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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Wildlife Management Advisory Council (North SlopeMAIC(NS) has a mandate to
conserve and protect wildlife, habitat and traditionaMaluit use within the Yukon North Slope.
Since its inception in 1988, the WMAC(NS) has been alysitfor cooperative management on
the Yukon North Slope. WMAC works with many partnersupport of this unique and
important area.

One of these partners, the Arctic Borderlands EcolbKicawledge Co-op (ABEKC) has
been collecting information from Aklavik Inuvialuit landers since 1996-97. This Community
Monitoring Program (the Program) collects data conogrrgathering, hunting, fishing, trapping,
weather, and several other environmental paramegesquestionnaire/interview process. The
interview results have been entered into a databdrigtAccess software. This software
allows for manipulation of the interview results to guoe a range of output that should have
potential uses for wildlife and environmental management

WMAC(NS) is interested in determining the capabilibéshe database regarding data

manipulation, output generation, the complexity and effyjeof output analysis and the
applicability of the output for supporting the managementsae® of the WMAC Council.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

The broad purpose of the research is to assist WMAIgaring how the data collected
by the Program can assist WMAC in carrying out its aiaé®. Specific objectives are as follows:

. To describe the scope and depth of data that has beeinegicby the Program;

. To describe how the responses to the questions hawestiered in the Access
software;
. To determine the capabilities and complexities ofAbeess software/database

regarding extraction of responses to the questions (tag da

. To illustrate how responses to the questions (the dag)be summarized,
analyzed and interpreted and how such interpretation arayilaute to the
WMAC mandate.
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3.0 APPROACH
A three phased approach was used to address the objectives.

Phase 1: Program, Questionnaire/Interview and Database Familiariaati

In this phase, relevant background and context informabmcerning the Program’s
purpose, goals, objectives and relationship to ABEKQGsemenvironmental monitoring
initiatives were acquired, reviewed and summarized. Tieeview process and the questionnaires
used to conduct interviews also were reviewed and sunedaniith respect to the type of data
acquired and the questions posed to acquire data. The Actaisasgaalso was reviewed and
summarily described to understand how data acquired duringténeiéw process has been
stored in the software and how the software can ke tasquery the data.

Phase 2: Database Query and Output Extraction

This phase identified a list of questions that appearée fmssible to extract responses to
using the Access software. Based upon the list of quesBpecific queries were designed and
run using the Access software to retrieve responsenetquestions. During this phase,
consultation occurred with WMAC(NS) to determine whiglestions/queries were of the most
interest to WMAC(NS). The number of possible queries préoritized to reflect WMAC(NS)
interests and priorities.

Phase 3: Output Review and Analysis
During this phase, a summary and preliminary analyssiwie of responses that are
relative to the WMAC(NS) research and managementife®mwas undertaken.

Phase 4: Discussion and Recommendations

This Phase discusses the results of the previous tltteemphasis on the retrieval of
responses from the database, interpretation of resptmsgiestions, and future direction
regarding how the Program can contribute to the WMAC(i&)date.

4.0 SCOPE
This work addressed only the non-spatial data provided vikkinuvialuit interviewees
from 1996-97 to the 2006-07.
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5.0 THE COMMUNITY MONITORING PROGRAM

The Community Monitoring Program is one component efAlctic Borderlands
Ecological Knowledge Co-op’s (ABEKC) ecological monit@yiprogram, with the other being
indicators of basic environmental measurements.

The ABEKC is an alliance of First Nations commussiti;upiat and Inuvialuit
organizations, co-management boards (e.g., Wildlife ement Advisory Council of the Yukon
North Slope and the Canadian Porcupine Caribou Managé&gesgment), government agencies
and university researchers (Kofinas, 2002 in Folliott, 2004¢ geographic focus is the U.S.-
Canada Arctic Borderlands, defined by the range of theupme Caribou Herd (PCH) and
nearby coastal environments, an area encompassingkapgiely 250,000 km?.

The ABEKC was created from a meeting between rese,cbcientists, aboriginal
leaders, government managers, and community represestatidawson City, Yukon in the fall
of 1994 (Eamer, 2004 in Folliott, 2004). The focus of the mgetas to create a plan to improve
ecological monitoring in the PCH range due to measuradtyning temperatures and changes in
snow conditions in the region, as well as the obskdezline of the PCH population.(Eamer,
2004; Griffith et al., 1999 in Folliott, 2004). From this megticame the idea to put into action a
community monitoring program that would use local obsemat TEK, science-based research
and monitoring, and government records. The originaisf the ABEKC was to monitor
climate change, regional development and contaminaatadE 2004 in Folliott, 2004).

The goals of the ABEKC are as follows:

. To monitor and assess ecosystem chaingés range of the Porcupine Caribou Herd
and adjacent coastal and marareas;

. To encourage use of both science-based studies and $taskeson local and
traditional knowledge in ecological monitoring and ecasysinanagement;

. To improve communications and understanding among govetsnadoriginal
and non-aboriginal communities and scientists with eg@aecosystem
knowledge and management and;

. To foster capacity-building and training opportunitiesanthern communities in
the context of the above-listed goals.

Two programs have been developed regarding the first goalin@licators of ecosystem
change program collects data about the physical envirtnt@mperature, precipitation,
permafrost, ice, water levels, forest fires, stordéC index), plants, animals, and people (air
traffic, populations, development permits, £#nissions, fuel spills, fur prices, marine dredging,

3
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oil and gas development, park visitation and road use)niiimder of indicators totals 75 and
data sets are in place for approximately 65 indicators.

The concept of a Community Monitoring Program was d@eslanitially in response to
Environment Canada’s 1994 Ecological Monitoring and AssessNetwork (EMAN) program
initiative. The EMAN program was established as aomaliresponse to global warming.
Regional offices were provided funding to establish “EMgités” to monitor ecosystem changes
(Kofinas, 2002). Environment Canada Yukon reviewed thetdieeand recognized the need to
think beyond study sites and view the region as a systdnhuman communities (Kofinas,
2002). The proposed area of focus was the PCH range anontheuaities for whom caribou are
a vital subsistence species. At the first workshop inel®94 to introduce the EMAN concept, a
university-trained biologist suggested that local people dveaduire a formal education in order
to be involved in the program (Kofinas, 2002). Local repméstives contested that community
experts are more knowledgeable about their area themtists and from this discussion the idea
of community monitoring emerged (Kofinas, 2002 in Folli@@04).

Since 1996, the community monitoring program has used a catgrbased interview
process to record observations from First Nationgpifit and Inuvialuit persons based upon local
knowledge of the weather, land, plants, animals, and ecmtyrife. The following communities
participate in the community monitoring program;

. Aklavik Gwich’'in (NWT)
. Aklavik Inuvialuit (NWT)
. Arctic Village (Alaska)

. Fort McPherson (NWT)
. Old Crow (Yukon)
. Kaktovik (Alaska)

. Tsiigehtchic (NWT)
. Tuktoyaktuk (NWT)
. Inuvik Gwich’in (NWT)
. Inuvik Inuvialuit (NWT)
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6.0 THE INTERVIEW PROCESS AND QUESTIONNAIRES

Interviewers in each community are hired by the ABB¥Sed upon recommendations
and advice from community Renewable Resource Coundi€jRind Hunters and Trappers
Committees (HTC). All interviewers (new and experemfjcattend a three-day training session
and are provided with a training booklet that includegtioper way to ask for an interview,
what to bring, how to conduct an interview, and tipsbletter mapping (Folliott, 2004).

Interviewees are selected based upon their experienite dend. Current hunters, fishers
and trappers are perceived as being the best monittesi¢nvers are encouraged to review a list
of prospective interviewees with the RRC, HTC as a&lbne or two well-respected individuals
in the community to confirm that the prospective mimwees were active on the land during the
past year. Efforts also are made to select intenaswiegat represent the full spectrum of
community family groups (Folliott, 2004) .

The questionnaire is organized into twelve subject afdasscope and depth of questions
associated with each subject area has generally sedesver time and consequently the time
required to complete an interview has increased from appately 30 minutes in 1996-97 to
two hours in 2007-08. Both qualitative and spatial data areradguin overview of the type of
gualitative and spatial data that has been acquired farsedgect area is presented below. A
detailed description of the types of data acquired is prowdAadpendix A.

6.1 INTERVIEWEE CHARACTERISTICS

Time on the Land
Since 1998-99, the amount of time that respondents spend the amd has been
recorded. Interviewees’ comments about being out olatitealso are recorded.

Age of Interviewees
Age data or age group data has been recorded since 1999-00.

Individual or Couple
Since 2001-02 , a record of whether the intervieweegs) individual or if it is a couple
who is being interviewed. This extra information basn recorded since 2001-02.

Sex of Interviewee
Since 2000-01 a record of whether individual intervieweeg wele or female has been
recorded.

Spatial Data — Area and Routes Travelled, Lifetime Travel Area
Since 2001-02, the area and routes where respondents tfavedabisistence activities

5
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from April until the end of the year have been record®spondents also record where they
traveled for subsistence in their lifetime.

6.2 WEATHER

Weather along with the caribou and fish sections bas land continues to be one of the
largest sections of the interview.

General Seasonal Weather Descriptions
Respondents are asked open and close ended questions regeadipg @ seasonal
(summer, fall and winter) weather characteristics.

Freeze-up and Overflow
Respondents are asked where they were during freeze-upfretee-up occurred and
the overflow conditions that resulted from freeze-up.

Other Weather Questions
Interviewees are also asked questions about spring breakugyal storms and snow
conditions.

6.3 GENERAL OBSERVATION OF CHANGE

This section consists of an open-ended question(sptbeides interviewees with a
chance to talk more generally about the most impottamgs they observed on the land and in
the community. Interviewers are equipped with a tape dec@and if the interviewee feels
comfortable, the answers are recorded on the tapg quibstion has been included in the
monitoring program since 2001-02.

6.4 HUMAN ACTIVITY

Since 2001, interviewees have been asked to describette sf nine categories of
human activity and the effects (including cumulative)nafse activities on land, animals, fishing,
hunting, trapping and the environment overall. Respondanigslso identify specific locations on
maps where they observed the various categories of hachaity.

6.5 BERRIES

Participation
Interviewees are asked if they picked berries and if digkyot why.
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Berry Types, Needs, General Crop Conditions, Weather Impacts

Interviewees are asked the type of berries they pickedgelative abundance of the berry
crop(s), whether they gathered enough berries to meletndreds and how weather affected the
berry crop(s).

Berry Quantities
Interviewees comment in relative terms regarding thatiyaf berries they harvested.

Berry Quality
Interviewees describe berry quality based upon a pre-dasstset of characteristics.

Spatial Data
Berry harvesting locations are recorded on maps.

6.6 VEGETATION CHANGE AND WATER LEVELS

Vegetation

In 1999-00, respondents were asked if there was anythingpalderyoticed about plants
and changes in plants.

Water Levels

In 2000-01, respondents were asked to describe changes iatdrdavels based upon
the three options; higher water levels; lower wategels; or no recent changes. If interviewees
noticed higher water levels, they were asked to destiréya and tell how they were affecting the
plants and animals in their area.

Spatial Data — Vegetation Change, Permafrost and Water Levels
In 2001-02, interviewees were asked to identify locationsiaps where they had
observed unusual observations regarding vegetation chavages levels and permafrost.

6.7 FISH

Participation and Harvesters’ Needs

Interviewees are asked if they fished, if they caugbtigh fish to meet their needs and if
they did not meet their needs what the reasons wat@tavented them from meeting their
needs.

Species Harvested
Interviewees indicate which species they harvestedhentivo most important species.
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Spatial Data — Fishing Locations
Interviewees identify on a map where they do mosheif fishing (for each species
harvested).

Harvest Numbers and Fish Quality

Interviewees describe harvest “numbers” and sizelative terms and comment on fish
guality based upon a pre-determined set of character®liservations concerning the relative
abundance of parasites are recorded as is a descriptios pdrasites observed. In addition,
interviewees are asked to comment generally on fighitheondition, and numbers. They are also
asked if there is anything unusual about the year’s §idbinany type of fish.

6.8 CARIBOU

Caribou Availability

Interviewees are asked to describe the relative ailigjylanf caribou during the spring, fall
and winter hunts. Interviewees who did not hunt caribewaaked to explain why they did not
hunt.

Caribou Migration
Respondents are asked to describe the migration of gatioang the spring and fall and
the caribou’s movements during the winter.

Harvesters’ Needs
Interviewees are asked whether they got enough carildibe spring, fall and winter to
meet their seasonal caribou needs.

Reasons for Not Hunting

Interviewees are asked if they harvested caribou duthgrehe Fall, Winter or Spring
and if they did not they are asked to provide the masoreéor not hunting from a pre-
determined set of possibilities.

Weather and Other Factors Affecting Caribou Location, Feeding ancvel
Based upon a pre-determined set of characteristicsyiewsses are asked to describe
which of these characteristics affected caribou lonatravel and feeding during the winter and

spring.

Caribou Body Condition

Interviewees are asked to comment on caribou body aam@winter, spring and fal)
using several categories of body fat as a relativeatolicof condition. Interviewees also are
asked to comment on anything unusual they observed regaatiyg-ondition in the spring, fall
or winter.
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Porcupine Caribou Herd Health

Since 1998-99, interviewees have been asked if they trenRdahcupine caribou herd is
healthy. If they answer “no”, then they are askedxlain why they do not think the herd is
healthy.

Predator Kills
Since 2000-01, interviewees have been asked to indicatenap avhere they observed
kills by predators, the number of kills observed and ype of predator responsible for the Kkill.

Location of Unhealthy or Sick Caribou
Interviewees are asked to identify on a map the locatiainhealthy or sick caribou that
were either harvested or observed and to indicatestheage and nature of the sickness.

Calves

Interviewees are asked to identify on a map the locati@ny caribou with new calves
observed since June and to indicate the date of thevabise, the number of cows with calves,
and the type of land where they were seen. Interviewise are asked to comment on factors
that may have affected calving locations.

Caribou Harvest Numbers
Since 2000-01, respondents have been asked how many caglgdathested from last
April until now.

Number of Caribou Seen and Direction of Travel

For fall, spring, and winter observations interviewaesasked to indicate the date the
caribou were seen, the direction they were movingrdlaive number seen, the composition of
the group and provide general comments about the condiisesved.

6.9 OTHER ANIMALS

Unusual Animals, Unusual Locations
Interviewees are asked if they saw any unusual animatgydie past year (including
birds, fish, and insects) and if they saw animalsacgsd where they do not usually see them.

Other Animals, Pertinent Information, Spatial Data

Based upon a fairly extensive list of animals, ineamées are asked to provide any
information they may think is important about thesienafs. Spatial data concerning this
information also is recorded.
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6.10 FURBEARERS AND TRAPPING

Fur Quality
From 1996-97 to 1998-99, interviewees were asked to comment oeldahive quality of
furs. This was the only question asked about furbeardrsgapping from 1996-97 to 1998-99.

Trapping Productivity, Factors Affecting Productivity, Number &urbearers, Fur

Quality

In 2000-01, interviewees were asked how successful their tigappason was, factors
affecting their trapping efforts, the relative numbefusbearers and furbearer quality.

Fur Quality, Target Species, Number of Furbearers, Spatial Data

Since 2001-02, interviewees have been asked to describe lity gased upon a pre-
determined set of criteria. Species trapped and theveef@tiantity trapped also are recorded.
References to trapping locations are recorded on maps.

6.11 MARINE MAMMALS (WHALES AND SEALS)

Since 1996-97, the number of communities responding to nraan@mal questions has
increased as has the scope and depth of questionsly|rotdy interviewees from Aklavik were
asked questions about whales. Unusual sightings, interessagvations, changes in populations,
diseases, strange habitat-use patterns, locationsdeston maps), and dates (where possible)
are examples of the types of observations that heee tecorded. In 1998-99, seals were added
to the marine mammal portion of the questionnair0@1-02, interviewees from Inuvik began
providing marine mammal information and in 2003-04, intereiesvirom Kaktovik and
Tuktoyaktuk started providing this information.

6.12 EVALUATION
Since 1998-99, interviewees have been asked if questionsl sleatided to the
interview, how to improve the interview processheéy were getting the information they needed

about environmental issues and natural resources, avaltate the Arctic Borderlands
Knowledge Co-op community monitoring program.

10
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7.0 THE DATABASE

Responses from the 1996-97 to 2006-07 questionnaires have bereal éntb a
Microsoft Access database called ABEKC Community. Aseess the database chosen because
it is based upon relational concepts and permits respstesl in various tables to be linked
together by common fields.

The database is organized into two types of tablesgtheginning withmt” or “t” and
those beginning witHist” . Responses to the questions are stored in tables inggmith
“mt” or‘'t” . These tables correspond to the various subject adelasssed by the questionnaires.
For example, Table IntCaribouLocationEffectscontains responses to questions about how a
variety of factors have impacted the location oflw@ui The first three columns in these tables
identify the specific interview, the community and tlear to which the responses correspond.
The remaining columns represent a field where a respyrseomponent of a response to a
specific question has been entered. Each row ifntiieort” tables, contains a specific
interviewee’s responses to one or more questions aboaiticular subject area in the
guestionnaires. Blank columns or cells with no entaresthe result of changes to the
guestionnaire. When questions are deleted from the quegitienthe column where responses to
the question were entered persists, but data are no lenggzed.

Several columns in tHent” or‘t” tables contain either a numeric or alpha entry only.
These entries represent codes for responses and/afyiddrat the response is referring to. The
meaning of these codes is stored in the second catefj@tyles that begin witHist” . For
example, Table distCariboulLocationEffectsidentifies 12 factors that can influence caribou
location and the code associated to each factor. Toekes assist not only in understanding
specific responses stored in tinet” or“t” tables, but are used when constructing queries to
extract responses to specific questions.

The“mt” or't” tables also contain columns that provide referenspatial data
collected during the interview process. Polygon IDs asdigiuring polygon digitizing have been
entered into the Access database. The Polygon IDidigldinique code that is a combination of
the Interview ID number and the number assigned to szmlrentially digitized polygon. A
unigue Interview ID number is assigned to each interaietveach digitized polygon associated
with that interview is recorded as a decimal compooétite interview number. For example, if
ten polygons were drawn during Interview 1D 356, each polygoaombered 1 through 10 as it is
digitized and the first digitized polygon is assigned the nur@66.01. The polygon ID field is the
same for both the shapefiles and the Access filesltlowls for these databases to be linked and
viewed simultaneously in ArcMap/ArcView.

1Digital spatial information is available only for 1999-@02003-04 as map observations prior to 1999-00
and after 2003-04 have not been digitized.

11
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Table 1: mtCaribouLocationEffects
AutolnterviewlD Community InterviewYear CaribouSeason CaribouSeasonID| CaribouLocationEffect | CaribouLocation
EffectID
332 Fort McPhersori 2000-01 Winter 3 Caribou snow
332 Fort McPhersori 2000-01 Winter 3| Caribou not much snow
332 Fort McPhersori 2000-01 Winter 3| Caribou wind 8|
332 Fort McPhersori 2000-01 Winter 3| Caribou weather and 1
snow
334} Fort McPhersori 2000-01 Winter 3| Caribou poor feed areas

12
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Table 2: listCaribouLocationEffects

CaribouLocationEffect | CaribouLocationEffectlD
Caribou weather and 1
snow
Caribou snow 2
Caribou too much snow 3
Caribou not much snow 4
Caribou poor feed area$ 5
Caribou good feed areap 6
Caribou wolves 7
Caribou wind
Caribou ice 9
Caribou human activity 10
Caribou other weather 11
Caribou other 12

8.0 DATA RETRIEVAL

Based upon discussions with WMAC(NS) representativesgisiale was made to retrieve
data that would provide a profile of interviewees, provigeresponses to questions concerning
caribou and responses to the questions concerning eve®s’ general observations of change.
A description of the characteristics of the interneewprofile, the caribou questions and the
general observations of change for which queries wesigri to retrieve responses from the
database follows.

8.1 INTERVIEWEE PROFILE
The database was queried to provide an interviewee pittdileconsisted of;

. the number of interviewees;

. age of the interviewees;

. sex of the interviewee;

. whether the interview took place with an individuaborouple;

. the time the interviewee spent on the land;

. the number of interviewees who responded to questiarseoaing caribou and;
. the number of interviewees who were interviewed ipleltimes during the

Community Monitoring Program

13
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8.2 CARIBOU
The database was queried to extract responses to ltdweirigl questions concerning
caribou.

Calving Numbers

Did you see any caribou with new calves this yeay@3f show me on the map where you
saw calves.

Then interviewees fill in a table - two columnshie table are "number of cows with

calves" and "type of land where caribou were seen (thereon ridge tops, valley

bottoms, boulder fields, shorelines, frozen lakes, matessings, other?)". The

interviewee indicates how many cows with calves veeen.

Caribou Availability - Fall, Spring, Winter
How available were caribou to this community during mgast fall? (close by and
easily found, not close, not at all available)

How available were caribou to this community during mgtast spring? (close by and
easily found, not close, not at all available)

How available were caribou to this community during mgthis winter? (close by and
easily found, not close, not at all available)

Caribou Body Condition - Fall, Spring, Winter

Last fall, were the caribou in good shape (lots of ruahpif fair condition (some back
fat, but less than one inch,poor/skinny shape (little or no rump fat or gut fat), Wese a mix
of some skinny and some poor, or don't know?

Last spring, were the caribou in good shape (lots of ramprf fair condition (some back
fat, but less than one inch,poor/skinny shape (little or no rump fat or gut fat), Wese a mix
of some skinny and some poor, or don't know?

This winter, were the caribou in good shape (lots ofaréet),in fair condition (some back
fat, but less than one inch,poor/skinny shape (little or no rump fat or gut fat), Wese a mix
of some skinny and some poor, or don't know?

Caribou Harvest Numbers

How many caribou did you harvest from last April untiw®This question was
discontinued in 2007-08.

Caribou Herd Health

Do you think the Porcupine Caribou Herd is healthy? (ye}, If no, why not?

14
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Caribou Needs - Fall, Spring, Winter
Did you get enough caribou this fall to meet your needss, fyo)

Did you get enough caribou this spring to meet your needs?1(p)

Did you get enough caribou this winter to meet your ne@@s? no)

Caribou Numbers Seen - Fall, Spring, Winter

5839-00 to 2006-07/Number of caribou seen last fall (qQuestion in chamnit): just a
few; lots (50 to 100); LOTS (100 to 500); and REALLY LOTS (mtiran 500)

1998-99 to 1999-00Use map to document fall migration, number - how nvaese in the
groups? (open ended)

1997-98 Did you see: unusually high number of caribou; average euaftraribou;
unusually low number of caribou for fall?

1996-97 How many caribou? (lots, some, only a few)

Spring

1999-00 to 2006-07/Number of caribou seen last spring (question in chandt): just a
few; lots (50 to 100); LOTS (100 to 500); and REALLY LOTS (mtitan 500)

1998-99 to 1999-00Use map to document spring migration, number - how meeng in
the groups? (open ended)

1997-98 Did you see: unusually high number of caribou; average euaftraribou;
unusually low number of caribou for spring?

1996-97 How many caribou? (lots, some, only a few)

Winter

1999-00 to 2006-07/Number of caribou seen this winter (question in cfaarhat): just a
few; lots (50 to 100); LOTS (100 to 500); and REALLY LOTS (mtitan 500)

1998-99 to 1999-00Use map for questions about wintering caribou, numhem many
were in the groups? (open ended)

1997-98 Did you see: unusually high number of caribou; average euaftraribou;
unusually low number of caribou for winter?

15
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1996-97 How many caribou? (lots, some, only a few)

Reasons for Not Hunting - Fall, Spring, Winter
What was the main reason you didn’'t go hunting last(€aibou were too far away to
try hunting them, weather or snow conditions wereldad for hunting, other reasons)

What was the main reason you didn’t go hunting last sficagBou were too far away to
try hunting them, weather or snow conditions wereldad for hunting, other reasons)

What was the main reason you didn’'t go hunting this waftaribou were too far away to
try hunting them, weather or snow conditions wereldad for hunting, other reasons)

Spring Snow Caribou - Dig
a) Did the snow last spring make it hard or easy fabearto dig for food and feed?
(easy, hard)

b) Would you describe the snow last spring as: sugar dmew; icy snow; other
(describe)?

Spring Snow Caribou - Travel
a) Did the snow last spring make it easy or hard fabaearto travel? (easy, hard)

b) Would you describe the snow last spring as: sugar dmew; icy snow; other
(describe)?

Wintering Location Influences

2002-03 to 2006-07:Did anything in particular affect where the caribouehbeen this
winter (yes, no)? Which of the following affected wehey have been since the beginning of the
rut? Check all that apply: snow conditions; too much smm#& much snow; wind; ice conditions;
other weather conditions.(ask for details); poor feedsirgood feed areas; wolves or other
predators; human activity (ask for details); other (asldétails).

2001-02:Did anything in particular affect where the caribowedlthis year? (yes, no)
Checkboxes for the following: snow conditions; too masbw; not much snow; wind; ice
conditions; other weather conditions (ask for detgilepr feed areas; good feed areas; wolves or
other predators; human activity (ask for details); ofhsk for details).

2000-01 Did anything in particular seem to affect where aarilare wintering this year?
Checkboxes for the following: too much snow; not muabwg good feed areas; poor feed areas;
wolves; wind/other; ice conditions; human activity.

1999-00:Did anything in particular seem to affect where caribce wintering this winter
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this year? Weather/snow conditions? Human activiti$er?

1998-99 What things seem to most influence where the cardmse to winter this year?
Weather/snow conditions? Human activities? Other?

8.3 GENERAL OBSERVATIONS OF CHANGE
The database was queried to extract responses to ldweirigl questions regarding
general observations of change.

2003-04 to 2006-07:Please tell me about the changes you are seeing anitlisow
affecting your way of life (further prompts: tell me aib@ne or two things you noticed while you
were out on the land - things you are noticing aboulatié, plants, animals; we are also
interested in how these changes affected your lifeygas).

2002-03:Question missing from questionnaire (taped question only).

200102: Do you have any observations of recent changesnmmemity hunting and
fishing activities? Do you have any observations abec#nt changes in local employment? The
local economy? Education and training? Have there ingmortant changes in this community's
local culture in the past two years? If yes, whattlheg and how are they affecting community
life?

200001 Are there any other observations you have madehar changes you have
noticed that you feel are important to share? (If ggk,why that is happening). Do you have any
other things to say about environmental conditions¥@ohave any observations of recent
changes in community hunting and fishing activitiesdtal employment? The local economy?
Education and training? In local culture or language?

199900: Is there anything else you have noticed recentiyaplants and changes in
plants in our area that you would like to report? Do youelaany observations of recent changes
in community hunting and fishing activities? Do you hauag observations about recent changes
in local employment and the local economy? Do you la@yeobservations about recent changes
in local culture or language?

1998-99 Are there any other observations or changes yowtieed that you'd like to
share? Any observations about community social on@oic changes or about plants and
animals? (If yes, also ask why that is happening).

1997-98 Do you have any other observations you'd like toeshéior example changes
in community life, time on the land, interaction beem animals and people or animals and
animals....anything?)
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1996-97 Record other observations noted by locals aboup#ss year in and around the
community. This can include aspects of community lifel any explanations people may have
about such things as the activities and condition ahals. People may also wish to comment on
how things have changed over a longer period.

9.0 DATA RETRIEVAL RESULTS

Responses to the questions identified in the precedingrsegtre retrieved from the
Access database and transferred to Exel softwarealDugipies of the Exel output have been
provided to WMAC(NS). These data were sufficient to ptexior some meaningful summary
and preliminary analysis for most of the queries extmpihe following;

The number of interviewees who were interviewed multiple tiomgsg the Community

Monitoring Program

Identifying the number of interviewees who were inimmed multiple times required the
names of interviewees. The names of the interviswmeze not entered into database for 1997-
98; 1998-99; 1999-00; 2004-05; 2006-07.

General Observations of Change

These data were incomplete from 1996-97 to 2003-04 and missiggda+05.
Incomplete data consisted of many of the observabeimg cut off in mid sentence as a result of
a data entry error which did not account for the limithe number of words that Access can
accept in one entry.

Caribou Calving Numbers
Data output consisted of limited entries for only 2001-02 to ZW6Fhe number of
responses extracted for these years is summarized;below

2001- 2002: O responses
2002- 2003: 2 responses
2003 - 2004: 3 responses
2004 - 2005: O responses
2005 - 2006: 1 response

2006 - 2007: 3 responses

In 2006 - 2007, all three interviewees who responded indichédhey do not see
caribou calving, suggesting that the interviewees misutatetghe question which asked how
many cows with calves were observed. Only in 2003 - 2004 tway of the three responses
consistent with the question “How many cows with ealwere observed?”

The remaining data output was used to construct an inteeiprofile. A summary and
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preliminary analysis of several of the questions reggrdaribou also was prepared. The
summary and preliminary analysis of data output concenangou consisted of the following;

. Caribou Availability;

. Caribou Number Harvested;
. Caribou Needs;

. Caribou Herd Health

An overview of the interviewee profile and the sumnemg preliminary analysis for data
output concerning caribou is provided below. A more detdigclission is provided in Appendix
B.

9.2 INTERVIEWEE PROFILE
Number of Interviews
. Between 1996-97 and 2006-07, a total of 205 interviews were codducte

. The yearly total of interviews ranged from 11 (1996-97) t¢12®8-99).

Sex of Interviewees
. Data on the sex of the interviewees were includétdardatabase for 2000-01 to
2003-04 inclusive.

. Male interviewees accounted for 80.3% of all interviesveMale interviewees
represented between 75% (2001-02, 2002-03) and 89.5% (2003-04) of yearly
respondents.

Type of Interview Conducted
. Data on the type interview conducted were includeddrddtabase for 2002-03,
2005-06 and 2006 - 07.

. Of the 49 interviews for which this information wagailable, the vast majority
(87.8%) were conducted withdividual respondents. NGoupleswere
represented in interviews conducted during 2006-07.

Age of Interviewees

. Data on the age of type interviewees were includeberdatabase for nine years
as follows: 1996-97,1999-00, 2000-01, 2001-02, 2002-03, 2003-04, 2004-05,
2005-06 and 2006-07.

. A total of 149 responses were received, ranging fromZb teesponses per year.
The aggregate of all responses demonstrated that 8.1%viewees werkess
than 30 years35.6% of interviewees weietween 30 and 5@&nd 56.4% of
interviewees wer®Ider than 50
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Interviews Relating to Caribou

The output assigned interviews relating to caribou inéofollowing six
categories;

caribou

caribou spring
caribou summer
caribou fall
caribou winter
caribou other

ouhkwnNnE

The number of interviews conducted for the categarnjpouvaried, ranging from
no responses obtained during 1998-99 to 2000-01, to 18 questionnawdsted
in 2005-06. In total, 102 interviews (49.8%) were conducted focategory
cariboubetween 1996-97 and 2006-07.

The number of interviews conducted for the categanbou springvaried,
ranging from no responses obtained between 1996-97 and 1999-00, to 16
guestionnaires completed in 2000-01 and 2005-06. In total, 71 inter{#.6%)
were conducted for the categayribou springbetween 2000-01 and 2006-07.

Very few interviews were conducted for the categmybou summerOnly seven
guestionnaires were completed for this category during 199&pigsenting
3.4% of the total number of interviews conducted betvi®€6-97 and 2006-07.

The number of interviews conducted for the categaribou fall varied, ranging
from four questionnaires completed in 2001-02, to 21 questiosr@orapleted in
1998-99. In total, 130 interviews (63.4%) were conducted forategory
caribou fallbetween 1996-97 and 2006-07.

The number of interviews conducted for the categanbou wintervaried,
ranging from no responses obtained during 2001-02, to 16 questegmnai
completed in 1998-99. In total, 85 interviews (41.5%) were corduot the
categorycaribou winterbetween 1996-97 and 2006-07.

The number of interviews conducted for the categanbou othervaried,
ranging from no responses obtained in either 1996-97 or 1997-28, to
guestionnaires completed in both 1998-99 and 2005-06. In total, &iviems
(57.1%) were conducted for the categoayibou otherbetween 1996-97 and
2006-07.

Time on the Land

20



9.2

Prepared by: Symbion Consultant

The question could be answered with one of four options:
Day trips
Day trips with overnights
Week or more at a time
More than half the time on the land

The output was extracted for nine years, from 1998-99 to 2006-07.

A total of 171 responses were received, ranging from P8 t@sponses per year.
The aggregate of all responses resulted in 7.6% categosipay/drips 17.0%
categorized aBay trips with overnights31.0% categorized &8eek or more at a
time,and 44.4% categorized Bkre than half the timen the land.

Between 1998-99 and 2002-03, the majority (>56.5%) of intervieindesated

that they spent either\Week or more at a timer More than half the time on the
land. After 2003-04, a large majority of respondents indicatetthiey spent

More than half the time on the lafichinging from 65.0% in 2004-05 to 78.9% in
2003-04), although in 2006-07, equal numbers (42.9%) of respondentsaddica
that they spent Week or more at a timer More than half the time on the land
Day tripsranged from none taken in 2003-04 and 2006-07 to 18.8% in 2002-03.
Day trips with overnightsanged from 5% in 1999-00 to 30.4% in 1998-99.

The questionnaires did not ask interviewees to indiwate manyday trips day
trips with overnight®or a week or more at a tintbey took. Consequently, the
only response category which provided an absolute meafktinge was the
categoryMore than half the time on the land

The number of respondents indicated that they had Bfenet than half the time
on the landsuggests an increasing trend throughout the time perioel agparent
trend suggests that interviewees who chose this respatesgory are spending a
greater amount of time on the land, ranging from areas®d minimum of
between three and 4.5 months.

CARIBOU

Caribou Availability - Fall

The output was extracted for seven years, from 2000-01 to 2006-07.

A total of 115 responses were received during interviemslected from 2000 to
2006, ranging from 14 to 19 responses per year. The aggregétespanses
resulted in 23.5% of responses indicating caribou wet@vailable 42.6%
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indicating that caribou wemot close and 20.0% indicating caribou weskse
Blank cells were recorded for 13.9% of the total responses

In 2004-05, approximately the same number of respondentsirépdiecaribou
werenot closg46.7%) as indicated that caribou wetese(53.3%).

In 2001-02, 2002-03, and 2003-04, the vast majority >80% of interviewee
indicated that caribou were eithaot closeor not available Only 5.3%, 12.5%
and 15.8% responded that caribou weose

The incidence of blank cells in the data output in 2000-01, 20@5:@&006-07
complicates data interpretation. It is not clear vehbtank cell represents. In
2005-06 and 2006-07, blank cell output exists for both respondenisdicated
they did and did not hunt, thus suggesting that a blank celtisepresentative of
interviewees who did not hunt caribou. In 2000-01, data outputnos regarding
whether an interviewee hunted or observed caribou lguatm also blank,
precluding any conclusions regarding whether a blank ¢eltsents a respondent
who did not hunt or observe during hunting.

Comments regarding fall availability of caribou wereluded for the years 2000-
01 to 2005-06. The comments provide additional context to outfarpretation
and indicate how individual interviewees interpret thepomse choices. Based on
the comments associated with not closerastdavailableresponse choices, it is
clear that caribou proximity is not just a spatial api¢cbut an economic concept
as well.

Regardless of how caribou availability during fall wasally categorized, the
accompanying comments demonstrate that numerous othersfare carefully
considered by respondents. The comments regarding tindicgtie that caribou
are only available to hunters during a portion of thleséason, and can be easily
missed. The need for proper equipment (in particular, a skingtas repeatedly
noted, and economic concerns over rising costs, partigglas, are especially
evident.

Caribou Availability - Winter

The output was extracted for seven years, from 2000-01 to@Q06-

A total of 100 responses were received, ranging fromI®tesponses per year.
The aggregate of all responses resulted in 56% of respiod&aging caribou
werenot available 15% indicating that caribou wenet close and 9% indicating
caribou wereclose Blank cells were recorded for 20% of the total respgnse
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. Between 2000-01 and 2001-02 the majority of respondents inditetedaribou
werenot available ranging from 71.4% to 94.7%, respectively.

. In 2002-03 and 2003-04, all respondents indicated that caribolewszenot
availableor not close

. In 2004-05, equal numbers of respondents indicated that carér@ueithemnot
available not closeor close.

. In 2006-07, the majority (54.5%) of respondents indicated Hrdicu wereclose.

. Virtually all (92.9%) entries for 2005-06 were blank, precluding @onclusions
for that interview year.

. All of the comments were associated with the respemst availableor not close

. The comments illustrated that the cost of travel alss considered by
interviewees when interpreting caribou availability.

Caribou Availability - Spring

. The output was extracted for seven years, from 2000-01 to 2006-07.

. A total of 112 responses were received, ranging from 12 t@sponses per year.
The aggregate of all responses resulted in 26.8% of respod®&asing caribou
werenot available 54.5% indicating that caribou wemet close and 10.7%
indicating caribou werelose Blank cells were recorded for 8.0% of the total
responses.

. Between 2001-02 to 2003-04, and 2005-06 to 2006-07, the vast majoritygangi
from 73.4% to 100%) of respondents indicated that caribou &irernot
availableor not close although in 2005-06 the responses were somewhat more
variable as 20% of respondents indicated that cariboucl@se

. In 2000-01, 43.8% of respondents indicated that caribou nagrelose but
31.3% of cells were blank. Caribou were categorizedaseby 18.8% of
respondents.

. Responses were also more variable in 2004-05: although 50.0%reiewees

indicated that caribou wermt close 25.5% indicated that caribou wearlese
and 18.8% of cells were blank.
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Most of the comments were associated with respandiesting that caribou were
not availableor not close These comments provided several explanations as to
why caribou were not easily available, with the mgjof respondents noting that
caribou were traveling a different route or were lodate far away from the
community.

Some of the interviewees noted the cost of gascaseern. Several of these
comments suggested that respondents did not hunt as aofdsgh gas prices;
caribou were too far away, requiring too much gas to hunt.

Number of Caribou Harvested

The output was extracted for seven years, from 2000-01 to@Q0&+otal of
113 responses were received, ranging from 11 to 18 per year.

A total of 651 caribou were harvested between 2000-01 and 2006v@TofEl
number of caribou harvested per year ranged from one (2000-QZB (2004-
05), representing between 0.2% and 26.6% of the total hdovabe seven year
period.

An increasing trend in the total caribou harvestiseoved from 2000-01 to 2004-
05. After that year, a decreasing trend is observedyugththe yearly caribou
harvest remained greater during 2005-06 and 2006-07 than during thee perio
between 2000-01 and 2003-04.

The number of caribou harvested by individual respondertse year ranged
from a minimum of zero (in all years except 2006-07) taaaimum of 50 (2004-
05). On average, the number of caribou harvested peviewere ranged from 0.1
(2000-01) to 10.7 caribou (2006-07) per year. The individual mediardtamas
slightly lower, ranging from 0.0 (2000-01 to 2002-03) to 8.5 (2005-06)aarib
per year. Both mean and median values for the numlzaribbu harvested per
interviewee suggested an increasing trend beginning in 2001-&2)iaved 2003-
04(median).

Caribou Needs - Spring

The question was answered with a responstesdr No. The output was
extracted for seven years, from 2000-01 to 2006-07.

A total of 73 responses were received during intervieargying from 2 to 15 per
year. The aggregate of responses indicates that theitynéd.8%) of
respondents were able to meet their needs for cambspring. Respondents who
indicated that they were not able to meet their nesglesent 32.9% of those
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interviewed over the seven year period. Only one hiafikvas recorded,
representing 1.4% of total responses.

. Interviews conducted during 2000-01 and 2001-02 revealed that responeeat
generally unable to meet their needs, Wthresponses representing 60% to
69.2% of total responses respectively. In 2002-03, all resptnhelicated that
they were able to meet their needs, but only two resgmwere recorded that
year. An increasing trend desresponses becomes apparent in 2002-03. By 2003-
04, approximately half of the interviewees were ablméet their needs for
caribou, increasing to between 90.0% (2004-05) and 100% (2005-06Y)lgf yea
responses for the remainder of the time period.

. Comments were associated with data recorded for #rs g©00-01 and 2001-02.
The comments associated witlo responses illustrate the difficulties encountered
by interviewees who were unable to meet their neadsdribou, in particular, the
cost associated with supplementing their needs with btmrght meats.

. Comments associated wittesresponses indicated that the number of caribou
required to meet one’s needs will vary depending on tlet dé\personal
responsibility to other family or community members.

. Other comments associated witbsresponses suggest that caribou needs were
not completely met. In some cases, respondents wheeegtYesto the question
appeared to be indicating that they harvested some aabbbnot enough.

Caribou Needs - Fall
. The output was extracted for seven years, from 2000-01 to 2006-07.

. A total of 77 responses were received, ranging from®Bltper year. The
aggregate of responses indicates that the majority (6loDBé¥pondents were
able to meet their needs. A total of 29.9% of thosrwewed indicated that they
were not able to meet their needs for caribou infalring 2000-01 and 2001-02,
seven blank cells were recorded, representing 9.1% dféstaonses.

. The majority of interviewees were not able to ni&eir needs for caribou during
fall in either 2000-01 or 2001-02. In 2000-01, eight (61.B5%yesponses were
recorded, and in 2001-02, six (42.9%) were entered. Howevak, ¢ddls also
represent 42.9% of responses recorded for 2001-02. Commerdsi@sswith
the blank cells suggest that respondents were not abledbtheir needs.

. A trend towards increasing numbersy@sresponses is evident beginning in 2002-
03, when approximately equal numbers of respondents proYiesthdNo
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responses. Between 2003-04 and 2006-07, interviewees who indltatt¢cey
were able to meet their needs represent between 75% (2068e04P0% (2006-
07) of yearly responses.

Caribou Needs - Winter

The output was extracted for five years, from 2002-03 to 2006-07.

A total of 42 responses were received during intervieargying from 4 to 14 per
year. The aggregate of responses indicates that 40.5%poiheents were able to
meet their needs for caribou in winter. Interviewes could not meet their
needs represent 14.3% of all respondents. The majorigspbnses recorded
during 2005-06 and 2006-07 were entered as blank cells, representingat5.2%
total responses.

With the exception of 2002-03, the majority of respondestie able to meet their
needs for caribou during winter. During 2002-03, four of fivpoeslents (80%)
indicated that they were not able to meet their ndealsthe years 2003-04, 2004-
05, and 2006-07, interviewees who were able to meet theisranged from
53.8% (2006-07) to 83.3% (2003-04). During 2005-06, 13 of 14 responses
(92.9% of the yearly total) were entered as blank d&lisik cells also represent a
large proportion of the data recorded during 2006-07 (46.2%).

The supplementary hunting data further confirm that thentBes recorded as
blank cells in 2005 - 06 represent respondents who had na@igstgd in hunting.
Similarly, the six blank cells recorded during 2006 - 07 afwasent interviewees
who did not hunt.

Caribou Herd Health

The question was answered witl@sor No response.

The output was extracted for nine years, from 1998-99 to 2006-07.

A total of 149 responses were received, ranging from 2D toer year. The
aggregate of responses indicate that the vast majdiitteoviewees considered
the Porcupine Caribou Herd to be healthy. Of the 14%vietgees, 94%
respondedresto the question; only 4% responddd. Three blank cells were
recorded, representing 2.0% of total responses.

Interviewees who indicated that the Porcupine Cariberdkvas healthy ranged
from 75.0% in 2002-03 to 100% in 1999-00, and 2004-05 to 2006-07.

Several comments were associated withvtesresponses, which demonstrate that
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some interviewees appear to have been interpretinguision in terms of the
physical health of harvested animals.

. Comments associated with tifesresponse also indicated that hunters select
healthy animals for harvesting.

. Comments associated wilo responses indicate that some interviewees
interpreted caribou health according to how many canibeng in the area.

. Comments associated with the three blank cells decbbetween 2001-02 and
2003-04 suggest that herd health was assessed according physatial
condition and relative numbers of caribou.

. Although physical condition of harvested animals anatiked numbers of caribou
are both valid measures of herd health, the discrepamow respondents
interpreted the question somewhat compromises the tamsiof responses, as
interviewees who assessed caribou health in physicaktrespondedeswhile
noting that there were fewer caribou, while othegmitwees respondedb since
they used the decreasing number of caribou as their efaswarssessing herd
health. However, given the large number of respondembsamswered esto the
guestion, this issue does not affect the overall coiclug/hich is that the vast
majority of community members who participated in mians between 1998-99
and 2006-07 considered the Porcupine Caribou Herd to be healthy.

10.0 DISCUSSION

The discussion addresses the retrieval of data fromictfadase, interpretation of
responses to questions, and future direction regarding lRrtgram can contribute to the
WMAC(NS) mandate.

10.1 RETRIEVING QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES FROM ACCESS

Efficient retrieval of responses requires an individuadeveral individuals working
together who are;

a) Proficient in working with Access software.

b) Very familiar with the codes that have been desigrgepart of the system of storing

the question responses in Access.

c) Very familiar with the questionnaire and changethéquestionnaire over the years.

There appear to be only two or three individuals who ggssall elements of this
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necessary skill set. During the data familiarizatiorcpss, it became apparent that even an
individual very proficient in working with Access softveawould have difficulty extracting
responses to the questions. Persons proficient onlgiiking with Access software would be
confronted with the following two significant challesgehen attempting to design queries to
extract responses to specific questions;

1) They would have to spend a considerable amount olutiderstanding how the
database is organized (two types of tables; those legmwith “mt” or “t” and those
beginning withlist” ), what each table type contains and how the datyg entling
system works, before designing specific queries.

2) They would have to become very familiar with altled questionnaires in order to
understand how inputted responses are related to speciftoggeSince the database
only includes responses to questions and not the sppad&tions, designing a query to
extract the responses to a specific question requieseaw of the responses first and
then referral back to the questionnaire to determinehaduestion(s) the responses are
for. It is possible, by referring back to the questianendao determine, with reasonable
certainty, which questions are specific to the respotis® are coded and stored in the
Acess database. However, this process would be vesyctimsuming for someone not
extremely familiar with both the questionnaires areplocess of inputting responses.

For this project, these challenges were overcomelltyesntracting the data retrieval
tasks to an individual who possesses all elements ofeitessary skill set. Responses to 46
guestions relating to Interviewee Characteristicsip@arand General Observations of Change
for the Aklavik Inuvialuit were obtained. Designing the aegrextracting the responses and
exporting the data to an Exel format required 30 person hohes46 questions to which
responses were obtained represent a small percentdgetotal number of questions that have
been asked since the questionnaire’s inception. Thedtaand General Observations of Change
guestions are two of 12 subject areas, some of whidiaioca greater number of questions and
some of which contain less. Assuming data extractimm fach subject area would take about
the same amount of time as was required for theseubjec$ areas, simple extrapolation
suggests that extracting responses to all questions ausimeAklavik Inuvialuit could require
about 170 - 180 person hours.

This experience with response retrieval illustrates this process is extremely dependent
upon two or three key persons. Even with a key persotuoting the data retrieval exercise, a
fair amount of time is still required. Key person depengencld be somewhat reduced if a
“Manual” was developed that described how the data codstgreyworks, how the
guestionnaires can be used to link responses to specifitangeand explained how the database
can be queried with a variety of relevant working examptowever, even with such a tool, the
challenge presented by the database only including resptingeestions and not the questions
that the responses relate to would still persist anesept a significant challenge for persons
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trying to extract data who are unfamiliar with the giogstaire. Key person dependency could be
reduced further, if the database were expanded to inclueld &éhkt linked each response to the
specific question that generated the response. Givdargjgamount questions that have been
asked over the last 11 years, expanding the database muslutte this information could
constitute a substantial amount of work.

The dependency upon two or three key persons for respetnseal represents an
impediment to using and evaluating how the responses stotfeel database can contribute to the
WMAC(NS) mandate. There may or may not be a subatartiount of data stored in the
database that can make a significant contributioneaAMAC(NS) mandate. This project will
assist WMAC(NS) is assessing how the responses toi@uefiom Aklavik Inuvialuit
concerning caribou can contribute to achieving its manddéowever, there may be responses to
guestions relating to the other subject areas thatalsld be useful. WMAC needs to decide
which of the responses to questions from the otheesuéieas are of interest to them. If there
are other responses that are of interest, thesedsbeuktrieved (exported to Exel format) by one
of the key persons while they are still availablec©these key persons are no longer available,
retrieval of responses could become extremely timswaimg and costly.

10.2 USING AND INTERPRETING THE RESPONSES TO THE QUESTIONS

The process of data retrieval, summary and preliminaadysis generated the following
observations concerning use and interpretation of reggon

Data Interpretation Context

The questionnaire deconstructs the interviewees’ exjese Understanding and
interpreting those experiences, requires retrieving, suingaand analyzing the responses from
the questionnaire or reconstructing the experiencesaRaconstruction of those experiences or
retrieving, summarizing and analyzing only some of #dgponses to the questions, provides an
incomplete context for data interpretation that cafdyconflicting or contradictory results. For
example, based upon the responses that were revievapggetrs that although the majority of
interviewees indicated that caribou wexd available at allor not closeto the community, the
majority of interviewees also indicated that theyavable to meet their needs(exceptions include
Fall 2000-01, 2001-02; Spring 2000-01, 2001-02; Winter 2002-03) and that theg lteéev
Porcupine caribou herd is healthy. In addition, despitbamamnot being available or not close to
the community, the aggregate harvest of all intervieveesl the average and median harvest per
interviewee has increased since 2001-02 .This exampleallastthat a partial context for data
interpretation leads to potentially conflicting and ecadictory interpretation possibilities. The
appropriate context for data interpretation is oneitfhides a review and analysis of all
responses (including spatial data) to the caribou questions.
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Questions that Provide Highly Subjective Response Choices @licate Data
Interpretation

Questions that provide highly subjective response chomesdd complexity to data
interpretation. For example, the response choicesifow; available were caribou to this
community during hunting last fallare;

. close by and easily found,;
. not close;
. not at all available.

Each interviewee’s perception of what is meant byreasponse choice is based upon
their own set of personal circumstances. Consequevilyriterviewees may characterize the
same location in opposite ways. This is illustrateddaye interviewees choosing the response
choicecloseand adding in the comments portion of the interview tihatlocation associated with
closewasShingle Pointwhile other interviewees chose the response chinaecloseor not
available at al] but added in the comments portion of the intervieat the location associated
with not closeor not available at allalso wasShingle Point

Incorporating subjective concepts into response choled®s any meaningful
interpretation of responses dependent upon a review obthenents that accompanied a
respondents choice. The more subjective the responsiegs are, the more relevant the
comments become. Once comments associated with sesptinthe caribou availability questions
were reviewed, it became apparent that the only reé®mterpretation of these responses was
that the “availability of caribou” was dependent uponidewariety of factors many of which
were related to the interviewees personal economuarostances (price of gas, access to a
snowmachine). A better understanding of the physicatima of caribou relative to the
community could only be obtained by reviewing responsegtier questions (including spatial).

Apparent Misinterpretation of Questions by Interviewee, Inteewer or Both

Based upon comments associated with responses to questimasning the Porcupine
herd’s health and number of cows with calves, it appbatsnterviewees, the interviewer or
both have been misinterpreting what these questiortsyarg to address. As noted earlier,
several comments associated with the herd health questggest that some interviewees who
respondedesappear to have been interpreting the question in tefrthe @hysical health of
harvested animals. The cows with calves question apfeaes/e been understood as referring to
observations related to cows actually calving, whiely explain the very low number of
responses to this question. These types of misundergiaratinld have been identified earlier, if
responses were retrieved from the database and reviowedr.

Interviewee Turnover

Interviewee turnover may impact upon how results asgpnéted. For example, without
some understanding of interviewee turnover, it is difficaldetermine whether the apparent
increasing trend in average and median number of cardnvested per interviewee is an
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indication of increasing numbers or availability ofibau or simply reflects recruitment of
interviewees who are more successful hunters. Lowvietgee turnover would favour the former
interpretation, while high interviewee turnover would sigggkat factors other than caribou
abundance or availability may be influencing higher agerand median harvests per interviewee.

Incomplete Data

Incomplete data precluded data interpretation and increasedainty associated with
data interpretation. Incomplete data concerning intereds names and the General Observations
of Change question precluded any analysis of interviewaeter or the General Observations of
Change responses. Incomplete data concerning whetiteamewee hunted or observed
caribou increased the uncertainty of the meaning oklgalls (in Exel output format) associated
with the caribou availability and caribou needs questibasa concerning the sex of the
interviewee and the type of interview conducted (individuwatouple) also were incomplete,
although minimal impact on response interpretation regult

Spatial Data
As noted previously, data interpretation can be compezhwathout an understanding of

the entire context of the interviewee’s experiemnee responses to all of the questions. Map data
should contribute substantially to providing the cont@dassary for interpretation. The ability to
pursue interpretation of responses consistent withsrbtimader context is reduced because
digitized map data are available only for 1999-00 to 2003-04 as bs&pvations prior to 1999-

00 and after 2003-04 have not been digitized.

10.3 FUTURE DIRECTION - WMAC(NS) AND THE COMMUNITY
MONITORING PROGRAM

As noted in 10.1, WMAC needs to decide which of the regsttsquestions from the
other subject areas are of interest to them. Alsevas discussed in 10.2, a meaningful
interpretation of responses to the caribou questionsresgutrieval, summary and analysis of
responses to all questions including mapping (spatial) respoRsoceeding with additional work,
either in terms of the other subject areas or coingléhe summary and analysis of caribou
responses, will be costly. Allowing data to accumulag¢ams that what would have been a
modest annual cost of data retrieval, summary and &hbs become a larger accumulated cost
that would be incurred over a shorter time. Adding todifiieulty of the decision to proceed, is
the uncertainty associated with the “value” of the @altktl work. It may produce information
that is very useful to WMAC(NS) or the informationyrize of little value.

Notwithstanding the difficulty of the decision, there agmseto be an underlying obligation
on the part of WMAC(NS) and other agencies who have stgghthe community monitoring
program to “do something” with the data. The communityibooing program is based upon the
fundamental premise that the knowledge and observatigrersdns in the communities are
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valuable and can contribute to resource managementaremsiking. It was this understanding
that was the basis for developing the program and sedtengpoperation of community people
to provide the data. Failure to “use” the informatiogquaed through the community monitoring
program would undermine this basic understanding and disrébpedilue of community
knowledge and observations. Continuing to collect ane stata without a plan for its systematic
retrieval, analysis and integration into the decisitaking processes of the various supporting
agencies does not appear to be an option.

Supporting this status quo (collect and store only) mdegshe “value” of the
community monitoring program data will remain unknown. phssibility that the data collected
by the community monitoring program may not be partiulaseful should not be a reason for
not proceeding to find out if they are. If the data areuseful, it does not follow that community
knowledge is not useful and not worth considering. Raithexuld mean that all parties need to
continue to search for better ways to acquire and esknibwledge the communities have to
offer.
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APPENDIX A:

QUESTIONNAIRE DESCRIPTION
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Interviews have increased in length since they liiegfan. In 1996-97, the interviews took
approximately one half hour to complete. However, dbest interview (2007-08) took
approximately two hours to complete. Although the sestitave increased in length over the
years, weather, caribou, fish, berries and humanitzegihave remained important sections of the
interviews since 1996-97 and the questions have remaincctamnsistent over the past 10 years,
especially since 2001-02.

Spatial information recorded on the questionnaire mapshig been transferred into
digital format for years 1999-00 to 2003-04. Map observations fwimterview year 1999-00
and after 2003-04 have not been rendered into digital fofirhatefore there is attribute data
available for 1996-97 to 1998-99 and 2005-06 to 2006-07, but no spatialatfamnirhere is
more spatial information for interview years 2001-02, 2002-08,2003-04 than years 1999-00
and 2000-01. This can be partly explained by the more deti@ifegthy questionnaires used from
2001-04 and also because 1999-00 and 2000-01 use colour codes for mapazf{eny three
categories therefore less specific types of obsengtimand 2001-02 to 2006-07 questionnaires
use codes for each type of observations.

2.0 INTERVIEWEE CHARACTERISTICS

The following general characteristics about the inésvees are recorded on the
guestionnaire.

Time on the Land

Since 1998-99, the amount of time that respondents spend the amd has been a part
of the community monitoring. In reference to the amairtime they spend out on the land,
respondents select one of the following options: spené than half of their time out of town
and on the land; spend one week or more at a time; tgkeigiaout on the land with occasional
overnights; or only take day trips from town. Particisganomments about being out on the land
are also recorded on the questionnaires.

Age of Interviewees

In 1999-00, respondents were asked what age group they beldegstthian 30; between
30 and 50; or older than 50. However, since 2001-02, interviealsersecord the year that the
respondents were born, in addition to their age group.

Individual or Couple

On the cover of the questionnaire, a note is made ahéther the interviewee is an
individual or if it is a couple who is being interviewddis extra information has been recorded
since 2001-02. In the case of a couple, the oldest persda’'edairth is recorded.
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Spatial Data — Area and Routes Travelled, Lifetime Travel Area

The area and routes where respondents traveled fortsabsisctivities from April until
the end of the year, are labeled on the questionnaipe Tilhese routes are labeled “2001” or the
year in question. This component was added to the iatesvin 2001-02. As well, respondents
record where they traveled for subsistence in thetimhe. Using the map, they draw a line
around the area where they have traveled on the ldiglafiea is labeled, “lifetime” or “LT” on
the questionnaire maps.

3.0 WEATHER

Weather has been and continues to be one of thetlaa®ns of the interview (along
with caribou and fish sections).

General Seasonal Weather Descriptions

Respondents are asked to describe what the weathakevdgd past summer. The
comments can be either about summer in general otrmynnhonth (June, July, and August), as
long as it is clear. Similarly, respondents are atd@a to describe fall (September, October, and
November) and winter (December, January, and Februaadher. For fall and winter,
interviewees also describe what the snow was likesfioav, very little snow, about average
amount of snow, or lots of snow). After these opetheenquestions on seasonal weather,
interviewees are asked close-ended questions about sufainand winter weather
(drier/wetter, warmer/colder than most years, unusuadigy/calm, fewer/more storms than
most years). Interviewees can check off more thawosather description.

Freeze-up and Overflow

Respondents are asked where they were during freeze-ugo,ieitbwn or out on the
land. They are asked about the freeze-up of the lakebetd®e-up of the rivers, and for relevant
communities, the freeze up of the ocean. Intervieweeslso asked about the timing of the
freeze-up of the lakes, rivers, and ocean earlier/fater than most years, similar to most years).
Next, respondents are asked about the amount of ovdt@itsy not much, average amount) and
since 2000-01, if the weather conditions this year creatggroblems for them getting out on
the land (no problems, made it easy, made it hard).n@najuestion that has also been asked
since 2000-01 is how problems getting out on the land affélcéadday-to-day life.

Changes to the Weather Questions Over Time

When the monitoring first began, the weather seatiag relatively short. Respondents
were asked about the weather last spring, summer,rfdlivanter. Responses were not
structured. Also, respondents were asked if they had angneats about the number or strength
of storms over the past year. Ice and snow were i@mpbcomponents of the weather section.
Interviewees were asked to describe last spring’s bredfoupxample, if it was early or late or
if the ice went slowly or quickly). They were also askew they would rate the spring break-up
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(about the same as usual or unusual). If respondents aaaksitie break-up to be unusual, they
were asked to elaborate. These same questions wereatskedhe fall freeze-up. Finally,
respondents described the quality of the snow and werd &skate it (about an average year or
an unusual year for snow).

In 1997-98, respondents were asked if there were any unusumas sieer the past year
(e.g., big winds, bad ice storms, or heavy rains). @uestibout seasonal weather and snow were
removed from the interview for this year’'s monitgririnterviewees were still asked about the fall
freeze-up and spring break-up but they were given optiortsettk ©ff (ice went out/froze up
slowly or quickly).

In 1998-99, respondents were asked what the overall weatisdikes from summer
through to winter. They were also asked about unusual stornveather and if they were in
town or out on the land. The freeze up of the river eexsribed as either quick, slow, or
average.

In 1999-00, weather descriptions were broken down into sunaefall observations.

In 2000-01, summer and fall weather were still described mp&n-ended format but a
close-ended component was added. Respondents also cheakédwai: stormy/few storms;
dry/wet; warm/cold; or windy/calm. Snow conditions watgo described by respondents. First,
respondents were given the opportunity to discuss theirgeriteservations of snow conditions
during the past year then they also checked off whelleesriow was early, late, deep, icy, if
there was no snow, or if the snow could be describethg of the preceding descriptions.

It was not until 2001-02 that weather descriptions were geavon a monthly basis.

4.0 GENERAL OBSERVATION OF CHANGE

Included in the Coop’s monitoring program is a sectiog@meral observations of change.
It is a relatively short part of the interviews. Besdents have the opportunity to discuss the
changes they are seeing and how it is affecting trearof life. People have a chance to talk more
generally about the most important things they obserswetthe land and in the community.
Interviewers sometimes prompt respondents by asking @abent one or two things they noticed
while out on the land such as things they noticed albreuplants and animals. These observations
are sometimes written by the interviewer but thsls® the only question where some answers
are on tape. Interviewers are equipped with a tape recandef the interviewee feels
comfortable, the answers are recorded on the tappoR@snts are also given the option of
speaking in their native language. If a respondent redettset map when answering this question,
notes are recorded on the hard copy map (using species aamep reference codes).
Observations of change are grouped into the followinggecates;
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Other observations
Hunting and fishing
Employment and economy
Culture and language
Environment

General observations
Plants

Main changes

5.0 HUMAN ACTIVITY

Types of Human Activity

Changes in human activity have been monitored by dwpGince 2001-02. The nine
activities which comprise this section of the questare are: airplane and helicopter traffic;
snowmobile use; ATVs/four-wheelers; sport hunting; hgntor food by local people; tourism,
oil and gas drilling and exploration; research by s@enbn land and water; and other activities
which are a concern to the respondent. Interviewsast whether each of these activities during
the past year, have been either increasing, decreasiifighere has been no observable change.
Respondents also comment on the effects of eaclityctivland, animals, fishing, and trapping.
Interviewees are asked about the cumulative effectseesEthuman activities on the environment,
animals, or hunting, fishing, and trapping.

Spatial Aspects of Human Activity

The nine different types of monitored activities assigned map reference codes (HAL to
HA9). Some respondents refer to the questionnaire map gibeussing these observations with
the interviewer. The interviewer records informat@mnthe corresponding map for the
interviewee (which is labeled with the respondentsjuaiidentification number) with the map
reference code.

Changes Over Time

Prior to 2001-02, when the section on human activity wasduced, respondents
commented on recent changes in community hunting anddfisltivities, local employment, the
local economy, education and training, and in local celltund language.

6.0 BERRIES

Participation

Respondents are asked if they picked berries during thegast2p01-02 to 2007-08).
They are also asked if they usually go berry picking atieeyf answer “no” then why they did not
go berry picking during the past year (2001-02 to 2007-08). In respmtise latter question,

A4



Prepared by: Symbion Consultant

respondents are given the options: berry crop was tog poother reasons (explanations are
recorded on the questionnaire).

Berry Types, Needs, General Crop Conditions, Weather Impacts

Interviewees are asked which types of berries they gidkeing the past year,
salmonberries, cranberries, blueberries and/or dkreies (2001-02 to 2007-08). Since 2001-02,
respondents have also been asked if they got enoughslierneet their needs. For each berry
that was picked, local berry harvesters are asked whaikiyear is was for that particular berry.
This question has been open-ended since 2001-02. Prior {@dnjgespondents were given the
following options: exceptionally good year; pretty goodryeat that good; or really bad year. If
they do not make comments on how the weather affélagelderry crop in question, they are
prompted by the interviewer to discuss the weather.

Berry Quantities

The interviewee is given the following options in retgato berry quantity: lots; usual
number; few or not many; or none. The list is eitti@ecked off by the interviewer based on the
respondents’ comments or it is read aloud by the iremnn.

Berry Quality

A list of berry quality characteristics is read to thepondents and the interviewer checks
off all those that are applicable (e.g., sweet, juiayshy, cooked, dry, poor flavour, and other,
which is described by the respondent).

Spatial Data

Prior to 2001-02, coloured markers were used to record ohseyan the questionnaire
map. Only one colour was used to denote areas wherentesys picked berries. These colour
codes limited the amount of detail recorded on the mapyseXample, there was no
differentiation between types of berries on the mahp2001-02, map reference codes were
introduced. SB is used to represent salmonberry pickingidmsaon the map, CB for cranberries
and BB for blueberries. In 2001-02, respondents were askee wissr did most of their berry
picking (general area, not exact location). Other ydgardocation of berry picking activities may
not have been asked directly, but the respondent oftens te the map when talking about these
activities. The interviewer records these locationghe map.

Changes to the Questions Over Time

The berry questions have been asked fairly consisteintdg 2001-02. In 1996-97 and
1997-98, salmonberries were the only type of berry tha¢ wenitored. Crops were compared
to the previous year (open-ended question). In 1997-98, salmpb@ntity, quality, and overall
crop conditions were compared to the year before. Tdnesstions were all close-ended but
comments were recorded if it was not an average year.

Cranberry questions were added to the questionnaire in 199@488tity and quality of
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crops were open-ended only. This year it was also askeHat kind of areas did both the
salmonberries and cranberries grow best.

The 1999-00 questionnaire was similar to the previous yeapexhat one additional
guestion about changes in plants in the area was addezletd of the berry section (it was
discontinued the following year).

In 2000-01, each type of berry crop was compared to thébgéare. This question was
close-ended but space was allotted for comments. letezes had the following choices: better;
the same; not as good. For each type of berry, tpendent was asked if this year’s crop made
it hard or easy for the animals (this question was adked in 2002-03).

The 2001-02 questionnaire asked about the terrain and conddrynsvet, sunny, shady)
where most berries were picked.

7.0 VEGETATION CHANGE AND WATER LEVELS

Vegetation
In 1999-00, respondents were asked if there was anythinthelsbad noticed recently
about plants and changes in plants in their area.

Water Levels

In 2000-01, respondents were asked if they had observed aigesha the water levels
of rivers and lakes in their region. The question iselended and therefore respondents chose
from the following options: higher water levels; loweater levels; or no recent changes. If
interviewees noticed higher water levels, they weked to describe them and tell how they were
affecting the plants and animals in their area.

Spatial Data — Vegetation Change, Permafrost and Water Levels

In 2001-02, several questions about vegetation change, eaids, land permafrost were
added to the questionnaire. Participants were asked di®loof unusual observations on the
map (using map reference codes). Respondents were askedantievhen they noticed the
change in water levels and were also asked why thely ithhad occurred. Interviewees were
asked if they noticed any changes in permafrost in teefppa years. These locations were
recorded on the hard copy maps using the map referencéocqumarfrost, “perm”.
Participants also noted if they had observed any attanges in where or how plants, shrubs,
and trees were growing. Changes in plants and trees@aled on the maps as “PT".

8.0 FISH
Participation and Harvesters’ Needs
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The interviewer records information from those whenifishing during the past year.
Respondents report if they met their needs for fishifar year. If respondents did not meet their
needs, they are asked if it was because there wesnaagh fish. If the respondent provides
another reason, it is recorded on the questionnaire.

Species Harvested

Respondents select from the following list of fisle tipe of fish that they fished for
during the past year as well as fish that they also ¢qudtitefish, crooked back, herring, coney,
arctic char, grayling, blue herring, loche, jackfiskelarout and salmon).The two most important
fish are recorded for each interviewee.

Spatial Data — Fishing Locations

The respondent is then asked a series of questions akedidght that were fished for. They
are asked where they do most of their fishing (for égod of fish that was fished for). The
general area and the exact location is either deddopéhe interviewee or the location is marked
on the map with the species name.

Harvest Numbers and Fish Quality

They are also asked about the numbers of each typhdhéat were fished for (lots,
some, few, or none), the size (larger than usualageeismaller than usual), and the quality
(mushier than usual, about as usual, firmer than usuapdRdents are also asked about fish
parasites (lots, some, or none). If they saw pamgitey are asked to describe what they looked
like. Interviewees are asked if they have general cantsyabout the health, condition, and
number of any of the fish that were fished for. They also asked if there is anything unusual
about the year’s fishing for any type of fish.

Changes to Fish Questions

In 1996-97, respondents were asked what the most importaspésies are for the
community. Next, a series of questions were asked abahtimportant species of fish, beginning
with the most important: the number of fish this ygaore than usual, about average, not as
many as usual, or none this year); how this yeatsniy compared with the year before; and
comments on the quality of the fish. Quality-relatechoents were asked in regard to firmness of
flesh and taste. Respondents were also asked if theeeaw observations of unusual livers.
These questions are asked for each of the three mosttant species of fish identified by each
interviewee.

In 1997-98, respondents were asked if they did any fishingdast They were also asked
what the two most important kinds of fish that theydusere (instead of an unlimited number as
was asked the previous year). The questions that follevasked in relation to the two most
important species of fish as noted by the respondentiumber of each type of fish this past
spring and this past year compared with an average yeee (ihere: a lot more; an average year;
a below average year); unusual observations about \islengere located or the way they

A7



Prepared by: Symbion Consultant

moved during the past year (for migratory fish; the fessof the flesh (usual or unusual); the
taste (usual or unusual); liver problems (usual or unusume)parasites (usual or unusual).

In 1998-99, the two most important types of fish are rechrdet the questions about the
two types of fish changed. The size, parasites, livecrg#ions, colour, firmness of flesh and
taste of the fish were asked of respondents but thaseakanged to all open-ended questions. In
addition, respondents were asked if they think the fisthaalthy and why or why not. Also, if
the respondent selected herring, salmon or char agfaheir two most important fish, they are
asked about the timing and location of the run.

Since 1998-99, respondents who fished for or caught locheaskeel if they saw any
unusual livers during the past year. In 1998-99, respondentowgrasked one specific question
about loche. They were asked if they thought the lachieel area were healthy.

In 2000-01, respondents were not asked questions only abautbenost important
fish, but were instead asked about the numbers of éis (ew, some, or none), the timing of the
run (early, normal, late), size of fish (larger thewal, average size, smaller than usual), firmness
(very firm, normal, mushy), parasites (lots, someya)pand colour (good or unusual).
Respondents were also asked for general comments aladttt bendition, numbers, and unusual
observations for each of these fish. 2000- 01 was adstrsh year that interviewees were asked
if they met their needs for fish during the past yead (anot, why). The Coop also recorded how
not meeting their needs affected their way of life.

The fish section in 2001-02 was very similar to 2000-01, batidition to the questions
about each type of fish listed previously, the numbemoual loche livers, where they were
caught (either a description of the location or it &ked on the map using the map reference
code “LL"), and the description of unusual loche livers.

In 2002-03, respondents who didn’t go fishing but usually go Gsiiere asked the main
reason why they did not fish during the past year. Resptsdesre asked which of the following
fish they caught or tried to catch this past year @fish, crooked back, herring, coney, artic
char, grayling, or loche). Each of the fish had a sgpasheet of questions. They were also asked
what other fish they caught during the past year: jackégle trout; salmon (and type of salmon
if known by the respondents); and other fish not listed

Two specific fish questions were added in 2004-05 as a resdtrodn being caught in
the Mackenzie system and also larger than usual jadidisly caught by local fishermen. Since
2004-05, descriptions of loche livers are recorded as wHieasumber of loche that had unusual
livers and how many loche were caught in total. In amdirespondents either describe the
location where the loche with the unusual livers veeneght or the location is marked on the
guestionnaire map using the map reference code “LL".
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Since 2004-05, all respondents who went fishing during theypasiare asked if there
have been changes in jackfish over the past five ygass. Respondents from Fort McPherson,
Tsiighetchic, and Inuvik (Gwich’in and Inuvialuit) haveelpeasked since 2004-05 about salmon
being caught in the Mackenzie system. If the responderght salmon in the area during the past
year, they are asked what kind of salmon they were (Riog, or Silver), and where they were
caught. People either describe this location or re¢ad ihe hard copy map using the species
name or the map reference code “SALM”. Next, theyamiesd if the salmon were silvery, if the
flesh was firm and good to eat and what they thinkusiog salmon to start coming into the
area.

9.0 CARIBOU

Caribou Availability

To begin, respondents are asked about the availabilitgrdfou to their community
during the hunt last spring, fall and winter (close by easily found, not close, or not at all
available). If interviewees did not hunt caribou during sbring, fall, or winter, they are asked to
explain why they did not hunt (caribou were too far ateary hunting them, weather or snow
conditions were too bad for hunting, or other reasons).

Caribou Migration
Respondents are asked to describe the migration of gatioang the spring and fall and
the caribou’s movements during the winter

Harvesters' Needs
They are also asked whether they got enough cariboe spting, fall and winter to meet
their seasonal caribou needs.

Weather and Other Factors Affecting Caribou Location, Feeding ancvel

Also recorded is whether the location of caribou durrgwinter was affected by
anything in particular. Respondents then elaborate amdilokesvhich of the following affected
where the caribou have been since the beginning atithienow conditions, too much snow, not
much snow, wind, ice conditions, other weather conutipoor feed areas, good feed areas,
wolves or other predators, human activity, or otieespondents often select more than one of
these options. Next, respondents are asked to desaiBprihg snow conditions. They are asked
if the snow was: sugary snow; hard, icy snow; or otlmerviewees are also asked if the snow
last spring made it hard or easy for caribou to dig fodfand feed. In addition, they are asked if
spring snow conditions made it easy of difficult for lbau to travel.

Caribou Body Condition
Next, based on their harvest since the beginningeofut) interviewees are asked if the
caribou were in good shape (lots of rump fat), in fairdition (some back fat, but less than one
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inch), in poor/skinny shape (little or no rump fat or taj, if there was a mix of some skinny and
some poor, or respondents can simply state that thagtdknow. The body condition of caribou
is recorded not only for winter, but also for the spiamd fall. Body condition has been recorded
in this manner since 1998-99. However, from 1998-99 to 2000 bod\tioonwas recorded
separately for cows and bulls. If there was anythinguadus report about these animals’ body
condition in the spring, fall or winter, this informeat is also recorded.

Porcupine Caribou Herd Health

Respondents have been asked if they think the Porcupibelcherd is healthy since
1998-99. If they answer “no” to the previous question, theg &re asked to explain why they do
not think the herd is healthy.

Predator Kills

Since 2001-02, interviewees have been asked if they salllargf caribou by predators
this past year. If they answer “yes”, respondentsagked where they saw the predatory kills (the
location is either described or it is recorded on thestip@naire map using the map reference
code “KILL") as well as the type of predator (e.g., vadybears, wolverines, or other) and the
number of Kkills.

Location of Unhealthy or Sick Caribou

Respondents are also asked to describe the unhealtioli oagbou that they either
harvested or observed. The location of sick cariboerevpossible, are either described or
marked on the maps using the code “UC”. The sex and aggedfléhe sick caribou, as well as the
malady, are all explained by the interviewee.

Calves

Information about calves is also recorded on the quesice and accompanying map.
Respondents are asked if they have seen any caribonemtlcalves since June. Observations are
recorded on the map. The date that the calves wergtheamumber of cows with calves, and the
type of land where they were seen (e.g., ridge topgywadittoms, boulder fields, shorelines,
frozen lakes, water crossings, other) are all recobgi¢te interviewer. Next, in relation to
calves, respondents are asked if anything in particdtstafl where caribou calved last spring
(snow conditions, too much snow, not much snow, wiw conditions, other weather
conditions, poor feed areas, good feed areas, predatoran faativity, or other).

Caribou Harvest Numbers
Respondents used to be asked how many caribou they ledriresh last April until now.
It was first asked in 2000-01.

Number of Caribou Seen and Direction of Travel
Finally, there is an important table for fall, spriagd winter observations. The
interviewer fills in the tables based on what themviewees answers. In each table, the date the
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caribou were seen, the direction they were movingntimsber seen [just a few caribou, lots (50
to 100), LOTS (100 to 500), and REALLY LOTS (more than 500§,dbmposition of the
group (bulls, cows, cows with calves, mixed groups), andrgece@mments about the conditions
observed by respondents.

Changes to the Caribou Questions

When the interviews first began, respondents were agked caribou were available to
the community over the past year: spring; fall; winfdrey were asked about the number of
caribou (lots, some, only a few) and the conditiobuls and the condition of cows (unusually
fat, about average, unusually thin). These questionsasées in regard to last spring, last fall,
and the current winter season. They were also askee\Wwhaters were finding caribou and how
the caribou migrated during the past year (described asya lseginning with the caribou’s first
appearance in the spring and through to their choicerémngrounds). Respondents were also
asked about antlers (unusually large, about average, unusuallyand if they noticed anything
unusual about antler shedding in late summer or antler diageifall), calves (their size, antler
growth, and numbers compared to the year before), ardentes (lots, about normal,
very few).

In 1997-98, respondents were asked to describe the herarsgiadtion as well as their
migration north during February and March. Using the m@pwas used to represent cows and
“B” for bulls. Observations were broken down into sumnfel, and winter. Body condition of
bulls and cows were recorded (similar to 1996-97). The nuaflearibou in the winter were
added to the interview (e.g., unusually high number, averagier, or unusually low number of
caribou for winter).

In 1997-98, respondents were asked about the abundance of fliestda the hides
(lots, about normal, or very few fly larva).

In 1998-99, there were a lot of changes to the formdteotaribou questions.
Respondents were asked to document (using the map) whibeucaere from July to
November 1, when they were in each of these areais,direction of travel, and the number of
caribou in the groups, the composition of the groups (cbulis, or mixed), the weather and
snow conditions, and human activities. These questiens also asked for the winter season
(from November 1 until the date of the interview). Addedhe questionnaire was whether the
Porcupine caribou’s body condition has changed in thefipastears (don’t know/can't tell,
better shape, about the same, worse shape). Responedentsiso asked if they thought there
had been a decrease in the herd’s numbers and whyhtheyht there were fewer caribou.

In 1999-00, interviewees were asked if they had noticed iagyaibout the past five
springs (March to May) that may have affected the galaf caribou. Also, interviewers
informed participants that March, April, and May haewy been getting warmer over the past
30 years. Respondents were asked how this might be radfelo& caribou herd. In 2000-01, the
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caribou section went through a lot of changes. Thé@amuestions have since remained fairly
consistent.

10.0 OTHER ANIMALS

Unusual Animals, Unusual Locations

To begin, respondents report if they saw any unusual Bnilaeng the past year
(including birds, fish, and insects). They are also agkédy saw animals in places where they do
not usually see them.

Other Animals, Pertinent Information, Spatial Data

Next, the interviewer goes through a list of animadgyinning with birds, and records any
information that the respondent feels important totimanFor example, numbers of animals,
where they were this year, diseases, if these amnalhaving an effect on other animals, as well
as anything that is unusual or changing about these anifniile interviewee gives a location on
the map related to an animal observation, the irdesii marks it on the map, using the map
reference code for that animal (or the name of thal if it given by the respondent). For
example, the interviewee may have discussed a ceyparof duck, such as an eider or a mallard,
or simply ducks in general.

List of Animals

The following is the list of animals included in themitoring program: grouse and
ptarmigan; waterfowl (ducks, cranes, geese and swardg;dfiprey (eagles, hawks, owls,
falcons); small birds (the name of the bird of a dpon of the bird is given by the respondent);
mosquitoes (comments on the number of bugs last summeg@orted (worse than other years,
about normal, fewer bugs than usual); mice, voles anahilegs; ground squirrels; rabbits (lots,
few, more)’ moose; muskrats; beavers; marten, minkyeasels; muskoxen (number seen,
location, and approximate date); wolverines; red andewbx; lynx; bears (also recorded are the
number and location of bear cubs); and wolves.

The list of other animals was fairly short when thenitoring program first began in
1996-97. In 2002-03, eagles were added to the list of birds ofquesyes were added to the list

of waterfowl. Red and white fox, wolverines, muskrgteund squirrels and bear cubs were also
added. In 2003-04, mice, voles, lemmings, beavers, and maniténor weasels.

11.0 FURBEARERS AND TRAPPING
Fur Quality

Al12



Prepared by: Symbion Consultant

From 1996-97 to 1998-99, there was only one question relatecbafers and trapping.
Respondents reported about the quality of furs during the/gas{which furs seemed to be in
good shape and which in poor shape).

Trapping Productivity, Factors Affecting Productivity, Number &urbearers, Fur

Quality

In 2000-01, respondents discussed it if was a good or bad yeéaerhaps more
importantly, what made it a good year (e.g., price forviigather — warm/cold, lots/few
or hard to find animals). Interviewees also reportethervarious types of fur, number of
animals (lots, some, few), and conditions of furs duttregpast year.

Fur Quality, Target Species, Number of Furbearers, Spatial Data

Since 2001-02 the conditions of furs have been posed aseaanided question (poor,
fair, prime, other). Some of the questions are orkg@so those who were out trapping during
the past year. The animal that was trapped, the nurhlbainoals (lots, some, few) and the
conditions of furs (poor, fair, prime, other) are relam on the questionnaire. If the respondent
uses the map to describe their trapping activities nteeviewee records this information on the
guestionnaire map and labels it with the map referende ER.

12.0 MARINE MAMMALS

Marine mammals have been monitored by the Coop $886-97, when the community
monitoring program first began. Whales were includedenigh of monitored animals for the
community of Aklavik. However, in 1996-97, there was noisadh the questionnaire dedicated
solely to the monitoring of marine mammals.

Observations Recorded

Unusual sightings, interesting observations, changespunlgtons, diseases, strange
habitat-use patterns, locations, and dates (where [@smib examples of the types of
observations that were recorded.

In 1998-99, seals were added to Aklavik’s list of monitorethalsi. Respondents were
also asked if they had any other observations aboat atlimals, not included in the list of
monitored animals.

In 2000-01, questions about whales became more specific. @asabout whales, the
locations of sightings, the number of observed whatesyell as anything unusual about whales,
were all recorded on the questionnaire and hard copy na@seTsame questions were also asked
about seals.

In 2001-02 the marine mammal questions asked of Aklavik andkinespondents (the
community of Inuvik became part of the monitoring prognar2001- 02) became even more
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specific. There were now separate questions about beldgaoavhead whales. The location of
sightings, the number of whales in a group, the timindp@imigration of whales into an area and
out of an area (early, normal, late), as well ashamy unusual about whales were all recorded by
the interviewer. The spatial information about whallse became more specific. Separate map
reference codes were assigned for beluga (BG) and boBEdadvhales. Information regarding
seals also became more detailed. The location obgguings, the species of seal (Ringed,
Bearded, or Spotted), the number of seals, the thickrfie¢ke blubber (thin, normal, thick), and
anything unusual about seals were all asked of the iategeis from Aklavik and Inuvik. The map
reference code “SL” was used to record spatial infoonatbout seals, although sometimes the
species name was also recorded on the maps.

Since 2003-04 a section of the interview has been deditatadrine mammal
observations. The questions listed previously were askiédkbovik and Tuktoyaktuk residents
in regard to beluga and bowhead whales, but there wdomger specific questions about
bowhead whales asked of Aklavik and Inuvik participantseltstthe latter two communities
were simply asked if they had any observations abouheadvwhales. Those who hunted beluga
whales were also asked to comment on the thicknasg dlubber (thin, average, thick). The
seal questions listed previously were asked of Kaktovik aktioaktuk respondents but Aklavik
and Inuvik participants were simply asked if they had aaldeservations to report.

13.0 EVALUATION

Recommendations by participants are also an importanpconent of the Coop’s
monitoring program. When the interviews first begah986-97, interviewees were not asked for
their opinion of the program, nor were they asked hoimfwove it.

In 1998-99, at the end of the interview, interviewers asgspondents if there were
guestions that should have been asked that were not. IM99998spondents were also asked if
they were getting the information they needed about@mviental issues and natural resources.
Information that is unavailable to respondents but ddemportant was also recorded by the
interviewer. Respondents were informed that this mant is conducted every year and were
asked for their input on how to improve the interview.

In 2001-02, respondents were still asked if there were anyigngeshat should be added
to the interview and what the Coop could do to maketiehebut they were also asked to
evaluate the Arctic Borderlands Knowledge Co-op commumitgitoring program by selecting
one of the following four choices: it is worthwhiladhneeds to be continued; the idea is good,
but it needs some major changes; it is okay, but isaadly that necessary; or it is really a waste
of time and money and should be ended.

Since 2003-04, interviewees are no longer asked if therguastions that should have
been asked. However, respondents are still asked hamptove the interview and also to
evaluate the monitoring program.
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APPENDIX B:

DATA RETRIEVAL RESULTS



1.0 INTERVIEWEE PROFILES

1.1 Total number of Interviews Conducted Per Year

Between 1996-97 and 2006-07, a total of 205 interviews were condiitiedumber of
interviews conducted per year is summarized in Table Fgpuae 1. The yearly total of

interviews ranged from 11 (1996-97) to 23 (1998-99).

Table 1. Total number of interviews conducted per year.

Interview Year No. of Interviews
1996-97 11
1997-98 20
1998-99 23
1999-00 20
2000-01 21
2001-02 20
2002-03 16
2003-04 20
2004-05 20
2005-06 20
2006-07 14

Total 205
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Figure 1. Total number of interviews conducted per year.

Information regarding sex of interviewee/type of intevwconducted and interviewee age
were used to develop interviewee profiles. The sextefurewees (male or female) was recorded
for 2000-01 to 2003-04, with the type of interview conducted (iddalior couple) recorded for
2005-06 and 2006-07. The age of interviewees was recorded for 1996-9998a00 to 2006-

07 using three age categories: Less than 30 years, BeB@esm 50, and Older than 50. If a
couple was interviewed, the birth date of the oldestomensas recorded.

Information regarding the number of interviewees wispoaded to questions relating to
caribou was also recorded. Six categories of caribouignsstere included in interviews
conducted from 1996 to 2006:

. caribou

. caribou spring

. caribou summer
. caribou fall

. caribou winter

. caribou other

1.2 Sex of Interviewees and Type of Interview Conducted

Tables 2a and 2b and Figures 2a and 2b present the reshisaoflysis of output from
the database regarding the sex of interviewees and typterview conducted. From 2000-01 to

B2



2003-04, a simple count dale or Femalewas obtained using a checkbox on the cover of the
guestionnaire. From 2005-06 to 2006-07, the checkbox on the @biwer questionnaire related

to interview type Ihdividual or Couplg. In 2002-03, records were entered into the database as
Male, Female or Couple consequently, these data were separated for the puripasa\sis:

Male andFemaleresponses were re-classifiediagividual when the type of interview conducted
was assessed. No information was recorded in the dat&na2004-05.

Table 2a. Sex of interviewees.

Year Male % Female % Total
2000-01 16 80.0% 4 20.0% 20
2001-02 15 75.0% 5 25.0% 20
2002-03 9 75.0% 3 25.0% 12
2003-04 17 89.5% 2 10.5% 19

Total 57 80.3% 14 19.7% 71

Sex of Interviewees (Male or Female)
18
16
14 -
12
< 10 1 O male
S 8] W female
6 i
4 i
2 ] .
0 | ‘ ‘ I
2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
Interview Year

Figure 2a:  Sex of interviewees
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As shown in Table 2a, a total of 71 individdatslicated whether they wehéale or
Female.Figure 2a illustrates that the overwhelming majorityhaise werdale, in all interview
years. When all years were considered together, 80.3%teofiewees werdlale, 19.7% were
Female Male interviewees represented between 75% (2001-02, 2002-03) and 89.5% (2003-04)
of yearly respondents.

Table 2b. Type of interview conducted.

Year Individual % Couple % Total
2002-03 12 75.0% 4 25.0% 16
2005-06 18 90.0% 2 10.0% 20
2006-07 13 100.0% 0 0.0% 13

Total 43 87.8% 6 12.2% 49

Interview Type (Individual or Couple)
20
15
= O individual
£ 10 -
st H couple
5 |
0 [ 1]
2002-03 2005-06 2006-07
Interview Year

Figure 2b:  Type of interview conducted

Table 2b and Figure 2b demonstrate the type of intenagwucted during 2002-03,

2 Two records entered as “individual” were removed fromdhtabase (2000-01 and 2003-04).

B4



2005-06 and 2006-07. Of the 49 interviews for which this infoonatias available, the vast
majority (87.8%) were conducted withdividual respondents. NG@oupleswere represented in
interviews conducted during 2006-07.

1.3  Age of Interviewees

QUESTION: What year were you born? (if a couple was intervikiee birth date
of the oldest person was recorded).

The question could be answered with one of three options:
. Less than 30 years

. Between 30 and 50

. Older than 50

Table 3and Figure 3 present the results of the analysis of outmutthe database
regarding this question:

Table 3. Age of interviewees.

Less than Between Older

Year 30 years % 30 and 50 % than 50 % Total
1996-97 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 3 60.0% 5
1999-00 0 0.0% 8 40.0% 12 60.0% 20
2000-01 0 0.0% 8 40.0% 12 60.0% 20
2001-02 2 10.0% 6 30.0% 12 60.0% 20
2002-03 0 0.0% 4 26.7% 11 73.3% 15
2003-04 2 10.0% 6 30.0% 12 60.0% 20
2004-05 1 6.7% 5 33.3% 9 60.0% 15
2005-06 3 15.0% 10 50.0% 7 35.0% 20
2006-07 4 28.6% 4 28.6% 6 42.9% 14

Total 12 8.1% 53 35.6% 84 56.4% 149
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WHAT YEAR WERE YOU BORN?
(less than 30 years, between 30 and 50, older than 50)
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Figure 3: Age of interviewees

The output was extracted for a total of nine years1896-97, and 1999-00 to 2006-07.
As summarized in Table 3 and illustrated in Figure 3, d tdtk49 responses were received
during interviews, ranging from 5 to 20 responses per yd®&r aggregate of all responses
demonstrated that 8.1% of interviewees wegss than 30 year85.6% of interviewees were
Between 30 and 5@&nd 56.4% of interviewees webdder than 50.

As Table 3 and Figure 3 demonstrate, the majority ofirgi@ees were consistent@ider
than 50in all interview years, with the exception of 2005-062005-06, the majority (50.0%) of
interviewees werBetween 30 and 50vith those categorized &der than 50representing
35.0% of individuals interviewed during that year. Respondstegorized a®lder than 50
ranged from 42.9% (2006-07) to 73.3% (2002-03) in all other years.

Very few interviewees were categorized_ass than 30 year&o individuals in this age
category were interviewed during 1996-97, 1999-00, 2000-01, or 2002-03. Innbéneiew
years, those categorizedlasss than 30 yeargpresented between 6.7% (2004-05) and 28.6%
(2006-07) of respondents. During the last two years of met@sv(conducted in 2005 and 2006) a
slight increase in the number of respondents who ese than 30 yeamsas observed.
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1.4  Interviews Relating to Caribou

Information regarding the number of interviews conducted/par was assessed using a
simple count. A total of 205 interviews were conducted aveeleven year period, from 1996-97
to 2006-07. Six categories relating to caribou were includéukimterviews, witirue?
indicating the box was checked off and the questionnalaéing to that category completed:

. caribou

. caribou spring

. caribou summer
. caribou fall

. caribou winter

. caribou other

The summary of results for each of these categorgesented in Tables 4a to 4f and
Figures 4a to 4f.

Table 4a. Number of interviews conducted focaribou.

Year TRUE % FALSE % Total
1996-97 10 90.9% 1 9.1% 11
1997-98 13 65.0% 7 35.0% 20
1998-99 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 23
1999-00 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
2000-01 0 0.0% 21 100.0% 21
2001-02 8 40.0% 12 60.0% 20
2002-03 10 62.5% 6 37.5% 16
2003-04 14 70.0% 6 30.0% 20
2004-05 15 75.0% 5 25.0% 20
2005-06 18 90.0% 2 10.0% 20
2006-07 14 100.0% 0 0.0% 14

Total 102 49.8% 103 50.2% 205

3 Presumablyfalseindicates that information relating to a particularegaty was not obtained.
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Figure 4a:  Number of interviews conducted forcaribou

As demonstrated in Table 4a and Figure 4a, the numbeeofiews conducted for the
categorycaribouvaried, ranging from no responses obtained during 1998-99 to 2000-14,, t
guestionnaires completed in 2005-06. In total, 102 interview8%#9were conducted for the
categorycaribou between 1996-97 and 2006-07.

Table 4b . Number of interviews conducted forcaribou spring

Year TRUE % FALSE % Total
1996-97 0 0.0% 11 100.0% 11
1997-98 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
1998-99 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 23
1999-00 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
2000-01 16 76.2% 5 23.8% 21
2001-02 6 30.0% 14 70.0% 20
2002-03 3 18.8% 13 81.3% 16
2003-04 7 35.0% 13 65.0% 20
2004-05 10 50.0% 10 50.0% 20
2005-06 16 80.0% 4 20.0% 20
2006-07 13 92.9% 1 7.1% 14

Total 71 34.6% 134 65.4% 205
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Number of Interviews (Caribou Spring)
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Figure 4b:  Number of interviews conducted forcaribou spring

As demonstrated in Table 4b and Figure 4b, the numbeten¥iews conducted for the
categorycaribou springvaried, ranging from no responses obtained between 1996-4088d
00, to 16 questionnaires completed in 2000-01 and 2005-06. In totaleAiews (34.6%) were
conducted for the categocgribou springbetween 2000-01 and 2006-07.

Table 4c. Number of interviews conducted focaribou summer

Year TRUE % FALSE % Total
1996-97 7 63.6% 4 36.4% 11
1997-98 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
1998-99 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 23
1999-00 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
2000-01 0 0.0% 21 100.0% 21
2001-02 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
2002-03 0 0.0% 16 100.0% 16
2003-04 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
2004-05 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
2005-06 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
2006-07 0 0.0% 14 100.0% 14

Total 7 3.4% 198 96.6% 205
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Number of Interviews (Caribou Summer)
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Figure 4c:  Number of interviews conducted forcaribou summer

As demonstrated in Table 4c and Figure 4c, very few iet@s/were conducted for the
categorycaribou summerOnly seven questionnaires were completed for this catelysing
1996-97, representing 3.4% of the total number of interviendwcted between 1996-97 and

2006-07.

Table 4d. Number of interviews conducted forcaribou fall.

Year TRUE % FALSE % Total
1996-97 10 90.9% 1 9.1% 11
1997-98 9 45.0% 11 55.0% 20
1998-99 21 91.3% 2 8.7% 23
1999-00 17 85.0% 3 15.0% 20
2000-01 15 71.4% 6 28.6% 21
2001-02 4 20.0% 16 80.0% 20
2002-03 6 37.5% 10 62.5% 16
2003-04 7 35.0% 13 65.0% 20
2004-05 13 65.0% 7 35.0% 20
2005-06 14 70.0% 6 30.0% 20
2006-07 14 100.0% 0 0.0% 14

Total 130 63.4% 75 36.6% 205
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Number of Interviews (Caribou Fall)
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Figure 4d:  Number of interviews conducted forcaribou fall.

As demonstrated in Table 4d and Figure 4d, the number ofiewe conducted for the
categorycaribou fallvaried, ranging from four questionnaires completed in 2001-021 to
guestionnaires completed in 1998-99. In total, 130 interviewd¥&3were conducted for the

categorycaribou fallbetween 1996-97 and 2006-07.

Table 4e. Number of interviews conducted focaribou winter.

Year TRUE % FALSE % Total
1996-97 4 36.4% 7 63.6% 11
1997-98 12 60.0% 8 40.0% 20
1998-99 16 69.6% 7 30.4% 23
1999-00 11 55.0% 9 45.0% 20
2000-01 15 71.4% 6 28.6% 21
2001-02 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
2002-03 1 6.3% 15 93.8% 16
2003-04 5 25.0% 15 75.0% 20
2004-05 3 15.0% 17 85.0% 20
2005-06 5 25.0% 15 75.0% 20
2006-07 13 92.9% 1 7.1% 14

Total 85 41.5% 120 58.5% 205
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Number of Interviews (Caribou Winter)
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Figure 4e:  Number of interviews conducted foicaribou winter

As demonstrated in Table 4e and Figure 4e, the numbeeofiews conducted for the
categorycaribou wintervaried, ranging from no responses obtained during 2001-02, to 16
guestionnaires completed in 1998-99. In total, 85 interviewS%¥lwere conducted for the
categorycaribou winterbetween 1996-97 and 2006-07.

Table 4f. Number of interviews conducted forcaribou other

Year IRUE % EALSE % Total
1996-97 0 0.0% 11 100.0% 11
1997-98 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 20
1998-99 20 87.0% 3 13.0% 23
1999-00 18 90.0% 2 10.0% 20
2000-01 17 81.0% 4 19.0% 21
2001-02 6 30.0% 14 70.0% 20
2002-03 6 37.5% 10 62.5% 16
2003-04 12 60.0% 8 40.0% 20
2004-05 4 20.0% 16 80.0% 20
2005-06 20 100.0% 0 0.0% 20
2006-07 14 100.0% 0 0.0% 14

Total 117 57.1% 88 42 9% 205
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Number of Interviews (Caribou Other)
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Figure 4f: Number of interviews conducted forcaribou other

As demonstrated in Table 4f and Figure 4f, the numberterfews conducted for the
categorycaribou othervaried, ranging from no responses obtained in either 1996-8997-98,
to 20 questionnaires completed in both 1998-99 and 2005-06. InltbTahterviews (57.1%)
were conducted for the categagribou otherbetween 1996-97 and 2006-07.

Summary

Six categories relating to caribou were included in v@rs conducted between 1996-97
and 2006-07. Between years, the number of questionnairesetechfdr individual categories
ranged from zero to 21. Very little information wasanied for the categomaribou summer

Only seven questionnaires were completed for this categlbwithin one interview year (1996-
97).

Excludingcaribou summerthe total of completed questionnaires for each caribo
category ranged from 34.6% (71 of 205 interviewsctnbou spring to 63.4% (130 of 205
interviews forcaribou fall) of interviews conducted during the eleven year period.
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1.5 Time on the Land

QUESTION:

1998-99 to 2001-02: How much time did you spend on the land thisgaasirgm July 1
through December? Did you: only take day trips from taake day trips with occasional
overnights, were you on the land for a week or moeetahe, or did you spend more than half of
your time out of town on the land?

2002-03 to 2006-07: I'd like you to think back to how much time yogjvent out on the
land this past year, from April until the end of Decembed you: only take day trips from town,
take day trips with occasional overnights, were youherldnd for a week or more at a time, or
did you spend more than half of your time out of townhanland?

For each of the variations, the question could be ameslweith one of four options:

. Day trips

. Day trips with overnights

. Week or more at a time

. More than half the time on the land

Table 5 and Figure 5 present the results of the analysistput from the database
regarding this question, which was varied slightly begenmiri2002:

The output was extracted for nine years, from 1998-99 to 200603urAmarized in
Table 5 and illustrated in Figure 5, a total of 171 responses received during interviews
conducted from 1998 to 2006, ranging from 14 to 23 responses pef lyeaggregate of all
responses resulted in 7.6% categorizeDastrips 17.0% categorized &y trips with
overnights 31.0% categorized &8eek or more at a timand 44.4% categorized &kre than
half the timeon the land.

Between 1998-99 and 2002-03, the majority (>56.5%) of intervieindesited that they
spent either &/eek or more at a timer More than half the time on the landlfter 2003-04, a
large majority of respondents indicated that they spkmre than half the time on the land
(ranging from 65.0% in 2004-05 to 78.9% in 2003-04), although in 2006-07, egulaérs
(42.9%) of respondents indicated that they sp&iitak or more at a timer More than half the
time on the landDay tripsranged from none taken in 2003-04 and 2006-07 to 18.8% in 2002-
03. Day trips with overnightsanged from 5% in 1999-00 to 30.4% in 1998-99.

Time, by definition, is an absolute measure. An absah#asure of time should
incorporate both duration (how long) and frequency (haendf The only response category
which provided an absolute measure of time was the agtdtmre than half the time on the
land.

Between 1998 and 2001, the question asked how much time wa®sbhatland
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between July and December (a six month period). Respdadlieg intoMore than half the time
on the landcategory indicate that interviewees spent betweee thind six months on the land.
As of 2002, the time frame specified in the question wagased to nine months, from April to
December. Interviewees who indicated that they Siglemée than half the time on thend
beginning in 2002 spent between 4.5 months to nine monttieedand.

The other response categories do not provide an absaatsure of time since
information regarding trip frequency is lacking. Without kmaywhow many trips were made, it is
impossible difficult to quantify the total amount of tirsieent on the land. Numerous day or
overnight trips could total Week or more at a timsimilarly, severaWeek or more at a time
trips could amount tivore than half the time on the land.

BecauseéMore than half the time on the lamithe only response category which provides
an absolute measure, it is the only category for wémithtional analysis and interpretation could
be undertaken. As Figure 5 illustrates, the number of regmbs indicated that they had
spentMore than half the time on the lasdggests an increasing trend throughout the time
period. The apparent trend suggests that interviewees lvase this response category are
spending a greater amount of time on the land, rangingdroimcreased minimum of between
three and 4.5 months.
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Table 5. Amount of time spent on the land during the past y&.

Day trips Week or More than
Interview Day with more at a half the time
Year trips % overnights % time % on the land % Total
1998-99 3 13.0% 7 30.4% 12 52.2% 1 4.3% 23
1999-00 2 10.0% 1 5.0% 10 50.0% 7 35.0% 20
2000-01 1 5.0% 4 20.0% 6 30.0% 9 45.0% 20
2001-02 2 10.0% 5 25.0% 4 20.0% 9 45.0% 20
2002-03 3 18.8% 4 25.0% 7 43.8% 2 12.5% 16
2003-04 0 0.0% 1 5.3% 3 15.8% 15 78.9% 19
2004-05 1 5.0% 4 20.0% 2 10.0% 13 65.0% 20
2005-06 1 5.3% 1 5.3% 3 15.8% 14 73.7% 19
2006-07 0 0.0% 2 14.3% 6 42.9% 6 42.9% 14
Total 13 7.6% 29 17.0% 53 31.0% 76 44.4% 171
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Figure 5: Amount of time spent on the land during the past yar.
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2.0 CARIBOU

2.1

Caribou Availability - Fall
QUESTION: How available were caribou to this community duringtimgnlast fall?

The question could be answered with one of three options:
not at all available,
not close, or

close by and easily found.

Table 6and Figure 6 present the results of the analysis of outmutthe database
regarding this question:

Table 6. Availability of caribou during fall .

not not

Year lavailable % close % close % blank % Total
2000-01 1 7.1% 5 35.7% 4 28.6% 4 28.6% 14
2001-072 13 68.49 5 26.3% 1 5.3% 0 0.0% 19
2002-09 5 31.39 9 56.3% 2 12.5% 0 0.0% 16
2003-04 6 31.69 10 52.6% 3 15.8%% 0 0.0p6 19
2004-04 0 0.0% 7 46.7% 8 53.3% 0 0.0% 15
2005-06 2 11.19 7 38.9% 1 5.6% 8 44 .4% 18
2006-0% 0 0.0% 6 42.9% 4 28.6% 4 28.6% 14
Total 27 23.5%| 49 42.6%] 23 20.0%| 16 13.9%[ 115

The output was extracted for seven years, from 2000-01 to 2006 @dmmarized in
Table 6 and illustrated in Figure 6, a total of 115 responses received during interviews
conducted from 2000 to 2006, ranging from 14 to 19 responses pef geaaggregate of all
responses resulted in 23.5% of responses indicating card@n®t available 42.6% indicating
that caribou weraot close and 20.0% indicating caribou wesl®se Blank cells were recorded
for 13.9% of the total responses.
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How available were caribou to this community last fall?
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Figure 6: Availability of caribou during fall.
Perceptions of availability varied among years:
. In 2004-05, approximately the same number of respondentsirépdiecaribou

werenot closg46.7%) as indicated that caribou wetese(53.3%).

. In 2001-02, 2002-03, and 2003-04, the vast majority >80% of interviewee
indicated that caribou were eithaot closeor not available Only 5.3%, 12.5%
and 15.8% responded that caribou weose

The incidence of blank cells in the data output in 2000-01, 2005 &@06-07
complicates data interpretation. It is not clear vehbtank cell represents. In 2005-06 and 2006-
07, blank cell output exists for both respondents thatatelitthey did and did not hunt, thus
suggesting that a blank cell is not representative efvi@wees who did not hunt caribou. In
2000-01, data output columns regarding whether an intervieweedhonbbserved caribou
hunting are also blank, precluding any conclusions regarduegher a blank cell represents a
respondent who did not hunt or observe during hunting.

Comments regarding fall availability of caribou wereluaed for the years 2000-01 to
2005-06. The comments provide additional context to outpupimetion and indicate how
individual interviewees interpret the response choiBased on the comments associated with not
close andhot availableresponse choices, it is clear that caribou proxirsityoit just a spatial
concept, but an economic concept as well. For exam@®01-02 one respondent indicated that

B19



caribou weranot close but then indicated that (s)he had not gone huntingdh&iecause (s)he
did not have a ski-doo. After 2002-03, many respondents inaticttat caribou wereot closeor
not availablecommented that hunting had become too expensive, thefogas was too high,
and/or many people did not have the proper equipment (gun-doskito go hunting.

Other respondents indicated that the lack of caribou dtalhgas related to changes in
movements, pointing out that the caribou were travaidgferent route, or staying “back”, far
away in the hills. Others based their perception aflability from a temporal perspective,
comparing it to other hunts (“Last year we got caribaitgmwell every time | go hunting”).

Similarly, some respondents who indicated that cariberealose by and easily found
also appeared to be referring to more than just theabpaticept. The importance of having the
right equipment and finding caribou in good shape also appeatedart of the interpretation of
close In some cases, caribou appeared to be perceiaddsasvhen they were successfully
hunted, in spite of the fact that the hunt required timyslome distance:

. “Easily hunted when people use ski-doos; also people couldtgetdf caribous
but don't have good storage space to keep their meat”.

. “At Shingle Point summer camp. In order to get caribaapfehad to travel to
the coast or Shingle Point to get caribou. Caribou wevery good shape”.

Some of these comments were contradicted by othewietvees. Although the
respondent quoted above characterized caribou locatethgteSPoint as ¢los€, another
respondent indicated that caribou wemnet‘closé because the animals were located at Shingle
Point. Others indicated that caribou wenet‘closé because they had to use a ski-doo to hunt.

The importance of timing when attempting to hunt carivas also mentioned by several
interviewees:

. “Close by for August but not close in October”.

. “They were close by when they were passing through;hgal to be up there or
you would lose out on the hunt”.

. “At the right time along the coast, they are clogahd easily found, but they
came early”.

Regardless of how caribou availability during fall wasrfally categorized, the
accompanying notes demonstrate that numerous otherdartcarefully considered by
respondents. The comments regarding timing indicate &ngioci are only available to hunters
during a portion of the fall season, and can be easlyeth. The need for proper equipment (in
particular, a ski-doo) was repeatedly noted, and econamimecns over rising costs, particularly
gas, are especially evident.
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2.2 Caribou Availability - Winter
QUESTION: How available were caribou to this community during imgnthis winter?

The question could be answered with one of three options:

. not at all available,
. not close, or
. close by and easily found.

Table 7and Figure 7 present the results of the analysis of outmutthe database
regarding this question:

The output was extracted for seven years, from 2000-01 to 2006 @dmmarized in
Table 7 and illustrated in Figure 7, a total of 100 respémgm® received during interviews
conducted from 2000 to 2006, ranging from 9 to 19 responses pef heaaggregate of all
responses resulted in 56% of responses indicating carib@nateavailable 15% indicating that
caribou weranot close and 9% indicating caribou wectose Blank cells were recorded for 20%
of the total responses.

Table 7. Availability of caribou during winter.

not not
Year available % close % close % blank % Total
2000-01 10 71.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 28.6% 14
2001-02 18 94.7% 1 5.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 19
2002-03 11 73.3% 4 26.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 15
2003-04 13 72.2% 5 27.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 18
2004-05 3 33.3% 3 33.3% 3 33.3% 0 0.0% 9
2005-06 0 0.0% 1 7.1% 0 0.0% 13 92.9% 14
2006-07 1 9.1% 1 9.1% 6 54.5% 3 27.3% 11

Total 56 _56.0% 15  150% O  90% 20 _ 20.0% _ 100

* Two records entered as “don’t know” were removed froenanalysis
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Figure 7: Caribou availability during winter

Perceptions of availability varied among years:

. Between 2000-01 and 2001-02 the majority of respondents inditetedaribou
werenot available ranging from 71.4% to 94.7%, respectively.

. In 2002-03 and 2003-04, all respondents indicated that caribolewszenot
availableor not close

. In 2004-05, equal numbers of respondents indicated that carér@ueithemnot
available not closeor close.

. In 2006-07, the majority (54.5%) of respondents indicated Hrdicu wereclose.
. Virtually all (92.9%) entries for 2005-06 were blank, precluding @onclusions

for that interview year.

Blank cells were found in the data output for 2000-01, 2005-06, and 2006-07,
representing between 27.3% and 92.9% of total yearly respdhgenot clear what a blank cell
represents. Although most of the blank cell output efasteespondents who indicated that they
did not hunt, one blank cell was associated with a defaran interviewee who did hunt, and
two other records did not indicate whether or not thiegrehad participated in hunting caribou.

All of the comments provided by respondents regardinguaiahility of caribou during
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winter were associated with the responsatsavailableor not close The vast majority of
comments received described caribou as being locatesvéy, or not easily found:

. “Went hunting in Nov. but never see any caribou arounthere's really no
caribou this year”.

. “Just no caribou, if there's caribou, they're alltsz@d”.
. “Have to go long way to hunt”.

Many of the interviewees reported that did they not jhaltttough the reasons were not
always clear. In some cases, respondents who indit&ethey did not hunt commented that
caribou were located far away. Presumably, perceptibcaribou availability were considered
when making a decision regarding whether or not to hunt.

The cost of travel was also considered by interviswegen interpreting caribou
availability:

. “Cost lots to travel, as caribou are far”.

. “We don't know where the caribou could be. Gas casttach to travel long
ways”.

Other respondents indicated that caribou had passed thraliffgrent route, or were
wintering elsewhere. No comments were provided byvigeees who categorized caribou as
close although one comment associated with a blank cetlabeld that “caribou had been close
for a while; there were too many hunters so thegnalled into the mountains”.

Although the question attempted to assess the avaylaifildaribou during winter, four

respondents commented on the availability of cariboungdaill, suggesting that the seasonal
component of the question was sometimes loosely irggr
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2.3 Caribou availability - Spring
QUESTION: How available were caribou to this community during Imgniast spring?

The question could be answered with one of three options:

. not at all available,
. not close, or
. close by and easily found.

Table 8 and Figure 8 present the results of the analysistput from the database
regarding this question:

Table 8. Availability of caribou during spring.

not not
Year available % close % close % blank % Total
2000-01 1 6.3% 7 43.8% 3 18.8% 5 31.3% 16
2001-02 13 68.4% 5 26.3% 1 5.3% 0 0.0% 19
2002-03 10 62.5% 6 37.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 16
2003-04 4 22.2% 13 72.2% 1 5.6% 0 0.0% 18
4 3
3 1
0 0

2004-05 1 63% 8 _ 50.0% 25.0% 18.8% 16

2005-06 1 67% 10  66.7% 20.0% 6.7% 15

2006-07 0 0.0% 12  100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12
Total 30  268% 61 545% 12 107% 9  80% 112

The output was extracted for seven years, from 2000-01 to 2006 @dmmarized in
Table 8 and illustrated in Figure 8, a total of 112 responses received during interviews
conducted from 2000 to 2006, ranging from 12 to 19 responses pef lgeaaggregate of all
responses resulted in 26.8% of responses indicating card@not available 54.5% indicating
that caribou weraot close and 10.7% indicating caribou wesi®se Blank cells were recorded
for 8.0% of the total responses.
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How available were caribou to this community last spring?
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Figure 8: Availability of caribou during spring.

Perceptions of availability varied somewhat amongsyegithough the majority of
responses indicated that caribou were eitlo¢ravailableor not close

. Between 2001-02 to 2003-04, and 2005-06 to 2006-07, the vast majoritygangi
from 73.4% to 100%) of respondents indicated that caribou &igrernot
availableor not close although in 2005-06 the responses were somewhat more
variable as 20% of respondents indicated that cariboucl@se

. In 2000-01, 43.8% of respondents indicated that caribou ne¢relose but
31.3% of cells were blank. Caribou were categorizedaseby 18.8% of
respondents.

. Responses were also more variable in 2004-05: although 50.0%reiewees

indicated that caribou wermt close 25.5% indicated that caribou wearlese
and 18.8% of cells were blank.

Output for the years 2000-01, 2004-05, and 2005-06 consisted of blankvbedls
represented between 6.7% (2005-06) to 31.3% (2000-01) of the tatglrgsaonses. Notes
accompanying the output indicated that some of the bldiskrepresented individuals who did
not hunt. However, this could not be confirmed fobihk cells, as some of the accompanying
notes indicated that the respondents “didn’t get” or “dide&” caribou, or conversely, indicated
where caribou were located (“Down by the coast athbywest channel”, or “They took a
different route”). Another comment suggested that they waccessfully hunted later on in the
season (“...but we got caribous later on in June”).s€quently, whether or not blank cells
represented participation in hunting could not be confirmed.

Most of the comments were associated with respond@&safing that caribou wergot
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availableor not close These comments provided several explanations asytacavibou were not
easily available, with the majority of respondentsngpthat caribou were traveling a different
route or were located too far away from the community:

. “Had to go long ways to get caribou and they wereweny good shape”.
. “Long ways to get caribou, they were too far backuoth

. “Never see caribous close by, the migration is furbaek on the land”.

. “Never get any caribou this year due to caribous tirmyel different route”.

Some of the interviewees noted the cost of gas as@m. Several of these comments
suggested that respondents did not hunt as a result of highiges caribou were too far away,
requiring too much gas to hunt.

Many respondents indicated that they were having difigsulocating caribou and
deciding where to hunt, noting that caribou had been Uableafor several years:

. “Hard to give answers or even put mark on map as we hewe caribous to hunt
for last 3 or 4 years”.

. “Never get any caribou for a few years so can't magkhing on map”.
. “Due to illness or NO caribou around our usual huntingsaveanever hunt at all
so it makes it very hard to tell or even to mark opnvehatever area | mark is an

idea of where | used to hunt when we used to see caribous”

. “Because we never really see the caribou migratiewery hard to mark on the
map where the caribou travel”.

Even the comments provided by respondents who chascteraribou aslose
suggested that hunting was difficult:

. “Too much ski-dooing makes it very hard to hunt caribous”.
. “For a while then they started to travel north baxkalving grounds”.
. “Close by but the migration were in a hurry”.

Although the vast majority of comments referred tol#loi of caribou, three of the
respondents qualified this somewhat by indicating thab@amvere more available during the
month of June:
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. “Not available till June. Using too much gas”.

. “We didn't see caribou migration; it was too far bdgut we got caribous later on
in June”.
. “In June was lots”.

This suggests that the seasonal component of the questionot be accurately assessing
caribou availability, which appeared to vary greathhimithe season.
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2.4 Number of Caribou Harvested
QUESTION: How many caribou did you harvest from last April untin?®

Tables 9a and 94nd Figures 9a and 9b present the results of the andlygsispot from
the database regarding this question:

The number of caribou harvested by each respondentesaded for each interview
year. The output was extracted for seven years, from 2000-2006-07. A total of 113
responsegswere received during interviews, ranging from 11 to 18 par. yEhe total yearly
caribou harvest is presented in Table 9a and Figure 9& 9laland Figure 9b summarize the
number of caribou harvested per interviewee per year.

Table 9a. Total number of caribou harvested per year.

Interview Year No. Caribou Harvested %
2000-01 1 0.2%
2001-02 30 4.6%
2002-03 93 14.3%
2003-04 95 14.6%
2004-05 173 26.6%
2005-06 141 21.7%
2006-07 118 18.1%
TOTAL 651 100.0%

® The time interval (“.from last April until now) was not specifically defined in the question, therefo
it was assumed to be consistent between years.

® The question was discontinued in 2007-08.

" This file originally contained 120 records. Seven recorei® removed from the analysis as they did
not include a harvest number, but a comment only (ustrelyesponse “don’t know”). Another record entered as
“none” was changed to “0".
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Total Caribou Harvest Per Year
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Figure 9a:  Total number of caribou harvested per year

As summarized in Table 9a, a total of 651 caribou weneekted between 2000-01 and
2006-07. The total number of caribou harvested per year rémmgedne (2000-01) to 173
(2004-05), representing between 0.2% and 26.6% of the totaEh&veéhe seven year period.
Figure 9a illustrates an increasing trend in the carilaowest until 2004-05. After that year, a
decreasing trend is observed, although the yearly candoest remained greater during 2005-
06 and 2006-07 than during the period between 2000-01 and 2003-04.

Table 9b. Number of caribou harvested per interviewee per ye.

Interview No. Of Caribou Harvested N= Min Max Mean Median
vear 0 1to10 11to20 >20
2000-01 16 1 0 0 17 0 1 0.1 0.0
2001-02 12 6 0 0 18 0 7 1.7 0.0
2002-03 8 3 3 1 15 0 24 6.2 0.0
2003-04 6 9 3 0 18 0 15 53 5.0
2004-05 2 11 4 1 18 0 50 9.6 55
2005-06 1 10 5 0 16 0 20 8.8 8.5
2006-07 0 8 2 1 11 3 30 10.7 8.0
Total 45 48 17 3 113
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Distribution of Caribou Harvest By Year
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Figure 9b:  Number of caribou harvested per interviewee per yar.

Table 9b demonstrates the number of caribou harvestedt@ediewee per year. As
shown in Table 9b, a large number (45 of 113, or 39.8%) pbretents indicated that they did
not harvest any caribéuDuring 2000-01, 16 of 17 respondents did not harvest a caribou.
However, as Figure 9b illustrates, this category shodeceeasing trend over the seven year
period, such that by 2006-07, all respondents indicated thah#aeharvested at least one
caribou.

The majority of interviewees (48 of 113, or 42.5% of apendents) harvested between
one and ten caribou. This category shows a generatlyasing trend, which drops slightly after
2004-05 (Figure 9b). A total of 17 (15.0%) respondents harvestegdmetll and 20 caribou.
Between 2000-01 and 2006-07, only three (2.7%) interviewees iedit@dt they had harvested
more than 20 caribou.

The number of caribou harvested by individual responderise year ranged from a
minimum of zero (in all years except 2006-07) to a maximbiB0dq2004-05). On average, the
number of caribou harvested per interviewee ranged frar(2000-01) to 10.7 caribou (2006-
07) per year. The individual median harvest was slightiefo ranging from 0.0 (2000-01 to
2002-03) to 8.5 (2005-06) caribou per year.

81t is not clear whether or not a harvest numbereod zepresents respondents who did not hunt as well
as respondents who went hunting but were unsuccessful.
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Summary - Number of caribou harvested

Caribou harvest data confirm that greater numbersrifozcawere harvested beginning in
2002-03. The average number of caribou harvested by inte®$eeach year also demonstrates
an overall increase beginning in 2002-03, although this treydhave been influenced by the
small number of individuals who harvested large numbecsudbou in some years (particularly in
2004-05 when one respondent reported harvesting 50 caribow]l as Wy the decrease in the
number of individuals interviewed during 2006-07 (which droppedldavaf eleven
interviewees).

2.5 Caribou Needs
QUESTION: Did you get enough caribou last spring to meet your needs?

Table 10 and Figure 10 present the results of the analysigfmut from the database
regarding this question:

The question was answered with a responstesdr No. The output was extracted for
seven years, from 2000-01 to 2006-07. A total of 73 respbwses received during interviews,
ranging from 2 to 15 per year. The aggregate of responseatislthat the majority (65.8%) of
respondents were able to meet their needs for cambspring. Respondents who indicated that
they were not able to meet their needs represent 3Z.880s® interviewed over the seven year
period. Only one blank cell was recorded, representing bf4%ial responses.

Table 10. Total of responses regarding ability to meet caribou ndse: SPRING.

Year Yes % No % blank % Total
2000-01 6 40.0% 9 60.0% 0 0.0% 15
2001-02 3 23.1% 9 69.2% 1 7.7% 13
2002-03 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2
2003-04 ) 55.6% 4 44.4% 0 0.0% 9
2004-05 9 90.0% 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 10
2005-06 12 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 12
2006-07 11 91.7% 1 8.3% 0 0.0% 12

Total 48 65.8% 24 32.9% 1 1.4% 73

° One record of “yes, but not quite” was changed to “Yes”.
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Did you get enough caribou last spring to meet your needs?
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Figure 10:  Caribou needs - SPRING

As Table 10 demonstrates, interviews conducted during 2000-01 and208¢ealed
that respondents were generally unable to meet thedisrfer caribou during spring, witto
responses representing 60% to 69.2% of yearly respongasctresly. In 2002-03, all
respondents indicated that they were able to meetribeds, but only two responses were
recorded that year. As Figure 10 illustrates, an incrgasemd ofYesresponses becomes
apparent at that time. By 2003-04, approximately half ointieeviewees were able to meet their
needs for caribou, increasing to between 90.0% (2004-05) and PO0%-06) of yearly
responses for the remainder of the time period.

The single blank cell recorded in 2001-02 was associatedivetbommentdon’t know.
Other comments were associated with data recordetidgretars 2000-01 and 2001-02. The
comments associated wio responses illustrate the difficulties encountered byvigeees who
were unable to meet their needs for caribou, in paaticthie cost associated with supplementing
their needs with store bought meats:

. “Very hard not to eat our own native food off the land. Can't afford store bought
meats’

. “Pocket book - have to buy more from the store, even have to order from
Yellowknifé.

. “Have to buy more meat from the store which costs too.thuch
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Comments associated wittesresponses also emphasize the difficulties encountered by
interviewees, and indicate that the number of carieguired to meet one’s needs will vary
depending on the level of personal responsibility to rofdmaily or community members:

. “We got few caribous but we gave a lot away to péople
Other comments associated witbsresponses suggest that caribou needs were not

completely met. In some cases, respondents who args¥est the question appeared to be
indicating that they harvested sowg®ibou, but not enough:

. “Only got a few
. “Have to buy more store bought méats
. “Really affects our life; cost too much to get meat from the stores

QUESTION: Did you get enough caribou this fall to meet your needs?

Table 11 and Figure 11 present the results of the anafysigmut from the database
regarding this question:

The question was answered with a responstesdr No. The output was extracted for
seven years, from 2000-01 to 2006-07. A total of 77 resptngee received during interviews,
ranging from 8 to 14 per year. The aggregate of responseatislthat the majority (61.0%) of
respondents were able to meet their needs. A to28.886 of those interviewed indicated that
they were not able to meet their needs for caribdallirDuring 2000-01 and 2001-02, seven
blank cells were recorded, representing 9.1% of total nsgso

10 One record of “don’t know” was removed.
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Table 11. Total of responses regarding ability to meet caribou nds: FALL.

Year Yes % No % blank % Total
2000-01 4 30.8% 8 1
2001-02 2 14.3% 6 6 42.9% 14
2002-03 5 55.6% 4 0 0.0% 9
2003-04 6 75.0% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 8
2 0
1 0
0 0

61.5% 7.7% 13

42.9%

44.4%

2004-05 10 83.3%
2005-06 10 90.9%
2006-07 10 100.0%

16.7% 0.0% 12
0.0% 11
0.0% 10

Total a7 61.0% 23 29.9% 7 9.1% 77

9.1%

0.0%

Did you get enough caribou this fall to meet your needs?
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Figure 11:  Caribou needs - FALL

As shown in Table 11, the majority of intervieweesaweot able to meet their needs for
caribou during fall in either 2000-01 or 2001-02. In 2000-01, eight (6 1N¥t¢sponses were
recorded, and in 2001-02, six (42.9%) were entered. Howevek, tddls also represent 42.9%
of responses recorded for 2001-02. Comments associatedhevibtank cells suggest that
respondents were not able to meet their needs:
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. “ Barely got any.(2000-01)
. “Just NO caribous to hurit{2001-02)
. “No caribou for our food, have to buy more store-bought rifg@01-02)

As illustrated in Figure 11, a trend towards increasing negrieY esresponses is evident
beginning in 2002-03, when approximately equal numbers of respisnol®videdyesandNo
responses. Between 2003-04 and 2006-07, interviewees who inditatddey were able to
meet their needs represent between 75% (2003-04) and 100% (2006/8aMyofesponses.

Comments associated wio responses again highlight the difficulties of not meeting
one’s needs:

. “Makes it very hard for a big family as you have to buy store bought mesat -
expensive.

For two of the interview years (2005-06 and 2006-07), additionalwlere provided
which indicated whether or not respondents participatédmting. Of the 20 respondents who
indicated that they had met their caribou needs during tyears, 19 had hunted. The single
interviewee who did not hunt but respondézito the question indicated theEdr those who
hunt the meat was shared by’aluggesting that for some, caribou needs may be defirtbe a
community level. The one respondent who was unablest is/her needs during those years
but had participated in hunting indicated thaué to gas price some people don't have
equipment so it's very hard to hupsuggesting that economic constraints may have lirtiited
hunting effort.

QUESTION: Did you get enough caribou this winter to meet your rizeds

Table 12 and Figure 12 present the results of the anafysigmut from the database
regarding this question:

The question was answered witN@sor No response. The output was extracted for five
years, from 2002-03 to 2006-07. A total of 42 responses wer@edadiring interviews, ranging
from 4 to 14 per year. The aggregate of responses inditate40.5% of respondents were able
to meet their needs for caribou in winter. Interviesgvho could not meet their needs represent
14.3% of all respondents. The majority of responses dedoduring 2005-06 and 2006-07 were
entered as blank cells, representing 45.2% of total regpons
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Table 12. Total of responses regarding ability to meet caribou nds: WINTER.

Year Yes % No % blank % Total
2002-03 1 20.0% 4 80.0% 0 0.0% 5
2003-04 5 83.3% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 6
2004-05 3 75.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 4
2005-06 1 7.1% 0 0.0% 13 92.9% 14
2006-07 7 53.8% 0 0.0% 6 46.2% 13

Total 17 40.5% 6 14.3% 19 45.2% 42

Did you get enough caribou this winter to meet your needs?
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Figure 12:  Caribou need - WINTER

Table 12 and Figure 12 demonstrate that with the except®®02-03, the majority of
respondents were able to meet their needs for caribangdminter. During 2002-03, four of five
respondents (80%) indicated that they were not able &b tneir needs. For the years 2003-04,
2004-05, and 2006-07, interviewees who were able to meet gaels manged from 53.8%
(2006-07) to 83.3% (2003-04). During 2005-06, 13 of 14 responses (92.9% ofriizeotad
were entered as blank cells. Blank cells also represkmge proportion of the data recorded
during 2006-07 (46.2%).
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Comments were not associated with the responsesiettduring interviews, however,
data regarding whether or not respondents participated im@puvere recorded during 2005-06
and 2006-07. In 2005-06, only one interviewee respoiv@stb the question, and participation
in hunting was confirmed. The supplementary hunting datagudonfirm that the 13 entries
recorded as blank cells represent respondents who hadntiotipated in hunting. Similarly, all
seven interviewees who respondézsduring 2006-07 had also hunted. The six blank cells
recorded during that year also represent intervieweeshghaot hunt.

Caribou needs summary - SPRING, FALL & WINTER

During 2000-01 and 2001-02, interviewees generally indicated thah#aedifficulty in
meeting their caribou needs during spring and fall. A wiagsessment was not undertaken until
2002-03. That year, the vast majority of respondents ag#icated that they were unable to
meet their needs for caribou.

Beginning in 2003-04, a more positive trend emerges, as egpemdents indicated that
they were able to meet their needs during all thregossa However, for winter, the large number
of respondents who did not hunt during 2005-06 and 2006-07 complicatetdgpaetation, as
participation in hunting was otherwise assumed. Comnassisciated witlYyesresponses
demonstrate how caribou needs vary according to onessiadrresponsibilities to other family
or community members. It was not clear if these needisined consistent between interview
years.
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2.6  Caribou Herd Health
QUESTION: Do you think the Porcupine Caribou Herd is healthy® Jfwhy not?

Table 13 and Figure 13 present the results of the analysigfmut from the database
regarding this question:

The question was answered witW@sor No response. The output was extracted for nine
years, from 1998-99 to 2006-07. A total of 149 respdhsese received during interviews,
ranging from 12 to 20 per year. The aggregate of responseatatiat the vast majority of
interviewees considered the Porcupine Caribou Herd tedkhy. Of the 149 interviewees, 94%
respondedresto the question; only 4% responddd. Three blank cells were recorded,
representing 2.0% of total responses.

Table 13. Yearly total of responses regarding health of the Porcupe Caribou Herd.

Year Yes % No % blank % Total
1998-99 19 95.0% 1 5.0% 0 0.0% 20
1999-00 18 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 18
2000-01 15 88.2% 2 11.8% 0 0.0% 17
2001-02 14 93.3% 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 15
2002-03 9 75.0% 2 16.7% 1 8.3% 12
2003-04 16 88.9% 1 5.6% 1 5.6% 18
2004-05 16 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 16
2005-06 19 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 19
2006-07 14 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 14

Total 140 94.0% 6 4.0% 3 2.0% 149

1 One record indicating “don’t know” was removed from #émalysis (2005-06).
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Do you think the Porcupine Caribou Herd is healthy? (Yes/No)

20 — —
w _
[¢b] = =
g 15 + — —
o dyes
é 10 - m no
‘5 O blank
s °]
z

0 - .

o0 o o> ot o ob P Q© o
W oFT g g o T T o
Year

Figure 13:  Responses regarding health of Porcupine Caribou Herd

As demonstrated in Table 13 and illustrated in Figure 13yieteees who indicated that
the Porcupine Caribou Herd was healthy ranged from 75.@%0&-03 to 100% in 1999-00, and
2004-05 to 2006-07. Several comments were associated witteshesponses, which
demonstrate that some interviewees appear to havaregreting the question in terms of the
physical health of harvested animals. Selection éalthy animals was also evident:

. “All the caribou we get are very gdod

. “We always pick out the ones we think are good; cool summer and hardly any
snow so caribou had good feeding

. “Because whatever people get is good

Although interviewees noted that the harvested caribene \m good shape, some of the
comments suggest that there were fewer caribou togtarve

. [Yes] “If there is an¥.
. [Yes] “Seems to be getting less each {ear
. [Yes] “But decreasing

Interviewees who did not consider the herd to be hegditiged from 0% in 1999-00,
2001-02, and 2004-05 to 2006-07, to 16.7% in 2002-03.0f the six intervieweeesygonded
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No to the question, five provided additional explanationae Gmment related to the physical
health of the caribou:

. “Some are, seen white spots on liver and lungs

The remainder of the comments associated Mithesponses indicate that some
interviewees interpreted caribou health using a diffemedsure. Instead of commenting on the
physical condition of harvested caribou, these interees appear to have assessed the health of
the Porcupine herd according to how many caribou weteiarea:

. “Not as many a long ago. Use to be a lot of caribous, but not like that arfymore
. “Less arount
. “Don't know as we never hardly see any around. In fact we never had caobous f

last few years

Similarly, each of the comments associated withthhee blank cells recorded between
2001-02 and 2003-04 suggest that herd health was assessed accdydthgotoysical condition
and relative numbers of caribou. Based on these corani#ank cells appear to represent
interviewees who were not successful in harvestingaar

. “If we get caribou they seem to be gbod
. “Maybe just don’t seem to be on regular rdute
. “Wouldn't know because we don't get"any

Although physical condition of harvested animals andivelaaumbers of caribou are both
valid measures of herd health, the discrepancy in heporelents interpreted the question
somewhat compromises the consistency of responsegengewees who assessed caribou health
in physical terms responda&gkswhile noting that there were fewer caribou, whileesth
interviewees respondddb since they used the decreasing number of caribou asnbasure for
assessing herd health. However, given the large nurhbesmondents who answer¥dsto the
guestion, this issue does not affect the overall condu/hich is that the vast majority of
community members who participated in interviews betwiE¥98-99 and 2006-07 considered the
Porcupine Caribou Herd to be healthy.
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