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Symbols and Abbreviations

The following symbols and abbreviations, and others approved for the Systéme International

d'Unités (SI), are used without definition

in Division of Subsistence reports. All others,

including deviations from definitions listed below, are noted in the text at first mention, in the titles
or footnotes of tables, and in figures or figure captions.

Weights and measures (metric)
centimeter
deciliter
gram
hectare
kilogram
kilometer
liter

meter
milliliter
millimeter

Weights and measures (English)
cubic feet per second
foot

gallon

inch

mile

nautical mile

ounce

pound

quart

yard

Time and temperature
day

degrees Celsius

degrees Fahrenheit
degrees kelvin

hour

minute

second

Physics and chemistry
all atomic symbols

alternating current

ampere

calorie

direct current

hertz

horsepower

hydrogen ion activity
(negative log of)

parts per million

parts per thousand

volts

watts

cm
dL

ha
kg
km

mL
mm

ft¥/s

min

AC

cal
DC
Hz

hp

pH
ppm
ppt, %o

General
Alaska Administrative Code AAC
all commonly-accepted
abbreviations eg.,
Mr., Mrs.,
AM, PM, etc.
all commonly-accepted
professional titles  e.g., Dr., Ph.D.,
R.N., etc.
at @
compass directions:
east E
north N
south S
west W
copyright ©
corporate suffixes:
Company Co.
Corporation Corp.
Incorporated Inc.
Limited Ltd.
District of Columbia D.C.
et alii (and others) etal.
et cetera (and so forth) etc.
exempli gratia (for example) e.g.
Federal Information Code FIC
id est (that is) i.e.
latitude or longitude lat. or long.
monetary symbols (U.S.) $,¢

months (tables and
figures) first three letters (Jan,...,Dec)

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

Mathematics, statistics
all standard mathematical signs,
symbols and abbreviations

alternate hypothesis Ha
base of natural logarithm e
catch per unit effort CPUE
coefficient of variation Ccv
common test statistics (F, t, %% etc.)
confidence interval Cl
correlation coefficient (multiple) R
correlation coefficient (simple) r
covariance cov
degree (angular ) °
degrees of freedom df
expected value E
greater than >
greater than or equal to >
harvest per unit effort HPUE
less than <
less than or equal to <
logarithm (natural) In
logarithm (base 10) log
logarithm (specify base) log,, etc.
minute (angular) '
not significant NS
null hypothesis Ho
percent %
probability P
probability of a type I error (rejection of
the null hypothesis when true) o

probability of a type I error (acceptance
of the null hypothesis when false)

second (angular)

standard deviation sD
standard error SE
variance:
population Var
sample var
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ABSTRACT

This publication reports results from research to update information about the harvests and uses of fish, wildlife,
and wild plant resources by households in the communities of Egegik, Pilot Point, and Ugashik. Household surveys
were conducted in February 2015 about harvests and uses of wild resources in the 2014 calendar year. The study
communities are located on the Bristol Bay coast of the Alaska Peninsula. Researchers surveyed 75% of all eligible
households in the study communities. The majority of residents in each study community are Alaska Native: 60% in
Ugashik, 70% in Egegik, and 85% in Pilot Point. Employment by the local government provided the majority of jobs
in Egegik and Pilot Point, and the commercial fisheries sector provided the most jobs for Ugashik households.

During the study year, most households of the study communities relied on wild resources—obtained through sharing,
hunting, fishing, or wild food gathering—for nutrition and to support their way of life. Sharing of subsistence resources
remains integral to these communities, with more than one-half of the households in each community giving away
and receiving resources. Overall, the per capita harvests of wild resources ranged from 155 Ib in Egegik to 943
Ib in Ugashik. In each community, households harvested more salmon than any other resource: salmon composed
from 74% of the harvest weight in Pilot Point to 84% in Ugashik and 92% in Egegik. Most households engaged in
harvesting activities on the proximate land and waters surrounding the study communities according to spatial data
collected during survey administration.

Compared to previous subsistence harvest studies conducted in 1984 (Egegik) and 1987 (Pilot Point and Ugashik),
per capita harvests declined in Egegik and Pilot Point but increased in Ugashik. The composition of the harvest
also changed. In each community, salmon harvests composed a larger percentage of the harvest, increasing from
approximately 25% of each community’s harvest in the 1980s. Conversely, harvests of large land mammals decreased
substantially between the 1980s and 2014 study years. Large land mammals composed one-half the harvest weight or
more in the 1980s, but in 2014 there was no harvest of large land mammals in Egegik and the harvest in Pilot Point
and Ugashik composed only 6%-11% of the total harvest weight. The decline in the population of the Northern Alaska
Peninsula caribou herd and regulations restricting hunting are likely driving factors of this change.

Funding for the study was provided through the Alaska State Legislature as one component of an overall index
community program, the purpose of which is to develop and implement a program to monitor subsistence harvests of
fish and wildlife in all areas of the state through a system of index communities. Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G) Division of Subsistence research staff carried out the project with support from Egegik Village, Native
Village of Pilot Point, and Ugashik Village.

Key words: subsistence fishing, subsistence hunting, Alaska Peninsula, demography, food security, wild resources,
Egegik, Pilot Point, Ugashik
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report provides information about the harvests of fish, wildlife, and wild plant resources by the
communities of Egegik, Pilot Point, and Ugashik (Figure 1-1). A household survey was administered to these
communities between February 2 and 22, 2015, for the 2014 study year. The size of the study communities
spans a wide range, but only Pilot Point had a predominantly Alaska Native population according to the
five-year (2010-2014) American Community Survey (ACS) estimates (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.). This
five-year range encompasses the 2010 decennial federal census through 2014, the study year for which
research was conducted for every study community. Pilot Point (pop. 47) had 96% Alaska Native residents.
Egegik had the highest population overall (pop. 74) and 47% Alaska Native population, and Ugashik (pop.
19) was the least populated study community and had the smallest proportion of Alaska Native residents
(37%). Population estimates based on the survey results by the Division of Subsistence will be discussed in
more detail in individual community chapters featuring survey results. Harvest information was collected
by staff of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) Division of Subsistence. Table 1-1 presents
a list, including the Linnaean taxonomic names, of resources used in 2014 by the surveyed households. As
Table 1-1 reflects, residents of these study communities support their subsistence way of life by drawing
from a variety of wild resources; considering all three communities combined, households sought or used
species from every resource category. The Division of Subsistence scientifically quantifies harvests of wild
resources by Alaska residents to assist the Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) and the Board of Game (BOG)
in determining the amounts reasonably necessary for subsistence for each game population or fish stock
with a positive customary and traditional (C&T) use finding and setting regulations that provide subsistence
harvest opportunity. The information collected by the Division of Subsistence is also used in resource
planning and environmental reviews of development projects.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

This project was funded through the Alaska State Legislature as one component of an overall index
community program, the purpose of which is to develop and implement a program to monitor subsistence
harvests of fish and wildlife in all areas of the state through a system of index communities. Maintaining a
comprehensive and up-to-date database of subsistence harvests in order to fulfill the mission of the Division
of Subsistence is increasingly challenging for several reasons. In addition to the remoteness and diverse
use of natural resources of Alaska’s rural communities, the large number of communities (approximately
300) and the high cost of conducting research challenge the feasibility to update comprehensive data for
most communities on a regular basis. Therefore, the index community program was developed to explore
the possibility of identifying a set of index communities within regional groups to represent all areas of the
state. Comprehensive surveys would then be conducted on a regular, rotational schedule in the identified
index communities, and results would be used to estimate total harvests in the regional area that the index
communities represent, based on relationships between regional villages and the index community. The first
step in the development of this program was to update information from communities in different regions
around the state that were out of date. Comprehensive surveys were conducted in communities in the lower
and middle Yukon River areas for the 2010 study year; the selected index communities were Mountain
Village, Marshall, Nulato, Galena, and Ruby (Brown et al. 2015). Also, Southeast Alaska communities
were identified for obtaining updated comprehensive survey data: Haines, Hoonah, Angoon, Whale Pass,
and Hydaburg (study year 2012) and Sitka (study year 2013) (Sill and Koster 2017a; 2017b). According
to data published in the Division of Subsistence Community Subsistence Information System (CSIS?), the
last comprehensive harvest update in some Alaska Peninsula communities took place during the 1980s.
For many Alaska Peninsula communities, the harvest information is more than 30 years old. Table 1-2
identifies what types of surveys have been done by year in the selected index project communities of the
Alaska Peninsula.

1. ADF&G Community Subsistence Information System: http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS/ (hereinafter cited as
CsSIS).
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Table 1-1.—Resources used by study communities, 2014.

Resource Scientific name
Chum salmon Oncorhynchus keta
Coho salmon Oncorhynchus kisutch
Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Pink salmon Oncorhynchus gorbuscha

Sockeye salmon
Spawning coho salmon
Spawning sockeye salmon
Pacific herring spawn on kelp
Pacific herring roe on hemlock branches
Smelt

Starry flounder

Pacific halibut

Yellowfin sole

Burbot

Dolly Varden—freshwater
Dolly Varden—saltwater
Northern pike

Rainbow trout
Humpback whitefish
Unknown whitefishes
Bison

Caribou

Moose

Beaver

Red fox-red phase

North American river (land) otter
Muskrat

Porcupine

Gray wolf

Wolverine

Harbor seal

Unknown seal

Sea otter

Beluga whale

Gadwall

Mallard

Northern pintail

Black scoter

Northern shoveler
Green-winged teal
Wigeon

Unknown ducks

Brant

Canada/cackling goose
Canada goose

Emperor goose
White-fronted goose
Unknown geese

Sandhill crane

Oncorhynchus nerka
Oncorhynchus kisutch
Oncorhynchus nerka
Clupea pallasi
Clupea pallasi

Platichthys stellatus
Hippoglossus stenolepis
Limanda aspera

Lota lota

Salvelinus malma
Salvelinus malma

Esox lucius
Oncorhynchus mykiss
Coregonus pidschian

Bison bison
Rangifer tarandus
Alces alces

Castor canadensis
Vulpes vulpes
Lontra canadensis
Ondatra zibethicus
Erethizon dorsatum
Canis lupus

Gulo gulo

Phoca vitulina

Enhydra lutris
Delphinapterus leucas
Anas strepera

Anas platyrhynchos
Anas acuta

Melanitta nigra

Anas clypeata

Anas crecca

Anas spp.

Branta bernicla

Branta spp.

Branta canadensis parvipes
Chen canagica

Anser albifrons

Grus canadensis

-continued-



Table 1-1.—Page 2 of 2.

Resource

Scientific name

Ptarmigan

Duck eggs

Goose eggs

Gull eggs

Tern eggs

Black (small) chitons
Unknown chitons
Butter clams

Horse clams
Pacific littleneck clams (steamers)
Razor clams
Softshell clams
Cockles

Dungeness crab
Sea urchin
Blueberry

Lowbush cranberry
Highbush cranberry
Crowberry
Nagoonberry
Raspberry
Salmonberry

Wild rhubarb

Other beach greens
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea
Sourdock

Wild parsley
Yarrow

Other wild greens
Fireweed

Unknown seaweed
Wood

Lagopus spp.

Katherina tunicata

Saxidomus gigantea
Simomactra planulata
Protothaca staminea
Siliqua spp.

Mya arenaria

Cancer magister
Strongylocentrotus spp.
Vaccinium uliginosum alpinum
Vaccinum vitis-idaea minus
Viburnum edule

Empetrum nigrum

Rubus arcticus spp.

Rubus idaeus

Rubus spectabilis

Polygonum alaskanum

Ledum palustre
Rumex fenestratus
Pastinaca sativa
Achillea spp.

Epilobium angustifolium

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



Table 1-2.—Previous study years, study communities, 1984-2014.

Estimated

number of

households
Community (2010)° 1984 1987 1996 1997 1998 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2014
Egegik 29 All LLM Ll\lzm Ll\lim MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM All
Pilot Point 27 All LLM LI\;m L,\I/I‘m MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM All
Ugashik 7 All LLM LLM LLM All

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence Community Subsistence Information System: http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS/

Note The key for the table is:

All = "comprehensive" baseline survey of all resources used for subsistence purposes.

LLM = large land mammals.
MM = marine mammals.
a. Source U.S. Census Bureau (n.d.)



REGULATORY CONTEXT

Subsistence hunting and fishing in Alaska is managed under both state and federal regulations. In addition
to subsistence activities, many Alaskans bring home fish from their commercial catches (permissible
according to 5 AAC 39.010) or by harvesting under sport fishing regulations. Near the study communities on
the Alaska Peninsula, federal regulations apply to land and waters within or adjacent to Becharof National
Wildlife Refuge and Alaska Peninsula National Wildlife Refuge (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of
Subsistence Management 2019). In marine waters, the state manages most subsistence fisheries, including
salmon and crab, but the harvest of Pacific halibut is regulated by the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS). For marine mammals locally available, subsistence uses are managed by either the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (harbor seals and beluga whales) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) (sea otters). Residents of the study communities can harvest birds and bird eggs in the
spring and summer under federal subsistence regulations promulgated by the USFWS (AMBCC 2020).
The remainder of this section will focus on regulations guiding harvests of salmon and large land mammals
because of their importance to the study communities.

Salmon

For management purposes, the study communities are all within the Bristol Bay Area, which comprises all
waters of Bristol Bay including drainages enclosed by a line from Cape Newenham to Cape Menshikof.
Districts within Bristol Bay are described in 5 AAC 06.200 (Figure 1-2). The BOF has made a positive C&T
determination for all finfish in the Bristol Bay Area and has also determined that 157,000—172,171 salmon
are reasonably necessary for subsistence uses (5 AAC 01.336).

A permit is required to harvest salmon for subsistence purposes in Bristol Bay, and only one permit may
be issued to a household per year (5 AAC 01.330) (see Figure 1-3). Permits are available through local
vendors, or area ADF&G offices, or the Anchorage ADF&G office. In the Bristol Bay Area, the subsistence
regulations are specific to different areas and are varied; however, regulations that are most relevant to
Egegik, Pilot Point, and Ugashik households are summarized here. Unless closed by emergency order,
restricted in 5 AAC 01.310 or 5 AAC 01.325, or restricted by the terms of a subsistence permit, subsistence
salmon fishing is open in the Bristol Bay Area. Within commercial salmon districts, generally subsistence
fishing is limited by time: during the months of May and October, subsistence fishing is permitted from 9:00
am Monday to 9:00 am Friday; and between June 1 and September 30, subsistence fishing may only occur
during open commercial fishing periods (5 AAC 01.310(b)). There are no bag or possession limits for the
harvest of salmon under a Bristol Bay subsistence permit except in the Naknek District (5 AAC 01.345(a)).
In the waters around the study communities, subsistence fishers were limited to the use of set and drift
gillnets (5 AAC 01.320(a)); note that set gillnets could not exceed 10 fathoms in length in the Egegik or
Ugashik rivers (5 AAC 01.320(c)(1)(A)). In 2014, subsistence fishing was limited to several fishing periods
per week during the peak of the sockeye salmon run.2

Federal subsistence fisheries are authorized in portions of Bristol Bay for federally qualified subsistence
users. There is no separate federal subsistence permit; a state permit is required for subsistence fishing
under the federal regulations. In the federal waters around Egegik and Ugashik, there is no harvest limit for
salmon. Salmon fishing may occur under federal regulations year-round, except that in the Egegik River
fishing periods are restricted to 9:00 am Tuesday to 9:00 am Wednesday and 9:00 am Saturday to 9:00 am
Sunday between June 23 and July 17.

2. For a list of 2014 commercial fishing emergency orders for Bristol Bay in commercial districts, see Table 6 in
Elison et al. (2015).
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Figure 1-3.—Bristol Bay Area subsistence salmon permit.




Figure 1-3.—Page 2 of 2.




Large Land Mammals

Caribou, in particular the Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd (located in Game Management Units 9C
and 9E), has historically been the most widely used and harvested large land mammal species in the study
communities (Fall 1993). Subsistence caribou harvest areas for the study communities have historically
been found around the communities (Fall 1993). Spatial data collected by the division in 1981 and 1982
show that each community or group of communities used fairly distinct areas for caribou hunting with
Egegik households hunting exclusively in the Egegik River drainage and hunters in Ugashik and Pilot Point
using mainly the Ugashik River drainage and the portion of the Alaska Peninsula to the south as far as the
Cinder River (Fall 1993:5). While it is not the intent of this report to provide detailed historical population
trends for this herd, the population of the Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd and subsequent hunting
regulation changes are important facets to the hunting opportunities available to residents in the study
communities and are therefore covered briefly. Historical herd data indicate that the herd most recently
peaked around 20,000 animals in 1984 (Doherty 2015; Hicks 1997). Subsequent large declines in the herd
occurred as a result of several factors, including hunting pressure and a shared habitat with the Mulchatna
caribou herd (Doherty 2015; Hicks 1997). In 1993, the herd declined to 15,000 animals, right at the lower
bound of the population management objective. By 1994, the population dropped to 12,000 (Hicks 1997);
this development affected the local resource harvest opportunity for residents in the study communities. In
March 1999, the BOG reviewed the status of the herd and initiated a Tier Il permit hunt (Healy 2001:42).
State Tier 11 hunts are held when there is not enough of a game population with customary and traditional
uses to provide a reasonable opportunity for subsistence uses.® As a result of continued herd decline, in
2005 both the state and federal caribou hunts closed. The caribou population fell to a low of 2,000 animals
in 2006 (Doherty 2015). Over the next decade measures were implemented to help rebuild the herd and
Tier 11 permits were not available during the study year. In regulatory year 2016—2017, the herd increased
to the point that 198 Tier Il permits were issued.* Regulations currently allow for three Tier Il permits per
household, and no individual may hold more than one Tier Il permit per species (Doherty 2015).

To a lesser degree, moose have also been important to these communities. Moose populations were not
present in the area until the middle of the 1900s (Crowley 2017). The moose populations declined during
the late 1900s and are considered stable at low density. State of Alaska regulations, including open seasons,
permit requirements, and game limits for other large land mammal species relevant to the study communities
can be found in the annually published hunting regulations; the current regulatory year is available at
ADF&G offices or online.® Federal regulations and other information about hunting on federal lands can be
found in the biannual federal wildlife regulations booklet, which is also available online.

STUDY OBJECTIVES
The project had the following objectives:
e Design a survey instrument to produce updated comprehensive baseline information about

hunting, fishing, gathering, and other topics that is compatible with information collected in
past household surveys for the study communities.

3. Hunters must answer questions on an application concerning their dependence on the game for their livelihood and
availability of alternative resources. Applications are scored based on responses to the questionnaire and permits
are issued to those with the highest scores.

4. Caribou Hunting in Alaska: Harvest Statistics, s.v. “[Year] 2016; [Hunt] Tier Il; Hunt # TC505” (by Alaska
Department of Fish and Game), http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=caribouhunting.harvest (accessed
November 2019).

5. Alaska Department of Fish and Game, “Alaska Hunting Regulations: Hunting Regulations Book,” http://www.
adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=wildliferegulations.hunting (accessed September 24, 2019).

6. U.S. Department of the Interior, Federal Subsistence Management Program, “Wildlife,” https://www.doi.gov/
subsistence/wildlife (accessed September 24, 2019).
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e Provide a project introduction letter and project overview to the governing bodies in the
study communities and obtain approval from tribal village councils to conduct the research
in each study community.

e Host a community meeting to provide a project overview at the commencement of data
collection in each study community.

e Train local research assistants (LRAS) in administration of the systematic household survey.

» Conduct in-person household surveys to record the following information:
= Demographic characteristics.

= Involvement in use, harvest, and sharing of fish, wildlife, and wild plants during the
study year.

= Estimates of amount of resources harvested in the study year.
= Employment and cash income characteristics.

= Assessments of changes in wild resource harvest and use patterns compared to the past
five years.

= Locations of fishing, hunting, and gathering activities in the study year.
* Collaboratively review and interpret study findings with the study communities.

* Produce a final report.

RESEARCH METHODS

Ethical Principles for the Conduct of Research

The project was guided by the research principles outlined in the Alaska Federation of Natives Guidelines for
Research’ and by the Principles for the Conduct of Research in the Arctic (Social Science Task Force, U.S.
Interagency Arctic Research Policy Committee 1995), the Ethical Principles for the Conduct of Research
in the North (Association of Canadian Universities for Northern Studies 2003), as well as the Alaska
confidentiality statute (AS 16.05.815). These principles stress community approval of research designs,
informed consent, anonymity or confidentiality of study participants, community review of draft study
findings, and the provision of study findings to each study community upon completion of the research.

Project Planning and Approvals

As noted above, funding for this project came from the Alaska State Legislature. Although many
communities in the Alaska Peninsula needed updated harvest assessments at the time the index study
project was being planned, with limited funding it was only possible to survey a representative set of
communities. Communities were chosen to maximize the finite amount of funds that were available for the
index project goal of developing regional wild resource harvest and use estimates. In addition, communities
were chosen to represent geographically, economically, and culturally diverse places in the area. Final
project approval was granted by the Division of Subsistence Southern Regional Program Manager and the
Statewide Research Director to use general funds for this research. There were not sufficient funds available
to allow for an initial project information meeting in the study communities; however, in January 2015, a
letter containing project overview information and a draft survey instrument were sent to the Egegik Village
Council, Pilot Point Tribal Council, Ugashik Traditional Council, and also to the City of Egegik to inform
community leaders of the project and seek approval for the Division of Subsistence to conduct the research.
While letters of support from the councils were desired, verbal or email approvals were provided from each
of the communities prior to commencement of the research. Once researchers arrived in the communities to
conduct the surveys, a public meeting was held in which a project overview presentation was shared with

7. Alaska Federation of Natives. “Alaska Federation of Natives Guidelines for Research,” Alaska Native Knowledge
Network, http://ankn.uaf.edu/IKS/afnguide.html (last modified August 15, 2006, accessed February 2014).
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Table 1-3.—-Community meetings for project overview and research approval, study communities, 2014.

Project overview Number of

and community community
Community approval meeting® Staff attendees attendees
Egegik Feb. 2,2015 Hutchinson-Scarbrough, Krieg, Nelson 8
Pilot Point Feb. 19,2015 Hutchinson-Scarbrough, Cunningham 5
Ugashik Feb. 22,2015 Hutchinson-Scarbrough, Cunningham 5

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence, 2015.

a. Community approvals were obtained by telephone and also by email communication with tribal
council administrators before community project overview meetings occurred. Community project
overview meetings were held in each community prior to field research starting.

attending council members and other community residents (Table 1-3). Researchers opened the meeting
to discussion about the project and answered questions and addressed concerns voiced by community
members who attended. There were no objections to conducting the research in the study communities.
Tribal council administrators recommended LRASs in each community who were then hired and trained by
ADF&G research staff to assist with administering the surveys (Table 1-4).

Systematic Household Surveys

The primary method for collecting subsistence harvest and use information in this project was a systematic
household survey. ADF&G finalized the survey instrument in January 2015 (Egegik) or early February
2015 (Pilot Point and Ugashik). A key goal was to structure the survey instrument to collect demographic,
resource harvest and use, and other economic data that are comparable with information collected in other
household surveys in the study communities and with data in the CSIS. Appendix A is an example of the
survey instrument used in this project. Of note, during the development of the survey form, the Division
of Subsistence coordinated with the Alaska Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS) to add
questions concerning health impact assessments at the request of researchers with DHSS. Incorporating
those questions for DHSS helped to prevent duplicate survey efforts or increased interviewee fatigue in the
rural Alaska communities participating in the index project. DHSS was responsible for reporting results
from that component of the survey.

A census survey was attempted for each study community. The ADF&G researchers asked the tribal council
administrators and LRAs to create a list of all eligible households. Eligible households were defined as
those having at least one member who lived within the community for at least nine months in study year
2014 and during the survey administration period in early 2015. Surveys were conducted in person in
households or other public locations in the study communities by teams of two: one ADF&G researcher
and one LRA. Sample achievement was highest in Egegik (80%), followed by Pilot Point (74%), and
then Ugashik (57%) (Table 1-5). A contributing factor to the lower sample achievement in Ugashik was
the relatively high proportion of households that could not be contacted among the small number of total
households. Staff contacted households to attempt a survey at least three times—including on different days
and at different times—and, after a reasonable effort was made to contact a household, a household that was
not available was assigned the survey disposition “no contact.” Other dispositions included “surveyed” or
“refused.” Overall, 41 households were surveyed in the communities of Egegik, Pilot Point, and Ugashik
combined, representing 75% of all eligible households.
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Table 1-4.—Project staff.

Task Name Years Community Organization
Project design and management James A. Fall 2014-2020 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Davin Holen 20142015 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Southern Regional Program Manager Davin Holen 20142015 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Brian Davis 2015-2018 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Robin Dublin 2019-2021 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Principal Investigator Lisa Hutchinson-Scarbrough 2014-2021 Egegik, Pilot Point, Ugashik ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Theodore M. Krieg 2014-2016 Egegik ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Administrative support Jennifer Bond 2014 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Maegan Smith 2014-2016 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Theresa Quiner 2014-2015 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Vanessa Oquendo 20152016 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Data management lead Megan Hellenthal 2014-2015 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
David Koster 2015-2021 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Programmer Megan Hellenthal 2014-2015 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
David Koster 2015-2021 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Data entry Margaret Cunningham 2015 Egegik, Pilot Point, Ugashik ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Kayla Schommer 2015 Egegik, Ugashik College intern, ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Nicholas Jackson 2015 Pilot Point College intern, ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Vanessa Oquendo 2015 Pilot Point ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Data cleaning/validation Margaret Cunningham 2015 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Data analysis Megan Hellenthal 2015 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
David Koster 20162021 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Cartography Terri Lemons 2016 ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Field research staff Lisa Hutchinson-Scarbrough 2015 Egegik, Pilot Point, Ugashik ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Theodore M. Krieg 2015 Egegik ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Hazel Nelson 2015 Egegik ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Margaret Cunningham 2015 Pilot Point, Ugashik ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Data review staff Lisa Hutchinson-Scarbrough 2016 Egegik, Pilot Point, Ugashik ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Amy Wiita 2016 Egegik, Pilot Point, Ugashik ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Cody Larson 2016 Egegik, Pilot Point, Ugashik Bristol Bay Native Association
Local Research Assistants Justin Alto 2015 Egegik
Tim Olsen 2015 Egegik
Monica Etuckmelra 2015 Pilot Point
Joe Kalmakoff 2015 Pilot Point
Mike Enright 2015 Ugashik
Editorial review lead Mary Lamb 20162021 ADF&G Division of Subsistence




Table 1-5.—-Estimated households and sample achievement, study communities, 2014.

Community

Sample information Egegik Pilot Point Ugashik

Number of dwelling units 27 26 7
Interview goal 25 23 7
Households interviewed 20 17 4
Households failed to be contacted 1 2 3
Households declined to be interviewed 4 4 0
Households moved or occupied by nonresident 2 3 0
Total households attempted to be interviewed 25 23 7
Refusal rate 16.7% 19.0% 0.0%
Final estimate of permanent households 25 23 7
Percentage of total households interviewed 80.0% 73.9% 57.1%
Interview weighting factor 1.25 1.35 1.75
Sampled population 57 47 5
Estimated population 71.3 63.6 8.8

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

Mapping Locations of Subsistence Hunting, Fishing, and Gathering Activities

During household interviews, the researchers asked respondents to indicate the locations of their fishing,
hunting, and gathering activities during the study year. In addition, interviewers asked the respondents to
mark on the maps the sites of each harvest, the species harvested, the amounts harvested, and the months of
harvest. ADF&G staff established a standard mapping method. Points were used to mark harvest locations
and polygons (circled areas) were used to indicate harvest effort areas, such as areas searched while hunting
moose. Some lines were also drawn in order to depict when the harvesting activity did not occur at a specific
point; for example, lines were used to depict traplines or when a boat was used as a means of transportation
to find moose while hunting.

Harvest locations and fishing, hunting, and gathering areas were documented on iPads® using a data
collection application developed by HDR, Inc., an environmental research firm located in Anchorage,
using ArcGIS Runtime SDK for iOS. The point, polygon, or line was drawn on a U.S. Geological Survey
topographic relief map downloaded on the iPad. The iPad allowed the user to zoom in and out to the
appropriate scale, and the ability to document search and harvest activities wherever they occurred in the
state of Alaska. Once a feature was input, an attribute box was filled out by the researcher that noted the
species harvested, amount harvested, method of access to the resource, and month(s) of harvest. The data
were uploaded to a server using WiFi. Once data collection was complete, the data were downloaded into an
ArcGIS file geodatabase. Paper maps were also available, upon which respondents, LRAs, or an ADF&G
researcher could mark responses during the survey. These maps were 11x17-inches and were produced at
various scales: to document the local study area on the Alaska Peninsula, maps were produced at scales
of 1:100,000, 1:500,000, 1:550,000, and 1:800,000. To document farther locations, a scale of 1:1,131,107
was used. If paper maps were used, ADF&G staff digitized paper map markings using the iPad application;
this effort occurred both in the field during the trip to administer surveys and later at the ADF&G office in
Anchorage. Once a survey was complete, researchers conducted a quality control exercise by matching the
map data to the survey form to ensure all map data had been documented.

8. Product names are given because they are established standards for the State of Alaska or for scientific completeness;
they do not constitute product endorsement.
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Table 1-6.—Research staff and survey administration dates, study communities, 2014.

Community Data collection Staff

Egegik Feb. 2-5,2015 Hutchinson-Scarbrough, Krieg, Nelson
Pilot Point Feb. 19-21, 2015 Hutchinson-Scarbrough, Cunningham
Ugashik Feb. 22-25, 2015 Hutchinson-Scarbrough, Cunningham

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence, 2015.

Key Respondent Interviews

While researchers were in the study communities, key respondent interviews occurred to capitalize on
the opportunity to collect local traditional knowledge from study community residents. A total of 13
interviews were conducted: six in Egegik, four in Pilot Point, and three in Ugashik. Note that this was an
additional research method employed by researchers during fieldwork, and as such the project budget did
not accommodate analysis of these interviews. However, audio recordings and field notes are maintained
by the Division of Subsistence and available upon request, and analysis may occur in the future to be used
for the purpose of evaluating changes as part of later research.

Household Survey Implementation

Table 1-6 depicts the dates field research occurred in each study community, as well as the names of
project staff who participated in each field research trip. Fieldwork timing and household survey sample
achievement are summarized below for each study community. LRA efforts contributed to attaining
generally high sample achievement. Unless otherwise noted, before leaving a community, surveys were
reviewed in the field for completeness and clarity by researchers who then coded surveys in preparation for
data entry.

Egegik

During February 2-5, 2015, two research staff and the Director of the Division of Subsistence conducted
field research in Egegik (Table 1-6). The project overview community meeting was hosted by ADF&G at
the village tribal council’s office conference room on February 2: eight residents attended (Table 1-3). Two
LRAs were suggested by the tribal council administrator, and ADF&G hired and trained the LRAS to help
with data collection. Each ADF&G researcher worked with an LRA to contact households and conduct the
household surveys (Table 1-4). The survey effort moved forward efficiently and was well received in the
community. Out of a total of 25 eligible households, 20 were surveyed (80%); also, four households (17%)
declined to be surveyed and one household could not be contacted.

Pilot Point

During February 19-21, 2015, two research staff with the Division of Subsistence conducted field research
in Pilot Point (Table 1-6). ADF&G researchers hosted the community project overview meeting at the tribal
council building on February 19, which five community members attended (Table 1-3). The tribal council
president recommended two LRAs whom ADF&G hired and trained to assist with the household surveys
(Table 1-4). Each researcher worked with an LRA to contact households and conduct the surveys. The
survey effort went well and surveys were conducted in individual households as well as in the tribal council
building. A total of 23 households were identified as eligible for the survey and 17 (74%) were surveyed.
There were four households (19%) that declined to participate, which was the highest refusal rate of the
three study communities and two households were not contacted after multiple attempts. A few households
that were surveyed remarked that they felt uncomfortable answering the food security questions included in
the survey form. Researchers believed that concerns about answering the food security portion of the survey
may have contributed to why some households declined to be surveyed.
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Ugashik

From February 22-25, 2015, two Division of Subsistence staff conducted field research in Ugashik (Table
1-6). Immediately upon arrival in Ugashik on February 22, a community project overview meeting was
held, which five residents attended (Table 1-3). One LRA was hired and trained by ADF&G to contact
households to be surveyed and helped researchers conduct surveys. Only seven households were identified
as eligible year-round households. Four households were surveyed (57%), one household was unable to be
contacted because they were staying upriver in a home near Ugashik lakes without a telephone, and two
other households were out of town during the time the survey effort was conducted. The LRA identified an
additional 15 households that typically return in the summer during the fishing season, but these households
were not included in the community sample and resulting harvest and use estimates since they were not in
the community at least nine months during the 2014 study year.

DATA ANALYSIS AND REVIEW
Survey Data Entry and Analysis

Information Management (IM) staff with the Division of Subsistence coded surveys for data entry. Responses
were coded following standardized conventions used by the Division of Subsistence to facilitate data entry.
IM staff set up database structures within Microsoft SQL Server at ADF&G in Anchorage to hold the
survey data. The database structures included rules, constraints, and referential integrity to ensure that data
were entered completely and accurately. Data entry screens were available on a secured internet site. Daily
incremental backups of the database occurred, and transaction logs were backed up hourly. Full backups of
the database occurred twice weekly. This ensured that no more than one hour of data entry would be lost
in the unlikely event of a catastrophic failure. All survey data were entered twice and each set compared in
order to minimize data entry errors.

Once data were entered and confirmed, information was processed with the use of Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software. Initial processing included the performance of standardized
logic checks of the data. Logic checks are often needed in complex data sets where rules, constraints,
and referential integrity do not capture all of the possible inconsistencies that may appear. Harvest data
collected as numbers of animals, or in gallons or buckets, were converted to pounds usable weight using
standard factors (see Appendix B for conversion factors).

ADF&G staff also used SPSS for analyzing the survey information. Analyses included review of raw
data frequencies, cross tabulations, table generation, estimation of population parameters, and calculation
of confidence intervals for the estimates. Missing information was dealt with on a case-by-case basis
according to standardized practices, such as minimal value substitution or using an averaged response
for similarly characterized households. Typically, missing data are an uncommon, randomly occurring
phenomenon in household surveys conducted by the division. In unusual cases where a substantial amount
of survey information was missing, the household survey was treated as a “non-response” and not included
in community estimates. ADF&G researchers documented all adjustments.

Harvest estimates and responses to all questions were calculated based upon the application of weighted
means (Cochran 1977). These calculations are standard methods for extrapolating sampled data. As an
example, the formula for harvest expansion is:

Hi = }‘_ll'Si (1)

(2)

where:

H; = the total estimated harvest (hnumbers of resource or pounds) for the community i,

h; = the mean harvest of returned surveys,
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h; = the total harvest reported in returned surveys,
n; = the number of returned surveys, and

S; = the number of households in a community.

As an interim step, the standard deviation (SD) (or variance [V], which is the SD squared) was also
calculated with the raw, unexpanded data. The standard error (SE), or SD of the mean, was also calculated
for each community. This was used to estimate the relative precision of the mean, or the likelihood that an
unknown value would fall within a certain distance from the mean. In this study, the relative precision of the
mean is shown in the tables as a confidence limit (CL), expressed as a percentage. Once SE was calculated,
the CL was determined by multiplying the SE by a constant that reflected the level of significance desired,
based on a normal distribution. The value of the constant is derived from the student’s t distribution, and
varies slightly depending upon the size of the community. Though there are numerous ways to express the
formula below, it contains the components of a SD, V, and SE:

S
ta; X — X —_—
/ N N-—-1
CLY%(%) = "E ®)

where:

s = sample standard deviation,

n = sample size,

N = population size,

ta/2 = student’s t statistic for alpha level («.=0.95) with n—1 degrees of freedom, and
X = sample mean.

Small CL percentages indicate that an estimate is likely to be very close to the actual mean of the sample.
Larger percentages mean that estimates could be further from the mean of the sample.

The corrected final data from the household survey will be added to the Division of Subsistence CSIS. This
publicly accessible database includes community-level study findings.

Population Estimates and Other Demographic Information

As noted above, a goal of the research was to collect demographic information for all year-round households
in each study community. For this study, “year-round” was defined as being domiciled in the community
when the surveys took place and for at least nine months during the study year 2014. Because not all
households were interviewed, population estimates for each community were calculated by multiplying
the average household size of interviewed households by the total number of year-round households,
as identified by Division of Subsistence researchers in consultation with community officials and other
knowledgeable respondents.

There may be several reasons for the differences among the population estimates for each community
generated from the division’s surveys and other demographic data developed by the 2010 federal census, the
U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, and the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce
Development (ADLWD 2019; U.S. Census Bureau n.d.). Sampling of households, timing of survey
implementation, or eligibility criteria may explain differences in the population estimates.

Map Data Entry and Analysis

Upon return to the office from survey administration trips, and after ensuring all spatial data were accurately
captured on an iPad and uploaded to the server, ADF&G staff downloaded the ArcGIS file geodatabase
from the server. Maps showing harvest locations for each species were created in ArcGIS using a standard
template for reports. Maps show community harvest locations for fish species, and harvest areas for plants,
berries, and birds and bird eggs. To ensure confidentiality, harvest locations for large land mammals are
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Table 1-7.—Community data review meetings, study communities, 2014.

Number of

Data review community

Community meeting Staff attendees
Egegik Dec. 15,2016  Hutchinson-Scarbrough, Wiita, Larson 8
Pilot Point Dec. 13,2016  Hutchinson-Scarbrough, Wiita, Larson 8
Ugashik Dec. 14,2016  Hutchinson-Scarbrough, Wiita, Larson 5

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence, 2016.

not produced for the report but hunting areas for land mammals are depicted. Maps were reviewed at a
community review meeting to ensure accuracy.

Food Security Analysis

The “food security” section of the survey used a modified version of a standard national questionnaire to
assess whether or not the household had enough food to eat, whether from subsistence sources or from
market sources. The protocol was a modified version of the 12-month food security scale questionnaire
developed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). This questionnaire is administered nationwide
each year as part of the annual Current Population Survey (CPS). In 2012-2014, an annual average of
128,957 U.S. households were interviewed, including 1,519 in Alaska (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2015:20).
From CPS data, the USDA prepares an annual report on food security in the United States. From 2012 to
2014, the USDA estimated that on average 86% of U.S. households were food secure, while on average
88% of Alaska households were food secure.

Food security protocols have been extensively reviewed (Coates 2004; Webb et al. 2006; Wunderlich
and Norwood 2006) and have been used around the world, including in northern Burkina Faso (Frongillo
and Nanama 2006), Bangladesh (Coates et al. 2006), Bolivia and the Philippines (Melgar-Quinonez et al.
2006), and Brazil (Pérez-Escamilla et al. 2004). Although there have been efforts to develop a universal
food security measurement protocol (Swindale and Bilinsky 2006), researchers often modify the protocol
slightly to respond to community social, cultural, and economic circumstances, as was done here.

For this study, several questions were added to the food security protocol to determine whether food
insecurities, if any, were related to subsistence foods or store-bought foods. Additionally, the wording of
some questions was changed slightly. As in Brazil (Pérez-Escamilla et al. 2004), the USDA term “balanced
meals” was difficult to interpret for indigenous Alaska populations, and was replaced with the term “healthy
meals” to reflect unique dietary and cultural circumstances in rural Alaska.

Community Review Meetings

In accordance with the ethical principles of research identified earlier, the Division of Subsistence arranged
for community review meetings of draft study findings from household surveys. Two ADF&G staff and one
staff from the Natural Resources Division of the Bristol Bay Native Association hosted community data
review meetings in the study communities. Table 1-7 shows when a community review meeting occurred
in each study community and how many residents attended. ADF&G scheduled these meetings with
administrators of each village tribal council, and also in Egegik with the mayor. To coordinate the meetings,
each community was provided with flyers that were posted to announce the date, location, and subject of the
meeting. There were no weather delays, and the meetings occurred on schedule.

In Egegik, the tribal council administrator helped arrange the meeting, held on December 15, 2016, in the
conference room of the Egegik Village Council building; eight residents attended this meeting. In Pilot
Point, the tribal council administrator helped arrange the meeting, held on December 13, 2016, at the tribal
council building, and it was attended by eight residents. In Ugashik, the tribal council administrator helped
arrange the meeting, held on December 14, 2016, at the village council office building, and it was attended
by five residents. At each meeting, researchers showed a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation to present
draft results of the project, including data from the harvest survey and harvest area maps. Researchers also
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provided hard-copy handouts of the data to those in attendance. The data from 2014 were compared to the
last comprehensive survey data from research conducted in these communities in 1984 (Egegik and Ugashik)
and 1987 (Pilot Point). The meetings were an opportunity for community members to provide feedback
about the results, highlight interesting or puzzling findings, and discuss the next steps of the project. There
were some logic errors noted by residents and ADF&G staff at the time of the data review meetings; these
data issues were brought to the attention of a research analyst from 1M, data were reanalyzed, and errors
were corrected. The updated tables and figures were sent to each of the tribal councils in spring 2017 for
further review. No comments were received from the communities regarding the updated data analysis. No
comments or issues were noted with the mapping data other than some areas were noted by people as used
for harvesting a particular resource but was missing from mapping data. ADF&G research staff reminded
those attending meetings that the maps depicted combined harvest locations provided by only households
that were surveyed, and only the areas used in 2014; as such, other areas used for subsistence in other years
or by households not surveyed would not be depicted.

FINAL REPORT ORGANIZATION

This report summarizes the results of systematic household surveys and mapping interviews conducted
by staff from ADF&G as well as LRAs, and the report also summarizes resident feedback provided at
community review meetings. The findings are organized by study community. Each chapter includes tables
and figures that report findings on demographic characteristics, employment characteristics, individual
participation in harvesting and processing of wild resources, and characteristics of resource harvests
and uses—including the sharing of wild foods—and food security, and also harvest and use trends over
time. Table 1-8 shows selected study findings for all the study communities and will be referenced in
later discussions of survey results. The final chapter of the report provides a short, general overview of
the harvests and uses of wild resources in the study communities, followed by a discussion of changes to
subsistence harvests and sharing patterns over time.

ADF&G will provide a copy of this report to each Village or Tribal Council in Egegik, Pilot Point and
Ugashik, as well as to the Natural Resources Division of Bristol Bay Native Association.
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Table 1-8.—Comparison of selected study findings, study communities, 2014.

Community
Category Egegik  Pilot Point  Ugashik
Demography
Population 71.3 63.6 8.8
Percentage of population that is Alaska Native 70.2% 84.8% 60.0%
Percentage of household heads born in Alaska 64.7% 80.6% 80.0%
Average length of residency of household heads (year) 27.3 33.0 454
Cash economy
Average number of months employed 6.2 6.8 8.6
Percentage of employed adults working year-round 41.2% 58.3% 60.0%
Percentage of income from sources other than employment 12.7% 23.9% 28.3%
Average household income® $53,572  $62,117  $37,217
Per capita income® $18,797  $22,468  $29,774
Resource harvest and use
Per capita harvest, pounds usable weight 155.2 210.5 943.0
Average household harvest, pounds usable weight 442.2 582.0 1,178.8
Number of resources used by 50% or more households 2.0 7.0 6.0
Average number of resources used per household 7.0 114 12.8
Average number of resources attempted to be harvested per household 7.1 7.3 18.0
Average number of resources harvested per household 5.4 6.8 12.0
Average number of resources received per household 2.2 55 1.3
Average number of resources given away per household 2.2 35 5.0
Percentage of total harvest taken by top 25% ranked households 81.3% 84.3% 40.3%
Percentage of households that harvested 70% of harvest 15.0% 17.6% 50.0%
Per capita harvest by lowest ranked 50% of households 8.7 6.7 562.6
Percentage of total harvest taken by lowest ranked 50% of harvesting households 5.6% 3.2% 59.7%
Average number of resources used by lowest ranked 50% of households 4.6 6.9 13.7
Average number of resources used by top 25% ranked households 11.8 20.0 10.0

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Includes income from sources other than employment.



2. EGEGIK

CoMMUNITY BACKGROUND

Egegik sits on the southern shore of the Egegik River where it empties into Bristol Bay on the north side
of the Alaska Peninsula (Plate 2-1). The Aleutian Range separates the part of the peninsula that drains into
the Pacific Ocean to the southeast from the remainder that is located in the Bristol Bay watershed. The
north side of the peninsula is a broad, flat plain that slopes gently to the sea. There are few breaks in the
northern coastline except for bays at the mouths of the large rivers, including the Egegik River. There are
many small lakes throughout the area, as well as the second-largest lake in Alaska, Lake Becharof, from
which the Egegik River flows. The landscape is predominantly treeless tundra, supporting hardy vegetation
such as mosses and sedges, as well as lichens and patches of willow, alder, and cottonwood trees along
streambanks. The many lakes, rivers, bays, and estuaries of the coastal plain provide abundant habitat
for migratory waterfowl and have traditionally supported large salmon runs. Freshwater fish species also
inhabit the area’s lakes and streams. Caribou, moose, and brown bears range throughout the area. The
climate of Egegik is best described as transitional between maritime and continental climates. Common
local weather conditions include protracted cloud cover, fog, and drizzle. Winter winds blow predominantly
from the north and the summer winds are from the southeast. Temperatures generally range from -20°
Fahrenheit in winter to mid-60° Fahrenheit in the summer. Precipitation averages around 20 inches per year.

The earliest evidence of human habitation in the Bristol Bay side of the Alaska Peninsula dates to
approximately 7000 B.C. at Ugashik. The first peoples there were hunters of land mammals, especially
caribou. Egegik was likely a traditional fish camp for many years, but there is very little information about
the population of the study area at the time of Europeans arriving in the late 18th and early 19th centuries.
According to Oswalt (1967), the inhabitants were “Peninsular Eskimos” speaking an unknown dialect of
Yupik. Dumond (1981) categorizes Egegik as the southernmost village in the Yupik Eskimo-speaking area.
Like other inhabitants of the Bering Sea coast, these people probably had a diversified foraging economy
based on marine mammal hunting, caribou hunting, and salmon fishing. There was a portage from Kanatak
on the Gulf of Alaska coast to Becharof Lake, from which people would hike or kayak to Egegik Bay areas
for summer fish camps. Russians arrived in the Aleutian Islands and Alaska Peninsula in the mid-18th
century, establishing a fur trade. The British Captain James Cook led the first known European exploration
of Bristol Bay in 1778. In 1790, a Russian explorer, Dmitri Bocharov, traveled the north coast of the Alaska
Peninsula from Unimak Island to the Kvichak River, and then portaged across the peninsula to the Pacific
Ocean (Fall and Morris 1987:16). Following this, the Russians established a fur trade in the Bristol Bay and
northern Alaska Peninsula areas. A Russian Orthodox mission grew out of a Russian post at Nushagak Bay,
drawing Alaska Natives into the fur trade and converting them to the Russian Orthodox faith.

After Alaska passed into American ownership in 1867, the next major development in Bristol Bay was the
commercial salmon fishing industry. A salmon saltery was established in 1895 at Egegik, followed soon
after by several canneries, and these set the stage for the contemporary community (Morris 1987). The
cannery attracted Alaska Natives from the region, as well as workers from the contiguous United States, for
employment as fishermen and cannery workers. As in the rest of the region, the influenza epidemic of 1918—
1919 caused upheaval in the community. Residents reported that the community moved from the north bank
of the Egegik River to the south in an attempt to isolate themselves from the disease (Morris 1987). Some
residents of other communities that survived the epidemic consolidated in Egegik. The community first
appeared in the U.S. Census Bureau’s decennial census in 1880, listed as Igagik. The community appeared
in 1890 and 1900 as Igagik, and then returned to the census list in 1920 as Egegik.

Egegik incorporated as a second-class city in 1995 and is part of the Lake and Peninsula Borough. At the
time of the study, in addition to a post office, the community had a community center, tribal and city offices,
a health clinic staffed by an itinerant health aide, two churches (Russian Orthodox and Baptist), and a
bulk fuel storage facility. In addition, there were closed retailers that previously sold groceries and general
supplies or liquor, and a pre-K—12 school that fieldwork staff noted was not operating when research was
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Plate 2-1.-.Community of Egegik.

conducted in February 2015, which closed? later in 2015. To support Bristol Bay commercial fishing, there
were five onshore processors located in the community. There was a vacant Village Public Safety Officer
(VPSO) position in Egegik, with a VPSO stationed in nearby King Salmon, as well as a volunteer fire
department. A State-owned gravel runway accommodated regularly scheduled flights from King Salmon
and a city dock was available for receiving fuel and freight. Residents relied on seasonal barge service and
year-round air service for food, fuel, and supplies. Water came from community wells and water storage
tanks; there was a washeteria in town. There was also a piped sewer system, treatment plant, and sewage
lagoon. The community operated a greenhouse and raised chickens.

SEASONAL ROUND

Seasonal rounds are descriptions of resource harvesting patterns by residents of a particular geographic
location that follow a generally predictable yearly cycle of activities. These activities, and the timing, vary
slightly from year to year because of environmental factors like weather and resource availability, or non-
environmental factors like changes in regulations or land ownership. The following information on the
seasonal round in Egegik draws heavily from work done by Judith Morris in the early 1980s (Morris 1987),
with updated information from the present study where relevant.

Early in the spring, as daylight lengthens and tides become bigger, clam digging and sea urchin harvests
occur and continue through May. Some clams are available locally, but residents have also always traveled
to the Pacific side of the peninsula to harvest razor clams. In the past, waterfowl hunting was a traditional
spring activity, but in part because of regulations? prohibiting spring and summer waterfowl hunting, the
practice diminished and has largely ceased. However, gathering wild bird eggs during late spring months
still occurs, though in lesser amounts than in the past. Multiple types of bird eggs are gathered, mostly gull
eggs, but also duck, goose, and tern eggs. Eggs have historically been harvested on Egg Island, located in
the Egegik River, or on spits near Bristol Bay.

1. Bendinger, Dave. “Egegik School to Close, says LPSD.” KDLG, Aug. 14, 2015. https://www.kdlg.org/post/egegik-
school-close-says-Ipsd#stream/0 (accessed July 2021).

2. See Naves (2010:1) for background information on how the 1918 Migratory Bird Treaty Act restricted migratory
bird hunting and subsequent amendments opened spring and summer hunting in 2003.
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As spring gives way to summer, the first of the five species of Pacific salmon found in Alaska returns to
the Egegik River. As early as May, but more usually in June, Chinook salmon are caught in gillnets. Those
households engaged in commercial fishing focus on that endeavor, and only secondarily on subsistence
harvesting salmon. Some commercial fishing families harvest subsistence salmon during closed periods
of the commerecial fishery, and others bring home retained commercial catches to put up for the year. Any
salmon can be brought home from commercial catches, but most commonly sockeye salmon are brought
home. In the past, harbor seals were also occasionally harvested concurrent with commercial fishing, in part
because they were considered a menace to that activity, but marine mammals are not particularly harvested
in Egegik contemporarily. As commercial fishing effort slacks off later in the summer, more effort is put into
subsistence fishing, especially for coho salmon, which arrive during the month of August. Late summer is
also the time for picking berries and other plants. Residents fish for freshwater species like Arctic grayling
and rainbow trout after the salmon season is over, heading up the Egegik or King Salmon rivers in skiffs
(Figure 2-1).

As summer gives way to fall, subsistence activities turn more toward hunting. The caribou season opens
in August, and in the past when caribou were more locally available, that marked an important harvesting
period. Moose season is open for a few weeks in early September and again in December. Traveling up
to Becharof Lake or along the King Salmon and Egegik rivers, moose hunters exert considerable effort in
pursuit of game; incidental harvests of small game or birds also occur during these trips. In late fall, some
residents travel up the Egegik River to near the outlet of Becharof Lake to harvest spawned-out sockeye
salmon. Other fall harvest activities by community residents include waterfowl hunting and berry picking.
Late fall berries include cranberries, blackberries (crowberries), and blueberries. As weather conditions
become consistently colder as winter sets in and rivers turn impossible to negotiate with skiffs, there is an
in-between time where safe travel is not possible with skiffs but the ice has not frozen solid enough to be
safe for land travel. These conditions factor into residents’ decisions about pursuing harvesting activities,
especially the December moose-hunting opportunity.

In the wintertime, harvest activities depend upon the use of land vehicles or airplanes. If conditions permit,
hunting large land mammals continues; small game may be taken opportunistically on these trips. When
the ice freezes, people will fish through the ice for smelt or freshwater fish. Trapping furbearers occurs
beginning in November and continues through March.

As daylight hours lengthen in February and March, harvesting activities increase; however, when breakup
occurs, subsistence harvesting activities decrease slightly because travel is again difficult, and resources are
less readily available. When travel on the rivers becomes possible, some freshwater fishing may occur, and
as the low tides and daylight hours converge, residents dig for clams. Much of this time, though, is spent in
preparation for the return of the salmon and the beginning of a new cycle.

POPULATION ESTIMATES AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

An estimated 71 individuals lived in 25 households in Egegik during 2014; 70% of the estimated population
identified as Alaska Native (Table 2-1). This study’s estimate is comparable to the five-year American
Community Survey estimate from 2010-2014 of 74 individuals but indicates a smaller population than
the 2010 decennial census. Interestingly, all three sources estimate a similar number of households and
number of Alaska Native residents (Table 2-1; Figure 2-2). Egegik was historically a predominantly Alaska
Native village. The contemporary economy is based on commercial fishing and fish processing, bringing
an annual influx of non-residents and non-local Alaska residents. Following the census of Egegik in 1950,
the population peaked in 1960 at around 150 residents and remained at a similar population during the 1970
census (Figure 2-3). The population of Egegik plummeted during the 1980 census before increasing back to
the 1950 level. Since 1990, the population has been on a slight downward trajectory. A lack of year-round
employment has likely contributed to the fluctuations in population over time. Families that no longer live
in Egegik year round often return in the summer to fish and stay in homes they own or with relatives in the
community, a practice that has been going on since at least the 1980s (Morris 1987). With few employment
options and declines in availability of local caribou herds, more families have moved away. The local
pre-K—12 school closed during the study year, likely contributing to the low population estimate by this
survey.
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Table 2-1.—Population estimates, Egegik, 2010 and 2014.

5-year American Community

Survey This study
Census (2010-2014) (2014)
(2010) Estimate Range” Estimate Rangeb
Total population
Households 29 22.0 13-31 25.0
Population 109 74.0 48 - 100 71.3 63 - 80
Alaska Native
Population 51 35.0 20-50 50.0 42 - 58
Percentage 46.8% 47.3% 27.0%—67.6% 70.2%  58.5% —81.9%

Sources U.S. Census Bureau (n.d.) for decennial census data, and for American Community Survey (ACS)
2014 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for 2014
estimate.

Note Division of Subsistence household survey eligibility requirements differ from those used by ACS.

a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

b. No range of households is estimated for division surveys.
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® Total population = Alaska Native population

Figure 2-2.—Alaska Native and overall population estimates, Egegik, 2010 and 2014.
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Figure 2-3.—Historical population estimates, Egegik, 1950-2014.

Twenty of 25 households (80%) were surveyed for this study (Table 2-2). Based on this sample, households
ranged in size from one to six people with an average size of three. The average age of residents was 36;
the youngest resident of any household was less than 1 year old and the oldest was 82 years old. One-third
of the population in 2014 was 19 years old or younger, while slightly more than one-third (35%) was 40 to
59 years of age, which may explain some of the subsistence harvest patterns in the community (Table 2-3;
Figure 2-4). In comparison, in 1984, 79% of the sampled population was 40 years old or younger (Morris
1987:27). The average resident of Egegik in 2014 had lived in the community for 20 years; among heads of
households, the average length of residency was slightly higher at 27 years (Table 2-2). Thirty-three percent
of Egegik residents were born in Egegik, 30% of residents were born in another U.S. state, 12% of residents
were born in Anchorage, and smaller percentages came from other Alaska communities or another country
(Table 2-4). Birthplace locations for household heads were distributed similarly; Egegik and a different U.S.
state were listed equally (32%) as the birthplaces of household heads (Table 2-5). In 2014, there were more
men living in Egegik than women, but the distribution of genders among the age cohorts was similar (Table
2-3; Figure 2-4). There were no girls younger than 10 living in the community, and no women between the
ages of 30-34 or 75 and older.
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Table 2-2.—Sample and demographic characteristics, Egegik, 2014.

Community
Characteristics Egegik
Sampled households 20
Eligible households 25
Percentage sampled 80.0%
Sampled population 57
Estimated community population 71.3
Household size
Mean 2.9
Minimum 1
Maximum 6
Age
Mean 36.1
Minimum® 0
Maximum 82
Median 37
Length of residency
Total population
Mean 20.1
Minimum® 0
Maximum 82
Heads of household
Mean 273
Minimum® 1
Maximum 82
Alaska Native
Estimated households”
Number 20.0
Percentage 80.0%
Estimated population
Number 50.0
Percentage 70.2%

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

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

b. The estimated number of households in which at
least one head of household is Alaska Native.
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Table 2-3.—Population profile, Egegik, 2014.

Male Female Total
Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative
Age Number  Percentage percentage Number  Percentage percentage Number  Percentage percentage
04 3.8 8.6% 8.6% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 3.8 5.3% 5.3%
5-9 2.5 5.7% 14.3% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 2.5 3.5% 8.8%
10-14 1.3 2.9% 17.1% 3.8 13.6% 13.6% 5.0 7.0% 15.8%
15-19 8.8 20.0% 37.1% 3.8 13.6% 27.3% 12.5 17.5% 33.3%
20-24 2.5 5.7% 42.9% 2.5 9.1% 36.4% 5.0 7.0% 40.4%
25-29 2.5 5.7% 48.6% 1.3 4.5% 40.9% 3.8 5.3% 45.6%
30-34 1.3 2.9% 51.4% 0.0 0.0% 40.9% 1.3 1.8% 47.4%
35-39 1.3 2.9% 54.3% 1.3 4.5% 45.5% 2.5 3.5% 50.9%
40-44 1.3 2.9% 57.1% 2.5 9.1% 54.5% 3.8 5.3% 56.1%
45-49 6.3 14.3% 71.4% 5.0 18.2% 72.7% 11.3 15.8% 71.9%
50-54 2.5 5.7% 77.1% 1.3 4.5% 77.3% 3.8 5.3% 77.2%
55-59 3.8 8.6% 85.7% 2.5 9.1% 86.4% 6.3 8.8% 86.0%
60-64 2.5 5.7% 91.4% 1.3 4.5% 90.9% 3.8 5.3% 91.2%
65-69 1.3 2.9% 94.3% 1.3 4.5% 95.5% 2.5 3.5% 94.7%
70-74 1.3 2.9% 97.1% 13 4.5% 100.0% 2.5 3.5% 98.2%
75-79 0.0 0.0% 97.1% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 98.2%
80-84 1.3 2.9% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 1.3 1.8% 100.0%
85-89 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
90-94 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
95-99 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
100-104 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
Missing 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
Total 43.8 100.0% 100.0% 27.5 100.0% 100.0% 71.3 100.0% 100.0%
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Missing
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Figure 2-4.—Population profile, Egegik, 2014.
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Table 2-4.—Birthplaces of population, Egegik, 2014.

Birthplace Percentage

Aleknagik 1.8%
Anchorage 12.3%
Dillingham 7.0%
Egegik 33.3%
Kodiak City 1.8%
Naknek 1.8%
Pilot Point 1.8%
Soldotna 3.5%
Unalakleet 1.8%
Nushagak Point 1.8%
Kanatak 1.8%
Other U.S. 29.8%
Foreign 1.8%

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

Note "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Table 2-5.-Birthplaces of household heads, Egegik, 2014.

Birthplace Percentage

Aleknagik 2.9%
Anchorage 5.9%
Dillingham 5.9%
Egegik 32.4%
Kodiak City 2.9%
Naknek 2.9%
Pilot Point 2.9%
Unalakleet 2.9%
Nushagak Point 2.9%
Kanatak 2.9%
Other U.S. 32.4%
Foreign 2.9%

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

Note "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the
parents of the individual when the individual was born.
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Figure 2-5.—Top income sources, Egegik, 2014.

INcOME AND CASH EMPLOYMENT

During the study period, the majority of income in Egegik came through the local government sector
(57%) (Figure 2-5). Service sector jobs; Alaska Permanent Fund dividends; and agriculture, forestry, and
fishing jobs accounted for an additional one-third of total community income. Total community income
was split between earned income (87%) and other sources (13%) (Table 2-6). Compared to the other study
communities, more of Egegik’s total income came through earned income (Table 1-8). Alaska Permanent
Fund dividends, the largest contributor to the other income sources, paid $1,884 per person in 2014.3
Dividends from Native corporations and Social Security payments were the only other sources of other
income contributing more than 1% to the total income estimate (Table 2-6; Figure 2-5). The average
household income in 2014 was $53,572 while the median household income was slightly lower at $48,715
(Table 2-6; Figure 2-6). At the individual level, per capita income in Egegik was $18,797 in 2014, which
was less than in Ugashik and Pilot Point (Table 1-8).

3. Alaska Department of Revenue, Permanent Fund Dividend Division, “Summary of Dividend Applications &
Payments,” https://pfd.alaska.gov/Division-Info/Summary-of-Applications-and-Payments (accessed March
2020).
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Table 2-6.—Estimated earned and other income, Egegik, 2014.

Number Percentage of
of Number Total Mean total
employed of for per community
Income source adults households  community -/+ 95% CI household income
Earned income
t"r?bcsl government, including 208 163 $766,661 $400,103 — $1,161,628 $30,666 57.2%
Services 5.2 3.8 $257,557 $38,962 — $722,267 $10,302 19.2%
Agriculture, forestry, and
fishing 16.8 12.5 $95,329 $38,291 - $173,395 $3,813 71%
Federal government 1.3 1.3 $33,449 $32,132 - $67,497 $1,338 2.5%
Transportation,
communication, and utilities 3.9 3.8 $8,293 $1,670 — $40,012 $332 0.6%
Construction 1.3 1.3 $7,805 $7,512 — $15,568 $312 0.6%
Earned income subtotal 45.3 25.0 $1,169,093 $782,600 — $1,675,838 $46,764 87.3%
Other income
Alaska Permanent Fund
dividend 21.3 $101,299 $65,940 — $138,979 $4,052 7.6%
Native corp. dividend 13.9 $35,817 $18,030 — $56,636 $1,433 2.7%
Social Security 1.3 $22,500 $18,000 — $45,000 $900 1.7%
Per diem/public meeting 1.3 $4,200 $3,360 — $8,400 $168 0.3%
Unemployment 13 $3,125 $2,500 — $6,250 $125 0.2%
Heating assistance 1.3 $2,000 $1,600 — $4,000 $80 0.1%
Food stamps 13 $399 $320 - $1,644 $16 0.0%
Disability 1.3 $399 $320 - $1,485 $16 0.0%
Child support 1.3 $234 $187 — $846 $9 0.0%
Fishing permit revenues 1.3 $234 $187 — $985 $9 0.0%

TANF (temporary cash assistance

for needy families) 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
ﬁgg; public assistance (OAA, 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 %0 0.0%
Supplemental Security income 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Longevity bonus 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Pension/retirement 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Workers'
compensation/insurance 0.0 %0 $0 - %0 $0 0.0%
Veterans assistance 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Other 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Foster care 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Fuel voucher 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Meeting honoraria 0.0 30 $0 — $0 $0 0.0%
Other income subtotal 213 $170,207 $114,428 — $245,227 $6,808 12.7%
Community income total $1,339,300 $918,326 — $1,843,167 $53,572 100.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 2-6.—Comparison of median household income estimates, Egegik, 2014.

Looking just at jobs and earned income, rather than total community income, Table 2-7 shows that the local
government sector of the economy contributed the most (66%) to wage earnings in 2014. The services
sector composed the next highest amount: 22% of wage earnings. The construction sector contributed the
least to wage earnings at just 0.7%, or $7,805 total (Table 2-7; Table 2-6). Interestingly, while the fishing
component contributed just 8% to total wage earnings, it accounted for 27% of the jobs in the community,
second only to local government (Table 2-7). Jobs in the community tended to be either full time (44%)
or on-call (27%), followed by part time (21%) (Table 2-8). Seventy-six percent of working-age adults
(age 16 or older) and 100% of households were employed in 2014 (Table 2-9). On average, adults living
in employed households worked 2.5 jobs combined; employed adults were employed for an average of 8
months of the year, with 41% of employed adults employed year-round.
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Table 2-7.—Employment by industry, Egegik, 2014.

Employed  Employed

Percentage of

Industry Jobs households  individuals wage earnings
Estimated total number 62.2 25.0 45.3
Federal government 2.1% 5.0% 2.9% 2.9%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.1% 5.0% 2.9% 2.9%
Local government, including tribal 54.2% 65.0% 65.7% 65.6%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 6.3% 15.0% 8.6% 19.3%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 8.3% 20.0% 11.4% 14.1%
Marketing and sales occupations 2.1% 5.0% 2.9% 0.4%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 4.2% 10.0% 57% 4.1%
Service occupations 12.5% 25.0% 17.1% 5.2%
Mechanics and repairers 2.1% 5.0% 2.9% 5.2%
Construction and extractive occupations 2.1% 5.0% 2.9% 0.9%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 16.7% 40.0% 22.9% 16.4%
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 27.1% 50.0% 37.1% 8.2%
Agricultural, forestry, and fishing occupations 27.1% 50.0% 37.1% 8.2%
Construction 2.1% 5.0% 2.9% 0.7%
Construction and extractive occupations 2.1% 5.0% 2.9% 0.7%
Transportation, communication, and utilities 6.3% 15.0% 8.6% 0.7%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.1% 5.0% 2.9% 0.2%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 4.2% 10.0% 5.7% 0.5%
Services 8.3% 15.0% 11.4% 22.0%
Social scientists, social workers, religious workers, and 4.0 10.0% 5.7% 73%
lawyers
Health technologists and technicians 4.2% 5.0% 5.7% 14.7%

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

Table 2-8.-Job schedules, Egegik, 2014.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households
Schedule Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Full time 27.2 43.8% 24.6 54.3% 17.5 70.0%
Part time 13.0 20.8% 13.0 28.6% 10.0 40.0%
Shift 2.6 4.2% 2.6 5.7% 2.5 10.0%
On-call (occasional) 16.8 27.1% 15.5 34.3% 11.3 45.0%
Schedule not reported 2.6 4.2% 2.6 5.7% 2.5 10.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note Respondents who had more than one job in the study year could provide multiple responses, so

the percentages may sum to more than 100%.
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Table 2-9.—Employment characteristics, Egegik, 2014.

Community
Characteristic Egegik
All adults
Number 60.0
Mean weeks employed 27.1
Employed adults
Number 453
Percentage 75.6%
Jobs
Number 62.2
Mean 1.4
Minimum 1
Maximum 3
Months employed
Mean 8.3
Minimum 2
Maximum 12
Percentage employed year-round 41.2%
Mean weeks employed 35.8
Households
Number 25.0
Employed
Number 25.0
Percentage 100.0%
Jobs per employed household
Mean 2.5
Minimum 1
Maximum 5
Employed adults
Mean
Employed households 1.8
Total households 1.8
Minimum 1
Maximum 4
Mean person-weeks of employment 65.0

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 2-7.—Responses to questions about food insecure conditions, Egegik, 2014.

Foob SECURITY

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, defined
as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen et al.
2012). Based on their responses, households were broadly categorized as being food secure or food insecure
following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were broken down further into
two subcategories—high or marginal food security. Food insecure households were also divided into two
subcategories—Ilow food security or very low food security.

Households with high food security did not report any food access problems or limitations. Households
with marginal food security reported one or two instances of food access problems or limitations—typically
anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but gave little or no indication
of changes in diets or food intake. Households with low food security reported reduced quality, variety, or
desirability of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication of reduced food intake. Households classified as
having very low food security were those that reported multiple instances of disrupted eating patterns and
reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012).

Figure 2-7 summarizes affirmative responses to food insecurity conditions experienced by Egegik households
that did not have enough of the kinds of food they wanted to eat. The first five conditions described in the
figure were asked about the overall household while the last five applied only to the adults in the household
and were asked to ascertain the severity of food insecure conditions experienced by the household. The
most common affirmative answer was in response to the question asking whether the subsistence food
a household had did not last and the household could not get more (40%). The next most affirmative
response was to the question asking whether the household worried about having enough food (35%). No
households indicated not eating despite being hungry, losing weight because there was not enough food, or
not eating for a whole day. While 40% of respondents indicated not having enough subsistence food, only
15% of households indicated this was true for store-bought food, and 25% of households responded that the
household’s food, whatever its source, did not last and more could not be obtained. These percentages speak
to the importance of mixed food sources in overall household food security for the residents of Egegik.
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Figure 2-8.—Comparison of food security categories, Egegik, Alaska, and United States, 2014.

Table 2-10.—Households” assessments of food security conditions, Egegik, 2014.

Percentage of

Statement households

Had enough of the kinds of food desired 25.0%
Had enough food, but not the desired kind 75.0%
Sometimes, or often, did not have enough food 0.0%
Missing/No response 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Store-bought food may be difficult to obtain because of the cost to purchase and ship items, or because
desired foods may not be available in the community due to weather or other circumstances. Subsistence
foods can be difficult to obtain because of the cost (e.g., equipment, transportation, fuel) to hunt or fish as
well as because of a lack of locally available resources.

Food security results for surveys for Egegik, the state of Alaska, and the United States are summarized
in Figure 2-8 and show that residents of Egegik experienced lower levels of food security than the state
or nation. Overall, 80% of households were food secure in 2014, compared to 88% of households in
Alaska and 86% across the country. While 20% of Egegik households were food insecure, no households
experienced very low food security. The remote location of the community and consequent high prices of
store-bought food that had to be ordered from a grocer in another community, coupled with changes in
resource availability and access, may explain the community’s food security profile.

Table 2-10 shows by percentage of sampled households the assessments results regarding eating desired
types of food during the study year. According to study results, one-quarter of Egegik households had enough
of desired foods, and the majority (75%) had enough food but not always the preferred kinds. Figure 2-9
portrays the mean number of food insecure conditions per household by food security category by month.
Figure 2-10 shows which months households reported foods not lasting. Unsurprisingly, households with
low food security experienced a greater number of food insecure conditions than those households termed
food secure (Figure 2-9). A similar seasonal pattern is seen in both categories of households, whether
secure or insecure: the fewest instances of food insecurity were during the summer months and the highest
instances in the winter months of November through April. Summer months are usually when more wild
resources are available and accessible and when weather is less likely to impede food shipments to stores.
As depicted in Figure 2-10, fewer households experienced instances of both store-bought and subsistence
foods not lasting in the summer months. Overall, a higher proportion of households experienced insecurity
with subsistence foods than with store-bought foods.
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Figure 2-11.—Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Egegik, 2014.

SUMMARY OF HARVEST AND USE PATTERNS

Individual Participation in the Harvesting and Processing of Wild Resources

Figure 2-11 and Table 2-11 report the expanded levels of individual participation in the harvesting and
processing of wild resources by all Egegik residents in 2014. Approximately 81% of residents hunted,
fished, trapped, or gathered wild resources; a nearly equal percentage (83%) participated in processing
these resources. The most residents (75%) fished, while 47% of residents gathered vegetation, and 39%
hunted birds or gathered bird eggs. Smaller percentages of residents hunted or trapped small land mammals
(9%), hunted large land mammals (7%), or hunted marine mammals (2%). More residents (72%) processed
fish than any other resource. There were 32% of residents who processed vegetation or birds and eggs; more
residents participated in harvesting these resources than with processing activities. Both gathering plants
and berries as well as bird eggs tend to be a family affair, while the processing of these resources falls to
just a few members of the household. In contrast, a significantly greater number of residents helped process
large game than hunted, reflecting both the group effort that is required to process a harvested moose as
well as the pattern of area sport hunting lodges sharing with community residents the animals, or parts of
animals, that their clients do not take home.
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Table 2-11.—Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Egegik, 2014.

Total number of people 71.3
Fish
Fish
Number 53.8
Percentage 75.4%
Process
Number 51.3
Percentage 71.9%
Large land mammals
Hunt
Number 5.0
Percentage 7.0%
Process
Number 16.3
Percentage 22.8%

Small land mammals
Hunt or trap

Number 6.3
Percentage 8.8%
Process
Number 3.8
Percentage 5.3%
Marine mammals
Hunt
Number 1.3
Percentage 1.8%
Process
Number 0.0
Percentage 0.0%
Birds and eggs
Hunt/gather
Number 275
Percentage 38.6%
Process
Number 225
Percentage 31.6%
Vegetation
Gather
Number 33.8
Percentage 47.4%
Process
Number 225
Percentage 31.6%
Any resource
Attempt harvest
Number 57.5
Percentage 80.7%
Process
Number 58.8
Percentage 82.5%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 2-12.—Percentage of households using, attempting to harvest, and harvesting wild resources, by
resource category, Egegik, 2014.

Harvest and Use of Wild Resources at the Household Level

Figure 2-12 shows by resource category the percentages of households that used, attempted to harvest, and
harvested wild resources. Salmon was the category used and harvested by more households in Egegik than
any other wild resource category. More than one-half of households also used birds and eggs and vegetation,
with similarly high percentages of households that attempted harvest and harvested resources from these
categories. No surveyed* households successfully harvested large land mammals in 2014, although one-
half of households in the community used large land mammals and one-quarter of households hunted for
these species. Households were likewise unsuccessful in harvesting marine mammals, although 10% of
households attempted to do so. Smaller percentages of households used or harvested nonsalmon fish, small
land mammals, and marine invertebrates; marine invertebrates is the only resource category that shows
equal percentages of attempting and successfully harvesting households.

Table 2-12 summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Egegik in 2014 at the household level.
The average harvest was 442 b usable weight per household and 155 Ib per capita. During the study year,
community households harvested an average of five kinds of resources and used an average of seven kinds
of resources. The maximum number of resources used by any household was 19. In addition, households
gave away an average of two kinds of resources.

4. The ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation harvest database, WinfoNet, also indicated no moose or caribou
were harvested by Egegik residents in 2014 (database accessed July 2018).
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Table 2-12.—Resource harvest and use characteristics, Egegik, 2014.

Characteristic

Mean number of resources used per household
Minimum
Maximum
95% confidence limit ()

Median

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household
Minimum
Maximum
95% confidence limit ()

Median

Mean number of resources harvested per household
Minimum
Maximum
95% confidence limit ()

Median

Mean number of resources received per household
Minimum
Maximum
95% confidence limit ()

Median

Mean number of resources given away per household
Minimum
Maximum
95% confidence limit ()

Median

Household harvest (pounds)
Minimum
Maximum
Mean
Median

Total harvest weight (Ib)

Community per capita harvest (Ib)

Percentage using any resource

Percentage attempting to harvest any resource

Percentage harvesting any resource

Percentage receiving any resource

Percentage giving away any resource

Number of households in sample

Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by
respondents

7.0

19
14.9%

6.5

7.1

19
15.2%

5.5

5.4

17
18.5%

2.2

11
27.7%

2.2

10
31.0%

0.0
3,379.3
442.2
158

11,056.2
155.2
90.0%
90.0%
85.0%
65.0%
55.0%
20

152

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 2-13.—Household specialization, Egegik, 2014.

SHARING OF WILD RESOURCES

Household Specialization in Resource Harvesting

Previous studies (Wolfe 1987; Wolfe et al. 2010) have shown that in most rural Alaska communities, a
relatively small portion of households produces most of the community’s fish and wildlife harvests, which
they share with other households. A study of 3,265 households in 66 rural Alaska communities found that
about 33% of the households accounted for 76% of subsistence harvests (Wolfe et al. 2010). Although
overall the set of very productive households was diverse, factors that were associated with higher levels
of subsistence harvests included larger households with a pool of adult male labor, higher wage income,
involvement in commercial fishing, and community location.

Harvests in Egegik are concentrated in a smaller percentage of households than described above. As shown
in Figure 2-13, in the 2014 study year in Egegik, about 68% of the harvests of wild resources as estimated
in pounds usable weight were harvested by 15% of the community’s households. Further analysis of the
study findings, which is beyond the scope of this report, or future studies may identify characteristics of the
highly productive households in Egegik.
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HARVEST QUANTITIES AND COMPOSITION

Table 2-13 reports estimated wild resource uses and harvests by Egegik residents in 2014 and is organized
first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in pounds usable weight (see
Appendix B for conversion factors®). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member
of the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken, given
away, or used by a household, and resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter or
trade, through hunting partnerships, or as meat given by hunting guides and non-local hunters. Purchased
foods are not included, but resources such as wood are included because they are an important part of the
subsistence way of life. Differences between harvest and use percentages reflect sharing among households,
which results in a wider distribution of wild foods.

In 2014, residents of Egegik harvested 11,056 Ib of usable weight of wild resources, or 155 Ib per capita
(Table 2-13). With a harvest of 10,224 Ib (144 Ib per capita), the salmon harvest composed, by weight,
nearly the entire (92%) community harvest of wild resources (Figure 2-14). Birds and eggs contributed 477
Ib (4%; 7 Ib per capita) to the harvest and vegetation added 184 Ib (2%; 3 Ib per capita). With a harvest of 1
Ib per capita, nonsalmon fish (1%; 97 1b) and marine invertebrates (1%; 75 1b) complete the harvest totals.
No large land mammals were harvested in 2014 and no small land mammals were harvested for food, only
for fur.

USE AND HARVEST CHARACTERISTICS BY RESOURCE CATEGORY

Sharing is an important characteristic of subsistence communities. Households typically use more resources
than they harvest because of the prevalence of sharing within and between communities. Households may
share resources with one or many other households, and within the community or beyond. Households
within the community receive resources from one or many other households residing in the same community
or from another community. While most resources are shared, the extent to which they are shared varies. In
2014, 90% of Egegik households used wild resources (Table 2-13). In Egegik, 55% of households gave wild
resources and 65% of households received at least one wild resource. While Egegik households attempted
to harvest large land mammals, none were successful, affecting the giving and receiving characteristics of
this important resource category. Large land mammals was the most widely received resource category
(50% receiving), but few households (10%) shared resources from this category. Salmon, nonsalmon fish,
birds and eggs, and vegetation were all given and received by similar percentages of households: 40% of
households gave salmon, 30% gave birds and eggs, 15% gave nonsalmon fish, and 10% of households gave
vegetation resources; also, 45% of households received salmon, 20% received nonsalmon fish, 15% received
birds and eggs, and 10% received vegetation. Marine invertebrates were given away by few households
(5%), and no other Egegik households received those shared marine invertebrates. No households shared
or received small land mammals or marine mammals; small land mammals were harvested and used in
Egegik, but marine mammals were not.

Table 2-13 lists the top ranked resources used by households and Figure 2-15 shows the species with the
highest harvests during the 2014 study year. Three salmon species composed 91% of the total community
harvest weight (Figure 2-15). Two of these species, sockeye and coho salmon, were also the most used
resources (Table 2-14). Moose was the third most used resource, with 50% of households using this species,
despite the fact that no households in Egegik reported harvesting moose; as noted above, 50% of Egegik
households received large land mammals. Apart from salmon, all the most used resources were terrestrial.
Canada geese and duck eggs were included in the top resources used in Egegik but were not among the
top species harvested. The top resources harvested were salmon, followed by two bird species, lowbush
cranberries, Dolly Varden, and razor clams.

5. Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table but are given a
conversion factor of zero.
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Table 2-13.—Estimated use and harvest of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Egegik, 2014.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%

confidence

Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)

Resource % % % % % Total household  Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
All resources 90.0 90.0 85.0 65.0 55.0 11,056.2 442.2 155.2 11,056.2 Ib 442.2 379
Salmon 85.0 85.0 75.0 45.0 40.0 10,223.9 409.0 143.5 10,2239 Ib 409.0 39.2
Chum salmon 15.0 15.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 57.4 2.3 0.8 12.5ind 0.5 53.5
Coho salmon 75.0 65.0 60.0 250 35.0 5,473.1 218.9 76.8 1,216.3 ind 48.7 35.6
Chinook salmon 45.0 40.0 35.0 20.0 10.0 1,099.6 44.0 15.4 102.5 ind 4.1 48.7
Pink salmon 15.0 15.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 35.1 14 0.5 13.8 ind 0.6 76.6
Sockeye salmon 80.0 75.0 60.0 350 30.0 3,408.4 136.3 47.8 822.5 ind 32.9 55.0
Landlocked salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Spawning sockeye salmon 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 5.0 150.2 6.0 2.1 36.3 ind 15 81.0
Nonsalmon fish 40.0 30.0 25.0 200 15.0 96.5 3.9 1.4 96.5 Ib 39 58.4
Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Pacific herring sac roe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
E:IC;'C herring spawn on 5.0 0.0 0.0 50 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Capelin (grunion) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Smelt 15.0 15.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 14.2 0.6 0.2 4.4 gal 0.2 70.7
Pacific (gray) cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Starry flounder 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Pacific halibut 5.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ib 0.0 0.0
Rockfish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sablefish (black cod) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red Irish lord 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sculpin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Salmon shark 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Yellowfin sole 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Alaska blackfish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Dolly Varden—freshwater 15.0 15.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 77.0 3.1 11 27.5 ind 11 67.3
Dolly Varden-saltwater 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

-continued-
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Table 2-13.—Page 2 of 6.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)
Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Nonsalmon fish, continued
Northern pike 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Rainbow trout 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.2 0.1 3.8ind 0.2 93.6
Steelhead 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Least cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Large land mammals 50.0 25.0 0.0 50.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1b 0.0 0.0
Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Caribou 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Moose 50.0 25.0 0.0 50.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Small land mammals 10.0 15.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01b 0.0 0.0
Beaver 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Coyote 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Arctic fox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red fox—cross phase 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red fox-red phase 5.0 10.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5ind 0.1 93.6
Snowshoe hare 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
North American river 100 100 100 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 ind 0.2 64.4
(land) otter
Lynx 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Marmot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Marten 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Mink 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Muskrat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Porcupine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Arctic ground (parka) 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

squirrel

-continued-
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Table 2-13.—Page 3 of 6.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)
Resource % % % % % Total household  Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Small land mammals, continued
Weasel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Gray wolf 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Wolverine 5.0 10.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25ind 0.1 93.6
Marine mammals 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01Ib 0.0 0.0
Harbor porpoise 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Fur seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Harbor seal 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Unknown seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sea otter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Steller sea lion 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Beluga whale 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Birds and eggs 60.0 60.0 50.0 15.0 30.0 476.8 19.1 6.7 476.8 Ib 19.1 44.1
Bufflehead 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Canvasback 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Common eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
King eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Gadwall 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Goldeneye 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Harlequin duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Mallard 15.0 15.0 15.0 50 150 104.0 4.2 1.5 65.0 ind 2.6 58.7
Common merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red-breasted merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Long-tailed duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Northern pintail 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Scaup 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Black scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Northern shoveler 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0

-continued-
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Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)
Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Birds and eggs, continued
Green-winged teal 10.0 10.0 10.0 50 100 43.8 1.8 0.6 87.5 ind 35 80.6
Wigeon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Unknown ducks 5.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Brant 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Canada/cackling goose 20.0 15.0 15.0 50 10.0 52.5 2.1 0.7 18.8 ind 0.8 60.7
Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Snow goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
White-fronted goose 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Unknown geese 5.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Trumpeter swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sandhill crane 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 20.3 0.8 0.3 3.8ind 0.2 93.6
Common snipe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Grouse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Ptarmigan 50.0 45.0 45.0 150 15.0 179.0 7.2 25 223.8 ind 9.0 35.3
Duck eggs 20.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 15.0 5.3 0.2 0.1 50.0 ind 2.0 49.1
Goose eggs 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 7.5 0.3 0.1 30.0 ind 1.2 93.6
Swan eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Gull eggs 40.0 45.0 30.0 10.0 20.0 63.3 25 0.9 210.8 ind 8.4 36.3
Murre eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Tern eggs 5.0 10.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.1 0.0 32.5ind 1.3 93.6
Marine invertebrates 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 5.0 75.0 3.0 11 75.0 Ib 3.0 82.1
Red (large) chitons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Black (small) chitons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Butter clams 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Pacific littleneck clams 5.0 5.0 5.0 00 50 9.4 0.4 0.1 3.1 gal 0.1 93.6
(steamers)
Razor clams 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 65.6 2.6 0.9 21.9 gal 0.9 93.6

-continued-
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Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)
Resource % % % % % Total household  Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Marine invertebrates, continued
Softshell clams 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Cockles 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Dungeness crab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red king crab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Tanner crab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Limpets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Blue mussels 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Octopus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Scallops 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sea cucumber 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Sea urchin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Shrimp 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Snails 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Whelk 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Vegetation 55.0 60.0 50.0 10.0 10.0 184.1 74 2.6 184.1 Ib 74 71.8
Blueberry 15.0 20.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 14.2 0.6 0.2 3.5 gal 0.1 67.5
Lowbush cranberry 25.0 30.0 15.0 10.0 0.0 81.3 3.3 11 20.3 gal 0.8 86.2
Crowberry 20.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 63.0 2.5 0.9 15.7 gal 0.6 74.5
Nagoonberry 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.1 0.0 0.6 gal 0.0 93.6
Raspberry 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.1 0.0 0.4 gal 0.0 93.6
Salmonberry 10.0 25.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 75 0.3 0.1 1.9 gal 0.1 68.3
Beach asparagus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Wild rhubarb 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 25 0.1 0.0 2.5 gal 0.1 93.6
It-;zdsons Bay (Labrador) 5.0 5.0 5.0 00 00 13 0.1 0.0 13 gal 0.1 93.6
Lambs quarter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0

-continued-
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Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)
Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Vegetation, continued
Sourdock 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.1 0.0 1.3 gal 0.1 93.6
Wild celery 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Beach rye grass 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Wild parsley 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.6 gal 0.0 93.6
Yarrow 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.3 0.1 6.3 gal 0.3 93.6
Other wild greens 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 13 0.1 0.0 1.3 gal 0.1 0.0
Fireweed 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 gal 0.0 93.6
Black seaweed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Bull kelp 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Red seaweed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Sea ribbons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Giant kelp (macrocystis) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Alaria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Unknown seaweed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Wood 30.0 30.0 30.0 0.0 5.0 cord

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

Note Use of a resource obtained during a previous study year may be indicated when the sum of the percentage of households that received and harvested a resource is
greater than the percentage of households that used the resource.

Note For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a non-zero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not calculated for
species harvested but not eaten.

Note Blank cells indicate the survey did not collect harvest amount for the resource.

a. Summary rows have been converted to pounds usable weight.
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Figure 2-14.—Composition of harvest in pounds usable weight, by resource category, Egegik, 2014.

Table 2-14.—Top ranked resources used by households, Egegik, 2014.

Percentage of

Rank® Resource households using
1. Sockeye salmon 80.0%
2. Coho salmon 75.0%
3. Moose 50.0%
3. Ptarmigan 50.0%
5. Chinook salmon 45.0%
6. Gull eggs 40.0%
7. Wood 30.0%
8. Lowbush cranberry 25.0%
9. Canada/cackling goose 20.0%
9. Duck eggs 20.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share the
highest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.
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& Dolly Varden—freshwater, < 1%

4 Razor clams, < 1%

M Gull eggs, < 1%

& All other
resources
3%

Figure 2-15.—Top resources harvested by percentage of total harvest in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.
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Note The "other" category includes species that each contributed less than 1.5% to the total salmon harvest weight.

Figure 2-16.—Composition of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.

Salmon

Salmon was the most harvested resource category in Egegik in 2014. Overall, 85% of households used and
attempted to harvest salmon, with generally good success (75% of households harvested) (Table 2-13).
As seen in Figure 2-16, the salmon harvest comprised coho salmon (54% by weight), sockeye salmon
(33%), Chinook salmon (11%), as well as pink, chum, and spawning sockeye salmon (altogether 2% of the
salmon harvest). While coho salmon was the most harvested species, slightly more households used (80%
versus 75%) and attempted to harvest (75% versus 65%) sockeye salmon (Table 2-13). For both species,
60% of households were successful at harvesting. More households shared coho salmon (35%) than any
other species, but more households received sockeye salmon (35%) than any other. Chinook salmon were
harvested by 35% of households, while 40% attempted to harvest, and 45% of households used Chinook
salmon. Fewer households shared or received Chinook salmon than coho or sockeye salmon, with 10% and
20% of households, respectively, engaging in these activities.

Salmon were mainly harvested with subsistence gear and removed from commercial catches: 1,556 salmon
(6,954 Ib) were harvested with set gillnets and 643 salmon (3,250 Ib) were removed from commercial
harvests for home use (Table 2-15). Figure 2-17 is a visual representation of the salmon harvest weight
caught by gear type. An estimated 68% of the salmon harvest weight was caught using subsistence gear
(Table 2-16). For all salmon species except Chinook salmon, set gillnet was the most commonly used
harvest method; pink salmon were harvested only by this method. Residents harvested 74% of their Chinook
harvest weight through commercial removals. Sockeye salmon contributed the most weight (42%) to the
harvest removed from commercial catches, followed by coho salmon (32%), then Chinook salmon (25%).
The set gillnet harvest was predominantly coho salmon (64% of the harvest) and sockeye salmon (29%).
Rod and reel was used only to harvest spawning sockeye salmon, which were also harvested by set gillnet
and by other subsistence methods (note that, as identified by researchers during survey administration, this
included salmon caught by hand).

Salmon fishing occurred in the fresh waters of the Egegik River and Becharof Lake, as well as at Paul’s
Beach and Church Hill Beach near Egegik (Figure 2-18).
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Table 2-15.—

Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Egegik, 2014.

Subsistence and personal use methods

Subsistence and
personal use gear, any

Removed from

Estimated total pounds harvested

& Removed from commercial catch E Set gillnet
 Other subsistence methods # Dip net
#Rod and reel H Seine

commercial catch Set gillnet Seine Dip net Other method method Rod and reel Any method
Resource Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds  Number  Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 642.5 3,249.5 1,556.3 6,953.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 15.5 1,560.0 6,969.2 1.3 5.2  2,203.8 10,223.9
Chum salmon 5.0 22.9 7.5 34.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.5 34.4 0.0 0.0 125 57.4
Coho salmon 2325 1,046.3 983.8 4,426.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 983.8 4,426.9 0.0 0.0 1,216.3 5,473.1
Chinook salmon 76.3 818.0 26.3 2816 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.3 281.6 0.0 0.0 1025 1,099.6
Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 13.8 35.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 138 35.1 0.0 0.0 138 35.1
Sockeye salmon 328.8 1,362.3 493.8 2,046.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 493.8 2,046.1 0.0 0.0 8225 3,408.4
Landlocked salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Spawning sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 31.3 1295 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 15.5 35.0 145.0 1.3 5.2 36.3 150.2
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note The harvested number of salmon is represented as individual fish harvested.
Coho salmon 5,473
Sockeye salmon 3,408
c Chinook salmon 1,100
o
e
E -
¥ Spawning sockeye salmon | 150
Chumsalmon | s7
Pink salmon | 35
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000

Figure 2-17 —Estimated harvest of salmon in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource, Egegik, 2014.
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Table 2-16.—Estimated percentages of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total salmon harvest, Egegik, 2014.

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and
Percentage ~ commercial personal use gear,

Resource base catch Set gillnet Seine Dip net Other method any method Rod and reel ~ Any method
Salmon Gear type 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Resource 31.8% 68.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 68.2% 0.1% 100.0%

Total 31.8% 68.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 68.2% 0.1% 100.0%

Chum salmon Gear type 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.6%
Resource 40.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 60.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.6%

Coho salmon Gear type 32.2% 63.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 63.5% 0.0% 53.5%
Resource 19.1% 80.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 80.9% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 10.2% 43.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 43.3% 0.0% 53.5%

Chinook salmon Gear type 25.2% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 10.8%
Resource 74.4% 25.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.6% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 8.0% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8% 0.0% 10.8%

Pink salmon Gear type 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.3%
Resource 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%

Sockeye salmon Gear type 41.9% 29.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29.4% 0.0% 33.3%
Resource 40.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 60.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 13.3% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 33.3%

Landlocked salmon  Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Spawning sockeye  Gear type 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 2.1% 100.0% 1.5%
salmon Resource 0.0% 86.2% 0.0% 0.0% 10.3% 96.6% 3.4% 100.0%
Total 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 1.4% 0.1% 1.5%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 2-18.—Fishing and harvest locations of salmon, Egegik, 2014.
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Figure 2-19.—Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.

Nonsalmon Fish

Few species of nonsalmon fish were harvested in 2014 (Figure 2-19). Overall, 25% of households harvested
nonsalmon fish and 40% of households used these resources (Table 2-13). Dolly Varden contributed the
most to the overall total with a harvest of 77 Ib (1 Ib per capita), followed distantly by smelt (14 Ib)
and rainbow trout (5 1b). These resources were used and harvested by 5%-15% of households. Residents
indicated during the survey that they usually harvest more smelt by ice fishing but that the river did not
freeze in 2014 to allow that harvest. No other nonsalmon fish resources were harvested in 2014. However,
Pacific halibut and Pacific herring roe on kelp were both used by 5% of households. No households received
or gave away rainbow trout and no households shared Pacific halibut. The remaining used resources—Dolly
Varden, smelt, and Pacific herring roe on kelp—were each given away and received by 5% of households.

An estimated total of 58 1b of nonsalmon fish were harvested using rod and reel, and 39 Ib were harvested
using subsistence gear (Table 2-17). Figure 2-20 is a visual representation of the nonsalmon fish harvest
weight caught by gear type. As estimated in total pounds of fish harvested, 60% of the nonsalmon fish
harvest was caught using rod and reel gear (Table 2-18). Rod and reel was used to harvest 68% of the Dolly
Varden and 100% of the rainbow trout harvest weight. Smelt were harvested solely with subsistence gear:
71% of the harvest was harvested with a set gillnet and the remainder weight was caught by jigging through
the ice with a rod and reel. By weight, Dolly Varden composed 71% of the set gillnet harvest and 91% of
the rod and reel harvest. Residents harvested nonsalmon fish along the Egegik River as well as at beaches
around the community (Figure 2-21).
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Table 2-17.—Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Egegik, 2014.

Subsistence and personal use methods

Subsistence and

89

Removed from personal use gear,
commercial catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing Other method any method Rod and reel Any method
Resource Unit® Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 0.0 34.7 0.0 4.1 0.0 38.7 57.8 96.5
Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pacific herring sac roe gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
zﬁcll';'l‘;he"mg SPAWI gl 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00
Capelin (grunion) gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Smelt gal 0.0 0.0 3.1 10.2 0.0 0.0 1.3 4.1 0.0 0.0 4.4 14.2 0.0 0.0 4.4 14.2
Pacific (gray) cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Starry flounder ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pacific halibut Ib 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rockfish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sablefish (black cod) ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red Irish lord ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sculpin ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Salmon shark ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Yellowfin sole ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Alaska blackfish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dolly Varden- ind 00 00 88 245 00 00 00 00 00 00 88 245 188 525 275 770
freshwater
Dolly Varden- ind 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00
saltwater
Axrctic grayling ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rainbow trout ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 5.3 3.8 5.3
Steelhead ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Least cisco ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Humpback whitefish  ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Round whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure for harvest number has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.
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Figure 2-20.—Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource,
Egegik, 2014.
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Table 2-18.—Estimated percentages of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total nonsalmon fish harvest,
Egegik, 2014.

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and
Percentage ~ commercial Other personal use gear,

Resource base catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing method any method Rod and reel  Any method
Nonsalmon fish Gear type 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Resource 0.0% 35.9% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% 40.1% 59.9% 100.0%

Total 0.0% 35.9% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% 40.1% 59.9% 100.0%

Pacific herring Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Pacific herring sac ~ Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
roe Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Pacific herring Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
spawn on kelp Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Capelin (grunion) Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Smelt Gear type 0.0% 29.3% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 36.7% 0.0% 14.7%
Resource 0.0% 71.4% 0.0% 28.6% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 0.0% 10.5% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% 14.7% 0.0% 14.7%

Pacific (gray) cod Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Starry flounder Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Pacific halibut Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Rockfish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Sablefish (black cod) Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

-continued-
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Table 2-18.—Page 2 of 3.

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and

Percentage ~ commercial Other personal use gear,
Resource base catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing method any method Rod and reel  Any method
Red Irish lord Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sculpin Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Salmon shark Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Yellowfin sole Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Alaska blackfish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Burbot Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dolly Gear type 0.0% 70.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 63.3% 90.9% 79.8%
Varden—freshwater ~ Resource 0.0% 31.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.8% 68.2% 100.0%
Total 0.0% 25.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.4% 54.4% 79.8%
Dolly Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Varden-saltwater Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Acrctic grayling Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Northern pike Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

-continued-



Table 2-18.—Page 3 of 3.
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Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and

Percentage ~ commercial Other personal use gear,
Resource base catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing method any method Rod and reel  Any method
Rainbow trout Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.1% 5.4%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.4% 5.4%
Steelhead Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Least cisco Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Humpback whitefish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Round whitefish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 2-21.—Fishing and harvest locations of nonsalmon fish, Egegik, 2014.



Large Land Mammals

In 2014, 25% of Egegik households hunted moose but none were successful (Table 2-13). Despite this, 50%
of households used moose through receipt of the resource and 10% of households further shared moose.
No households hunted or used caribou or brown bears. Comments made during the survey indicated many
challenges currently facing hunters. These challenges and the changing role of large land mammals in
subsistence livelihoods will be further discussed in a later section comparing the harvest in 2014 to years
past. Moose hunters traveled along the King Salmon River and the southern shores of Becharof Lake
looking for moose (Figure 2-22).

Small Land Mammals/Furbearers

Three furbearers composed the harvest of small land mammals in 2014: river otters (50%, by number of
animals harvested), wolverines (25%), and red foxes (25%) (Figure 2-23). These animals were not given a
usable weight because they were not harvested for food (Table 2-13). Ten percent of households attempted
to harvest each of these species: all successfully harvested river otters, and 5% of community households
harvested the other two species. There was no giving or receiving of small land mammals. Historically,
residents harvested and ate porcupines, but several respondents indicated during the survey that while
porcupines used to be abundant, “they aren’t seen here anymore.” Five percent of households unsuccessfully
hunted or laid traps for snowshoe hares.

Residents harvested small land mammals in November with an additional harvest of river otters occurring
in an unknown month (Table 2-19). Residents searched for small land mammals immediately south of the
Egegik River to the east of town as well as near the airport (Figure 2-24).

Marine Mammals

In the study year, 10% of households unsuccessfully hunted marine mammals; an estimated 5% of
households hunted for harbor seals and 5% of households hunted beluga whales (Table 2-13). Households
did not receive marine mammals either, so no use of marine mammals occurred in Egegik during the study
year. Marine mammal hunting tends to be a specialized activity, engaged in by a select group of hunters.
In Egegik, past marine mammals surveys have shown harvest of harbor seals in almost every year between
1992 and 2008 (Wolfe et al. 2009). In 2014, residents hunted marine mammals close to town and further
offshore in Egegik Bay (Figure 2-25).
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Figure 2-22.—Hunting locations of moose, Egegik, 2014.
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Figure 2-23.—Composition of small land mammal/furbearer harvest by individual animals harvested, Egegik,
2014.

Table 2-19.—Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Egegik, 2014.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk Total
All small land mammals 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 75 00 25 10.0

Beaver 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Coyote 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Arctic fox 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Red fox—cross phase 00 00 00 00 00O 00O 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Red fox-red phase 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 25 00 00 25
Snowshoe hare 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
North American river 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 25 00 25 5.0
(land) otter

Lynx 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Marmot 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Marten 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Mink 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Muskrat 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Porcupine 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
';fitr'fe?“’””d (parka) 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Weasel 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Gray wolf 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Wolverine 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 25 00 00 25

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 2-25.—Hunting locations of marine mammals, Egegik, 2014.
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Figure 2-26.—Composition of bird and bird egg harvest in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.

Birds and Eggs

Egegik residents harvested a variety of birds and eggs in 2014 (Figure 2-26). At 38%, ptarmigan composed
the largest proportion of the overall bird and egg harvest by weight, followed by mallards at 22%. Gull
eggs composed 13% of the total harvest, while green-winged teal and Canada/cackling geese accounted for
much of the remainder; no other species contributed more than 5% to the total harvest. Approximately 477
Ib of birds and bird eggs were harvested, or 7 Ib per capita (Table 2-13). This harvest was disparately split
between birds, at just less than 400 Ib, and an egg harvest of approximately 77 Ib. Residents harvested 179
Ib of ptarmigan (224 birds; 3 Ib per capita) and 104 Ib of mallards (65 birds; 2 Ib per capita). Among the bird
egg harvest, gull eggs were the most harvested with 63 Ib collected, or 1 Ib per capita. All the other bird and
bird egg harvests contributed less than 1 Ib per capita. Other eggs harvested included goose eggs (30 eggs),
duck eggs (50 eggs), and tern eggs (33 eggs).

Sixty percent of households used birds and eggs, with gull eggs and ptarmigan showing the highest use rates
(40% and 50%, respectively) (Table 2-13). Cranes, other geese and ducks, goose eggs, and tern eggs were
used by the fewest households (5% each). Households generally experienced success in harvesting, except
for unspecified ducks and unspecified geese, white-fronted geese, and gull and tern eggs. For gull eggs,
45% of households attempted to harvest but only 30% of community households successfully harvested. An
estimated 10% of households attempted to harvest tern eggs but one-half, or 5% of community households,
were successful. Although no households were successful at harvesting unspecified ducks, unspecified
geese, and white-fronted geese, 5% of households attempted to harvest these resources. From 10%-20% of
households shared individual bird and bird egg resources that were harvested, except no households shared
tern eggs or sandhill crane. Generally, only 5% of households received shared birds or eggs; no households
received goose eggs or duck eggs, and 10% and 15% of households received gull eggs and ptarmigan,
respectively.

69



Table 2-20.—Estimated bird harvests by season, Egegik, 2014.

Estimated harvest by season

Season

Resource Spring Summer  Fall Winter unknown Total

All birds 0.0 76.3  228.8 93.8 0.0 398.8
Bufflehead 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Canvasback 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Common eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
King eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gadwall 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Goldeneye 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Harlequin duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mallard 0.0 27.5 375 0.0 0.0 65.0
Common merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red-breasted merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Long-tailed duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern pintail 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Scaup 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Black scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern shoveler 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Green-winged teal 0.0 12.5 75.0 0.0 0.0 87.5
Wigeon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brant 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Canada/cackling goose 0.0 8.8 10.0 0.0 0.0 18.8
Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Snow goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
White-fronted goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Trumpeter swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sandhill crane 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8
Common snipe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grouse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ptarmigan 0.0 23.8 106.3 93.8 0.0 223.8

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

Birds were harvested predominantly in the fall (229 birds) but also in the winter (94 birds) and summer
(76 birds) (Table 2-20).5 Ducks and geese were harvested most often in the fall, though there were some
harvests documented in the summer (defined as July through September on the survey) as well. Ptarmigan
were harvested in the fall and winter (106 birds and 94 birds, respectively) but also in the summer (24
birds). Sandhill cranes were harvested solely during the months defined as summer on the survey.

Birds and bird eggs were harvested south and southeast of town (Figure 2-27). Ptarmigan were searched
for over the largest area, extending throughout an area down the Bristol Bay coast and along the Egegik
River. Ducks and geese were harvested along the southern shore of Egegik Bay, in a small area on the coast
of Bristol Bay, and along the Swampy River. Bird eggs were harvested at Egg Island in Egegik River, and
within a swath of land between the Egegik and Swampy rivers.

6. On the survey form, seasons of bird harvest were defined as follows: winter—January through April; spring—May
and June; summer—July through September; and fall—October through December.
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Figure 2-28.—Composition of marine invertebrate harvest in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.

Marine Invertebrates

Egegik residents harvested few types of marine invertebrates in 2014. The harvest was comprised entirely
of razor clams (88% of harvest weight) and Pacific littleneck clams (12%) (Figure 2-28). A total of 75 Ib
of marine invertebrates was harvested: 22 gallons of razor clams (66 Ib; 1 Ib per capita) and 3 gallons of
Pacific littleneck clams (9 Ib; less than 1 Ib per capita) (Table 2-13). Five percent of households attempted
to harvest, successfully harvested, and used both razor clams and Pacific littleneck clams. The latter species
was also shared by 5% of households, though no surveyed households in Egegik reported receiving any.
Households traveled to the entrance of Egegik Bay to harvest marine invertebrates, although no map is
provided to depict the specific area. Respondents also noted during the survey that households would travel
to the Pacific Ocean side of the peninsula to harvest razor clams.
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Figure 2-29.—Composition of vegetation harvest by type in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.

Vegetation

In 2014, Egegik households harvested plants, greens, and berries to eat as well as wood for steam baths and
saunas (Table 2-13). By weight, 92% of the edible vegetation harvest was berries (Figure 2-29). Several
types of berries were harvested, but lowbush cranberries and blackberries (crowberries) were harvested
in the greatest amounts; the third most harvested resource was blueberries, but by a comparably smaller
volume of harvest (Table 2-13). A total of 81 Ib (1 Ib per capita; 20 gallons) of lowbush cranberries, 63 Ib (1
Ib per capita; 16 gallons) of crowberries, and 14 Ib (less than 1 Ib per capita; 4 gallons) of blueberries were
harvested. Less than two gallons each of salmonberries, nagoonberries, and raspberries were also harvested.
An estimated 5%-25% of households used or harvested berries. While 40% of households attempted to
harvest crowberries, only 20% of households actually harvested crowberries. Several respondents noted
that 2014 was a poor berry year. Berries were not widely shared, with only 10% of households receiving
some lowbush cranberries. For plants, yarrow was harvested in the greatest amount (6 Ib; less than 1
Ib per capita), but wild rhubarb, Labrador tea, sourdock, fireweed, wild parsley, and other greens were
also harvested. For each resource, 5% of households used, attempted to harvest, or harvested; also, 5% of
households shared fireweed. In contrast, wood was harvested by 30% of households and used by the same
proportion. Five percent of households also shared wood.

In 2014, Egegik residents harvested berries and greens just south of the community and along the coast of
Egegik Bay, as well as near the community of King Salmon (Figure 2-30).
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COMPARING HARVESTS AND USES IN 2014 wiTH PREVIOUS YEARS

Use Assessments

Researchers asked respondents to assess their own harvests in two ways: 1) whether they used more, less,
or about the same amount of nine resource categories and all wild resources overall in 2014 as in the past
five years, and 2) whether they got “enough” of each of the nine resource categories and all wild resources
overall. Households also were asked to provide reasons if their use was different or if they were unable
to get enough of a resource. If they did not get enough of a resource, they were then asked to evaluate the
severity of the impact to their household as a result of not getting enough. Because not every household uses
all resource categories, some households did not respond to the assessment questions. Additionally, some
households that do typically use a resource category simply chose not to answer questions. This section
discusses responses to those questions in order of the most to the least used resource category (Figure 2-12).

Salmon was the most used and harvested of all the subsistence resource categories included in the survey
administered to Egegik households. Seventy percent of households explained that they used the same
amount of salmon in 2014 as they did in previous years, 10% reported that they used less, 10% said they
used more, and 10% did not normally use salmon (Table 2-21; Figure 2-31). When asked why, 50% of
the respondents (one household) that used salmon less indicated that they did so due to less sharing, 50%
stated family or personal reasons, and 50% needed less salmon in comparison to recent previous years
(Table 2-22). For the two households that used more salmon in the study year, getting or fixing equipment,
having more success, having more time, and having more help were the reasons provided (Table 2-23). In
Egegik, 5% of sampled respondents (one household) stated that they did not get enough salmon (Figure
2-32). When asked to evaluate the impact of not getting enough salmon, the household described it as not
noticeable (Table 2-24).

Birds and eggs was the second most used of all the subsistence resource categories included in the survey,
but note that assessment questions were asked about birds and bird eggs separately. Twenty-six percent of
responding households explained that they used the same amount of birds in 2014 as they did in previous
years, 47% reported that they used less, and 5% said they used more (Table 2-21; Figure 2-31). For bird
eggs, 20% of households explained that they used the same amount in 2014 as they did in previous years,
35% reported that they used less, and 10% said they used more. When asked why they used less birds, 44%
of households indicated that they did so due to lack of effort. Only 14% indicated a lack of effort for using
fewer bird eggs (Table 2-22). The most prominent reasons given for less use of bird eggs were unsuccessful
(29%), resources less available (29%), and working/no time (29%); the latter two reasons were also cited by
22% of households that used birds less. Other stated reasons for using less birds and less bird eggs included
lack of equipment and the weather. One household also indicated it was too far to travel to harvest birds. For
the one household that used more birds and the two households that used more bird eggs in the study year,
increased effort was the only reason provided (Table 2-23). In Egegik, 15% of sampled respondents stated
that they did not get enough birds or bird eggs (Figure 2-32). When households that did not get enough birds
were asked to evaluate the impact of not getting enough, 33% described the impact as minor and 33% stated
that the impact was severe (Table 2-24). For households that did not get enough bird eggs, 67% described
the impact to the household as not noticeable, and 33% stated the impact was minor.

Though not harvested in large amounts, vegetation was used by more than one-half of the households
in Egegik. Fifteen percent of households explained that they used the same amount of vegetation in
2014 as they did in previous years, 55% reported that they used less, and 5% said they used more (Table
2-21; Figure 2-31). When asked why they used less, 73% of households indicated that they did so due to
the resources being less available (Table 2-22). Other stated reasons for using less vegetation included
weather/environment, family/personal reasons, and working/no time to harvest. The household that used
more vegetation in the study year stated that it was because of family or personal reasons and that more
vegetation resources were needed (Table 2-23). In Egegik, 50% of sampled respondents stated that they did
not get enough vegetation (Figure 2-32). When households that did not get enough vegetation were asked to
evaluate the impact of not getting enough, 10% described it as not noticeable, 40% described the impact as
minor, and 30% explained that not getting enough vegetation had a major effect on their household (Table
2-24).
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9.

Table 2-21.—Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Egegik, 2014,

Valid

Households reporting use

Households not

Sampled Total households Less Same More using

Resource category households  responses® Number Percentage  Number Percentage  Number Percentage  Number Percentage  Number Percentage
Any resource 20 20 20  100.0% 16 80.0% 19 95.0% 7 35.0%

All resources 20 18 18  100.0% 6 33.3% 7 38.9% 5 27.8% 0 0.0%
Salmon 20 20 18 90.0% 2 10.0% 14 70.0% 2 10.0% 2 10.0%
Nonsalmon fish 20 19 14 73.7% 5 26.3% 8 42.1% 1 5.3% 5 26.3%
Large land mammals 20 19 14 73.7% 7 36.8% 5 26.3% 2 10.5% 5 26.3%
Small land mammals 20 17 4 23.5% 1 5.9% 1 5.9% 2 11.8% 13 76.5%
Marine mammals 20 20 2 10.0% 2 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 18 90.0%
Birds 20 19 15 78.9% 9 47.4% 5 26.3% 1 5.3% 4 21.1%
Bird eggs 20 20 13 65.0% 7 35.0% 4 20.0% 2 10.0% 7 35.0%
Marine invertebrates 20 19 4 21.1% 2 10.5% 2 10.5% 0 0.0% 15 78.9%
Vegetation 20 20 15 75.0% 11 55.0% 3 15.0% 1 5.0% 5 25.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.
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Table 2-22.—Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Egegik, 2014.

8.

Households
reporting Family/ Used other Resources less Weather/
Valid reasons for personal resources available Too far to travel Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful environment
Resource category  responses”  less use Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Any resource 20 16 4 25.0% 0 0% 12 75.0% 3 19% 3 19% 1 6% 4 25.0% 4 25.0% 9 56.3%
All resources 18 6 1 16.7% 0 0% 3 50.0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 16.7%
Salmon 20 2 1 50.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 19 5 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 20% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 60.0%
Large land mammals 19 7 0 0.0% 0 0% 3 42.9% 2 29% 0 0% 1 14% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 17 1 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 20 2 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 50.0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Birds 19 9 0 0.0% 0 0% 2 22.2% 1 11% 2 22% 0 0% 4 44.4% 0 0.0% 1 11.1%
Bird eggs 20 7 0 0.0% 0 0% 2 28.6% 0 0% 1 14% 0 0% 1 14.3% 2 28.6% 1 14.3%
Marine invertebrates 19 2 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 20 11 2 18.2% 0 0% 8 72.7% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 45.5%
-continued-
Table 2-22.—Continued.
Households
reporting Working/ Resource small or  Gas/equipment too
Valid reasons for no time Regulations diseased expensive Needed less Competition Had no help Other reasons

Resource category  responses’  less use Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Any resource 20 16 3 19% 4 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

All resources 18 6 2 33% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 20 2 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Nonsalmon fish 19 5 1 20% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Large land mammals 19 7 0 0% 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Small land mammals 17 1 1 100% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Marine mammals 20 2 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Birds 19 9 2 22% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Bird eggs 20 7 2 29% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Marine invertebrates 19 2 0 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Vegetation 20 11 1 9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response to the less, same, or more use assessment question.
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Table 2-23.—Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Egegik, 2014.

Households
reporting Family/ Used other Increased Got/
Valid reasons for personal resources availability Traveled farther fixed equipment Received more Increased effort More success
Resource category  responses® more use  Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Any resource 20 7 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 2 28.6% 3 42.9% 2 28.6%
All resources 18 5 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 1 20.0%
Salmon 20 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0%
Nonsalmon fish 19 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 19 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 17 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0%
Marine mammals 20 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds 19 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Bird eggs 20 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 19 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 20 1 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
-continued-
Table 2-23.—Continued.
Households Substitute for
reporting Store-bought too unavailable
Valid reasons for  Favorable weather Had more time Regulations expensive Needed more resource(s) Had more help Other reasons

Resource category  responses® more use  Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Any resource 20 7 1 14.3% 3 42.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0%
All resources 18 5 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Salmon 20 2 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 19 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 19 2 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 17 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 20 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds 19 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Bird eggs 20 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 19 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 20 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

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

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response to the less, same, or more use assessment question.
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Table 2-24.—Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Egegik, 2014.

Households not getting enough . Impact to those not getting enough
Sampled Valid responses” Did not get enoug No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe
Resource category households Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 20 19 95.0% 10 52.6% 3 30.0% 1 10.0% 3 30.0% 2 20.0% 1 10.0%
Salmon 20 16 80.0% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 20 13 65.0% 4 30.8% 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 20 15 75.0% 11 73.3% 1 9.1% 1 9.1% 6 54.5% 2 18.2% 1 9.1%
Small land mammals 20 3 15.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 20 2 10.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0%
Birds 20 14 70.0% 3 21.4% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 33.3%
Bird eggs 20 11 55.0% 3 27.3% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 20 4 20.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 20 15 75.0% 10 66.7% 2 20.0% 1 10.0% 4 40.0% 3 30.0% 0 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and those households not using the resource category.



Large land mammals was the next most used subsistence resource category despite there being no harvest in
2014. Twenty-six percent of responding households explained that they used the same amount of large land
mammals in 2014 as they did in previous years, 37% reported that they used less, and 11% said they used
more (Table 2-21; Figure 2-31). When asked why, 43% of households indicated that large land mammals
were used less due to the resources being less available; other stated reasons included too far to travel to
get resources, there was less sharing, the hunters were unsuccessful, and regulations (Table 2-22). For
those households that used more large land mammals in the study year, equal percentages of households
stated that they used more because they received more, the weather was more favorable, and they had
more time (Table 2-23). In Egegik, 55% of sampled respondents stated that they did not get enough large
land mammals (Figure 2-32). When households that did not get enough large land mammals were asked to
evaluate the impact of not getting enough, 9% described it as not noticeable, 55% described the impact as
minor, 18% explained that not getting enough large land mammals had a major effect on their household,
and 9% stated that the impact was severe (Table 2-24).

Nonsalmon fish was the next most used of all the subsistence resource categories. Forty-two percent of
responding households explained that they used the same amount of nonsalmon fish in 2014 as they did in
previous years, 26% reported that they used less, and 5% said they used more (Table 2-21; Figure 2-31).
When asked why they used fewer nonsalmon fish, 60% of households indicated that they did so due to the
weather/environment; other stated reasons included lack of equipment and working/no time (Table 2-22).
The one household that used more nonsalmon fish in the study year indicated receiving more in 2014 (Table
2-23). In Egegik, 20% of sampled respondents stated that they did not get enough nonsalmon fish (Figure
2-32). When households that did not get enough nonsalmon fish were asked to evaluate the impact of not
getting enough, 50% described it as not noticeable and 25% described the impact as minor (Table 2-24).

Small land mammals, marine invertebrates, and marine mammals were used and harvested by the smallest
percentage of households in Egegik. Six percent of responding households explained that they used the
same amount of small land mammals and 11% used the same amount of marine invertebrates in 2014 as
they did in previous years (Table 2-21; Figure 2-31). The same percentages of households stated that they
used less of those resources in 2014, while 10% of responding households also explained that they used
fewer marine mammals. Twelve percent of responding households used more small land mammals in 2014
and no households used more marine mammals or marine invertebrates. When asked why they used less,
100% of households indicated that they used fewer marine invertebrates due to lack of effort and that they
decreased use of small land mammals because of work/no time (Table 2-22). For marine mammals, 50% of
households stated that the resources were less available, while 50% explained that they were unsuccessful
in their harvest effort. For those households that used more small game in the study year, households
explained that they either put more effort into harvesting or that they were more successful (Table 2-23). In
Egegik, 5% of sampled respondents stated that they did not get enough small game or marine invertebrates,
while 10% of sampled respondents did not get enough marine mammals (Figure 2-32). When households
that did not get enough small game or marine invertebrates were asked to evaluate the impact of not getting
enough, 100% described it as minor (Table 2-24). For marine mammals, 50% described the impact as minor
and 50% explained that not getting enough marine mammals had a severe effect on their household.

Taking all subsistence resources combined that were used in the households over the year, 39% of responding
households explained that they used the same amount of subsistence resources in 2014 as they did in recent
previous years, 33% reported that they used less, and 28% said they used more (Table 2-21). When asked
why they used less of all resources, 50% of households indicated that they did so due to resources being less
available (Table 2-22). Equal percentages of households (33%) also stated lack of effort, working/no time,
and regulations as the cause of using resources less in 2014 than in recent previous years. Additionally,
one household cited family/personal reasons and one explained the weather was unfavorable. For those
households that used more subsistence resources overall in the study year, family or personal reasons and
increased effort were both given as the reason by 40% of households (two households) (Table 2-23). More
success, more time to pursue resources, and needing more were reasons each cited by one household. In
Egegik, one-half of sampled respondents stated that they did not get enough subsistence resources (Table
2-24). When households that did not get enough subsistence resources were asked to evaluate the impact of
not getting enough, 10% described it as not noticeable, 30% described the impact as minor, 20% explained
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Table 2-25.—Resources that households reported needing, Egegik, 2014.

Households needing

resource
Resource Number  Percentage

Moose 9 45.0%
Caribou 8 40.0%
Crowberry 7 35.0%
Berries 6 30.0%
Salmonberry 4 20.0%
Lowbush cranberry 3 15.0%
Smelt 2 10.0%
Ducks 2 10.0%
Geese 2 10.0%
All resources 1 5.0%
Fish 1 5.0%
Salmon 1 5.0%
Chinook salmon 1 5.0%
Nonsalmon fish 1 5.0%
Pacific halibut 1 5.0%
Small land mammals 1 5.0%
Beaver 1 5.0%
Spotted seal 1 5.0%
Beluga whale 1 5.0%
Migratory birds 1 5.0%
Mallard 1 5.0%
Canada goose 1 5.0%
Swans 1 5.0%
Sandhill crane 1 5.0%
Ptarmigan 1 5.0%
Gull eggs 1 5.0%
Razor clams 1 5.0%
Crabs 1 5.0%
Blueberry 1 5.0%
Wild parsley 1 5.0%

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

that not getting enough overall subsistence resources had a major effect on their household, and 10% stated
that the impact was severe.

Table 2-25 lists the resources households needed in 2014. Large land mammals topped the list with 45%
and 40% of households needing moose and caribou, respectively. There were 15%-35% of households that
identified berries, generally, or a specific type of berry as being needed. Smelt, ducks, and geese were each
listed as needed by 10% of households. No other resource was needed by more than 5% of households.
Given information from respondents about the 2014 harvest year—that no surveyed household harvested
a moose, it was a bad berry year, and the river did not freeze to allow the normal smelt harvest—this list
of needed resources is not surprising. Salmon dominated the harvest by Egegik households and only 5%
of households reported needing salmon in general or Chinook salmon specifically. The rest of the resource
category harvests were small compared to that of salmon, and households remained in need of resources
from each.
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Harvest Data

Changes in the harvest of resources by Egegik residents can also be discerned through comparisons with
findings from earlier study years. The only other comprehensive subsistence harvest surveys were conducted
in Egegik for the study year 1984 (Morris 1987). That study surveyed 75% of year-round households
residing in Egegik in the winter of 1984/1985 about their harvest and use of subsistence resources. However,
several studies considered the harvest and use of specific resources or resource categories. Large land
mammal harvest surveys were conducted for the 1994/1995, 1995/1996, and 1996/1997 regulatory years
(Krieg et al. 1996; 1998). Marine mammal harvest surveys were conducted in Egegik every year from
1992 to 1998 and 2000 to 2008; Wolfe et al. (2009) presents harvest data for each of those study years.
Additionally, although subsequent to this project, surveys were conducted in Egegik for the 2016 study year
(Hutchinson-Scarbrough et al. 2020). That study surveyed 95% of year-round households in Egegik and
asked about harvests and uses of salmon and large land mammals, and therefore results from 2016 will be
briefly highlighted only for those resource categories.

Subsistence harvests in Egegik in 1984 were substantially different than in 2014 (Figure 2-33). Not only
did per capita harvests decrease significantly—from 384 Ib in 1984 to 155 Ib in 2014—the composition
of the total harvest was dramatically different (Table 2-26). In 1984, the harvest was dominated by large
land mammals (63%) and salmon (24%), with smaller amounts (4%) of birds and eggs, nonsalmon fish,
and marine invertebrates, as well as a minor small land mammals harvest (1%) (Figure 2-33). There were
no documented harvests of marine mammals, and no harvest data collected for vegetation. In 2014, the
harvest was composed almost entirely of salmon (92%). Birds and eggs contributed 4% to the harvest while
nonsalmon fish and marine invertebrates each accounted for just 1%. No marine mammal harvests were
documented but harvests of vegetation composed 2% of the overall harvest. Based on marine mammal
surveys, there has been some harvest of harbor seals, ranging from zero to six between 1995 and 2007
(Wolfe et al. 2009:70-73). Salmon and large land mammal harvests changed the most dramatically, which
will be explored further in the following sections.
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Figure 2-33.—Composition of harvest in pounds per capita, by resource category, Egegik, 1984 and 2014.

Table 2-26.—Comparison of estimated per capita harvests, by resource category, Egegik, 1984 and 2014.

Estimated per capita
harvest (Ib)

Resource category 1984 2014

Salmon 93.7 143.5
Nonsalmon fish 15.7 14
Large land mammals 242.1 0.0
Small land mammals 3.1 0.1
Marine mammals 0.0 0.0
Birds and eggs 16.1 6.7
Marine invertebrates 13.6 1.1
Vegetation 2.6
All resources 384.3 155.3

Source ADF&G Community Subsistence Information
System database for 1984 and ADF&G Division of
Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for 2014.

Note Harvest data for vegetation not collected for 1984.
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Figure 2-34.—Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species, Egegik, 1984 and 2014.

Salmon

Per capita salmon harvests increased from 94 Ib in 1984 to 144 Ib in 2014 and the total salmon harvest
weight increased from 9,128 Ib to 10,224 Ib. In both 1984 and 2014, the salmon harvest was composed
primarily of coho, sockeye, and Chinook salmon (Figure 2-34). In both years there were also small amounts
of pink and chum salmon harvested. Egegik residents harvested similar amounts of Chinook salmon during
both study years with a slight decrease from 21 Ib per capita harvested in 1984 to 15 Ib per capita in 2014.
The estimated harvests of coho and sockeye salmon increased substantially between the two study years. In
1984, coho salmon harvests totaled 3,258 Ib (33 Ib per capita) and sockeye salmon harvests were 2,616 Ib
(27 b per capita) (CSIS; Figure 2-34). In 2014, these totals were 5,473 Ib (77 Ib per capita) for coho salmon
and 3,559 (50 Ib per capita) for sockeye salmon (Table 2-13; Figure 2-34). Subsistence salmon permit data
tell a slightly different story about salmon harvests. Based on permit data, there has been a decrease in the
harvest of all species of salmon from 1983 through 2018 (Table 2-27). From 1983 until 1999, an estimated
average 2,455 salmon were harvested each year; over the following 10 years, that average dropped to 1,205
salmon per year. From 2010 to 2018, the estimated average was 378 salmon, less than one-sixth the average
for 1983-1999 based on permit data. The number of permits issued in Egegik has decreased over this
timeframe as well. Further, the average number of harvested salmon per returned permit also declined, with
2009 marking the start of consistently lower average harvests. Sockeye and coho salmon dominated the
harvest recorded on permits, as was also demonstrated through household surveys. Prior to 2000, sockeye
salmon were harvested in greater amounts than coho salmon but beginning in 2000 the harvest estimates of
coho and sockeye salmon became similar. The differences between the salmon harvests estimated through
the permit system and through household surveys was not investigated during this research, but some
likely influential factors include less-than-complete participation in the permit program and changes in the
residency of individuals fishing in the Egegik area. Salmon harvesting methods also changed between the
two study years. Commercial retention of salmon decreased from 67 Ib per capita to 46 Ib per capita, which
coincided with an increase to subsistence gear harvests (27 Ib per capita in 1984 to 98 Ib per capita in 2014)
(Table 2-28).
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Table 2-27.—Historical subsistence salmon harvests based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Egegik,
1983-2018.

Permits Percentage Estimated salmon harvest Average
of harvest per
returned returned

Year Issued Returned  permits Chinook Sockeye Coho Chum Pink Total permit
1983 5 5 100.0% 1 463 10 0 0 474 95
1984 21 12 57.1% 52 501 481 33 75 1,142 95
1985 13 11 84.6% 12 552 146 7 9 726 66
1986 30 17 56.7% 68 796 277 38 8 1,187 70
1987 32 28 87.5% 94 1,145 282 127 2 1,651 59
1988 29 25 86.2% 73 1,167 325 55 44 1,663 67
1989 34 25 73.5% 56 1,167 434 35 0 1,692 68
1990 38 20 52.6% 93 1,124 342 123 46 1,728 86
1991 41 33 80.5% 70 3,364 422 126 31 4,012 122
1992 49 39 79.6% 103 2,349 607 284 51 3,394 87
1993 47 30 63.8% 127 3,284 980 148 19 4,557 152
1994 38 30 78.9% 195 2,984 822 55 135 4,191 140
1995 36 29 80.6% 80 2,030 659 188 105 3,063 106
1996 27 19 70.4% 111 1,867 487 90 82 2,636 139
1997 31 27 87.1% 252 2,047 962 55 32 3,348 124
1998 22 19 86.4% 76 2,310 652 191 273 3,501 184
1999 24 22 91.7% 142 1,726 864 44 2 2,777 126
2000 15 12 80.0% 11 319 233 9 0 572 48
2001 29 24 82.8% 50 951 899 39 14 1,953 81
2002 18 15 83.3% 12 468 406 13 4 902 60
2003 13 12 92.3% 20 517 340 11 1 888 74
2004 10 7 70.0% 101 950 1,356 381 86 2,874 411
2005 20 15 75.0% 35 963 439 216 0 1,652 110
2006 18 13 72.2% 36 503 514 17 0 1,069 82
2007 7 7 100.0% 118 198 260 57 25 658 94
2008 11 10 90.9% 45 629 320 25 3 1,023 102
2009 9 9 100.0% 10 280 163 3 5 461 51
2010 11 10 90.9% 21 364 273 42 8 707 71
2011 10 9 90.0% 36 378 320 14 2 750 83
2012 9 6 66.7% 0 66 104 0 0 170 28
2013 11 7 63.6% 0 442 124 3 0 569 81
2014 8 6 75.0% 12 285 85 3 1 387 64
2015 7 4 57.1% 5 189 81 23 9 306 77
2016 5 4 80.0% 15 181 29 4 0 229 57
2017 2 2 100.0% 0 27 63 1 1 92 46
2018 8 5 62.5% 5 51 134 0 0 190 38
5-year avg
(2014-2018) 6 4 70.0% 7 147 78 6 2 241 57
10-year avg 8 6 77.5% 10 226 138 9 3 386 62
(2009-2018)
Historical avg

21 16 77.0% 59 1,018 414 68 30 1,589 101

(1983-2018)
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence, ASFDB 2018 (ADF&G September 2020).
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Table 2-28.—Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species and by gear type, Egegik,
1984, 2014, and 2016.

Per capita harvest (Ib)

Removed
from
Subsistence  Rodand  commercial
Year Species gear reel catch Total
Chum salmon 0.4 0.0 2.3 2.8
Coho salmon 9.4 0.0 24.0 334
Chinook salmon 7.7 0.0 13.6 21.3
1984 Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 4.1 4.1
Sockeye salmon 4.0 0.0 22.8 26.9
Unknown salmon 5.2 0.0 0.0 5.2
Total salmon 26.8 0.0 66.9 93.7
Chum salmon 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.8
Coho salmon 62.1 0.0 14.7 76.8
Chinook salmon 4.0 0.0 115 15.4
2014 Pink salmon 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5
Sockeye salmon 28.7 0.0 19.1 47.8
Spawning sockeye 20 01 0.0 21
salmon
Total salmon 97.8 0.1 45.6 143.5
Chum salmon 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5
Coho salmon 20.4 0.4 0.6 21.4
2016 C_hinook salmon 0.4 0.0 1.4 1.7
Pink salmon 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7
Sockeye salmon 24.2 0.3 11 25.7
Total salmon 46.2 0.7 3.1 50.1

Source ADF&G Community Subsistence Information System database for 1984 and 2016
(see also Hutchinson-Scarbrough et al. [2020] for 2016); ADF&G Division of Subsistence
household surveys, 2015, for 2014.

Changes in residents’ participation in commercial fisheries changed how residents harvested fish to eat.
In 1984, commercial removals accounted for approximately 71% of the salmon harvest while in 2014
this method accounted for just 32% of the harvest weight (Figure 2-35). This shift in harvest gear use was
especially evident in the changing harvests by gear of sockeye and coho salmon but not Chinook salmon.
Commercial removals brought in 85% of the sockeye salmon harvest in 1984 but only 38% in 2014. In
1984, 72% of the coho salmon harvest was removed from commercial catches while in 2014 an estimated
19% was obtained by this method. The losses of commercial catch contributions of coho and sockeye
salmon were more than replaced with increased subsistence harvests: for both species, the per capita harvest
increased in 2014 compared to 1984 and subsistence harvests contributed the majority of the harvest weight
in 2014 (Figure 2-34; Figure 2-35). Chinook salmon harvesting methods changed to a lesser degree but
increased from 64% removed from commercial catches in 1984 to 74% in 2014. Overall, commercial
removals of Chinook salmon, as measured in pounds per capita, still decreased over this time period, as did
harvests with subsistence gear (Table 2-28).

As mentioned previously, surveys that collected salmon harvest data were administered for the 2016 study
year. Note that the overall total salmon per capita harvest was lowest in 2016 compared to 2014 and 1984,
At the species level, per capita harvest estimates in 2016 were similar to, if lower than, the 1984 estimates
for all salmon species except Chinook salmon. Estimated per capita harvests of Chinook salmon have
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Table 2-29.—Estimated per capita harvests of moose and caribou, Egegik, 1984, 1994-1996, 2014, and 2016.

Estimated per capita
harvest (Ib)

Year Moose Caribou

1984 9.3 232.8
1994 34.8 186.3
1995 25.7 144.3
1996 27.6 85.7
2014 0.0 0.0
2016 0.0 0.0

Source ADF&G Community
Subsistence Information System
database for 1984, 1994-1996, and
2016 (see also Hutchinson-
Scarbrough et al. [2020] for 2016);
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
household surveys, 2015, for 2014.

declined in each study year (Table 2-28). But, when considering the total salmon harvest by gear type, the
decline in commercial removals between 1984 and 2014 continued into 2016 when only 6% of the salmon
harvest weight was removed from commercial catches (Figure 2-35).

Large Land Mammals

Estimated harvests of large land mammals in 2014 were substantially lower than in 1984, which likely can
be traced to changes in ungulate populations. Egegik residents have mainly harvested and used caribou and
moose. Brown bears are occasionally hunted, but usually by fewer than 5% of households. For all study
years, no harvest of bears was documented, and use was only documented in 1995 by 3% of households
that received this resource (CSIS). Moose are more frequently hunted and used. Excluding 2014, over the
five other study years spanning 1984-2016, an estimated 5%—27% of households hunted moose and 35%-—
50% of households used moose (CSIS). An estimated two moose were harvested in 1984, and the harvest
increased dramatically to eight animals in 1994 (Figure 2-36). Estimated harvests in 1994 through 1996
averaged seven animals per year with an average per capita harvest over these years of 29 Ib (Table 2-29;
CSIS). In 2014 and again in 2016, no moose were harvested by residents of Egegik. Although no harvest
was documented in 2014, 50% of households received moose, including from guided hunters, and 25%
hunted unsuccessfully (Table 2-13).

Similar to the other study communities, the most notable characteristic of the 2014 large land mammal
harvest was the total absence of hunting or using caribou. Caribou was a staple for Egegik households
with households harvesting 151 caribou (233 Ib per capita) in 1984 (Figure 2-37; Table 2-29). This harvest
decreased steadily through the study years of the 1990s with an estimated 77 animals (86 Ib per capita)
harvested in 1996. Zero harvest was reported in 2014 and 2016. The Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou
herd, the local herd Egegik residents depended upon, peaked in 1984 and began a steady decline (Doherty
2015). By 1999, the population was of a small enough size that a Tier Il hunt was implemented, restricting
participation in the hunt. By 2005, the herd was still in decline, and all state and federal hunts closed. After
the study year, a Tier Il hunt was again implemented in 2016, allowing Egegik residents some opportunity
to harvest a caribou.”

7. According to the harvest database WinfoNet, no Tier Il permits were issued to Egegik residents in 2016 despite
the hunt being implemented (Galena Wilson, Analyst Programmer, ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation,
Anchorage, May 17, 2022).
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Current and Historical Harvest Areas

The study done by Morris (1987) did not include a mapping component, instead relying on a mapping
activity done with residents of Egegik for a Bristol Bay Cooperative Management Plan and the Alaska
Habitat Management Guide, Southwest Region (see Wright et al. [1985] and ADF&G [1985a; 1985b;
1985c]). During that activity, respondents were asked to show where they had hunted (or fished, trapped, or
gathered) various resource categories in the previous 20 years, or roughly from 1962-1982. A comparison
of these resource harvest areas to those documented in 2014 is of limited value for several reasons. First, it is
expected that households would use a larger area for harvesting activities over multiple years rather than in
any single year as documented in 2014; also, the presence or absence of game populations would determine
where people hunt, and as these game populations move, so too do the hunting areas. Finally, landscape
change might also affect access to areas commonly used for subsistence. The areas documented in the 1987
study do show a wider range of areas used for resource harvesting activities, and include mapped areas of
caribou and moose hunting, the former of which is lacking from this current study as is discussed above.

LocaL COMMENTS AND CONCERNS

Following is a summary of local observations of wild resource populations and trends that were recorded
during the surveys in Egegik. Some households did not offer any additional information during the survey
interviews, so not all households are represented in the summary. In addition, respondents expressed their
concerns about wild resources during the community review meeting of preliminary data. These concerns
have been included in the summary.

Fish

Several comments and concerns were offered about the fish resources in Egegik. It was noted that Chinook
salmon are not as big as they used to be. Climate was brought up several times in regard to salmon being
affected by a warming climate in the bays where they feed and how usually people fish through the
river ice for smelt, but the river did not freeze during the study year. Because of the proximity of the
commercial fisheries, residents usually receive fish from commercial fishermen who give residents fish

from a commercial harvest (known as home pack). Some residents felt that the restrictions and challenges
to commercial fishing are negatively affecting them through less sharing.

Large Land Mammals

The loss of caribou hunting opportunity and competition with sport hunters for the moose resource were the
main concerns voiced. A few respondents felt that the lack of hunting opportunities was keeping the next
generation from learning how and where to hunt and to take care of the harvest. One respondent felt that the
December moose hunt should be opened later or earlier to better take advantage of the weather; an earlier
opening might allow travel on open waterways or, conversely, a later season might allow travel on frozen
waterways. Other respondents commented on the decline of caribou, noting that in the 1960s hundreds of
thousands of caribou could be seen crossing the river by the ADF&G camp. Economic opportunities were
envisioned by a few residents based on hunting, including selling ADF&G-recovered horns and walrus
ivory rather than letting it rot, and reindeer herding.

Small Land Mammals/Furbearers

The only comments offered under this category of harvests is that residents used to see abundant porcupines,
but they are not seen any longer.

Birds and Eggs

Several respondents commented that during the study year there were not many ptarmigan around and
suggested that 2014 was too warm for them. Another respondent commented that birds did not lay their
eggs when they usually do.
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Marine Invertebrates

Only one respondent commented on marine invertebrates and that was to note that butter clams are available
around Egegik, but the respondent misses razor clams since they can only be found on the Pacific Ocean

side of the peninsula.

Vegetation

The study year and several previous years had been poor berry harvest years. Several respondents attributed
the lack of berries to low snow in the winters and less precipitation.
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3. PILOT POINT

CoMMUNITY BACKGROUND

Pilot Point is situated on a high bluff rising above Ugashik Bay (Plate 3-1). The bay is on the north side
of the Alaska Peninsula, which stretches 475 miles southwest from Iliamna Lake to Unimak Island in the
Aleutian Chain. The Aleutian Range separates the part of the peninsula that drains into the Pacific Ocean
to the southeast from the remainder, which is located in the Bristol Bay watershed. The north side of the
peninsula is a broad, flat plain that slopes gently to the sea; there are few breaks in this coastline except for
bays at the mouths of the large rivers, including the Ugashik River. There are many small lakes throughout
the area. The landscape is predominantly treeless tundra supporting hardy ground cover such as lichens,
mosses, and sedges, as well as patches of willow, alder, and cottonwood trees along streambanks. The
northern side of the peninsula is a transitional climate zone between maritime and continental climates.
Fog, drizzle, clouds, and strong winds are common. Temperatures rarely rise above 60° Fahrenheit in the
summer, though the temperature can drop to below 0° Fahrenheit in the winter.

The earliest evidence of human habitation in the Bristol Bay side of the Alaska Peninsula dates to
approximately 7000 B.C. at Ugashik. The first peoples there were hunters of land mammals, especially
caribou. The site of Pilot Point was probably a hunting, fishing, and trapping camp in the early 1800s, but
there is very little information about the population of the study area at the time that Europeans arrived
in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. According to Oswalt (1967), the inhabitants were “Peninsular
Eskimos” speaking an unknown dialect of Yupik. Like other inhabitants of the Bering Sea coast, these
people probably had a diversified foraging economy based on marine mammal hunting, caribou hunting,
and salmon fishing. Russians arrived in the Aleutian Islands and Alaska Peninsula in the mid-18th century,
establishing a fur trade. The British Captain James Cook led the first known European exploration of Bristol
Bay in 1778. In 1790, a Russian explorer, Dmitri Bocharov, traveled the north coast of the Alaska Peninsula
from Unimak Island to the Kvichak River, and then portaged across the peninsula to the Pacific Ocean (Fall
and Morris 1987:16). Following this, the Russians established a fur trade in the Bristol Bay and northern
Alaska Peninsula areas. A Russian Orthodox mission grew out of a Russian post at Nushagak Bay, drawing
Alaska Natives into the fur trade and converting them to the Russian Orthodox faith.

After Alaska passed into American ownership in 1867, the next major development in Bristol Bay was the
commercial salmon fishing industry. A salmon saltery was established in 1900 near the present-day site
of Pilot Point. This was called “Pilot Station” after the river pilots who guided boats to the large cannery
at Ugashik. The first school was built in the community in 1909. In 1918, the Alaska Packers Association
built a three-line cannery. An influenza epidemic, which also occurred in 1918, decimated the local Alaska
Native population: only one family survived out of 120 residents. In 1923, Inupiaq from Teller moved to
Pilot Point in a failed attempt to establish a reindeer herd nearby. A U.S. post office was established in 1933,
at which time the name of the community changed from Pilot Station to Pilot Point. The cannery ceased
operations in 1958; since that time, fishermen in the district sell their catches to floating processors or to the
canneries in Egegik, Naknek, South Naknek, and Dillingham.

In 1979, Pilot Point joined the new Lake and Peninsula Borough and in 1982 was incorporated as a second-
class city. In 2014, the study year for this research, the community had a post office, a K—12 school, a
small food and supply store, tribal and city offices, a health clinic, two churches (Russian Orthodox and
Seventh Day Adventist), and a bulk fuel storage facility. A Village Public Safety Officer was stationed in the
community. A State-owned gravel runway accommodated regularly scheduled flights from King Salmon
and a dock was available at Dago Creek. Residents relied on seasonal barge service and year-round air
service for food, fuel, and supplies. Water came from individual wells and cisterns while individual septic
systems took care of sewage. Homes were heated by fuel oil and electricity was provided by a diesel power
plant and a wind turbine. A former cannery and its buildings situated at the bottom of the bluff lining the
community was in part being used for storage and seasonal camps for commercial salmon fishermen in the
summer.
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Plate 3-1.—Community of Pilot Point.

SEASONAL ROUND

Seasonal rounds are descriptions of resource harvesting patterns by residents of a particular geographic
location that follow a generally predictable yearly cycle of activities. These activities, and the timing, vary
slightly from year to year because of environmental factors like weather and resource availability, or non-
environmental factors like changes in regulations or land ownership. The following information on the
seasonal round in Pilot Point draws heavily from work done by James Fall and Judith Morris in the early
1980s (Fall and Morris 1987), with updated information from the present study where relevant.

It is evident from Figure 3-1 that the harvesting activities engaged in throughout the year tend to remain
concentrated on the lands and waters surrounding Pilot Point. The harvest year begins with the breakup of
ice in the rivers and Ugashik Bay, usually in March or April. This is a time for hunting migratory waterfowl
such as ducks, geese, and cranes.! Springtime is also the time for digging clams and cockles during the
seasonal low tides. Households also search for the nests of ducks, gulls, and terns to collect eggs. Although
no tern egg harvests were reported by surveyed Pilot Point households in 2014, bird egg harvest survey
results from previous years indicate that tern eggs continued to be collected after research was conducted
in the 1980s (Naves 2010:77, 149, 184-185). With the coming of summer, salmon return to Bristol Bay
drainages, including the Ugashik River system. Households in Pilot Point begin focusing on preparation
for the approaching subsistence and commercial fishing seasons. Chinook salmon are the first to arrive,
usually in June. Local residents fish for Chinook salmon near the community with setnets and remove fish
from their commercial catches. Commercial and subsistence fishing continues through July, concentrating
on sockeye salmon with incidental harvests of Chinook, chum, and pink salmon. Starting toward the end of
August, some commercial fishermen will harvest coho salmon, which can be a major source of salmon for

1. See Naves (2010:1) for background information on how the 1918 Migratory Bird Treaty Act restricted migratory
bird hunting and subsequent amendments opened spring and summer hunting in 2003.
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home use. Coho salmon are also taken in subsistence setnets. Several other resources, such as Dolly Varden,
cod, or Pacific halibut, can be taken incidentally in subsistence setnets. During the height of the summer, the
first berries ripen and are picked, often as a family activity. Berry picking continues through the summer.

In the fall, waterfowl! hunting occurs as these birds pass through the region. When the caribou herds were
in the region, fall was a good time to hunt because the bulls were fat and hunters could potentially use
skiffs for transportation to hunting grounds. A disadvantage of hunting caribou in the fall was the difficulty
of preserving the meat in warm weather, so sharing of caribou at this time of the year was very common.
However, as described previously in Chapter 1, the Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd population
became depressed in the late 1980s, spurring years of regulatory hunting restrictions in the local area, and
caribou hunting has fallen out of the seasonal round for most residents. An early moose season provides
hunting opportunity in September and some families fish for spawning sockeye salmon, locally referred to
as “fall” or “red” fish, at this time.

As the weather turns cold and lakes and rivers freeze, households may jig through the ice for smelt and
landlocked salmon through the winter. Some hunters search for moose during the December open season
or trap furbearers. Winter activities continue until warmer weather arrives. When caribou were available
and harvest was allowed, hunters would pursue caribou through the winter months and into the spring. In
spring, a new round of resource harvesting activities begins.
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Table 3-1.—Population estimates, Pilot Point, 2010 and 2014.

5-year American Community

Survey This study
Census (2010-2014) (2014)
(2010) Estimate Range” Estimate Rangeb
Total population
Households 27 25.0 18-32 23.0
Population 68 47.0 32-62 63.6 52-175
Alaska Native
Population 57 45.0 30-60 53.9 42 - 65
Percentage 83.8% 95.7% 63.8% —100.0% 84.8%  66.7% — 100.0%

Sources U.S. Census Bureau (n.d.) for decennial census data, and for American Community Survey (ACS)
2014 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for 2014
estimate.

Note Division of Subsistence household survey eligibility requirements differ from those used by ACS.

a. ACS data range is the reported margin of error.

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

PoOPULATION ESTIMATES AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

This study estimated that 64 individuals lived in 23 Pilot Point households during 2014; 85% of the
estimated population identified as Alaska Native (Table 3-1). These estimates of the overall population as
well as the Alaska Native population are comparable to the five-year American Community Survey estimate
from 2010-2014 and the 2010 decennial census estimate (Figure 3-2). Since 1950, the population of Pilot
Point has remained relatively stable, fluctuating around 70 people (Figure 3-3).

Of the 23 year-round households in Pilot Point, 17, or 74%, were surveyed (Table 3-2). Based on this
sample, there was an estimated average of three people living in a household during the study period, with
a maximum number of eight occupants and a minimum of one. Residents averaged 36 years of age; the
youngest resident of any surveyed household was less than 1 year old and the oldest was 76 years old. An
average resident of Pilot Point had lived in the community for 23 years; household heads had generally
lived longer in the community, with an average length of residency of 33 years. Members of the community
were predominantly born in Pilot Point (43%) (Table 3-3). Other places of birth included another U.S.
state, Russian Mission, Anchorage, and other Alaska communities. Fewer locations were identified as the
birthplaces of household heads; the most common location was Pilot Point (35%), then another U.S. state
(15%), followed equally by Anchorage, Port Heiden, Russian Mission, and Nondalton (Table 3-4). The
age distribution of Pilot Point residents in 2014 was relatively equal with just less than one-half of the
population being younger than 35 years old and one-half being 40 or older; no residents were between 35
and 39 years old (Table 3-5). There were slightly more men than women in 2014 and though the distribution
of genders among the age cohorts were similar, there were several age groups that were exclusively one
gender; the most notable cohorts in which this occurred were 0—4 and 55-59 (Table 3-5; Figure 3-4).
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Table 3-2.-Sample and demographic characteristics, Pilot Point, 2014.

Community
Characteristics Pilot Point
Sampled households 17
Eligible households 23
Percentage sampled 73.9%
Sampled population 47
Estimated community population 63.6
Household size
Mean 2.8
Minimum 1
Maximum 8
Age
Mean 36.4
Minimum?® 0
Maximum 76
Median 41.5
Length of residency
Total population
Mean 22.7
Minimum? 0
Maximum 70
Heads of household
Mean 33.0
Minimum? 1
Maximum 70
Alaska Native
Estimated households”
Number 18.9
Percentage 82.4%
Estimated population
Number 53.9
Percentage 84.8%

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

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

b. The estimated number of households in which at
least one head of household is Alaska Native.
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Table 3-3.-Birthplaces of population, Pilot Point, 2014.

Birthplace Percentage

Aleknagik 2.1%
Anchorage 8.5%
Homer 4.3%
Juneau 2.1%
Kodiak City 4.3%
Manokotak 2.1%
Nondalton 4.3%
Pilot Point 42.6%
Port Heiden 4.3%
Russian Mission 8.5%
Ilnik 2.1%
Kanatak 2.1%
Other U.S. 10.6%
Missing 2.1%

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

Note "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

Table 3-4.-Birthplaces of household heads, Pilot Point, 2014.

Birthplace Percentage

Anchorage 7.7%
Homer 3.8%
Manokotak 3.8%
Nondalton 7.7%
Pilot Point 34.6%
Port Heiden 7.7%
Russian Mission 7.7%
Ilnik 3.8%
Kanatak 3.8%
Other U.S. 15.4%
Missing 3.8%

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

Note "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the
parents of the individual when the individual was born.
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Table 3-5.—Population profile, Pilot Point, 2014.

Male Female Total
Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative
Age Number  Percentage percentage Number  Percentage percentage Number  Percentage percentage
0-4 5.4 15.4% 15.4% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 5.4 8.5% 8.5%
5-9 14 3.8% 19.2% 4.1 14.3% 14.3% 54 8.5% 17.0%
10-14 14 3.8% 23.1% 14 4.8% 19.0% 2.7 4.3% 21.3%
15-19 2.7 7.7% 30.8% 0.0 0.0% 19.0% 2.7 4.3% 25.5%
20-24 2.7 7.7% 38.5% 54 19.0% 38.1% 8.1 12.8% 38.3%
25-29 1.4 3.8% 42.3% 0.0 0.0% 38.1% 1.4 2.1% 40.4%
30-34 0.0 0.0% 42.3% 4.1 14.3% 52.4% 4.1 6.4% 46.8%
35-39 0.0 0.0% 42.3% 0.0 0.0% 52.4% 0.0 0.0% 46.8%
40-44 2.7 7.7% 50.0% 2.7 9.5% 61.9% 5.4 8.5% 55.3%
45-49 2.7 7.7% 57.7% 2.7 9.5% 71.4% 5.4 8.5% 63.8%
50-54 1.4 3.8% 61.5% 1.4 4.8% 76.2% 2.7 4.3% 68.1%
55-59 5.4 15.4% 76.9% 0.0 0.0% 76.2% 5.4 8.5% 76.6%
60-64 2.7 7.7% 84.6% 2.7 9.5% 85.7% 5.4 8.5% 85.1%
65-69 14 3.8% 88.5% 2.7 9.5% 95.2% 4.1 6.4% 91.5%
70-74 0.0 0.0% 88.5% 14 4.8% 100.0% 14 2.1% 93.6%
75-79 2.7 7.7% 96.2% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 2.7 4.3% 97.9%
80-84 0.0 0.0% 96.2% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 97.9%
85-89 0.0 0.0% 96.2% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 97.9%
90-94 0.0 0.0% 96.2% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 97.9%
95-99 0.0 0.0% 96.2% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 97.9%
100-104 0.0 0.0% 96.2% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 97.9%
Missing 14 3.8% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 1.4 2.1% 100.0%
Total 35.2 100.0% 100.0% 28.4 100.0% 100.0% 63.6 100.0% 100.0%
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Missing
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Figure 3-4.—Population profile, Pilot Point, 2014.
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Figure 3-5.—Top income sources, Pilot Point, 2014.

INcOME AND CASH EMPLOYMENT

During the study period, the majority (61%) of income in Pilot Point originated in the local government
sector (Figure 3-5). No other source contributed a significant amount of income more than another. Total
community income was split between earned income (76%) and other sources (24%) (Table 3-6); this is
about average in comparison to the other study communities (Table 2-6; Table 4-5). Alaska Permanent Fund
dividends, the largest contributor to the other income sources, paid $1,884 per person in 2014.2 Dividends
from Native corporations, pension/retirement, Social Security, and unemployment were the other identified
sources contributing more than 1% to the overall income estimate. The average household income in 2014
was $62,117 while the median household income was significantly lower at $29,916 (Table 3-6; Figure
3-6). At the individual level, per capita income in Pilot Point was $22,468 in 2014, which was slightly
higher than per capita income in Egegik but lower than in Ugashik (Table 1-8).

Looking just at jobs and earned income, rather than total community income, Table 3-7 shows that the
local government sector of the economy contributed nearly 81% to wage earnings in 2014. Services sector
jobs, fishing, and the federal government accounted for 5%—7% each. The federal government contributed
more to wage earnings than the retail trade or transportation sectors but did not contribute more jobs or
employ more households or individuals. Jobs in the community tended to be either part time (40%) or full
time (33%), followed by on-call (23%) (Table 3-8). Seventy-four percent of working-age adults (age 16 or
older) and 82% of households were employed in 2014 (Table 3-9). On average, adults living in employed
households worked 3.5 jobs combined; employed adults were employed for an average of nine months of
the year, with 58% of employed adults employed year-round.

2. Alaska Department of Revenue, Permanent Fund Dividend Division, “Summary of Dividend Applications &
Payments,” https://pfd.alaska.gov/Division-Info/Summary-of-Applications-and-Payments (accessed March
2020).
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Table 3-6.—Estimated earned and other income, Pilot Point, 2014.

Number Percentage of
of Number Total Mean total
employed of for per community
Income source adults households ~ community -/+ 95% CI household income
Earned income
Local t, includi
ey O ernmen, Meuding 26.0 149  $876,088  $424,734 — $1,579,622 $38,001 61.3%
Services 4.6 41 $76,074 $134 - $240,286 $3,308 5.3%
Qg\r;ﬁ;'t“m forestry, and 122 8.1 $60,885 $10,270 — $134,661 $2,647 4.3%
Federal government 3.1 2.7 $54,682 $13,971 - $161,051 $2,377 3.8%
Transportation, o 31 27 $12,658 $3,434 — $33,113 $550 0.9%
communication, and utilities
Retail trade 3.1 2.7 $6,899 $507 — $19,947 $300 0.5%
Earned income subtotal 36.7 18.9 $1,087,286 $568,811 — $1,810,000 $47,273 76.1%
Other income
';'\fisd';igerma”e”t Fund 203 $90,487 $61,175 — $138,917 $3,934 6.3%
Native corp. dividend 20.3 $84,038 $56,302 — $117,674 $3,654 5.9%
Pension/retirement 2.7 $51,750 $38,250 — $155,250 $2,250 3.6%
Social Security 4.1 $36,823 $27,217 - $90,493 $1,601 2.6%
Other 2.7 $35,176 $26,000 — $102,824 $1,529 2.5%
Unemployment 2.7 $15,001 $11,088 — $42,028 $652 1.1%
Food stamps 2.7 $11,161 $8,249 - $35,714 $485 0.8%
Heating assistance 4.1 $7,619 $5,631 — $19,550 $331 0.5%
Meeting honoraria 14 $4,059 $3,000 - $8,118 $176 0.3%
Per diem/public meeting 14 $2,029 $1,500 — $4,059 $88 0.1%
Fuel voucher 5.4 $1,807 $1,336 — $3,614 $79 0.1%
Veterans assistance 1.4 $986 $729 - $3,910 $43 0.1%
Longevity bonus 2.7 $463 $342 - $2,351 $20 0.0%
TA_NF (temporary cash B 0.0 $0 $0 — $0 $0 0.0%
assistance for needy families)
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Supplemental Security income 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Workers' compensation/insurance 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Disability 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Child support 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Foster care 0.0 $0 $0 — $0 $0 0.0%
Other income subtotal 23.0 $341,400 $240,713 — $475,048 $14,843 23.9%
Community income total $1,428,686 $869,745 — $2,219,179 $62,117 100.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 3-6.—Comparison of median household income estimates, Pilot Point, 2014.
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Table 3-7.—Employment by industry, Pilot Point, 2014.

Employed Employed  Percentage of
Industry Jobs households individuals  wage earnings
Estimated total number 65.8 18.9 36.7
Federal government 4.7% 14.3% 8.3% 5.0%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 3.6%
Technologists and technicians, except health 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 1.4%
Local government, including tribal 60.5% 78.6% 70.8% 80.6%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 4.7% 7.1% 4.2% 3.2%
Teachers, librarians, and counselors 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 3.5%
Writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 2.1%
Technologists and technicians, except health 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 0.1%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 9.3% 28.6% 16.7% 25.5%
Service occupations 20.9% 50.0% 33.3% 26.9%
Mechanics and repairers 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 0.3%
Precision production occupations 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 11.2%
Transportation and material moving occupations 7.0% 14.3% 8.3% 2.8%
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 7.0% 21.4% 12.5% 5.0%
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 18.6% 42.9% 33.3% 5.6%
Agricultural, forestry, and fishing occupations 18.6% 42.9% 33.3% 5.6%
Transportation, communication, and utilities 4.7% 14.3% 8.3% 1.2%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 0.3%
Transportation and material moving occupations 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 0.8%
Retail trade 4.7% 14.3% 8.3% 0.6%
Marketing and sales occupations 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 0.6%
Service occupations 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 0.1%
Services 7.0% 21.4% 12.5% 7.0%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 0.6%
Health technologists and technicians 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 6.4%
Service occupations 2.3% 7.1% 4.2% 0.0%

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

Table 3-8.-Job schedules, Pilot Point, 2014.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households
Schedule Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Full time 214 32.6% 19.9 54.2% 13.5 71.4%
Part time 26.0 39.5% 15.3 41.7% 12.2 64.3%
On-call (occasional) 15.3 23.3% 12.2 33.3% 8.1 42.9%
Schedule not reported 3.1 4.7% 3.1 8.3% 1.4 7.1%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note Respondents who had more than one job in the study year could provide multiple responses, so

the percentages may sum to more than 100%.
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Table 3-9.—-Employment characteristics, Pilot Point, 2014.

Community
Characteristic Pilot Point
All adults
Number 49.8
Mean weeks employed 29.3
Employed adults
Number 36.7
Percentage 73.8%
Jobs
Number 65.8
Mean 1.8
Minimum 1
Maximum 5
Months employed
Mean 9.2
Minimum 2
Maximum 12
Percentage employed year-round 58.3%
Mean weeks employed 39.7
Households
Number 23.0
Employed
Number 18.9
Percentage 82.4%
Jobs per employed household
Mean 35
Minimum 1
Maximum 7
Employed adults
Mean
Employed households 1.9
Total households 1.6
Minimum 1
Maximum 4
Mean person-weeks of employment 63.5

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 3-7.—Responses to questions about food insecure conditions, Pilot Point, 2014.

Foob SECURITY

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, defined
as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen et al.
2012). Based on their responses to these questions, households were broadly categorized as being food
secure or food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were
broken down further into two subcategories—high or marginal food security. Food insecure households
were also divided into two subcategories—Ilow food security or very low food security.

Households with high food security did not report any food access problems or limitations. Households
with marginal food security reported one or two instances of food access problems or limitations—typically
anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but gave little or no indication
of changes in diets or food intake. Households with low food security reported reduced quality, variety, or
desirability of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication of reduced food intake. Households classified as
having very low food security were those that reported multiple instances of disrupted eating patterns and
reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012).

Figure 3-7 summarizes affirmative responses to food insecurity conditions experienced by Pilot Point
households that did not have enough of the kinds of food they wanted to eat. The first five conditions
described in the figure were asked about the overall household while the last five applied only to the adults
in the household and were asked to ascertain the severity of food insecure conditions experienced by the
household. The most common affirmative answer was in response to the question asking whether the store-
bought food lasted and if the household could not get more (59%). The next most affirmative responses
were to similar questions posed about the household’s subsistence food (47%) or overall food (47%). Other
conditions garnering high percentages of affirmative responses included that the household worried about
having enough food (41%) and that adults in the household ate less than they felt they should (33%). Fewer
households agreed with the final five conditions represented in the chart; however, more than one-fifth of
households still felt that several of these instances applied to their households during 2014.
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Figure 3-8.—Comparison of food security categories, Pilot Point, Alaska, and United States, 2014.

Table 3-10.—Households’ assessments of food security conditions, Pilot Point, 2014.

Percentage of

Statement households

Had enough of the kinds of food desired 11.8%
Had enough food, but not the desired kind 76.5%
Sometimes, or often, did not have enough food 11.8%
Missing/No response 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Food security results for surveys for Pilot Point, the state of Alaska, and the United States are summarized
in Figure 3-8. Fewer households in Pilot Point experienced high and marginal food security than households
across Alaska or the nation. While 88% of Alaska households were termed food secure, only 71% of Pilot
Point households were designated similarly for 2014. There were greater percentages of households in Pilot
Point experiencing low food security and very low food security as compared to the state and nation: 12%
of households had low food security while 18% of households had very low food security. Compared to the
other study communities, a smaller proportion of households in Pilot Point were food secure, and a higher
proportion of households were experiencing very low food security than in the other communities.

Table 3-10 shows, by percentage of sampled households, assessment results regarding eating desired types
of food during the study year. Approximately three-quarters (77%) of Pilot Point households had enough
food but not necessarily the kinds of food households desired. Also, 12% of households equally either had
enough desired foods, or did not have enough food. Figure 3-9 portrays the mean number of food insecure
conditions per household by food security category by month. Figure 3-10 shows which months households
reported foods not lasting. Food secure households experienced little change in food insecure conditions
over the course of the year (Figure 3-9). Food insecure households experienced a distinct seasonal trend that
was more pronounced for households with very low food security. The most insecure conditions occurred
during the winter months, before decreasing during the summer months, and increasing as winter came
again. Salmon, a staple of Pilot Point households, begin returning at the beginning of summer concurrent
with a drop in the occurrence of food insecure conditions. Recent experience with poor hunting success, as
will be discussed below, contributed to a growing number of food insecure conditions starting in the fall and
spanning winter months when subsistence foods are generally unavailable and store-bought food choices
may be limited and expensive. Also, during this time of year, households may be faced with the choice of
spending limited financial resources on fuel to heat their home or on purchasing food from the store.

A similar seasonal pattern was observed in the months in which foods did not last, whether the foods were
store-bought or from subsistence resources (Figure 3-10). Late winter/early spring months were when the
most households reported running out of foods; this is the time of year when households are getting to the
end of the supply of subsistence foods they put up the previous summer or fall, income saved from summer
employment may be running low, and weather conditions can prevent grocery store replenishment. During
the summer months, no households reported subsistence foods running out, but as the fall advanced into
winter there was another uptick in instances of store-bought and subsistence foods not lasting.
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SUMMARY OF HARVEST AND USE PATTERNS

Individual Participation in the Harvesting and Processing of Wild Resources

Figure 3-11 and Table 3-11 report the expanded levels of individual participation in the harvesting and
processing of wild resources by all Pilot Point residents in 2014. Overall, 74% of residents participated
in harvesting activities—either hunting, fishing, trapping, or gathering resources. More residents (59%)
participated in gathering vegetation than any other resource category, but participation in salmon fishing
(57%) was a close second. Approximately one-quarter of Pilot Point residents hunted large game (22%)
or hunted birds or gathered bird eggs (26%), with smaller percentages of people hunting marine mammals
(7%) or hunting and trapping small land mammals (7%). For almost every resource category, more people
participated in the processing of resources than harvest activities. Vegetation is the only resource category
for which more people harvested than processed; this is likely because picking berries and gathering plants
can be a family activity easily involving all ages of family members, but processing often falls to just a few
household members.
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Table 3-11.—Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Pilot Point, 2014.

Total number of people 63.6
Fish
Fish
Number 35.9
Percentage 56.5%
Process
Number 38.7
Percentage 60.9%
Large land mammals
Hunt
Number 13.8
Percentage 21.7%
Process
Number 16.6
Percentage 26.1%

Small land mammals
Hunt or trap

Number 4.1
Percentage 6.5%
Process
Number 8.3
Percentage 13.0%
Marine mammals
Hunt
Number 4.1
Percentage 6.5%
Process
Number 55
Percentage 8.7%
Birds and eggs
Hunt/gather
Number 16.6
Percentage 26.1%
Process
Number 194
Percentage 30.4%
Vegetation
Gather
Number 37.3
Percentage 58.7%
Process
Number 26.3
Percentage 41.3%
Any resource
Attempt harvest
Number 47.4
Percentage 74.5%
Process
Number 46.0
Percentage 72.3%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Harvest and Use of Wild Resources at the Household Level

Figure 3-12 shows by resource category the percentages of households that used, attempted to harvest, and
harvested wild foods. More than one-half of the households in the community used all resource categories
except for small land mammals (24%) and marine mammals (35%). Every household in Pilot Point used
salmon in 2014. For almost every resource category, significantly more households used a resource than
harvested it; similar percentages of households used and harvested small land mammals and vegetation.
Sharing of resources is a key characteristic of subsistence communities and is clearly displayed here.

With some notable exceptions, Pilot Point households experienced high harvest success rates, as seen by
similar proportions of households attempting to harvest and harvesting resources from many categories.
Households experienced lower success rates in hunting large land mammals and marine mammals, as well
as in gathering berries. While 29% of households hunted large land mammals, only 6% of households
successfully harvested these resources. Less of a disparity existed for marine mammals and vegetation,
where 12% hunted marine mammals and 6% harvested, and 76% of households attempted to gather
vegetation and 71% of households were successful.

Table 3-12 summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Pilot Point in 2014 at the household
level. The average harvest was 582 Ib usable weight per household, or 211 Ib per person. During the study
year, households harvested an average of seven kinds of resources and used an average of 11 kinds of
resources. The maximum number of resources used by any household was 38. In addition, households gave
away an average of four kinds of resources.
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Table 3-12.—Resource harvest and use characteristics, Pilot Point, 2014.

Characteristic

Mean number of resources used per household
Minimum
Maximum
95% confidence limit ()

Median

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household

Minimum
Maximum
95% confidence limit ()

Median

Mean number of resources harvested per household
Minimum
Maximum
95% confidence limit ()

Median

Mean number of resources received per household
Minimum
Maximum
95% confidence limit ()

Median

Mean number of resources given away per household
Minimum
Maximum
95% confidence limit ()

Median

Household harvest (pounds)
Minimum
Maximum
Mean
Median

Total harvest weight (Ib)

Community per capita harvest (Ib)

Percentage using any resource

Percentage attempting to harvest any resource
Percentage harvesting any resource
Percentage receiving any resource

Percentage giving away any resource

Number of households in sample

Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by

respondents

114

38
19.9%

7.3

24
26.4%

6.8

23
26.7%

5.5

20
23.0%

3.5

16
33.9%

0
4,084
582.0

128

13,385.5
2105
100.0%
94.1%
94.1%
94.1%
70.6%
17

151

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 3-13.—Household specialization, Pilot Point, 2014.

SHARING OF WILD RESOURCES

Household Specialization in Resource Harvesting

Previous studies (Wolfe 1987; Wolfe et al. 2010) have shown that in most rural Alaska communities, a
relatively small portion of households produces most of the community’s fish and wildlife harvests, which
they share with other households. A study of 3,265 households in 66 rural Alaska communities found that
about 33% of the households accounted for 76% of subsistence harvests (Wolfe et al. 2010). Although
overall the set of very productive households was diverse, factors that were associated with higher levels
of subsistence harvests included larger households with a pool of adult male labor, higher wage income,
involvement in commercial fishing, and community location.

As shown in Figure 3-13, in the 2014 study year in Pilot Point, about 73% of the harvests of wild resources
as estimated in pounds usable weight were harvested by 18% of the community’s households. Further
analysis of the study findings, which is beyond the scope of this report, or future studies may identify
characteristics of the highly productive households in Pilot Point.
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HARVEST QUANTITIES AND COMPOSITION

Table 3-13 reports estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Pilot Point residents in 2014 and is
organized first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in pounds usable
weight (see Appendix B for conversion factors®). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any
member of the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken,
given away, or used by a household, and resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter
or trade, through hunting partnerships, or as meat given by hunting guides and non-local hunters. Purchased
foods are not included, but resources such as wood are included because they are an important part of the
subsistence way of life. Differences between harvest and use percentages reflect sharing among households,
which results in a wider distribution of wild foods.

Pilot Point residents harvested a total of 13,386 Ib of wild resources in 2014, which was equal to 211 Ib per
person (Table 3-13). The salmon harvest accounted for nearly three-quarters (74%) of the total harvest by
weight, with 9,952 Ib harvested, or 157 Ib per capita (Figure 3-14; Table 3-13). Following salmon was the
harvest of marine mammals (10%), large land mammals (6%), and birds and eggs (5%). In terms of pounds
harvested, in addition to salmon, Pilot Point households harvested 1,346 Ib of marine mammals (21 Ib per
capita), 731 Ib of large land mammals (12 Ib per capita), and 660 Ib of birds and eggs (10 Ib per capita). The
remainder of the harvest comprised vegetation (2%; 316 Ib, or 5 Ib per capita), marine invertebrates (2%;
241 1b, or 4 1b per capita), nonsalmon fish (1%; 94 Ib, or 2 1b per capita), and small land mammals (less than
1%; 45 Ib, or 1 Ib per capita).

USE AND HARVEST CHARACTERISTICS BY RESOURCE CATEGORY

Households typically use more resources than they harvest because of the prevalence of sharing within and
between communities. Households may share resources with one or many other households, and within
the community or beyond. Households within the community receive resources from one or many other
households residing in the same community or from another community. While most resources are shared,
the extent to which they are shared varies. In Pilot Point in 2014, more than 70% of households shared
a subsistence resource and 94% of households received subsistence resources. On average, a household
gave away four kinds of resources and received six kinds (Table 3-12). Salmon was the resource category
given by the most households (59%), while no households gave nonsalmon fish (most likely because of
the low harvest) (Table 3-13). Other commonly shared resource categories were large land mammals
and birds and eggs, each of which was given by 29% of households, and vegetation, which was shared
by 24% of households. Marine invertebrates, small land mammals, and marine mammals were shared
the least, after nonsalmon fish: 18% of households shared marine invertebrates, 12% shared small game,
and 6% shared marine mammals. The most received resource category was large land mammals: 82% of
households received these resources in 2014. Seventy-seven percent of households received salmon and
no other resource category was received by more than 50% of the community. Marine mammals, birds and
eggs, marine invertebrates and vegetation were received by 24%-35% of households in Pilot Point, while
only 6% of households received small land mammals. Although no households in the community shared
nonsalmon fish, 41% of households received these resources from somewhere else.

Table 3-14 lists the top ranked resources used by households and Figure 3-15 shows the species with
the highest harvests during the 2014 study year. The top resources harvested were predominantly from
the marine environment, while the most used resources were relatively evenly split between marine and
terrestrial resources. Sockeye and coho salmon were harvested in the highest amounts, followed by beluga
whales and moose. No other species composed more than 2% of the overall harvest weight. Resources used
by more than one-half of Pilot Point households included sockeye, coho, and Chinook salmon, along with
moose, ptarmigan, smelt, and crowberries. Interestingly, of the top resource most used, only the top three
composed 5% or more of the overall harvest by weight.

3. Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table but are given a
conversion factor of zero.
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Table 3-13.—Estimated use and harvest of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Pilot Point, 2014.

67T

Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (£)
Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
All resources 100.0 94.1 94.1 94.1 70.6 13,385.5 582.0 210.5 13,385.5 Ib 582.0 47.3
Salmon 100.0 64.7 64.7 76.5 58.8 9,952.4 432.7 156.5 9,952.4 Ib 432.7 54.7
Chum salmon 11.8 5.9 59 5.9 0.0 124.1 5.4 2.0 27.1ind 1.2 108.3
Coho salmon 76.5 52.9 52.9 353 353 2,721.4 118.3 42.8 604.8 ind 26.3 717
Chinook salmon 52.9 29.4 235 29.4 11.8 319.3 13.9 5.0 29.8 ind 13 64.1
Pink salmon 11.8 11.8 11.8 0.0 59 48.4 2.1 0.8 18.9 ind 0.8 93.1
Sockeye salmon 94.1 58.8 58.8 64.7 52.9 6,711.1 291.8 105.5 1,619.5 ind 70.4 51.7
Landlocked salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Spawning coho salmon 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Spawning sockeye salmon 5.9 5.9 59 0.0 0.0 28.0 1.2 0.4 6.8 ind 0.3 108.3
Nonsalmon fish 64.7 29.4 29.4 41.2 0.0 93.7 4.1 15 93.7 Ib 4.1 73.1
Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Pacific herring sac roe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
::‘I;'f'c herring spawnon g 4 0.0 0.0 59 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Pacific herring roe on 5.9 0.0 0.0 59 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
hemlock branches
Capelin (grunion) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Smelt 52.9 17.6 17.6 353 0.0 6.1 0.3 0.1 1.9 gal 0.1 63.5
Pacific (gray) cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Starry flounder 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Pacific halibut 235 11.8 11.8 118 0.0 87.7 3.8 1.4 87.71b 3.8 78.7
Rockfish 0.0 5.9 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sablefish (black cod) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red Irish lord 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sculpin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Salmon shark 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Yellowfin sole 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Alaska blackfish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Burbot 5.9 0.0 0.0 59 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Dolly Varden—freshwater 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Dolly Varden-saltwater 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Northern pike 11.8 0.0 0.0 11.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
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Table 3-13.—Page 2 of 5.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (£)
Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Nonsalmon fish, continued
Rainbow trout 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Steelhead 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Least cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Humpback whitefish 5.9 0.0 0.0 59 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Unknown whitefishes 5.9 0.0 0.0 59 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Large land mammals 82.4 29.4 59 824 294 730.6 31.8 115 730.6 Ib 31.8 108.3
Bison 5.9 0.0 0.0 59 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Caribou 5.9 0.0 0.0 59 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Moose 82.4 29.4 5.9 824 294 730.6 318 115 1.4 ind 0.1 108.3
Small land mammals 235 17.6 17.6 5.9 118 45.3 2.0 0.7 453 Ib 2.0 84.8
Beaver 11.8 11.8 11.8 00 59 23.7 1.0 0.4 9.5 ind 0.4 108.3
Coyote 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Arctic fox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red fox—cross phase 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red fox-red phase 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Snowshoe hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
North American river 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
(land) otter
Lynx 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Marmot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Marten 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Mink 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Muskrat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Porcupine 11.8 11.8 11.8 00 118 21.6 0.9 0.3 2.7 ind 0.1 74.1
Arctic ground (parka) 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
squirrel
Weasel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Gray wolf 5.9 0.0 0.0 59 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Wolverine 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
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Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%

confidence

Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (£)

Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Marine mammals 35.3 11.8 5.9 29.4 5.9 1,346.2 58.5 21.2 1,346.2 Ib 58.5 108.3
Harbor porpoise 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Fur seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Harbor seal 11.8 5.9 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Unknown seal 11.8 0.0 0.0 11.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sea otter 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Steller sea lion 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Beluga whale 23.5 5.9 5.9 17.6 5.9 1,346.2 58.5 21.2 1.4 ind 0.1 108.3
Birds and eggs 70.6 47.1 47.1 353 294 660.4 28.7 10.4 660.4 1b 28.7 54.7
Bufflehead 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Canvasback 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Common eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
King eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Gadwall 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Goldeneye 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Harlequin duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Mallard 235 17.6 17.6 5.9 5.9 22.9 1.0 0.4 14.3 ind 0.6 63.6
Common merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red-breasted merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Long-tailed duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Northern pintail 17.6 17.6 17.6 59 1138 22.4 1.0 0.4 18.7 ind 0.8 80.4
Scaup 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Black scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Northern shoveler 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 5.9 24 0.1 0.0 2.7 ind 0.1 0.0
Green-winged teal 29.4 235 235 59 176 12.9 0.6 0.2 25.9 ind 1.1 62.6
Wigeon 11.8 11.8 11.8 0.0 118 6.2 0.3 0.1 5.7 ind 0.2 77.6
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Brant 17.6 5.9 5.9 11.8 0.0 8.7 0.4 0.1 5.4 ind 0.2 108.3
Canada/cackling goose 35.3 235 235 176 176 216.9 9.4 34 77.5 ind 34 64.3
Canada goose 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Emperor goose 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.3 0.1 2.7 ind 0.1 108.3
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Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (+)
Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Birds and eggs, continued
Snow goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
White-fronted goose 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 5.9 8.7 0.4 0.1 2.7 ind 0.1 0.0
Unknown geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Trumpeter swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sandhill crane 235 23.5 235 00 118 1315 5.7 21 24.4 ind 11 73.1
Common snipe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Grouse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Ptarmigan 58.8 41.2 41.2 235 235 152.6 6.6 24 190.8 ind 8.3 43.1
Duck eggs 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 5.9 45 0.2 0.1 43.3 ind 1.9 108.3
Goose eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Swan eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Gull eggs 35.3 235 235 176 11.8 64.1 2.8 1.0 213.8 ind 9.3 70.9
Murre eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Tern eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Marine invertebrates 58.8 41.2 41.2 235 17.6 240.6 10.5 3.8 240.6 Ib 10.5 56.1
Black (small) chitons 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.0 10.8 0.5 0.2 2.7 gal 0.1 108.3
Butter clams 11.8 59 59 5.9 5.9 60.9 2.6 1.0 20.3 gal 0.9 108.3
Horse clams 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 20.3 0.9 0.3 6.8 gal 0.3 108.3
Pacific littleneck clams 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
(steamers)
Razor clams 17.6 17.6 17.6 0.0 0.0 135 0.6 0.2 4.5 gal 0.2 69.4
Softshell clams 29.4 17.6 17.6 11.8 118 113.6 4.9 1.8 37.9 gal 1.6 65.2
Cockles 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 5.9 20.3 0.9 0.3 6.8 gal 0.3 108.3
Dungeness crab 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red king crab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Tanner crab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Blue mussels 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Octopus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Scallops 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sea urchin 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.0 11 0.0 0.0 2.3 gal 0.1 108.3
Shrimp 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0

-continued-
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Table 3-13.—Page 5 of 5.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (£)
Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Vegetation 76.5 76.5 70.6 353 235 316.3 13.8 5.0 316.3 Ib 13.8 385
Blueberry 35.3 29.4 29.4 59 0.0 78.5 3.4 1.2 19.6 gal 0.9 74.6
Lowbush cranberry 35.3 35.3 35.3 5.9 5.9 106.9 4.6 1.7 26.7 gal 1.2 58.9
Highbush cranberry 11.8 0.0 0.0 11.8 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Crowberry 52.9 52.9 41.2 17.6 5.9 72.7 3.2 11 18.2 gal 0.8 44.3
Nagoonberry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Raspberry 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.4 0.2 0.1 1.4 gal 0.1 108.3
Salmonberry 11.8 5.9 5.9 59 59 21.6 0.9 0.3 5.4 gal 0.2 108.3
Beach asparagus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
tHezdSO” s Bay (Labrador) g 4 5.9 5.9 00 00 14 01 0.0 1.4 gal 0.1 108.3
Lambs quarter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Wild celery 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Beach rye grass 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Wild parsley 17.6 17.6 17.6 0.0 5.9 2.7 0.1 0.0 2.7 gal 0.1 62.8
Other wild greens 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Black seaweed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Bull kelp 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Red seaweed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Sea ribbons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Giant kelp (macrocystis) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Alaria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Unknown seaweed 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 5.9 27.1 1.2 0.4 6.8 gal 0.3 108.3
Wood 29.4 29.4 29.4 00 0.0

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

greater than the percentage of households that used the resource.

a. Summary rows have been converted to pounds usable weight.

Note Blank cells indicate the survey did not collect harvest amount for the resource.

Note Use of a resource obtained during a previous study year may be indicated when the sum of the percentage of households that received and harvested a resource is
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Figure 3-14.—Composition of harvest in pounds usable weight, by resource category, Pilot Point, 2014.

Table 3-14.—Top ranked resources used by households, Pilot Point, 2014.

Percentage of

Rank® Resource households using
1. Sockeye salmon 94.1%
2. Moose 82.4%
3. Coho salmon 76.5%
4. Ptarmigan 58.8%
5. Chinook salmon 52.9%
5. Smelt 52.9%
5. Crowberry 52.9%
8. Canada/cackling goose 35.3%
8. Gull eggs 35.3%
8. Blueberry 35.3%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share the
highest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.
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Figure 3-15.—Top resources harvested by percentage of total harvest in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.
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Figure 3-16.—Composition of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.

Salmon

In 2014, Pilot Point residents harvested 9,952 Ib of salmon; nearly three-quarters (68%) of the harvest
weight came from sockeye salmon, and coho and Chinook salmon contributed 27% and 3%, respectively
(Table 3-13; Figure 3-16). The final 2% of the salmon harvest comprised chum, pink, and spawning
sockeye salmon harvests. Sockeye salmon were used, harvested, and shared by the highest percentage of
households: 59% of households harvested 6,711 Ib of sockeye salmon—equal to 106 Ib per person—and
53% of households shared sockeye salmon. Overall, 94% of households used sockeye salmon and 65%
received this species.

Subsistence set gillnets were used to harvest 2,230 salmon (9,468 Ib) and 77 salmon (485 Ib) were removed
from commercial harvests for home use (Table 3-15). Figure 3-17 is a visual representation of the salmon
harvest weight caught by gear type. An estimated 95% of the salmon harvest weight was caught using
subsistence set gillnets (Table 3-16). For all species except Chinook salmon, set gillnet was the most
commonly used harvest method. All of the chum, coho, and spawning sockeye salmon were caught by set
gillnet, as was 97% of the sockeye salmon harvest weight, and 86% of the pink salmon harvest weight (Table
3-15; Table 3-16). Eighty-six percent of the Chinook salmon harvest was obtained through commercial
removals. Pilot Point residents used no other gear type to harvest salmon in 2014.

Residents used Ugashik Bay as their primary salmon harvesting grounds (Figure 3-18). The coastline of the
bay south of Pilot Point was used, as were several locations along the coast to the north of the community.
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Table 3-15.—Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Pilot Point, 2014.

Subsistence and personal use methods

Subsistence and

Removed from personal use gear, any
commercial catch Set gillnet Seine Dip net Other method method Rod and reel Any method
Resource Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds  Number  Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 771  484.5  2,229.6 9,467.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,229.6  9,467.9 0.0 0.0 2,306.8 9,952.4
Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 271 1241 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.1 124.1 0.0 0.0 271 1241
Coho salmon 0.0 0.0 604.8 2,721.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 604.8 2,7214 0.0 0.0 604.8 2,721.4
Chinook salmon 257 2758 4.1 435 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 43.5 0.0 0.0 29.8 3193
Pink salmon 2.7 6.9 16.2 415 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.2 415 0.0 0.0 18.9 48.4
Sockeye salmon 48.7 2018 1,570.8 6,509.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,570.8  6,509.2 0.0 0.0 11,6195 6,711.1
Landlocked salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Spawning coho salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Spawning sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 6.8 28.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 28.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 28.0
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note The harvested number of salmon is represented as individual fish harvested.
I
Sockeye salmon 6,711
Coho salmon 2,721
< Chinook salmon |1 319
e
©
v Chum salmon | 124
Pink salmon | 48
Spawning sockeye salmon | 28
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 7,000 8,000

Estimated total pounds harvested

# Removed from commercial catch ® Set gillnet
 Other subsistence methods & Dip net
& Rod and reel  Seine

Figure 3-17 —Estimated harvest of salmon in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource, Pilot Point, 2014.




Table 3-16.—Estimated percentages of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total salmon harvest, Pilot Point, 2014.

8¢1

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and

Percentage  commercial personal use gear,
Resource base catch Set gillnet Seine Dip net Other method any method Rod and reel  Any method
Salmon Gear type 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Resource 4.9% 95.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 95.1% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 4.9% 95.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 95.1% 0.0% 100.0%
Chum salmon Gear type 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 1.2%
Resource 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 1.2%
Coho salmon Gear type 0.0% 28.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 28.7% 0.0% 27.3%
Resource 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 0.0% 27.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 27.3% 0.0% 27.3%
Chinook salmon Gear type 56.9% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 3.2%
Resource 86.4% 13.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.6% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 2.8% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 3.2%
Pink salmon Gear type 1.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.5%
Resource 14.3% 85.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 85.7% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.5%
Sockeye salmon Gear type 41.7% 68.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 68.8% 0.0% 67.4%
Resource 3.0% 97.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 97.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 2.0% 65.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 65.4% 0.0% 67.4%
Landlocked salmon Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Spawning coho Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
salmon Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Spawning sockeye Gear type 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%
salmon Resource 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 3-19.—Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.

Nonsalmon Fish

Pilot Point residents harvested only two kinds of nonsalmon fish in 2014: Pacific halibut, which made up
94% of the harvest by weight, and smelt, accounting for the remaining 6% (Figure 3-19). The nonsalmon
fish harvest contributed less than 2 Ib per capita, with a 1.4 Ib per capita harvest of Pacific halibut and a
0.1 Ib per capita harvest of smelt (Table 3-13). Despite these small harvest amounts, the two species were
used by many households. More than one-half (53%) of households used smelt and 24% used Pacific
halibut. Eighteen percent and 12% of households harvested the two species, respectively. Along with these
species, several other nonsalmon fish were used by Pilot Point households. Other used species included
northern pike, used by 12% of households, as well as Pacific herring eggs on branches and kelp, burbot,
humpback whitefish, and unknown whitefishes, all of which were used by 6% of households. Six percent
of households attempted to harvest rockfish but had no success. No household gave away nonsalmon fish,
but several received these species, either from unsurveyed households within the community or from
other communities. The largest percentage of households received smelt (35%), while 12% of households
received Pacific halibut and northern pike, and 6% received the remaining nonsalmon fish species that were
used.

An estimated total of 60 1b of nonsalmon fish were harvested using rod and reel gear, and 29 1b were obtained
through commercial removals (Table 3-17). Figure 3-20 is a visual representation of the nonsalmon fish
harvest weight caught by gear type. As estimated in total pounds of fish, 64% of the nonsalmon fish harvest
was caught using rod and reel gear (Table 3-18). Pacific halibut were harvested most commonly with rod
and reel gear (67% of harvest weight); the remaining 33% came from commercial removals. In contrast,
81% of the smelt harvest weight was taken by ice fishing and just 19% of the harvest was from rod and reel.

Nonsalmon fish were harvested from several locations along the Ugashik River (Figure 3-21). Pacific
halibut were harvested from Kachemak Bay, which is not depicted on Figure 3-21.
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Table 3-17.—Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Pilot Point, 2014.

Subsistence and personal use methods

Subsistence and

T€T

Removed from personal use gear,
commercial catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing Other method any method Rod and reel Any method
Resource Unit® Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number’ Pounds Number® Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 29.2 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 4.9 59.6 93.7
Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pacific herring sac roe gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
i:ﬁ;ﬂc herring spawnon 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
Pacific herring roe on gal 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00
hemlock branches
Capelin (grunion) gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Smelt gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15 4.9 0.0 0.0 15 4.9 0.3 1.1 1.9 6.1
Pacific (gray) cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Starry flounder ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pacific halibut Ib 29.2 29.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 58.4 58.4 87.7 87.7
Rockfish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sablefish (black cod) ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red Irish lord ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sculpin ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Salmon shark ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Yellowfin sole ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Alaska blackfish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dolly Varden- ind 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00
freshwater
Dolly Varden- ind 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
saltwater
Arctic grayling ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rainbow trout ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Steelhead ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Least cisco ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Humpback whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Round whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown whitefishes ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure for harvest number has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.
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Figure 3-20.—Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource, Pilot
Point, 2014.
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Table 3-18.—Estimated percentages of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total nonsalmon fish harvest, Pilot
Point, 2014.

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and
Percentage =~ commercial personal use gear,
Resource base catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing  Other method any method Rod and reel ~ Any method

Nonsalmon fish Gear type 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Resource 31.2% 0.0% 0.0% 5.3% 0.0% 5.3% 63.6% 100.0%
Total 31.2% 0.0% 0.0% 5.3% 0.0% 5.3% 63.6% 100.0%
Pacific herring Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pacific herring sac Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
roe Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pacific herring Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
spawn on kelp Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pacific herring roe on Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
hemlock branches Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Capelin (grunion) Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Smelt Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 1.9% 6.5%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 81.3% 0.0% 81.3% 18.8% 100.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.3% 0.0% 5.3% 1.2% 6.5%
Pacific (gray) cod Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Starry flounder Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pacific halibut Gear type 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 98.1% 93.5%
Resource 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 100.0%
Total 31.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 62.4% 93.5%
Rockfish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sablefish (black cod) Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

-continued-



Table 3-18.—Page 2 of 3.

veT

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and

Percentage =~ commercial personal use gear,
Resource base catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing  Other method any method Rod and reel  Any method
Red Irish lord Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sculpin Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Salmon shark Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Yellowfin sole Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Alaska blackfish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Burbot Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dolly Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Varden—freshwater Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dolly Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Varden-saltwater Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Arctic grayling Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Northern pike Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rainbow trout Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

-continued-
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Table 3-18.—Page 3 of 3.

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and
Percentage =~ commercial personal use gear,
Resource base catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing  Other method any method Rod and reel  Any method
Steelhead Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Least cisco Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Humpback whitefish  Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Round whitefish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Unknown whitefishes Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Table 3-19.—Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Pilot Point, 2014.

Estimated harvest by month

Resource Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk Total
All large land mammals 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 14 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
Bison 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00O 00O 00 00 00 00 0.0
Brown bear 00 00 00 00 00 00 00O 00O 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Caribou 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00O 00O 00 00 00 00 0.0
Caribou, male 00 00 00 00 00 00 00O 00O 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Caribou, female 00 00 00 00O 00O 00O 00O 00O 00O 00 00 00 o00 0.0
Caribou, unknown sex 00 00 0O 00O OO OO 0O OO 0O 00 00 00 00 0.0
Moose 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 14 00 00 00 00 0.0 1.4
Moose, bull 00 00 00 00 00O 00O 00O 14 00 00 00 00 00 1.4
Moose, cow 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00O 00O 00 00 00 00 0.0
Moose, unknown sex 00 00 00O 00 OO OO 0O OO 0O 00 00 0.0 00 0.0

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

Large Land Mammals

Moose composed the entire large land mammal harvest by Pilot Point residents in 2014. While 29% of
households attempted to harvest a moose, only 6% of households successfully did so (Table 3-13). Most
households (82%) used moose, and sharing of this resource was widespread with 29% of households giving
away moose and 82% of households receiving it. An estimated 731 Ib of moose were harvested, which
equaled approximately 12 Ib of moose per capita. Only one bull moose was reported harvested (because not
all households were interviewed, the estimated harvest was 1.4 moose) and it was taken during the month
of August (Table 3-19).* Although moose was the only large land mammal species harvested in 2014, some
households received and used other species: 6% of households received bison and caribou (Table 3-13).
No Pilot Point households shared these resources. Comments offered during the surveys indicated many
households wish for a return of the caribou to the area so they could be hunted as in the past. Additionally,
in 2014, many respondents noted a lack of moose locally available, leading to less hunter success but also
less sharing of moose meat by guides who were also unsuccessful.

Residents sought and harvested moose from a large area to the north and east of Pilot Point, between the
Ugashik River and the Bristol Bay coastline (Figure 3-22). Nonlocally, hunting occurred on the Kenai
Peninsula, although the area was not depicted on the map.

4. The harvest database WinfoNet also indicated one moose was harvested by a Pilot Point resident in 2014 (database
accessed June 2018).
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Point, 2014.

Small Land Mammals/Furbearers

Small land mammals were used by less than one-quarter of households in Pilot Point in 2014: 24% of
households used these species, 18% of households harvested them, 12% of households gave some away, and
6% of households received them (Table 3-13). Beavers and porcupines composed the small land mammal
harvest in 2014: 78% of the harvest (by numbers of animals) was beaver and 22% was porcupine (Figure
3-23). Both of these animals were harvested for food, as well as fur in the case of beavers. Twenty-four
pounds of beavers (approximately 10 animals) and 22 Ib of porcupines (approximately three animals) were
harvested; these harvests each equal less than one-half pound per capita (Table 3-13). Beavers were harvested
predominantly in March, with a smaller harvest occurring during November (Table 3-20). Porcupines were
harvested equally in May and September. Equal percentages of households used, attempted to harvest, and
harvested both porcupines and beavers (12%); however, 12% of households shared porcupines while 6%
shared beavers (Table 3-13). Additionally, 6% of households used gray wolves, which were received from
another household. No households in Pilot Point received porcupines or beavers, and none shared gray
wolves.

Pilot Point residents sought and harvested small land mammals around the community, as well as a few
miles to the east toward the Ugashik River (Figure 3-24).
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Table 3-20.—Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Pilot Point, 2014.

Estimated harvest by month
Resource Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk Total

ot

All small land mammals 00 00 68 00 14 00 00 00 14 00 27 00 0.0 12.2

Beaver 00 00 68 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 27 00 00 95
Coyote 00 00 00 00 00 00 0O 0O 00O 00 00 00 00 0.0
Arctic fox 00 00 0O 00 0O 00 00O 00O 00O 00 00O 00 o00 0.0
Red fox—cross phase 00 00 0O 00O OO0 0O 0O 00O 00O 00 00 00 00 0.0
Red fox-red phase 00 00 00O 00 0O 00 0O 00 00O 00 00O 00 OO0 0.0
Snowshoe hare 00 00 00 00 00 00O 00O 00O 00O 00 00 00 o00 0.0

North American river

00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
(land) otter
Lynx 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
Marmot 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Marten 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
Mink 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0
Muskrat 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
Porcupine 00 00 00 00 14 00 00 00 14 00 00 00 0.0 2.7
grjitr'rce?m“”d (parka) 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Weasel 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Gray wolf 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
Wolverine 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 3-24.—Hunting and trapping locations of small land mammals/furbearers, Pilot Point, 2014.




Table 3-21.—Estimated marine mammal harvests by month and sex, Pilot Point, 2014.

Estimated harvest by month

Resource Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk  Total
All marine mammals 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 14 00 00 00 00 14
Harbor porpoise 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Fur seal 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Harbor seal 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0

Harbor seal, male 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0

Harbor seal, female 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0

':e";‘(rbor seal, unknown 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Unknown seal 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Sea otter 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Steller sea lion 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Walrus 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0
Beluga whale 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 14 00 00 00 00 1.4

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

Marine Mammals

Marine mammals were used by approximately one-third of households in Pilot Point in 2014 (Table 3-13).
Resources used included beluga whales (used by 24% of households), harbor seals and other unspecified
seals (both used by 12% of households), and sea otters (used by 6% of households). No households hunted
sea otters or unspecified seals and the households that used the resources reported receiving them. For
harbor seals, 6% of households hunted them but were unsuccessful and 6% of households received harbor
seals from others. The other households that used harbor seals reported obtaining them through salvage.

Beluga whales composed the entirety of the marine mammal harvest, conducted by 6% of households: 1,346
Ib were harvested, or 21 Ib per capita. Beluga whales were harvested during the month of September (Table
3-21). Beluga whales were also the only marine mammal resource that was shared: 6% of household gave
beluga whale away and 18% received beluga whale (Table 3-13). It is highly likely that those households
that shared beluga whale also shared with households outside of the community and this sharing dynamic
is not represented in the table.

Households searched for and harvested marine mammals in the Dog Salmon River and in the northern
portion of Ugashik Bay near the Dago Creek mouth (Figure 3-25).
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Figure 3-25.—Hunting locations of marine mammals, Pilot Point, 2014.




Northern pintail Green-winged teal
3% 2%
Mallard | / Canai&:)/(():::kling
0,
Other
%
Gull eggs
10%
Ptarmigan______ —_ Sandhill crane
23% 20%
Note The "other" category includes species that each contributed less than 2% to the total birds and eggs
harvest weight.

Figure 3-26.—Composition of bird and bird egg harvest in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.

Birds and Eggs

Pilot Point residents harvested a variety of birds and bird eggs (Figure 3-26). By weight, Canada/cackling
geese contributed the largest percentage to the overall harvest at 33% of the total. This was followed by the
harvest of ptarmigan at 23%, sandhill cranes at 20%, and gull eggs at 10% of the birds and eggs harvest
weight. No other species of bird or egg contributed more than 10% to the overall harvest. There were four
resources that provided at least 1 Ib per capita: Canada/cackling geese (3 Ib), ptarmigan (2 1b), sandhill
cranes (2 Ib), and an estimated harvested 214 gull eggs (1 1b) (Table 3-13).

Overall, 71% of households used birds and bird eggs (Table 3-13). The most used individual species was
ptarmigan, of which 59% of households used. Ptarmigan were followed by gull eggs and Canada/cackling
geese, with 35% of households using these resources, and green-winged teals, sandhill cranes, and mallards
were used by the next most households (24%—-29%). Several resources were used by only 6% of households,
including northern shovelers, gadwalls, Canada geese, emperor geese, white-fronted geese, and duck eggs.
Not all of these species were harvested; gadwalls and Canada geese were not harvested but were received
by the same percentage of households that used these species.

Most of the 371 birds harvested were hunted in the fall (244 birds), with summer® harvests (81 birds) and
winter harvests (46 birds) completing the total harvest (Table 3-22). No birds were harvested in the spring.
The winter harvest was dominated by ptarmigan harvests (38 birds), but most ptarmigan (139 individuals)
were harvested during the fall. Other birds primarily harvested in the fall included Canada geese (46 birds),
sandhill cranes (20 birds), and ducks (13 mallards and 12 green-winged teals). In the summer months
(defined as July through September on the survey), Canada goose was the most harvested species with
29 birds harvested, followed by northern pintails, green-winged teals, and ptarmigan (14 birds each). No
more than five of any species of bird for the remainder of the harvests were harvested during any particular
season.

5. On the survey form, seasons of bird harvest were defined as follows: winter—January through April; spring—May
and June; summer—July through September; and fall—October through December.

144



Table 3-22.—Estimated bird harvests by season, Pilot Point, 2014.

Estimated harvest by season

Season

Resource Spring Summer  Fall Winter unknown Total

All birds 0.0 805 244.1 46.0 0.0 370.6
Bufflehead 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Canvasback 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Common eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
King eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gadwall 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Goldeneye 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Harlequin duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mallard 0.0 1.4 12.9 0.0 0.0 14.3
Common merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red-breasted merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Long-tailed duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern pintail 0.0 144 4.3 0.0 0.0 18.7
Scaup 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Black scoter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern shoveler 0.0 14 1.4 0.0 0.0 2.7
Green-winged teal 0.0 14.4 115 0.0 0.0 25.9
Wigeon 0.0 1.4 4.3 0.0 0.0 5.7
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brant 0.0 0.0 2.7 2.7 0.0 5.4
Canada/cackling goose 0.0 28.8 46.0 2.7 0.0 775
Canada goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 2.7
Snow goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
White-fronted goose 0.0 1.4 1.4 0.0 0.0 2.7
Unknown geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Trumpeter swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sandhill crane 0.0 4.1 20.3 0.0 0.0 24.4
Common snipe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grouse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ptarmigan 0.0 135 1394 37.9 0.0 190.8

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 3-27.—Hunting and harvest locations of birds and bird eggs, Pilot Point, 2014.
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Figure 3-28.—Composition of marine invertebrate harvest in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.

Of all the birds harvested, Pilot Point residents hunted for ducks and geese over the largest area, including
the many lakes, ponds, and creeks to the southeast of town and along the coast of Ugashik Bay north to the
outlet of Dago Creek (Figure 3-27). Ptarmigan were hunted along the same stretch of Ugashik Bay coastline
up to Dago Creek, as well as along the uplands just north of town. Bird eggs were sought and harvested on
the Ugashik River as well as near the Dago Creek outlet. Farther from town, and not shown on the map, bird
eggs were gathered along the Kvichak River.

Marine Invertebrates

Pilot Point residents harvested a greater diversity of marine invertebrates than residents of Ugashik or
Egegik. Seven different species or groups composed the 2014 marine invertebrates harvest of 241 1b (Table
3-13). Clams and cockles composed nearly 94% of the harvest weight: 47% softshell clams (114 Ib; 2 Ib per
capita), 25% butter clams (61 Ib; 1 Ib per capita), followed by 8% horse clams (20 Ib), 8% cockles (20 Ib),
and 6% razor clams (14 Ib) that, combined, contributed less than 1 Ib per capita (Figure 3-28; Table 3-13).
Black chitons (5%) and sea urchins (1%) composed the remainder of the harvest weight. Overall, 41% of
households harvested marine invertebrates and 59% used the resource category. Razor clams and softshell
clams were harvested by 18% of households, and 6% of households participated in the harvest of the other
marine invertebrate species. Households that attempted to harvest were successful in doing so. Less than
one-quarter of households shared marine invertebrates: 18% gave these resources away and 24% received
them. With 12% of households sharing and receiving softshell clams, that resource was the most shared.
Butter clams and cockles were the only other species given away: 6% of households shared these resources.
Six percent of households received butter and horse clams, as well as Dungeness crabs, the only marine
invertebrate used by Pilot Point households but not harvested.

Pilot Point households traveled across the Alaska Peninsula to Yantarni Bay to harvest marine invertebrates
as well as up Ugashik Bay to Dago Creek (Figure 3-29).
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Figure 3-29.—Search and harvest locations of marine invertebrates, Pilot Point, 2014.
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Figure 3-30.—Composition of vegetation harvest by type in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.

Vegetation

Pilot Point residents harvested berries, plants and greens, and seaweeds totaling 316 Ib, or 5 Ib per capita,
of vegetation (Table 3-13). By weight, berries made up the majority of the harvest: 90% of the harvest was
berries, 9% was seaweeds, and 1% was plants and greens (Figure 3-30). As in Egegik, by weight, lowbush
cranberries were harvested the most with 107 Ib (2 Ib per capita) harvested (Table 3-13; Table 2-13). This
was followed by blueberries and crowberries, with 79 1b and 73 Ib harvested, respectively. Raspberries were
harvested the least with only 5 Ib harvested in total, or less than 1 Ib per capita. For plants and greens, only
wild parsley and Hudson’s Bay tea were harvested. An estimated 27 Ib (seven gallons) of seaweeds were
also harvested by Pilot Point households. Overall, 77% of households used or tried to harvest vegetation
resources and 71% harvested them. Of all the types of vegetation resources for which use was documented
in Pilot Point, the most households used (53%), looked for (53%), harvested (41%), and received (18%)
crowberries. This berry was also the only vegetation resource that some households attempted to harvest
but did not. Interestingly, despite these high use percentages, crowberry was the third most harvested type
of berry, by weight. The fewest households in Pilot Point used, harvested, and shared raspberries and
Hudson’s Bay tea.

Yantarni Bay on the southern portion of the Alaska Peninsula, Ugashik Bay north of Pilot Point, east of
town, and along the Bristol Bay coastline to the southwest of town is where vegetation resources were
gathered in 2014 (Figure 3-31). Pilot Point households also picked berries and wild plants near Fairbanks,
Russian Mission, and Anchorage; these areas are not depicted on the map.
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COMPARING HARVESTS AND USES IN 2014 wiTH PREVIOUS YEARS

Harvest Assessments

Researchers asked respondents to assess their own harvests in two ways: 1) whether they used more, less,
or about the same amount of eight resource categories and all wild resources overall in 2014 as in the past
five years, and 2) whether they got “enough” of each of the eight resource categories and all wild resources
overall. Households also were asked to provide reasons if their use was different or if they were unable
to get enough of a resource. If they did not get enough of a resource, they were then asked to evaluate the
severity of the impact to their household as a result of not getting enough. Because not every household uses
all resource categories, some households did not respond to the assessment questions. Additionally, some
households that do typically use a resource category simply chose not to answer questions. This section
discusses responses to those questions going in order of the most to the least used resource category (Figure
3-12).

Salmon was the most used and harvested of all the subsistence resource categories included in the survey
administered to Pilot Point households. Twenty-four percent of households explained that they used the
same amount of salmon in 2014 as they did in previous years, 71% reported that they used less, and
6% said they used more (Table 3-23; Figure 3-32). When asked why they used less, 33% of households
indicated that they did so due to family or personal reasons (Table 3-24). Other stated reasons for using less
salmon that garnered more than one response included resources less available, lack of equipment, lack of
effort, and working/no time. Family/personal reasons and increased effort were the reasons given by the
one household that used more salmon in 2014 (Table 3-25). In Pilot Point, 29% of sampled respondents
stated that they did not get enough salmon in 2014 (Figure 3-33). When households that did not get enough
salmon were asked to evaluate the impact of not getting enough, 40% described the impact as minor, 40%
explained that not getting enough salmon had a major effect on their household, and 20% stated that the
impact was severe (Table 3-26).

The second most used subsistence resource category was large land mammals. Thirty-three percent of
responding households explained that they used the same amount of large land mammals in 2014 as they did
in previous years, 60% reported that they used less, and 7% said they used more (Table 3-23; Figure 3-32).
When asked why they used less, 33% of households indicated that they did so due to the resources being
less available or less sharing (Table 3-24). Three other reasons were cited by more than one household as
the cause for less use of large land mammals: regulations, unsuccessful hunts, and family/personal reasons.
The only reason given for more use of large mammals was that the household received more (Table 3-25).
In Pilot Point, 59% of sampled respondents stated that they did not get enough large land mammals (Figure
3-33). The impact of not getting enough large land mammals was described as having a minor impact by
30% of households, 30% explained that not getting enough had a major effect on their household, and 40%
stated that the impact was severe (Table 3-26).

Vegetation was the third most used subsistence resource category in Pilot Point in 2014. All surveyed
households explained that they used less vegetation in 2014 as they did in previous years (Table 3-23; Figure
3-32). When asked why they used less, 82% of households indicated that they did so due to the resources
being less available (Table 3-24). Other stated reasons for using less vegetation included family/personal
reasons (24%) and weather/environment (12%). In Pilot Point, 82% of sampled respondents stated that they
did not get enough vegetation (Figure 3-33). When households that did not get enough vegetation were
asked to evaluate the impact of not getting enough, 14% described it as not noticeable, 21% described the
impact as minor, 50% explained that not getting enough vegetation had a major effect on their household,
and 14% stated that the impact was severe (Table 3-26).

Following vegetation, the next most used subsistence resource category was birds and eggs. Twenty-nine
percent of households explained that they used the same amount of birds and eggs in 2014 as they did in
previous years, 41% reported that they used less, and none said they used more (Table 3-23; Figure 3-32).
When asked why they used less, 43% of responding households indicated that they did so due to family/
personal reasons and 29% said it was due to resources being less available (Table 3-24). Other stated
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reasons for using less birds and eggs was less sharing of the resources and unfavorable weather. In Pilot
Point, 35% of sampled respondents stated that they did not get enough birds and eggs (Figure 3-33). When
households that did not get enough birds and eggs were asked to evaluate the impact of not getting enough,
17% described it as not noticeable, 17% described the impact as minor, 17% explained that not getting
enough birds and eggs had a major effect on their household, and 50% stated that the impact was severe
(Table 3-26).

While per capita harvests of nonsalmon fish were relatively small, well more than one-half the households
in Pilot Point used the resource in 2014. Twenty-nine percent of households explained that they used the
same amount of nonsalmon fish in 2014 as they did in previous years, 41% reported that they used less, and
none said they used more (Table 3-23; Figure 3-32). When asked why they used less, 57% of households
indicated that they did so due to the weather/environment (Table 3-24). Pilot Point households depend on the
rivers freezing for their smelt harvest and in 2014 the lack of consistently cold enough weather impeded the
harvest. Other stated reasons for using less nonsalmon fish included less sharing, personal/family reasons,
lack of effort, and the cost of gas or necessary equipment was prohibitive. In Pilot Point, 29% of sampled
respondents stated that they did not get enough nonsalmon fish (Figure 3-33). When households that did not
get enough nonsalmon fish were asked to evaluate the impact of not getting enough, 20% described it as not
noticeable, 20% described the impact as minor, 40% explained that not getting enough nonsalmon fish had
a major effect on their household, but none stated that the impact was severe (Table 3-26).

Marine invertebrates were used by fewer households than nonsalmon fish but were harvested in greater
amounts. Twenty-four percent of households explained that they used the same amount of marine invertebrates
in 2014 as they did in previous years, 35% reported that they used less, and 18% said they used more (Table
3-23; Figure 3-32). When asked why they used less, 33% of responding households indicated that they
did so due to less sharing (Table 3-24). The other stated reasons for less use of marine invertebrates, each
of which garnered one response, included family or personal reasons, that resources were less available,
lack of effort, and that the household was working or did not have time. For the three households that used
more marine invertebrates in the study year, the increased use was attributed to increased effort (67%) and
receiving more (33%) (Table 3-25). In Pilot Point, 24% of sampled respondents stated that they did not get
enough marine invertebrates (Figure 3-33). When households that did not get enough marine invertebrates
were asked to evaluate the impact of not getting enough, all responding households described it as not
noticeable (Table 3-26).

Marine mammals were used by one-third of households, but the marine mammals harvest weight was higher
than all other resource categories except salmon. Despite a smaller percentage of households harvesting or
using marine mammals, because these species are generally large with a high conversion factor to edible
weight, harvests may compose a relatively large proportion of the overall subsistence harvest weight. For
Pilot Point, only beluga whales were harvested with a conversion factor of 995 Ib per whale. Twenty-four
percent of households explained that they used the same amount of marine mammals in 2014 as they did
in previous years, 6% reported that they used less, and 6% said they used more (Table 3-23; Figure 3-32).
Less use of marine mammals was attributed to two reasons: resources were less available and unsuccessful
hunting (Table 3-24). The only reason provided for more use was that the household received more of the
resource (Table 3-25). In Pilot Point, no sampled respondents stated that they did not get enough marine
mammals (Figure 3-33).

The least used subsistence resource category in Pilot Point in 2014 was small land mammals. Six percent
of households explained that they used the same amount of small land mammals in 2014 as they did in
previous years, 6% reported that they used less, and 12% said they used more (Table 3-23; Figure 3-32).
More small land mammals resources were needed, which was the reason for less use of the category (Table
3-24). For those households that used more small land mammals in the study year, households indicated
it was due to either family/personal reasons or receiving more (Table 3-25). In Pilot Point, 6% of sampled
respondents (one household) stated that they did not get enough, which had a minor impact to the household
(Figure 3-33; Table 3-26).
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Table 3-23.—Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Pilot Point, 2014.

Households reporting use

Households not

Sampled Valid Total households Less Same More using

Resource category households  responses  Number Percentage  Number Percentage  Number Percentage  Number Percentage  Number Percentage
Any resource 17 17 17 100.0% 17 100.0% 12 70.6% 6 35.3%

All resources 17 17 17 100.0% 13 76.5% 4 23.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Salmon 17 17 17 100.0% 12 70.6% 4 23.5% 1 5.9% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 17 17 12 70.6% 7 41.2% 5 29.4% 0 0.0% 5 29.4%
Large land mammals 17 15 15  100.0% 9 60.0% 5 33.3% 1 6.7% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 17 17 4 23.5% 1 5.9% 1 5.9% 2 11.8% 13 76.5%
Marine mammals 17 17 6 35.3% 1 5.9% 4 23.5% 1 5.9% 11 64.7%
Birds and eggs 17 17 12 70.6% 7 41.2% 5 29.4% 0 0.0% 5 29.4%
Marine invertebrates 17 17 13 76.5% 6 35.3% 4 23.5% 3 17.6% 4 23.5%
Vegetation 17 17 17  100.0% 17 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.
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Table 3-24.—Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Pilot Point, 2014.

Households
reporting Family/ Used other Resources less Weather/
Valid reasons for personal resources available Too far to travel Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful environment
Resource category  responses’  less use Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Any resource 17 17 6 35.3% 0 0.0% 15 88.2% 0 0.0% 3 17.6% 9 52.9% 3 17.6% 4 23.5% 6 35.3%
All resources 17 13 3 23.1% 0 0.0% 9 69.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 38.5% 0 0.0% 2 15.4% 0 0.0%
Salmon 17 12 4 33.3% 0 0.0% 2 16.7% 0 0.0% 3 25.0% 0 0.0% 2 16.7% 1 8.3% 1 8.3%
Nonsalmon fish 17 7 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 28.6% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 4 57.1%
Large land mammals 15 9 2 22.2% 0 0.0% 3 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 33.3% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 1 11.1%
Small land mammals 17 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 17 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 17 7 3 42.9% 0 0.0% 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3%
Marine invertebrates 17 6 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 17 17 4 23.5% 0 0.0% 14 82.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 11.8%
-continued-
Table 3-24.-Continued.
Households
reporting Working/ Resources small or ~ Gas/equipment too
Valid reasons for no time Regulations diseased expensive Needed less Competition Had no help Other reasons

Resource category  responses’  less use Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Any resource 17 17 3 17.6% 2 11.8% 1 5.9% 2 11.8% 2 11.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.9%

All resources 17 13 1 7.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 17 12 2 16.7% 0 0.0% 1 8.3% 0 0.0% 1 8.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%

Nonsalmon fish 17 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Large land mammals 15 9 1 11.1% 2 22.2% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Small land mammals 17 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Marine mammals 17 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Birds and eggs 17 7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Marine invertebrates 17 6 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Vegetation 17 17 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response to the less, same, or more use assessment question.



961

Table 3-25.—Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Pilot Point, 2014.

Households
reporting Used other Increased Got/
Valid reasons for Family/personal resources availability Traveled farther fixed equipment Received more Increased effort More success
Resource category ~ responses® more use  Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Any resource 17 6 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 66.7% 3 50.0% 0 0.0%
All resources 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Salmon 17 1 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 15 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 17 2 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 17 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 17 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
-continued-
Table 3-25.-Continued.
Households Substititute for
reporting Store-bought too unavailable
Valid reasons for ~ Favorable weather Had more time Regulations expensive Needed more resource(s) Had more help Other reasons

Resource category ~ responses®  more use Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Any resource 17 6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
All resources 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Salmon 17 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 15 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 17 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 17 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 17 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 17 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

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

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response to the less, same, or more use assessment question.
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Table 3-26.—Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Pilot Point, 2014.

Resource category

Sampled

Households not getting enough

Impact to those not getting enough

Valid responses®

Did not get enoug

No response

Not noticeable

Minor

Major

Severe

households Number Percentage

Number Percentage

Number Percentage

Number Percentage

Number Percentage

Number Percentage

Number Percentage

All resources
Salmon

Nonsalmon fish
Large land mammals
Small land mammals
Marine mammals
Birds and eggs
Marine invertebrates
Vegetation

17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17

17
17
12
17

17

100.0%
100.0%
70.6%
100.0%
23.5%
35.3%
70.6%
70.6%
100.0%

10
5
5

10
1
0
6
4

14

58.8%
29.4%
41.7%
58.8%
25.0%

0.0%
50.0%
33.3%
82.4%

0

O NO OO O o

0.0%
0.0%
20.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
50.0%
0.0%

0

NNEFE OOORFr o

0.0%
0.0%
20.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
16.7%
50.0%
14.3%

1

WO rORFr WwkN

10.0%
40.0%
20.0%
30.0%
100.0%
0.0%
16.7%
0.0%
21.4%

8

~NO PP OO WwWNDN

80.0%
40.0%
40.0%
30.0%
0.0%
0.0%
16.7%
0.0%
50.0%

1

NO WOoOOoOhM~OoLr

10.0%
20.0%
0.0%
40.0%
0.0%
0.0%
50.0%
0.0%
14.3%

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

a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and those households not using the resource category.



Table 3-27.—Resources that households reported needing, Pilot Point, 2014.

Households needing

resource

Resource Number  Percentage

Moose 10 58.8%
Crowberry 8 47.1%
Caribou 7 41.2%
Salmon 5 29.4%
Berries 4 23.5%
Sockeye salmon 3 17.6%
Smelt 3 17.6%
Pacific halibut 3 17.6%
Ptarmigan 3 17.6%
Salmonberry 3 17.6%
Chinook salmon 2 11.8%
Birds and eggs 2 11.8%
Gull eggs 2 11.8%
Lowbush cranberry 2 11.8%
Coho salmon 1 5.9%
Cod 1 5.9%
Black bear 1 5.9%
Hare 1 5.9%
Marten 1 5.9%
Porcupine 1 5.9%
Ducks 1 5.9%
Brant 1 5.9%
Geese 1 5.9%
Clams 1 5.9%
Softshell clams 1 5.9%
Crabs 1 5.9%
Dungeness crab 1 5.9%
Tanner crab 1 5.9%
Nagoonberry 1 5.9%

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

Considering all subsistence resources used by Pilot Point households over the year together, 24% of
households used the same amount of resources overall and 77% used less resources (Table 3-23). No
household said they used more overall resources in 2014 than they did in previous years. When asked
why they used less, 69% of responding households indicated that they did so due to resources being less
available (Table 3-24). Other reasons given included less sharing (39%), family/personal reasons (23%),
unsuccessful efforts (15%), working/no time (8%), and needing less (8%). In Pilot Point, 59% of sampled
households did not get enough of all resources (Table 3-26). When those households were asked to evaluate
the impact of not getting enough, 10% of households described it as minor, 80% said there was a major
impact on their households, and 10% indicated a severe impact.

Nearly 30 resources were identified in response to the question of what resources households could have
used more of in the study year (Table 3-27). Most households (59%) needed more moose, followed by 47%
of households indicating crowberries were lacking, and 41% needing more caribou. Of resources that more
than 10% of households mentioned needing more of, salmon and berries were cited the most often. Smelt,
halibut, ptarmigan, gull eggs, as well as birds and eggs generally, completed the list of resources needed by
more than 10% of households.
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Harvest Data

Changes in the harvest of resources by Pilot Point residents can also be discerned through comparisons
with findings from other study years. Comprehensive subsistence harvest surveys were conducted in Pilot
Point for the study year 1987 (the study period spanned June 1986—May 1987) (Fall and Morris 1987). That
study surveyed 94% of 18 year-round households. Large land mammal harvest surveys were conducted in
1992 for the 1991/1992 regulatory year (Fall 1993), in 1995 for the 1994/1995 regulatory year (Krieg et al.
1996), and in 1997 for the 1995/1996 and 1996/1997 regulatory years (Krieg et al. 1998). The large land
mammal harvest survey for the 1991/1992 regulatory year combined households in Pilot Point and Ugashik
as a single sample so data and estimates are not comparable to the other studies, but all other large land
mammal study years separated Pilot Point from Ugashik in the sampling. Marine mammals harvest surveys
were conducted in Pilot Point every year from 1992 to 1998 and 2000 to 2008; Wolfe et al. (2009) presents
harvest data for each of those study years.

Comparing the 1987 comprehensive survey results to the 2014 results, the total per capita harvest decreased
by nearly 175 Ib, from 384 Ib in 1987 to 211 Ib in 2014 (Table 3-28). Not only did the overall harvest
amount change, the composition of the harvest also shifted, from one dominated by large land mammals
(62% of the harvest in 1987) to one dominated by salmon (74% of the harvest in 2014) (Figure 3-34). The
contribution of nonsalmon fish harvests also decreased between study years while marine mammal harvest
contribution increased. The 2014 estimated percentage of households using resources was lower than the
1987 estimates for most resource categories; only the use of salmon and vegetation remained the same
(Figure 3-35).

Some harvesting patterns from the previous surveys were nearly nonexistent in 2014 due to changes in
resources and economic opportunities. The most obvious change from the 1980s to 2014 was the lack of
caribou in residents’ diets and seasonal round. Caribou had long been the primary subsistence resource
in Pilot Point. In 1987, 94% of Pilot Point households used caribou and 77% successfully hunted them
(Fall and Morris 1987). In 2014, 6% of households used caribou and no households hunted (Table 3-13).
Estimated harvests from previous study years ranged from a low of 51 caribou in 1995 to a high of 129
caribou in 1996 before dropping to zero harvest in 2014 (Figure 3-36). In 2014, moose were used more than
any other land mammal species, but the estimated harvest was significantly lower than in some previous
study years (Figure 3-37). Approximately 82% of households used moose in 2014, but much of this was
received since only 6% of households successfully hunted them (Table 3-13). The same percentage of
households harvested moose in the 1987 study year, but only 47% of households used this species (Fall and
Morris 1987).

The change in large land mammal harvesting patterns is likely directly related to a change in the local
availability of caribou. By the late 1980s, the Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd had begun migrating
southward later than normal and residents of some northern Alaska Peninsula communities, including Pilot
Point, began having trouble harvesting enough caribou before the end of the season. For several years, the
Board of Game and ADF&G implemented emergency hunts to allow for a later caribou harvest. However,
the Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd peaked in 1984 and began a steady decline (Doherty 2015).
By 1999, the population was of a small enough size that a state Tier Il hunt was implemented, restricting
eligibility of hunters. By 2005, the herd was still in decline, and all state and federal hunts were closed. After
the 2014 study year, a Tier Il hunt was again implemented in 2016, allowing some Pilot Point residents
some opportunity to harvest a caribou.

In contrast to large land mammals, salmon harvest and use has remained widespread among Pilot Point
households: 100% of households used and harvested salmon in 1987 while 100% of households used salmon
and 65% of households harvested them in 2014 (Figure 3-35). Despite the lower percentage of harvesting
households, the per capita harvest of salmon increased over the time period from 95 Ib per capita to 157 Ib
(Table 3-28). Salmon in 2014 composed the majority of the Pilot Point harvest (Figure 3-34). This likely
reflects an increasing reliance on salmon to compensate for the loss of land mammals in residents’ food
sources. In addition to an overall increased amount of harvest, the composition of the salmon harvest has
changed since the earlier study (Figure 3-38). In 1987, coho salmon composed more of the overall harvest
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than any other species, with sockeye and Chinook salmon contributing about equal amounts. By 2014,
sockeye salmon were harvested in amounts more than double the next most harvested salmon species—
coho salmon. Also, in 2014, there was little Chinook salmon harvest and chum and pink salmon harvests
remained low. Although the percentage of harvest that coho salmon accounted for decreased between the
two study years, there was little change in the per capita harvest of this species. A similar shift from coho
salmon to sockeye salmon was seen in the other study communities as well (Figure 2-34; Figure 4-34). A
longer time series of subsistence salmon harvests comes from the state subsistence salmon permit system.
The estimated subsistence salmon harvests based on permit returns from 1983 through 2018 show Pilot
Point residents harvesting more sockeye salmon than any other species (Table 3-29). Similar to household
harvest surveys, chum and pink salmon harvests have been negligible compared to the other three species.
Because permits only capture harvests of salmon under subsistence regulations, they only provide insight
into one aspect of the salmon harvest of Pilot Point households.

Animportant factor in changes in salmon harvests and harvest composition is likely the change in participation
rates of Pilot Point households in commercial salmon fisheries. In 1987, 54% of the jobs held by Pilot Point
residents were connected with natural resource employment such as commercial fishing or trapping (Fall
and Morris 1987:27). In 2014, just 19% of jobs were associated with natural resources employment, all in
the fishing industry (Table 3-7). With greater participation in commercial fisheries in the 1980s, the major
source of salmon for home use in Pilot Point was fish removed from households’ commercial catches (70%
by weight) (Figure 3-39); often these salmon had been damaged by seals and therefore could not be sold
(Fall and Morris 1987:82). In 2014, 5% of salmon came from commercial removals. In the 1987 study year,
more than one-half the harvests, by weight, of chum, coho, Chinook, and sockeye salmon were removed
from commercial harvests; these species were also harvested with subsistence gear and sockeye and coho
salmon were also harvested with rod and reel. In 2014, no species were harvested with rod and reel, and
Chinook salmon was the only species primarily harvested through commercial retention (Table 3-30). With
the decline in participation in commercial fisheries, residents now rely on subsistence harvesting methods
and sockeye salmon for the vast majority of their salmon needs.

Fewer households hunted or harvested marine mammals in 2014 as compared to 1987, but the per capita
harvest increased from 5 Ib per capita to 21 Ib because of the harvest of a beluga whale (Figure 3-35; Table
3-28). The composition of the marine mammal harvest changed between the two study years: in 1987, Pilot
Point residents harvested harbor seals (as well as sea otters, but only for fur) and in 2014, residents only
harvested beluga whale, though some households did hunt for harbor seals and some households were given
sea otters (Fall and Morris 1987:115) (Table 3-13). Throughout the years of the annual marine mammal
harvest surveys, Pilot Point residents harvested anywhere from no harbor seals to five harbor seals, with an
average of three seals harvested in the years when there was harvest.
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Table 3-28.—Comparison of estimated per capita harvests, by resource category, Pilot Point, 1987 and 2014.

Estimated per capita
harvest (Ib)

Resource category 1987 2014

Salmon 95.0 156.5
Nonsalmon fish 15.5 15
Large land mammals 237.5 115
Small land mammals 2.2 0.9
Marine mammals 4.6 21.2
Birds and eggs 17.0 10.4
Marine invertebrates 6.2 3.8
Vegetation 5.6 5.0
All resources 383.7 210.7

Source ADF&G Community Subsistence Information
System database for 1987 and ADF&G Division of
Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for 2014.
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Table 3-29.—Historical subsistence salmon harvests based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Pilot Point,
1983-2018.

Permits Percentage Estimated salmon harvest Average
of harvest per
returned returned

Year Issued Returned  permits Chinook Sockeye Coho Chum Pink Total permit
1983 4 4 100.0% 20 244 99 24 5 392 98
1984 1 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 -
1985 4 2 50.0% 3 27 25 0 0 55 28
1986 10 5 50.0% 3 67 44 0 0 114 23
1987 13 13 100.0% 74 351 129 39 0 593 46
1988 12 10 83.3% 47 711 227 35 23 1,043 104
1989 17 15 88.2% 28 1,151 220 22 2 1,423 95
1990 21 14 66.7% 47 1,251 250 132 116 1,797 128
1991 27 17 63.0% 111 972 1,037 155 44 2,319 136
1992 26 22 84.6% 97 1,899 378 65 19 2,459 112
1993 30 24 80.0% 89 1,545 514 107 27 2,282 95
1994 20 19 95.0% 55 844 467 34 33 1,433 75
1995 10 7 70.0% 51 700 180 30 7 969 138
1996 14 13 92.9% 65 649 264 16 8 1,002 77
1997 14 13 92.9% 98 2,016 244 35 9 2,402 185
1998 10 8 80.0% 47 655 363 84 96 1,246 156
1999 13 12 92.3% 50 1,103 157 37 0 1,347 112
2000 13 10 76.9% 23 794 272 33 0 1,122 112
2001 9 8 88.9% 32 659 259 5 2 956 120
2002 7 7 100.0% 19 397 218 2 1 637 91
2003 6 5 83.3% 7 572 296 30 0 905 181
2004 5 5 100.0% 4 84 0 3 2 93 19
2005 5 5 100.0% 0 110 73 14 2 199 40
2006 7 7 100.0% 11 286 152 0 12 461 66
2007 7 6 85.7% 13 349 76 13 4 454 76
2008 4 4 100.0% 11 151 16 2 0 180 45
2009 6 6 100.0% 5 150 37 0 192 32
2010 6 6 100.0% 1 238 45 0 0 284 47
2011 5 5 100.0% 3 190 7 2 1 203 41
2012 6 5 83.3% 18 307 60 24 0 409 82
2013 3 2 66.7% 9 189 48 6 0 252 126
2014 5 3 60.0% 0 53 33 0 0 87 29
2015 7 4 57.1% 9 299 102 5 0 415 104
2016 5 4 80.0% 13 625 118 18 9 781 195
2017 3 2 66.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2018 3 1 33.3% 12 1,050 225 6 18 1,311 1311
5-year avg
(2014-2018) 5 3 60.9% 7 406 95 6 5 519 185
10-year avg
(2009-2018) 5 4 77.6% 7 310 67 6 3 393 104
Historical avg

10 8 81.8% 30 575 184 27 12 828 102

(1983-2018)
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence, ASFDB 2018 (ADF&G September 2020).
Note "-" indicates no permits were returned and therefore no average could be calculated.
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Table 3-30.—Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species and by gear type, Pilot Point,
1987 and 2014.

Per capita harvest (Ib)

Removed
from
Subsistence  Rodand  commercial
Year Species gear reel catch Total
Chum salmon 0.8 0.0 15 2.3
Coho salmon 8.8 2.2 29.8 40.7
Chinook salmon 3.6 0.0 18.8 22.4
1987 Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sockeye salmon 6.0 2.1 15.9 24.0
Landlocked salmon 3.7 0.5 0.0 4.2
Spawning salmon 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.3
Total salmon 24.1 4.8 66.0 95.0
Chum salmon 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0
Coho salmon 42.8 0.0 0.0 42.8
Chinook salmon 0.7 0.0 4.3 5.0
2014 Pink salmon 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.8
Sockeye salmon 102.4 0.0 3.2 105.5
Spawning sockeye 04 0.0 0.0 04
salmon
Total salmon 148.9 0.0 7.6 156.5

Source ADF&G Community Subsistence Information System database for 1987 and
ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for 2014.

Current and Historical Harvest Areas

The study conducted by Fall and Morris (1987) included an investigation of harvest areas for waterfowl.
A mapping activity done with residents of Pilot Point for a Bristol Bay Cooperative Management Plan and
the Alaska Habitat Management Guide, Southwest Region (see Wright et al. [1985] and ADF&G [1985a;
1985b; 1985c¢]) provided the harvest area information for the other resource categories. During that activity,
respondents were asked to show where they had hunted (or fished, trapped, or gathered) various resource
categories in the previous 20 years, or roughly from 1962-1982. A comparison of these resource harvest
areas to those documented in 2014 is of limited value since it is expected that households would use a
larger area for harvesting activities over multiple years rather than in any single year; also, the presence or
absence of game populations would determine where people hunt, and as these game populations move, so
too do the hunting areas. The areas documented in the previous study do show a wider range of areas used
for resource harvesting activities, and include mapped areas of caribou hunting, which is lacking from this
current study as discussed above.

LocAL COMMENTS AND CONCERNS

Following is a summary of local observations of wild resource populations and trends that were recorded
during the surveys in Pilot Point. Some households did not offer any additional information during the
survey interviews, so not all households are represented in the summary. In addition, respondents expressed
their concerns about wild resources during the community review meeting of preliminary data. These
concerns have been included in the summary.
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Fish

All of the comments offered under the broad category of “Fish” were about salmon. Several respondents
voiced their concerns about perceptions of declining returns of salmon generally, but king (Chinook) salmon
and silver (coho) salmon were called out specifically. One respondent believed that local volcanic activity
had negatively affected the king salmon returns. Another respondent remarked that there is not much of a
silver salmon fishery as compared to the 1980s when he was commercially fishing. Several respondents
were former participants in the commercial fisheries and worried about what they perceived as declines in
salmon runs; also, the fishery is shorter than when they were fishing in the 1980s and they remembered
being able to fill their nets in 15 minutes. It is not like that anymore. Others worried about the market for
fish in their area. Other respondents commented that commercial fishing ocean trawlers in the Bering Sea
and North Pacific Ocean have an outsized effect on the resources through excessive bycatch (incidentally
harvested salmon and other fish), but subsistence users bear the brunt of restrictions. The sheer number of
boats in the river and bay was commented on: “When tenders are in the bay, it looks like a city out there.”
A suggestion was made that tribes should put up salmon for community members, especially in small
communities.

Large Land Mammals

Most of the comments offered during the survey fell under the category of large land mammals. In particular,
respondents spoke about caribou, but also moose and bison (“buffalo”). For caribou, many respondents
remarked on the lack of caribou in the area, the effect it has had on them and their families, and potential
causes of the decline. “Caribou aren’t around anymore. My girls can’t even remember the taste.” Some
respondents remarked on the complexity of state and federal regulations surrounding hunting of the caribou
herd. One respondent wished to see a state- or federal-managed hunt created in the Alaska Peninsula
to permit at least one tribe to designate a representative to hunt caribou who would share harvests with
tribal members of the hunter’s and nearby communities to help ensure local needs are being met. Another
respondent would like to see a bison transplant to the northern peninsula, similar to what Port Heiden is
trying to do with reindeer, to provide an alternative to caribou.

On the topic of moose, comments offered by respondents discussed perceived declines in moose and the
effect of sport and trophy hunting of moose by non-local residents. At the same time, many respondents
noted that the meat from those trophy hunts makes its way into the community and provides moose to
households.

Small Land Mammals/Furbearers

Only one comment was offered about small land mammals: “Used to be a lot of rabbit around here.”

Vegetation

Few respondents offered thoughts on the vegetation resources they harvest, but those who did remarked on
the lack of berries. One household surveyed told a story of some other residents who hired a plane to take
them across the river to pick a patch of berries that was spotted by hunters.

Economic and Environmental Factors

The community is looking for funding for a greenhouse, as well as for larger-capacity windmills to reduce
reliance on diesel heating fuel. Another respondent wished to see the establishment of a food bank to help
residents in need. Other respondents commented about changes in weather and that there is less rain and
less snow than there used to be. Another respondent expressed concern about the long-term effects of the
2011 Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plant disaster in Japan and wondered if that event is related to
increased green/yellow algae the respondent has seen on the beach at Iliamna Lake.
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4. UGASHIK

CoMMUNITY BACKGROUND

The community of Ugashik is located on the north side of the Alaska Peninsula, along the eastern bank of
the Ugashik River about 16 miles from Ugashik Bay (Figure 1-1). The Aleutian Range separates the part
of the peninsula that drains into the Pacific Ocean to the southeast from the remainder, which is located in
the Bristol Bay watershed. The north side of the peninsula is a broad, flat plain that slopes gently to the sea;
there are few breaks in this coastline except for bays at the mouths of the large rivers, including the Ugashik
River (Plate 4-1). There are many small lakes throughout the area. The landscape is predominantly treeless
tundra, supporting hardy ground cover such as lichens, mosses, and sedges, as well as patches of willow,
alder, and cottonwood trees along streambanks. The northern side of the peninsula is a transitional climate
zone between maritime and continental climates. Fog, drizzle, clouds, and strong winds are common.
Temperatures rarely rise above 60° Fahrenheit in the summer, and the temperature can drop to below 0°
Fahrenheit in the winter.

Ugashik has been a permanent settlement for centuries, with interruptions in habitation during major
eruptions of the Aniakchak volcano.* The earliest evidence of human habitation in the Bristol Bay side of the
Alaska Peninsula dates to approximately 7000 B.C. at Ugashik. The first peoples there were hunters of land
mammals, especially caribou. Eventually, as cultural changes occurred across Alaska and North America,
traditions of marine mammal hunting and riverine fishing were established. There is very little information
about the population of the study area at the time that Europeans arrived in the late 18th and early 19th
centuries. According to Oswalt (1967), the inhabitants were “Peninsular Eskimos” speaking an unknown
dialect of Yupik. Like other inhabitants of the Bering Sea coast, these people probably had a diversified
foraging economy based on marine mammal hunting, caribou hunting, and salmon fishing. Russians arrived
in the Aleutian Islands and Alaska Peninsula in the mid-18th century, establishing a fur trade. The British
Captain James Cook led the first known European exploration of Bristol Bay in 1778. In 1790, a Russian
explorer, Dmitri Bocharov, traveled the north coast of the Alaska Peninsula from Unimak Island to the
Kvichak River, and then portaged across the peninsula to the Pacific Ocean (Fall and Morris 1987:16).
Following this, the Russians established a fur trade in the Bristol Bay and northern Alaska Peninsula areas.
A Russian Orthodox mission grew out of a Russian post at Nushagak Bay, drawing Alaska Natives into the
fur trade and converting them to the Russian Orthodox faith.

After Alaska passed into American ownership in 1867, the next major development in Bristol Bay was the
commercial salmon fishing industry. A salmon saltery was established on the Ugashik River in 1883 and
the Bering Sea Packing Company built a cannery at Ugashik. This led to the first recording of the village
of “Oogashik” in the U.S. census of 1880. By the 1890s, the community was one of the largest in the
region, but an influenza epidemic in 1918 severely depleted the Alaska Native population of the region.
Survivors of the epidemic in Ugashik began moving to Pilot Point, marking Ugashik’s decline as the major
settlement in the area. The community has never regained its pre-epidemic population; though, due to the
continued importance of commercial salmon fishing, the population swells every summer as fishermen
return to participate in the Bristol Bay salmon fishery.

Ugashik is an unincorporated community governed by a five-member tribal council whose members are
elected at the annual General Council meeting. During the study period, services and community facilities
were extremely limited. There was no store, school, health clinic, or post office, though mail was handled
through the tribal council’s office. The tribal council’s office included a full-size community meeting room,
kitchen, and three bedrooms for housing visitors to the community. In addition, there were outbuildings
associated with canneries that operated in the past. There was a small commercial salmon canning operation,

1. Community Plans Library Search, s.v. “Community: Ugashik” (by Alaska Department of Commerce, Community,
and Economic Development, Division of Community and Regional Affairs), https://www.commerce.alaska.gov/
dcra/dcrarepoext/Pages/CommunityPlansLibrary.aspx (accessed April 2020).
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Plate 4-1.—A view of the Ugashik River downstream from the community of Ugashik.

and several greenhouses that were high tunnels, or hoop houses, owned by one family in which they grew
produce for themselves as well as for other people in the community and lodges. The tribe also owned a
high tunnel available for anyone (seasonal or fulltime residents) to use for growing produce. Public safety
services were provided through the King Salmon Alaska State Troopers station. There were two runways:
a State-owned gravel runway accommodated flights from King Salmon, and a private runway owned by
the local cannery. There was a community boat dock, and residents relied on seasonal barge service and
year-round air service for food, fuel, and supplies. Water came from individual wells and cisterns while
individual septic systems took care of sewage. Homes were heated by fuel oil and electricity was provided
by individual generators.

SEASONAL ROUND

Seasonal rounds are descriptions of resource harvesting patterns by residents of a particular geographic
location that follow a generally predictable yearly cycle of activities. These activities, and the timing,
vary slightly from year to year because of environmental factors like weather and resource availability, or
non-environmental factors like changes in regulations or land ownership. The following information on
the seasonal round in Ugashik draws heavily from work done by James Fall and Judith Morris in the early
1980s (Fall and Morris 1987), with updated information from the present study where relevant.

As can be seen in Figure 4-1, the harvesting activities engaged in throughout the year tend to remain
concentrated on the lands and waters surrounding Ugashik and Lower Ugashik Lake. The harvest year
begins with the breakup of ice in the rivers and Ugashik Bay, usually in March or April. This is a time for
hunting migratory waterfowl such as ducks, geese, and cranes.? Springtime is also the time for digging

2. See Naves (2010:1) for background information on how the 1918 Migratory Bird Treaty Act restricted migratory
bird hunting and subsequent amendments opened spring and summer hunting in 2003.
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clams and cockles during the seasonal low tides. Households also search for the nests of gulls and ducks
to collect eggs. With the approach of summer comes the anticipated return of salmon to Bristol Bay
drainages, including the Ugashik River system. Households in Ugashik begin focusing on preparations
for the approaching subsistence and commercial fishing seasons. Chinook salmon are the first to arrive,
usually in June. People fish for Chinook salmon near the community with setnets and remove fish from their
commercial catches. Commercial and subsistence fishing continues through July, concentrating on sockeye
salmon with incidental harvests of Chinook, chum, and occasionally pink salmon. Starting toward the end
of August, some commercial fishermen will harvest coho salmon, which can be a major source of salmon
for home use. Coho salmon are also taken in subsistence setnets. Several other resources, such as Dolly
Varden, cod, or Pacific halibut, can be taken incidentally in subsistence setnets. During the height of the
summer, the first berries ripen and are picked, often as a family activity. Berry picking continues through
the summer.

In the fall, waterfowl hunting occurs as these birds pass through the region. When the caribou herds were
in the region, fall was a good time to hunt because the bulls were fat and hunters could potentially use
skiffs for transportation to hunting grounds. A disadvantage of hunting caribou in the fall was the difficulty
of preserving the meat in warm weather, so sharing of caribou at this time of the year was very common.
However, as described previously in Chapter 1, the Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd population
became depressed in the late 1980s, spurring years of regulatory hunting restrictions in the local area, and
caribou hunting has fallen out of the seasonal round for most residents. An early moose season provides
hunting opportunity in September and some families fish for spawning sockeye salmon, locally referred to
as “fall” or “red” fish, at this time.

As the weather turns cold and lakes and rivers freeze, households may jig through the ice for smelt and
landlocked salmon through the winter. Some hunters search for moose during the December open season
or trap furbearers. Winter activities continue until warmer weather arrives. When caribou were available
and harvest was allowed, hunters would pursue caribou through the winter months and into the spring. In
spring, a new round of resource harvesting activities begins.

POPULATION ESTIMATES AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

For study year 2014, this study estimated there were nine individuals living in seven households in Ugashik
as permanent residents; 60% of the estimated population identified as Alaska Native (Table 4-1). Seasonal
resident populations were not included in the study. The estimates of the general and Alaska Native
populations provided by three sources presented in Figure 4-2 differ; but, for the general population, both
the five-year average American Community Survey (ACS) and 2014 study estimates have relatively wide
confidence intervals indicating uncertainty in the estimates. Ugashik is a small community where sampling
can produce significant differences to analyses. This study successfully interviewed four households, or
57% of the community (Table 4-2). The population of Ugashik was largest in the 1950 census; in each
consecutive census the population declined until reaching its nadir in 1990 with seven residents (Figure
4-3). The population remained relatively stable with a slightly increasing trend through the 2014 study year.
A federal census estimate is not available for Ugashik in 1970.
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Table 4-1.—Population estimates, Ugashik, 2010 and 2014.

5-year American Community

Survey This study
Census (2010-2014) (2014)
(2010) Estimate Range” Estimate Rangeb
Total population
Households 7 10.0 1-19 7.0
Population 12 19.0 9-29 8.8 5-12
Alaska Native
Population 9 7.0 1-13 53 5-5
Percentage 75.0% 36.8% 5.3% — 68.4% 60.0%  60.0% — 60.0%

Sources U.S. Census Bureau (n.d.) for decennial census data, and for American Community Survey (ACS)
2014 estimate (5-year average); and ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for 2014

estimate.

Note Division of Subsistence household survey eligibility requirements differ from those used by ACS.

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

30
25
20
o 15
o
o
8 B .
G
3 10
= L
>
b
5
0 T :

2010 U.S. Census
Community Survey

® Total population

small population size.

2010-2014 American

H Alaska Native population

This study
(2014)*

a. The confidence interval could not be calculated for the Alaska Native population due to the

Figure 4-2.—Alaska Native and overall population estimates, Ugashik, 2010 and 2014.
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Table 4-2.—-Sample and demographic characteristics, Ugashik, 2014.

Community
Characteristics Ugashik
Sampled households 4
Eligible households 7
Percentage sampled 57.1%
Sampled population 5
Estimated community population 8.8
Household size
Mean 1.3
Minimum
Maximum 2
Age
Mean 60.8
Minimum® 54
Maximum 78
Median 55
Length of residency
Total population
Mean 45.4
Minimum® 8
Maximum 78
Heads of household
Mean 45.4
Minimum® 8
Maximum 78
Alaska Native
Estimated households”
Number 53
Percentage 75.0%
Estimated population
Number 53
Percentage 60.0%

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

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

b. The estimated number of households in which at
least one head of household is Alaska Native.
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Figure 4-3.—Historical population estimates, Ugashik, 1950-2014.

Table 4-3.—Birthplaces of population, Ugashik, 2014.

Birthplace Percentage

Port Alsworth 20.0%
Ugashik 60.0%
Other U.S. 20.0%

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

Note "Birthplace" means the place of residence of the
parents of the individual when the individual was born.

There was an average of one person living in a household during the study period, with a maximum of two
occupants (Table 4-2). Residents averaged 61 years of age; the youngest resident of any surveyed household
was 54 years old and the oldest was 78. An average resident of Ugashik had lived in the community for
45 years. Members of the community were born in Ugashik or Port Alsworth in Alaska (80%), or another
state (20%) (Table 4-3). The age distribution of Ugashik residents in 2014 was small and skewed with no
residents younger than age 50 (Table 4-4). There were more men than women living in Ugashik during the
study period (Figure 4-4). Compared to the other study communities, Ugashik has an older and longer-
residing population. There are numerous other cabins and homes that are occupied by seasonal residents,
commercial fishermen, commercial processors, and ADF&G Division of Commercial Fisheries seasonal
staff. This small community with few residents in the winter often swells to over 200 people during the
summer to participate in the Bristol Bay salmon fishery.®

3. Lake and Peninsula Borough, “Native Village of Ugashik,” http://www.lakeandpen.com/residents/about_|_p b/
villages/ugashik (accessed July 2021).
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Table 4-4.—Population profile, Ugashik, 2014.

Male Female Total
Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative
Age Number  Percentage percentage Number  Percentage percentage Number  Percentage percentage
0-4 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
5-9 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
10-14 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
15-19 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
20-24 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
25-29 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
30-34 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
35-39 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
40-44 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
45-49 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
50-54 1.8 25.0% 25.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 1.8 20.0% 20.0%
55-59 1.8 25.0% 50.0% 1.8 100.0% 100.0% 35 40.0% 60.0%
60-64 1.8 25.0% 75.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 1.8 20.0% 80.0%
65-69 0.0 0.0% 75.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 80.0%
70-74 0.0 0.0% 75.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 80.0%
75-79 18 25.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 1.8 20.0% 100.0%
80-84 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
85-89 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
90-94 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
95-99 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
100-104 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
Missing 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0% 0.0 0.0% 100.0%
Total 7.0 100.0% 100.0% 1.8 100.0% 100.0% 8.8 100.0% 100.0%
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Missing ::
100-104 1
95-99 i
90-94 i
85-89 i
8084 1
75-79 —_—
70-74 1
65-69 1
60—64
.
50-54 a4 M Female
45-49
4044 T W Male
35-39 1
30-34 1
25-29 1
20-24 1
15-19 1
10-14 1
5-9 1
04
4 3 2 1 0 1 2 5
Number of people

Figure 4-4.—Population profile, Ugashik, 2014.
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Figure 4-5.—Top income sources, Ugashik, 2014.

INcOME AND CASH EMPLOYMENT

During the study period, the majority of income in Ugashik originated in the agriculture, forestry, and
fishing sector (52%) (Figure 4-5). Social Security contributed 10% to overall income while the federal
government and unemployment each contributed 8%. Total community income was split between earned
income (72%) and other sources (28%) (Table 4-5). Social Security, unemployment benefits, Alaska
Permanent Fund dividends, and dividends from Native corporations constituted most of the other income
estimate. The average household income in 2014 was $37,217 while the median household income was
significantly lower at $12,259 (Table 4-5; Figure 4-6). The median income estimate was lower than the
five-year average ACS estimate for Ugashik, while also being significantly less than the median for all of
Alaska. At the individual level, per capita income in Ugashik was $28,974 in 2014, substantially more than
Pilot Point and Egegik (Table 1-8).

Looking just at jobs and earned income, rather than total community income, Table 4-6 shows that fishing
contributed 73% to wage earnings in 2014. Federal government (12%), local/tribal government (7%),
transportation (5%), and service sector (4%) jobs completed the sources of jobs and wages in Ugashik
in 2014. While the service sector accounted for only 4% of wage earnings, it provided 25% of jobs in the
community. Jobs in the community were relatively equally distributed among part-time (33%), on-call
(33%), and full-time (25%) schedules (Table 4-7). All adults (age 16 or older) and all households were
employed in 2014 (Table 4-8). On average, adults in Ugashik had 2.4 jobs; adults were employed for an
average of nine months of the year, with 60% of adults having been employed year-round.
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Table 4-5.—-Estimated earned and other income, Ugashik, 2014.

Number Percentage of
of Number Total Mean total
employed of for per community
Income source adults households  community -/+ 95% CI household income
Earned income
ﬁ‘gg;ﬁ;'t”m' forestry, and 7.0 53 $136,517  $26,141 — $286,935 $19,502 52.4%
Federal government 1.8 1.8 $21,722 $19,050 — $50,400 $3,103 8.3%
t"r?tf;' government, including 18 18 $12,068  $10,259 — $34,202 $1,724 4.6%
Transportation,
communication, and utilities 1.8 1.8 $9,051 $7,937 — $21,000 $1,293 3.5%
Services 3.5 1.8 $7,542 $6,657 — $14,694 $1,077 2.9%
Earned income subtotal 8.8 7.0 $186,900 $46,400 — $342,900 $26,700 T1.7%
Other income
Social Security 18 $26,901 $15,372 — $53,802 $3,843 10.3%
Unemployment 18 $21,000 $12,000 — $42,000 $3,000 8.1%
’(;{23"6‘?]26“6‘”6“ Fund 7.0 $13,188 $7,536 — $16,485 $1,884 5.1%
Native corp. dividend 5.3 $10,500 $2,406 — $20,999 $1,500 4.0%
Fuel voucher 18 $1,750 $1,000 - $3,500 $250 0.7%
Per diem/public meeting 1.8 $280 $160 — $560 $40 0.1%
TANI_: (temporary cash assistance for needy 0.0 $0 $0 — $0 $0 0.0%
families)
Adult public assistance (OAA, APD) 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Supplemental Security income 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Food stamps 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Longevity bonus 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Heating assistance 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Pension/retirement 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Workers'
— 0,
compensation/insurance 0.0 %0 $0 - $0 %0 0.0%
Disability 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Veterans assistance 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Child support 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Other 0.0 30 $0 - $0 3$0 0.0%
Foster care 0.0 30 $0 - $0 30 0.0%
Meeting honoraria 0.0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 0.0%
Other income subtotal 7.0 $73,619 $13,725 — $149,840 $10,517 28.3%
Community income total $260,519 $83,272 — $463,132 $37,217 100.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 4-6.—Comparison of median household income estimates, Ugashik, 2014.

Table 4-6.—Employment by industry, Ugashik, 2014.

Employed  Employed  Percentage of
Industry Jobs households individuals wage earnings
Estimated total number 21.0 7.0 8.8
Federal government 8.3% 25.0% 20.0% 11.6%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 8.3% 25.0% 20.0% 11.6%
Local government, including tribal 8.3% 25.0% 20.0% 6.5%
Administrative support occupations, including clerical 8.3% 25.0% 20.0% 6.5%
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 50.0% 75.0% 80.0% 73.0%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 16.7% 25.0% 40.0% 5.2%
Agricultural, forestry, and fishing occupations 33.3% 75.0% 80.0% 67.8%
Transportation, communication, and utilities 8.3% 25.0% 20.0% 4.8%
Transportation and material moving occupations 8.3% 25.0% 20.0% 4.8%
Services 25.0% 25.0% 40.0% 4.0%
Executive, administrative, and managerial 16.7% 25.0% 40.0% 0.0%
Mechanics and repairers 8.3% 25.0% 20.0% 4.0%

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




Table 4-7.—-Job schedules, Ugashik, 2014.

Jobs Employed persons Employed households
Schedule Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Full time 5.3 25.0% 53 60.0% 35 50.0%
Part time 7.0 33.3% 7.0 80.0% 5.3 75.0%
Shift 1.8 8.3% 1.8 20.0% 1.8 25.0%
On-call (occasional) 7.0 33.3% 5.3 60.0% 3.5 50.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note Respondents who had more than 1 job in the study year could provide multiple responses, so the

percentages may sum to more than 100%.

Table 4-8.-Employment characteristics, Ugashik, 2014.

Community
Characteristic Ugashik
All adults
Number 8.8
Mean weeks employed 37.3
Employed adults
Number 8.8
Percentage 100.0%
Jobs
Number 21.0
Mean 24
Minimum 1
Maximum 4
Months employed
Mean 8.6
Minimum 1
Maximum 12
Percentage employed year-round 60.0%
Mean weeks employed 37.3
Households
Number 7.0
Employed
Number 7.0
Percentage 100.0%
Jobs per employed household
Mean 3.0
Minimum 1
Maximum 7
Employed adults
Mean
Employed households 1.3
Total households 1.3
Minimum 1
Maximum 2
Mean person-weeks of employment 46.6

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 4-7.—Responses to questions about food insecure conditions, Ugashik, 2014.

Foob SECURITY

Survey respondents were asked a set of questions intended to assess their household’s food security, defined
as, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Coleman-Jensen et al.
2012). Based on their responses to these questions, households were broadly categorized as being food
secure or food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households were
broken down further into two subcategories—high or marginal food security. Food insecure households
were divided into two subcategories—Ilow food security or very low food security.

Households with high food security did not report any food access problems or limitations. Households
with marginal food security reported one or two instances of food access problems or limitations—typically
anxiety over food sufficiency or a shortage of particular foods in the house—but gave little or no indication
of changes in diets or food intake. Households with low food security reported reduced quality, variety, or
desirability of their diet, but they, too, gave little indication of reduced food intake. Households classified as
having very low food security were those that reported multiple instances of disrupted eating patterns and
reduced food intake (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2012).

Figure 4-7 summarizes affirmative responses to food insecurity conditions experienced by Ugashik
households that did not have enough of the kinds of foods they wanted to eat. The first five conditions
described in the figure were asked about the overall household while the last five applied only to the adults
in the household and were asked to ascertain the severity of food insecure conditions experienced by the
household. The most common affirmative answer was in response to the question asking whether households
lacked the resources to get food, meaning that they did not have what they needed to hunt, fish, or gather, or
that they lacked money to buy food. The remaining conditions were all answered in the affirmative by 25%
of households, except no households surveyed in Ugashik indicated that they were hungry but did not eat
or that they did not eat for a whole day. From these responses, it appears that insecurities concerning food
stemmed equally from store-bought food and subsistence food.
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Figure 4-8.—Comparison of food security categories, Ugashik, Alaska, and United States, 2014.

Table 4-9.—Households’ assessments of food security conditions, Ugashik, 2014.

Percentage of

Statement households

Had enough of the kinds of food desired 50.0%
Had enough food, but not the desired kind 25.0%
Sometimes, or often, did not have enough food 25.0%
Missing/No response 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Food security results for surveys for Ugashik, the state of Alaska, and the United States are summarized in
Figure 4-8. Residents of Ugashik experienced slightly lower levels of food security than the state but were
on par with the nation overall. Interestingly, no households were classified as having low food security,
compared to 8% of households at the state and national levels, but 14% were classified as experiencing
very low food security, a higher proportion than the state (4%) or country (6%). The remote location of
the community and consequent high prices of store-bought food that had to be ordered from a grocer in
another community, coupled with a generally older population, a small population, and changes in resource
availability and access, may explain the community’s food security profile.

According to study results, one-half of Ugashik households had enough desired foods in 2014 and 25%
of households either had enough food, but not the kinds desired, or did not have enough food (Table 4-9).
Figure 4-9 portrays the mean number of food insecure conditions per household by food security category
by month. Figure 4-10 shows which months households reported foods not lasting. A pattern unlike that
seen in Pilot Point or Egegik was displayed in Ugashik where households experienced no seasonal trends in
food insecure conditions, whether the household was identified as secure or insecure (Figure 4-9). Similar
results depicted in Figure 4-10 show no households ran out of subsistence foods in any month of the year,
and 25% of households consistently ran out of store-bought foods. That no household indicated difficulties
with subsistence foods throughout the year likely indicates that households are able to put up enough food
to last through the year, or are otherwise provisioned with subsistence foods, perhaps through sharing
networks. Often, seasonal weather patterns can disrupt access to store-bought foods but given the consistent
nature of results depicted in Figure 4-10, it seems more likely it may be a product of fixed incomes not
stretching to cover store-bought foods through the entire month.

SUMMARY OF HARVEST AND USE PATTERNS

Individual Participation in the Harvesting and Processing of Wild Resources

Figure 4-11 and Table 4-10 report the expanded levels of individual participation in the harvesting and
processing of wild resources by all Ugashik residents in 2014. Looking at any resource, 100% of Ugashik
residents participated in both harvesting and processing activities. At the resource category level, 100% of
residents fished and hunted for large land mammals, while 60% of residents hunted birds or gathered eggs
and gathered vegetation. The fewest number of individuals hunted or trapped small land mammals (20%)
and no households hunted marine mammals. While 100% of individuals processed fish and birds or eggs,
80% processed large land mammals, 40% processed vegetation, and 20% processed small land mammals.
No households processed marine mammals. While it is common that more people process a resource than
are involved in harvesting, such as was seen with birds and eggs in Ugashik, it is more unusual that a fewer
number of individuals are involved in the processing of large land mammals than hunted, which occurred
in Ugashik in 2014. Although there was a resident from each household that hunted large game in 2014, not
every household had a successful harvest.* But, due to their size, there can be multiple people involved in
processing a moose or caribou, which might explain why such a great proportion of residents (80%) from
this small community had processed large game in 2014.

4. The harvest database WinfoNet indicated one moose was harvested by an Ugashik resident in 2014 (database
accessed July 2018).
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Figure 4-11.—Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Ugashik, 2014.
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Table 4-10.—Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Ugashik, 2014.

Total number of people 8.8
Fish
Fish
Number 8.8
Percentage 100.0%
Process
Number 8.8
Percentage 100.0%
Large land mammals
Hunt
Number 8.8
Percentage 100.0%
Process
Number 7.0
Percentage 80.0%

Small land mammals
Hunt or trap

Number 1.8
Percentage 20.0%
Process
Number 1.8
Percentage 20.0%
Marine mammals
Hunt
Number 0.0
Percentage 0.0%
Process
Number 0.0
Percentage 0.0%
Birds and eggs
Hunt/gather
Number 53
Percentage 60.0%
Process
Number 8.8
Percentage 100.0%
Vegetation
Gather
Number 53
Percentage 60.0%
Process
Number 35
Percentage 40.0%
Any resource
Attempt harvest
Number 8.8
Percentage 100.0%
Process
Number 8.8
Percentage 100.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 4-12 —Percentage of households using, attempting to harvest, and harvesting wild resources, by
resource category, Ugashik, 2014.

Harvest and Use of Wild Resources at the Household Level

Figure 4-12 shows by resource category the percentages of households that used wild resources, attempted
to harvest, and harvested wild foods. As with the individual participation rates, there were generally high
rates of use and harvest of resources at the household level. All households in Ugashik used and attempted to
harvest salmon, nonsalmon fish, and birds and eggs. Every household also hunted large mammals and tried
to gather vegetation, but only 75% of households used these resources. The remaining resource categories
exhibited lower household use rates: 50% of households used and gathered marine invertebrates, 25% of
households used and hunted or trapped small land mammals, and no households used or hunted marine
mammals. In general, households were successful in their harvest attempts. Large land mammals, birds and
eggs, and vegetation are the only resource categories for which fewer households successfully harvested a
resource than attempted to harvest. The difference is most pronounced for large land mammals: while every
household hunted, only 25% of households successfully harvested.

Table 4-11 summarizes resource harvest and use characteristics for Ugashik in 2014 at the household level.
The average harvest was 1,179 Ib usable weight per household, or 943 Ib per person. During the study year,
community households harvested an average of 12 kinds of resources and used an average of 13 kinds of
resources. The maximum number of resources used by any household was 18. In addition, households gave
away an average of five kinds of resources.
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Table 4-11.—Resource harvest and use characteristics, Ugashik, 2014.

Characteristic

Mean number of resources used per household 12.8
Minimum 7
Maximum 18
95% confidence limit (z) 41.9%
Median 13

Mean number of resources attempted to harvest per household 18.0
Minimum 9
Maximum 24
95% confidence limit (z) 42.5%
Median 195

Mean number of resources harvested per household 12.0
Minimum 7
Maximum 18
95% confidence limit (z) 46.5%
Median 115

Mean number of resources received per household 13
Minimum 1
Maximum 2
95% confidence limit (z) 41.7%
Median 1

Mean number of resources given away per household 5.0
Minimum 1
Maximum 10
95% confidence limit (z) 78.0%
Median 4.5

Household harvest (pounds)

Minimum 654

Maximum 1,902

Mean 1,178.8

Median 1,080
Total harvest weight (Ib) 8,251.5
Community per capita harvest (Ib) 943.0
Percentage using any resource 100.0%
Percentage attempting to harvest any resource 100.0%
Percentage harvesting any resource 100.0%
Percentage receiving any resource 100.0%
Percentage giving away any resource 100.0%
Number of households in sample 4
Number of resources asked about and identified voluntarily by 150
respondents

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 4-13.—Household specialization, Ugashik, 2014.

SHARING OF WILD RESOURCES

Household Specialization in Resource Harvesting

Previous studies (Wolfe 1987; Wolfe et al. 2010) have shown that in most rural Alaska communities, a
relatively small portion of households produces most of the community’s fish and wildlife harvests, which
they share with other households. A study of 3,265 households in 66 rural Alaska communities found that
about 33% of the households accounted for 76% of subsistence harvests (Wolfe et al. 2010). Although
overall the set of very productive households was diverse, factors that were associated with higher levels
of subsistence harvests included larger households with a pool of adult male labor, higher wage income,
involvement in commercial fishing, and community location.

As shown in Figure 4-13, in the 2014 study year in Ugashik, about 64% of the harvests of wild resources
as estimated in pounds usable weight were harvested by 50% of the community’s households. This is a
different pattern than is often identified and likely due to the small community size.

HARVEST QUANTITIES AND COMPOSITION

Table 4-12 reports estimated wild resource harvests and uses by Ugashik residents in 2014 and is organized
first by general category and then by species. All edible resources are reported in pounds usable weight (see
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Appendix B for conversion factors®). The harvest category includes resources harvested by any member
of the surveyed household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken, given
away, or used by a household, and resources acquired from other harvesters, either as gifts, by barter or
trade, through hunting partnerships, or as meat given by hunting guides and non-local hunters. Purchased
foods are not included, but resources such as wood are included because they are an important part of the
subsistence way of life. Differences between harvest and use percentages reflect sharing among households,
which results in a wider distribution of wild foods.

In 2014, Ugashik households harvested a total of 8,252 usable Ib of wild resources (Table 4-12). Contributing
84% to the overall harvest, salmon was the most heavily harvested resource category (6,890 Ib total, or 788
Ib per capita) (Figure 4-14; Table 4-12). Far behind salmon, the harvest of large land mammals composed
11% (945 Ib; 108 Ib per capita) of the overall harvest weight and birds and eggs (200 Ib total; 23 Ib
per capita) and nonsalmon fish (122 Ib; 14 Ib per capita) each accounted for 2% of the harvest. Marine
invertebrates (90 Ib; 10 Ib per capita) contributed 1% to the harvest total and vegetation (4 Ib; less than 1 Ib
per capita) contributed less than 1%.

USE AND HARVEST CHARACTERISTICS BY RESOURCE CATEGORY

Households typically use more resources than they harvest because of the prevalence of sharing within and
between communities. Households may share resources with one or many other households, and within
the community or beyond. Households within the community receive resources from one or many other
households residing in the same community or from another community. All households in Ugashik shared
wild resources in 2014 (Table 4-12). The resource category given away by the most households was salmon
(shared by 75% of households). Nonsalmon fish, large land mammals, and marine invertebrates were shared
by 50% of households, while 25% shared small land mammals and birds and eggs and no households
shared vegetation. Large land mammals were received by 50% of households, more than any other resource
category. One-quarter (25%) of the households received salmon, nonsalmon fish, and birds and eggs; no
households received small land mammals, marine invertebrates, or vegetation.

Table 4-13 lists the top ranked resources used by households and Figure 4-15 shows the species with the
highest harvests during the 2014 study year. Salmon species dominated the harvest and, when combined
with moose, composed more than 90% of the entire community harvest, by weight (Figure 4-15). No other
single species contributed more than 1% to the harvest weight. Salmon and moose were also prevalent
among the most used resources by Ugashik households, a list made up entirely of fish, birds, and moose
(Table 4-14). Although the nonsalmon fish species and birds on the most used resources list were not among
the top species harvested, they were still used by 50% or more households.

5. Resources that are not eaten, such as firewood and some furbearers, are included in the table but are given a
conversion factor of zero.
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Table 4-12.—Estimated use and harvest of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Ugashik, 2014.

€67

Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%

confidence

Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)

Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
All resources 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 8,251.5 1,178.8 943.0 8,251.5 Ib 1,178.8 46.3
Salmon 100.0 100.0 100.0 250 75.0 6,890.4 984.3 7875 6,890.4 Ib 984.3 65.5
Chum salmon 50.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 64.2 9.2 7.3 14.0 ind 2.0 147.3
Coho salmon 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 50.0 1,236.4 176.6 141.3 274.8 ind 39.3 65.1
Chinook salmon 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 75.0 1,013.8 144.8 115.9 94.5 ind 135 36.5
Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sockeye salmon 100.0 100.0 100.0 250 75.0 4,561.5 651.6 521.3 1,100.8 ind 157.3 100.9
Landlocked salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
f;‘:ﬁ)’:”g sockeye 250 250 250 00 250 145 2.1 17 35 ind 05 208.3
Nonsalmon fish 100.0 100.0 100.0 25.0 50.0 122.3 175 14.0 1223 1b 17.5 92.6
Pacific herring 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Pacific herring sac roe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
E:ﬁ;ﬂc herring spawnon o 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Capelin (grunion) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Smelt 50.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 57.6 8.2 6.6 17.7 gal 25 169.5
Pacific (gray) cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Starry flounder 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 26.3 3.8 3.0 8.8 ind 1.3 208.3
Pacific halibut 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1b 0.0 0.0
Rockfish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sablefish (black cod) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red Irish lord 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sculpin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Salmon shark 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Yellowfin sole 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 8.8 1.3 1.0 8.8 ind 1.3 208.3
Alaska blackfish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Burbot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Dolly Varden—freshwater 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Dolly Varden-saltwater 75.0 75.0 75.0 25.0 0.0 24.5 35 2.8 8.8 ind 1.3 79.8
Arctic grayling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Northern pike 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 5.3 0.8 0.6 1.8 ind 0.3 208.3
Rainbow trout 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Steelhead 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Least cisco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
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Table 4-12.—Page 2 of 5.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)
Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Nonsalmon fish, continued
Humpback whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Round whitefish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Large land mammals 75.0 100.0 25.0 50.0 50.0 945.0 135.0 108.0 945.0 Ib 135.0 208.3
Brown bear 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Caribou 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Moose 75.0 100.0 25.0 50.0 50.0 945.0 135.0 108.0 1.8 ind 0.3 208.3
Small land mammals 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ib 0.0 0.0
Beaver 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.3 ind 0.8 208.3
Coyote 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Arctic fox 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red fox—cross phase 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red fox-red phase 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.0 ind 6.0 208.3
Snowshoe hare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
North American river 00 250 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
(land) otter
Lynx 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Marmot 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Marten 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Mink 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Muskrat 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 ind 0.3 208.3
Porcupine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Arctic ground (parka) 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
squirrel
Weasel 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Gray wolf 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5ind 0.5 208.3
Wolverine 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 ind 0.3 208.3
Marine mammals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ib 0.0 0.0
Harbor porpoise 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Fur seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Harbor seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Unknown seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sea otter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Steller sea lion 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
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Table 4-12.—Page 3 of 5.

Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)
Resource % % % % % Total household  Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Marine mammals, continued
Walrus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Beluga whale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Birds and eggs 100.0 100.0 75.0 250 25.0 199.8 28.5 22.8 199.8 Ib 28.5 124.8
Bufflehead 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Canvasback 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Common eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
King eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Gadwall 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Goldeneye 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Harlequin duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Mallard 25.0 50.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 33.6 4.8 3.8 21.0 ind 3.0 208.3
Common merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red-breasted merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Long-tailed duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Northern pintail 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 12.6 1.8 14 10.5 ind 15 208.3
Scaup 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Black scoter 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 15.8 2.3 1.8 17.5 ind 25 208.3
Northern shoveler 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Green-winged teal 50.0 75.0 50.0 0.0 250 10.5 15 1.2 21.0 ind 3.0 120.3
Wigeon 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Brant 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Canada/cackling goose 50.0 75.0 50.0 0.0 250 34.3 4.9 3.9 12.3 ind 1.8 171.0
Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Snow goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
White-fronted goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Unknown geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Trumpeter swan 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sandhill crane 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 18.9 2.7 2.2 3.5ind 0.5 208.3
Common shipe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
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Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)
Resource % % % % % Total household Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Birds and eggs, continued
Grouse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Ptarmigan 100.0 100.0 75.0 250 25.0 56.0 8.0 6.4 70.0 ind 10.0 95.1
Duck eggs 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 55 0.8 0.6 52.5 ind 7.5 208.3
Goose eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Swan eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Gull eggs 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 12.6 1.8 14 42.0 ind 6.0 208.3
Murre eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Tern eggs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Marine invertebrates 50.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 89.8 12.8 10.3 89.8 Ib 12.8 182.3
Red (large) chitons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Black (small) chitons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Unknown chitons 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.3 0.3 0.6 gal 0.1 208.3
Butter clams 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Pacific littleneck clams 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
(steamers)
Razor clams 50.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 87.5 125 10.0 29.2 gal 4.2 181.6
Softshell clams 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Cockles 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Dungeness crab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Red king crab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Tanner crab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Limpets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Blue mussels 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Octopus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Scallops 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ind 0.0 0.0
Sea cucumber 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Sea urchin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Shrimp 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Snails 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Whelk 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
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Percentage of households Harvest weight (Ib) Harvest amount® 95%
confidence
Use Attempt Harvest Receive Give Mean per Mean per limit (z)
Resource % % % % % Total household  Per capita Total Unit  household harvest
Vegetation 75.0 100.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 4.2 0.6 0.5 421b 0.6 165.5
Blueberry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Lowbush cranberry 25.0 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 gal 0.0 208.3
Crowberry 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Nagoonberry 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 gal 0.0 208.3
Salmonberry 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Beach asparagus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Other beach greens 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 35 0.5 0.4 3.5 gal 0.5 208.3
Hudson's Bay (Labrador)
tea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Lambs quarter 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Wild celery 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Beach rye grass 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Wild parsley 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Other wild greens 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Black seaweed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Bull kelp 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Red seaweed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Sea ribbons 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Giant kelp (macrocystis) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Alaria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Unknown seaweed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 gal 0.0 0.0
Wood 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note Use of a resource obtained during a previous study year may be indicated when the sum of the percentage of households that received and harvested a resource is
greater than the percentage of households that used the resource.

Note For small land mammals, species that are not typically eaten show a non-zero harvest amount with a zero harvest weight. Harvest weight is not calculated for
species harvested but not eaten.

a. Summary rows have been converted to pounds usable weight.
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Figure 4-14 —Composition of harvest in pounds usable weight, by resource category, Ugashik, 2014.

Table 4-13.—Top ranked resources used by households, Ugashik, 2014.

Percentage of

Rank® Resource households using
1. Coho salmon 100.0%
1. Chinook salmon 100.0%
1. Sockeye salmon 100.0%
1. Ptarmigan 100.0%
5. Dolly Varden—saltwater 75.0%
5. Moose 75.0%
7. Chum salmon 50.0%
7. Smelt 50.0%
7. Green-winged teal 50.0%
7. Canada/cackling goose 50.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Resources used by the same percentage of households share the
highest rank value instead of having sequential rank values.
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Note The "all other resources" category includes species that each contributed less than 0.4% to the total harvest weight.

Figure 4-15.—Top resources harvested by percentage of total harvest in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.
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Note The "other" category includes species that each contributed less than 1% to the total salmon
harvest weight.

Figure 4-16.—Composition of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.

Salmon

Ugashik residents harvested four species of Pacific salmon in 2014. By weight, 66% of the harvest was of
sockeye salmon, followed by coho salmon (18%), Chinook salmon (15%), and 1% was a combined harvest
of chum and spawning sockeye salmon (Figure 4-16). Together, the harvest of these resources totaled 6,890
Ib of salmon, or 788 Ib per capita. The sockeye salmon harvest totaled 4,562 1b (521 b per capita), followed
by coho salmon at 1,236 Ib (141 Ib per capita), and a Chinook salmon harvest of 1,014 1b (116 Ib per capita)
(Table 4-12). All households used and harvested these salmon species, while 50% of households used and
harvested chum salmon and 25% used and harvested spawning sockeye salmon. All salmon species except
chum salmon were shared, but sockeye salmon was the only species received. The fewest households (25%)
shared spawning sockeye salmon and the most households (75%) shared sockeye salmon and Chinook
salmon.

In 2014, an estimated 1,012 salmon (4,572 Ib) were removed from commercial harvests for home use, and
476 salmon (2,318 Ib) were harvested using subsistence set gillnets (Table 4-14). Figure 4-17 is a visual
representation of the salmon harvest weight caught by gear type. An estimated 66% of the salmon harvest
weight was caught using commercial gear and removed from commercial harvests (Table 4-15). For three
species, commercial removal was the most commonly used harvest method: 100% of chum salmon, 79% of
sockeye salmon, and 56% of Chinook salmon. The remainder of the harvests for each of these species came
from subsistence set gillnets, as did 100% of the harvest weight of spawning sockeye salmon. No salmon
were harvested using rod and reel.
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Table 4-14.—Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Ugashik, 2014.

Subsistence and personal use methods

Removed from

Subsistence and
personal use gear, any

commercial catch Set gillnet Seine Dip net Other method method Rod and reel Any method
Resource Number Pounds  Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds Number Pounds  Number  Pounds  Number Pounds Number Pounds
Salmon 1,011.5 4,572.2 476.0 2,318.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 476.0  2,318.2 0.0 0.0 1,487.5 6,890.4
Chum salmon 14.0 64.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.0 64.2
Coho salmon 80.5 3623 1943  874.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 194.3 874.1 0.0 0.0 2748 1,236.4
Chinook salmon 525  563.2 42.0  450.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.0 450.6 0.0 0.0 945 1,013.8
Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sockeye salmon 864.5 3,582.5 236.3  979.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 236.3 979.0 0.0 0.0 1,100.8 45615
Landlocked salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Spawning sockeye salmon 0.0 0.0 3.5 14.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 14.5 0.0 0.0 3.5 14.5
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note The harvested number of salmon is represented as individual fish harvested.
Sockeye salmon 4,562
Coho salmon 1,236
g
% Chinook salmon 1,014
n

Chum salmon 64

Spawning sockeye salmon | 15

0 500

M Rod and reel

1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500 4,000 4,500 5,000

H Removed from commercial catch

i Other subsistence methods

Estimated total pounds harvested
H Set gillnet
H Dip net

M Seine

Figure 4-17 —Estimated harvest of salmon in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource, Ugashik, 2014.
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Table 4-15.—Estimated percentages of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total salmon harvest, Ugashik, 2014.

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and
Percentage ~ commercial personal use gear,

Resource base catch Set gillnet Seine Dip net Other method any method Rod and reel  Any method
Salmon Gear type 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Resource 66.4% 33.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.6% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 66.4% 33.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.6% 0.0% 100.0%

Chum salmon Gear type 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9%
Resource 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9%

Coho salmon Gear type 7.9% 37.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 37.7% 0.0% 17.9%
Resource 29.3% 70.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 70.7% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 5.3% 12.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.7% 0.0% 17.9%

Chinook salmon  Gear type 12.3% 19.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 19.4% 0.0% 14.7%
Resource 55.6% 44.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 44.4% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 8.2% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5% 0.0% 14.7%

Pink salmon Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Sockeye salmon  Gear type 78.4% 42.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 42.2% 0.0% 66.2%
Resource 78.5% 21.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 21.5% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 52.0% 14.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 14.2% 0.0% 66.2%

Landlocked Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Spawning sockeye Gear type 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.2%
salmon Resource 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 4-19.—Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.

Salmon were harvested near the community in the Ugashik River as well as farther from the community by
the Ugashik lakes (Figure 4-18). Some harvest activity was documented at the outfall of Lower Ugashik
Lake as well as in the waters connecting the Lower and Upper Ugashik lakes and along the upper, eastern
reaches of Lower Ugashik Lake. Of note, the spatial data collected did not include the locations where
commercially harvested salmon kept for home use were harvested, which was how the majority (66%) of
the total salmon harvest weight was obtained in Ugashik (Table 4-15). Also, the salmon commercial fishery
is very active in the Ugashik River® and community residents do not commonly travel far downriver or into
Ugashik Bay to harvest salmon, according to researcher notes.

Nonsalmon Fish

Ugashik residents harvested 122 1b (14 Ib per capita) of nonsalmon fish: smelt (47%; 58 1b total, 7 1b per
capita), starry flounder (22%; 26 b, 3 1b per capita), Dolly Varden (20%; 25 1b, 3 Ib per capita), yellowfin
sole (7%; 9 Ib, 1 Ib per capita), and northern pike (4%; 5 Ib, less than 1 Ib per capita) (Table 4-12; Figure
4-19). While all households used and harvested nonsalmon fish, most households (75%) used and harvested
Dolly Varden, 50% of households did so for smelt, and 25% of households used and harvested the rest of
the species. Overall, 50% of households shared nonsalmon fish and 25% received these resources, but there
was not wide sharing among all the species. No households shared or received starry flounder or yellowfin
sole. No households shared Dolly Varden and no households received smelt or northern pike. Smelt was
shared the most (by 50% of households) and 25% of households shared northern pike.

6. See the ADF&G Ugashik District commercial fishery boundary lines available online: https://www.adfg.alaska.
gov/static/fishing/PDFs/commercial/maps/map ugashik salmon_districts.pdf (accessed July 2021).
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Table 4-16.—Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Ugashik, 2014.

Subsistence and personal use methods

Subsistence and

Removed from personal use gear,
commercial catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing Other method any method Rod and reel Any method
Resource Unit® Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds Number® Pounds
Nonsalmon fish 9.8 35.0 0.0 49.0 0.0 84.0 28.5 122.3
Pacific herring gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pacific herring sac roe gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Effl:';'; herring spawn ) 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00
Capelin (grunion) gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Smelt gal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.1 49.0 0.0 0.0 15.1 49.0 2.6 8.6 17.7 57.6
Pacific (gray) cod ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Starry flounder ind 0.0 0.0 8.8 26.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.8 26.3 0.0 0.0 8.8 26.3
Pacific halibut Ib 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rockfish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sablefish (black cod) ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red Irish lord ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sculpin ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Salmon shark ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Yellowfin sole ind 0.0 0.0 8.8 8.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.8 8.8 0.0 0.0 8.8 8.8
Alaska blackfish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Burbot ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dolly Varden- ind 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00
freshwater
Dolly Varden- ind 35 9.8 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 53 147 88 245
saltwater
Arctic grayling ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern pike ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 5.3 1.8 5.3
Rainbow trout ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Steelhead ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Least cisco ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Humpback whitefish  ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Round whitefish ind 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note The summary row that includes incompatible units of measure for harvest number has been left blank.
a. The harvested number of each resource is measured by the unit in which the resource harvest information was collected; the unit of measurement is provided for each resource.
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Table 4-17.—Estimated percentages of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total nonsalmon fish harvest,
Ugashik, 2014.

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and
Percentage ~ commercial Other personal use gear,

Resource base catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing method any method Rod and reel  Any method
Nonsalmon fish Gear type 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Resource 8.0% 28.6% 0.0% 40.1% 0.0% 68.7% 23.3% 100.0%

Total 8.0% 28.6% 0.0% 40.1% 0.0% 68.7% 23.3% 100.0%

Pacific herring Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Pacific herringsac ~ Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
roe Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Pacific herring Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
spawn on kelp Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Capelin (grunion) Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Smelt Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 58.3% 30.1% 47.1%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 85.1% 0.0% 85.1% 14.9% 100.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 40.1% 0.0% 40.1% 7.0% 47.1%

Pacific (gray) cod Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Starry flounder Gear type 0.0% 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.3% 0.0% 21.5%
Resource 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Total 0.0% 21.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 21.5% 0.0% 21.5%

Pacific halibut Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Rockfish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Sablefish (black cod) Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

-continued-
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Table 4-17.—Page 2 of 3.

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and
Percentage ~ commercial Other personal use gear,
Resource base catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing method any method Rod and reel  Any method
Red Irish lord Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sculpin Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Salmon shark Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Yellowfin sole Gear type 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.4% 0.0% 7.2%
Resource 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 0.0% 7.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.2% 0.0% 7.2%
Alaska blackfish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Burbot Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dolly Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Varden—freshwater  Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dolly Gear type 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 51.5% 20.0%
Varden—saltwater Resource 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 60.0% 100.0%
Total 8.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.0% 20.0%
Acrctic grayling Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Northern pike Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 18.4% 4.3%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 4.3%
Rainbow trout Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

-continued-
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Table 4-17.—Page 3 of 3.

Removed Subsistence and personal use methods
from Subsistence and
Percentage ~ commercial Other personal use gear,
Resource base catch Set gillnet Dip net Ice fishing method any method Rod and reel  Any method
Steelhead Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Least cisco Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Humpback whitefish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Round whitefish Gear type 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Resource 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 4-21.—Fishing and harvest locations of nonsalmon fish, Ugashik, 2014.



Table 4-18.—Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Ugashik, 2014.

Estimated harvest by month

Resource Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk  Total
All large land mammals 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 18 00 00 00 0.0 18
Brown bear 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Caribou 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Caribou, male 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Caribou, female 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Caribou, unknown sex 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Moose 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 18 00 00 00 00 1.8
Moose, bull 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 18 00 00 00 00 1.8
Moose, cow 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Moose, unknown sex 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0

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

An estimated total of 84 1b of nonsalmon fish were harvested using subsistence gear (mainly ice fishing,
but also set gillnet), and 29 Ib were harvested using rod and reel gear (Table 4-16). Figure 4-20 is a visual
representation of the nonsalmon fish harvest weight caught by gear type. As estimated in total pounds of
fish, 69% of the nonsalmon fish harvest was caught using subsistence gear: 40% ice fishing, and 29% set
gillnetting (Table 4-17). For three species, subsistence gear was the most commonly used harvest method:
100% of starry flounder and yellowfin sole and 85% of smelt harvest weights were caught using subsistence
methods. Northern pike were harvested only with rod and reel. Only Dolly Varden were removed from
commercial catches, and only set gillnets were used to harvest starry flounder and yellowfin sole, while ice
fishing was only used to harvest smelt. Rod and reel gear was used in the harvest of smelt, Dolly Varden,
and northern pike.

Nonsalmon fish were harvested in the Ugashik River in proximity to the community, as well as in the
waterway connecting Upper and Lower Ugashik lakes (Figure 4-21). Of note, at the location of the
community, the Ugashik River is heavily influenced by tidal movement and the water level fluctuates
significantly against the bluff bordering the community; as such, saltwater species follow the tide to the
fishing areas used by Ugashik residents near their community. Some harvest was also documented in the
small lakes a few miles to the southeast of the community.

Large Land Mammals

Moose was the only species hunted or used in the large land mammal category in Ugashik in 2014 (Table
4-12). Only one bull moose was reported harvested (because not all households were interviewed, the
estimated harvest was 1.8 moose) and it was harvested in September (Table 4-18).” Every household hunted
moose; however, only one-quarter of households successfully harvested moose and the community harvest
estimate was 945 Ib (108 Ib per capita). Despite the low harvest percentage, 75% of households used
moose due to the high rates of sharing: 50% of households gave moose and 50% received moose. Ugashik
residents hunted moose in several locations (Figure 4-22). An area between Pilot Point and Ugashik was
used, as was the coast of Lower Ugashik Lake. Farther from the community, residents hunted moose along
the lgushik River near the community of Manokotak.

7. The harvest database WinfoNet also indicated one moose was harvested by an Ugashik resident in 2014 (database
accessed July 2018).
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Figure 4-22.—Hunting locations of moose, Ugashik, 2014.
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Figure 4-23.—Composition of small land mammal/furbearer harvest by individual animals harvested, Ugashik,
2014.

Small Land Mammals/Furbearers

Several types of small land mammals or furbearers were hunted in 2014 but there were only successful
harvests of red foxes (77%; 42 individuals), beavers (10%; 5 individuals), gray wolves (7%; 4 individuals),
muskrats (3%; 2 animals), and wolverines (3%; 2 animals) (Figure 4-23; Table 4-12). Since all of these
species were used for their fur and were not eaten, Figure 4-23 shows percentage of harvest by number of
animals. Animals were harvested during the winter months of January—February and November—December
(Table 4-19). Red foxes were harvested in each of those months, but beavers and muskrats were only taken
in January, while wolverines were only harvested in February and wolves were only harvested in December.
There was generally low use and harvest of all species, with 25% of households using, attempting to
harvest, harvesting, and sharing (Table 4-12). No households received small land mammals. In addition to
the harvested species, 25% of households unsuccessfully hunted/trapped coyotes, river otters, lynx, mink,
and weasels. Small land mammals were hunted on the tundra within a few miles from the community
(Figure 4-24).

Marine Mammals

No Ugashik households hunted, used, or shared marine mammals in 2014 (Table 4-12). Formerly, men in
Alaska Peninsula communities would drive beluga whales onto sand bars in local rivers where the animals
would then become stranded with the outgoing tide (Wright et al. 1985:66). Both meat and blubber were
used, but as of the 1980s there was little active beluga whale hunting. Occasionally beached whales will be
used if still in good condition when discovered.
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Table 4-19.—Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Ugashik, 2014.

Estimated harvest by month

Resource Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Unk Total

Allsmall land mammals 175 123 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 105 140 00 543
Beaver 53 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 5.3
Coyote 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Arctic fox 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Red fox—cross phase 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00O 00 00 00 00 0.0
Red fox-red phase 105 105 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 105 105 00 420
Snowshoe hare 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
(':'ti’;h americanriver (land) -, 69 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Lynx 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Marmot 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Marten 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Mink 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Muskrat 18 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 18
Porcupine 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
gjitr'fe?ro“”d (parka) 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Weasel 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Gray wolf 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 35 00 35
Wolverine 00 1.8 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 1.8

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
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Figure 4-25—-Composition of bird and bird egg harvest in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.

Birds and Eggs

The harvest composition of birds and eggs was the most diverse of the Ugashik community’s harvests.
Together, ptarmigan (28%), Canada/cackling geese (17%), and mallards (17%) composed more than one-
half the harvest by weight (Figure 4-25). Sandhill cranes (10%), black scoters (8%), northern pintails (6%),
gull eggs (6%), green-winged teals (5%), and duck eggs (3%) completed the community’s harvest. A total
of 200 Ib of birds and eggs were harvested (Table 4-12). Of this total, the bird harvest comprised 182 Ib;
much of this was 56 Ib of ptarmigan that were harvested (6 1b per capita; 70 birds) and 34 Ib each of Canada/
cackling geese (4 Ib per capita; 12 birds) and mallards (4 1b per capita; 21 birds). Although eggs did not
compose a high percentage of the harvest, residents harvested 18 Ib of bird eggs: 53 duck eggs (6 Ib; less
than 1 Ib per capita) and 42 gull eggs (13 Ib; 1 Ib per capita). Every household hunted ptarmigan. Between
one-quarter and three-quarters of households attempted to harvest other birds or eggs: 75% of households
hunted green-winged teals and Canada/cackling geese, 50% of households hunted mallards, while 25%
of households hunted the other harvested species. In addition, 25% of households unsuccessfully hunted
wigeons and swans.

Birds were harvested during every season.® More birds were harvested in the fall than any other season,
though the survey form defined fall to include October, November, and December (Table 4-20). Migratory
ducks were hunted and harvested each season and geese were harvested in the summer (July through
September) and fall. Cranes were only harvested in winter (January through April) and ptarmigan were
harvested in the fall as well as winter. Households were generally successful in their hunting. The same
percentage of households harvesting a bird species also used it, except for ptarmigan, where 100% of
households used the resource but only 75% harvested it (Table 4-12). It is perhaps not surprising then that

8. On the survey form, seasons of bird harvest were defined as follows: winter—January through April; spring—May
and June; summer—July through September; and fall—October through December.
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Table 4-20.—Estimated bird harvests by season, Ugashik, 2014.

Estimated harvest by season

Season

Resource Spring Summer  Fall Winter unknown Total

All birds 15.8 36.8 68.3 35.0 0.0 155.8
Bufflehead 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Canvasback 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Common eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
King eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Steller's eider 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gadwall 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Goldeneye 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Harlequin duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mallard 5.3 53 5.3 5.3 0.0 21.0
Common merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Red-breasted merganser 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Long-tailed duck 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Northern pintail 1.8 35 1.8 35 0.0 10.5
Scaup 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Black scoter 53 53 3.5 35 0.0 17.5
Northern shoveler 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Green-winged teal 3.5 12.3 3.5 1.8 0.0 21.0
Wigeon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown ducks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brant 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Canada/cackling goose 0.0 10.5 1.8 0.0 0.0 12.3
Emperor goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Snow goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
White-fronted goose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown geese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Trumpeter swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tundra (whistling) swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sandhill crane 0.0 0.0 0.0 35 0.0 3.5
Common snipe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grouse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ptarmigan 0.0 0.0 52.5 17.5 0.0 70.0

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

ptarmigan was the only species received by Ugashik households (25%). Birds and eggs were generally not
highly shared, with 25% of households giving some of these resources that were harvested. One-quarter
of households shared green-winged teals, Canada/cackling geese, and ptarmigan. No other sharing was

documented.

Ducks and geese were hunted along the Ugashik River and its tributaries from near the coast to just upriver
from the community (Figure 4-26). Ptarmigan were hunted to the east and south of the community while

bird eggs were gathered upriver along the Ugashik River.
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Figure 4-26.—Hunting and harvest locations of birds and bird eggs, Ugashik, 2014.
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Figure 4-27.—Composition of marine invertebrate harvest in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.

Marine Invertebrates

Ugashik residents harvested razor clams as well as some chitons in 2014. Out of a total 90 Ib of marine
invertebrates harvested, 97% was razor clams (88 Ib) (Table 4-12; Figure 4-27). This was equal to 10 Ib
of clams harvested per capita. Just more than 2 Ib of chitons were harvested, which was less than 1 Ib
per capita. One-half the households in Ugashik harvested and used razor clams while one-quarter of the
households harvested and used chitons. Few marine invertebrates were shared: 50% of households gave
away razor clams. These resources were harvested on the south side of the Alaska Peninsula in Yantarni Bay
and just outside the bay along the Pacific Ocean coast (Figure 4-28).
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Figure 4-29.—Composition of vegetation harvest by type in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.

Vegetation

Very little vegetation was harvested in 2014. There was a harvest total of 4 Ib, most of which were greens,
with 3.5 Ib of beach greens harvested (84% of harvest weight), and less than one-half pound each of
lowbush cranberries and nagoonberries harvested (Table 4-12; Figure 4-29). Every household in Ugashik
attempted to gather vegetation but only 75% of households successfully did so or used vegetation. All
households attempted and were unsuccessful in gathering crowberries while one-half the households
attempted unsuccessfully to harvest salmonberries. Seventy-five percent of households attempted to harvest
lowbush cranberries, but only 25% of households harvested the resource. Households had the most success
harvesting nagoonberries and beach greens: 25% of households attempted to and successfully harvested
those resources. Three-quarters of households used any vegetation resource, but no individual resource was
used by more than one-quarter of households, and no households shared or received vegetation. Households
searched for and harvested their berries and greens just to the east of town and along the eastern bank of the
Ugashik River in proximity to the community (Figure 4-30).
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Figure 4-30.—Gathering and harvest locations of vegetation, Ugashik, 2014,




COMPARING HARVESTS AND USES IN 2014 wiTH PREVIOUS YEARS

Harvest Assessments

Researchers asked respondents to assess their own harvests in two ways: 1) whether they used more, less,
or about the same amount of eight resource categories and all wild resources overall in 2014 as in the past
five years, and 2) whether they got “enough” of each of the eight resource categories and all wild resources
overall. Households also were asked to provide reasons if their use was different or if they were unable
to get enough of a resource. If they did not get enough of a resource, they were then asked to evaluate the
severity of the impact to their household as a result of not getting enough. Because not every household uses
all resource categories, some households did not respond to the assessment questions. Additionally, some
households that do typically use a resource category simply chose not to answer questions. This section
discusses responses to those questions.

The four surveyed Ugashik households reported generally less use of all resources combined in 2014
compared to recent previous years, but assessments were mixed for the specific resource categories (Table
4-21; Figure 4-31). Seventy-five percent of households indicated that they used the same amount of
nonsalmon fish and large land mammals, and 50% of households used the same amount of salmon, while
25% of households explained that they used the same amount of small game, birds and eggs, and vegetation.
Twenty-five percent of households reported that they used less nonsalmon fish, large game, and small land
mammals, while 50% of households indicated less use of salmon and birds and eggs and 75% of households
indicated less use of vegetation. No households reported less use of marine invertebrates but 25% reported
more use; this was the only resource category for which a household increased use during the study year.
When asked why they used less of a particular resource category, households indicated that they did so due
to resources being less available (salmon, birds and eggs, and vegetation), lack of effort (birds and eggs),
weather (small land mammals and vegetation), working/no time (salmon and nonsalmon fish), regulations
(large game), equipment/fuel expense (large game), needed less (birds and eggs) and lack of help (salmon)
(Table 4-22). Resources being less available was the most cited reason for why households decreased use
of all wild resources. Other stated reasons for less use of resources overall in 2014 included less sharing,
weather/environment, equipment/fuel expense, and needed less. When the one household that used more
marine invertebrates in 2014 was asked why, the response was increased effort (Table 4-23).

In Ugashik, one-half of the sampled households generally did not get enough of any particular resource
category in 2014. Fifty percent of households stated they did not get enough salmon, large game, small
land mammals, birds and eggs, or marine invertebrates (Figure 4-32). One hundred percent of households
indicated they did not get enough vegetation. Nonsalmon fish was the only resource category for which
more households (75%) said they got enough than said they did not get enough. For those households that
did not get enough of a resource, most stated that the impact was not noticeable or minor (Table 4-24).
Only for large land mammals, small land mammals, and vegetation did a household explain that the impact
was severe (for large land mammals) or major (small land mammals and vegetation). In 2014, 75% of
respondents stated that overall they did not get enough of all resources (Table 4-24). When households that
did not get enough resources were asked to evaluate the impact of not getting enough, one-third described
it as not noticeable and one-third described the impact as minor.

Households were asked what resources they needed more of during the study year (Table 4-25). Nearly 30
unique responses were given. All households needed caribou, while three-quarters of households needed
moose, geese, ducks, crowberries, and berries in general. Resources from each resource category were
needed by at least 25% of households, except for marine mammals, which are not used in Ugashik. Of all
the resource categories needed, salmon was among the lowest.
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Table 4-21.—Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ugashik, 2014.

Resource category

Sampled
households

Valid
responses’

Households reporting use

Total households

Less

Same

More

Households not

using

Number Percentage

Number Percentage

Number Percentage

Number Percentage

Number Percentage

Any resource

All resources
Salmon

Nonsalmon fish
Large land mammals
Small land mammals
Marine mammals
Birds and eggs
Marine invertebrates
Vegetation

B R TR ST S S S S

4

B R TR ST S S S S

4

4

AN WONB®DMAEDS

100.0%

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
50.0%
0.0%
75.0%
50.0%
100.0%

4

4
2
1
1
1
0
2
0
3

100.0%

100.0%
50.0%
25.0%
25.0%
25.0%

0.0%
50.0%
0.0%
75.0%

4

P PP ORFP,WWNO

100.0%

0.0%
50.0%
75.0%
75.0%
25.0%

0.0%
25.0%
25.0%
25.0%

1

O P OO O0OO0OO0OOoOOo

25.0%

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
25.0%
0.0%

ONEF A~ANOOOO

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
50.0%
100.0%
25.0%
50.0%
0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response.
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Figure 4-31.—Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ugashik, 2014.
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Table 4-22.—Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ugashik, 2014.

Households
reporting Family/ Used other Resources less Weather/
Valid reasons for personal resources available Too far to travel Lack of equipment Less sharing Lack of effort Unsuccessful environment
Resource category  responses®  less use Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Any resource 4 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0%
All resources 4 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0%
Salmon 4 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 4 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 4 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 4 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Marine mammals 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 4 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 4 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3%
-continued-
Table 4-22.—Continued.
Households
reporting Working/ Resource small or  Gas/egiupment too
Valid reasons for no time Regulations diseased expensive Needed less Competition Had no help Other reasons

Resource category  responses”  less use Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Any resource 4 4 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%

All resources 4 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Salmon 4 2 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%

Nonsalmon fish 4 1 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Large land mammals 4 1 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Small land mammals 4 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Marine mammals 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Birds and eggs 4 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Marine invertebrates 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Vegetation 4 3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response to the less, same, or more use assessment question.
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Table 4-23.—Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ugashik, 2014.

Households
reporting Used other Increased Got/
Valid reasons for Family/personal resources availability Traveled farther fixed equipment Received more Increased effort More success
Resource category ~ responses’ moreuse  Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Any resource 4 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
All resources 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Salmon 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 4 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
-continued-
Table 4-23.—Continued.
Households Substitute for
reporting Store-bought too unavailable
Valid reasons for  Favorable weather Had more time Regulations expensive Needed more resource(s) Had more help Other reasons

Resource category  responses’ moreuse  Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Any resource 4 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
All resources 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Salmon 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Small land mammals 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 4 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 4 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response to the less, same, or more use assessment question.
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Salmon 50% 50%
Nonsalmon fish 25% 75%
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mammals
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Marine mammals 100%
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Marine o 0
invertebrates 50% >0%
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Figure 4-32.—Percentage of sampled households reporting whether they had enough resources, Ugashik, 2014.
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Table 4-24.—Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Ugashik, 2014.

Households not getting enough . Impact to those not getting enough
Sampled Valid responses” Did not get enoug No response Not noticeable Minor Major Severe
Resource category households Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All resources 4 4 100.0% 3 75.0% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Salmon 4 4 100.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nonsalmon fish 4 4 100.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Large land mammals 4 4 100.0% 2 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0%
Small land mammals 4 2 50.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
Marine mammals 4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Birds and eggs 4 3 75.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Marine invertebrates 4 2 50.0% 2 100.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Vegetation 4 4 100.0% 4 100.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0%

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
a. Valid responses do not include households that did not provide any response and those households not using the resource category.



Table 4-25.—Resources that households reported needing, Ugashik, 2014.

Households needing

resource
Resource Number  Percentage
Caribou 4 100.0%
Moose 3 75.0%
Ducks 3 75.0%
Geese 3 75.0%
Berries 3 75.0%
Crowberry 3 75.0%
Coho salmon 2 50.0%
Beaver 2 50.0%
North American river

(land) otter 2 50.0%
Lynx 2 50.0%
Gray wolf 2 50.0%
Wolverine 2 50.0%
Razor clams 2 50.0%
Lowbush cranberry 2 50.0%
Chum salmon 1 25.0%
Chinook salmon 1 25.0%
Sockeye salmon 1 25.0%
Pacific halibut 1 25.0%
Trout 1 25.0%
Coyote 1 25.0%
Fox 1 25.0%
Red fox 1 25.0%
Mink 1 25.0%
Muskrat 1 25.0%
Weasel 1 25.0%
Canada goose 1 25.0%
Ptarmigan 1 25.0%
Chitons (bidarkis, 1 25.0%
gumboots)

Salmonberry 1 25.0%

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

230



Table 4-26.—Comparison of estimated per capita harvests, by resource category, Ugashik, 1987 and 2014.

Estimated per capita
harvest (Ib)

Resource category 1987 2014

Salmon 320.1 787.5
Nonsalmon fish 36.1 14.0
Large land mammals 408.0 108.0
Small land mammals 5.8 5.4
Marine mammals 0.0 0.0
Birds and eggs 25.5 22.8
Marine invertebrates 0.0 10.3
Vegetation 18.9 0.5
All resources 814.4 948.4

Source ADF&G Community Subsistence Information
System database for 1987 and ADF&G Division of
Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for 2014.

Harvest Data

Changes in the harvest of resources by Ugashik residents can also be discerned through comparisons with
findings from earlier study years. Comprehensive subsistence harvest surveys were conducted with all
year-round households in Ugashik for the study year 1987 (the study period spanned June 1986-May 1987)
(Fall and Morris 1987). Large land mammal harvest surveys were conducted in 1992 for the 1991/1992
regulatory year (Fall 1993), in 1995 for the 1994/1995 regulatory year (Krieg et al. 1996), and in 1997 for
the 1995/1996 and 1996/1997 regulatory years (Krieg et al. 1998). The large land mammal harvest survey
for the 1991/1992 regulatory year combined households in Ugashik and Pilot Point as a single sample so
data and estimates are not comparable to the other studies, but all other large land mammal study years
separated Ugashik from Pilot Point in the sampling.

Considering the harvest in pounds per capita in order to control for population changes, there was an
overall increase in harvest from 1987 to 2014 (Table 4-26). This increase was driven almost entirely by
increased salmon harvests. The per capita harvest of every resource category, excepting salmon and marine
invertebrates, decreased between the two comprehensive study years.

The most notable per capita harvest decrease from 1987 to 2014 was of large land mammals. The large
land mammal harvest in Ugashik usually consists of caribou and moose, with some brown bears harvested
as well. In the 1980s, brown bears were abundant, the Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd ranged
throughout the region, and moose, while having declined since the 1960s, were still fairly common (Wright
et al. 1985). Contemporary use of brown bears by Ugashik households has never been high, but household
use of caribou and moose was common and widespread. The Division of Subsistence has harvest estimates
based on household surveys from 1987 and 2014, as well as 1994 through 1996. Brown bear harvests
remained low through each of these study periods, with harvest only documented in 1995 (CSIS). Moose
harvests ranged from no moose harvested in 1995 to three moose in 1994 (Figure 4-33). Caribou harvests
ranged from 34 animals in 1996 to no animals harvested in 2014 (Figure 4-34). Moose harvests have stayed
relatively consistent through all study years, including 2014. Caribou harvests were consistent—around
21 animals in the first three study years—before increasing to 34 animals in 1996 and then plummeting
to zero animals in 2014. The Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd peaked in 1984 before beginning a
steady decline (Doherty 2015). By 1999, the population was of a small enough size that a state Tier Il hunt
was implemented, restricting eligibility of hunters. By 2005, the herd was still in decline, and all state and
federal hunts closed. After the study year, a Tier 1l hunt was again implemented in 2016, allowing some
Ugashik residents some opportunity to harvest a caribou.
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Figure 4-33.—Estimated harvests of moose, by individual animals, Ugashik, 1987, 1994-1996, and 2014.
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Figure 4-34 —Estimated harvests of caribou, by individual animals, Ugashik, 1987, 1994-1996, and 2014.
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Figure 4-35.—Composition of harvest, by resource category, Ugashik, 1987 and 2014.

Compensating for the decreased caribou harvest was a dramatic increase in salmon harvests (Figure 3-35).
Comparing salmon harvest by species between 1987 and 2014, it is clear that the increase in overall salmon
harvest is driven primarily by an increase in sockeye salmon harvests, the per capita harvest of which
increased nearly 300% between the two study years (Figure 4-36). The majority (79%) of the sockeye
salmon harvest was obtained through removal from commercial catches in 2014, an increase from 1987
when commercial removals accounted for about 35% of the sockeye salmon harvest (Figure 4-37).
Interestingly, while the overall per capita harvest of coho salmon increased slightly between the two study
years, the predominant gear types switched from commercial removals (accounting for 80% of the 1987
coho salmon harvest but only 29% in 2014) to subsistence methods (Table 4-27). Similar changes in salmon
harvests are not evident in the subsistence salmon permit return data for Ugashik (Table 4-28; Figure
4-37). The number of salmon harvested per returned permit has generally decreased over time, however,
which may be supportive of the above finding that an increased percentage of the sockeye salmon harvest
originated in commercial removals in 2014 compared to 1987, since sockeye salmon numbers drive overall
harvest numbers on returned permits. According to permit returns, there has been a relatively small general
decrease in salmon harvests since 1983, including in harvests of sockeye salmon. Harvests of Chinook
salmon have increased, though. The importance of commercial retention to Ugashik household use of
salmon is evident in a comparison between household survey data and household permit data. Additionally,
there is likely some discrepancy between harvest estimates based on permit returns and household harvest
surveys because individuals who no longer live full-time in Ugashik (and therefore would not be included
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Figure 4-36.—Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species, Ugashik, 1987 and
2014.

in the household survey) return to the community to fish and use Ugashik as their address when obtaining
a subsistence salmon permit.

Compared to the salmon and large land mammal harvests, the harvests of the other resource categories
were small, in per capita pounds and as a percentage of the overall harvest, in both study years (Table 4-26;
Figure 4-35). The per capita harvests of marine invertebrates, birds and eggs, and small land mammals
remained similar, as did those of marine mammals (no harvest in either year). Further, each category
composed nearly the same proportion of the total harvest weight in 1987 as in 2014 (Figure 4-35). However,
more consideration of harvests by resource or resource category provides insight into the nature of harvest
changes between survey years. For example, a notable change evidenced in the survey results, as well as
in comments by respondents, was the absence of porcupines and snowshoe hares in the 2014 harvest (Fall
and Morris 1987:62) (Table 3-13). Similarly, while vegetation harvests decreased a small amount in terms
of proportion of the total subsistence harvest, from 2% to 0.1%, looking closely at the vegetation harvest,
it is noticeable that almost no vegetation was harvested in 2014 as compared to nearly 20 Ib per capita in
1987 (Figure 4-35; Table 4-26).
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Figure 4-37.—Composition of salmon species harvest weight by gear type, Ugashik, 1987 and 2014.




Table 4-27.—Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species and by gear type, Ugashik,
1987 and 2014.

Per capita harvest (Ib)

Removed
from
Subsistence Rodand  commercial
Year Species gear reel catch Total
Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Coho salmon 19.8 25 89.4 111.7
Chinook salmon 26.0 0.0 39.1 65.1
1987 Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sockeye salmon 86.0 0.0 47.3 133.3
Landlocked salmon 0.0 1.5 0.0 1.5
Unknown salmon 8.6 0.0 0.0 8.6
Total salmon 140.4 4.0 175.8 320.2
Chum salmon 0.0 0.0 7.3 7.3
Coho salmon 99.9 0.0 414 141.3
Chinook salmon 515 0.0 64.4 115.9
2014 Pink salmon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sockeye salmon 111.9 0.0 409.4 521.3
Spawning sockeye 17 0.0 0.0 17
salmon
Total salmon 264.9 0.0 522.5 787.5

Source ADF&G Community Subsistence Information System database for 1987 and
ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015, for 2014.
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Table 4-28.—Historical subsistence salmon harvests based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Ugashik,
1983-2018.

Permits Percentage Estimated salmon harvest Average
of harvest per

returned returned

Year Issued Returned  permits Chinook Sockeye Coho Chum Pink Total permit
1983 2 1 50.0% 20 162 0 0 0 182 182
1984 4 3 75.0% 21 263 601 3 0 888 296
1985 2 2 100.0% 6 170 52 0 0 228 114
1986 3 3 100.0% 10 341 78 2 0 431 144
1987 5 4 80.0% 30 423 140 0 0 593 148
1988 6 5 83.3% 34 514 62 14 0 624 125

1989
1990 3 2 66.7% 5 9 27 3 0 44 22
1991 3 2 66.7% 3 149 59 13 0 224 112
1992 2 2 100.0% 11 474 70 16 4 575 288
1993 2 2 100.0% 0 100 50 0 0 150 75
1994 2 2 100.0% 10 23 22 0 0 55 28
1995 6 5 83.3% 17 704 144 2 0 868 174
1996 4 4 100.0% 13 325 71 16 4 429 107
1997 5 5 100.0% 33 629 64 0 1 727 145
1998 4 4 100.0% 12 380 163 0 556 139
1999

2000 8 8 100.0% 15 395 137 1 1 549 69
2001 5 5 100.0% 24 283 51 0 0 358 72
2002 5 5 100.0% 16 362 132 9 0 519 104
2003 6 6 100.0% 9 250 72 0 0 331 55
2004 9 8 88.9% 46 495 224 5 1 771 96
2005 9 9 100.0% 25 482 166 1 0 674 75
2006 7 7 100.0% 13 366 160 4 4 547 78
2007 7 7 100.0% 21 306 155 0 0 482 69
2008 8 8 100.0% 34 702 206 4 1 947 118
2009 8 8 100.0% 18 711 94 4 41 868 109
2010 6 6 100.0% 3 330 90 3 0 426 71
2011 10 9 90.0% 12 316 129 1 1 459 51
2012 9 8 88.9% 7 588 168 1 0 764 95
2013 9 8 88.9% 10 320 108 2 0 440 55
2014 7 7 100.0% 48 401 191 1 0 641 92
2015 8 7 87.5% 38 502 78 2 0 619 88
2016 5 5 100.0% 20 210 42 0 0 272 54
2017 7 6 85.7% 6 376 113 4 1 499 83
2018 6 5 83.3% 48 175 46 1 0 270 54
?zziir_g‘(’f[ 5 7 6 90.9% 2 33 94 2 0 460 77
(1502),323\{%) 8 7 92.0% 21 393 106 2 4 526 76
Historical avg 6 5 92.7% 19 360 117 3 2 500 9

(1983-2018)
Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence, ASFDB 2018 (ADF&G September 2020).
Note Blank cells indicate data are not available.
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Current and Historical Harvest Areas

The 1986/1987 study only investigated harvest areas for waterfowl (Fall and Morris 1987). A mapping
activity done with residents of Ugashik for a Bristol Bay Cooperative Management Plan and the Alaska
Habitat Management Guide, Southwest Region (see Wright et al. [1985] and ADF&G [1985a; 1985b;
1985c]) provided the harvest area information for the other resource categories. During that activity,
respondents were asked to show where they had hunted (or fished, trapped, or gathered) various resource
categories in the previous 20 years, or roughly from 1962-1982. A comparison of these resource harvest
areas to those documented in 2014 is of limited value since it is expected that households would use a larger
area for harvesting activities over multiple years rather than in any single year; in other words, the presence
or absence of game populations would determine where people hunt. As these game populations move, so,
too, do the hunting areas. The areas documented in the previous study do show a wider range of areas used
for resource harvesting activities, and include mapped areas of caribou hunting, which is lacking from this
current study as discussed above.

LocaL COMMENTS AND CONCERNS

Following is a summary of local observations of wild resource populations and trends that were recorded
during the surveys in Ugashik. Some households did not offer any additional information during the survey
interviews, so not all households are represented in the summary. In addition, respondents expressed their
concerns about wild resources during the community review meeting of preliminary data. These concerns
have been included in the summary.

Fish

The few comments offered by Ugashik households about fish concerned residents’ perceptions of the
management process. With commercial fishing as a main economic driver, respondents expressed concern
for how salmon are currently managed in the different fisheries management areas within the region, and
how the Board of Fisheries makes decisions or chooses to not act on issues of concern to residents. Some

respondents also noted their perception that the regulatory process is challenging to engage in and often
does not necessarily benefit subsistence fishers.

Large Land Mammals

Some residents held similar concerns about the management of large land mammals as for salmon. One
respondent would like to see more proactive management of large land mammals, rather than waiting until
the game population crashes to react. Another respondent noted that sometimes there is a resource locally
available, such as female moose in the winter, but they are not legal to hunt. With no store in town, it is very
expensive to buy food and residents rely heavily on their subsistence resources.
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5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS FOR THE STUDY COMMUNITIES, 2014

This report documented the harvest and use of wild resources in 2014 in three communities on the northwest
side of the Alaska Peninsula: Egegik, Pilot Point, and Ugashik. While these communities are relatively close
in geographic proximity, community characteristics are diverse in their demographics, economics, culture,
and history. Although they are distinct communities, data analyses helped to identify shared patterns. Marine
resources continue to be of vital importance for cultural practices and beliefs, ways of knowing, diet, and
wellbeing. The remote location of each of these communities shapes residents’ ability to travel and bring
in non-local goods. Ecological and climatic changes are affecting subsistence resources and community
members are having to adapt. Caribou were traditionally of high importance to each of the communities,
and residents from all study communities attributed a rapid and steady decline in caribou populations to state
management practices. Changes to climate and habitats, species population fluctuations, and man-made
infrastructure and technology are causing residents to adjust their harvest activities. Despite continuous
changes to their surrounding social and ecological environments, residents of Egegik, Pilot Point, and
Ugashik continue to live in a mixed subsistence-market socioeconomic system, and they continue to exhibit
high levels of family-based harvesting and processing of wild foods, and widespread sharing.

In the 2014 study year, most residents of each community participated in wild resource hunting, fishing, or
gathering (figures 2-11, 3-11, and 4-11). An estimated 90% or more households in every community used
wild resources and at least 90% of households in each community engaged in harvesting activities of some
kind—hunting, fishing, or gathering (tables 2-13, 3-13, and 4-12). As estimated in pounds usable weight,
average household harvests ranged from a low of 442 Ib in Egegik to a high of 1,178 Ib in Ugashik* (Table
1-8). The average per capita harvest of these three communities combined was 436 Ib. Comparing the
composition of community harvests, salmon harvests dominated the harvest in all three study communities
in terms of total pounds harvested (figures 2-14, 3-14, and 4-14). Egegik showed the highest harvest share by
weight coming from salmon (92%). In Pilot Point and Ugashik, marine mammals and large land mammals,
respectively, followed salmon as the next most harvested category; each category composed approximately
10% of the total harvest in 2014.

The average number of resources harvested per household ranged from a low in Egegik of five resources
to a high in Ugashik of 12. The average number of resources used per household, ranging from 7-13, was
greater than that harvested in each community, which indicates resource sharing contributed to diversifying
the kinds of resources available to households for their subsistence way of life.

As would be expected in these subsistence communities, sharing of wild resources was prevalent. In Ugashik
and Pilot Point, 100% and 94% of all households received wild resources, respectively; however, in Egegik,
only 65% of households received wild resources (tables 2-13, 3-13, and 4-12). Although fewer households
gave away resources than received, most households shared part of their harvest of wild resources: 55% in
Egegik, 71% in Pilot Point, and 100% in Ugashik. The strongest characteristics indicating receipt of wild
resources were present in Pilot Point: households received the highest average number of resources (six),
and also exhibited the largest difference between the average number of harvested and used resources. Prior
research in rural Alaska communities found that approximately 30% of households in subsistence economies
generally account for 70% of that community’s harvest (Wolfe et al. 2010). These study communities
reflect the pattern of fewer active harvesting households acquiring a disproportionate amount of the total
community harvest weight and sharing resources with other households (figures 2-13, 3-13, and 4-13).

1. In Ugashik, the estimates of the general and Alaska Native populations provided by three sources presented in
Figure 4-2 differ; but, for the general population, both the five-year average American Community Survey (ACS)
and 2014 study estimates have relatively wide confidence intervals indicating uncertainty in the estimates. Ugashik
is a small community where sampling can produce significant differences to analyses. This study successfully
interviewed four households, or 57% of the community.

240



2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

Estimated total per capita harvest (Ib)

500 T

|

1973 1984 2014 | 1973 1987 2014 | 1973 1987 2014 |
Egegik | Pilot Point | Ugashik |

Note Error bars represent the upper and lower bounds of the 95% cofidence interval. Since all households were
surveyed in Ugashik for 1987, there is no error bar. The confidence intervals for all estimates for 1973 are
not available.

Figure 5-1.—Estimated per capita harvest, in pounds, study communities, 1973, 1984, 1987, and 2014.

CHANGES TO HARVEST COMPOSITION: CHANGE OVER TIME

This section provides select study findings for identifying changes to harvest composition and patterns
when comparing results from previous surveys conducted in Egegik, Pilot Point, and Ugashik to this study.
As noted in previous chapters, comprehensive subsistence harvest surveys were conducted by the Division
of Subsistence in Egegik for study year 1984 (Morris 1987) and in Pilot Point and Ugashik for study year
1987 (Fall and Morris 1987). Other studies prior to 2014 were multiple-year, species-specific projects (i.e.,
large land mammals and marine mammals); this section pulls from data published in Krieg et al. (1996;
1998), Fall (1993), and Wolfe et al. (2009). Another comprehensive study was conducted by the University
of Alaska, which provides harvest estimates for study year 1973.2 A technical report was not published for
the 1973 survey, though the survey data are published in Division of Subsistence reports presenting results
for the 1984 and 1987 surveys (Fall and Morris 1987:5, 158-162, 165-171, 177). The 1973 data are useful
for evaluating changes in harvest patterns between study years.

Figure 5-1 presents per capita harvest weight estimates of wild resources by community and study year.
There are few contemporary studies of subsistence harvests in the region of the study communities to use
for additional comparisons. Fall (2016) presents a snapshot of subsistence harvests in 2014 in the state
of Alaska by region, derived from the most recent comprehensive surveys and community populations

2. Gasbarro, Anthony and George Utermohle. 1975. “A Study of Subsistence Activities in Bristol Bay,” unpublished
paper on file with Division of Subsistence, Anchorage.
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in 2014. While generalized to the regional level, these estimates provide another benchmark for this
study’s harvest estimates. The 2014 estimated per capita weight declined in Egegik and Pilot Point from
the two previous comprehensive study years, most dramatically from the 1984 and 1987 studies in these
communities. Egegik’s per capita harvest declined 60% (384 Ib in 1984 to 155 Ib in 2014) and Pilot Point’s
per capita harvest declined 45% (from 384 Ib in 1984 to 211 Ib in 2014). Despite the decline of harvests in
Egegik and Pilot Point in 2014, the total combined resource harvests for subsistence were commensurate
with the estimated 2014 estimated harvest for all rural areas of the state of 275 Ib per person, and even more
comparable to the Southwest—Aleutian regional estimate of 206 Ib per person (Fall 2016). Compared to
Egegik and Pilot Point, the Ugashik per capita harvests of all resources have remained consistent over time:
889 Ib in 1973, 814 Ib in 1987, and 943 Ib in 2014; the 2014 per capita estimate is 358% higher than the
Southwest—Aleutian regional average of 206 Ib.

Resource diversity, or the variety of resources used in a community, is an important aspect of understanding
and measuring local subsistence patterns and reliance on local resources. In 1984, Egegik used an average of
10 different resources and harvested an average of seven, which were similar to 2014 characteristics, where
an average of seven resources were used and five harvested (Figure 5-2). In 1987, Pilot Point harvested and
used an average of 19 different resources, indicating that at that time a wider variety of resources supported
the subsistence way of life than in 2014 when an average of 11 kinds of resources were used and seven were
harvested. Ugashik experienced similar declines as seen in Pilot Point: although the number of resources
attempted to be harvested (18) was the same in both study years, in 1987 on average 18 resources were used
but in 2014 resource diversity declined to 12 resources harvested on average and 13 used. In sum, all three
communities continued to demonstrate resource diversity in their harvest and use practices, which supports
resilience and flexibility in subsistence economies (Fall and Kostick 2018).

Figure 5-3 and Table 5-1 detail the composition of harvests for each study year and community, showing
the proportion of the total harvest weight by resource category: salmon, nonsalmon fish, land mammals
(combined large and small), marine mammals, birds and eggs, marine invertebrates, and vegetation. There
was a pronounced shift in the composition of the harvest from earlier study years to 2014 in all three
communities. Land mammals was the primary resource category harvested by all three communities in the
study years prior to 2014; caribou composed the majority of those harvests. The percentage of land mammal
harvests ranged from 45% in Pilot Point in 1973 to 82% in Ugashik in 1973. By 2014, however, salmon
replaced land mammals as the most harvested resource in all three communities. In 2014, land mammals
accounted for 0% of the total subsistence harvest weight in Egegik to 11% in Ugashik; conversely, salmon
ranged from 74% of the harvest weight in Pilot Point to 92% in Egegik. In the comprehensive resource
studies prior to 2014, salmon represented the second or third (only in Ugashik in 1973) most harvested
resource category in the communities, representing from only 4% of the total harvest weight in 1973 in
Ugashik to 42% in 1973 in Pilot Point.

Harvests of other resource categories have also shifted in their percentage of the total subsistence harvest
but in less pronounced ways than salmon and caribou. Nonsalmon fish harvests, over time, have consistently
declined each study period. In Egegik in 1973, nonsalmon fish represented 9% of all the resource harvest
weight but the harvests have declined over time, only representing 1% of all the harvest weight in 2014.
The portion of the harvest composed of nonsalmon fish in Pilot Point and Ugashik also declined: similar to
Egegik, nonsalmon fish composed 1%—2% of the total harvest in 2014. Bird and egg harvests have stayed
relatively stable over time, ranging from as high as 7% of all the harvest weight in Egegik and Pilot Point
in 1973, to as low as 2% in Ugashik in 2014. Although the bird and egg harvest in Pilot Point increased
slightly in 2014 (5%) compared to 1987 (4%), more years of data collection are necessary to observe
whether a pattern of change is developing for this resource category. Harvests of marine mammals were
reported by all three communities in 1973. No harvests of marine mammals were reported in Egegik and
Ugashik in later study years, and Pilot Point was the only community that had harvests all three study years;
furthermore, in 2014 marine mammals composed the highest proportion of the total harvest weight (10%)
of any study year. Vegetation resources (plants, berries, beach greens) were gathered in all communities in
2014, composing 2% or less of the total harvest weight for each study community. Since vegetation harvest
data are not consistently available, it is not possible to characterize changes to the vegetation harvest.
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Table 5-1.—Estimated proportion of total harvest weight, by resource category, study communities, 1973, 1984, 1987, and 2014.
Egegik Pilot Point Ugashik

Resource category 1973 1984 2014 1973 1987 2014 1973 1987 2014
Salmon 28.0% 24.3% 92.0% 42.0% 24.7% 74.0% 4.0% 39.3% 84.0%
Nonsalmon fish 9.0% 4.1% 1.0% 4.0% 4.1% 1.0% 7.0% 4.4% 2.0%
Land mammals 56.0% 63.8% 45.0% 62.5% 6.1% 82.0% 50.8% 11.0%
Marine mammals 0.1% 1.0% 1.2% 10.0% 2.0%
Birds and eggs 7.0% 4.2% 4.0% 7.0% 4.4% 5.0% 5.0% 3.1% 2.0%
Marine invertebrates 3.5% 1.0% 1.6% 2.0% 1.0%
Vegetation — 2.0% 1.5% 2.0% 2.3% 0.1%

Sources Gasbarro and Utermohle (1975): A Study of Subsistence Activities in Bristol Bay, unpublished paper on file with Division of
Subsistence, Anchorage; Fall and Morris (1987:72, 74); Morris (1987: 194); ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2015.
Note "-" indicates harvest data for vegetation not collected for 1984 in Egegik.

Note Blank cells indicate no harvest amount was estimated for the resource category.



Similarly, marine invertebrate harvests have composed a small proportion of the total harvest weight and
estimates are not available for all study years. An estimated 4% of the total harvest in Egegik in 1984 was
marine invertebrates, which was the highest percentage among the limited years for which estimates are
available.

Land Mammals

Caribou has historically been the most used and harvested land mammal species for the study communities
(Fall 1993:4). The studies conducted for 1984 and 1987 found an estimated 96%-100% of households in
Egegik, Pilot Point, and Ugashik used land mammals (large and small land mammals combined) (Fall and
Morris 1987; Morris 1987). In 1984 and 1987, greater than 79% of households in these communities hunted
caribou, which provided the largest contribution to the wild food supply in all three study communities, and
caribou were shared more widely than the other resources (Fall 1993; Fall and Morris 1987; Morris 1987).
Land mammals, particularly caribou, followed by moose, porcupines, and snowshoe hares, were the species
preferred by all of these communities as reflected from the harvest estimates for the 1973, 1984, and 1987
studies (Fall and Morris 1987; Morris 1987).% By 2014, however, all three study communities experienced
dramatic declines of small and large land mammal harvests, with salmon replacing land mammals as the
main wild food protein source.

In Egegik in 1984, large land mammals made up 63% (242 Ib per capita) and salmon composed 24% (94
Ib per capita) of the resource harvest weight (Figure 2-33; Table 2-26). In 2014, salmon consisted of 92%
(144 b per capita) of the resource harvest, with no large land mammals harvested. The harvest composition
of Pilot Point in 1987 was similar to that of Egegik in 1984: the harvest was dominated by large land
mammals (62% of harvest; 238 Ib per capita) and salmon was the second most harvested category (25% of
harvest; 95 Ib per capita) (Figure 3-34; Table 3-28). Broadly, estimates for Pilot Point for 2014 mirrored the
trend depicted in Egegik for 2014—namely that salmon became the dominant harvested category—nbut the
changes differed in scale. In 2014 in Pilot Point, 74% (157 lb per capita) of the harvest was salmon and 5%
(12 Ib per capita) was large land mammals. Ugashik, in comparison, experienced a less pronounced change,
but also had a decline of the large land mammal harvest, changing from 50% (408 Ib per capita) of total
harvest weight in 1987 to 11% (108 Ib per capita) in 2014 (Figure 4-35; Table 4-26).

As described in Chapter 1 of this report, the lack of harvests of large land mammals, particularly caribou, in
the study communities in 2014 was largely attributed to the dramatic decline of the Northern Alaska Peninsula
caribou herd and subsequent hunting regulation changes. Historically the herd size has fluctuated greatly:
after numbering 2,000 in 1949, the herd slowly increased to 10,000 animals by 1963 (Sellers and McNay
1984). The herd peaked most recently at around 20,000 animals in the mid-1980s (Harper and McCarthy
2015:4-1). Subsequent large declines in the herd occurred due to several factors, including hunting pressure
and a large range overlap with the neighboring Mulchatna caribou herd (Doherty 2015; Hicks 1997). By
1994 the population of the herd, at 12,000 animals, was below the harvest management goal, resulting
in caribou hunting regulatory changes that reduced the local resource harvest opportunity for the study
communities and other communities in the Alaska Peninsula (Doherty 2015; Hicks 1997:38, 40). Then, in
1999, the caribou hunt became a Tier 114 permit hunt; afterward, continued declines in caribou numbers led
to closures to both state and federal caribou hunts starting in 2005 (Doherty 2015; Healy 2001:42). Over
the next decade measures were implemented to help rebound the herd and ADF&G recommended that for
regulatory year 2016 a Tier Il permit hunt for residents be allowed (Harper and McCarthy 2015:4-5). In

3. Gasbarro, Anthony and George Utermohle. 1975. “A Study of Subsistence Activities in Bristol Bay,” unpublished
paper on file with Division of Subsistence, Anchorage.

4. State Tier Il hunts are held when there is not enough of a game population with customary and traditional uses to
provide a reasonable opportunity for subsistence uses. Hunters must answer questions on an application concerning
their dependence on the game for their livelihood and availability of alternative resources. Applications are scored
based on responses to the questionnaire and permits are issued to those with the highest scores.
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2016, there were 198 Tier Il permits issued® for the Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd that provided
limited opportunities for residents of these communities, and other Alaska residents, to hunt caribou.

When asked if they harvested or used large land mammals, most households surveyed for 2014 did not
due to no resource availability and hunting closures going back 20 years or more. Many respondents,
particularly elders, commented that though salmon was a very important food source, caribou remained
their preferred wild resource even though many had not had any in longer than two decades. There were
residents who longed for caribou to return to their region so they could once again acquire them to feed
their families. Field notes and notes recorded during household surveys for 2014 articulated some of the
concerns held by many.

Some expressed fear that people would lose the ability to hunt and process caribou with legal hunts being
closed so for long. An Ugashik resident made this comment during the survey:

I use [to] hunt a lot, bringing caribou, moose, porcupine, ducks, whatever | could
find back for my family and to share with elders or anyone in need. I have not
been able to hunt for many years now, just no caribou. | worry that the younger
generation will not have anyone to teach them how to hunt if caribou return.

Others spoke of how much they missed eating caribou. One elder woman in Pilot Point described her
experience when she was younger and raising her children as follows:

There were caribou or moose everywhere. If | needed food, | would just open my
door and shoot one that was right there. | would butcher it and have food on the
table by dinner! I have not had one piece of caribou in so long | can’t remember,
but I can still taste it, but we have to get on, I just put away and eat more fish now,
it’s okay.

Moose harvests also significantly declined by 2014 in the study communities. Much of the moose that was
used had been received from local hunting lodges.

A resident in Egegik in 2015 said that all of the moose he received, as well as moose obtained by other
residents in 2014, came from local hunting lodges since many of the clients keep only heads or antlers.
Guides will drop off the meat to the communities when possible.

An Ugashik resident commented during the survey in 2015:

It is hard to find a moose especially during hunting season. Moose are out there,
but they are sometimes far from the village. We don’t get winters like we use to,
now we have no snow in the winter and can’t usually travel by snowmachine to
hunt. The tundra doesn’t always freeze either so hard to take our bikes far.

With the Tier 1l hunt for caribou implemented starting in 2016, it is hopeful that caribou will continue to
rebound and increasingly provide these communities with more opportunity for harvesting and using this
important resource again.

Small land mammals were harvested as well during study years in the 1980s in all study communities. Of
note, harvest and use of porcupines has particularly declined significantly by 2014. For example, in Pilot
Point in 1987, 35% of households used and 29% of households harvested porcupines; in comparison, in
2014, 12% of households used and harvested porcupines (CSIS; Table 3-13). In Ugashik and Egegik, a
small proportion of households harvested porcupines (20%-32%) in the 1980s, but no harvests occurred in
both communities in 2014 (CSIS; Table 4-12; Table 2-13). While being interviewed for the survey in 2015,
when asked about porcupine harvests, a Pilot Point resident said the following:

5. Caribou Hunting in Alaska: Harvest Statistics, s.v. “[Year] 2016; [Hunt] Tier II; Hunt # TC505” (by Alaska
Department of Fish and Game), http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=caribouhunting.harvest (accessed
November 2019).
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It is hard to find a porcupine anymore they use to be everywhere. I believe they
died off same way the caribou did, lack of food or something. Our winters too have
changed, we use to have snow and ground frozen all winter. You could travel easy
by snowmachine to hunt. Now we hardly get snow, just lots of wind.

Marine Mammals

Pilot Point was the only community that harvested marine mammals in all three comprehensive study years:
1973, 1987, and 2014 (Figure 5-3). Pilot Point’s 2014 harvests of marine mammals accounted for 10% of all
resources harvested in pounds usable weight; this was the most of any other study year or community. The
2014 harvests consisted entirely of beluga whales, providing 21 Ib per capita in Pilot Point (Table 3-13).
Harbor seals and sea otters were also used through receiving. Despite the household survey identifying
harvests of only beluga whales in Pilot Point in 2014, harbor seals have historically been important.

Marine mammal (harbor seal) harvests for Egegik and Pilot Point (but not Ugashik) were also documented
through an annual statewide marine mammal survey conducted from 1992 through 2008 (but no survey
in 1999). This survey was conducted through a collaborative effort between the Alaska Native Harbor
Seal Commission and ADF&G Division of Subsistence, in cooperation with the Aleut Marine Mammal
Commission and local regional organizations, including Bristol Bay Native Association. Funding for the
statewide survey, provided by the National Marine Fisheries Service, ended after 2008. Reports were
published annually by the Division of Subsistence and Wolfe et al. (2009) presents harvest data for each of
those study years.

Figure 5-4 presents the harvest estimates for harbor seals harvested in the study communities of Egegik
and Pilot Point from 1984 through 2014. Estimates are derived from the statewide marine mammal survey
(1992-2008) and the 1984 (Egegik), 1987 (Pilot Point), and 2014 comprehensive surveys. Egegik in 1994
had the highest estimated seal harvest (13 seals) and second highest harvest in 1993 (eight seals). Egegik
reported harvests of seals annually between 1992 and 2008 except for 1998, with harvests ranging from 1-8
seals. Pilot Point harvested seals in 1987 and 1992-1994, with harvests ranging from 2-5 seals; there were
harvests also from 2000-2008 (except for 2005), ranging from 2-5 harbor seals. Note that the only study
year for which an estimated marine mammal harvest occurred in Ugashik was 1973, when 2% of the total
harvest weight came from marine mammals (Figure 5-3; Table 5-1).

When asked about harbor seals, several residents interviewed in all three communities commented that seal
populations are increasing, especially around the mouths of streams and up rivers when salmon are running.
Residents noted the presence of seals is problematic because they get into fishing nets and tear nets placed
in the river. Some respondents indicated that they would eat more seals, but there are fewer people who
know how to hunt them. A Pilot Point resident verbalized his thoughts during the survey in 2015 stating that
there should be an exchange between Pilot Point and northern neighboring communities where residents
exchange seals for caribou. In Egegik, with a declining population, especially after the school closed, many
of the younger men who typically hunted and fished were no longer in the community; also, the declining
elder population was not requesting seals, which has contributed toward the decline in seal harvesting. An
Egegik elder commented during the survey, “We don’t have anyone left here in the village to teach our boys
how to hunt.”
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Figure 5-5.—Percentage of households using and harvesting wild resources, by resource category, Egegik,
1984 and 2014

Salmon

Each study community is situated in proximity to abundant salmon runs that provide for relatively easy
access for setting a gillnet to acquire salmon. While salmon has always been an important resource in the
study communities its value has increased over time as caribou have become unavailable to hunt locally.
For all three study communities, salmon composed three-quarters or more of the total harvest weight in
the study year 2014. Compared to past comprehensive harvest surveys, the per capita harvests of salmon
increased in 2014. In Egegik, compared to 1984, the per capita salmon harvest increased by 53%: 94 Ib
to 144 b per capita. Compared to 1987, Pilot Point’s salmon per capita harvest increased in 2014 by 65%
(95 Ib to 157 Ib), and Ugashik’s increased substantially by 146% (320 Ib to 788 Ib) (tables 2-26, 3-28 and
4-26). In the earlier study years 1984 and 1987, salmon was the second most harvested resource category by
proportion of total harvest weight, following land mammals. Of note, as salmon replaced land mammals as
the primary source of wild food protein, as discussed previously, there was generally little change between

the proportion of community households that used or harvested salmon between study years (figures 5-5,
5-6, and 5-7).

In every community, the sockeye salmon harvest composed a greater proportion of the total salmon harvest
weight in 2014 compared to the first study year (Figure 5-8). This change was accompanied by marked
decreases to the Chinook salmon harvest for all communities, and coho salmon harvest for Pilot Point and
Ugashik. In both Egegik and Pilot Point, subsistence set gillnet harvests provided an increased proportion of
the total salmon harvest weight in 2014 compared to the previous study year; correspondingly, commercial
removals contributed less to the total harvest weight in 2014 (Figure 2-35; Figure 3-39). Differing from the
other communities, the majority of the salmon harvest weight for Ugashik was removed from commercial
catches in both study years 1987 and 2014 (Figure 4-37). Increased harvests of sockeye salmon caught
by subsistence gillnet was a significant facet of the overall change to the salmon harvest characteristics in
Egegik and Pilot Point between the first study year and 2014. The change was brought about by generally
increased harvesting of sockeye salmon compared to other species, and subsistence gillnet use for this
single resource increased considerably between the first and second study years.
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SUBSISTENCE SALMON PERMIT: ANNUAL HARVEST ASSESSMENT IN EGEGIK AND
UGASHIK DISTRICTS OF BRISTOL BAY MANAGEMENT AREA

The availability of subsistence salmon harvest data derived from returned permits each year is essential for
illustrating the volume of subsistence harvests over time. Permits are an easy and comparably inexpensive
assessment tool to help fisheries managers monitor and manage fisheries, and also gather data that can be
used to assess whether subsistence needs are being met. By regulation, subsistence salmon permits are
required for any Alaska resident who wants to fish in the Bristol Bay Area; as such, harvests by seasonal
residents or fishers from other Alaska communities can be captured on an annual basis. However, not all
people who subsistence fish acquire the requisite permits, and of those who do, not all return the permit to
ADF&G with the season’s harvests reported for inclusion in the annual harvest analysis (tables 2-27, 3-29,
and 4-28 depict permit return rates for permits issued to people who claimed a study community as place
of residence). So, although permits provide a longitudinal dataset of salmon harvests, this highlights one
limitation of the permit system and a responsibility of ADF&G to minimize that limitation: establishing
and maintaining local permit vendors or other methods to make permits easily accessible for community
residents and conducting outreach in subsistence-reliant communities to help residents understand the
importance of obtaining a permit and documenting and submitting subsistence harvest information. Permit
data complement results from household surveys. Household surveys typically produce more complete
results; however, they are expensive and time-consuming to administer and therefore are not conducted
annually in Bristol Bay Area communities. Together, the different assessment programs (i.e., permits and
household surveys) are essential tools to help communities and fisheries managers monitor and manage
salmon resources for all user groups.

This section summarizes harvest estimates based on both permits and household surveys. Harvest estimates
based on returned permits are recorded in the ADF&G Alaska Subsistence Fisheries Database (ASFDB)
and published in an annual report by the Division of Subsistence; the latest annual report was published by
Brown et al. (2021) and presents estimates based on permits through 2018. Although 2018 is later than this
project’s 2014 study year, these available data are included in tables and figures in this section to provide the
most robust dataset available at the time this report was being finalized. Disparate permit-based and survey-
based estimates are not uncommon in other rural communities that depend on salmon; for example, see
Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Koster (2021) and Hutchinson-Scarbrough et al. (2016:112-116, 191-192).

However, direct comparisons between the two approaches to estimating harvests must be made with care.
In Bristol Bay, it is difficult to evaluate the comparability of the permit-based results and the survey-based
results for these communities due to the influx of seasonal residents and other commercial fishing families
that come to these communities in the summer months during the salmon runs for both commercial and
subsistence fishing opportunities. Household surveys do not capture seasonal residents who might have
obtained a subsistence permit and listed one of the communities in the study as their residence and, because
they live elsewhere in the winter, did not satisfy criteria for participation in the survey. Conversely, this
study did not assess whether surveyed households turned in a permit in 2014; if not, then household surveys
would have captured harvest data that the permit system did not. Further, the permit return rate by permit
holders—who may or may not fulfill the residency criteria for participating in household surveys—varies
each year.

2014 Harvest Assessment

As will be discussed below, harvest estimates based on returned permits are substantially different than
harvest estimates based on household harvest surveys. Since the beginning of the permit program in 1983,
there have only been two household harvest surveys in Pilot Point and Ugashik, and three surveys in
Egegik, to provide comparable data. With annual variability in subsistence harvests resulting from resource,
economic, and social changes, more data collection is necessary to increase understanding of how the
available harvest estimates compare and why they diverge. However, the data available through permit
returns and household surveys can be further considered in detail to illustrate changes in harvesting trends.
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In the Egegik District, 36 permits were issued: 8 of those permits were issued to Egegik residents and 28
to seasonal residents or residents of other Alaska communities (Fall et al. 2017:123, 125). The number of
salmon harvested from the Egegik District in 2014, at 1,366 salmon, was lower than the 2013 estimate of
2,380 fish but similar to the 2012 estimate of 1,425 fish. The 2014 estimate was notably lower than the 4,711
fish estimated for 2004 (the second highest estimate since 1984), and was less than the previous five-year
average of 2,285 salmon (Fall et al. 2017:119). Egegik residents in 2014 harvested an estimated 12 Chinook,
285 sockeye, 85 coho, 3 chum, and 1 pink salmon, or a total of 387 salmon (Table 2-27). Subtracting the
harvest by local residents from the total harvest in the Egegik District, it is evident that most of the salmon
were harvested by residents of other Alaska communities: 979 total fish, or 138 Chinook, 687 sockeye, 152
coho, 1 chum, and 1 pink salmon (Fall et al. 2017:123, 125).

In the Ugashik District in 2014, there were 20 permits issued: 7 to Ugashik residents, 5 to Pilot Point
residents, and 8 to residents of other Alaska communities (Fall etal. 2017:123, 125). There were an estimated
842 salmon harvested from the Ugashik District: 50 Chinook, 566 sockeye, 224 coho, and 1 chum salmon
(Fall et al. 2017:123). In 2014, the total salmon harvest for the district was higher than the previous year’s
estimate of 672 fish, but lower than in 2012 (1,281 fish) and the 10-year average (2004-2013) of 1,206
fish (Fall et al. 2017:119). Most of the fish harvested in the Ugashik District were acquired by Pilot Point
and Ugashik residents. Pilot Point residents harvested an estimated 53 sockeye and 33 coho salmon (Table
3-29). Ugashik residents harvested 641 salmon: 48 Chinook, 401 sockeye, 191 coho, and 1 chum salmon
(Table 4-28).

Based on returned permits, harvests of sockeye salmon historically have composed the majority of the
salmon harvest in Pilot Point and Ugashik, except for in 1984 and 1990 in Ugashik and 1990 in Pilot Point
when more coho salmon were harvested (Figure 5-9; Figure 5-10). For Egegik, harvests of sockeye salmon
have been the main portion of the salmon harvest in most years since 1983, though coho salmon composed
an increased proportion of the total harvest since 2000, and were harvested more than sockeye salmon in
2004, 2006, 2007, 2012, 2017, and 2018 (Figure 5-11). The reason for this shift was not explored during the
study, but Egegik’s population has declined (see Figure 2-3), potentially losing harvesters with equipment
(boats, nets) who could gain easier or more efficient access to sockeye salmon harvest areas. As described
in Chapter 2 of this report, harvests in Egegik were collected by a smaller concentration of households
(see Figure 2-13) than is average in many other rural Alaska communities, as determined by previous
research (Wolfe et al. 2010). As such, loss of key community harvesters may have an exponential effect
on harvest characteristics; also, competition with commercial harvesters could also be among the factors
driving change.

Comparisons of total individual salmon harvest estimates from permit data and household survey data can be
seen in Figure 5-12, which depicts that, based on permits, subsistence salmon harvests for Egegik and Pilot
Point have decreased from highs throughout the 1990s; harvests for Ugashik have reflected more moderate
variation. Harvest data based on household surveys provide a notable contrast, depicting an increased or
stable harvest amount of individual fish for each community. The 2014 household harvest survey estimated
for Egegik and Pilot Point substantially higher salmon harvests than was estimated through the permit
system. With so few data points, it is difficult to understand why the permit- and survey-based estimates
are so divergent for those two communities. It is known that the majority of permit holders return their
permits each year, but it is not known how accurate the returns are or how many subsistence fishers do not
get a fishing permit. Also, because any resident of the state can get a subsistence salmon fishing permit,
the harvests based on returned permits include harvests by the residents of the study communities as well
as other communities, depending on what place of residence a permit holder declared when receiving
a permit. Further studies in these communities focused on the permitting system would be valuable to
increase confidence in harvest estimates through both methods.

Not only did the 2014 survey estimate higher total salmon harvests than the studies in 1973 and 1980s, it
also documented an increase in the proportion that salmon contributed to the total harvest weight compared
to the earlier studies (Table 5-1). But as residents indicated on their survey and told researchers in 2014,
salmon harvests increased due to more effort and necessity because these communities had to modify their
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Figure 5-9.—Composition of subsistence salmon harvest, by individual fish, based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Pilot Point, 1983-2018.
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Figure 5-10.—Composition of subsistence salmon harvest, by individual fish, based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Ugashik, 1983-2018.
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Figure 5-11.—Composition of subsistence salmon harvest, by individual fish, based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Egegik, 1983-2018.
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diet to make up for the lost protein once obtained through harvesting large land mammals. Several residents
commented on their survey form that this was the case. For example, taken from field notes in 2015, a Pilot
Point elder commented (paraphrased):

We eat lots of salmon. I put my net out all summer to get fish. I give away most of
the fish I catch to elders and others that need fish. If we had caribou around here 1
wouldn’t have to fish so much.

CHANGES TO COMMERCIAL FISHING PARTICIPATION AND SALMON HARVESTS FOR
Home USE

As described in earlier chapters, many households in these communities participate in both subsistence and
commercial fisheries. Salmon may be taken under subsistence fishery regulations with a gillnet in waters
proximal to these communities, such as Egegik river and bay and Ugashik river and bay, but since these
waters are within commercial fishing districts, residents wishing to fish them are limited to doing so only
during commercial openings (5 AAC 01.310(b)). If a resident makes the effort to subsistence fish outside
the commerecial district, such as upriver from Egegik, a net can be set out to fish at any time, but the fishing
location is not convenient for the subsistence fisher. The regulatory stipulations were commented on by a
resident of Ugashik during the survey (paraphrased):

They (commercial fishers) set their nets right out in front of the village. If we want
to fish (for subsistence) we have to fish when they are fishing, we can go upriver
away outside the commercial district, which is just above the village, but it would
be so much easier if we could just set our net out by our house here. Yes, we can
set our net out there, but I don’t like fishing that close to them (commercial fishers),
and some of those guys don’t like it either.

Contending interests and opportunity to participate in commercial and subsistence fisheries have existed for
a long time. All three studies, from 1973 to 2014, found the economies of Egegik, Pilot Point, and Ugashik
were based on commercial and subsistence resource harvesting, combined with seasonal and often part-
time wage employment. Commercial fishing was found to be the single most important cash-producing
activity for residents of these communities in the 1980s studies, and lack of wage-earning opportunities
outside of the commercial fishing industry was a feature in all the communities in the 1980s (Fall and
Morris 1987:27, 36; Morris 1987:54). In 1984 in Egegik, most households (96%) commercially fished or
worked in the industry (Morris 1987:58, 64). In Pilot Point in 1987, 54% of jobs were connected to fishing
or trapping and accounted for 75% of earned income (Fall and Morris 1987:27, 29, 32-33). In Ugashik
in 1987, an estimated 79% of all jobs and 79% of income were from the commercial fishing or trapping
industries (Fall and Morris 1987:36-37).

In 2014, the fishing industry in Egegik provided 27% of all jobs in the community; commercial fishing
jobs were held by 50% of employed households and provided 8% of the total earned income for the
community (Table 2-7). Commercial fishing-related jobs in Pilot Point provided 19% of all jobs held by
43% of employed households but provided the smallest proportion of community wage income (6%) of
the three study communities (Table 3-7). In Ugashik, commercial fishing provided 50% of all jobs; these
jobs were held by 75% of employed households and contributed 73% of total estimated earnings (Table
4-6). Many factors have contributed to the decline in percentage of jobs stemming from and income earned
by commercial fishing in each of the study communities: the cost of getting into commercial fishing for
younger generations has increased; the costs of participating in the fisheries have increased through raised
fuel, electricity, supply, and food expenses; and demographic changes, which will be discussed below.
Changing patterns of commercial fishing participation can shape subsistence salmon harvesting activities.
As fewer households procure salmon through commercial retention, households may rely more heavily on
subsistence harvests for their salmon needs. This change is observed in the study communities. Ugashik
is the only community for which commercial fishing remains the majority source of earned income, and
the proportion of the total salmon harvest obtained by removal from commercial catches changed the least
for Ugashik between the 1980s and 2014 (figures 4-37, 3-39, and 2-35). Fish removed from commercial
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harvests provided the majority of the total salmon harvest weight in 1987 (55%) and 2014 (66%) (Figure
4-37). By comparison, considerably less of the total earned income came from commercial fishing in
Egegik and Pilot Point in 2014 compared to 1984 and 1987. Approximately 70% of the total salmon harvest
weight was removed from commercial catches in both these communities during the earlier study years but
by 2014 only 5% (in Pilot Point) and 30% (in Egegik) of the salmon harvest weight came from this source
(Figure 2-35; Figure 3-39).

HARVEST AND SHARING PATTERNS

Changes in harvest and sharing patterns can stem from multiple factors. In the three study communities,
changes documented between study years are: 1) a lower per capita harvest amount (except in Ugashik;
discussed above); 2) a reduction in the percentage of households giving away resources (although once
again this was not seen in Ugashik); and 3) a reduced number of resources used, harvested, and given away
by community members. Some factors that likely have contributed to the observed changes include changes
in the population of the communities, both in terms of number of residents but also in the population
structure; smaller household sizes; less involvement in commercial fishing and lower community incomes;
and smaller harvest areas. Because the changes in per capita harvests have been discussed in a previous
section, the rest of this section will concentrate on the other two documented changes and factors associated
with harvest and sharing patterns.

Study results from 1987 and 2014 confirm that sharing has consistently occurred in the three study
communities. A smaller percentage of households gave away resources in 2014 than in 1987 in Egegik
and Pilot Point but the same percentage of Ugashik households (100%) gave away resources in both
study years (Figure 5-13). Interestingly, the percentage of households receiving resources in the study
communities was nearly the inverse: in 2014, a greater percentage of households received resources in
Egegik, a smaller percentage received them in Ugashik, and the same percentage received them in Pilot
Point. Fully understanding changes in sharing patterns requires a broader understanding of the complex web
of relationships and traditions within which sharing occurs, as well as the varied reasons why households
share (Hutchinson-Scarbrough et al. 2020; Langdon and Worl 1981). Understanding the networks in place
that facilitate the harvest and sharing of resources in these communities was beyond the scope of this study.
However, a recent study on subsistence salmon sharing networks in six Bristol Bay communities, including
Egeqgik, explored the topic in depth (Hutchinson-Scarbrough et al. 2020).

Hutchinson-Scarbrough et al. (2020:318-326) argued that households in Egegik were notable for their
insularity compared to the other five Bristol Bay communities in the study. In other words, households in
Egegik did not have a lot of connections with other Egegik households in terms of harvesting subsistence
salmon or sharing them during the study period. Not many households were involved in harvesting
subsistence salmon in Egegik, and those that did were not conducting harvesting activities with other
households in the community. This suggests that most households in Egegik harvest independently, or with
people who do not live in the community year-round. In terms of sharing, more households participated in
that activity, but they were still not well connected to each other, meaning there were not many instances of
a household in Egegik sharing salmon with another household in Egegik, or receiving salmon from another
local household. There were more ties documented between Egegik residents and people living outside
of the community, and greater weights of salmon were shared through these ties, than were documented
between Egegik households. Egegik residents reported sharing outside of the community, generally with
close family, particularly children who no longer lived in the community. Egegik households identified the
Anchorage metro area as the area where they more frequently sent salmon. It is important to recognize that
the study was focused on subsistence salmon, but that sharing is rarely limited to just one resource. Salmon
composed the majority of harvests in Egegik, though, and were probably most frequently shared. Because
a similar study was not conducted in Pilot Point or Ugashik, it is not clear if similarities exist; higher
percentages of households reported sharing and receiving resources in Pilot Point and Ugashik in 2014,
though, perhaps indicating a more robust sharing network within these two communities.
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Figure 5-13.—-Comparison of the percentages of households receiving and giving all resources, study
communities, 1984, 1987, and 2014.

Turning from the topic of “who” is involved in sharing and receiving resources to the element of “how
much” was shared, Figure 5-2 shows that from one to six resources were given away or received in each of
the three study communities during both study years, and generally more resources were given away than
were received. No clear trends emerge in the number of resources given or received between the study years.
However, between the two study years, the number of resources used on average by households in all three
communities decreased, as did the number of resources harvested (Figure 5-2). The number of resources used
in a community, or resource diversity, is an important measure in understanding a community’s subsistence
patterns. Resource diversity supports resilience and flexibility in terms of supporting a household’s diet when
wild foods are not seasonally or annually available, as well as supporting involvement in food production
by individuals with a range of age, skill, and ability (Fall and Kostick 2018). The decrease in resource
diversity was most pronounced in Pilot Point, where households used and harvested 19 and 17 different
types of resources, respectively, in 1987 but in 2014 only used 11 and harvested seven. Focusing on the
differences in resource diversity between the study communities, rather than internal temporal changes,
Ugashik displayed the highest average resource diversity in 2014 and Egegik the lowest. Differently, the
maximum number of resources used by any household was highest in Pilot Point (38 resources), followed
distantly by Egegik and Ugashik, with a maximum of 19 and 18 resources used by any one household
(tables 3-13, 2-13, and 4-13). While studies have documented a smaller change in resource use by Ugashik
households over time, there also appears to be the least amount of diversity in resources used among these
households. Table 1-8 presents the average number of resources used by the top ranked households (in
terms of harvests) and the lowest ranked households: the disparity between these two groups was least in
Ugashik.
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In a comparison of communities over time, it is important to note changes in the population over the same
time period. The lack of connections among Egegik households, and the importance of non-local sharing
ties, particularly with close family, noted by Hutchinson-Scarbrough et al. (2020), may be influenced
by a variety of factors that were noted by study participants, most notably in demographic changes to
the community as well as general declines in the population of year-round residents relative to the large
numbers of seasonal residents working in Egegik’s commercial fishing industry. Although Pilot Point
and Ugashik were not part of the aforementioned sharing study, demographic changes likely influence
harvest and sharing patterns in those communities. Pilot Point has maintained a more stable population
over time, suggesting that sharing within Pilot Point is likely more robust than in Egegik. Stability in a
population fosters increased connections and relationships between residents, strengthening those sharing
ties, rather than the external connections demonstrated through Egegik’s sharing patterns. For Ugashik,
unique community population and economic characteristics may play roles in widening the Ugashik
sharing network to households outside of the community. As discussed previously, relative to Egegik and
Pilot Point, Ugashik households’ involvement in the commercial fishing industry remained high in 2014
compared to the previous study year. The commercial fishing industry in Ugashik causes an influx of
seasonal occupants, and the presence of temporary residents likely influences sharing patterns for salmon in
particular for Ugashik households. Sharing activities of seasonal residents would not be captured through
the household survey, but these residents are likely engaged in both giving and receiving of resources,
depending on their connection with the local year-round residents. Seasonal residents could receive gifts
of resources not available during the time they are in town or that they are otherwise unable to harvest on
their own and could share with year-round households salmon retained from their commercial harvests or
other harvesting activities. This is evidenced by the sharing characteristics for Ugashik in 2014: 75% of
households shared salmon but only 25% of households received this resource, suggesting salmon were
given to recipients outside of the community (Table 4-12).

Compared to Pilot Point, the population of Egegik has declined significantly since 1950 (Figure 2-3; Figure
3-3). One long-time Egegik resident summed up the challenges to the community in terms of its population:

Half of Egegik exited the area to Wasilla because of the price of fuel back around
1996 and 1997. They come back in the summer to fish, but their homes are empty.
Too many people continued to leave and now our school is closed. About the only
kids we have here now are babies.

The Egegik school closed in fall 2015° due to low enrollment, and according to field notes by researchers,
it was reported that most families with children left Egegik before fall 2015 and moved to various locations
so their children could attend school. Many of those families returned to Egegik the following summer in
order to fish commercially or for subsistence, perhaps explaining some of the unusual harvest and sharing
patterns discussed above.

Ugashik’s population also declined through 1980 and has held relatively steady since (Figure 4-3). Ugashik
has not had a school for decades—at least as far back as the mid-1980s (Fall and Morris 1987:35)—and this
study identified only seven households (nine residents) living year-round in Ugashik. Similar to Egegik,
local residents explained to researchers that about 15 households generally return in the summer with their
families to live, commercial fish, and subsistence fish. Although the population of Pilot Point has been
generally more stable, former residents of the community do still return in the summer for commercial
and subsistence fishing. In each of these communities, the harvests completed by these former community
residents are not included in the community harvest totals for this project. Harvests shared between
community residents and former residents do show up in the percentage of households giving and receiving
resources.

Demographics of acommunity shape harvest and sharing patterns for that community beyond just population
size; equally important is the composition of the population, for which comparable data from 1984 and

6. Bendinger, Dave. “Egegik School to Close, says LPSD.” KDLG, Aug. 14, 2015. https://www.kdlg.org/post/egegik-
school-close-says-Ipsd#stream/0 (accessed July 2021).
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1987 are available in Morris (1987) and Fall and Morris (1987). As discussed earlier, some characteristics
of highly productive subsistence households are larger households with a pool of adult male labor, higher
wage income, and involvement in commercial fishing (Wolfe et al. 2010). Compared to the earlier studies
in the 1980s, fewer households in each study community participated in the commercial fishing industry in
2014. The average household size in 2014 in all of the study communities declined compared to 1987 and
was relatively small, ranging from 2.8 people in Pilot Point (range 1-8) and 2.9 people in Egegik (range
1-6) to 1.3 in Ugashik (range 1-2) (tables 3-2, 3-2, and 4-2). This compares to an average household size in
1987 of 3.6 people in Pilot Point and 2.3 in Egegik to 2.0 people in Ugashik. The gender and age profile of
the communities has also changed, skewing more toward males and males within typically less-productive
age brackets. In 1987, males between 25 and 34 made up the largest cohort of Pilot Point residents. In 2014,
the largest cohorts for males in the community were ages 0-4 and 55-59 (Table 3-3). In Ugashik in 1987,
nearly all the residents were men and only two people were under 20 years of age. In 2014, the balance
still skewed heavily toward males, but there were no residents under the age of 50 (Table 4-3). There were
14 males between the ages of 21 and 30 living in Egegik in 1987, composing the largest age cohort of the
population. The largest male cohort in 2014 was ages 15-19, of which there were nine (Table 2-3). This was
followed by the 45-49 age group with six men. Many of the changes in demographics between the earlier
study years and 2014 would predict less productive households and smaller subsistence harvests. In Egegik
and Pilot Point, that is seen between the study years: the average household harvest declined and the total
per capita harvest declined (Fall and Morris 1987:50; Morris 1987:107; Table 1-8). In Ugashik, despite an
aging and smaller population, the total per capita harvest increased (Fall and Morris 1987:50; Table 1-8).
However, the mean household harvest did decline, likely owing to the fact that Ugashik households in 2014
comprised only one or two individuals.

Robust sharing patterns support the most vulnerable households in a community. One measure of
vulnerability is food security. All three study communities were less food secure than Alaska as a whole
and households in Pilot Point were generally less food secure than households in Egegik or Ugashik. More
households experienced the condition of food not lasting, either store-bought or subsistence, than any other
food insecurity condition (figures 3-7, 2-7, and 4-7). None of the communities had a grocery store during
the study year, but Pilot Point did have groceries locally available. Many of the previously noted factors
contributing to productive households and levels of sharing would seem to suggest that the food security of
Pilot Point households would be greater than of Ugashik or Egegik. An analysis of food security in Yukon
and Kuskokwim households from 2009-2011 found that household maturity, access to subsistence foods,
and cash income were related to food security (Fall and Kostick 2018:4). These factors are also associated
with higher per capita harvests (Wolfe et al. 2010). Average household income was highest in Pilot Point,
but was about twice the median income, suggesting a substantial portion of the community’s households
had an income less than the average (Table 3-6; Figure 3-6). In Egegik, the median household income
was relatively similar to the average household income, suggesting a less disparate population (Table 2-6;
Figure 2-6). Ugashik had the highest per capita income, the highest per capita harvest, and the highest per
capita harvest by the lowest ranked 50% of households (Table 1-8), but the small size of the community and
survey sample makes a comparison of food security scores difficult.

CONCLUSIONS

The comparison of the three comprehensive survey resource data sets for the three study communities
summarized in this chapter shows a continuity in the reliance on wild resources harvested from hunting,
fishing, and gathering. In the 2014 study year, most residents of all communities participated in wild resource
hunting, fishing, or gathering (figures 2-11, 3-11, and 4-11). In 2014, the per capita harvests, in pounds
usable weight, of resources harvested for home use were estimated as follows: 155 Ib in Egegik, 211 Ib in
Pilot Point, and 943 Ib in Ugashik. These per capita harvests were close to or higher than the 2014 annual
Southwest—Aleutian regional estimate of 206 Ib per person of combined resources harvested for subsistence
(Fall 2016). Sharing of subsistence foods, a common factor in rural Alaska subsistence-based communities,
remains a strong value and the glue that helps maintain cultural values. Another important characteristic is
the interplay between cash and subsistence in the community economy. Commercial fishing has remained
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a primary contributor to jobs in these communities over time, though income has declined considerably
over the last three decades. These communities have and continue to use and rely on local resources that
are important for food, culture, and continued sustainability of the communities. Though they have endured
hardships, such as population and resource declines, these communities provide exemplary representations
of adaptability and resiliency to changes in resource availability, climate, and local environment and habitats.
The most significant evidence of resiliency is the response to the Northern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd
nearly vanishing from the Alaska Peninsula by 2005, when both state and federal caribou hunts closed. The
herd population exhibited a rebound throughout the next decade in which no hunting opportunities were
available until a Tier Il hunt was allowed after this study occurred, in regulatory year 2016-2017. Despite
the lack of opportunity to harvest and use large land mammals, which was the primary resource harvested
in the 1970s and 1980s, much of this resource category was replaced by a substantial increase of salmon
harvests in comparison to previous studies (Figure 5-3).
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Index - Comprehensive Subsistence Survey, 2015

COMMENTS HOUSEHOLD ID -

DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, COMMENTS OR CONCERNS?

INTERVIEWW SUMMARY: DON'T FORGET TO FILL IN THE STOP TIME

COMMENTS: 300 EGEGIK: 122
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The following table presents the conversion factors used in determining how many
pounds were harvested of each resource surveyed. For instance, if respondents reported
harvesting 10 coho salmon, the quantity would be multiplied by the appropriate
conversion factor (in this case 4.5) to show a harvest of 45 Ib of coho salmon.

Resource name

Reported units

Conversion factor

Chum salmon

Chum salmon [CF retention]

Coho salmon

Coho salmon

Coho salmon [CF retention]
Chinook salmon

Chinook salmon [CF retention]

Pink salmon

Pink salmon [CF retention]

Sockeye salmon

Sockeye salmon [CF retention]
Landlocked salmon

Spawning coho salmon

Spawning sockeye salmon

Pacific herring

Pacific herring

Pacific herring

Pacific herring [CF retention]

Pacific herring [CF retention]

Pacific herring sac roe

Pacific herring sac roe [CF retention]
Pacific herring sac roe [CF retention]
Pacific herring spawn on kelp
Pacific herring spawn on kelp
Pacific herring spawn on kelp [CF retention]
Pacific herring spawn on kelp [CF retention]
Pacific herring roe on hemlock branches
Pacific herring roe on hemlock branches
Capelin (grunion)

Capelin (grunion) [CF retention]
Smelt

Smelt

Pacific (gray) cod

Pacific (gray) cod

Pacific (gray) cod [CF retention]
Starry flounder

Starry flounder [CF retention]
Pacific halibut

Pacific halibut

Pacific halibut [CF retention]

Pacific halibut [CF retention]
Rockfish

Individual
Individual
Individual
Pounds
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Pounds
Gallons
Individual
Gallons
Gallons
Individual
Gallons
Pounds
Gallons
Individual
Gallons
Pounds
Gallons
Individual
Individual
Individual
Gallons
Individual
Pounds
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Pounds
Individual
Pounds
Individual

4.5880
4.5880
4.5000
1.0000
4.5000
10.7280
10.7280
2.5550
2.5550
4.1440
4.1440
1.5000
4.5000
4.1440
0.4000
1.0000
6.0000
0.4000
6.0000
7.0000
1.0000
7.0000
1.0000
7.0000
3.9485
7.0000
1.0000
3.9485
0.1800
0.1800
0.1400
3.2500
3.2000
1.0000
3.2000
3.0000
3.0000
18.7656
1.0000
18.7656
1.0000
1.5000

-continued-
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Resource name

Reported units

Conversion factor

Sablefish (black cod)

Sablefish (black cod)

Sablefish (black cod) [CF retention]
Sablefish (black cod) [CF retention]
Sablefish (black cod) [CF retention]
Red Irish lord

Sculpin

Sculpin [CF retention]

Salmon shark [CF retention]
Yellowfin sole

Yellowfin sole [CF retention]
Alaska blackfish

Burbot

Dolly Varden—freshwater

Dolly Varden-saltwater

Dolly Varden-saltwater [CF retention]
Acrctic grayling

Northern pike

Northern pike

Rainbow trout

Steelhead

Steelhead [CF retention]

Least cisco

Humpback whitefish

Round whitefish

Unknown whitefishes

Bison

Brown bear

Caribou

Moose

Beaver

Coyote

Arctic fox

Red fox

Red fox—cross phase

Red fox-red phase

Snowshoe hare

North American river (land) otter
Lynx

Marmot

Marten

Mink

Muskrat

Porcupine

Acrctic ground (parka) squirrel
Weasel

Gray wolf

Wolverine

Individual

Pounds
Individual

Pounds

Gallons
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual

3.1000
1.0000
3.1000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
0.5000
0.5000
9.0000
1.0000
1.0000
0.0700
4.2000
2.8000
2.8000
2.8000
0.7000
3.0000
3.0000
1.4000
1.4000
1.4000
0.7000
2.1000
0.7000
1.7500
450.0000
150.0000
150.0000
540.0000
8.7500
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
2.0000
3.0000
4.0000
1.5000
0.0000
2.5000
0.7500
8.0000
0.5000
0.5000
0.0000
0.0000
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Resource name Reported units Conversion factor

Harbor porpoise Individual 45.0000
Fur seal Individual 15.0000
Harbor seal Individual 56.0000
Unknown seal Individual 84.0000
Sea otter Individual 19.5000
Steller sea lion Individual 200.0000
Walrus Individual 770.0000
Beluga whale Individual 995.0000
Bufflehead Individual 0.6000
Canvasback Individual 1.7000
Common eider Individual 3.3000
King eider Individual 2.2000
Steller's eider Individual 1.2000
Gadwall Individual 1.2000
Goldeneye Individual 1.3000
Harlequin duck Individual 0.8000
Mallard Individual 1.6000
Common merganser Individual 2.1000
Red-breasted merganser Individual 1.4000
Long-tailed duck Individual 1.2000
Northern pintail Individual 1.2000
Scaup Individual 1.4000
Black scoter Individual 1.5000
Northern shoveler Individual 0.9000
Green-winged teal Individual 0.5000
Wigeon Individual 1.1000
Unknown ducks Individual 1.0000
Brant Individual 1.6000
Canada/cackling goose Individual 2.8000
Canada goose Individual 2.8000
Emperor goose Individual 2.4000
Snow goose Individual 2.6000
White-fronted goose Individual 3.2000
Unknown geese Individual 3.2000
Trumpeter swan Individual 15.3000
Tundra (whistling) swan Individual 10.2000
Sandhill crane Individual 5.4000
Grouse Individual 0.9000
Ptarmigan Individual 0.8000
Duck eggs Individual 0.1050
Duck eggs Gallons 6.7200
Goose eggs Individual 0.2500
Swan eggs Individual 0.6000
Gull eggs Individual 0.3000
Gull eggs 5 gallon buckets 4.0000
Gull eggs Gallons 6.0000
Murre eggs Individual 0.2400
Tern eggs Individual 0.0400
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Resource name

Reported units

Conversion factor

Red (large) chitons

Red (large) chitons

Red (large) chitons

Black (small) chitons

Black (small) chitons

Black (small) chitons

Black (small) chitons

Black (small) chitons

Black (small) chitons

Unknown chitons

Butter clams

Butter clams

Butter clams

Butter clams

Horse clams

Pacific littleneck clams (steamers)
Pacific littleneck clams (steamers)
Pacific littleneck clams (steamers)
Pacific littleneck clams (steamers)
Pacific littleneck clams (steamers)
Pacific littleneck clams (steamers) [CF
retention]

Razor clams

Razor clams

Razor clams

Razor clams [CF retention]
Softshell clams

Softshell clams

Cockles

Cockles

Dungeness crab

Dungeness crab

Dungeness crab [CF retention]
Red king crab

Red king crab [CF retention]
Tanner crab

Tanner crab [CF retention]
Limpets

Limpets

Limpets

Blue mussels

Octopus

Octopus

Octopus [CF retention]

Octopus [CF retention]

Scallops [CF retention]

Sea cucumber

Sea cucumber

Sea cucumber

Individual
Gallons

Quiarts
Individual
Pounds

5 gallon buckets
Gallons

Quiarts

Pints

Gallons
Individual
Pounds

5 gallon buckets
Gallons

Gallons
Individual

5 gallon buckets
Gallons

Quarts

Pints

Gallons

Individual
Gallons
Quiarts
Gallons
Individual
Gallons
Gallons
Quarts
Individual
Pounds
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Gallons
Quarts
Half-pints
Gallons
Individual
Pounds
Individual
Pounds
Gallons
Individual
Pounds
Gallons

0.5000
3.0000
0.7500
0.0313
1.0000
37.5000
4.0000
1.0000
0.5000
4.0000
0.1200
1.0000
22.2500
3.0000
3.0000
0.2500
15.0000
3.0000
0.7500
0.3750

3.0000

0.2500
3.0000
1.0000
3.0000
0.2500
3.0000
3.0000
0.7500
0.7000
1.0000
0.7000
5.3800
5.3800
1.6000
1.6000
1.5000
0.3750
0.0500
0.2600
4.0000
1.0000
4.0000
1.0000
1.0000
0.1000
1.0000
2.0000
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Resource name

Reported units

Conversion factor

Sea cucumber [CF retention]
Sea cucumber [CF retention]
Sea urchin

Sea urchin

Shrimp

Shrimp

Shrimp

Shrimp [CF retention]
Shrimp [CF retention]
Shrimp [CF retention]
Snails

Snails

Whelk

Blueberry

Blueberry

Blueberry

Blueberry

Blueberry

Blueberry

Lowbush cranberry
Lowbush cranberry
Lowbush cranberry
Lowbush cranberry
Highbush cranberry
Highbush cranberry
Highbush cranberry
Highbush cranberry
Highbush cranberry
Highbush cranberry
Crowberry
Crowberry
Crowberry
Crowberry
Nagoonberry
Nagoonberry
Nagoonberry
Nagoonberry
Nagoonberry
Raspberry

Raspberry

Raspberry

Raspberry
Salmonberry
Salmonberry
Salmonberry
Salmonberry
Salmonberry
Salmonberry

Individual
Pounds
Individual
Gallons
Individual
Pounds
Gallons
Individual
Pounds
Gallons
Gallons
Quarts
Gallons
Pounds

5 gallon buckets
Gallons
Quiarts
Pints
Half-pints
5 gallon buckets
Gallons
Quiarts
Half-pints
Pounds

5 gallon buckets
Gallons
Quiarts
Pints
Half-pints
Pounds
Gallons
Quiarts
Half-pints
Individual
Gallons
Quiarts
Pints
Half-pints
Gallons
Quiarts
Pints
Half-pints
Pounds

5 gallon buckets
Gallons
Quiarts
Pints
Half-pints

0.1000
1.0000
0.0420
0.5000
0.0250
1.0000
2.0000
0.0250
1.0000
2.0000
1.5000
0.3750
1.5000
1.0000
15.0000
4.0000
1.0000
0.5000
0.2500
20.0000
4.0000
1.0000
0.2500
1.0000
20.0000
4.0000
1.0000
0.5000
0.2500
1.0000
4.0000
1.0000
0.2500
0.0100
4.0000
1.0000
0.5000
0.2500
4.0000
1.0000
0.5000
0.2500
1.0000
20.0000
4.0000
1.0000
0.5000
0.2500
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Resource name

Reported units

Conversion factor

Beach asparagus
Beach asparagus
Beach asparagus
Beach asparagus
Wild rhubarb

Wild rhubarb
Other beach greens
Other beach greens
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea
Hudson's Bay (Labrador) tea
Lambs quarter
Sourdock
Sourdock

Wild celery

Wild celery

Wild celery

Wild celery

Wild celery

Beach rye grass
Wild parsley

Wild parsley

Wild parsley
Yarrow

Yarrow

Yarrow

Other wild greens
Other wild greens
Other wild greens
Fireweed

Fireweed

Fireweed

Fireweed

Black seaweed
Black seaweed
Black seaweed
Black seaweed
Black seaweed
Bull kelp

Bull kelp

Bull kelp

Bull kelp

Red seaweed

Red seaweed

Red seaweed

Red seaweed

Pounds
Gallons
Pints
Half-pints
Pounds
Gallons
Gallons
Quiarts
Gallons
Quiarts
Pints
Half-pints
Gallons
Gallons
Half-pints
Pounds
Gallons
Quiarts
Pints
Half-pints
Gallons
Gallons
Quiarts
Half-pints
Pounds
Gallons
Quiarts
Gallons
Quarts
Pints
Pounds
Gallons
Quiarts
Half-pints
Pounds
Gallons
Quiarts
Pints
Half-pints
Gallons
Quiarts
Pints
Half-pints
Pounds
Gallons
Quarts
Half-pints

1.0000
1.0000
0.1250
0.0625
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
0.2500
1.0000
0.2500
0.1250
0.0625
1.0000
1.0000
0.0625
1.0000
0.2500
1.0000
0.1250
0.0625
1.0000
1.0000
0.2500
0.0625
1.0000
1.0000
0.2500
1.0000
0.2500
0.1250
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
0.0625
1.0000
4.0000
1.0000
0.3125
0.2500
4.0000
1.0000
0.5000
0.2500
1.0000
4.0000
1.0000
0.2500
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Resource name

Reported units

Conversion factor

Sea ribbons

Sea ribbons

Sea ribbons

Giant kelp (macrocystis)
Alaria

Unknown seaweed
Unknown seaweed
Unknown seaweed
Unknown seaweed
Wood

Pounds
Gallons
Quiarts
Gallons
Gallons
Pounds
Gallons
Quiarts
Half-pints
Cords

1.0000
4.0000
1.0000
4.0000
4.0000
1.0000
4.0000
1.0000
0.2500
0.0000

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

307



	List of Tables
	List of Figures
	List of Plates
	List of Appendices
	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	Project Background
	Regulatory Context
	Salmon
	Large Land Mammals

	Study Objectives
	Research Methods
	Ethical Principles for the Conduct of Research
	Project Planning and Approvals
	Systematic Household Surveys
	Mapping Locations of Subsistence Hunting, Fishing, and Gathering Activities
	Key Respondent Interviews
	Household Survey Implementation
	Egegik
	Pilot Point
	Ugashik


	Data Analysis and Review
	Survey Data Entry and Analysis
	Population Estimates and Other Demographic Information
	Map Data Entry and Analysis
	Food Security Analysis
	Community Review Meetings

	Final Report Organization

	2. Egegik
	Community Background
	Seasonal Round
	Population Estimates and Demographic Information
	Income and Cash Employment
	Food Security
	Summary of Harvest and Use Patterns
	Individual Participation in the Harvesting and Processing of Wild Resources
	Harvest and Use of Wild Resources at the Household Level

	Sharing of Wild Resources
	Household Specialization in Resource Harvesting

	Harvest Quantities and Composition
	Use and Harvest Characteristics by Resource Category
	Salmon
	Nonsalmon Fish
	Large Land Mammals
	Small Land Mammals/Furbearers
	Marine Mammals
	Birds and Eggs
	Marine Invertebrates
	Vegetation

	Comparing Harvests and Uses in 2014 with Previous Years
	Use Assessments
	Harvest Data
	Salmon
	Large Land Mammals

	Current and Historical Harvest Areas

	Local Comments and Concerns
	Fish
	Large Land Mammals
	Small Land Mammals/Furbearers
	Birds and Eggs
	Marine Invertebrates
	Vegetation


	3. Pilot Point
	Community Background
	Seasonal Round
	Population Estimates and Demographic Information
	Income and Cash Employment
	Food Security
	Summary of Harvest and Use Patterns
	Individual Participation in the Harvesting and Processing of Wild Resources
	Harvest and Use of Wild Resources at the Household Level

	Sharing of Wild Resources
	Household Specialization in Resource Harvesting

	Harvest Quantities and Composition
	Use and Harvest Characteristics by Resource Category
	Salmon
	Nonsalmon Fish
	Large Land Mammals 
	Small Land Mammals/Furbearers
	Marine Mammals
	Birds and Eggs
	Marine Invertebrates
	Vegetation

	Comparing Harvests and Uses in 2014 with Previous Years
	Harvest Assessments
	Harvest Data
	Current and Historical Harvest Areas

	Local Comments and Concerns
	Fish
	Large Land Mammals
	Small Land Mammals/Furbearers
	Vegetation
	Economic and Environmental Factors 


	4. Ugashik
	Community Background
	Seasonal Round
	Population Estimates and Demographic Information
	Income and Cash Employment
	Food Security
	Summary of Harvest and Use Patterns
	Individual Participation in the Harvesting and Processing of Wild Resources
	Harvest and Use of Wild Resources at the Household Level

	Sharing of Wild Resources
	Household Specialization in Resource Harvesting

	Harvest Quantities and Composition
	Use and Harvest Characteristics by Resource Category
	Salmon
	Nonsalmon Fish
	Large Land Mammals
	Small Land Mammals/Furbearers
	Marine Mammals
	Birds and Eggs
	Marine Invertebrates
	Vegetation

	Comparing Harvests and Uses in 2014 with Previous Years
	Harvest Assessments
	Harvest Data
	Current and Historical Harvest Areas

	Local Comments and Concerns
	Fish
	Large Land Mammals


	5. Discussion and Conclusions
	Overview of Findings for the Study Communities, 2014
	Changes to Harvest Composition: Change Over Time
	Land Mammals
	Marine Mammals
	Salmon

	Subsistence Salmon Permit: Annual Harvest Assessment in Egegik and Ugashik Districts of Bristol Bay Management Area
	2014 Harvest Assessment

	Changes to Commercial Fishing Participation and Salmon Harvests for Home Use 
	Harvest and Sharing Patterns
	Conclusions 

	Acknowledgments
	References Cited
	Table 1-1.–Resources used by study communities, 2014.
	Table 1-2.–Previous study years, study communities, 1984–2014.
	Table 1-3.–Community meetings for project overview and research approval, study communities, 2014.
	Table 1-4.–Project staff.
	Table 1-5.–Estimated households and sample achievement, study communities, 2014.
	Table 1-6.–Research staff and survey administration dates, study communities, 2014.
	Table 1-7.–Community data review meetings, study communities, 2014.
	Table 1-8.–Comparison of selected study findings, study communities, 2014.
	Table 2-1.–Population estimates, Egegik, 2010 and 2014.
	Table 2-2.–Sample and demographic characteristics, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-3.–Population profile, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-4.–Birthplaces of population, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-5.–Birthplaces of household heads, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-6.–Estimated earned and other income, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-7.–Employment by industry, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-8.–Job schedules, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-9.–Employment characteristics, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-10.–Households’ assessments of food security conditions, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-11.–Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-12.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-13.–Estimated use and harvest of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-14.–Top ranked resources used by households, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-15.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-16.–Estimated percentages of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total salmon harvest, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-17.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-18.–Estimated percentages of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total nonsalmon fish harvest, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-19.–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-20.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-21.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-22.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-23.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-24.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-25.–Resources that households reported needing, Egegik, 2014.
	Table 2-26.–Comparison of estimated per capita harvests, by resource category, Egegik, 1984 and 2014.
	Table 2-27.–Historical subsistence salmon harvests based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Egegik, 1983–2018.
	Table 2-28.–Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species and by gear type, Egegik, 1984, 2014, and 2016.
	Table 2-29.–Estimated per capita harvests of moose and caribou, Egegik, 1984, 1994–1996, 2014, and 2016.
	Table 3-1.–Population estimates, Pilot Point, 2010 and 2014.
	Table 3-2.–Sample and demographic characteristics, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-3.–Birthplaces of population, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-4.–Birthplaces of household heads, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-5.–Population profile, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-6.–Estimated earned and other income, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-7.–Employment by industry, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-8.–Job schedules, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-9.–Employment characteristics, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-10.–Households’ assessments of food security conditions, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-11.–Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-12.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-13.–Estimated use and harvest of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-14.–Top ranked resources used by households, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-15.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-16.–Estimated percentages of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total salmon harvest, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-17.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-18.–Estimated percentages of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total nonsalmon fish harvest, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-19.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-20.–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-21.–Estimated marine mammal harvests by month and sex, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-22.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-23.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-24.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-25.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-26.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-27.–Resources that households reported needing, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Table 3-28.–Comparison of estimated per capita harvests, by resource category, Pilot Point, 1987 and 2014.
	Table 3-29.–Historical subsistence salmon harvests based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Pilot Point, 1983–2018.
	Table 3-30.–Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species and by gear type, Pilot Point, 1987 and 2014.
	Table 4-1.–Population estimates, Ugashik, 2010 and 2014.
	Table 4-2.–Sample and demographic characteristics, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-3.–Birthplaces of population, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-4.–Population profile, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-5.–Estimated earned and other income, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-6.–Employment by industry, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-7.–Job schedules, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-8.–Employment characteristics, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-9.–Households’ assessments of food security conditions, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-10.–Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-11.–Resource harvest and use characteristics, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-12.–Estimated use and harvest of fish, game, and vegetation resources, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-13.–Top ranked resources used by households, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-14.–Estimated harvest of salmon by gear type and resource, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-15.–Estimated percentages of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total salmon harvest, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-16.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish by gear type and resource, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-17.–Estimated percentages of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight by gear type, resource, and total nonsalmon fish harvest, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-18.–Estimated large land mammal harvests by month and sex, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-19.–Estimated small land mammal/furbearer harvests by month, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-20.–Estimated bird harvests by season, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-21.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-22.–Reasons for less household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-23.–Reasons for more household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-24.–Reported impact to households reporting that they did not get enough of a type of resource, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-25.–Resources that households reported needing, Ugashik, 2014.
	Table 4-26.–Comparison of estimated per capita harvests, by resource category, Ugashik, 1987 and 2014.
	Table 4-27.–Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species and by gear type, Ugashik, 1987 and 2014.
	Table 4-28.–Historical subsistence salmon harvests based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Ugashik, 1983–2018.
	Table 5-1.–Estimated proportion of total harvest weight, by resource category, study communities, 1973, 1984, 1987, and 2014.
	Figure 1-1.–Map of study communities, 2014.
	Figure 1-2.–Map of state commercial fishing area boundaries in part of the Westward Region.
	Figure 1-3.–Bristol Bay Area subsistence salmon permit.
	Figure 2-1.–Wild resources search and harvest areas, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-2.–Alaska Native and overall population estimates, Egegik, 2010 and 2014.
	Figure 2-3.–Historical population estimates, Egegik, 1950–2014.
	Figure 2-4.–Population profile, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-5.–Top income sources, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-6.–Comparison of median household income estimates, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-7.–Responses to questions about food insecure conditions, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-8.–Comparison of food security categories, Egegik, Alaska, and United States, 2014.
	Figure 2-9.–Mean number of food insecure conditions by month and by household food security category, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-10.–Comparison of months when food did not last, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-11.–Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-12.–Percentage of households using, attempting to harvest, and harvesting wild resources, by resource category, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-13.–Household specialization, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-14.–Composition of harvest in pounds usable weight, by resource category, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-15.–Top resources harvested by percentage of total harvest in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-16.–Composition of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-17.–Estimated harvest of salmon in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-18.–Fishing and harvest locations of salmon, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-19.–Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-20.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-21.–Fishing and harvest locations of nonsalmon fish, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-22.–Hunting locations of moose, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-23.–Composition of small land mammal/furbearer harvest by individual animals harvested, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-24.–Hunting and trapping locations of small land mammals/furbearers, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-25.–Hunting locations of marine mammals, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-26.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-27.–Hunting and harvest locations of birds and bird eggs, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-28.–Composition of marine invertebrate harvest in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-29.–Composition of vegetation harvest by type in pounds usable weight, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-30.–Gathering and harvest locations of vegetation, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-31.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-32.–Percentage of sampled households reporting whether they had enough resources, Egegik, 2014.
	Figure 2-33.–Composition of harvest in pounds per capita, by resource category, Egegik, 1984 and 2014.
	Figure 2-34.–Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species, Egegik, 1984 and 2014.
	Figure 2-35.–Composition of salmon species harvest weight by gear type, Egegik, 1984, 2014, and 2016. 
	Figure 2-36.–Estimated harvests of moose, by individual animals, Egegik, 1984, 1994–1996, 2014, and 2016.
	Figure 2-37.–Estimated harvests of caribou, by individual animals, Egegik, 1984, 1994–1996, 2014, and 2016.
	Figure 3-1.–Wild resources search and harvest areas, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-2.–Alaska Native and overall population estimates, Pilot Point, 2010 and 2014.
	Figure 3-3.–Historical population estimates, Pilot Point, 1950–2014.
	Figure 3-4.–Population profile, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-5.–Top income sources, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-6.–Comparison of median household income estimates, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-7.–Responses to questions about food insecure conditions, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-8.–Comparison of food security categories, Pilot Point, Alaska, and United States, 2014.
	Figure 3-9.–Mean number of food insecure conditions by month and by household food security category, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-10.–Comparison of months when food did not last, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-11.–Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-12.–Percentage of households using, attempting to harvest, and harvesting wild resources, by resource category, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-13.–Household specialization, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-14.–Composition of harvest in pounds usable weight, by resource category, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-15.–Top resources harvested by percentage of total harvest in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-16.–Composition of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-17.–Estimated harvest of salmon in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-18.–Fishing and harvest locations of salmon, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-19.–Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-20.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-21.–Fishing and harvest locations of nonsalmon fish, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-22.–Hunting locations of moose, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-23.–Composition of small land mammal/furbearer harvest by individual animals harvested, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-24.–Hunting and trapping locations of small land mammals/furbearers, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-25.–Hunting locations of marine mammals, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-26.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-27.–Hunting and harvest locations of birds and bird eggs, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-28.–Composition of marine invertebrate harvest in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-29.–Search and harvest locations of marine invertebrates, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-30.–Composition of vegetation harvest by type in pounds usable weight, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-31.–Gathering and harvest locations of vegetation, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-32.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-33.–Percentage of sampled households reporting whether they had enough resources, Pilot Point, 2014.
	Figure 3-34.–Composition of harvest, by resource category, Pilot Point, 1987 and 2014.
	Figure 3-35.–Percentage of households using and harvesting wild resources, by resource category, Pilot Point, 1987 and 2014.
	Figure 3-36.–Estimated harvests of caribou, by individual animals, Pilot Point, 1987, 1994–1996, and 2014.
	Figure 3-37.–Estimated harvests of moose, by individual animals, Pilot Point, 1987, 1994–1996, and 2014.
	Figure 3-38.–Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species, Pilot Point, 1987 and 
2014.
	Figure 3-39.–Composition of salmon species harvest weight by gear type, Pilot Point, 1987 and 2014.
	Figure 4-1.–Wild resources search and harvest areas, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-2.–Alaska Native and overall population estimates, Ugashik, 2010 and 2014.
	Figure 4-3.–Historical population estimates, Ugashik, 1950–2014.
	Figure 4-4.–Population profile, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-5.–Top income sources, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-6.–Comparison of median household income estimates, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-7.–Responses to questions about food insecure conditions, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-8.–Comparison of food security categories, Ugashik, Alaska, and United States, 2014.
	Figure 4-9.–Mean number of food insecure conditions by month and by household food security category, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-10.–Comparison of months when food did not last, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-11.–Individual participation in subsistence harvesting and processing activities, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-12.–Percentage of households using, attempting to harvest, and harvesting wild resources, by resource category, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-13.–Household specialization, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-14.–Composition of harvest in pounds usable weight, by resource category, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-15.–Top resources harvested by percentage of total harvest in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-16.–Composition of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-17.–Estimated harvest of salmon in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-18.–Fishing and harvest locations of salmon, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-19.–Composition of nonsalmon fish harvest in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-20.–Estimated harvest of nonsalmon fish in pounds usable weight by gear type and resource, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-21.–Fishing and harvest locations of nonsalmon fish, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-22.–Hunting locations of moose, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-23.–Composition of small land mammal/furbearer harvest by individual animals harvested, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-24.–Hunting and trapping locations of small land mammals/furbearers, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-25.–Composition of bird and bird egg harvest in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-26.–Hunting and harvest locations of birds and bird eggs, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-27.–Composition of marine invertebrate harvest in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-28.–Search and harvest locations of marine invertebrates, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-29.–Composition of vegetation harvest by type in pounds usable weight, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-30.–Gathering and harvest locations of vegetation, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-31.–Changes in household uses of resources compared to recent years, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-32.–Percentage of sampled households reporting whether they had enough resources, Ugashik, 2014.
	Figure 4-33.–Estimated harvests of moose, by individual animals, Ugashik, 1987, 1994–1996, and 2014.
	Figure 4-34.–Estimated harvests of caribou, by individual animals, Ugashik, 1987, 1994–1996, and 2014.
	Figure 4-35.–Composition of harvest, by resource category, Ugashik, 1987 and 2014.
	Figure 4-36.–Comparison of estimated per capita harvests of salmon, by species, Ugashik, 1987 and 
2014.
	Figure 4-37.–Composition of salmon species harvest weight by gear type, Ugashik, 1987 and 2014.
	Figure 5-1.–Estimated per capita harvest, in pounds, study communities, 1973, 1984, 1987, and 2014.
	Figure 5-2.–Comparison of select household resource harvest and use characteristics, study communities, 1984, 1987, and 2014.
	Figure 5-3.–Comparison of total harvest composition in pounds, by resource category, study communities, 1973, 1984, 1987, and 2014
	Figure 5-4.–Estimated harvests of harbor seals, Egegik and Pilot Point, 1984, 1987, 1992–1998, 2000–2008, and 2014.
	Figure 5-5.–Percentage of households using and harvesting wild resources, by resource category, Egegik, 1984 and 2014
	Figure 5-6.–Percentage of households using and harvesting wild resources, by resource category, Pilot Point, 1987 and 2014
	Figure 5-7.–Percentage of households using and harvesting wild resources, by resource category, Ugashik, 1987 and 2014
	Figure 5-8.–Composition of salmon harvest in pounds usable weight, study communities, 1984, 1987, and 2014.
	Figure 5-9.–Composition of subsistence salmon harvest, by individual fish, based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Pilot Point, 1983–2018.
	Figure 5-10.–Composition of subsistence salmon harvest, by individual fish, based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Ugashik, 1983–2018.
	Figure 5-11.–Composition of subsistence salmon harvest, by individual fish, based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, Egegik, 1983–2018.
	Figure 5-12.–Estimated total salmon harvests based on Bristol Bay Area permit returns, 1983–2018, and from household surveys, 1984, 1987, 2014, and 2016, study communities.
	Figure 5-13.–Comparison of the percentages of households receiving and giving all resources, study communities, 1984, 1987, and 2014.
	Plate 2-1.–Community of Egegik.
	Plate 3-1.–Community of Pilot Point.
	Plate 4-1.–A view of the Ugashik River downstream from the community of Ugashik.
	Appendix A–Survey Form
	Appendix B–Conversion Factors
	_Hlk77066403
	_Hlk92704666
	_Hlk25583434
	_Hlk36558671
	_Hlk101255417
	_Hlk101261898
	_Hlk63719115
	_Hlk101265314
	_Hlk103681220
	_Hlk101269340
	_Hlk56418351
	_Hlk63258048
	_Hlk87958833
	_Hlk89176313
	_Hlk96938453
	2-Egegik.pdf
	_Hlk36558671
	_Hlk101255417
	_Hlk101261898
	_Hlk63719115
	_Hlk101265314
	_Hlk103681220
	_Hlk101269340

	3-Pilot Pt.pdf
	_Hlk56418351
	_Hlk63258048




