a k e )

Hunpback  wh i te f i sh

L e a s t  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

Total  Other  Freshwater  Fish o 9 9

A r c t i c  gray(ing

A r c t i c  c h a r 17

Burkt  (L ing cod) 82
Lake trout

Salmon o 6
salmon  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Chum (Dog) salmon
Pink (Hum@ack) sa lmon

Si(ver  (Coho) saimon 6

King (Chinook) salmon

Tota(  Other  Coastal  Fish o 0

Cape(  i n

Rainbow Smelt

Scu(pin
Tomcod

Arct ic Cod

June
- - - - - - -

1 , 4 3 8

117

703

468

150

316

316

12

12

0

Juty
- - - - -  - -

1,783

785

847

150

1

248

248

8

8

0

August
- - - - -  - -

5 , 5 1 5

1 , 8 5 0

300

3 , 0 6 4

244

59

981

971

8

1

145

64

5
17

55

4

3,351

3,351

Sept.
- - - - - -  -

3 , 6 4 7

1,101

342

1,120

398

624

15

4 7

0

3 , 3 5 8

10

234

1

0

0

October
-----  .  .

1 4 , 0 4 4

1 , 2 3 0

714

2 , 5 8 3

582

1 , 0 1 0

6 , 6 9 6

1 , 2 3 0

7,731

6 , 9 3 3

1

700

97

0

48

48

Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
.  - - - - -  .  .  .  .  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  ------.

1 , 4 0 0 0 0 0 0

94

21

1 , 0 7 4

211

4 0 0 0 12

12
4

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 95

95

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R . Braund & A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9



TABLE 34: FISH HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR TWO

( N u m b e r  H a r v e s t e d )

SPECIES
--.-.----------.-----  -

Tota( W h i t e f i s h

W h i t e f i s h  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )
Round Whitefish

Broad Whitef ish

B r o a d  Uhitef  ish (Lake)

Hunpback  w h i t e f i s h

L e a s t  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

Total  Other  Freshwater  Fish

Arct ic  grayl ing

. A r c t i c  c h a r

2 Burbot  ( Li ng cod)

Lake trout
Salmon

Salmon (non-speci f ied)
Chum (Dog) salmon

Pink (Humpback) salmon

Si  iver (Coho) sa lmon

King (Chinook) salmon

Tota[ O t h e r  Coasta[ F i s h
Tomcod (Saffron Cod)

Arct ic Cod

1988 1989
--.---------  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  .  ..- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .--------- . . . .

Apri I
- - - - - -

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

3

0

0

3
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

May
- - - - - - -

117

0

117

0

0

0

0

0

5

0

0

5
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1989

June
-. -..  .

878
0

117

761

0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

July August
-------

1,721
0

118

1,244
0

28

326

6

339

335

2

1

0

25

0

2

0

22

0

0

0

0

-------

1 , 9 4 6

0

117

1 , 6 0 7
114

6 7

0

41

985

961

21
3

0

53

3

2

1

46

1

0
0

0

Sept .
- - - - - - -

2 , 3 8 8

0
117

1 , 8 0 3

2 3

177

225
4 3

3 , 5 5 2

3 , 4 8 8

0

50

13

0

0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

October
- - - - - - -

1 1 , 5 1 0

150

117

3 , 9 5 8

6 2 7

340

6 , 3 1 3

6

3 , 5 2 7

3 , 2 9 9
0

169

5 8

0
0

0

0

0

0

6 , 5 5 8
0

6 , 5 5 8

Nov.
- - - - - -  .

1 , 0 8 7

0

0

703

162

0

176

4 7

155

0

5 9

9 7

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

1 , 3 6 6

17D

1 , 1 9 6

Dec.
- - - - - - -  -.

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

Jan.
- - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

Feb. March
- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

0 0

0 0

0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0

3 6 0
0 0

0 0
3 6 0

0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0

0 0



Burbot  were caught during eight  different  months of  the year and were the on]!

species recorded during the December through March period. Finally, cod were

hooked in large numbers through the ice in front  of  town in October and car]!

~Tovember  i n  Y e a r  T W O. In Year One,  the ice did not  freeze over in front  of

town unti l  r ight  around Thanksgiving. Thus,  few cod were caught b!’ r e s iden t s

and none were recorded for study households.

Though  f i sh  were the  th i rd  mos t  impor tan t  r e source  g roup  in  t e rms  o f  total

pounds harvested, they contr ibuted only 10.5 percent o f  t h e  total h a r v e s t in

Year One and 8.2 percent in Year Two. Based on study team field observ~tions,

t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  l o c a l l y  c a u g h t  f i s h  t o  r e s i d e n t s ’  d i e t  i s  like])’  g r e a t e r

than indicated by the data, Several  considerat ions must  be kept  in mind lvhen

assessing the importance of contemporary fish harvests in Barrow:

o Dog teams, t r ad i t iona l ly  r ec ip ien t s  o f  a  po r t ion  o f  the  f i sh  ha rves t ,

are no longer common in Barrow. Of the approximately five dog teams

in Barrow during Year One, f i e l d  r e s e a r c h  d e t e r m i n e d  that fish ucre

n o t  the m a i n item in  the i r  d i e t . Thus, vir tually al l  f ish harvests

in Year One were intended for human consumption.

o  F i s h  h a r v e s t  e s t i m a t e s  a r e r e c a l l e d  l e s s  a c c u r a t e l y t h a n the

estimates f o r  l a r g e r  s p e c i e s  s u c h  a s  c a r i b o u ,  s e a l s ,  o r  e~en g e e s e

and ducks. Large  numbers  o f  f i sh  o f t en  a re  ha rves ted  in  a  shor t

period (e. g., 3 two week- long  fa l l  f i sh ing  t r ip  in O c t o b e r )  and  a

ha rves te r ’ s estimate of his catch is often a best guess. I n

add i t i on , t h e  d e l i n e a t i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  s p e c i e s  i s  m o r e  d i f f i c u l t

wi th  f i sh . A single pull of the net in any of the Ioc31 river

s y s t e m s  c o u l d  y i e l d  f o u r  o r  f i v e  d i f f e r e n t  s p e c i e s  o f  f i s h ,  ( e . g . ,

b r o a d  w h i t e f i s h , h u m p b a c k  w h i t e f i s h ,  l e a s t  cisco, and  grayling).

Char, sa lmon ,  a rc t i c  c i sco ,  round  whi te f i sh ,  and  burbot  also could be

caugh t  in any  o f  the  loca l  d ra inages . T h e  t o t a l  n u m b e r  o f  f i s h

harves ted  in  each  o f  the  four  ma jo r  f i sh  ca tegor ie s  i s  more  re l i ab le

than the number of individual species recorded.

o  Some of  the  mos t  ac t ive  f i she rmen  were  the  l eas t  cand id  about  t he

amount of  f ish they harvested. Fish harvests ,  unl ike any other  local

food  resource , involve the part icipat ion of local  households which,
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year af te r  year , a re  cons i s t en t  and  ma jo r suppliers of the r e s o u r c e ,

Primari ly f ive or  s ix famil ies, each  wi th  two  or  more  camps  s p r e a d

o u t  o v e r t h e  m a j o r  r i v e r  s y s t e m s  w i t h i n the  Bar row study area,

at tempted to catch enough f ish to supply their  extended famil ies ,  to

make generous contr ibutions to the Thanksgiving and Christmas feasts ,

and  to  supp ly  f i sh  to  those  who  des i r ed  them th roughou t  the  yea r .

These famil ies  contr ibuted a s ignif icant  proport ion of  the total  Year

One community fish harvest. Three of these highly productive fishing

h o u s e h o l d s  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h i s  s t u d y  w i t h  d i f f e r i n g  d e g r e e s  o f

enthusiasm.

o The researchers and  the  s tudy  pa r t i c ipan t s  have  bo th  become  more

specif ic  and  in some ways more accurate in the recording of the study

household’s  share of  the harvest . Th i s  i s  e spec ia l ly  t rue  wi th  f i sh

and is evident in the large decrease in the number of fish in the

non-specified whi te f i sh  ca tegory  in  Year  Two. This is not to say

that the Year Two estimate is closer to the “real” Barrow f i s h

harves t ;  r a the r ,  t he  d i s t r ibu t ion  o f  ca tch  be tween  spec ies  i s

more accurate in Year Two.

o Finally, an unknown quantity of fish were imported from nearby

SIope villages: a r c t i c  cisco f r o m  Nuiqsut, r a i n b o w  s m e l t

Ii!icly

North

from

Wainwright, a n d  broad w h i t e f i s h  a n d  burbot  f r o m  Atqasuk. Although

f i s h  h a r v e s t  d a t a  w e r e r e c o r d e d  w h e n  a  s t u d y household member

t r ave led  to  a  Nor th  S lope  v i l l age  and  ac tua l ly  pa r t i c ipa ted  in  f i sh

h a r v e s t s ,  f i s h  o b t a i n e d  t h r o u g h  s h a r i n g ,  g i f t i n g  o r  b a r t e r  Ilrerc n o t

r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  h a r v e s t  e s t i m a t e s . F ie ld  obse rva t ions  ind ica ted

that  the lat ter  means of obtaining f ish were common during the f irst

two  years of study.

T h e r e  a r e  a l s o  t w o  s p e c

data set to keep in mind:

es-specif ic cons ide ra t ions  abou t  the  f i she r i e s

o For th i s  s t udy t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  h a v e  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  b e t w e e n  b r o a d

whitefish caught  from rivers  and those caught  from lakes. T h i s  was

done  bo th  because  o f  the  s i ze  d i f f e rence ,  wi th  the  l ake  caugh t  f i sh
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est imated to be at least 25 percent larger on the average, and

because  loca l  peop le  r ecogn ize  them as  be ing  d i f f e ren t  bo th  in  s i ze

and flavor.

o The identif icat ion of  coho (si lver)  salmon and chum (dog) salmon was

d i f f i cu l t  du r ing  the  ha rves t  d i scuss ions  s ince  bo th  spec ie s  a re  o f t en

referred to locally as “si lver  salmon. ” Additionally, most of the

salmon catch occurred very near the ocean,  ei ther  in lagoons or  near

river mouths,  at  a  t ime when sea-run chums and si lvers  s t i l l  looked

very similar. T h e  approrich  o f  the  resea rchers  was  to  p robe  fo r  an

i n d i v i d u a l  s a l m o n  s p e c i e s  when the reported catch was “salmon, ” If

“silver salmon” was  the  response  the  resea rcher  a sked  the  f i she rmen

if  the salmon were the coho or the chum species. The final response

recorded would then be “silver”, “chum” or “unspecified. ” Due  to  the

local  nomenclature there was likely  a tendency towards over-report ing

of s i lver  salmon and under-report ing of  chums. However, t h e  stud~

team d id  no t “second guess” f i sh  r epor t s  and  they  a re  p resen ted  as

reported. A c c o r d i n g  t o  Craig and LGL (1987: 10),  along  the coostline

of  the  nor theas te rn  Chukchi  Sea , “pink salmon are the most  common

species, accounting for 85 percent  of  al l  salmon caught in biological

surtcys from

Maps 22 and 24

T W O, w h i l e  m a p s

970 to 1984, followed by chum salmon (13 percent).”

i l l u s t r a t e  a l l  t he  f i sh  ha rves t  l oca t ions  r ecorded  dur ing  }’c~r

23 ,  25 ,  and  26  d i sp lay  s i t e s  r eco rded  in  bo th  Years Onc and

Two. Maps 22 and 23 show harvest l o c a t i o n s  f o r  all f i sh  spec ies  a s  well ns

l i fet ime community f ish harvest  areas (based on Pedersen 1979) . Contcmpor2r\

f i s h  h a r v e s t  l o c a t i o n s  a r e  v e r y s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  r e c o r d e d  i n  t h e  1 9 7 0 s .

Notable exceptions are the concentrated harvest areas east of Atqasuk  and fish

sites h i g h e r  i n t h e  Ikpikpuk  d r a i n a g e  t h a n d o c u m e n t e d  i n  t h e  prctious

research. In addit ion, some  o f  the  use  a rea  “ i s l ands”  de f ined  f rom Pedcrscn’s

(1979)  r e sea rch  were  no t  success fu l  ha rves t  a reas  fo r  the  s tudy  househo lds  in

Years  One  and  Two. However ,  Bar row res iden t s  no t  in  th i s  s tudy  may h~~ c

harvested fish in those areas during the last two years.

Maps  24  and  25  focus  on  the  p r imary harvest  locat ions for  the current  stud}.

i l lustrat ing f ish harvest  s i tes  by species  groups. T h e  m a p s  c l e a r l y  sho~~ t h e

orientation of  Bar row f i sh  ha rves t s  to  the  ma jo r  r ive r s . Lake  ha rves t s  ~~crc

assoc ia ted  wi th  Teshekpuk  Lake, large lakes between Barrow and the Inaru Rit’cr.
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MAP 22
NORTH SLOPE SUBSISTENCE STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO

FISH HARVEST SITES - ALL SPECIES

lhis m a  depicls  OP ro~imaie  eubui.stencu  h a r v e s t  sites  used
&lb y  llfl  arrow  h o u s e  olds. All horvest  s i t e s  o r e  depicted  w i t h

o IWO mi le  buffer Ihe mop depicts subsistence use for the time

~IIrfow  N!rtfr  S l o p e S u b s i s t e n c e  Study.  Add,tionol  oreos  w e r e
erlod A  r i l  1 ,  1988 throuqh  Morch 31,  1 9 8 9 :  Yeor  iwo o f  Ihe

u!sed b y  Borrow  !eslderrts  not Included  in lhe s t u d y .
l i f e t i m e  -cornnunity  horvest  oreos,  co l lected  In  the form of
map  bioqfaphies  from 20 households (Pedersen  1979), ore of so
illuslroted.

stence  use inlormot  ion othered  o n d
iued  ond  Assoc iates  (SRff A) with  the

ch osslslonts  h i r e d  Ihrough  Ihe N o r t h
Pro rem. SRB&A !s under contract to the
e, !.S Deporlorent  o f  Interio,,  ortd

s tudy  f rom (he No(th  Slope Oorough
gement  Oeportmen!s,  B o r r o w ,  Alosko.

LEGEND INFORMATION

❑
lifetime  com-

6,;
: ~, TW:LJ”!9HI,

All Fish S ecies
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Round whitefish.
brood whitefish,
humpbock whitefish,
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Ioke trout

-  Salmon
Chum, pink,
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uop Prodoc lion:  North  $fope  B o r o u g h  GIS 2 5 0 25 50 75 100 125
L-b--i

Dote: June 26. 1989
+-- --c~z==-:-.~  L.——  - .

MI IJI?S I
—-----  .—-— —



—.— ——— .—-_

MAP 23 -

NORTH SLOPE SUBSISTENCE STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO
FISH HARVEST SITES - ALL SPECIES: YEARS ONE AND TWO

I b i s  m a  depicls op roximole  s u b s i s t e n c e  hor?esl  ?.iteg  used
IIb y  IIB ,orrow  h o u s e  olds.  Al l  horvest  sl!es  o r e  dep!c led w i t h

o Iwo mjle buffer. rhe mop depicts subsistence use for ihc lime

of t h e  Ed(row  N o r t h  S l o p e  ?ubsislerrce  Slucfy.  Additlonol  oreos
period  A p r i l  r, 19B7 Ihrou  h  Morch 31,  19B9: Yeors  O n e  a n d  Iwo

were used by Borrow reslderrl$  not included in (he study.
Lifellme-comnuni[y  horvesl  orcos,  co l lected  in  the  fo rm 01
mep  bioqrophies from 20 households (Pedersen  1979), are alse
illustroled.

/w %&... Soulce:  Contemoororv  subs is tence  use information ooihered  and

‘ q,qpj
:A is u n d e r  tontrocl to the

Mine!ols  Ma; oqembnt Serv ice,  0.S Depor tment  o f  In te r io r ,  ond
received  ogslslence  in the slody  from the North  S lope  Borough

. . --~

‘Y

Plonninq  ond Wildllfe Morrogemerrt  Deportments, Borrow, Alosko.

v

p
.— l[GIND INFORMATION

d ~ l i f e t i m e  cOm-

R. Bround ond A$socio
reseorcb  ossi.slonts  h
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u
i; :: 1,,

tes (SRB&A)  w i t h  t h e
i r e d  throuqh  Ihe Norih

munity land use
(Pedcrsen  1979)

All Fish  S  ecies
-  Whi  letis I

Round whitefish,
brood  white  figb,

L ..- rsfh 2 c’ -< humDbock  whi te f ish .
Itoi! cisco.
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- O t h e r  Ire!hwoler  fish
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chor  burbot,  Ioke
trout,  notlherrr  pike

-  Solroon
Chum, pink,
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orclic  cod,
rolnbow smell
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and  numerous small  lakes  o f t e n  l o c a t e d  n e a r  r i v e r - b a s e d  f i s h  s i t e s . Har\cst

loca t ions  tha t  do  no t  appea r  to  be  nea r  wa te r a r e  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  small  ritcrs

and lakes not shown on the map. Success fu l  coas ta l  f i sh ing  s i t e s  v.’erc fcv,,

primarily occurring in the vicinity of Barrow, in Elson  Lagoon  and  in  Admiral t\’

Bay. Species caught  in the ocean and adjacent  bays and lagoons include spccics

from all four major fish groups.

Whitefish and other freshwater  f ish were harvested throughout the primary usc

area. Additionally, three Year One f ish harvest  s i tes  are not  shown on Map 25

d u e  t o t h e  e n l a r g e d sca le o f  t h i s map. Grayling,  a r c t i c  cisco, a n d

non-specified w h i t e f i s h  w e r e  h a r v e s t e d  a t  t w o  l o c a t i o n s  n e a r  Nuiqsut  and  a

grayling  harvest  was recorded due south of  the above harvests  on a tributsry  of

the  Colville R i v e r . These harvests  are the three easternmost  s i tes  depicted on

M2P 23. The two southernmost sites depicted on Map 22 but not visible on Nfap

24 represent grayling  and char harvested during Year Two.

Lfap 26 clearly i l lustrates  the associat ion be tween  the  f ixed  cab in  s i t e s  in  the

Barrow area and the majority of fish harvest sites.

Tables 35 through 37 and f igures 23 and 24 display the average har\est  data for

t h e  t w o  y e a r s  o f  s t u d y . F i sh  p rov ide  9 .5  pe rcen t  o f  the  totfil c o m m u n i t y

harves t  whi l e whi t e f i sh  p rov ided the bulk of the Barrow fish har Icst (78

percent). O c t o b e r  was the  mos t  impor tan t  month  on  ave rage  in  t e rms  o f  total

pounds harvested. The data documents a  s teady increase in f ish harvests  du r ing

the May through October period, however  the  June  f i she ry  may be slightly rnorc

i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  by the data, b e i n g  f i v e  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  a~erogc

fish harvest. The  June  ha rves t  i s  a  ve ry  spec ia l i zed  f i she ry  ca r r i ed  ou t  b} a

small  number of  households,  providing the f i rs t  f resh f ish of  the season to the

community. T h i s  f i s h e r y  i s  a l s o  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  t h a t  i t  p r o v i d e s  t h e  f i r s t

d r i e d  f i s h ,  a  v e r y  p o p u l a r  l o c a l  f o o d . Whi te f i sh  a re  r epor ted ly  caugh t  in

large numbers by households not fully participating in the study.

T h e  o t h e r  f r e s h w a t e r  f i s h ,  p r i m a r i l y  grayling,  w e r e  c a u g h t  a l m o s t  cxclusil’cly

in  Sep tember  and  October ,  wi th 8 5  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  grayling  c a u g h t  i n  t h o s e

months. Sa lmon  a re  a  summer  spec ies  ava i l ab le  in low numbers in the B~rro]\’

area. Finally, the small  coastal  f ish were harvested when aIailablc,  in  Augus t

f o r  t h e  capelin, a n d  i n  O c t o b e r  a n d  N o v e m b e r  f o r  t h e  a r c t i c  c o d  and torncod.

Smelt were harvested at Wainwright  in October.
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TABLE 35: AVERAGE HARVEST EST I MATES FOR FISH - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEARS ONE & TWO ( 1 )

RESOURCE
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Total  F i s h

T o t a l  Uhitefish
Whitef ish (non-  specif.  )

Round Whitef ish

B r o a d  Uhitefish  (River)

B r o a d  Uhitefish  (Lake)

Humpback whitefish
Least ci sco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

T o t a l  O t h e r  Frshwter F ish

A r c t i c  grayling
. A r c t i c  c h a r
m
A Burbot  (Ling c o d )

N o r t h e r n  p i k e

L a k e  t r o u t

T o t a l  Salmon

S a l m o n  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Chun (Dog) salmon
Pink (Humpback) salmon

S i l v e r  (Coho) salmon
King (Chinook)  salmon

Total  Other  Coastal  F ish
Capel i n

Rainbow smelt

A r c t i c  c o d

Tom cod
-----.-------

CONVERS 10N AVERAGE POUNDS
FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS HARVESTED

(Edib{e - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Ueight

Per EDIBLE

Resource NUMBER POUNDS PER

i n  lbs) HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD
----.--.-

nla

2 . 0

1 . 0

2 . 5

3 . 4

2 . 5

1 . 0

1 . 0

0 . 8

2 . 8
4 . 0

2 . 3
4 . 0

6 . 1

6 . 1

3 . 1

6 . 0

1 8 . 0

0 . 2

0 . 2

0 . 2

1 . 0

. . . . . . ..-
n/a

2 3 , 7 9 7

2 , 6 6 3

1 , 3 9 2

9 , 6 7 4

1 , 0 5 9

1 , 3 9 5

6 , 9 0 5

710

1 0 , 7 9 7

9 , 9 5 5

59

695

1

8 7
124

34
5

9

74

2

5 , 7 0 9

1 , 6 7 6

71

3 , 8 7 7

85

---------

5 8 , 8 2 5

4 5 , 6 0 4

5 , 3 2 6

1 , 3 9 2

2 4 , 1 8 4
3 , 5 9 9

3 , 4 8 8
6 , 9 0 5

710

1 1 , 2 5 9

7 , 9 6 4

166

2 , 7 8 1

3

346

752

206

30
28

446
42

1 , 2 1 0

335

14

775

85

-------

6 2 . 7 8

4 8 . 6 7

5 . 6 9

1 . 4 9

2 5 . 8 1

3 . 8 4

3 . 7 2

7 . 3 7

0 . 7 6

1 2 . 0 2

8 . 5 0

0 . 1 8

2 . 9 7

0 . 0 0

0 . 3 7

0 . 8 0

0 . 2 2

0 . 0 3

0 . 0 3
0 . 4 8

0 . 0 5
1 . 2 9

0 . 3 6

0 . 0 2

0 . 8 3
0 . 0 9

PER

CAPITA
- - - - - - -

19.5

15.1

1 . 8

0 . 5

8 . 0

1 . 2

1 . 2

2 . 3

0 . 2

3 . 7

2 . 6
*

0 . 9
*

0 . 1
0 . 2

0 . 1
*

*

0 . 1
*
*

*
*

0 . 3
*

PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS

PERCENT OF ALL == .=..  s====.  =..==.  =. .=.= . ..===  ..=.  .s .= =...  .= ..=.  .= =...  =

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPLING LOU HIGH SAMPLING
ED18LE HSEHOLDS STANDARD ERROR AT EST lMATE ESTIMATE ERROR
POUNDS HRVSTING OEVIATION 95% ( M e a n  lbs/  (Mean lbs/ AS %

HARVESTED RESOURCE ((bs) (Ibs) Household)  Household) OF MEAN

25.1%

16.7))

2.0%

9.CM

6.0%

2.E%

5.4%

2.5%

6.8??

12.VA

7.1%
4.4%

3.$%
0.5%

0.5%
I.TL

0.2%
0.5%

o.?%
1.3%

0.3%

4.0%

3.4%

0.1%

0.2%

O.E%

----- -------- ----- ---------  . . . -----

9.5% 6 12
7.3%

O.vk

0.?4

3.V4

O.UA

0.677
1.1%

0.1%

1.8%

I.YL
* *

0.4%
* *

0.1%

0.1%
* *

**
**

0.1%
* *

**
**
**

0.1%
**

5

1

0

3
1

1

2

0

3
7

0

1

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0
0

( 1 )  E s t i m a t e d  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r s  d o  n o t  i n c l u d e  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g ,  r e c o r d i n g , and in  convers ion to  usab(e  we igh t .
(2) See Tab[e A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

*  represents  (ess than .1  pound
** represents less than .1  percent
n/a  means not  app[icab[e

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989

9

2

1

6

2

3

3

0

5

13

0

2

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0
1

0

1

0

----------

5 0 . 2 9

3 9 . 5 7

3 . 4 8
0 . 7 5

1 9 . 9 2

2 . 1 7

1 . 1 2
4 . 2 5

0 . 3 9
7 . 0 1

0 . 0 0

0 . 0 8

1 . 1 3

0 . 0 0

0 . 2 3

0 . 4 1
0 . 1 0

0 . 0 0
0 . 0 1

0 . 1 2

0 . 0 0

0 . 9 0

0 . 0 0

0 . 0 1

0 . 3 0
0 . 0 0

-------- --------. .

7 5 . 2 7

5 7 . 7 7

7 . 8 9

2 . 2 2
3 1 . 7 0

5 . 5 1
6 . 3 3

1 0 . 4 9

1 . 1 3

17.02

21.31

0 . 2 7

4 . 8 1

0 . 0 0

0.51

1 . 1 9

0 . 3 3
0 . 0 6

0 . 0 5

0 . 8 3

0 . 2 0
1 . 6 8

0 . 9 8

0 . 0 2

1.35

0 . 2 6

2071

1 9??

39%

23%
44%

70%

42%

49%

42%

151%

55%

62%

SW
38%

45%

52%

95%
68%

75%

34i7k

3077

1 74%

55%

64%

187%

l-aBaBa



Figure 23: Harvest of Fish
All Barrow Households, Years One & Two

(Mean Edible Pounds per Household)

P o u n d s  o f  E d i b l e
Resouroe P r o d u c t
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I
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Total: 63 Pounds
P e r  H o u s e h o l d  i

I

J/
1

I

1

Whitefish Other Other Coastal Salmon
Frshwater Fish Fish

% of Fish: 7 8 % 1 9 % 2 % 1 %

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1989
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TABLE 36: AVERAGE FISH HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

SPECIES
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..-

T o t a l  W h i t e f i s h
W h i t e f i s h  ( u n s p e c i f i e d )

Round Whitefish

Broad Whitef ish (River)

Broad  Whitef ish (Lake)

Humpback Whitefish
L e a s t  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

Total  Other  Freshwater  Fish

A r c t i c  gray~ing
A r c t i c  c h a r

w
Cn Burbot  (L i ng cod)

Northern Pike

Lake trout

T o t a l  Sa(mon

Salmon (non-speci f ied)

Chum (Dog) sahnon

Pink (Humpback) salmon

Si lver  (Coho)  sa lmon
King (Chinook)  saiman

Tota l  Other  Coasta(  F ish
Capel  in

Rainbow Smelt

Tomcod

A r c t i c  c o d

A{i Fish Species

( C o n t i n u e d  o n  n e x t  p a g e )

(Pounds of Edible Resource Product)

TOTALS
* * * * * *

- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  .------ - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Apr i 1
- - - - - - -

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0
6

0
0

6

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

6

May
- - - - - - -

322

117

5 9

146

0

0

0

0
197

0

24

173

0

0

18

0

0
0

18

0

0

0
0

0

0

537

June
-----  .  .

2 , 6 3 6

501

410

1 , 5 3 7

0

188

0

0

126

126
0

0

0
0

35

0

0

0

35

0

0

0

0

0

0
2 , 7 9 7

JuLy
- - - - - - -

5 , 1 9 4

2 , 1 3 3

59

2,613
0

223

163

4

239

233

3
2

0
0

9 8

0

7

0

91

0

0

0

0

0
0

5,531

August
- - - - - - -

7 , 7 8 0

1,101

208
5 , 8 3 9

794

388

29

20
822

773

41

8
0

0

601

206

23

28

302

42

335

335

0

0

0

9 , 5 3 8

Sept . October
----- --

6 , 9 9 5

1 , 2 3 0

230

3 , 6 5 3
717

1,001

120

45

3 , 3 5 0

2 , 7 3 8

14

569

0

28

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

10,345

-------
1 9 , 6 9 9

244

415

8 , 1 7 5

2 , 0 5 4

1 , 6 8 9

6 , 5 0 5

618
6 , 1 4 7

4 , 0 9 3

2

1 , 7 3 9

3

311

0

0

0
0

0

0

661

0

5

0
656

2 6 , 5 0 7

Nov.
- - - - - - -

2 , 9 7 7

0

11
2 , 2 2 1

634

0

8 8

23

276

0

82

187

0

7
0

0
0

0

0

0

205

0

0

85

120

3 , 4 5 8

Dec.
- - - - - - -

0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

-----------------------  . .

Jan.
- - - - - - -

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

Feb.
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

72

0

0

72

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

72

March
- - - - - -  .

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0
24

0
0

24
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0
9

0

9

0

0

33



TABLE 36 ,  CONTINUED:  AVERAGE FISH HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TUO

(Pounds of Edible  R e s o u r c e  Product)

PERCENTS
********

.  .  - - - -  -. -.. . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  -------  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  ------  -------  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  ------  ------  ------  .  ------  -------  -------  ------  .-

SPECIES Apr i ( M a y J u n e JULY August Sept. Ott ober Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - ------ ---- . . . . . ------ ------ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - - - - -  - - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -

Tota[  W h i t e f i s h

W h i t e f i s h  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Round Whitefish

B r o a d  W h i t e f i s h  ( R i v e r )

,Broad  W h i t e f i s h  ( L a k e )
Humpback Whitefish

L e a s t  cisco
B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

Tota( Other  Freshwater  Fish

A r c t i c  grayling

A r c t i c  c h a r
.
u Burbot  (Ling  c o d )
--J Northern Pike

Lake trout
Total  Saimon

Satmon  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Chum  (Dog)  sa(mon

Pink (Humpback) salmon

S i l v e r  (Coho) salmon

King (Chinook)  satmon

Tota( Other  Coastal  Fish

Cape(  in

Rainbow Smelt

Tomcod

Arct ic cod

A[l Fish Species

w
077

o%
CM

w
CM

CM

o%
o%
w
o%
o%
o%
CM
w
CM
CM

o%
0?4

0%%

D%
m
o%
o%
cl%
W

1%
1%

4%

1%
o%
(M

1%

o%
2%

(M

14%
U&

CM

o%
2%
o%
w
0%
4%
CM
o%
0’%
o%
IN
o%
1%

LYL

43%

3CVA
34%

5TL

4877

34%

94%

55%%

51%
1%

63%
1 00%

90??
o%

o%

CM
o%

CM

o%

55%
(M

33%
CM

85%
45%

0??

o%
o%
m
CM

o%
o%
o%
w
CM
o%
o%
o%
o%
CM

(M

(M

w
o%
o%
CM

077

o%
o%
0%

CM

0??

W,

o%
CM

CM

o%
(M

0?’%

0%

0%
0??

m
0??

LM
o%
o%
D’z

o%
CM

o%
o%
CM

w
CM
CM

o%

w = 10D?A

o% = 100%

o% = 100%

o% = 10077
CM =  10D’Z
o% =  100?4

o% =  10CEL
WA = 100%

WA =  10WA

CM = 10CM

&A =  10CM
1% =  10W4

D% = 100%
o% = 100%

WA =  10CEA

077 = 100%

W =  100??

W =  10CVA

o% = IO(VA

Gi =  10CEA
1% = 100%

o% =  100’Z

6777 = 100%
o% = IO(N
(R = low
o% = 10CM

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989
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Figure 24: Monthly Harvest of Fish
All Barrow Households, Years One and Two

Lbg ot E d i b l e  Res.
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Source: Stephen R. 13raund & Assoc., 1989

-mmm--- m-m -RBmmmum  -m



--m-m-=- --- m--- =R - - - -

TABLE 37: AVERAGE FISH HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

( N u m b e r  H a r v e s t e d )

----- -----  ----- . . . . . . . ------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -----------  -----  ----- ------- -------------  ----- ----- --------- --

SPECIES
------- . . . . . . . ------  .-

Total  W h i t e f i s h

Whitef ish (non-specif ied)

Round Whitef ish

B r o a d  W h i t e f i s h  ( R i v e r )

Broad Whitef ish (Lake)

Htnnpback W h i t e f i s h

L e a s t  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco
Total Other  Freshwater  Fish

A r c t i c  grayling

A r c t i c  c h a r

Burbot  (Ling  c o d )
N o r t h e r n  p i k e

L a k e  t r o u t
Salmon

SahnOn ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Chum (Dog) sa[mcm

pink (Humpback) salmon

Sitver  (Coho)  s a l m o n
King (Chinook)  salmon

Total  Other  Coastal  F ish

Cape(  i n

Rainbow Smelt

Tomcod

Arct ic Cod

Apr i t
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

2

0
0

2
0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0
0

l.lay
-. . ..- -

117

0

59

5 9

0

0

0

0

52
0

9

43

0

0

3
0

0
0

3
0

0

0
0

0

0

June
- - - - - - -

1 , 1 5 8

59

410

615

0
75

0
0

158

158

0

0

0

0

6

0

0

0

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

J u l y August
-------

1 , 7 5 2

393

59

1 , 0 4 5
0

8 9

163
4

293

291
1

1
0

0

16
0

1

0

15

0
0
0
0
0
0

. . . . . .-

3 , 7 3 1

925

208

2 , 3 3 5

5 7
155

2 9

20
983

966

14

2

0

0

9 9

34

4

9

50
2

1,676
1 , 6 7 6

0

0
0

Sept .
- - - - - -  .

3 , 0 1 8

551

230

1,461

211

401

120
45

3 , 5 7 7

3 , 4 2 3
5

142
0

7

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

October
- - - - - - -

1 2 , 7 7 7
690

415

3 , 2 7 0

604

675

6 , 5 0 5
618

5 , 6 3 0

5 , 1 1 6

1
435

1
78

0
0
0
0
0
0

3 , 3 0 3

0

24

0

3 , 2 7 9

Nov. Dec.
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1 , 2 4 4 0
4 7 0
11 0

888 0
186 0

0 0
8 8 0
23 0
79 0

0 0
2 9 0
4 8 0

0 0
2 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

683 0
0 0
0 0

85 0
598 0

Jan.
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0
0

Feb.
- - - - -

0

0

0
0

0

0

0
0

18

0

0

18

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0
0

0

0

March
- - - - - -  -

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

6

0

0

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4 7

0

47

0

0

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9



B I R D S

The est imated harvest  of  birds was very s imi la r  i n  the  two  s tudy  years,  with a

Year  Two har~est  that was 179 pounds less than the previous year (tables 38 and

39). The  ave rage  ha rves t  pe r  househo ld  was 23 pounds and the pcr capits (per

p e r s o n )  har~est Ivas se~cn p o u n d s . T h e  b i r d  harvest  c o n t r i b u t e d  t h r e e  t o  four

p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  e d i b l e  p o u n d s  h a r v e s t e d  by the  communi ty  in  each  >cor.

Approximately one-third of  al l  Barrow

31.7 p e r c e n t  i n Year Two) had  a

successful bird harvest.

households (33.9 percent in Year One and

househo ld  member  who  pa r t i c ipa ted  in  a

I n  n u m b e r s ,  m o r e  e i d e r s  w e r e  h a r v e s t e d  i n  b o t h  years than an} o[hcr b i r d .

Howcter in pounds, a  ma jo r i ty  o f  the  ha rves t  was g e e s e .  T h e  e s t i m a t e d  gccsc

harves t  increased  b> a p p r o x i m a t e l y 15 percent in Year Two. Sixty-six percent  of

the bird har\est  ( in  pounds)  was con t r ibu ted  by  geese  in  Year  Two compared  to

56 pcrccnt  i n  Year Onc ( F i g u r e s  25 and  2 6 ) , D u r i n g  t h e  s e c o n d  year of  the

study, 91 percent of the geese harvested were white-fronted geese, compared

uith 83 pcrccnt  i n  Y e a r  O n e . The “non-specified” geese category confounds the

species-specific geese estimates somewhat. The  resea rchers  e s t ima te  tha t  mos t

o f  the  non-spec i f i ed  geese  were  whi te - f ron ted  geese  and  tha t  the  Year Onc gccsc

har\cst  uas likcl! 91 to 94 pcrccnt  white-fronted gccsc.

Brant were  the  second  mos t  commonly  repor ted  geese  ha rves t . Brant h~r~csts

inc reased  in  Year  Two wi th  an  es t imated  213 brant ha rves ted  compared  \vith 120

t h e  }car b e f o r e . Brant contr ibuted approximately s e v e n  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  gccsc

harvest

weight.

Approx

partici]

(in number  o f  b i r d s  h a r v e s t e d )  a n d  five pcrccnt  o f  t h e  g e e s e  hcirvest b)

mately 1 8  t o  1 9  p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  B a r r o w  h o u s e h o l d s  h a d  s o m e o n e  uho

ated in a success fu l  goose h a r v e s t  i n  e a c h  y e a r . T h e  r e a d e r  i s

reminded that  approximately 53 percent  of  al l  Barrow households were classified

a s  N a t i v e  h o u s e h o l d s  by t h e  1 9 8 8  B a r r o w  c e n s u s  ( s e e  T a b l e  2 ) . Field

observat ions at test  to  spring goose hunting being a s tr ict ly Native subsistence

a c t i v i t y ; t h e r e f o r e ,  a m o r e a p p r o p r i a t e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  f i g u r e  i s  t h a t
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TABLE 38: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR BIRDS - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEAR ONE REVISED ( 1 )

I

CONVERS 10N AVERAGE POUNDS

FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS HARVESTED PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS

RESCURCE
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -

Tota L Birds

Total Geese

Geese (non- specified)

Brant

White- fronted geese
, T o t a l  E i d e r

b E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

COmrmOn  e i d e r,
King eider
S p e c t a c l e  e i d e r

Ptarmigan

Other ducks (non- sepci  f. )

-.-..-----.--

( E d i b l e

Weight

Per

Resource

i n  lbs)
---------

a l a

4 . 5

3 . 0

4 . 5

1 . 5
1 . 5

1 . 5

1 . 5

0 . 7

1 . 5

---------------------  -----------------__----------_---.----  -----------------

NUMBER

HARVESTED
- - - - - - - - -

nl a

2 , 7 2 4

334

120

2 , 2 7 0

5 , 2 0 8
5 , 0 9 8

18

9 0

2

2 , 2 9 7
7 7

EDIBLE
POUNDS PER

HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD
-------  . . . . . . . . .

2 1 , 6 1 3 2 3 . 0 7
1 2 , 0 7 8 1 2 . 8 9

1 , 5 0 2 1 . 6 0

360 0 . 3 8
1 0 , 2 1 6 1 0 . 9 0

7 , 8 1 2 8 . 3 4
7 , 6 4 7 8 . 1 6

27 0 . 0 3

13.% 0 . 1 4

3 0 . 0 0

1 , 6 0 8 1 . 7 2
116 0 . 1 2

PER

CAPITA
-------

7 . 2

4 . 0

0 . 5

0 . 1

3 . 4
2 . 6

2 . 5
*
*
*

0 . 5
*

PERCENT OF ALL - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPLING LOW HIGH SAMPLING

EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ERROR
POUNDS HRVSTING DEVIATION 95% (Mean 1 bs/ (Mean tbs/ AS %

HARVESTED RESOURCE (lbs) ( lbs) Household)  Household) OF MEAN
---------  --------- --------- --------  ---------- ----------  --------

3.3%
I.LW

0.?4

0.1%

I.M
1.2%

1.2A
* *

**

0.2??
**

33. W
18.8%

2.&

2 . 2 %

15. YL

20. &

19.%%

0.4%

O.n

0.1%

15.2%

2.9%

6

3
1

0
3

3
3

0

0

0
1

0

(1) Est imated sampl ing errors  do not  inc lude errors  in  report ing,  recording,  and in  convers ion to  usable  weight .

(2)  See Table A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

* represents less than .1  pound

* *  r e p r e s e n t s  Less t h a n  . 1  p e r c e n t

n/a  means not  appl icable

11
6
1

0
6

6
6

0
0
0
1
0

12.11

7 . 1 4
0 . 4 8

0 . 1 9

5 . 1 6

2 . 1 9

2 . 0 1

0 . 0 1

0 . 0 6

0 . 0 0

0 . 5 7

0 . 0 0

3 4 . 0 2

18.64

2 . 7 3

0 . 5 8

16.64

14.49

14.31

0 . 0 5

0 . 2 3

0 . 0 1

2 . 8 6

0 . 2 9

47%
45%

?0%
51%

53%
74%

75%

73%

59%

7699
67A

1 33??

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R .  Braund E A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 8 9



Figure 25; Harvest of Birds
All Barrow Households, Year One Revised

(Mean Edible pounds per Household)

P o u n d s  o f  E d i b l e
Resouroe P r o d u c t
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1 2

10

8

6
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Per Household

I

I

(

Geese E i d e r P t a r m i g a n O t h e r

%  o f  B i r d s : 5 6 % 3 6 % 7 %

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Assoc., 1989
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TABLE 39: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR BIRDS - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEAR TWO ( 1 )

RE!XXIRCE
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

T o t a l  B i r d s

Total Geese

G e e s e  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Brant

White- fronted geese
* Snow geese

A Canada geese
w

T o t a l  E i d e r,
E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Connnon  e i d e r
King eider

Ptarmigan

. . . . . . . . . . . . .

CONVERS 10N AVERAGE POUNDS

FACTOR (2) COMMUNITY TOTALS HARVESTED

( E d i b l e ==..== =.=.=.  == ...=  =..  ❑ =..=. ======  =====

Weight

Per EDIBLE

Resource NUMBER POUNDS PER PER

i n  lbs) HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAPITA
---------  --------- -------  .- -------------  -

n / a

4 . 5

3 . 0
4 . 5

4 . 5

4 . 5

1 . 5
1 . 5

1 . 5
0 . 7

n / a

3 , 1 9 4

60

213
2 , 9 1 2

8
1

4 , 3 2 0

4 , 2 7 5

21

25

1 , 2 8 7

2 1 , 4 3 4

14,054

270
639

13,105

35

5

6 , 4 8 0
6 , 4 1 2

31
3 7

901

22.88
1 5 . 0 0

0 . 2 9
0 . 6 8

1 3 . 9 9
0 . 0 4

0.01
6 . 9 2

6 . 8 4

0 . 0 3

0 . 0 4

0 . 9 6

7.1

4 . 7

0 . 1

0 . 2

4.3

0 . 0

0 . 0

2 . 1

2 . 1
*

*

0 . 3

PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS

PERCENT OF ALL - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPL 1 NG LOW HIGH SAMPLING

EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ERROR
POUNDS HRVSTING DEVIATION 95% ( M e a n  lbs/ (Mean lbs/ AS %

HARVESTED RESOURCE ((bs) (lbs) H o u s e h o l d )  Househo Ld) OF MEAN
- - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . --------

3.#k 31 .Tk 4 7 1 5 . 9 9 2 9 . 7 6 3077
2.4% 17.677 3 5 9 . 9 5 2 0 . 0 5 34%

O.LVA 0.74 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 7 5 160??

0.1% 4.7% o 0 1 3 . 6 3 14.35 53%
2.2% 17. YL 2 5 0 . 0 0 4 . 8 7 35%

O.(M 0.7% o 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 3 68%%

0.0?? 0.1% o 0 6 . 9 1 6 . 9 2 7YL

1.1% 19. (EA 2 4 2 . 7 5 1 1 . 0 8 61M

1.1% 18. i7k 2 4 2 . 6 8 11.01 61%
** 0.677 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 9 1 74%
* * 0.2% o 0 0 . 0 2 0 . 0 6 52%

0.24 9.0% o 1 0 . 3 3 1 . 5 9 6U4

(  1  )  Est imated sampl ing errors  do not  inc lude errors  in  report ing, recording,  and in  conversion to  usable  weight .

( 2 )  S e e  T a b l e  A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

*  represents  [ess than .1  pound

**  r e p r e s e n t s  l e s s  t h a n  . 1  p e r c e n t

nla m e a n s  n o t  app[  icab[e

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R . Braund &  A s s o c i a t e s ,  1989



Figure 26: Harvest of Birds
All Barrow Households, Year Two

(Nkan Edible pounds per HOUSehOld)

P o u n d s  of E d i b l e
Resouroe P r o d u c t
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I
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16-j //’

104

T o t a l :  2 3  P o u n d s
Per Household

7
/ /

Geese Eiders Ptarmigan

% of Birds: 6 6 % 30% 4 YO

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Assoc., 1989

- 144-



approximcitel)  35  pcrccnt  o f  the  Natijc  h o u s e h o l d s  vcrc inlol\ed  i n  s u c c e s s f u l

gccsc har~csts. It is also i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  that t h e  s a m p l i n g  e r r o r  f o r  t h e

g o o s e  e s t i m a t e  dccreascd  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n  Year TW O, to 3 4  pcrccnt.  do~vn f rom 45

pcrccnt  in Year One.

E i d e r  wos the  nex t  mos t  impor tan t  b i rd  ca t egory ,  con t r ibu t ing  30  pcrcen[ of the

har~cst  by weight in Year  Two, down from 36 percent in Year One. Approximatcl)

888 less eiders were harvested in Year Two. T h o u g h  most eider harvests  were

r e p o r t e d  as non-specif ied e i d e r s  i n both Years Onc and Tuo. from all

indications the vast majority of eider harvests were king  eiders.

The ptarmigan h~rtcst  est imate also decrcascd  in  Year  Two,  down s ign i f i can t ]}

by 1,000 birds. The  main  reason  fo r  the  dec rease  appears  to  bc that there vas

a ~cry  h i g h  harl’cst  in b’la}’  o f  Y e a r  O n e  t h a t  was n o t  d u p l i c a t e d  i n  Y e a r  T}\o,

\\ ’illow p t a r m i g a n  vas the only p t a r m i g a n  s p e c i e s  r e p o r t e d  by stud!’ h o u s e h o l d s .

Finally.  a fcu “o the r  ducks” w e r e  rccordcd  in Ycrir O n e ,  though  n o n e  nppc~rcd  i n

t h e  }“car T~io data. The  major i ty  o f o t h e r  d u c k s  w e r e  oldsquau ducks.  o r

aaharilliq  in Inupiaq.

T a b l e s  40 t h r o u g h  43 and  f i g u r e s  27 a n d  28 p r o v i d e  t h e  brca!idown  o n  b i r d

h~ricsts  b) m o n t h . B i r d s  ucrc har~cstcd  bctwccn  A p r i l  a n d  O c t o b e r . A’la !’ \!”2 s

t h e  p e a k  b i r d  h a r v e s t  p e r i o d  i n  b o t h  y e a r s ,  w i t h  t h e  majority of harlcsts

consis t ing prima ril!’ of  white-fronted geese. E i d e r s  w e r e  h a r v e s t e d  main]} in

July and August in Year One, ufith 82 pe rcen t  o f  the  e ide r s  t aken  in  those

months. However during Year Two, the predominant cider months were Ma!. and

August. JUIJ r e s u l t e d  i n re la t ive ly  f ew e ide r  ha rves t s ,  pe rhaps  duc  to  the

predominan t  wes te r ly  winds  b lowing  againsr the path of the migration. In

Scptcmbcr,  a small number of eiders and geese (brant  only in the Year Onc d~t~)

were hariestcd  as the birds continued to migrate west and south  out of the

study area . As discussed above,  the ptarmigan harvest  was greatest  during Ma}!

in Year One when 83 percent of the harvest took place, though in Year Two uos

distributed more evenly throughout the May through October period.

- 145-



SPECIES
. . . . . . . . . .

Total  Geese

White- fronted goose

Brant

Goose (non- specified)

Snow Goose

Canada Goose

,Total  E i d e r s

E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )
Comnon  e i d e r

King eider
Ptarmigan

Other Ducks
#

All  Bird Species
2

1

(cent i nued on next page)

TABLE 40: BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR ONE REVISED

(Pounds of Edib(e Resource Product)

TOTALS
1987 ****** 1988

--------------- ---------- . . . . . . . . . . --------- . . . . . . . . . . . .---------  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - -

Apri I
. . . . . . .

0

0

0

0

0

0

380

345

18

18

0
0

380

May
. . . . . . .

11,371

9 , 7 4 2

138

1 , 4 9 2

0

0

723

678

9
3 6

1 , 3 2 3

0

1 3 , 4 1 7

June
- - - - - - -

485

474

0

11

0

0

136
66

0

70

0

0

621

J u l y
- - - - - - -

4

0

4

0

0

0

2 , 6 3 3

2 , 6 2 3

0

11

4 3

100

2 83 R 0

August
- - - - - - -

6 7

0
6 7

0

0

0

3 , 8 3 1

3 , 8 3 1

0

0

125

15

Sept . October
- - - - - - -  .  - - - - - -

152 0
0 0

152 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

105 0

105 0
0 0

0 0
8 108

0 0

4 , 0 3 8 265 108

Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

March
------.

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

-------  n------ --9--



SPECIES
. . . . . . . . . .

Total  Geese

----mm -- m--, n - - -

TABLE 40, CONTINUED: BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR ONE REVISEO
(Pounds of Edibte  Resource Product)

PERCENTS
1987 * * * * * * * * 1988

- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - -

Uh i te - f ronted goose

Brant
Goose (non-speci f ied)

Snow goose

Canada goose

Total  E i d e r s

E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

ccmnmn  e i d e r

K i n g  e i d e r

Ptarmigan
, Other Ducks

.&.
4

All  Bird Species1

Apr i ( May
- - - - - - -  - - - - -  -.

077 94%

2% 6277

June July August Sept. October Nov. Oec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - -

0%
077

1%
CM

CM

0%
34%
34%

WA

r~

377

87%

1377 1%

w
0’%

0??

o%
o%
CM
w
CM

CM

IN

7%

CM

CM

o%
o%
CM

077

(M

o%
o%
FM

o%
w
o%
(w

0??

w
w
w
o%
CM

o%
CM

o%
CM

o%
w

o%

CM = 1 OCM
(M = 1 O(M

w = 1 00??
w = 1O(M
o% = 1 O(M
0?? = 10077
w = 100??
CM = 1 Ow
w ❑  1 OIYA
CM = 10077
o% = 1 00%
w ❑ 1 00%

o% = IOWA

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989
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Figure 27: Monthly Harvest of Birds

All Barrow Households, Year One Revised

L b s  o f  E d i b l e  Res,
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+ Eider
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- - - - -  Other Ducks
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Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1989
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SPECIES
- - - - - - - - - -

Total Geese

Uh i te- f ronted geese

Brant

G e e s e  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )
Lesser snow geese

Canada geese
T o t a l  E i d e r s

E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )1
Cmmnon  e i d e r

$ K i n g  e i d e r
, Ptarmigan

A~l  B i r d  S p e c i e s

TABLE 41: BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR TWO
(Pounds of Edib(e  Resource Product)

TOTALS

1988 * * * * * * 1989
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  ---.---  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - -  - - - - - -  -

Apr i 1 May
------- -------

0 1 2 , 6 0 9

0 1 1 , 9 9 9

0 311

0 270

0 24
0 5

5 2 , 7 4 2
5 2 , 7 4 0

0 0
0 2

0 630

June
------ .

1 , 2 7 6

1 , 1 0 7

159

0

11

0

272
272

0
0

169

Ju[y
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0
0

695

648

31
16

39

5 15,981 1,717 734

August
- - - - - -  .

169

0

169

0

0

0

2 , 3 3 0

2 , 3 1 0

0
19

0

Sept.
---.---

0
0
0
0
0
0

435
435

0
0

15

October
------ -

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

39

Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.
------  --------  . . . . . . . .------

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

March
-------

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

10

2 , 4 9 8 450 39 0 0 0 0 10

(cent i nued on next page)



TABLE 41, CONTINUED: BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR TWO

( P o u n d s  of Edible Reso~rce  P r o d u c t )

PERCENTS

1988 * * * * * * * * 1989
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

SPECIES Apr i [ May June Ju(y August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - - - - .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  ..- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -----.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -.-----.------  -------

Tota(  Geese

Uh i te- f ronted geese

Brant
G e e s e  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Lesser snow geese

Canada geese
I T o t a l  E i d e r s

w E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )
o

Ccmmmn e i d e r,
K i n g  e i d e r

Ptarmigan

A([ B i r d  S p e c i e s 0?? 75%

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989

(M 1%
077 W
(M 26%
m W
WA 0??
o% o%

11% 3677
1 o% 3ek

10077 w
4YA 52??

4% o%

3% 12%

077

077

077

077

o%
o%
7%

n
o%
o%
M

2% w w

(M

(M

CM

077
Lx%

o%
o%
o%
w
WA

(M

0?? CM w = low
o% w o% = 100%
WA LWA o% = 100%

(M WA 0?? = 100%

077 o% (M =  IOWL

o% CM 077 =  IO(VA

WA 077 077 =  100%

o% o% WA =  10CM

Ml WA o% =  100%A

o% WA 0?? = 100%

o% 077 1% = 100%

o% 077 0?? =  low

--rnR--- -9---9-  u-9--



Figure 28: Monthly Harvest of Birds
All Barrow Households, Year Two
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Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Assoc., 1989



SPECIES
. . . . . . . . . .

Total  Geese

White- fronted goose

Brant

Goose (non-speci f ied)

Snow goose

Canada goose

Total E i d e r s

E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )
Canmmn  e i d e r

, King eider

Ln Ptarmigan
t+

Other ducks,

TABLE 42: BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROU,  YEAR ONE REVISED

(Number Harvested)

1987 1988
-----------------  - - - -----------------  - - - -----------------  - - - -------  --.---------------.- ------------ .-.----

Apr i 1 May June J u l y August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  --.----- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  -----.----  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

0 2,542 108 1 22 51 0 0 0 0 0 0
2,165 105

46 1 22 51
331 2

254 482 91 1,756 2,554 70 0 0 D o 0 0
230 452 44 1,749 2,554 70

12 6
12 24 47 7

1,890 62 179 12 154
67 10

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund  & Associates,  1989
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TABLE 43: BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEAR TWO

(Number Harvested)

1988 1989
---.----------------------  - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  .-------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -

SPECIES
----------

Total Geese
W h i t e - f r o n t e d  g e e s e

Brant

G e e s e  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Lesser  sno~  geese

Canada geese

T o t a l  E i d e r s
E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Comnon  e i d e r
King eider

u,
w Ptarmigan

Apr i 1
- - - - - - -

0

4

4

May
.-----

2,837
2,666

104
60

5
1

1,828
1,827

0
1

899

June
------ .

301

246

53

0

2
0

182

182

0

0

241

July
---.-- -

0

0

0

0

0
0

463

432

21

11

56

August Sept .
------- ------ -

56 0
0 0

56 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

1,553 290
1,540 290

0 0
13 0
21 55

October
--.---- -.

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

Nov.
- - - - - -

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Dec.
- - - - - - -  -.

0
0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

Jan.
- - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Feb.
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

March
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

14

Source:  Stephen R.  Braund & Associates,  1989



June was a relat ively low bird harvest  month in Year One and the July harvest

was relat ively low i n  Y e a r  T w o . What is not displayed in the tables and

f igures  i s  tha t  mos t  o f  the  June  ha rves t  occur red  in the early part  of  June cincl

t h a t  m o s t  o f  t h e  J u l y  h a r v e s t  o c c u r r e d  i n  l a t e  J u l y . Those harvest  periods

conform wi th  key  in fo rman t  in fo rmat ion t h a t  m o s t  h u n t e r s  d o  n o t  t a k e  birds

during the incubation period from mid-June through mid-July.

The cumulative average of the two study years is presented in Tables 44 through

46  and  F igures  29  and  30 , All  numbers represent  average harvest  f igures for

t h e  t w o  y e a r s  o f  s t u d y except  for  household part icipat ion,  which reflects  the

percentage of  al l  Barrow households that  harvested a bird in ei ther  year of the

study.

Maps 27 and 28 illustrate that the areal range of bird harvests v!as vcr!

s imi la r  in  Years  One  and  Two to  tha t  de te rmined  by ea r l i e r  r esea rch  (Pederscn

1979). Al though  mos t  o f  the  ha rves t s  appea r  to  have  occur red  in  the  ccntrril

por t ion o f  t h e  l i f e t i m e  h a r v e s t  a r e a ,  o c c a s i o n a l  s u c c e s s f u l  h a r v e s t s  also

occurred along the i l lustrated border area. H a r v e s t s  o c c u r r e d  f r o m  Peard Ba)I

to the east  s ide of  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  f rom of f shore  o f  Bar row to  the  upper

port ion of  the Ikpikpuk  River . Birds were harvested off  the coast  of  Barro~v to

a d i s t a n c e of five to seven mi les ,  a f i n d i n g  n o t  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  e a r l i e r

research. Those harvests consisted mainly of eiders hunted from boats or  shot

from the ice edge during May and June.

As can be seen in Maps 29 and 30, eiders were harvested along the coast. The

single “other duck” harvest  location recorded in Year One was at  the Shooting

S t a t i o n  (Pigniq)  n e a r  P o i n t  B a r r o w . Goose  ha rves t s  were  p r imar i ly  o r i en ted

a round  the  ma jo r r ive r s  in  the  a rea , especial ly the Meade,  Topagoruk,  Chipp.

a n d  Ikpikpuk  r i v e r s . The majority of goose harvests took place within 50 miles

of Barrow, a l though  ha rves t s  d id  occur  a s  f a r  away  as  100  mi les . Ptarmigsn

harvest  areas corresponded closely to those of  geese. F o r  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  as a

whole, ptarmigan were harvested anywhere people were camping  and  were  an

inc iden ta l  ha rves t  t o  the  ma jo r h a r v e s t  a c t i v i t y  o f  t h e  t r i p ,  w h e t h e r  i t  uos

geese  hun t ing ,  ca r ibou  hun t ing ,  f i sh ing ,  o r  fu rbea re r  hun t ing . Typ ica l ly  t!lc

children in camp would head out on the ptarmigan hunting excursions.
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TABLE 44: AVERAGE HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR BIRDS - ALL BARROW HOUSEHOLDS, YEARS ONE & TWO (1)

i

CONVERSION AVERAGE POUNDS

FACTOR (2) COMMUN1  TY TOTALS HARVESTED PERCENT SAMPLING STATISTICS
( E d i b l e - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ PERCENT OF ALL .= .=. . . . . . .. ==. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ==. . . . . . =. =..

Weight OF TOTAL BARROW SAMPLING LOW HIGH
Per EDIBLE EDIBLE HSEHOLDS STANDARD ERROR AT ESTIMATE ESTIMATE

Resource NUMBER POUNOS PER PER POUNDS HRVSTING DEVIATION 95% ( M e a n  [bs/ ( M e a n  [bs/
RESOURCE i n  lbs) HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAPITA HARVESTED RESOURCE ((bs) ((bs) H o u s e h o l d )  Househo(d)
. . . . . . ..- . . . . . . . ----- . .  .  .  .  .  .  ..- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . .  .  .  - - - -  .-. - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -

Total  B i r d s nla nl a 2 1 , 5 1 9 2 2 . 9 7 7 . 1 3.5% 32. Vk 4 8 14.85 3 1 . 0 9
Tota[ Geese 2 , 9 5 9 1 3 , 0 6 2 1 3 . 9 4 4.3 2.1% 18.2% 3 5 8 . 8 7 19.02

G e e s e  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d ) 4 . 5 197 886 0 . 9 5 0 . 3 0.1% 1.5% o 1 0 . 3 4 1.55
Brant 3 . 0 166 499 0 . 5 3 0 . 2 0.1% 3.5% o 0 0.31 0 . 7 6
White- f  ronted geese 4 . 5 2 , 5 9 1 1 1 , 6 5 6 1 2 . 4 4 * * * 16.3% 3 5 7 . 4 6 17.42t
Snow geese 4.5 4 17 0 . 0 2 * **

WI
10.7?4 o 0 0 . 0 1 0 . 0 2

U Canada geese 4 . 5 1 3 0.00 * ** 10.0% o 0 0 . 0 0 O.DO
I T o t a l  E i d e r 4 , 7 6 4 7 , 1 4 5 7 . 6 3 2 . 4 1.1% 9.i?k 2 4 3 . 1 8 1 2 . 0 7

E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d ) 1 . 5 4 , 6 8 6 7 , 0 3 0 7 . 5 0 2 . 3 1.1% 9.Z% 2 4 3 . 0 6 11.94
Common eider 1 . 5 19 29 0 . 0 3 * ** 0 . 4 % o 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 6
King eider 1 . 5 5 7 8 6 0.09 * ** 7.i7L o 0 0 . 0 5 0 . 1 3
Spectac led eider 1 . 5 1 2 0 . 0 0 * ** 6 . 0 % 1 2 0 . 0 0 2 . 0 9

Ptarmigan 0 . 7 1 , 7 9 2 1 , 2 5 4 1 . 3 4 0 . 4 0..277 12.1% o 1 0 . 7 1 1 . 9 7
Other  ducks (non-  speci  f.) 1 . 5 39 58 0 . 0 6 * +* 1.5% o 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 1 4

. . . . . . . . . . . . .

( 1 )  E s t i m a t e d  samp( ing  er rors  do not  inc(ude  e r r o r s  i n  r e p o r t i n g , recording,  and in  convers ion to  usable  we igh t .

( 2 )  see Table A - 4  f o r  s o u r c e s  o f  c o n v e r s i o n  f a c t o r s .

* represents less than .1  pound

* *  r e p r e s e n t s  (ess t h a n  . 1  p e r c e n t

n/a means not appl i cab( e

SAMPLING

ERROR

AS %

OF MEAN
----- . . .

35%

3W

64%
GM

4DYI

2TL

76%

SW

SW
1 OCEZ

4 i%

13025$VA

4 i%

1 33%

S o u r c e :  S t e p h e n  R .  Braund  &  A s s o c i a t e s ,  1 9 / 3 9



Figure 29: Harvest of Birds
All Barrow Households, Years One & Two

(Mean Edible Pounds Per Household)

P o u n d s  o f  E d i b l e
Resource Product

16-, ““~
Ii 14

14

12

10

8

6

4

2

0

I

/

I

I

Total: 23 Pounds
Per Household t

I

8

I
“

1

Geese Eiders Ptarmigan Other
Ducks

% of Birds: 6 1 % 3 3 % 6 % ~lYo

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Assoc., 1989
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TABLE 45: AVERAGE BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

(Pounds of Edible Resource Product)

TOTALS
* * * * * *

.  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  .  .  .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -

SPECIES
- - - - - - - - -  -

Tota 1 Geese

White- fronted goose

Brant

Goose (non- specified)
Snow Goose
Canada Goose

Total E i d e r s

Eider (non-specif ied)

Common eider

I King eider

W Spectacle eider
+ Ptarmigan
,

Other Ducks

All Bird  Species

Apr i 1
- - - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0
193

175

9

9

0

0

0

193

-------

11,990

1 0 , 8 7 0

225

881
12

3

1 , 7 3 3

1 , 7 0 9

5

19

0
977

0

1 4 , 6 9 9

June
- - - - - - -

880
790

79
5
5
0

206
169

0
35

2
84

0

1,170

JULY
----- . .

2

0

2

0

0

0

1 , 6 6 4

1 , 6 3 6
15

13

0

41

50

1 , 7 5 7

A u g u s t
- - - - - -  -

1 1 8

0
118

0
0
0

3,080
3,071

0
10

0
63

8

3,268

Sept .
-------

76

0

76

0

0

0

270

270
0

0
0

12

0

O c t o b e r
-. . . . . . -

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

74
0

Nov.
- - - - - -

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

357 74 0

D e c . Jan.
.-- . . . . . . . . . . . .

0 0

0 0

0 0
0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

Feb.
- - - - - -

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

0 0 0

March
- - - - - - -

0

0
0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5

0

5

(cent i nued on next page)



SPECIES
. . . . . . . . . .

Total  Geese

White- fronted goose

Brant
Goose (non- specified)

Snow goose

Canada goose
T o t a l  E i d e r s

E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )
1

Cmn  e i d e r

z K i n g  e i d e r
1’ S p e c t a c l e  e i d e r

Ptarmigan

Other Ducks

Al l  Bird Species

TABLE 45, CONTINUED: AVERAGE BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

( P o u n d s  o f  Edib[e  R e s o u r c e  P r o d u c t )

PERCENTS
* * * * * * * *

- - - - - - -  .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Apri 1 May June JULY August Sept . October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
------. - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1989

w
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16%
1%
o%
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7%
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TABLE 46: AVERAGE BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - BARROW, YEARS ONE & TWO

(Number Harvested)
I

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

SPECIES Apr i 1 May June Ju(y August Sept. October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March
----------

Total  Geese

White- fronted goose

B r a n t

G o o s e  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Snow goose

Canada goose

T o t a l  E i d e r s

E i d e r  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Cannon  e iderI
King eider

m
o S p e c t a c l e  e i d e r

, Ptarmigan

Other ducks

--------- ------------
0 2,689 204
0 2,416 176
0 75 26
0 196 1
0 3 1
0 1 0

129 1,155 137
117 1,139 113

6 3 0
6 13 23
0 0 1
0 1,395 120
0 0 0

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Associates,  1989

-------
1
0
1
0
0
0

1 , 1 1 0

1 , 0 9 0
10

9

0

59

33

--------------  --------------  ------.-.-----  ------- -------
39 25 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
39 25 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 , 0 5 3 180 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 , 0 4 7 180 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

100 34 7 7 0 0 0 0 7
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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MAP 27
R TWO
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Ise  olds. A l l  horvesl  si!es  o r e  deplc  led  with
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MAP 28

L -“2’. if Ihe Rorrrrw N o r t h  S l o p e  ~rrbsistence  Sludy. Addl lional  oreos

BSISTENCE STUDY - BARROW: YEAR TWO
ITES - ALL SPECIES: YEARS ONE AND TWO
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R
hlap  31 is the map of fiscal cabin sites and  bird haricst  loca t ions ,  i l l u s t r a t ing

3 main  f e a t u r e  o f  t h e  Barrow  b i r d  har~rcst. B i r d  har~rcsts. Cspcciolly  gccsc

hartcsts,  w e r e n o t  al~~a!’s a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  fi.xcd cabin  s i t e s . However.  farnilics

o f t e n  h e a d e d  f o r  t r a d i t i o n a l  c a m p i n g  s i t e s  d u r i n g  g e e s e  h u n t i n g  scoson.

demonstrat ing a connection w i t h  t h e  l a n d  t h a t  strctchcs  b a c k  far beyond  t h e

modern period. .Although a subs i s t ence  census  o f  all h o u s e h o l d s  w o u l d  likcl}

rc\c31 o t h e r  b i r d  hartcst  l o c a t i o n s ,  key i n f o r m a n t  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n d i c a t e s  that

the majority of bird harvests occur within the range illustrated on these maps.
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OTHER RESOURCES

T h e  rcsourccs  i n  t h i s  cntcgor} i n c l u d e d  b i r d  cggs. b l u e b e r r i e s .  cr~nbcrrics.

salmon  berries, wild rhubarb,  snow, water,  and ice. Excep t  fo r  wa te r  and  i ce .

t h e  p o u n d s  o f  o t h e r r e s o u r c e s  h a r v e s t e d  w e r e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  calculation  O f

t o t a l  e d i b l e  p o u n d s  h a r v e s t e d  d u r i n g  t h e  t w o  stud}’  y e a r s . “Other resources”

accoun ted  fo r  l e s s  than one percent  of  the totcil  ed ib l e  pounds  hariestcd  d u r i n g

both !Pears (see Tables 4 & 5). However, maps and harvest estimates were not

generated for the other resources items in the Year Two report.

\\’ith  t h e  e x c e p t i o n of water and ice, which man)’ fami l i e s  depended  on

e x c l u s i v e l y  f o r  t h e i r  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r , h a r v e s t  o f  t h e s e  r e s o u r c e s  w a s  usuall!

incidental  to  other  act ivi t ies . Fresh water was a commonly harvested resource

throughout the year. Many  e l d e r s  w o u l d  n o t  d r i n k  t h e  c i t y  ~ater, using  it On]!

for  cooking and washing, F r e s h  w a t e r  was c o l l e c t e d  a s  s n o w ,  water,  and  i c e .

The  ice  was o f t en  cu t  in  b locks  o r  ch ipped  f rom lakes  near the communit!, 1 n

oddition. multi  -!cfir SC2 icc ( f r o m which  t h e  salt  h a s  ]c~chcd  o u t )  3]s0 i’,~s

used 2S a source Of d r i n k i n g  uatcr,  a s  w e r e  glacial iccbcrgs uhcn thci i!cl-c

found trapped in ~hc pack  icc near town.
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HOUSEHOLD DIFFERENCES IN SPECIES HARVEST LEVELS

T h u s  far, this report has p resen ted  p re l iminary  Bar row Year  One  and  Year  Tiio

h a r v e s t  data in  t e rms  o f  communi ty to ta l s  (by  month  and  fo r  the  en t i r e  yea r )

and h o u s e h o l d  and  per capita  m e a n s . P r e c e d i n g  d a t a  t a b l e s  have  also sho~vn the

percentage of  Bar row househo lds  pa r t i c ipa t ing  in the  ha rves t  o f  each  s p e c i e s .

T h i s  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  r e p o r t  e x a m i n e s  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  h a r v e s t  rictitit>  across

households.

Based  o n  s t a t i s t i c a l anal!sis  ( r a t h e r than  f i e ld  obse rva t ions ) ,  t he  s tudy  t eam

di~ided  the 110 sample  Bar row househo lds  in  the  Year  1 -Year  2  combined  sample

into four categories accord ing  to  the  mean  number  o f  pounds  each  househo ld

harvested in Year Two. The  ca tegor ies  o r  ha rves te r  levels  used arc the same as

those i n i t i a l l y  d e f i n e d  by t h e  s t u d y  t e a m  f o r  Wainwright  t o  f a c i l i t a t e

community comparisons. T h e  total p o u n d s  p e r  h o u s e h o l d  u p o n  u$hieh t h e s e

b r e a k d o w n s  ~vcre b a s e d  i n c l u d e d  o n l y  e d i b l e  p r o d u c t s  and t h u s  cxclucicci

furbearcrs,  ice, and  water.

T h e  har~cst  data by h a r v e s t e r  l e v e l  w e r e  w e i g h t e d  t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  e n t i r e

c o m m u n i t y  and  are presented in two tables. T a b l e  4 7  s h o w s  what pcrccntagc  of

t h e  total  c o m m u n i t y  harvest  of a s p e c i e s  w a s  o b t a i n e d  by e a c h  h a r v e s t e r  ICJCI:

T a b l e  4 8  p r e s e n t s  t h e  a v e r a g e  e d i b l e  p o u n d s  o f  e a c h  s p e c i e s  h a r v e s t e d  p c r

household within each harvester level. The far r ight column of Table 48 shows

mean  ha rves t s  pe r  househo ld  fo r  the  en t i r e  communi ty . For most entries.  this

statistic corresponds t o  t h e  c o l u m n  e n t i t l e d “Average Pounds  Harves ted  Pcr

Household” in tables 8,  17,  26,  35 and 44. However,  these f igures do not  match

for the total  marine mammals and total  m e a n  h o u s e h o l d  h a r v e s t s  b e c a u s e  bowhcad

d a t a  w e r e  e x c l u d e d  f r o m  tables 47  and  48 .  Bowhead  ha rves t s  th roughou t  th i s

repor t  a re  de r ived  f rom the  to ta l  e s t ima ted  ed ib le  we igh t  o f  each  whole  v’hich

cannot be readily translated into household amounts by harvester level.
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TABLE 47: PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL EOIBLE  POUNOS HARVESTED BY SPECIES

AND BY HARVESTER LEVEL, BARROW YEARS ONE AND TWO

SPECIES HARVESTED
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -

Tota(-  AL1  S p e c i e s  / 1

Tota L M a r i n e  Marrrna[s  /1
- - - - - - - - -  .  - - - - - -  - - - -

Walrus

Bearded Seal

Polar  B e a r

Tota L R i n g e d  &  S p o t t e d  Sea[

R i n g e d  Sea[

S p o t t e d  S e a l

T o t a l  T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamnals  / 2
.  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -

C a r i b o u

Moose

Sheep

Brown Bear

O t h e r  T e r r e s t r i a l  Mamna  Ls

P o r c u p i n e

G r o u n d  S q u i r r e l

Tota[  F i s h
- - - - - - - -  - -

Totat  Uhitefish

Uhitefish ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

R o u n d  W h i t e f i s h

B r o a d  W h i t e f i s h ,  R i v e r

B r o a d  W h i t e f i s h ,  Lake

Humpback uhitefish

L e a s t  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

Tota[  O t h e r  F r e s h w a t e r

A r c t i c  grayling

A r c t i c  c h a r

Burbot  (Ling cod)

N o r t h e r n  p i k e

L a k e  t r o u t

T o t a l  S a l m o n

F i s h

S a l m o n  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

C h u m  ( D o g )  sa[mon

P i n k  ( H u m p b a c k )  satmon

Si[ver sa[mon

King satmon

Tota[  Other Coasta  L Fish

Cape[ in

Rainbow sme(t

Tomcod (Saffron Cod)

Arctic cod

(Continued next page)

HARVESTER

LEVEL 1

D-299 LBS
. . . . . . . . . .

2.?%

O.u

0.2%
2.0%
0.0%
0.9??
0.9%
0.0%

2.7A

2.8%
2.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

3.9’%

2.6%
1.8%
5.9%
2.7%
0.0%
9.5%
2.2%
0.0%
5.0%
5.5%
6.6%
4.3%
0.0%
O.m

21.5%?
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

37.0%
0.0%

31.8%
89.5%

0.0%
100.0%

O.&k

HARVESTER HARVESTER

LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3
300-999 LBS 1000-1999 LBS
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

16.7A

9.677

8.2%

14.0%

5.7%

6.7%

6.8$$

0.0%

24 .6%

16. U4
78. 4%

100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0?4
0.0%

6.?4

5.3%
0.0%
6.1%
7.3%
0.0%
6.TA
4.r4
0.0%

10. T4
10. IW
14.4%
12.7A

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.074
0.V4
0.0%
0.0??
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
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47.0%

50.6%

46.3%
56.4%
31 .4%
61 .3%
61 .6%
20.0%

47. TA

53.0%
12.6%

0.0%
0.0%

8L .3%
100.0%

0.0%

33.3%

31. W
14.  UA
21 .5%
28.1%
30.1%
63 .3%
44 .W
38.1%
43. 2%
43. 6%
67.1%
44.5%
50. VA
12.774
21.1%

6.5%
52.4%

100.0%
16.5%
75. o%

O.(M
O.(M
O.VA
0.0%
0.0%

HARVESTER

LEVEL 4

2000++ LBS
. . . . . . . . . .

33.6%

39.0%

45.3%

27.6%

62.W

31.1%

30. 7A
80. O%

24.$94

27.6%
7.0%
0.0%

100.0%
15.7%
0.0%

100.0%

56.6%

60.2%
83. 6%
66.5%

62.5%
69.977
20.4%
48. 4%
61 .W
40,9%
40.3%
11.9%
38.5%
50.0%
87.3%
57.0%
95. 5%
47.6??

0.0%
46.5%
25. O%
68. 2%
10.5%

100. W
0.0%

100.0%

TOTAL
.-- . . . . . . .

100%

1 00%

100%

100%

100%

100%

1 00%

100%

100%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%

100%
1 00%
1 00%
1 00%

1 00%

100%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%

100%

100%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00??

1 00%

1 00%

1 O(EA

10IN

100%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%

1 00%



TABLE 47, continued: PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL EDIBLE POUNDS HARVESTED BY

SPECIES ANO BY HARVESTER LEVEL, BARROW YEARS ONE AND TWO

SPECIES HARVESTEO
. . . . . . . . . . . . -----

Totat  B i r d s
. . . . . . . . . .-

Tota[  G e e s e

W h i t e - f r o n t e d  g o o s e

Brant

G o o s e  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

Lesser snow goose

Canada goose

Tota( Eiders

Eider (non-specified)

Common eider

King eider

Spectac[ed  eider

Ptarmigan

HARVESTER

LEVEL 1

0-299 LBS
. . . . . . . ..-

10.6%

4.3%
2.5%
6.4%

27.5%
0.0%
0.0%

22.4%
22.7X

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
8.5%

HARVESTER HARVESTER HARVESTER

LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4

300-999 LBS 1000-1999 LBS 2000++ LBS TOTAL
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------- --------

11. w 56.1% 21 .6% 100%

16.0%

16.0%

5.1%

21 .rA

39.0%

0.0%

3.1%

3.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

17.0%

55.7%

59.0%

32.977

26. 4%

0.0%

0.0%

57.0%

57.2%

53.8%

47. 2%

0.0%

54. FL

24. O%

22.5%

55.6%

24.4%

61 .0%

100.0%

17.5%

16. YA

46. 2%

52.8%

100.0%

19. M

1 00%
1 00%
100%
1 00%
1 00%
1 00%
1 00%
1 00%
1 00%
1 00%
1 00%
1 00%

Number of Househo~ds 599 184 125 29 937

Percentage of Households 64. CM 20. V4 13.0% 3.0% 1 00%

1. Tota[s for marine mamna(s and tota(s for a~~ species combined do not inc~ude bowhead.

2. Furbearers were not inc[uded in the calculation of harvester Ieve Ls or amounts harvested per harvester

[eve[. They are not eaten and therefore are not measured in pounds, the unit upon uhich this analysis

is based.-

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1989



SPECIES HARVESTED
. ----- . . . . . . . . ---

Tota[- A[L Species /1

Tota L Marine t4amna~s /1
. . . ..- . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Wa(rus

Bearded Seal

Polar Bear

TotaL Ringed & Spotted Seat

Ringed Seal

Spotted Sea L

Totai Terrestrial MainnaLs /2
. . . ..- ------- . . . . . . . . . . . .

Caribou

Moose

Sheep

Brown Sear

Other Terrestrial Mamma Ls

P.crcupine

Ground  Squirre(

Tota~ Fish
.. ---- . . . .

Tota[ Whitefish

Whitefish (non-specified)

Round Whitefish

Broad Whitefish, River

B r o a d  W h i t e f i s h ,  Lake

H u m p b a c k  w h i t e f i s h

L e a s t  cisco

B e r i n g ,  A r c t i c  cisco

Tota( O t h e r  F r e s h w a t e r  F i s h

A r c t i c  gray[ing

A r c t i c  c h a r

Burbot  (Ling  c o d )

N o r t h e r n  p i k e

L a k e  t r o u t

Tota L Sa[mon

Sa~mon  ( n o n - s p e c i f i e d )

C h u m  ( D o g )  satmon

P i n k  ( H u m p b a c k )  sa[mon

Si[ver  sa[mon

K i n g  sa[mon

Tota[ O t h e r  Coasta[  F i s h

Cape( in

Rainbow sme(t

Tomcod (Saffron Cod)

Arctic cod

TABLE 48:

HARVESTER

LEVEL 1

0-299 LBS
. . . . . . . . . .

18.57

1.73

0.19

1.26

0.00

0.28

0.28

0.00

9.26

8.41

0.82

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.81

1.95

0.16

0.14

0.85

0.00

0.55

0.26

0.00

0.94

0.73

0.02

0.20

0.00

0.00

0.28

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.28

0.00

0.64

0.50

0.00

0.14

0.00

MEAN EDIBLE pOUNDS HARVESTED BY

HARVESTER LEVEL, BARROW YEARS ONE AND TWO

HARVESTER HARVESTER

LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3
300-999 LBS 1000-1999 LBS
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

373.51

66.64

30.11

28.42

1.73

6.38

6.38

0.00

273.42

160.60

107.12

5.71

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

19.72

13.07

0.00

0.46

9.58

O.c’:

1. 2E0

1.75

0.00

6.65

4.60

0.13

1.92

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

(Cent inued next page)
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1,548.08

517.80

249.66

168.47

14.04

85.63

85.43

0.20

778.47

752.88

25.38

0.00

0.00

0.21

0.21

0.00

155.87

115.72

6.02

2.38

54.25

8.65

17.61

2L .65

2.15

38.89

27.71

0.89

9.87

0.07

0.35

1.26

0.07

0.13

0.23

0.59

0.25

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

HARVESTER

LEVEL L

2000++ LBS
--------- .

4,827.63

1,737.16

1,065.74

359.84

122.41

189.17

185.75

3.42

1,774.44

1,709.13

61.07

0.00

4.07

0.17

0.00

0.17

1,155.01

951.45

150.41

32.19

525.30

87.42

24.76

116.09

15.29

159.99

111.53

0.68

37.23

0.05

10.50

14.90

6.83

0.50

0.00

7.21

0.37

28.67

1.22

0.50

0.00

26.96

MEAN

HARvEsT PER

HOUSEHOLO
. . . . . ----- . . .

440.67

1 3 6 . 8 3

7 2 . 1 7

3 9 . 9 9

5 . 9 8

1 8 . 7 0

1 8 . 5 7

0 . 1 3

2 1 8 . 3 1

1 9 0 . 1 8

2 6 . 8 5

1 . 1 2

0 . 1 3

0 . 0 3

0 . 0 3

0 . 0 1

6 2 . 6 2

4 8 . 5 1

5 . 5 2

1 . 4 9

2 5 . 8 1

3.84

3 . 7 2

7 . 3 7

0 . 7 6

1 2 . 0 2

8 . 5 0

0 . 1 8

2 . 9 7

0 . 0 0

0 . 3 7

0 . 8 0

0 . 2 2

0 . 0 3

0 . 0 3

0 . 4 8

0 . 0 5

1 . 2 9

0 . 3 6

0 . 0 2

0 . 0 9

0 . 8 3



m
T A B L E  48, c o n t i n u e d : MEAN EDIBLE POUNOS HARVESTED BY

HARVESTER LEVEL, BARROW YEARS ONE AND TWO

HARVESTER HARVESTER HARVESTER

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3

SPECIES HARVESTED O-299 LBS 300-999 LBS 1000-1999 LBS
-- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Total Birds
-- . . . . . . . . .

Total Geese

White-fronted goose

Brant

Goose (non-specified)

Lesser snow goose

Canada goose

Total Eiders

Eider (non-specified)

Common eider

King eider

Spectacle eider

Ptarmigan

Number of Households

Percentage of Households

. . . . . . . . . .
3.80

0.95
0.49
0.05
0.41
0.00
0.00
2.67
2.67
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.18

599
64. O%

. . . . . . . . .
13.73

11.36

10.14

0.14

1.05

0.04

0.00

1.21

1.21

D.00

0.00

0.00

1.16

184

20.0%

-------
95.94

57.99
54.82

1.31
1.86
0.00
0.00

32.49
32.04

0.12
0.32
0.00
5.47

125
13.0%

HARVESTER MEAN

LEVEL 4 HARVEST PER

2000++ LBS HOUSEHOLD
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

161.01

108.95

91.33

9.65

7.51

0.37

0.09

43.43

41.40

0.46

1.57

0.00

8.63

29

3.0%

1. Tota Ls for marine mainna[s and tota[s for a[ L species combined do not include bowhead.

2. Furbearers were not inc~uded in the ca[cu[ation  of harvester [eve[s or amounts harvested

[eve~. They are not eaten and therefore are not measured in pounds, the unit upon which

is based.

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1989

,.

. .
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22.91

13.94

12.44

0.53

0.95

0.02

0.00

7.62

7.50

0.03

0.09

0.00

1.3L

937

1 00%

per harvester

this analysis



T a b l e  47 s h o w s  t h a t .  i n  t e r m s  o f  all s p e c i e s  c o m b i n e d .  Lc\cl 4 harlcstcd  2

t h i r d  o f  t h e  total c o m m u n i t y harvest. This  means  tha t t h r e e  p e r c e n t  o f  all

Barrow households (i.e.. t he  number  o f  househo lds  in  the  h ighes t  hsrvcst IcIc I)

accounted for  one-third of  the total  community h a r v e s t .  Lcvcl  3 har~cstcd  close

to one half of the total  harvest. Thus, the two top strata together accounted

f o r  81 pcrccnt  o f  t h e  t o t a l  h a r v e s t  and  1 6  p e r c e n t  o f  all h o u s e h o l d s .  LCICI 2

har~csted  17 pcrccnt  a n d  L e v e l  1  h a r v e s t e d  l e s s  than th ree  pe rcen t  o f  the  mean

edible pounds harvested in Year One and  }’ea, r Two by each Barrow household.

\Yhcn  looking at major rcsourcc g roups  and  ind iv idua l  spec ie s ,  t hese  p ropor t ions

~ar}  somcwhot. The harvest of marine mammals was slightly more concentrated in

t h e  h i g h e r lC\CIS whi]c  [hc harlests o f  c a r i b o u  and b i r d s  i n  g e n e r a l  ~crc

considcrabl!  Icss c o n c e n t r a t e d . T h e  h a r v e s t  p a t t e r n  f o r  m o o s e  a n d  s h e e p  v’as

actuall!  t h e  rclcrsc o f  the n o r m , reflecting the  ha rves t  o f  these species b!

non-l nupiat  households who were otherwise relati~”ely inactive harvesters.

L’ndcrljing  t h e  diffcrcnccs  by haricstcr level  a r c  s u b s t a n t i a l  diffcrcnccs  i n

harlcst actiiitj  bctwccn Inupiat a n d  non-l  nupiot  h o u s e h o l d s . Table 49 and

Figure  31 sho~~ that 16 pcrccnt  o f  o]] B a r r o w lnupiat  h o u s e h o l d s  h3r\cstcd  at

least 2.000 pounds while no non- Inupiat househo lds  ha rves t ed  th i s  much . 1 n

f3ct. almost  9 0  pcrccnt o f  all non-l nupiat  h o u s e h o l d s  r e p o r t e d  h a r v e s t s  of

under 300 p o u n d s  (man! repor t ing  no harvest a c t i v i t y  a t all), w h e r e a s  45

pcrccnt  of the Barrow’  Inupiat households har~cstcd  under 300 pounds.

Table 50 e x a m i n e s  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  h a r v e s t  activit>r  among  a l l

by household s ize. total  m o n t h s  o f  h o u s e h o l d  emplo}mcnt  and

The  f i r s t  four  co lumns  o f  the  t ab le  ind ica te  the  pe rcen tage

o f  each  type  ( e . g . , households occupied by one person) which

the four categories of  harvest  level . Ninety-four percent  of

househo lds , f o r  e x a m p l e , fall into the lowest level of

compared wi th  only  62 pe rcen t  o f  those  househo lds  occup ied

Barrow households

household income.

of o]] households

fa l l  i n to  each  o f

the single  p e r s o n

harves t 3ctivity

by file or more

people. Also shown in Table 50 are mean pounds harvested by househo ld  type .

Fi\c  p e r s o n  h o u s e h o l d s  h a r v e s t e d  a n  a v e r a g e  of  7 0 8  p o u n d s  a n n u a l l y  c o m p a r e d

with 174 pounds for onc person households,
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TABLE 49: Differences in Harvest Leve(s by Ethnicity, Barrow Year One

Harvester Inupiat Other

Leve[ Households Househo[d
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..- . . . . ..-. .

1 U n d e r  3 0 0  L b s .

2 3 0 0 - 9 9 9  L b s .

3 1 , 0 0 0 - 1 , 9 9 9  L b s .

4 2 , 0 0 0  L b s .  P[uS

Mean Pounds

Nunber of Sanp[e H o u s e h o l d s  o n  w h i c h

W e i g h t e d  Tota[s  a r e  B a s e d

80%

45%
31%

8%
1677

. . . . .

1 00%

974

92

89%
8%
4%

. . ..-

1 00%

9 9

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates

Figure 31: Differences in Harvest Level
By Ethnicity: All Barrow  Households

Year One

Percentage of Households

60% -
I

40% j

i
20% -1

I

26

31%

o%
Under 300 300-999 1000”1999 2000+

T o t a l  P o u n d s  H a r v e s t e d  P e r  H o u s e h o l d

=Inupiat  =Non-lnupiat

S t e p h e n  R .  6raund & Assoclaten, 1 0 S 9
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TABLE 50:

Harvester

1
Under 300
.-

Household Size
. . . . . . . . -------

1

2 , 3

4
5+

Tota( Months Uorked

By Household Members
- - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

0
1-11

12

1 3 - 2 2
23+

-----

D i f f e r e n c e s  in H a r v e s t

Leve L H a r v e s t e r  Leve[

2

Lbs. 3 0 0 - 9 9 9  L b s .
.-. . ------ . . . . . .

94% 1%

61X 24%
69% 31%
62% 2.3A

Year One Househotd income
.  - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -

U n d e r  $ 1 0 , 0 0 0 50%

$ 1 0 - 3 9 , 9 9 9 i%

$ 4 0 , 0 0 0  P(US 75%

* Year  One  =  Aprit  1 ,  1 9 8 7  t h r o u g h  M a r c h  3 1 ,  1 9 8 8

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates,  1989

Levels  Among’  A[[ Households,  Barrow Year  One*

H a r v e s t e r  L e v e l H a r v e s t e r  L e v e l Weighted Number of

3 4 Mean Pounds Samp[  e

1 , 0 0 0 - 1 , 9 9 9  L b s .  2 , 0 0 0  L b s .  PLUS T o t a l  H a r v e s t e d
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ----- ~

5% . 1 00%
1% 15% . 101%

1 o% lCM = 1 OCM
1 o% ~~ . 102%

2%

31%

1 L%

3%

----

174

7.48

564

708

Household
..-----

14

28

18

50
------.

Total 110

9977 1 , 0 9 7 14
1 OWL 534 17

1 O(M 527 29
101% 635 8
101% 461 3 2

- - - - - -  .

Tota[ 100

1 00% 1 , 3 9 7 26
10077 898 17

1 00% 398 42
- - - - -  - -

Tota( 85



Table 50 d o t s  n o t  s h o w  a clear r e l a t i o n s h i p  bctw’een t o t a l  m o n t h s  W’or!icd a n d

harvest  level  for  al l  Barrow r e s i d e n t s , I t  dots  suggest ,  however,  that w o r k i n g

single person h o u s e h o l d s  ~nd househo lds  wi th  two  fu l l - t ime  worker s  t end  to

harvest less.

S t i l l  l o o k i n g  at all Barrow h o u s e h o l d s ,  h a r v e s t  acti~’it!’  a p p e a r s  t o  be lo}rcr

among h o u s e h o l d s  w i t h  h i g h e r  i n c o m e s . A p p r o x i m a t e l y  o n e  t h i r d  o f  a l l

households report ing incomes o f  u n d e r  $ 1 0 , 0 0 0  a l s o  r e p o r t e d  har~ests  totalling

at least 2 , 0 0 0  p o u n d s .  I n  c o m p a r i s o n ,  o n l y  three p e r c e n t  o f  h o u s e h o l d s

report ing harvests  of  at  least  2000 pounds also reported incomes of  $40 ,000  o r

more.

T h e  p i c t u r e  i s somewhat  d i f fe ren t , h o w e v e r ,  i f  on]) lnupiat  h o u s e h o l d s  arc

considered. Tab le  51  d i sp lays  data comparab le  to  Tab le  50 . Nine teen  pcrccnt

o f  s ing le  pe r son Inupiat  h o u s e h o l d s  r e p o r t e d  h a r v e s t  l e v e l s  o f  a t  least  2 . 0 0 0

pounds. ,Ninctccn  pcrccnt  of all  Inupi3t  h o u s e h o l d s  i n  w h i c h  m e m b e r s  w o r k e d  at

ICast 23 months  a l so  r epor t ed  ha rves t s  o f  2 ,000  pounds  o r  more . F ina l ly ,  20

pcrccnt  fc~vcr Inupi3t households than al l  Barrow households receiving $40.000

or more in income harvested under 300 pounds. T h e  e x t r a  20 pcrccnt  of Inupiot

h o u s e h o l d s  uerc d i s t r i b u t e d  bctwccn t h e  t h r e e  h i g h e r  h a r v e s t  ICVCIS. mnking

e a c h  ICJC1 s i x  pcrccnt  h i g h e r f o r  Inupiat  h o u s e h o l d s  t h a n  f o r  non-l  nupiat

households. Taken t o g e t h e r ,  t h e s e  rtisults s u g g e s t  that s u b s i s t e n c e  har\csts

retain their importance a m o n g  Inupiat households heavi ly involved in the WQSC

labor force.
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TABLE 51: Di f ferences  in  Harvest  Levels  Among Inupiat  H o u s e h o l d s ,  B a r r o w  Y e a r  O n e *

t

,

Household Size
-- - - - -  .  - - - - - -  .  .

1

2 , 3

4
5+

Harvester Level Harvester  Level Harvester  Level Harvester Level

1 2 3 4

Under 300 Lbs. 300-999 Lbs . 1 , 0 0 0 - 1 , 9 9 9  L b s .  2 , 0 0 0  L b s .  P(US

Tota l  Months Uorked
By Household Members
.------------  -. .-.  . .

0
1-11

12

1 3 - 2 2
23+

----- -----  ------  --

75%
4877
20%
SCM

66%
27%
U%
46%
66%

year  One HousehoLd  I n c o m e
. . . . . . . . . . . . ..- -----

Under $10,000 46%
$ 1 0 - 3 9 , 9 9 9 Tk

$40,000 P [us 56%

* Year One = Apri 1 1, 1987 t h r o u g h  M a r c h  3 1 ,  1 9 8 8

Source: Stephen R. B r a u n d  & Associates,  1989

. . . . . . ----- ------

6%

24% 1%

60Z 5%

25% 14%

1 n
7CM

20%

3%

33%1

3%
Uk

3%
W

14%

. . . . . . ---

1 w
2 FL

1 8X!

11%

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

Ueighted Number of

Mean Pounds Samp~e

Tota[ H a r v e s t e d
.  .  .  .  - - - -  - - - - -

1 OL-M 721
1 00% 1,250
1074 846
1 O(M 1,006

1 00% 1,271

101% 760

9977 1,325

101% 761

101% 926

1 Ow 1 , 4 8 3

1 00% 898

9977 901

Househo[d
----- . .

9

20

14

45
- - - - - - -

Total 88

12

12

20

7

26
. . . . ..-

Total 77

25
17
28

------ -

Total 70



STATUS OF M.AJOR FAUNAL RESOURCES

by Sam Stoker, PhD,

Bcringia

T h e  f o l l o w i n g s e c t i o n  d i s c u s s e s  r e c e n t  p o p u l a t i o n  h i s t o r i e s  f o r  m a j o r

subsis tence s p e c i e s  h a r v e s t e d  at B a r r o w ,  a n d  p r e s e n t s  e s t i m a t e s  o f  c u r r e n t

p o p u l a t i o n  s i z e ,  areal a n d t e m p o r a l d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  p o p u l a t i o n  t r e n d s .

recruitment rates, sus ta inab le  y ie ld  l eve l s ,  and  cu r ren t impact of  subsis tence

harvests on these populations.

\\’hcn re~iewing  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  i t  m u s t  be k e p t

prcscntcd  arc i n  m o s t  c a s e s  b e s t  e s t i m a t e s  only.  In

in  pa r t i cu la r ,  census  work  i s  cos t ly  and  d i f f i c u l t

imprec i se and s u b j e c t  t o in te rp re ta t ion . T h e

in mind  tha t  the  numbers

the case of mcirine m a m m a l s

a n d  t h e  r e s u l t s  are alwa!s

same concep t a p p l i e s  to

r e c r u i t m e n t ra tes and sus ta inab le yield e s t i m a t e s  f o r  b o t h  m a r i n e  and

tcrrcstricil resources. T h e s e  f i g u r e s  Sre based  prinlaril!  o n  t h e  product  itit!

(b i r th  r a t e )  o f  the  popu la t ion ,  agc compos i t ion  o f  the  popu la t ion .  and  na tu ra l

mortolit~ rates. all o f  uhich  arc poorl} under s tood  and  documented  for mos t

spccics i n  q u e s t i o n

foctors  such as wecithcr

Similar reservations

and arc o f t e n  s u b j e c t to  unpred ic t ab le  env i ronmenta l

and icc conditions.

pe r t a in

these populations. As noted

the resources themselves arc

t o  accuratcl! assess effects

har~rcsts o r o the r  sources  o f

arc in most  cases incomplete

to  e s t ima tes  o f  subs i s t ence harvest impact o n

above,  populat ion and sustainable yield levels  for

subject to  unce r t a in ty ,  which makes i t  d i f f i cu l t

on such populations resulting from subsistence

impact. In  add i t ion ,  ha rves t  f igu res  thcnlscl  Ics

and inadequate. For  ins t ance ,  good  ha rves t  data

moy exist fo r  ce r t a in  communi t i e s  fo r  spec i f i c  yea r s ,  bu t  the  app l i ca t ion  o f

s u c h  data to  regionol  and  usuall]r  m i g r a t o r y  p o p u l a t i o n s  i s  o f  l i m i t e d  ictlue

without  comparable information on a broader areal and temporal scale. For most

spccics  i n q u e s t i o n ,  s u c h  r e g i o n a l  h a r v e s t  i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n s i s t s  o f  cstirnatcs

on]>, o f t e n  e x t r a p o l a t e d  f r o m  a  f e w  l o c a t i o n s  d u r i n g  s p e c i f i c  y e a r s . Such

estimates arc not without value, but at the same time must be ~;ieu’cd and

applied with c a u t i o n . As has been noted in other s t u d i e s  ( S t o k e r  1984)

s u b s i s t e n c e  har Jests t end  to  be  ex t remely var i ab le  f rom loca t ion  to  loca t ion

and  from year to year as to both magnitude and species composition.
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S u b s i s t e n c e  strrttcgics  arc b}’ n a t u r e  f l e x i b l e  a n d  o p p o r t u n i s t i c ,  uith  Cmph3sis

s h i f t i n g  f r o m  r e s o u r c e  t o r e s o u r c e  d e p e n d i n g  n o t  only on need but  a lso on local

abundance, weather, icc conditions, and  t iming of migrations. To extrapolate

results from any one location or for any given year to the population  as a

whole  is risky at best.

T h e  follo~ving  pages  w i l l  d i s c u s s ,  i n as much detai l  as i s  poss ib l e ,  popu la t ion

s t a tus . d i s t r i b u t i o n , s u s t a i n a b l e  y i e l d  a n d  s u b s i s t e n c e harvest i m p a c t .  b!

spec ies  o r g e n e r a l  taxa,  f o r  r e s o u r c e s  o f  a p p a r e n t l y  major  i m p o r t a n c e  t o

Barrow. Cur ren t  in fo rmat ion  sugges t s  tha t  such  spec ies  o r  r e sources  a re  (no t

necessarily in order of importance): bowhcad  w h a l e ,  b e a r d e d  seal,  r i n g e d  SC31.

Il”alrus.  caribou, fish. and  v.atcrfou].

BOR’HEAD  \VHALE (Balaena mvsticetus)

Populat ion cstimqtcs  f o r  t h e  ucstcrn bo~hcad sto~k  h~vc  incrc~scd  i-a[hcr

dramatical ly’  over the pas;  10 years. In 1978 the populat ion est imate,  dcri!cd

f rom shore  coun t s  nea r  Barrow dur ing  the  sp r ing  migra t ion ,  was 1,783 to 2.864

animals, with  95 pcrccnt  c o n f i d e n c e  l i m i t s . In subsequent  years  this  est imate

~vas incrcascd conservativc]y  t o  i t s  p r e s e n t  m e a n  o f  7 , 8 0 0 ,  w i t h  a  9 5  p e r c e n t

conf idence  range f rom abou t  5 ,400  to  10 ,200

Committee, 1988). Though  the populat ion i tself

rcco Icr\ af te r  sclcre d e p i c t i o n by commercial

a n d  e a r l y .20th ccnturics, t h e  r a p i d increase

( R e p o r t  o f  t h e  I\\’C S c i e n t i f i c

is thought to bc on the road  to

interests  during the  l a t t e r  19 th

i n d i c a t e d  by these  f igu res  i s

a l m o s t  c e r t a i n l y  due  more  to  improved  sensa t ion techniques than to populat ion

incrczisc pcr sc over that period of time.

E s t i m a t e s  o f p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  n a t u r a l  m o r t a l i t y ,  n e t  r e c r u i t m e n t  a n d  m a x i m u m

sus ta inab le  y i e ld r a t e s  f o r  t h e  w e s t e r n  bowhead p o p u l a t i o n  a r e  somcuhat

uncertain a t  p resen t . F o r  p u r p o s e s  o f  s i m u l a t i o n  m o d e l s  t h e  I n t e r n a t i o n a l

\ \  ’ h a l i n g  C o m m i s s i o n  (I\~C)  c u r r e n t l y  e m p l o y s  a c o n s e r v a t i v e  a n n u a l  natural

mor ta l i ty  r a t e  o f  f ive  pe rcen t and  an  annua l  ne t  r ec ru i tmen t  r ange  o f  1 .9  to

2.9 percent. Employing the currently accepted populat ion mean of 7,800,  this

ca lcu la t e s  to  an annua l  popu la t ion  inc rease  o f  f rom 148 to 226 animals,  well  in

cxccss  of  the 41 landed or  44 struck annual  quota approved by the lWC in 1988

for the nine communities currently participating in bowhcad  whaling.
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T h e  w e s t e r n  boi~hcad  s t o c k  i s  distinctl)  migrator!, moiing  annuall!  fronl w i n t e r

g rounds  in  the  sou the rn  and  cen t ra l  Ber ing  Sea  to  summer  feed ing  areas in the

eastern Beau fort Sea. The  popu la t ion  beg ins  i t s  no r thward  migra t ion  about

h4arch,  depending on weather and icc cond i t i ons , normally passes through Bering

Stroit  in late March or early April a n d  f r o m  t h e r e  f o l l o w s  n e a r s h o r e  leod

systems up the Chukchi  coast , usual ly arr iving in the vicini ty of  Barrow during

May. F r o m  B a r r o w  t h e  whales  con t inue  the i r  mig ra t ion  to  the  cas t  fo l lowing

of f shore  l eads  to  the  v ic in i ty o f  B a n k s  I s l a n d  w h e r e  t h e y  s p e n d  t h e  surnmcr

months. The fal l  migrat ion usually begins in September or  early October with 2

nearshore easterly movement  f rom the  eas te rn  Beau  fo r t  to  Po in t  Bar row.  then

largely o f f s h o r e  f r o m  Barrow sou th  th rough  the  Chukchi  a n d  n o r t h e r n  B e r i n g

SC3S. N’ha]ing i s  conduc ted  p r imar i ly during the spring migrat ion by r e s iden t s

o f  B e r i n g  Strait  a n d  t h e  Chukchi  coast, and during the fal l  by r e s iden t s  o f  the

Beau fort. Barrow, and to some extent  communit ies  of  the Bering Strai t  region.

are a b l e  t o t a k e  a d v a n t a g e  o f  b o t h  s p r i n g  a n d fall mig ra t ions .  t hough  the

spring hunt is generally more productive.

Bo~vhcads are baleen f i l t e r - f e e d e r s ,

in the form of zooplankton  (Iirill)  such

o b t a i n i n g  t h e i r  f o o d  f r o m  t h e  ~vatcr c o l u m n

as copopods, mysids,  and euphausids.

BEARDED SEAL (Eriqnathus  barbatus)

B e a r d e d  s e a l s  are d i s t r i b u t e d  o v e r  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  o f  t h e  c o n t i n e n t a l  s h e l f

w2tcrs o f  t h e  n o r t h e r n  B e r i n g , Chukchi  a n d  B e a u  f o r t  s e a s ,  vrith  l a r g e s t

concen t ra t ions obse rved  dur ing l a t e  w i n t e r  ( J a n u a r y  t h r o u g h  A p r i l )  i n  t h e

northern Bering Sca (Burns 1981, Braham  et  al. 1 9 8 4 ) . The general  populat ion

is somewhat migratory, shif t ing northward from the Bering and southern Chukchi

toward the northern Chukchi  and Beau fort  in summer and back southward during

winter months. The  bu lk  o f  the  nor thward  movement  usua l ly  beg ins  in  Apr i l .

passes through Bering Strai t  sometime from early May to mid-June,  and by June

or  July  i s  in  the  v ic in i ty  o f  Bar row. This is  a  t rend,  however,  as  opposed to

a dist inct  and predictable migrat ion, w i t h  s o m e  animals  r emain ing  in  the  Bering

Sea  th roughou t  the  summer  and  o the r s  win te r ing  in  the  Beaufort Sea . As for

most marine mammals of the region, the fall movement, occurring from September

through D e c e m b e r ,  i s  e v e n l e s s  c o n c e n t r a t e d  a n d  p r e d i c t a b l e  t h a n  i s  t h e

movement northward in the spring,
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As a general  rule bearded seals  s tay wi th in  the  seasona l  i ce  bu t  a\oid zones of

unbroken shore fast  ice or  dense pack ice,  preferr ing broken ice and areas ~ith

leads and polynas  (Burns  1981) . Bearded  sea l  i s  cons ide red  the  mos t  ~’idcl!

d i s t r ibu ted  p inn iped  occur r ing  in  the  d r i f t i ng  seasona l  i ce  o f  the  Ber ing  and

Chukchi  seas (Burns and Frost 1979).

Bearded s e a l s  are o p p o r t u n i s t i c  b o t t o m  f e e d e r s ,  u t i l i z i n g  a  w i d e  varict> o f

prey inc lud ing  crabs, sh r imp , m o l l u s k s  a n d  demersal f ish (Lowr~ Ct 31. 1982).

T h e y  appear to bc l imi t ed  to  con t inen ta l  she l f  areas wi th  f eed ing  dep ths  o f  150

to 200 meters (Kelly 1988a, Burns et al. 1 9 8 1 ) ,  a n d  a s  m i g h t  b e  expcctcd

concen t ra te  in relatively shallow waters w i t h  h i g h  benthic b i o m a s s  s u c h  as

occur in the northern Bering and southern and central Chukchi  seas.

Population e s t i m a t e s  f o r  b e a r d e d  seals  a r e  i m p r e c i s e .  dcri~ing Iorgcl! from

fixed-wing a e r i a l  surte}s o f  s e a l s  r e s t i n g  o n the ice in spring ~nd summer

(Kcll)’ 1988a). Ai’ailable e s t i m a t e s  f o r  t h e  Bering/Chukchi  p o p u l a t i o n  r a n g e

from 250.000 to 300,000 animals (U.S. Interagency Task Group Report 1976. Burns

1981. Popo\ 1976, Kelly 1988a).

In fo rmat ion rega rd ing  p roduc t iv i ty , n a t u r a l  mortal it~’, recruitment rates and

s u s t a i n a b l e  yield  leJ’cls  f o r  b e a r d e d  seals  i s  l i m i t e d  a n d  i n c o m p l e t e . Gross

annual  p r o d u c t i v i t y  was e s t i m a t e d  a t  a b o u t  24 p e r c e n t  f o r  t h e  B e r i n g  ~nd

Chukchi  p o p u l a t i o n  d u r i n g t h e  1960~ a n d  1 9 7 0 s  ( K e n ! 1988a). Reliable

es t ima tes  o f  na tu ra l  mor ta l i ty  and  ne t  r ec ru i tmen t  to  the  popu la t ion ,  houc Jcr.

arc not  presently available. Total  recommended harvest  levels  for  Alask2  range

f r o m  3 , 0 0 0  r e t r i e v e d  seals p e r  y e a r  ( U . S .  F e d e r a l  R e g i s t e r  1 9 7 9 )  t o  9 , 0 0 0

retrieved per year (U.S. Interagency Task Group Report 1976).

Data pe r t a in ing  to  total annua l  subs i s t ence  ha rves t s  o f  bea rded  sea l s  in  .AIosl..  a

are also incomplete, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  a n d  c o n s i s t  f o r  t h e  m o s t

part o f  genera l e s t i m a t e s  b a s e d  o n  h a r v e s t  r e t u r n s  f r o m  a  feu’ l o c a t i o n s  i n

certain years. The  to ta l  annua l  r e t r i eved  ha rves t  fo r  Alaska  i s  e s t ima ted  at

1.784 per !rear (with a standard deviat ion of 941) between 1966 and 1977 (Burns

1981, Kelly 1988a). There is some indication, however, t h a t  t h i s  n u m b e r  ma~ bc

on the low side. D u r i n g  1 9 7 7  a  r e t r i e v e d h a r v e s t  of  4,750 w a s  r e c o r d e d  f o r

Alaska, p robab ly  due  to inc reased  moni to r ing  e f fo r t  t ha t  yea r r a t h e r  t h a n  t o

unusually high harvest levels (Lloyd Lowry, Alaska  Depar tment  o f  F i sh  and  Gomc.
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personal communication). An  ea r l i e r  r epor t (Burns  1967)  e s t ima tes  the  total

kill  of bearded seals  in Alaska to be about 7,000 to 9,000 per year. If a

ki l led but  lost  ratio o f  50  pe rcen t  i s  a s sumed , t h i s  w o u l d  e q u a t e  t o  an annual

retrieved harvest of 3,500 to 4,500, more in accord with the 1977 return.

O n  t h e  S o v i e t  s i d e ,  r e t r i e v e d  h a r v e s t s  in the  Bering a n d  Chukchi  SCaS  a r c

est imated to range between 1,986 and 7,009 per year  (mean  4,467 with standard

deviat ion 1,974) for  the period 1966 through

per year (mean 1,448 with standard deviation

1988a).

1970, declining to 1,150 to 2,053

249) for 1971 through 1983 (Kc IIJ

Total U .S . /U .S .S .R .  ha rves t s ,  app ly ing  the  conse rva t ive  es t ima tes  o f  1,784 a n d

1,448, c a l c u l a t e  t o  3 , 2 3 2  p e r  y e a r re t r i eved  o r approximately 6 , 5 0 0  killed

u s i n g  a killed bu t  lo s t  r a t io  o f  50  pe rcen t . This  would equate to two to three

pcrccnt  of the total p o p u l a t i o n  p e r  y e a r ,  p r e s u m a b l y  well w i t h i n  t h e  r a n g e  o f

m~ximum sustainable yield. Th i s  a s sumpt ion  i s  awkward ,  however ;  s ince  the

harvest estim3tes  arc f o r  s o m e w h a t  d i f f e r e n t  s e t s  o f  y e a r s  a n d  a r e  probabl!

conscrvativc, no good estimates are ava i l ab le  fo r  r ec ru i tment and sustainable

~’ield fo r  th i s  popu la t ion  on  e i the r  a  numbers  o r  pe rcen tage  bas i s ,  and  PoPu13-

t i o n  d3ta  a r e  o u t  o f  d a t e  a n d  i m p r e c i s e . A l a s k a n  h a r v e s t s  d o  appe3r,  houc~cr.

to remain within levels  recommended by federal agencies as described above.

RINGED SEAL (Phoca  hispida)

T h e  r i n g e d  s e a l  i s  t h e  m o s t  c o m m o n  a n d w i d e l y  d i s t r i b u t e d  a r c t i c  SC31.

occurr ing throughout  the region. As with bearded seals,  population est imates

are based  on  ae r i a l  obse rva t ions  in  the  summer ,  when  a t  l eas t  some  seals  are on

the ice, and are imprecise and subject  to variable interpretat ion. For Alaskan

waters, the  bes t  guess  seems  to  be  one  to  1 ,5  mi l l ion  (Ke l ly  1988b,  Littlcficld

1977) ,  w i th  annua l  sus t a inab le  y i e ld  e s t ima ted  a t  e igh t  to  11 percent  (Mc Larcn

1958), Again, however, it must be pointed out that this figure is based on

incomplete information and is an estimate only,

I n  A l a s k a n  w a t e r s ringed seals

substrate  for  hauling out ,  molt ing

in  shorcfast  i c e  o r  w i t h i n  s t a b l e

extent  the ice-covered reaches of

s e e m  t o  b e  s t r o n g l y  r e l i a n t  o n ice as a

and pupping, which  occurs  in  subnivicn  d e n s

pack ice. And though they inhabit  to  some

the Bering,  Chukchi  and  Beaufor t  seas  dur ing
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211 seasons. t h e y  are s o m e w h a t  migrator~’. The  bu lk  o f  t he  popu la t ion  sh i f t s

from north to south in the fal l  and winter  and back  du r ing  sp r ing  in  r e sponse

to ice conditions. In recent years  the greatest numbers are taken in the

B e r i n g  Strait vicinit!r f r o m  late  A p r i l  t h r o u g h  J u n e ,  a r r i v i n g  i n  t h e  Barrow

I“icinity i n  l a t e  J u n e  ( A l a s k a  D e p a r t m e n t o f  F i s h  and G a m e  1 9 7 6 ) . The

popu la t ion  d i s t r i bu t ion  at any one t ime or  during any given year  seems to ~’ar!f

depend ing  on  i ce and weather  condit ions. I t  i s  e s t ima ted ,  fo r  example ,  that

f rom 1970  th rough  1977  the  dens i ty  o f  r inged  sea l s  dec l ined  by 50 percent  in

the Beau fort  Sea and by 35 percent  in the northern Chukchi  Sea, p r e s u m a b l y  i n

response to severe ice condit ions. At  the  same  t ime  a  co r respond ing  increase

i n  p o p u l a t i o n  uas obscr  Icd in the  sou the rn  Chukchi  a n d  n o r t h e r n Bering seas

(U.S. Department of Commerce 1978). D u r i n g  m i d - w i n t e r  r i n g e d  seals  tend to

conccntrotc  inshore, r ep lac ing  the  larger b e a r d e d  seals  w h i c h  mole o f f s h o r e  t o

areas of flawed and mo~ing  icc (Burns 1967).

Ringed seals a re  oppor tun i s t i c  f eede r s ,  i nc lud ing  i t ems  such  as  f i sh  (prim aril}

arctic and saffron cod). shrimp, mysids,  and euphausids  in their diet.

T h e  s u b s i s t e n c e  harjcst  o f  r i n g e d  seals hns dcclincd  s i g n i f i c a n t !  i n  Alasko  i n

rcccnt }cars, although the populat ion of seals  has not. F rom es t ima tes  of

10.000 to 20,000 r inged seals  taken per }car in the 1950s and 1960s.  the the

harlcst  has fallen to levels  of 4,000 to 5.000 or lower in recent years (U.S.

Dcpar~mcnt of Commcrcc  1978 ,  F ros t  1985 ,  pe r sona l  communica t ion  wi th  John

Burns). T h e  rccommcndcd  sus t a inab le  y i e ld  fo r  Alaska i s  e s t ima ted  a t  20 ,00 .0

pcr year, including killed b u t  lost. s ignif icant ly above the  p resen t har Jest

ICJCI (U.S. Fcdcrfil  Register 1979. U.S. lntcragcnc!’  Task Group Report 1976).

N“ALRUS (Odobenus rosmarus  diver  qens)

L i k e  t h e  bowhcad vhalc,  t h e  walrus  was  s u b j e c t e d  t o  major commcrciol

exploitation in  the  last h a l f  o f  t h e  n i n e t e e n t h  a n d  f i r s t  half o f  t h e  t w e n t i e t h

cen tu r i e s a n d  s u f f e r e d  a consequen t i a l ly  seve re  popu la t ion decline. The

initial, pre-commercial  h a r v e s t  p o p u l a t i o n ,  e s t i m a t e d  a t  a r o u n d  2 0 0 , 0 0 0 ,  was

rcduccd to dangerously low levels  by the mid-twentieth century. Over the past

fcw d e c a d e s ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h i s  s p e c i e s  h a s  b e e n  u n d e r  j o i n t  U . S . - U . S . S . R .

management and protect ion and populat ions have recovered to levels comparable

with  the  p rc -exp lo i t ed  s tock , The  mos t  r ecen t  e s t ima tes ,  de r ived  f rom jo in t
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U.S. -Sovie t  ae r ia l

1989), down slightly

The bulk of the

surveys, place t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  a t about  233 ,000  (Gi lbe r t

from the 1980 estimate of 246,000.

wfilrus  popu la t ion ,  pa r t i cu la r ly  the  f emales ,  ca lves  and  young

adults, are

northwestern

the northern

pa t t e rn  a rc

distinctly migratory in nature. Mos t  win te r  in t h e  c e n t r a l  a n d

Bering Sea, then  fo l low the  i ce  edge nor thward  in  i t s  r e t r ea t  to

Chukchi  Sea in spring and summer (Fay 1 9 8 2 ) . Exceptions to this

groups of  ma les  tha t  summer  a t  spec i f i c  loca t ions  in Bristol  Ba!’,

These groups move northwestward to mingle with the migratory populat ion on

their  wintering grounds, and may or  may not  consist  of  the same animals from

onc yesr t o

Depending on

passes through

in July. B!

Ber ing  S t ra i t

the  nex t  (F .  H .  Fay and J.J.  B u r n s .  p e r s o n a l  c o m m u n i c a t i o n ) .

weather and ice condit ions, the bulk of  the migratory populat ion

Bering Strait in May and June and arr ives in the Barrow vicini ty

late September they arc moving back southward,  passing through

agsin i n  O c t o b e r  a n d  N o v e m b e r . As a rule, the  nor thward

migrat ion in spring

return fall migration.

\f’uilrus a r c  l i m i t e d

is  more well-defined,  predictable and concentrated than the

for feeding purposes t o  c o n t i n e n t a l  shelf  areas w i t h  uatcr

depths of  100 meters  or

in~cr(cbratcs. including

o t h e r  taxct. the majori ty

less. Though they prey o n  a  w i d e  v a r i e t y  o f  bcnthic

clams, snails, crabs, shrimp, worms, tunicates, and

of their diet seems to consist of a fcw genera of

bival~”c m o l l u s k s  (Fay 1982, Fay  a n d  S t o k e r  1 9 8 2 ) . In addit ion to invertebrates

they ingest  small  dcmersal f ish on occasion, and are known to kill or at least

scafengc seals.

There are indicat ions that  the walrus populat ion may be at  or  in excess of  the

carrying capacity o f  i t s  env i ronment  (p robab ly  de f ined  by food  resources )  and

may a l r e a d y  h a v e  b e g u n  t o  dcclinc. These  ind ica t ions  inc lude : greater

divcrsitt a n d  s m a l l e r  s i z e o f  p r e y spccics  f o u n d  i n  s t o m a c h s ,  i n c r e a s i n g

a~cragc age o f  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n , r e d u c e d  b i r t h  r a t e a n d  c a l f  s u r v i v a l , and

decreas ing  fa t  r e se rves  obse rved  f rom harves ted  an imals  (Fay and Stoker 1982,

Fay et al. 1989). R e c e n t  c a l c u l a t i o n s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  a n n u a l

recruitment rate may be as low as one percent (Fay  et al. 1989).

C o n c u r  rcntly, subs i s t ence  ha rves t s  have  inc reased  s ign i f i can t ly  in  r ecen t  years

on both the Alaskan and.  Siberian sides. Total  retr ieved Alaskan harvests  have
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increased from about  1,500 to 2,000 per  year  in the 1960s and early 1970s to

harvests e x c e e d i n g  5 , 0 0 0  p e r  year i n  t h e  1 9 8 0 s ,  w h i l e  S o v i e t  h a r v e s t  have

increased from about 1,000 to 4,000 per year. Factoring in a killed but  lost

ratio, current  mortal i ty from hunting may be  10 ,000  to  15 ,000  pe r  yea r  (Fay ct

al. 1989),  or  four to s ix percent  of  the populat ion. If  the annual recruitment

estimate o f  o n e  p e r c e n t  i s  a c c u r a t e ,  t h i s  c u r r e n t  h a r v e s t  l e v e l  i s  c l e a r l y  i n

excess o f  sus t a ined >’ield, and wil l  probably result in a further  populat ion

d e c l i n e  o v e r  t h e  c o m i n g  years, I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  i n c r e a s e d  o v e r a l l  h a r v e s t

levels, t h e  p e r c e n t a g e s o f  a d u l t  f e m a l e s  i n t h i s  h a r v e s t  h a s  i n c r e a s e d  i n

recent years, compounding the effect.

Historically, t h e  b u l k  (plus  o r  minus  80 p e r c e n t )  o f  t h e  A l a s k a n  h a r v e s t  takes

place  in  the  nor th  Ber ing  Sea  and  Ber ing  S t ra i t  r eg ion  in  Ma!f a n d  J u n e .  A n

additional se~fcn to  e igh t  pe rcen t arc t a k e n  bctwccn P o i n t  H o p e  and Barrow

dur ing  the  surnmcr.  and the remaining 10 to 12 percent  in the Bering Strtit  a n d

north Bering Sea during fall and winter.

C.4RIBOU (Ran~ifer  tarandus  ~ranti)

T h e  \Yestern A r c t i c  c a r i b o u  h e r d  (\VAH),  t h e  l a r g e s t  i n  t h e  s t a t e .  s e e m s

pztrticularly  p r o n e  t o  d r a s t i c  p o p u l a t i o n  f l u c t u a t i o n s . Though  no  numer ica l

data are a~ailablc, h i s t o r i c a l  r e c o r d s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  c a r i b o u  w e r e  “abundtnt”  in

the \\ ’AH region in the etrly  1800s and “scarce” b>’ t he  l a t e  n ine teen th  and  earl!

twentieth centuries. By  1950 ,  when  the  f i r s t  aerial survey was u n d e r t a k e n ,  t h e

population had  reco~ered to an est imated 238,000. By the mid-1960s  p o p u l a t i o n

e s t i m a t e s  had incrcascd t o  a r o u n d  3 0 0 , 0 0 0  a n i m a l s .  but d e c l i n e d  again  t o

~4~,1300  in 1970. BY

by 1976  the  Wes te rn

8 2 , 0 0 0  ( D a v i s  e t  al.

i m p o s e d  by the state.

1975 this decline had accelerated (102,000 estimated), and

Arc t i c  he rd  had  reached  a  popu la t ion  low of  77 ,000  to

1980). A t  t h a t  t i m e  m a j o r  h a r v e s t  r e s t r i c t i o n s  ucrc

Since 1976 the herd has increased steadily to est imated

ICVCIS  of  113,000 in 1979,  165,000 in 1981,  239,000 in 1986,  and 311,000 as  of

1988 (Davis and Valkenburg 1978, Jim Davis, personal communication).

The

the

the

other caribou herd from which harvests  are taken by residents of Barrow is

Teshekpuk  h e r d . Though  f igures  fo r  th i s  he rd  a re  l e s s  ava i l ab le  than for

N’estern A r c t i c  h e r d , t h e  Teshekpuk  p o p u l a t i o n  a l s o  s e e m s  t o  be o n the
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increase at p r e s e n t ,  w i t h  t h e  m o s t  r e c e n t  e s t i m a t e  ( 1 9 8 3 )  b e i n g  zbout 11.000

animals (Jim Davis, personal communication).

For both herds, the  annua l  r ec ru i tmen t  r a t e  i s  e s t ima ted  a t  11  to  14  pe rcen t .

Th i s  ca lcu la tes  to  an  annua l  r ec ru i tmen t  to  the  Wes te rn  Arc t i c  he rd  o f  abou t

3 4 , 0 0 0  t o  4 4 , 0 0 0 ,  and 1,200 to 1,500 to the Teshekpuk  h e r d . As of 1983. a

conscr~atiie  s u s t a i n e d  y i e l d  e s t i m a t e  o f  five Percent Per year ~~s dcri~’ed for

the  Wes te rn  Arc t i c  he rd  ( J im Davis,  Personal  cornrnunic~tion), which ~OUld equ~tc

to about  15,500 per  year  for  this  herd and about  550 per  year  for  the Teshekpuk

herd at present population levels.

FISH (all s~ecies)

A S  i s  ob~ious  f r o m  T a b l e  3 5  and F i g u r e  2 3 ,  v a r i o u s  spccics  o f  ~hitcfish

constitute the bulk of fish haricsts at Barrou, f o l l o w e d  by o t h e r  spccics  o f

frcshwoter  fish and salmon.

For the region as a whole, total a n n u a l  f i s h  h a r v e s t s  arc cstirnatcd  at about

2 1 0 , 0 0 0  p o u n d s  f o r  t h e  v i l l a g e s  o f  B a r r o w ,  Wainvrright,  P o i n t  L a y ,  Atq2suk.

h’uiqsut  a n d  Kaktovik  ( C r a i g 1 9 8 9 ) ,  c o n s i s t i n g  primorily  o f  va r ious  spccics  of

~vhitc  fish a n d cisco. a r c t i c char , P a c i f i c  h e r r i n g ,  gra~ling,  l a k e  t r o u t .

burbot. rainbow smelt. arctic c o d  an? ~, s a f f ron  cod ,  a rc t i c f lounder,  fourhorn

Sculpin,  capclin  and sci’eral  spccics  of salmon.

Litt le in fo rmat ion is a v a i l a b l e  c o n c e r n i n g  p o p u l a t i o n  o r  s u s t a i n a b l e  >ield

lc\cls f o r  an! of  these  spcc ics  in this  region,  so it is imposs ib l e  t o  osscss

the impact of present harvest levels  other  than to say that  harvest  levels  seem

to  bc  r e l a t ive ly  s t ab le  ove r  yea r s fo r  which  da ta  a re  ava i l ab le . T h e  on!!

populat ion d a t a  a v a i l a b l e  a r e  f o r  t h e  Colville R i v e r  a r c t i c  cisco  f i s h e r !

(Gallat~ay et al. 1 9 8 9 ) . T h i s  p o p u l a t i o n  s e e m s  t o  be somc~’hat  iariablc  fronl

year t o year, t h o u g h  i t i s  t h o u g h t  t h a t  s u c h va r i ab i l i t y  i s not duc to

fisheries impacts.

\k’ATERFOWL

The most  recent  and most  comprehensive estimates of waterfowl populations in

the Barrow region a r e  d e r i v e d  f r o m  a e r i a l  s u r v e y s  o f  t h e  A r c t i c  coastal  Plain
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during 1986 and  1987. Surveys were f lown along predetermined transects  bj the

U . S .  F i s h  zind tvildlife  S e r v i c e  d u r i n g  l a t e  J u n e  and early J u l y  o f  b o t h  years.

A similar  survey was c o n d u c t e d  d u r i n g  1 9 8 8 ,  b u t  data from that  sur~e>’  are n o t

yet available.

Results  of  the 1986 and 1987 surveys indicate  that duck  popu la t ions  ~vere  up by

about 3 1  p e r c e n t  i n 1987,  or  817,446 versus 6 2 2 , 0 2 9  for  1986 (King and Cain

1987). Major  duck species included in the 1987  surve}’  are oldsquaw  (418 ,465) .

pintail  (322,036),  scaup  (30,379) and eiders (16,978). It is thought that this

increase p robab ly i s  due  to  an  in f lux  o f  b i rds  displaced  by d r o u g h t  c o n d i t i o n s

in Canada. and  does  no t  ind ica te  a  pe rmanen t  popu la t ion  increase in the region

(King rind Cain  1987).

The  goose  popu la t ion  on  the  Arc t i c  coastal  plain.  on the other  hand,  shows a 35

pcrccnt  decrease in  1987  (11?.252  in 1987 versus 173.385 in 1986).  probably  ciuc

t o  l a t e  s p r i n g s the  l a s t  scvcra] y e a r s  a n d  g e n e r a l l y poor rearing conditions

(King and Cain 1987). Goose  spec ies  inc luded  in  the  1987  su rvey  a re  whi t e

fronted geese (88,538), Canada  geese (20,1 10), and brant (3,604).

Similar  surveys of  molt ing geese f lown in the Teshckpuk  Lakes area (King 1987)

indicate tha t  goose  popu la t ions ,  pa r t i cu la r ly brant, w e r e  dou’n by a b o u t  35

pcrccnt  in 1987 compared with 1986. They were 47 percent below the long t e rm

mean since surveys uerc begun  in 1 9 7 6  a n d  w e r e  t h e  l o w e s t  total  n u m b e r s

obse rved  s ince  1976 . I t  i s  t h o u g h t t h a t  t h i s  d e c r e a s e  d o e s  n o t ,  howe~cr.

r e f l e c t  Ioc31 f a c t o r s  s o  m u c h  a s  i t  d o e s  p o o r  n e s t  product  iiit! in  the  Yukon

Delta Nationcil  \\ ’ildlifc Refuge in rcccnt }cars  (King 1987).

LOCAL IMPACT

For most species or resources discussed, t h e  i m p a c t  o f  Ioc31 har~csts  o n  m o r e

general  populat ion dynamics is  minimal . This  is  certainly t rue  r ega rd ing  the

impact o f  B a r r o w  o n walrus, and  p robab ly  ho lds  t rue  fo r  bea rded  sea l s  and

ringed seals,

The  re t r i eved  ha rves t  o f  wa l rus  by Bar row fo r  the  pe r iod  Apr i l  1987  th rough

March  1988  was  es t ima ted  a t  117 a n i m a l s ,  c o n s t i t u t i n g  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t w o  t o

three percent of  the totgl  s u b s i s t e n c e  h a r v e s t  f o r Alaska. P r e s e n t  ICVCIS  o f
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s u b s i s t e n c e  harvest  do  pose  a threat to  the  s t ab i l i t y  o f  t he  ~alrus p o p u l a t i o n .

bu t  t he  threat in this case e m a n a t e s  f r o m  B e r i n g  S t r a i t  a n d  t h e  n o r t h  B e r i n g

Sea.

The  re t r i eved  bea rded  sea l  ha rves t  by B a r r o w  f o r  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  p e r i o d  was

a p p r o x i m a t e l y ~j9 a n i m a l s , abou t e i g h t  p e r c e n t o f  t h e  total  c o m b i n e d

U.S.-Soviet toke. There  appea r s  to  be  no  immedia te  th rea t  to  th i s  popu la t ion .

certainlj’  none

H a r v e s t s  o f

totallcd  4 6 3

There is not a,

As discussed

from Barrow.

ringed s e a l s  by Barrow d u r i n g  A p r i l  1 9 8 7  t h r o u g h  March  1 9 8 8

retricied. about  10 to 13 percent of the total for all Alvska.

problem with ringed seal populations so far as is known.

abolc,  the N’cstcrn Arctic caribou herd and the Tcshckpuk  herd  seem

to be health!  and  i n c r e a s i n g  at p r e s e n t . Barrov’  h a r v e s t s  are n o t  dcscribcd  b>

area. so it is difficult to say how the harvest is divided between these tu’o

herds. I t  s e e m s  u n l i k e l y ,  h o w e v e r ,  that local h a r v e s t s  a r e  o f  s u f f i c i e n t

impact to adversely affect either population at this time.

As  s t a t ed  above ,  i t is  impossible  to evaluate t h e  e f f e c t  o f  f i s h  har~csts  o n

the Iarious p o p u l a t i o n s  a t  t h i s  t i m e . H a r v e s t s  d o  s e e m  t o  b e  relatitcl!

s t a b l e . howe~’cr,  w h i c h  p r o b a b l y  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  p o p u l a t i o n s  arc b e i n g

maintained.

T h e  water fo~vl  harvest  b! Barro\v  r e s iden t s  be tween  Apr i l  1987  and  March  1988

i n c l u d e d ~<7~4  g,ccsc (~.~~() Mhitc  f r o n t e d  gccsc, 120 brant,  a n d  33-I

non-spccificd)  a n d 5 ,280  e ide r ,  mos t ly  non-spec i f i ed . If all of this harvest

i s  t a k e n  f r o m  t h e  A r c t i c  c o a s t a l  p l a i n  p o p u l a t i o n  d i s c u s s e d  a b o v e ,  i t  W’ould

constitute a b o u t  t w o  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e whi t e  f ron ted  popu la t ion , abou t  th ree

p e r c e n t o f  t h e  brant  p o p u l a t i o n , a n d  28 p e r c e n t o f  t h e  ccnsuscd cider

population. In  the  case  o f  e ide r ,  however ,  the  es t ima tes  p resen ted  abo~e  fo r

the  Arc t i c  coas ta l  p la in are not a t rue  r e f l ec t ion  o f  the  r eg iona l  popu la t ion

as a w h o l e  ( R o d n e y  K i n g , U . S .  F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e ,  p e r s o n a l

communica t ion) . A l t h o u g h  n o e s t i m a t e s  a r e a v a i l a b l e  f o r  prod uctivitjr,

rec ru i tment , o r  s u s t a i n a b l e y i e l d  f o r  t h e s e  p o p u l a t i o n s , present subsistence

harvests do not appear to be a threat to their maintenance.
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APPENDIX

R e f e r e n c e s  f o r  t h i s  A p p e n d i x  s t a r t  o n  p a g e 1 8 9  of  the  p reced ing  sec t ion  t i t l ed

References Cited.

CONVERSIONS OF HARVEST AMOUNTS TO POUNDS

The  ha rves t  da ta  a re  p resen ted  as  the  number  o f  an imals  ha rves ted  and  ed ib le

pounds of  resource product . The edible weights were selected as one report ing

un i t  i n  o rde r  to  p rov ide  the  pub l i c  wi th  da ta  tha t  a re  eas i ly  compared  wi th

ADF&G data. The ADF&G has published the bulk of Alaska subsistence studies and

t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e i r  r e s e a r c h  i s  r e p o r t e d  a s  e d i b l e  ( u s a b l e )  p o u n d s . One

no tab le  excep t ion  i s  the  r ecen t  Kivalina  study by Burch  (1985) ,  a  consu l t an t  on

this study. Burch  (1985) discusses in detai l  the tremendous variat ions in what

i s  cons ide red  by  the  ha rves te r s  and  use r s  a s  the  ed ib le  we igh t  of an a n i m a l .

Burch mentions fish as an example of how edible weight varies significantly and

that edible weight may be as high as 99 percent of l ive body  we igh t  (Burch

1985).

The edible weight conversions for each subsistence resource are l is ted in Table

A-1. Fish harvests  often required an addit ional  conversion,  an est imate of  the

number  o f  f i sh  pe r  sack . Unless otherwise noted,  the type of  sack is  a  large

garbage or  gunny sack. For those f ish harvests  that  were reported in number of

sacks, the number of fish in a sack were computed as follows:

Fish Species

Whitefish (non-specified)
Round whitefish
Broad whitefish

River caught
Lake caught

Humpback whitefish
Least cisco
Bering, Arctic cisco

Capclin
Arctic grayling
Rainbow smelt
Arctic cod
Tomcod

Inupiaa  Name

Aanaakliq
Aanaakliq
Aanaakliq
Aanaakliq
Pikutuuq
Iqalusaaq
Qaaktaq
Pagmaksraq
Sulukpaugaq
Ilhuagniq
Iqalugaq
Uugaq

A-1

Number of
Fish ~er  Sack

50
50
50
50
25
50

100
100
100 (per gallon  pail)
90
80 (per grocery sack)
80 (per grocery sack)
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SDccics

?Marinc h13mmals
Bearded seal
Ringed seal
Spotted sea]
Bowhcad  whale
Polar bear
M’alrus

Terrestrial Mamma[s
C3ribou
\loosc
Broi$n bear
Dal] sheep
Arctic fox (Blue)

TABLE A-1: COhTVERSION  FACTORS1

Rcd fox (Cross, Silver)
Porcupine
Ground squirrel
\\ ’oltcrinc

Fish
Salmon  (non -spcciricd)

Chum S2]111011

Pink (humpbock)  salmon
Silicr (coho)  salmon
King (chinook) salmon

\\”hitcfish  (non-specified)
Round whitefish
Broad  whitefish

Rii)cr  caught
Lake caught

Humpback whitefish
Least cisco
Bering, Arctic cisco

Capclin
Arctic grayling
Arctic cod
Tomcod (Saffron
Sculpin
Arctic char
Burbot (Ling  cod)
Northern pike
Rainbo~\” smelt
Lake trout

cod)

Iiiupiaa  Name

Ugruk
Natchiq
Qasigiaq
A~viq
Nanuq
Aiviq

Tuttu
Tuttuvak
Aklaq
Imnaiq
Ti~iganniaq
Kayuqtuq
Qigagluk
Siksrik
Qavvik

Iqnlu.gruaq
Amaqtuuq
Iqalugruaq

*

Aanaakliq
Aanaakliq
Aanaakliq
Aanaakliq
Pikutuuq
Iqalustlaq
Qaaktaq

Pagmaksraq
Sulukpaugaq
Iqalugaq
Uugaq
Kanayuq
Iqalukpik
Tittaaliq
Siulik
IJ’hu3jniq
Iqalukpak

A-2

Edible \\’ci.ght  pcr
Resource in Pounds

176.0
42.0
42.0

21,218.02
496.0
772.0

117.0
500.0
100.0
99.0

0.0
0.0

1 o.o~
0.44

0.0

6.14

6.14

3. I
6.Oj

18.05

~,)3

1.0
~.j
2.5,
3.-I’
?--, 3
l.o~
1.03

0,8
0.2?
,.0:
06>

2.8
4.05
2.33
0.123
4.0



TABLE A-1 (cont.): CONVERSION FACTORS ]

Sr3ecies

Birds
Duck (non-specified)
Eider (non-specified)

Common eider
King eider
Spectacle eider

Goose (non-specified)
Brant
White-fronted goose
Lesser snow goose
Canada goose

Ptarmigan (non-specified)
Willow ptarmigan

Other Resources
Berries (non-specified)

Blueberry
Cranberry
S31monberry

Bird Eggs (non-spccificd)
Eider eggs

Greens/Roots (non-spccificd)
Wild rhubarb

Watcr7
Fresh water
Fresh water ice
Sea ice

Ifiuuiaa  Name

Qaugak

Amauligruaq
Qi~alik
Tuutalluk
Nigliq
Ni~lifi~aq
Ni~livialuk  (Ni~liq)
Ka~uq
Iqsra~utilik

Aqargiq

Asiaq
Kimmi~fiaq
Aqpik

Mannik

Qu~ulliq

Imiq -

Sikutaq
Siku

Edible Weight pcr
Resource in Pounds

1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
4.5
3.0
4.5
4.5
4.5
0.7
0.7

0.15
0.15

1.06
1.06

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

1.

2.

3,
4.

;:
7.

Sources are ADF&G Division of Subsistence Community Profile Dntabasc
for Nuiqsut and  Kaktovik  (n.d.)  unless otherwise noted.
Whale conversion weight was computed by the study team from the mean
total edible weight per whale of the 11 whales harvested in Year
Two (see Table A-2).
Study team estimate.
Source: Pedersen 1988.
Source: Burch  1985.
Measured in quarts.
Water is measured in gallons and ice is measured in sled loads. A sled
load is estimated to equal 100 gallons of water.

Stephen R. Braund  & Associates, i989
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T h e  bowhead whale we igh t  i s  an  ave rage  o f  the  e s t ima ted  ed ib le  lveight  of each

of the eleven whales harvested by Barrow in 1988 (Table A-2). The  total  ed ib l e

pounds of  bowhead wha le  ha rves ted was calculated independently of  the sample

data used for est imating the harvest weight  of  each of  the other species. The

r e a s o n s  f o r  o u r  u n i q u e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  b o w h e a d ,  a s  w e l l  a s  the data c o l l e c t i o n

techniques and  a s sumpt ions  abou t  the  ed ib le  we igh t  o f  i nd iv idua l whales,  orc

discussed below.

A l t h o u g h  t h e  n u m b e r  of w h a l e s  h a r v e s t e d  b y  B a r r o w  w h a l i n g  crews  is  easi ly

determined,  the study team anticipated that  i t  would be diff icul t  to accurately

measure how many  pounds of whale each study household received. To ~vcigh each

sample h o u s e h o l d ’ s  share was an imposs ib l e  t a sk  and  hav ing  the  househo ld

members est imate the weight  of  their  shares would be unrel iable. Applicat ion

of  an  assumed  average  we igh t  o f  a  sha re was also unrel iable since the size of

t h e  w h a l e s  h a r v e s t e d  v a r i e d  a s  d i d  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  crewshares  d i s t r i b u t e d  f o r

each whale. Beginning with the f irs t  whale harvested,  the study team  w e i g h e d

s e v e r a l  crewshares  (i .e. , o n e  crewshare i s  t h e  t o t a l  a m o u n t  o f  w h a l e  alloc~tcd

to one crew at  the butcher si te)  from each whale,  recorded the number of crews

receiving a share, and recorded the number of  individuals  on each crew. This

information was used  as  the  p r imary  bas i s  fo r  e s t ima t ing  the  total  n u m b e r  of

p o u n d s  o f  w h a l e  t a k e n  o f f  t h e  i c e . T h e  s t u d y  t e a m a l s o  r e l i e d  o n  NSB

Department of Wildlife Management whale weight data (George et al.. 1988, John

C. George,  personal  communication) to complete est imates of  the edible portion

of each whale.

While not  used

d id  co l l ec t  c rew

in  the  e s t ima t ion  o f  the  ed ib le  wha le  we igh t s ,  t he  s tudy  t eam

member share (i. e., an  ind iv idua l ’ s  a l loca t ion  o f  a  cre~vsharc)

data from each study household. Each share received was recorded along with a

unique whale identif icat ion number. Household harvest  records for whale were

used to est imate the percentage of  community part icipat ion in  bowhead w h a l e

harves t s  r a the r t h a n  t o  e s t i m a t e  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  w h a l e  h a r v e s t e d . F o r  t h e

fo l lowing  reasons ,  t h e s e  d a t a were  less  re l iable  as  a  bas is  for  es t imat ing

total whale harvest amount for the community than the independent approach of

estimating the weight of all crewshares  .

0 Sample-derived estimates of the total whale harvest are less reliable

in part because the total harvest is based on only 11 harvest events
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m
4/2’4/88

4/25/88
4/~5/’88
4/~j/88

4/25/88
5/ 2/88
5/ 4/88
5/ 6/88
9/15/885
9 /17 /885

9i17/885

Total:

Average:

TABLE A-2: 1988 BARROW BOWHEAD WHALE
ESTIMATED TOTAL EDIBLE POUNDS PER

Length
29’
29’8”
29’8”
25,~1f

29’2”
27,4s1

26’10”
24,7,,

47’10”
49,6,*
5~,31t

n / a

jj,gt,

Number
of

Crew-
Sharesl

39
30
30
23
26
39
38
38
25
25
21

334

30.4

Average
Crew-
Share
Weight

215
2834
269
239 ;
260
228
224
111
994

1,108
1,365

5.296

481.5

Total
Ninina
Weight 3

8,385
8,490
8,070
5,497
6,760
8,892
8,512
4,218

24,853
27,692
28,671

140,040

12,731

HARVEST,
WHALE

Total
Tavsi &
Uati
U3

5,590
5,660
5,380
3,665
4,507
5,928
5,675
2,812

16,568
18,462
19,114

93,428

8,494

Total
Edible
\Ycight
of \\ ’h21c

13,975
14,150
13,450
9,162

11.267
14,820
14,187
7,030

41,4217
46,154 7

47,785 6

233,401

21,218

1.

7-.

3.

4,

5.

6.

7<

O n e  crewshare  is the total  a m o u n t  o f  w h a l e  a l l o c a t e d  t o  o n c  crcv.  at t h e
butcher site.

N’ininat  i s  t he  po r t ion  o f  the  wha le  d i s t r ibu ted  to  pa r t i c ipa t ing  crcifs 0[
the harvest  s i te . T h e  ~veight  of  the nininat  s h a r e s  was c o m p u t e d  f r o m
crew share data collected for this study.

Of the tavsi  portion, half is cooked and served to the public and  the
o the r  ha l f  i s  d i s t r ibu ted  to  the  success fu l  c rew. T h e  uati  p o r t i o n  i s
s t o r e d  by t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  c a p t a i n  a n d  d i s t r i b u t e d  a t variou  S f e a s t s  and
celebrations throughout the  yea r . T o t a l  tavsi a n d  uati weights ~~crc
e s t i m a t e d  t o  equal 4 0  p e r c e n t  o f  t o t a l  e d i b l e  w h a l e  w e i g h t ,  a rstio”
developed by SRB&A from whale weight data collected by the NSB Department
of Wildlife Management (John C. George, personal communication).

The only available crew shares for these three whales where weighed after
they had been combined with other crew shares received on the sarnc dz!.
The average crew share weight  of  the three,  (260 pounds) w’as assigned to
the whale measuring 29’2”. Based on the available combined weights  the
average crew share  we igh t s were  inc reased  by  n ine  pe rcen t  fo r  the  29’8”
whale-and

No f i e ld
these rows

The total

decreased by eight percent for the 25’6” whale.

weights were taken for the three fal l  whales. The weights in
are estimates based on previous knowledge.

weight is the SRB&A average est imated edible whale weight  for
two 51 foot whiles  (51’4” and 51’3”) taken-by Barrow whalers in 1987. -

Es t ima ted  to ta l  we igh t s  fo r  these  two whales  a re  based  on  the  average
ed ib le  we igh t  pe r ~oot in length for the 51 foot whales discussed ~n
footnote 6. The average weight per foot of 932 pounds was rcducccl
proportionately based on the actual length of the whales.

Source: Stephen R. Braund  & Associates, 1989.
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(i. e., wha les ) . C h a n c e v a r i a t i o n s  i n p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by s a m p l e

households contr ibute to a  substant ial  sampling error . \\’hcn  t h i s  i s

m u l t i p l i e d  b y  l a r g e  h a r v e s t  s h a r e s ,  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  total  can v~ry

substantially by chance.

o T h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  w h a l e  is a  c o m p l e x social  and cultural  process.

One  t r ad i t ion  obse rved  dur ing  f i e ldwork  fo r  th i s  s tudy  was that e a c h

h o u s e h o l d  i n  a n  e x t e n d e d  f a m i l y  o f t e n  w o u l d  s t o r e  t h e i r  s h a r e s

t o g e t h e r ,  u s u a l l y  i n  t h e  f a m i l y  i c e  c e l l a r  a t  the p a r e n t ’ s  h o u s e .

Ind iv idua l  househo lds  wi th in  tha t  ex tended  f ami ly  wou ld  bc unsure of

the number or size of “their” individual shares.

o Whale  ha rves t  da ta , a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  d e t a i l  p r e s e n t e d  a t  t h i s  r e p o r t ,

d i d  n o t  f i t  t h e  d a t a  r e c o r d i n g  r u l e s establ ished for  recording other

species. For example, the study team commonly gathered the w’hale

harvest  information from secondary sources ( i .e . ,  f rom individuals  who

may no t  have  been  p resen t  a t  t he  d iv i s ion  o f  the  wha le ) . In the

situations when  wha l ing  c rew members  d id  no t  l eave  camp un t i l  t he

whaling season was over, family members would pick up their shares for

them. Fur the rmore ,  usua l ly  on ly  one  c rew member  f rom a cre~~ 1~’ould

travel  to a whale harvest site to aid in the butchering. He would  bc

the only  “active” participant in the harvest for that crew.

o F ina l ly ,  a s  d i scussed  in  more  de ta i l  be low, the crewsharc d i s t r i bu t ion

the  day o f  the  wha le  ha rves t  was  es t ima ted  a t  60  pe rcen t  o f  the  totzil

ed ib le  we igh t . T h e  r e m a i n i n g  4 0  p e r c e n t  w e n t  t o  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l

captains and c r e w s  a n d  t h e  m a j o r i t y  w a s  d i s t r i b u t e d  d u r i n g  at lcost

s i x  p u b l i c  e v e n t s  a n d  f e a s t s  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  y e a r . T h e  a m o u n t

d i s t r i b u t e d  a t  e a c h  o c c a s i o n  w a s  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  g a u g e  d u r i n g  t h i s

study.

The  bowhead  harves t was  charac te r i zed  by  ex tens ive d i s t r i bu t ion  and  shtiring

throughout t h e  y e a r , w i t h  a  m a j o r d i s t r i b u t i o n  in t h e  f o r m  o f  cretvshzrcs

occurring on the day of  the  ha rves t . I n  B a r r o w  t h i s  nininat  p o r t i o n  M>as

gene ra l ly  t aken  f rom the  f ron t  ha l f  o f  the  wha le  and  d iv ided  in to  crewsharcs.

w i t h  o n e  crewshare g o i n g  t o  e a c h  w h a l i n g  c r e w tha t  a s s i s t ed  in  the  cap tu re .
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towing, and/or

although larger

butchering of  the whale. The shares were usually of  equal  s ize,

shares were sometimes given to crews that helped to capture and

land the whale. Not al l  crews arrived to help with every whale and usuall~ an

extra sha re  o r two  was  se t  a s ide  fo r  those  ind iv idua l s  who  he lped  lvith t he

butchering but who were not members of whaling crews. The number of crc~vsharcs

per  wha le  va r ied  f rom 21  to  39  in  Year  Two (Tab le  A-2) . The  s tudy  t eam

m e a s u r e d  a n d  w e i g h e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  crewshares  and  c rew member  shares in an

a t t empt  to  a r r ive  a t  a  va l id  we igh t  fo r  the  ed ib le  por t ion  o f  the  nininat  share

of each whale.

locally hired research assistants ,  weighed

processing and distr ibut ion of  the whole.

first

The study team, with the aid of

crewshares  a t  v a r i o u s  s t a g e s  o f  t h e

depending upon circumstances. The

crewshares  at  the whale harvest  s i te  when

at  the r ight  moment. The amount of  t ime

in to  crewshares  and  when  the  c rews  were

house was very short . The  we igh ing  o f

available manpower and the study team cooperated with indi~iduals  from the NSB

Department of Wildlife Management in weighing crew shares. Crewshare  u’eights

among the  d i f fe ren t w h a l e s  h a r v e s t e d  v a r i e d  f r o m  1 1 1  t o  1 , 3 6 5  p o u n d s  and

averaged 482 pounds (Table A-2).

opportunity entai led weighing ent ire

the researchers were able to be there

between when the whale was dijidcd

ready to haul them to their  captain’s

entire crewshares often depended on

The  nex t  oppor tun i ty was  to  we igh  the  sha res  a t  a  wha l ing  cap ta in ’ s  house

before his crew or family members had divided their crewshare into crew member

shares. However, under  idea l  c i r cums tances  the  s tudy  t eam weighed  the  crc\\-

sharc immediately after  i t  had been divided into crew member shares but  before

crew members had begun to take their shares home. The window of opportunist\

was also very  b r i e f . Final ly, i f  n o t  e n o u g h  c r e w s h a r e weights had  bCCll

g a t h e r e d  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  w h a l e ,  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  v i s i t e d  i n d i v i d u a l  crc~{

members’  households to weigh their  shares before those were distr ibuted further

or consumed.

S u p p l e m e n t a l  d a t a  r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  c o m p u t a t i o n  o f  t o t a l  crewshare ucights

inc luded  the  to ta l  number  o f  c rews  rece iv ing  sha res  f rom each  wha le  and  the

to ta l  number  o f  c rew members  on  each  c rew. I n f o r m a t i o n  o n  total  cre~vs  p c r

w h a l e  was obtained at  the whale si te  by the researchers or  from knowledgeable
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peop le  who w e r e  p r e s e n t  a t  t h e  h a r v e s t . T h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  alSO a s k e d  e a c h

whaling captain how many crew members shares he divided his crewsharc into and

how many people were on his crew. In Year Two, the average size of a crcJ!  ~~’as

12 members.

A s  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  T a b l e  A - 2 ,  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  crewshares  fo r  each  whale w’as

mult ipl ied by the average crewshare we igh t  to  compute  the  estimated  we igh t  o f

t h e  nininat  s h a r e . T h e  total  n i n i n a t  s h a r e  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  cornmunit!’  U’OS

140,040 pounds.

T h e  a b o v e  d i s c u s s i o n  r e f e r s  o n l y  t o  t h e  nininat  po r t ion  o f  t he  ~fhale. The

tat’si and uat i  shares Cornps-iSe(.l  t he  r emainder  o f  the  ed ib le  wha le  w’eight. Half

of the tavsi was  appor t ioned  to  the  success fu l  c rew, whi le  the  o the r  ha l f  ~!’as

c o o k e d  and s e r v e d  t o  t h e  p u b l i c . T h e  uati was s t o r e d  by t h e  s u c c e s s f u l

cap ta ins a n d  w a s  d i s t r i b u t e d  a t  a  n u m b e r  o f  p u b l i c  e v e n t s a n d  feasts.

Occas ions  for  publ ic  shar ing  and d is t r ibut ion  of  whale in Years One and Tvo

included: a celebrative  feast at the captain’s house the day (or the da}

after) the harvest occurred; a feast on the beach when the successful crel$’s

formally brought their whaling boats off the ice; the h’alukataq celebration:

Thanksgiving; Christmas; and Kivgiq  (the messenger feast). Successful copt~ins

also u’ere called upon to contribute whale  for  events  and holida}  cclcbrotions

taking place  in other North Slope tillages.

T h e  stud~’ t eam ob ta ined  average  we igh t s  fo r  the  tavsi  and uati shares f rom the

NSB Wi ld l i f e  Management  Depar tment  ( John  C, George, personal comrnunicotion).

SRB&A worked in associat ion with Craig George and Geoff  Carroll  and  their staff

to  we igh  these  por t ions  a t  two  wha le  ha rves t  s i t e s  in  1987 . T h e  stud} tc~nl

u s e d  t h a t  d a t a  t o  d e v e l o p  a  ratio of tavsi a n d  u a t i  t o  t h e  total e d i b l e  }vhalc

vreight. The tavsi and uat i  shares combined equaled approximately 40 percent  of

the  en t i r e  ed ib le  wha le  we igh t  o f  the  two  wha les . T h e  s t u d y  team  used  that

s t andard  pe rcen tage  to  compute  a l l  t he  tavsi and uat i  weights ,  and thus all the

total whale weights presented in this study.
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DATA COLLECTION AND DATA PROCESSING

The primary study object ive ( i .  e . ,  community representat ive subsistence h~rvest

data b y spec ies  and  loca t ion)  has  been a c h i e v e d  i n  Barrow through regular

contact  with members of  111 Barrow households. Over 1,500 individual  harfcst

events were recorded during Year One (April  1,  1988 through March 31,  1989).

The harvest  information gathered during the informal household discussions was

systematical ly recorded on one-page forms and blueline  copies of USGS 1:250,000

maps. Each event became a record of data that  was added to the SPSS/PC+  dato

set in the  SRB&A  B a r r o w  o f f i c e . Harvest  locations were also transferred to

base maps in Barrow. The base maps were then sent to the North Slope Borough

Planning Department’s Geograph ic  In fo rmat ion  Sys tems  (GIS) Anchorage  office

where  NSB s ta f f  d ig i t i zed  the  ha rves t  loca t ions  and  p repared  ha rves t  area mqps

for this report.

The  researchers  have also been assembling household data during Year One and

Year  Two tha t  wi l l  desc r ibe  the  ro le  o f  subs i s t ence  ac t iv i t i e s  in  the  lit”es  of

Barrow residents. These  da ta include average household size,  ethnic classi-

fication, to t a l  mon ths  o f  employment  ac t iv i ty  and  income  o f  househo lds .  The

following discussion explains in more detai l  the procedures and techniques the

study team used to collect ,  code,  record and process the Year T\vo s u b s i s t e n c e

har~est  data.

Data Collection Methods

The  s tudy  t eam employed  two  main m e t h o d s  o f  c o l l e c t i n g  t h e  data for t h i s

project: in forma I key informant  discussions and part icipant  observat ion. The

study team continual ly at tempted to employ local ly hired research assis tants  to

aid in the data collection effort. During Year Two nine local residents

hired as research assistants to gather harvest data and participate in

aspects of the research such as translating and interpretation, entering

into the computer data base, and general office work.

Kev Informant Discussions

were

other

dat2

The basic harvest  data were collected during periodic visits with each sample

household. During each  v is i t , the  key informant  repor ted the harvest
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activities of household members. P r imary  da ta  i t ems  repor ted  by spec ies  were

h a r v e s t  s i t e  a n d n u m b e r  h a r v e s t e d . K e y  i n f o r m a n t s a l s o  r e p o r t e d  ( i f

ava i l ab le ) : the sex of the  spec ies h a r v e s t e d ,  w h i c h househo ld  members

part icipated in the harvest  act ivi ty, total  number of household members present

du r ing t h e  h a r v e s t t r ip, a n d  t h e  t o t a l  n u m b e r  o f  n o n - h o u s e h o l d  m e m b e r s

p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n t h e  h a r v e s t  a c t i v i t y . Final ly, r e s e a r c h e r s  r e c o r d e d  a n y

anecdo ta l  in fo rmat ion regard ing  wea the r ,  compar i sons  wi th  p rev ious  ha rves t s ,

observations on animal health or populations, or similar topics.

The researchers recorded the harvest  act ivi ty data ei ther  in f ield notebooks or

d i r e c t l y  o n  t h e  d a t a  c o d i n g  f o r m s . The  househo ld ’ s  ha rves t  l oca t ions  ~~’erc

marked  d i rec t ly  on to  maps  by the  resea rcher  o r  by the harvesters themselves.

Each  map  used to identify harvest  areas included a legend block for  identifying

the household and harvest  period. The same identif icat ion variables appear o n

acti}ity  record forms (discussed in detai l  below). The  mapped  in fo rmat ion  u’as

c o l l e c t e d  o n  blueline  U S G S  1:250,000 s c a l e  t o p o g r a p h i c  maps. The  s tudy  t eam

al so  used  a blueline  compos i t e  o f  the  n ine 1:250,000  Bar row-area  quad sheets  to

record harvest locations. SRB&A and the MMS developed the Barrow Area  Base Xfap

to encompass the geographic area most commonly used by Barrow hunters.

F ie ld  r e sea rcher s  a t t empted  to  d i scuss e a c h  h o u s e h o l d ’ s  hrirvest  activit) with

the most  act ive hunter  in the household. I f  h e  ( o r  s h e )  was una~ciilablc,  the)r

c o n t a c t e d  a n o t h e r  h o u s e h o l d  m e m b e r  w h o  w a s  p r e s e n t  d u r i n g  t h e  harlcst.

Occasionally a household member who was not  present  during the harvest  would

provide in fo rmat ion a b o u t  t h e  r e c e n t  h a r v e s t  a c t i v i t i e s o f  t h e  h o u s e h o l d

members . I n  t h e s e  c a s e s , f i e l d  s t a f f  l a t e r  c o n t a c t e d  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g

harvesters to verify the data and/or to obtain any missing information.

Infrequently a harvester did not know exactly where the harvest took place. In

most instances, however, the harvester was able to refer the researcher to a

member of the harvest group who could identify the harvest location.

The average number of successful harvest discussions per household for Year TW O

was four, with a range from one to 13. The total number of Year Two harvest

discussions per month for the entire sample of 111 households ranged from 10 in

August to 69 in April, and the total number of successful harvest discussions

for the year was 441. These figures do not include the numerous attempts that
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of

a

en were involved in locating and  contact ing the respondent  before complet ing

successful harvest discussion. M o s t  o f  t h e  h o u s e h o l d s  r e q u i r e d  at least  t~~o

u n s u c c e s s f u l  v i s i t s  d u r i n g  t h e  y e a r ,  w h e n  e i t h e r  t h e  m a i n  har~ester o f  t he

h o u s e h o l d  w a s  u n a v a i l a b l e  o r  o n l y  p a r t i a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  t h e  h o u s e h o l d ’ s

harvest act ivi t ies  was available. In  add i t ion  the re  were  two  househo lds  that

were out  of  the area for  most  of  the year and there were f ive households that

were “reluctant” participants. Harves t  d i scuss ions  wi th  r e luc tan t  househo lds

w e r e c o n s i s t e n t l y  i n c o m p l e t e  s o  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n s  w e r e  n o t  c o u n t e d  a s

successful. However, these households were main ta ined  in  the  s tudy a n d  an

es t ima te  o f  the i r  yea r ly  ha rves t  incorpora ted  in  the  da ta  because  they  con ta in

a c t i v e  h u n t e r s  w h o s e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  t o t a l  B a r r o w  h a r v e s t  i s importont.

T h e  judgement  o f  the  s tudy  t eam was  tha t  pa r t i a l  in fo rmat ion  was  be t t e r  then

none, and that  the importance and value of  the s tudy to the community would

become evident to the reluctant participants as the study progressed.

The actual  frequency with which a household was contacted depended primarily  on

two fac to r s : t h e  o b s e r v e d  l e v e l  o f  a c t i v i t y  d u r i n g  t h e  f i r s t year o f  d~ta

collection and seasonal v a r i a t i o n  i n the  househo ld ’ s  ha rves t actijity  leIcl.

Additionally, o t h e r  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t e d  t h e  f r e q u e n c y of  con tac t , such a s  bad

weather, cul tural  e v e n t s , d i f f i c u l t y  l o c a t i n g a n d  e n g a g i n g  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of

some respondents, and  s t a f f ing  p rob lems . During t h e  s t u d y  a  t!polog!  o f

h o u s e h o l d  h a r v e s t  a c t i v i t y  l e v e l s  e m e r g e d ,  w i t h  s o m e  h o u s e h o l d s  b e i n g

non-harvesters, o t h e r s  b e i n g  v e r y  a c t i v e  h a r v e s t e r s ,  a n d  t h e  mtjority  b e i n g

somewhat active depending primarily on the season of the year. T h o s e  uho  v.erc

inactive required very f e w  v i s i t s  w h i l e  t h o s e  w h o  w e r e  v e r y  acti~e r e q u i r e d

visits as  of ten  as  h i -weekly (every two weeks)  dur ing the i r  most  actiic

periods.

A household’s harvest pattern varied primarily by season. Many households

fished and hunted caribou in the fall, while others did not. Some households

r e s i d e d  a t  c a m p  f o r  p a r t  o f  t h e  s u m m e r ,  c o n s t i t u t i n g  t h e i r  s u b s i s t e n c e

activities for  the  ent i re  year . Whi le  fu l l - t ime work did not prevent most

hunters from hunting in the evenings and on weekends, others hunted only during

vacations

household

w i t h  t h e

procedure

and leave time taken in the spring and fall. Once the general

pattern was determined, the frequency of visits was adapted to fit

l e v e l  a n d  t i m i n g of  the  household’s  harves t  ac t iv i t ies . This

continued in Year Two with timing of harvest discussions becoming
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even m o r e  f o c u s e d  a r o u n d  t h e  h o u s e h o l d s ’  a c t u a l  h a r v e s t  acti~’ity  levels  and

timing of the harvests.

A n  u n f a v o r a b l e  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  h i - w e e k l y  v i s i t s  i n i t i a l l y  a t t e m p t e d  necessi-

tated, f o r  s o m e  h o u s e h o l d s ,  l e s s  f r e q u e n t  c o n t a c t  i n  o r d e r  t o  r e t a i n  t h e s e

households in the study. Other households viewed the study more favorably when

t h e  v i s i t s  c o r r e s p o n d e d  w i t h  t h e i r  a c t i v e  p e r i o d s  r a t h e r  t h a n  o c c u r r i n g

arbitrarily.

Finally,  many of the respondents quickly memorized the short  set  of  quest ions

r e p e a t e d l y a s k e d  a b o u t  t h e i r  h a r v e s t  a c t i v i t i e s . R e c a l l  appeored  t o  be

enhanced  s ign i f i can t ly  th rough  th i s  p rocess  ( an impress ion  based  on  the  ease

ve r sus  the  d i f f i cu l ty  a  r e sponden t  wou ld  have  in  r epor t ing  the i r  data). About

t en  pe rcen t  o f  the  ac t ive  househo lds  a l so  began  record ing

harvest  locat ions on their  own (e.g. , on  a  ca lendar  o r  shee t

while maintaining regular  contact  was integral  to the success

h i g h  c o n t a c t  f r e q u e n c y  r a t e  i n i t i a l l y  e n v i s i o n e d  f o r

their harvests a n d

of paper) . Thus,

o f  t h e  stud!, t h e

th i s  s tudy  ( i .  e . .

hi-weekly visi ts fo r  ac t ive  ha rves te r s )  was  no t  necessa ry ;  moreover ,  bi-~~’eckl>

visits were not well received by respondents.

As stated above,  the study team at tempted to increase the contact  frequcnc>  for

more active h o u s e h o l d s  d u r i n g  particulrirly  ac t ive  ha rves t  pe r iods  in  o rde r  to

minimize hunter  recal l  problems. Ho~vever, t h e  m o s t  a c t i v e  h a r v e s t e r s  uere

typ ica l ly  the  mos t  d i f f i cu l t  t o  con tac t  *dur ing  the  busy hunting times. The\

were  e i the r  spend ing  a l l  t he i r  f r ee  t ime  hun t ing  o r  they  were  r e s id ing  at t he i r

camps away from Barrow. The solut ion to the f i rs t  problem was to contact  the

a c t i v e  h u n t e r  b r i e f l y  d u r i n g  b u s y  p e r i o d s  t o  g a t h e r  a s  m u c h  h a r v e s t  data as

possible. The  remainder  o f  the  in fo rmat ion  was  f i l l ed  in  l a t e r  when  he  was

available for a more lengthy discussion.

I n  a n  a t t e m p t  t o  s o l v e  t h e  s e c o n d  p r o b l e m  o f  a c t i v e  h a r v e s t e r s  r e s i d i n g  at

their hun t ing  and  f i sh ing  camps  dur ing  peak  hun t ing  and  f i sh ing  t imes ,  t he

study team experimented with self-report ing of  harvests . Dur ing  Year  Two wc

prov id ing f i v e  h o u s e h o l d s  w i t h  s u b s i s t e n c e  h a r v e s t  j o u r n a l s  a n d  m a p s  f o r

recording harvests  at  camp. The part icipants were asked to record the species.

t h e  a m o u n t  h a r v e s t e d ,  t h e  d a t e , a n d  u s u a l l y  t h e  s e x  o f  t h e  anim~l(s)

harvested, Remaining information (e.g. , l oca t ion  and  pa r t i c ipan t s )  wou ld  bc
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obtained in a subsequent harvest discussion with the household. Compcrrcd t o

respondents  who did not  use camp journals , the  jou rna l s  appea red  to  bc m o s t

use fu l  fo r  enhanc ing  the  r eca l l  o f  ha rves t  da tes  and  spec ies ’  sex . Houc~cr,

the journals  were complete for  only one of  the households. Two others had

star ted them but  then lost  the journals  in the process of  moving

f r o m  camp. O n e  o f  t h e s e  h o u s e h o l d s  h a d  e x c e l l e n t  recall of

harvest. The  o the r  two  househo lds  had  dec ided  no t  to  use  the

a r r i v i n g  a t camp. Although marginally successful, t he  s tudy

encourage the use of  journals  by households that  spend extended

during Year Three of the study.

b a c k  t o  tou”n

their  summer

journals  af ter

team plans  t o

t imes  ot c a m p

Partici~rint  Observation

Tim Holmes, the SRB&A  f i e ld  coord ina to r , r e s ided  in  Bar row th roughou t  l’car

Two. Holmes’ full-time presence in the community provided him ample oppor-

tun i ty for  par t ic ipant  observat ion  a t  var ious subsistence related activities

and events. Braund, Burnham, and Stoker were also involved in participant

observation in Barrow. The most

o  dur ing  p repa ra t ion for
ice, and at whaling camps;

important participant observations occurred:

spring whaling, trail  building out on the

o at whale har~’est locations;

o while whaling crew shares were distr~buted  at captains’ homes;

o f ishing with nets  for  salmon
Lagoon;

and  whi te f i sh  near  P t .  Bar row in  Elson

o eider hunting at Pi~niq;

o when bearded seal was butchered and hung to dry;

o fall whaling;

o fall fishing under the ice and caribou hunting south of Meade  River;

o  d i s t r i b u t i o n o f  w h a l e  a n d s h a r i n g o f  o t h e r  f o o d s  d u r i n g
Thanksgiving.

Participant observation improved  the  accuracy of the data collection in o

number of ways and has contributed to a trend in greater accuracy throughout

the past two years of the study. Most importantly during Year Two, it pro~ idcd

the  oppor tuni ty  for  informal  in terac t ion  and d iscuss ions  wi th  many of the
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Barrow famil ies  part icipat ing in the study. While the study team learned more

about subsistence in the process, the community members were able to learn more

about the project. This reciprocity was important; al though many of  the Barrou,

community leaders  have publicly supported the project  from the beginning,  many

of  the  ind iv idua l  hun te r s  r ema ined  skep t i ca l  o f  i t s  pu rpose . Part icipat ion in

subsistence act ivi t ies  also demonstrated to many of  the hunters  the interest  of

the resea rchers  in l ea rn ing  abou t  many a s p e c t s  o f  c o n t e m p o r a r y  s u b s i s t e n c e

activities. Their perception of the project was also thereby enhanced.

Travel  with hunters  also benefi t ted the project . For example, most hunters use

the Ifiupiaq names for  landmarks and hunting areas. Through personal experience

H o l m e s  l e a r n e d  t o  r e c o g n i z e  s o m e  o f  t h e  l o c a t i o n s . A  f a m i l i a r i t y  ~vith

significant l a n d m a r k s ,  w e a t h e r ,  t r a v e l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  a n d  s p e c i e s  a~’ailability  ou t

i n  t h e  f i e l d  a l l o w e d  H o l m e s  t o  a s s i s t  t h e  h u n t e r s  i n  r e c a l l i n g  t h e  neccssarj

in fo rmat ion  ~bout  their  harvests . As in Year One,  part icipant  observation also

prov ided  the  oppor tun i ty  to  con t inua l ly  f i e ld  check  the  da ta  co l l ec t ion  ru l e s

and methods. Researchers directly observed,  for example: h o w  hart’ests  vcrc

divided among hunters; how harvests were counted and weighed; and how hunters

approached the task of  locat ing harvest  resources. The distr ibut ion of  120 Mhc3cl

whale has been especially difficult to analytically conform to the structure of

a computerized data base. The accuracy of the whaling data continues to

improve through participation in whaling a c t i v i t i e s  a n d  t h e  expcricncc  goincd

in these situations was applied to modifying the data coding and entry rules.

In addition. the training program for the research assistants was subscqucntl>

improved to handle unique harvest reports.

Locallv Hired Research Assistants

The

a id

were

data col lected for  this  s tudy would not  be as  complete as  i t  is  without  the

of  loca l ly  h i r e d  r e s e a r c h  a s s i s t a n t s . The  resea rch  ass i s t an t s  sa la r i e s

paid through the NSB Mayor’s Job Program and the LNSB Planning Department

handled the record keeping involved with hiring and paying the individu~ls.

During the duration of the project 17 individuals have been hired in Barre\\’ and

trained to collect

p ro jec t  fo r  more

hours per week.

project.

subsistence data.

than one month.

During Year Two

Eigh t  o f  the  ind iv idua l s  worked  wi th  the

The  resea rch  ass i s t an t s  ave raged  abou t  12

nine locally hired individuals worked on the
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T h e  d u t i e s  o f  t h e  R A s  i n c l u d e d  3  h i g h  d e g r e e  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  ond

self-initiative. E a c h  h a d  a  l i s t  o f  a p p r o x i m a t e l y 20 h o u s e h o l d s  that t h e !

contacted on a regular  basis  to inquire on any subsistence acti~itics o c c u r r i n g

since t h e  l a s t visit. T h e  R A  w a s  u s u a l l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  t h e

contact  and vis i t ing the  househo ld  a t  t he  conven ience  o f  the  hun te r s . The

visits often involved evening and weekend visits. The  RAs  were  a l so

responsible for:

o

0

0

0

0

An

keeping t rack  of  when households  should  be  v is i ted

maintaining a sense of when the household members tend

in subsistence activities,

as ivcll a s

to participate

c o r r e c t l y  f i l l i n g o u t  t h e  h a r v e s t s h e e t s  a n d  a c c u r a t e l y n]app

harvest locations,

regularly updating household composition and employment in formot

on each household,

ng

on

noting hunters’ comments about subsistence, and

editing t h e  data c o l l e c t i o n  f o r m s  f o r  d a t a  e n t r y  i n t o  t h e  c o m p u t e r

data base.

additional responsibility o f  e a c h  R A  w a s  t o  e n c o u r a g e  c o n t i n u e d  partici -

pation  by t h e  s t u d y  h o u s e h o l d s . Active hunters  sometimes fel t  that  this  stud!

may not be in their best interests. T h e  R A s  then h a d “public relations”

responsibilities that at times were the most difficult aspect of the work.

Our goal was to transfer as many of the field coordinator’s responsibilities [o

the RAs as possible. To that end we trained the RAs to use the computer for

entering data and notes into the data base. One RA especially preferred that

aspect of the research and became very proficient at  data entry. She M’3S

unavailable for work the second half of Year Two.
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Two R.4s worked throughout most of Year One; however, they both resigned car]!’

in Year Two, one for a bet ter  job and the other  because her  family moved  a!tri}

from Barrow. All of the RAs in Year Two have been short-term employees. Onc

of  the  mos t  p ro f i c i en t  RAs  in  Year Two w a s  hired near  the  end of the stud}

year. He subsequently retired for the whaling season, but may be available f o r

work later in Year Three.

F o r  t h e  m o s t  p a r t  w o r k i n g  w i t h local  research assistants  has b e e n  productiic

and informative, The know Iedgc of  local  individuals  about  the community,  the

h o u s e h o l d s ,  a n d l o c a l  s u b s i s t e n c e a c t i v i t i e s  f a c i l i t a t e d  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n

considerably. Many  o f  the  househo lds  p re fe r red  to  d i scuss  the i r  ha rves t s  u’ith

l o c a l  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  o t h e r s  w o u l d  t a l k  a b o u t  t h e i r  s u b s i s t e n c e  a c t i v i t i e s  onl}

wi th  loca l  Ifiupiaq p e o p l e . I n  t h o s e  s i t u a t i o n s  t h e  d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  by the RAs

was more accurate and  complete than would otherwise be available.

Unfortunately, the group comprising the most  advantageous RAs for  this  project

-  hunters  - were the most  diff icul t  to hire and retain on the project , Bccousc

o f  p a s t r e s t r i c t i o n s , l imits , a n d  q u o t a s  o n Bar row s u b s i s t e n c e  har~cst

activities, the acceptance of subsis tence s tudies  is  Dn evo lv ing  p rocess i n the

community. The act ive hunters  were the most  suspicious of  the stud!  and  would

e s p e c i a l l y  p r e s s  t h e  R A s  t o  explain  why t h e y  s h o u l d  bc candid  about t h e i r

subsistence activities. When the RA was

position would become personally uncomfortable.

T h e  study  t e a m  will  c o n t i n u e  t o  a t t e m p t

Three. The goal of hiring a local field

through Year Two and will likely not be attained

an a c t i v e  h u n t e r  thcmscl\cs.  t h e

to  h i r e  local  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n YC2r

c o o r d i n a t o r  h a s  b e e n  unsucccss(ul

in Year Three.
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:

As the Nation’s principal conservation
agency, the Department of the Interior
has responsibility for most of our nation-
ally owned public lands and natural
resources. This includes fostering the
wisest use of our land and water re-
sources, protecting our fish and wildlife,
preserving the environmental and cul-
tural values of our national parks and
historical places. and providing for the
enjoyment of life through outdoor recrea-
tion. The Department assesses our en-
ergy and mineral resources and works
to assure that their development is in the
best interest of all our people. The De-
paflment also has a major responsibility
for American Indian reservation com-
munities and for people who live in Island
Territories under U.S. Administration.


