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Abstract

This report summarizes the results of research conducted in 2010 on the subsistence harvest and uses of 
wild foods in 8 Kuskokwim River communities: Aniak, Chuathbaluk, Crooked Creek, Lower Kalskag, 
Red Devil, Sleetmute, Stony River, and Upper Kalskag (estimated total population 1,450). The principal 

����������%%�����%�$����������������+���$���������`��������{�������'������'������'�%����%��
were harvested for subsistence, the harvest amounts, and how these foods were distributed within 
��%�$��'�����������������`����%�
����������%%�����%������������'�%����%�����*��+�������������
the role of cash in subsistence economies, the lands and waters used for subsistence practices in the 
central Kuskokwim area, and the impacts of competition with other users.

Between January and December 2009, residents of these communities were surveyed  and reported 
harvesting an estimated total of 411,135 edible pounds of subsistence resources, with an average 
estimated harvest rate of 291.8 lb per capita. Estimated harvest rates for each community ranged from 
186.7 lb per person in Lower Kalskag to 532.5 lb per person in Stony River. The harvest patterns of 
these mid river, boreal communities largely mirrored historical patterns of heavy reliance on salmon 
Oncorhynchus and mooseAlces alces. The importance of salmon was evident, in that four salmon 
species—Chinook O. tshawytscha, chum O. keta, coho O. kisutch, and sockeyeO. nerka—comprised 
65% of the annual subsistence harvest by weight (252,458 lb) for the region as a whole and 78.5% of 
����������������<�������������%�����YY����������������$������������<����$��'���������%�#����������
���������������'�����$��<����Castor canadensis made up the remaining top 10 resources harvested 
in 2009. 

;������������� �����!""Z����<������������������������� ��'��%��������������%�������������%����
��$������������'�������*��+���*�������������<�����<�����������������������%����������������<����
areas, village economies, harvest assessments, food security, and wild food networks help to characterize 
contemporary subsistence economies in western Alaska and contribute to our knowledge of subsistence 
statewide. 

^���'��%�}���$�������������������$������������������*���+��������$��+������+�%�����+��]�'���
Kalskag, Red Devil, Sleetmute, Stony River, Upper Kalskag, Kuskokwim River, Chinook 
salmon, chum salmon, coho salmon, sockeye salmon, moose, Donlin Creek
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Introduction

Prepared by Caroline Brown, David Runfola and Andrew Brenner
This report summarizes the results of research conducted in 2010 on the subsistence harvest and 
uses of wild foods in 8 Kuskokwim River communities: Aniak, Chuathbaluk, Crooked Creek, Lower 
Kalskag, Red Devil, Sleetmute, Stony River, and Upper Kalskag. Residents in western Alaska, and the 
�������̂ ��+�+'���̀ �<���%������������������������������$��������������$��������������������������
and gathering for nutrition and to support their customary and traditional ways of life. Subsistence 
harvests of wild foods in the Central Kuskokwim region are diverse. Harvests vary from community 
to community, and harvests vary over time in amounts and species harvested. Species harvested by the 
�������^��+�+'�������������������%���$����������������%�������������������'�����������������
����%�����������������������$���%�'�������������$��+�'�����������%��������������������������+���
geese; ducks; wild berries; and wild greens.

�������� ����� ���<�� ��������� ������ ������ ����� ���������� 
���������<�� %���� ��� ���<���� �<��� ����
the area. The only comprehensive subsistence harvest estimates produced for Central Kuskokwim 
communities are reported in Charnley (1984) for Chuathbaluk and Sleetmute. Krauthoefer et al. (In 
prep) provide data on large game harvests for all 8 communities between 2003 and 2005. Finally, the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) has produced annual salmon harvest estimates, by 
�����������$���%�����������%�����������+����<�����������YZ\"�����������<����%�����������������������
game, exist in the hunter–harvest database maintained by ADF&G; however, as a voluntary system 
���������������������������������������������������������������������������������<�����������������
rural Alaska (Andersen and Alexander 1992). Zagoskin (1967), Stickney (1981), Charnley (1982), 
and Breslford et al. (1987) contribute rich ethnographic information for the area. These data sources 
are discussed in more detail below.

;�������%��������������������������������$��������������<���$��%��������������<������%���������
subsistence foods in the Central Kuskokwim area. Cooperators on this project included ADF&G 
and the tribal governments of Aniak, Lower Kalskag, Upper Kalskag, Chuathbaluk, Crooked Creek, 
Sleetmute, Red Devil, and Stony River. The 2010 research was funded by Donlin Creek, LLC. 

Background

The Central Kuskokwim area roughly includes all the land and waters that drain into the Kuskokwim 
River mainstem, and is primarily encompassed by ADF&G Game Management Unit (GMU) 19A. 
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The headwaters of the Holitna and Hoholitna rivers, important historical harvest areas for Central 
Kuskokwim communities located in GMU 19B, as well as the southwestern portion of GMU 19D 
upriver from the community of Stony River, are also considered part of the Central Kuskokwim 
area. A variety of similar, but not always identical, political boundaries are also part of the Central 
Kuskokwim, including:
�� Portions of the Doyon, Ltd. service area (Doyon, Limited is an Alaska Native corporation);

�� Portions of the Calista Corp. service area (Calista Corporation is an Alaska Native corporation);

�� The Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta Region and Western–Interior Region (federal subsistence 
management areas);

�� ;���^��+�+'��������������*������������������������������

�� ADF&G GMUs 18 (Lower Kalskag only) and 19 (hunting regulatory areas).

;����������^��+�+'���������������������$����ZZ�\""��
���������������%���$������������������
as the state of Oregon. The project area includes both state and federal waters used for subsistence 
�������� ����� ��� ����� ����������� ����^��+�+'���`�<���$��'����]�'���^��+��� ��%�*���+� ����� ���
adjacent to the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge. The area also includes portions of the Lake 
Clark National Preserve.

The Central Kuskokwim area historically has been occupied by several groups of people. Two 
distinct Athabascan groups, Dena’ina Athabascans from the Cook Inlet area and Deg Hit’an from 
the Yukon and upper Kuskokwim areas, inhabited the central and upper Kuskokwim basin in the late 
1700s and early 1800s. Around 1830, Kusquqvagamiut people moved upriver from the coastal region 
into the Central Kuskokwim area (Hosley 1961; Oswalt 1962; VanStone 1970, 1978; Brown 1983). 
These groups maintained larger winter villages (approximately 7 residential structures each with a 
communal kashim, or men’s communal house), sometimes jointly, as well as seasonal camps, which 
were usually occupied by a few families (Brown 1983). The joint forces of economic development, 
primarily fur trapping and mining, and missionization ultimately consolidated these settlements into the 
���������������<��������������������^��+�+'���������������YZ""�������������������������������
can be found in Chapter 3. 

These seasonal settlements were characterized by a long established pattern of moving around 
������%���������������'�%��������������������������'�%���%�������������%���%�$����������������
of permanent communities. Historically, the seasonal round began in spring, before breakup, when 
����������<�%����������������������������������<���������������������������%����������������$��%���
Ice breakup on the mainstem and associated tributaries of the Kuskokwim brought families to summer 
��������������������������������������������������
�������������������������%�����$�����������
and dogs. In early fall, families traveled to fall camps, which were often the same sites as their spring 
�������������������������������������%������%��+����%�������$���������%�������'������<���������
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��������������������$������%�$�����������������������%�������%������������;�����������������<������
����������������$���%�����������������������������������$������������������������������������
operation. As a result, the inhabitants of the Central Kuskokwim continue to rely heavily on hunting, 
����������%�����������������<�%������$�����������������������%�����������������%��

;��������������������������%��������������$����������������������������
��������������*��+���*��
noted by Magdanz (2010), both state and federal laws provide priorities for customary and traditional 
��$�������������������%���������<������������������<�������������������������������������YZ_Y������
*��+������<������������������*����*���*�������������%��$������������������%����������������
However, recognizing the importance of subsistence as well as the lack of legal protection for Alaska’s 
��$������������%��������$��������*��+��������]������������%���������������������$��
�������%����%�
�'�������%�%����������<��������������������������������%����%���������������������%�'�%�������*��+���
In 1978, the Alaska State Legislature adopted priorities for subsistence over other consumptive uses 
���������%�����������%��������$���������������������������%���*��Y\�"[�![Y�$����%�����$���������
hunting priority under AS 16.05.255(b). In 1980, the U.S. Congress adopted a similar subsistence 
priority in the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). Between 1985 and 1992, 
�����������*��+������$��������������������������������%������'��������%����������������$���������
user and the role of a priority for rural residents in times of shortage—were amended, such that state 
and federal subsistence laws became incongruent. Since then, the Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) 
and the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) have managed subsistence on state and private lands following 
�����%�����������%����*��Y\�"[�![q����$���������������%�������������������%��������'��������
Federal Subsistence Board (FSB) has managed subsistence on federal public lands (about 60% of the 
�������������%�����
�����%�������

��������%������������������<�%������������$������������<����������������������������YZ_!�������������
Mammal Protection Act provided that “coastal Alaska Natives” could continue to hunt for marine 
mammals for subsistence. In 2003, the Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council adopted 
regulations establishing spring and summer subsistence hunts for migratory birds by permanent 
����%��������<������'����������$����$������������<�����������*������!"">������������{����������������
�������������������%����%��������������������������$������������<��������{���������$���$������$��
members of Alaska Native tribes and eligible residents of rural Alaska communities. 

;��������������������������
������������������������������������������%����%���������������������%�
wildlife resources, the ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducts systematic social science research 
������������������������������$�������������������%����������������<��������������%�������������������
(AS 16.05.094). The duties of the division as an agency of state government include assisting the 
%������������%�����������$�%��������%�����������'������������������%����������'�����'�����������
and what methods, should be termed subsistence uses, users, and methods” (AS 16.05.094). The division 
also conducts research to contribute to the development of “statewide and regional management plans 



5

Introduction

�������������������������������%��������������������%�������$������������������������%��������*��
16.05.094).

Support for this harvest documentation effort was strong. All 8 community councils contacted 
approved the research in their respective communities. Indeed, many residents had long been calling for 
��������%�%���������������������$�������������'�������$���<��������������������%������������%���;����
harvest documentation program relied on the public support of the residents of the Central Kuskokwim 
��%�����������������������������������'��������������������%������������������������������+�]]��

Regulatory Context of the Central Kuskokwim Area

;������������������$������������<��������������%�'�%�������*��+������%���������%�$������������
of Alaska under Title 5 of the Alaska Administrative Code and by the federal government under 
Title 50, parts 92 and 100, of the Code of Federal Regulations. The federal government designates 
the Central Kuskokwim as a rural subsistence region (50 CFR §100.22 and 50 CFR §100.23). All 
federal subsistence regulations apply to this region, and specify that individuals practicing subsistence 
���<��������������%�'�%���������%������$�����%�������$���������������������%������������������["�
��`��Y""�[������������*��+�������������%��������
�������$������������<����������$�����������������
residents. Customary and traditional use determinations for subsistence resources are administered 
by Alaska under AS 16.05.258 and by the federal government under 50 CFR §100.24. 

��$������������<�������{����������������������������������̂ ��+�+'��������'�%�'����������������
(5 AAC 01.280) and with no closed season (5 AAC 01.260), unless otherwise noted for conservation 
purposes. Alaska law allows a variety of gear types to be used in the Kuskokwim River for subsistence 
����������������%�����%����������������������%�����������������������[�**��"Y�!_"����%����+���%�
line gear (5 AAC 01.295). There are no federal or state bag or possession limits for subsistence salmon 
���<������������^��+�+'���`�<���������������������Y���������*������>Y��'������$����������������
with a hook and line attached to a rod or pole, in that portion of the Aniak River drainage upstream of 
Doestock Creek; the bag and possession limit is 2 Chinook salmon (5 AAC 01.295). Federal regulations 
�������$����������������<��������*��+����%������$�����%����%�'����'���������%���������%���%���
50 CFR §100.27, including seasons, gear types, and bag and possession limits on all salmon and 
������������������*��+�����������������������'����������^��+�+'���`�<���%����������
����������
anglers adhere to various bag and possession limits for both salmon and nonsalmon ������'���������
���������[�**��_Y�"Y"�������������������������������������������%������������������������|������
River, with slightly more restrictive regulations applying elsewhere in the drainage (5 AAC 71). This 
����%���������������������$�'���%�����'��������<����������+�����$��$���������������+�����%�'����������
������������������������̂ ��+�+'���̀ �<���%���������[�**��_Y�">"������������������������������
���
to the Aniak River (a tributary of the Kkuskokwim) include a bag limit of 2 Chinook salmon per day 
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�������*���+�`�<����������������������+�����+������
��������������������������������%����<����%�
Chinook salmon 20” or longer on their harvest record; and no open season for rainbow trout (5 AAC 
_Y�"Y"�����%�����������$��������������������������������*��+������%���������������%������+������������
��������'���������$����%���%������������^��+�+'���`�<���������$���������������[�**��"Y�!q#��

State and federal hunting regulations are very similar for most wildlife species in all rural areas 
of the state. Because of very low moose densities, moose hunting in the Central Kuskokwim (GMU 
19A) is managed under conservative regulations. The harvest of moose in GMU 19A East is currently 
prohibited; in 19A West it is permitted only under “Tier II” (5 AAC 92.062, 92.070 and 85.045) and 
federal subsistence hunting regulations (CFR §100.26); this is discussed in more detail in the Regional 
Comparisons and Conclusion chapter. State and federal open and closed seasons and bag and possession 
limits for black bears, brown bears, and caribou are relatively similar and nonrestrictive (5 AAC 85; 
50 CFR §100.26). Subsistence migratory waterfowl hunting and egg harvesting are permitted by 
��%�����'�%����������������������������������$��%����<�����'����%����%�����������%�$���������
(50 CFR Part 92). Federal law also permits a fall season for migratory waterfowl sport hunting with 
%����%�����������%�$�����%�������������������["���`��!"�Y"!���;��������������$���������������������
is regulated under Alaska state law with designated seasons and no bag limits (5 AAC 84).

Research Questions

;������������
����������%%�����%�$�� ��������������+���$���������`��������{�������'������'�
much wild foods were harvested for subsistence and how these foods were distributed within and 
$��'�����������������;������'�������������
�����������<�����<�%�%�$��������������������$��������
������������� ��$����������������������'�%����� ��%������ ���������� ��� ����q��������^��+�+'���
�������������̀ ����%�
�����������<�<�%������������'�%����%�����*��+��������������������������������
subsistence economies, the lands and waters used for subsistence practices in the Central Kuskokwim 
���������������������������������'����������������������$�����������������������%�'�%�������%�����
impacts of climate or other environmental changes.

�������������+����%�'�%������������������������<����$���<���������'����������������%��������
conditions in the Central Kuskokwim drainage at the time of the study. As of 2009, both the BOF and 
����������%�����%���������<����$����������������������%�'�%������������'��������������������<�%��
the amounts reasonably necessary for subsistence uses and to provide for other nonsubsistence uses, 
with the notable exception of moose, which are currently managed for limited subsistence uses only 
(see the Regional Discussion chapter for additional details). 

;�����������������������%�'�%����������������������������%�������������������������������
��%�%����%�����������%�'�%������������<�������������������%������������%�����%���;���������
������%�'�%������������$�������������$�%�������%������%������<����%�����<�������������������������
for normal variations in harvests, which for some species can mean decades of research. Matters are 
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further complicated by climate-related changes, proposed and occurring resource extraction, and 
industrial development, all of which will potentially impact not only renewable natural resources 
through habitat alteration, but also social and economic systems by providing increased employment 
and dividend income to residents of the region. 

;���%���������<�����������%�����������������*��+������������%������%��������
��������%���%�
information about subsistence harvests, demographics, employment, and income for the region as 
a whole, and especially for communities adjacent to proposed developments. In order of increasing 
scope, research problems have included:

�� Managing species where demand exceeds supply;

�� Sustainably allocating species among competing uses;

�� Documenting subsistence economies;

�� Assessing and mitigating impacts from development; and

�� Monitoring long term ecological conditions.

To improve documentation of Alaska’s subsistence economy, policymakers need substantially 
complete estimates of harvests and better descriptions of subsistence systems. To assess impacts or 
to monitor long term changes, investigators need an initial comprehensive survey to collect baseline 
subsistence harvest, social, and economic data. They also need postimpact surveys to measure changes 
and assess impacts. 

Impact assessment and ecological monitoring are more complex than harvest monitoring because the 
nature and scope of potential impacts and the course of human adaptations are not known in advance. 
For example, residents of western Alaska might adapt to persistent and adverse changes in moose 
populations by increasing subsistence salmon harvests or by purchasing imported foods. The latter 
adaptation would imply increased reliance on wage labor or on transfer payments. Fully evaluating the 
��������������������������������������'��%���
���������������������������������������%��������
moose harvests, moose harvest locations, the harvests of other species, employment, wages, other 
types of income, and perhaps household spending patterns. Thus, impact assessment and ecological 
�������������
������������������������%���������$��������<���������������

General Study Objectives

The objectives of this harvest assessment program were to:
�� 	����������$������������<�������%���������'�%��������������%���������������������Y!@������

study year (2009);

�� �������������%������������������������%�����������%�������������%�������
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�� {��%����������������������������������$����������������������������%�����������

�� Collect demographic information about each community, including population size and 
composition, ethnicity, birthplace, and length of residency in the study community;

�� Characterize each community’s involvement in the cash economy, including jobs and other 
sources of cash income;

�� Evaluate trends in subsistence harvests;

�� Document traditional knowledge observations regarding resources used for subsistence 
purposes; and

�� ���������������������������%������$�������������������%��������

Within this harvest assessment program, the Division of Subsistence and cooperating organizations 
selected study communities, trained community residents in administration of the survey instruments, 
and attempted to administer surveys to occupied households in each study community. They will 
��'����$�����<��� ��<��'���%� ���������� ���<�����%������ ��$���� ����������� ���<�����%������ ��%�
������������ ���%�� ��%����� ��� ���� ������������� �������� ������� ���� ��$����%� ������ ��� ����
Community Subsistence Information System (CSIS) website maintained by the ADF&G Division of 
Subsistence.

Rationale and Literature Review

During the past 50 years, two different methods have been used to collect subsistence data in western 
Alaska. Both methods—–mandatory reporting and voluntary surveys—have had substantial limitations.

For big game species such as moose, ADF&G has relied on a system of mandatory harvest reports 
and permits since statehood. Before hunting, individual hunters must purchase a hunting license and, 
for selected species, obtain a report or permit that indicates their intent to hunt that species. After 
���������������������%������������������������������
����%�����������������@���%��������%����*�����
reporting their efforts and harvest, if any. Andersen and Alexander (1992) found that, on average, 
this method captured approximately 30% of the moose harvests in Interior Alaska. It is reasonable 
to assume that reporting rates in the Central Kuskokwim area are similar to those in the Interior, 
given the similarity between the 2 regions in the factors that contributed most to these patterns, such 
as community population size, distance from the road system, presence of regulatory agents, and 
community reliance on subsistence foods. 

For comprehensive estimates of subsistence harvests, ADF&G and other researchers have relied on 
household surveys. However, these efforts have been minimal in Central Kuskokwim communities and 
����������������������$��������������������������Y����!�����������������������<�%����������%����%����
�������������������������%����<����%����������'�%�����������%�������%�����$���������%������������
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�������%�������%�������������������������������������������������������%���%������������
�������
this program uses survey methods.

Since 1979, the Division of Subsistence has conducted some amount of research in the study 
communities. Jonrowe (1979), Stickney (1981), and Charnley (1982) all provide descriptive information 
about subsistence practices in Central Kuskokwim communities, but without harvest estimates. The 
exception is the 1979 and 1980 surveys on moose harvests only (Jonrowe 1979, ca. 1980; Stickney 
1981). As described earlier, comprehensive baseline surveys have been conducted only in Sleetmute 
and Chuathbaluk (Charnley 1984). However, these data, collected in 1983, are now over 30 years 
�%��	<�����������
���������<��%�������������'�����������������%������������������������%�����
game species. Charnley (1984) also describes limited traditional knowledge information about selected 
species, primarily moose and salmon species. Brelsford et al. (1987) provide ethnographic information 
for the communities of Aniak, Crooked Creek, and Red Devil, including land use maps, but again, 
'�����������
���������<���������������^������������������!""_������������<����������������������������
nonsalmon species in 2001–2002 in Aniak and Chuathbaluk. Finally, Krauthoefer et al. (in prep) 
give harvest data for large game species, including moose, caribou, brown bears, black bears, and 
wolves, for all 8 Central Kuskokwim communities between 2003 and 2006, in support of a Central 
Kuskokwim moose planning effort. 

These limited efforts generally have been driven by the data needs and funding situations of individual 
agencies and not by a coordinated strategy. Neither mandatory harvest reporting systems nor voluntary 
���������� �������%� ���<���� ��<�� ���<�%�%� ���������� %���� ��� ��������� ������'�%�� ��$���������
���<��������������%�'�%����'�����������$������%�������������������������%�������$������������<�����
��%���������������;�������%��'���%������%����������������%�������%�����'�������*��+������'�����
to respond to particular policy objectives and current research directions.

One of the policy objectives in Alaska subsistence management is determining the amounts 
reasonably necessary for subsistence uses. This is achieved primarily through reviews of historical 
harvests, the assumption being that people were able to harvest what they needed in the past. Historical 
data are not always available and sometimes harvests are limited by factors other than subsistence 
%����%����'�<���������$������������<������<����������%�%����������������<���������������
���������
(e.g., “Did your household get enough salmon last year for your needs?”)

More recently, some subsistence surveys adopted a food security protocol to assess whether 
�������%��'�����$������$������������%���������%�%��;��������������%������������<���'�������%���%�
<������� ��� ���� Y!@������ ���%� ��������� ����� 
������������� %�<����%� $�� ���� ����� ����������� ���
*��������������*���;����
�����������������%���������%�������'�%���������������������������������
Current Population Survey (CPS). In 2007, approximately 125,000 U.S. households were interviewed, 
including 1,653 in Alaska (Nord et al. 2008:20). From CPS data, the USDA prepares an annual report 
on food security in the United States.
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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 2007), Bangladesh (Coates et al. 2006), Bolivia and the Philippines (Melgar-Quinonez 
et al. 2006), and Brazil (Peréz-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. 

���� ��������%��� �������%������������������'�����%���%�$�������%%�����������<������$
���������
designed to determine whether food insecurities, if any, were related to subsistence foods or store-
$���������%���;���'��%������������
���������'���������%���������*������������{����@	�������
������!""#}YZ!q����������*�������$�����%�������'���%��������������������������%��������*��+��
��������������%�'���������%�'����������������������������������������
���%���������%��������
circumstances in rural Alaska.

Extensive, comprehensive survey efforts are possible, as demonstrated in 2007 when Kawerak, 
Inc. successfully conducted comprehensive surveys in 12 Norton Sound–Bering Strait communities. 
;���+���� ��� ������ �������<��������������'�@%������%����<��� ����������������������%�������������%�
standardized approaches.

Relationships with Alaska Native Communities

A majority of the residents of western Alaska are Alaska Native or American Indian who have 
maintained their subsistence customs and traditions throughout their history. The project is intended 
to encourage a collaborative, working relationship among state and federal agencies, tribes, 
communities, nongovernmental organizations, and industries. The ethical conduct of all researchers 
will meet or exceed the principles of conduct adopted by the Alaska Federation of Natives in 1993 
and the Interagency Arctic Research Policy Committee on June 28, 1990. All personnel are to work 
in a manner that develops, rather than jeopardizes, relations among the cooperators, and between the 
cooperators and the public. 
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Methods

;����������������������������*�����������%�������%���������������<����$������������<��������������
Kuskokwim communities since the early 1980s when one survey was conducted in Sleetmute and 
one in Chuathbaluk. As mentioned earlier, other data collection efforts have focused on particular 
species or sets of species, while this survey asked about all species harvested for subsistence in this 
area, divided into 6 large resource categories (e.g., large land mammals, berries and greens). This 
study relies on a standard survey instrument based on a series of surveys conducted by the Division 
�����$�����������������������%�������*��+���������YZq"����%�YZZ"�����������<���
�����������������
�����������������������
���������������������<�������������������������������������������������$��
with past results and can be compared to results from other regions.

There is a continuing need for harvest estimates for high-demand species, particularly salmon and 
moose. Several recent poor runs of salmon—especially Chinook salmon—on the Kuskokwim River 
��<�������%���������������������$���������������������$�������������������������������������������
19 have declined since the mid 1980s while increasing numbers of nonlocal hunters were competing 
for moose until conservative management strategies were implemented. 

���!""Z��*����������%�����������������%�������$��������������������������������������������������
of an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed Donlin Mine above Crooked Creek. For 
the 6 communities closest to the proposed mine, there were no comprehensive subsistence harvest 
data, as noted above. For the 2 communities where data did exist, those data were over 30 years old. 

General Research Design

;���*�������<�����������$����������������������$����������������������������������%�������������
�������������%����$����
���������<����%�
�������<�������%���*��������������%�$��;���������%��������}

*����%���������������$��%������%������������������������<���������%���������������������
��������;�����<�%�����������%������
���������<�������������������<�����������������<���%�
���$�$������� ����%���� �������� ������
���� ����� ��'� ���� ����������� �������� ��� ���� %����
������%��;�����������
����'��+�'��'�����������<����������'��������������� ��� ���$��
%��'������$���%������%���%�'������<������������������������������
�������������$�����
������������������������<��'����������%��������'��+�����
�������<��������������'�����������
conditions apply. (Trotter II and Schensul 1998:702–703)

Prepared by Caroline Brown and David S. Koster
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������������������������%����%�$��������<�����������$������������
���������<��������������%���<�<���
%����������� ���� ������� ��� ���� ��%� '�%���� ���������� ���<����%� $�� �� ���������� ��� ������ '����
the principal unit of analysis being the household. In these cases, probabilistic sampling or census 
approaches are used to develop estimates of harvests for an entire community or series of communities. 

In small communities, sampling designs often strive for a complete census to survey each household 
regarding subsistence resource harvest and use activities. In larger communities, simple random samples 
���������������������������%����%������������������%������������������������������<������%�����
�������������<�������������������%�%��������'��������������$���%��������������������%������%����
the sample of surveyed households. It is essential that sampled households be representative of the 
study population.

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

Survey Instrument

The primary purpose of the household survey was to collect information about the harvest and uses 
of edible wild foods. In its simplest form, this type of survey includes a core harvest module that 
collects, for example, caribou or salmon harvest reports on a single sheet (Appendix A). By adding 
more core harvest modules, a single-species survey can evolve into a comprehensive survey, while 
maintaining comparability with single-species efforts. Additional modules can be added to collect 
demographic, economic, spatial, assessment, or social network data as needed. For this project, 
researchers collected information from each household about permanent household residents, amounts 
of wild food harvested, wages earned, and other income received by household members. Researchers 
������+�%�
��������������������������%����%������������%����%���������'��������������%��'����
�$��������<��������������'�%����%��

;���%����������������������%�%�
����������$�����������%����+����������������������$����������
education, and ethnicity of each household member. The harvest section asked which wild foods were 
used and harvested, and how much was harvested by the household. The employment section asked 
respondents to list each job held by each member of the household and, for each job, the months 
employed, the schedule worked, and the amount earned in the study year. Respondents were asked to 
estimate household income from other nonemployment sources, such as the Alaska permanent fund 
dividend, social security, and public assistance programs.

*� ����%� ���������� �������� ���%� �� ����%��%� �������� 
������������� ��� ������� '������� ��� ���� ����
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household had enough food to eat, whether from subsistence sources or from market sources. A 
subsistence assessments section asked whether households harvested less, more, or the same amount 
of particular subsistence foods, and whether they got enough of that food. In the event that harvests 
������%����'�����������������������%�����'������+�%�'���������������%�

A “network” section asked households to document who harvested and processed the resources that 
the household used, even if household members did not harvest it themselves. It also asked household 
members to document which households or other communities they received resources from or gave 
resources to. In this way, data analyzed from the network module provide a graphic representation of 
resource distribution webs by community. 

To document the areas used for subsistence, the survey asked households to locate on a map of 
the areas where they searched for and where they actually harvested selected subsistence resources. 
Maps were available at 3 different scales or extents to accommodate both local and distant searches 
and harvests.

Limitations and Assumptions

The harvest survey collected information on subsistence activities during a single year. This assumed 
that respondents could remember their important activities during the previous year. To minimize 
recall problems, surveys were conducted with household heads on the assumption that household 
heads were most likely to be aware of all household members’ activities. Respondent recall bias was 
�����������%������������������������<�������������������������������������������'��������������%�
to affect comparisons of data from this study with other studies employing similar methods.

Some respondents were reluctant to provide information about personal and household incomes, 
especially earned income. Some community researchers were personally reluctant to ask respondents 
�$������������*���������
�������������������%��������%�����������������������|�'�<��������<�������
300 surveyed households (81.1% of all households surveyed) reported income information for 481 
��%�<�%��������������%���������������;��������%��%�����@�������Z\�q������<���%��������%���������%�
receiving income from other sources.

Data for this project were collected for the calendar year 2009. The ADF&G Division of Commercial 
Fisheries also collected salmon harvest data in its annual postseason survey, conducted in fall 2009 for 
the summer salmon season. The estimates for salmon harvests resulting from these 2 data collection 
efforts differed somewhat from community to community and by salmon species. In some cases, the 
%�����������'����������������*���������%������������<��������������������!�������������������<����
occasions to discuss the differences. In some cases, the differences were the result of sampling 
strategies: the Division of Subsistence attempted a census of all households in a community while the 
��������������������<������%�����������%���������������������������������������������������������
'�����������%���������������%��<�����������������������%�����������'���������%������$������������
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Figure 2-1.–Areas closed to moose hunting in the study area.
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����������������������%�����������������<��������������'�����+������������������'�
������������
the surveys were asked or how the answers were documented, especially when addressing particular 
gear types.

Standardization in data collection procedures was important because many different people gathered 
data. One or more principal investigators were present throughout the administration of the surveys 
and administered surveys themselves with additional help from local surveyors. Standardization and 

�������������'��������������%����������������������������������������%������<��'��������<�������
they were completed, and a post-administration review of all surveys. ADF&G staff coded all of the 
surveys, and coded surveys were reviewed by principal investigators before data entry.

Procedures

In 2010, the principal investigators were Caroline Brown, James Magdanz, and Nicole Braem, 
subsistence resource specialists with the Division of Subsistence based in Fairbanks and Kotzebue. 
They were assisted by 6 residents of the two Kalskag communities, 6 residents of Aniak, 2 residents 
of Chuathbaluk, 2 residents of Crooked Creek, 1 resident of Red Devil, 3 residents of Sleetmute, 2 
residents of Stony River, and 6 Division of Subsistence employees based in Fairbanks, including 1 
student research intern.

Between November 2009 and February 2010, ADF&G staff traveled to all 8 communities to 
meet with tribal councils to review survey instruments, prepare updated household lists, and obtain 
community approvals. From February through April 2010, research teams traveled to all 8 communities 
to implement the surveys. Working with the ADF&G principal investigator assigned as the lead for 
each community, the tribal councils of each community selected local surveyors for the research in 
their community (Table 2-1). These community contractors were paid $50 for each completed survey 
and $25 per hour to participate in an orientation and training session, and also daily 1-hour survey 
review sessions as needed.

In each community, an ADF&G employee acted as the community lead for the data collection, 
and conducted an orientation and training session with community assistants. During orientation, the 
������<�����%��������%���������<��'�%��������<�����������������%���������%��%�������������������<���
to one another. At the end of training, each researcher selected a group of households to survey and 
made appointments by phone, VHF radio, and in person to conduct surveys. 

Surveyors worked in teams of two: 1 community surveyor and 1 ADF&G staf member. Surveys 
were conducted in person, usually at the respondent’s home, at a time selected by the respondent. 
Community workers administered the surveys in most cases. ADF&G employees conducted all of 
the mapping.

	��������������������������%����������������%����'���%�
����������$���������������%������
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whole. Sometimes, both heads of the household or other family members would assist the respondent 
by providing information. 

At the conclusion of the survey administration, researchers convened again for project evaluation 
����������;����%�������%��������������������������������������$�����<����������%�����
�������������
data, and made suggestions to improve the survey process in the future.

Researchers attempted to survey all occupied households in Lower Kalskag, Upper Kalskag, Aniak, 
Chuathbaluk, Crooked Creek, Red Devil, Sleetmute, and Stony River. Across the region, surveys 
'�����������%�����>_"����#[Y��������%���q!�������;�$��!@!��������������@���������������������

���<����'������%�%�����%����������$��*�����������%��������%'��+����%�������%�$��*�����
staff in Anchorage. Data were entered by Rebecca Fink, Jenn Bond, Chloe Dunlap, Analin Lazatin, 
and River Ramouglia. Data analysis was conducted by ADF&G research analysts Terri Lemons 
and Pat Fox and ADF&G Information Management coordinator David Koster, with assistance from 
James Magdanz. Map data were entered into ESRI ArcGIS by ADF&G staff analyst Terri Lemons. 
Lemons prepared the maps of subsistence use areas and harvest locations that appear in this report.

After survey data and map data had been entered, analyzed, and summarized, ADF&G community 
leads returned to each community between October 2010 and February 2011 to conduct community 
review meetings. They provided attendees with summary tables of harvest and income estimates and 
showed each community a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation summarizing the results, including 
mapped data. During these visits, community leads conducted follow-up ethnographic interviews 
where necessary. After these meetings, community leads prepared community chapters, which were 
then compiled into this report and supported by a regional discussion. 

Data Analysis

Survey responses were coded following standardized codebook conventions used by the Division of 
Subsistence to facilitate data entry. Data were stored within a Microsoft SQL Server at ADF&G in 
Anchorage. Database structures included rules, constraints, and referential integrity to insure that data 
were entered completely and accurately. Data entry screens were available on a secure Internet site. 

Table 2-1. – Survey samples in 8 Central Kuskokwim communities, 2009.
Upper and Lower 

Kalskag Aniak Chuathbaluk Crooked Creek Red Devil Sleetmute Stony River
Alica Kameroff Dave Cannon Charlotte Phillips Joseph Phillips Mary Willis Brian Derendy Sr Agrafina Golden
George Morgan Francine Morgan Robert Golley Jr. Mike Sakar Carmen Zaukar Alyssa Willis
Jessica Evan George Kameroff Phyllis Effemka
Moses Littlefish Michael Lehnert
Rachel Wise Philip Morgan
Shinna Stewart Raeleen Peltola
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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 1 hour of data entry 
would be lost in the unlikely event of a failure. All survey data were entered twice and each set was 
compared to minimize data entry errors.

�����%����'����������%���%��������%��������������'�����������%�'������������������������������
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), Version 16. Initial processing included standardized logic 
checking 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 in units of numbers of animals, gallons, or buckets were converted to pounds usable weight 
using standard factors (Appendix B).

SPSS was also used for analyzing the survey information. Analysis included review of raw data 
���
�����������������$�����������$����������������������������������������������������%��������������
����%����������<������������������������������������������'���%����'�����������������;�����<������
of Subsistence has standardized practices for dealing with missing information, such as minimal value 
substitution or use of an average 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 is missing, the household 
survey is treated as a “nonresponse” and not included in community estimates. 

Harvest estimates 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

(1)

where:
 (2)

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

        the mean harvest per returned survey
hi = the total harvest reported in returned surveys,
ni = the number of returned surveys, and
Si = the number of households in a community.

*���������������������������%��%�%�<����������������<��������¡¢£��'����������������
����%��'�������

Aniak Chuathbaluk
Crooked

Creek
Lower

Kalskag
Red

Devil Sleetmute
Stony
River

Upper
Kalskag

Sampled households 141 30 33 63 11 32 12 48
Number of households in the community 170 36 40 75 13 37 20 60
% of Households Sampled 82.90% 83.30% 82.50% 84.00% 84.60% 86.50% 60.00% 80.00%

Table 2-2. – Survey samples in 8 Central Kuskokwim communities, 2009.
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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, 
���������<������������������������������'�����������$������������%������������]�����������%������
percentage. Once SE was calculated, the CL was determined by multiplying the SE by a constant 
������������%������<�����������������%�����%��$���%������������%�����$�������;����������������Z[��
����%��������������Y�Z\��;�������������������������'��������������������������$��'��������������
the components of a SD, V, and SE:

(3)

where:
S = sample standard deviation,
n = sample size,
N = population size,
              student’s t statistic for alpha level (a=.95) with n–1 degrees of freedom.

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

Summaries of results for each community surveyed were added to the Division of Subsistence 
������;������$�����������$��%���$��������%������������@�<����%���������������������%@�<��
information. Food security responses were analyzed following USDA procedures (Bickel, et al. 2000) 
to provide comparability between the Central Kuskokwim Subsistence Research Study results and 
USDA results for Alaska and the nation.
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3  
Comprehensive Survey Results 

Aniak, 2009

Prepared by Nicole Braem
In March 2009, researchers surveyed 141 of 170 households (83%) in Aniak. The surveyed households 
reported harvesting 122,185 edible pounds of wild foods between January and December 2009. The 
average harvest per household was 852 lb; the average harvest per person was 306 lb. Expanding for 29 
unsurveyed households, Aniak’s estimated total harvest of wild foods in 2009 was 147,316 lb (±27%).

Fish comprised a far larger percentage of Aniak’s annual harvest than any other resource category, 
with 82% (120,187) of the total edible pounds of wild food harvested in the study year coming from 
��������%���������������������%������������������������������$����������������<��������*���+��
�������>@Y����'����������Y"���������$���%�$��'�����������������������Y"������������������}�������+��
��������������%����+�����������$��$��������$��+�'��������������������+��'��'�������������%�
northern pike. Land mammals, made up mostly of moose and black bears, contributed another 15% of 
the total edible weight harvested. Vegetation, both berries and edible plants, contributed another 2%, 
and marine mammals and birds and eggs supplied less than 1% of the total annual subsistence harvest.

;�������������������������%���������������������%����<���������%����%����������������������������

Figure 3-1.–Top 10 species harvests ranked by estimated edible weight, Aniak, 2009.
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����������������<���������������
�������������<����������������������%�������������%�����������%�
���������� ��� ���%� ���������
����������|��<�������$���� ���� �����%�%������������`������ ����� �����
survey are available online as part of the CSIS.

ADF&G staff conducted 5 ethnographic interviews with knowledgeable, active Aniak subsistence 
harvesters who ranged from 40 to 60 years of age. Four men and 2 women were asked about their 
past and current subsistence practices, including species targeted, gear types, timing of harvest, 
intergenerational transfer of knowledge, distribution and sharing, processing and preservation, and use 
areas. They were also asked about changes to their own household’s and the community’s subsistence 
�����������������%��������������������%�������<����������*����%������

About Aniak

Aniak, the largest community in the Central Kuskokwim area, is located on the south bank of the 
Kuskokwim River, about 317 miles west of Anchorage and 92 air miles east of the regional hub, 

Photograph by Dave Cannon

Figure 3-2.–Aerial view of Aniak, 2009.
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Bethel. The origin of its name is a Yup’ik word meaning “the place where it comes out,” referring to 
�����������������*���+�`�<������Y#"@�������������@��'�������$�������������^��+�+'���`�<��������
east of the community. By virtue of its size and infrastructure, Aniak serves as a hub for the nearby 
smaller communities and provides goods, services, and transportation. Incorporated as a second-class 
city in 1972, community services are provided by 2 schools, a subregional health clinic, an Alaska State 
;�����������������%���<������������%����������������������������������%������������������'����
system and receive water from individual wells. Electricity is provided by a local utility, Aniak Light 
and Power. Fuel and other goods are shipped into the community via barge after breakup in the spring 
and early summer; groceries and other supplies arrive year-round by air. Aniak is not a road system 
community and can only be reached by air or water, or by winter trails that enable snowmachine and 
dog team travel to nearby villages.

�������������%�%�$��'������*���+������������������������%������������������%�$�����������%������
breakup. Near the vicinity of Aniak, the Kuskokwim River transitions from a narrow channel with a 
�����<����������'������'�%����������'��������'���'���������������%������������������������������
�����������%�������������%�����*���+�|�{�!""[���*���+��������%�%��������%���'���������������<����
���%���������������YZ\#��YZZY����%�YZZ[��*��<�������������$�������YZ[Y��������������������������%�
and the older portion of the town site, has been gradually expanded to run to the headwaters of Aniak 
Slough, which is on the eastern edge of the town site, west along the bank of the Kuskokwim River 
past the town to the barge landing.

The Alaska Department of Labor (DOL) estimated Aniak’s 2009 population to be 485, 73% of 
it Alaska Native and predominately Yup’ik (ADLWD 2010). Aniak receives services through the 
*���*������������������������������� ����^��+�+'�������<��*������������'���������������� ���
��'��� ��%� ���� ���@������ ������� ������������� '����� ��� ���%
�������%� ��� ������� ��� YZ__��*���+���
ANCSA village corporation merged with those of 9 other Middle Kuskokwim villages to form the 
Kuskokwim Corporation.

The most detailed early ethnographic information for the area was gathered by Lt. Lavrentiy Zagoskin 
in his 1842–1844 survey of the Yukon–Kuskokwim region. By the time of Zagoskin’s arrival, the 
village site at Aniak had been abandoned, but he documented several other small settlements in its 
vicinity, including Tulukagnagmiut (Crow Village), Ukhagmyut (Ohogamiut), and Kvygympayma (the 
Native village across from the Kolmakovsky Redoubt). Ohogamiut has also been used to refer to a site 
on the Yukon River 22 miles southeast of Marshall. The site called Ohogamiut by current residents 
on the Kuskokwim River was named Oknagamut by Orth (1971).

Zagoskin also described the area around Aniak, including locations that respondents said are still 
important to Aniak residents today. From Crow Village, Zagoskin traveled upriver, noting the use of 
the Aniak River by Alaska Natives as a route between the Kuskokwim River and Nushagak Lake. 
They only did so, he observed, in “light, single-place kayaks” because the upper river became twisting, 
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swift, and full of sweepers. “There is rich beaver and otter hunting on the sloughs of the Aniak and the 
natives set nooses for deer along the banks” (Zagoskin 1967:207). His party stopped at a camp used 
by residents of the Native village near Kolmakovsky Redoubt. The site, known as Kukhlyukhtakpak 
(big waterfall), was located some 15 miles upriver from Crow Village. Natives of the area said that 
in ancient times, locals would take copper from the Tashatulit Mountains that were visible from the 
camp (Zagoskin 1967).

At Kolmakovsky Redoubt, Zagoskin described the changes in the lifestyles of local people in the 
face of the growing presence of outsiders, changes that included the adoption of Western clothing, 
Christianity, and trade goods such as tobacco, tea, and sugar.

Twenty natives from the nearby village of Kvygympayma prayed for the health of the Tsar, 

Photograph courtesy Anchorage Museum

Figure 3-3.–Fish racks on the Kuskokwim River near Aniak, ca. 1950.
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Defender of the Faith. After this we treated them to tea with sugar and biscuits. The manager 
talked one of the natives he had baptized into accompanying us as guide on our survey of the 
Innoka [sic] River. (Zagoskin 1967: 208)

*��������������¦����+���������<�������<�������%�Y\"�����%������������������������'��������%������%�
as part of an Ingalik Athabascan group he termed the “Ttynay tribe of Yug-elnut.” About 50 of them, 
he noted, were Christians (Zagoskin 1967: 252).

;��������������������������������������%������%�$��¦����+���������������������������������������
%���*���+�%'��%�%��<����������������Yqq"�����������*��+����<���{��������%������%����'�¢��������
Toolooka-anahamute and gave its population as 59. In the 1890 census, its population had dropped 
���Y_����������������������������%�$��`�%����<����YqYq�'�������������������!""����%�Yq"�����%�����
in the 1880 census. By the following census it had only 36. The village near Kolmakovsky Redoubt, 
�%������%����Kwigiumpainukamiut by Brown (1983) shrank from 160 residents in Zagoskin’s time 
to just a few families by 1920 (Brown 1983:195). In addition to settlements and camps documented 
by the Russians, Brown lists several small settlements in the vicinity of Aniak that no longer exist: 
Kugluktuk, Orrat, Ishkokfelra, and Buckstock (Brown 1983:195–199).

Modern Aniak traces its origins to a series of gold rushes that occurred in the area after 1900. 
Stampeders already present in the Alaska Territory rushed there in 1900, drawn by rumors that a 
Russian era gold strike on the “mythical Yellow River” (Oswalt 1980) had been located on the Aniak. 
Most stampeders left, but prospecting continued in the Kuskokwim River region, eventually leading 
to the establishment of trading posts and riverboat service. A strike at the head of the Innoko River in 
1906 prompted another rush the following year. Additional strikes were made at Crooked Creek, the 
George River, New York Creek and the Aniak River. Gold was discovered on Marvel Creek in 1911, 
drawing gold seekers to the headwaters of the Aniak River in 1912. Originally serving as a supply 
camp for miners in the area, the settlement at Aniak became an important fur trading center and grew 
from the handful of cabins present in 1912. In 1913–1914, Tom L. Johnson homesteaded the site and 
�����%�������������%���������%�������������;�������<������������'���������$����%�'���������{����
and Sam Simeon moved their families from Ohogamiut to Aniak (ADCRA 2010).

A territorial school was established in 1936. In 1938, the Northern Commercial Company purchased 
���������������������������%����������������YZ\"���������������������������%�$��������YZ>q���%������
�������*�������������	��������������������YZ[\���������YZ["���*���+���%������������������%�������
territorial school, 3 churches, theater, coffee shop, and lumber mill (Brown 1983). As the community 
grew and offered more job opportunities, particularly after World War II, it attracted residents from 
the smaller Alaska Native villages nearby, including but not limited to Ohogamiut, Crow Village, 
Little Russian Mission (now Chuathbaluk) and others. From 1960 until 2000, Aniak’s population 
increased (Figure 3-5).

;�%��������������������*���+�����$���������������������������%�������������<�����������������������
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���������%�������������%��������������������������%����������������������������%�����%������
������'�������������������������'������������������������+������$�'������������¢��%����*������
grayling and northern pike occurred nearly year-round. In winter months in particular, nonsalmon 
�����������<�%�%����������������������������������%������%�����������%������%����%������<����������
resources, such as migratory birds, grouses, small land mammals, and edible plants and berries played 
important, though lesser, roles in the community’s yearly wild food diet. As noted by Charnley (1981):

The central Kuskokwim is an area in which no one resource is abundant. Typically, household 
diets are composed of small amounts of a variety of resources. Salmon and moose comprise 
���� ������� <����� ��� ���%�� $��� ������ ���������� ����%���� '��������� ��������� ���������
rainbow trout, [northern pike], Dolly Varden, bear, caribou, waterfowl, upland game birds, 
��������$����������%��������������������������������������������������������������%����

According to key respondents, Aniak’s seasonal round of harvest activities begins each year with 
breakup in April, with nearby rivers usually ice free by early May. Thawing in April exposes bare land 
��%������'������'�����%��'������������%��+����%���������������%���������%����'�������������������
������������������������������������$�����'���������*��������������������������������%�������������
of the Kolmakof River, Owhat River, and Birch Creek; several sloughs downriver from Aniak near 

Photographs by Dave Cannon

Figure 3-4.–Aniak residents dipnetting for smelt below Kalskag village. Smelt are a natural indicator, 
arriving just in advance of Chinook salmon in June.
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Morgan’s Camp; and sections of the lower Aniak River (E03241001). After breakup, bird hunters 
using boats hunt the mainstem Kuskokwim River, Birch Creek (near Aniak), Discovery Creek, and 
*���+����������������%����%��+����%���������������������]�+�������]�+�����%�{�+��]�+�����������
Aniak towards Paimiut on the Yukon. One respondent noted that river bends and islands were very 
good locations for bird hunting in the spring (C03241001).

There was no consensus among key respondents as to the abundance of migratory birds near Aniak. 
Some key respondents said they had observed large declines since the 1970s in certain ducks and geese 
(A03231001, C03241001, B03241002), while others felt that populations were healthy.

^���������%�����%�����$�%���������������������������������$���+������������'������+����������
Kuskokwim River and Aniak Slough by gillnet after the river had cleared of ice and debris post 
$���+����'����$���%���%�����$��+�'����������������������+�������%�������������������������'�*���+�
respondents traveled downriver past Kalskag to harvest smelt with small dip nets. Good dipnetting 
locations were found downriver below Kalskag by “First Bluff” and “Second Bluff” (B03251002, 
E03241001, D03261001). Respondents said that the arrival of smelt in June serves as a natural indicator 
for Chinook salmon, which usually follow within a week.

Fishing for Chinook (king) salmon usually peaks in the second and third weeks of June, when they 
are most abundant locally. Aniak respondents used several gear types, including setnets, driftnets, 
����'��������%�������������%���������%���%�����������<�������������������������%���������+����
���������%�����������������������<�������%�������+��������������'������������<����������������
Chum salmon are available through the end of July, when coho salmon become present. Processing 
methods were a mixture of traditional and modern approaches that could involve any of several cycles 
of brining, salting, drying, and smoke times. Skilled family members, usually women, ceg (cut) larger 
�������������+��������$��+����������%��������������������%����+��������������������������
��">![Y""Y���">!\Y""!���������������������������������%���������������������$���$������������������
$��+�������$������%����������%��������%����������������������������������������%�!��������������������
meat which may or may not be attached at the tail section. Backbones may be discarded or used as food 
����%����������������������+���������������%�'�������������+���������������sulunaq. Preservation 
��������%��%�����������������������������<���������+�������'������������%�������������%�����

Several of those interviewed noted that should households not get enough Chinook salmon, they may 
target other salmon species that run later. However, they said, other species have less oil content and 
%���%����������������������������������������������������%�������������+�������������������������������
�����'��������������$��%������%�������������+���$�������'���������������'������������������<����
����������%������������%�����������<����������������%��������%�����%����%���������������������
��������������������%����������������%�����������$�����������������%����+�����^���������%�����
����%�����������������������%�%���%����������%������%�����������������'�����+�����������������
���������*�%��������%%�%�����������$������������������%��%���������<������������������������	<������
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�����'�������������$�����������%��������������%�������������%������'���'��������`�����%��������%�
���������������������<�������'���'�������$�����������������������������������+��������$��������
tend smokehouses longer. June and early July, the period when Chinook salmon run, they said was 
������������$�����%��������������������������������������%�������<��������

*�����������������������%�%��������*��������������������$���������������%������������������
����$��+���%�$���%�'����������������������]�+����%����������������+������$��������������'����
������+�����������������$��������������������'���������%������������akutaq (Eskimo ice cream), a 
�����������$���%������$���������������%��������;����'����������������'������������������%����@%���%�
(egamaarrluk).

Attention then turned to moose hunting and berry picking before freezeup. Moose and black bears 
were hunted in the fall by Aniak respondents on the mainstem Kuskokwim River and on various 
small rivers and sloughs. Aniak is located on the eastern half of GMU 19A, where moose hunting 
is conservatively managed. When hunters are successful, respondents noted, they salvage not just 
the moose meat, but also make use of the head, entrails, kidneys, liver, stomach, heart, and hooves. 
Black bears were often taken opportunistically while hunting for other species; they were targeted 
�������������������������'�������������������%�������%���������'�����%�������������$�����������������
����$����<�%���%����%����������������������������������'�����������%���%����������������������������
it had medicinal uses as well (A03231002).

After freezeup, ��$������������<���������'�%���������������������������%���������������������
activities continued. For example, respondents jigged for rainbow/steelhead trout, Dolly Varden, 

Figure 3-5.–Population history, Aniak, 1960–2009. 

502

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

N
um

be
r o

f p
eo

pl
e

YEAR

U.S. Census (count) Alaska Department of Labor (estimate) This study (estimate) Population trend



27

Comprehensive Survey Results – Aniak 2009

�����������+����%�*��������������������������������%�����%������<������������+��'�����������������
�������������������'�����������'��������%���������%���������������������������%���������������$��$���
(referred to locally as loche), and that this resource was widely shared among the community. Key 
������%������%������%�����̈ �+���̀ �<����{����������%�{�+��]�+�������������������%����<��������'�����
Aniak residents targeted northern pike in winter months. Spruce grouse, ptarmigan, and hares were 
also taken in winter months. While few families maintained traplines, the trapping of furbearers, such 
as wolves, wolverines, lynx, and marten occurred in this season.

Respondents said that traditional values still hold, including the respectful treatment of animals, 
avoiding waste, taking care of one’s harvest, and sharing—particularly with those unable to harvest 
��$������������%�������<����;�����������������<�����'����������������������������<������������$���<�%�
in some families, according to key respondents.

*���+�����������������������*��+������$�����������*������������%���<����������$������'����
cities in the Matanuska–Susitna valley. The ease of access to a “remote” area has made it attractive 
to tourists and nonlocal Alaskans alike, which has led, over the decades, to increased pressure on 
������%�������������������������������^��+�+'����������%�������%����������������������<���<��
management of those populations:

In recent years the Aniak drainage has become increasingly popular with people living outside 
���� ����� ���� $��� ����� �������� ��%� ������ �������� ��������%� ���� ��� ���� ����� ���� �������%�
���'�������������<���������������������%��������������������������*���+�̀ �<������������������

Figure 3-6.–�������	�
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�����������������%�$�����%�%����<�������<�<��������������������$�������%������������������
�<�������%���������������������%���������%������������*���+�`�<�������$�����������%�%�
by recent declines in salmon runs and has recently resulted in one of the most conservatively 
������%�������������������������������]����������%���������!""!�

Demographics

The 141 surveyed households included 416 people. Household sizes ranged from 1 to 9 people, with 
an average of 3.0 people per household. The average age was 32.4 years; the oldest person was 97. On 
average, residents had lived in Aniak for 26 years. The survey asked for the name of each household 
member’s birth community. Slightly more than one-half of residents were born in Aniak (55%). Four 
percent of residents were born in Bethel, 2% in Kalskag (Upper), and 1% in Lower Kalskag. Less than 
1% of residents were born in a dozen other Western Alaska communities—in all 66% of residents were 
born in Western Alaska. Eight percent of residents were born in other Alaska communities, while 23% 
were born outside of Alaska. Respondents did not know the birthplace of 2% of residents.

In the 2000 census, Aniak’s population was estimated at 572, with 298 males (52%) and 274 females 
(48%). Aniak’s population has grown overall in the past 50 years (Figure 3-5), with marked increases 
between 1970 and 1990. That growth appears to have peaked around 2000, declined slightly, and 

Figure 3-7.–Percentages of households using, attempting to harvest, or harvesting subsistence 
resources by category, Aniak, 2009.
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leveled off in the past decade. Expanding for 29 unsurveyed households, the estimated population 
of 502 included 268 males (53%) and 234 females (47%; Figure 3-6). Approximately 375 residents 
were Alaska Native (75%). Sixty-three percent of households had at least 1 head of household who 
was Alaska Native. By comparison, U.S. Census data estimated the 2010 population to be 501, with 
69% identifying as Alaska Native and another 10% of residents identifying as being of “two or more 
races” (ADLWD 2011).

Wild Food Uses and Harvests

The primary purpose of the household survey was to collect information about the harvest and uses 
of edible wild foods. Respondents were asked whether their household used or tried to harvest each 
resource during the study year. If they tried to harvest a resource, they were asked how much they 
harvested and for other details of the harvest, such as gear type, sex of the animal, or month of harvest.

;�$��� ��%� ������� ��� ����� �������� ���������� ���������� ��� ���� ���<���� 
��������� �����%�%� ����
�����<���%� �������%���;��� ����� '�%��� ���%� ��������� ��������� $��*���+� �������%�� '��� ����
(92%), which was also the resource most commonly harvested (by an estimated 79% of households) 
��%�����������+�����������$�+���������������������������$������������<������������>@_���%�>@q���
Vegetation, both berries and edible plants, comprised a small percentage of total harvest by pounds 

Figure 3-8.–Total estimated edible pounds harvested by the community by resource category, Aniak, 
2009. 
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(2%) but was the next most widely used resource category (80%). Nearly as many households (76%) 
used land mammals as vegetation, but the former made up 15% of the total annual harvest by weight.

Sharing, roughly measured by instances of households giving away and receiving subsistence 
���%���'���������������������%���%���������'���������������%�\[�����*���+��������%������������
�����<����������%�\!�������<������%�����������$���>@Y���%�>@>���;������������������<����'���
������������������'��������#q������'�%�$����%���������!\���

Aniak households used an average of 10 resources during the study year, and attempted to harvest 
9—both values the least of any study community in this project. Some households did not try to 
harvest any wild foods, while the maximum number of resources that any 1 household reported trying 
to harvest was 43. On average, Aniak households actually harvested 8 subsistence resources (rather 
than used), with uses by various households ranging from 0 to 37 resources.

��������%����������������%�_Z����� ���� �����!""Z��������<����$���%�$��'�������'����>�[_\�
Chinook salmon contributing 33,831 pounds edible weight (36%) to the salmon harvest (Table 3-1). 
Aniak households harvested chum and coho salmon in large numbers as well; nearly 30,000 lb of wild 
food came from 5,871 chum (31% of salmon harvest) and 23,278 lb from 4,111 coho (24% of salmon 
���<������*����������%�#�Z_Z������������'�������<����%����������� ��� ���%�%��� �������]������

Photograph by Dave Cannon

Figure 3-9.–Driftnetting for salmon on the Kuskokwim River near Aniak.
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community
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Mean per 

capita

95% 
conf. 
limit 

Fish
Salmon

Chum salmon 40% 38% 35% 9% 12% 29,978 lb 176.3 lb 62.3 lb 5,871 ind. ± 30%
Coho salmon 81% 72% 69% 32% 21% 23,278 lb 136.9 lb 48.4 lb 4,111 ind. ± 19%
Chinook salmon 79% 63% 61% 39% 30% 33,831 lb 199.0 lb 70.3 lb 3,576 ind. ± 12%
Pink salmon 6% 7% 6% 1% 1% 180 lb 1.1 lb 0.4 lb 70 ind. ± 70%
Sockeye salmon 50% 43% 40% 17% 14% 6,900 lb 40.6 lb 14.3 lb 1,439 ind. ± 15%
Unknown salmon 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1,153 lb 6.8 lb 2.4 lb 184 ind. ± 78%
Subtotal 91% 80% 77% 48% 40% 95,319 lb 560.7 lb 198.2 lb 15,252 ind. ± 18%

Char
Arctic char 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% b 9 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 10 ind. ± 0%
Dolly Varden 18% 17% 16% 4% 4% 281 lb 1.7 lb 0.6 lb 312 ind. ± 23%
Lake trout 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 7 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 5 ind. ± 82%
Subtotal 18% 18% 16% 4% 4% 296 lb 1.7 lb 0.6 lb 327 ± 22%

Trout
Rainbow trout 15% 13% 11% 6% 3% 221 lb 1.3 lb 0.5 lb 158 ind. ± 34%
Unknown trout 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 3 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 57%
Subtotal 16% 15% 11% 6% 3% 224 lb 1.3 lb 0.5 lb 160 ± 34%

Whitefishes
Sheefish 29% 25% 21% 14% 6% 4,000 lb 23.5 lb 8.3 lb 667 ind. ± 34%
Broad whitefish 32% 18% 16% 19% 9% 839 lb 4.9 lb 1.7 lb 599 ind. ± 26%
Bering cisco 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Least cisco 4% 3% 3% 1% 1% 69 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 69 ind. ± 47%
Humpback whitefish 26% 21% 18% 11% 9% 2,758 lb 16.2 lb 5.7 lb 919 ind. ± 54%
Round whitefish 3% 3% 3% 1% 1% 21 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 43 ind. ± 47%
Unknown whitefish 6% 3% 2% 4% 1% 1,779 lb 10.5 lb 3.7 lb 1,271 ind. ± 77%
Subtotal 57% 40% 36% 37% 18% 9,466 lb 55.7 lb 19.7 lb 3,567 ± 48%

Anadromous/Marine fishes
Smelt 14% 6% 6% 9% 6% 778 lb 4.6 lb 1.6 lb 341 gal. ± 36%
Cod 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific cod (gray) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific halibut 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Arctic lamprey 2% 2% 0% 2% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Rockfish 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 16% 8% 6% 11% 6% 778 lb 4.6 lb 1.6 lb 341 ± 36%

Other freshwater fishes
Alaska blackfish 4% 2% 1% 2% 1% b 18 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 24 ind. ± 57%
Burbot 13% 10% 7% 9% 4% 12,315 lb 72.4 lb 25.6 lb 5,131 ind. ± 77%
Arctic grayling 16% 14% 14% 2% 4% b 229 lb 1.3 lb 0.5 lb 327 ind. ± 32%
Northern pike 21% 18% 16% 8% 7% 1,541 lb 9.1 lb 3.2 lb 342 ind. ± 21%
Longnose sucker 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 30% 25% 21% 14% 12% 14,103 lb 83.0 lb 29.3 lb 5,825 ± 70%

All fish 92% 81% 79% 65% 48% 120,187 lb 707.0 lb 249.9 lb 25,472 ± 30%
All resourcesc 96% 90% 88% 84% 66% 147,316 lb 866.6 lb 306.3 lb 28,667 ± 27%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                         
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                   
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                  
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).

Table 3-1. – 	�������%��������%����<�������������*���+��!""Z�
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�����������������+��\[����%�������Y�"#q��������'�������%�����%�����¢�������'������������������%�
$��$�����%���������������������������������<�����'�������������#�"""�$�������$��+���%�$���%�
'�����������������>�\""�$�����%�$��$����Y!�>Y[�$��������������������������������������������<����%�
in 2009 included northern pike, smelt, Arctic grayling, and Dolly Varden (Table 3-1). Aniak households 
���<����%������������%�#�#"Y�$��$����!>>������������%�Y�q""�<�������'����������������%�%����

^���������%��������������������%�������������������������+����������*���+�����$����������
Over all other species of salmon, Chinook salmon were preferred for their size and oil content:

Basically, we’re going after [Chinook] and then as bycatch we’re catching reds [sockeye] 
and chum. We use some silvers [coho] but basically our number one priority is [Chinook]. 
���������������������������;�������$������� �̈��������������%�������+������������<��������
�����������������������������������������	">!#Y""Y�

When asked about how their household adjusts when they do not harvest enough Chinook salmon, 
one respondent noted:

We try for reds and chum. Chum because they dry drier, but the reds’ oil content is high. If 
you have no choice, you have to go for silvers. On the Kuskokwim, their fat and oil content 

Figure 3-10.–Fish harvests by gear type, Aniak, 2009.
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is not as oily. Plus, they come later and that’s why sometimes they come in rainy season and 
you can’t dry them. They’re going to rot. They’re going to go sour. (E03241001)

All respondents expressed concern that the size and abundance of Chinook salmon had decreased 
in recent decades. One respondent, who grew up in the late 1960s and early 1970s, observed that both 
Chinook salmon and chum salmon seemed to have declined:

The [Chinook], there are not as many and they are not as big right now compared to when I was 
�������������������������¡������+£��������'�����������������*�����%�%�������������������'����
�����������+�������'��%���������#�%������%�'��%�$��%����'����¡������+£�����������'�
������<��������������!�>�'��+���������'�����������%��;������$���������������������*����%�
drift catch is maybe 10 in the net, where it used to be, we’d catch lots. I remember being done 
drifting for the day after one drift. We’d be cutting both chum and [Chinook]. (D03261002)

Households that expend a greater effort harvesting salmon bear additional costs. They make more 
trips to camp and more drifts if using a driftnet—both of which translate to more money spent on 
gasoline at a time of record high gas prices.

;���!""Z���$����������������<������������������������������������������%�������������������%��������
(Figure 3-10). This was the main gear used in salmon harvests in a community where the vast majority 
of Chinook and chum salmon were taken in nets. The species with the highest percentage of harvest 
$����%���%�����������������%�!Z���'���������������������<�������������������������������������
rainbow trout, Dolly Varden, and northern pike, the opposite held true with most harvest coming from 
rod and reel. For a few species, most harvest came through the use of “other subsistence gear.” For 
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Mean per 

capita

95% 
conf. 
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Marine invertebrates
Clams 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Tanner crab 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Shrimp 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Subtotal 2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All marine invertebrates 2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 96% 90% 88% 84% 66% 147,316 lb 866.6 lb 306.3 lb 28,667 ± 27%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                       
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                   
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                  
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).

Table 3-2. – Estimated uses and harvests of marine invertebrates, Aniak, 2009.
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Land mammals
Large land mammals

Black bear 11% 10% 6% 7% 3% 1,214 lb 7.1 lb 2.5 lb 12 ind. ± 33%
Brown bear 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Caribou 8% 11% 1% 6% 2% 470 lb 2.8 lb 1.0 lb 4 ind. ± 61%
Deer 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Moose 72% 52% 21% 57% 24% 18,971 lb 111.6 lb 39.4 lb 35 ind. ± 14%
Muskox 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dall sheep 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 74% 53% 23% 60% 26% 20,655 lb 121.5 lb 43.0 lb 51 ind. ± 14%

Small land mammals
Beaver 13% 12% 8% 8% 4% 1,403 lb 8.3 lb 2.9 lb 94 ind. ± 54%
Red fox 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 12 ind. ± 66%
Red fox - cross phase 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 18 ind. ± 82%
Snowshoe hare 9% 14% 8% 3% 3% 94 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 38 ind. ± 33%
Alaska hare (jackrabbit) 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
River (land) otter 1% 2% 1% 0% 1% b 7 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 57%
Lynx 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 39 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 10 ind. ± 72%
Marmot 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marten 6% 6% 5% 1% 0% Not usually eaten 213 ind. ± 47%
Mink 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 12 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 6 ind. ± 82%
Muskrat 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 10 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 13 ind. ± 49%
Porcupine 3% 2% 2% 1% 1% 19 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 5 ind. ± 49%
*�����������%�����+����
����� 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
`�%���������
����� 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Weasel 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 2 ind. ± 82%
Gray wolf 3% 5% 3% 0% 1% b Not usually eaten 5 ind. ± 40%
Wolverine 4% 4% 2% 1% 0% Not usually eaten 11 ind. ± 64%
Subtotal 25% 25% 17% 12% 9% 1,584 lb 9.3 lb 3.3 lb 429 ind. ± 46%

Feral mammals
Reindeer - feral 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Marine mammals
Unknown seal 15% 0% 0% 15% 1% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Walrus 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Beluga 3% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1,002 lb 5.9 lb 2.1 lb 1 ind. ± 959%
Bowhead 4% 0% 0% 4% 1% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown whale 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 16% 1% 1% 16% 4% 1,002 lb 5.9 lb 2.1 lb 1 ± 959%

All land mammals 76% 55% 31% 62% 30% 22,239 lb 130.8 lb 46.2 lb 480 ± 41%
All marine mammals 16% 1% 1% 16% 4% 1,002 lb 5.9 lb 2.1 lb 1 ± 959%
All resourcesc 96% 90% 88% 84% 66% 147,316 lb 866.6 lb 306.3 lb 28,667 ± 27%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                        
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                     
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                     
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).

Table 3-3. – Estimated uses and harvests of land and marine mammals, Aniak, 2009.
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Table 3-4. – Estimated uses and harvests of birds, Aniak, 2009.
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Migratory birds
Ducks

Bufflehead 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Canvasback 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Goldeneye 4% 4% 4% 0% 2% 12 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 14 ind. ± 39%
|���
��� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Mallard 21% 17% 16% 6% 6% 137 lb 0.8 lb 0.3 lb 137 ind. ± 18%
Common merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Red-breasted merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
]���@����%�%��+���%�
��'� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Northern pintail 6% 4% 4% 2% 1% 24 lb 0.1 lb 0.1 lb 30 ind. ± 53%
Scaup 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 7 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 7 ind. ± 82%
Black scoter 9% 6% 6% 2% 2% 65 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 72 ind. ± 29%
Surf scoter 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 82%
White-winged scoter 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 11 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 12 ind. ± 82%
Northern shoveler 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Green-winged teal 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% b 5 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 16 ind. ± 59%
Unknown wigeon 3% 2% 2% 1% 0% b 23 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 33 ind. ± 62%
Unknown ducks 4% 2% 2% 1% 1% 9 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 12 ind. ± 47%
Subtotal 28% 21% 21% 10% 9% 295 lb 1.7 lb 0.6 lb 336 ind. ± 21%

Geese
Brant 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Cackling Canada goose 9% 9% 6% 4% 4% b 54 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 45 ind. ± 30%
Lesser Canada goose 4% 4% 3% 1% 1% b 23 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 19 ind. ± 43%
Unknown Canada goose 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% b 9 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 5 ind. ± 82%
Emperor goose 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Snow goose 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% b 6 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 57%
Greater white-fronted goose 6% 6% 5% 2% 1% b 119 lb 0.7 lb 0.2 lb 49 ind. ± 37%
Unknown goose 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% b 3 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 18% 16% 13% 8% 5% 213 lb 1.3 lb 0.4 lb 122 ind. ± 23%

Other migratory birds
Tundra swan (whistling) 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 14 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 82%
Sandhill crane 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common loon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 14 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 82%

Other birds
Spruce grouse 27% 26% 24% 9% 6% 241 lb 1.4 lb 0.5 lb 345 ind. ± 19%
Ruffed grouse 13% 13% 11% 4% 1% 126 lb 0.7 lb 0.3 lb 180 ind. ± 24%
Ptarmigan 11% 13% 9% 2% 2% b 97 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 97 ind. ± 25%
Willow ptarmigan 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% b 7 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 7 ind. ± 0%
Unknown other birds 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 38% 35% 33% 13% 8% 472 lb 2.8 lb 1.0 lb 629 ind. ± 17%

All migratory birds 33% 24% 22% 15% 11% 522 lb 3.1 lb 1.1 lb 461 ± 18%
All other birds 38% 35% 33% 13% 8% 472 lb 2.8 lb 1.0 lb 629 ± 17%
All resourcesc 96% 90% 88% 84% 66% 147,316 lb 866.6 lb 306.3 lb 28,667 ± 27%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                 
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                              
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                              
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).       
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'������������%�$��$������������������������������������'���������������������������'������+���$��
“dipping” for them using small hand nets.

Aniak respondents harvested and used very few marine invertebrates in 2009. The 1% of households 
that reported attempting to harvest and using shrimp likely did so outside the region (Table 3-2).

Land mammals made up an estimated 15% of Aniak’s 2009 subsistence harvest by edible weight. 
Most of it (85%) was moose, followed by black bears and caribou. Aniak households harvested an 
estimated 35 moose, 12 black bears, and 4 caribou in 2009. Small harvests of other species, such as 
snowshoe hares, lynx, and porcupines, also occurred. Of furbearers, which are typically not used for 
food, households reported the harvest of 213 marten, 94 beavers, 30 foxes, 5 wolves, and 11 wolverines 
(Table 3-3).

Several key respondents noted that in addition to seasonal and Tier II restrictions, moose hunting has 
$���������%�$���'�'������<���������������������
�����%�'������������������������%�������$���%���
allowed hunters to get farther up the waterways, but were more expensive to maintain and consumed 
more gasoline. Most families still rely on outboards (E03241002). One respondent said that her family 
had been unable to get up Discovery Creek in the fall due to low water (B03251002). The last several 
years have had lower water than usual, said another:

When we go up Kolmakovsky, go up the Owhat, to as far as we can, until we’re running out of 
water, way past the Russian Mountains. It depends, [sometimes] you can make it, but sometimes 
����������$��������������'������<���*�������������'������<����������������������������������
����������%�'�������$�����������'����������%���������������%�������
���+���	">!#Y""!�
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Bird eggs
Duck eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Geese eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Swan eggs 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 959%
Crane eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Gull eggs 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Ptarmigan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 959%

All birds and eggs 48% 43% 38% 21% 16% 995 lb 5.9 lb 2.1 lb 1,091 ± 14%
All resourcesc 96% 90% 88% 84% 66% 147,316 lb 866.6 lb 306.3 lb 28,667 ± 27%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                       
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                    
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                   
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).       

Table 3-5. – Estimated uses and harvests of eggs, Aniak, 2009.
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Berries
Blueberry 50% 41% 38% 25% 13% 747 lb 4.4 lb 1.6 lb 200 gal. ± 15%
Lowbush cranberry 18% 17% 15% 7% 2% b 259 lb 1.5 lb 0.5 lb 76 gal. ± 26%
Highbush cranberry 16% 16% 16% 3% 6% b 244 lb 1.4 lb 0.5 lb 70 gal. ± 27%
Gooseberry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Currants 3% 4% 3% 1% 1% 17 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 8 gal. ± 44%
Raspberry 14% 14% 13% 3% 3% b 111 lb 0.7 lb 0.2 lb 39 gal. ± 2%
Salmonberry 28% 19% 17% 16% 6% 413 lb 2.4 lb 0.9 lb 111 gal. ± 27%
Crowberry (blackberry) 30% 26% 23% 11% 9% b 518 lb 3.0 lb 1.1 lb 135 gal. ± 21%
Other wild berry 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% b 72 lb 0.4 lb 0.2 lb 18 gal. ± 0%
Berries 65% 55% 55% 33% 21% 2,383 lb 14.0 lb 5.0 lb 656 gal. ± 17%

Plants/greens/mushrooms
Wild rhubarb 14% 14% 14% 4% 3% 105 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 139 gal. ± 38%
Eskimo potato 6% 6% 6% 1% 1% b 178 lb 1.0 lb 0.4 lb 45 gal. ± 1%
Fiddlehead ferns 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Nettle 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 0%
Hudson's Bay tea 11% 10% 10% 2% 3% b 28 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 36 gal. ± 28%
Mint 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 959%
Sour dock 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Spruce tips 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 0%
Willow leaves 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 959%
Cow parsnip (wild celery) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% b 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 57%
Wild rose hips 14% 15% 14% 0% 3% 93 lb 0.5 lb 0.2 lb 31 gal. ± 20%
Yarrow 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 959%
Other wild greens 2% 2% 2% 0% 1% b 29 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 7 gal. ± 0%
Unknown mushrooms 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 3 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 125 gal. ± 78%
Fireweed 2% 2% 2% 0% 1% 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 3 gal. ± 48%
Stinkweed 11% 11% 11% 3% 1% 65 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 70 gal. ± 56%
Punk 5% 6% 5% 0% 1% Not eaten 122 gal. ± 61%
Puffballs 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 4 gal. ± 60%
Unknown greens from land 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Mousefoods 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% b,d 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 0%
Subtotal 37% 38% 37% 10% 10% 511 lb 3.0 lb 1.1 lb 593 gal. ± 26%

Wood
Bark 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Roots 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 gal. ± 0%
Birch 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Firewood 45% 40% 39% 12% 7% b Not eaten 367 crd. ± 15%
Cottonwood 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Willow 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% b Not eaten 7 crd. ± 0%
Subtotal 45% 40% 39% 12% 7% Not eaten 374 ± 15%

All vegetation 80% 73% 73% 45% 28% 2,894 lb 17.0 lb 6.0 lb 1,623 ± 14%
All resourcesc 96% 90% 88% 84% 66% 147,316 lb 866.6 lb 306.3 lb 28,667 ± 27%

Percentage of households Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Estimated pounds harvested

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                          
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                       
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                       
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                                      
%��~��������%�~�ª�<�������������������$�����%�������������������������

Table 3-6. – Estimated uses and harvests of vegetation, Aniak, 2009.
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Moose populations in the Central Kuskokwim area have experienced heavy hunting pressure from 
locals, nonlocal Alaska residents, and nonresidents. Key respondents generally agreed that the local 
moose population was gradually coming back, partly due to the conservative management of the 
������������<�������%�������������$�����������������������%���%�����%�������������<�����������}

Everybody in the whole world can come over here and hunt while we’re trying to hunt. It 
��+���������%����������������'��������<����������������������������'������������������%�
moose. Everywhere we go, there’s camps where we hunt year round. Every fall time, we try 
����������������������������'�����'���������������������;�������'���$��+���������������
year, two years in a row we didn’t get moose. We got meat from Lower 48 people who came 
to hunt. Half the time we had to throw the meat away. It wasn’t taken care of, it was spoiled. 
(E03241002)

Caribou from the Mulchatna herd have not been present near Aniak in large numbers for several 
years, after being fairly abundant and accessible for over a decade prior to that. Aniak respondents 
������%�����'�����$�������������������]�+�������%������'������!""Z�!"Y"��	">!#Y""!��

Far removed from the coast, it is not surprising that Aniak households reported uses, but little 
harvest of, marine mammals. One household reported the harvest of a beluga whale in 2009, which 
was taken downriver from the community beyond the range of maps used in the study. However, as 
is common throughout Alaska, the uses of marine mammals—seal oil, in particular—occurred as a 
result of sharing, trade, and barter networks that span the state (Magdanz and Wolfe 1988). Aniak 
households reported uses of beluga whales, bowhead whales (likely muktuk), seal meat, and seal oil. 
In all, 16% of households used marine mammals during the study year (Table 3-3).

Nearly one-half of Aniak households used birds and eggs in 2009, although as a category it did 
not comprise a large portion of the total community harvest. Geese and ducks made up just over one-
half of this harvest, an estimated 51%. Mallards were the most commonly harvested species of duck, 
followed by black scoters and northern pintails (Table 3-4). Surveyed households reported harvests 
of 4 species of goose: greater white-fronted, cackling Canada goose, lesser Canada goose, and snow 
����������'���������'����%������%��������*���+����<����%�������������������$��%���\!Z���%�<�%���
birds), such as grouses and ptarmigan, than geese and ducks combined. Spruce grouse were the most 
commonly hunted bird overall, with 24% of households harvesting an estimated 345 of them. Very 
little effort was made to harvest bird eggs in 2009, with just 1% of households reporting harvests of 
swan eggs (Table 3-5). One key respondent observed that collecting migratory bird eggs in the spring 
was a practice that was last common about 30 years ago (E0324101002).

According to many surveyed households, 2009 was a poor berry year. While only 2% of the total 
�������������<�����$���������%��%�$��������'�������������'�%������%���������������������'�������
estimated 73% of households harvesting them and 80% of households using them. Surveyed households 
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reported use of blueberries, crowberries, salmonberries, cranberries, and raspberries; edible plants 
included wild rhubarb, Eskimo potatoes, “Hudson’s Bay” or Labrador tea, wild rose hips, stinkweed, 
��%�������������
��������������������%�$��������'�����������<����%��;�$��>@\���������������%��
�#[����������%����������'��%������������'�%����%�%�������������<����������������������������

Harvest Areas

As part of the survey, households were asked to mark on a map the areas where they harvested or 
searched for resources. From these data, maps were produced for each community depicting the harvest 
areas for 4 subsistence resources (bears, rainbow/steelhead trout, moose, and caribou) and 5 resource 
�������������������������%���������'���������%��+����%����������%�$���������%�����������������
3-11 summarizes all the mapped data collected from 109 of 141 surveyed households in Aniak for 2009.

����!""Z��*���+�����%������������%�����������������>�>Z\��
����������������$����������;���̂ ��+�+'���
��%�*���+���<���������%�����������������$���������������������������%������������$����������<����
locations and transportation corridors. Households reported traveling as far up the Kuskokwim River 
as the mouth of George River above Crooked Creek in 2009. On the Aniak River, the community use 
����������%�%���������������������������*���+�����������%�^�����+���<������<����%��������%�����
said that Aniak subsistence users ranged north to Paimiut Slough, the Yukon River and the Iditarod 
`�<�����������������%�'�����������<������������%����������%���%�����%��������<��������������������
Lake and 10 miles south, and approximately 30 miles to the south and east wherethe use areas extended 
to the vicinity of Buckstock Mountain.

Salmon search and harvest areas were concentrated in the mainstem Kuskokwim River east and west 
of the community, with additional harvest areas along the Aniak River (Figure 3-12). Mapped areas 
����%�%����������������������������������'�����%�������������������������%����%���%���%��������<����

���������%����<��������������'������������%�����$�'«�������%�������'���������������%����������
*���+�̀ �<�����%��������������%����������]�+����������>@Y>��������%�����������%�%��������������
���%��������<���������%�������������������������������������%���%��������%���������

The survey did not systematically map the harvest of other nonsalmon species, but some households 
%�%���%������'��������������%������������������������'������������%�������%�������������<�������<����
What follows should be viewed as a minimal description of areas used in 2009. Several households 
%��������%�$��$���������� ���������%������ �������<�������<������������'�����'������� ���� �'���
*���+�̀ �<�������������������������<�����������%������%����������������+�������������������%������
Paimiut Slough on the Yukon River, as well as on the Kuskokwim River close to Aniak, and on the 
*���+�`�<���������������������<����'���%��������%��������^��+�+'���`�<�������������Y"������
downstream of Aniak, with multiple locations extending all the way to Chuathbaluk. A few were taken 
at locations near the Oskwalik River, the George River, and near Sleetmute. A few Arctic grayling 
����������������'���������%��������^��+�+'���`�<���������������������������+'��+�`�<���������
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*����������������������������%���������'���*���+�`�<�����%��'����`�<��������+���������%��������
������������������^��+�+'���`�<��������������������������������$��$���������������<��$���!""Z�
with a great deal of success.

Aniak respondents used a much larger use area in pursuit of large land mammals (Figure 3-14), 
such as moose, caribou, and black bears, than for other resource categories. Given the importance of 
�����������<������������������%�������������������������������������������������������<���<��
resource management in GMU 19A (see the “Discussion” chapter). While moose hunting in GMU 19A 
is conservatively managed, GMU 19B is more liberally managed, although a considerable distance 
from Aniak and not readily accessible by boat. Aniak respondent households did make use of a large 
area north of the community, within GMUs 21A and 21E towards Paimiut Slough and the Iditarod 
River drainage, which are more liberally managed for Alaska residents, other than limiting the use of 
�����������%���
�����������������������������<�������+������������%�'����������$���������%����*������
In addition to state managed hunts in September, Aniak residents can take part in federal registration 
hunts on federal lands in GMU 21A; these hunts have longer seasons in the fall.

Search and harvest areas for small land mammals, both those hunted primarily for food and others 
taken only for fur, overlapped with those used for large land mammals, although they did not extend 
as far up the Kuskokwim and Aniak rivers (Figure 3-15). These areas extended further, however, into 
the vicinity of Horn Mountain and the Kolmakof River drainage northeast of Aniak. Another area used 
almost exclusively in the pursuit of small land mammals was southeast of the village and east of the 
Aniak River. This ranged to the area of Buckstock Mountain and Buckstock River.

*��������%�����%��+���%���������������'����������������%������<��������%������%��+�����������
3-16). Respondents residing in Aniak used the Aniak River east past Veahna Creek, along with the 
�'���*���+�̀ �<����*���+����������%����������]�+���������������%��'������������'��%��{�������
Slough, making use of smaller lakes between Aniak and the Yukon rivers.

The harvest of edible plants and berries often occurred opportunistically with other subsistence 
activities in spring and fall. As a result, use areas often matched those mapped for early spring or 
����������������%������%�����������������������>@Y_���;�������+�����������������$�������'����
generally in the area immediately around the community. By all accounts, 2009 was a very poor year 
for berries in the Central Kuskokwim region.

Harvest Assessments

The survey asked respondents to assess their own harvests in 2 ways: whether they used more, less, or 
about the same amount of 6 resource categories in 2009 as in past years, and whether they got “enough” 
of each of the 6 resource categories. If households reported using less or more of a resource, they were 
asked why. When a household said they did not get enough of a resource category, they were asked 
in follow-up what kind they needed and how much this impacted their household. These households 
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were also asked if they did anything differently because they did not get enough; if so, what that was. 
;������������%����������������������������
����������{�����������%����������%���������%�������%�%�
����������%��������
�����������������������%��������<������<����%�����������������$������������<����
success also can be assessed by comparing current harvest estimates with past harvest estimates, which 
will be discussed in a later section.

For all resource categories, the majority of Aniak respondents who provided responses said they 
��������������!""Z���������>@Yq��������������������������������������������%�$��%����%�������
between 78% and 86% of households said they got enough. However, few Aniak households reported 
getting enough of 2 categories—land mammals and vegetation—at 62% and 58% respectively. Of 
the households that said they did not get enough land mammals and provided a response to what kind 
they needed, more than 75% said they needed more moose. About one-third said they needed more 
caribou. When asked why they did not get enough land mammals, the most common reason given was 
resource availability or unsuccessful or unlucky hunting. For those who said they did not get enough 
berries and greens, the majority said they needed more blueberries and salmonberries. Overwhelmingly, 
������%������%������%�����������<���$�����������������������������+����$�������

The impacts to households that did not get enough varied by category. For land mammals, 7% 
said it had a severe impact on them, 39% described the impact as major, and 42% described it as just 
minor. Five percent said the impact was not noticeable. For berries and edible plants, 42% said the 

Figure 3-18.–Harvest assessments, Aniak, 2009. Responses to the question: "Did your household 
use less, more, or about the same amount in 2009 as in the past?"  Responses to the question: "Did 
your household get enough in 2009?"
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impact was major and 42% said it was minor. While only 18% of Aniak households said they did not 
���������������������������
�������'���������%�������}�Y#��%�����$�%�����������������<�����!_��
said it was major, and 36% said it was minor. Twenty percent of Aniak households said they did not 
��������������������������%������������'������������Y#�����������*$�������@�������%������������
was minor. The impacts to households of not getting enough birds and eggs and marine mammals 
were less pronounced. Only 2 households did not get enough marine mammals and the impacts were 
not noticeable or minor.

Only a portion of those who did not get enough subsistence foods said their household did things 
differently as a result—but the most common adaptation was to use more store bought food. Of Aniak 
respondents who did not get enough land mammals and did things differently, 93% reported using 
more store bought food, 11% replaced it with other subsistence foods, and 4% made do without. 
About one-half of those who did not get enough berries and greens did things differently: 62% used 
more store bought, 24% did without, 5% increased their harvest effort, and 14% bought or bartered 
for berries or greens. One-half the households who did not get enough salmon did things differently 
in 2009: 91% used more store bought foods, 9% replaced salmon with other subsistence foods, and 
Z����������%����������<���������������������������������%��%�%��������������������������������
but only a few said they did things differently as a result. Of those, 75% used more store bought food 
and 25% made do without.

Corresponding to these responses, land mammals and vegetation were the categories with the 
highest percentage of respondents saying they used less in 2009 than previous years. Just over one-half 
(54%) of households said they used fewer berries and 49% of households said they used fewer land 
��������*$�������@����%�����������%�����%���������%���'��������'����>q����������'���������
��%�>#����������'������������+��%����������;���!�����������������%����������������������������
mammals and birds and eggs, had the highest percentage of households saying they used the same 
����������������<�������������������
�������������������������%�����%���������%�����������������
����������#q�����%��������������[!������'����������%�����%���������%����������������������%�
mammals and vegetation. In no resource category did more than 16% of households say they used 
more in 2009. Very few households used more berries and edible plants (7%) and birds and eggs (4%).

Jobs and Income

Respondents were asked about both earned income (jobs held and wages earned by all household 
members 16 years old and older) and unearned income from sources such as the Alaska permanent 
fund dividend, social security, and public assistance. The survey also asked about months worked 
and the work schedule. For 2009, Aniak households earned or received an estimated $9.9 million, 
of which $8.2 million (83%) was from wage employment and $1.7 million (17%) was from other 
sources (Table 3-7). Per capita income in 2009 was an estimated $19,648. Earned income may be 
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underestimated because of missing information—19% of households declined to report their earnings. 
Seventy-one percent of Aniak households reported earnings from all jobs held by household members, 
and 10% provided incomplete earnings information. Data from the 2000 census reported an average 
���������������������¬!#�!Y\���%�����%�����!""Z����������<���������������������¬Y>�\�����������
the community. 2010 census data were not yet available at the time of this report.

Figure 3-19 shows the percentage of community income by source, whether earned income 
or unearned income. Income from jobs held in 3 categories—local government, transportation, 
communication, and utilities and service occupations—provided 70% of the community’s total income 
in 2009. Local government includes work for city and tribal organizations. Service occupations include 
health care, social services, education, and tourism or guiding related businesses. Income from jobs 

Number Number of Total for Mean per Percentage
Income source of people households community household of total
Earned income

Local government 92 75 $2,941,246 $17,301 29.8%
Transportation, communication & utilities 43 37 $2,093,418 $12,314 21.2%
Services 81 66 $1,968,226 $11,578 20.0%
Mining 10 10 $468,366 $2,755 4.7%
Retail trade 16 12 $342,327 $2,014 3.5%
State government 7 7 $309,091 $1,818 3.1%
Federal government 4 4 $62,621 $368 0.6%
Other employment * * $15,762 $93 0.2%
Agriculture, forestry & fishing * * $4,383 $26 0.0%

Earned income subtotal 229 145 $8,205,439 $48,267 83.2%

Other income
Alaska permanent fund dividend 160 $571,024 $3,359 5.8%
Social security 24 $257,133 $1,513 2.6%
Other 7 $189,368 $1,114 1.9%
Unemployment 30 $163,703 $963 1.7%
Pension / retirement 16 $141,257 $831 1.4%
Food stamps 24 $112,894 $664 1.1%
Energy assistance 76 $63,555 $374 0.6%
Native corp. dividend 117 $59,896 $352 0.6%
Adult public assistance 6 $42,673 $251 0.4%
Supplemental security income 7 $24,661 $145 0.3%
Disability 1 $12,057 $71 0.1%
Longevity bonus 5 $9,835 $58 0.1%
Child support 4 $7,043 $41 0.1%
Veterans assistance 1 $1,736 $10 0.0%
Rental income 1 $839 $5 0.0%
Workman comp/insurance 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Foster care 0 $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 163 $1,657,672 $9,751 16.8%
Community income total $9,863,111 $58,018 100.0%

Source   ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.
* For confidentiality, income amounts are not listed for sources reported by fewer than 4 households.

Table 3-7. – Estimated earned and other income, Aniak, 2009.
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with the mining industry made up 5% of community total, followed by retail, state, and federal jobs. 
]���������Y�������������������������������������������%�'����������������������������%��������

An estimated 241 of 364 adults (66%) held at least 1 job in 2009. On average, those with jobs 
worked during 10 months of the year; the average number of weeks employed was 44. Sixty-four 
percent of employed adults worked year-round. The number of jobs held ranged from 1 to 4. On 
average, employed adults held 1.2 jobs. Of the jobs reported by Aniak respondents, 66% were full-
time positions. 21% were part-time (fewer than 35 hours per week), 3% were shift work (typically a 
two-weeks-on and two-weeks-off schedule), and 11% were on call.

The main contributor to other income was the Alaska permanent fund dividend, 6% of total 
community income, which paid $1,305 to eligible Alaska residents in 2009 (Table 3-7). Social security 
payments and pensions/retirement together contributed 4%. Food stamps (Qwest Card) made up just 
1% and energy assistance less than 1%. Income from Native corporation dividends, almost $60,000, 
contributed less than 1% of total community income.

Food Security

`�����%�����'������+�%�������������������
��������������%�%������������������������%������%�����������
that is, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Nord et al. 2009:2). 
;������%����������
���������'������%��%����
���������%�<����%�$���������*���%���%���%�$��

Figure 3-19.–Top 10 income sources ranked by estimated amount, Aniak, 2009. 
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*��������������������%��������������������������$�����������%�������$���������%��������
���������
and Aniak responses are summarized in Figure 3-20.

An estimated one-third of households (32%) said they could not get the kinds of foods they wanted 
���$��������������+������������������������������%�%�%�������<��'������������%�%�����������������������
or buy food.

����%�����������������������������
�����������������%��'����������������������%����$��������%�
secure or food insecure following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). Food secure households 
were broken down further into 2 subcategories—either high or marginal food security. Food insecure 
households were divided into 1 of 2 subcategories: low food security or very low food security.

Households with high food security did not report any indications of food access problems or 
limitations. Households of marginal food security were those that reported 1 or 2 instances of food access 
���$������������������������������������<������%������������������������������%��������������������
gave little or no indication of changes in diets or food intake. Households of low food security were 
������������������%���%���%�
�������<����������%�����$��������������%������������������<���������%��������
of reduced food intake. Households characterized as having very low food security were those that 
reported multiple instances of disrupted eating patterns and reduced food intake (USDA 2011).

In Aniak in 2009, 67% of surveyed households had high food security and 22% had marginal food 
security (Figure 3-20); of the remaining households, 6% had low food security and 5% had very low 
food security.

When households reported a food insecure conditions (such as “could not eat healthy meals”), 

Figure 3-20.–Food security results, Aniak, 2009.
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they also were asked when the condition existed. Households’ reports of food insecure conditions 
changed with the time of year (Figure 3-21). Food insecurity conditions were least often reported 
for September, when all categories of households reported less than 1 food insecure condition per 
household, on average. For households with “low” food security, the average number of food insecurity 
conditions increased gradually through the winter and spring, to an average of 2 per household in 
June. For households with “very low” food security, the average number of food insecure conditions 
increased rapidly from 0.67 per household in September to 3.67 per household in December, and 
remained above 2 through March.

One explanation for the overall low levels of food insecurity between April and September may be 
that this time period coincides with the time of heaviest effort and harvest of subsistence foods—that 
�������$������������%��������������������������<���$�������������������$������������|�'�<���������
does not necessarily explain the rapid increase of food insecure conditions reported by very low food 
secure households in the fall and winter months. Another explanation may be that fall marks the onset 
of cooler temperatures. The least food secure households may be struggling to purchase both fuel oil 
and store bought foods during the colder parts of the year.

Wild Food Networks

Few households are truly alone in rural Alaska. A web of sharing, barter, and trade networks distributes 
subsistence foods among communities across Alaska, particularly those that have predominately 
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Alaskan Native populations. Networks exist within individual communities as well: households give 
away wild foods and in turn receive them from others. Cooperation extends beyond the sharing of 
foods. The production (harvest and processing) of subsistence foods is often conducted by sets of 
�������%������
��������������%������+�����������������'��+����������<���������������%�����
have the capital (i.e., boat and net), while another may have enough able-bodied members to provide 
�$�����%�������������%�����<�%����������������������+��%��������������*���������������������
buy gasoline for the outboard.

During the survey, households were asked who harvested and processed the subsistence foods they 

Figure 3-22.–Wild food harvesting and processing network, Aniak, 2009.
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���%���������>@!!�%�������������'����'�%����%��$��'�����������%��'������*���+���������<�%������
other communities in Alaska. Aniak households named food sources from locations as varied and 
%�������������
�������������%�|������;���������������������]�'���̂ ��+������%�̈ �+���������������
closer to the center of the diagram suggest that these communities share with Aniak residents more 
than other communities. Within Aniak itself, the largest producing household had both a male and 
���������%������������%�$�������������%��
����������������������;�����������%������<�%����%�������
4 other households and gave away resources to 4 others. Additionally, 2 male headed households (red 
triangles closer to the right side edge) reported larger harvests and also received resources from other 
households. However, these households are located closer to the edge, suggesting that they have fewer 
sources of wild foods than other households in the community. Elder households are generally much 
more connected than younger ones. Two households close to the center, each headed by a single female, 
received resources from many other households; household survey data show that both are elders. 
Five of the households headed by a male and female elder reported 4 or more sources of subsistence 
foods. A few households (shown in gold at the far left of the diagram) reported no instances in which 
they received subsistence foods and were therefore isolated from the web of sharing and support 
that characterizes most subsistence economies; these isolates represented about 13% of the surveyed 
households, the second largest percentage of isolates documented in the Central Kuskokwim area. 

Comparisons with Prior Results

This section discusses the results of the 2009 study in comparison to previously collected data. Historical 

���������<�������������������$������������<��������*���+���������%��;����'�����������������������<��
subsistence harvest survey conducted by ADF&G in Aniak. However, in addition to the ethnographic 
data collected in this study, the Division of Subsistence gathered ethnographic information in Aniak 
in the 1980s (Stickney 1981; Charnley 1982; Brelsford et al. 1987; Krauthoefer et al. 2007).

The Division of Subsistence conducted postseason subsistence salmon surveys in Aniak between 
1989 and 2007. Since 2008, the Division of Commercial Fisheries has administered that survey. In 
2002 and 2003, the Division of Subsistence conducted harvest surveys in Aniak on the harvest and 
������������������������������^�����������������!""_������'����!"">���%�!""[��*���+�'������<���%�
about its harvests of caribou, moose, bears, and wolves as part of the Central Kuskokwim big game 
survey program (Krauthoefer et al. in prep). Migratory bird surveys were conducted in Aniak in many 
years between 1985 and 2009; however, community level data are used only to generate subregional 
harvest estimates. Estimates are not made for individual communities, nor are community level 
reported values published.

Three Division of Subsistence studies, all dating to the 1980s, documented the resource use patterns 
and areas of Aniak subsistence harvesters: Stickney 1981, Charnley 1982, and Brelsford et al. 1987. 
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Figure 3-23.–Estimated numbers of Chinook, sockeye, coho and chum salmon harvested by residents 
of Aniak, 2000–2009. 
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Although none of the early studies enumerated harvest, they did gather information on the prevalence 
of the uses of subsistence resources, seasonality of harvests, and use areas.

Figure 3-23 shows estimated Aniak salmon harvests between 2000 and 2009, with 2009 data coming 
from this study. The trend line shows a trend of slightly increasing harvests of Chinook salmon, 
����������������������������%�$������������<�������������������������!��������������%���%���;����'��%�
appear, on the surface, to contradict the reported observations of long-term Aniak residents as to the 
declining abundance of Chinook salmon. Two caveats, then, are necessary when interpreting Figure 
3-23: 1) a decade is a much shorter period than the frame of reference for key respondent observations 
on declining Chinook salmon stocks, which spanned decades; 2) it does not account for increased 
���������%����������������������������������$�������'����������%�������������%������%��%�����$����
resource availability. As referenced below, as well as earlier in this chapter, key respondents agreed 
that Chinook and chum salmon were less abundant now than in decades past:

They’re saying we’re having good runs of [Chinook], but compared to what, just a few years 
ago? The baseline study is not set far back enough. If you’re going back, there was a lot more 
$���¡������+£�������������������������������������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������_"��������������q"������������������������'���%�
®���������%������$���%��<���$�%��������������������%���������������$���������<������%�
them, destroyed the stocks and now they’re trying to do baseline study after they start coming 
back and they say “Oh, we’re having good runs.” (A03231001)

And:

In 2009, we relied on silvers, that’s the kids drifting. Our numbers have been down for years. 
The kids are drifting the whole night. If you throw one drift chances are you’re not gonna get 
����������������������������������������%������������������������������������������������
��<�������'��+�������������������%��������������������������������������$�$��$�����+�������
for 6–7 years. But if you’re really worried about feeding everybody in winter, then you’re 
gonna work that hard to get it. (B03251002)

	�������%���������������<���������������������������$���%���������%�$��'����!"""���%�!""_��
ranging from 73 to 128 pounds per capita. They appear to increase in the last 2 years of the decade, 
climbing from 128 pounds per person in 2007 to 159 lb in 2008 and 198 lb in this study. Whether 
�������%�������������%��������������<��������������������'����������������������������<�����������
administration transferred between divisions) is not clear. Unfortunately, no methodologically 
�������$��
���������<�����<����%�����������������������������YZqZ�����������%������������+��������������
����������$����������%����������������%������%�$��+��������������

{��<������������%����<���� ���������������'������������%������������������������$��*���+�
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Figure 3-24.–���	������ 
������� �!� �������� 
������
� �	���� ������� �
�� ���	���� ���������� �#�
residents of Aniak, 2000–2009. 
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����%����������������!""!���%�!"">�������������%���*���+�����%�����'������+�%��$����������'��������
���<������������������������������$��������������<����
�����������+�%��$�������������������������������
$��������������%�����������$���������������'���������;������+��������������������<���������������
!""Z�%�����������!""Z��*���+�����%��������<����%������������%�YY�����%����������������'����������
�����%��������������;����������������Y#�����%����������������!""!���%�Y"�$����!"">�����#����[�
�����<��'�����%����%����!"Y"��������%��������%������$���%�'��������'����$�������������$��%����

No patterns emerged upon examination of harvest data for other nonsalmon species—some harvests 
'��������������!""Z���������<�������'�����������'�����'����;�����������%����<������������������
!""Z��\\_������ ���$��'���� ������%��������%� ���!""!���%�!"">� ��������>@!#���*���+����<����%�
��'��������������+�����!""Z��>#!��������������!""!���%�!"">��`���$�'����������<�����Y[q������'���
also lower than estimated harvests in 2002 and 2003, when Aniak took 331 and 165 rainbow trout. 
	�������%�$��$������<�������!""Z��[�Y>Y���������������%�%����������!""!��Y�![q����%�!"">��!Y_���;���
�������������������������%����������<����%�$��$������!""Z��_�������������������%����������<��
���__����������������������%����<�������[�Y>Y�$��$���¯__������¯>�Z[Y������;�$��>@Y���*�������
explanation for the disparity between the data points may be the gear types used in different years. In 
����!������������<�����������!""!���%�!""Z��*���+�����%������������%�����������������������<����$��$����
����������%��������������'�����������������<�����<����������%����������'��������������$�������%����
�������������%�����������������������!"">��������<���%��������%��������%�������������������*�
burbot came from gillnets or hook and line.

With regard to big game species, the Division of Subsistence has collected only 3 years of harvest 
data prior to the 2009 study. Discussed more fully in the “Discussion” chapter and earlier in this 
chapter, moose hunting in GMU 19A is managed under the most conservative management framework 
within the state—Tier II. In addition to limiting who may hunt through Tier II, controlled use areas, 
��������������������%�������������������������������%������������$��'�����������������������<��
developed as the moose population in GMU 19 declined in the early 1990s and hunting pressure 
increased. Predation by wolves, black bears, and brown/grizzly bears is a major factor affecting moose 
abundance in GMU 19, although weather, habitat, and hunting play important roles (Seavoy 2008).

Aniak’s estimated moose harvest (35) in 2009 falls between those documented earlier in the decade 
(Figure 3-24). Unfortunately, all data points come long after the moose population declined. Generating 
a comparison of the role of moose meat in Aniak’s subsistence economy in 2009 to that it played in 
the 1970s and 1980s, when moose were more abundant, the resource was more liberally managed, and 
there was less pressure from nonlocal hunters, is not possible—comprehensive subsistence harvest 
data have not been collected in Aniak prior to 2009. Given this lack of data, one cannot address the 

�����������'�������*���+��������%����<��������%�%������������������������$�����<����������������
or other resources. Fewer households did report that they attempted to harvest moose in 2009 than 
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previous study years. Just over one-half, 52% of Aniak households tried in 2009, compared to 62% 
in 2003 and 2005 and 72% in 2004.

Ethnographic information gathered in the 1980s spelled out the importance of moose to Aniak 
residents: “It is apparent that the two most important food resources to the Middle Kuskokwim villages 
are moose and all available species of salmon” (Stickney 1981). While not as prized, however, salmon 
were the most stable resource in the area and central to most households’ food supply. The concerns 
expressed by Aniak residents in 1980, 1981, and 1986 do not differ much from the concerns expressed 
by residents in 2009:

Although the moose population in the GMU has been evaluated by ADFG biologists as being 
�������������<���������������'����������������%��������������<������%�$�����������'����
affecting the local residents’ ability to harvest moose during the open September season. 
(Stickney 1981)

And:

Already there is pressure on the moose resource due to nonlocal hunters who enter the region 
during the hunting season and compete with local residents for moose. (Charnley 1982)

Nearly all key respondents in 2010 described moose abundance as low, but beginning to recover. 
Among the reasons given, for the long-term moose issues was increased hunting effort by nonlocal 
hunters, predation, and guided hunts that targeted large bulls for trophy value in previous decades:

It’s still a long way to go to get back. It dropped off in the mid 1990s, I’d say. It started going 
about the mid 90s, the latter part of the 90s. A lot of sport hunting, wolves. It actually happened 
when Tony Knowles got elected, he put the kibosh on the wolf control effort. That’s when the 
wolf population exploded, after that. It was mostly predation but there was a lot of pressure 
from hunting guides. And a lot of it was biology. You know they were going out and taking, 
of course, the big breeder bulls you know, up in the hills and stuff, up in the headwaters. 
Most people didn’t used to hunt the headwaters, because that was kind of like a little refuge 
up there, you know and you had the breeder bulls up there and they were left alone and they 
were the ones breeding and stuff. Well, then the guides came and took all the headwaters 
saying, “Well, that’s not traditional hunting areas, we’re not bothering anybody.” But they 
killed all those big breeder bulls and pretty soon you had subordinate breeder bulls doing all 
the breeding and it’s a documented fact when inferior bulls do breeding, calf survival rate 
goes way down. (A03231002)

Long-term caribou harvest information is also lacking for Aniak. In 2009, just a few households 
harvested an estimated 4 caribou. A trend line drawn between the 2003 and 2005 data (Figure 3-24) 
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���'�������+�%�%��������������<�������������������q_���������!"">��^���������%������������%������
trend in 2009. Local residents have been harvesting fewer caribou, Aniak respondents said, because 
there have been few caribou present in the area in recent years. Between 2003 and 2005, Aniak hunters 
likely harvested caribou from the Mulchatna herd, which grew rapidly between 1981 and 1996. The 
herd expanded its winter range into GMUs 19A and 19B during that time. It has not moved into that 
winter range in recent years (Woolington 2009). One respondent added that a small herd of caribou 
used to stay in the area, wintering around Horn Mountain, but was likely absorbed into the Mulchatna 
herd when its range expanded: “When they were around it’s what we would go after. It’s been about 5 
years since they were here. They moved down to the Kilbuck Mountains and went up to Dillingham. 
There might be a few stragglers here maybe. They were here for 12–15 years” (D03261001). Also: 
“I haven’t hunted caribou for the last 3 years. They used to be only about 20 minutes out there and 
you’d run into the herd. That’s when the Mulchatna herd was almost 200 plus thousand strong. I heard 
they’re coming back, that they’re starting to see them at Stony River” (E03241002).

The differences in time depth between the 1-year search and harvest map information collected for 
2009 and the 22-year period between 1964 and 1986 makes comparing the 2 data sets a challenge. 
Predictably, the 1-year maps do not extend as far as the 22-year maps. In any given year, subsistence 
users adapt to factors on the ground and may use areas not used the year before. Over several 
����������������������������$���������������������������������������������$��
���������������'������
conclusion as to the nature of the differences—i.e. does the 2009 extent represent permanent changes 
or merely local adaptations to conditions in 2009—may not be possible. A great deal of change has 
come to subsistence in the Central Kuskokwim in the last 4 decades, including the introduction of 
snowmachines and decline in use of dog teams, increased access to imported foods, the decline in the 
number running traplines, increasingly conservative resource management, decreasing abundance of 
important subsistence species, and other cultural changes. In some cases, the areas used for individual 
��������������������������������������%�������������������������!""Z������%����������'����������������
mapped previously. See Figure 3-25 for a map of historical Aniak harvest use areas.

*�� ���� ������������%���� ��� ���%����%���%'��+� ���YZq\�������$������*���+��������%�����%�
aircraft in support of hunting and trapping activities, which was unusual for other Central Kuskokwim 
communities: “Harvest areas employed by the people of Aniak are particularly extensive, ranging 
along the Kuskokwim river from near Tuluksak to McGrath, and from the Iditarod Flats southward 
to the Aniak–Chuathbaluk lake complex. The large number of households at Aniak contributes to 
make the community pattern especially widespread” (Brelsford et al. 1987). As a result, the authors 
of the report drew maps that distinguished between “extended” and “general” harvest areas for some 
���������|��<��������<������%��������%���������%�����%�̀ �<��������%�����������������������%����������
group making use of aircraft.

��� !""Z��*���+� ������%����� ���%� ������ ������� ������ ������� ���� ��� ���� �������<�� ������ ������
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described in Brelsford et al. (1987). Most activity occurred on the mainstem Kuskokwim River, and, to 
a lesser degree, the Aniak River downstream of the Buckstock River. Brelsford et al. (1987) described 
����+��������%���%������������������������������������������������������<����^��+�+'���`�<���
tributaries, including the Owhat, Kolmakof, Holokuk, Oskwalik, George, Eight Mile, and Holitna 
��<��������!""Z��������<���%��������%���������%������������������������������<����������̂ ��+�+'���
River than Napaimute.

�;�������%�'������������������������%��������%����!""Z��������'��������������������������
������� ��������� �����%� ��� �������%� ��� ��� �YZq_��� ��� ���� ������� ���� ����� ���<���� ��� ���������
species by rod and reel took place near Aniak on the mainstem Kuskokwim River and on several of 
its tributaries. Intensive use occurred at the mouths of the Aniak, Owhat, Kolmakof, Holokuk, George, 
��%�|��������<������������%�������'������'�����%%���������������������%��+�����������*�������]�+��
�����]�+�������������]�+����������*���+����+�����+��+�������������%�������+��+��'����������
�{�+��]�+�����������%������YZq_}!>���;���������������%�$��*���+��������%�����!""Z������������������
��%�'���������������������%�%��������^��+�+'���`�<�������������������������^��+���������������'�
���������������������'������������������+���������������������������������$��|��+�+�`�<��������
�������*���+�`�<��������������%�%����������������������������������������������%�^�����+���<�����
as it had in the previous study.

*��������%������������%���������������$��*���+�������%��������!""Z���������������������%�
long-term changes in hunting activity due to declining resource availability, conservative resource 
��������������%�������������������������������%�!"""���̂ ���������%����������<��'�%����!""Z��%������%�
very extensive moose and caribou hunting areas that they had used 20 years earlier. Most attributed 
their search area used in 2009 to the conservative management in GMU 19 and the now much higher 
price for gasoline:

We used to go all the way up to Oskwalik River, up past Napaimute, we have a cabin maybe 
like here. That’s where we’d go, then we’d go up the river to Georgetown, below Red Devil, 
and then turn back. Then, when it used to be open, we used to go all the way to the Holitna 
[River], we’d come down the Holitna and come up the Hoholitna. Most of the time I’d come 
�������|��������������������'��������'����'����'�����%������%������	">!#Y""!�

Areas used to hunt moose by Aniak hunters between 1966 and 1986 were extensive, as were those 
used for caribou hunting:

Moose hunting by Aniak residents occurs through a vast zone along the Kuskokwim River 
from Tuluksak to McGrath and throughout most tributaries in between. Particularly extensive 
zones of harvest are found in the lowlands between the Kuskokwim River and the Kilbuck 
Mountains, on the Aniak River, in an area north of Aniak, in the George River basin, and 
throughout the Holitna Basin, reaching as far as Shogtun Creek and the Chukowan River, Fuller 
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Mountains, and the South Fork of the Hoholitna River. Many of the smaller Kuskokwim River 
tributaries, such as the Kolmakoff and the Holokuk, also are hunted, as are the Oskawalik and 
Crooked Creek. Additional harvest areas accessed by aircraft supported hunters are displayed 
in the Aniak-Chikuminuk Lakes Region. (Brelsford et al. 1987)

Caribou hunting areas mapped by Brelsford et al. (1987) extended from the Holokuk River and Horn 
Mountain up the Kuskokwim River and included the George, Holitna, and Stony River drainages as 
well as the area between the Stony and Holitna rivers.

In maps for 2009, the areas used for hunting small land mammals that were eaten, such as snowshoe 
hares, porcupines, and beavers, were consolidated with those used for furbearing animals that were 
������ ��+��� ����� ���� ���� ��������>@Y[���;������+��� ����������� ��� ����YZ\#�YZq\�%����%��������
overall, the areas used by Aniak respondents in 2009 pursuit of small land mammals did not extend 
as far. This is likely due to the decline in the number of residents running traplines. Key respondents 
�����<��'�%����!""Z������%��������'����������*���+�'��+������������%���$�������������%����������
��+�������������<������������'�������'��+}����������������������������<��������������<��$�����'�
for decades, species such as lynx and muskrats that crashed in the late 1970s have not yet recovered, 
and the costs of maintaining a snowmachine and buying gasoline for it are high.

The areas used by Aniak respondents to hunt migratory birds in 2009 differ substantially from 
those previously mapped (the 1964–1986 time period). In 2009, overall community use areas for 
hunting ducks and geese conformed to the mainstem Kuskokwim River, Aniak Slough, Discovery 
Creek, and several lakes just south of Paimiut Slough. These areas mirror descriptions of migratory 
bird hunting gathered in key respondent interviews. Aniak residents described using snowmachines to 
access migratory bird hunting areas just prior to breakup as water opened up at the mouths of various 
tributaries, and boats after breakup along the various river systems and lakes. Most of these trips were 
short, lasting a few days at most.

Key respondent interviews conducted in 2010 did not explore changes in migratory bird hunting 
�������������%��������%����������������������������������������������%���������������������������%��
The 1964–1986 hunting areas were located inland, not always directly on a waterway. This may have 
�������%����@������������� ������������%����*���+���%���������������� ����^��+�+'����������� ����
most distinct being the disappearance of the practice of going to spring camp. Before breakup, while 
conditions were still good for travel, entire families would move out to spring camp for many weeks, 
often overland by dog team, to trap muskrats and hunt ducks and geese. Money earned from muskrat 
pelts would be brought to trading posts for supplies and gas for the summer subsistence effort, and 
����%���%����+����'��%����<���������������������<��������������������%�����'������'�������*���+��
remembered her father taking the entire family to the Johnson River area for spring camp:

���%����������%�%������+�������%����� ��������� ��������� ��%�%��+������%����+� �����
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[ducks], singe them, and hang them out to dry. Put a little smoke on them. We used to bring 
�����$��+�������������������%����������%�������������������������������$���%�����������%�
go out about March and we’d come back after the ice goes, usually the end of May. During 
�����'���������'��%�$��%������������+�������������%�������%������������������������%�����
for the summer. Flour, sugar, rice, and some gas, salt, butter. (A03231001)
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Chuathbaluk, 2009

Prepared by Seth Wilson
In March 2010, researchers surveyed 30 of 36 households (83%) in Chuathbaluk. The surveyed 
households reported harvesting 24,895 edible pounds of wild foods between January and December, 
2009. The average harvest per surveyed household was 829 lb; the average harvest per person was 
244 lb. Expanding for 6 unsurveyed households, Chuathbaluk’s estimated total harvest of wild foods 
in 2009 was 29,874 lb (±27%).

���!""Z��������������������$��+����<����%������������%�q_[���%�<�%���������+��������'�����
comprised 28% of the community’s total harvest (Figure 4-1). Sockeye salmon was the second most 
harvested resource by weight (17%), followed by moose (13%). Taken together, harvests of these 3 
resources accounted for more than half (58%) of the entire community estimated harvest. The 4 salmon 
species together yielded 66% of the annual estimated subsistence harvest by Chuathbaluk residents.

;�������������������������%���������������������%����<���������%����%����������������������������
����������������<���������������
�������������<����������������������%�������������%�����������%�

Figure 4-1.–Top 10 species harvests ranked by estimated edible weight, Chuathbaluk, 2009.
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���������� ��� ���%� ���������
����������|��<�������$���� ���� �����%�%������������`������ ����� �����
survey are available online in the CSIS.

This chapter also presents results from the community mapping and ethnographic components of 
this study. In Chuathbaluk, 25 maps were created to represent harvest areas for 4 subsistence resources 
and 5 resource categories. Note that not every surveyed household completed a harvest area map 
because not every household harvested subsistence resources. Ethnographic interviews were conducted 
with a sample of 5 residents: 2 males, 1 female, and 1 couple. Two were very active members of the 
subsistence economy and 1 was an elder and community leader. All were long-term residents of the 
community and members of mature households.

About Chuathbaluk

Chuathbaluk is located on the north bank of the Kuskokwim River, 11 miles upriver from Aniak in the 
Kilbuk–Kuskokwim mountains. It is 87 air miles northeast of Bethel and 310 miles west of Anchorage. 
Chuathbaluk lies along a small drainage of Mission Creek that originates in the Russian Mountains, 
5 miles north of the community. At 244 feet above sea level, the community is backed by small areas 
of tundra, and bordered by boreal forest and the Russian Mountains (Figure 4-2).

The town site of Chuathbaluk, previously called Little Russian Mission but now named for its large 
$��$���������� �̈���+��'��������%��������%�������������<�������������������������������*�%����
Glazunov, a Creole explorer and merchant, who stopped in the village to dry his clothes while searching 
for an overland route to Cook Inlet (VanStone 1959). The seasonal settlement, referred to in Glazunov’s 
journal as Tschukwack, was further utilized when Kolmakovsky Redoubt was established as a Russian 
administrative and trading center on the south bank of the Kuskokwim River, opposite the Kolmakof 
��%�^��+�+'�����<�����������������%�Y!���������������������@%���������$��+��;����������������
���������$��+�'���������%���������������������������������������%�����������������^��+�+'����
������%����������%��$���$�����������������$��+����������<���'�������������������%�������'���YZq"��

St. Sergius Church, established in 1894, marked the beginning of a small migration of Deg Hit’an 
and Kuskowagamiut individuals from nearby communities. The Little Russian Mission settlement did 
���������������'�<����$���������������������+�����������������������%��������YZYq�YZYZ��������%�
the mission shortly thereafter. The mission slowly depopulated to little more than a pair of church 
workers who left in 1929 (Oswalt 1980).

Chuathbaluk was reestablished when Sam Phillips from Crow Village moved his family and extended 
������������������������*����������������*��+�������������
����%��������������$����������%�����
to continue holding services, so by moving his extended family to Little Russian Mission, “Crow 
Village” Sam Phillips helped to ensure the continuation of the church in that location. This marked 
the reestablishment period of the community. In the 1950s St. Sergius Church was reconstructed just 
yards from the original structure on a new foundation. The original church site behind the store and 
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Photograph by Seth Wilson

Figure 4-2.–Aerial view of Chuathbaluk, 2010. 
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�����������$��%��������������������%���������%������%�������������������������%�������������������
Chuathbaluk, 2010, personal communication).

;�����������������������$��+�'�������������%����YZ\_�'����������%������$������<�%�%�$��
the Nelson Enterprises sawmill (KR3). The school was later rebuilt as a combined elementary and 
high school in 1976, renamed Crow Village Sam School, and brought under the administration of the 
Kuspuk School District. A general store was opened in 1972, and has been owned by the same family 
for the majority of its operation.

Chuathbaluk was incorporated as a second class city within Bethel’s unorganized borough in 1975 and 
the governing body changed from a traditional council to a formalized city council. The reorganization 
of Chuathbaluk into a second class city was done to allow more access to grants and funding (KR3). 
The new city began with little more than $15.00 in its treasury box and 2 staff members, both of whom 
held other employment in the community. The endeavor of starting a city under the new Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act was no small feat, considering that new staff had very little formal training in 
applying for and administering grants, and in communicating the wishes of council leadership, most of 
whom spoke English as a second language (participant, community discussion meeting, Chuathbaluk, 
2010, personal communication).

Despite being relatively recently established, Chuathbaluk residents have carried on their traditional 
subsistence practices through the seasonal round, much like their neighbors up and down river. One 
elderly female respondent remembered the new year in Chuathbaluk beginning when she and her 
father departed for spring camp up the Aniak River (KR4). She related that the family had to leave 
for spring camp in April, before travel on the ice became too dangerous. Because of this, she always 
missed the last months of school. Her father’s spring camp, which had a cabin and outbuildings, was 
at the same site every year. He would hunt ducks and trap beavers and muskrats. The respondent 
�����%����������'��%���������'������������%�*��+��$��+�����|����������'��%��������'��������
harvest and the family would pluck and half-dry the ducks and skin the small game. She continued 
to visit the same spring camp after her father died and its possession passed to her brother, until her 
brother passed away. The family no longer uses the camp.

After spring camp, generally around early June, the family would return to the Kuskokwim River 
���������������������$��'����*���+���%�������$��+��;�����������������������'����������������������
;�������'����'�����������%���%��������%���������+��������'��������%���%�'��%�'����������%����%�
Y�����'����������������%��%��������������������'��������%�����������������$��%��������������%�
���������'����������������������������������������%�����������%��������%����������������|������������
�������%���!@���������+���������%�Y���%�������%���������������%�������%�%���%�������������%�
����������������]����������������������%������$�����'��+��������������$��%������������'�����'���
�����%����������%��������������$��'��������!��������������������������������������%�����������
typically ended the seasonal round of harvesting (except for berry picking), because they were unable 
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to follow fathers and brothers to fall moose hunting camps or accompany them during winter trips 
for furbearer trapping.

For the male respondents, fall hunting played a central role in their recollections of childhood and 
was a favorite activity with their children. Although moose have traditionally been hunted year round 
in the central Kuskokwim Valley, respondents said it took priority in August and September, when 
the moose were at their fattest. Respondents reported that they went hunting as young as 6 years old 
(with their parents). Of moose hunting in the past, 1 respondent recalled: “You had to stay on top of it. 
I remember waiting all day and all night, returning to the same spot. Here you had to be pretty patient 
and hopefully a moose will come by.” He contrasted this to moose hunting in present times: “You’ve 
got to go out and look. You’ve got to run all over the country and gas is not cheap anymore” (KR1).

;�����'��%����������������%������������� �����������������������������%� ��� ����� ������%������
��������������������������<����

*����'��%��������������������������������������������������������������������������+��������
�����%�'����������������%��������;�����������%���%��������'������+������������������%�
then told me how to cut it. You cut it, cut around the brisket and take the gut pile out. Take 
out the organs. Then split the moose, and start skinning. There was no season. We dropped a 
moose and people would come because there was no freezers. You take what you need and 
everybody shares. (KR3)

;������������������������������<����'��������������%��������������<�������������������%�

Figure 4-3.–Population history, Chuathbaluk, 1960–2009. 
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his grandfather’s knowledge and teachings with each event of a successful harvest. The respondent 
concluded by mentioning that other households ask him to take their youth hunting in order to teach 
them and obtain meat. He said that his experiential learning process continued as knowledgeable 
��%��������%������%�������%@%������������<�������;������������������������<�������%����������������
of harvesting large game when the family production unit was able to follow the hunter to the 
kill site, make a camp, and process the animal (Charnley 1983). According to the respondent, 
����%�����$�������������������������+����������������������������$��+����'�������������$������
communities (KR4).

`�����%����� ���%� ����� ��<��$��� �������%� ���� $��������� ��� ��������� �������� ��%� ����� ���������
mostly targeted marten. As the season progresses, mink, otters, wolves, and foxes are also taken. This 
research revealed that trapping effort peaked in January when travel conditions were ideal, and then 
after February, shifted to spring species such as beavers and muskrats. Due to the current high price 
of gas and low prices for furs, as well as the lack of a market, trapping did not contribute as large a 
component to the local economy and seasonal round as it did 20 years ago. Contemporary residents 
who did trap generally stayed close to the community and trapped alone.

Demographics

The 30 surveyed households included 102 people, with an average of 3.4 occupants per household. 
When the population was recorded in 1982, the average household size was 4.5 individuals, illustrating 

Figure 4-4.–�������	�
��������$�����������������
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a downward trend in household size (Charnley 1984). Households ranged in size from as few as 1 
occupant to as many as 10 occupants. The mean age in Chuathbaluk was 28.1 years and the eldest 
resident was 83 years old.

Expanding for the 6 unsurveyed households, the estimated population in 2009 was 122 people 
with an estimated 47% of the population male and 53% female (Figure 4-4). The U.S. Census Bureau 
recorded a slightly lower population of 119 individuals in Chuathbaluk in 2000 and 118 individuals 
in 2010. Survey responses show that the average length of residency in the community is 25 years. 
An estimated 57% of the population was born in Chuathbaluk and 29% in other Western Alaskan 
communities. A population history for Chuathbaluk from 1960 to the present is depicted in Figure 4-3.

�������#@#����'��������������������������������������������������������'������������Y[�YZ�
year-old cohort, a preponderance of mature men in the 35–54 year-old cohort, and a high number of 
births in the preceding 10 years. The survey data show that in 2009, 46% of Chuathbaluk residents 
were in the 0–19 year-old cohort and 54% were in the 20 years of age and older cohort, compared to 
YZq>�'������������������������'���%�������%�$������������Y[����!#�����������������������YZq#��

Wild Food Uses and Harvests

The primary purpose of the household survey was to collect information about the harvest and uses 
of edible wild foods. Respondents were asked whether their household used or tried to harvest each 

Figure 4-5.–Percentages of households using, attempting to harvest, or harvesting subsistence 
resources by category, Chuathbaluk, 2009.
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resource during the study year. If they tried to harvest a resource, they were asked how much they 
harvested as well as other details of their effort such as gear type, sex of the animal, and month of 
harvest.

;�$�����%������������������������������������������������������<����
���������������%�%������
residents. Key to understanding the difference between use and harvest practices is understanding 
that sharing patterns are a cornerstone of Yup’ik culture. Sharing along kinship and other social lines 
gives access to wild foods to households that lack resources (Charnley 1984). Because of this sharing, 
percentages of households using resources are consistently larger than those reporting harvesting 
resources.

Expanding to unsurveyed households, every household in Chuathbaluk used at least 1 kind of wild 
food, and 93% of the households reported attempting to harvest at least 1 resource. Figure 4-5 shows 
��������������'�%������%����������'��������'����Z_����������������%������������������������__��
'������������%������<������<������<����%���������Y��������������*��������@
���������������������%��
used marine mammal products such as seal oil or muktuk; however, no households harvested marine 
mammals. Because marine mammals are not readily available for harvest in the Central Kuskokwim 
River, Chuathbaluk residents most likely obtained marine mammal resources through trade or barter 
with coastal communities. An estimated 43% of Chuathbaluk households used migratory birds and 
approximately 40% used other birds. Only 1 household reported using eggs, which were received 
from outside of the community. The resource showing the most difference between harvest and use 

Figure 4-6.–Total estimated edible pounds harvested by the community by resource category, 
Chuathbaluk, 2009. 
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'�����%���������'��������������������������<������%��������������������������%�������%�������
populations and conservative management, only 30% of households reported successfully harvesting 
��������'����q"���������%��������������;���������������������������%�����������������$��'����
households and speak to the importance of moose in Chuathbaluk. The resource showing the least 
difference between harvest and use was vegetation, including berries, likely because harvesting berries 
��%������������������<����������������������������������������������%�%����������
����������<��������
����������<��������������������$��������������

Figure 4-6 compares the estimated harvest, expressed in terms of edible pounds, between the 5 
resource categories. Fish contributed 21,909 lb (73%) to Chuathbaluk residents’ diet in 2009, almost 
4 times that of the next highest category. Land mammals added 5,980 lb (20%) to Chuathbaluk’s 
subsistence yield by weight. The next 2 categories, vegetation and birds, contributed 1,674 lb (6%) 
and 310 lb (1%), respectively. Figures 4-5 and 4-6 should be considered together in order to keep the 
���
�������������<�������������������<����������������<���������������������������<����������<����������
was used by over 80% of the households, its overall contribution to Chuathbaluk’s diet, in terms of 
edible pounds, was comparatively small.

Research shows that salmon, particularly Chinook salmon from the Kuskokwim River, is of 

Figure 4-7.–Fish harvests by gear type, Chuathbaluk, 2009.
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Fish
Salmon

Chum salmon 67% 60% 57% 27% 17% 3,823 lb 106.2 lb 31.2 lb 749 ind. ± 24%
Coho salmon 77% 60% 50% 43% 20% 2,266 lb 63.0 lb 18.5 lb 400 ind. ± 32%
Chinook salmon 90% 67% 60% 47% 23% 8,279 lb 230.0 lb 67.6 lb 875 ind. ± 33%
Pink salmon 10% 0% 0% 10% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Sockeye salmon 83% 67% 60% 40% 27% 5,090 lb 141.4 lb 41.6 lb 1,062 ind. ± 40%
Unknown salmon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 97% 70% 67% 53% 30% 19,459 lb 540.5 lb 159.0 lb 3,086 ind. ± 26%

Char
Arctic char 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dolly Varden 7% 13% 7% 0% 0% 6 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 7 ind. ± 60%
Lake trout 7% 10% 7% 0% 0% 17 lb 0.5 lb 0.1 lb 12 ind. ± 68%
Subtotal 10% 17% 10% 0% 0% 23 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 19 ± 48%

Trout
Rainbow trout 23% 23% 20% 7% 0% 52 lb 1.4 lb 0.4 lb 37 ind. ± 43%
Unknown trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 23% 23% 20% 7% 0% 52 lb 1.4 lb 0.4 lb 37 ± 43%

Whitefishes
Sheefish 67% 47% 43% 30% 20% 715 lb 19.9 lb 5.8 lb 119 ind. ± 19%
Broad whitefish 57% 33% 27% 33% 13% 176 lb 4.9 lb 1.4 lb 125 ind. ± 49%
Bering cisco 3% 7% 3% 0% 3% 84 lb 2.3 lb 0.7 lb 60 ind. ± 83%
Least cisco 7% 3% 3% 3% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 433%
Humpback whitefish 47% 30% 27% 23% 10% 235 lb 6.5 lb 1.9 lb 78 ind. ± 44%
Round whitefish 3% 7% 3% 0% 3% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 83%
Unknown whitefish 3% 3% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 80% 53% 47% 50% 23% 1,212 lb 33.7 lb 9.9 lb 387 ± 40%

Anadromous/Marine fishes
Smelt 27% 10% 7% 20% 7% 648 lb 18.0 lb 5.3 lb 288 gal. ± 65%
Cod 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific cod (gray) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific halibut 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Arctic lamprey 7% 7% 7% 0% 0% b 14 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 13 ind. ± 76%
Rockfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 33% 17% 13% 20% 7% 662 lb 18.4 lb 5.4 lb 301 ± 62%

Other freshwater fishes
Alaska blackfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Burbot 13% 17% 10% 3% 7% 184 lb 5.1 lb 1.5 lb 77 ind. ± 65%
Arctic grayling 37% 30% 27% 13% 7% b 58 lb 1.6 lb 0.5 lb 83 ind. ± 38%
Northern pike 27% 23% 17% 13% 3% 257 lb 7.1 lb 2.1 lb 57 ind. ± 47%
Longnose sucker 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 47% 47% 37% 17% 13% 500 lb 13.9 lb 4.1 lb 217 ± 38%

All fish 97% 77% 77% 67% 40% 21,909 lb 608.6 lb 179.0 lb 4,047 ± 26%
All resourcesc 100% 93% 93% 87% 60% 29,874 lb 829.8 lb 244.1 lb 5,488 ± 27%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                          
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                       
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                       
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                              
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extreme nutritional and cultural importance. It provided an estimated 19,459 lb of food to Chuathbaluk 
households, which was 65% of all the edible weight harvested in 2009. Chinook salmon harvests 
totaled 8,279 lb, and sockeye salmon totaled 5,090 lb (Table 4-1). The primary means Chuathbaluk 
����%��������%�������<����������'����%�������%�������������$�������'����������������%�������$���������
�����������������#@_�������<���������������������%��������%���������������'��%�������������������
����������%�������������������+���������%���������������������������^`Y���;������������������
'����'������%����������$��+�'���������������YZZ"�����������������<��'��������������<���������
wheel had the advantage of allowing 1 person to harvest a large amount of salmon with minimal help 
�^`Y���������'�����������<����%��������
����������$����%���%�����'�����������%��������%�'�����
way for single-member households to limit their subsistence harvest and not invest in expensive gear. 
Historical comparisons of Chuathbaluk’s subsistence harvest will be discussed below, but respondents 
���%����'������������������+��'�%�����������������<����������������������%�����������$��%������
���������������������������%�*����������������%���������������������������������%����������
meeting, Chuathbaluk, 2010, personal communication).

The importance of salmon is partly illustrated by the variety of ways that residents use to process it. 
;�����������������$�����<����%����������������������������+������������%�����$���%���%�������%�
�������������������������������������������+�����������������������������������'���������������
are cut into slabs. Cutting salmon is a carefully developed skill taught to the older girls in the family. 

�̈����'�����$�����'����'�����������'������������������%�%��$��������������%��������������������%�
more desirable Chinook salmon (KR4). Salmon strips have to be cut thin enough to allow for drying 
$�������������������������������������$������������������������������$�������������������������������
$��������'�<��������!��������������������%�����������������%������������������%������$�����������
female salmon are cut from the dorsal towards the ventral side whereas males are cut through their 

Table 4-2. – Estimated uses and harvests of marine invertebrates, Chuathbaluk, 2009.

U
si

ng

A
tte

m
pt

in
g 

ha
rv

es
t

H
ar

ve
st

in
g

R
ec

ei
vi

ng

G
iv

in
g 

aw
ay Total for 

community

Mean
per

household
Mean per 

capita

95% 
conf. 
limit 

Marine invertebrates
Clams 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Tanner crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Shrimp 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All marine invertebrates 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 100% 93% 93% 87% 60% 29,874 lb 829.8 lb 244.1 lb 5,488 ± 27%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                         
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                      
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                     
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                  
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Table 4-3. – Estimated uses and harvests of land and marine mammals, Chuathbaluk, 2009.
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Land mammals
Large land mammals

Black bear 23% 10% 7% 17% 10% 480 lb 13.3 lb 3.9 lb 5 ind. ± 65%
Brown bear 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 169 lb 4.7 lb 1.4 lb 1 ind. ± 433%
Caribou 27% 20% 3% 23% 3% 468 lb 13.0 lb 3.8 lb 4 ind. ± 84%
Deer 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Moose 77% 47% 20% 60% 23% 3,888 lb 108.0 lb 31.8 lb 7 ind. ± 29%
Muskox 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dall sheep 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 77% 47% 20% 63% 23% 5,005 lb 139.0 lb 40.9 lb 17 ind. ± 38%

Small land mammals
Beaver 30% 20% 20% 17% 7% 882 lb 24.5 lb 7.2 lb 59 ind. ± 52%
Red fox 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 18 ind. ± 83%
Red fox - cross phase 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Snowshoe hare 10% 10% 3% 7% 3% 21 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 8 ind. ± 83%
Alaska hare (jackrabbit) 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
River (land) otter 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 36 lb 1.0 lb 0.3 lb 12 ind. ± 83%
Lynx 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 433%
Marmot 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marten 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 48 ind. ± 83%
Mink 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 2 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 433%
Muskrat 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Porcupine 17% 13% 10% 10% 0% 29 lb 0.8 lb 0.2 lb 7 ind. ± 49%
*�����������%�����+����
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
`�%���������
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Weasel 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Gray wolf 3% 7% 3% 0% 0% b Not usually eaten 4 ind. ± 83%
Wolverine 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 2 ind. ± 83%
Subtotal 30% 20% 20% 20% 10% 975 lb 27.1 lb 8.0 lb 161 ind. ± 65%

Feral mammals
Reindeer - feral 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Marine mammals
Unknown seal 23% 0% 0% 23% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Walrus 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Beluga 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Bowhead 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown whale 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 23% 0% 0% 23% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All land mammals 80% 47% 30% 70% 27% 5,980 lb 166.1 lb 48.9 lb 178 ± 62%
All marine mammals 23% 0% 0% 23% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 100% 93% 93% 87% 60% 29,874 lb 829.8 lb 244.1 lb 5,488 ± 27%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                   
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                               
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                  
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ventral and remain attached at their dorsal side (KR4). Both Chinook and chum salmon are dried and 
then carefully smoked according to the family’s preferences. Other popular forms of preserving salmon 
include lightly smoking and jarring strips; making salted salmon, called sulunaq, which respondents 
said could be stored in buckets for up to 5 years; and fermenting Chinook salmon.

��� !""Z�� ���� '�������� ��������� ���������� '����� ����%��� ��������� $���%� '��������� ����$��+�
'�����������%��'�����������������'�����������������������������������������������������������<�%�%�
�����������%�Y�!Y!�$��#����������#@Y�����������$��+�����%������%���������%�'��������'���������
�����������<����%�'����������������������������%����%���%�����������������$��+�'�������������
������<���$��+�'����������������<�������������������%��������������'�����������������������%�%����
������������'���������������'�����������%�'��������������%�'���������%���%����������������%����������
the impending salmon runs. They are also taken incidentally during the Chinook and sockeye salmon 
runs. Other important species were smelt, which residents traveled down river to harvest by dip net; 
northern pike; burbot; and rainbow/steelhead trout. Arctic lamprey and Dolly Varden, reported as 
����������������������'�������<����%���������%���������

No households reported using subsistence harvested marine invertebrates (Table 4-2).
Land mammal harvests (primarily of moose) contributed an estimated 5,980 lb to Chuathbaluk’s 

diet (20%). Chuathbaluk residents harvested an estimated 7 moose in 2009, which accounted for 
3,888 lb of meat, or about 32 lb per person (Table 4-3). Six of the moose were reported as taken in 
September during the GMU 19A regular season hunt; one was reported taken in August. An estimated 
47% of Chuathbaluk households attempted to harvest moose, the highest rate of attempt for any land 
mammals. However, only an estimated 20% of Chuathbaluk households successfully harvested a 
moose. Twenty-three percent of households reported sharing moose meat, making it one of the most 
widely exchanged resources (along with select salmon species) (see also Figure 4-5).

Respondents said that moose is a very important source of protein in Chuathbaluk and provides 
some measure of economic relief: those households that do not harvest or receive moose meat 
often have to place expensive mail orders of meat from Anchorage (KR2). Respondents offered 
numerous observations on local moose populations which are related in the “Comparison with Prior 
Results” section below. Moose were also widely discussed in a regulatory context. One respondent 
����%}����<��$������������������������������%������������������������������������������������%�������
like they are making it harder for us in the villages to go out and hunt, you know. How many years 
did I never get picked? State and federal” (KR1). Another respondent pointed out that the length of 
�����������������������������$��������������������������$�����������������������
�����������
time and patience than other activities (KR3).

The next most important sources of meat in the community were black bears and caribou, providing 
480 and 468 lb of meat, respectively. All 5 black bears were taken in September, likely as opportunistic 
harvests during moose season. One respondent said that community members often take bears while 
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Table 4-4. – Estimated uses and harvests of birds, Chuathbaluk, 2009., ,
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Migratory birds
Ducks

Bufflehead 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Canvasback 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Goldeneye 17% 13% 13% 3% 3% 16 lb 0.5 lb 0.1 lb 20 ind. ± 44%
|���
��� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Mallard 27% 20% 17% 10% 7% 26 lb 0.7 lb 0.2 lb 26 ind. ± 57%
Common merganser 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 3 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 83%
Red-breasted merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
]���@����%�%��+���%�
��'� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Northern pintail 17% 13% 13% 3% 3% 14 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 18 ind. ± 51%
Scaup 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Black scoter 17% 17% 13% 3% 3% 27 lb 0.8 lb 0.2 lb 30 ind. ± 55%
Surf scoter 7% 7% 7% 0% 0% 5 lb 0.2 lb 0.0 lb 6 ind. ± 68%
White-winged scoter 7% 7% 7% 0% 0% 3 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 4 ind. ± 60%
Northern shoveler 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 83%
Green-winged teal 7% 7% 7% 0% 0% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 5 ind. ± 57%
Unknown wigeon 7% 7% 7% 0% 0% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 418%
Unknown ducks 3% 3% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 40% 27% 20% 20% 7% 100 lb 2.8 lb 0.8 lb 115 ind. ± 47%

Geese
Brant 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Cackling Canada goose 27% 23% 23% 7% 7% b 43 lb 1.2 lb 0.4 lb 36 ind. ± 41%
Lesser Canada goose 7% 7% 7% 3% 3% b 17 lb 0.5 lb 0.1 lb 14 ind. ± 70%
Unknown Canada goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Emperor goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Snow goose 3% 7% 0% 3% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Greater white-fronted goose 7% 7% 7% 0% 7% b 37 lb 1.0 lb 0.3 lb 16 ind. ± 77%
Unknown goose 7% 0% 0% 7% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 33% 23% 23% 13% 7% 98 lb 2.7 lb 0.8 lb 66 ind. ± 45%

Other migratory birds
Tundra swan (whistling) 7% 13% 0% 7% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Sandhill crane 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common loon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 7% 13% 0% 7% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Other birds
Spruce grouse 30% 33% 27% 3% 7% 45 lb 1.2 lb 0.4 lb 64 ind. ± 27%
Ruffed grouse 17% 17% 17% 0% 0% 23 lb 0.7 lb 0.2 lb 34 ind. ± 47%
Ptarmigan 20% 20% 17% 3% 7% b 44 lb 1.2 lb 0.4 lb 44 ind. ± 39%
Willow ptarmigan 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown other birds 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 40% 40% 33% 7% 10% 112 lb 3.1 lb 0.9 lb 142 ind. ± 31%

All migratory birds 43% 30% 23% 27% 7% 197 lb 5.5 lb 1.6 lb 181 ± 45%
All other birds 40% 40% 33% 7% 10% 112 lb 3.1 lb 0.9 lb 142 ± 31%
All resourcesc 100% 93% 93% 87% 60% 29,874 lb 829.8 lb 244.1 lb 5,488 ± 27%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta 

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                                
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                            
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                             
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                  
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berry picking in areas near the community during the fall (KR3). The 4 caribou—3 bulls and 1 cow—
were harvested in December.

Other land mammal harvests were relatively limited: only a couple of respondents reported trapping, 
and few reported hunting small land mammals. An estimated 59 beavers were harvested in Chuathbaluk 
in 2009, with an estimated edible weight of 882 lb. However, because some beavers were harvested for 
fur and some for meat, the precise contribution to Chuathbaluk’s overall harvests of edible wild foods 
by weight is unknown. Martens were the second most harvested small land animal, and an estimated 
48 martens were trapped in 2009. Eight snowshoe hares and 7 porcupines made small contributions 
to the 2009 edible yield.

Chuathbaluk hunters harvested an estimated 323 birds in 2009, providing 310 edible pounds (1% 
of total resources). Of that total, 197 lb were from waterfowl, and 112 lb were from grouses and 
ptarmigans. The most commonly harvested ducks were black scoters and mallards. Of the estimated 
98 lb of harvested geese, 43 lb were cackling Canada geese and 37 lb were white-fronted geese (Table 
4-4). Upland game birds include both grouses and ptarmigans, both of which had the highest proportion 
of harvest participation rate than any other bird species.

Regarding seasons of migratory bird harvest, all reported species of ducks were harvested in the 
spring or fall, whereas geese were hunted whenever they were available. Grouses and ptarmigan are 
hunted in the fall and early winter. There was very little discussion during key respondent interviews 
regarding seasons of bird harvests or hunting practices. Only 1 household reported using eggs which 
they received from outside the community (Table 4-5).

Lastly, the survey asked about species of vegetation harvested locally (in the Central Kuskokwim 

Table 4-5. – Estimated uses and harvests of eggs, Chuathbaluk, 2009.
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Bird eggs
Duck eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Geese eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Swan eggs 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Crane eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Gull eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Ptarmigan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

All birds and eggs 57% 43% 40% 27% 13% 310 lb 8.6 lb 2.5 lb 323 ± 36%
All resourcesc 100% 93% 93% 87% 60% 29,874 lb 829.8 lb 244.1 lb 5,488 ± 27%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                        
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                    
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                    
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                  
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Berries

Blueberry 63% 67% 53% 17% 13% 352 lb 9.8 lb 2.9 lb 90 gal. ± 26%
Lowbush cranberry 40% 37% 23% 17% 3% b 208 lb 5.8 lb 1.7 lb 53 gal. ± 40%
Highbush cranberry 23% 23% 20% 3% 0% b 70 lb 1.9 lb 0.6 lb 23 gal. ± 38%
Gooseberry 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Currants 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Raspberry 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 2 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 0%
Salmonberry 50% 40% 33% 17% 10% 352 lb 9.8 lb 2.9 lb 89 gal. ± 30%
Crowberry (blackberry) 43% 43% 27% 17% 3% b 365 lb 10.1 lb 3.0 lb 95 gal. ± 67%
Other wild berry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Berries 80% 70% 63% 33% 20% 1,348 lb 37.4 lb 11.0 lb 351 gal. ± 32%

Plants/Greens/Mushrooms
Wild rhubarb 37% 37% 37% 0% 7% 130 lb 3.6 lb 1.1 lb 136 gal. ± 66%
Eskimo potato 10% 10% 10% 0% 3% b 101 lb 2.8 lb 0.8 lb 29 gal. ± 3%
Fiddlehead ferns 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Nettle 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 0%
Hudson's Bay tea 20% 20% 20% 0% 3% b 9 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 9 gal. ± 33%
Mint 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Sour dock 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 2 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 0%
Spruce tips 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Willow leaves 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Cow parsnip (wild celery) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Wild rose hips 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 433%
Yarrow 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 83%
Other wild greens 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown mushrooms 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 6 gal. ± 83%
Fireweed 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 12 gal. ± 83%
Stinkweed 27% 27% 27% 0% 7% 47 lb 1.3 lb 0.4 lb 61 gal. ± 50%
Punk 13% 13% 13% 0% 7% Not eaten 136 gal. ± 73%
Puffballs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown greens from land 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 33 lb 0.9 lb 0.3 lb 113 gal. ± 83%
Mousefoods 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Subtotal 53% 53% 53% 0% 20% 327 lb 9.1 lb 2.7 lb 508 gal. ± 48%

Wood
Bark 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Roots 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b Not eaten 1 gal. ± 0%
Birch 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Firewood 67% 63% 63% 10% 7% b Not eaten 80 crd. ± 14%
Cottonwood 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Willow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Subtotal 67% 67% 67% 10% 7% Not eaten 81 ± 14%

All vegetation 87% 87% 83% 40% 37% 1,674 lb 46.5 lb 13.7 lb 940 ± 32%
All resourcesc 100% 93% 93% 87% 60% 29,874 lb 829.8 lb 244.1 lb 5,488 ± 27%

Percentage of households Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Estimated pounds harvested

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                 
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                              
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                              
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                  

Table 4-6. – Estimated uses and harvests of vegetation, Chuathbaluk, 2009.
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valley). The most commonly used berries were blueberries and salmonberries (cloudberries). An 
estimated 1,348 lb of berries were harvested in 2009 (5% of all resources) (Table 4-6). Residents 
picked low-bush and high-bush cranberries, crowberries (blackberries), and raspberries. The most 
���
���������+�%�������'����'�%����$��$�����+����%�����+'��%��chythlook). Wild rhubarb was often 
�%������%��������<���������������%�����'�����������+�'����������%������<���%�$���%��������%�����
������<�������������%������
���������*������������%�$��'�����������������%���������������%������
the land was minimal compared to other resource categories, Chuathbaluk residents harvested at least 
12 species of edible plants and greens, the variety of which suggests that this resource plays a critical 
role in their subsistence economy.

Harvest Areas

As part of the survey, households were asked to mark on a map the areas where they harvested or 
searched for resources. From these data, maps were produced for each community depicting the harvest 
areas for 4 subsistence resources (bear, rainbow trout/steelhead, moose, and caribou) and 5 resource 
�������������������������%���������'���������%��+����%����������%�$���������%�����������������
4-8 summarizes these mapped data for 2009.

����!""Z��������$��+�������%������������%�����������������Zq!�_��
����������������$����������
There is a sharp contrast to the ethnographic description of land use from Charnley’s account (see 
“Comparison with Prior Results” below) and the representation of contemporary land use in Figure 
4-8. Contemporary land use has been constricted primarily to the mainstems of the Kuskokwim, 
Holokuk, Victoria, Suter, and Aniak rivers, rather than extending to their tributaries.

Salmon search and harvest locations were limited to the mainstem of the Kuskokwim River. The 
most heavily used place was the river corridor from a point 5 miles upriver of Chuathbaluk to a point 
6 miles below. Salmon were also harvested in the vicinity of Napaimute and in Aniak Slough. Some 
respondents reported harvesting salmon in the Holokuk River, in Doestock Creek, and in the Aniak 
River. Respondents also reported harvesting salmon in the lower portion of the Kuskokwim River, in 
the vicinity of the communities of Akiachak, Kwethluk, and Bethel.

`���$�'«��������%���������%�'�����������<����������'����<�����������������������<�������������
(Figures 4-9 and 4-10). Harvests were conducted in the area surrounding Chuathbaluk, the Aniak 
Slough, and the Aniak River drainage. Additional harvests were made near Napaimute and Akiachak. 
*%%������������������<���������������������'���������������������$������%�����^�����������������!""_��

���������������������%�����������������#@YY����������������������$������%�$��+�$�������
����%�
the largest search of any category. There was a large, circular search area for caribou in the tundra and 
������%��������������'�������*���+���%������������������]�+�������$���'������������������¢��������
Creek. Black bear were sought on the north and south banks of the Kuskokwim River upriver of 
Napaimute. Moose were primarily sought along the river corridor in GMU 19A, where the regulations 
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�������%���������<���<�������������������������!""Z���������������������������%�%�����|��+�+�
River, the Russian Mountains, Suter Creek, and the Kolmakof River.

��������������������� ��%����������������#@Y!��'��������������������%�������������%�
reported hunting hares and porcupines in the Kasigluk River near Kwethluk, but respondents said 
that households generally do not range far in search of small game. The majority of the searching was 
conducted on the north and south sides of the Kuskokwim River near Chuathbaluk.

Respondents searched for ducks and geese (Figure 4-13) primarily along the Kuskokwim River 
between Aniak and Napaimute. The harvest area for birds matched the primary travel corridor, so it 
appears that birds are likely opportunistically taken during springtime travel between the communities. 
Another household reported harvesting ducks and geese in the Tuluksak River drainage near the 
���������������������`�<���'��������;��+��+�`�<�������'��������������^������+�`�<���

2009 was a reportedly “bad” berry year, but respondents still traveled far in search of berries and 
greens (Figure 4-14). The search and harvest area closely mirrored the areas respondents said that 
hunters traveled in search of moose, which was not surprising because both activities occurred in 
September. In addition to the main river corridor and the Russian Mountains north of Chuathbaluk, 
������%������������<��%�������������]�+����%������������������������������������$���������%��������

Figure 4-15.–Harvest assessments, Chuathbaluk, 2009. Responses to the question: "Did your 
household use less, more, or about the same amount in 2009 as in the past?"  Responses to the question: 
"Did your household get enough in 2009?"
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Harvest Assessments

The survey asked respondents to assess their own harvests in 2 ways: whether they used more, less, 
or about the same amount of 6 resource categories in 2009 as in past years, and whether they got 
������������������������\����������������������;������������%����������������������������
���������
which are summarized in Figure 4-15. Percentages do not include households that did not respond 
�������
������������������%�������������<������<����%�����������������$������������<����������������
can be assessed by comparing current harvest estimates with past harvest estimates, which will be 
discussed in a later section.

With the exception of the vegetation resource category, the majority of Chuathbaluk respondents 
reported getting enough of all resource categories. However, respondents to the ethnographic survey 
portion of the project commented that they often had to “get by” or “make do” with less, possibly 
��������������������%���������������������������������������'����$����������������������'���������
feel they need, or possibly a well developed ability to adapt. An increased reliance on commercially 
$���������%��'����������������������%������%�����������'������%���%�������������������<������|�'�<����
most respondents felt that buying food from the store was very costly and was often a poor substitute 
�������������������������%���������������%����<����%������������%�

Approximately 75% of Chuathbaluk respondents reported getting enough salmon to meet their 
needs. More than one-half (52%) of households reported using the same amount in 2009 as in recent 
years. However, a sizeable portion of respondents (40%) reported that they used less salmon. Some 
common reported reasons for this discrepancy were that households may have had to replace less 
abundant salmon species with more abundant but less preferred species, or that respondents were too 
busy with seasonal employment to harvest as much as the previous year. For those households that 
�������%���������������������!""Z���������������������%�'�����������%���������������

������$��+�������%��������!""Z����������<�%�%����������������������������������
����������$����
�������������������������%�%������������*����������@
���������_!����������%�������������������%�
�<������@�����[_����������%����������������
����������������������������*��'�����������>Z���������%�
using fewer nonsalmon species and 4% used more nonsalmon species in 2009. Diminished resource 
�<���$�������������������'�����������������'������������������%����������������������<���������'�������

������<������@�������������$��+��������%���������%��������$������������������������������
2009, respondents generally held a poorer evaluation of their land mammal uses. Though 67% of 
respondents reported that they got enough land mammals in 2009, 64% said they used fewer than 
in recent years. Only 28% reported that they had used the same amount, and 8% said they had used 
more than in recent years. Of the 17 respondents that reported not getting enough, 5 cited it as a major 
�����<����������������������%������������%�������������������%��������������������������������
Another 6 were missing caribou, and 3 cited black bears. Reported reasons for not getting enough 



92

Comprehensive Survey Results – Chuathbaluk 2009

were numerous and varied with the most cited reasons being an unsuccessful harvest effort and low 
effort. Other cited reasons were strict regulations, lack of receiving, and other personal reasons.

;���$��%����%�����������������%�����������������������$��'�����������������%�'����������������������
(80%) and those not (20%). While 40% said they had used fewer birds than in recent years, 60% had 
used the same. No one harvested more birds in 2009 than in recent years. Very few people responded 
�������
���������������+�%�'�������������'������������

The biggest reported harvest failure for 2009 was the vegetation harvest, particularly berries, which 
is ironic for a community named in Yup’ik for its large blueberries. Over one-half (59%) reported 
that they did not get enough berries; furthermore, 6 respondents said the impact of this discrepancy 
was either major or severe, representing the largest dissatisfaction in all 6 resource category harvests. 
Twenty-two of 30 reporting households (85%) said that they had used fewer berries and greens than in 

Number Number of Total for Mean per Percentage
Income source of people households community household of total
Earned income

Local government 32 23 $411,787 $11,439 40.1%
Construction 11 10 $126,013 $3,500 12.3%
Services 11 10 $79,165 $2,199 7.7%
Retail trade * * $30,787 $855 3.0%
Federal government * * $22,498 $625 2.2%
Transportation, communication & utilities 4 4 $19,546 $543 1.9%
Mining * * $11,841 $329 1.2%

Earned income subtotal 55 31 $701,638 $19,490 68.3%

Other income
Alaska permanent fund dividend 35 $119,016 $3,306 11.6%
Food stamps 11 $94,380 $2,622 9.2%
Social security 7 $43,960 $1,221 4.3%
Unemployment 6 $19,235 $534 1.9%
Native corp. dividend 32 $19,029 $529 1.9%
Energy assistance 16 $11,504 $320 1.1%
Adult public assistance 1 $7,070 $196 0.7%
Disability 1 $4,320 $120 0.4%
Longevity bonus 1 $2,520 $70 0.2%
Child support 1 $2,400 $67 0.2%
Pension / retirement 2 $1,735 $48 0.2%
Supplemental security income 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Workman comp/insurance 1 $0 $0 0.0%
Other 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Foster care 1 $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 36 $325,169 $9,032 31.7%
Community income total $1,026,807 $28,522 100.0%

Source   ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.
* For confidentiality, income amounts are not listed for sources reported by fewer than 4 households.

Table 4-7. – Estimated earned and other income, Chuathbaluk, 2009.
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������������������Y!����%����%�������������%�#����%����%�������;�����������
����������%���������
���������'���$����������������������$��������$��$���������%������$�������

;��������������������������������<��������������%������%������<��������������������<����
��������
estimates. As shown above, many variables can lead to different harvest levels in each resource 
category. When asked why households harvested as little as they did in 2009 the most common 
���'���'�������+��������������$��%�������������������$���������%���������������������������%�
land mammal resources. The second most common answer to decreased harvest of a resource was a 
��+���������������<�����������������%������������������%����;����'���������������������������������
salmon season when seasonal employment rates were at their highest and residents had to leave the 
community for wage labor. They were then forced to allocate their time between subsistence harvesting 
and participating in the wage economy. A lack of personal time may also have limited late season 
���<��������<��������������$��������+������%���������������������%�������������%�����+�����
��������
as impeding their access to resources.

Jobs and Income

Respondents were asked about both earned income (jobs held and wages earned by all household 
members 16 years old and older) and unearned income (Alaska permanent fund dividend, social 
security, public assistance, etc.) For 2009, Chuathbaluk households earned or received an estimated 
$1.0 million, of which $0.7 million (68%) was from wage employment and $0.3 million (32%) was 

Figure 4-16.–Top 10 income sources ranked by estimated amount, Chuathbaluk, 2009. 
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from other sources (Table 4-7). The per capita income in 2009 recorded by the study was$8,416. 
For comparison, the 2010 census reported combined earnings of $1.2 million for the community 
and an average income of $10,100 per person.

Figure 4-16 shows the top 10 estimated sources of income for the community as a percentage of 
the entire economic picture. The largest source of income was local government jobs, which includes 
teachers, administrators, executive and managerial staff, and service occupations. At 40% of the total 
income, this category represented the single largest cash flow into the community. Construction jobs 
were the second largest source of income, providing 12% of the total income and bringing $126,013 
to local laborers and operators. A new water and sewer project and construction of the Napaimute 
airport increased the opportunity for construction jobs. The Alaska permanent fund dividend provided 
an additional 12% of income, for a total of $119,016. Native corporation dividends contributed only 
$19,000, less than 2%, to Chuathbaluk. 

Approximately 61 of the 71 surveyed adults (86%) 16 years of age or above were employed in at least 
1 position. The survey documented about 73 different job positions in the community, not including 
unfilled job openings. Adults reported holding as few as 1 job in a calendar year and as many as 4. 
On average, employed adults held 1 job each, or an average of 2 jobs per household.

These employment characteristics should not be overly encouraging. Like all rural Alaskan wage 
employment, Chuathbaluk’s opportunities are usually seasonal, with this community averaging 7 
months per year. Furthermore, only one-half of these positions were fulltime, while 27% were part 

Figure 4-17.–Food security results, Chuathbaluk, 2009.
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time and 12% were on call. A teacher’s aide might report 9 months of employment but may only be 
given the opportunity to work an average of 7 days per month.

Food Security

`�����%�����'������+�%�������������������
��������������%�%������������������������%������%�����������
that is, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Nord et al. 2008). 
;������%����������
���������'������%��%����
���������%�<����%�$���������*���%���%���%�$��
*��������������������%��������������������������$�����������%�������$���������%��������
���������
and community respondents’ responses are summarized in Figure 4-17A and B.

����%�����������������������������
�����������������%��'��������������%������<��������������%�
security or food insecurity (Bickel et al. 2000). In this analysis, food secure households were either 
highly or marginally food secure and expressed no more than 2 limitations in accessing food, but that 
%�%�������%��������
���������
��������������������%�����+���;��������������'�������������%�����������%�
expression of anxiety or worry about having enough food. Food insecure households had either low 
food security or very low food security. Although households with low food security reduced the 

�������<�����������%�����$�����������������%�����+�������
���������������%�����������¢�����'����%�
��������������%����%���%�����
�������<�����������%�����$�����������������%���%�'�������������%����
reduce the amount of food they consumed.

In Chuathbaluk in 2009, 43% of the surveyed households had high food security and 33% had 

Figure 4-18.–Food insecure conditions by month and by household category, Chuathbaluk, 2009.
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marginal food security; households in both categories are considered to be “food secure,” represented 
in green in Figure 4-17B. Of the remaining households, 17% had low food security and 7% had very 
low food security. Figure 4-17B shows Chuathbaluk households’ food security as compared with the 
rest of Alaska and the United States. Only 2% more households in Chuathbaluk than in the United 
States had very low food security. This translates into an estimated 3 households that had to reduce 
their food intake. There were 6 households, indicated by blue, which reported not having access at 
times to the types of food they desired.

Surveyors also asked about households’ type of food security, i.e., whether they were concerned 
more about their access to subsistence foods or their access to store bought foods. A lack of food, 
particularly subsistence foods, caused more anxiety in Chuathbaluk than in any other community. Those 
few households that reported food insecurity were more commonly concerned with their access to 
subsistence foods (23% of respondents) than their access to store bought foods (17% of respondents). 
Furthermore, Figure 4-17A indicates that households were more likely (44%) to indicate that their 
subsistence foods (rather than store bought foods) did not last.

Respondents were also asked to evaluate their food security throughout the year (Figure 4-18). 
Households categorized as having “very low” food security were food insecure throughout the year, 
with February and March the most challenging months. For households categorized as having “low” 
food security, reports of food insecurities were lowest from January through May, then increased 
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a SYMBOLS are scaled to show surveyed households’ total wild food harvests in edible 
pounds. Surveyed households with many sources of wild foods appear near the center 
of the figure. Households with fewer sources appear around the edges.

b LINES are scaled to show the number of households named as wild food harvesters 
or processors by surveyed households. Arrows point from source households or 
communities to surveyed households. Households’ own production is not shown.
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Figure 4-19.–Wild food harvesting and processing network, Chuathbaluk, 2009.
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from June through December, except for a sharp decline in October. Figure 4-17A indicates that 
Chuathbaluk residents reported the highest levels of “lacking resources” to get food than in any other 
Central Kuskokwim community.

Wild Food Networks

Figure 4-19 depicts the cooperative pattern of harvesting and processing between respondent households 
in Chuathbaluk. At the end of each resource category on the survey form, respondents were asked “Last 
year, who killed the [resources] your households used?” and “Last year, who processed the [resources] 
����� �������%�� ���%���;���� ���� ��� 
����������� %��������� ���� ���%���������� �������������� ���
cannot imply patterns of reciprocity. Further limitations of Figure 4-19 are that it does not illustrate 
other relationships or services thought common in subsistence networks, such as providing cash to 
participate in harvesting, or receiving food from an intermediary rather than a harvester or processor. 
The size of each node in Figure 4-19 is scaled to show surveyed households’ total wild food harvests 
����%�$������%���;��������%����������%��������������'���������������;�������+������������������������
the strength of the connection between households, as measured in number of services exchanged. 
Those households with the most network connections in Chuathbaluk are located toward the center 
�������������

In Chuathbaluk, an estimated 30% of the households harvested 86% of the reported subsistence 
resources. This harvest pattern is common to most rural, predominantly Alaska Native communities 
in which a core of specialized households conducts the harvest and redistributes food throughout 
the community. In Figure 4-19 the magnitude of the household’s harvest in terms of edible pounds 
corresponds to the size of the node. Also in these communities, harvest levels have been found to 
have a positive relationship with household maturity levels (Magdanz et al. 2002); i.e., the highest 
producers are usually active elder households, mature couples, and single active males.

;����'�������������%@���%�������������%���%������%��������������
��������������������%����������
triangle in the center in Figure 4-19, were a mature household with a joint male and female head 
with substantial income and a single female-headed household, respectively. This latter household is 
located closer to the center because it participated in more exchanges with other households than the 
former household. This latter household provided resources to 8 other households and received goods 
or services from 3. A characteristic both households shared was relatively large numbers of household 
members, which allowed for a steady labor pool. Both also received help from multiple households. 
High income was another theme in the highest producing households; however, it is typically as 
���������������������������������%������������%����������%����������!""!��

Certain types of households, such as those with inactive elders or a single parent, were more likely 
to receive support from others. Sharing was found to be a culturally appropriate form of redistributing 
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Figure 4-20.–Estimated total number of Chinook, sockeye, coho and chum salmon harvested by  of 
residents of Chuathbaluk, 1983–2009. 
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Figure 4-21.–Total estimated harvest of salmon, caribou, black bears, and moose, Chuathbaluk, 
2000–2009.
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subsistence resources throughout the community, especially to those who lacked the resources to 
harvest foods, and also throughout a broader network of communities through family and friends. 
Single female households, indicated by downward pointing triangles, commonly received help from 
more than 1 source. Elders were also recipients of help from many sources, but for other reasons: 
“Once you get used to subsistence and Native foods, you do it, especially for older people” (KR2).

Only 1 household reported having no ties to the other households in the community, so there 
was a relatively low level of isolates. Only 1 triad, or group of 3 households or communities 
sharing resources but not connected to the rest of the community, was documented, suggesting that 
Chuathbaluk households largely operate together to share resources as a single large system.

Unfortunately, little can be said about changing patterns of distribution and cooperation without 
previous comparable data. According to respondents, however, the social aspect of subsistence has 
changed:

Chuathbaluk used to be a place where everybody used to work together and hunt together and 
���������������%�����������%�������'���������%����������%���'�����������%����������;����%�����
do that no more. There are only a few of us. We share, give ‘em a leg or ribs or whatever. Pass 
it on. But it is getting harder for us to get food on the table. (KR1)

Comparisons with Prior Results

;����'�����������������������<����$������������<�������<������%����%�$��*��������������$��+�
since the early 1980s when Charnley (1984) conducted baseline surveys for most species in both 
Sleetmute and Chuathbaluk. ADF&G also estimated large land mammal harvests as part of a Central 
Kuskokwim big game survey program from 2003 to 2005 and conducted subsistence salmon surveys 
in Chuathbaluk from 1960 to the present. Although migratory bird surveys were conducted in 2004, the 
data were reported only at the regional level. This section discusses the current results and compares 
them with these prior results.

The U.S. Census reported a total population of 105 for 1980 and a total population of 118 for 2010 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2010). The Alaska Department of Labor (DOL) estimated a population of 98 
people for Chuathbaluk in 2009 (ADLWD 2010). For 2009, this survey estimated a total population 
of 122 people, which suggests that the households surveyed by ADF&G may have been slightly larger 
than average.

Salmon harvests have been documented for Kuskokwim River communities since the 1960s but the 
methods used for harvest estimation were not standardized until 1989. Figure 4-20 includes salmon 
harvest estimates by species from 2000 to 2009, although no subsistence estimates were produced in 
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20071 . With the exception of chum salmon, salmon harvests have either remained steady or grown 
in the past decade. Harvest estimates for all salmon species combined ranged from 1,991 to 4,043 
salmon in the past decade (Figure 4-21).

When asked about personal observations of salmon abundance over the previous years, and in some 
cases lifetimes, respondents gave varied responses. One middle aged respondent summarized a view 
that appeared to be common among his generation:

Fishing was good early in the 80s, 70s. Nobody was having a hard time; they could be catching 
�����������'������������'����������������'������������_"���������Z"�����%%��Z"��'��������%����
see a lot of changes. It is just getting harder and harder trying to live that subsistence lifestyle, 
but there are a lot of us that still do it. (KR1)

	%���������%�������%������%�����������%%������������
������������������$��%������<��������������
����������%�������%������������'������'���'����������������<���$�����������%�����������$��%�����
could be the same, and that now there is more pressure on the salmon from downriver commercial 
���������%����������������������������*��������%���������%�������%����'������%������%�������%��
in salmon abundance over the course of a lifetime because he has employed a number of methods to 
harvest salmon and has seen many regulatory and demographic changes on the river.

�������@��������������������<����%������������������$��+������'����������%�$��������<������
of Subsistence from 2001 through 2003 (Krauthoefer et al. 2007). The objectives of this earlier study 
'��������%�����������������$����������<��������������%���$�����������������������������������������
by means of key respondent interviews and systematic household surveys. For the survey period of 
!""Y����!""!��������$��+�����%������������%��������������Y_"�$�������������������������������
In the 2002 to 2003 survey period the harvest rate was 55 lb per capita. The exceptionally high harvest 
���!""Y�!""!�'���%����������������������%�����������$��$�����������<����%�Y_�\Yq�$���������<����
20,290 lb of nonsalmon species. In 2009, Chuathbaluk residents harvested an estimated 2,450 lb of 
nonsalmon species, or about 20 lb per capita. Nonsalmon species did not elicit much discussion in the 
ethnographic interviews except when respondents were recalling the historical seasonal round. One 
respondent did say that drier seasons were reducing spawning grounds for nonsalmon species (KR1). 
Refer to Krauthoefer et al. (2007) for a more exhaustive description of harvest estimates and for an 
�������������%�����������$��������������������<��������������$��+�

The most salient change in Chuathbaluk’s subsistence harvest in the past 30 years has been the 
decline in moose as a substantial component of the community’s diet. In the 1982–1983 hunting 
season, when Charnley (1984) documented a population of 132, residents harvested 16 moose which 
provided 11,440 edible pounds, or 98 lb per capita (CSIS). A big game harvest survey was conducted 
for the study period 2003 to 2005 and published in the CSIS (and also Krauthoefer and Koster In prep). 
These data are included in Figure 4-21 and show that Chuathbaluk residents harvested an estimated 
1.  There are reported salmon harvests for Chuathbaluk in 2007 based on calendars and 2 surveys, but community estimates were not produced.
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1 to 5 moose during each of these years. In contrast, residents harvested an estimated 7 moose, or 
approximately 31.8 lb per person, in the 2009 study year. When Charnley conducted her research in 
1982, she found that the average Chuathbaluk hunter spent 38.5 days hunting per moose harvested, 
while a resident from an adjacent community would spend 9.5 days (Charnley 1984). Although 
information on moose hunting effort was not collected for the 2009 survey, with the rising price of 
gas and conservatively managed seasons, hunters may not have been able to travel as many days nor 
as far to harvest a moose as they had in 1982.

Chuathbaluk respondents’ reported perceptions of wildlife abundance varied according to their 
experience and activities on the land. For example, 1 long-term resident said that moose populations 
have steadily declined since about the mid 1990s. He noted that hunting effort and distance traveled 
had to be increased in order to successfully harvest a moose. Another respondent expressed that moose 
abundance had decreased, and moose also had become more elusive during hunting season and now 
avoid waterways where hunting effort is concentrated. Almost all respondents agreed that predation 
�����'�<�����%�$���������$���������'���������������������YZZ"���`����%��������
�����������������
moose population, one respondent noted that he mostly saw cows with single calves now, and both 
were skinnier the further they were from the riparian environment (KR3).

Black bear harvests have also experienced a similar decline, though not as sharp as moose. In 
1983, Chuathbaluk residents harvested an estimated total of 900 lb of black bear, or 9 lb per person, 
representing about 6 individual bears. This harvest decreased to 480 lb or 3.9 lb per person in 2009, 
representing 5 bears. The only survey data gathered for the intervening years were collected during a 
Central Kuskokwim big game survey. From 2003 to 2005 the average number of bears harvested per 
year was 5. These data do not reveal either a positive or negative trend in black bear harvests over 
the years.

Caribou are a highly unpredictable resource for Chuathbaluk residents and typically contribute 
little to the subsistence economy, save for 1 exceptionally large harvest in 2003. Prior to the 1900s, 
caribou were the predominant large game harvested in the Central Kuskokwim region and were the 
mainstay of the earlier Deg Hit’an people (Oswalt 1980). Caribou abundance changed after a series 
���'�%�����%�������%���������$�������%�����%����'���������%���%����������������������YZq>�������$���
populations hunted by Chuathbaluk respondents occur in the Buckstock, Horn, and Taylor mountains. 
The high harvest in 2003 was attributed to a herd of caribou that broke from the Mulchatna herd and 
migrated to the Kuskokwim River through Buckstock Pass (KR2).

Most respondents noted that 2009 was a terrible berry year—so bad that residents resorted to 
purchasing berries in some cases from Lower Kuskokwim river communities, at a considerable cost. 
����������������������������������������������������������%�������'�������������������%����
human activity in the key respondent interviews (with the one notable exception of wolf and bear 
predation), berries were the single resource that was exclusively linked to climactic variations. The 
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2009 study year was unseasonably dry, with little snow falling during the 2008–2009 winter, which 
respondents said greatly inhibited the growth of all types of berries.

In 1982, Charnley designed her longitudinal investigation of land use patterns based on areas used 
before the respondents moved to Chuathbaluk (i.e., traditional use areas of their home communities), 
areas used after they moved to Chuathbaluk, and areas used in the 3 years prior to the study year 
(see Figure 4-22). She found that these subsistence harvesters did not change their areas of land 
use substantially after they moved to Chuathbaluk. For example, previous residents of Kalskag still 
�������%�������������]�+����%�������������`�<�����������{��<�����`�%���<������%��������%�����
Holitna River for hunting, and previous Napaimute residents the Holokuk River. In the years preceding 
the study, the same respondents reported using those same areas, which were considered exclusive 
to their community of origin. However, there were also closer areas used by most of the respondents. 
These areas were the Owhat, Kolmakof, and Holokuk rivers, and the Russian Mountains directly 
north of the community.2

The ethnographic description of land use from Charnley’s account is in sharp contrast to the 
representation of contemporary land use in Figure 4-8, in which use has been constricted to the 
mainstem of the Kuskokwim, Holokuk, Victoria, Suter, and Aniak river drainages. Charnley (1984) 
described extensive search areas for moose, berries, and small land mammals in particular extending 
upriver from crooked Creek all the way past Stony River and extending down into the Holitna and 
Stony drainages. Additionally, hunters in the early 1980s described traveling to the wetlands areas 
west of Kalskag to hunt birds. Finally, Charnley’s historical maps show much more extensive trapping 
areas than were reported in 2009.

!����������������YZq!�������$����%��������������������������*�������<�����������$�������������$��+���*^�
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Crooked Creek, 2009

Prepared by Lisa J. Slayton
In April 2010, researchers surveyed 33 of 40 households (83%) in Crooked Creek. The surveyed 
households reported harvesting 23,505 edible pounds of wild foods between January and December 
2009. Expanding for 7 unsurveyed households, Crooked Creek’s estimated total harvest of wild foods 
in 2009 was 28,259 lb (±15%). The average harvest per household was 706 lb; the average harvest 
per person was 245 lb. During the study year, the community of Crooked Creek harvested 62 known 
����������������'�%�������%�������

��<�����������������������+�������������������������������������������%����+����������
accounted for 78% of the harvest in 2009 (Figure 5-1). In terms of edible pounds, Chinook salmon 
contributed more than any other single species to the total community harvest. In 2009, an estimated 841 
Chinook salmon were taken for an estimated total harvest of 7,958 lb, or 28%, of the total community 
harvest of wild foods.

;�������������������������%���������������������%����<���������%����%����������������������������
����������������<���������������
�������������<����������������������%�������������%�����������%�

Figure 5-1.–Top 10 species harvests ranked by estimated edible weight, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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����������������%����������
����������|��<�������$�������������%�%������������*%%���������$�����%�
maps of search areas and harvest locations appear in the appendices. Results from this survey are 
available online as part of CSIS.

In addition to the 2009 comprehensive survey, ADF&G staff conducted 4 ethnographic interviews 
with 5 individuals including 1 elder married couple and the oldest member of the community, who 
'���q\��������%��*�'��������<������������������������������������������������$������������%�����
some way. The eldest person had been more active in subsistence activities in the past, but now 
��
����%���$������������%����������������%��������������������������'��+���������������������+�%�
$����������!""Z���;�����������������������<��'�����<�%������������������
���������<��%������������%����
this chapter. Findings from these interviews, historical background information, and past studies are 
presented throughout the chapter.

About Crooked Creek

Crooked Creek is located on the north bank of the Kuskokwim River, approximately 140 miles northeast 
of Bethel, 50 miles northeast of Aniak, and 275 miles west of Anchorage. The climate of the Middle 
^��+�+'������������������������'�������������������������������$��'�����[Z²����%�Z#²��'����
average annual precipitation of 17 inches and average annual snowfall of 85 inches. The Kuskokwim 
River is ice free from mid June through October. Crooked Creek is located in the Kilbuk–Kuskokwim 
Mountains physiographic province of Western Alaska, and within the Aniak Mining District (Bundtzen 
et al.1986; Wahrhaftig 1965).

Vegetation in the area consists of a spruce–hardwood forest with an understory of mostly berries, 
ferns, willow, sphagnum moss, sedges, Labrador tea, and alder thickets. Several areas of low-lying 
terrain support a muskeg or wet tussock–tundra environment near drainages (Cady et al. 1955). A 
number of edible berries and plants are harvested from this area as subsistence foods, such as blueberries, 
����$�������������$�����������'$��������'�%��������]�$��%�����������'��%����%�'�%��������������%����
al. 1987; Charnley 1984). Animal species available as subsistence resources include Chinook salmon, 
���������������������������+�������������<���������������������������������$��+���%�$��'��
bears, beavers, martens, hares, foxes, porcupines, wolves, grouses, ptarmigan, numerous species of 
waterfowl, and occasionally caribou (Brelsford et al. 1987; Charnley 1983). A subsistence way of life 
characterizes the majority of the cultural and economic activity in Crooked Creek. This dependency 
on subsistence resources remains the social and economic priority for residents of the community.

Regional ethnohistory places Crooked Creek at the intersection of 3 Alaska Native languages, 
Central Yup’ik, Deg Hit’an (formerly known as Ingalik), and Dena’ina. Vanstone (1984) described 
������%%��̂ ��+�+'�����������������������̂ ��
�
<����������������̈ ����+�	�+�������������������%�
with the Georgetown subgroup of the Deg Hit’an in the 19th century. After Russian contact in the 
early 1830s, the Middle Kuskokwim experienced a smallpox epidemic (1838–1839) which impacted 
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both the population and settlement patterns of Alaskan Native groups in the area. Another smallpox 
epidemic in 1900 caused further decline in Alaskan Native populations, and scattered the remaining 
inhabitants throughout the area. See Kari (1985) for a detailed summary of the complex linguistic and 
ethnic relationships in the Middle Kuskokwim area.

The village of Crooked Creek, located at the junction of Crooked Creek and the Kuskokwim River, 
'��������%�����$�%����Yq##�$������`���������������]����������]�<�������*�+����<����¦����+����
Zagoskin recorded the name of the creek as Kvikchagpak (great bend) in Yup’ik and Khottylno (sharp 
�������������|�������|������%���������������'������%�����������������������������������������������$��
villagers of Kwigiumpainukamuit (Michael 1967). Oswalt (1980) stated that according to the Russian-
American Company merchant Andrei Glazunov, Kiwigiumpainukamuit, located near the Kolmakov 
River, was occupied by both Eskimos and Athabaskans in 1840. Archaeological investigations at the 
Nunathluk site in the lower village of Crooked Creek indicated that the site was used at least as early 
as the 1500s (Williams and Slayton 2006). The use and possible occupation of this particular area is 
thought to extend much further back in time, however. Archaeology at the recently discovered Annjurak 
site on the Kuskokwim River a few miles below Crooked Creek indicates that people were living in 
the Crooked Creek area at least 2,000 years ago (NLUR 2010). The cooked or burned remains (bones 
and bone fragments) of caribou, bears, and moose found at the site indicate that little has changed in 
the resource base since that time. These large mammals continue to be major subsistence foods for 
the current residents of Crooked Creek.

A permanent settlement was established at Crooked Creek in 1909 as a way station for the Flat and 
Iditarod gold mining camps after gold was discovered along the upper Iditarod River in 1908. The 
USGS reported this settlement as “Portage Village” in 1910, so called because it was located at the 
south end of a portage route up Crooked Creek to the Iditarod mining region (Orth 1967). The New 
York Alaska Gold Dredging Company began placer mining operations in the area near the settlement 
itself in 1909–1910. This area failed to develop into a large producer of gold, but small-scale gold 
production continued through the late 1980s when the Western Gold Mining and Exploration Company 
discontinued operations (ADCED 2005).

In 1914, Denis and Massa Parent established a trading post at Portage Village and the locality then 
took the name “Parent’s Trading Post” (Orth 1967). According to Oswalt’s (1980) informants, several 
people from nearby Georgetown, Oskawalik, and Canoe Town settled here to be closer to the trading 
post. In 1922 the Alaska Road Commission (ARC) cut a 62-mile trail from the Kuskokwim River at 
Crooked Creek and following the creek to its headwaters and then across Bonanza Flats to the mining 
area of Flat (Stirling 1986). This trail, Route 32D, became the trail over which all mail passed into the 
Lower Kuskokwim area until 1927 or 1928, when airplanes took over postal delivery (Buzzell 1997). 
Relocation of a 6-mile section of the trail took place in 1932, after which ARC reports no longer refer 
to this route (Stirling 1986). However, the route continued to be used for freighting between Crooked 
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����+���%�������������������%�YZ["����������������'����������%��������̂ ��+�+'���̀ �<���������%�%�
at Crooked Creek, and transported to Flat in support of the mining operations there. This freighting 
����<������������%�<���%�����%���%������$���q����������<���
���������������������������YZ[\�
(Buzzell 1997). This freight route to upstream mining districts spurred the growth of the community 
�������+�%�����+�����YZ!_������������������%������+�%�����+��'�������$����%������������������
(Ricks 1965), and a school was built 1 year later in 1928. A Russian Orthodox Church, St. Nicholas 
Chapel, was constructed in the mid 1940s on the site of an earlier church (Oswalt 1980).

By 1958 Crooked Creek was listed as a mining and trading center, serving as a supply base for 
�������������������;������������������%���� ��$���������������������������%� ������������������
merchandising; and birch bark basketmaking. The population at this time was approximately 95 
individuals (Couch 1958).

;��������������������������+�%�����+����$���%������$����������������������������%�����������������
and human services, education, public administration, mining, and other services. The community has 
��^�Y!���������������������������$����������������������������%������%��������������%%����������������
a gravel airstrip with scheduled weekday air service. Crooked Creek is represented by the federally 
recognized tribe—the Village of Crooked Creek (CSIS).

4
3

15
7

5
4

1
1

4
7

1
3

1

1
1

4
5

3
9

8
1

3
1

3
7

4
4

1
3

1

20 15 10 5 0 5 10 15 20

0 - 4 years
5 - 9 years

10 - 14 years
15 - 19 years
20 - 24 years
25 - 29 years
30 - 34 years
35 - 39 years
40 - 44 years
45 - 49 years
50 - 54 years
55 - 59 years
60 - 64 years
65 - 69 years
70 - 74 years
75 - 79 years
80 - 84 years
85 - 89 years
90 - 94 years
95 - 99 years

> 100 years

Number of people

Men (49%) Women (51%)

Figure 5-2.–�������	�
��������$�������$�����������



109

Comprehensive Survey Results – Crooked Creek 2009

Demographics

The 33 surveyed households in Crooked Creek included 115 residents. Household sizes ranged from 1 
to 8 people, with an average of 3 people per household. The average age was 30 years; the oldest person 
was 86. On average, residents had lived in Crooked Creek for approximately 37 years. Eighty-four 
percent of surveyed residents were born in Crooked Creek. The surveyed population of 115 included 
57 females and 58 males. Alaska Natives (104) comprised 90% of those surveyed. Expanding for 
the 7 unsurveyed households, the estimated population for 2009 was 139 residents (49% male, 51% 
female) as shown in Figure 5-2.

For population comparisons, the U.S. Census Bureau reported a total population of 137 people for 
Crooked Creek in 2000, including 64 (47%) females and 73 (53%) males; 93% were Alaska Natives 
and 7% were non-Native. For 2009 the Alaska Department of Commerce estimated a total population 
of 131 residents. The Department of Labor estimated a population of 130 in 2009. Population trends 
from 1960 to 2009 are shown in Figure 5-3.

Wild Food Use and Harvests

The primary purpose of the household survey was to collect information about the harvest and uses 
of edible wild foods. Respondents were asked whether their household used or attempted to harvest 
each resource during the study year. If they attempted to harvest a resource, they were asked how 

Figure 5-3.–Population history, Crooked Creek, 1960-2009. 
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much they harvested and for additional details of the harvest, such as gear type, sex of the animal, or 
month of harvest.

;�$�����%������������������������������������������������������<������%�����
��������������%�%����
all residents. The term harvest includes resources actually harvested by any member of the surveyed 
household. The term use refers to all resources, including those harvested and used or given away, as 
'�����������������
����%������������������������%�����$������������������������������������������������
surveyed households, 97% used some kind of wild food, and 94% reported that a household member 
had harvested wild foods (Figure 5-4). In most Kuskokwim communities, households use wild foods 
which are harvested by others and distributed through sharing networks and other means, so the 
percentages of households harvesting are usually lower than the percentages of households using 
wild foods. This was the case in Crooked Creek. Wild food distribution networks will be discussed 
later in the chapter.

¢����������'������������'�%������%�����������$��Z_������������%�������'�%�$����������%�$��
94%). Berries (e.g., blueberries, blackberries, salmonberries, raspberries, and cranberries), 1 of the 
most commonly used resources in many Kuskokwim communities, were used by 73% of Crooked 
����+��������%���;�$��[@\���;�����������<�������$���������%���������
�����������������%��+���
than other subsistence activities such as drifting for salmon or hunting large mammals; therefore 
most households, including those with children and elders, can participate in this activity. This likely 
would account for the high percentage of households (94%) in Crooked Creek that reported harvesting 

Figure 5-4.–Percentages of households using, attempting to harvest or harvesting subsistence 
resources by category, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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all types of vegetation. Additionally, many households reported the harvest (79%) and use (82%) of 
���'��%����������������'��%����%�%����'��%��������%������������<���'�������������������������'��%�
used for heating homes. Cottonwood was also cited by several respondents as the preferred wood to 
����������+����������������+��������

In Crooked Creek, 76% of households reported giving or sharing at least 1 type of wild resource 
and 73% reported receiving at least 1 type of wild resource. Sharing subsistence harvests in Crooked 
Creek has long been vitally important for maintaining kinship ties, cultural aspects of life, and 
physical well-being. The importance of sharing subsistence foods was a major and consistent theme 
discussed by residents throughout the ethnographic interview sessions and surveys for this baseline 
study (Figure 5-5). In general, however, the level of sharing depends on each household’s success, 
since each household must take care of its own needs before sharing (Stickney 1981).

Figure 5-6 summarizes harvests by resource category in terms of edible pounds harvested. Fish 

Photograph by Brittany Retherford

Figure 5-5.– Half-dried salmon strips to be shared with family and friends, 2009. 
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were the largest part of Crooked Creek’s subsistence harvest, contributing 23,058 lb (81%) to the total 
community harvest. Land mammals were the second largest contributor to residents’ diets, comprising 
3,714 lb (13%) of the total. Vegetation (i.e., berries and greens) contributed 1,251 lb (4%) to the total. 
Birds (no eggs were harvested in 2009) contributed 213 lb (0.7%). Marine invertebrates contributed 
24 lb (less than 1%) to the community total. This last resource was reported by a survey respondent 
'���'����������������������;�����+��������������������<����������������%����<������"����������
surprising given the great distance between Crooked Creek and the coast.

Tables 5-1 to 5-6 summarize uses and harvests for all the reported resources. Of all wild foods, 
Chinook salmon was the most commonly used resource, reported by 82% of surveyed households, 
and the most commonly harvested resource, reported by 61% of households. Berries (all types) were 
the second most used resource (73%), followed by coho salmon and chum salmon (both used by 
70%). Coho, chum, and sockeye salmon were each harvested by 55% of surveyed households. Other 
���
���������%���������������%�%}�����������%�$��\#����%����<����%�$��Y_�����%�$��<�������%�$��
33% and harvested by 52%). Only 6% of households reported using caribou, with no reported harvest; 
however, many residents reported that caribou were plentiful in the past and that until recent years 
they were a targeted species. In addition, there was no reported use or harvest of bird eggs or brown 
bears. The use of marine mammal products (6%) such as seal oil was made possible by trade/barter 
and sharing networks established with friends and family from coastal areas.

Ten resources contributed nearly 100% of the wild foods by estimated edible weight (all numbers are 

Figure 5-6.–Total estimated edible pounds harvested by the community by resource category, 
Crooked Creek, 2009. 
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Table 5-1. – 	�������%��������%����<�����������������+�%�����+��!""Z
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Total for 
community

Mean
per

household
Mean per 

capita

95% 
conf. 
limit 

Fish
Salmon

Chum salmon 70% 58% 55% 21% 18% 5,694.0 lb 142.3 lb 49.4 lb 1,115.2 ind. ± 22%
Coho salmon 70% 61% 55% 24% 21% 3,781.9 lb 94.5 lb 32.8 lb 667.9 ind. ± 24%
Chinook salmon 82% 67% 61% 30% 30% 7,957.9 lb 198.9 lb 69.1 lb 841.2 ind. ± 18%
Pink salmon 6% 12% 6% 0% 3% 9.3 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 3.6 ind. ± 62%
Sockeye salmon 67% 58% 55% 21% 24% 2,255.2 lb 56.4 lb 19.6 lb 470.3 ind. ± 19%
Unknown salmon 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 91% 76% 76% 42% 36% 19,698 lb 492.5 lb 171.1 lb 3,098 ind. ± 17%

Char
Arctic char 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Dolly Varden 24% 30% 24% 0% 6% 80.7 lb 2.0 lb 0.7 lb 89.7 ind. ± 38%
Lake trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 24% 30% 24% 0% 6% 81 lb 2.0 lb 0.7 lb 90 ± 38%

Trout
Rainbow trout 9% 12% 9% 0% 3% 25.5 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 18.2 ind. ± 60%
Unknown trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 9% 12% 9% 0% 3% 25 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 18 ± 60%

Whitefishes
Sheefish 61% 52% 52% 18% 36% 2,450.9 lb 61.3 lb 21.3 lb 408.5 ind. ± 20%
Broad whitefish 39% 24% 21% 24% 9% 83.2 lb 2.1 lb 0.7 lb 59.4 ind. ± 32%
Bering cisco 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 8.5 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 6.1 ind. ± 85%
Least cisco 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Humpback whitefish 36% 21% 18% 27% 3% 261.8 lb 6.5 lb 2.3 lb 87.3 ind. ± 48%
Round whitefish 3% 3% 3% 0% 3% 4.8 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 9.7 ind. ± 85%
Unknown whitefish 6% 3% 3% 3% 3% 59.4 lb 1.5 lb 0.5 lb 42.4 ind. ± 85%
Subtotal 73% 55% 55% 42% 36% 2,869 lb 71.7 lb 24.9 lb 613 ± 19%

Anadromous/Marine fishes
Smelt 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Cod 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific cod (gray) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific halibut 6% 3% 3% 3% 0% b 24.2 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 24.2 lb ± 3%
Arctic lamprey 3% 6% 3% 0% 0% b 21.8 lb 0.5 lb 0.2 lb 36.4 ind. ± 85%
Rockfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 12% 9% 6% 6% 0% 46 lb 1.2 lb 0.4 lb 61 ± 60%

Other freshwater fishes
Alaska blackfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Burbot 27% 12% 12% 18% 6% 78.5 lb 2.0 lb 0.7 lb 32.7 ind. ± 63%
Arctic grayling 33% 27% 27% 6% 9% b 106.9 lb 2.7 lb 0.9 lb 152.7 ind. ± 32%
Northern pike 6% 6% 6% 0% 6% 136.4 lb 3.4 lb 1.2 lb 30.3 ind. ± 69%
Longnose sucker 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 17.0 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 24.2 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 45% 33% 33% 18% 15% 339 lb 8.5 lb 2.9 lb 240 ± 30%

All fish 94% 82% 82% 64% 48% 23,058 lb 576.4 lb 200.2 lb 4,120 ± 17%
All resourcesc 97% 94% 94% 73% 76% 28,259 lb 706.5 lb 245.4 lb 5,151 ± 15%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                       
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                    
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                   
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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expanded): 841 individual Chinook salmon contributed 7,958 lb (28%), 1,115 chum salmon contributed 
[�\Z#�$��!Y����\\q������������������$���%�>�_q!�$��Y#����#"Z���������������$���%�!�#[Y�$��Z����
470 sockeye salmon contributed 2,255 lb (8%), 4 moose (the top large mammal harvested) contributed 
1,964 lb (7%), berries (combined blueberries, low bush cranberries, high bush cranberries, raspberries, 
salmonberries, and blackberries) contributed 292 gallons (4%), black bears contributed 970 lb (4%), 
$��<����������$���%�_!_�$��>������%�����$��+�'����������������$���%�!\!�$��Y���

����������%%��^��+�+'���������������� ��������%�'�������������� ������������������������
���<����%��;����'�����������������������+�%�����+���������%���������'����!������������[�'�%�
resources harvested by edible weight, which serves to illustrate the overall cultural and nutritional 
�������������� ������������������ ��� ���� ����%������������+�%�����+������%�'������������%�*������
��������'���������������������<����%�����������������'�%�$���+����������%�����¢��%��������
�����<��'�������%�����������%�����������������������<���������}

Out of all subsistence animals and everything that we take to eat, the one thing that is called 
�;������%���������������������������������+��'������$��+$��������<�������������"#"\Y"@"!�

;��������������������_q���Y_�qZ#�$��'������+���'������������`�%���%������������������%�����
!"���#�\!Z�$���������������������<�����`������%���$���������������+���'��������������������![_�
$����%���$���������������+���'�������������������������!_q�$���������������%�����Y������������������
harvest. Of salmon species, 82% (16,140 lb) were taken with gillnets, 17% (3,326 lb) with rod and 
�������%�Y�!���!>>�$��'��������������������������������������������%����'�����������������[!��
(1,754 lb) were taken with gillnets, 39% (1,303 lb) with rod and reel, 0.7% (24 lb) with commercial 
gear, and 8.3% (278 lb) with other subsistence gear (Figure 5-7).

;���������������%����������������������������%�������������%��������������������%�����������������
�����������������������������'���������%����������'���%�����������%��������������������%������$�����%�
with a wooden stick and line as shown in Figure 5-8. In the past, however, other gear types were also 
���%�����������<��'�������%���������%������������������������$��$����'������������������������������
He recalled that his grandfather taught him to make the traps with straight spruce poles about 8 feet 
long. These poles were dried and stripped down with a crooked knife into long strips. The strips were 
then woven into a funnel-shaped basket and placed in the river. Later, the traps were constructed of 
'�����;���������%���������%��������������������������������%��������������������+��'�%���

For Crooked Creek, the wild resource harvest reported in the 2009 comprehensive subsistence study 
'���%�������%�$���������������]�������%������������������%�����Y"������������$������������<������
and small land mammals constituted only 3%. Of the large mammals, moose were harvested by 9% of 
the residents, but used (through trading and sharing networks) by 64% of residents. Residents reported 
that no part of a harvested moose (or any other harvested animal) is wasted. One interview respondent 
stated that she liked to boil moose hoofs to make gelatin and currently had some hoofs in her freezer 
currently for that purpose (A 040910; Figure 5-9). Many residents felt that moose populations were on 
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the decline near Crooked Creek. Several Crooked Creek residents (42%) attempted to harvest moose but 
were unsuccessful. One interview respondent attributed the perceived decline of the moose population 
in the area to several factors including harvests by nonlocal hunters dropped off by transporters, lack 
of predator (i.e., wolves and bears) control, and increasing noise from motorized vehicles such as 
boats, planes, and all-terrain vehicles (ATVs; B 040610-02).

The 2009 bear harvest in Crooked Creek consisted entirely of black bears, which was the second 
most harvested large land mammal. An estimated 10 individual black bears were harvested by 15% 
of residents and used by 36%. Although there were no reported harvests of brown bears for Crooked 
Creek in 2009, several residents reported that brown bears were often seen near the village, along 
����^��+�+'���`�<������%�������������������������%���������%�����'��'��������������$��'��$�����
everywhere, they are in your smokehouse, they are by your house, there are just too many.” Lack of 
predator controls was viewed by 2 interview respondents as the reason for the increased bear activity. 
Two Crooked Creek female residents who were active hunters cited taboos against women having 
anything to do with brown bears as their reason for not attempting to harvest this species.

Caribou were used by 6% of Crooked Creek residents, but there was no reported harvest for 2009. 
`���%������������%���
�����������������$������������������%����%��������<��������������������������

Figure 5-7.–Fish harvests by gear type, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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According to 1 interview respondent, caribou were plentiful near Crooked Creek in the 1950s and early 
1960s when she was growing up. She stated, “We used to see them, those hills would just move with 
caribou.” She went on to say that she believed that caribou numbers have dwindled in recent years 
with the exception of 2001–2002 when a large herd of caribou moved through the area. She recalled,

The river [Kuskokwim River] was covered with caribou, they were just everywhere walking, 
milling back and forth. The ice was pretty thick, and you could hear the wolves. Because of 
those wolves the caribou crossed the ice. (B 040610-02)

;���� ������%���� ���� ����� ��� �%%������ ���������� �������� ������������� �������� �'@���������������
including ADF&G aircraft have diverted the herds in recent years and that this may be 1 reason that 
caribou do not move through the area anymore. An elder respondent also stated that caribou were 
much more abundant in the past near Crooked Creek. He recalled that when he was a young man there 
were herds of caribou at Bonanza, the George River, the Holitna River, Red Devil, and the countryside 
near Crooked Creek (A 040910). Both respondents recalled how caribou skins were used for sleeping 
bags and clothing such as caribou parkas, chaps, and boots in the recent past, and are still used to a 
lesser extent today.

Photograph by Brittany Retherford

Figure 5-8.–�%	&&	
&�!�������
��������	������$�������$�����������
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Of the small mammals, beavers were the most harvested (33%) and used (52%). Only 1 household 
reported not getting enough beaver in 2009. Residents of Crooked Creek harvest beavers for their meat 
as well as their fur. One respondent described how her mother prepared beaver by soaking it in vinegar 
and salt, and then baking it in the oven (B-040610-02). Another interview respondent described how 
beaver was prepared with “expedient tools” (i.e., tools made out of materials at hand while traveling) 
on trapping trips when he was a young man:

We used to go beaver trapping and punch holes with an ice pick all day long, set snares. 
����$�%��'��%��������%���+���������%�'������%���������%�'����<���'����<�������������
someone would be skinning a beaver while we were working and then we would have some 
fresh beaver meat. We would cook it right then while we were on the go. We would roast it 
�����������'��������������+�����������+��������������������������������+�%���%������������������
If they got a pot then you take the insides [of the beaver] out and boil them, make soup, you 
know. We used Blazo cans; those kinds were used for pots, cut it in half and make a handle. 
Sometimes they used a whole 5 gallon can; they just opened the top and used the whole thing 
for a pot. My mom used to cook a whole moose head inside that, or a caribou head. (A 040910)

Porcupines and snowshoe hares were each harvested by 6% of households and used by 12%. Martens 
were harvested by 1 individual, a 13 year old interview respondent who harvested them for their fur 
�����+����<�����%���������������������%��������������%�������'�����������������������������+�%�
my mom if I could give it to one of the elders. She said that was the tradition, that I give it to one of 

Figure 5-9.–Moose hoof for making gelatin, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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the elders. If you get something, you give it away.” This accounted for 3% of respondents harvesting 
and 12% using martens (the martens were used solely for their fur and therefore did not contribute 
to the harvest estimate of edible resources for the community). This respondent went on to say that 
she had been taught how to hunt martens by her father and uncle, and that in turn she was passing 
on her skills to her little brother and cousins (C 040810). In fact, a consistent theme throughout the 
�����<��'������%����<��������������'����������$��������������������������������������%�������������
skills were learned from a very early age by observing and listening to elders, parents, uncles, aunts, 
and older siblings. 

���%���������������������������'�������<����%�$��>>������������%����%����%�$��>Z��������������
migratory birds such as ducks and geese were harvested by 18% and used by 21%. Other birds such 
as grouses and ptarmigans were harvested by 30% and used by 36%. Of all the available birds, spruce 
grouse was the most targeted species with 33% of respondents attempting to harvest, 27% harvesting, 
and 33% using. The next most targeted species was mallard ducks with 27% attempting harvest, 
Y[�����<����������%�Yq������������������������%��+�����<����%���%����%�'������%�����������
�����
common merganser, northern pintail scoter, and wigeon. The third most targeted species was cackling 
Canada geese with 21% of residents attempting harvest, 12% harvesting, and 15% using. Other types 
of geese harvested and used were lesser Canada geese, emperor geese, and greater white-fronted geese. 
The ruffed grouse was the fourth most targeted species with 18% of residents attempting to harvest, 
15% harvesting, and 15% using. 

��%������������������%�$�������������%���������������������$�������������+�%�����+���'�%����%�
harvest. Plants and greens were harvested by 58% of households and used by 61%. In order of amount 
harvested, the wild plants other than berries included wild rhubarb, wild rose hips, stinkweed, and 

Table 5-2. – Estimated uses and harvests of marine invertebrates, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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Marine invertebrates
Clams 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown crab 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 24.2 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 24.2 gal. ± 85%
Tanner crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Shrimp 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb ± 0%
Subtotal 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 24 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 24 ± 85%

All marine invertebrates 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 24 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 24 ± 85%
All resourcesc 97% 94% 94% 73% 76% 28,259 lb 706.5 lb 245.4 lb 5,151 ± 15%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                       
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                    
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                   
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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Table 5-3. – Estimated uses and harvests of land and marine mammals, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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Land mammals
Large land mammals

Black bear 36% 27% 15% 24% 18% 970 lb 24.2 lb 8.4 lb 10 ind. ± 39%
Brown bear 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Caribou 6% 3% 0% 6% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Deer 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Moose 64% 42% 9% 58% 12% 1,964 lb 49.1 lb 17.1 lb 4 ind. ± 47%
Muskox 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dall sheep 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 70% 45% 18% 61% 24% 2,933 lb 73.3 lb 25.5 lb 13 ind. ± 37%

Small land mammals
Beaver 52% 33% 33% 27% 21% 727 lb 18.2 lb 6.3 lb 48 ind. ± 24%
Red fox 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 1 ind. ± 466%
Red fox - cross phase 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Snowshoe hare 12% 6% 6% 6% 3% 36 lb 0.9 lb 0.3 lb 15 ind. ± 71%
Alaska hare (jackrabbit) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
River (land) otter 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Lynx 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marmot 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marten 6% 6% 3% 3% 0% Not usually eaten 34 ind. ± 85%
Mink 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Muskrat 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 58%
Porcupine 12% 6% 6% 6% 9% 15 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 4 ind. ± 62%
Arctic ground (parka) squirrel 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Red (tree) squirrel 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 466%
Weasel 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Gray wolf 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Wolverine 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 1 ind. ± 466%
Subtotal 55% 36% 33% 30% 24% 781 lb 19.5 lb 6.8 lb 107 ind. ± 36%

Feral mammals
Reindeer - feral 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Marine mammals
Unknown seal 6% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Walrus 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Beluga 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Bowhead 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown whale 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 6% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All land mammals 79% 52% 42% 61% 33% 3,714 lb 92.8 lb 32.3 lb 120 ± 33%
All marine mammals 6% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 97% 94% 94% 73% 76% 28,259 lb 706.5 lb 245.4 lb 5,151 ± 15%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta 

harvested by 
community

Source Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                  
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                               
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                               
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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Table 5-4. – Estimated uses and harvests of birds, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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Migratory birds
Ducks

Bufflehead 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Canvasback 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Goldeneye 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% 7 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 8 ind. ± 53%
|���
��� 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% b 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 7 ind. ± 0%
Mallard 18% 27% 15% 6% 9% 30 lb 0.8 lb 0.3 lb 30 ind. ± 41%
Common merganser 3% 3% 3% 3% 0% 8 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 6 ind. ± 85%
Red-breasted merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
]���@����%�%��+���%�
��'� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Northern pintail 9% 18% 9% 3% 6% 10 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 12 ind. ± 50%
Scaup 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Black scoter 9% 9% 9% 3% 6% 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 5 ind. ± 49%
Surf scoter 3% 3% 3% 3% 0% 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 6 ind. ± 85%
White-winged scoter 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 6 ind. ± 85%
Northern shoveler 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Green-winged teal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown wigeon 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 466%
Unknown ducks 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 21% 27% 18% 9% 12% 74 lb 1.9 lb 0.6 lb 82 ind. ± 38%

Geese
Brant 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Cackling Canada goose 15% 21% 12% 3% 0% b 17 lb 0.4 lb 0.2 lb 15 ind. ± 43%
Lesser Canada goose 3% 6% 3% 0% 3% b 3 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 85%
Unknown Canada goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Emperor goose 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Snow goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Greater white-fronted goose 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 3 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 466%
Unknown goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 18% 27% 15% 6% 3% 23 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 18 ind. ± 38%

Other migratory birds
Tundra swan (whistling) 3% 3% 3% 0% 3% 15 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 2 ind. ± 85%
Sandhill crane 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common loon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 3% 3% 3% 0% 3% 15 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 2 ind. ± 85%

Other birds
Spruce grouse 33% 33% 27% 6% 15% 57 lb 1.4 lb 0.5 lb 81 ind. ± 31%
Ruffed grouse 15% 18% 15% 0% 6% 28 lb 0.7 lb 0.2 lb 40 ind. ± 35%
Ptarmigan 6% 6% 6% 0% 3% b 16 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 16 ind. ± 67%
Willow ptarmigan 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown other birds 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 36% 36% 30% 6% 15% 101 lb 2.5 lb 0.9 lb 137 ind. ± 27%

All migratory birds 21% 30% 18% 12% 12% 112 lb 2.8 lb 1.0 lb 103 ± 37%
All other birds 36% 36% 30% 6% 15% 101 lb 2.5 lb 0.9 lb 137 ± 27%
All resourcesc 97% 94% 94% 73% 76% 28,259 lb 706.5 lb 245.4 lb 5,151 ± 15%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta 

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                              
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                           
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                           
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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|�%���������������*������������������'��%���%��%%����%�������'�����������<����%��;�����������
and greens were harvested and used as food and as medicinal teas. In addition, punk (a woody growth 
found on birch trees) was also harvested. Respondents noted that punk was mostly used as an additive 
�����$����������������
��������������{��+�����������%���%���'�%����%������%����������%�����������
��������������������������������%������������;������+���������������%����������<�����������<�����
�����
deterrent and has a pleasant smell according to 1 interview respondent (B 040610-02). Punk is most 
�������������%���%����%��������������%������������������������

A total of 292 gallons of berries were harvested by Crooked Creek households in 2009. This was 
considered a bad berry year by many respondents, due mostly to dry conditions. Of the berries, 64% 
of households reported harvesting blueberries, and 67% reported using the berries. Blackberries were 
harvested by 58% and used by 64%. Salmonberries were harvested by 45% and used by 48%. Low 
bush cranberries were harvested by 21% and used by 24%. High bush cranberries were harvested by 
15% and used by 15%. Finally, raspberries were harvested by 9% and used by 9%.

Harvest Areas

As part of the survey, households were asked to mark on a map the areas where they harvested or 
searched for resources. From these data, maps were produced for each community depicting the harvest 
areas for 4 subsistence resources (bears, rainbow trout/steelhead, moose, and caribou) and 5 resource 
����������� �������� ���� ��%� �������� '��������� %��+�� ��%� ������� ��%� $������� ��%� �������� ���
2009. Figure 5-10 summarizes all the mapped data collected from Crooked Creek for 2009. Residents 

Table 5-5. – Estimated uses and harvests of eggs, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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Bird eggs
Duck eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Geese eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Swan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Crane eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Gull eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 ind. ± 0%
Ptarmigan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

All birds and eggs 39% 39% 33% 15% 21% 213 lb 5.3 lb 1.8 lb 240 ± 25%
All resourcesc 97% 94% 94% 73% 76% 28,259 lb 706.5 lb 245.4 lb 5,151 ± 15%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                       
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                    
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                   
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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Berries
Blueberry 67% 64% 64% 6% 30% 373.6 lb 9.3 lb 3.2 lb 94.5 gal. ± 14%
Lowbush cranberry 24% 24% 21% 3% 6% b 55.8 lb 1.4 lb 0.5 lb 13.9 gal. ± 30%
Highbush cranberry 15% 18% 15% 0% 9% b 63.0 lb 1.6 lb 0.5 lb 15.8 gal. ± 48%
Gooseberry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Currants 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Raspberry 9% 9% 9% 0% 3% b 36.4 lb 0.9 lb 0.3 lb 9.1 gal. ± 2%
Salmonberry 48% 52% 45% 9% 12% 148.5 lb 3.7 lb 1.3 lb 38.2 gal. ± 28%
Crowberry (blackberry) 64% 61% 58% 6% 27% b 480.0 lb 12.0 lb 4.2 lb 120.0 gal. ± 19%
Other wild berry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Berries 73% 70% 70% 12% 42% 1,157 lb 28.9 lb 10.1 lb 292 gal. ± 16%

Plants/Greens/Mushrooms
Wild rhubarb 52% 48% 48% 12% 24% 66.1 lb 1.7 lb 0.6 lb 66.1 gal. ± 30%
Eskimo potato 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Fiddlehead ferns 3% 3% 3% 0% 3% 1.2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1.2 gal. ± 466%
Nettle 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Hudson's Bay tea 9% 9% 9% 0% 3% b 4.8 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 4.8 gal. ± 49%
Mint 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Sour dock 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Spruce tips 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Willow leaves 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Cow parsnip (wild celery) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Wild rose hips 6% 6% 6% 0% 3% 12.1 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 3.0 gal. ± 69%
Yarrow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Other wild greens 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown mushrooms 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Fireweed 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0.6 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.6 gal. ± 233%
Stinkweed 9% 9% 9% 0% 3% 7.3 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 8.5 gal. ± 62%
Punk 15% 15% 15% 3% 9% Not eaten 25.5 gal. ± 47%
Puffballs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown greens from land 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 1.2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1.2 gal. ± 466%
Mousefoods 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Subtotal 61% 58% 58% 12% 30% 93 lb 2.3 lb 0.8 lb 111 gal. ± 24%

Wood
Bark 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0.0 crd. ± 0%
Roots 15% 9% 9% 9% 3% b Not eaten 3.6 gal. ± 12%
Birch 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0.0 crd. ± 0%
Firewood 82% 79% 79% 24% 33% b Not eaten 237.5 crd. ± 17%
Cottonwood 6% 6% 6% 6% 0% b Not eaten 3.6 crd. ± 5%
Willow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Subtotal 88% 82% 82% 33% 36% Not eaten 245 ± 17%

All vegetation 97% 94% 94% 36% 55% 1,251 lb 31.3 lb 10.9 lb 647 ± 11%
All resourcesc 97% 94% 94% 73% 76% 28,259 lb 706.5 lb 245.4 lb 5,151 ± 15%

Percentage of households Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Estimated pounds harvested

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                         
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                     
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                     
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    

Table 5-6. – Estimated uses and harvests of vegetation, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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Comprehensive Survey Results – Crooked Creek 2009
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as regulatory changes, environmental changes, animal population trends, technological advances, and 
economic considerations have continuously affected Crooked Creek subsistence users’ geographic 
patterns and areas of use over time. As a result, the overall geographic extent of the area considered 
to be traditionally important for subsistence to the community has not changed according to residents, 
and is represented by a much broader area than was actually documented in 2009.

Salmon were targeted primarily in the main stem of the Kuskokwim River from just below the 
mouth of the Oskawalik River upstream to just above the mouth of the George River, with the heaviest 
�������������������������������������%��;�����������������������������%���������%������������%�
%��������������!�'��+������������%����������'��+���������*����%�������Y������<��'�������%����������
“stubby” Chinook salmon, locally called “George River kings,” are taken with rod and reel at the 
mouth of the George River and at the mouth of the Oskawalik River. This respondent stated that she 
had not seen these particular large Chinook salmon for 2 or 3 years. She went on to say that Chinook 
salmon and salmon locally known as “reds” (i.e., sockeye salmon) seemed to be getting scarcer in 
recent years (B 040610-02). Figure 5-11 shows the search and harvest locations for salmon species 
targeted by Crooked Creek residents in 2009.

���������������������'���������������%���%����<����%���������������������������^��+�+'����
In addition, Arctic grayling were harvested up the George River and along Crooked Creek itself, 
����������������������������������+�%�����+���%�����^��+�+'���`�<������������'�����������%���%�
harvested along the main stem primarily in the Great Bend right after breakup in the spring. Trout 
were harvested up the George River, along Crooked Creek, and up the Oskawalik River. Northern 
pike were harvested in the main stem of the Kuskokwim River near the community (Figure 5-12).

Large land mammals such as moose, caribou, and bears and small furbearers such as beaver were 
hunted and harvested over a large land area. For 2009 respondents reported searching and harvesting 
moose along the Kuskokwim River and its tributaries both downstream and upstream from the 
community of Crooked Creek. The search for moose extended downriver as far as the community of 
Lower Kalskag and upriver as far as the George River area. One interview respondent reported hunting 
moose near Old Lady Rock up the Hoholitna River. The Holitna, the Hoholitna, and the George rivers 
were used extensively for moose hunting in 2009. Black bears were primarily hunted and harvested 
along Crooked Creek itself and in the Oskawalik River drainage. Caribou hunting in the recent past 
has occurred along the George River, in the Bonanza Flats area behind Crooked Creek, and up the 
Kuskokwim River near the community of Red Devil (Figure 5-13). The George River area and the 
Oskawalik River drainage were popular trapping areas for beaver in 2009 (Figure 5-14).

Ducks and geese were hunted and harvested in the springtime on the main Kuskokwim River, the 
George River and its tributaries, and the Holitna River. Grouses and ptarmigan were usually taken 
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opportunistically in and around the community, or while hunting for other subsistence foods. Figure 
5-15 shows the 2009 search and harvest locations for ducks and geese.

Berry and plant harvesting took place both near the community and in areas within one day’s travel 
by boat. Some respondents reported going farther than usual in 2009 to harvest greens and berries. 
Berry picking occurred mostly near the community in the surrounding hills. Some popular locations 
were in the Canoe Hills area and the hills directly across the Kuskokwim River from the community. 
One interview respondent remarked that the area around the community airstrip was a popular berry 
���+���������������������������$��������$�����
����������������'������'�%'��%�������������%�����
traveled by boat to harvest berries as far downstream as the midway point between the Oskawalik 
River and the community of Napimuit, and as far upstream as midway between the George River and 
the community of Red Devil. Most other vegetation was gathered on both sides of the riverbank near 
the Crooked Creek community and in the George River area (Figure 5-16).

Harvest Assessments

The survey asked respondents to assess their own harvests in 2 ways: whether they got more, less, or 
about the same amount of 6 resource categories in 2009 as in past years; and whether they got “enough” 
���������������\����������������������;������������%����������������������������
����������{�����������
%����������%���������%�������%�%�����������%��������
������������������%�������������<������<����%�
the resource. Subsistence harvest success also can be assessed by comparing current harvest estimates 
with past harvest estimates; that will be discussed in a later section.

For almost every category, the majority of Crooked Creek respondents said they used the same 
amount or more in 2009 as they had in past years (Figure 5-17). For the salmon category, 39% of 
������%������������%����������������������������������!""Z����������������������[q���������%�
using the same amount or more. For land mammals, 39% reported using the same amount or more. 
For marine mammals (oil and other products), 12% reported using the same amount or more. For birds 
and eggs, 30% reported using the same amount. Responses to the “did your household get enough” 

��������'���������������'��������������������������������������������%������������%����������������
enough” wild foods in 2009. Some respondents cited the use of more commercial foods to make up for 
any lack in subsistence foods. The lack of cash to purchase commercial food then became a factor for 
some. Several respondents reported that they needed or would have liked to have more of certain kinds 
�����$������������%���`�����%�������������
�������������%���������������������#!������������%��
reported not getting “enough.” When asked why they did not get enough, several respondents cited 
����+����������%������'���������������<�%������������%����������������������<��������%�'������
'������������������������������$�����������������<��'�������%���������%�������������'����Y�����
over the side is a crime. We were told by our elders that you don’t waste nothing, if you are not going 
���������������%����������������"#"\Y"@"Y���*����������
����������������������
��������'��������������
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was a lack of cash for gas, boat motor repairs, and replacement nets. A third common reason given for 
the decreased use of salmon or another resource was a lack of time to harvest. Respondents reported 
that this was substantial for the salmon season during the summer months when employment rates 
are at their highest and residents often leave the village for wage labor. Eight households reported not 
getting enough Chinook salmon in 2009. Three households reported not getting enough coho salmon in 
2009, one household reported not getting enough chum salmon, and 6 households reported not getting 
enough sockeye salmon. Reasons given for not harvesting enough of these species were a lack of the 
����������������+������������
�����������%�%�������<�����������������������

Respondents also reported shortages in the category of large land mammals. Many residents stated 
that they would have liked to have harvested and used more moose, but that this resource seemed to 
$�����������$�������
�����%�����������������%�������������������<���<����������������������������
asked if respondents got “enough” moose in 2009, 10 households reported that they did not. Of these 
10 households, 4 cited lack of the resource and 2 stated that they were unsuccessful or “unlucky” in 
hunting moose in 2009. A shortage of caribou in recent years was also a concern. Three households 
reported that they did not get enough caribou in 2009. Of those 3 households, 2 cited a lack of the 
resource as their reason for not getting enough caribou.

According to residents, 2009 was a bad berry year. Several respondents (36%) said they did not 

Figure 5-17.–Harvest assessments, Crooked Creek, 2009. Responses to the question: "Did your 
household harvest less, more, or about the same amount in 2009 as in the past?"  Responses to the 
question: "Did your household get enough in 2009?"
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get enough berries in 2009. Some respondents cited a changing environment (e.g., recent warming 
trends) for the lower berry productivity. One interview respondent in particular cited warmer weather 
and less rain:

There is less salmonberries, but that is because it is warmer I think. It’s not as wet like it 
used to be. You couldn’t go across back there [i.e., behind the community] to go berry picking 
without boots. Now, you can go in tennis shoes. (D 040610)

Five households cited the weather and environmental factors as the reasons that they did not get 
enough salmonberries in 2009. Six households reported not getting enough blueberries in 2009. Of 
these households, 4 cited the weather and environmental conditions as their reasons for not getting 
enough. Two households, again citing weather and environmental conditions, reported that they did 
not get enough cranberries in 2009. Two households reported not getting enough blackberries in 2009; 
a lack of gas to travel to blackberry areas was reported by 1 household as the reason for not getting 
enough. Two households reported not getting enough raspberries in 2009, again citing weather and 
environmental conditions as reasons for not getting enough.

In the category of birds and eggs, although respondents reported that while there was more harvest 
and use of birds and eggs in 2009, some respondents (33%) reported that they did not get “enough” 
in 2009. An increase in noise pollution from boat and airplane activity was the most commonly cited 
reason for the perceived decrease in the number of waterfowl in the area. One household reported not 
��������������������������������!""Z�������������+����������%��
���������������������%���������%�
not getting enough geese in 2009; reasons given included low hunting effort and lack of the resource. 
Two households reported not getting enough swans in 2009. Of these households, 1 reported that there 
was a lack of the resource. Respondents stated that egg gathering has never been a major subsistence 
activity in Crooked Creek. This is perhaps due to the large distance from coastal areas where there is 
an abundance of shore birds and egg gathering opportunities.

Jobs and Income

Respondents were asked about both earned income (jobs held and wages earned by all household 
members 16 years old and older) and unearned income (Alaska permanent fund dividend, social 
security, public assistance, etc). For 2009, Crooked Creek households earned or received an estimated 
total of $1,420,647, of which $1,032,102 (71%) was from wage employment and $388,546 (29%) 
was from other sources.

U.S. census data for 2000 showed 29 employed residents. The unemployment rate at that time 
was 42%, although 68% of all adults were not in the work force. The median household income was 
$17,500 and per capita income was $6,495, and 28% of residents were living below the poverty level 
(CSIS). These numbers speak to the continued importance of subsistence activities for the community 
of Crooked Creek.
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Table 5-7 shows the percentages of estimated earned and other income in 2009 by source. Community 
government jobs (including school and the tribal government positions) were the single largest source 
of earned income, contributing an estimated $707,435. The second largest earned income category 
was services, which contributed $138,810 in wages to Crooked Creek. The third largest source was the 
federal government, contributing $83,333. In the category of “other income,” the Alaska permanent 
fund dividend was the largest contributor to community income, providing $139,570. Figure 5-18 
shows the top 10 income sources ranked by estimated contribution.

Food Security

`�����%�����'������+�%�������������������
��������������%�%������������������������%������%����������
status; that is, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Nord et 
���!""q}!���;������%����������
���������'������%��%����
���������%�<����%�$���������*���%�

Number Number of Total for Mean per Percentage
Income source of people households community household of total
Earned income

Local government 35 27 $707,435 $17,686 49.8%
Services 12 11 $138,810 $3,470 9.8%
Federal government 8 8 $83,333 $2,083 5.9%
Other employment * * $47,871 $1,197 3.4%
Agriculture, forestry & fishing * * $22,796 $570 1.6%
Transportation, communication & utilities 4 4 $22,796 $570 1.6%
Mining * * $7,979 $199 0.6%
State government * * $1,083 $27 0.1%

Earned income subtotal 52 32 $1,032,102 $25,803 72.7%

Other income
Alaska permanent fund dividend 39 $139,570 $3,489 9.8%
Food stamps 11 $80,416 $2,010 5.7%
Social security 8 $47,591 $1,190 3.3%
Unemployment 8 $29,061 $727 2.0%
Energy assistance 23 $24,713 $618 1.7%
Native corp. dividend 35 $18,899 $472 1.3%
Supplemental security income 2 $11,753 $294 0.8%
Longevity bonus 7 $11,313 $283 0.8%
Adult public assistance 1 $10,424 $261 0.7%
Pension / retirement 1 $9,105 $228 0.6%
Workman comp/insurance 1 $5,576 $139 0.4%
Child support 2 $125 $3 0.0%
Other 1 $0 $0 0.0%
Foster care 1 $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 39 $388,546 $9,714 27.3%
Community income total $1,420,647 $35,516 100.0%

Source   ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.
* For confidentiality, income amounts are not listed for sources reported by fewer than 4 households.

Table 5-7. – Estimated earned and other income, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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��%���%�$��*��������������������%��������������������������$�����������%�������$���������%��������

�����������%����������������������������������%�����������[@YZ�

����%�����������������������������
�����������������%��'��������������%������<�������������������
low, or very low overall food security following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). In Crooked 
Creek in 2009, 61% of the surveyed households had high food security and 20% had marginal food 
security (Figure5-19); USDA considers households in both categories to be “food secure.” Of the 
remaining households, 18% had low food security and none reported very low food security. Food 
insecurity was highest in March, November, and December, which suggests that food insecurity 
conditions are seasonal. Households with high food security did not report food access problems or 
limitations. Households with marginal food security reported one or 2 instances of food access problems 
���������������|������%��'�����'����%�����������������%���%���%�
�������<�����������%�����$��������
their diet and gave some indication of reduced food intake. No households in Crooked Creek fell into 
the category of very low food security.

*���+��������������������������������$����������������%����������������%���������������'�������%�$��
>"������������%���������������������
����������������������������%����������%�����'����%��������������
to the statement, “We could not get the kinds of food we wanted because of lack of resources,” 21% 
of households reported that this was a major concern beginning in the month of August, with concern 
peaking in September as winter approached. One explanation for  this concern may be that residents 
were faced with the expense of purchasing fuel oil for the coming winter, which would have depleted 

Figure 5-18.–Top 10 income sources ranked by estimated amount, Crooked Creek, 2009. 
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the amount of cash available to purchase store bought foods throughout the winter months. Residents 
���������������$�������������������������%�$��������������������%����������%���
�������%����������
periods during which they could obtain certain foods. One respondent stated,

Today there is much less subsistence use because there are so many regulations. You can’t 
go and catch a moose when you need it. You can’t go and kill a caribou when you need it, or 
beaver. (A 040910)

In most cases, respondents preferred subsistence foods over store bought foods, stating that they 
���������������$���������%���%�%����������%�������'��������������������������������'�%����%��

In general, food insecurity was greater in winter (Figure 5-20). In response to the statement, “The 
subsistence food we had just did not last and we could not get more,” 9% of households reported 
this as a major concern in September. Food security concerns in every category rose in December, 
when 3% of households reported cutting the size of or skipping at least one meal because they could 
not get food that was needed. The spring months of February and March were also months in which 
�������%���Z����������%�'������<�����+�������%����������������������%�*�������'������������������
were more accessible, the percentage of households with subsistence food concerns dropped to 3%.

Wild Food Networks

The overall distribution pattern of all harvests within the community of Crooked Creek involved 
29% of households harvesting 70% of the total wild resources for 2009. These numbers suggest that 
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a small group of high producing households are sharing harvests with the entire community. The 
highest producing households are usually active elder households, mature couples, and single active 
males (Magdanz et al. 2002). This distribution pattern, known as the “30/70 rule,” is common to most 
*��+���<������������YZq_�������+�%�����+����������������������������<���������������������������
of redistributing resources throughout the community. Sharing with elders who may not be able to 
��
�������$������������%������������'������������������������������*����%�������������%�������������
the most prevalently shared wild resource in this community.

����������%������������������������������������������%�����$��������$������������������������������
a broader network of other communities via family and friends. This redistributing of subsistence 
foods among community members and neighboring communities is an important traditional practice 
in Middle Kuskokwim communities (Jonrowe 1979; Stickney 1981; Charnley 1983, 1984), and is 
guided by customary and traditional systems and rules (Wolfe and Ellanna 1983). 

The often complex yet essential connections that are formed within wild food networks are illustrated 
in Figure 5-21 for the community of Crooked Creek. Several high harvesting households are shown 
��������[���%��
��������%�Y�������������������������%��'����������������������'��+�%��������;����������
are located closer to the center have stronger ties to other households in the community and participate 
�������������������;���������������<�������������������������%������<����'��������������������������
harvesting households have both a male and female head; several single female households reported 
receiving multiple resources from other households in the community or from households in other 

Figure 5-20.–Food insecure conditions by month and by household category, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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communities. Seven of the surveyed households reported no ties to other households or communities; 
this represented the largest percentage of isolates in the Central Kuskokwim area (20%). Additionally, 
2 dyads and 1 triad were observed. These are households that share with each other but are not linked 
with other households in the community.

Communities involved in sharing and exchange networks with Crooked Creek for 2009 included 
Russian Mission on the Yukon River; Sleetmute, located upriver from Crooked Creek on the Kuskokwim 
River; Chuathbaluk; Napaskiak; Aniak; Bethel; Eek, located downriver from Crooked Creek on the 
Kuskokwim River; and Anchorage. Only one of these communities—Eek—is located on the coast, 
and ties with Crooked Creek allowed for the sharing and exchange of coastal and interior subsistence 
foods between two geographically different use areas. In most cases, close familial ties exist between 
these network communities and Crooked Creek.

Survey household, male & female headsa

Survey household, single male heada

Survey household, single female heada

Other household in study community
Unknown household (usually in another community)

Flows of wild foods from source harvesting or process-
ing households to consuming (surveyed) households, as 
reported by the surveyed householdsb

Household that reported no harvesting or processing by 
members of another household or community

LEGEND

a SYMBOLS are scaled to show surveyed households’ total wild food harvests in edible 
pounds. Surveyed households with many sources of wild foods appear near the center 
of the figure. Households with fewer sources appear around the edges.

b LINES are scaled to show the number of households named as wild food harvesters 
or processors by surveyed households. Arrows point from source households or 
communities to surveyed households. Households’ own production is not shown.

Anchorage

Aniak

Bethel

Chuathbaluk

Crooked Creek

Eek

Napaskiak

Russian Mission

Sleetmute

Figure 5-21.–Wild food harvesting and processing network, Crooked Creek, 2009.
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Comparisons with Prior Results

;����$����������<���'�����������������������<����$������������<�������<������%����%�$��*�����
in Crooked Creek. Brelsford et al. (1987) investigated resource use patterns and harvest use areas for 
the community of Crooked Creek and 2 other Kuskokwim River communities from 1964 to 1986. 
The study described contemporary subsistence harvest areas, seasonal rounds, resource use, and 
regulatory concerns. In addition to Brelsford (1987), ADF&G has conducted subsistence salmon 
surveys in Crooked Creek in most years from 1989 to 2006. ADF&G also estimated caribou, moose, 
brown and black bears, and wolf harvests as part of the Kuskokwim Big Game Survey from 2003 to 
!""[���������[@!!���%�[@!>�������������$��%����<����'�������%����%����������%%��^��+�+'������
2004, 2005, and 2006, but results were presented only at the regional level. This section discusses the 
current 2009 results, and compares them with prior results.

Harvest Use Areas

Brelsford’s study (1987) provides an excellent opportunity to compare harvest use areas for the 
community of Crooked Creek over time. As part of the study, subsistence harvest areas were recorded 
����������YZq\���������������YZ\#�YZq\����������������$����$�����������������������'������'��
and berries in and around Crooked Creek. Brelsford (1987) noted that not all subsistence use areas 
recorded were used every year, but that the outer boundaries represented the extent of the overall area 
used between 1964 and 1986. In general, the overall extent and the areas used for individual species 
are similar to those recorded for the 2009 survey.

According to the study, moose were hunted almost exclusively along the river valleys, the exception 
being one hunter who reported hunting overland midway along Crooked Creek, rather than following 
the waterways. This was considered to be an “extended” zone. Most moose hunting occurred along 
the Kuskokwim River from below Kolmakoff to McGrath; the Oskawalikik River; the George River 
drainage to Eldorado Creek and Little Waldren Fork; the Holitna River to Nogamut at Bakbuk Creek; 
the Hoholitna River to the junction at South Fork; the Stony River to a few miles past the junction with 
Stink River; the Swift and the Tatlawiksak rivers; and Crooked Creek to the Bonanza Flats (see Figure 
5-24 for these extents). Moose hunting took place primarily in the months of February, September, and 
November. In contrast to the 1987 moose hunt, which covered the portion of the Kuskokwim River 
between McGrath (upstream) and the Kolmakoff area (downstream), the 2009 moose hunt extended 
along the Kuskokwim River from George River (not as far upstream as McGrath) to Lower Kalskag 
(farther downstream than Kolmakoff). The GMU 19A moose closure still in effect in 2009 curtailed 
moose hunting above the George River and the Holitna and Hoholitna basins and has changed moose 
hunting patterns for the residents of Crooked Creek since Brelsford’s 1987 study. Moose are now 
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Figure 5-22.–Estimated total number of Chinook, sockeye, coho and chum salmon harvested by  
residents of Crooked Creek, 2000–2009. 
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Figure 5-23.–Estimated total number of salmon, moose, caribou, and black bears harvested by 
residents of Crooked Creek, 2000–2009. 
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�����%���������%�'����<������%���������������������������%�����������������������%�����������+�������
to the north and west of Crooked Creek, according to respondents.

Caribou were not a major subsistence target in 2009. According to most interview and survey 
respondents, caribou were more plentiful in the past. According to Brelsford’s study (1987), caribou 
hunting mostly took place overland, well away from the river bottoms during the years covered by 
the study. Crooked Creek residents generally hunted caribou in the fall (primarily September) within 
4 zones (Brelsford 1987). One zone began north of Horn Mountain and extended up Crooked Creek 
into the Bonanza Flats segment of the Iditarod River and down to the junction with America Creek. 
Another zone encompassed much of the upper and middle section of the George River basin to just 
below Eldorado Creek. The third caribou hunting zone occurred in the Stony River area to a few 
miles past the junction of Stink River, and the forth zone occurred in the Holitna River drainage to 
Nogamut at Bakbuk Creek and in the Hoholitna River drainage to the junction of South Fork. Caribou 
hunting also occurred in the Oskawalik River drainage and the Aghaluk Mountain area. Search areas 
for caribou in 2009 were similar to Brelsford’s (1987) survey areas except that there was much less 
search effort put forth, and less area utilized due to lack of caribou. In recent years residents have not 
utilized the Stony River area to search for caribou as was the case in the years 1964 through 1986.

Hunting for black bears or brown bears has not been a major subsistence activity in Crooked Creek 
in recent years. According to Brelsford’s study (1987), bear hunting took place in the months of March, 
August, September, and October along river corridors, the uplands, and the hills. It was primarily 
concentrated in the 3 main tributary drainages near the community: the Oskawalik River, the George 
River, and Crooked Creek. Additional bear hunting took place along the Kuskokwim River and its 
smaller drainages from below Kolmakof to McGrath, often in association with moose hunting trips. 
For black bears, residents utilized the same areas in 2009 (Oskawalik River and Crooked Creek) as 
described in Brelsford’s 1987, study (1987) except for the omission of the George River. No brown 
bear harvests have been recorded for Crooked Creek in recent years.

Hunting and trapping for small mammals has declined in Crooked Creek through the years due 
to a decrease in demand and price for fur, and changing hunting and trapping regulations. Although 
the hunting effort has declined, the search areas for small mammals remained basically the same in 
2009 as had been recorded in Brelsford’s study (1987). According to Brelsford (1987), small mammal 
hunting and harvesting took place near the village along Oguohayadok Ridge, in the hills just behind 
the village, and in the lower section of Crooked Creek. Additional areas included the land around 
Canoe Mountain, several forks of the George River, and the area along the Oskawalik River. The 
islands in the Kuskokwim River near the community were also utilized: “The islands in the Kuskokwim 
River near the village are also intensively hunted for snowshoe hare (‘rabbits’), including use of the 
������<����$$���%��<��������
�������'��������������$������������������������'�������������������������
��������%�������YZq_���;���������<��%��<��������
���������������%�����$�%�$���������%��YZq_��'���
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not mentioned by residents or interview respondents during the 2009 surveys, and only 15 hare were 
reported in the harvest data for this year. Brelsford (1987) stated that trapping activities between 
1967 and 1987 were concentrated in the George River, Oskawalik, and Crooked Creek drainages. In 
addition, most of the smaller tributaries of the Kuskokwim River from Sue Creek to Eightmile Creek 
were trapped by Crooked Creek residents. Also, a small number of trap lines in the Holitna basin 
belonged to Crooked Creek residents who were closely related to Sleetmute households and shared 
traditional ties to the upper Holitna basin. Transportation to these trap lines consisted of dogsleds 
through the late 1960s, but by the 1980s snow machines were being used. Snow machines continued 
to be the primary mode of travel to trap lines in 2009.

*����%��������������%��YZq_����������<������������������+�����������������������������������
along the Kuskokwim River in the Great Bend. Chum salmon were harvested in June and July, Chinook 
�����������������%���������������*�������;��������������������%����$���������������������������
months in 2009. Brelsford’s study (1987) stated that additional salmon harvesting took place at the 
Oskawalik, George, and Holitna rivers, and at the mouth of Crooked Creek. The harvest of nonsalmon 
�����������������������%�������������������������%���������%����������+�'��+���%�����|��������<�����
��<��������������'���������%������������^��+�+'���`�<��������������+�'��+�`�<����������'�
miles above the community of Crooked Creek (i.e., the next river bend). The majority of camps were 
located in the Great Bend area near the community. These same areas were utilized in 2009. However, 
'������$�����������������������������%�$���������������%����!""Z������
��������%�
�����������
����������������<��%��������%��������������%������%���YZq_��������%�����������������������%�����

�����'�����'��������������%���%���������������������������������+�%�����+�����������������%�
YZY"������'�����'�������%������������������������$������%��������������������%���������^��+�+'���
River where Crooked Creek is located. According to one elder survey respondent, “there used to be 
������������'����������%������������%�����$��%�������'��'�������'�������������'��������'�����
���<��������%����������������'��������'�����'�������%��������������������+�%�����+�������<��������
not only for human consumption but for dog food. Prior to the advent of snow machines (i.e., 1960s), 
����%��������%�%�����������%���%������������������������%��������
��������������%�'������%�%�������%�
����������%��������������'�����'�����$��������%���������
������������������������������������
for dog food in a short amount of time. When dog teams were no longer necessary due to increased 
����������'���������������'��������%�����%�������'�����'��������
���������������YZq\�'����
Brelsford’s study (1987) was completed, but no household in Crooked Creek reported the use of a 
����'����%����������!""Z������������<����$������������<���

*����%��������������%������%���YZq_����������������������������������+�%�����+�%����������������
��<���%�$���������%��'��}�������������'�������������������������$��$������%����+���%������������������
���������<�������'���%����'����%�������%�����������������'��������%����+���%��������������������
gear used in Crooked Creek in 2009 included gillnets, “jigging” sticks with line, and rod and reel.
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Berry picking in Crooked Creek has remained a major subsistence activity through the years. 
According to Brelsford (1987), berry picking in the past occurred primarily in 2 large zones—one 
north and west of Crooked Creek and one between the Oskawalik and Kuskokwim rivers. Smaller 
areas below the Oskawalik River to Eightmile Creek and up into the George River area were used 
as well. Berry harvest areas in 2009 were basically the same as the zones described by Brelsford 
(1987) except that one harvest zone was extended along the Kuskokwim River above George River 
to midway between the George River and the community of Red Devil. Respondents reported that 
they had to travel farther for berries in 2009 due to the fact that it was a poor berry year. An elder 
interview respondent stated:

There used to be berries all over the place. It’s just real dry now, unbelievable. There are no 
berries left here. Sometimes I go way up [the Kuskokwim River] a couple of days driving 
[via boat] to get berries now. (A 040910)

Harvest Quantities

According to ADF&G subsistence salmon surveys, the overall salmon harvest for Crooked Creek 
was lower in 2009 than the previous year, but was still the third highest overall salmon harvest since 
2000 (see Figure 5-22). In terms of individual species, Chinook and chum salmon harvests in 2009 
were higher than the previous year while coho and sockeye harvests were lower.

Of the large land mammals, the moose population was the main concern of most survey and interview 
respondents. The ADF&G Big Game Survey data for moose show a harvest decline in 2004 followed 
by a sharp rise in 2005. Moose harvest data do not exist for the years 2006 through 2008. However, 
respondents stated that they felt that the moose population had been on the decline for the past several 
years (Figure 5-22). In 2009 the moose harvest was consistent with the lower 2004 harvest level, which 
'��%���������������������������$���<�������

According to the Central Kuskokwim Big Game Survey, the caribou harvest in 2003 was 4 
individuals. This is consistent with a 2009 interview respondent’s observation that around that time 
period a large herd of caribou passed through the area. The migration did not reoccur in 2004, 2005, 
���!""Z���%��������<�������$�����"�������������������������������;������<������'����������%���������
caribou harvests in 2004 followed by a persistent lack of harvests over the past several years. Although 
harvest data do not exist for the years 2006 through 2008, respondents reported that caribou have been 
lacking in the area since the 2003 migration.

Black bear harvests also declined in 2004 and again in 2005. There is a data gap from 2006 to 2008 
and it is therefore not known when the black bear harvests started to increase again, but as of the 
current survey, harvests have increased to just below the 2003 black bear harvest level. According to 
the ADF&G Big Game Surveys brown bears were not harvested in Crooked Creek in the years 2003 
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through 2005. There is a data gap for the years 2006 through 2008 so it is not known if any brown 
bears were harvested in these years. There was no reported harvest of brown bears in Crooked Creek 
for 2009.

Perspectives on the Proposed Mine

Although most residents would agree that a lack of cash-producing jobs is a major concern for the 
community of Crooked Creek, opinions concerning the development of the Donlin Mine were mixed. 
One interview respondent stated that she would welcome the job opportunities that the Donlin Mine 
operations might bring to the community, whereas another interview respondent was concerned about 
any adverse environmental changes that may occur due to mining development. He wondered if more 
jobs in the near future would end up being a trade-off for a possible loss of subsistence resources in 
the future (B 040610-01, A 040910).

 

The Crooked Creek chapter is dedicated to Theresa 
Morgan Parent who passed on December 3, 2011 
at the age of 87. Theresa was a respected elder of 
the Crooked Creek community, and served as an 
interview respondent for this chapter. During her 
lifetime she owned and operated Parent’s Trading 
Post and Lodge in Crooked Creek with her husband 
Sam Parent, and also served as a health aide for 
the community in the 1960s. Theresa was born in 
1924 in Ohagamuit to Mary and George Morgan. 
George Morgan was known as one of the “three 
Georges” who were the early trading fathers of 
the Kuskokwim River. Theresa was a mother, 
grandmother, great grandmother and great, great 
grandmother, and raised her family centered around 
a subsistence way of life. 
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Lower Kalskag, 2009

Prepared by Seth Wilson
In April 2010, researchers surveyed 63 of 75 households (84%) in Lower Kalskag. The surveyed 
households reported harvesting 46,866 edible pounds of wild foods between January and December 
2009. The average harvest per household was 743 lb; the average harvest per person was 187 lb. 
Expanding for 12 unsurveyed households, Lower Kalskag’s estimated total harvest of wild foods in 
2009 was 55,793 lb (±12%).

Figure 6-1 provides the proportions of Lower Kalskag’s 10 most abundantly harvested resources. 
������������������������%�Z������������Y"��������������<����%�$��'���������]�'���^��+������%������
������������<�%�%������������%�>Z�"q_�$�������%��;�������>����<����%��������������%�������'��%��
constituted an estimated 61% of the total yield. In terms of edible weight, the most heavily harvested 
species was Chinook salmon (34% of the total harvest), followed by moose (17%) and chum salmon 
�Y"����;���������������̀ ��������������������������������������%�$��'����������������������������<����%�
that were not included in the top 10 (Figure 6-1).

;�������������������������%���������������������%����<���������%����%����������������������������

Figure 6-1.–Top 10 species harvests ranked by estimated edible weight, Lower Kalskag, 2009.

Chinook salmon
34%

Moose
17%

Chum salmon
10% Humpback whitefish

6%
Sockeye salmon

5% Coho salmon
4%

Smelt
3%

Northern pike
3%

Sheefish
3%

Broad whitefish
2%

Other resources
13%

Other
28%



148

Comprehensive Survey Results – Lower Kalskag 2009

����������������<���������������
�������������<�����������������%���������������������������������
��%����%����������
����������|��<�������$�������������%�%������������`�������������������<�������
available online in the CSIS.

This chapter also describes results from the community mapping and ethnographic components 
of this study. In Lower Kalskag, 49 maps were created to represent 4 subsistence resources and 5 
resource categories. Note that not every surveyed household completed a harvest area map because 
not every household participated in a subsistence activity or they were not surveyed at all. Therefore, 
spatial land use portrayed in this chapter is a minimal estimate. The ethnographic sample in Lower 
Kalskag consisted of 4 men and 1 woman. Four were active members of the subsistence economy. 
All respondents were above the age of 50 and had resided in the community for the majority of their 
adult lives.

About Lower Kalskag

Lower Kalskag, called Ayanquryaraq (the starting point of a trail) in Yup’ik, is located on the north 
bank of the Kuskokwim River approximately 26 miles downriver from Aniak, 89 miles northeast of 
Bethel, and 350 miles west of Anchorage. The community, depicted in Figure 6-2, is strategically 
situated where the mountainous and rolling terrain of the central Kuskokwim valley tapers off into 
the wet alluvial lowlands that characterize the Yukon–Kuskokwim Delta region. This location plays 
an integral part in Lower Kalskag’s harvests since it provides residents immediate access to 2 distinct 
biomes and a greater variety of resources than the upriver communities in this study. For instance, 
residents of Lower Kalskag harvested 87 different subsistence resources, the most among all 8 study 
communities.

The present-day Lower Kalskag townsite has been occupied for approximately 80 years, although 
not as a year-round settlement (participant, community review meeting, Lower Kalskag, December 8, 
2010, personal communication). Lower Kalskag is the most recent in a series of 3 villages referred to 
���^��+����;��������%��������%�<������Kalthagamute (which was named for a species of duck in 
Yup’ik), was likely located at the mouth of Mud Creek downstream of the present site on the Kuskokwim 
River, according to the travel records of Zagoskin (1967) and Weinland and Hartmann (Oswalt 1980). 
The community was settled on an elevated, cobbled bank favorable to landing qayaq (traditional 
covered canoes) ��%����������������������%�����̂ �����������'��������������%�����������������������
of the historical Yukon–Kuskokwim Portage, which was used for overland travel between the Yukon 
and Kuskokwim rivers, making the community a popular rest area for travelers. For these reasons, 
the village of Kalthagamute grew to encompass 120 people and more than 1 qasqiq (men’s house) by 
the middle of the 19th century (Zagoskin 1967). An older community called Simartulirmiut may have 
occupied the same site as Kalthagamute before contact [ANCSA 14 (h)1]. This was the community 
that fought in the famous “War of the Eye” documented in 1897 by John Kilbuck (Fienup-Riordan 
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1988). Most key respondents for this project and those recorded in the ANCSA 14 (h)1 interviews 
trace their ancestry to the historical winter villages of Kalthagamute, Uurnavik, Tayarungualek, and 
Ohogamiut located between Lower Kalskag and Tuluksak (ANCSA 14(h)1 interviews 88CAL085 
and 88CAL028, transcribed by R Drozda).

	���������������������'����������������� Kalthagamute began to dwindle in the 1880s, with the 
community losing as many as 40 inhabitants in as little as a decade (Petrov 1884; Fienup-Riordan 
YZqq��������^���������������%�������<�%�����<���������������������������������%�Kessiglik, where 
present-day Kalskag is located. While historical patterns of Yup’ik settlement were precipitated by 
environmental variables such as eroding river banks and varying wildlife populations, at the turn of 
the last century disease forced resettlement. As one respondent commented, “They move around, when 
people die and their spirits stay, the people move around” (UKSG).

;��� ��%���� ���������� ��� ]�'��� ^��+��� �+��� ��'� ���� ����� ���������� �������� ���������
between the 1930s and the 1950s. At that time, a steady stream of Yukon River residents—generally 
��������'������<���������������<����������������^��+����;����������������������$���%�'������
%��������������������������$��'��������������%������%����������������<��$���������������������<��
�������%���������������%�'���<�����������������$������]�'���^��+�����%���'������������������
of St. Seraphim Orthodox Church in 1940. Regardless of the catalyst for households from Kalskag 

Photograph by DCCED

Figure 6-2.–Aerial view of Lower Kalskag.. 
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permanently settling in Lower Kalskag, the peopling of Lower Kalskag continued through the mid 
YZ""��<���+���������%������������������������

A combined elementary and middle school was built in Lower Kalskag in 1959 and administered 
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, a development which attracted families with children who were 
�$�����%���������%��������;��������������'���$���� ���YZ\>�����	�1 ). In 1969 the community 
incorporated as a second class city and initiated a housing project sponsored by the BIA and Housing 
Improvement Act to erect 23 new homes. The new houses were provided with electricity by the power 
plant administered by the Alaska Village Electric Cooperative. Because of their proximity to each 
�������^��+�����%�]�'���^��+������������<�������������������%�������������������������������%���
3,200-foot gravel airstrip.

Today, as in the past, Lower Kalskag residents follow an established pattern of traveling to 
seasonal camps throughout the seasonal round, according to key respondents. As noted earlier, one 
$���������]�'���^��+������������������������������!�%��������$�������;���'����%���������'������%�
the mountainous, forested terrain to the north of Lower Kalskag allow for several spring harvesting 
opportunities. Spring camps are typically located away from the main river in the portage area, which 
includes Johnson River, Big Lake, and Crooked Creek northwest of the community. Other spring camps 
are located downriver from Lower Kalskag in the sloughs and portages between the river’s main stem 
and the Johnson River. Respondents reported that their families returned either to their main camp or 
an alternate each spring, depending on animal abundance and land use density.

These areas have slow-moving water and marshes rich with muskrats and migratory waterfowl. 
Respondents said that traps were set for muskrat in the spring before the lakes and river became open 
and the mating season began. Muskrats were taken by a single .22 caliber shot to the head—the pelts 
had commercial value, and some respondents said they learned marksmanship as a child by trying 
to shoot the muskrats without damaging the body. Another respondent said she used a walking stick 
'�������������%��������������������������+������^`[���;�����'������'������%����������������%�����
meat was usually hung to dry and then smoked. Mink, beavers, lynx, and otters were also trapped at 
spring camp, but none elicited as much conversation during the surveys as muskrat.

The arrival of migratory birds signaled the new season and an opportunity to harvest fresh food. “If 
you were lazy you gonna starve. That’s why they go back and eat when the birds come” (KR1). After 
they were plucked, birds—like muskrats— were hung to dry and then lightly smoked. One respondent 
noted that during the 2009 spring camp, he harvested and ate some species of ducks, especially loons, 
that he had not eaten since the last time he went to spring camp KR1).

Several respondents noted that they stopped going to camp around the times that their grandparents 
died (KR 1, 2, 5). After that the economic strain of going to camp became too much.  “We used to go 

1. Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED), Community and Regional Affairs (DCCED): http://www.

dced.state.ak.us/dca/home.htm.



151

Comprehensive Survey Results – Lower Kalskag 2009

spring camp when my father’s mother was around. Then in later years money dropped and jobs came 
and things got harder. The food started costing too much and the gas. And that’s what made things 
harder for families to go out to spring camp.” (KR 2). Respondents said that community members, 
especially young men, still look forward to the weeks prior to breakup as the time to make short trips 
to harvest migratory birds while snowmachine travel is still possible.

������������������������<�%�%������������������������������%�������%�����������������'��%���<��
������������'�������������������������'�������������������������<���������Y"�� (KR4). Respondents 
���%����������������'���������%����������������������������<�����%�������������������]�'���̂ ��+����
'�����������������%�������������%���<���������������%����������'��+��������������������������������
subsistence, for dog food, and for barter to the store became a full-time endeavor.

`�����%������������%����������������������������������������$�������������������������'��+�
at a time. Because of higher commuting costs, regulatory schedules, and social obligations in town, 
������%��������%�����������������������%�����������$��'����������������������������+����������
trips from home to harvest salmon. Now, just as in the past, the prized salmon are Chinook salmon; 
nothing is wasted, according to respondents. To illustrate this, one respondent described the process of 
making sulunaq using split Chinook salmon heads, salted stomachs, and vinegar. The early run timing 
of Chinook salmon and the drier, sunnier weather of June combine to create the best conditions for 
drying Chinook salmon into strips and slabs. Chinook salmon is also frozen whole, brined and dried 
or smoked, and jarred.

���������������������%��������'��������������������'������������������<��������<�������%�'���
the peak of the subsistence calendar for respondents’ families. However, no matter how cherished, 
<������%���%���������'�����������<������<���������������������%���������������������������������%�
in the following passage. 

��*�%������������������������%�'��������+��������+����'��������������;��������'�'��%���
We do not want to reach July. We can only keep 50 percent of what we catch in July because 
����������%�'���������������������%�����'�������'������������������������������'����������
get fruit, berries. (KR2)

The pinnacle of fall harvesting, according to respondents, was moose season. Lower Kalskag is 
located on the upriver border of GMU 18. GMU 18 hunting regulations are less restrictive than those 
in GMU 19A where state residents hunt under a Tier II system2 . Residents who do not receive a 
permit or who are unsuccessful in their hunting effort often travel to GMU 21E on the Yukon River 
to take advantage of more liberal regulations. Traditionally, respondents said, residents of the central 
Kuskokwim River would hunt moose all year (except for the rut), but preferred moose harvested in 
the fall because they were fatter (KR1).

2. A Tier II hunt may be administered when there is not enough game for a general season but the population of animals has historically been an 
important source of human food (5 AAC 92.062).
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Some subsistence harvest activities did occur in the winter months, such as “hooking” (using a line 
���%����������+���������������������������������������%���������������'�����������$���������%�����
said that winter is relatively unhurried compared to the hustle of summer. Respondents said that very 
few residents maintained winter traplines because the price of fur has dropped and there is no local 
market (KR3).

Demographics

The 63 surveyed households included 251 people. There was an average of 4 occupants per dwelling, 
and the largest household had 10 occupants. The mean age in Lower Kalskag was 29.2 years old and 
the eldest resident was 94 years of age.

Expanding for the 12 unsurveyed households, the estimated population of Lower Kalskag at the 
time of the survey was 299 individuals. As a comparison, the U.S. Census Bureau, whose decennial 
estimates are portrayed as blue dots in Figure 6-3, reported 282 individuals living in Lower Kalskag 
in 2010. Yearly estimates are also provided by the Alaska Department of Labor (portrayed as the white 
dots) and are based on adjusted Alaska permanent fund dividend applications data and U.S. Census 
Bureau decennial data. The Department of Labor estimate for our study year was 251, a difference of 
19% from this project’s estimate of 299 individuals. There are a number of factors that could explain 
�����<�������� ����%����%���������� ��������%�������������������<����%������������� ����%��������%�
sampling differences. 

Figure 6-3.–Population history, Lower Kalskag, 1960–2009. 
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�������\@#����������������������$���%������������%����������������������������������������<����
%�����$���%�$��'����$�������%�����*����%������������������[>�������������������'���������%�#_��
was female. The average length of residency was 37.5 years, the longest length of residency among 
the Central Kuskokwim communities, and an estimated 96% of the residents were Alaskan Native. 

Wild Food Uses and Harvests

The primary purpose of the household survey was to collect information about the harvest and uses 
of edible wild foods. Respondents were asked whether their household used edible wild foods, or 
tried to harvest any of these resources during the study year. If they tried to harvest a resource, they 
were asked how much they harvested, as well as other details of their effort such as gear type, sex of 
the animal, or month of harvest.

;�$��� ��%� ������� ��� ����� �������� ���������� ���������� ��� ���� ���<���� 
���������� ������ �<����
household (97%) used at least 1 type of subsistence resource. Seventy-eight different wild foods were 
harvested by 91% of the households in Lower Kalskag. The most species of wild foods that any 1 
household used was 42, and families generally used an average of 12 resources. 

Sharing is a cornerstone of the rural subsistence framework in Alaska. It was documented in this 
survey by asking if households “received” or “gave” each resource, and who harvested or processed the 
resources used by the respondent’s household. Successful harvesters often share with other community 
members who are unable to harvest or who do not have the resources necessary to harvest. For this 

Figure 6-4.–�������	�
��������'�����(�����&�������
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reason, the discrepancy between the percentage of households using a resource versus harvesting it 
can indicate barriers to harvesting food, which are then overcome by sharing from others. Refer to 
the “Wild Food Networks” section for more discussion.

;���>���������
���������%�'�%����%��$����������'����������+�����������%�$�������������%�
86% of the households, followed by moose (81%) and crowberries (blackberries) (68%). For inedible 
��������������'��%������%���������'����q_����������������%��������������������������������������
in conjunction with stove oil). Figure 6-5 shows the total proportion of households that harvested a 
resource category (in red) in relation to the households that used a resource category (in blue). There is 
a small difference between the households that harvested resources (90%) and those that used resources 
�Z_����;����%�����������������������������������$��%����������%���������$���%����������������������
of vegetation. Land mammals had the largest discrepancy (42% difference) between households that 
successfully harvested animals in 2009 and those that used land mammal products.

;�������������������������������<����%�'��������$������������%�����������������������������
approximately 39,087 lb (±12%), which were likely taken from local rivers and lakes (Figure 6-6). 
The second largest category was land mammals, which provided Lower Kalskag residents with an 
estimated 11,544 lb (±12%) of protein. Birds and vegetation provided much smaller amounts of 
food to community residents—1,379 and 3,783 lb, respectively.  Marine mammals were included 
in the survey because although it is extremely uncommon for communities on the central or upper 

Figure 6-5.–Percentages of households using, attempting to harvest, or harvesting subsistence 
resources by category, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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Kuskokwim River to harvest marine species, this resource is commonly supplied through trade or 
barter with maritime communities.

Chinook salmon was the most targeted and harvested salmon species, with almost one-half of the 
�����������������%����������%����$����<�<�%������������������%�'��������%���%�YZ�!#Y��%�$��
pounds (Table 6-1; Figure 6-7). Respondents said that Chinook salmon were an important resource 
$���������������%�$�����<����%���������
�������������������%�%����������%����������������%�������<�%�
in a number of ways. Chum salmon contributed the second largest component to Lower Kalskag 
residents’ diets, an estimated 5,451 lb, followed by sockeye and coho salmon. Although the survey 
did not differentiate between set and drift gillnet as a means of harvesting, Lower Kalskag residents 
�������%���+����������$��Y��������!������%�����$����������������������������!�'���������%����������
mesh depth, but not in their mesh size, in 2009. According to one respondent, who also said that the 
�����������������������������<���<���������%���'�������������������������������'��%������������
larger mesh nets in order to target large Chinook salmon and to pass chum salmon (KR2). Additionally, 
respondents said that Chinook salmon size has decreased since their childhood, which they thought 
prompted more conservative management and smaller net mesh sizes. Lastly, 24 coho salmon were 
estimated to have been taken with rod and reel in the fall time.

Lower Kalskag’s nonsalmon harvest was an estimated 9,615 lb (Table 6-1), which was one-third 
����������������������������<�������!""Z�������������'��������������������%�����������������������
]�'���^��+��� ������%�����'�������<��� ������� �������$��+�'���������'�����'���� ��������

Figure 6-6.–Total estimated edible pounds harvested by the community by resource category, Lower 
Kalskag, 2009. 
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Fish
Salmon

Chum salmon 40% 30% 27% 17% 6% 5,451 lb 72.7 lb 18.2 lb 1,068 ind. ± 35%
Coho salmon 52% 33% 32% 29% 10% 2,180 lb 29.1 lb 7.3 lb 385 ind. ± 20%
Chinook salmon 86% 51% 49% 49% 25% 19,241 lb 256.5 lb 64.4 lb 2,034 ind. ± 18%
Pink salmon 8% 5% 3% 5% 2% 9 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 4 ind. ± 59%
Sockeye salmon 48% 30% 29% 25% 8% 2,592 lb 34.6 lb 8.7 lb 541 ind. ± 23%
Unknown salmon 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 89% 54% 52% 57% 29% 29,472 lb 393.0 lb 98.6 lb 4,030 ind. ± 16%

Char
Arctic char 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dolly Varden 2% 3% 2% 0% 0% 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 80%
Lake trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 2% 3% 2% 0% 0% 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ± 80%

Trout
Rainbow trout 5% 5% 5% 0% 0% 15 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 11 ind. ± 50%
Unknown trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 5% 5% 5% 0% 0% 15 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 11 ± 50%

Whitefishes
Sheefish 41% 30% 29% 14% 11% 1,450 lb 19.3 lb 4.9 lb 242 ind. ± 26%
Broad whitefish 62% 38% 35% 35% 13% 1,153 lb 15.4 lb 3.9 lb 728 ind. ± 26%
Bering cisco 3% 3% 3% 0% 2% 85 lb 1.1 lb 0.3 lb 60 ind. ± 79%
Least cisco 10% 3% 3% 6% 0% 58 lb 0.8 lb 0.2 lb 58 ind. ± 57%
Humpback whitefish 62% 43% 41% 32% 17% 3,471 lb 46.3 lb 11.6 lb 1,109 ind. ± 19%
Round whitefish 6% 2% 0% 6% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown whitefish 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 84% 60% 57% 51% 24% 6,217 lb 82.9 lb 20.8 lb 2,198 ± 18%

Anadromous/Marine fishes
Smelt 60% 46% 44% 27% 13% 1,664 lb 22.2 lb 5.6 lb 285 gal. ± 18%
Cod 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific cod (gray) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific halibut 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Arctic lamprey 16% 5% 5% 14% 3% b 67 lb 0.9 lb 0.2 lb 61 ind. ± 54%
Rockfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 63% 46% 44% 35% 13% 1,731 lb 23.1 lb 5.8 lb 345 ± 18%

Other freshwater fishes
Alaska blackfish 27% 16% 16% 14% 6% b 135 lb 1.8 lb 0.5 lb 53 ind. ± 46%
Burbot 16% 5% 2% 14% 2% 6 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 80%
Arctic grayling 6% 5% 5% 3% 2% b 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 6 ind. ± 52%
Northern pike 51% 35% 30% 27% 13% 1,505 lb 20.1 lb 5.0 lb 335 ind. ± 20%
Longnose sucker 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 62% 40% 33% 40% 16% 1,650 lb 22.0 lb 5.5 lb 396 ± 22%

All fish 94% 70% 70% 83% 41% 39,087 lb 521.2 lb 130.8 lb 6,983 ± 14%
All resourcesc 97% 90% 90% 94% 57% 55,793 lb 743.9 lb 186.7 lb 10,545 ± 12%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                       
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                    
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                   
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    

Table 6-1. – 	�������%��������%����<�������������]�'���^��+����!""Z�
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���<����%�'����#@����@���������������������������$��+�'�������������������<���$��+�'������%���%�����
was also a popular activity for younger children. Fishers from Lower Kalskag harvested an estimated 
>�#_Y�$��������$��+�'��������'���������������%�>\���������������������������������<��������
������������$���%�'������������������%�Y[���������������������<������%�'�������������<����%�'����
small mesh gillnets in the fall. Respondents reported that in the past, they had occasionally dismantled 
$��<���%���������%������%������'��������������������%������������%�%��������������������%�������������
������%���������������������%����'����������'����������������������$��%�������%�$��<�����������
which are discussed in the “Comparison with Prior Results” section, below.

The second most harvested nonsalmon species was smelt, which were harvested by dipnet after 
breakup and which provided an estimated 1,664 lb. Respondents clearly anticipated the spring run of 
������$����������������%���������������������%���������������������������������������+��'��������
�������%����%�'�������<����%�$����%���%��������������������{�����������%������%�����������������������
Some respondents targeted the larger ones because, they said, it is easier to remove bones, which 
are sharp. However, they added, large northern pike are now less abundant near the village, so they 
traveled to well-known spots on the Yukon River to harvest them. Much of the northern pike harvest 
was dried in the open air and preserved in freezers.

Figure 6-7.–Fish harvests by gear type, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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No households reported using subsistence harvested marine invertebrates (Table 6-2). 
]����� ��%����������%���������������������$������ ��� ���� �������$������������<����$��]�'���

Kalskag residents in 2009.  Lower Kalskag respondents reported harvesting an estimated 18 moose 
in 2009 which provided 9,643 lb of meat (Table 6-3). Moose was also the most commonly distributed 
resource, with 62% of the households receiving it, and 24% sharing it with other households. Nearly 
twice as many households attempted to harvest moose (46%) than were successful in doing so (24%)—
the largest discrepancy of any resource. Clearly, those who were successful distributed their harvest to 
multiple households. Lower Kalskag respondents also took an estimated 4 caribou and 1 black bear.

Moose were a central conversation topic with key respondents. The species was discussed in multiple 
contexts, such as the importance of sharing, adolescent rites of passage, divergences of contemporary 
and historical wildlife management, and as a valued source of food. About one-half of the reported 
harvest took place during the fall season in August and September. A few respondents took advantage 
of the federal winter hunt in GMU 21E, but not all respondents chose or were able to travel there: 

But a lot of people here go hunting up on the Yukon during their winter hunt. There are so 
many dang moose. They have cow, bull, and calf hunts. I heard though that if you get one up 
there you can’t hunt in the fall in our unit. So I try to stay here in Kalskag. A lot of people 
do. (KR 4)

 Respondents recalled when moose were unmanaged. As one elder described, “There was a certain 
�������'���������¡���£���%������������%�������������������%��;������'���������%�%����������������
The rest of the year my ap’a [grandfather] would hunt. Fall time was best. They were fat” (KR1). One 
respondent expressed frustration that ADF&G would not allow local hunters to select what to harvest 
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Marine invertebrates
Clams 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Tanner crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Shrimp 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All marine invertebrates 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 97% 90% 90% 94% 57% 55,793 lb 743.9 lb 186.7 lb 10,545 ± 12%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                       
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                    
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                   
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    

Table 6-2. – Estimated uses and harvests of marine invertebrates, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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Table 6-3. – Estimated uses and harvests of land and marine mammals, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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Land mammals
Large land mammals

Black bear 13% 3% 2% 11% 0% 119 lb 1.6 lb 0.4 lb 1 ind. ± 619%
Brown bear 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 336 lb 4.5 lb 1.1 lb 2 ind. ± 56%
Caribou 22% 11% 3% 19% 5% 464 lb 6.2 lb 1.6 lb 4 ind. ± 59%
Deer 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Moose 81% 46% 24% 62% 24% 9,643 lb 128.6 lb 32.3 lb 18 ind. ± 17%
Muskox 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dall sheep 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 81% 48% 27% 62% 25% 10,562 lb 140.8 lb 35.3 lb 25 ind. ± 17%

Small land mammals
Beaver 35% 22% 22% 14% 10% 817 lb 10.9 lb 2.7 lb 54 ind. ± 31%
Red fox 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 4 ind. ± 59%
Red fox - cross phase 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Snowshoe hare 13% 13% 11% 2% 2% 60 lb 0.8 lb 0.2 lb 24 ind. ± 34%
Alaska hare (jackrabbit) 5% 5% 5% 0% 0% b 33 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 13 ind. ± 47%
River (land) otter 5% 5% 5% 0% 2% b 14 lb 0.2 lb 0.0 lb 5 ind. ± 48%
Lynx 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marmot 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marten 5% 5% 5% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 5 ind. ± 62%
Mink 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Muskrat 5% 3% 3% 2% 0% 21 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 27 ind. ± 70%
Porcupine 13% 10% 8% 5% 2% 38 lb 0.5 lb 0.1 lb 10 ind. ± 43%
*�����������%�����+����
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
`�%���������
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Weasel 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Gray wolf 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% b Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Wolverine 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 1 ind. ± 619%
Subtotal 49% 35% 33% 19% 11% 982 lb 13.1 lb 3.3 lb 143 ind. ± 33%

Feral mammals
Reindeer - feral 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Marine mammals
Unknown seal 43% 0% 0% 43% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Walrus 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Beluga 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Bowhead 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown whale 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 43% 0% 0% 43% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All land mammals 86% 54% 44% 67% 30% 11,544 lb 153.9 lb 38.6 lb 168 ± 29%
All marine mammals 43% 0% 0% 43% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 97% 90% 90% 94% 57% 55,793 lb 743.9 lb 186.7 lb 10,545 ± 12%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                               
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                             
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                            
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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based on the hunters’ observations of the moose population, or to harvest barren cows. So important 
was moose meat to Lower Kalskag respondents that all emphasized how wrong it is to waste any 
part. According to another respondent: “How to make them [moose populations] grow without killing 
something that we never see again? That’s why we native people only take what we take, we don’t 
throw away” (KR 2). 

The majority of the small land mammal harvest was small, edible game, such as snowshoe hares 
(60 lb), porcupines (38 lb), and muskrats (21 lb), rather than furbearers. Beavers were also harvested 
in large amounts (54 animals) by Lower Kalskag residents in 2009. However, it is unclear how many 
were used only for fur. Beavers have not been trapped as regularly as they were when the fur prices 
were high, respondents said, and respondents have also observed that the populations have increased. 
Commenting about the trapping industry, one respondent stated simply, “Furs are cheap, gas is high, 
��%��
����������������^`!��

As in other communities in this study, no marine mammals were harvested, but many households 
��
����%����������������������������������������������������*��������������������%���������%�
receiving a seal resource, most commonly seal oil. A couple of households also reported receiving 
bowhead and beluga whales (Table 6-3).

Probably because of its proximity to wetlands and waterfowl nesting habitat, Lower Kalskag’s 
estimated bird harvest was nearly 3 times that of the other study communities. Lower Kalskag hunters 
harvested an estimated 1,379 lb of birds, of which 341 lb were ducks, 412 lb were geese, 243 lb were 
swans, and 297 lb were grouses and ptarmigans (Table 6-4). Contemporary respondents, especially 
young men, said that they enjoyed harvesting birds in spring because the birds’ arrival was a signal 
for the end of winter and because it provided an excuse to make short trips from the community to 
harvest fresh food. Mallards and black scoters (black ducks) were highly sought after waterfowl due to 
�������������%��������������'�����������<����%�����������
�������������%����<�%�%�������%�$��'������
because of their larger size. Residents often search for geese along gravel bars and sandy banks a 
������%��������������������������������������������������^��+�+'���`�<����'�����������������
their crops with pebbles to aid digestion. Although Lower Kalskag has the most access to nesting 
areas compared to the other study communities, no respondents reported gathering eggs (Table 6-5); 
however, a few respondents indicated that they had in the past. When asked why there was no reported 
harvest in 2009, one respondent replied that she stopped harvesting eggs because of conservation 
concerns: “I don’t want to deplete birds. That’s how it is, like a garden. You rotate the crops so you 
don’t deplete the soil” (KR5).

Lastly, the survey asked about vegetation harvested and/or used by respondents (Table 6-6). The 
������������ ��� �������%�� ����� ���<����%� ��%� ���%� <���������� '���� �
��<������ ����� �������%��
�����������%� ��� ���������� <����������� ����%���� ���'��%�� ����� ��� ���� ������ ��������� ����������*��
estimated 3,573 lb of berries were picked in Lower Kalskag, despite respondents reporting a poor 
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Table 6-4. – Estimated uses and harvests of birds, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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Migratory birds
Ducks

Bufflehead 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 80%
Canvasback 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Goldeneye 10% 8% 8% 2% 0% 8 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 10 ind. ± 38%
|���
��� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Mallard 54% 41% 41% 19% 11% 127 lb 1.7 lb 0.4 lb 127 ind. ± 13%
Common merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Red-brested merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
]���@����%�%��+���%�
��'� 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Northern pintail 29% 24% 24% 5% 8% 53 lb 0.7 lb 0.2 lb 67 ind. ± 22%
Scaup 3% 3% 3% 0% 2% 35 lb 0.5 lb 0.1 lb 39 ind. ± 73%
Black scoter 40% 32% 32% 16% 6% 79 lb 1.1 lb 0.3 lb 88 ind. ± 16%
Surf scoter 3% 3% 3% 0% 2% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 609%
White-winged scoter 5% 5% 5% 0% 0% 9 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 10 ind. ± 50%
Northern shoveler 5% 3% 3% 2% 0% 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 8 ind. ± 61%
Green-winged teal 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 4 ind. ± 80%
Unknown wigeon 13% 11% 11% 2% 2% b 20 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 29 ind. ± 36%
Unknown ducks 10% 3% 3% 6% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 609%
Subtotal 67% 51% 51% 30% 14% 341 lb 4.5 lb 1.1 lb 386 ind. ± 13%

Geese
Brant 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 4 ind. ± 80%
Cackling Canada goose 38% 35% 33% 13% 3% b 147 lb 2.0 lb 0.5 lb 123 ind. ± 16%
Lesser Canada goose 16% 13% 11% 6% 6% b 73 lb 1.0 lb 0.2 lb 61 ind. ± 31%
Unknown Canada goose 6% 2% 0% 6% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Emperor goose 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% b 9 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 4 ind. ± 80%
Snow goose 14% 11% 11% 5% 3% b 88 lb 1.2 lb 0.3 lb 38 ind. ± 50%
Greater white-fronted goose 17% 14% 14% 3% 3% b 91 lb 1.2 lb 0.3 lb 38 ind. ± 34%
Unknown goose 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 52% 43% 40% 22% 8% 412 lb 5.5 lb 1.4 lb 267 ind. ± 20%

Other migratory birds
Tundra swan (whistling) 30% 24% 22% 11% 5% 243 lb 3.2 lb 0.8 lb 40 ind. ± 22%
Sandhill crane 8% 8% 8% 0% 2% 80 lb 1.1 lb 0.3 lb 10 ind. ± 35%
Common loon 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% b 6 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 37% 30% 29% 11% 5% 329 lb 4.4 lb 1.1 lb 51 ind. ± 20%

Other birds
Spruce grouse 41% 38% 35% 8% 13% 162 lb 2.2 lb 0.5 lb 231 ind. ± 27%
Ruffed grouse 10% 10% 10% 2% 5% 43 lb 0.6 lb 0.1 lb 62 ind. ± 42%
Ptarmigan 27% 21% 21% 8% 5% b 92 lb 1.2 lb 0.3 lb 92 ind. ± 26%
Willow ptarmigan 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown other birds 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 51% 44% 43% 14% 16% 297 lb 4.0 lb 1.0 lb 385 ind. ± 21%

All migratory birds 70% 54% 52% 37% 17% 1,082 lb 14.4 lb 3.6 lb 704 ± 13%
All other birds 51% 44% 43% 14% 16% 297 lb 4.0 lb 1.0 lb 385 ± 21%
All resourcesc 97% 90% 90% 94% 57% 55,793 lb 743.9 lb 186.7 lb 10,545 ± 12%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                    
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                 
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                 
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).     
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berry year for locally harvested berries. The largest harvests were of blueberries and crowberries, with 
1,059 lb and 1,046 lb picked of each. One respondent referred to berries as his only fruit, and said that 
���'��%��������%�����������������������%�*����������������������������������+������������^`!���
Greens were harvested as early as the spring and throughout the summer. Firewood was collected 
in winter when respondents said that overland travel was easy, or harvested in the summer by boat. 
Notable harvests of greens included wild rhubarb, Hudson Bay tea, and stinkweed.

Harvest Areas

As part of the survey, households were asked to mark on a map the areas where they harvested or 
searched for resources. From these data, maps were produced for each community depicting the harvest 
areas for 4 subsistence resources (bears, rainbow/steelhead trout, moose, and caribou) and 5 resource 
�������������������������%���������'���������%��+����%����������%�$���������%�����������������
6-8 summarizes all the mapped data collected from Lower Kalskag for 2009.

����!""Z��]�'���̂ ��+���������%������������%�����������������Y�!\>�[��
����������������$����������
Lower Kalskag respondents harvested the majority of their resources within a 20-mile radius of the 
community, with many travelling by boat to camps and native allotments located along the Johnson 
River. Other respondents made trips to other communities, such as Kasigluk and Nunapitchuk, to visit 
relatives and friends and to harvest resources in those areas with friends and family, a practice which 
underlines the integration of subsistence with social ties. Lastly, numerous respondents made overland 
trips in winter to the Yukon River area for harvesting opportunities not available in the Kuskokwim 
river drainage.

Table 6-5. – Estimated uses and harvests of eggs, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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Bird eggs
Duck eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Geese eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Swan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Crane eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Gull eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Ptarmigan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

All birds and eggs 81% 65% 63% 41% 27% 1,379 lb 18.4 lb 4.6 lb 1,089 ± 14%
All resourcesc 97% 90% 90% 94% 57% 55,793 lb 743.9 lb 186.7 lb 10,545 ± 12%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                       
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                    
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                   
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).   
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Berries
Blueberry 67% 56% 56% 17% 6% 1,059 lb 14.1 lb 3.5 lb 266 gal. ± 16%
Lowbush cranberry 25% 24% 24% 6% 0% b 174 lb 2.3 lb 0.6 lb 44 gal. ± 38%
Highbush cranberry 21% 17% 17% 5% 0% b 152 lb 2.0 lb 0.5 lb 38 gal. ± 40%
Gooseberry 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 309%
Currants 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 71 lb 1.0 lb 0.2 lb 18 gal. ± 59%
Raspberry 8% 5% 5% 3% 0% b 26 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 7 gal. ± 3%
Salmonberry 62% 46% 46% 17% 3% 1,043 lb 13.9 lb 3.5 lb 261 gal. ± 22%
Crowberry (blackberry) 68% 54% 54% 22% 8% b 1,046 lb 13.9 lb 3.5 lb 263 gal. ± 14%
Other wild berry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Berries 79% 65% 65% 38% 10% 3,573 lb 47.6 lb 12.0 lb 896 gal. ± 16%

Plants/Greens/Mushrooms
Wild rhubarb 40% 38% 38% 2% 2% 84 lb 1.1 lb 0.3 lb 84 gal. ± 34%
Eskimo potato 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Fiddlehead ferns 5% 3% 3% 3% 2% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 59%
Nettle 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Hudson's Bay tea 46% 41% 41% 6% 2% b 51 lb 0.7 lb 0.2 lb 51 gal. ± 17%
Mint 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 619%
Sour dock 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Spruce tips 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 0%
Willow leaves 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Cow parsnip (wild celery) 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% b 8 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 8 gal. ± 80%
Wild rose hips 6% 6% 6% 2% 0% 19 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 6 gal. ± 41%
Yarrow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Other wild greens 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% b 10 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 0%
Unknown mushrooms 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 5 gal. ± 80%
Fireweed 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Stinkweed 38% 35% 35% 5% 3% 28 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 30 gal. ± 16%
Punk 19% 19% 19% 2% 10% Not eaten 972 gal. ± 59%
Puffballs 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 15 gal. ± 69%
Unknown greens from land 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Mousefoods 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Subtotal 67% 62% 62% 13% 14% 210 lb 2.8 lb 0.7 lb 1,178 gal. ± 49%

Wood
Bark 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b Not eaten 18 crd. ± 1%
Roots 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 gal. ± 0%
Birch 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Firewood 86% 79% 79% 19% 6% b Not eaten 209 crd. ± 15%
Cottonwood 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% b Not eaten 5 crd. ± 5%
Willow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Subtotal 87% 81% 81% 19% 6% Not eaten 231 ± 14%

All vegetation 92% 89% 89% 52% 25% 3,783 lb 50.4 lb 12.7 lb 2,306 ± 26%
All resourcesc 97% 90% 90% 94% 57% 55,793 lb 743.9 lb 186.7 lb 10,545 ± 12%

Percentage of households Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Estimated pounds harvested

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                         
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                      
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                      
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).   

Table 6-6. – Estimated uses and harvests of vegetation, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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Salmon harvest and search areas are shown in Figure 6-9 and were concentrated close to Lower 
Kalskag along the main stem of the Kuskokwim River. Some respondents reported traveling to nearby 
Aniak as well as further downriver near Kasigluk in order to harvest salmon with other family members. 
The most commonly utilized drift gillnet locations were situated between Lower and Upper Kalskag. 
`�����%��������%����������������'�@+��'��������������%�$���������������������������������������
�������'�����%��������%�����$�������������;�����'�����%%�������%��������������q����������<���
���^��+������������������������������������������%����%�%�������������+��������������������������
'���������������������������'�����������������������������<����������������������������������
setnet locations were in eddies along the main river and the “old river” slough located south of Lower 
Kalskag; these locations were informally owned by an individual or family which had a long history 
������<���������������������������

|��<������%������������������'������������%�����$�'«�������%�������������%�����%�����������\@Y"��
;��������������������������<��������$��+�'��������'��������$��+���������^��+�+'���`�<���
�%����������]�'���̂ ��+��������%�'��������'��������������+�����������������]�+������������'����
��#@��������������%�������������%���������%����<��������{�������������������<����'����������%�
northern pike because those species are larger in the Yukon River, they said. Arhymot Lake (referred 
���������������]�+���'�����������������������������'����������%����������'�������]�����������
������%��������%���%���%��������������������$�'����������������$��+�����*���+�

The large land mammal map (Figure 6-11) includes search and harvest areas for moose, caribou, 
and bears.  As mentioned earlier, Lower Kalskag is located at the border of GMUs 18 and 19A.  In 
the 2009–2010 regulatory year, hunters from Lower Kalskag could apply for either a state Tier II hunt 
permit for hunting on state lands or for 1 of the 100 permits allowed by USFWS for hunting on federal 
lands in GMU 19A to residents of eligible Kuskokwim river communities by in-person registration. 
Although these extremely conservative regulations limited harvests, they did allow some hunters from 
Lower Kalskag to hunt close to home to avoid overcrowding in more distant hunting grounds, which 
was mentioned by respondents as occurring in earlier years. One respondent indicated that hunting was 
safer now because there were fewer hunters occupying the area and that those that do were all from 
����$����������������%�'�������������������������������������^`#���]�'���^��+�������%�����
documented hunting areas in both GMUs 18 and 19A, as well as GMU 21E.  Lower Kalskag hunters 
who did not receive either a federal or state permit could try to hunt in GMU 21E near Paimiut Slough, 
which is easily accessible in fall months.

Small land mammal search areas (Figure 6-12), which were primarily for beavers and snowshoe 
�������'����������%����������%���<���������%���������������������������;���������'��%���<��$����
larger if trapping were more active. Since the edible weight of small game is limited, respondents said 
that hunters are not likely to travel far from Lower Kalskag in their pursuit.

The largest search area for any one category or species was for ducks and geese (Figure 6-13). This 
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is probably because they are hunted opportunistically while traveling or in pursuit of other game such 
���������������������������������!""Z������%�������������������]�+��������'���������������������
`�<������%�������������������������+��*�������]�+����������]�+�����%�{�+��]�+��

Lastly, berry picking and gathering greens (Figure 6-14) was most common in the immediate areas 
around Lower Kalskag, such as on the hill north of Kalskag. Berries were also gathered opportunistically 
������������'����������������������%������������%���+�������������<�������������%�'���<�����%����
collect salmonberries, which are not found near Lower Kalskag.

Harvest Assessments

The survey asked respondents to assess their own harvests in 2 ways: whether they used more, less, 
or about the same amount of the 6 resource categories in 2009 as in past years, and whether they “got 
enough” of each of the 6 resource categories. If households reported using less or more of a resource, 
they were asked why. When a household said they did not get enough of a resource category, they were 
asked in follow-up what kind they needed and how this impacted their household. These households 
were also asked if they did anything differently because they did not get enough of a subsistence food. 
;������������%����������������������������
����������'���������%������%�����������\@Y[��{�����������
%����������%���������%�������%�%�����������%��������
������������������%�������������<������<����%�
the resource. An additional way to measure the success of subsistence harvests is to compare current 
���<�����'��������������������������������%����������������������������������%�����������������

Lower Kalskag respondents’ assessment of their 2009 harvests and uses of resources varied with 
���������������|������%����������
�������������%�����������'�����������%���%����������%�����
vegetation, 3 of the most important resources documented by this study. For all resource categories, 
reports of getting the same amounts were just as likely as reports of harvesting less. Few households 
reported getting more of any resource in 2009.

One-half of the households reported that they used fewer salmon than in previous years, 29% 
reportedly used the same, and 21% used more. The 2 most commonly cited reasons provided by 
�������%�������������������������������'��������������%�%�����������������������������%����������
did not receive salmon from other households. Salmon run abundance was rarely cited, nor did 
respondents specify which species of salmon were missing from their diet. Key respondents regularly 
����%���������$��'����������$������������������%�����������������������������]�'���^��+�+'���
River as having the greatest effect on their yearly salmon harvest.

Households reported that nonsalmon species, marine mammal products, and birds provided roughly 
����������������������%������������������������������������������%���������������+���'�����������
and burbot provided 49% of the respondents with the same amount of food as in recent years. Thirty-
nine percent of respondents said that they used fewer nonsalmon species, and 12% said they used more. 



173

Comprehensive Survey Results – Lower Kalskag 2009

As with salmon, a lack of sharing and no time to harvest were cited as reasons for those respondents 
who used fewer species. Furthermore, the lack of nonsalmon species was the second most reported 
event, after land mammals, to have had a severe or major impact on households.

Land mammal harvests were also a point of concern for Lower Kalskag respondents, 47% of whom 
reported using fewer than in recent years. The status of the moose population and management actions 
have long been of concern to residents of the central Kuskokwim valley. Reasons given for reduced 
harvest and uses were unsuccessful hunting, no time to hunt, or no funds for gas. Additionally, over 
������� ����������%������������%����������������������%������ ����%�����������%��������������<����
impact. The lack of meat changed these households’ behaviors, they said, by forcing them to buy more 
�������������%��������%�������������������������������$�����������������������

While Lower Kalskag residents did not report harvesting any marine mammals, they did report 
receiving seal oil and muktuk regularly through trade, barter, and sharing. Because of this exchange, 
the supply of marine mammal products to the central Kuskokwim River is as dependent on intra-river 
commerce as on species abundance around coastal communities and appears steady. Seventy-three 
percent of the households reported that they used just as much marine mammal foods as they had in 
recent years.

Lastly, half the households reported that they used about the same amount of birds and eggs as in 
recent years. Compare this to 41% who felt that their household used fewer in recent years than in 

Figure 6-15.–Harvest assessments, Lower Kalskag, 2009. Responses to the question: "Did your 
household use less, more, or about the same amount in 2009 as in the past?"  Responses to the question: 
"Did your household get enough in 2009?"

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

USED LESS
in 2009

Used about the
SAME AMOUNT

USED MORE
in 2009

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 h

ou
se

ho
ld

s

Salmon   Other fish Land animals Marine mammals Birds and eggs Vegetation

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Got ENOUGH DID NOT
get enough



174

Comprehensive Survey Results – Lower Kalskag 2009

2009 and the 9% who felt that they generally used more in recent years. Of the households that did 
����������������%��+��'���������������%������%������+�����;������������%������������������������
enough was because they did not receive any.

Key respondent interviews reported that 2009 was a very dry year and this directly impacted the 
vegetation assessment. When asked if their households got enough vegetation, approximately one-half 
�������������%����������%�����������%�%������'������������������������%�������������%�����$�������
��%� �����$�������'���� ������������������� ������%����� ���%� �����������$������������� ��+�%�
transportation or were busy during the harvest season.

 In every category, except for salmon, over half of respondents reported that they got enough 
subsistence food to meet their needs during the study year. However, this statement was often punctuated 
with a lament that they did not get enough resources to share with other households. On average, 56% 
��������������%�������%����������������������'�%����%�����!""Z��������������%���������������������
2009—salmon and vegetation—54% of the households reported not getting enough salmon and 46% 
of the households reported that they did not get enough vegetation.

Jobs and Income

Respondents were asked about both earned income (jobs held and wages earned by all household 
members 16 years old and older) and unearned income (Alaska permanent fund dividend, social 
security, public assistance, etc.) For 2009, Lower Kalskag households earned or received an estimated 
$2.6 million, of which $1.5 million (60%) was from wage employment and $1.0 million (40%) was 
from other sources (Table 6-7).

Figure 6-16 shows the percentages of the top 10 estimated sources of income. The primary source 
of income was local government jobs, which includes occupations such as teachers, administrators, 
������������%����<����'��+�����;�����������������������%��<������@
����������������������]�'���
Kalskag, an estimated $722,532 in wages. The Alaska permanent fund dividend was the second largest 
�����������������%�����������%�Y#����������������'������]�'���̂ ��+������������������%�¬>#[�#\>��
Services, which in Lower Kalskag included health and social services, provided 16 positions and the 
third largest amount of income in the community.

Approximately 170 of the community’s estimated 186 adults had some kind of employment (91%). 
The survey recorded a total of 196 jobs in Lower Kalskag. Employed respondents reported as few as 
1 job and as many 3; working adults held, on average, 1.2 jobs.

Jobs and income reporting in Lower Kalskag presented sampling challenges, as it did in all 
communities. Many respondents declined to volunteer information on the length or hours of their jobs 
$���%�%���������<������������������������%�������������
��������������%���%���������%����������<��
�����%���$�������������������������%�����������������������������������%����������

Lastly, while community residents reported a 91% employment rate and an average of 1.2 jobs per 
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employed adult, employment and income remained limited in Lower Kalskag. The mean number of 
months employed was 7, suggesting a prevalence of seasonal work. Furthermore, although 45% of 
the adults were employed year-round, one-half worked part time or on call.

Food Security

`�����%�����'������+�%�������������������
��������������%�%������������������������%������%�����������
that is, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Nord et al. 2008:2). 
;������%����������
���������'������%��%����
���������%�<����%�$���������*���%���%���%�$��
ADF&G to account for differences in access to subsistence and store bought foods. The severity of 
���%�������������%��������������������������%����������
����������������%����%�����%������%�������������
\@Y_*��;���
���������������%���%������+��$����������������<���������%�������������³�����������%�
Lower Kalskag residents’ responses are summarized in Figure 6-17A.

����%�����������������������������
�����������������%��'��������������%����$���������������%��������

Number Number of Total for Mean per Percentage
Income source of people households community household of total
Earned income

Local government 62 46 $722,532 $9,634 28.2%
Services 17 15 $282,553 $3,767 11.0%
Mining 4 4 $154,125 $2,055 6.0%
Transportation, communication & utilities 11 11 $134,263 $1,790 5.2%
Retail trade 11 10 $117,898 $1,572 4.6%
State government 15 11 $110,787 $1,477 4.3%
Federal government * * $11,355 $151 0.4%

Earned income subtotal 101 62 $1,533,513 $20,447 59.8%

Other income
Alaska permanent fund dividend 74 $345,463 $4,606 13.5%
Food stamps 39 $266,937 $3,559 10.4%
Social security 18 $104,833 $1,398 4.1%
Unemployment 29 $89,495 $1,193 3.5%
Adult public assistance 10 $44,553 $594 1.7%
Native corp. dividend 65 $40,000 $533 1.6%
Energy assistance 35 $38,343 $511 1.5%
Workman comp/insurance 2 $33,757 $450 1.3%
Supplemental security income 4 $24,800 $331 1.0%
Pension / retirement 4 $19,900 $265 0.8%
Longevity bonus 8 $16,280 $217 0.6%
Child support 2 $7,381 $98 0.3%
Other 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Foster care 0 $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 75 $1,031,742 $13,757 40.2%
Community income total $2,565,255 $34,203 100.0%

Source   ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.
* For confidentiality, income amounts are not listed for sources reported by fewer than 4 households.

Table 6-7. – Estimated earned and other income, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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or food insecure (Bickel et al. 2000). In this analysis, households that reported either high or marginal 
food security were considered food secure. These households expressed no more than 2 limitations in 
�$�����������%��$���%�%�������%��������
���������
��������������������%�����+���;����������������������%�
by food secure households were less severe and manifested as anxiety or worry about having enough 
���%�����%�����������������%��'�����������%������<������������'����%�������������<�����'����%�
����������|������%��'�����'����%������������%���%�����
�������<�����������%�����$�����������������%��
$�������
���������������%�����������¢�����'����%���������������%��������%���%�����
�������<��������
or desirability of their food, but were also forced to reduce the amount of food they consumed.

In Lower Kalskag in 2009, 38% of the surveyed households had high food security and 14% 
had marginal food security. Of the remaining households, 25% reported low food security and 22% 
expressed very low food security. Figure 6-17B compares Lower Kalskag’s food security status with 
that of Alaska and the United States. Lower Kalskag households reported much lower rates of food 
security and much higher rates of food insecurity than either the state or national averages.  Nearly 
half of the community households in Lower Kalskag can be described as food insecure, indicated by 
blue and red in Figure 6-17.

Compared with other communities, Lower Kalskag has a high number of positive responses for the 
$������[�
�����������������������������<���������%�������������;����������������������������������%�
���$�������%��
����$�������������������$������������%���[q�����������%���������'�����������������
to store bought foods (51% of respondents). Additionally, just over half of the respondents (54%) 
��%�����%�������������+�%�������������������������
��������������������������������������%��

Figure 6-16.–Top 10 income sources ranked by estimated amount, Lower Kalskag, 2009. 
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 When asked to identify the time of year in which they felt food insecure, Lower Kalskag respondents 
collectively gave the most patterned responses of all the study communities (Figure 6-18). From June 
through September, food insecure households reported about 1 food insecure condition each month, on 
the average, out of 7 possible food insecure conditions. For households with very low food security, 
food insecurity increased markedly in October, when households reported an average of 3.4 food 
insecure conditions, increasing to 5.4 in January, then declining gradually through May. Households 
with low food security showed a similar pattern, but less pronounced. Responses supported a common 
sentiment in the community that “things just get harder in the winter” (participant, community review 
meeting, Lower Kalskag, December 8, 2010, personal communication). Access to store bought food 
shared the same seasonality as subsistence foods, likely because residents had to make tough decisions 
to allocate income between food and other costs, such as heating fuel during the winter months.

Wild Food Networks
Figure 6-19 depicts the cooperative pattern of harvesting and processing activities between respondent 
households in Lower Kalskag. At the end of each resource category, respondents were asked “Last 
year, who killed the ___ your household used?” and “Last year, who processed the ___ your household 
���%���;�����������
�����������%����������������%������������������������������������������������
of reciprocity. A further limitation of Figure 6-19 is that it does not illustrate other relationships or 
services common in subsistence networks such as providing cash to participate in harvesting, or 
receiving food from an intermediary rather than a harvester or processor.

In Lower Kalskag in 2009, an estimated 30% of the households harvested 78% of the reported 

Figure 6-17.–Food security results, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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subsistence resources, suggesting that there was a central core of specialized harvesting households. 
This distribution pattern is common to most rural, predominantly Alaska Native communities. A core 
of households conducts the majority of the harvest and redistributes food throughout the community. In 
Figure 6-19 these households are depicted by the larger nodes. Harvest levels have been found to have 
a positive relationship with the development of the household. The highest producers, as statistically 
�%������%�$�����%������� ��� �!""!�� ��������'�������*��+��� ��������������<���%����������%���
mature couples, and single active males.

The highest producing household had at least 1 active elder couple with multiple household members, 
as well as a stable income. It provided services to 2 other households and received services from 4 
others. The next 3 largest producers were a mature single female household and 2 mature couple 
households. One common attribute among the top 4 producing households was multiple household 
members, which ensured a large labor base. High income was another theme in the highest producing 
�������%�����'�<���������������������������������������������������������%������������%����������
%�������%�$�����%�����!""!���������������������������%�������������%������������������%%���������
diagram, suggesting a great number of ties to other households in the community. Only 2 households 
reported no ties to other Lower Kalskag households; these isolates were not part of the sharing web 
that clearly characterizes Lower Kalskag.  

Harvesting partnerships are another common way of distributing harvests in a community. In 
recounting hunting practices and partners in the past, respondents said that they would align themselves 
with extended family members or friends, depending on who had the resources (e.g., boats, income, 

Figure 6-18.–Food insecure conditions by month and by household category, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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and knowledge) to harvest resources. One respondent pointed out that this changes under Tier II hunts. 
Hunters now have to create partnerships with those who are lucky enough to receive a harvest permit. 
According to the passage below, this selection process negatively affects a hunter’s self perception, 
��%�������������������

������������������������'����������������������%���������������$������������%�����������������
That there is real hard. And pretty much only 25% of the people that are serious hunters get 
to go out. I mean, I would say if I take you out hunting, like a guide, at least you could pay 
me to use my stuff. And that part there is really bad too. The people that are getting drawn, if 

Figure 6-19.–Wild food  harvesting and processing network, Lower Kalskag, 2009.
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����������������������������������������������������������������;�����������������������%���
it makes you like you just drop. (KR2)

������� ���� ���%�� ������ �������� '��� �� ����������� ������ ��� ��%�����$������ ��$��������� ����������
throughout the community, and to a broader network of communities via family and friends. According 
to the ethnographic interviews, sharing with elders who may not be able to provide subsistence 
foods for themselves was of paramount importance. In Lower Kalskag, there were 5 inactive elder 
households, each receiving support from no fewer than 2 other households. Single female households 
were also more likely to receive support from other households. The value of giving was expressed 
in one respondent’s statement: “But I love to give away. It’s not much, one moose over a couple of 
families. But the expression on the face is thanks enough. I love to give. Especially to elders.” (KR 4)

Comparisons with Prior Results

*�������������'�����������������������<����$������������<�������<������%����%�$��*��������]�'���
Kalskag, ADF&G has conducted subsistence salmon surveys in Lower Kalskag in most years from 
1960 to 2009. ADF&G also estimated caribou, moose, brown bear, black bear, and wolf harvests as 
part of a Central Kuskokwim big game survey project from 2003 to 2005. Migratory bird surveys 
were conducted in 2004 to 2008. This section discusses the current results and compares them with 
prior results.

Figure 6-20 portrays the total harvest of 4 species of salmon from 2000 to 2009. Salmon harvests 
have remained steady during this time with the exceptions of a decline in 2002 and a sharp increase 
in 2006 and 2007. The low subsistence harvests in 2002, 2005, and 2007 (Figure 6-21) were primarily 
due to declines in Chinook and sockeye salmon harvests (Figure 6-20) despite average runs. 2002 
was the second year that the Kuskokwim River was managed under the Kuskokwim River Salmon 
`�$��%���������������{��� �[�**��"_�>\[��'����� ��������%���#@%�������'��+������������%���
in June in Lower Kalskag (Fall et al. 2003). Respondents reported that this schedule timing was 
������������%�������$���������$���������������������������������������������������������������$������
processing conditions, a practice which leaves them time to pursue other activities in late summer. 
�������������<�������%�����������<�����$��]�'���^��+������������������������%�������������%�
concern about the salmon runs: 

Now it’s so much people’s commercialing [sic£����%�'������������� ������������������� ��
remember in those days, you drift only once and you catch hundred, which is enough for one 
%�����������>�%�����*�%�����������������������������������������%��*�%��������'�����������
������������������;����'������$�����������%��+�����������������������^`!�
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Figure 6-20.–Estimated total number of Chinook, sockeye, coho and chum salmon harvested by 
residents of Lower Kalskag, 2000–2009. 
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Figure 6-21.–Estimated total number of salmon, caribou, black bears, and moose harvested by 
residents of Lower Kalskag, 2000–2009. 
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This might suggest that steady harvests come only with greater effort because of more competition 
��������������

There was a general local consensus that salmon runs have declined in the course of respondents’ 
lifetimes; however, there was no consensus as to why. When asked, one respondent simply said that it 
'�������������������%��������������������������$�������������%��^`Y���;���������%���������%���
causal relationship between ADF&G management practices and declining salmon abundance. Another 
noted that the Kuskokwim River had experienced climate related environmental change. Spawning 
areas were drying up, and lower water levels in the mainstem were impeding salmon escapement (KR2). 
]��������������%����������%�����������������$��%�����'���%���������������%�$����������������
��������������]�'���^��+�+'���`�<���

A drier climate and ADF&G regulations were drainage wide variables that did not receive as much 
attention in the interviews as a more local ecological concern. Respondents observed that beavers 
��%�����������%�����������%����������������������������<����������������������������<���%������+��
����������<�������%���������%��$���������������������������������%���������������<���$��<���%����
affect nonsalmon species the most:

;��������%����$���������'������������������$�����������'��������$�������������������������
and spawn. Also there is less snow and all the creeks are drying. I remember good snows 
when I was small. In so many years we haven’t had high water. (KR1)

Every lake you see there is creek, a spawning area. This Pike Lake used to have lots of [northern 
��+�£����'�������������������¡�����������+�£��;�������%������<���������'����������^`!�

The 2 statements above suggest the disruption of an ecological system in a manner discussed in 
previous research (Anderson and Fleener 2001). Beavers and their dams were traditionally viewed 
as a natural part of the ecosystem that could obstruct waterways. However, high water events once 
occurred that allowed nonsalmon species to pass those dams. With a decline in these events, there was 
a perceived need for human intervention. Respondents said that an organized effort to trap beavers 
and remove their damns was not economically feasible or within regulations, however: “Beavers 
�������%��������$������������$��+����������<������%���������������������������������������%�������
a beaver dam area up there, I break it up. And that beavers got a mouth! The game warden says we 
can’t do that” (KR2).

The last 3 graphs in Figure 6-21 portray a historical comparison of large mammal harvest estimates 
$��'���������������̂ ��+�+'���$�����������<������%�����������������������%���;��������������%�������
moose harvests for the years 2003 to 2009. In 2003, residents harvested an estimated 30 moose in 
total, a harvest of 16,009 lb edible weight, or 53 lb per person. This dropped sharply in 2004 to an 
estimated 12 moose, about 25 lb per person. In 2003, the Alaska Board of Game adopted a moratorium 
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on moose harvests from the Lower Kuskokwim river drainage of GMU 18. Though data are missing 
from 2006 to 2008, harvests can be expected to remain low. This survey documented 32.3 lb harvested 
per capita in 2009.

In contrast to their upriver neighbors, Lower Kalskag respondents said they saw more moose around 
their community in 2009 than they had in past years. When asked why, respondents said it was because 
of the earlier Kuskokwim River moose hunting moratorium in GMU 18, which was downstream 
of Lower Kalskag (KR 3). Other respondents said that the upriver animals were simply migrating 
downriver from Unit 19 (KR1). Respondents said little about the health or sex composition of moose 
populations around Lower Kalskag.

Recent historical harvest estimates for caribou are shown in Figure 6-21 for the years 2003–2009. 
The trendline for the data presented in Figure 6-21 may be somewhat misleading. Harvests for 2004, 
2005, and 2009 have all been less than an estimated 4 lb per person—less than 1,000 lb harvested 
community wide. The large harvest in 2003 indicated in Figure 6-21 was likely from a large group of 
the Mulchatna caribou herd that wintered in 2002–2003 in GMU 18, south of the Kuskokwim River 
(Woolington 2005).

Caribou in the central Kuskokwim River valley reached their peak abundance in the middle 1900s 
but became scarce by the beginning of the 21st century (Woolington 2005). Many respondents feel that 
the Mulchatna caribou herd migration through the central Kuskokwim River valley brought wolves 
into the area (KR 2, 4). According to respondents’ local knowledge, the wolves followed the caribou 
downriver and then stayed around Lower Kalskag after the caribou left. Since then, caribou have been 
���������������%�%��������������������������%����%�����$�%����������������������������'����'����
����������%�������!"">����������������+��������������������]�+��

Estimated black bear harvests have remained less than 400 lb from 2003 to 2009, which is less 
than 1.5 lb per capita. The highest harvest was in 2004 when Lower Kalskag hunters harvested an 
estimated 371 edible pounds. This high harvest coincides with the beginning of the 5-year moose 
moratorium in GMU 18, and may have supplemented low moose harvests. Furthermore, there was 
an exceptionally high harvest of black bears in neighboring GMU 19A that same year, where black 
bear hunting pressure is generally characterized as light (Peirce 2008). Lower Kalskag’s black bear 
harvests were comparatively high in 2003 but seemed normal in 2009, after the moose moratorium 
�������Yq�'�������%�����'��$�������<����������������<���$��������������$�������������������%����
this report because brown bears are not typically taken for human consumption.

Migratory bird harvests are documented annually by the Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management 
Council (Naves 2010). Migratory bird harvests are reported on a subregional level, and community 
���<��������������������<���$���]�'���̂ ��+���'������<���%��������������!""#������!""q��'��������
exception of 2005. Although Lower Kalskag’s migratory bird harvest cannot be read directly from the 
*�������%����������]�'���^��+�+'���`�������'�����������������]�'���^��+��������������%�
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exceptionally low bird harvests in 2005 and 2008. For a point of reference, Lower Kalskag harvested 
an estimated 704 migratory birds in 2009 according to this survey, which was assessed as an average 
harvest according to Naves (2010).

As noted above, large migratory bird harvests set Lower Kalskag apart from the other study 
communities upriver. Lower Kalskag respondents reported a long history of harvesting migratory 
waterfowl from seasonal spring camps in the Paimiut Portage region. Still, one resident noted that 
the variety of birds harvested was less than when residents migrated to spring camp (KR 3). He also 
commented that bird populations were harder to judge: “Seems like bird populations have changed. 
But it’s hard to tell. Sometimes they are here or elsewhere. Sometimes they come in less.” One thing 
�����������������������������������������������������������<��%�����������������!""Z��������������������
was on April 21, which is normal for Lower Kalskag, according to respondents.
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Red Devil Community, 2009

Prepared by James Van Lanen and Alida Trainor
In February 2010, researchers surveyed 11 of 13 households (84.6%) in Red Devil. The surveyed 
households reported harvesting 8,296 edible pounds of wild foods between January and December, 
2009. Expanding for 2 unsurveyed households, Red Devil’s estimated total harvest of wild foods in 
2009 was 9,742 pounds (±42.4%). The average harvest per household was 749 pounds; the average 
harvest per person was 305 pounds.

��<�� �������� ��� ����������+� ������� ���+���� ������� ��������� ����%� '��������� ��%� �����
salmon—accounted for 67% of the harvest in 2009 (Figure 7-1). In edible pounds, sockeye salmon 
contributed more than any other single species to the total community harvest. In 2009, an estimated 306 
sockeye salmon were taken for an estimated total harvest of 1,468 lb. or 15% of the total community 
harvest of wilds foods.

;������������������������������������%������%���%���������������������%����<���������%����
%��������������������������������������������<���������������
�������������<����������������������%�

Figure 7-1.–Top 10 species harvests ranked by estimated edible weight, Red Devil, 2009.
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������������%�����������%�����������������%����������
����������|��<�������$�������������%�%�
estimates. Results from this survey are available online in the CSIS. 

About Red Devil

Red Devil is a central Kuskokwim community located on the south bank of the Kuskokwim River, 
approximately 6 miles downriver from the village of Sleetmute, or 7.5 miles downriver from the mouth 
of the Holitna River. Red Devil lies 75 air miles northeast of Aniak, 161 miles northeast of Bethel, 
��%�!["������'�������*��������������+�����YZqY���%������%�`�%���<������������$�������������
middle Kuskokwim village. 

	��������������������%�����`�%���<�������������������Y_Z"���	�������¢�������<���<���%��������
likely accessed the Kuskokwim river drainage at Sleetmute by descent of the Hoholitna River (Oswalt 
YZq"��� ��<���� ��$��
����� `������� ����%������� ���� �������%� ���� ^��+�+'��� $�� %������� ��� ����
Hoholitna and Holitna rivers (Oswalt 1980). In 1832 an expedition led by Russians Fedor L. Kolmakof 
��%����������]�+�������$����%����������`��������������������������������*������������_�[������
upriver from Red Devil, this settlement called Kolmakovs Townlet was located on the west bank of 
����|������`�<��������������������'��������^��+�+'������'���YZq"���¦����+���%�%����������������
existence of any Native settlements near the contemporary location of Red Devil in 1844 when his 
expedition traveled past the site on its journey upriver (Oswalt 1980; Charnley 1983).

The contemporary Red Devil settlement began with Hans Halverson’s establishment of a mercury 
mine at the site in 1933. The Red Devil mine operated sporadically from 1939 until it closed in 1972. 
�����������YZ["���`�%���<����������������������%�����$��%�����������������%��������������������
1960’s Red Devil’s population hovered around 150 persons. With the closing of the mine in the 
1970s Red Devil experienced a roughly 80% decline in population to around 30 inhabitants. These 
circumstances led to the closure of the Red Devil school (Oswalt 1980).

Today Red Devil contains a mix of Yup’ik, Athabascan, and non-Native residents. Family 
relationships exist between current residents of Red Devil and Sleetmute who once lived in “cabin 
communities,” or small, seasonal settlements along the Holitna River. According to respondents, 
many elders from both Red Devil and Sleetmute descend from peoples who inhabited the Holitna 
and Hoholitna river drainages during pre-contact times, then gradually moved to trapping cabins 
in the area. After the construction of a school in Red Devil and simultaneous decline in trapping, 
area residents began leaving the small settlements and moving to Red Devil. Of the 4 ethnographic 
interviews conducted in Red Devil, 2 were with village elders who resided on the Holitna River for 
most of their lives. Many non native residents came to Red Devil during the 1973 federal homestead 
openings in the Holitna River basin (Charnley 1984).

Historically, indigenous residents harvested a diverse array of resources according to season. 
�������^��+�+'����$������������������������%�����������%�������'�������<�����$��'��������
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camps along the rivers and moose, caribou, bear, sheep, and waterfowl hunting locations in upland 
locations (Charnley 1984). Charnley (1984) and Kari (1983) reported that Athabascan Indians focused 
���������<����������������������������������'�����������������������%����'���������'�������������

�̈���+���������������������������������������������������^����YZq>����������YZq#������'����
settlement, Red Devil inhabitants continued to harvest subsistence resources throughout a seasonal 
round, just as they had in aboriginal times. However, harvest amounts, intensity of effort, and the 
��������������������<�����%����%��������������������������������������%��<��������

 For a detailed ethnohistorical account of settlement patterns in the region and the Red Devil 
community’s relationship to the resource use patterns of neighboring Sleetmute, see Charnley (1984). 
A detailed summary of the complex linguistic and ethnic relationships in the Middle Kuskokwim area 
is available in Kari (1985).

Demographics

The 11 surveyed households in Red Devil included 27 residents. Household sizes ranged from 1 to 
5 persons, with an average of 3 persons per household. The average age was 41; the oldest person 
was 90. On average, residents lived in Red Devil approximately 23 years. A total of 41% of surveyed 
residents were born in Red Devil.

The surveyed population of 27 included 12 females (44%) and 15 males (56%) (Figure 7-3); 22 
were Alaska Natives (82%). Expanding for the 2 unsurveyed households, the estimated population 

Figure 7-2.–Population history, Red Devil, 1960–2009. 
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was 32 residents (females 42%, males 58%). For comparisons, the U.S. Census Bureau reported a 
total population in 2000 of 48 people, including 22 (45%) females and 26 (54%) males; 52% were 
Alaska Natives while 48% were non-Native. For 2008, the Alaska Department of Labor also estimated 
a total population of 48 residents. For 2009 the Alaska Department of Commerce estimated a total 
population of 44 residents (Figure 7-2). 

Wild Food Uses and Harvests

The primary purpose of the household survey was to collect information about the harvest and uses of 
edible wild foods. Respondents were asked whether their household used or attempted to harvest each 
resource during the study year. If they attempted to harvest a resource, additional details including 

��������������<���������������������������������������������<����'�����������%���

;�$�����%������������������������������������������������������<����
��������������%�%������
residents. Of the surveyed households, 100% used some kind of wild food, and 82% of households 
reported that they harvested wild food (Figure 7-4). Fish were the most widely used resource (by 100% 
of households), followed by vegetation and birds and eggs (both 82%). Land mammals were used by 
73% of households, and marine mammals were used by only 9% of households.

Figure 7-5 summarizes harvests by resource category. The largest part of Red Devil’s subsistence 
���<���� ��������%�������� ��� ��� ��������%�q�>#\� $����� q\����� ���� ����� �������������<�����]��%�
mammals were the second largest contributor to residents’ diets, with 959 lb. or 10% of the total. 

Figure 7-3.–�������	�
��������*���+��	��������
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Vegetation (berries and greens) harvests totaled 255 lb or 3% of the total community subsistence 
harvest. Birds (no eggs were harvested in 2009) contributed 182 lbs or 2%. Residents did not harvest 
marine mammals or invertebrates in 2009 (Table 7-2). However, some respondents reported utilizing 
seal oil and muktuk gifted from downriver relatives. Additionally, some respondents reported that 
beluga whales occasionally traveled as far upriver as Red Devil. Respondents reported beluga whales 
being spotted ascending the Kuskokwim River in the vicinity of Red Devil during the summer of 
2009, though none were harvested. An elder respondent reported that over the course of her lifetime 
there have been sporadic occurrences of beluga whales near the community; she noted that belugas 
occasionally migrated upriver when following the salmon runs.

Of the top 10 resources comprising the majority of the wild foods harvest by edible weight, salmon 
���������������+�����+�������%�������������������$���%������$���%�#"���'�������������������������
��%� ����%� '��������� ������$���%� !_��� ������ ��������� �������� ���������� ��+���*������ ���������
contributed 11%, black bears contributed 5%, and beaver contributed 3% to the total subsistence 
harvest (Figure 7-1). 

`�%���<������%������������%������<���������������$����������������<��������!""Z��;�$��_@Y������
all resources harvested by Red Devil households, combined salmon harvests provided the majority of 
edible pounds (4,522 lb). Nevertheless, respondents reported that overall community salmon harvest 
effort has declined in comparison to prior years. All salmon species combined contributed the majority 
����%�$����������%���#\������%����$���%�'�����������<�����������$���%�!_����������������$���������

Figure 7-4.–Percentages of households using, attempting to harvest, or harvesting subsistence 
resources by category, Red Devil, 2009.
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���<����$���%�$��'�������!�\ZY�$�����������'����������������<������<����%�'���������������������%�
'�����������<�����������$���%�����Y��������������'�����������<����$��'���������%�����"�#����������
�������<�����$��'���������������������%����������%���������<������%��������������������'���������
��������%�$��$��������*��%�����������'�����������<�����%�����$�%��$�<������������<������<����%�
nonsalmon species included Arctic grayling and northern pike.  Arctic grayling comprised the single 
��������
���������%����������$��̀ �%���<���������%���ZY���������%�������*���������������$�������
������$���%�>�����������%�$������'��������%�����!�����̀ �%���<���������������������<�����$��'������
(Table 7-1). Respondents reported northern pike to be an important resource to the community. In 
recent years, declines in burbot availability have led to declines in harvests and uses by the community.

;�������������_Y�������`�%���<�����������$����������������<����'�����+���$���������[�Z"Y�$���
`�%���%������������������%�����!q���!�>#>�$����������������<��������������������%�����_#���>�>\\�
lb) of the salmon harvest; 26 % (1,156 lb) of the salmon harvest was taken by rod and reel. Of the 
������������������������<����%��\\���!�[>Z�$��'������+���$���������>Y���Y�Yq\�$��'������%���%�
�������%�>���Y"!�$��'������������$����������������������_@\���;������<�����������������������������
gear” includes jigging, a traditional method used in the winter in which a hand held line attached to 
��������������%������������������`�%���<������������%������������<�����Y"!�$����������%����Y""��
*�����������������%���%�����#\����� ���� �����*�����������������<�����`�����%������������%�����
wheels, once the primary gear type, fell into disuse approximately 20 years ago. 

Land mammals constituted 10% of the total subsistence harvest among Red Devil residents. In terms 
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Figure 7-5.–Total estimated edible pounds harvested by the community by resource category, Red 
Devil, 2009. 
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Table 7-1. – 	�������%��������%����<�������������`�%���<���!""Z�
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Fish
Salmon

Chum salmon 55% 55% 55% 9% 9% 1,047 lb 80.5 lb 32.8 lb 205 ind. ± 36%
Coho salmon 55% 55% 45% 27% 9% 558 lb 42.9 lb 17.5 lb 99 ind. ± 38%
Chinook salmon 73% 55% 45% 45% 18% 1,404 lb 108.0 lb 44.0 lb 148 ind. ± 36%
Pink salmon 18% 18% 18% 9% 0% 45 lb 3.5 lb 1.4 lb 18 ind. ± 68%
Sockeye salmon 73% 64% 64% 45% 18% 1,468 lb 113.0 lb 46.0 lb 306 ind. ± 43%
Unknown salmon 18% 9% 0% 18% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 100% 73% 73% 64% 18% 4,522 lb 347.9 lb 141.7 lb 776 ind. ± 28%

Char
Arctic char 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dolly Varden 36% 36% 36% 0% 0% 45 lb 3.4 lb 1.4 lb 50 ind. ± 44%
Lake trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 36% 36% 36% 0% 0% 45 lb 3.4 lb 1.4 lb 50 ± 44%

Trout
Rainbow trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

Whitefishes
Sheefish 64% 55% 45% 36% 18% 1,439 lb 110.7 lb 45.1 lb 240 ind. ± 48%
Broad whitefish 82% 55% 55% 45% 18% 40 lb 3.1 lb 1.3 lb 29 ind. ± 29%
Bering cisco 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% 3 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 2 ind. ± 87%
Least cisco 9% 18% 9% 9% 0% 8 lb 0.6 lb 0.3 lb 8 ind. ± 87%
Humpback whitefish 27% 36% 27% 9% 18% 16 lb 1.2 lb 0.5 lb 5 ind. ± 50%
Round whitefish 27% 27% 27% 9% 9% 1,184 lb 91.1 lb 37.1 lb 2,368 ind. ± 87%
Unknown whitefish 9% 0% 0% 9% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 91% 64% 64% 73% 18% 2,691 lb 207.0 lb 84.3 lb 2,653 ± 82%

Anadromous/Marine fishes
Smelt 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Cod 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific cod (gray) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific halibut 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Arctic lamprey 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Rockfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

Other freshwater fishes
Alaska blackfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Burbot 18% 9% 9% 9% 0% 14 lb 1.1 lb 0.4 lb 6 ind. ± 87%
Arctic grayling 91% 82% 82% 36% 9% b 223 lb 17.2 lb 7.0 lb 319 ind. ± 21%
Northern pike 36% 36% 36% 0% 18% 851 lb 65.5 lb 26.7 lb 189 ind. ± 82%
Longnose sucker 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 91% 82% 82% 45% 27% 1,088 lb 83.7 lb 34.1 lb 514 ± 39%

All fish 100% 82% 82% 82% 27% 8,346 lb 642.0 lb 261.6 lb 3,992 ± 59%
All resourcesc 100% 82% 82% 91% 45% 9,742 lb 749.4 lb 305.3 lb 4,640 ± 52%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                         
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                   
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                  
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                  
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of edible weight, black bears contributed the largest amounts (520 lb), followed by beavers (248 lb), 
and caribou (158 lb). An estimated 36% of households harvested beavers, the most widely harvested 
small land mammal. Of the 36% of Red Devil households attempting to harvest black bears, 27% 
were successful, making black bears the most heavily harvested large land mammal. Respondents 
reported a history of black bear harvest and use, and that they continued to pursue and utilize black 
bears for consumption today. Reports from the ethnographic interviews conducted in 2010 concluded 
that severe declines in the availability of moose in the region have led to an increase in the harvest 
and uses of black bears by village residents. No Red Devil households reported using or attempting 
to harvest brown bears in 2009. Respondents reported that community members have never made a 
practice of using or hunting brown bears.

While 27% of Red Devil households attempted to harvest caribou, only 18% reported successful 
�������̀ �����%������������%����<�����������$���%����������!"������������'�������%�����
�������������%�
into accessible hunting areas in the upper portions of the Holitna and Hoholitna rivers. However, as 
the Mulchatna caribou herd has migrated away from the traditional hunting grounds of Red Devil 
residents, caribou harvests have declined.

The harvest and uses of moose declined from past levels (tables 7-1, 7-3, and 7-6). Several respondents 

Figure 7-6.–Fish harvests by gear type, Red Devil, 2009.
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reported that prior to the moose hunting closure in GMU 19A, moose were the primary subsistence 
resource for the village. Multiple issues contributed to a change in use and harvest patterns of moose 
over time in the Red Devil area. Despite the 36% of households reporting moose harvest attempts, no 
household reported a successful harvest, a considerable departure from historical patterns of harvest 
and use. However, 55% of households reported using moose, suggesting high sharing levels between 
Red Devil and other residents in other communities. The Holitna and Hoholitna river drainages have 
historically been heavily populated by moose. Respondents reported Red Devil’s proximity to the 
drainages made moose the primary subsistence resource in the past. However, residents stated that 
their access to moose has severely declined over the last 30 to 40 years. Furthermore, residents pointed 
out that heavy local and nonlocal hunting pressure, alongside wolf and bear predation, have severely 
reduced the GMU 19A moose population, In 2006, the areas most accessible to Red Devil residents for 
moose hunting in GMU 19A were closed to moose hunting, including the Kuskokwim River corridor 
upstream and downstream from Red Devil and the Holitna and Hoholitna river drainages. Respondents 
reported that prior to the moose hunting closure in GMU 19A, community residents consistently hunted 
moose in the region, but moose hunting effort by the village has greatly declined over recent years. 
Respondents reported traveling elsewhere to hunt moose or caribou, or obtaining moose meat from 
family members in other locations across Alaska in order to meet their needs.

Red Devil households used other small mammals, including foxes, river otters, wolverines, muskrats, 
porcupines and mink. Two Red Devil respondents reported actively pursuing trapping activities for 
both food and fur; they primarily targeted marten, snowshoe hares, foxes, and river otters (Figure 
7-8). Respondents reported actively pursuing porcupines as a food resource; however, respondents 

Table 7-2. – Estimated use and harvest of marine invertebrates, Red Devil, 2009.
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Marine invertebrates
Clams 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Tanner crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Shrimp 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All marine invertebrates 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 100% 82% 82% 91% 45% 9,742 lb 749.4 lb 305.3 lb 4,640 ± 52%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                         
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                   
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                  
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).            
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also reported that local porcupine populations had declined.  Beavers were an essential resource for 
community respondents, both for fur and for food. Respondents reported that beavers were primarily 
pursued during spring, following breakup in the month of June. At this time, the meat is good and the 
pelts are still in acceptable condition for sale (Table 7-3).

Red Devil residents harvested an estimated 246 individual birds in 2009, the majority of which were 
grouses (89%). Respondents reported that grouse species, particularly ruffed grouse (referred to by 
residents as “willow grouse”), are an important traditional resource for the community. Spruce grouse 
made up 80% of the total grouse harvest and 20% were ruffed grouse. Grouses yielded an estimated 
154 lb of edible weight, while migratory birds (ducks and geese) yielded an estimated 28 lb of edible 
weight. While 73% of households reported attempting to harvest grouses, and 82% reported using 
grouses, only 27% reported using geese. Residents reported severe declines in ptarmigan populations 
in the area. 

`�����%������������%������������������������������$��%��������������������������������<���������������
of ducks, and swans. Mallards and northern pintails, lesser Canada geese, cackling Canada geese, and 
greater white-fronted geese provided an estimated 9 lb of edible weight to Red Devil households. Swans 
have historically been hunted and consumed by Red Devil residents; an elder respondent stated: “That 
kind we eat long ago” (RD 1). Spring was reported to be the traditional time for village residents to 
pursue migratory birds. Like their Sleetmute neighbors, Red Devil respondents reported substantial 
numbers of migratory birds in the area during spring, although local concern existed about hunting 
regulations, despite educational efforts by the Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council to 
inform regional residents of legal spring hunting seasons. For example, one respondent stated: “There 
are not migratory birds here during the fall, they are gone. The chance we have to harvest migratory 
birds is the spring and it’s illegal. The federal law makes it illegal for us to do that” (RD 3).  

Nine percent of households reported attempting to harvest bird eggs in 2009, although none were 
successful. However, 9% of households did report using bird eggs received from another village. Elders 
remembered that bird eggs were more heavily and consistently harvested by their parents.

The survey also asked about the harvest and uses of different species of vegetation by Red Devil 
residents. Used by an estimated 73% of households, wood was the most commonly harvested and 
���%���������������������������'����_[����%�����<����%�������@�<�������������`�%���<���������%��
reported using both berries and plants. Sixty-four percent reported attempting to harvest berries 
and 55% reported attempting to harvest plants, greens, or mushrooms. Blueberries were the most 
commonly harvested berry with 36% of households reporting harvest, followed by crowberries (18%, 
also referred to as blackberries), and low-bush cranberries (9%). Red Devil residents’ total reported 
berry harvest contributed 236 lb out of a total 255 edible pounds of vegetation for the community. 
By contrast, plants, greens and mushrooms yielded a total of 20 lb of edible weight. Of the total 55% 
of Red Devil households using greens, the plant utilized by the most households was wild rhubarb 
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Table 7-3. – Estimated uses and harvests of land and marine mammals, Red Devil, 2009.
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Land mammals
Large land mammals

Black bear 36% 36% 27% 18% 9% 520 lb 40.0 lb 16.3 lb 5 ind. ± 59%
Brown bear 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Caribou 36% 27% 18% 27% 0% 158 lb 12.2 lb 5.0 lb 1 ind. ± 244%
Deer 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Moose 55% 36% 0% 55% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Muskox 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dall sheep 9% 0% 0% 9% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 64% 55% 27% 64% 9% 678 lb 52.2 lb 21.3 lb 6 ind. ± 54%

Small land mammals
Beaver 45% 36% 36% 9% 18% 248 lb 19.1 lb 7.8 lb 17 ind. ± 33%
Red fox 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 4 ind. ± 87%
Red fox - cross phase 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Snowshoe hare 27% 18% 18% 9% 9% 13 lb 1.0 lb 0.4 lb 5 ind. ± 78%
Alaska hare (jackrabbit) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
River (land) otter 9% 18% 9% 0% 0% b 4 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 1 ind. ± 252%
Lynx 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marmot 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marten 27% 27% 27% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 193 ind. ± 80%
Mink 9% 18% 9% 0% 0% 2 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 1 ind. ± 252%
Muskrat 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% 9 lb 0.7 lb 0.3 lb 12 ind. ± 87%
Porcupine 9% 18% 9% 0% 0% 5 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 1 ind. ± 252%
*�����������%�����+����
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
`�%���������
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Weasel 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Gray wolf 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% b Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Wolverine 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 4 ind. ± 87%
Subtotal 55% 45% 45% 9% 27% 281 lb 21.6 lb 8.8 lb 237 ind. ± 68%

Feral mammals
Reindeer - feral 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Marine mammals
Unknown seal 9% 0% 0% 9% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Walrus 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Beluga 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Bowhead 9% 0% 0% 9% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown whale 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 9% 0% 0% 9% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All land mammals 73% 55% 45% 64% 27% 959 lb 73.8 lb 30.1 lb 243 ± 67%
All marine mammals 9% 0% 0% 9% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 100% 82% 82% 91% 45% 9,742 lb 749.4 lb 305.3 lb 4,640 ± 52%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                   
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                  
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(45%), followed by stinkweed (36%), wild rose hips and Hudson’s Bay tea (both 18%), mint, willow 
leaves, wild celery, and punk (all by 9% of households) (Table 7-6).

Red Devil residents relied on these other plants for medicinal and nutritional value. For example, wild 
rhubarb, a primary ingredient in “Indian Ice Cream,” makes it a heavily harvested plant. Stinkweed, or 
chythlook, is an important traditional medicine, usually consumed as a tea. For example, a respondent 
�����%}���������+����%���+������+��%���%���������%������������%���+������������<���'�������������
toothache.” Respondents also reported using a stinkweed poultice as a healing compress for wounds 
and stinkweed stalks as switches for the steam bath. These medicinal values made these plants a 
������������������������������������;������%����������������������+���%�����������������������
historical relevance that should not be understated. Additionally, respondents noted that jam was made 
from wild rose hips. 

`�����%�����%�����$�%���'�%�����������������������'�������������%��������������������������
respondent recalled a past use of puffball mushrooms by her family. Another recalled that when she 
'��������%�������������%����������'��%����+����%��%%����%��������������+������������������'���
reported to be a traditional remedy for wounds: “He get a big cut, he keep that kind and put some, and 
put some, he get good right away, good medicine”, stated one elder respondent regarding his father’s 

Photograph by James Van Lanen

Figure 7-7.–Preparing to set a snare in Red Devil. 
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Photograph by James Van Lanen

Figure 7-8.–Setting a snare in Red Devil. 
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Table 7-4. – Estimated uses and harvests of birds, Red Devil, 2009.

U
si

ng

A
tte

m
pt

in
g 

ha
rv

es
t

H
ar

ve
st

in
g

R
ec

ei
vi

ng

G
iv

in
g 

aw
ay Total for 

community

Mean
per
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Migratory birds

Ducks
Bufflehead 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Canvasback 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Goldeneye 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
|���
��� 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 0%
Mallard 18% 18% 18% 0% 9% 12 lb 0.9 lb 0.4 lb 12 ind. ± 57%
Common merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Red-breasted merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
]���@����%�%��+���%�
��'� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Northern pintail 18% 18% 18% 0% 0% 4 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 5 ind. ± 78%
Scaup 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Black scoter 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Surf scoter 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 249%
White-winged scoter 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Northern shoveler 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.1 lb 0.02 lb 1 ind. ± 249%
Green-winged teal 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 249%
Unknown wigeon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown ducks 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 18% 18% 18% 9% 9% 19 lb 1.4 lb 0.6 lb 22 ind. ± 59%

Geese
Brant 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Cackling Canada goose 18% 9% 9% 9% 9% b 1 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 249%
Lesser Canada goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown Canada goose 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% b 5 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 2 ind. ± 87%
Emperor goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Snow goose 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Greater white-fronted goose 9% 9% 9% 0% 9% b 3 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 1 ind. ± 249%
Unknown goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 27% 18% 18% 9% 9% 9 lb 0.7 lb 0.3 lb 5 ind. ± 55%

Other migratory birds
Tundra swan (whistling) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Sandhill crane 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common loon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Other birds
Spruce grouse 73% 64% 64% 9% 9% 122 lb 9.4 lb 3.8 lb 175 ind. ± 28%
Ruffed grouse 36% 36% 36% 9% 18% 31 lb 2.4 lb 1.0 lb 45 ind. ± 37%
Ptarmigan 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Willow ptarmigan 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown other birds 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 82% 73% 73% 18% 18% 154 lb 11.8 lb 4.8 lb 220 ind. ± 26%

Alll migratory birds 27% 18% 18% 18% 9% 28 lb 2.1 lb 0.9 lb 26 ± 58%
All other birds 82% 73% 73% 18% 18% 154 lb 11.8 lb 4.8 lb 220 ± 26%
All resourcesc 100% 82% 82% 91% 45% 9,742 lb 749.4 lb 305.3 lb 4,640 ± 52%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta 

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                            
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                          
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                         
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                  
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past use of spruce pitch. Birch sap was reported to have been harvested for food during springtime in 
��������}����������%���+�����+��������'�����%����%�������������%����$����������������������������+��
hole in that skin, boy that tastes like sugar.” 

Harvest Areas

As part of the survey, households were asked to mark on a map the areas where they harvested or 
searched for resources. From these data, maps were produced for each community depicting the harvest 
areas for 4 subsistence resources (bears, rainbow/steelhead trout, moose, and caribou) and 5 resource 
�������������������������%���������'���������%��+����%����������%�$���������%�����������������
7-9 summarizes all the mapped data collected from Red Devil for 2009.

Environmental changes, regulatory changes, technology, and economic considerations continuously 
affect subsistence users’ geographic patterns of use over the course of time. Thus, geographic patterns 
�������%������%����������������������������������������<��������������%��<����������������%����������
Respondents reported that the community’s geographic patterns of use were more extensive in the 
previous several decades than those documented for the 2009 study year. They noted that changing 
resource populations, conservative management practices in areas formerly used, and increasing fuel 
costs hampered their ability to travel long distances. These factors, they said, have resulted in an overall 
reduction in the scale of geographic use in the region. Respondents were concerned about this reduction 
and their ability to harvest subsistence resources from locations considered to be traditional and highly 

Table 7-5. – Estimated uses and harvests of eggs, Red Devil, 2009.
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Bird eggs
Duck eggs 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Geese eggs 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Swan eggs 9% 0% 0% 9% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Crane eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Gull eggs 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Ptarmigan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 9% 9% 0% 9% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

All birds and eggs 82% 73% 73% 36% 18% 181 lb 14.0 lb 5.7 lb 246 ± 28%
All resourcesc 100% 82% 82% 91% 45% 9,742 lb 749.4 lb 305.3 lb 4,640 ± 52%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                         
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                      
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                     
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                  
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Berries
Blueberry 45% 55% 36% 18% 27% 70 lb 5.4 lb 2.2 lb 18 gal. ± 70%
Lowbush cranberry 27% 9% 9% 27% 9% b 95 lb 7.3 lb 3.0 lb 24 gal. ± 87%
Highbush cranberry 9% 0% 0% 9% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Gooseberry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Currants 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Raspberry 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Salmonberry 18% 18% 0% 9% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Crowberry (blackberry) 27% 27% 18% 18% 0% b 71 lb 5.5 lb 2.2 lb 18 gal. ± 60%
Other wild berry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Berries 55% 64% 45% 36% 27% 236 lb 18.1 lb 7.4 lb 59 gal. ± 56%

Plants/Greens/Mushrooms
Wild rhubarb 45% 45% 45% 0% 18% 10 lb 0.8 lb 0.3 lb 10 gal. ± 37%
Eskimo potato 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Fiddlehead ferns 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Nettle 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Hudson's Bay tea 18% 18% 18% 0% 0% b 2 lb 0.1 lb 0.1 lb 2 gal. ± 177%
Mint 9% 0% 0% 9% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Sour dock 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Spruce tips 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Willow leaves 9% 9% 0% 9% 9% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Cow parsnip (wild celery) 9% 9% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Wild rose hips 18% 9% 0% 18% 9% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Yarrow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Other wild greens 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown mushrooms 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Fireweed 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Stinkweed 36% 36% 36% 9% 18% 7 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 8 gal. ± 46%
Punk 9% 9% 9% 0% 9% Not eaten 4 gal. ± 87%
Puffballs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown greens from land 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Mousefoods 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Subtotal 55% 55% 55% 18% 27% 20 lb 1.5 lb 0.6 lb 24 gal. ± 38%

Wood
Bark 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Roots 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 gal. ± 0%
Birch 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Firewood 73% 64% 64% 18% 18% b Not eaten 75 crd. ± 23%
Cottonwood 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Willow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Subtotal 73% 64% 64% 18% 18% Not eaten 75 ± 23%

All vegetation 82% 73% 73% 45% 45% 255 lb 19.6 lb 8.0 lb 158 ± 26%
All resourcesc 100% 82% 82% 91% 45% 9,742 lb 749.4 lb 305.3 lb 4,640 ± 52%

Percentage of households Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Estimated pounds harvested

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                             
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                           
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                         
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                  

Table 7-6. – Estimated use and harvest of vegetation, Red Devil, 2009.
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productive. Use areas documented for 2009 thus do not depict the full extent of the subsistence use 
areas considered traditionally important to Red Devil residents.

Overall search and harvest areas for 2009 included the immediate vicinity of the village, as well as 
areas along the corridors of the George River; the George River East Fork; the Kuskokwim, Stony, 
Holitna, and Hoholitna rivers; and Vreeland Creek (Figure 7-9). Residents also used several tributaries 
of the upper Holitna River, including the Chukowan River and several small creeks nearby, the 
Kogukruk River and Shotgun Creek. 

Salmon search and harvest areas were concentrated in the immediate vicinity of Red Devil, with 
additional locations on the George and Holitna rivers (Figure 7-10). Mapped areas included all gear 
���������%��������<��������'�����������������������������������'�����%���������������������+�������
��%���%���%��������<�����;������<���%�%���������������������������������������������������������
��������%�'�����������;�������%�'������������������'����������%�����������������̂ ��+�+'���̀ �<���
and; extended from just below Eightmile Creek to a location just upstream of the community (Figure 
7-11).

The areas used by Red Devil residents to hunt for large land mammals such as moose, caribou, and 
black bears, extended further than those for any other resource category (Figure 7-12). They largely 
match the overall village use area described above with the exception of the addition of the mainstem 
|������̀ �<����	������������������%�����%����������!"Y"������<��'��������������%�������������������
Holitna and Hoholitna river drainages as critical moose hunting locations for the village. Respondents 
also recalled a consistent pursuit of migratory birds on annual caribou hunting trips in these watersheds.

Mapped search and harvest areas for small land mammals, both those hunted for food and others 
taken only for fur, were located along the George River and in the vicinity of Barometer Mountain near 
`�%���<����������_@Y>���̀ �%���<���������%���������%�!������������������%����<������������������
the Kuskokwim River downstream of the community, near Eightmile Creek and below Georgetown 
(Figure 7-14). Areas used in 2009 for the  harvest of berries and greens were the areas surrounding 
Red Devil on both sides of the Kuskokwim River and the lower Holitna River (Figure 7-15).

The majority of respondents made reference to living on the Holitna and Hoholitna rivers at some 
point, or pursuing most subsistence activities in those locations. For example, an elder respondent 
reported that the Holitna and Hoholitna river drainages, especially the upland areas near their 
headwaters, were historically more resource abundant than the bottomlands in the main corridor of 
����^��+�+'���`�<��}���������+��%����������������%�������������������$����������������$����
brown bear, all kind, beaver meat, whatever we wanna eat we can kill ‘em.” The respondent explained 
���������%�������%����������������������������'�������������������������'��������<�%�%�����$������
of access to more subsistence resources. A documented decline in the occupancy and use of these 
���������������������������%�����������������������%�'�����+�����������������������������������������
Red Devil’s subsistence use patterns.
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Harvest Assessments

The survey asked respondents to assess their own harvests in 2 ways: whether they used more, less, 
or about the same amount of 6 resource categories in 2009 as in past years, and whether they got 
������������������������\����������������������;������������%����������������������������
����������
{�����������%����������%���������%�������%�%�����������%��������
������������������%�������������<���
harvested the resource. Subsistence harvest success can also be assessed by comparing current harvest 
estimates with past harvest estimates; which will be discussed in a later section.

In all categories, other than marine mammals, and birds and eggs, at least 40% of Red Devil 
respondents reported using lesser amounts of resources than in prior years. Thirty-six percent of 
�������%���������%������������������������������������!""Z���������������������������������������
55% of households reported they used the same amount while 45% reported using a lesser amount. 
In the land mammals category, all households reported using less.

Red Devil households’ responses to whether they got enough of a resource category (e.g., large 
land mammals), are depicted in Figure 7-16. While an estimated 22% of households reported getting 
enough large land mammals, an overwhelming 78% said they did not. Red Devil key respondents 
�%������%������������%���������������������������������������%�%�����������������������������
^���������%����������$���%�������%������������������������$����������������������������������%�����
of GMU 18) and predation, primarily by wolves. For example, one respondent stated: “Well, by 
golly, so many people hunting from down there, [people from] Bethel, below Bethel. They go way 
up there [upper Holitna watershed] hunting. Well I don’t blame em’, but they kill the moose” (RD 2). 
Several households dealt with not getting enough large land mammals by using more store bought 
food in 2009. Key respondents reported making a greater effort to harvest black bears and using more 
black bear meat in 2009 than in past years. Due to persistent conservation concerns, key respondents 
expressed support for continuance of the moose hunting closure in part of GMU19A. However, while 
expressing support for such conservation measures, some respondents also expressed support for 
occasional moose harvests in the closure area by local residents, when necessary, to obtain food. For 
example, one respondent stated:

 I don’t want anybody else shootin’ moose, so I’m not gonna shoot a moose. We need to 
$��%��������%�$��+�������������������������������$��+�'������+�������������������%��
$����������$�%���������������%�������%����������������������'���������������$������������
;���������������<���������������'�%��������;�������'�%��������������������������������������
the local people and we don’t have to open the season for outsiders to come in here. (RD 3)

Regarding small game, key respondents reported obtaining fewer of these species in 2009 than 
in the past. These respondents suggested that furbearer trapping effort has severely declined in the 
community. However, at least 2 individuals said they maintain a consistent, small animal trapping 
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effort, and that they primarily targeted marten and snowshoe hares. They also observed that declines 
in wolf, lynx, and porcupine populations led to an accompanying decline in community effort to trap 
marten and beavers.

Sixty-four percent of households reported not getting enough salmon in 2009 and 55% also reported 
�����$�������������������������������̀ �%���<������%����������<��'�%����!"Y"��������%��$���<������
general decline in salmon runs and a decline in the size of Chinook salmon. However, one respondent, 
�������<����������������%���������!""Z������������'���������������%�������$��%��������������%�
witnessed in the past several years. Thus, the reported need for more salmon, could in part, be explained 
$��%�������������������������<������������������������%���%���

	%��� ������%����� �������%� ������ �������%� ��� ������� %���%���� �<���� ������ ������� ������� $��
the village has declined. In interviews, they described a time when community members worked 
���������<���������<������%���������������������������������������������������������'���������+�
������<���$�%��'��%���������������;����%�������������+���������%������������������+��������*�%�
������<���$�%��'��%�����������������<���$�%�������+�������'��������`��Y���;����������%����
'���� ��� ��� ������� ����� ������ ������ '��%� ���<���� ���� ���� �%����� ����� ���� ���� ��� ���� �%�����
���+�����������%����<�%�������'��%������������+����$����������������������'������������%�����
The respondent also reported that residents of Sleetmute and Red Devil used to work together to ensure 
�����������������������<����%���%���������%����������������������������;���������%������������%�

Figure 7-16.–Harvest assessments, Red Devil, 2009. Responses to the question: "Did your household 
use less, more, or about the same amount in 2009 as in the past?"  Responses to the question: "Did 
your household get enough in 2009?"
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����%������������������%��������������������������������$���%��������<����%����������������������}�
“Lots of dog team winter time, that’s why, no snow machine, nothing. That’s why [the community 
'��£��������������`��Y��

`�%���<������%����������<��'�%����!""Z���<��������������������������������������������������`�%�
��<���	%�����������%������������������������������������%�������%��������$��������������������<���
they once did or would like to do. The same respondents reported that younger residents in Red Devil 
'������������������������������'������������������������������������������������%���������������������
elder respondents from Red Devil said, they have not been obtaining enough salmon during recent 
�������	���������������%����������������������������������'��������������������%�����$�%��$�<���
|�'�<��������������%�����'�������%���������������������%����<�����������������$������������%�
nonsalmon) than his household could possibly consume and then having trouble giving away the 
supplemental harvest to other households in the community.

Additionally, 63% of Red Devil households reported they did not obtain enough berries and 
greens. Respondents reported extremely low levels of blueberries in the area, which they attributed 
to unusually warm and dry weather conditions resulting in abnormally low blueberry harvest during 
the summer of 2009.

`������������������������%����������������%�$�����������������%�'��������\#������������%��
reporting getting enough birds and eggs in 2009. Elder respondents reported that in the past, Red Devil 
households had devoted a much more consistent harvest effort towards migratory waterfowl. With the 
exception of grouses, the generally low level of bird and egg uses reported by Red Devil households 
in 2009 implies a shift in hunting priorities and patterns, as opposed to a decline in the availability of 
avian resources in the region.

Jobs and Income

Respondents were asked about both earned income (jobs held and wages earned by all household 
members 16 years old and older) and unearned income. Unearned income includes various sources, 
such as the 2009 Alaska permanent fund dividend ($1,305), social security, and adult public assistance. 
In 2009, Red Devil households earned or received an estimated community total of $202,506 (Table 
7-7). Forty-one percent, $83,638, was earned income while 59%, $118,868, came from other income 
sources. Red Devil’s average household income in 2009 was $15,577; per capita income was $6,328. 

Figure 7-17 shows the percentage of estimated income by source. Social security was the single 
largest source of income, with 25% of the community total, $51,598, coming from that program. The 
next largest contributor, Alaska permanent fund dividends, contributed another 17%. Employment with 
the federal government was the largest source of earned income, contributing an estimated $21,644, 
(11%), followed by wages earned in transportation, communication and utilities and construction jobs. 
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��������������������������%�������$�������������$���%������$���%���������¬\_�!_"��>>������`�%�
��<���������%���������$����������<�%�%����������%����������������������������̀ �%���<���������%��

Since the closure of the Red Devil Mine in the early 1970s and the resulting 80% decline in 
population, the number of cash income jobs has decreased dramatically. Similar to other central 
Kuskokwim communities, income was sometimes supplemented by seasonal work, including 
�������������%�����������������������������'���

Food Security

`�����%��������'���%�������������������
��������������%�%������������������������%������%����������
status; that is, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Nord et 
���!""q}!���;������%����������
���������'������%��%����
���������%�<����%�$���������*���%�
��%���%�$��*��������������������%��������������������������$�����������%�������$���������%��������

�����������%����������������������������������%�����������_@Yq�

Number Number of Total for Mean per Percentage
Income source of people households community household of total
Earned income

Federal government * * $21,644 $1,665 10.7%
Transportation, communication & utilities 4 4 $19,309 $1,485 9.5%
Construction * * $11,458 $881 5.7%
State government * * $10,822 $832 5.3%
Local government * * $9,803 $754 4.8%
Agriculture, forestry & fishing * * $8,480 $652 4.2%
Retail trade * * $1,273 $98 0.6%
Services * * $849 $65 0.4%

Earned income subtotal 7 6 $83,638 $6,434 41.3%

Other income
Social security 4 $51,598 $3,969 25.5%
Alaska permanent fund dividend 9 $33,930 $2,610 16.8%
Food stamps 2 $10,537 $811 5.2%
Adult public assistance 2 $7,970 $613 3.9%
Longevity bonus 2 $6,027 $464 3.0%
Native corp. dividend 9 $4,551 $350 2.2%
Energy assistance 4 $4,255 $327 2.1%
Supplemental security income 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Pension / retirement 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Workman comp/insurance 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Unemployment 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Child support 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Other 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Foster care 0 $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 11 $118,868 $9,144 58.7%
Community income total $202,506 $15,577 100.0%

Source   ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.
* For confidentiality, income amounts are not listed for sources reported by fewer than 4 households.

Table 7-7. – Estimated earned and other income, Red Devil, 2009
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����%�����������������������������
�����������������%��'��������������%������<�������������������
low, or very low overall food security following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). In Red Devil for 
2009, 73% of the surveyed households had high or marginal food security; USDA considers households 
in both categories to be “food secure.” Of the remaining households, 18% had low food security and 
9% had very low food security overall (Figure 7-18).  This suggests that Red Devil residents had 
slightly lower levels of food security than state or national averages in 2009.  

Figure 7-19 portrays the average number of food insecure conditions reported by month. Food secure 
households reported fewer than 1 food insecure condition (of 7 possible conditions) throughout the 
year. Households with low food security reported, on the average, 4 food insecure conditions from 
May through August, and 4.3 food insecure conditions from September through April. The slight 
summer improvement in food security among low food secure households may be associated with 
the availability of salmon in these months. Seasonal food security data are missing for households 
that reported very low food insecurity and are not depicted in Figure 7-19. Two explanations for low 
subsistence food security may be limited access to or ability to harvest subsistence resources, such 
as moose and salmon, and also lack of resources such as cash to buy gas.  An overwhelming 86% of 
Red Devil households reported that it was primarily their subsistence foods that did not last, rather 
than store-bought foods, and 86% also reported that they lacked the resources to get the food they 
needed (Figure 7-18).

Key respondents expressed concern that negative dietary impacts result from higher dependence 
on store bought food. They expressed a general belief that subsistence foods were healthier and more 

Figure 7-17.–Top 10 income sources ranked by estimated amount, Red Devil, 2009. 
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����������������$���������%��������������������%���������%�����������%����������������������$������
food was “not like real food,” but instead was “junk food.” She explained that when she ate only 
������$���������%��������%�%�����������������%���%���%����������%}��������$����������������%��'����
I eat some Native food” (RD 1). She expressed a belief that people in the past were healthier when 
they relied almost exclusively on subsistence foods: “We never grow up no Kass’aq food [referring 
to Western diets]. Nobody sick much when I’m young. Nobody sick much like right now, nothing 
but Native food.” For these reasons, she said, she was concerned that she could not obtain enough 
subsistence foods and that she would have to rely on sharing networks to meet her needs. 

Wild Food Networks

In most Kuskokwim communities, households obtain wild food harvested by others through sharing 
networks. Sharing subsistence harvests is an important aspect of maintaining kinship ties, cultural 
aspects, and physical well being in subsistence economies. The importance of sharing subsistence foods 
was a major and consistent theme discussed by respondents throughout the ethnographic interviewing 
sessions for this baseline study.

Red Devil respondents reported sharing practices during 2009, with sharing occurring between 
individuals and families in Red Devil and with residents from other Alaska communities (Figure 7-20). 
Households reported receiving foods from the neighboring communities of Crooked Creek, Stony 
River, Sleetmute and Lime Village, but also from as far away as Barrow and Kaktovik. Households 
headed by single females reported receiving the most subsistence resources, which they in turn shared 

Figure 7-18.–Food security responses, Red Devil, 2009.
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with other households in the community. Households with the highest harvests of wild foods were 
�������%��'����������%����������%�������������%�$��������������%��
���������������������%��$����
received resources and shared with others in Red Devil. Only 1 household reported no ties to other 
households in the community; these households are often short-term residents not originally from the 
community.  No other dyads or triads (households sharing with each other as a group but not tied to 
�������������%���������������������'�����%������%����!""Z������������������`�%���<���������%��
generally cooperate together in one large sharing group.  Key respondents described the sharing of 
������%���������������$���������%���������%�������������������}

So everybody, if we got a moose that time of the year, everybody ate it. We shared it. And we 
�'���������%��������%������%�%������������������%���������+��'�������������������������%�
��������������%�������������������%�������
�����������%
��������������`��>���

Another respondent reported that Red Devil households often received burbot as gifts from Crooked 
Creek residents. Nevertheless, elder respondents reported that a current lack of subsistence resource 
���<��������<������$����������%��$������%�����������%�������������������������������$������������%���
In the past, they said, more active younger hunters met the needs of elders.

Comparisons with Prior Results

;����'�����������������������<����$������������<�������<������%����%�$��*��������`�%���<���
ADF&G has conducted post season subsistence salmon surveys in Red Devil in most years from 1960 

Figure 7-19.–Food insecure conditions by month and by household category, Red Devil, 2009.
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to 2010. ADF&G has also estimated caribou, moose, bear, and wolf harvests as part of the central 
Kuskokwim big game survey program from 2003 to 2005 (CSIS). This section compares 2009 study 
results with results from previous studies.

���YZq_���������%��������������%��������������$��`�%���<������%��������$��������������%��������
Kuskokwim River in the vicinity of the village” and that nonsalmon species were sometimes sought 
at the mouth of the George River and Eightmile Creek (Brelsford et al. 1987:30). Today, Red Devil 
����������������������������$�������������%��������^��+�+'���`�<�����%��������%���������������
home sites in the village or by short commutes to and from established setnet or driftnet sites. Some 
residents occupied homes on the northwest bank of the Kuskokwim River across from the village and 
���%����%������������<����������������������������

�����������������������`�%���<�������������<����������������������������������_@!Y���|���������
%������������������������������������'������������%�'�'��%�����%�������������<��������`�%���<��
��������_@!!���������������������������������������%������������$�����������<������������������������
������������������%���������������������������`�%���<������%����������%����������{�����������������

Figure 7-20.–Wild food harvesting and processing network, Red Devil, 2009.
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'�������'�����������������$��'�����������%�������������������������������������������<������
declined (Figure 7-23), consistent with local residents’ expressed concerns about decreasing salmon 
numbers and harvests.  Per capita estimates have ranged from a high of approximately 233 lb per 
person in 2001 to a low of 21 lb per person; in 2009, residents reported 148 lb per person.  There are 
��<���������$����������������������������%������<������������������������������������<����$������%�����
������<����������%��������������������%����%���������������������������������������������������%�
'������������������������������������������������������������+����������%����������������<���
�����������<���������*%%������������������<������%���������%������������������%����������������
�����������%�������<��������$���%���������������<���������

������������������<��������������%�%�������������������<����������+�����YZqY}Y_���%������%�
moose as the primary source of protein for middle Kuskokwim villages, and salmon as an “alternate” 
source. Stickney observed that while salmon could still be considered the “single most stable resource 
in the area,” in the minds of many central Kuskokwim residents, salmon were “not prized as much as 
moose meat.” This appears to be true today in Red Devil, since as respondents expressed considerable 
���������$��������$������$������$�����������������������������������������������*����������YZq>��
declining moose populations in GMUs 19A and 19B were “attributed to an increased harvest of moose 
$������������������ ���������YZq>}[�����������������������YZq>����������%� �����������������
increase in hunting pressure within the Holitna, Hoholitna, and middle Kuskokwim drainages by 
residents of adjacent GMU 18” led to more conservative management of moose hunting in the region 
(Charnley 1983:7). In 2006, following at least a decade of severe moose declines in GMU 19A, the 
majority of the game management unit including the Holitna and Hoholitna river drainages, was closed 
��������������������%�����������%��������%�������������������������
�������;�������������������!"">��
Red Devil residents harvested an estimated 36 pounds of moose meat per person. However, zero moose 
harvests were reported in 2004, 2005, and 2009.This recorded decline in pounds of moose harvested 
per person is therefore a result of declining moose populations in the area and more conservative 
management regulations in GMU 19A. This game management unit encompasses the majority of Red 
Devil’s traditional and most accessible moose hunting area described here and in previous studies.

As described earlier, the Holitna and Hoholitna river drainages are historically critically important 
��������������������������������������������%��������YZq_���������%�����|�����������������%����
Taylor Creek, Titnuk Creek, Fuller Mountain, and the south fork of the Hoholitna River, were primary 
moose hunting areas for Red Devil residents (Brelsford et al. 1987; see Figure 7-23 for maps from 
Brelsford et al. 1987). The upper Holitna River, Hoholitna River, Taylor Mountain, and the Nushagak 
|���'���������������%������<��$�������%�$��̀ �%���<������%�������������$��������������������������
furbearer trapping, berry picking, bear hunting, and small game, and waterfowl hunting (Brelsford et 
al. 1987). Today however, perhaps due to the changes in GMU 19A discussed above, there has been 
a marked decrease in hunting in this area.
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Figure 7-21.–Estimated total number of Chinook, sockeye, coho and chum salmon harvested by 
residents of Red Devil, 2000 –2009. 
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Figure 7-22.–Estimated total pounds of salmon, moose, caribou, and black bears harvested by 
residents of Red Devil, 2000–2009. Missing symbols mean no comparable data available for that year.
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Figure 7-23.–Average pounds harvested per person, salmon, moose, caribou, and black bears, Red 
Devil, 2000–2009. Missing symbols mean no comparable data available for that year.

SALMON

MOOSE

CARIBOU

BLACK BEAR

0

50

100

150

200

250

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Po
un

ds
 h

ar
ve

st
ed

(a
ve

ra
ge

 p
er

 c
ap

ita
)

Estimated Harvests Linear Trend 

0

10

20

30

40

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Po
un

ds
  h

ar
ve

st
ed

(a
ve

ra
ge

 p
er

 c
ap

ita
)

0

10

20

30

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Po
un

ds
 h

ar
ve

st
ed

(a
ve

ra
ge

 p
er

 c
ap

ita
)

0

10

20

30

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Po
un

ds
 h

ar
ve

st
ed

(a
ve

ra
ge

 p
er

 c
ap

ita
)



222

Comprehensive Survey Results – Red Devil 2009

Brelsford et al. (1987) reported that Red Devil residents also hunted both moose and caribou as far 
as the upper reaches of the Stony River drainage. Moose hunting, caribou hunting, furbearer trapping, 
and berry picking, were also reported to occur in the George river drainage. Respondents during 2009 
reported continued moose hunting by Red Devil residents in the George River drainage where limited 
harvest opportunity exists under the Tier II permit system. In 2003, Red Devil residents harvested an 
estimated 21 pounds of caribou meat per person compared to the 10 pounds harvested per person in 
2004 and zero harvests in 2005. There was only 1 reported caribou harvest in 2009, which provided 
5 pounds of caribou meat per person. While never heavily harvested by the Red Devil community, a 
reported decline in caribou harvests are, in part, explained by both a lack of hunting activity in traditional 
areas, where caribou have most often been found, and the general migration of the Mulchatna caribou 
herd away from the region.

A decline in black bear harvests resembles the sharp decline in caribou harvests. In 2004, residents 
harvested only an estimated 24 pounds of black bears per person. In 2005, Red Devil residents 
reported zero black bear harvests. By 2009, however, Red Devil residents harvested an estimated 
5 black bears, which provided 16 pounds of black bear meat per person. While limited by a lack of 
historical data, a rise in black bear uses and harvests by Red Devil households may indicate an adaption 
to declines in the availability of other large game resources, such as moose and caribou. During the 
2010 ethnographic interviews, respondents described their attempts to obtain more black bear meat 
�������������������������������������������������%������������������������<����$������������<�����
like the one conducted in 2009, will be necessary to evaluate whether or not the trend towards higher 
black bear harvests will continue.

Overall, in 2009, Red Devil households experienced declines in their subsistence harvests but 
continued to adapt to the changing circumstances affecting their use patterns. 
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Sleetmute, 2009

Prepared by James Van Lanen, Seth Wilson, and Alida Trainor
In February 2010, researchers surveyed 32 of 37 households (86%) in Sleetmute. The surveyed 
households reported harvesting 31,420 edible pounds of wild foods between January and December 
2009. Expanding for 5 unsurveyed households, Sleetmute’s estimated total harvest of wild foods in 
2009 was 36,547 lb (±14%). The average harvest per household was an estimated 988 lb; the average 
harvest per person was 405 lb.

Five species—Chinook salmon, sockeye salmon, chum salmon, coho salmon, and moose—accounted 
for an estimated 77% of the harvest in 2009 (Figure 8-1). In edible pounds, Chinook salmon contributed 
more than any other single species to the total community harvest. In 2009, an estimated 1,041 Chinook 
salmon were taken for an estimated total harvest of 9,844 lb, or 27% of the total community harvest 
of wild foods (Figure 8-1).

;�������������������������%���������������������%����<���������%����%����������������������������
����������������<���������������
�������������<����������������������%�������������%�����������%�

Figure 8-1.–Top 10 species harvests ranked by estimated edible weight, Sleetmute, 2009.
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���������� ��� ���%� ���������
����������|��<�������$���� ���� �����%�%������������`������ ����� �����
survey are available online in the CSIS.

About Sleetmute

Sleetmute is a central Kuskokwim community located on the northwest bank of the Kuskokwim 
River, 1.5 miles northwest of its junction with the Holitna River, 79 miles east of Aniak, 166 miles 
northeast of Bethel, and 243 miles west of Anchorage. In 2009, the Alaska Department of Commerce, 
Community, and Economic Development recorded 71 full time residents in Sleetmute. Oswalt (1980) 
reported Sleetmute (Sikmuit, Cellitmuit) to be a Yup’ik word which translated to “whetstone village.” 
Charnley (1984) reported the Yup’ik translation to be “the settlement of the people of the whetstone.” 
Kari (1983) reported the Deg Hit’an Athabascan name for the location to be Tovishq’vl ghunh, which 
was translated to “whetstone place.” Respondents during the current research translated Sleetmute 
to mean “people who sharpen on stone” or “those who sharpen uluaq on stone.” Charnley (1984:43) 
reported that the references to whetstones originated from “an outcropping of slate close to the village 
which was historically used in making whetstones and was valued as a trade item.”

;����������������<�������������'����������������<�����%�$��	���������������������Y_Z"���$������
Russian explorer Vasiliy Ivanov, whose expedition likely entered the Kuskokwim River drainage at 
���������$��%��������������|��������`�<������'���YZq"�����<������$��
�����`�����������%�������
also accessed the Kuskokwim from the Hoholitna and Holitna rivers (Oswalt 1980). In 1832, an 
����%������ �%�$��`����������%���]��^���+�<���%������� ���]�+�������$����%� ���������`�������
settlement in the region. Referred to as “Kolmakov’s Townlet,” this settlement was located in the 
����%�����<�����������������������������������������'����$��+��������|������̀ �<��������������������
with the Kuskokwim (Oswalt 1980). However, Zagoskin reported that no village existed at the 
contemporary location of Sleetmute in 1844 when his expedition traveled past the site on its journey 
upriver (Oswalt 1980; Charnley 1983). Throughout this time period, any pre-contact occupation of 
���������'����+�����������������������������

Oswalt (1980:76) reported that “by 1900 a family consisting of 9 persons lived here [Sleetmute], 
and within a few years the community grew rapidly.” In 1907, George B. Gordon reported Sleetmute 
���$����������������<������������������%����������������%�'������̂ ��+�+'���̀ �<�������%���YZY_���
Gordon reported approximately 150 inhabitants in the village, and that they were of mixed Athabascan 
and Eskimo descent. While Gordon (1917) reported that most of Sleetmute’s inhabitants appeared to 
be of Athabascan lineage, he simultaneously reported the village language to be an Eskimo dialect. 
According to Oswalt (1980), as well as respondents during this research, Sleetmute was originally 
settled by Athabascan Indians (likely of the Deg Hit’an and/or Dena’ina bands) with interior Yup’ik 
Eskimo peoples eventually assimilating into the group. It is likely that the central Kuskokwim region 
has long been an important point of contact between Kuskokwim Athabascans and Yup’ik Eskimos 
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(Kari 1985; Charnley 1984). An elder respondent reported that, during aboriginal times, the area around 
�����������������������!���������<����'�������������������������������$��'����	�+�������%���%������
��%�'���+��'�������<��$����������������<��������������������$��'�����������]³�\�������������+���
�������������������������%%������������%������%�����������������������������������%��������<������
blending of Athabascan and Eskimo people in this area.

Many contemporary residents of Sleetmute are descendants of peoples who inhabited the Holitna 
and Hoholitna river drainages during aboriginal times (Charnley 1983). Some of Sleetmute’s 
contemporary residents are descendents of an aboriginal settlement on the Holitna River referred to 
as Nogamuit, occupied until the 1950s (Oswalt 1980). Charnley (1984) reported that the permanent 
�������������������������������%������������������������$�����������������������%������������������
camp by aboriginal Holitna River families. Charnley (1984) reported that the site provided excellent 
���������������%����'������
��������������`���������%�������	���������������%��������$����%����
the locale, migration to the site by Holitna and Hoholitna river families increased, eventually leading 
to the establishment of permanent aboriginal residency and concurrent growth in the size of families 
residing there (Charnley 1984; Figure 8-3).

In addition to the Kolmakov Townlet, non-Native inhabitants reportedly began occupying the site 
�������%���������������YZ"\����'���YZq"����������YZ!"�������������%������������'��������$����%����
Sleetmute. In 1922, Nick P. Mellick Sr. and Jack Smeaton opened a store on the southeast bank of the 
^��+�+'���`�<����������������������'��������|�����������+���;��%����{����$�������������������
hub of the regional economy. This trading post continued to operate into modern times (Oswalt 1980). 

Figure 8-2.–Population history, Sleetmute, 1960–2009. 
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In the past, non-Native residents who settled in Sleetmute were most often employed by the village 
school. More contemporary non-Native residents came to Sleetmute as a result of either connection 
to relatives in the area or participation in the 1973 federal opening of land in the Holitna River basin 
to homesteaders (Charnley 1984).

Harvest and uses of salmon (Figure 8-1), nonsalmon, and small and large game native to the region, 
as well as plants and berries, have always been integral to inhabitants of Sleetmute (Kari 1983; 
Charnley 1983, 1984). Prior to Euroamerican settlement, local aboriginals harvested a diverse array 
of resources according to season. Central Kuskokwim aboriginal groups maintained a seminomadic 
��������<�����$��'�������������������������<�������%������������$����$��������������%�'������'�
hunting locations in upland locations (Charnley 1984). Athabascan Indians oriented their harvest efforts 
��������� ��'��%�� �������������%�����'���� ������������������'���� ��������� �̈���+�	�+�����
%������%����������������������������������������������������%����������'��%�������������^����YZq>��
Charnley 1984). Following sedentarization into permanent villages, Sleetmute residents continued to 
harvest and utilize the same subsistence resources during the same seasons as they did in aboriginal 
times. However, harvest amounts, intensity of effort, and the community’s level of dependence on 
������������������������������%��<��������

For a detailed ethnohistorical account of settlement patterns in the region and their relationship to 
Sleetmute’s resource use patterns, see Charnley (1984). A detailed summary of the complex linguistic 
and ethnic relationships in the Middle Kuskokwim area is available in Kari (1985).

Demographics

The 32 surveyed households in Sleetmute included 78 residents. Household sizes ranged from 1 to 8 
persons, with an average of 3 persons per household. The average age was 36; the oldest person was 
81. On average, residents had lived in Sleetmute approximately 30 years. A total of 55% of surveyed 
residents were born in Sleetmute.

The surveyed population of 78 people included 37 women (47%) and 41 men (52%; Figure 8-4); 
57 were Alaska Natives (73%). Expanding for the 5 unsurveyed households, the estimated population 
was 90 residents (45% women and 55% men). For comparison, the U.S. Census Bureau reported a 
total population in 2000 of 100 people, including 42 (42%) women and 58 (58%) men; 89% were 
Alaska Natives while 7% were non-Native. 

For 2000, the U.S. Census reported a total population of 100. In 2008, the Alaska Department of 
Labor estimated a total population of 70 residents. For 2009, the Alaska Department of Commerce 
estimated a total population of 71 residents (Figure 8-4), while this survey estimated a total population 
of 90 people in 2009. This difference suggests households surveyed by ADF&G may have been slightly 
larger than average in size (Alaska Department of Labor 2008). 
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Photograph by James Van Lanen

Figure 8-3.–��/������������	��
��������������������������
��!����������
�
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Wild Food Uses and Harvests

The primary purpose of the household survey was to collect information about the harvest and uses 
of edible wild foods. Respondents were asked whether their household used or attempted to harvest 
each resource during the study year. If they attempted to harvest a resource, they were asked how 
much they harvested, and for additional details of their effort, such as gear type, sex of the animal, 
or month of harvest.

;�$�����%������������������������������������������������������<����
��������������������<���%�
households, 100% of Sleetmute households used some kind of wild food, and 100% of households 
reported that a member had harvested wild food. Fish were the most widely used resource (by 97% 
of households), followed by vegetation (91%), land mammals (78%), and birds (72%) No household 
reported the use of eggs in 2009 (Figure 8-5; Table 8-5). 

Figure 8-6 summarizes harvests by resource category. Fish constituted the largest component of 
Sleetmute’s annual subsistence harvest at an estimated 29,770 lb, which accounted for 81% of the 
total community harvest. Land mammals were the second largest contributor to residents’ diets, with 
5,320 lb, or 15% of the total. Vegetation (berries and greens) harvests totaled 950 lb, or 3% of the total. 
Birds contributed 508 lb, or 1%. Neither marine invertebrates nor marine mammals were harvested 
by members of the community (Figure 8-2). However, key respondents in the ethnographic surveys 
conducted during 2009 reported seal oil once played an important role in a trading network between 
Sleetmute and downriver communities. Prior to the 2006 moose hunting closure in GMU 19A, Bethel 

Figure 8-4.–�������	�
��������/���������������
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area residents would often travel upriver for moose hunting and would sometimes bring seal oil to 
relatives in Sleetmute for use as bait for marten trapping. Additionally, some respondents reported that 
beluga whales were known to occasionally travel as far upriver as Sleetmute. Respondents reported a 
beluga whale cow and calf had been in the vicinity of Sleetmute during summer 2008. They said that 
beluga whales sometimes migrate upriver when following the salmon runs but Sleetmute residents 
do not pursue the whales for subsistence during these occurrences (Figure 8-6).

Of all wild foods, the most commonly used resource, reported by 91% of surveyed households, 
was sockeye salmon (Table 8-1). Sockeye salmon were harvested by more households than any other 
����������_[����������+�������'�������������%���������%�����������qq������'�%�$��'����������
(all species combined, used by 84%), land mammals (all species combined, used by 78%), berries (all 
species combined, used by 75%), and coho salmon (used by 72%). Berries (all species combined) and 
Chinook salmon were the second most harvested resources, both of which were reported by 69% of 
���<���%��������%������������
���������%�������������%�%����������������%�$��\Z������<����%�
$��[>������������$��%������%�$��\Z������<����%�$��\>����'������������������������$���%�����%�
by 69%, harvested by 66%), Arctic grayling (used by 59%, harvested by 59%), and moose (used by 
56%, harvested by 16%; tables 8-1, 8-3, 8-4, and 8-6). Also notable were the harvest and use levels 
of beavers (used by 44% of households and harvested by 38%) and black bears (used by 38% and 
harvested by 19%). Moose harvest and use was reported to have been much more prevalent in the 

Figure 8-5.–Percentages of households using, attempting to harvest, or harvesting subsistence 
resources by category, Sleetmute, 2009.
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past. Several respondents reported that prior to the moose hunting closure in GMU 19A, moose were 
the primary subsistence resource for the village.

Fish, large mammals, and berries made up the top 10 resources that contributed 91% of the wild 
���%��$���%�$��'�������������+������� �Y�"#Y� ��%�<�%��������������$���%� ��������� ��$���������
���%�$���%�$��'���������������������%�Z�q##�$��!_�������+�����������Y�!#\���������'�%����%�
contributed an estimated 5,977 lb (16%). Moose were the top large mammal contributor, with 6 harvests 
combined for a total weight of 3,122 lb (9%). Berries (blueberries, low-bush cranberries, high-bush 
cranberries, gooseberries, currants, raspberries, salmonberries, and crowberries combined) contributed 
an estimated 873 lb (2%; tables 8-1, 8-3, 8-4, and 8-6).

���������������^��+�+'������������������������%�'����������������������������������������
���<����%����������%�'������������%�������������[��������������<����%�$���%�$��'�����������
'�%��������������<����%�$���������������%�������������'���������������������%���������$�+����
����%�����<����%�$�����������������'���������������%�!�__[�$��|���$��+���%�$���%�'����������
followed at 368 and 225 lb, respectively. Bering ciscoes contributed an estimated 35 lb, least 
�������������������%�>"�$����%�����%�'�������������������%�>�$��;�$��q@Y��

��$�����������������������������������������������������<�����%�����������������%�������������
8-7). “We really work at it, that’s all our life in the summertime, salmon,” explained one 2010 respondent 
(SLQ 2). In 2009, Sleetmute salmon harvest efforts were mostly directed towards Chinook and sockeye 
salmon. Coho salmon were also pursued, but less intensively. Aside from the efforts of 2 households that 

Figure 8-6.–Total estimated edible pounds harvested by the community by resource category, 
Sleetmute, 2009. 
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Table 8-1. – 	�������%��������%����<�����������������������!""Z�
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Mean per 

capita

95% 
conf. 
limit 

Fish
Salmon

Chum salmon 69% 56% 53% 25% 22% 4,983 lb 134.7 lb 55.2 lb 976 ind. ± 27%
Coho salmon 72% 66% 63% 25% 25% 4,125 lb 111.5 lb 45.7 lb 728 ind. ± 28%
Chinook salmon 88% 69% 69% 38% 41% 9,844 lb 266.1 lb 109.2 lb 1,041 ind. ± 25%
Pink salmon 9% 6% 6% 6% 3% 62 lb 1.7 lb 0.7 lb 24 ind. ± 71%
Sockeye salmon 91% 75% 75% 41% 47% 5,977 lb 161.5 lb 66.3 lb 1,246 ind. ± 15%
Unknown salmon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 97% 78% 75% 56% 59% 24,991 lb 675.4 lb 277.1 lb 4,016 ind. ± 17%

Char
Arctic char 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dolly Varden 9% 19% 9% 0% 0% 14 lb 0.4 lb 0.2 lb 15 ind. ± 41%
Lake trout 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 9% 19% 9% 0% 0% 14 lb 0.4 lb 0.2 lb 15 ± 41%

Trout
Rainbow trout 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

Whitefishes
Sheefish 78% 66% 63% 34% 34% 2,775 lb 75.0 lb 30.8 lb 463 ind. ± 21%
Broad whitefish 53% 28% 28% 38% 13% 225 lb 6.1 lb 2.5 lb 161 ind. ± 30%
Bering cisco 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% 35 lb 0.9 lb 0.4 lb 25 ind. ± 50%
Least cisco 16% 6% 6% 13% 0% 30 lb 0.8 lb 0.3 lb 30 ind. ± 72%
Humpback whitefish 31% 25% 22% 13% 6% 368 lb 9.9 lb 4.1 lb 123 ind. ± 36%
Round whitefish 6% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 6 ind. ± 75%
Unknown whitefish 6% 3% 3% 6% 3% 16 lb 0.4 lb 0.2 lb 12 ind. ± 75%
Subtotal 84% 69% 66% 59% 38% 3,452 lb 93.3 lb 38.3 lb 818 ± 21%

Anadromous/Marine fishes
Smelt 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Cod 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific cod (gray) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific halibut 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lbs ± 0%
Arctic lamprey 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Rockfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 3% 3% 0% 3% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

Other freshwater fishes
Alaska blackfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Burbot 38% 13% 6% 34% 3% 17 lb 0.5 lb 0.2 lb 7 ind. ± 63%
Arctic grayling 59% 59% 59% 13% 13% b 564 lb 15.2 lb 6.3 lb 806 ind. ± 20%
Northern pike 41% 41% 41% 9% 13% 733 lb 19.8 lb 8.1 lb 163 ind. ± 19%
Longnose sucker 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 81% 75% 72% 44% 25% 1,313 lb 35.5 lb 14.6 lb 975 ± 17%

All fish 97% 81% 81% 81% 63% 29,770 lb 804.6 lb 330.1 lb 5,824 ± 15%
All resourcesc 100% 100% 100% 91% 81% 36,547 lb 987.7 lb 405.2 lb 7,312 ± 14%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                               
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                            
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                           
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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retained dog teams, chum salmon were not intentionally pursued. Respondents during 2010 reported 
that chum salmon harvest effort had declined as a result of decreasing reliance on dog team transport. 
��������<����%�����%����������$������������������������������������������'�����������������%����
dog food. Respondents reported occasional, but very limited, harvests of pink salmon near the village.

`�����%�����%������!"Y"����<�����������%���������������$���%�'�����������%�����$��+�'��������
'����������������'�������������������<����%�$������%�������%��������������������'������%������<����%�
$�� ����%�����%��� ���������������������� ���� ���������������� ������`���%������ ����%��������<����
������������������'������������������%���%��������%�$���������������$�����;�����������
'����������'�������������������������%���������������%������������+��'�������������%������������
ingredients in akutaq (Eskimo ice cream).

*��������������'����������������������%�$����������%�������������������������������������������
����!"Y"�������%�����������%}����������������¡*�������������£���������������������%�'���������<����

Photograph by James Van Lanen

Figure 8-7.–A Sleetmute resident carries salmon heads to the smokehouse.



234

Comprehensive Survey Results – Sleetmute 2009

%���������������������@���'�����%�'����%�'�����+�����������������������®���������'����%������������
it snow it seems like they don’t like to bite” (SLQ 2).

Respondents reported that in 2009 they harvested and used Arctic lampreys in the past and some 
reported a desire for lampreys in the present. Three percent of households reported attempting to 
harvest lampreys in 2009; however, according to one respondent, “we keep looking, waiting for them 
��������¡$��£���������������'�����������%��������������������������������'�������%������<��
been of high importance to Sleetmute residents in the past, their availability has also been known to 
be sporadic (Charnley 1984).

���������q_������������������������$����������������<����'�����+���$���������![�q_\�$����
!Z�__"��������������%����+�����������q@q���`�%���%������������������%����������������%�Y!���>�###�
$����� �����������<�����*���$���������������+���'��������������������������������%�������������
���������#\Z�$�����%���������%�����!���������������������<������������q@Z������������������������
estimated 91% (22,828 lb) were taken with gillnets, and 9% (2,163 lb) were taken by rod and reel. Of 
����������������������������<����%��\#���>�"#q�$��'������+���$���������!_���Y�!qY�$��'������%�
��%��������%�Y"���#\\�$��'������������$���������������;�������������������������������������������%�
of traditional jigging methods, for which residents use a line and pole through the ice. Sleetmute’s 
estimated 466 lb jigging harvest consisted of 75% Arctic grayling, with the remaining 25% being 
��%�����$��<������������������'������������������q@Z��

����� ������� ��%� %����� ������ �����%�� '���� ������%� $�� ��������� ����%����� ���� ���<������� �����
��������%����������%��������������������%�'���������������'������<�����%���<�����'��$����������%����
the same general areas. Driftnets and setnets were used downriver from the village and setnets were 
���%��������|������`�<���������������������<������������<������`�%���%������������'���%�������
the southeast shore of the Holitna River and at the mouth of Vreeland Creek on the main branch of the 
Kuskokwim. To harvest Chinook, sockeye, chum, and coho salmon, setnet and driftnet methods were 
most often used. Rod and reel gear was used to harvest northern pike, coho salmon, and, occasionally, 
������+�������������'�����'�����������%�������������$���������$��������������%�����������������
construction and maintenance.

Sleetmute residents do not typically use or attempt to harvest marine invertebrate resources, and 
none were reported harvested or used in 2009 (Table 8-2).

;��������������������������� ����%������'�%� ������������<����'���%�������%�$������ ���������
Large land mammals comprised only an estimated 11% of total subsistence harvests (3,960 lb), and 
small land mammals comprised only 4% (1,360 lb). Of the large mammals, black bears were the most 
���
���������<����%�$���������������%�����������������%�[�����������<����%�$��YZ������������%��
and used by 38% of households). Black bear harvests occurred in spring, summer, and fall. Black bear 
meat was said to be especially appealing during the spring months, prior to the bears’ consumption 
of salmon. Some respondents reported that the decline in availability of moose meat had prompted 
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their households to harvest and consume black bear meat. In contrast, other respondents reported no 
interest in harvesting black bears for the purpose of obtaining meat. One reason that some residents 
����%�$��+�$��������������������'��������������%�������������<������
�������������������������
respondent stated:

 Not even six months, [only] a couple of months [will black bear meat stay good in a freezer]. 
They don’t freeze well, bears, from my experience. They get strong tasting. Even good ones, 
but if you get a spring bear with fat on it, they’re delicious. (SLQ 3)

Seasonal availability of black bears in the local region may have also determined the community’s 
level of use. According to one respondent: 

The thing is, bear hunting around here, in the fall time, the bears disappear up in the hills. You 

Photograph by James Van Lanen

Figure 8-8.–A Sleetmute resident deploys a driftnet in the Kuskokwim River.
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seldom see a bear on the river bottom in the fall. It’s a rare sight. Bear hunting here, if you are 
gonna hunt from the river, that’s a spring deal. That’s bear hunting time. (SLQ 3)

Moose was the most widely used (56%) large mammal resource. Sleetmute residents reported 
harvesting an estimated 6 moose in 2009 (totaling 3,122 lb in edible weight), with 34% of households 
attempting to harvest and 16% being successful. Most success was reported in September, although 
moose harvests also occurred during June and July. As a result of conservation concerns, in 2006 the 
areas most accessible to Sleetmute residents for moose hunting in GMU 19A were closed to moose 
hunting, including the Kuskokwim River corridor up- and downstream from Sleetmute and the Holitna 
��%�|����������<���%����������;�����������������������+����������%������!""Z��������%����<������������
�����������������������������������%������������������%������������������������������������������<��
of community use and reliance on moose (see the “Comparisons with Prior Results” section, below).

Sleetmute residents reported harvesting 2 individual caribou, with 9% of households attempting to 
harvest and 3% of households using caribou. These caribou were harvested during November. The 
3% of households that reported harvesting caribou also reported sharing caribou with others.

While 3% of households attempted to harvest brown bears, there were no reported brown bear 

Figure 8-9.–Fish harvests by gear type, Sleetmute, 2009.
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harvests in 2009. Brown bears were seldom harvested by Sleetmute residents. Traditional taboos 
against brown bear use may explain this pattern. According to an elder respondent in a 2010: “There’s 
something wrong with them [brown bears], in our religion, in our belief, in our tradition, we never eat 
them.” The respondent went on to say that brown bears should be consumed “only if you are starving 
and when you cook it you have to put holy water so it’s blessed so you can eat it” (SLQ 5).

Beavers were Sleetmute households’ most heavily used small mammal species (by an estimated 
44% of households). Residents harvested an estimated total of 80 beavers (totaling 1,200 lb in edible 
weight), with 44% of households attempting to harvest and 38% being successful. Respondents during 
2010 reported that because beavers were harvested primarily as a meat resource rather than for their 
fur, the sale of beaver pelts was mostly incidental to the effort of harvesting subsistence meat.

All households that reported attempting to harvest martens (25%) reported being successful (25%). 
Sleetmute residents harvested an estimated total of 195 martens. Marten furs were often sold or used in 
the making of handicrafts. Twenty-two percent of Sleetmute households reported attempting to harvest 
snowshoe hares, with 19% being successful (53 animals harvested), and 19% using. A low snowshoe 
hare population was speculated to be the result of high fox numbers, which were also suggested to 
have had a negative impact on local spruce and ruffed grouse populations (Table 8-3).

Sleetmute residents harvested an estimated 546 individual birds in 2009, the majority of which 
were grouses (58%). Grouses and ptarmigan (5 ptarmigan total, which provided only 0.7% of the 
total bird harvest) yielded an estimated 225 lb of edible weight (44% of total bird harvests in edible 
pounds). In 2009, one household reported itself to be “stockpiling grouse” due to an inability to obtain 
moose meat. Interestingly, some respondents reported pursuing pheasants, which are not native to the 
�������%�������'���������<�������������%�����������+��������%�$���������%�$�������������`�%���<���
Respondents report that these birds have been hunted ever since their establishment. No pheasant 

Table 8-2. – Estimated uses and harvests of marine invertebrates, Sleetmute, 2009.
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Marine invertebrates
Clams 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Tanner crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Shrimp 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lbs. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All marine invertebrates 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 100% 100% 100% 91% 81% 36,547 lb 987.7 lb 405.2 lb 7,312 ± 14%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                            
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                          
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                        
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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Table 8-3. – Estimated uses and harvests of land and marine mammals, Sleetmute, 2009.
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Land mammals
Large land mammals

Black bear 38% 25% 19% 19% 16% 537 lb 14.5 lb 6.0 lb 5 ind. ± 29%
Brown bear 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Caribou 3% 9% 3% 3% 3% 301 lb 8.1 lb 3.3 lb 2 ind. ± 75%
Deer 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Moose 56% 34% 16% 50% 19% 3,122 lb 84.4 lb 34.6 lb 6 ind. ± 30%
Muskox 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dall sheep 6% 0% 0% 6% 3% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 63% 50% 34% 53% 22% 3,960 lb 107.0 lb 43.9 lb 13 ind. ± 20%

Small land mammals
Beaver 44% 44% 38% 13% 25% 1,200 lb 32.4 lb 13.3 lb 80 ind. ± 30%
Red fox 13% 19% 13% 0% 3% Not usually eaten 14 ind. ± 36%
Red fox - cross phase 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 24 ind. ± 71%
Snowshoe hare 19% 22% 19% 3% 3% 131 lb 3.5 lb 1.5 lb 53 ind. ± 36%
Alaska hare (jackrabbit) 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
River (land) otter 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% b 14 lb 0.4 lb 0.2 lb 5 ind. ± 58%
Lynx 6% 3% 3% 3% 3% 9 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 2 ind. ± 75%
Marmot 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marten 25% 25% 25% 3% 0% Not usually eaten 195 ind. ± 35%
Mink 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Muskrat 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 ind. ± 75%
Porcupine 3% 9% 3% 0% 0% 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.1 lb 1 ind. ± 404%
*�����������%�����+����
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
`�%���������
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Weasel 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Gray wolf 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% b Not usually eaten 5 ind. ± 51%
Wolverine 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 13 ind. ± 62%
Subtotal 53% 50% 44% 19% 25% 1,360 lb 36.8 lb 15.1 lb 393 ind. ± 31%

Feral mammals
Reindeer - feral 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Marine mammals
Unknown seal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Walrus 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Beluga 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Bowhead 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown whale 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All land mammals 78% 63% 50% 59% 34% 5,320 lb 143.8 lb 59.0 lb 406 ± 30%
All marine mammals 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 100% 100% 100% 91% 81% 36,547 lb 987.7 lb 405.2 lb 7,312 ± 14%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta 

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                                 
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                              
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                             
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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Table 8-4. – Estimated uses and harvests of birds, Sleetmute, 2009.
gg
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Migratory birds
Ducks

Bufflehead 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Canvasback 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown eider 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 8 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 3 ind. ± 75%
Goldeneye 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 9 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 12 ind. ± 75%
|���
��� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Mallard 28% 22% 22% 13% 3% 78 lb 2.1 lb 0.9 lb 78 ind. ± 35%
Common merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Red-brested merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
]���@����%�%��+���%�
��'� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Northern pintail 22% 19% 19% 3% 0% 25 lb 0.7 lb 0.3 lb 31 ind. ± 34%
Scaup 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.1 lb 6 ind. ± 75%
Black scoter 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% 3 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 4 ind. ± 72%
Surf scoter 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
White-winged scoter 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Northern shoveler 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 7 ind. ± 75%
Green-winged teal 13% 9% 9% 3% 0% b 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.1 lb 16 ind. ± 51%
Unknown wigeon 6% 6% 3% 3% 0% b 6 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 9 ind. ± 75%
Unknown ducks 9% 9% 9% 0% 3% 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 5 ind. ± 43%
Subtotal 41% 31% 31% 16% 6% 147 lb 4.0 lb 1.6 lb 169 ind. ± 33%

Geese
Brant 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Cackling Canada goose 16% 16% 13% 3% 0% b 28 lb 0.8 lb 0.3 lb 23 ind. ± 43%
Lesser Canada goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown Canada goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Emperor goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Snow goose 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Greater white-fronted goose 13% 13% 13% 0% 0% b 67 lb 1.8 lb 0.7 lb 28 ind. ± 48%
Unknown goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 22% 22% 19% 3% 0% 94 lb 2.6 lb 1.0 lb 51 ind. ± 32%

Other migratory birds
Tundra swan (whistling) 6% 6% 6% 0% 3% 42 lb 1.1 lb 0.5 lb 7 ind. ± 54%
Sandhill crane 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common loon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 6% 9% 6% 0% 3% 42 lb 1.1 lb 0.5 lb 7 ind. ± 54%

Other birds
Spruce grouse 66% 66% 59% 22% 9% 184 lb 5.0 lb 2.0 lb 263 ind. ± 15%
Ruffed grouse 6% 6% 6% 3% 6% 36 lb 1.0 lb 0.4 lb 52 ind. ± 67%
Ptarmigan 3% 9% 3% 0% 0% b 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.1 lb 5 ind. ± 75%
Willow ptarmigan 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown other birds 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 69% 69% 63% 22% 13% 225 lb 6.1 lb 2.5 lb 319 ind. ± 18%

All migratory birds 44% 34% 34% 16% 9% 283 lb 7.6 lb 3.1 lb 227 ± 30%
All other birds 69% 69% 63% 22% 13% 225 lb 6.1 lb 2.5 lb 319 ± 18%
All resourcesc 100% 100% 100% 91% 81% 36,547 lb 987.7 lb 405.2 lb 7,312 ± 14%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta 

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                                  
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                               
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                               
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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harvests were recorded in the 2009 harvest data. While 69% of households reported attempting to 
harvest and use grouses and ptarmigan (the majority of which were spruce grouse, followed by ruffed 
grouse, and then ptarmigan), only 41% reported using ducks (31% attempted to harvest), only 22% 
reported attempting to harvest and use geese, and only 6% reported using tundra swans (6% attempted 
to harvest, 6% being successful). The most commonly harvested and used duck species was mallard, 
followed by northern pintails. Cackling Canada geese and greater white-fronted geese provided an 
estimated 94 lb of edible weight to 22% of households. Migratory birds (ducks, geese, and swans) 
yielded an estimated 283 lb of edible weight. Migratory bird harvests near Sleetmute normally take 
place in the spring (Charnley 1984). Spring “is the only time we can get close to them,” one respondent 
explained. Still, birds have always been hunted during 2 seasons: “in springtime when they come, and 
fall time when they leave.” (SLQ 2)

���$��%������'�������<����%�������%�$������%��������!""Z��;�$��q@[���;�����'�����������������������
of egg use in the past. One respondent described how her family formerly harvested many bird eggs 
$������%��������%�����'��������������������������������%������+�����'�+��������������+��'��;����
always gotta have tracks, wheels or a truck or something,” which is ineffective when walking is the 
$����'��������%�$��%��������]³�!������<�������������������%����������%�������������%���<�������%����
���<�����������%���������%�������������������'������������%�$��%�����������������������
����������
one used them.

The survey asked about the harvest and uses of different species of vegetation by Sleetmute 
residents. Berries were the most commonly harvested and used resource in this category, with low-bush 
cranberries and salmonberries taking up an estimated 55% of the total berry harvest (Figure 8-10). 

Table 8-5. – Estimated uses and harvests of eggs, Sleetmute, 2009.
gg
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95% 
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Bird eggs
Duck eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Geese eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Swan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Crane eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Gull eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Ptarmigan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

All birds and eggs 72% 72% 66% 28% 19% 507 lb 13.7 lb 5.6 lb 546 ± 21%
All resourcesc 100% 100% 100% 91% 81% 36,547 lb 987.7 lb 405.2 lb 7,312 ± 14%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                    
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                 
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                 
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    
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Blueberries and crowberries contributed an additional 31% to Sleetmute residents’ 2009 berry harvest, 
with the remainder being made up by high-bush cranberries, currants, gooseberries, and raspberries. 
��<����@�<��������������������%���������%�������$�������������$����������'����\Z������������%��
harvesting. Respondents reported extremely poor blueberry productivity that they said resulted from 
unusual weather conditions in the region that caused an abnormally low blueberry harvest in 2009. 
Nearly all respondents made note of the unusually low blueberry harvests and emphasized that the low 
blueberry use in 2009 was not representative of Sleetmute’s historical berry use and the community’s 
general reliance on the resource. “We look and look, walk and walk, [but there] are not too many 
[blueberries]” (SLQ 2), reported one respondent.

Plants, greens, and mushrooms yielded an estimated total of 77 lb of edible weight. The plant most 
heavily utilized by Sleetmute households was wild rhubarb (34%), followed by wild rose hips and 
punk (both 22%), Hudson’s Bay tea (16%), mint and other wild greens (9%), stinkweed and unknown 

Photograph by James Van Lanen

Figure 8-10.–/����
����	�������������!���������!�����
���	���	
�/���������
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Berries
Blueberry 53% 53% 44% 19% 6% 149 lb 4.0 lb 1.7 lb 39 gal. ± 17%
Lowbush cranberry 56% 50% 50% 6% 13% b 296 lb 8.0 lb 3.3 lb 74 gal. ± 18%
Highbush cranberry 22% 22% 22% 0% 3% b 77 lb 2.1 lb 0.8 lb 20 gal. ± 30%
Gooseberry 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 202%
Currants 6% 6% 6% 3% 0% 7 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 3 gal. ± 54%
Raspberry 25% 22% 22% 3% 3% b 40 lb 1.1 lb 0.4 lb 13 gal. ± 9%
Salmonberry 50% 41% 41% 16% 13% 185 lb 5.0 lb 2.1 lb 46 gal. ± 17%
Crowberry (blackberry) 44% 34% 34% 9% 6% b 119 lb 3.2 lb 1.3 lb 31 gal. ± 27%
Other wild berry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Berries 75% 69% 69% 28% 22% 873 lb 23.6 lb 9.7 lb 227 gal. ± 13%

Plants/Greens/Mushrooms
Wild rhubarb 34% 28% 28% 9% 3% 20 lb 0.5 lb 0.2 lb 38 gal. ± 45%
Eskimo potato 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Fiddlehead ferns 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 404%
Nettle 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% b 3 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 0%
Hudson's Bay tea 16% 16% 16% 0% 0% b 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 5 gal. ± 30%
Mint 9% 9% 9% 0% 0% 3 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 5 gal. ± 43%
Sour dock 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Spruce tips 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Willow leaves 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 gal. ± 202%
Cow parsnip (wild celery) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Wild rose hips 22% 22% 22% 3% 3% 13 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 8 gal. ± 23%
Yarrow 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 2 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 75%
Other wild greens 9% 9% 9% 3% 0% b 19 lb 0.5 lb 0.2 lb 6 gal. ± 1%
Unknown mushrooms 6% 6% 6% 3% 3% 7 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 7 gal. ± 54%
Fireweed 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Stinkweed 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 5 gal. ± 58%
Punk 22% 22% 22% 3% 6% Not eaten 39 gal. ± 44%
Puffballs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown greens from land 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 2 gal. ± 72%
Mousefoods 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Subtotal 56% 50% 50% 22% 16% 77 lb 2.1 lb 0.9 lb 121 gal. ± 24%

Wood
Bark 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Roots 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 gal. ± 0%
Birch 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Firewood 66% 63% 63% 25% 6% b Not eaten 186 crd. ± 12%
Cottonwood 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Willow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Subtotal 66% 63% 63% 25% 6% Not eaten 186 ± 12%

All vegetation 91% 88% 88% 47% 31% 950 lb 25.7 lb 10.5 lb 534 ± 12%
All resourcesc 100% 100% 100% 91% 81% 36,547 lb 987.7 lb 405.2 lb 7,312 ± 14%

Percentage of households Total 
estimated 
amounta 

harvested by 
community

Estimated pounds harvested

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                            
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                         
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                         
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                    

Table 8-6. – Estimated uses and harvests of vegetation, Sleetmute, 2009.
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�����������$����\������%�	�+���������������%%����%����������������'��'���<���������'����%�
unknown greens (all 3%).While not heavily used, Chythlook (stinkweed) was reported by several 
respondents to be an important medicine used for “sores, burns and cuts.” Punk, a fungus that grows 
���$������������'����������%�$��������������%�����$��$����%��������������<�����
��������������
Respondents also reported Eskimo potatoes to be historically important as a plant resource for the 
��������������������������%%����%�������������������������%���������%}�����<�������������������
every year when we go in springtime I always look for them. Those are good eat.” The respondent 
�������%�������%%����%��'�����������%�$�������������%����!""Z�$��������$�����������'����%������
out they had already unfurled so, they get poison after that.” The respondent said that when she was 
�������� ���� ���������� �������%� �%%����%�� ���� ������� ������������ ��<���� �������*%%���������
�������������%������������%����<�������Yq\����%��������'��%�%������!""Z��;�$��q@\���;���!"""�
U.S. Census reported that 19% of the community used wood for heating houses, while the remainder 
used fuel oil (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).

Harvest Areas

As part of the survey, households were asked to mark on a map the areas where they harvested or 
searched for resources. From these data, maps were produced for each community depicting the harvest 
areas for 4 subsistence resources (bears, rainbow/steelhead trout, moose, and caribou) and 5 resource 
�������������������������%���������'���������%��+����%����������%�$���������%�����������������
8-11 summarizes the mapped data collected from Sleetmute for 2009.

����!""Z���������������%������������%�����������������Y�_Y!��
����������������$�������������������
households harvested the majority of their resources within a 20-mile radius of the community, but 
also reported traveling 100 miles or more in search of subsistence resources.

�����������������%��������������������������'�����������%����������$�����������������
����<������������$����%�����������%����������������������q@Y!���%�q@Y>���*%%�����������<��������%�����
�������%�������Y����>��������@����%�'���<������������<��������%����%����%������������<�����������
������������������;'�������������<��%�����������������������<�����������%���������������<������
during 2009. These camps were located approximately 2 miles downriver from Sleetmute. Each had 
overnight facilities, but the families often went back to the village to sleep. Quality driftnet and setnet 
�������'�������%��������%������<�������������'����%�������'���������%�������<����������$������������
������������'���������������������������%���������'��������������������������������������������
|��������%���������<�����̀ �%���%������������������������������������������%������������@��'����
southwest side of the Kuskokwim River, often near the mouth of Vreeland Creek. Burbot were sought 
on the Kuskokwim River directly offshore from the village and were primarily harvested through the 
�����������������%���������%����<������������|������̀ �<�������������������������+������������������
��'��+��'�������������+������������������;��<�����������Y""����������������������|������`�<���
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'������%����$����
����%��������<�����������¢��%����*��������������'�������������������<����������
Holitna River, as well as at Titnuk Creek.

 The large land mammal map for 2009 includes polygons for moose, caribou, and bears, (see Figure 
8-14). Survey respondents reported searching for moose during 2009 along the Holitna and Swift river 
corridors, within the drainage of Titnuk Creek, and in the Door Mountains near the upper reaches of 
the Hoholitna River. Some community members traveled up the Kuskokwim River over 100 miles 
to hunt moose in the vicinity of McGrath. Black bears were sought along the Holitna and Hoholitna 
river corridors and along the Kuskokwim River corridor from the mouth of the George River upriver 
to the vicinity of the village of Stony River. Black bears were also sought in the upper reaches of the 
Holitna River drainage near the foothills of the Kiokluk Mountains. Caribou were sought along the 
corridor of the Swift River, at Big Lake, in the Door Mountains, and in the Holitna and Hoholitna 
river watershed between Basket Creek and Beaverhouse Hill. Caribou hunting occurred during the 
winter months, when hunters could use snowmachines.

Sleetmute is located in GMU 19A, which has been almost entirely closed to moose hunting since 
2006. The closure includes the Holitna and Hoholitna river corridors, and the Kuskokwim River 
corridor from the mouth of the George River upstream to the boundary between GMUs 19A and 19D, 
at the mouth of the Swift River (see the “Comparisons with Prior Results” section, below). Sleetmute 
hunters did report moose harvests in 2009 and nearly all of their search areas fell within this closed 
area, or they exceeded the extent of the maps because hunters were forced to travel outside of their 
traditional hunting areas in search of moose. It is important to note that these data do not necessarily 
represent illegal harvests; rather, search area polygons also represent caribou and bear search areas. 
Hunters may have also harvested moose in these areas for ceremonial purposes.

Small land mammal search areas (Figure 8-15), which were primarily for muskrats and beavers, 
included the Kuskokwim River corridor from approximately 2.5 miles downriver from Sleetmute 
����<����������<�����������������̀ �<���<����������|������̀ �<��������%�������<��������������������'����
the Hoholitna River, and the Hoholitna River corridor proper.

During 2009, geese were sought along the Kuskokwim River corridor from the mouth of the George 
`�<�������<������������̀ �<���<���������������|������̀ �<��������%�������<��������������������'��������
Hoholitna River, along the Hoholitna River corridor proper, and in the upper Holitna River drainage 
near Titnuk Creek and the Kulubuk Hills (Figure 8-16). Ducks were sought by Sleetmute respondents 
in 2009 in lakes and sloughs near Muskeg and Black creeks in the Stony River drainage.

Berries and greens were sought by Sleetmute respondents during 2009 in meadows and hillsides 
along the Kuskokwim River corridor from the mouth of Fuller Creek upriver to the mouth of the Holitna 
River, in the Holitna River watershed near Big Lake, upriver to unnamed lakes and sloughs near the 
old village site of Itulilik, in the vicinity of Titnuk Creek, and in foothills of the Kiokluk Mountains 
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(Figure 8-17). Berries and greens were also sought at Tishimna Lake in the Stony River watershed 
and in the corridor of the Salmon River, which is a tributary of the Aniak River.

The mapping component of this study covers the harvest and use areas visited by village residents 
during the 2009 calendar year and does not depict historical harvest and use locations. Please see the 
“Comparisons with Prior Results” section, below, for information on Sleetmute’s historical use areas.

Harvest Assessments

The survey asked respondents to assess their own harvests in 2 ways: whether they used more, less, 
or about the same amount of 6 resource categories in 2009 as in past years, and whether they got 
������������������������\����������������������;������������%����������������������������
����������
{�����������%����������%���������%�������%�%�����������%��������
�����������������������%��������<���
harvested the resource. Subsistence harvest success can also be assessed by comparing current harvest 
estimates with past harvest estimates, which will be discussed in a later section.

���������������%�������������������������������#"���������������������%���������%����������������
amount or more in 2009 as they had in past years (Figure 8-18). For the resource category of salmon, 
43% of households reported using the same amounts of salmon in 2009 as in past years. Twenty-seven 
percent of households reported using more salmon in 2009 and 30% reported used fewer. Increased 
��������������'��������������������%�������<��������������������������!""Z��`���������<���$��
�������%��'����������%���������'�������������%�%�����+�������%������+������������������������
��<���������«'����������%����������%��� ��+��������������<���$��������������������������[!��
reported using the same, 21% reported using more, and 28% reported obtaining fewer. A need for 
�������������������$������������������������%������<������������������������������'������������
!""Z�������%�������<���������������������������������!""Z��`���������<���$���������%��'���
�������%���������'������������������'��������+�������������������\"�����%�����+�������%��#"���

In both the land mammals and berries and greens categories, at least 71% of Sleetmute households 
reported using less in 2009 than in past years. For land mammals, 80% reported using fewer, 7% 
reported using more, and 13% reported using the same amounts. Hunting success was the main reason 
2009 respondents gave for using more land mammals in 2009. Some reasons given by households 
who reported using fewer land mammals were conservative management practices (44%), lack of 
resource availability (35%), and the expense of harvest (13%).

For berries and greens, 71% reported obtaining fewer, 7% reported using more, and 21% reported 
using the same amount. Better availability of resources was the main reason 2009 respondents gave for 
using more berries and greens in 2009. The overwhelming reason given by households that reported 
using fewer berries and greens was a lack of resource availability (78%), which they attributed to low 
blueberry productivity in the 2009 blueberry search.

For birds and eggs, 48% of Sleetmute households reported using fewer, 43% reported using the 
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same amount, and 9% reported using more. No attempt to harvest or use eggs was reported for 2009. 
Better availability of bird resources was one reason 2009 respondents gave for using more birds in 
2009. Reasons given by households who reported using fewer birds in 2009 were that they did not 
receive birds from others (22%), the lack of hunting effort (22%), unsuccessful hunting efforts (22%), 
they were too expensive to harvest (11%), and they did not need this resource (11%).

Responses regarding whether Sleetmute households got enough or did not get enough during 2009 
were generally consistent with the less–same–more responses (Figure 8-19). While an estimated 
19% of households reported obtaining enough land mammals, an overwhelming 81% reported not 
obtaining enough. A majority of households reported not obtaining enough berries and greens (57%). 
���������������������_"������������%���������%��$����������������������������������������%�
birds and eggs (Figure 8-19).

While the majority of Sleetmute households reported using the same amount of salmon in 2009 as 
they had used in past years, elder respondents reported that, when compared to the early  to mid 20th 
������������������%���<������������������������$������<�������%�%�����%����������%�������������
this decline were employment obligations, a decreased reliance on dog teams for transport, and overall 
declines in salmon abundance. “Now we don’t have to have dog team so we catch way less,” stated 
one respondent (SLQ 2). Elder respondents during 2009 reported Chinook salmon run abundance 
and harvests declined over the course of their lifetimes. Chinook salmon of large size were also said 

Figure 8-18.–Harvest assessments, Sleetmute, 2009. Responses to the question: "Did your household 
use less, more, or about the same amount in 2009 as in the past?"  Responses to the question: "Did 
your household get enough in 2009?"
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to have declined in abundance. Some respondents suggested that other salmon species were also in 
decline. Still, respondents reported Chinook salmon abundance in 2009 to be greater than in 2008 and 
�������%���������%�������������������������������������$������������<����������%������������%�
that since 2006, when moose hunting was closed or strictly regulated in GMU 19A, they had become 
increasingly reliant on salmon and made a greater effort towards salmon harvest. Past reports (Stickney 
1981; Charnley 1984) characterized Sleetmute as being primarily dependent upon big game resources, 
and secondarily dependent upon salmon. The 2010 research showed a reverse in that trend, which was 
likely due to absence of locally accessible moose hunting opportunities.

Abnormally low land mammal harvest and uses can generally be attributed to low moose populations 
in the region and the concomitant closure to moose hunting of the community’s traditional moose 
hunting areas in GMU 19A. By far, the resource category Sleetmute residents reported using less of, 
and not getting enough of, in 2009 was land mammals. This can be directly attributed to population 
declines in GMU 19A moose and resulting regulatory changes (see “Comparisons with Prior Results,” 
$��'�������������%�$��������������������<���
���������������+�%�'������������%�%�%����������������
of a resource. The majority of survey respondents who reported not getting enough moose in 2009 
reported that unavailability of the resource was the reason. Furthermore, all households reported using 
less moose meat and not getting enough moose meat in 2009 than in the past. 

Interestingly, as a result of the conservative management limitations on obtaining moose meat, 
respondents reported making a greater effort to harvest black bears and also reported using more 
black bear meat in 2009 than in past years. Respondents also reported not getting enough birds and 
eggs and not getting enough plants and berries. Approximately 71% of households reported obtaining 
fewer berries and greens in 2009; several 2009 respondents blamed low blueberry productivity in the 
region on high temperatures and dry climatic conditions. Respondents reported such conditions were 
a climatic trend rather than an anomaly. Respondents reported that Sleetmute’s duck harvest and use 
levels were much greater during previous years and decades than in 2009, although it was unclear if 
������������%������������$��%��������������%�%�����$������������������������������������������%����������

Jobs and Income

Respondents were asked about both earned income (jobs held and wages earned by all household 
members 16 years old and older) and unearned income, consisting, of but not limited to, the 2009 
$1,305 Alaska permanent fund dividend, social security, or public assistance, and so forth. In 2009, 
Sleetmute households earned or received an estimated total of $1.3 million, of which $928,906 (70%) 
was from earned income and $391,630 (30%) was from other sources (Table 8-7). Sleetmute’s 2009 
average household income was $35,690 and average per capita income was $14,673.

Figure 8-20 shows the percentage of estimated income by source. Local government jobs (including 
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education and tribal government) were the single largest source of earned income, contributing an 
estimated $425,552 (32%). Retail trade provided the second largest source of income, about $237,649 
�Yq�����������%���������������������������%�������$�������������$���%������$���%���������¬!\Z�>Z"�
(20%) to Sleetmute households (Figure 8-19).

Retail trade in Sleetmute is composed primarily, if not exclusively, of a commercial village store 
enterprise. In addition to items such as food provisions, the village store is responsible for supplying 
the community with the essential commodity of fuel. During the community review phase of this 
research, some residents expressed concerns that an income disparity should be accounted for. So it 
should be noted that while retail trade is shown as being responsible for providing the second largest 
source of income, it is representative of only a minority of community members.

The Alaska Department of Commerce, Community and Economic Development reports that much 
of Sleetmute’s cash income comes from seasonal work. Seasonal work consisted of, but was not 
�����%�������������������������������������������<���������%����<�������������������������'���
an opportunity for some seasonal work in addition to local government and retail positions, there 
continued to be an unemployment rate of 28% in 2009, which contributed to the estimated 58% of 
Sleetmute residents who were living below the national poverty line.

 Regarding employment and income, one respondent stated: “Long time ago, when I was little girl, 
there never used to be food stamps. If we didn’t get it on our own, we don’t have it” (SLQ 2). This 
elderly woman was describing the relationship between subsistence activities and income, or the 
��+����������;�%�����������������<�����������������������$��'������$�������������<��������%��������%�
workforce. While there are some wage jobs in Sleetmute, they are not widespread. When jobs are 
available they are often short term and not permanent sources of income. 

Subsistence continues to be intertwined with familial and community survival. For example, some 
!""Z�������%�����'������������%������������������������������������������%����������������
and adapted by utilizing setnets, rather than driftnets, the latter of which entail being present at the 
������������������������������%�����������;�����������%���������+�%�������������$��������%�������
'��+����%��������������<�����������������������|�'�<����������%��������%�������'��������������������
members who preferred not to exert the energy necessary to engage in subsistence activities. An elder 
respondent commented that today people can go to the store and use their food stamps without having 
to partake in the laborious tasks of picking berries or hunting moose.

Food Security

`�����%�����'������+�%�������������������
��������������%�%������������������������%������%����������
status; that is, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Nord et 
���!""q}!���;������%����������
���������'������%��%����
���������%�<����%�$���������*���%�
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��%���%�$��*��������������������%��������������������������$�����������%�������$���������%��������

�����������%����������������������������������%�����������q@!"*�

����%�����������������������������
�����������������%��'��������������%������<�������������������
low, or very low overall food security following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). In Sleetmute for 
2009, 69% of the surveyed households had high or marginal food security; USDA considers households 
in both categories to be “food secure.” Of the remaining households, 22% had low food security and 
9% had very low food security overall. This suggests that Sleetmute households were generally less 
food secure than state or national averages (Figure 8-20B). Reasons reported by households for food 
insecure conditions included subsistence foods not lasting (87%), they lacked resources to get food 
(83%), and their store bought food not lasting (48%). While only 9% of households reported incidences 
������$����$���������������������'������%�����������%��'��������%�
��������%��!!������������%��

Number Number of Total for Mean per Percentage
Income source of people households community household of total
Earned income

Local government 21 16 $425,522 $11,501 32.2%
Retail trade 7 7 $237,649 $6,423 18.0%
Services 7 6 $70,015 $1,892 5.3%
Mining * * $67,861 $1,834 5.1%
Agriculture, forestry & fishing * * $64,307 $1,738 4.9%
Federal government * * $48,041 $1,298 3.6%
Manufacturing * * $11,633 $314 0.9%
Transportation, communication & utilities * * $3,231 $87 0.2%
State government * * $646 $17 0.0%

Earned income subtotal 42 27 $928,906 $25,106 70.3%

Other income
Food stamps 17 $118,272 $3,197 9.0%
Alaska permanent fund dividend 32 $90,534 $2,447 6.9%
Unemployment 14 $63,702 $1,722 4.8%
Social security 8 $58,823 $1,590 4.5%
Energy assistance 15 $18,129 $490 1.4%
Other 2 $9,310 $252 0.7%
Native corp. dividend 27 $7,850 $212 0.6%
Rental income 1 $7,516 $203 0.6%
Investments/stocks/bonds 1 $6,938 $188 0.5%
Longevity bonus 5 $6,265 $169 0.5%
Adult public assistance 2 $4,293 $116 0.3%
Supplemental security income 1 $0 $0 0.0%
Pension / retirement 1 $0 $0 0.0%
Workman comp/insurance 1 $0 $0 0.0%
Child support 1 $0 $0 0.0%
Foster care 1 $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 36 $391,630 $10,585 29.7%
Community income total $1,320,537 $35,690 100.0%

Source   ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.
* For confidentiality, income amounts are not listed for sources reported by fewer than 4 households.

Table 8-7. – Estimated earned and other income, Sleetmute, 2009.
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reported members eating less than they felt they should have, cutting the size of meals, or skipping 
�����%�����������%��'��������%�
��������%����%�#q������������%��'�����%��$������<�����������
food during some time of the year (Figure 8-20A).

Figure 8-21 portrays the average number of food insecure conditions (such as “the food we had just 
did not last, and we could not get more”) reported by 3 categories of households during each month 
of the study year. Food-secure households reported, on average, less than 1 food insecure condition 
(out of 7 possible conditions) each month. For food-insecure households, reports of food insecure 
conditions varied with the seasons. Households with low food security reported an average of 2.7 to 3.1 
food insecure conditions from May through September, increasing to an average of 4.4 of 7 possible 
conditions in February. Households with very low food insecurity displayed a similar season pattern, 
averaging 4.0 to 4.3 food insecure conditions in warmer months, from March through October, and 
averaging 5.7 to 6.0 food insecure conditions from November through February.

The rise in food security for low and very low food secure households can be partially explained by 
��������<�����������������������������������������������%����������������$����������������%�����
obtain this resource throughout the summer months. The experiences of low and very low subsistence 
food security reported by respondents for 2009 were generally related to a lack of available and 
accessible large mammal resources. Respondents reported the inability to hunt and harvest moose 
����������������������������<���������������������%���������������������
��������������������������
of supplemental protein sources via mail order. Respondents with low and very low food security 

Figure 8-19.–Top 10 income sources ranked by estimated amount, Sleetmute, 2009. 
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�������%�����������������������%�
�����������$���������%�'����������������%�$�������������������%��
and lead to incidences of food insecurity.

Sleetmute residents also expressed concerns about the physiological impacts of store bought food 
and domesticated meats. Respondents expressed a general belief that wild harvested subsistence foods 
'���������������%����������������������$���������%���`�����%����������������%�����������������
fuel costs were responsible for low subsistence food security and that fuel could be used to pursue 
subsistence harvests only after other basic necessities were taken care of. For example, one respondent 
�����%}�����������'��%�������<����������������%����������������'�����������'������������������
�����������'��%�� �̈����<�����+����'��������������������]³�!��

Wild Food Networks

In most Kuskokwim communities, households obtain wild food harvested by others through sharing 
networks. Sharing and exchange of subsistence foods among community members and neighboring 
villages is an important traditional practice in Middle Kuskokwim communities (Jonrowe 1979; 
Stickney 1981; Charnley 1983; Charnley 1984). Research shows that sharing of subsistence harvests 
is vitally important for maintaining kinship ties, cultural traditions, and the physical well being of all 
��������������%������̀ �����������������������%�������������������<�����������������������������%�
������'����������'������%����������������������+����YZqY�������'��YZ_Z��������������%�������
meat were reported to be widely shared among residents of Sleetmute (Charnley 1983; Charnley 1984).

Figure 8-22 depicts the cooperative pattern of harvesting and processing activities between 

Figure 8-20.–Food security responses, Sleetmute, 2009.
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�������%����������������������q@!>����'��������%���������%�����%%���������������������������������
household). The importance of sharing subsistence foods was a major and consistent theme discussed 
by residents throughout the ethnographic interviews for this subsistence study. Sleetmute respondents 
reported widespread sharing of subsistence resources, both among themselves and among residents of 
other Alaska communities. Respondents reported the existence of sharing networks between families. 
������������>�������������������������%��������������������<������$�����%���������%������������
%������������������������<�����������������

In Sleetmute, an estimated 31% of the households harvested 70% of the reported subsistence 
resources, suggesting that there is a central core of specialized harvesting households, or “super 
households.” In Figure 8-23, higher harvesting households are depicted by the larger nodes. The 
�����������%�����������%������%�$�����%�����������!""!����������'�������*��+�����������������<��
elder households, mature couples, and single active males. That pattern appears to be replicated to a 
large extent in Sleetmute. Many of those high harvesting households shared their harvests with other 
households in the community and also received resources or services from other households, a pattern 
indicated by the many locations close to the center of the diagram. Other households, also close to the 
center of the diagram indicating that they received resources or services from many other households, 
were single female headed households. 

Harvesting and processing partnerships are another common way of distributing harvests in a 
community. Processing of resources was accomplished both by high harvesting households and by 

Figure 8-21.–Food insecure conditions by month and by household category, Sleetmute, 2009.
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the households that received resources from others, making it apparent that Sleetmute households that 
harvested lesser amounts still contributed to subsistence activities in a meaningful way (Figure 8-23).

The 2 yellow icons in the upper left side of the diagram are households that reported no ties to other 
households in the community in terms of sharing subsistence resources. The low number of isolates 
and the complete absence of dyads or triads (those households that report sharing only with each other 
but remain unconnected to other households in the community) support the assertion that Sleetmute 
works together in a large cooperative unit of resource sharing.

*$�<�� ��� ���� '���� ���� ����� ���<������ �����%� ���������� `������ ���'� ��� ��������%� \>�� ���
�������%����<���������'�����%�qY�������<��������������������������������[Z������������%����<��
�'�����������%�[\�������<�%������������'�����������>q���������%���<����'�����������'�����%�[Z��
�������%������<����'�����������������'��������'�%��������%�����������������������%���̀ ������
showed 19% of households giving moose away and 53% of households receiving moose. Beavers 
were also shared, with 25% of households giving beavers away and 13% receiving. Of the birds used 
by Sleetmute residents, grouses were given away by 13% of households and were received by 22% of 

Figure 8-22.–Wild food harvesting and processing network, Sleetmute, 2009.
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households, and mallards were given away by 3% of households and received by 13% of households. 
Among the berries harvested by Sleetmute residents, 13% of households shared salmonberries and 
16% received them, while blueberries were given away by 6% of households and 19% received them. 
����'��%�'��������������<��������%��'����\����<�����'������'��%���%�![�������<�������'��%��

Respondents reported distributing subsistence harvests to elders to be an especially important 
����������̀ �����%��������%����������������������%�����������������������%�������������<�����������������+�
salmon harvest of the season to an elder. One respondent, who maintained a dog team, reported that 
�������������$����������������%�����$���%��������<����%�����%���������������%���$������������������
such as chum salmon, to her household for use as dog food. Another respondent reported that because 
��������'���������������������%����������������������%������'����������������������<�������������'���
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Comparisons with Prior Results

This was the second comprehensive subsistence harvest survey conducted by ADF&G in Sleetmute (see 
Figure 8-24 for a map of historical use areas), and ADF&G has conducted subsistence salmon surveys 
in Sleetmute during most years from 1960 to 2010. ADF&G has also estimated caribou, moose, bear, 
and wolf harvests for Sleetmute during 1983, as well as in later years as part of a Central Kuskokwim 
big game survey program from 2003 to 2005 (Charnley 1983; Krauthoefer et al. in prep; CSIS). This 
section discusses the current results and compares them with prior results. For those resources with 
no available historical harvest data, past and current ethnographic results are compared.

Regarding salmon, an estimated 10-year (1999–2008) average of 154 lb harvested per person has been 
�����%�%�$��*������|���������%���������������������q@![����������������������������������$�����'��
rising, per capita salmon harvest for Sleetmute over the course of the 10-year period of 2000–2009. 
After 2003, annual per capita rates for salmon show greater annual variation, punctuated by declining 
or low per capita estimates in 2004, 2005, and 2007. Reasons for this increased variability in harvests 
���������������������������������<������%���������%������������������%������������������������%��
'������������������������������������������*%%��������������������<����$������%��������$�$����������%�
�������������������%����%���������������������������������������������������%�'�������������
annual survey conditions may provide some explanation for increasing reported harvests, ethnographic 
data from 2010 suggest that Sleetmute’s increasing amount harvested per person generally resulted 
from an adaptive measure by community members to harvest more salmon to replace a loss in the 
availability of large game resources in the region, namely moose meat (Figure 8-25).

In 2009, Sleetmute salmon harvest efforts were mostly directed towards Chinook and sockeye 
salmon. Coho were also pursued, but less intensively. Charnley (1984) reported that central Kuskokwim 
��$��������������������������%������������������������+�������'�������%�
��������������������
���������������������%�����%������!""Z��������%����������������������������������%��������%��������
in their preservation: “We don’t want to catch [coho] with net ‘cause they’re kinda hard to take care 
of” (SLQ 2), commented one respondent. This respondent continued that coho salmon did not freeze 
'����%�'����%�������������+����������%�����������������������������������������'���������������
Aside from the efforts of 2 households that retained dog teams, chum salmon were not intentionally 
pursued. Respondents reported that chum harvest effort had declined as a result of decreasing reliance 
on dog team transport. Additionally, 2009 respondents reported that increases in fuel costs had created 
��������$��%������������������%�'���������������<�������|�'�<����������%����������������%�����������
were more inclined to take adaptive measures in order to reduce fuel consumption, such as using 
setnets rather than driftnets, and using oars instead of boat motors to drift, than to discontinue salmon 
�����������<������

In 1981, Stickney listed moose as the primary source of protein for Central Kuskokwim villages, 
��%� ������ ��� ��� ����������� �������� ��� YZq#�� �������� �������%� ����� �������<�� ������ �������
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by Sleetmute residents was not a necessity due to the ease of gaining a solid supply of game and 
������������������������YZq#���	<���'��������+�����YZqY}Y_���$���<�%���������������%�����
be considered the “single most stable resource in the area,” in the minds of some Central Kuskokwim 
respondents, salmon were “not prized as much as moose meat.” This carries true today in Sleetmute: 
“Certainly for us, living out here, moose have always been an integral part of what made life good 
out here” (SLQ 3), reported one respondent. Charnley (1984) reported a large concentration of moose 
being easily accessible to Sleetmute residents and thus there was a greater community effort placed 
on moose harvest rather than salmon harvest (Charnley 1984). Respondents during 2009 suggested 
that Charnley’s 1984 report was accurate at the time. Respondents said that because of Sleetmute’s 
proximity to the historically moose-abundant Holitna and Hoholitna river drainages, moose meat has 
������$���%����������������������������%�����<�����������������������<�������

In 1983, Sleetmute residents harvested an estimated 134 lb of moose meat per person. Twenty 
years later, in 2003, an estimated 69 lb of moose meat was harvested per person, indicating nearly 
a 50% decline in Sleetmute’s annual per capita moose harvest. In 2004, the amount of moose meat 
harvested per person in Sleetmute had declined to 19 lb. In 2005, zero moose harvests were reported 
by Sleetmute residents (Krauthoefer et al. in prep). While Sleetmute households reported an increase 
of 35 lb of moose meat harvested per person in 2009, all households reported using less moose meat 
than in the past and not getting enough moose meat in 2009. Voicing a frustration that was commonly 
heard from community members in 2009, one respondent stated: “You used to be able to plan on eating 
meat here. You cannot do that anymore. That’s reality” (SLQ 3).

The recorded decline in pounds of moose meat harvested per person appeared to be a result of 
moose population declines and resulting conservative management regulations in GMU 19A, the 
game management unit that makes up the bulk of Sleetmute’s traditional and most accessible moose 
hunting area. Respondents during 2009 attributed moose declines in the region to both hunting 
��������������������$�������������%��������������Yq����%����%����������������$��'�<����*��
early as 1983, declining moose populations in GMUs 19A and 19B were “attributed to an increased 
���<�������������$���������������������������YZq>}[����������������������������������������������
pressure within the Holitna, Hoholitna, and middle Kuskokwim drainages by residents of adjacent 
GMU 18” was reported to have caused the establishment of stricter moose harvest regulations in the 
region (Charnley 1983:7). In 2006, following at least a decade of severe moose declines in GMU 19A, 
Sleetmute community members participating in the Stony–Holitna Fish and Game Advisory Committee 
rejected proposals for the establishment of a Tier II moose hunt in the Holitna and Hoholitna river 
drainages of GMU 19A, and instead accepted a total closure of their traditional moose hunting areas.

In December 2010, lead researchers held a community meeting to review the data collected in this 
research for accuracy and presentation. Comments by community members highlighted important 
contextual information describing the harvest data, especially the harvest and uses of moose. These 
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comments can be organized into 2 major veins: concerns about reporting and representation of illegal 
moose harvests, and concerns about how accurately 1-year harvest data represent community reliance 
on a resource.

�����%������ ����� ����� �������*�%������ ��%�*����%��� �YZZ!�� �����%� ����� ��������� ���������� ���
harvests by residents of a community or area are critical to effective and sound management. Moose 
hunting in Sleetmute offers particular challenges to this goal. On the one hand, declines in moose 
hunting are related to conservative management of the moose population, which limits harvests. On 
the other hand, local needs for moose have not decreased. As a result, residents expressed concerns 
about illegal harvests, in terms of both how much may be occurring and the criminalization of such 
����<�������;����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
in the conservation of area resources while still needing to meet their nutritional and social/cultural 
��
����������

With regard to the second point, Sleetmute residents noted that the moratorium on moose hunting 
necessarily limited their utilization of historical areas of harvest and simultaneously limited the amount 
of their harvests. They expressed concerns that the 2009 data, both harvest estimates and mapped data 
�����%�����$�%����������%��'������%������%���������������������%����$����������������������<���<��
management regulations, Sleetmute residents noted that the 2009 data could not accurately represent 
community reliance on moose (harvest estimates) or the areas traditionally used to hunt moose (mapped 
data). In other words, the harvest levels and areas reported by Sleetmute respondents in 2010 should 
����$���������%�'���������@�������%������%����������������������������������������������%������
moose meat.

In 2010, respondents expressed general community support for continuance of the GMU 19A 
moose hunting closure; however, community members also expressed concerns that predator control 
measures in the area had not been aggressive enough. Some respondents also desired that adjacent 
areas in GMU 19B also be closed to moose hunting. Respondents stated a belief that, if moose hunting 
were to reopen in the region, opportunities should only be given to local residents and not to nonlocal 
residents. While general season, Tier II, and open registration moose hunting opportunities do exist 
in the region, 2010 respondents reported that costs associated with long distance travel to legal moose 
hunting locations were unaffordable. For example, one respondent stated: “Nobody wants to trash their 
snowmachine and spend a fortune in gas to drive that far.” Another respondent stated: “When you can’t 
hunt locally it goes against many of the aspects which are fundamental about subsistence” (SLQ 3). 
As adaptations to these circumstances, respondents reported a general shift towards increasing salmon 
harvests and uses by the community, as well as an increase in the consumption of store bought food.

In 1983, an estimated 15 lb of caribou meat was harvested per person by Sleetmute residents; in 2003 
an estimated 11 lb of caribou meat was harvested per person (Krauthoefer et al. in prep). However, for 
��$��
�����%������������!""#���%�!""[������������$������<�����'�����������%�$���������������%�����
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Figure 8-25.–Estimated total pounds of salmon, moose, caribou, and black bears harvested by 
residents of Sleetmute, 2000–2009. 
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(Krauthoefer et al. in prep). In 2009, Sleetmute households reported 2 caribou harvests, or 3 pounds 
per capita. In 1984, Charnley reported most Sleetmute caribou harvests to be opportunistic, occurring 
when respondents happened to encounter caribou while traveling regional waterways. Charnley (1984) 
�������%�������������������%����������������������������%�����$���%��������������%�����������
����%�
������<����%�������$��
������������<�������������������%������������`�����%�����%����������!""Z�
research recalled that caribou were more available in the area over the course of the 20th century than 
they are today. Caribou were most often found by Sleetmute residents in the upper drainages of the 
Hoholitna, Holitna, and Stony rivers. These caribou were likely from the Mulchatna herd, which one 
������%����$���<�%������<���������%�����%�����������%��'���%����������������������������!Y������������
`�����%��������%����������$����������������������%���������������%����������$���'���������������
hunted when they were available.

In 1983, no black or brown bear harvests were reported by Sleetmute residents and residents were 
said not to consistently pursue black bears (Charnley 1984). While in 2003 an estimated 2 lb of 
black bear meat was harvested per person by Sleetmute residents, in 2004 an estimated 1 lb of black 
bear meat was harvested per person. In 2005, zero black bear harvests were reported by Sleetmute 
residents (Krauthoefer et al. in prep������!""Z���<��$��+�$�������<�����'�����������%�$�����������
households, which provided 6 lb of black bear meat per capita. In 1984, Charnley suggested that 
“Sleetmute residents may harvest fewer bear because moose and caribou are more available to them.” 
;'����@�<���������������������������������������%�$�����������YZq#����<��������%������������%�
by a lack of data with historical depth, a rise in black bear uses and harvests by Sleetmute households 
probably indicates an adaption to declines in the availability of other large game resources, such as 
moose and caribou, or possibly to efforts to remove predators such as bears. Respondents in 2010 also 
suggested that severe declines in the availability of moose and caribou in the region may have led to an 
increase in the harvests and uses of black bears by village residents. While 2009 respondents reported 
an observation of recently increased brown bear populations in the local area, none were reported to 
have been harvested and used by Sleetmute residents in 2009.

Comparisons of available historical small land mammal harvest data for Sleetmute show an overall 
decline in harvests of most species over the previous 25 years. While ethnographic data collected in the 
!""Z����%���������%������$��<����'�������������������������������%�������������������������%�����
and were Sleetmute’s most heavily used small mammal species in 2009 (by 44% of households), 
beaver harvests dropped from 277 individual animals in 1983 to 80 in 2009 (a 72% decline in harvest 
and a reduction from 41 lb to 13 lb per person; Charnley 1984). Despite this recorded decline, several 
2009 respondents emphasized that beavers were an important food resource for the community today. 
Respondents who used beavers also reported being sensitive to conservation needs. Waste of beavers 
was viewed as unacceptable, and respondents said that in order to ensure healthy populations only 
�������������%��%���������������%�$����+����;�����'����%�<�����������������$�������������������
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harvest beavers. Some residents said that shooting beavers ensured the small, young animals were not 
taken unselectively in snares, while others were concerned that shooting beavers raised the chances 
of waste by wounding loss. The potential for wasted meat occurs when a beaver is shot in the water 
and is unable to be retrieved. Recent regulations have closed the spring beaver season, which was a 
traditional time to harvest. Some 2009 respondents expressed concerns that the ease of harvesting 
$��<����$�������������������%���������'�������%����������%����������������$��%�����

Trapping was once an important source of supplemental income for Sleetmute households. Charnley 
(1984:255) reported that both beavers and martens were “the backbone of the commercial trapping 
economy in the central Kuskokwim region.” Today, very few Sleetmute respondents trap furbearing 
animals. Respondents reported that beavers were used primarily as a food resource, and rarely for 
their fur. Available data also show an 81% decline in marten harvests by Sleetmute residents over the 
previous 25 years: down from 1,015 individual animals harvested in 1983 to 195 in 2009. Similarly, 
reported river otter harvests declined 86%, down from 36 individual animals harvested in 1983 to 5 
in 2009. Wolverine harvests declined 41% from 22 in 1983 to 13 in 2009. Charnley (1984) reported 
that during the winter of 1982–1983, 46% of Sleetmute households trapped, which earned them an 
average income of $2,875 per household. Today, trapping only supplements the income of a handful 
of individuals. While these declines in furbearer harvests may in some part be related to population 
shifts in furbearing species in the region, particularly muskrats, comments from 2009 respondents 
indicated that a general decline in trapping effort by community residents was the major contributing 
factor to recorded declines in furbearer harvests. This decline in trapping activities was attributed to 
the high cost of supplies, gasoline, and modern snowmachines.

Charnley (1984) reported that muskrats were harvested by Sleetmute residents for both fur and 
food. In 2009, however, there was a consensus that muskrats had become scarce. Some respondents 
continued to seek them out, but were not as successful as they were in prior years. Similarly, porcupine 
numbers were suggested to have decreased. Some Sleetmute residents attributed a reduced porcupine 
population to wolf predation. A respondent suggested that following a large decrease in the local moose 
population, wolves began seeking other food sources, including porcupines. One Sleetmute resident 
said he used to be able to get 10 or more porcupines in a year in the past and was now lucky if he got 1.

��������� ����%����� ��<�� �� ���@����� �������� ��� ��$��������� ����� ��� ��������� ���� ���������
including Arctic grayling, burbot, northern pike, Dolly Varden, Arctic lamprey, and various species of 
'�������������������YZq#���;����������$����$��$�����%�����¢��%���$���������������%�����������
to have declined during recent times. Respondents during 2009 reported that burbot were no longer 
intensely targeted, and that harvests of Dolly Varden, and occasionally rainbow trout, used to be greater 
during previous decades, when residents lived in seasonal cabins on the Holitna and Hoholitna rivers. 
`�����%����������%����
���������������$���%�'�����������������������%�������������������$��<���
%����������������+��������������������%����$�������������������������������%�'�������<����%�$��
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gillnet for a fresh source of protein prior to the salmon runs. However, respondents reported that local 
���<��������'������������%������������+��%������������������� ������'������������ ���� ���������
����%��������<����%����������������������<�������������������%�������������������<��%��������
rivers in pursuit of both trout and northern pike. Although Charnley (1984:156) reported that northern 
pike were “a dietary staple in winter to several Sleetmute households who reside at trapping cabins 
on the Holitna River,” this no longer seemed to be the case, since most respondents reported a dislike 
of northern pike, though a few households continued to use them. One 2009 respondent explained 
northern pike use in the following manner: “We eat a lot of [northern pike], and we freeze ‘em too. 
They’re delicious; the only people who don’t like [northern pike] are those don’t want to deal with 
them” (SLQ 3). The respondent went on to say that the bones and slimy skin of northern pike often 
led people to discard them rather than consume them.

Historically both ruffed and spruce grouses were a common food source for people in Sleetmute, 
as noted in the 2010 ethnographic interviews and Charnley’s report (1984). The 2009 survey results 
show that grouses continue to be an important food source for the community. Charnley (1984) 
reported that duck and goose migrations were rarely abundant in the Central Kuskokwim area. One 
2009 respondent noted that, prior to freezers, Sleetmute bird hunters had to limit themselves when 
taking geese because there was no place to store them in summer except underground. Even though 
migratory bird harvests have decreased, they remain an important resource for Sleetmute residents. 
While Charnley (1984) reported that eggs were collected by Sleetmute residents, no bird eggs were 
harvested or used by respondents in 2009.

When comparing historical subsistence harvest use areas with those recorded and mapped for 
2009, it is important to note that circumstances such as environmental, regulatory, and technological 
changes, as well as economic considerations continuously affected respondents’ geographic patterns 
of use over the course of time. Thus, geographic patterns of use depicted for one year’s analysis are 
����������������������<��������������������������������$���������������<����������������%�����������
����������������������%��������������������������%��������������������������������������������
to be of much greater extent over the course of the past several decades, and even into the early 21st 
century, than those reported for the 2009 study year. Respondents during 2009 attributed an overall 
reduction in the scale of geographic use in the region to changing resource populations, conservative 
management regulations in areas formerly utilized, and increasing fuel costs, which hampered their 
capability to travel long distances. Respondents expressed a general sense of distress for this reduction 
in the community’s ability to harvest and use subsistence resources from locations considered to be 
traditional, and highly productive, use areas by residents. Respondents asked that it be clearly reported 
to the public that the areas of geographic use reported for 2009 did not cover the true extent of the 
subsistence use areas considered traditionally important to Sleetmute residents.

�����������������������������������������������������������%�����'��������|��������%�|��������
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river drainages. For example, an elder respondent stated: “The Holitna Basin is sacred to our people. 
*������������������%������������������������|�����������%'���������]³�[���;���������������!"Y"�
respondents made reference to living on the Holitna and Hoholitna rivers at some point and/or pursuing 
most subsistence activities in those locations. A documented decline in the occupancy and uses of 
���������������������������������%�������������������������������������������$�����������������������
`�����%�����������������%�������������������|��������%�|����������<���%��������������������������
hunting areas for the village. Respondents also recalled a consistent pursuit of migratory birds and 
annual caribou hunting in these watersheds.

In 1984, Charnley reported that “30 percent of the Sleetmute households reside at trapping cabins 
on the Holitna and Hoholitna rivers between September and May” (Charnley 1984:210). Charnley 
(1983:27) also reported that the Holitna and Hoholitna river drainages were the primary historical 
and contemporary moose hunting areas for the community, and that “Sleetmute residents do not feel 
a need to go elsewhere in order to harvest moose, considering [instead that] their own range to be 
rich in this resource.” Charnley (1983) reported that recorded heavy use of the Holitna and Hoholitna 
watersheds by Sleetmute residents had been found as early as 1960, but that the region had likely been 
utilized by Sleetmute residents and their ancestors for a much greater length of time. Furthermore, 
Charnley (1984) reported that caribou hunting, bear hunting, trapping, berry picking, and small game 
and migratory bird hunting occurred extensively throughout the Holitna and Hoholitna river drainages 
and their tributaries, including Titnuk Creek, the Taylor Mountains, and the Nushagak Hills. In contrast, 
respondents reported these locations were no longer heavily used by the community. “People used to 
travel, I mean local people used to do more of migratory thing, you know, like up the Holitna and all 
that,” stated one respondent. Of the 2009 winter, another respondent stated: 

;�����������������������������%�%������������������������$�%���������|������`�<��������������
nobody. It’s never happened before in all the time that I know of. Everybody’s just moved 
out and few people go back anymore. (SLQ 3)

;�����������%���������������������������������%����$�����%�$���������������%�����$����������
in 1984 were generally the same as those reported for 2009, including Charnley’s report of burbot and 
'����������$������������$��������<�����%�%�'���<����������^��+�+'���`�<���������������<������
However, Charnley (1984) reported heavier use of the Holitna River, including its upper reaches and 
�������$������������'���������|��������`�<���������������<���������������������������'����������%�
for 2009.

During Charnley’s 1982 period of observation, she reported that many of the middle Kuskokwim 
`�<��������������������������'�������<������%��������YZ\"����%�$�����$��%���%����%��������������%�
$�������������������$������%�������'��%���������%����������������<���������������YZq#�����������
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�YZq#���������%����������Y�����������������%���%���<�%����������������������%���������������%�
of observation. The 2009 research corroborated these observations.

Additional Sleetmute resource harvest areas reported by Charnley (1984) included the Stony, Swift, 
George, Tatlawitsuk, and Kuskokwim river drainages for moose hunting, the George and Stony rivers 
for caribou hunting, the George and Oskwalik rivers for furbearer trapping, and the Kuskokwim River 
corridor extending as far upriver from the village as the mouth of the Swift River and downriver to 
locations slightly below the mouth of the George River for berry picking.
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Stony River, 2009

Prepared by Danielle J. Ringer
In March 2010, researchers administered comprehensive baseline subsistence surveys to 12 of 20 
households (60%) in Stony River village. The surveyed households reported harvesting 38 different 
����������������'�%�������%�������'��������!"�!>[��%�$������%��$��'��������������%������$���
2009. Expanding for the 8 unsurveyed households, Stony River’s estimated total harvest of wild foods 
in 2009 was 33,726 lb (±55%). The average estimated harvest per household was 1,686 lb; the average 
harvest per person was 533 lb. During the study year, each Stony River household used an average of 
14 different kinds of resources.

��<�����������������������+�����������+�������������������������������������%�����$��+�
'��������������$���%� __�� ��� ���� ����� ���������� ���<���� ��� !""Z�� ��� ������ ��� �%�$�� ����%���
Chinook salmon contributed more than any other single species to the total community harvest (Figure 
Z@Y��Zq!���%�<�%�������'���������������%����$���%�'���������Z�!Z#�$���������%�����!q���������
total community harvest of wild foods. 

;�������������������������%���������������������%����<�������������̀ �<��������%����%�����������

Figure 9-1.–Top 10 species harvests ranked by estimated edible weight, Stony River, 2009.
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���������������������������������<���������������
�������������<����������������������%�������������%�
����������%�����������������%����������
����������|��<�������$�������������%�%������������`������
from this survey are available online as part of the CSIS.

This chapter also discusses information collected from the mapping and ethnographic elements of 
the project. Community households that participated in subsistence activities completed maps that 
����%�%�$�������������%����<����������������������������'������������������%���������������%�
mammals, berries and greens, and ducks and geese. The ethnographic component in Stony River 
consisted of an interview with 1 elder female who has lived in the area around the community her 
entire life.

About Stony River Village

Stony River village is located on an island near the north bank of the Kuskokwim River in Southwestern 
*��+����������������%�!������������������������������������̂ ��+�+'�����%���������<�����;�������������
lies 100 miles east of Aniak, 185 miles northeast of Bethel, and 225 miles west of Anchorage. 
{��%�����������������������������'�������������������������������[q²����Z"²������������������
snowfall averages 85 inches per year, and the area accrues 22 inches of annual precipitation. The 
Kuskokwim River surrounding Stony River village is generally ice free from the middle of June 
�������������������������$����|����'��%����%�<���$������������������������'���������%����%�������
delays during the fall and winter seasons.

In the 1790s, Vasiliy Ivanov traveled the area around Stony River and following his exploration, 
non-Native presence continued to increase. The community of Stony River, which has also been known 
���������¢�������%�����������+��$�����������������������%����%���<��$��������������YZ>"������������
���������������������������������������������������%��������@����<��������������$����%�������������%����
�����������������������������������������`�<�������'���YZq"}_Z�����<���������������������������'���
built (Ricks 1965:61). In 1937, Reginald M. White became the second trader in Stony River, and 
later worked as the postmaster, an airline representative, and a welfare agent. During White’s time, 
���������������������������
�����%������������|�'�<�������'�����������YZ\"�������������������]����
Village and local Native people built year-round cabins nearby. A school and airport soon followed, 
with construction starting in 1961 and 1962, respectively (Oswalt 1980: 79).

Kari (1985) completed an in-depth baseline study in 1983–1984 to assess possible impacts of the 
Holitna Basin Oil and Gas Lease Sale Number 46, with its anticipated disposals of land in the area 
used by Stony River residents for harvests of subsistence resources. This information culminated in a 
detailed summary of life in Stony River in Wild Resource Use and Economy of Stony River Village (Kari 
1985). In this report, Kari describes the ethnohistory and linguistic interactions of 4 distinct languages 
in the Middle Kuskokwim area. Because the community is a contact point for these languages, today 
there is substantial multilingualism in Stony River—Yup’ik and the Athabascan languages of Deg 
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Hit’an, Dena’ina, and Upper Kuskokwim are spoken within the community (Kari 1985:6). At the time 
of Kari’s research, the “patriarch” of Stony River, Gusty Mikhael, spoke Yup’ik, Deg Hit’an, Dena’ina, 
English, and Russian; the current school in the community is named after him. While Eskimo and 
Athabascan languages throughout Alaska often interact, “there may be no point of contact with as high 
a degree of Eskimo–Athabascan multilingualism in modern Alaska as Stony River” (Kari 1985:6).

The land around Stony River continues to be used by the present day descendents of early village 
����%�����������$�������������<�����������%���������������������������������%�����������������������������
The environments utilized for these activities include forest, bog, shrub, tundra, riverine, and lake 
(Kari 1985:156; Figure 9-2). Subsistence activities in Stony River are of high cultural value. In terms 
of aspirations to continue the traditional practices, one community member during the 2010 research 
said, “I do a little because I just started doing it on my own. My parents did subsistence all their lives. 
I hope I will be doing more in the future.”

Photograph by Danielle Ringer

Figure 9-2.–Stony River village subsistence skiffs on northeast side of island, November 2010.
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The current economy of Stony River is based on subsistence activities, educational services, health 
care, public administration, social assistance, and mining. Most community households get their water 
from individual wells, and some get it from the school and clinic. The Middle Kuskokwim Electric 
��@�������������'������������%�'���<���<��������������$��+������%%��������������������%���������
edge of town and a gravel airstrip near the river. The Village of Stony River is a federally recognized 
���$����%�����������`�<���;��%���������������������������$��������<����'���������������������<�����
use the Internet service, socialize, and send and receive mail. The population is made up of both 
*���$��������%�̈ ���+���������%����@����<������%�������������������������������'�������������%�����
leave the village for the winter months.

Demographics

The 12 surveyed households included 38 people. Household sizes ranged from 1 to 7 people, with 
an average of 3.2 people per household. The average age was 31.4 years; the oldest person was 71. 
The average length of residency in Stony River for household heads was 23 years and 90% of the 
household heads were born in Alaska.

 Expanding for the unsurveyed households, the estimated population of 63 included 39 males (61%) 
and 24 females (39%); 58 were Alaska Natives (92%). For comparison, the U.S. Census Bureau reported 
a total population in 2000 of 61 people, with 83.6% Alaska Natives (Figure 9-3). The Alaska Department 
of Labor estimated a population of 48 people for Stony River in 2009 (Alaska Department of Labor 

Figure 9-3.–Population history, Stony River, 1960–2009. 
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2010). For 2009, this survey estimated a total population of 63 people, which suggests households 
surveyed by ADF&G may have been slightly larger than average.

The 2010 survey showed the largest demographic age group to be males ages 15–19. Figure 9-4 
illustrates that there were large numbers of children and teenagers in the village in 2009, but a lack of 
both men and women in their mid 20s to late 30s. Such a population structure could have implications 
for subsistence harvesting if there are few young adults in the community; young adults are usually 
building their subsistence experience while young children are rarely large subsistence harvesters.

Wild Food Use and Harvests

The primary purpose of the household survey was to collect information about the harvest and uses 
of edible wild foods in Stony River. Respondents were asked whether their households used or tried 
to harvest each resource during the study year. If they tried to harvest a resource, they were asked 
how much they harvested and for other details of the harvest, such as gear type, sex of the animal, or 
month of harvest.

;�$���Z@Y���������Z@\���%��������������������������������������������������������<����
���������
expanded to all residents. Every household surveyed in Stony River used some kind of wild food in 
!""Z����%�������$�����%�����������<�%����������%���������<����
������������%�������������������������
the community during that year. Resources are reported in pounds of edible weight (see Appendix C 
for conversion factors). The harvest category includes resources taken by any member of the surveyed 

Figure 9-4.–�������	�
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household during the study year. The use category includes all resources taken and given away by a 
�������%����%�����������������
����%������������<����������������������������������������������������
or by trade and barter.

������������$��'�������<������%������������������������%�����$�������������������$��'�����������%���
In total, 100% of Stony River residents used at least one wild resource during the 2009 study year, 83% 
harvested resources, 92% received resources, and 67% gave away resources. These numbers suggest 
that many households in the community participate in harvesting; the 92% of households receiving 
resources points to the importance of sharing in Stony River. Like most Kuskokwim communities, 
households use wild foods harvested by others through sharing networks, and sharing is a respected 
aspect of the Yup’ik and Athabascan customs.

�������Z@[���������������������������������$�����'������������������������������%�����������
wild resources versus the much smaller percentages of households actually harvesting them. While a 
smaller percentage of households actually harvest a resource, they share with other households such 
that a greater percentage of households use the resource. The most commonly used wild resource was 
�����'����Y""������������%�������������������'�<��������[q�����<����%��������!""Z��;�����'���
also a large discrepancy between the use and harvest of land mammals, since 92% of Stony River 
households used and only 50% harvested them. Vegetation use and harvest, including plants and 
berries, had a smaller divergence, since 92% of households used and 83% harvested them, which is 
likely explained by the fact that vegetation harvests involve fewer resources, and people of all ages 

Figure 9-5.–Percentages of households using, attempting to harvest, or harvesting subsistence 
resources by category, Stony River, 2009.
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can participate. Also, the use of vegetation in Stony River is extremely important, and thus it was 
expected that a high percentage of households participated in harvesting the resource. The bird category 
had the least difference between harvest and use: 75% of the households used birds and 67% of them 
harvested. There was no egg harvest in the community during 2009.

Figure 9-6 summarizes the resource harvest characteristics of Stony River in 2009 in terms of 
edible pounds harvested. Fish were the largest part of Stony River’s subsistence diet, accounting for 
29,033 lb (86%) of the total community harvest. Land mammals were the second largest contributor 
to community residents’ diets, accounting for 3,733 lb (11%) of the total. Vegetation, including berries 
and plants, contributed 620 lb (2%) of the total, and birds contributed 339 lb (1%). Bird eggs, marine 
mammals, and marine invertebrates were not harvested by Stony River residents in 2009.

Ten species contributed 96% of the wild food harvest by edible weight (Figure 9-1). After an estimated 
982 Chinook salmon (9,294 lb, 28%), the 9 species included 1,350 sockeye salmon (6,474 lb, 19%), 
\_[�������������>�q!!�$��YY����\q"�������������>�#_Y�$��Y"����Z\_�����$��+�'���������!�Z""�
$��Z����Y\>�$��<�����!�#["�$��_����Z>_�$���%�'���������Y�>YY�$��#����Yq!����������Y�"Z"�$��>����
2 moose (900 lb, 3%), and 100 northern pike (450 lb, 1%). Other resources contributed a combined 
1,564 lb (5%) to the total harvest amount of 33,726 edible pounds. These numbers are all expanded 
estimates.

����������%%��^��+�+'������������������������%�'������������������!���������������������
����������<����%���������������������`�<����������+���������%�����$��+�'��������'�������������

Figure 9-6.–Total estimated edible pounds harvested by the community by resource category, Stony 
River, 2009. 
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Table 9-1. – 	�������%��������%����<�������������������`�<����!""Z�
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Fish
Salmon

Chum salmon 58% 50% 42% 17% 25% 3,471 lb 173.5 lb 54.8 lb 680 ind. ± 99%
Coho salmon 67% 50% 50% 25% 25% 3,822 lb 191.1 lb 60.4 lb 675 ind. ± 63%
Chinook salmon 58% 50% 50% 25% 33% 9,294 lb 464.7 lb 146.7 lb 982 ind. ± 90%
Pink salmon 25% 25% 25% 0% 17% 119 lb 6.0 lb 1.9 lb 47 ind. ± 95%
Sockeye salmon 58% 50% 50% 17% 33% 6,474 lb 323.7 lb 102.2 lb 1,350 ind. ± 59%
Unknown salmon 33% 0% 0% 33% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 100% 58% 58% 67% 33% 23,179 lb 1,159.0 lb 366.0 lb 3,734 ind. ± 56%

Char
Arctic char 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dolly Varden 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Lake trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.00 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

Trout
Rainbow trout 8% 8% 8% 0% 0% 12 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 8 ind. ± 137%
Unknown trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 8% 8% 8% 0% 0% 12 lb 0.6 lb 0.2 lb 8 ± 137%

Whitefishes
Sheefish 58% 42% 42% 25% 17% 1,090 lb 54.5 lb 17.2 lb 182 ind. ± 62%
Broad whitefish 50% 33% 33% 33% 17% 1,311 lb 65.6 lb 20.7 lb 937 ind. ± 95%
Bering cisco 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Least cisco 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Humpback whitefish 50% 42% 33% 33% 17% 2,900 lb 145.0 lb 45.8 lb 967 ind. ± 92%
Round whitefish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown whitefish 8% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 83% 58% 50% 58% 17% 5,301 lb 265.1 lb 83.7 lb 2,085 ± 92%

Anadromous/Marine fishes
Smelt 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Cod 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific cod (gray) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific halibut 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Arctic lamprey 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Rockfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

Other freshwater fishes
Alaska blackfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Burbot 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Arctic grayling 25% 25% 25% 0% 8% b 91 lb 4.6 lb 1.4 lb 130 ind. ± 78%
Northern pike 17% 17% 17% 0% 8% 450 lb 22.5 lb 7.1 lb 100 ind. ± 88%
Longnose sucker 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 25% 25% 25% 0% 17% 541 lb 27.1 lb 8.5 lb 230 ± 67%

All fish 100% 58% 58% 83% 33% 29,033 lb 1,451.7 lb 458.4 lb 6,057 ± 61%
All resourcesc 100% 83% 83% 92% 67% 33,726 lb 1,686.3 lb 532.5 lb 7,162.5 ± 55%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                               
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                             
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                            
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                      
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���<������<����%�����������������%�'�������������������������<����%��������%�����!""Z�������
salmon species accounted for the top 4 resources harvested in terms of edible weight: Chinook (9,294 
lb), sockeye (6,474 lb), coho (3,822 lb), and chum (3,471 lb), which illustrates both the cultural and 
nutritional importance of salmon for Stony River residents, and also perhaps the scarcity of other 
resources such as moose. While 119 lb of pink salmon were also harvested by 25% of the community, 
they are less valued, according to respondents. Coho, Chinook, and sockeye salmon were harvested by 
50% of the households in the community. In 2009, 100% of Stony River’s households used salmon, 
with 58% harvesting and 67% receiving.

;�������������������<������������%�������������'����������������$������������������%�q�����$�'«
steelhead trout (12 lb), 130 grayling (91 lb), and 100 northern pike (450 lb). During an interview, a 
community member noted that the burbot (loche) population seemed to be decreasing, and that only a 
��'��������������������������������%������������%�������������`Y���;���������������%������%�������
����������������������������$���������������������YZ["���;����������������\����_������$��'�������������
���������������������������<����������������'������������'������<�����%����������������<��$�������
������������������������%�����'��%�$��'��������$��+���%�����������'��������<���������������������
the trap. The 2010 survey did not document any use or harvest of burbot in the community during 
!""Z����'�<����$��$�����������������%������������<��$�������<���%��������\"���������������������
1980s, Kari (1985) documented the harvest of burbot; residents observed that the best possible time 
to harvest them was as they were moving upstream during cold weather in the late fall.

����%%������������<����
���������������!""Z�$����������<���������%�����+��'�%����$������������
��<���������������������������%%������������<����
���������������!""Z�$����������<���������%�����
+��'�%����$��������������<���������������������������������������������%���������%���������������
pike are available year round in the surrounding lakes and streams. Respondents also noted that Arctic 

Table 9-2. – Estimated uses and harvests of marine invertebrates, Stony River, 2009.
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Marine invertebrates
Clams 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Tanner crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Shrimp 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All fish 100% 58% 58% 83% 33% 29,033 lb 1,451.7 lb 458.4 lb 6,057 ± 61%
All marine invertebrates 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 100% 83% 83% 92% 67% 33,726 lb 1,686.3 lb 532.5 lb 7,163 ± 55%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                               
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                             
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                           
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                      
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grayling go upriver in spring and downriver in fall (SR1). Of key importance to residents, however, 
����������<����������'������������!""Z������$��+�'���������Z\_���%�<�%������������!�Z""��%�$��
$��%�������%���������������������<��������'�%�$��$���%�'���������Z>_���%�<�%������������Y�>YY�
$����%����������Yq!���%�<�%������������Y�"Z"�$���;�����>����������'���������������$�������������
'�����������<���$�����������`�<�������%�������������<����%�'������������������%�����������������
��%����������������*����������������<����������������������������������%��������������������'��������
���'�������������������������^����YZq[}Y!!���^�����YZq[����������%����������������'����������
%����������YZq"���$�����������������%����������������������
�����������!""Z����%�������

��������������%�$��������`�<�����$��������������������%�%�����������%���%��������%�������������
�����������+���%��������$����������������'����������������
���������%���������������̀ �<������!""Z�
��������Z@_�����%���������%����� ������<��� �����@���������_Z������ ���� �������$����������������<����
�!!�Z!_�$������������������%���%����������'������%�����YY���>�"ZZ�$����������������<�������$���������
������+���'����������������������!�ZZZ�$����������%�����Y"���������������������<������������'����
retained from commercial harvests. Of the salmon species, 76% (17,558 lb) were taken with gillnets, 
13% (3,009 lb) with rod and reel, and 11% (2,611 lb) with other subsistence gear. Of the nonsalmon 
���������%����'�����������������ZY���[�>\Z�$��'������+���'������������_���>Z#�$��'����������

Figure 9-7.–Fish harvests by gear type, Stony River, 2009.
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Table 9-3. – Estimated uses and harvests of land and marine mammals, Stony River, 2009.
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Land mammals
Large land mammals

Black bear 8% 17% 8% 0% 8% 167 lb 8.3 lb 2.6 lb 2 ind. ± 419%
Brown bear 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Caribou 42% 25% 8% 33% 0% 217 lb 10.8 lb 3.4 lb 2 ind. ± 423%
Deer 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Moose 50% 67% 8% 42% 25% 900 lb 45.0 lb 14.2 lb 2 ind. ± 440%
Muskox 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dall sheep 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 75% 67% 25% 58% 33% 1,283 lb 64.2 lb 20.3 lb 5 ind. ± 70%

Small land mammals
Beaver 42% 33% 33% 8% 42% 2,450 lb 122.5 lb 38.7 lb 163 ind. ± 122%
Red fox 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Red fox - cross phase 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Snowshoe hare 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Alaska hare (jackrabbit) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
River (land) otter 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Lynx 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marmot 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marten 33% 33% 25% 8% 0% Not usually eaten 85 ind. ± 69%
Mink 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Muskrat 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Porcupine 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
*�����������%�����+����
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
`�%���������
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Weasel 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Gray wolf 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Wolverine 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 50% 42% 42% 8% 42% 2,450 lb 122.5 lb 38.7 lb 248 ind. ± 78%

Feral mammals
Reindeer - feral 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Marine mammals
Unknown seal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Walrus 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Beluga 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Bowhead 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown whale 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All land mammals 92% 67% 50% 58% 50% 3,733 lb 186.7 lb 58.9 lb 253 ± 79%
All marine mammals 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 100% 83% 83% 92% 67% 33,726 lb 1,686.3 lb 532.5 lb 7,163 ± 55%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                     
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                  
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                  
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                      
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Table 9-4. – Estimated uses and harvests of birds, Stony River, 2009.

U
si

ng

A
tte

m
pt

in
g 

ha
rv

es
t

H
ar

ve
st

in
g

R
ec

ei
vi

ng

G
iv

in
g 

aw
ay Total for 

community

Mean
per

household
Mean per 

capita

95% 
conf. 
limit 

Migratory birds
Ducks

Bufflehead 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Canvasback 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common eider 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown eider 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Goldeneye 17% 33% 17% 8% 8% 4 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 5 ind. ± 126%
|���
��� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Mallard 33% 42% 25% 8% 17% 29 lb 1.5 lb 0.5 lb 29 ind. ± 85%
Common merganser 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Red-breasted merganser 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
]���@����%�%��+���%�
��'� 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Northern pintail 17% 25% 8% 8% 8% 3 lb 0.1 lb 0.04 lb 3 ind. ± 138%
Scaup 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Black scoter 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Surf scoter 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
White-winted scoter 8% 17% 8% 0% 0% b 9 lb 0.5 lb 0.1 lb 10 ind. ± 137%
Northern shoveler 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Green-winged teal 8% 17% 0% 8% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown wigeon 8% 25% 8% 0% 8% b 4 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 5 ind. ± 138%
Unknown ducks 17% 17% 17% 0% 8% 9 lb 0.5 lb 0.1 lb 12 ind. ± 99%
Subtotal 50% 50% 42% 17% 25% 58 lb 2.9 lb 0.9 lb 65 ind. ± 68%

Geese
Brant 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Cackling Canada goose 25% 25% 17% 8% 8% b 16 lb 0.8 lb 0.3 lb 13 ind. ± 103%
Lesser Canada goose 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown Canada goose 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Emperor goose 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Snow goose 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Greater white-fronted goose 8% 8% 0% 8% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown goose 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 25% 25% 17% 8% 8% 16 lb 0.8 lb 0.3 lb 13 ind. ± 103%

Other migratory birds
Tundra swan (whistling) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Sandhill crane 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common loon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Other birds
Spruce grouse 58% 58% 50% 17% 17% 111 lb 5.5 lb 1.8 lb 158 ind. ± 56%
Ruffed grouse 33% 33% 33% 8% 8% 76 lb 3.8 lb 1.2 lb 108 ind. ± 81%
Ptarmigan 25% 42% 25% 8% 8% b 78 lb 3.9 lb 1.2 lb 78 ind. ± 116%
Willow ptarmigan 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown other birds 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 75% 75% 67% 17% 17% 265 lb 13.3 lb 4.2 lb 345 ind. ± 78%

All migratory birds 50% 50% 42% 17% 25% 74 lb 3.7 lb 1.2 lb 78 ± 70%
All other birds 75% 75% 67% 17% 17% 265 lb 13.3 lb 4.2 lb 345 ± 78%
All resourcesc 100% 83% 83% 92% 67% 33,726 lb 1,686.3 lb 532.5 lb 7,163 ± 55%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                    
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                                
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                                 
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                      
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��$�����������������%�!���Z"�$��'������%���%������;����������������������������������������%��������
traps and traditional jigging methods. Jigging involves operating a hook and line by hand through 
small holes in the ice, and thus the method is also called “hooking;” good jigging spots typically 
include places where the water level is greater than 5 feet deep, there is no current, and there are no 
underwater snags present (Charnley 1984:145).

Land mammals made only a small contribution to the overall subsistence harvest in Stony River 
in 2009, perhaps due to a lack of large land mammals such as moose. Land mammal harvests in 
Stony River in 2009 were concentrated around a single species: beavers. An estimated 163 beavers 
contributed 2,450 lb (7%) of the community’s total harvest and 66% of the land mammal harvest. 
Community members explained that although only a few people still trapped beavers, the animals 
�������������%�����$�������%���%������;�������������������+�����%����������������'����������%��
were used for edible weight and how many were used for handicrafts and other products. One key 
respondent mentioned that beavers seem to be more abundant in recent years, although the observed 
drying of local lakes may be forcing them to move into the heavier currents of the main river (SR1). 
There were also an estimated 85 martens trapped in 2009, but these animals were used solely for their 
fur and therefore were not counted as part of the harvest estimate of edible resources.

In contrast to the considerable harvest of 2 small land mammal species, Stony River’s harvest of large 
land mammals was minimal. The estimated moose harvest totaled just 2 animals, or 900 lb (24%) of 
the land mammal harvest. Two caribou provided an estimated 217 lb (6%) of the land mammal total, 
and 2 black bears provided 167 lb (4%) of the land mammal total. No brown bear harvest or use was 
reported for 2009. A lifelong Stony River resident, who recalled that community members used to 
go up the Swift River and into the tundra to hunt caribou in the 1950s, suggested that the brown bear 

Table 9-5. – Estimated uses and harvests of eggs, Stony River, 2009.
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Bird eggs
Duck eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Geese eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Swan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Crane eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Gull eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Ptarmigan eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

All birds and eggs 75% 75% 67% 17% 33% 339 lb 16.9 lb 5.3 lb 423 ± 65%
All resourcesc 100% 83% 83% 92% 67% 33,726 lb 1,686.3 lb 532.5 lb 7,163 ± 55%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                             
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                           
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                          
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                      
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Berries
Blueberry 67% 75% 58% 33% 8% 124 lb 6.2 lb 2.0 lb 31 gal. ± 71%
Lowbush cranberry 33% 58% 33% 0% 0% b 73 lb 3.7 lb 1.2 lb 18 gal. ± 73%
Highbush cranberry 50% 58% 50% 0% 0% b 95 lb 4.8 lb 1.5 lb 25 gal. ± 49%
Gooseberry 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Currants 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Raspberry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Salmonberry 42% 50% 42% 8% 0% 97 lb 4.8 lb 1.5 lb 24 gal. ± 92%
Crowberry (blackberry) 42% 50% 42% 17% 0% b 113 lb 5.7 lb 1.8 lb 28 gal. ± 80%
Other wild berry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Berries 83% 75% 75% 33% 8% 502 lb 25.1 lb 7.9 lb 127 gal. ± 70%

Plants/Greens/Mushrooms
Wild rhubarb 25% 25% 25% 0% 0% 15 lb 0.8 lb 0.2 lb 15 gal. ± 76%
Eskimo potato 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Fiddlehead ferns 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Nettle 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Hudson's Bay tea 42% 42% 42% 17% 17% b 23 lb 1.2 lb 0.4 lb 23 gal. ± 94%
Mint 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Sour dock 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Spruce tips 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Willow leaves 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Cow parsnip (wild celery) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Wild rose hips 33% 33% 33% 0% 0% 60 lb 3.0 lb 0.9 lb 15 gal. ± 66%
Yarrow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Other wild greens 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown mushrooms 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Fireweed 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Stinkweed 17% 17% 17% 0% 0% 20 lb 1.0 lb 0.3 lb 20 gal. ± 113%
Punk 33% 33% 33% 8% 17% Not eaten 77 gal. ± 72%
Puffballs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown greens from land 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Mousefoods 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Subtotal 58% 58% 58% 17% 17% 118 lb 5.9 lb 1.9 lb 150 gal. ± 75%

Wood
Bark 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Roots 17% 17% 17% 0% 0% b Not eaten 3 gal. ± 0%
Birch 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Firewood 83% 83% 83% 17% 17% b Not eaten 149 crd. ± 30%
Cottonwood 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Willow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Subtotal 83% 83% 83% 17% 17% Not eaten 152 ± 30%

All vegetation 92% 83% 83% 33% 25% 620 lb 31.0 lb 9.8 lb 429 ± 41%
All resourcesc 100% 83% 83% 92% 67% 33,726 lb 1,686.3 lb 532.5 lb 7,163 ± 55%

Percentage of households Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Estimated pounds harvested

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                             
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                           
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                         
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                      

Table 9-6. – Estimated uses and harvest of vegetation, Stony River, 2009.
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population may be having a negative effect on the caribou and moose populations, since there used 
to be more caribou and moose in the area (SR1). She also suggested that the herds had moved away, 
perhaps in search of other food. 

Stony River residents harvested 423 individual birds in 2009, yielding a total of 339 lb. Of that 
total, 265 lb (78%) were upland game birds and 74 lb (22%) were migratory birds. Upland game 
birds include spruce and ruffed grouses and ptarmigan. These 3 bird species were harvested by 75% 
of the community. The most commonly harvested and used ducks were mallards (29 lb). Stony River 
residents also harvested 13 cackling Canada Geese (16 lb). No bird eggs were reported harvested 
or used by this community in 2009. One key respondent noted that they observed fewer ptarmigan, 
“spring chickens” (grouses), ducks, and geese at the time of the survey than in the past and attributed 
�����%��������������������������%��������������`Y���

The survey also asked about the harvest and use of different species of vegetation found in the 
area around Stony River. Berries accounted for 81% of the total vegetation harvest and about 2% of 
the total subsistence harvest. Berries were the most commonly harvested and used edible resource in 
this category, with blueberries and blackberries accounting for nearly half (48%) of the total berry 
harvest. Low-bush cranberries, high-bush cranberries, and salmonberries were also harvested. Berry 
picking was a popular activity in the late summer, because the berries were at their ripest. In Stony 
River, 75% of households reported harvesting them while 83% used them, indicating a pattern of 
sharing. Plants, greens, and mushrooms yielded a total of 118 edible pounds of resources harvested. 
;�����������
���������+�%�������'�������+��_\���������|�%�����������]�$��%���������!>���������
and stinkweed (chythlook; 20 gallons). Because many people heat their homes with wood-burning 
���<�����%�����'��%��������+���������%������������<����%�Y#Z����%��������'��%�%������!""Z��^������
���������%��������%��������Y\���Y\��������������'��%���
������$����[����_����%�����'��%���������
while bigger structures, like 20 x 24 foot log homes, might take at least 15 cords of wood for both 
heating and cooking throughout the year. The research also mentioned that dry spruce wood was 
preferred by residents and was collected throughout the year (Kari 1985:136). The 2000 U.S. Census 
reported that 87% of the community used wood for heating houses, while the remainder used fuel oil 
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).

Harvest Areas

As part of the survey, households were asked to mark on a map the areas where they harvested or 
searched for resources. From these data, maps were produced for each community depicting the 
harvest areas for 4 subsistence resources (bears, rainbow/steelhead trout, moose, and caribou) and 
[� ��������� ����������� �������� ���� ��%���������'���������%��+�� ��%�������� ��%�$������� ��%�
��������������������������������������%������������������
�����%�����������%������������������%�
harvest locations were combined to create a series of maps depicting Stony River’s subsistence use 
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areas in 2009. Because residents declined to participate in ethnographic interviews, historical harvest 
and use locations were not collected, and may differ from the 2009 information.  Figure 9-19 presents 
historical harvest location and search areas from an earlier ADF&G report. Figure 9-8 summarizes all 
the mapped data collected from Stony River for 2009. For that year, Stony River residents reported 
����������������#q\�Z\��
����������������$���������

Salmon harvest and search areas were concentrated along the mainstem Kuskokwim River both east 
��%�'�������������`�<���<������'��������������������<������������������`�<������������������Z@Z���
Gillnet sites dotted the rivers, along with areas where people used rod and reel for salmon harvests. 
People looked for strong eddies to set their nets, but sites typically changed from year to year because 
the river is constantly shifting (SR1).

|��<������%��������������������������%�'���������������������������%�������������%������!""Z�
��������Z@Y"����������������������������'�������<����%�'������$�����������������%���%���%�����
������������ ��� ���� ����������'���������������%� ���� ������������ ���� ���<�����������%�%�����
systematically record harvest locations for Arctic grayling and northern pike, several households 
%�������%�����������������������������������*��������������'�������<����%�%�'���<��������������̀ �<���
village, particularly near the junction of the Kuskokwim River and the Stony River. Northern pike 
were also harvested at this junction, often with rod and reel gear through the ice.

 The large land mammal harvest and search areas, which included moose and caribou efforts, are 
represented by Figure 9-11. Given the importance of moose for residents along the Central Kuskokwim 
region, it is important to understand the conservative management regulations in place for GMU 19A 
(see “Discussion” chapter) when considering the low moose harvest by Stony River residents. Search 
efforts for moose occurred on the eastern border of GMU 19A and the western portion of 19D, covering 
a small area just downriver from Stony River village and portions of the Swift River, Tatlawiksuk River, 
and Kuskokwim River roughly 10 miles up from the community. Moose were likely to be found near 
bodies of water and in brushy areas while feeding, so residents often traveled by boat when hunting. 
`���%���������%�����%��������������<���������������������%�%��������������������������+������������
meat (participant, community discussion meeting, Stony River, 2010, personal communication). People 
largely looked for caribou along the Kuskokwim River as well, but also traveled far south to the area 
around Tundra Lake near Lime Village. Caribou are generally found in moist, alpine tundra, but they 
also seek low-growing spruce forest environments for shelter (Kari 1985).

Small land mammal search and harvest areas (Figure 9-12) largely represent beaver and marten 
harvests in 2009. Beavers were harvested north of Stony River village near Moose Creek, and also 
upriver from the village, north of the Kuskokwim by Nunsatuk River. Martens were trapped only in 
the area near the Nunsatuk. It is important to note that these search and harvest areas would have been 
������������������'�������������'������������<���������������^�����YZq[������%�<�������������������
all along the Kuskokwim, Stony, Swift, Holitna, and Big rivers.
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Ducks and geese were harvested mainly around Stony River village and about 15 miles up the Stony 
River around river corridors and lakes (Figure 9-13). Birds were generally hunted opportunistically 
while traveling in search of other resources. People also documented harvesting ducks and geese along 
the base of the Tatlawiksuk River, which is near popular moose hunting sites.

;���������������������'�����������̀ �<�������%������������%�����$���������%����������������Z@Y#���
Picking and gathering occurred largely along the Stony and Kuskokwim rivers at some distance from 
the village. Residents reported that it was a poor berry year during 2009 (participant, community 
discussion meeting, Stony River, 2010, personal communication).

During the 2009 research, an elder explained that during the 1950s many families participated in 
����������$�������������<�������������
����%���<�����������%��������������������������%��'������<����
(SR1). In spring, her family went upriver on the Swift River with a dog team and hunted muskrats, 
beavers, and otters. They stayed in a tent and also had a small house to protect them from brown bears. 
*�����$���+�������������%�$��+�%�'���<���������+���$�����;��������������������������������|���
���������������%�������'����������������%�����%�����%�'����������%���������������%������������
Fall was spent at a cabin roughly 4 miles upriver from the contemporary Stony River site. At that 
time, there was only a store there. The family spent the winter months trapping on both the Stony and 
�'������<������%��<�%�����������������������%�������%���������;�����'������������������������
����������������������������������������������%����������������'��%����%���%��%����������������������
;����������'����'��%�����������������������'�����������%����������'����������������

Harvest Assessments

The survey asked respondents to assess their own harvests in 2 ways: whether they used more, less, 
or about the same amount of 6 resource categories in 2009 as in past years, and whether they “got 
�����������������������\����������������������;������������%����������������������������
����������
{�����������%����������%���������%�������%�%�����������%��������
�����������������������%��������<���
harvested the resource.

For all resource categories except land mammals and vegetation, the majority of Stony River 
households reported that they “got enough” during 2009 (Figure 9-15). For salmon, nonsalmon 
��������������������������������%�$��%����%�������$��'����\\����%�Y""�����%��������������������
Conversely, 60% of households said they “did not get enough” vegetation, while 82% did not get 
enough land mammals. Regarding land mammals, respondents cited resource availability to be a large 
factor in not obtaining enough moose during the study year. People also mentioned that the moose 
'���������������%������%����!""Z������'������%�
��������<�����������������������%�����������%�����
getting enough vegetation, the majority said they needed more blueberries, and cited availability and 
poor weather as reasons for not getting enough. It is important to note that the purple bar in Figure 
9-15 shows that 100% of the community “got enough” marine mammals, but coupled with 0% of the 
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community using this resource, it appears that households reported getting enough because it was not 
an important resource for people in Stony River.

If a household reported that it did not get enough, it was asked if it did anything differently to make 
up for the loss, and if so, what it did. Of Stony River households that did not get enough berries and 
greens and reported doing things differently, 100% used more store bought foods. Almost one-half of 
the households who reported that they did not get enough land mammals did something different in 
2009 to make up that loss: all reported that they used more store bought foods. For those that did not 
����������������������>>���������%�%���������������%����������;������������%���������%�����������
used more store bought food. Only 25% of the households that did not get enough salmon reported 
doing something differently, and of those, all used more store bought food. This trend is important 
to note because of the rising prices of store bought groceries for village residents, and because of the 
measures that families must take in order to arrange and ship the supplies to the community.

Corresponding to these responses, land mammals, vegetation, and salmon were the categories with the 
highest percentages of households saying they used less in 2009 than in previous years. Roughly 36% 
����������%�����%���������%�������%���������$����������%��������*$�������@���������������%��
���%���������%�������������������;�������������������%�������������������$��%����%���������%�
the highest percentage of households (80%) saying they used the same amount as in previous years. 

Figure 9-15.–Harvest assessments, Stony River, 2009. Responses to the question: "Did your 
household use less, more, or about the same amount in 2009 as in the past?"  Responses to the question: 
"Did your household get enough in 2009?"
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�������������������������%�����%���������%��������������������<�����������\!�����%�����������
(62%). No more than 18% of households used more resources during 2009. 

Nearly one-half of the households (45%) reported using about the same amount of land mammals 
as in past years, about 36% reported using less, and 82% reported not getting enough. This suggests 
that the decline in land mammal harvests has been relatively constant in the past few years. The 81% 
of households that reported using the same or less land mammals implies that the limited harvest of 
moose because of conservative management continues, and the 2009 moose season in GMU 19A was 
in fact less productive than in previous years. Success by many local residents in the region around 
Stony River was limited by extremely low water levels that restricted hunting area access, a warm 
September that slowed moose movement, a generally low moose population in GMU 19A, and the 
continued moose hunting closure of river drainages in a large part of the unit (participant, community 
discussion meeting, Stony River, 2010, personal communication). The number of moose and other 
large game harvested over time is compared in a later section.

Quantitative measures of subsistence harvest success can also be contextualized by local knowledge. 
One key respondent mentioned substantial changes in lake water levels in the surrounding area, 
'���������$���<�%�'��������������������������������������;����������%������������������+���'����
%����������������������%��������������$��+�'����������$�������%�����������������������������������
^��+�+'���`�<���������������%�������'������������*��+��$��+�������*������������������������
of which are referred to by locals as “eels”) in the area and that people used to be able to harvest eels 
in early fall immediately after freeze-up. She suggested that the timing of the run may have changed 
��`Y���;����������$���<��������$����'�����������������*��+��$��+�������%�*�����������������
�����������'���![��������������������������%���������������������������������

Jobs and Income

Respondents were asked about both earned income (jobs held and wages earned by all household 
members 16 years old and older) and unearned income (Alaska permanent fund dividend, social security, 
public assistance). For 2009, Stony River households earned or received an estimated $393,892, of 
which $255,456 (65%) was earned income and $138,436 (35%) was from other sources. The estimated 
average income per capita from the 2009 ADF&G survey was $6,252, and the average household 
income was $19,695. Estimated earned and other income are shown in Table 9-7.

Figure 9-16 shows the percentages of estimated income by source. Local government jobs (including 
the school and tribal government) were the single largest source of earned income, contributing an 
estimated $188,061, or 48%, of the total income. The Alaska permanent fund dividend accounted for 
Y#���������������������¬[\�[["��������������������*�����������������������%�������������������������
category, contributed 6% or $25,254. Food stamps provided 6% of the income and other categories 
such as services, unemployment, and social security accounted for the remaining 26%.
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Approximately 75% of the community was employed during 2009, and the survey documented 
roughly 27 available jobs. Adults reported having 1 to 2 jobs during the year; on average, the community 
saw 1.1 jobs per person and 1.4 per household. Like other communities in this study, Stony River’s 
employment was largely seasonally, and in 2009, employed adults worked 8 months out of the year 
on average. Thirty-nine percent of employment was part-time—i.e., less than 35 hours per week—
and 31% was on-call work. Full-time and shift work accounted for 15% each, signaling that steady, 
reliable, and extensive income in Stony River was not highly available.

Food Security

`�����%�����'������+�%�������������������
��������������%�%������������������������%������%�����������
that is, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Nord et al. 2008:2). 
;������%����������
���������'������%��%����
���������%�<����%�$���������*���%���%���%�$��
*��������������������%��������������������������$�����������%�������$���������%��������
���������
and Stony River responses are summarized in Figure 9-17A.

����%�����������������������������
�����������������%��'��������������%������<�������������������

Number Number of Total for Mean per Percentage
Income source of people households community household of total
Earned income

Local government 15 13 $188,061 $9,403 47.7%
Agriculture, forestry & fishing * * $25,254 $1,263 6.4%
Services * * $18,940 $947 4.8%
Federal government * * $11,838 $592 3.0%
Transportation, communication & utilities * * $11,364 $568 2.9%

Earned income subtotal 20 15 $255,456 $12,773 64.9%

Other income
Alaska permanent fund dividend 17 $56,550 $2,828 14.4%
Food stamps 7 $21,850 $1,093 5.5%
Unemployment 5 $14,333 $717 3.6%
Social security 2 $13,480 $674 3.4%
Energy assistance 12 $10,500 $525 2.7%
Longevity bonus 3 $7,500 $375 1.9%
Other 8 $5,833 $292 1.5%
Foster care 2 $5,000 $250 1.3%
Native corp. dividend 13 $3,389 $169 0.9%
Adult public assistance 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Supplemental security income 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Pension / retirement 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Workman comp/insurance 0 $0 $0 0.0%
Child support 0 $0 $0 0.0%

Other income subtotal 17 $138,436 $6,922 35.1%
Community income total $393,892 $19,695 100.0%

Source   ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.
* For confidentiality, income amounts are not listed for sources reported by fewer than 4 households.

Table 9-7. – Estimated earned and other income, Stony River, 2009.
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low, or very low food security following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). In Stony River in 2009, 
67% of the surveyed households had high food security and 8% had marginal food security; USDA 
considers households in both categories to be “food secure.” Of the remaining households, 17% had 
low food security and 8% had very low food security. Food insecurity was highest in January and 
February in 2009, which suggests that food insecurity conditions are seasonal in Stony River (Figure 
9-18). Households with high food security did not report any indications of food access problems or 
restrictions. Households of marginal food security were those that reported 1 or 2 instances of food 
access problems or limitations, typically concern over food abundance; they gave little or no indication 
of changes in diets or food intake. Households of low food security were those that reported reduced 

�������<�����������%�����$��������������%����������������<���������%�������������%���%����%�����+���
Households characterized as having very low food security were those that reported instances of 
disrupted eating patterns and reduced food consumption (USDA 2010).

In general, 75% of Stony River households reported being food secure, while 25% of households 
reported having low or very low food security. This suggests that Stony River households experience 
higher levels of food insecurity than state or national averages (Figure 9-17B). In regard to more 
%�����%����%����������
����������Y""�����������`�<����������%��'�����������������%������!""Z�
worried about having enough food, while 75% reported that the food they had did not last and they 
could not get more. Similarly, 100% of households said that the subsistence food they had did not last, 
and 75% said the same about their store bought food. No households reported not eating for a whole 
day, but 25% of the households did cut down their food intake and ate less than they felt they should 

Figure 9-16.–Top 10 income sources ranked by estimated amount, Stony River, 2009. 
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during the year. Households reported the most incidences of food insecurity in the winter months 
beginning in January and decreasing until the summer months, likely because of the arrival of salmon. 
Reports of food insecurity rise again after September, likely due to conservative moose management 
regulations that disallow moose hunting.

Wild Food Networks

;��������������'��+�����������������`�<���$������������������������������������%�����%���������
issues.

Comparisons with Prior Results

This section discusses the 2009 survey results and compares them with the results of prior studies. 
���%����������^�������YZq[�����%�������%�������<������������������������`�<���������������%�������
As part of the study, Kari recorded subsistence harvest areas in 1983–1984 for large and small land 
�������������$����������%�'��%������%������%�������̀ �<����̂ ��������%������'��������������������%�
small land mammals were used for food, people preferred moose as a staple over any other animal. In 
1983 and 1984, residents were utilizing GMUs 19A and 19D for their moose search and harvest areas 
during the established seasons in September, November, December, and February. People typically 
searched the river drainages of the Kuskokwim and Stony rivers, but respondents reported that some 
also traveled to Black River, Swift River, Tatlawiksuk River, Big River, Holitna River, and the area 

Figure 9-17.–Food security responses, Stony River, 2009.
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upstream of Lime Village. Residents noted that travel to and through desired hunting grounds was 
often limited by heavy ice and snow conditions during winter. 

Kari (1985) documented people hunting for caribou in GMU 19 to supplement their supply of 
moose and also to provide variety in their diets. Residents reported that the number of caribou in a 
herd varied from a few animals to as many as 100, though herds that large were rare. Respondents 
preferred hunting in higher elevations in spring and summer since the caribou moved to lower country 
in the fall and winter. According to Kari (1985), respondents reported using the areas between the 
Stony and Holitna rivers, along the Kuskokwim River, and among the Kuskokwim Mountains. People 
also hunted along the middle and lower Swift and Tatlawiksuk rivers, and sometimes along a small 
portion of the Big River.

Waterfowl were hunted in many of the same areas as the large game mentioned above, except for 
any part of the Big River. Kari reported that within the lifetimes of the residents in Stony River at the 
time of the study, waterfowl had been hunted nearly 75 miles up the Kuskokwim from the village and 
roughly 15 miles downriver (Kari 1985). Because waterfowl migrated through the Central Kuskokwim 
region during the spring and dwindled in numbers into the fall, most residents traditionally harvested 
����������������������'������'�����������'������������������<�%��������������^��������%�����������
coincided with a time in the season when food supplies for families were often running low and 
���<��������%���������%�����%��������������������������%�������%��������

ADF&G has conducted subsistence salmon surveys in Stony River in most years from 1960 to 2009. 
Figure 9-20 illustrates the estimated number of salmon by species harvested from 1990 through 2009 

Figure 9-18.–Food insecure conditions by month and by household category, Stony River, 2009.
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based on these surveys and shows a general increase in harvests over time for all species, despite lower 
harvests in 2009 for some species. Harvest data for Stony River are limited for 2005 and 2007, but the 
!""Z���������������$���������%��������!""q������������������������������%��������������<�������������
for the estimated number of salmon harvested, Chinook and coho salmon were the only 2 species that 
were harvested more in 2009 than the previous year. In 2008, residents of Stony River harvested 470 
lb per person of all salmon species, while in 2009 the number dropped to 366 lb per person. The high 
numbers of Chinook and coho salmon harvested and the decrease in total pounds per capita during 
!""Z����%����������������%�<�%���������'����$���������������'������'����%�$������%�����������
��%��������������%�������<��������������������'������������%�%��;��������������!""Z����%�����$��
explained by sampling methods if survey samples neglected too many low-harvesting households, 
'�����'��%���<��������%�������������������<��������������%����+������������������%����<����
numbers dropped in 2009 from the previous year, but still fell in the range of normal harvests for the 
past 20 years.

ADF&G also estimated caribou, moose, bear, and wolf harvests as part of the Kuskokwim Big Game 
survey program from 2003 to 2005. As discussed in the harvest assessment section, in 2009 there 
was a continual decrease in land mammal harvest in terms of total edible pounds. Recall that 82% of 
Stony River households reported not getting enough land mammals. Although there is a data gap from 
2006 to 2008, when comparing the harvest information from the Kuskokwim Big Game survey and 
the harvests from the household survey in 2009, it becomes clear that, in general, black bear, caribou, 
and moose harvests have decreased since 2003 (Figure 9-21). In 2005, 67% of households reported 
harvesting large land mammals, but in 2009 that percentage dropped to 25%, with 67% attempting 
to harvest.

Kari (1985) documented that moose were the most important food resource for people in Stony 
`�<���$��������������
������������������������<�%�%��{�������������%������������������������<���
����$�����%�$������������%�����������'�����$�������
��������������%��������%���������������������
any other animal available in the area. Comparing Kari’s research with that of 2009 illustrates that the 
moose harvest for Stony River residents has greatly decreased, and the areas used for moose hunting 
have also diminished.

In 2005, 33% of Stony River households harvested small land mammals. In 2009, 42% of households 
harvested small land mammals. This increase in harvest effort targeting small land mammals (beavers 
in particular) is perhaps due to the general decrease of availability of large land mammals as reported 
by respondents. If that is indeed the case, this speaks to the community’s ability to adapt to changes 
in the available natural resources through time. 

Migratory bird surveys were conducted in 2004 and 2006, but results were presented at a regional 
�<��<�������������������<���������������������������������������$�����<���!"Y"��
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Figure 9-20.–Estimated total number of salmon harvested by residents of Stony River, 2000–2009. 
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Figure 9-21.–Estimated total number of salmon, moose, caribou, and black bear harvested by 
residents of Stony River, 2000–2009. 
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Comprehensive Survey Results 

Upper Kalskag, 2009

Prepared by Brittany Retherford
In April 2010, researchers surveyed 48 of 60 households (80%) in Upper Kalskag. The surveyed 
households reported harvesting 55,722 edible pounds of wild foods between January and December 
2009. The average harvest per household was 929 lb; the average harvest per person was 344 lb. 
Expanding for 12 unsurveyed households, Upper Kalskag’s estimated total harvest of wild foods in 
2009 was 69,880 lb (±25%).

Three species, Chinook salmon, moose, and chum salmon, contributed 54% to the total community 
harvest in 2009 (Figure 10-1). In terms of edible pounds, Chinook salmon contributed more than any 
other single species to the total community harvest. In 2009, an estimated 2,639 Chinook salmon 
were harvested, contributing 24,966 lb (±16%), or 36%, to the total community harvest of wild foods. 

;�������������������������%���������������������%����<���������%����%����������������������������
����������������<���������������
�������������<����������������������%�������������%�����������%�
����������������%����������
����������|��<�������$�������������%�%������������

In addition to the comprehensive survey, 8 interviews were conducted with 9 individuals (5 men and 

Figure 10-1.–Top 10 species harvests ranked by estimated edible weight, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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#�'�����������%����Y�������%���������%�\��%�����*�'������������<�����<�<�%���������������������
gathering, and/or preparing subsistence foods. All were also longtime residents of Upper Kalskag, 
with intermittent travels away from the village at various times in their lives. These ethnographic 
interviews provide critical context for understanding survey responses, historical background, and 
������<���$��%��������<������������%����������������%�����������������%�������������������������

About Upper Kalskag

Upper Kalskag, also known simply as “Kalskag,” is a traditional Yup’ik village located on the north 
bank of the Kuskokwim River 2 miles upriver from Lower Kalskag and roughly 30 miles downriver 
from Aniak, the hub village for central Kuskokwim communities (Figure 10-2). Upper Kalskag is 
accessible either by small plane or boat in summer. In winter, it is connected to both Bethel and Aniak 
via an “ice road,” which is constructed annually and maintained regularly. A 4.2-mile gravel road, 
constructed around 1970 and maintained by the state year-round, connects Upper and Lower Kalskag 
(041510UKDA). The airport in Upper Kalskag also serves residents of Lower Kalskag. The climate in 
������̂ ��+�����������������'�����������������������������������*��������'����<�������\"���������
with total annual precipitation of 19 inches. Temperatures range from –55 to 87°F. The Kuskokwim 
River here is ice free from mid June through October (CSIS).

Upper and Lower Kalskag are geographically closer to the Yukon River than any other village on 
the Kuskokwim. Because of this, several portage routes were initially established by local indigenous 
groups and later used by Russian and American traders. Some are still used today—for example, a 
tramway once existed on a route between Upper Kalskag and the Yukon River near Russian Mission. 
Also, the Paimiut Portage trail links Upper Kalskag to the now abandoned Paimiut village on the Yukon 
River. The portage has been observed by various researchers travelling through Upper Kalskag including 
Zagoskin (1967), de Laguna (2000), and Jonrowe (n.d. [c1980]). Czech-born physical anthropologist 
*�·�|�%�¸+���YZ#>���+��'�������������������*��������������������������������<��%�������������
Kuskokwim area between 1926 and 1931 and reported that the portage route was called Toloviksak. 
During her travels in 1935, de Laguna heard that at high water, a canoe or kayak could cross this area 
of lakes and streams without portaging (de Laguna 2000:291). Because of the ease of travel, people 
in Kalskag have maintained close relationships with those in the Yukon communities at the other 
end of the portage. The close relationship continues today and several families in the Kalskags can 
trace kinship relationship to Yukon River villages. Currently, there is a proposal by the Association 
of Village Council Presidents to construct a road from the Kalskag villages to the Yukon River near 
Russian Mission, a project that is viewed as a way to increase economic opportunities in the area.

Prior to the turn of the 20th century, the people of the area, the Kusquqvagmiut group of Yup’ik 
	�+��������<�%����������������<����<������������������������%�'�%�����¢��������YZq#���`�������
�������%����'�������������	�������������������<��������������������$���������������������Yq""������
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1843, Russian explorer Zagoskin reported visiting the area during his expedition to collect geographic 
and ethnographic information to aid an expansion of Russian fur opportunities (Zagoskin 1967). With 
the American purchase of Alaska in 1867, gold miners, traders, and others interested in exploiting 
the region’s natural resource opportunities soon followed. In 1898, it was documented that the 
�����^�������������������%����������^��+�������<�����������<�������%�$������������������%�
Kessiglik (CSIS, 0410DHUK) That name eventually became Kalskag, according to one key respondent 
interviewed in April 2010. He explained that the original name was incomprehensible to people from 
outside the area: 

;�������%��������^������+�����^��+����*�%�]�'������������%���������*���
������
������
they said Lower Kalskag. And we keep getting mixed up with Kaltag, Yukon, so they put 
��������%�]�'����;����������������������'������������������"#Y"���^��

Photograph by Seth Wilson

Figure 10-2.–The view of Upper Kalskag, the Kuskokwim River, and the Kilbuck Mountains from 
a hill behind town where many people pick berries in summer.  



309

Comprehensive Survey Results – Upper Kalskag 2009

Ayanquryaraq��������'��������������$���+�����'��
���+��$��������������������������������%����
to a resident interviewed in 1988 (Stephanita Savage, ANCSA interview, July 28, 1988). Residents 
of other semipermanent settlements on the Kuskokwim River, such as Kalthagamute (which had a 
population of 106 in the 1880 Census of I. Petroff; Orth 1971), Crow Village, and Ohogamiut, also 
$����������<�����������^��+���������������%��������������������YZ""��������^��+���'���������%�
�����������������%�����������������������������������$����������'��������%��������������$��'���
������<������������������%���������;����'��%�����%�'��������������%����������������$��������������
game. You aren’t stuck there, you aren’t on an island like Aniak” (0410GMUK).

The 1930s brought a number of changes to Upper Kalskag. The Bureau of Indian Affairs established 
����<�����������������YZ>"������������������������������'�����%��������������������������%�
World War I and became a trader on the Yukon and Kuskokwim rivers (0410GMUK), moved downriver 
from Ohogamiut and opened a store in Kalskag in 1932. Also during the 1930s, several families moved 
�����{���������������������������������������������}��;�������%�������������'�������������;����
leave, you know, because they wanted to control their own meat. And control everybody. That’s how 
one by one left that village” (ANCSA interview 1988). Also, members of the Russian Orthodox Church 
relocated away from Upper Kalskag to establish the village of Lower Kalskag. Those who remained 
in Upper Kalskag were predominantly of the Roman Catholic faith. In 1940, Paul Kameroff, Sr., 
����$����%��������������������������������������������%�$����������������*���������������������������
owned and worked a herd of 2,100 reindeer. The herd was disbanded after the government tried to 
impose a tax, said one key respondent: 

They didn’t want to pay that tax, so they gave them back to the government. They were going 
to charge us money for our own ‘deers. So they let them go, and the wolves got after them. 
Wolves killed most of them, then a herd of caribou came by and took more. (0410GMUK)

Upper Kalskag was incorporated in 1975. The sale and importation of alcohol is banned in the 
village. Upper and Lower Kalskag villages share schools, stores, churches, and a gas station. The 
Roman Catholic Church has maintained a strong presence in Upper Kalskag and many village residents 
identify themselves as Catholic. There are 2 other churches in town, including Calvary Mission, which 
was established by a missionary couple from Minnesota in 1958. Many Alaska Native residents are 
shareholders in the Kuskokwim Corporation (TKC). The regional corporation for this area, including 
Upper Kalskag, is the Calista Corporation. As part of ANILCA in the 1970s, Native residents over 
age 18 were allowed to select 160-acre allotments. Many selected lands, but many did not; as one 
respondent recalled: 

Most of the elders, even from Lower, they didn’t choose, they didn’t take no land. Only some 
of them take, but I took. Had I knew, I would have taken some land close by here and up and 
down. Had I knew about all of the Fish and Game and state laws and all of the ground stuff, 
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����'�������$��������������������������������������������%�%������������������+��'������
everything was free back then, we’d go everywhere. (0410SGUK)

The historical and anthropological literature about Upper Kalskag documents the importance of wild 
���������������������%��������������������������%�����������������%������;������������������%��������
subsistence uses and practices was L.A. Zagoskin (1967), a Russian trader who travelled through the 
area between 1842 and 1844.

Ecologically, the area around Kalskag is diverse, offering a varied terrain from slough- and lake-
%����%�������%����������������;���������������<���������������������%������$��������������������;�%����
��$�������������<��������%� ������������������� ���$���� ����������� �������������<����� ���}�������
100% of households surveyed in 2010 reported having used at least one subsistence resource during 
the previous year. All key respondents who were interviewed for this study expressed the value of 
subsistence from cultural, economic, and nutritional perspectives, describing subsistence as a common 
thread that links families and as a critical part of survival.

Kalskag residents participate in subsistence harvesting activities year-round. Several respondents 
described a seasonal round of subsistence activities, starting with spring camp—usually a seasonal 
����� �'��� ����� ���� $���� ���������� '����� �������� ���� ���� ��������� ���� ��������� ������ �����
����������$��%�����%��������%�����������������������`���%�������<����������������$������$���+���
and return after the ice goes out on the Kuskokwim. One respondent recalled regularly “springing 
����������������}�����������������������������%�������������������������<���$�%��'���������������
families from the trading post, they never went” (0410SGUK). Another key respondent described his 
duties as a child at spring camp: “Make tent, cooking outside. Always trapping, hunting every day. Get 
away from school. Then when leaves just start to bloom, everybody come home. Rats [muskrats] start 
����������%���������������������������������"#Y"���^���;�������������$������$���+����������������
gathering “smoke wood” to be used in smokehouses to preserve salmon for winter months. Migratory 
birds also start arriving and some hunters are out in the low-lying tundra areas harvesting ducks and 
geese. Beginning in June, Upper Kalskag households begin focusing their subsistence activities on 
������$���������������������������%������������������<����������������%�������<��������������������
`���%�������������������<����%������������������������������<�������%���������������������%����
sloughs or on the Kuskokwim River mainstem. Today, many families in Upper Kalskag continue to 
��<�������������$����������������������'��'��������������������������<��������������������Y"@q��

One key respondent interviewed in 2010 explained how they maintain a garden at her family’s 
��������������������%����<������������������������%����������"#Y"]��^������������������������
������������������������<���������������$��������������'�<������������$�������������������������%�
��������������%������'�����������$�����%������������������^��+�������%������������������������
large land mammals in the fall, other subsistence activities are also pursued, particularly bird hunting. 
After freeze-up and during winter months, many residents have traditionally gone trapping for small 
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���$������� ���������� ����'���������� �������� ���� �������%� ���%�� ���� ������ ��%� �����%�'����������
households and communities year-round.

Demographics

The 48 surveyed households included 162 people. Expanding for unsurveyed households, the 
estimated population of 203 included 104 (51%) males and 99 females (49%); 180 were Alaska 
Natives (89%). For comparison, the U.S. Census Bureau reported a total population in 2000 of 230 
residents, including 117 (51%) males and 113 females (49%). For 2009, the Alaska Department of 
Labor estimated a total population of 223 (Figure 10-3).

Household sizes ranged from 1 to 9 people, with an average of 3.4 people per household. The average 
age was 29.2 years old, and the oldest person was 85 years old. Residents reported having lived an 
average of 33.6 years in Upper Kalskag. The longest length of residency was 80 years (Figure 10-4).

Of survey respondents, 91% reported their birthplace as a village in Western Alaska, and 78% 
�����������������%�������̂ ��+����������̂ ��+����������%���������%�����������<�������������%�
size than most other study communities. A trend of larger household size in Upper and Lower Kalskag 
than in the rest of the region was observed in a 1979 study as well (Jonrowe n.d. [c1980]). Housing 
availability was observed to be a problem while researchers were visiting in April 2010.

Figure 10-3.–Population history, Upper Kalskag, 1960–2009. 
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Wild Food Use and Harvests

The primary purpose of the household survey was to collect information about the harvest and uses 
of edible wild foods and other wild resources. Respondents were asked whether their household used 
or tried to harvest each resource during the study year. If they tried to harvest a resource, they were 
asked how much they harvested and other details of the harvest such as gear type, sex of the animal, 
or month of harvest.

;�$�����%������������������������������������������������������<����
�����������������<����
household, or 98%, reported using some kind of wild food, with the same percentage (98%) also 
reporting either attempting to harvest or actually harvesting wild food (Figure 10-5). The most widely 
���%�'�%�������������������%�������������%�������'������}�Zq������������%���������%������������
This was followed by vegetation (96%), land mammals (92%), and birds and eggs (90%). The lowest 
reported use was of marine mammals (27%), all of which were received from elsewhere. An estimated 
["�">_�$���������Y"�Zq"�$������%���������_�>#"�$����<�������������%�Y�[!!�$����$��%����%������
were harvested for the entire community in 2009 (Figure 10-6).

������������������������<����%�����������%���������������������������̈ ����+����������'��$��������%�
����������������%������$������'����������������$������������|������%�����^��+�����������������
wild foods. To understand better the network of sharing, this study asked respondents whether 
they gave away or received each resource. The difference in percentages of people using resources 
(including giving away and receiving) and participating in harvest activities helps to demonstrate the 

Figure 10-4.–�������	�
��������;�����(�����&�������
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����������������������������%�����$���������������������%����������������;���������������������%�
resource was large land mammals (primarily moose)—81% of households reported receiving moose 
from another household. By comparison, 58% of households reported receiving salmon from another 
�������%��;������������������<������������'��������_>�������'�%�$��<�����������\>������%�
birds and eggs (44%). 

On average, Upper Kalskag households each used 20 resources in the study year, the most of 
any community in this study. Only 2% of households reported not using, harvesting, or attempting 
to harvest any resource at all. Further, 88% of households gave away resources and 90% received 
resources, demonstrating the importance of sharing in redistributing resources in and beyond the 
community. More households reported participating in harvesting plants and berries (94%) than any 
�������������������������$�����������������������<�����������'�������������q[��������������������
harvest was comprised of Chinook salmon, with 75% of households reporting harvesting Chinook in 
!""Z��{�������������������<���������%��������'����������������'����#\����$���������'����'�������
note that the percentage of households attempting to harvest land mammals was much higher (75%), 
�������������������!""Z������������%�������'���������%���������%�������������'�����������������
The lack of participation (0%) in marine mammal harvest activities is unsurprising because Upper 
Kalskag is not a coastal community.

;�$��Y"@Y���������������<���������������������������%�$������%�����<����%���������!""Z������

Figure 10-5.–Percentages of households using, attempting to harvest, or harvesting subsistence 
resources by category, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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comprised the largest component of Upper Kalskag’s subsistence harvest, totaling 50,037 lb (71%) 
of the total community harvest (in edible pounds). This is nearly 5 times the edible pounds of land 
mammals harvested. On a household level, 191 lb of salmon were estimated to have been harvested 
�����������������������%����<�������!#_�$����������������%����������������������������������������
the subsistence diet in Upper Kalskag.

��������%�'����������'������������������������%����������������'����������+�������$�����
the primary species used. In 2009, 24,966 lb of Chinook salmon were harvested, accounting for 36% 
��������<����%���������������@��������������������������%�\!������������������������������
�<�����������%��Z#����������%�������������+��������	
����������������\_����������%������������%�
���������+������������%�����$��+�'�����������������������<����������������
�������������
well (roughly 3,330 lb—or 5%—of the total community harvest, for each). Residents also harvested 
���������'�������������%��$����#���������������������������<�������%������������+����$����Y�[�����
the total community harvest, as well as other species. Fish historically have been the primary source 
of protein for Upper Kalskag residents (Jonrowe n.d. [c1980]).

������������%�����������^��+�������������������������������������������������������q"��
of households harvested or attempted to harvest salmon in 2009. The predominant gear type used to 
��������������������������'������������'�����'������%�$���������%����������%���������������������
��������Y"@_���`�%���%�����������������������$��������������%����������^��+�����%�'������������
way to harvest both Chinook and coho salmon in 2009. Chum salmon are used largely for dogs, and 

Figure 10-6.–Total estimated edible pounds harvested by the community by resource category, 
Upper Kalskag, 2009. 
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Table 10-1. – 	�������%��������%����<�������������������^��+����!""Z�
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Fish
Salmon

Chum salmon 46% 40% 35% 21% 21% 4,964 lb 82.7 lb 24.5 lb 972 ind. ± 36%
Coho salmon 65% 50% 48% 35% 19% 4,084 lb 68.1 lb 20.2 lb 721 ind. ± 22%
Chinook salmon 94% 79% 75% 46% 46% 24,966 lb 416.1 lb 123.3 lb 2,639 ind. ± 16%
Pink salmon 4% 4% 4% 2% 4% 26 lb 0.4 lb 0.1 lb 10 ind. ± 64%
Sockeye salmon 67% 56% 52% 25% 27% 3,379 lb 56.3 lb 16.7 lb 705 ind. ± 16%
Unknown salmon 4% 4% 4% 0% 4% 2,839 lb 47.3 lb 14.0 lb 383 ind. ± 88%
Subtotal 96% 81% 77% 58% 50% 40,258 lb 671.0 lb 198.8 lb 5,430 ind. ± 17%

Char
Arctic char 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dolly Varden 8% 8% 8% 0% 0% 10 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 11 ind. ± 43%
Lake trout 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 4 ind. ± 90%
Subtotal 8% 8% 8% 0% 0% 15 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 15 ± 50%

Trout
Rainbow trout 8% 10% 8% 0% 0% 16 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 11 ind. ± 48%
Unknown trout 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 8% 10% 8% 0% 0% 16 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 11 ± 48%

Whitefishes
Sheefish 46% 38% 33% 23% 17% 2,719 lb 45.3 lb 13.4 lb 453 ind. ± 38%
Broad whitefish 58% 40% 35% 42% 23% 985 lb 16.4 lb 4.9 lb 703 ind. ± 25%
Bering cisco 10% 10% 8% 6% 8% 266 lb 4.4 lb 1.3 lb 190 ind. ± 61%
Least cisco 8% 10% 4% 6% 2% 15 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 15 ind. ± 76%
Humpback whitefish 67% 54% 50% 38% 29% 3,274 lb 54.6 lb 16.2 lb 1,091 ind. ± 32%
Round whitefish 6% 4% 4% 4% 2% 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 8 ind. ± 66%
Unknown whitefish 2% 2% 0% 2% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 85% 71% 60% 56% 40% 7,263 lb 121.1 lb 35.9 lb 2,461 ± 24%

Anadromous/Marine fishes
Smelt 54% 40% 38% 31% 19% 810 lb 13.5 lb 4.0 lb 748 gal. ± 75%
Cod 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific cod (gray) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Pacific halibut 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Arctic lamprey 17% 6% 0% 17% 8% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Rockfish 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 56% 42% 38% 38% 23% 810 lb 13.5 lb 4.0 lb 748 ± 75%

Other freshwater fishes
Alaska blackfish 25% 15% 8% 19% 4% b 515 lb 8.6 lb 2.5 lb 678 ind. ± 83%
Burbot 17% 10% 10% 6% 13% 120 lb 2.0 lb 0.6 lb 50 ind. ± 50%
Arctic grayling 4% 6% 4% 0% 0% b 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 8 ind. ± 62%
Northern pike 50% 40% 29% 31% 19% 1,034 lb 17.2 lb 5.1 lb 230 ind. ± 30%
Longnose sucker 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 58% 46% 38% 38% 29% 1,675 lb 27.9 lb 8.3 lb 966 ± 60%

All fish 98% 90% 85% 77% 73% 50,037 lb 834.0 lb 247.1 lb 9,632 ± 19%
All resourcesc 98% 98% 98% 90% 88% 69,880 lb 1,164.7 lb 345.1 lb 14,872 ± 25%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                        
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                     
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                     
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                                     



316

households who maintained dog teams (primarily recreational teams) reported the highest harvests of 
�����������������������������'�����'�������%���%�'���������������%�$��'��������'����������$���
������<���%��������%�����!""Z����������������%���<�������%�������'����������<�����������������
was traditionally preserved by being cut, dried and smoked (Figure 10-8). “You would do what you 
needed to do for the winter season. And everybody did that in the village. All the families did that” 
(0410UKDA). Today, people still use this preservation method, but they also commonly freeze salmon.

������������������������������������<����%�������$���+����������^��+�+'���`�<�����������%�����
+���������%�����������������'����'�������<���������������`����������������������������������������
�������'������������'���������%����������������������������"#Y"]��^�������������������������
���<����%�'����������������%�������������%�������������������*������%��$�<���'����������������������
broad and humpback, are also commonly harvested by Upper Kalskag residents:

�� �����$��� ���� ����� ������ '��� ��� �������� 	<���*��+�� ��%� ��� ��������;����� '���
����<�����������<���������<����$��� ��������������'����� ������'��������� ������������ ������
'�����������������]������$���%��������������������������%����$����%���������<����;����'����
area went over there and ate them and they were saved. (0410GMUK)

Figure 10-7.–Fish harvests by gear type, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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Beaver dams in the area started to become a problem about 30 years ago. “The beaver is exploding, 
nobody traps them,” explained one key respondent who has lived in Upper Kalskag his entire life 
�"#Y"���^������<���%���������������������������������������������<���������$���%�'������������
�������]�+����������%�*�������]�+���������������;��������%����$�������$���'������%���������������
year there was only 2 left and a couple years ago they caught three, four” (0410GMUK). Beaver dams 
��<�������������%�����$��+�'����������������������������'������������<����%������������������%�
���������]�+������������^��+��������<����������$�����$��%����������%�������*������������%�����
���������������'���������������������������������'�������������%��������<��'��������������������
������������]�+����%�����]�+��

���������������������<����%������%���������������+���������*��+��$��+�����$��$������%�
����$�'�������������������+������������������%�������������%���%������'�����%��������%��
jigging through the ice. A total estimated 1,034 pounds of northern pike were harvested in 
2009. Smelt are often harvested with a dip net (which was categorized as “other gear” in this 
���%����*�����*��+��$��+�������<����%����!""Z��[Y[�$��'�������<����%�'����$��+�����������
���$���'���������������%�������������������+��'�������������������^��+�������%�����%��
not actively engage in harvesting marine mammals. There is some trading, as well as some 
sharing networks, between Upper Kalskag households and extended family in coastal villages. 
In 2009, 27% of households did report using marine mammals, all of which were received 
from outside the community (Table 10-2). The most commonly used marine mammal resource 
was seal oil. 

In 2009, land mammals were the second largest contributor to the area’s subsistence harvest, 
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Marine invertebrates
Clams 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Tanner crab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Shrimp 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 lb ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All fish 98% 90% 85% 77% 73% 50,037 lb 834.0 lb 247.1 lb 9,632 ± 19%
All marine invertebrates 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 98% 98% 98% 90% 88% 69,880 lb 1,164.7 lb 345.1 lb 14,872 ± 25%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                              
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                           
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                          
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                                        

Table 10-2. – Estimated uses and harvests of marine invertebrates, Upper Kalskag, 2009.



318

U
si

ng

A
tte

m
pt

in
g 

ha
rv

es
t

H
ar

ve
st

in
g

R
ec

ei
vi

ng

G
iv

in
g 

aw
ay Total for 

community

Mean
per

household
Mean per 

capita

95% 
conf. 
limit 

Land mammals
Large land mammals

Black bear 13% 10% 8% 4% 8% 1,125 lb 18.8 lb 5.6 lb 11 ind. ± 61%
Brown bear 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Caribou 15% 17% 2% 13% 4% 163 lb 2.7 lb 0.8 lb 1 ind. ± 605%
Deer 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Moose 92% 71% 25% 79% 35% 8,100 lb 135.0 lb 40.0 lb 15 ind. ± 22%
Muskox 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Dall sheep 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 92% 73% 31% 81% 42% 9,388 lb 156.5 lb 46.4 lb 28 ind. ± 28%

Small land mammals
Beaver 40% 21% 19% 27% 13% 804 lb 13.4 lb 4.0 lb 54 ind. ± 39%
Red fox 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 54 ind. ± 83%
Red fox - cross phase 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 6 ind. ± 90%
Snowshoe hare 19% 15% 13% 8% 0% 396 lb 6.6 lb 2.0 lb 158 ind. ± 71%
Alaska hare (jackrabbit) 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
River (land) otter 8% 8% 8% 2% 0% b 188 lb 3.1 lb 0.9 lb 63 ind. ± 82%
Lynx 4% 4% 4% 0% 2% 10 lb 0.2 lb 0.0 lb 3 ind. ± 62%
Marmot 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Marten 13% 10% 10% 2% 0% Not usually eaten 194 ind. ± 56%
Mink 4% 2% 2% 2% 0% 125 lb 2.1 lb 0.6 lb 63 ind. ± 90%
Muskrat 2% 4% 2% 0% 2% 5 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 6 ind. ± 90%
Porcupine 13% 13% 10% 4% 6% 65 lb 1.1 lb 0.3 lb 16 ind. ± 52%
*�����������%�����+����
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
`�%���������
����� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Weasel 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 0 ind. ± 0%
Gray wolf 6% 8% 6% 0% 0% b Not usually eaten 4 ind. ± 50%
Wolverine 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% Not usually eaten 4 ind. ± 66%
Subtotal 56% 40% 38% 33% 17% 1,592 lb 26.5 lb 7.9 lb 623 ind. ± 63%

Feral mammals
Reindeer - feral 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%

Marine mammals
Unknown seal 27% 0% 0% 27% 2% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Walrus 4% 0% 0% 4% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Beluga 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Bowhead 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown whale 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 27% 0% 0% 27% 2% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%

All land mammals 92% 75% 46% 81% 42% 10,980 lb 183.0 lb 54.2 lb 651 ± 62%
All marine mammals 27% 0% 0% 27% 2% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ± 0%
All resourcesc 98% 98% 98% 90% 88% 69,880 lb 1,164.7 lb 345.1 lb 14,872 ± 25%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                               
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                             
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                            
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                                        

Table 10-3. – Estimated uses and harvests of land and marine mammals, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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contributing 10,980 lb, or 42%, to the total harvest (Table 10-3). The largest share of the land mammal 
harvest was moose (74%), followed by black bears and beavers. Upper Kalskag households harvested 
�����������%�Y[��������YY�$��+�$��������%�[#�$��<�������!""Z��;������%�������'�����%������������
for moose hunting. A few key respondents observed that moose and other animals were moving 
downstream toward the coast. Abundance has historically varied, explained one key respondent: “They 
���%�'��������������%�������������<�������������������������������������'��<���������̈ �+����'�����
is good, because they have no bear, wolves” (0410GMUK). Households were asked in which month 
they harvested each of the large land mammal species. For moose, data on sex were also collected. 
Upper Kalskag is geographically located in GMU 19A, an area that is closed to nonresident hunters 
and is a Tier II area for moose hunting for residents. However, Upper Kalskag households also travel 
to GMU 21E and GMU 18 to hunt moose, often depending on resource availability. In 2010, one key 
respondent explained a traditional system of land mammal conservation management that has been 
observed by area residents:

Photograph by Seth Wilson

Figure 10-8.–A large smokehouse, closed for winter, in a resident’s yard, near the bank of the 
Kuskokwim River in Upper Kalskag.  This smokehouse is similar to the size and type of smokehouses 
more commonly found on the Yukon River.  
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They never used to really bother with the moose hunting regulations, back then. It was, you 
know, if you needed, you take it. You only take what you need and you don’t take no more. 
Same with your trap line, you trapped and you only trapped so much and then you didn’t trap 
no more. You have to let it replenish. (041510UKDA)

Historically, residents of the Central Kuskokwim have been most successful in “catching” (hunting) 
moose during the month of September (Jonrowe n.d. [c1980]). This held true in 2009, when respondents 
reported more successful moose harvests in September than any other month. A total of 15 moose 
were harvested by Upper Kalskag residents in 2009; 11 of those were harvested in September and the 
������%����������������%���$�������*������������������������������%�����'���%����������������������
harvesting moose. In her 1979 study, Jonrowe noted that residents of the Middle Kuskokwim villages 
experienced a challenging moose hunting season that year as well, and cited a variety of reasons, 
including increased activity by residents of downriver communities, activities that drove moose away 
from the main drainages, as well as concerns about season dates and a decline in the availability of 
bulls (Jonrowe n.d. [c1980]).

In the past, residents would more commonly target bears: “They used to go out in fall time and 

Photograph by Seth Wilson

Figure 10-9.–+���������	����
&��
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Migratory birds
Ducks

Bufflehead 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Canvasback 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Common eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown eider 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Goldeneye 15% 13% 13% 2% 6% 12 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 15 ind. ± 39%
|���
��� 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Mallard 58% 38% 33% 29% 25% 100 lb 1.7 lb 0.5 lb 100 ind. ± 21%
Common merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Red-breasted merganser 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
]���@����%�%��+���%�
��'� 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Northern pintail 31% 19% 19% 15% 13% 32 lb 0.5 lb 0.2 lb 40 ind. ± 30%
Scaup 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Black scoter 35% 21% 19% 17% 13% 62 lb 1.0 lb 0.3 lb 69 ind. ± 35%
Surf scoter 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
White-winged scoter 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 1 ind. ± 603%
Northern shoveler 2% 2% 2% 0% 2% 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 4 ind. ± 90%
Green-winged teal 6% 4% 4% 2% 0% b 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 13 ind. ± 63%
Unknown wigeon 8% 8% 8% 0% 4% b 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 6 ind. ± 51%
Unknown ducks 6% 6% 4% 2% 0% 4 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 5 ind. ± 88%
Subtotal 71% 46% 44% 35% 29% 222 lb 3.7 lb 1.1 lb 253 ind. ± 20%

Geese
Brant 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 9 lb 0.2 lb 0.0 lb 8 ind. ± 90%
Cackling Canada goose 44% 29% 21% 27% 13% b 74 lb 1.2 lb 0.4 lb 61 ind. ± 27%
Lesser Canada goose 17% 17% 10% 8% 2% b 68 lb 1.1 lb 0.3 lb 56 ind. ± 38%
Unknown Canada goose 15% 8% 8% 8% 4% b 141 lb 2.3 lb 0.7 lb 72 ind. ± 60%
Emperor goose 8% 8% 8% 2% 2% b 119 lb 2.0 lb 0.6 lb 48 ind. ± 71%
Snow goose 17% 8% 8% 8% 4% b 127 lb 2.1 lb 0.6 lb 55 ind. ± 64%
Greater white-fronted goose 17% 15% 15% 4% 2% b 102 lb 1.7 lb 0.5 lb 43 ind. ± 37%
Unknown goose 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% b 18 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 8 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 73% 56% 48% 33% 19% 656 lb 10.9 lb 3.2 lb 349 ind. ± 30%

Other migratory birds
Tundra swan (whistling) 25% 21% 21% 6% 8% 102 lb 1.7 lb 0.5 lb 17 ind. ± 41%
Sandhill crane 8% 6% 6% 2% 2% 158 lb 2.6 lb 0.8 lb 19 ind. ± 63%
Common loon 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 25% 21% 21% 6% 8% 259 lb 4.3 lb 1.3 lb 36 ind. ± 45%

Other birds
Spruce grouse 48% 40% 38% 15% 17% 155 lb 2.6 lb 0.8 lb 221 ind. ± 25%
Ruffed grouse 38% 31% 29% 8% 15% 73 lb 1.2 lb 0.4 lb 104 ind. ± 23%
Ptarmigan 40% 29% 27% 13% 17% b 151 lb 2.5 lb 0.7 lb 151 ind. ± 35%
Willow ptarmigan 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Unknown other birds 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 69% 56% 54% 19% 25% 378 lb 6.3 lb 1.9 lb 476 ind. ± 24%

All migratory birds 81% 58% 54% 40% 31% 1,137 lb 18.9 lb 5.6 lb 638 ± 22%
All other birds 69% 56% 54% 19% 25% 378 lb 6.3 lb 1.9 lb 476 ± 24%
All resourcesc 98% 98% 98% 90% 88% 69,880 lb 1,164.7 lb 345.1 lb 14,872 ± 25%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                                  
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                               
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                               
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                                        

Table 10-4. – Estimated uses and harvests of birds, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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come back with two, three bear. They were always shooting bear, grizzlies. That’s why there were 
a lot of moose” (0410GMUK). However, many respondents observed increases in the populations 
of predatory large land mammals, such as brown bears and wolves, which they felt contributed to a 
decline in the local moose populations. “From the end of July there is not one calf alive around here. 
Wolves and bears eat them all, black bears. Grizzlies. There is 2 a limit, grizzlies” (0410GMUK). 
Although a few people said they liked to eat bears, many did not, particularly brown bears harvested 
%���������������������$����������������%�����������������������������^���������%����"#Y"]��^��
Upper Kalskag, April 2010, personal communication). 

In 2009, several households reported harvesting small land mammals, many of which were typically 
harvested with a trap (Table 10-3). Households most often reported attempting to harvest beavers 
(21%), followed by snowshoe hares (15%), porcupines (13%), and martens (10%). The total estimated 
harvest for these species was 54 beavers, 158 snowshoe hares, 16 porcupines, and 194 martens. Also 
�����������'����������<�������[#���%���������%�\>����+�������������^��+�������%���������������
but it is not as common an activity as it used to be. “We used to go everywhere, you can go camping 
�<���'�����������������������������������'�����������'����������������<���$�%����%��������'��
trap lines” (0410UKSG). Some key respondents recalled a time when muskrats were more plentiful, 
and easy to trap. They were then skinned and dried, and the fur was sold to a fur buyer. A male key 
respondent recalled being actively involved in this activity when he was younger: “When we were 
hunting muskrat, we were getting, depends on the year, you could get $2 a hide, maybe $4 a hide. And 
muskrat are plentiful so you catch 200, 300 muskrat” (041510UKDA). Muskrat trapping declined 
after a sudden, catastrophic drop in the muskrat population in the 1980s. The same key respondent 
said that the muskrat decline was caused by environmental conditions during a year that included 
a few freeze–thaw cycles which destroyed muskrat habitat. Another key respondent attributed the 
muskrat decline to predation by otters and mink (0410GMUK). Currently, the muskrat population is 
once again increasing.

The village of Upper Kalskag is situated in prime habitat for migratory birds and waterfowl, which 
helps explain the high reported use (90%) of birds and eggs during the study year (tables 10-4, 10-5; 
Figure 10-9). Most of the harvest was comprised of birds, though—very few households reported 
gathering eggs. While this was at one time a more common activity for households, today only a few 
elders continue to harvest eggs in Upper Kalskag. A total of 1,137 edible pounds of birds and eggs 
'�������<����%�$������_Y������������%���������������<������;�����
�����$����![��%�$������%������
household, or 7.5 edible pounds per person. An estimated 1,114 birds were harvested by residents, 
or 19 per household. The only other village that reported nearly as much use and harvest of birds 
was Lower Kalskag, where an estimated 1,089 birds were harvested, or 15 birds per household. This 
�
�����$����Y�>_Z��%�$������%������������������������Yq��%�$������%�������������%���%�#�[��%�$��
pounds per person. The numbers of ducks and geese are typically variable, and there are fewer people 
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hunting them today than in the past, one key respondent said. “But we make sure we don’t catch the 
ones that are really low [not plentiful]” (0410GMUK).

|��<�������$���������%�����������������������%����%�����������
�����������������%���������������
cash) than activities such as moose hunting or trapping, and thus sees higher participation than other 
hunting and gathering activities. Gathering plants and berries is an important social activity; for many, 
$��������+�������+������������������������������������������<��������������������$�������������<�������
Berries are a highly valued resource and are used in a variety of ways—they are eaten fresh, preserved 
as jam, frozen, and prepared in aqutak (also known as Eskimo ice cream). They are also shared with 
others at potlucks and funerals. Compared with other villages, Upper Kalskag residents were able to 
gather more berries overall (6,557 lb or 1,650 gallons), but it was still a below-average berry year. 
Blueberries were the most commonly harvested berry in 2009, with an estimated 2,646 lb harvested, 
followed by 1,723 lb of salmonberries and 1,203 lb of blackberries (also called crowberries; Table 
10-6). One respondent noted that “there were hardly any blueberries and the red berries was scarce [in 
2009], but there was a lot of blackberries every year” (0410LSUK). Blackberries tend to grow on top 
of hills, whereas red berries (low bush cranberries) grow on the sides, she explained. Salmonberries 
grow in the lower tundra areas, “by the lakes, where it’s wet. And downriver, they always talk about 
lots downriver, but I never go down that way” (0410LSUK).

Other plants are also important for nutritional, medicinal, and other purposes. An estimated total of 
783 lb of other plants were harvested in 2009 (Table 10-6). The most widely used plants were punk 
(590 gallons), wild rhubarb (189 gallons), chythlook or “stinkweed” (69 gallons), and Hudson Bay 
�����������%���������!!���������*����������%�![[�������������'��%���%�>_\������������+��'��
wild greens were also estimated; however, these estimates were primarily the result of one individual 
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Bird eggs
Duck eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Geese eggs 2% 2% 2% 0% 2% 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 6 ind. ± 90%
Swan eggs 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 3 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 5 ind. ± 90%
Crane eggs 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% b 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 3 ind. ± 0%
Gull eggs 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 ind. ± 0%
Ptarmigan eggs 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% b 2 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 15 ind. ± 0%
Subtotal 4% 4% 4% 0% 2% 7 lb 0.1 lb 0.0 lb 29 ind. ± 72%

All birds and eggs 90% 73% 71% 40% 44% 1,522 lb 25.4 lb 7.5 lb 1,142 ± 19%
All resourcesc 98% 98% 98% 90% 88% 69,880 lb 1,164.7 lb 345.1 lb 14,872 ± 25%

Percentage of households Estimated pounds harvested Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                        
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                     
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                    

Table 10-5. – Estimated uses and harvests of eggs, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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Berries
Blueberry 90% 77% 77% 19% 38% 2,646 lb 44.1 lb 13.1 lb 663 gal. ± 51%
Lowbush cranberry 50% 38% 38% 13% 13% b 636 lb 10.6 lb 3.1 lb 162 gal. ± 49%
Highbush cranberry 35% 31% 31% 8% 8% b 141 lb 2.4 lb 0.7 lb 36 gal. ± 20%
Gooseberry 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Currants 8% 6% 6% 2% 2% 20 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 7 gal. ± 58%
Raspberry 19% 19% 19% 2% 4% b 84 lb 1.4 lb 0.4 lb 25 gal. ± 7%
Salmonberry 65% 46% 44% 23% 25% 1,723 lb 28.7 lb 8.5 lb 431 gal. ± 32%
Crowberry (blackberry) 71% 58% 58% 19% 29% b 1,203 lb 20.0 lb 5.9 lb 301 gal. ± 28%
Other wild berry 4% 4% 4% 0% 4% b 105 lb 1.8 lb 0.5 lb 26 gal. ± 2%
Berries 90% 79% 79% 35% 46% 6,557 lb 109.3 lb 32.4 lb 1,650 gal. ± 39%

Plants/Greens/Mushrooms
Wild rhubarb 40% 40% 38% 2% 10% 48 lb 0.8 lb 0.2 lb 189 gal. ± 60%
Eskimo potato 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Fiddlehead ferns 13% 13% 13% 0% 6% 13 lb 0.2 lb 0.1 lb 22 gal. ± 48%
Nettle 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Hudson's Bay tea 31% 29% 29% 4% 10% b 15 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 22 gal. ± 22%
Mint 2% 2% 2% 0% 2% 3 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 3 gal. ± 90%
Sour dock 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Spruce tips 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Willow leaves 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Cow parsnip (wild celery) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Wild rose hips 8% 8% 8% 0% 0% 16 lb 0.3 lb 0.1 lb 4 gal. ± 46%
Yarrow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Other wild greens 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Unknown mushrooms 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 3 gal. ± 90%
Fireweed 4% 4% 4% 0% 2% 255 lb 4.3 lb 1.3 lb 255 gal. ± 88%
Stinkweed 29% 29% 29% 4% 6% 56 lb 0.9 lb 0.3 lb 69 gal. ± 56%
Punk 29% 29% 29% 0% 15% Not eaten 590 gal. ± 57%
Puffballs 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% 1 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 9 gal. ± 68%
Unknown greens from land 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% 375 lb 6.3 lb 1.9 lb 376 gal. ± 89%
Mousefoods 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b 0 lb 0.0 lb 0.0 lb 0 gal. ± 0%
Subtotal 65% 65% 65% 10% 29% 783 lb 13.0 lb 3.9 lb 1,541 gal. ± 58%

Wood
Bark 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Roots 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 gal. ± 0%
Birch 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Firewood 71% 69% 69% 25% 23% b Not eaten 256 crd. ± 31%
Cottonwood 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Willow 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% b Not eaten 0 crd. ± 0%
Subtotal 71% 69% 69% 25% 23% Not eaten 256 ± 31%

All vegetation 96% 94% 94% 52% 63% 7,340 lb 122.3 lb 36.2 lb 3,447 ± 47%
All resourcesc 98% 98% 98% 90% 88% 69,880 lb 1,164.7 lb 345.1 lb 14,872 ± 25%

Percentage of households Total 
estimated 
amounta

harvested by 
community

Estimated pounds harvested

Source  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.                                                             
a. Amount of resource harvested is individual units, unless otherwise specified.                                                                                           
b. Species not included on survey, report volunteered by at least 1 household in 1 study community.                                                          
c. Sum of all species of fish, wildlife, and plants reported on the survey (see other tables).                                                                        

Table 10-6. – Estimated uses and harvests of vegetation, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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�������%�����������<�������������������������������������������%����������%%����%���������������%�
���������%������������������������������������������%�������%������+��������������%%����%��������
and preserves them by blanching and freezing. She later uses them for “Russian Pie,” with vegetables, 
and in soups. Russian Pie was described as being similar to a pot pie or meat pie, but with salmon, rice, 
��$$�������%���������*�������������%�����������%����+�������'��%������+������������"#Y"�^*����
Chythlook, also called stinkweed, is often dried. “I make salve, when my kids burn, I have put them 
on there. I hardly use it. My sister comes and gets it from me once and a while for drinking, she says 
it helps her” (0410UKLS). Punk is sometimes sold or bartered to coastal villages for use as a tobacco 
additive; punk is not available in the treeless tundra that characterizes the Lower Kuskokwim delta 
(coastal) area (0410BPUK). 

Firewood was also included in the berries and plants category and there was an estimated 256 cords 
harvested by Upper Kalskag households in 2009, with 71% of households reporting use. Firewood 
����%���$����'��%�$����%� ����������������%�����+��'��%�� ���� ���+���������`���%������������
smoke wood, usually alder or cottonwood depending on family preference, right before breakup in 
��������������������������<������������%��������%�������'�������������%�������������¡���+��'��%£�����
our summer supply. We are done with that. We learned to get it when the snow is starting to get soft 
$������������������������������������������%����
���������%����������%��������������������"#Y"�^]����
;��������<����������������������������������������������������������������������<�������

Harvest Areas

As part of the survey, households were asked to mark on a map the areas where they harvested or 
searched for resources. From these data, maps were produced for each community depicting the 
harvest areas for 4 subsistence resources (bears, rainbow/steelhead trout, moose, and caribou) and 5 
����������������������������������%���������'���������%��+����%����������%�$���������%���������
Figure 10-10). For each resource and category, all households’ search areas and harvest locations were 
combined to create a series of maps depicting Upper Kalskag’s subsistence use areas in 2009. Other 
��������������������������$��+���%�$��'��$��������%���<�����������������'�������������%��$�������
comprehensively so as to determine community use areas. This information, however, was helpful in 
providing a fuller picture of the variety of subsistence activities undertaken by Upper Kalskag residents. 
Key respondents were also asked to map their familial historical use areas, showing long-term use 
������������������������������������������%�������������������Y"@Y"�����������������������%�%����
collected from surveyed residents in Upper Kalskag for 2009. Because respondents were not asked 
about all species harvested, some use areas are not shown on the maps.

����!""Z��������^��+�������%������������%�����������������Y�>qq�#!��
����������������$����������
After Aniak and Sleetmute, subsistence users in Upper Kalskag used the largest area of land for 
gathering and harvesting subsistence foods of all 8 surveyed villages. The Kuskokwim River corridor 
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'����������������������
���������<��%�������$������%��������%��������%�����<��%������������<������
the village of Napaimute and about 20 miles downriver from Lower Kalskag in 2009. Households 
also traveled up various tributaries of the Kuskokwim, including the Aniak River. They also traveled 
������������`�<����'�������'�����������{�������]�+�������������'�������������^��+�����������
the tundra village of Nunapitchuk and joins the Kuskokwim River below Bethel. Subsistence users 
�������
���������<��������+�����%��������������������������{�������]�+���������������������������
trails to travel to the Yukon River area around Russian Mission and the area around Paimiut Slough. 
����]�+���+��'������������������*�������]�+�����������
���������������%������������������������
���������%������^��+�������%��������������%������%����%��������%�$���������%����������������������
�������������^��+�������������$�������%������%����������]�+������������]�+��'��������<������%�
�����$������%����������������$���%�'����������%�������'������������������������Y"@Y!���;�����<��������
��'����������������]�+��'��������������%��������%����$��������%�Uqsatelek or “Throat River” 
(ANSCA interview 1988).

Many people historically would go to spring camp from about April to June. One key respondent 
described spring camp locations:

���������������������������%�����������������������������%�'��������������������¡]�+�£�
area. A few times we went back Big Lake when there was a tramway. And we come by Mud 
Creek and come and go across. They were deep and all the creeks were deep, there were no 
beavers in the dams in upriver and down, every creeks were deep. (042410UKSG) 

Salmon harvest efforts were focused in the Kuskokwim River (Figure 10-11). A key respondent 
observed that there was a shortage of good driftnetting spots near both Upper and Lower Kalskag, a 
���$�����������%����������������������������%��������$���������������������������������������
��<�����������<����������������%���������������!�<�����������������$���������������'��+������������
than that, the rest of the river is open,” the key respondent said (0410UKDA). 

���$������������%���������'����������������<����%��������^��+�+'���`�<���������������
!""Z��`���%�����������������%������������*����������������%������������������*���+�`�<���
(Figure 10-12; Charnley 1982).

Upper Kalskag residents who hunted moose used the largest land area. Respondents reported 
traveling as far upriver as Chuathbaluk and using a large section of the Yukon, particularly around the 
Paimiut Slough area (Figure 10-13). Historically, Upper Kalskag residents have used a similar area: 
“The majority of the villagers hunted by boat. A few people traveled to the Paimiut Slough area on 
the Yukon by snowmachine during late November from Kalskag” (Jonrowe n.d. [c1980] :3). 

Trappers also used the area extensively. In the past, trappers did not use maps. Instead, they learned 
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navigational skills and lessons from those who taught them to hunt and trap, and personal trapping 
areas were respected by other trappers (Figure 10-14).

They knew where their friend was trapping, they respected their trapping area just like he 
respected the other trapping area. There were places you could go and set traps where there was 
nobody. But the whole area was trapping and hunting. Just about no matter where you went, 
I used to go, my dad used to go trapping. Usually he went with somebody. (041510UKDA)

The harvest area for ducks and geese extended along the Kuskokwim mainstem, since residents 
would often hunt while doing other subsistence activities or traveling to other villages or to camp 
(Figure 10-15). The network of sloughs and lakes northwest and southeast of Upper Kalskag were 
also commonly used in 2009 for goose and duck hunting. 

Berries and plants were often gathered opportunistically. The most popular locations were areas 
easily accessible from the village (Figure 10-16). A road extending north from Upper Kalskag, winding 
up the hillside and providing access to a gravel extraction site and communication tower, also served 
as an access road for some of the most popular berry picking locations. Berry pickers also visited the 
�����'����������+��������{�����������������%����������!""Z����%�����������������]�+��'�������
visited, as were also a few locations upriver and downriver on the Kuskokwim.

Harvest Assessments

The survey asked respondents to assess their own harvests in 2 ways: whether they used more, less, 
or about the same amount of 6 resource categories in 2009 as in past years, and whether they got 
“enough” of each of the 6 resource categories. If households reported using less or more of a resource, 
they were asked why. When a household said they did not get enough of a resource category, they 
were asked in follow-up what kind they needed and how much this impacted their household. These 
households were also asked if they did anything differently because they did not get enough, and if 
����'���������'����;������������%����������������������������
����������{�����������%����������%��
�������%�������%�%�����������%��������
�����������������������%��������<������<����%���������������
Subsistence harvest success also can be assessed by comparing current harvest estimates with past 
harvest estimates, which will be discussed in a later section. 

When asked how their use of a particular subsistence resource category in 2009 compared with 
their use in recent years, a few patterns became obvious. Over 40% of households reported using 
�������$������%����������%�<���������������������<�������������+�����������������������<���<��
management of moose and the poor berry year in 2009. Still between 20% and 30% of households 
reported using less of all of the other resource categories (Figure 10-17). At least 38% of households 
said that they used about the same amount of each resource. Few households said they used more of 
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any resource category in 2009; 26% said they used more salmon, but only 6–18% of households said 
they used more of any other resource than in previous years.

If households said they used either more or less of a resource than in recent years, they were asked 
why. Households cited numerous reasons for changing use. For households reporting using less 
�������������������������������'���������������<���$�������!"�����������«�
�����������$�����
�!"��������%�%��������«�'����������!"���������������%���������������������������������������������
�����������������'�����������«�
�����������$������![�������������������Y_������%��'��+���«
not enough time” (17%). For households reporting using less land mammals, the most commonly 
cited reasons were “unsuccessful/unlucky” (33%), “did not receive” (17%), and “resource availability” 
�Y_�����������«�
�����������$�����'������������%��������������������'����������%�����%�����
birds and eggs in 2009, with 36% citing this reason. Households who reported using less berries and 
���������������
����������%������+�����<���$�������>[�����'������«��<�����������>"������%�����
���«�
�����������$�����

Of the 18% of households who reported more overall use of resources, the most commonly cited 
�����������������������������'���������������%�����������������!_����������������������%���������
'����������������'����������<���$����!q�����%����������������%������������Yq����;��������
������������%��������������������%�������������������������������������'����������<���$������
(40%), “favorable weather” (20%), “received more” (20%), and “increased effort” (20%). The single 

Figure 10-17.–Harvest assessments, Upper Kalskag, 2009. Responses to the question: "Did your 
household use less, more, or about the same amount in 2009 as in the past?"  Responses to the question: 
"Did your household get enough in 2009?"
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most common reason for using more land mammals was “received more” (50%). Also, some households 
(38%) said they were “more successful or lucky.” Households who used more marine mammals said it 
was because they either “received more” (50%) or “increased harvest effort” (50%). Households who 
used more birds and eggs also reported “increased harvest effort” (40%). Some also said, however, 
that resources were “more available” (20%), they were “more successful” (20%), or that they “needed 
more” (20%). Households who reported using more berries and greens said they “received more” 
(33%) or that the “weather was more favorable” (17%), they “had more help” (17%), or they were 
“more successful or lucky at harvesting” (17%).

For all resource categories, the majority (71%) of Upper Kalskag households that reported using 
��$�������������������������%�%���������������������������!""Z���������Y"@Y_�������������������������
marine mammals, and birds and eggs, 75–77% said they got enough. The land mammals and vegetation 
categories drew the most negative responses, with only 65% and 60% of households responding that 
they got enough, respectively. In a 1979 subsistence food survey study in Middle Kuskokwim villages, 
an even higher percentage of households said they did not have enough food. When asked by surveyors 
whether they had enough meat for winter, 11 of 12 households surveyed responded “no” (this did not 
include responses from 17 households not surveyed in that study; Jonrowe n.d. [c1980] :5).

When households said they did not get enough of a resource category, they were then asked 
what kind of resource they needed. Four households who said they did not get enough salmon said 
��������%�%������������������������������������#��������%���������������%���������%�%������
Chinook salmon, 3 needed more coho salmon, and 1 needed more chum salmon. Households who 
���%������%�%�����������������������������������������%������%�%����������������'�����������\�
of 10 households). Households who did not get enough marine mammals all said they needed more 
seal oil (3 households). Households who did not get enough land mammals overwhelmingly said 
��������%�%���������������!Y��������%��'���������%�%���������
���������Y#����%������%�%���������
enough moose, and 4 said they did not get enough caribou. Households who did not get enough birds 
and eggs mostly said they needed more ducks (6 of 14 responses); 2 households said they needed more 
geese and ptarmigan. Berries were the only resource that households said they needed in the berries 
and plants category. Blueberries (13 households) and salmonberries (10 households) were the most 
commonly listed species that were needed by households during the study year.

Some households said that they had to do something differently because they did not get enough 
of a subsistence resource. For example, of the 17 households that reported not getting enough berries 
and greens in 2009, 56% (9 households) also said they did something differently to accommodate 
the difference. For 8 of these households, this meant buying more foods and one household said 
they just did without. As one survey respondent noted, purchasing frozen berries cost $20 to $28 per 
gallon (survey respondent, Upper Kalskag, April 2010, personal communication). A fewer number of 
households (13) said they did not get enough land mammals (primarily moose), but the impact was 
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����������������������YY����%������%�%�����������%�������������������$���������%���������������
asking others for help.

Jobs and Income

Respondents were asked about both earned income (jobs held and wages earned by all household 
members 16 years old and older) and unearned income (Alaska permanent fund dividend, social 
security, public assistance). For 2009, Upper Kalskag households earned or received an estimated $1.9 
million, of which $1.25 million (64%) was from wage employment and $0.7 million (35%) was from 
other sources (Table 10-7). For comparison, the 2000 Census reported an average income per person 
���¬_�q[Z��;������������������������������������'�����$����%�'��������������<���������'�����
accounted for roughly one-third of the income for the community (Figure 10-18). This was followed by 
jobs in the “services” category (19%), which includes occupations such as health care, social services, 

Number Number of Total for Mean per Percentage
Income source of people households community household of total
Earned income

Local government 40 30 $558,166 $9,303 28.8%
Services 23 20 $359,205 $5,987 18.6%
Transportation, communication & utilities 6 6 $126,176 $2,103 6.5%
State government 5 5 $68,741 $1,146 3.6%
Construction * * $51,760 $863 2.7%
Retail trade * * $36,243 $604 1.9%
Federal government * * $19,752 $329 1.0%
Other employment * * $15,517 $259 0.8%
Mining * * $14,970 $249 0.8%

Earned income subtotal 79 49 $1,250,531 $20,842 64.6%

Other income
Alaska permanent fund dividend 56 $226,744 $3,779 11.7%
Food stamps 28 $162,235 $2,704 8.4%
Social security 13 $59,548 $992 3.1%
Pension / retirement 4 $43,260 $721 2.2%
Adult public assistance 10 $39,298 $655 2.0%
Native corp. dividend 49 $31,442 $524 1.6%
Energy assistance 26 $25,511 $425 1.3%
Unemployment 9 $24,375 $406 1.3%
Workman comp/insurance 1 $19,500 $325 1.0%
Supplemental security income 5 $15,634 $261 0.8%
Longevity bonus 8 $15,159 $253 0.8%
Foster care 1 $12,500 $208 0.6%
Child support 5 $9,323 $155 0.5%
Other 1 $656 $11 0.0%

Other income subtotal 59 $685,185 $11,420 35.4%
Community income total $1,935,716 $32,262 100.0%

Source   ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2010.
* For confidentiality, income amounts are not listed for sources reported by fewer than 4 households.

Table 10-7. – Estimated earned and other income, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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education, and tourism or guiding related businesses. The Alaska permanent fund dividend provided 
12% of the income for residents in 2009. The 2009 permanent fund dividend was $1,305 per person.

Historically, there have been limited ways to make money in the Middle Kuskokwim region, where 
subsistence practices provided for families and communities. Missionaries perceived a subsistence 
lifestyle to be one of poverty: “They thought the Native people were poor back then, they were living 
off the land and the geese and everything, but they were not making money” (SGUK). Trapping has 
long been one of the few—and most important—forms of income in the area, and was the source of 
���������%������������������������������������������;������������$������'��������`���������$��+����
the 1800s,” explained one key respondent. “They were buying lots of furs from the Natives, and even 
the seals down in the south. That’s where it started with the money thing, back then” (0410UKSG). 
Muskrats and beavers were sought after for their pelts. Trapping has declined in recent years, however, 
as other sectors of the cash economy have grown.

��������������%�������<���������^��+�+'�����%�'��%���
�����������%�����������'��%����$����
������������������������������������������%��������$������������%����������'��%������������%����
recalled seeing steamships pass when he was just a little boy. “They would cut wood right before 
breakup in the springtime. Pile them up by the bank so steamships, after the river go, and they come 
�����%������$�����������������������������'�������%�������%�%�'��������<����;����������'�����������%�
to make money” (0410UKSG). Some residents also earned money as guides for travelers in the area.

One respondent who grew up in Upper Kalskag recalled that there has always been a shortage of 
wage-earning jobs, but observed that opportunity to earn an income is better today than in the past:

Figure 10-18.–Top 10 income sources ranked by estimated amount, Upper Kalskag, 2009. 
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���+������������'������������������������������������������'��;�����'�������+������$��������
had BIA schools back then. They just had teachers that came and they had teacher aides and 
the cook and the maintenance man. That’s about it job wise. (0410UKDA)

;�%��� ������ ���� ����� ����%����� '��� '��+� ��� �������� ����������� '���� ���� ������� ��� ]��%�
Management, but the crews are not as large or numerous as they used to be, one respondent observed: 
������%�������������������'��$��'����$����<��������"#Y"�^�*�������%�������������������������
opportunity was to travel to the coast to work in canneries, he said. “They’d go out to Kodiak or different 
places in the state to the canneries to work for a month or so and then come back” (0410UKDA).

When residents started transitioning from using dog teams and human powered boats to snowmachines 
and motor boats as primary forms of transportation, there was also an increased reliance on fuel. High 
gas prices were a common observation by many households in Upper Kalskag. Today people can travel 
�������'������������������%�$�������%�<����������������'�����������+�����������������%��������������
more accessible. One respondent said that the newer technology makes travel easier as well, but that 
the increased reliance on wages to support that lifestyle also means that people are working more. He 
explained, “You have a job and you work and that’s part of survival, your life. The subsistence is still 
there, you still subsistence, but it’s a much easier faster way...” (0410UKDA).

Food Security

`�����%�����'������+�%�������������������
��������������%�%������������������������%������%�����������
that is, “access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (Nord et al. 2008 
}!���;������%����������
���������'������%��%����
���������%�<����%�$���������*���%���%���%�$��
*��������������������%��������������������������$�����������%�������$���������%��������
���������
and Upper Kalskag responses are summarized in Figure 10-19A.

����%�����������������������������
�����������������%��'��������������%������<�������������������
low, or very low food security following a USDA protocol (Bickel et al. 2000). In Upper Kalskag 
in 2009, 77% of the surveyed households had high and marginal food security; USDA considers 
households in both categories to be “food secure.” Of the remaining households, 10% had low food 
security and 13% had very low food security. Subsistence foods were the greatest source of food 
insecurity for respondents in Upper Kalskag, with just over one-half (53%) of households responding 
that their subsistence foods did not last. Nearly one-half (44%) of respondents reported worrying about 
not having enough food and 41% said the food they had did not last and they could not get more. A 
small percentage, 6%, reported having experienced in the past year the most severe food insecure 
condition: not eating for a whole day because of a lack of food. In general, Upper Kalskag households 
reported higher levels of food insecurity, especially in the very low food security category, than state 
and national averages (Figure 10-19B).
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Respondents were also asked to identify months when food insecurities occurred (Figure 10-20). For 
�������%��'����<�����'����%�����������������'������������������������<����$�����������%�����������
Food-insecure households reported, on the average, 1.2 to 2.2 food insecure conditions (out of 7 
possible conditions) from March through September. Reports of food insecurity increased markedly 
from October through February, but only for very low, food-insecure households, who averaged 3.8 
to 4.3 food insecure conditions each month in midwinter. Food secure households experienced very 
�������������������������'�������������'����������������������������������<��������<���������
in those households who had low food security. The seasonal variability can be attributed to a variety 
of factors, but there does appear to be a link between availability of subsistence resources and food 
security. When asked to describe the meaning of subsistence, one elder respondent explained how 
access to subsistence resources is critical to survival:

Subsistence is everyone’s way of life. It’s just how we survive. I can’t just get up and go to 
������������%�$���������<�����$����$��������������<�����$����'����������������$��$����������
������'������$���������������������������'�+�����$��$��������$�����'������������������
to gather. If you choose to go gather, if you don’t, then you starve. (041910UKAW)

Subsistence users in Upper Kalskag have historically “sprung out” beginning around March. After 
breakup, the summer salmon runs keep people busy not only harvesting salmon, but also processing 
and preserving it as well. Early fall is a time of hunting for birds and large land mammals (often done 
simultaneously). In 2009, food insecurity was reported to have increased during October (at the end 

Figure 10-19.–Food security responses, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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of the hunting season), and continued through the winter. While there are some winter subsistence 
�����������������������������������������%���������������������������������%�����������������<������
the foods they put away during the more productive months of the year. These data support the claim 
of a strong correlation between subsistence resource availability and the perception or experience of 
food security food in Upper Kalskag, and underscore the importance of protecting subsistence practices. 

Wild Food Networks

Trading, sharing, and bartering are all ways that subsistence foods are redistributed within the 
community. There are also important hunting partnerships and interhousehold networks that Fienup-
Riordan observed as strong and continually maintained “commitments” (Fienup-Riordan 2000:27). She 
also described how subsistence “wealth” is expressed in the harvest, the sharing, and the celebration 
of the harvest. This present study has been able to capture, to some extent, the networks between 
�������%����%�������������������������%�����������'��+�%����
���������'�����������������������+��
or funerals, or the celebration aspect of the subsistence harvest. People commonly bring subsistence 
���%������������������������������������������<��������������%�����<���$�������<����������������$���
������������������������'������������%�%������������<���

Upper Kalskag households reported receiving and giving away more subsistence resources than 
any other village surveyed during the 2009 study year. Each household reported receiving an average 
of 8 resources and giving away 7 resources. As in many rural Alaska communities, there are some 

Figure 10-20.–Food insecure conditions by month and by household category, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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Kalskag households that typically harvest more wild foods than what their own household consumes 
or uses, which allows for sharing with others in and beyond the community. Users might pool cash 
�������������������������'�����������������%�����������������<�������������������������������<�����
Elders who are unable to travel or assist with gathering or harvesting wild foods are often cared for 
by other community members. As shown in Figure 10-21, almost every household in Upper Kalskag 
reported sharing, and made at least one connection with another household, either in the village or, 
less commonly, with another village or community. The highest producing household was headed by 
a single male, represented by the large red triangle in the lower left side of the diagram; he received 
goods or services from one household and provided to one other household. Many of the households 
that reported the most connections to other households, in the form of receiving or providing goods 
and services, were headed by single females, as represented by the upside-down triangles closer to the 
center of the diagram. Households might share actual resources; they might also share services such 
���������������������������������'��%������������+������������������������������+���

;��������������������%����������������������������������������������$������������������^��+����
Only 5 households reported no connections to other households in the community, suggesting that 
most Upper Kalskag households are connected to one another as part of a complex sharing web. The 
presence of only 1 dyad and 1 triad (households sharing only with each other but not connected to 

Survey household, male & female headsa

Survey household, single male heada

Survey household, single female heada

Other household in study community
Unknown household (usually in another community)

Flows of wild foods from source harvesting or process-
ing households to consuming (surveyed) households, as 
reported by the surveyed householdsb

Household that reported no harvesting or processing by 
members of another household or community

LEGEND

a SYMBOLS are scaled to show surveyed households’ total wild food harvests in edible 
pounds. Surveyed households with many sources of wild foods appear near the center 
of the figure. Households with fewer sources appear around the edges.

b LINES are scaled to show the number of households named as wild food harvesters 
or processors by surveyed households. Arrows point from source households or 
communities to surveyed households. Households’ own production is not shown.
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Figure 10-21.–Wild food harvesting and processing network, Upper Kalskag, 2009.
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others in the community) also support this conclusion. Sharing networks also exist between Upper 
Kalskag and other villages. The network graphic shows that Upper and Lower Kalskag share a tighter 
relationship when it comes to food sharing than any other pair of villages in the study area. This is not 
surprising because the villages are just 2 miles apart and share a common airport, grocery stores, and 
a gas station. Close familial ties also exist between the 2 villages. Other communities that received 
resources from Kalskag (as reported in this study) include other Kuskokwim River villages such as 
Aniak, Crooked Creek, Napakiak, Bethel, Kipnuk, and Kwethluk. There were also ties to the Yukon 
River communities, including Koyukuk, Russian Mission, and Holy Cross. Outside the Yukon–
Kuskokwim delta area, Kalskag residents reported receiving subsistence foods from Soldotna and 
Anchorage. One respondent talked about the importance of trading with family and friends in coastal 
communities or urban areas, where different resources were available:

�����'����������*���������'����<����$������������������$������������+��'�������������

Photograph by Brittany Retherford

Figure 10-22.–Residents sign up to donate subsistence foods, such as “moose meat chunks” and 
=��	������>�������������������	����
��
�
�	�������������� !���������	�#�@������Q����@����(������
Elementary in Upper Kalskag. This is another example of sharing of subsistence resources.   
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anything. And then when we come back from there, you bring vegetables and all that and 
they buy you groceries and all that. We just trade. And they give you halibut and these other 
��������������������������%���������������������¡���������$���£������'������������%�'��
the coast and she gets greens and vegetables from there, seal oil, and whale, and blubber, and 
��+�%��������%������������%���%�����+��'�'����������������*�%�������������%������¡��������
family member] lives in [a community in the Kuskokwim Delta] and I send him [Chinook] 
salmon and silvers [coho salmon] and reds [sockeye salmon], and then I was getting some 
seal oil from him just to pass around to elders. (041910UKAW)

One of the most striking examples of sharing between Upper Kalskag households is the moose 
harvest. A majority of households, or 71%, went out hunting, but only 25% reported being successful. 
|�'�<����Z!������������%���������%����������������!""Z��%���������������������������������������
����������������<�������!""Z�'���%�����$���%���������������������������������%�������������������}�
79% of households reported receiving moose. Only 35% reported giving moose away, which indicates 
that the households who were able to harvest a moose ended up sharing some of their moose. One key 
respondent recalled that in the past, moose was always distributed throughout the village:

And somebody would go out if they caught a moose, it wasn’t just one person that had the 
moose, he’d never keep, it would all spoil. So everybody got a piece of meat. And then maybe 
later on, you know, a few weeks later, somebody else would catch a moose. And then they 
would share that with the whole community. So you are not freezing and preserving, you have 
the subsistence, it is there, but you don’t use it until you need it. (041510UKDA)

;������'��+�������������������������%��'�������������������+��%��%���������%����������^��+����
��%�����������������%����������%�����������'������������'��+����������<��������%�����������������
the ethnographic data that were also gathered. One key respondent reported observing a decline in 
the level of sharing between households in Upper Kalskag:

Long ago, they used to help each other all the time. Younger kids help the elders and stuff 
like that, I don’t see them do that no more like they used to. They just stay their own way and 
every once and a while I see them offer a hand. Maybe elders have to sit down and tell us 
�������]�+�������������+�%��%���������������������������+����������%���������������%������%�
middle aged people going to church. They would talk to us in big occasions, like when we 
were having Christmas potlucks or Christmas programs, they’ll stand up and talk to people. 
When they’re all together or in church. Nowadays they don’t do that. (0410LSUK)

As in other Alaska Native communities, elders are well respected members of the Upper Kalskag 
community and are regarded as knowledge keepers. Sharing that knowledge with younger generations 
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is a key role for elders. One respondent explained the importance of this role by telling a story about 
learning the difference between being an old person and being an elder:

An old person is somebody that has all this knowledge, but doesn’t share it. And they’re to 
themselves. And an elder is someone that has all this knowledge, they share it and they learn 
how to do all these things that life taught them in a positive way and to forgive. (041910UKAW)

Taking care to ensure elders are provided for is an important duty of the entire community. Each 
school day at the Joseph & Olinga Gregory Elementary School, elders are provided a free lunch. 
Much of the food prepared and served at that meal is donated by community members, particularly the 
��$������������%�}�%���%���������������������������Y"@!!��������������%�������������^��+�������
still active harvesters, others are not and they rely on sharing networks between community members 
for their traditional foods.

Comparisons with Prior Results

This section discusses the results from this study and compares them with prior results. Historical 

���������<�������������������$������������<��������������^��+�����������%��$���%�������������$����
������%��������'������������Y"@!>���%�Y"@!#�����+�������������������%��������%����������������
;�������%��'�����������������������<����$������������<�������<������%����%�$��*��������������
Kalskag, though there was some ethnographic information and harvest data gathered in the 1980s. 
ADF&G has conducted postseason subsistence salmon surveys in Upper Kalskag since 1989 (and 
less reliable data for the region do exist back to 1960). Between 2003 and 2005, Upper Kalskag 
households were surveyed about their harvest of caribou, moose, bears, and wolves as part of the 
Central Kuskokwim Big Game survey program (CSIS). Migratory bird surveys were conducted in 
Upper Kalskag in many years between 1985 and 2009; however, community-level data are used only 
to generate subregional harvest estimates. Estimates are not made for individual communities, nor are 
community-level reported values published.

*�� ���'�� ��� ������� Y"@!>�� ������ ���<����� $�� ������ ^��+��� �������%�� ��<�� ��������%�
�������������������������������������������%������%��������%������������������������!""_��������
���<�������$����<����������������������������<����������������������%���������������������������������
environmental conditions, and regulatory changes, among others. Despite these varying harvests, all 
species except chum salmon, show a slightly increasing trend line in harvests since 1998. The decline 
in chum salmon harvest could represent declining use. Chum salmon were at one time targeted and 
harvested more heavily to feed dog teams. When snowmachines started replacing dog teams as primary 
forms of transportation in rural Alaska, chum salmon (also called “dog salmon”) harvest numbers 
similarly declined. This trend would have occurred in Upper Kalskag as well, but harvest data do 
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Figure 10-23.–Estimated total number of Chinook, sockeye, coho and chum salmon harvested by 
residents of Upper Kalskag, 2000–2009.
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not extend that far to verify this idea. Key respondents recalled a time when dogs were much more 
common in Upper Kalskag.

*����� ������� ����������� ��<�� ���� $���� �� ������� ��� ����������� ������ ^��+�+'��� `�<���
communities. In 2005, Kuskokwim River residents reported “a widespread decline in all salmon 
����������������̂ ��+�+'���̀ �<������%�$���%�����%����������<�����<�������$���������������������
downriver, ocean bycatch, and the drying of rivers in the area (Williams et al. 2005 :39). According to 
the Kuskokwim Salmon Survey results, Upper Kalskag reported sharp drops in coho and chum salmon 
harvest numbers between 2004 and 2005, but increases in sockeye salmon, and a slight decline in 
Chinook salmon during the same time. The survey results for 2006 and 2007, however, showed both 

Figure 10-24.–Estimated total number of black bears, moose,  and caribou harvested by residents 
of Upper Kalskag, 2003–2009.
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sockeye and Chinook salmon harvests dropping precipitously. A later study (Argetsinger and West 
2009) cited concerns expressed by residents of both Upper and Lower Kalskag regarding the “window 
period” regulations employed by ADF&G for a few years during this time frame and their effects 
�������������������$��'����������������%���$������������������%�$��'��������<�����%�%�'���<���
communities (see also Simon et al. 2007). 

Harvests of large land mammals have varied over the past decade and for the years for which data 
are available. Moose harvests declined from 21 moose taken in 2003 to 15 moose taken in 2009. 
Moose harvests have varied through time, however, as evidenced by Jonrowe’s report of a shortage of 
successful moose hunts in the 1970s (Jonrowe n.d. [c1980]). This decline is likely due to a decreasing 
moose population and increasingly conservative management in the form of a state Tier II hunt and a 
federal 804 hunt, both designed to select between subsistence users in times of shortage. As a result, 
������%������������%�����������������%�������������<����������������������

����$���������������<����%��������������%����%������������<���$����������������������;������������
herd does not consistently migrate through the area. In 2003, the community harvest estimate was 42 
caribou; however, in the following year the community harvest estimate was 4 caribou. Black bear 
���<�����'�������������������!""Z��'��������������������������������<���$��������<����������%�����
noted a rise in both black and brown bear presence in the Central Kuskokwim area.
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Regional Discussion and Conclusion

Prepared by Caroline Brown, David Runfola and Andrew Brenner
During this survey, residents of the Central Kuskokwim region described long traditions of engaging 
in a variety of subsistence activities, including harvesting large and small mammals, several species 
�����������%���������������������������'������'������%������$��%�����%���<�����������%�$����%�
medicinal plants. Many expressed that access to subsistence resources is essential to maintaining their 
cultural heritage and family and community ties.

Between January and December 2009, residents of the 8 Central Kuskokwim communities surveyed 
reported harvesting an estimated total of 411,135 edible pounds of subsistence resources, with an 
average harvest rate of 291.8 lb per capita. Estimated harvest rates for each community ranged from 
186.7 lb per capita in Lower Kalskag to 532.5 lb per capita in Stony River. 

The objective of the Donlin Creek Subsistence Research Program was to describe the 
���������������$����������������������'�%�������%������ ����������$�� ����q��������^��+�+'���
�����������������]�'���̂ ��+�������<������������̀ �<����;������������
����������%%�����%�'����'����

�����������'�%����%���������<����%�������$�����������%���'����������%������%�����$���%�'��������%�
between communities. The survey also collected data on the lands and waters used for subsistence in 
the Central Kuskokwim area, as well as local assessments of harvests, food security, and the impacts 
of competing uses for subsistence resources. 

Demographics

The communities surveyed in this study—Aniak, Chuathbaluk, Crooked Creek, Lower Kalskag, 
Red Devil, Sleetmute, Stony River, and Upper Kalskag—had a total estimated population of 1,450 
individuals with an average of 181 individuals per community. Populations ranged from 32 people in 
the smallest community of Red Devil to 502 people in Aniak, the largest survey community and regional 
hub for the surrounding communities. The communities of Red Devil, Sleetmute, and Stony River 
have experienced decreases in population in the previous 2 decades. Respondents explained that these 
���������������%�%����������%�������<���������������������������%�$�������������������������������
Red Devil experienced the greatest decrease in their local population after a local mine closed in the 
early 1970s. The remaining 5 communities—Aniak, Chuathbaluk, Crooked Creek, Lower Kalskag, 
and Upper Kalskag—have all experienced modest increases in population since 1980, with numbers 
of people remaining relatively steady in the last decade.
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As described in the Introduction, many residents of the Central Kuskokwim communities are of 
Yup’ik, Deg Hit’an, and/or Dena’ina descent. Approximately 75% of households in the study region 
�%������%�������<������*��+������<���

Regional Wild Food Harvests 

�������YY@Y����'������Y"�'�%�������%�������������������������$���%�����������$���������%������������
Central Kuskokwim area. In the 8 communities, these 10 species provided 89% of the annual harvest 
in terms of edible pounds. 

 The harvest patterns of these mid river, boreal communities largely mirror historical patterns 
of a heavy reliance on salmon and moose harvests. The importance of salmon was evident. Four 
salmon species—Chinook salmon (114,817 lb were harvested, contributing 30% to the total regional 
harvest), chum salmon (59,411 lb, 15%), coho salmon (44,095 lb, 12%), and sockeye salmon (34,135 
lb, 8%)—comprised 65% of the annual subsistence harvest by weight (252,458 lb) for the region as 
��'������%�_q�[���������������������<�������������%�����YY����������������$������������<����$��
weight, and nonsalmon species and beavers made up the remaining top 10 resources harvested in 
2009. 

�����������������������������YY@!�������%�������%�����!""Z����<�����������$������>!Y�#!_�$��������
all 8 communities, approximately 5 times as much as the next most heavily harvested category of land 
����������%�_q�!�����������������%���������<�����*�������������������������������������$��+�

Chinook salmon
30%

Chum salmon
15%

Coho salmon
12%

Moose
11% Sockeye salmon

8% Sheefish
4%

Humpback whitefish
3%

Burbot
3%

Beaver
2%

Northern pike
1%

Other resources
11%

Other
24%

Figure 11-1.–Top 10 species harvests ranked by estimated edible weight, 8 Central Kuskokwim 
River communities, 2009.
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'���������$��$������%������������+�������������������%�Y[������������<��������������������%�#q�>Y\�$��
Large land mammals, such as moose, and small land mammals, such as beavers and hares, contributed 
another 64,469 lb to annual subsistence harvests. Vegetation species, such as berries, greens, and wood, 
contributed an estimated total 18,767 lb for the region in 2009. These patterns are consistent across 
all 8 communities (Figure 11-3). 

As described in the individual community sections, community harvests ranged from 9,742 lb of 
wild resources in Red Devil to 147,316 lb of wild resources in Aniak (Figure 11-4A). Not surprisingly, 
the 5 smaller communities—Chuathbaluk, Crooked Creek, Red Devil, Sleetmute, and Stony River 
(all with populations of fewer than 140 people)—harvested fewer resources by weight than the larger 
communities of Aniak, Lower Kalskag, and Upper Kalskag (communities with populations greater 
than 200 people). However, adjusting for community populations, per capita rates depict a slightly 
different picture (Figure 11-4B). The average per capita harvest for all subsistence resources by edible 
weight for the 4 smaller communities (Chuathbaluk, Red Devil, Sleetmute, and Stony River) was 
approximately 372 lb, but for the 4 larger communities (Aniak, Crooked Creek, Lower Kalskag, and 
������^��+����'����������������!_Y�$������������������!�������������'�����������������%���
100 people (Sleetmute and Stony River) had the highest per capita harvest rates at 405 lb and 533 lb 
per person, respectively. The smallest community, Red Devil (32 people), had a per capita harvest 
rate of 305 lb which was on par with 2 of the largest communities, Aniak (502 people) and Upper 
Kalskag (203 people). Thus, community size does not dictate per capita harvest rates; rather, how 

Figure 11-2.–Percentages of households using, attempting to harvest, or harvesting subsistence 
resources by category, 8 Central Kuskokwim River communities, 2009.
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much a community harvests may rely more on other factors, such as gender relations, ethnicity, age 
distinctions and family structures, accessibility to productive areas, availability of work, adherence 
to traditional practices, and relationship to a hub community, among other factors. 

 Harvest levels and per capita rates can also be analyzed by resource category. These breakdowns 
����������������<��������������;����<��������������%����<�������������������������������'���!!q�$�����
capita, approximately 71% of the average per capita rate across all 8 communities for all wild resources 
(321 lb). The total harvest rates for chum salmon, coho salmon, Chinook salmon, and sockeye salmon 
���������'���Y_Z�$�������������'���������������������%����<��������������������������$��+�'���������
burbot, and northern pike together was 34 lb per capita. 

Mammal harvests (including large land mammals, small land mammals, and marine mammals) 
in the study area totaled an estimated 65,471 lb, or 16% of the total subsistence harvest. Moose 
comprised 11% of the total harvest (46,588 lb). Moose also represented the majority (71.2%) of all 
mammal harvests, with an average harvest rate of 33 lb per capita. Per capita harvest rates of moose 
ranged from 0 lb per person in Red Devil to 39 lb per person in Aniak and Upper Kalskag (see the 
Regulatory Context section of the Introduction for a possible explanation of these estimates). Among 
other large mammals, black bears represented just over 1% of total subsistence harvests (5,132 lb, 3.6 
lb per capita), and caribou represented 0.5% of total subsistence harvests (2,241 lb, 1.6 lb per capita). 
Only 2 communities reported harvesting brown bears. Chuathbaluk harvested 169 lb of brown bears 
(1.4 lb per capita), and Lower Kalskag harvested 336 lb (1.1 lb per capita). 

Figure 11-3.–Total estimated edible pounds harvested by the community by resource category, 8 
Central Kuskokwim River communities, 2009. 
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Beavers comprised the majority of small mammals harvested throughout the region. The estimated 
total harvest of beavers was 8,531 lb, which was 85.3% of total small mammal harvests and 2.1% of 
total subsistence harvests. For all communities together, except Upper Kalskag, beavers represented 
an approximate average of 92% of the small land mammal harvest. Upper Kalskag harvests were 
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Figure 11-4.–Estimated total edible pounds (A) and estimated pounds per capita (B) harvested by 
residents of 8 Central Kuskokwim River communities, 2009. 
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primarily comprised of snowshoe hares, river otters, mink, and porcupines, representing 48.6% of 
small mammal harvests in that community. In comparison, Stony River residents reported harvesting 
2,450 lb of beavers, which represented 100% of small mammal harvests in that community. 

Located in mid river, boreal, ecological systems, the 8 surveyed communities did not report 
��������������<������������������������������������*���+��������� �������%����<�������Y�$�����
whale (contributing 1,002 lb), the only marine mammal harvest reported in the surveys. However, 
with the exceptions of Sleetmute and Stony River, the 2 most upriver communities surveyed, all of 
the communities reported receiving marine mammal resources, particularly seal products. These 
data suggest the existence of sharing networks that provide resources unavailable in the traditional 
harvesting areas used by these noncoastal communities. 

Regional residents harvested vegetation, which consisted primarily of berries (this fact excludes the 
harvest of wood, because it is used primarily for heating and is not consumed). All species of berries 
harvested contributed an estimated 16,629 lb to the total regional harvest; this comprised 88.6% of 
all vegetation harvested and 4.0% of all subsistence harvests. Other vegetation harvested across the 
������������%������������%�!�Y>Z�$����%���������%�������������'�%����$��$��	�+�������������%%����%�
�������|�%���������������'�%���������������'��%����%�����+'��%�

Finally, the estimated total harvest of birds for the region was 5,439 lb, which represented 1.3% of 
total edible pounds of the annual regional subsistence harvest. Birds, which included ducks, geese, 
upland game birds, tundra swans, and sandhill cranes, were harvested at an average rate of 3.9 lb per 
capita for Central Kuskokwim communities. Community harvest rates ranged from 1.9 lb per capita 
in Crooked Creek to 7.4 lb per capita in Upper Kalskag. Migratory bird harvest rates were highest in 
Lower Kalskag and Upper Kalskag, at 3.6 and 5.5 lb per capita, respectively; the geography in these 
communities attracts a great variety of migratory birds available for hunting (see the Lower Kalskag 
section of the Results chapter). Harvest rates for these species in the remaining 5 communities ranged 
from 0.9 to 1.6 lb per capita. Upland game bird harvest rates were highest in the upriver communities 
of Red Devil, Sleetmute, and Stony River, at 4.8, 2.5, and 4.2 lb per capita, respectively. Harvest rates 
for these species in the remaining 5 communities ranged from 0.9 to 1.8 lb per capita.

Comparing the percentages or harvest levels of species by community suggests some interesting 
patterns. For instance, Chinook salmon harvests comprised the greatest percentage of the total annual 
subsistence harvests in all the communities except Red Devil. In the lower river communities of 
Lower Kalskag and Upper Kalskag, the harvest of each of the other salmon species (chum salmon, 
coho salmon, and sockeye salmon) was less than the harvest of Chinook salmon. In the upper river 
communities (especially Stony River, Sleetmute, and Crooked Creek), the harvests of chum, coho, and 
���+����������������$���%������������������������������������<�������������������%��������������+�
salmon harvests. Red Devil residents’ harvests were mostly limited to Chinook salmon and sockeye 
�������'�����'������+�������������
�����������
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Harvests of moose also showed patterns between upriver and downriver communities, but in ways 
������+��������������������<���<��������������������������������������YZ*��������������<����
years. The cultural, economic, and social value of moose hunting, combined with the moose hunting 
limitations of the last several years, warrants a longer discussion of recent regulations and impacts 
on regional subsistence harvests. 

Moose Hunting in the Central Kuskokwim Area

Traditionally, moose harvests by local residents have been an essential part of subsistence hunting 
activities in the Central Kuskokwim region (Jonrowe 1979; Charnley 1983; Kari 1985; Brelsford et 
al. 1987). Historical reliance on moose as a primary subsistence resource was supported by healthy 
moose populations throughout GMU 19. By the early 1990s, however, moose populations were 
%������������������������������������������������������������<���!""q���;�������������������<�������
backgrounds accessed the area, including local and nonlocal resident subsistence hunters as well as 
nonresident hunters. 

Alaska Board of Game (BOG) hunting regulations during the 1990s permitted moose harvests 
throughout GMU 19 that attempted to satisfy the hunting needs of each of these user groups. However, 
local residents had long expressed concern about declining moose populations and increasing hunting 
pressure. Public comments and reports by the Central Kuskokwim Fish and Game Advisory Council 
(CKAC) to the BOG indicated that Central Kuskokwim moose populations were in decline and that 
predation on moose by wolves and bears was increasing. Residents also continued to express the long-
held concern (Stickney 1981) that an ongoing moose hunting moratorium in the Lower Kuskokwim 
region (GMU 18) caused increased hunting pressure on Central Kuskokwim moose populations. 
Furthermore, in response to lower moose harvest success by local residents, the Kuskokwim 
����������������*��+������<��������������'��������������*���+���%�*�����������������%������������
moose hunting on corporation lands to shareholders only. At the same time, state moose hunting 
regulations were becoming increasingly conservative, resulting in complete closures of winter moose 
hunts in 2000 and 2001 and partial closures (to nonresident hunters) in 2002 (ADF&G 2004).

The BOG recognized that moose populations in GMU 19A were important in providing subsistence 
food and that population numbers and harvest levels were well below their objectives. With the goal 
of addressing all of these concerns, ADF&G and CKAC established the Central Kuskokwim Moose 
Planning Committee (CKMP) in October 2002. Many user groups were involved in the formation of the 
CKMP, including the ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation, the ADF&G Division of Subsistence, 
members of various regional advisory committees (e.g., the Central Kuskokwim, Yukon–Kuskokwim 
Delta, and Matanuska Valley advisory councils), local resident hunters, the Alaska State Troopers, and 
representatives from conservation and big game hunting interest groups (ADF&G 2004).

The overall goal of the CKMP was to establish a management plan that would rebuild the moose 
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population of the Central Kuskokwim region and address the needs of area moose hunters. By 2002, 
ADF&G estimated that the combined moose population in GMUs 19A and 19B (6,800 to 11,300) was 
well below the BOG recommendation of 13,500–16,500 animals. The CKMP determined that moose 
populations in the region were in decline, which resulted in low moose density, and that these were 
functions of low calf-to-cow ratios, low bull-to-cow ratios, and low calf survival rates. The CKMP 
investigated potential changes to moose management by evaluating the roles that regulations, habitat, 
and predation had on moose populations. The committee also considered the roles of commercial 
guided hunts, commercial transportation of hunters, and hunter information and education needs in 
the overall management of moose hunting in the region (ADF&G 2004).

CKMP meetings generated the Central Kuskokwim Moose Management Plan (CKMMP), which 
was used to present 2 possible changes in moose hunting regulations at the 2004 BOG meeting. The 
�����%����%����������������<���<����������<��%�������%����������������'����������
��������������
the revised regulations be reconsidered in 2005, one year later. These regulation changes included 
closure of nonresident hunting in GMU 19A; registration permit hunting in GMU 19A, with permits 
���$�������%�'������������$����������@��@$���������������������
�������������%���������$�����������
predator control efforts in GMUs 19A and 19B. Also, nonresident hunters using GMU 19B would 
$����
����%����������������������%��������������������%������������%��������������%���������������
changes were made to other regulations, such as horsepower restrictions on boats used to transport 
hunters on the Holitna and Hoholitna rivers. 

The CKMP also recognized the important role that intensive management (predator control) would 
have in reestablishing healthy moose populations. Moose management within the region has included 
intensive management programs since 1995. Intensive management is currently organized under 
���������<�������������$��'����*�������%���������*��+������<����������������������
����%�$��
the CKMMP. 

��%���%������������������������������!""[���
����%����������������������<��������������<���<��
hunting regulations in 2006. However, within the context of the CKMP, the CKAC did not internally 
agree on what kinds of regulations should be in place. The communities in the eastern portion of 
GMU 19A argued for a complete closure on moose hunting, while the communities in the western 
portion did not support a closure; rather, they wanted to keep limited hunting opportunity available. 
As a result, the CKAC split into 2 advisory committees—the Central Kuskokwim (still referred to as 
the CKAC, and which includes Lower Kalskag, Kalskag, Aniak, Chuathbaluk, and Crooked Creek) 
and the Stony–Holitna (SHAC, and which includes Red Devil, Sleetmute, and Stony River). Each 
supported different management approaches in the eastern and western portions of GMU 19A. Since 
2006, there has been a moratorium on moose hunting in the eastern portion of GMU 19A. Three 
communities in this study—Red Devil, Sleetmute, and Stony River—are within this closed portion. 
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Much of the traditional moose (and other) hunting territory for these 3 communities lies within the 
closed area, particularly the Holitna, Hoholitna, and Stony river drainages. 

The remainder of GMU 19A (the western portion around the communities of Lower Kalskag, Upper 
Kalskag, Aniak, Chuathbaluk, and Crooked Creek) has been open to moose hunting under a Tier II 
permit system on state land and, on federal land, under Section 804 of the Alaska National Interest 
Land Conservation Act (ANILCA). State Tier II and federal 804 hunts are ways to provide limited 
hunting opportunities in areas where there is a traditional and customary reliance on a resource but 
where that resource population is so low that it cannot provide reasonable opportunities for subsistence 
under general hunting regulations. Instead, only a limited number of animals can be harvested. For 
��;����������������������������%�������������$������������������������������������������������������
is designed to measure an applicant’s historical reliance on the resource. Permits are awarded to the 
highest scoring applications based upon a point system established in regulation by the BOG. The 
��%����q"#������������������������$��'������%�����
�����%���$���������������������<�%�������%�
hunting opportunities under federal subsistence regulations. However, because the federal system 
���<�%�������������������������������������������������$������������������%��'��������%����%������
area where residents have established a history of use of the resource. Currently, ADF&G issues 200 
Tier II permits each year for the western portion of GMU 19A, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
issues subsistence permits for the same region. 

Current moose populations in the region are considered to be well below BOG objectives. At present, 
ADF&G management objectives are to achieve a combined moose population of 13,500–16,500 moose 
in GMUs 19A and 19B (7,600–9,300 moose in GMU 19A). The moose population for GMU 19A in 
March 2008 was estimated to be between 1,225 and 2,181 animals (Seavoy 2008). Moose populations 
may remain in decline or at current low levels due to low calf-to-cow ratios and low bull-to-cow ratios. 
In 1987–1988, there were an estimated 72 calves per 100 cows in the Holitna–Hoholitna drainages. 
By 2001–2002, this ratio had declined to 8:100; by 2008, this ratio had increased to 45:100. While a 
����������������<����������������������@��@��'���������������'���%�����������������������������������
indicate high predation rates and the possibility that recent intensive management efforts are resulting 
in higher rates of calf survival. The ratio of bulls to cows has experienced a similar change since 1987–
1988, when there were an estimated 22 bulls per 100 cows. That ratio decreased to a low point of 6:100 
���!""Y�!""!��$���$��!""_�!""q���%���������%����>[}Y""��;�������������������������������������%�
calf survival due to intensive management, but also a decrease in hunting mortality (Seavoy 2008). 
More recent population estimates are under review, though ADF&G is unable to determine whether 
the moose population in GMU 19A is increasing or decreasing at this time. However, populations 
are still far below management goals (R. Seavoy, Area Biologist, ADF&G, McGrath, June 22, 2011, 
personal communication).

The efforts of the CKMP and resulting regulatory changes in 2006 began as a response to local 
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concerns. Currently, local residents play an important role in developing regulations. However, current 
Tier II regulations are perceived as burdensome by many residents, who feel that their needs and 
historical reliance on the resource are not addressed under this system. Several survey respondents 
throughout the region expressed concern regarding their inability to obtain Tier II moose hunting 
permits. They perceived that hunters residing outside GMU 19A receive most of the permits, and 
that as a result many GMU 19A residents are excluded from the hunt, including young men who 
may lose their social and cultural connection to moose hunting. A review of ADF&G records for the 
2009 TM680 permit—the Tier II permit number for the moose hunt in GMU 19A—shows that in 
that year, 169 out of 431 (39%) permit recipients resided outside GMU 19A, and 168 (99%) of these 
resided in the Lower Kuskokwim region, in GMU 18. Respondents also indicated that many hunters 
travel into GMU 19A from GMU 18, particularly from the Bethel region. The ADF&G Division of 
��%����������<�������������%�����������;�����������������������YZ*����������%���������������
residents each year. Many Tier II hunters, regardless of their community of residence, have shared the 
���������������������������������'����<���
��������������������������%�����������������������`��
Seavoy, Area Biologist, ADF&G, McGrath, June 22, 2011, personal communication). As a result of 
these challenges, some residents hunt in adjacent GMUs (i.e., 18 and 21E); however, these hunting 
trips are cost prohibitive for most residents. Travel from Red Devil, Sleetmute, and Stony River to 
�������������YZ*������������������������������%���������%��������<��������������%�$������%�����
��� �������������������`�%���<�� ����%��������<����%�"������� ���!""Z����������'����������������
inability for these respondents to maintain (at least during 2009) their traditional reliance upon moose 
as the predominant subsistence food source (see Jonrowe 1979; Brelsford et al. 1987). Residents of 
Stony River also expressed concerns about their limited access to enough moose resources due to 
the closure of moose hunting in their traditional moose harvest areas in the Stony River drainage in 
������������YZ*��'���������������$���������������������������������������%��������������������
moose (Kari 1985).

In discussions with the ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation, it is apparent that many hunters 
in Chuathbaluk, Lower Kalskag, and Upper Kalskag, although residing in proximity to GMU 18, 
generally do not access this area for moose hunting. This is despite the fact that both state and federal 
moose hunts exist in GMU 18 (R. Seavoy, Area Biologist, ADF&G, McGrath, June 22, 2011, personal 
communication). Access to any moose hunt may be challenging for residents of these communities, 
for several reasons: fuel costs, opportunity cost from lost time at wage jobs, lack of family or social 
contacts outside of traditional hunting territories, and lack of familiarity with new hunting territories. It 
is also apparent that residents believe that if they harvest a moose in winter they cannot harvest again in 
the fall (R. Seavoy, Area Biologist, ADF&G, McGrath, June 22, 2011, personal communication). The 
hunting regulatory year begins July 1 and ends June 30. Hunters harvesting moose in winter are not 
�����%�%���������������������������'��������`�
����������%�<����%�$�������^�{���������%�
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that ADF&G improve education efforts to address local hunters’ needs in GMU 19A. Thus, education 
and outreach in the region could eliminate one of the barriers to residents’ participation in GMU 18 
winter hunts, potentially increasing their chance of harvest success.

The current status of moose hunting in the region is a source of grave concern for many residents, 
as expressed in comments documented during the surveys and ethnographic interviews. Some of these 
comments included respondents’ concerns that local communities and individuals can no longer rely 
on moose as an essential part of their subsistence harvests. Residents of Crooked Creek, Red Devil, 
Sleetmute, and Stony River (in the eastern half of GMU 19A) have traditionally harvested moose as 
�����������%�����������%���<������%�����������������������'��YZ_Z����������YZq>��^����YZq[��
Brelsford et al. 1987). In 2009, moose comprised 0–17% of the total subsistence harvest in each of 
these communities. The communities in the western half of GMU 19A (Lower Kalskag, Upper Kalskag, 
Aniak, and Chuathbaluk), where moose hunting is managed under a state Tier II system and a federal 
ANILCA 804 process, harvested moose at levels that made up much greater percentages of their 
individual community harvests than in those communities in the eastern half of GMU 19A. Results 
from this survey indicate changes in these traditional harvest patterns: residents of these communities 
������'����<���������������������<��������������%������������������������������������$���������
harvest contributed by moose meat is much smaller in these communities. 

This study shows that residents harvested less moose while maintaining or increasing their reliance 
���������%���������������������%����������$��<������%�$��+�$������������������������������������$��
�������������������������������������������������$��<����'����������������������������'�������������
������%����������$���������������������������������������������������'������'����������<����������
all communities upriver from and including Chuathbaluk, beavers were one of the top 10 harvested 
subsistence species. This is perhaps most obvious in Stony River, which had the highest beaver harvest 
and relatively little moose harvest. There are liberal beaver seasons in GMU 19A, although hunting is 
not allowed during the summer months. Ethnographic data from these communities included comments 
about not being able to hunt beavers legally in the summer. Some respondents described beavers as a 
������%���������%�����������%������������������$��+�$���������$��<��������%���������������������
the subsistence harvests of the western GMU 19A communities, except Chuathbaluk.

;��������������������������������������+���%��������������������%����������������������������%�����
discussed above which prohibit them from harvesting moose at levels similar to those of the recent 
and distant past. It is also important to recognize that decreases in moose hunter success in GMU 19A 
���������������������������%�������%��������������������%�����������������<�����<���������$���������
lower than historical harvests. As indicated by local participation in the CKMP, residents of this area 
support intensive management of declining moose populations. This demonstrates that local residents 
desire to conserve and improve the health of the region’s moose populations in order to experience 
hunting under less restrictive regulations with harvest levels similar to past amounts.
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Harvest Areas

In general, residents of the Central Kuskokwim region utilize the mainstem Kuskokwim River and 
its tributaries in the vicinity of their respective communities for subsistence, although individual 
�������������������'����
���<���������������������������������������������̂ ��+����]�'���̂ ��+����
and Aniak use nearby areas of the Yukon River as harvest areas for moose and salmon. Chuathbaluk 
residents use areas throughout the Central Kuskokwim region, and also small areas surrounding 
<�������������]�'���^��+�+'����;�����+�����������������$��+��������<��������������%������%�
mix of residents with ties to a variety of other locations. Finally, the eastern Central Kuskokwim 
communities (with the exception of Stony River) have relatively distant harvest locations upstream 
from Stony River, extending to McGrath.

 Historically, harvest areas were strongly linked to local ties. According to Charnley (1983):

]��%����������������������������^��+�+'�����<��$������������%�$�������������'����%�
traditions relating to land use. Local residents stated that there are areas characteristically 
occupied and used by residents of particular villages. Use areas generally include Kuskokwim 
River tributaries in proximity to each respective village. (Charnley 1983:20) 

She also describes how this pattern was disrupted by nonlocal people coming into the area and not 
following these traditional land use patterns. Additionally, Charnley describes how Chuathbaluk was 
populated by individuals from all over the Central Kuskokwim—a pattern that is replicated to some 
degree in other Central Kuskokwim communities. For example, in Aniak, Sleetmute, and Chuathbaluk, 
just under 50% of residents were born elsewhere in Alaska or out of state. In Red Devil, approximately 
60% of the residents were from outside the community. Therefore, the historical harvest areas of 
many Central Kuskokwim communities have tended to stretch over broad areas that, in some case, 
encompass areas around other communities.

������%���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������<����
area data. In general, however, it appears that the harvest areas for most of the Central Kuskokwim 
communities have decreased in size. Harvest areas important for large land mammals documented in 
historical maps (but less so in 2009) included the Iditarod River, the Tikchik lakes, all of the Holitna 
and Hoholitna river drainages, and the mainstem Kuskokwim River upstream to McGrath, as well 
as more uplands and tributaries surrounding the Kuskokwim River than are used today. Small land 
����������<�������������'����������%����������%�����������������������������%������������������
activity in recent years. Several communities, especially Sleetmute and Red Devil, clearly stated in 
������������������<��'����%�����������%������<��'�����������!""Z����<���������%�%������������'����
they considered to be traditional or historical geographic use patterns, as seen in historical maps.

Area residents provided many reasons for changes to their harvest areas. Major factors included 
increases in the price of gas and thus the affordability of travel in boats or snowmachines, as well 
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as changes in the availability of commercial food, hunting regulations, and resource distribution or 
population status. Harvest patterns have also changed to some degree: many ethnographic interviews 
suggested a near complete loss of “spring camps” as a major annual subsistence activity. Also, some 
Sleetmute residents formerly lived in winter camps on the Holitna River, but very few or no people 
did in 2009.

Aside from trapping, some of the biggest shifts were in moose hunting locations, especially for 
upriver communities in the closed area. In Red Devil and Sleetmute, the Holitna and Hoholitna river 
drainages were critical moose hunting locations prior to the recent moratorium, but were not as widely 
used in 2009. Some Sleetmute residents reported travelling over 100 miles upriver to hunt moose 
near McGrath. While historical maps do show this area to be within the harvest area for most Central 
Kuskokwim communities, hunters from Sleetmute were the only Central Kuskokwim residents to 
report travelling that far in 2009. 

The harvest areas for other resources also showed some change. Many Central Kuskokwim 
residents reported that 2009 was a very bad year for berry harvests. While different households coped 
with this shortage in different ways (e.g., did without, bought berries from downriver communities, 
supplemented with store bought foods), some residents travelled farther for berries. Crooked Creek 
residents reported going farther in 2009 to gather berries than in years past, though their harvest areas 
were still within historical vegetation gathering locations. Caribou harvest areas have also been affected, 
both by movement of the Mulchatna caribou herd away from most Central Kuskokwim communities 
in recent years and by reduced travel to more distant, traditional caribou hunting locations because 
of increased gas prices.

Harvest Assessments

A subsistence assessments section included on the survey allowed respondents to compare their 2009 
harvests to previous years’ harvests in order to provide context for the 2009 harvests. The module 
asked whether households harvested less, more, or the same amount of particular subsistence foods 
as they had in the past, and whether they got enough of that food. In the event that harvests changed 
���'�����������������������%�����'������+�%�'���������������%�

On a regional level, at least one-half of all households reported getting enough subsistence resources 
���������������\��������������������}���������������������%������������������������$��%����%�
��������%�<�����������|�'�<������������������������������������������%���������%��������������������
of particular resources, namely land mammals (approximately 45%), which likely meant moose, and 
vegetation (approximately 48%), which likely meant berries. Survey comments and ethnographic data 
������������������������%����������%�����������$�����������������������%��������������%�������
communities, and that 2009 was a bad year for berry harvests for the entire region.

A closer look at the community level provides more detail to these concerns. In those communities 
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located in the area closed to moose hunting (Red Devil, Sleetmute, Stony River), between 75% and 
85% of households reported that they did not get enough moose. All of the surveyed households in 
Red Devil, and approximately 80% of the surveyed households in Sleetmute, indicated that they used 
fewer land mammals, likely an indication of moose harvests, in 2009 than in other years.

Between 40% and 60% of households in each community reported that they did not get enough 
vegetation. Six of the 8 communities had a majority of households that reported using less vegetation 
than in prior years. Interviews in Aniak suggested that buying berries from downriver was relatively 
common at the present time. It cannot be determined whether the reported poor harvest of berries 
indicates a long term habitat shift or if this was an anomalous year. 

On a regional level, nearly 70% of households reported that they got enough salmon. At the same 
time, just over 40% reported that they used less salmon than in previous years (approximately the 
same percentage used the same amount as in previous years). However, regional averages can obscure 
village-level concerns. On a community level, in Lower Kalskag, Red Devil, and Crooked Creek, more 
than 75% of households indicated they did not get enough salmon. Reasons provided for not getting 
enough salmon varied by community. Households in all 3 communities said that they lacked gas or 
�
��������������������+�%�����+��������%����������%������������'�����������%����<���$�����������
������'����]�'���^��+�������%������%%�%�������������%����'��+���%��'���������������������$���%�
to lower harvests. 

For the entire region, only a small percentage of households (<20%) reported using more of any 
resource than in previous years. With limited longitudinal data (data that measure the same topics 
�������������������������<���������<����������������%����������%���������'�����������������������������
though it may suggest reduced adaptive ability to replace a lower harvested resource with another 
more available resource, or also possibly increasing reliance on store bought foods over time.

High percentages of households on the regional level reported using about the same amount of 
����������������������������%�$��%����%�������������������������������������������%���������
region reported getting enough of these resources. This could be indicative of a generally consistent 
resource use patterns for these resources, either because they are not widely used or because they are 
reliably available. 

Food Security

*������%�������������%�������������������%�������������������������������<������%�����%���%�<�������
���������%��%���������
�����������������������'����������������������<���%��������%���%��������
food to eat, whether from subsistence sources or from market sources. 

The USDA’s adult food security measure is based on responses to 8 food security statements or 

������������%��������
����������'��������������%�����������+��!"""���;���q��������������%�
���������
included:
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1. We worried that our household would not have enough food
2. We could not get the kinds of foods we wanted because of a lack of resources
3. The food we had just did not last, and we could not get more

3a. The subsistence food we had just did not last, and we could not get more
3b. The store bought food we had just did not last, and we could not get more.
4. Did members of your household ever cut the size of your meals or skip meals because your 

�������%����%����������������%������'������%�%���;������
�����������������%�������������-
tors into the food security raw score)

5. Did members of your household ever eat less than you felt you should because your household 
could not get the food that was needed?

6. Were adults in your household ever hungry but did not eat because there was not enough food?
7. Did adults in your households lose weight because there was not enough food?
8. Did adults in your household ever not eat for a whole day because there was not enough food? 

�;������
�����������������%������������������������������%������������'�������

�������������%�
���������Y�q���������%��%������%���%����*����%����������
����������
���������
3a and 3b are asked only by ADF&G, not by USDA, and are not considered in calculating food 
�������������������������������|�'�<����
���������>����%�>$�����������%�������������%�%�������%����
the community chapters. 

;���
���������������+�%�����������%��������������������������<���������%�������������|������%��'���

Figure 11-5.–Household food security status, 8 Central Kuskokwim River communities, 2009.
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report none of these conditions are categorized as “food secure—high.” Households that answer yes 
���Y���������
������������������'������%����������������������`������'�����������%����>������������
%����%�$�����*}���������@��������%������������%����������������������@��'����%��������������%�
“insecure - very low food security”. From the survey data, researchers calculated food security scores 
for each household and categorized them using USDA’s procedures (Figure 11-5). The percentage of 
food secure households in the Central Kuskokwim ranged from a high of 89% in Aniak to a low of 
52% in Lower Kalskag. The remaining 6 communities ranged from 69% (Sleetmute) to 82% (Crooked 
Creek), with a regional average of 74%. Households that reported very low food security, or households 
that reported not having enough food in some cases, ranged from a high of 22% in Lower Kalskag to 
a low of 0% in Crooked Creek, with a regional average of 9%.

;��� �������� ��� ���� ���������@�<�� ���������� ��� ������ 
��������� ��%� ����������� ��'�� ����
comparison to responses collected on State of Alaska and national levels. In 2009, State of Alaska 
households reported the same food security levels as the national level: approximately 87% were food 
secure, 8% reported low food security, and 5% reported very low food security. Comparing these 
data to Central Kuskokwim communities, the results show that, with the exception of Aniak (the hub 
community for the region), Central Kuskokwim communities have higher levels of food insecurity 
and lower levels of food security than average state or national levels. That is, on the whole, Central 
Kuskokwim communities appear to be less food secure than their statewide or national counterparts. 
On average, 13% fewer Central Kuskokwim households reported being food secure (i.e., having 
enough food) than households on the national level. In comparison, 9% more households in the Central 

Figure 11-6.–Food security responses, 8 Central Kuskokwim River communities, 2009.
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Kuskokwim region reported low food security conditions than national levels and 4% more Central 
Kuskokwim households reported very low food security conditions than the national level. 

*��%�����$�%��$�<���*�������%���%��������*�
���������������������������%��!�
��������������
provide greater detail to the third statement, “The food we had just did not last, and we could not get 
more.” The survey asked respondents to provide information about different kinds of food—subsistence 
foods or store bought foods—that did not last. Across the region, 47% of households reported that 
��������$������������%��%�%����������'����!Z������������%���������%�%������������������������������@
bought foods (see Figure 11-6), suggesting that subsistence foods were more insecure. Earlier research 
(Wolfe and Walker 1987) suggests strong links between a household’s access to cash resources and 
subsistence production. That is, households with access to cash, usually from wage labor, along with 
other factors, such as household maturity and larger household sizes (Magdanz 2002), often harvest 
��������
���������������$������������%����%��������������������������������������������$������������
boats, snowmachines, gasoline, and other technologies, such as guns. Thus, higher levels of household 
income should correlate with greater subsistence food security. Documented through data collected as 
part of this study, the average per household annual earned income for the region was $10,370, with 
a range of $6,434 in Red Devil to $20,842 in Upper Kalskag. On average 26.6% of households were 
considered to have income below the poverty level, with a range 11.1% in Chuathbaluk to 70.8% in 
Red Devil (AKCIS 2010; U.S. Census Bureau ACS 2010). While income levels may account for the 
degree of insecurity related to making subsistence foods last, the high rate of insecurity in making 
�����@$������ ���%�� �������� ������� ����%������������%������������ ���� ��������������� ����� ��������
store-bought foods to rural Alaska. Finally, given the reasons provided above that potentially explain 
differences between the levels of food security between Central Kuskokwim communities and the 
nation, the results suggest that that these comparisons between the Central Kuskokwim and the nation 
����<��%���<����������*�������%���%����������������

Useful comparisons to the national data can also be drawn by looking at the responses to the 
�������������%�
������������%�����%������%�������������������%������������*��������������������
�������%��������%�����������������������������������������������'��'�����%�����������������%�'��%�
������<������������%�����%�%���������������$��
������������������%�
����������|�'�<���������������
Kuskokwim survey results differed (see Figure 11-6). Far fewer households (31%) reported worrying 
that they would not have enough food than reported that “food (subsistence) did not last” (47%), or that 
they “lacked resources to get food “(45%). This suggests that worrying about food may be culturally 
embedded. That is, people accustomed to the seasonal variation in subsistence foods and embedded 
in a supportive social network may be less inclined to worry about where their next meal is coming 
from. If they do not have enough food, somebody else in the community will usually provide it—a 
powerful statement about the nature of subsistence economies.  

��������������
�������������������*�����������������������������+���������%��'���������������%�
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insecure conditions to report the month(s) in which those conditions occurred. USDA does not do 
this. These data are illustrated in a food security graph for the region as a whole (Figure 11-7). For 
households in each food security category, the average reported number of food insecure conditions (of 
7 possible food insecure conditions) was calculated for each month. Averages were used instead of the 
number of actual responses because the number of households in each category varied substantially. 
���%�������������%����������%�����������������������%����$���������%�������������%������������������
On average, food-secure households reported 0.2 to 0.4 food insecure conditions each month, with 
little variation over the study year. Food-insecure households with “low” food security reported 1.5 
to 2.7 food insecure conditions each month, with insecurity increasing markedly in November and 
continuing at higher levels through February. Season variation in food security was most pronounced 
among food-insecure households with “very low” food security. In summer, the “very low” households 
reported a similar number of food insecure conditions as “low” households, between 1.4 and 1.7 food 
insecure conditions each month. But from October through March, Central Kuskokwim households 
with “very low” food security reported 3.4 to 4.5 food insecure conditions each month, on average. 
While households were not asked to explain why these months were the hardest, many of these months 
are the leanest—when many subsistence resources are not available, especially if the fall moose 
harvest fails. Additionally, during the coldest winter months, households with limited incomes may 
make choices between buying all the food they need to supplement their subsistence stores and buying 
heating oil or fuel. Reported food insecurity levels are lowest during the summer months between May 

Figure 11-7.–Food insecure conditions by month and by household category, 8 Central Kuskokwim 
River communities, 2009.
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��%�������$���������$�����������������<���$����������������%��������������������������������������
contribute most to the subsistence harvest in the Central Kuskokwim. 

Wild Food Networks

Sharing, as a way of distributing food for both economic and social reasons, has long been considered 
a hallmark of subsistence economies. The survey measured food distribution in 2 ways: by asking 
households to report if they gave away particular resources or received resources from other households 
or communities, and by asking who harvested and processed the resources (e.g., salmon, moose, 
berries) used by the household. This could include their own household, other households in the same 
community, or people or households from other communities. The sharing and receiving data are shown 
by resource category in the harvest and use tables in each community chapter. A regional summary 
by resource category is shown in Figure 11-8. The latter data were analyzed to build diagrams that 
represent the networks of resource distribution on the community level; these diagrams are included 
in each community chapter in the Results section. Together, these data show remarkable levels of 
sharing both within and between communities, attesting to the nature and role of sharing food in 
subsistence economies. 

All resource categories were shared within or between Central Kuskokwim communities (see Figure 
YY@q���;�����������<������<����%��������������'�������������������<��������%���������������
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["�����������������%���������%���<��������������������%�_!������������%���������%������<���������
*��������%��������������%�<���������������������������$���������%������������������������<����;�����@
six percent of area households reported giving these resources and 46% reported receiving them. The 
���������<����������%�������%��������'�����+�����������%�$�������'�%���������������������
the area. Approximately 33% of area households reported giving land mammals, primarily moose, 
to others, while 65% reported receiving land mammals. Low moose densities generally lead to lower 
harvest rates; the reported sharing levels may suggest that there were fewer households with moose 
meat to share but that they had to share more with households who were unsuccessful in hunting moose. 
Ethnographic data suggested that households did share moose meat more broadly, and that households 
that received moose meat gave away meat to other unsuccessful households. Marine mammals, birds 
and eggs, and even marine invertebrates were also shared, but at lower levels. 

Results from the network data show dense sets of exchanges within each community. The network 
diagrams organize households based on their own harvest levels and also on their ties to other 
households in their community or to other communities. Household symbols are scaled in size based 
������������<�����<�����������%����������<������������
���������������$������������%��$���%�$��'������
������� ������ ��� ���� �������� |������%� ���$��� '����� ���$���� �����<�%� ���������� ��� ���<�%�%�
����������������<��������������������������������������������������%������������������������������
to the center of the diagram while households with relatively few such relationships are located nearer 
to the edges. In general, larger communities reported many more of these exchanges than the smaller 
communities, though the exchange of wild resources was not based on human population alone. In 
most of the surveyed communities, approximately 30% of the households harvested roughly 70% of 
the estimated total harvest used by the entire community. This suggests that there was a central core of 
specialized harvesting households who often redistributed these resources to other households within 
the community and to households in other communities or parts of the state. This pattern is common to 
many rural Alaska Native communities (Wolfe 1987). The composition of high harvesting households 
tends to follow predictable patterns as well; according to Magdanz et al. (2002), the highest producing 
households in Northwest Alaska are active elder households, mature couples, and single active males.

Some similar patterns emerge in the Central Kuskokwim data. Households with both a male and 
female head were generally the largest producers in each of the communities, with the exception of 
����������'�������������������%�����'��������������@���%�%��������%��'�������������������������
analyzed by Magdanz et al (2002). However, in Lower Kalskag and Chuathbaluk, single female-headed 
households played large roles in harvesting resources. In each community, the majority of households 
cooperated in one single, interconnected, large unit (Magdanz et al. 2011). In all communities, there 
was a minimal number of completely isolated households that did not receive or provide resources or 
services to at least one other household, with the exception of Crooked Creek, where approximately 
20% (7 of 33) of surveyed households reported no ties to other households in the community. Only a few 
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dyads and triads were documented (2 or 3 cooperating households disconnected from other households 
in the community) across all communities. These were primarily located in Aniak, the hub for the area, 
and Crooked Creek. Most communities shared with other communities in the Central Kuskokwim and 
Lower Kuskokwim regions. Other areas that shared with Central Kuskokwim communities included 
Southeast Alaska (which shared with Aniak), the Yukon River area (which shared primarily with 
Aniak, Lower Kalskag, and Upper Kalskag), and North Slope communities (which shared with Red 
Devil). Every community except Lower Kalskag also reported exchanging resources with Anchorage.

;������������������!""Z����<��������������%������������������������%�������������%������$���������
��� '�������*��+���*������� ��� ���<���� �<��� ��� �������� ��������� %������������� ���<���� �������
village economics, harvest assessments, food security, and wild food networks help to characterize 
contemporary subsistence economies in western Alaska and contribute to our knowledge of subsistence 
statewide. 

The communities in the Central Kuskokwim region have clearly experienced a great deal of change 
�����������$�������������������%������������������������������������%����%����������������������������������
��%������������������������<�������%����������������������<����%�����������%��������������+������������
harvest levels over time across species. However, annual salmon harvest estimates and more limited 
big game harvest estimates allow for these comparisons among these historically most important 
species. Moose harvests have declined precipitously over the last few decades as a direct result of 
declining moose populations and resulting conservative management actions. A historical analysis 
������������<������������
������������������|��<������<����������<��<����%�'�%���$������������%�
��������������������������������������������������������|�'�<����
�������<��%���������������������
salmon runs are generally in increasing peril and that residents have to work harder to get what they 
���%�$��'������������������������������������%�'��+����'�������������������%��������������������
Communities also labor under the pressures brought by increasing fuel costs (for both transportation 
��%�����������������������
���������������������������������������������������%�����������������
infrastructures (e.g., the cost of freight and plane tickets to urban Alaska), and many other changes. 
While many respondents described broader historical harvest areas, the areas used in 2009 nonetheless 
appeared less expansive. These shifts are likely due to regulatory constraints and the realities of fuel 
��������%�����������������<���$������������������

All of these changes underscore the vulnerability of subsistence economies. This survey marked 
����������������������<���������������%����'����������%������������������%����%�����������<���'����
measured. On average, more households in the Central Kuskokwim area reported using the same 
or less of most resources than reported using more of the same resources. Reasons for this varied 
widely, including decreased resource availability, the need to work, the cost of gas, and weather, 
among others. Additionally, Central Kuskokwim households reported less food security than state or 
national averages, owing to shortages in both subsistence and store-bought food. At the same time, 
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Discussion and Summary

respondents reported dense sharing networks that linked many, if not all households in a community. 
��������������������������������������������������������������������������<�������%��������������������
In sum, subsistence in the Central Kuskokwim region remains a vital part of the cultural, economic, 
and social aspects of community life. However, these communities also experience a great deal of 
pressure that can affect their subsistence practices, highlighting the need for sound management of 
resources and the regulatory protection of subsistence patterns.



371

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

A project of this size and complexity could never be attempted, much less completed, without the 
help of numerous individuals and groups.  Primarily, we would like to extend our sincere gratitude to 
the people of Stony River, Sleetmute, Red Devil, Crooked Creek, Chuathbaluk, Aniak, Kalskag, and 
]�'���̂ ��+�������������������+��'�%������%�������������'����������
�����������%�����������������
������������������������������������$���%���������������������������$���%�������� ��� �������������
��������������'��+�������������<����%�����*������������%�*���������%����������`�<�����������
Derendy, Sr., Carmen Zaukar, and Phyllis Effemka (Sleetmute); Mary Willis (Red Devil); Joseph 
Phillips and Mike Sakar (Crooked Creek); Robert Golley, Jr. and Charlotte Phillips (Chuathbaluk); 
George Kameroff, Raeleen Peltola, Philip Morgan, Francine Morgan, Michael Lehnert, and David 
Cannon (Aniak); Shinna Stewart, George Morgan, Jr., and Racheal Wise (Kalskag�� and Alice Kameroff, 
������]�����������%���������	<����]�'���^��+����'��+�%����%����������������%������������<���
survey their communities. Additionally, Michelle Gillette collected survey data in Stony River as a 
���������������*�������;���
���������<����%������%�%����'���������%���%�������%�$��{��������
Terri Lemons, Rebecca Fink, Jenn Bond, Chloe Dunlap, Analin Lazatin, and River Ramouglia, all 
with ADF&G. �Many thanks go to these individuals for their hard work to construct the harvest 
tables and maps contained within this report.  The tribal councils in each community were extremely 
helpful in discussing the project, hiring research assistants, identifying key respondents and research 

������������%������������������'��������������������'��+����$��'������<����<���������<�����������
������$���%�������
���'���}�|�����������%�|��������|�����+���������%���������������<��
estimates of salmon harvests, Pam Amundson, Ana Lewis, and Katya Wasillie expertly kept track of 
���������%�������������'������<�������������<��'�%������������%���������%���������������*������
Subsistence Division IWA Regional Supervisor), Lisa Olson, Garrett Zimpelman, Emily Eidam, and 
Lisa Ka’aihue (ADF&G, Subsistence Division editorial staff), Jim Fall (ADF&G, Research Director), 
and Mary Sattler (Donlin Creek, LLC). 

Finally, Donlin Creek, LLC provided the funding for this important research. 



372

 
REFERENCES

Alaska Department of Community and Economic Development (ADCED).  2005.  Alaska Department of Community and 
Economic Development.  http://www.deced.state.ak.us/dca/commdb/CF COMDB.html

Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs (ADCRA).  2010.  Alaska Community Database Community 
Information Summaries, Aniak.  http://commerce.state.ak.us/dcs/commdb/CIS.cfm.  (Accessed 2010.)

Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (ADLWD).  2009.  Population by Age, Race, and Sex, July 1, 
2009.  http://labor.alaska.gov/research/pop/estimates/data/AKARS.xls.  (Accessed 2010.)

Anderson, D. B., and C. L. Alexander.  1992.  Subsistence hunting patterns and compliance with moose harvest reporting 
��
���������������������������*��+����*��+�����������������������%��������<�����������$����������;��������{�����
No. 215.  Fairbanks, Alaska.

Bickel, G., M. Nord, C. Price, W. Hamilton, and J. Cook.  2000.  Guide to Measuring Food Security, Revised 2000.  U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, Measuring Food Security in the United States: Reports of the 
Federal Interagency Food Security Measurement Project, No. 6.  Alexandria, VA.

Brelsford, T., R. Peterson, and T. L. Haynes.  1987.  An overview of resource use patterns in three central Kuskokwim 
communities: Aniak, Crooked Creek, and Red Devil.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence, 
Technical Paper No. 141.

Brown, M.  1983.  Alaska’s Kuskokwim River region: a history.  U.S. Bureau of Land Management draft report, 141 p.

Bundtzen, T. K., J. T. Kline, K. H. Clautice, and D. D. Adams.  1986.  Minerals potential.  Department of Natural Resources 
Kuskokwim Planning Block, Alaska. 

Cady, W. M., R. E. Wallace, J. M. Hoare and E. J. Webber.  1955.  The central Kuskokwim region, Alaska.  Geological 
���<���{�����������{�����!\q��������%��������������������<�����������<��������{�������������������������������

Charnley, S.  1982.  Resource use areas in the Aniak and Oskawalik River Drainages.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Division of Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 50, Juneau. http://www.subsistence.adfg.state.ak.us/techpap/tp50.pdf

Charnley, S. 1983. Moose hunting in two central Kuskokwim communities: Chuathbaluk and Sleetmuit. Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 76, Bethel.

Charnley, S. 1984. Human ecology of two central Kuskokwim communities: Chuathbaluk and Sleetmuit. Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 81, Bethel.

City of Aniak and Bechtol Planning and Development. 2005. The City of Aniak, Alaska, All-Hazards Mitigation Plan. 
Final plan, November 23, 2005. 

Couch, J. S.  1958.  Philately below zero.  The American Philatelic Society.  State College, Pennsylvania.

Gordon, G. B.  1917.  In the Alaskan wilderness.  The John C. Winston Company. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

Jonrowe, D.  ca. 1980.  Middle Kuskokwim food survey December 1979.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division 
of Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 51, Bethel.

Kari, P. R.  1983.  Land use and economy of Lime Village.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence, 
Technical Paper No. 80.

Kari, P. R.  1985.  Wild resource use and economy of Stony River village.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division 
of Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 108, Juneau. 



373

 

^������������;���������������������������^��������%�������������!""\���;������<����������@����������$������%��������
Aniak and Chuathbaluk, Alaska, 2001–2003.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence, Technical 
Paper No. 29, Fairbanks.

Krauthoefer, T. and D. Koster.  2008.  Household harvests of moose, caribou, bears, and wolves in central Kuskokwim 
drainage communities, Alaska, 2003–2006.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence, Technical 
Paper No. 310. Unpublished draft.

]���������̀ ����%�*��	������������!""!������<��������%@��%@��������������������*���+�̀ �<����*��+���!""Y���*��+�������������
of Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series No. 02-16, Anchorage.

Magdanz, J. and R. J. Wolfe.  1988.  The production and exchange of seal oil in Alaska.  Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game Division of Subsistence, Special Publication No. SP1988-001, Juneau.

Nord, M, M. Andrews, and S. Carlson.  2009.  Household food security in the United States, 2008.  U.S. Department. of 
Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Economic Research Report No. 83.

Northern Land Use Research Report prepared for Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium. Anchorage, Alaska.

Orth, D.  1967.  Dictionary of Alaska place names.  U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 567.  U.S. Government 
{�������������������������������

����������YZ_Y�����������������*��+�������������������%����������<��������{��������������������������

Oswalt, C.  1980a.  Kolmakovskiy Redoubt.  Monumenta Archaeologica 8.  Institute of Archaeology, University of 
California, Los Angles.

Oswalt, C.  1980b.  Historic settlements along the Kuskokwim River, Alaska.  Alaska State Library Historical Monograph 
No. 7, Juneau.

Oswalt, W.  1980.  Historic settlements along the Kuskokwim River, Alaska.  Alaska State Library Historical Monograph, 
Juneau, Alaska.

Oswalt, W. H.  1980.  Historic settlements along the Kuskokwim River, Alaska. Alaska Division of State Libraries and 
Museums, Juneau, Alaska State Library Historical Monograph No. 7. 

Public Data File 86-53e, Alaska Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys, Fairbanks.

`��+����������YZ\[����������������*��+����������������%���������������;�������{�$��������^�����+���

Simon, J, T. Krauthoefer, D. Koester, and D. Caylor.  2007.  Subsistence salmon harvest monitoring report, Kuskokwim 
��������������������������*��+��!""#���*��+�����������������������%��������<�����������$����������;��������
Paper No. 313, Juneau.

Stickney, A. A.  1981.  Middle Kuskokwim Food Survey—II. Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence, 
Technical Paper No. 53, Juneau.

����� ������� �������� !"""�� {����� ��� ������%� �������� ����������������� http://labor.alaska.gov/research/cgin/cenmaps/
������«Y\""!_>#""��%�

��������������������*��������������*��� �!"YY�� ����%���������� ��� ���������%�������}�%����������������������%����%�
���������������}««'''�������%����<«�������«���%��������«�$�������

Vanstone, J. W.  1984.  Mainland Southwest Alaska Eskimo. [In] D. Damas, editor. Handbook of North American Indians, 
volume 5: Arctic. Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.



374

 

Williams, C. and L. J. Slayton.  2006.  Cultural resource survey of proposed sewer and water improvements, Crooked 
Creek, Alaska.

Zagoskin, L.A.  1967.  Lieutenant Zagoskin’s Travels in Russian America, 1842–1844.  Henry N. Michael, editor. University 
of Toronto Press.



375

Appendix A–Survey
MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

ANIAK, ALASKA
From January 1, 2009 to December 31, 2009

HOUSEHOLD  ID:

COMMUNITY  ID: ANIAK 17

INTERVIEWER:

INTERVIEW DATE:

START TIME:

STOP TIME:

DATA CODED BY:

DATA ENTERED BY:

SUPERVISOR:

COOPERATING ORGANIZATIONS

ORG 1 ORG 2 DIVISION OF SUBSISTENCE ORG 3

ALASKA DEPT OF FISH & GAME

1300 COLLEGE RD

FAIRBANKS, AK 99701

907-459-7320

COMPREHENSIVE  SUBSISTENCE SURVEY

This survey is used to estimate subsistence harvests and to
describe community subsistence economies. We will publish
a summary report, and send it to all households in your
community. We share this information with the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the National Park Service. We work with the
Federal Regional Advisory Councils and with local Fish and
Game Advisory Committees to better manage subsistence,
and to implement federal and state subsistence priorities.

We will NOT identify your household. We will NOT use this
information for enforcement. Participation in this survey is
voluntary. Even if you agree to be surveyed, you may stop at
any time.

Page 1
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Appendix A

MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS HOUSEHOLD ID 

Last year, that is, between January 1, 2009, and December 31, 2009, WHO lived in this household, starting with the heads of the household?

How is Is this  Except for If person has NOT always lived in Aniak…
this person Is this school or military, WHEN From WHERE Where is this TOTAL

person MALE person How old has this person did they did this person person's BIRTH years
related to or Alaska is this always lived in LAST move? home? lived
HEAD 1? FEMALE? Native? person? Aniak? move here? community in Alaska OR here?

ID# circle relation circle circle age circle year state in the US, or country years

01
Next, enter spouse or partner. If household has a SINGLE HEAD, leave "HEAD 2: blank.

02
BELOW, enter children (oldest to youngest), grandchildren, grandparents, or anyone else living full-time in this household.

PERMANENT HH MEMBERS: 01 ANIAK: 17

Y    N

Is this person 
answering

questions on 
this survey?

First, I would like to ask about the people in your household, permanent members of your household who sleep at your house. This includes students 
who return home every summer. I am NOT interested in people who lived with you temporarily, even if they stayed several months.

HEAD Y    N M    F Y    N

Y    N

03 Y    N M    F Y    N Y    N

HEAD Y    N M    F Y    N

Y    N

05 Y    N M    F Y    N Y    N

04 Y    N M    F Y    N

Y    N

07 Y    N M    F Y    N Y    N

06 Y    N M    F Y    N

Y    N

09 Y    N M    F Y    N Y    N

08 Y    N M    F Y    N

Y    N

11 Y    N M    F Y    N Y    N

10 Y    N M    F Y    N

Y    N

13 Y    N M    F Y    N Y    N

12 Y    N M    F Y    N

Y    N14 Y    N M    F Y    N

Page 2
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

PARTICIPATION IN SUBSISTENCE ACTIVITIES HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY use or harvest subsistence foods? ......................................................................... Y N

2. Last year, did you or members of your household USE** or HARVEST any subsistence foods?.......................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

Last year, WHICH MEMBERS of your household harvested (caught or killed or gathered or picked) ___________ ?
List most important harvesters first. This section is only for MEMBERS OF THIS HOUSEHOLD.

Members of this household who HARVESTED ________.
enter ID's from page 2

SALMON

110,000,000
FISH OTHER THAN SALMON

120,000,000
LAND ANIMALS

200,000,000
MARINE MAMMALS

300,000,000
BIRDS & EGGS

400,000,000
BERRIES & GREENS

600,000,000

Last year, WHICH MEMBERS of your household processed (cut or put away) ___________ ?
List most important processors first. This section is only for MEMBERS OF THIS HOUSEHOLD.

Members of this household who PROCESSED _______.
enter ID's from page 2

SALMON

110,000,000
FISH OTHER THAN SALMON

120,000,000
LAND ANIMALS

200,000,000
MARINE MAMMALS

300,000,000
BIRDS & EGGS

400,000,000
BERRIES & GREENS

600,000,000
''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
"USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs. "HARVEST" includes hunting, fishing, picking, etc.
"PROCESS" includes cutting, freezing, drying, smoking, salting, canning, wrapping, or otherwise preparing foods for use.

PERMANENT HH MEMBERS: 01 ANIAK: 17

Insert names below
 in blank to the right.

Insert names below
 in blank to the right.

Page 3
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

JOBS FOR EACH PERSON IN THE HOUSEHOLD, 16 YEARS OLD AND OLDER HOUSEHOLD ID 

During the last 12 MONTHS,
did any members of your household earn money from a JOB, from COMMERCIAL FISHING, or from SELF EMPLOYMENT?................ Y N

WORK SCHEDULE…**

Person What kind of For whom In the past year, In the past year
Code work did did he or she what months how much did
from he or she do work did he or she he or she earn

page 2 in this job? in this job? work in this job? in this job?
order | role | res. 00 job title* employer circle each month worked circle one gross income***

1 6 910100000

2 6 910100000

3 6 910100000

4 6 910100000

5 6 910100000

6 6 910100000

7 6 910100000

8 6 910100000

9 6 910100000

10 6 910100000

** WORK SCHEDULE

FT - Fulltime (35+ hours/week) ....... 1

PT - Parttime (<35 hours/week) ...... 2

SF - Shift (2 wks on/2 off, etc.) ........ 3

OC - On Call, Irregular ..................... 4

SP - Shift - part time ........................ 5

-- - Unemployed ............................ 0

EMPLOYMENT: 23 ANIAK: 17

O10TH JOB J

F

J

O

9TH JOB FJ M

M A

*** GROSS 
INCOME

 is the same as 
TAXABLE
INCOME

on a W-2 form.

* If a person FISHES COMMERCIALLY or is otherwise SELF-EMPLOYED, list that as a 
separate job. For job title, enter COMMERCIAL FISHER, CARVER, SEWER, BAKER, etc.
Work schedule usually will be ON CALL. For gross income from self-employment, enter revenue 
minus expenses. 

     If a person does not earn money from any kind of work, enter RETIRED, UNEMPLOYED, 
DISABLED, STUDENT, or HOMEMAKER or other appropriate description as the job title. Leave 
employer, months worked, schedule, and gross income blank.

NJ A S

A

FJ

MJ F

M

M A

M

M

1ST JOB

F

FJ

J2ND JOB

3RD JOB

4TH JOB

5TH JOB

O

J

M

6TH JOB

7TH JOB

J O

M

A S

A

M

A

M A M

J

A

8TH JOB

M

F

J F

F

M

J F

N

N

N

A

D FT

FTDA

M

MM A

A

M

A

M

M J

J

J N

O

A

J

J

S

N

J

O

S

D

PT

PT

D

FT

FT

O

J J

A

SA

J

J

O

S

S

A S

$

$

SPSF

SP

SF SPJ

J

O

J

A

S

S

O

A

PT

SP

SF

/ YrOC SP

PT

PT

OC

OC

OC SP / Yr

$

$ / Yr

/ Yr

$

$

SP

/ Yr

/ Yr

/ Yr

/ Yr

$SF OC

OCSF

This page asks about jobs and income. We ask about jobs and income because we are trying to understand all parts of the community economy.
Many people use wages from jobs to support subsistence activities.

FT

/ Yr

/ Yr

SP $

$

SF OCJ

FT

D

FT

D

D SF

FT

N FT PT

N

N

N

PTD

$

PT SF

SPSF OC

OC

OC SP

SF

S
H

IF
T 

- P
A

R
T 

TI
M

E

P
A

R
T 

TI
M

E

S
H

IF
T 

- F
U

LL
 T

IM
E

O
N

-C
A

LL
, V

A
R

IE
S

For each member of this household born before 1994, please list EACH JOB held during the last
12 MONTHS. For household members who did not have a job, write: RETIRED, UNEMPLOYED,
STUDENT, HOMEMAKER, etc. There should be ONE ROW FOR EACH JOB held by a member
of this household born before 1994. There should be AT LEAST one row for each member of this
household born before 1994 (this includes anyone who is 16 years old or older).

J

PT

FT

D

J

PT

FU
LL

 T
IM

E

J

D

Page 4
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Appendix A

MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

OTHER INCOME THIS PAGE IS ONLY FOR INCOME THAT IS NOT EARNED FROM WORKING HOUSEHOLD ID 

Between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009…
…Did any members of your household receive a dividend from the Permanent Fund or a Native Corporation?........................ Y     N
IF NO, go to the next section on this page.
If YES, continue below…

Alaska PFD IN 2009  Native Corporation Dividends in 2009
1 PFD = $1,305 1 share= $1.75
2 PFDs = $2,610 100 shrs = $175 650 shrs = $1,138
3 PFDs = $3,915 150 shrs = $263 700 shrs = $1,225
4 PFDs = $5,220 200 shrs = $350 750 shrs = $1,313
5 PFDs = $6,525 250 shrs = $438 800 shrs = $1,400

circle one dollars 6 PFDs = $7,830 300 shrs = $525 850 shrs = $1,488
ALASKA PERMANENT 7 PFDs = $9,135 350 shrs = $613 900 shrs = $1,575

FUND DIVIDEND 8 PFDs = $10,440 400 shrs = $700 950 shrs = $1,663
32 9 PFDs = $11,745 450 shrs = $788 1,000 shrs = $1,750

NATIVE CORPORATION 10 PFDs = $13,050 500 shrs = $875 1,100 shrs = $1,925
DIVIDENDS 11 PFDs = $14,355 550 shrs = $963 1,200 shrs = $2,100

13 12 PFDs = $15,660 600 shrs = $1,050 1,300 shrs = $2,275

Between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009…
…Did any members of your household receive OTHER income such as SENIOR BENEFITS or UNEMPLOYMENT?............. Y     N
IF NO, go to the next page.

If YES, continue below… Received? Total Amount?
circle one dollars scratch paper for calculations

UNEMPLOYMENT

12
WORKERS'

COMPENSATION
8

FOOD STAMPS
(QUEST CARD)

11
ADULT

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
3

ALASKA SENIOR Depends $125 per month for 12 months = $1,500 per elder
BENEFITS (LONGEVITY) on $175 per month for 12 months = $2,100 per elder

6 Income $250 per month for 12 months = $3,000 per elder
PENSION &

RETIREMENT
5

SOCIAL
SECURITY

7
SUPPLEMENTAL

SECURITY
10

FOSTER
CARE

41
CHILD

SUPPORT
15

ENERGY
ASSISTANCE

9
OTHER (describe)

OTHER INCOME: 24 ANIAK: 17

TOTAL amount all 
members of your 

household
received from 
___________

in 2009.

Did anyone in 
your household 
receive income 

from
___________

in 2009?

C
H

IL
D

 B
E

N
E

FI
TS

O
TH

E
R

E
LD

E
R

 B
E

N
E

FI
TS

Y     N

Y     N

Y     N

Y     N

Y     N

/YR

$

/YR

$

$

/YR

/YR

$ /YR

for ______ weeks =
for ______ months =

 $____________ per week
 $____________ per month

Y     N

$

$

Y     N

$

Y     N for ______ weeks =
for ______ months =

 $____________ per week
 $____________ per month

for ______ weeks =
for ______ months =

 $____________ per week
 $____________ per month

for ______ weeks =
for ______ months =

/YR

/YR

Y     N

Y     N

Y     N

Y     N

/YR

/YR$

$

/YR$

/YR

/YR

$

$

 $____________ per week
 $____________ per month

D
IV

ID
E

N
D

S Y     N $

JO
B

 B
E

N
E

FI
TS

/YR

Y     N $ /YR

 $____________ per week
 $____________ per month

 $____________ per week
 $____________ per monthA

S
S

IS
TA

N
C

E

for ______ weeks =
for ______ months =

 $____________ per week
 $____________ per month

for ______ weeks =
for ______ months =

 $____________ per week
 $____________ per month

for ______ weeks =
for ______ months =

 $____________ per week
 $____________ per month

for ______ weeks =
for ______ months =

for ______ weeks =
for ______ months =
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

RETAINED COMMERCIAL HARVESTS HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY participate in commercial fisheries?.............................................................................. Y N

2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household PARTICIPATE in a commercial fishery?........................................................................................ Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next harvest series.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "…keep some from commercial catch..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

How many How many How many
were were were

removed removed removed
for your for your to give to

COM OWN USE? CREW? OTHERS? Units ***
FISH? KEEP? INCI? number number number specify comments

CHINOOK SALMON
KING SALMON

113,000,001
SOCKEYE SALMON

RED SALMON
115,000,001

COHO SALMON
SILVER SALMON

112,000,001
CHUM SALMON
DOG SALMON

111,000,001
PINK SALMON

HUMPIES
114,000,001

* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

COMMERCIALLY HARVESTED RESOURCES: 03 ANIAK: 17

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Insert names below
 in blanks above

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

…fish
commercially

for
________?

Y   N Y   N

…keep some _______
 from your

COMMERCIAL CATCH
for your own use

 or to share?

Was the ________ 
that you kept

INCIDENTAL CATCH?

That is, NOT a target 
species in the fishery

Y   NY   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Please estimate how many fish ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD 
removed from commercial harvests for personal use during the last year.

Include COMMERCIALLY HARVESTED fish that members of this household 
gave away, ate fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If 
helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share.

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

RETAINED COMMERCIAL HARVESTS HOUSEHOLD ID 

COMMERCIAL FISHERIES continued from previous page…
IF  "…keep some from commercial catch..."  is YES, continue across the row…

During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

How many How many How many
were were were

removed removed removed
for your for your to give to

COM OWN USE? CREW? OTHERS? Units ***
FISH? KEEP? INCI? number number number specify comments

SHEEFISH

125,600,001
BROAD WHITEFISH

126,404,002
LEAST CISCO

126,406,060
BERING CISCO

126,406,041
CLAMS

500,600,001
CRABS

501,000,001

During the last year, did your household fish COMMERCIALLY for any other kind of fish?............................................................................. Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

COMMERCIALLY HARVESTED RESOURCES: 03 ANIAK: 17

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Insert names below
 in blanks above

Y   N Y   NY   N

Please estimate how many fish ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD 
removed from commercial harvests for personal use during the last year.

Include COMMERCIALLY HARVESTED fish that members of this household 
gave away, ate fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If 
helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share.

…fish
commercially

for
________?

…keep some _______
 from your

COMMERCIAL CATCH
for your own use

 or to share?

Was the ________ 
that you kept

INCIDENTAL CATCH?

That is, NOT a target 
species in the fishery

Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: SALMON HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY fish for salmon for subsistence?.................................................................................... Y N

2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO FISH FOR salmon?.............................................................................................. Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the SALMON summary page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

How many How many How many How many  How many
were were were were  OF THOSE

caught caught caught caught  were used
with a with a with a ROD with OTHER   just for

GILL NET? SEINE? & REEL? GEAR? Units ***  dogfood?
number number number number specify  number

CHINOOK SALMON
KING SALMON

113,000,000
SOCKEYE SALMON

RED SALMON
115,000,000

COHO SALMON
SILVER SALMON

112,000,000
CHUM SALMON
DOG SALMON

111,000,000
PINK SALMON

HUMPIES
114,000,000

SALMON - UNKNOWN

119,000,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of salmon?.......................................................................................................... Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

NON-COMMERCIAL SALMON: 04 ANIAK: 17

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Please estimate how many salmon ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD got 
for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE salmon that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, fed to 
dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If fishing with or helping others, 
report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

TRY?

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

Insert names below
 in blanks above USE? REC? GIVE?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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Appendix A

MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE SUMMARY: SALMON HOUSEHOLD ID 

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST salmon last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping and network questions…
MAPPING: SALMON

Last year, WHERE did members of your household fish for salmon? On MAP, mark all harvest locations for salmon.

NETWORK: SALMON

Last year, WHO CAUGHT the ___________ your household used? Below, enter codes for salmon harvesters.
List most important harvesters first.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

1 110,000,000

1

Last year, WHO PROCESSED the __________ your household used? Below, enter codes for salmon processors.
List most important processors first.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

2 110,000,000

2

ASSESSMENTS: SALMON

To conclude our salmon section, I am going to ask a few general questions about salmon.
Last year…
…did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE salmon than in recent years?...................................................................................

If LESS or MORE… X = do not use
WHY was your use different?.................................................................................................. 1

2
Last year…
…did your household GET ENOUGH salmon?............................................................................................................................................... Y N

If NO…
What KIND of salmon did you need?......................................................................................
WHY did your household NOT get enough salmon?............................................................... 1

2
How would you describe the impact to your household
of not getting enough salmon last year?..........................................

Did your household do anything DIFFERENTLY because you did NOT get enough salmon?.......................................................... Y N
IF YES…

What did your household do differently?.................................................................... 1
2

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS: SALMON ANIAK: 17

severe?
(3)

...major?
(2)

...minor?
(1)

...not noticable?
(0)

110000000

X   L   S   M

CAUGHT SALMON

PROCESSED SALMON
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: TROUT HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY fish for trout for subsistence?......................................................................................... Y N

2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO FISH FOR trout?.................................................................................................. Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next harvest page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

How many How many How many How many  How many
were were were were  OF THOSE

caught caught caught caught  were used
with a with a with a ROD with OTHER   just for

GILL NET? SEINE? & REEL? GEAR? Units ***  dogfood?
number number number number specify  number

RAINBOW TROUT

126,204,000
DOLLY VARDEN

CHAR
125,006,000

LAKE TROUT

125,010,000
UNKNOWN TROUT

126,299,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of trout?.............................................................................................................. Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking for, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

HOUSEHOLD SUMMARY: 00 ANIAK: 17

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

TRY?

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   NY   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Please estimate how many trout ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD got for 
subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE trout that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, fed to dogs, 
lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If fishing with or helping others, report 
ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

USE? REC? GIVE?Insert names below
 in blanks above

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: WHITEFISH HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY fish for whitefish for subsistence?.................................................................................. Y N

2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO FISH FOR whitefish?............................................................................................ Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next harvest page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

How many How many How many How many  How many
were were were were  OF THOSE

caught caught caught caught  were used
with a with a with a ROD with OTHER   just for

GILL NET? SEINE? & REEL? GEAR? Units ***  dogfood?
number number number number specify  number

BROAD WHITEFISH

126,404,000
HUMPBACK WHITEFISH

126,408,000
ROUND WHITEFISH

126,412,000
LEAST CISCO

126,406,060
BERING CISCO

126,406,040
UNKNOWN WHITEFISH

126,499,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of whitefish?........................................................................................................ Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

NON-SALMON FINFISH: 06 ANIAK: 17

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

TRY?

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   NY   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Please estimate how many whitefish ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD 
got for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE whitefish that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, fed to 
dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If fishing with or helping others, 
report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

USE? REC? GIVE?Insert names below
 in blanks above

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: OTHER FISH HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY fish for other fish for subsistence,
    such as SHEEFISH, NORTHERN PIKE or any of the other foods listed here?............................................................................................ Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO FISH FOR other fish?........................................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the OTHER FISH summary page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

How many How many How many How many  How many
were were were were  OF THOSE

caught caught caught caught  were used
with a with a with a ROD with OTHER   just for

GILL NET? SEINE? & REEL? GEAR? Units ***  dogfood?
number number number number specify  number

SHEEFISH

125,600,000
BLACKFISH

124,600,000
LAMPREY

EEL
122,000,000
GRAYLING

125,200,000
NORTHERN PIKE

125,500,000
SMELT

120,400,000
BURBOT

124,800,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of other fish?....................................................................................................... Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

NON-SALMON FINFISH: 06 ANIAK: 17

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

Y   N

TRY?

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

USE?

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

Please estimate how many other fish ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD 
got for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE other fish that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, fed to 
dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If fishing with or helping others, 
report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

Insert names below
 in blanks above REC? GIVE?

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   NY   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE SUMMARY: FISH OTHER THAN SALMON HOUSEHOLD ID 

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST fish other than salmon last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping and network questions…
MAPPING: FISH OTHER THAN SALMON

Last year, WHERE did members of your household fish for trout? On MAP, mark all harvest locations for trout.
Last year, WHERE did members of your household fish for whitefish? On MAP, mark all harvest locations for whitefish.

NETWORK: FISH OTHER THAN SALMON

Last year, WHO CAUGHT the ___________ your household used? Below, enter codes for fish other than salmon harvesters.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

1 126,400,000

1 126,200,000

Last year, WHO PROCESSED the __________ your household used? Below, enter codes for fish other than salmon processors.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

2 126,400,000

2 126,200,000

ASSESSMENTS: FISH OTHER THAN SALMON

To conclude our fish other than salmon section, I am going to ask a few general questions about fish other than salmon.
Last year…
…did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE fish other than salmon than in recent years?...........................................................

If LESS or MORE… X = do not use
WHY was your use different?.................................................................................................. 1

2
Last year…
…did your household GET ENOUGH fish other than salmon?........................................................................................................................ Y N

If NO…
What KIND of fish other than salmon did you need?...............................................................
WHY did your household NOT get enough fish other than salmon?....................................... 1

2
How would you describe the impact to your household
of not getting enough fish other than salmon last year?..................

Did your household do anything DIFFERENTLY because you did NOT get enough fish other than salmon?................................... Y N
IF YES…

What did your household do differently?.................................................................... 1
2

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS: FISH OTHER THAN SALMON ANIAK: 17

...not noticable?
(0)

...minor?
(1)

...major?
(2)

severe?
(3)

100000002

X   L   S   M

CAUGHT WHITEFISH

CAUGHT TROUT

PROCESSED WHITEFISH

PROCESSED TROUT
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: LARGE LAND ANIMALS HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt large land animals for subsistence,
    such as MOOSE, CARIBOU, or any other large land animals?.................................................................................................................... Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO HUNT large land animals?................................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next harvest page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

SEX Units ***
number killed in each month specify

MOOSE BULL IND
COW IND

211,800,000 UNKOWN IND
211,800,001
211,800,002
211,800,009
CARIBOU BULL IND

COW IND
211,000,000 UNKOWN IND
211,000,001
211,000,002
211,000,009

BLACK BEAR

210,600,000
BROWN BEAR

210,800,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of large land animals?........................................................................................ Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

LAND MAMMALS: 10 ANIAK: 17

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

IND

IND

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

IND

Y   NY   N

INDY   N Y   N Y   N
S

ep
te

m
be

r

O
ct

ob
er

N
ov

em
be

r

D
ec

em
be

r

Y   N Y   N Y   N

REC? GIVE? TRY? Fe
br

ua
ry

M
ar

ch

IND

Please estimate how many large land animals ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE large land animals that members of this household gave away, ate 
fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting with or 
helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

Ja
nu

ar
y

M
ay

Ju
ne

Ju
ly

A
ug

us
t

U
nk

no
w

n

A
pr

il

Y   N Y   N Y   N

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

…try** to
harvest

_________?

Insert names below
 in blanks above

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

USE?

INDY   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: SMALL LAND ANIMALS HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt small land animals for subsistence,
    such as BEAVER, PORCUPINE, or any other small land animals?............................................................................................................. Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO HUNT small land animals?................................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next harvest page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

Units ***
number killed in each month specify comments

BEAVER

220,200,000
MUSKRAT

222,400,000
PORCUPINE

222,600,000
SNOWSHOE HARE

221,004,000
JACKRABBIT

221,006,000
TREE SQUIRREL

222,804,000
PARKA SQUIRREL (GROUND)

222,802,000
MARMOT

221,800,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of small land animals?........................................................................................ Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

LAND MAMMALS: 10 ANIAK: 17

TRY?

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   NY   N Y   N

IND

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

N
ov

em
be

r

Ju
ne

Ju
ly

A
ug

us
t

S
ep

te
m

be
r

IND

IND

IND

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Please estimate how many small land animals ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD got for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE small land animals that members of this household gave away, ate 
fresh, fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting with or 
helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

Ja
nu

ar
y

Fe
br

ua
ry

M
ar

ch

A
pr

il

M
ay

D
ec

em
be

r

U
nk

no
w

n

O
ct

ob
er

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

USE? REC? GIVE?Insert names below
 in blanks above

INDY   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: FUR ANIMALS HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt or trap for fur animals for subsistence,
    such as WOLVERINE, MARTEN, or any other fur animals?......................................................................................................................... Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO HUNT OR TRAP FOR fur animals?..................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the LAND ANIMALS summary page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

Units ***
number caught in each month specify comments

WOLVERINE

223,400,000
WOLF

223,200,000
MARTEN

222,000,000
RED FOX

220,804,000
CROSS FOX

220,804,020
LAND OTTER

221,200,000
LYNX

221,600,000
WEASEL

223,000,000
MINK

222,200,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of fur animals?.................................................................................................... Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

FURBEARERS: 14 ANIAK: 17

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

U
nk

no
w

n

IND

IND

Y   N

INDY   N

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

Y   N Y   N

USE? REC?

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   NY   NY   N Y   N

A
pr

il

Ju
ly

A
ug

us
t

S
ep

te
m

be
r

Please estimate how many fur animals ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD 
got for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE fur animals that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, fed to 
dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting or trapping with or 
helping others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

M
ay

Fe
br

ua
ry

M
ar

ch

O
ct

ob
er

N
ov

em
be

r

Ju
ne

Ja
nu

ar
y

D
ec

em
be

r

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

GIVE? TRY?

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Insert names below
 in blanks above

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

INDY   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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Appendix A

MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE SUMMARY: LAND ANIMALS HOUSEHOLD ID 

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST land animals last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping and network questions…
MAPPING: LAND ANIMALS

Last year, WHERE did members of your household hunt moose? On MAP, mark all harvest locations for moose.
Last year, WHERE did members of your household hunt caribou? On MAP, mark all harvest locations for caribou.
Last year, WHERE did members of your household hunt small land mammals? On MAP, mark all harvest locations for small land mammals.

NETWORK: LAND ANIMALS

Last year, WHO KILLED the ___________ your household used? Below, enter codes for land animals harvesters.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

1 211,800,000

1 211,000,000

Last year, WHO PROCESSED the __________ your household used? Below, enter codes for land animals processors.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

2 211,800,000

2 211,000,000

ASSESSMENTS: LAND ANIMALS

To conclude our land animals section, I am going to ask a few general questions about land animals.
Last year…
…did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE land animals than in recent years?...........................................................................

If LESS or MORE… X = do not use
WHY was your use different?.................................................................................................. 1

2
Last year…
…did your household GET ENOUGH land animals?....................................................................................................................................... Y N

If NO…
What KIND of land animals did you need?..............................................................................
WHY did your household NOT get enough land animals?...................................................... 1

2
How would you describe the impact to your household
of not getting enough land animals last year?.................................

Did your household do anything DIFFERENTLY because you did NOT get enough land animals?.................................................. Y N
IF YES…

What did your household do differently?.................................................................... 1
2

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS: LAND ANIMALS ANIAK: 17

...not noticable?
(0)

...minor?
(1)

...major?
(2)

severe?
(3)

122000002

X   L   S   M

KILLED MOOSE

KILLED CARIBOU

PROCESSED MOOSE

PROCESSED CARIBOU
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: MARINE MAMMALS HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt marine mammals for subsistence?........................................................................ Y N

2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO HUNT marine mammals?..................................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the MARINE MAMMALS summary page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

Units ***
number killed in each month specify comments

SEAL OIL
OR OTHER SEAL PRODUCTS

300,899,000
BOWHEAD WHALE

BLACK MUKTUK
301,606,000

BELUKHA WHALE
WHITE MUKTUK

301,602,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of marine mammals?.......................................................................................... Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

MARINE MAMMALS: 12 ANIAK: 17

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND

IND

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

INCLUDE marine mammals that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, 
fed to dogs, lost to spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting with or helping 
others, report ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

Ja
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GIVE? Ju
ly

A
ug
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t
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m
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r

TRY? M
ay

Please estimate how many marine mammals ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR 
HOUSEHOLD killed for subsistence uses during the last year.

O
ct

ob
er

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

A
pr

il

N
ov

em
be

r

D
ec

em
be

r

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

U
nk

no
w

n

IND

IND

Y   N Y   N

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

Insert names below
 in blanks above USE? REC?

IND

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE SUMMARY: MARINE MAMMALS HOUSEHOLD ID 

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST marine mammals last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping and network questions…
MAPPING: MARINE MAMMALS

There are no maps for marine mammals, continue to NETWORK questions below.

NETWORK: MARINE MAMMALS

Last year, WHO KILLED the ___________ your household used? Below, enter codes for marine mammals harvesters.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

1 300,000,000

1

Last year, WHO PROCESSED the __________ your household used? Below, enter codes for marine mammals processors.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

2 300,000,000

2

ASSESSMENTS: MARINE MAMMALS

To conclude our marine mammals section, I am going to ask a few general questions about marine mammals.
Last year…
…did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE marine mammals than in recent years?...................................................................

If LESS or MORE… X = do not use
WHY was your use different?.................................................................................................. 1

2
Last year…
…did your household GET ENOUGH marine mammals?............................................................................................................................... Y N

If NO…
What KIND of marine mammals did you need?......................................................................
WHY did your household NOT get enough marine mammals?............................................... 1

2
How would you describe the impact to your household
of not getting enough marine mammals last year?..........................

Did your household do anything DIFFERENTLY because you did NOT get enough marine mammals?.......................................... Y N
IF YES…

What did your household do differently?.................................................................... 1
2

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS: MARINE MAMMALS ANIAK: 17

...not noticable?
(0)

...minor?
(1)

...major?
(2)

severe?
(3)

300000000

X   L   S   M

KILLED MARINE MAMMALS

PROCESSED MARINE 
MAMMALS
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: GEESE HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt geese for subsistence,
    such as LITTLE "CACKLERS", SPECKLEBELLY, or any other geese?....................................................................................................... Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO HUNT geese?....................................................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next harvest page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

January      
February April     

November May July September Season  
December June August October of harvest  
WINTER SPRING SUMMER FALL unknown Units ***

number got in each season number specify
CANADA GEESE

LITTLE "CACKLERS"
410,404,040

CANADA GEESE
BIG "LESSER"

410,404,080
CANADA GEESE

UNKNOWN SPECIES
410,404,990

WHITE-FRONTED GEESE
SPECKLEBELLY

410,410,000
BRANT

SEA GEESE
410,402,000

EMPEROR GEESE

410,406,000
SNOW GEESE

410,408,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of geese?............................................................................................................ Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

BIRDS AND EGGS: 15 ANIAK: 17

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Please estimate how many geese ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD got 
for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE geese that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, lost to 
spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting with or helping others, report ONLY 
THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

Y   N Y   N

TRY?

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

IND

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

USE? REC? GIVE?

Y   N Y   N

IND

IND

Insert names below
 in blanks above

IND

IND

IND

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

IND

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND

IND
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

HARVESTS: DUCKS HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt ducks for subsistence,
    such as MALLARD, WIGEON, or any other ducks?...................................................................................................................................... Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO HUNT ducks?....................................................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next harvest page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

January      
February April     

November May July September Season  
December June August October of harvest  
WINTER SPRING SUMMER FALL unknown Units ***

number killed in each season number specify
MALLARD

410,214,000
NORTHERN PINTAIL

410,220,000
WIGEON

410,236,000
GREEN WINGED TEAL

410,232,060
NORTHERN SHOVELER

410,230,000
BUFFLEHEAD

410,202,000
GOLDENEYE

410,210,000
SCAUP

410,226,000
LONG-TAILED DUCK

OLDSQUAW
410,218,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of ducks?............................................................................................................ Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

BIRDS AND EGGS: 15 ANIAK: 17

Y   N

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

Y   N Y   N

USE? REC?

Y   NY   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

IND

Y   NY   N Y   N

Y   N

IND

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

GIVE? TRY?

Please estimate how many ducks ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD killed 
for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE ducks that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, lost to 
spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting with or helping others, report ONLY 
THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

IND

IND

IND

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

IND

IND

IND

IND

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

IND

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

Insert names below
 in blanks above
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

HARVESTS: DUCKS HOUSEHOLD ID 

DUCKS continued from previous page…
IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…

During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

January      
February  July October   

March May August November Season  
April June September December of harvest  

WINTER SPRING SUMMER FALL unknown Units ***
number killed in each season number specify

BLACK SCOTER
BLACK DUCK
410,228,020

SURF SCOTER

410,228,040
WHITE-WINGED SCOTER

410,228,060
COMMON EIDER

410,206,020
UNKNOWN EIDER

410,206,990
COMMON MERGANSER

410,216,020
RED-BREASTED MERGANSER

410,216,040
UNKNOWN MERGANSER

410,216,990
UNKNOWN DUCKS

410,299,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of ducks?............................................................................................................ Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

BIRDS AND EGGS: 15 ANIAK: 17

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

IND

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND

IND

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Please estimate how many ducks ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD got 
for subsistence uses during the last year.

IND

IND

IND

IND

INCLUDE ducks that members of the household gave away, ate fresh, lost to 
spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting with or helping others, report ONLY 
THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

TRY?Insert names below
 in blanks above USE? REC? GIVE?

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

…try** to
harvest

_________?

INCLUDE
looking, even if 
you got none

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: OTHER BIRDS HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY hunt other birds for subsistence,
    such as SPRUCE CHICKEN, PTARMIGAN, or any other other birds?........................................................................................................ Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO HUNT other birds?............................................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next harvest page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

January      
February April     

November May July September Season  
December June August October of harvest  
WINTER SPRING SUMMER FALL unknown Units ***

number got in each season number specify
SPRUCE GROUSE
SPRUCE CHICKEN

421,802,020
RUFFED GROUSE
WILLOW GROUSE

421,802,060
PTARMIGAN

421,804,990
SANDHILL CRANE

410,802,000
TUNDRA SWAN

WHISTLING SWAN
410,604,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of other birds?..................................................................................................... Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

BIRDS AND EGGS: 15 ANIAK: 17

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

TRY?

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N IND

IND

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

IND

IND

IND

Y   N Y   N

Insert names below
 in blanks above

IND

USE? REC? GIVE?

IND

IND

IND

INCLUDE other birds that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, lost 
to spoilage, or got by helping others. If hunting with or helping others, report 
ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

Y   N Y   N

Please estimate how many other birds ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD 
got for subsistence uses during the last year.…use**

_________?
…receive

_________
from someone 

in another 
household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

INDY   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: EGGS HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY gather eggs for subsistence,
    such as DUCK EGGS, SWAN EGGS, or any other eggs?........................................................................................................................... Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO GATHER eggs?.................................................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the BIRD & EGG summary page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

How many   
did you   
gather? Units ***
amount specify comments

DUCK EGGS

430,200,000
GEESE EGGS

430,400,000
SWAN EGGS

430,600,000
GULL EGGS

431,212,990
SHORE BIRD EGGS

431,099,000
UNKNOWN EGGS

439,900,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of eggs?.............................................................................................................. Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

BIRDS AND EGGS: 15 ANIAK: 17

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

Y   N

TRY?

INCLUDE eggs that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, lost to 
spoilage, or got by helping others. If gathering with or helping others, report ONLY 
THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Insert names below
 in blanks above

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

USE? REC? GIVE?

Please estimate how many eggs ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD got for 
subsistence uses during the last year.…use**

_________?
…receive

_________
from someone 

in another 
household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

Y   N Y   N Y   N

INDY   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE SUMMARY: BIRDS & EGGS HOUSEHOLD ID 

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST birds & eggs last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping and network questions…
MAPPING: BIRDS & EGGS

Last year, WHERE did members of your household hunt ducks & geese? On MAP, mark all harvest locations for ducks & geese.

NETWORK: BIRDS & EGGS

Last year, WHO GOT the ___________ your household used? Below, enter codes for birds & eggs harvesters.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

1 410,200,004

1 420,000,000

Last year, WHO PROCESSED the __________ your household used? Below, enter codes for birds & eggs processors.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

2 410,200,004

2 420,000,000

ASSESSMENTS: BIRDS & EGGS

To conclude our birds & eggs section, I am going to ask a few general questions about birds & eggs.
Last year…
…did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE birds & eggs than in recent years?...........................................................................

If LESS or MORE… X = do not use
WHY was your use different?.................................................................................................. 1

2
Last year…
…did your household GET ENOUGH birds & eggs?....................................................................................................................................... Y N

If NO…
What KIND of birds & eggs did you need?..............................................................................
WHY did your household NOT get enough birds & eggs?...................................................... 1

2
How would you describe the impact to your household
of not getting enough birds & eggs last year?.................................

Did your household do anything DIFFERENTLY because you did NOT get enough birds & eggs?.................................................. Y N
IF YES…

What did your household do differently?.................................................................... 1
2

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS: BIRDS & EGGS ANIAK: 17

...not noticable?
(0)

...minor?
(1)

...major?
(2)

severe?
(3)

430000000

X   L   S   M

GOT DUCKS & GEESE

GOT OTHER BIRDS

CLEANED DUCKS & GEESE

CLEANED OTHER BIRDS
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: BERRIES HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY pick berries for subsistence,
    such as BLUEBERRIES, HIGH-BUSH CRANBERRIES, or any other berries?............................................................................................ Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO PICK berries?....................................................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next harvest page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

How many   
did you   
pick? Units ***

amount specify comments
BLUEBERRIES

601,002,000
LOW-BUSH CRANBERRIES

601,004,000
HIGH-BUSH CRANBERRIES

601,006,000
BLACKBERRIES

(CROWBERRIES)
601,007,000
CURRANTS

601,012,000
GOOSEBERRY

601,010,000
SALMONBERRY

(CLOUDBERRIES)
601,022,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of berries?........................................................................................................... Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

PLANTS: 17 ANIAK: 17

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Please estimate how many berries ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD got 
for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE berries that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, lost to 
spoilage, or got by helping others. If picking with or helping others, report ONLY 
THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

GAL

TRY?

…try** to
harvest

_________?

GAL

GAL

GAL

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

GALY   N

GAL

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

Y   N

GAL

Y   N

Y   N

GAL

Y   N

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

GAL

Insert names below
 in blanks above USE? REC? GIVE?

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N

GAL

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: GREENS HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY pick greens for subsistence,
    such as WILLOW LEAVES, FIREWEED, or any other greens?................................................................................................................... Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO PICK greens?....................................................................................................... Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next harvest page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

How many   
did you   
pick? Units ***

amount specify comments
WILLOW LEAVES

602,031,000
STINKWEED
CHYTHLOOK
602,044,000
FIREWEED

602,042,000
HUDSON BAY TEA
LABRADOR TEA

602,018,000
FIDDLEHEAD FERNS

602,014,000
WILD CELERY

602,032,000
WILD RHUBARB

602,006,000
MARSH MARIGOLD

602,048,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of greens?........................................................................................................... Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

BIRDS AND EGGS: 15 ANIAK: 17

GAL

GAL

GAL

GAL

GAL

GAL

GAL

GAL

Please estimate how many greens ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD got 
for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE greens that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, lost to 
spoilage, or got by helping others. If picking with or helping others, report ONLY 
THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

Y   N

GAL

Y   N Y   NY   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

GAL

TRY?Insert names below
 in blanks above USE? REC? GIVE?

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS: OTHER PLANTS HOUSEHOLD ID 

1. Do you or members of your household USUALLY get other plants for subsistence,
    such as ROSE HIPS, PUFFBALLS, or any other other plants?.................................................................................................................... Y N
2. During the last year (between JANUARY 1, 2009, AND DECEMBER 31, 2009),
    did you or members of your household USE or TRY TO GET other plants?................................................................................................ Y N

IF the answer to QUESTION 2 is NO, go to the next BERRIES & GREENS summary page.
IF the answer is YES, continue on this page…

IF  "...try to harvest..."  is YES, continue across the row…
During the last year,* did you or members of your household….

How many   
did you   

get? Units ***
amount specify comments

ROSE HIPS

602,036,000
UNKNOWN MUSHROOMS

602,040,000
PUFFBALLS

602,046,020
PUNK

602,046,010
FIREWOOD

604,000,000
YARROW

602,037,000
FIELD MINT

602,022,000

During the last year, did your household use any other kind of other plants?................................................................................................... Y N
    IF YES, enter the name in a blank row above, and answer the questions in that row.
* ''LAST YEAR'' means between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009.
** "USE" includes harvesting, processing, eating, trading, feeding to dogs, etc.  "TRY" includes looking, hunting, fishing, or any attempt to get.
*** UNITS will differ by species and situation. Units may be pounds (lbs), individuals (ind), portions of individuals (1/4), buckets, sacks, tubs, etc.

PLANTS: 17 ANIAK: 17

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

GAL

GAL

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N

TRY?

Please estimate how many other plants ALL MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD 
got for subsistence uses during the last year.

INCLUDE other plants that members of this household gave away, ate fresh, lost 
to spoilage, or got by helping others. If harvest with or helping others, report 
ONLY THIS HOUSEHOLD'S share of the harvest.

GAL

GAL

GAL

GAL

…use**
_________?

…receive
_________

from someone 
in another 

household or 
community?

…give
_________
to someone
in another

household or 
community?

…try** to
harvest

_________?

TRY includes 
looking, even if 
you got none

GAL

Insert names below
 in blanks above USE? REC? GIVE?

GAL

GAL

GAL

Y   N Y   N

Y   N Y   N Y   N Y   N
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

SUBSISTENCE SUMMARY: BERRIES & GREENS HOUSEHOLD ID 

If this household did NOT USE or HARVEST berries & greens last year, go to the ASSESSMENT section below.
Otherwise, continue with mapping and network questions…
MAPPING: BERRIES & GREENS

Last year, WHERE did members of your household pick berries & greens? On MAP, mark all harvest locations for berries & greens.

NETWORK: BERRIES & GREENS

Last year, WHO PICKED the ___________ your household used? Below, enter codes for berries & greens harvesters.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

1 601,000,000

1

Last year, WHO PROCESSED the __________ your household used? Below, enter codes for berries & greens processors.

Members of THIS Household Members of OTHER Households in Aniak or Other COMMUNITIES
role resource enter ID's from page 2 enter Aniak HH ID's or Airport Codes

2 601,000,000

2

ASSESSMENTS: BERRIES & GREENS

To conclude our berries & greens section, I am going to ask a few general questions about berries & greens.
Last year…
…did your household use LESS, SAME, or MORE berries & greens than in recent years?....................................................................

If LESS or MORE… X = do not use
WHY was your use different?.................................................................................................. 1

2
Last year…
…did your household GET ENOUGH berries & greens?................................................................................................................................. Y N

If NO…
What KIND of berries & greens did you need?........................................................................
WHY did your household NOT get enough berries & greens?................................................ 1

2
How would you describe the impact to your household
of not getting enough berries & greens last year?...........................

Did your household do anything DIFFERENTLY because you did NOT get enough berries & greens?............................................ Y N
IF YES…

What did your household do differently?.................................................................... 1
2

NETWORKS & ASSESSMENTS: BERRIES & GREENS ANIAK: 17

...not noticable?
(0)

...minor?
(1)

...major?
(2)

severe?
(3)

601000000

X   L   S   M

PICKED BERRIES & GREENS

PROCESSED BERRIES & 
GREENS
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

FOOD SECURITY HOUSEHOLD ID 

Think about all your household's food, both subsistence and store-bought…  
STATEMENT 1. We WORRIED that our household would not have ENOUGH FOOD. HH2

In the last 12 months, was this ever true for your household?.....................................................................................  N Y ?
If YES…

…in which months did this happen?.....................................................................................................................  J F M A M J J A S O N D

or your HH couldn't get BOTH KINDS of food?....................................................................................................  SUB STOR BOTH

STATEMENT 2. We could not get the kinds of foods we wanted to eat because of a LACK OF RESOURCES. HH4

By "lack of resources," we mean your household (HH) did NOT have what you needed to hunt, fish, gather, or buy food.
In the last 12 months, was this ever true for your household?.....................................................................................  N Y ?
If YES…

…in which months did this happen?.....................................................................................................................  J F M A M J J A S O N D

or your HH couldn't get BOTH KINDS of food?....................................................................................................  SUB STOR BOTH

STATEMENT 3. The food we had JUST DID NOT LAST, and we could not get more. HH3

In the last 12 months, was this ever true for your household?.....................................................................................  N Y ?

If YES, in which months did this happen?....................................................................................................................  J F M A M J J A S O N D

Now, think just about your household's SUBSISTENCE food…  
STATEMENT 4. The SUBSISTENCE food  we had just did not last, and we could not get more.

In the last 12 months, was this ever true for your household?.....................................................................................  N Y ?

If YES, in which months did this happen?....................................................................................................................  J F M A M J J A S O N D

Now, think just about your household's STORE-BOUGHT food…  
STATEMENT 5. The STORE-BOUGHT food we had just did not last, and we could not get more.

In the last 12 months, was this ever true for your household?.....................................................................................  N Y ?

If YES, in which months did this happen?....................................................................................................................  J F M A M J J A S O N D

In the last 12 months, did you or other adults in your household ever CUT THE SIZE OF YOUR MEALS OR SKIP  AD1

MEALS because the HH could not get the food that was needed?.............................................................................  N Y ?
If YES, in which months did this happen?............................................................................................................  J F M A M J J A S O N D

In the last 12 months, did you or other adults in your household ever EAT LESS THAN YOU FELT YOU SHOULD  AD2

because the HH could not get the food that was needed?...........................................................................................  N Y ?
AD3

In the last 12 months, were adults in the HH ever HUNGRY BUT DID NOT EAT because there was not  N Y ?
enough food?...................................................................................................  AD4

In the last 12 months, did adults in the HH LOSE WEIGHT because there was not enough food?............................  N Y ?

In the last 12 months, did you or other adults in your household ever NOT EAT FOR A WHOLE DAY  AD5

because there was not enough food?..........................................................................................................................  N Y ?
If YES, in which months did this happen?............................................................................................................  J F M A M J J A S O N D

FOOD SECURITY: 201 ANIAK: 17

The questions on this page have been asked all over the United States to find out if Americans have enough to eat. We would like to know if people 
in your village have enough to eat. I am going to read you FIVE statements about different food situations. Please tell me whether EACH statement 
was true for your household (HH) in the last 12 months.

…did this happen because your HH couldn't get SUBSISTENCE foods,your HH couldn't get STORE-BOUGHT foods,

…did this happen because your HH couldn't get SUBSISTENCE foods, your HH couldn't get STORE-BOUGHT foods,
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MIDDLE KUSKOKWIM RIVER COMPREHENSIVE SUBSISTENCE SURVEY, 2009

ASSESSMENT REVIEW HOUSEHOLD ID 

On this page, I want to review our answers to some important survey questions. Review answers on summary pages with respondent.

SALMON
Between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009…
…Did your household harvest LESS, MORE, or about the SAME amount of salmon as in the past?.............................  X   L   S   M

If the household does not usually harvest salmon, then circle the  ''X''.
…Did your household GET ENOUGH salmon?...............................................................................................................  N      Y  

If NO …what KIND of salmon did you need?.....................................
…why did your household NOT get enough?...........................     1

   2

FISH OTHER THAN SALMON
Between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009…
…Did your household harvest LESS, MORE, or about the SAME amount of fish other than salmon as in the past?.....  X   L   S   M

If the household does not usually harvest fish other than salmon, then circle the  ''X''.
…Did your household GET ENOUGH fish other than salmon?.......................................................................................  N      Y  

If NO …what KIND of fish other than salmon did you need?.............   
…why did your household NOT get enough?...........................     1

   2

LAND ANIMALS
Between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009…
…Did your household harvest LESS, MORE, or about the SAME amount of land animals as in the past?....................  X   L   S   M

If the household does not usually harvest land animals, then circle the  ''X''.
…Did your household GET ENOUGH land animals?......................................................................................................  N      Y  

If NO …what KIND of land animals did you need?............................   
…why did your household NOT get enough?...........................     1

   2

MARINE MAMMALS
Between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009…
…Did your household harvest LESS, MORE, or about the SAME amount of marine mammals as in the past?.............  X   L   S   M

If the household does not usually harvest marine mammals, then circle the  ''X''.
…Did your household GET ENOUGH marine mammals?...............................................................................................  N      Y  

If NO …what KIND of marine mammals did you need?.....................
…why did your household NOT get enough?...........................     1

   2

BIRDS & EGGS
Between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009…
…Did your household harvest LESS, MORE, or about the SAME amount of birds & eggs as in the past?....................  X   L   S   M

If the household does not usually harvest birds & eggs, then circle the  ''X''.
…Did your household GET ENOUGH birds & eggs?.......................................................................................................  N      Y  

If NO …what KIND of birds & eggs did you need?............................   
…why did your household NOT get enough?...........................     1

   2

BERRIES & GREENS
Between JANUARY 1, 2009, and DECEMBER 31, 2009…
…Did your household harvest LESS, MORE, or about the SAME amount of berries & greens as in the past?..............  X   L   S   M

If the household does not usually harvest berries & greens, then circle the  ''X''.
…Did your household GET ENOUGH berries & greens?................................................................................................  N      Y  

If NO …what KIND of berries & greens did you need?......................   
…why did your household NOT get enough?...........................     1

   2

ASSESSMENTS: 66, 67 ANIAK: 17

400000000

600000000

110000000

120000000

200000000

300000000
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COMMENTS HOUSEHOLD ID 

DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, COMMENTS, OR CONCERNS?

INTERVIEW  SUMMARY:

BE SURE TO FILL IN THE STOP TIME ON THE FIRST PAGE!!!!

COMMENTS: 30 ANIAK: 17

Page 32
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Central Kuskokwim Baseline Project

Part 1. Demographic Information
�������$����������������������<��'������������%���+���������$�����%�����������
��������}

1. name

2. year/location born

3. parents names and where from?

4. how long has respondent been hunting/fishing?

Then, it is often useful to take the seasonal round approach when doing interviews and let people 
���'�������
���������$��'����������������������������%���������������������������������������
round that they participate in.  That way, you can also document seasonal camps used in the past 
or currently used by respondent. [Keep in mind that you do not have to do it this way, but 
the species sections below are ordered by a seasonal round.  Skip around if that works 
better for you and your respondent.]

Begi��������������������'����$��%���������

Part 2. Migratory Bird hunting

1. Please describe your current migratory bird hunting practices:

a. what are the primary species you try to get every year?  Do you collect eggs (which 
kinds?)

b. who do you hunt with year to year?  How is this determined?

c. if you are successful, what do you do with the birds – how do you distribute/share it? 

d. How do you preserve/process your harvest?

e. how do you feel the different bird populations are doing right now?  Why do you think 
the population is declining/increasing? Are the different bird species healthy?

f. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in bird migrations and 
hunting? (changing weather patterns, changing habitat, etc)

g. are younger people learning to hunt birds?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you 
learn?
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h. can you show us where you hunt now (or in the last 5 years?)  what about the last 10 
or 20 years?  Have those areas changed at all?

i. are there any rules about hunting or the treatment of birds during hunting/harvest?

j. native names for birds or other aspects of bird hunting?  Do you remember any 
traditional stories about birds or bird hunting in your village?

k. are there any natural seasonal indicators that you use to know when the birds will 
come?

Part 3. Non-salmon fishing – ask questions for each species (households are likely to harvest 
multiple species.  While we want to document all species they harvest, the most important species to cover will be: 
whitefish [differentiate species if possible], sheefish, and pike.  If a household heavily harvests another species, 
document that as much as possible.)

1. Please describe your current non-salmon fishing practices:

a. which species do you harvest? Timing of that harvest (for each species)?

b. do you fish with other people?  How is this determined?

c. what are the primary means you use to harvest different species of non-salmon? (gear 
type by species?)

d. what do you do with the non-salmon you harvest – how do you distribute/share it? 

e. are younger people learning to fish?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you learn? 

f. how do you feel the non-salmon population is doing right now?  Why do you think the 
population is declining/increasing? Are the non- salmon healthy?

g. Have your fishing areas changed at all? (map changes in area – currently and 10-20
years ago)

h. if there are changes to your fishing areas, what explains those changes? 
(environmental conditions, personal circumstances, traditional areas, changes in the fish 
population, regulations, etc)

i. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in non-salmon fishing? 
(weather, river conditions, etc)

g. which parts of the fish do you use?  How do you preserve/process these parts?

h. are there any rules about fishing or the treatment of fish/nets during fishing?
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i. native names for non- salmon species or other aspects of fishing?  Do you remember 
any traditional stories about non-salmon species or fishing in your village?

Part 4. Salmon fishing 

1. Please describe your current salmon fishing practices:

a. do you fish with other people?  How is this determined?

b. which species do you harvest? Timing of that harvest?

c. what are the primary means you use to harvest salmon? (gear type by species?)

d. what do you do with the salmon you harvest – how do you distribute/share it? 

e. which parts of the salmon do you use?  How do you preserve/process these parts?

f. how do you feel the salmon population is doing right now?  Why do you think the 
population is declining/increasing? Are the salmon healthy?

g. Have your fishing areas changed at all? (map changes in area – currently and 10-20
years ago)

h. if there are changes to your fishing areas, what explains those changes? 
(environmental conditions, personal circumstances, traditional areas, changes in the fish 
population, regulations, etc)

i. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in salmon fishing? (weather, 
river conditions, etc)

j. many people say that the elders used observations of the environment (changes in the 
land or water, weather, other animals’ behavior) to know when salmon were coming and how 
many might come.  Do you remember any of these ‘natural indicators’?

k. are younger people learning to fish?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you learn?

l. are there any rules about fishing or the treatment of fish/nets during fishing?

m. native names for salmon species or other aspects of fishing?  Do you remember any 
traditional stories about salmon or fishing in your village?
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Part 5. Moose hunting

1. Please describe your current moose hunting practices

a. who do you hunt with year to year?  How is this determined?

b. if you are successful, what do you do with the moose – how do you distribute/share it? 

c. which parts of the moose do you use?  How do you preserve/process these parts?

d. how do you feel the moose population is doing right now?  Why do you think the 
population is declining/increasing (e.g. predation concerns, hard winters, good habitat, etc?)? 
Are the moose healthy?

e. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in moose hunting? 
(weather, river conditions, etc)

f. are younger people learning to hunt?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you learn?

g. can you show us where you hunt now (or in the last 5 years?)  what about the last 10 
or 20 years?  Have those areas changed at all?

h. are there any rules about hunting or the treatment of moose or other animals during 
moose hunting/harvest?

i. native names for moose or other aspects of moose hunting?  Do you remember any 
traditional stories about moose or moose hunting in your village?

Part 6. Other large game hunting (brown bear, black bear, caribou)

1. Please describe your current big game hunting practices (for each…)

a. who do you hunt with year to year? How is this determined?

b. if you are successful, what do you do with the bear/caribou – how do you 
distribute/share it? 

c. which parts of the bear/caribou do you use?  How do you preserve/process these 
parts?

d. how do you feel the bear/caribou population is doing right now?  Why do you think the 
population is declining/increasing? Are they healthy?

e. can you show us where you hunt now (or in the last 5 years?)  what about the last 10 
or 20 years?  Have those areas changed at all?
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f. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in bear/caribou hunting? 
(weather, river conditions, winter conditions, migratory routes (caribou), etc)

g. are younger people learning to hunt?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you learn?

h. are there any rules about hunting or the treatment of bear/caribou or other animals 
during moose hunting/harvest?

i. native names for bear/caribou or other aspects of bear/caribou hunting?  Do you 
remember any traditional stories about bear/caribou or bear/caribou hunting in your village?

Part 7. Trapping

1. Please describe your current trapping practices:

a. do you trap with anyone else?  How is this determined?

b. how do you ‘hold’ your trapline?  From whom (if anyone) did you get it/take it over?

c. are younger people learning to trap?  If so, how do they do that?  How did you learn?

d. what species do you trap?  Why?

e. how do you feel the population of the animals you trap is doing right now?  Why do 
you think the population is declining/increasing? Are the species you trap healthy?

f. can you show us where you trap now (or in the last 5 years?)  what about the last 10 or 
20 years?  Have those areas changed at all?

g. Are there environmental factors that contribute to changes in trapping? (changing 
weather, snow pack,  river conditions, etc)
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Appendix C–Conversion Factors
The following table presents conversion factors used in determining how many pounds were harvested of each
resource surveyed. For instance, if respondents reported� ���<������� >� 
������ ��� ������ ���� 
�������� '��%� $��
multiplied by the appropriate conversion factor (in this case 1.5) to show a harvest of 4.5 lb of smelt. 

Common name Scientific name Reported units Conversion 
to pounds 

Chum salmon Onchorhynchus keta Individual 5.1 
Coho salmon Onchorhynchus kisutch Individual 5.7 
Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha Individual 9.5 
Pink salmon Onchorhynchus gorbuscha Individual 2.6 
Sockeye salmon Onchorhynchus nerka Individual 4.8 
Landlocked salmon Individual 1.5 
Spawning sockeye Individual 2.0 
Herring Clupea harengus pallasi Gallon 6.0 
Herring sac roe Gallon 7.0 
Herring spawn on kelp Gallon 7.0 
Smelt Individual 0.3 
Smelt 5-gallon bucket 30.0 
Smelt Gallon 6.0 
Smelt Quart 1.5 
Pacific cod (gray) Individual 3.2 
Walleye pollock (whiting) Individual 1.4 
Unknown cod Individual 3.2 
Flounder Individual 3.0 
Unknown flounder Individual 3.0 
Lingcod Individual 4.0 
Unknown greenling Individual 1.0 
Halibut Individual 21.2 
Lamprey Individual 0.6 
Lamprey Gallon 6.0 
Black rockfish Individual 1.5 
Red rockfish Individual 4.0 
Unknown rockfish Individual 2.0 
Sablefish (black cod) Individual 3.1 
Bullhead sculpin Individual 0.5 
Unknown shark Individual 9.0 
Unknown sole Individual 1.0 
Stickleback (needlefish) Individual 0.2 
Wolffish Individual 3.0 
Blackfish Dallia pectoralis Individual 0.8 
Blackfish Dallia pectoralis Gallon 6.0 
Burbot Lota lota Individual 2.4 
Burbot Lota lota Gallon 2.4 
Char Individual 0.9 
Arctic char Salvelinus alpinus Individual 0.9 
Dolly Varden Salvelinus malma Individual 0.9 
Sea run dolly Varden Individual 0.9 
Lake trout Salvelinus namaycush Individual 1.4 

- continued - 
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Common name Scientific name Reported units Conversion 
to pounds 

Grayling Thymallus arcticus Individual 0.7 
Unknown pike Individual 4.5 
Northern pike Esox lucius Individual 4.5 
Sheefish Stenodus leucichthys Individual 6.0 
Unknown sturgeon Individual 34.0 
Sucker Individual 0.7 
Rainbow trout Individual 1.4 
Steelhead Individual 1.4 
Unknown trout Individual 1.4 
Broad whitefish Coregonus nasus Individual 1.4 
Broad whitefish Coregonus nasus Gallon 7.0 
Bering cisco Coregonus laurettae Individual 1.4 
Least cisco Coregonus sardinella Individual 1.0 
Humpback whitefish Coregonus pidschian Individual 3.0 
Humpback whitefish Coregonus pidschian Gallon 9.0 
Round whitefish Prosopium cylindraceum Individual 0.5 
Unknown whitefish Individual 1.4 
Black bear Individual 100.0 
Brown bear Ursus arctos Individual 141.0 
Caribou Rangifer arcticus Individual 130.0 
Moose Alces alces Individual 540.0 
Dall sheep Ovis dalli Individual 104.0 
Beaver Castor canadensis Individual 15.0 
Snowshoe hare Lepus americanus Individual 2.5 
Jackrabbit Individual 2.5 
Land otter Individual 3.0 
Lynx Lynx canadensis Individual 4.0 
Marmot Individual 5.0 
Mink Mustela vison Individual 2.0 
Muskrat Ondatra zibethicus Individual 0.8 
Porcupine Erithrizon dorsatum Individual 4.0 
{��+���
������������%�� Citellus parryi Individual 0.5 
;�����
������ ��%�<�%��� "�[�
Harbor seal Individual 56.0 
Harbor seal (freshwater) Individual 56.0 
Harbor seal (saltwater) Individual 56.0 
Steller sea lion Individual 200.0 
Beluga Delphinapterus leucas Individual 831.0 
Bufflehead Individual 0.4 
Common eider Somateria mollissima Individual 2.2 
Unknown eider Individual 2.2 
Goldeneye Individual 0.8 
|���
���� ��%�<�%��� "�[�
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos Individual 1.0 
Merganser Individual 0.6 
Common merganser Individual 1.3 

- continued - 
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Common name Scientific name Reported units Conversion 
to pounds 

Northern pintail Anas acuta Individual 0.8 
Scaup Individual 0.9 
Black scoter Oidemia nigra Individual 0.9 
Surf scoter Individual 0.9 
White-winged scoter Individual 0.9 
Northern shoveler Individual 0.6 
Green winged teal Individual 0.3 
American wigeon Mareca americana Individual 0.7 
Unknown wigeon Individual 0.7 
Unknown ducks Individual 0.8 
Black brant Branta nigricans Individual 1.2 
Cackling Canada geese Individual 1.2 
Dusky Canada geese Individual 3.6 
Lesser Canada geese (taverner/parvipes) Individual 1.2 
Unknown Canada geese Individual 2.0 
Emperor geese Chen canagica Individual 2.5 
Snow geese Individual 2.3 
White-fronted geese Anser albifrons Individual 2.4 
Unknown geese Individual 2.4 
Tundra swan (whistling) Individual 6.0 
Sandhill crane Grus Canadensis Individual 8.4 
Common loon Individual 5.4 
Unknown loon Individual 3.0 
Tern Individual 1.0 
Arctic tern Individual 1.0 
Grouse Individual 0.7 
Spruce grouse Individual 0.7 
Ruffed grouse Individual 0.7 
Ptarmigan Individual 1.0 
Willow ptarmigan Lagopus lagopus Individual 1.0 
Duck eggs Individual 0.2 
Geese eggs Individual 0.3 
Swan eggs Individual 0.6 
Crane eggs Individual 0.3 
Gull eggs Individual 0.3 
Tern eggs Individual 0.1 
Ptarmigan eggs Individual 0.1 
Butter clams Gallon 3.0 
Butter clams Quart 0.8 
Freshwater clams Gallon 3.0 
Horse clams (gaper) Gallon 3.0 
Pacific littleneck clams (steamers) Gallon 3.0 
Pinkneck clams Gallon 3.0 
Razor clams Gallon 3.0 
Unknown clams Gallon 3.0 
Unknown cockles Gallon 3.0 

- continued - 
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Common name Scientific name Reported units Conversion 
to pounds 

Dungeness crab Individual 0.7 
King crab Individual 2.3 
Tanner crab, bairdi Individual 1.6 
Unknown tanner crab Individual 1.6 
Unknown crab Individual 1.6 
Unknown mussels Gallon 1.5 
Octopus Individual 4.0 
Berries Gallon 4.0 
Blueberry Vaccinium uliginosum Gallon 4.0 
Blueberry Vaccinium uliginosum Quart 1.0 
Blueberry Vaccinium uliginosum Pint 0.5 
Blueberry Vaccinium uliginosum Half-pint 0.3 
Lowbush cranberry Vaccinium vitis-idaea Gallon 4.0 
Lowbush cranberry Vaccinium vitis-idaea Quart 1.0 
Lowbush cranberry Vaccinium vitis-idaea Pint 0.5 
Lowbush cranberry Vaccinium vitis-idaea Half-pint 0.3 
Highbush cranberry Viburnum edule Gallon 4.0 
Highbush cranberry Viburnum edule Quart 1.0 
Highbush cranberry Viburnum edule Half-pint 0.3 
Crowberry Empetrum nigrum Gallon 4.0 
Gooseberry Gallon 4.0 
Gooseberry Quart 1.0 
Gooseberry Pint 0.5 
Currants Gallon 4.0 
Currants Quart 1.0 
Currants Half-pint 0.3 
Huckleberry Gallon 4.0 
Cloud berry Gallon 4.0 
Raspberry Gallon 4.0 
Raspberry Quart 1.0 
Raspberry Pint 0.5 
Raspberry Half-pint 0.3 
Salmonberry Rubus chamaemorus Gallon 4.0 
Salmonberry Rubus chamaemorus Quart 1.0 
Salmonberry Rubus chamaemorus Pint 0.5 
Salmonberry Rubus chamaemorus Half-pint 0.3 
Strawberry Gallon 4.0 
Strawberry Quart 1.0 
Blackberry Gallon 4.0 
Blackberry Quart 1.0 
Blackberry Pint 0.5 
Blackberry Half-pint 0.3 
Other wild berry Gallon 4.0 
Plants/greens/mushrooms Gallon 4.0 

- continued - 
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Common name Scientific name Reported units Conversion 
to pounds 

Wild rhubarb Individual 0.1 
Wild rhubarb Gallon 1.0 
Wild rhubarb Quart 0.3 
Wild rhubarb 6-gallon bucket 6.0 
Wild rhubarb Plastic bag 1.5 
Eskimo potato Hedysarum alpinum americanum Gallon 4.0 
Eskimo potato Hedysarum alpinum americanum Quart 1.0 
Fiddlehead ferns Gallon 1.0 
Fiddlehead ferns Quart 0.3 
Nettle Gallon 1.0 
Nettle Plastic bag 1.5 
Hudson bay tea Gallon 1.0 
Hudson bay tea Quart 0.3 
Hudson bay tea Plastic bag 1.5 
Hudson bay tea Pint 0.1 
Mint Gallon 1.0 
Mint Quart 0.3 
Mint Pint 0.1 
Mint Half-pint 0.1 
Sourdock Gallon 1.0 
Spruce tips Gallon 1.0 
Willow leaves Gallon 1.0 
Willow leaves Pint 0.1 
Wild celery Angelica lucida Gallon 1.0 
Wild rose hips Gallon 4.0 
Wild rose hips Quart 1.0 
Wild rose hips Pint 0.5 
Wild rose hips Half-pint 0.3 
Yarrow Gallon 1.0 
Yarrow Quart 0.3 
Yarrow Plastic bag 0.1 
Other wild greens Gallon 4.0 
Other wild greens Pint 0.1 
Other wild greens Half-pint 0.1 
Unknown mushrooms Gallon 1.0 
Unknown mushrooms Quart 0.3 
Unknown mushrooms Pint 0.1 
Fireweed Epilobium angustifolium Gallon 1.0 
Fireweed Epilobium angustifolium Quart 0.3 
Fireweed Epilobium angustifolium Pint 0.1 
Stinkweed Individual 0.1 
Stinkweed Gallon 1.0 
Stinkweed Quart 0.3 
Stinkweed Pint 0.1 
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Common name Scientific name Reported units Conversion 
to pounds 

Puffballs Individual 0.1 
Puffballs Gallon 1.0 
Puffballs Quart 0.3 
Puffballs Pint 0.1 
Puffballs Half-pint 0.1 
Unknown greens from land Gallon 1.0 
Unknown greens from land Quart 0.3 
Unknown greens from land Plastic bag 0.4 
Unknown greens from land Pint 0.1 
Mousefoods Gallon 1.0 
Mousefoods Quart 0.3 
Sea chickweed Gallon 1.0 
Seaweed/kelp Gallon 4.0 

Note This table does not include resources where harvests were reported in pounds, where conversion factors were 
not known, or where the resource was not eaten (e.g., firewood). 




