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Introduction

Since 1982/83 the Department of Renewable Resources’ Wildlife Manage-

ment Division has been collecting wildlife harvest information by

surveying big-game license-holders amually with mailed questiomaires.

Through this survey and other programs, the Division now has collected a

wealth of raw data on resident harvesting of barren-ground and wood-

land caribou, moose, Dan’s sheep, black bear and mountain goat as well

as wolf and wolverines, upland gamebirds, geese, ducks and hare.

.-

However, the data was recorded in two different computer formats

(Rbase 5000 and SAS) and the structures of databases varied from year to

year. This inconsistency made it virtually impossible to compute amual

harvest estimates efficiently and effectively, and hence severely hampered

the data’s usefulness as a resource management tool.

The Wildlife Management Division therefore contracted Norecon Ltd. to -

● compile the data into a standard, uniform DBF file format;

● analyse the data from various perspectives; and

“ prepare a report on the results of the analysis.

The Division also requested a recommendation on the merits of adminis-

tering three “waves” of questiomaires as opposed to one, based on the

results of the analysis, and the comparative effectiveness of the ratio and

linear regression methods of estimation in this situation.

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Resident Hunter Harvest Survey — Main Report 2

Finally, the Division called for suggestions on how best to transmit the .-

results of its amual surveys to the hunting public in future.

We have divided the results of our work into three separate documents.

This Main Report presents the highlights of the harvest data, our statisti-

cal analysis and survey recommendations, as well as suggestions for dis-

seminating information to the public. A second volume, consisting

entirely of tables generated from the unified database, presents detailed

information on reported harvest, license and tag sales, and survey wave

results. A third document, or manual, discusses the structure of the new

database as a guide for future users. In addition, it provides instructions

on using a compiled, standalone computer program we have provided to

allow Division staff to generate the same tables we generated in preparing

this report.

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Resident Hunter Harvest Survey — Main Report 3

A Note of Caution

Before undertaking any analysis of the data, we had to convert it from

Rbase (1982/83 — 1989/90) and SAS (1990/91 — 1991/92) formats into

standard DBF format and, to the extent possible, store the converted data

in a uniform database structure that would be both efficient and effective,

i.e. that minimizes disk space requirements while still permitting reasona-

bly quick reporting.

Briefly, there were two main tables for each year prior to 1990-91. One

contained tag information along with hunter names and addresses, etc.

which were based on GNWT license and tag sales downloaded from the

government’s mainframe computer. This table was used as the source for

the three survey mail-outs and to capture the resulting response informa-

tion, i.e. which individual hunters returned completed surveys and in

which survey wave, and which surveys were returned by the post office

as undeliverable. The second main table captured harvest information b y ●

species age and sex, where applicable, along with hunt location, the num-

ber of days spent hunting, etc. Additionally, in some years, there was an

accessory table listing community codes and corresponding community

names. A similar table listed species names and matching codes.

We encountered numerous difficulties in creating a unified database,

some of which warrant mention here inasmuch as they might adversely

affect the accuracy of the data contained in this report (and of course the

database itself).

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Resident Hunter Hawest  Survey — Main Report 4

The @o main tables were linked by hunter license number, except in

1982/83. The 82/83 tables contained another field — question number —

which appeared to link the two tables, and which we therefore used for

that purpose, but the resulting link was not perfect. As well, there were 28

cases in which the same license numbers appeared twice in the tags table

in the same year. This was probably the result of people losing tags and

purchasing new ones, but as the duplication

tistical analysis, and as there were relatively

the duplicates.

would cause havoc with sta-

few occurrences, we deleted

Further discrepancies were caused by the communities table which ac-

companied the annual database for three years. Although the GNWT has

a set of “official” codes for all territorial communities, the community

codes in this table (COMMREG.DBF) were not the same as those used by

the GNWT. To take but one important example, whereas the GNWT uses

105 and 109 for Yellowknife and Hay River respectively, COMMREG.DBF

reversed these numbers. At first we used the COMMREG.DBF codes to

identify communities and regions stored as codes in the two main tables,

but the results were quite obviously wrong — Hay River entries far ex-

ceeded those for Yellowknife,  for example. In the end, it was decided to ●

revert to the standard GNWT codes, as this seemed to produce the most

plausible region/community distribution.

Where appropriate, the harvest tables included fields for both total kill

and kills by sex and age. However, in many, if not most, cases total kills

did not equal the sum of corresponding kills by sex and age. Whatever

the reason for this imbalance, it limits the usefulness of the age and sex

information in estimating total harvest, and at best should be used only to

estimate percentages of total harvest by age and sex.

I
Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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. .

,, This same imbalance also hampered our reorganizing the survey tables
. - .. for the last two years, i.e. 1990/91 and 1991/92, whose structures were

completely different from the previous years. In the last two years, har-

vest information was stored in separate tables for small game, waterfowl

and each big game species. Moreover, unlike the previous years’ tables,

which contained one record for each individual hunt, the later ones ap-

peared to contain one record for each hunter, regardless of the number of

times the hunter actually hunted. As this structure is not nearly as effi-

cient or effective as the previous one, we reorganized the data into a

modified version of the earlier structure (as detailed in a separate data-

base manual).

In so doing, however, we had no choice but to develop a total kill field by

summing males, females and juveniles (where applicable), or full and

part curl for Da.11’s  sheep. Thus the total kill fields for the last two years

necessarily equate to the sum of their respective sex and age breakdowns,

whereas they frequently do not in prior years.

Finally, problems with the download of mainframe information in the last

two years, and duplication of hunter information across nine separate ta- .
bles for each year made it impossible to extrapolate harvest estimates on

the basis of tag sales for the last two years.

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Resident Hunter Harvest Survey — Main Report 6

Harvest Highlights

This section highlights some survey results and trends using both the re-

ported harvest, i.e. , the figures provided by survey respondents, and the

estimated harvest, i.e. the statistical extrapolation of reported results, de-

tailed in the next section.

Barren-ground caribou is consistently and by far the most frequent big-

game target of resident NWT hunters. The estimated average annual har-

vest of barren-ground caribou was 4.5 times larger than the amual aver-

age harvest of all other big game combined.

Year Caribou Caribou Moose Bear Sheep Goat Totals

1983-84 1,294 86 230 46 47 7 1,710

1984-85 538 59 173 33 14 3 820

1985-86 661 58 214 16 20 4 973

1986-87 1,219 41 136 9 11 1 1,417

1987-88 2,203 61 225 34 22 2,545

1988-89 1,975 83 192 21 14 2,285

1989-90 2,085 61 217 34 26 2,423

Total 9,975 449 1,387 193 154 15 12,173

Average 1,425 64.1 198.1 27.6 22 3.8 1,740.6

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Estimated Average Annual Big Game Harvest
19W84 - 1989/90

The estimated big-game harvest increased significantly after 1986, be-

cause the maximum allowable number of barren-ground caribou tags per

hunter increased from three to five.

Estimated Total Annual Big Game Harvest
1983/84 - 1989/90

1963-64 1 9 8 4 - 8 5 198546 1986-87 1987-38 1983-39 1989-90

.-

.

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Regionally, of course, Yellowknife hunters’ harvest exceeded all others by

a wide margin.

Estimated Average Annual Big Game Harvest
1983/84 - 1989/90

.

Ii
, . ; . ,.~,:, ..—
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Small Game
.-

- . . .

Ptarmigan comprised by far the largest proportion of the small-game har-

vest since 1985/86, when the survey began recording small-game harvests

(although hare were not recorded until 1989/90).

Ptarmigan 29,593 65%

Ruffed Grouse 7,316 16%

Hare 1,961 by.

Sharp-Tail 6,535 14%

Spruce Grouse 8 0%

RuTed  Grouse

Reported Total Smatl-Game Harvest
1985/6 - 1990/91

Sprwe  Grouse

ligan

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Ducks ..

Mallard comprised almost half of the total reported duck harvest between

1989/90, when the survey began recording waterfowl hunts, and 1990/91.

Mallard 1,439 b?yo

Pintail 386 13%

Teal 213 7%

Wigeon 179 6%

Scaup 166 59!0

Other Ducks 673 22%

Reported Total Duck Hatvest
1988/89 - 1990/91

Malard

Scaup

Wtge

.

—
Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Canada geese comprised more than half of the total reported goose har-

vest between 1989/90 and 1990/91.

Canada 320 52%

Whitefront 82 1370

Other Geese 62 1070

Reported Total Goose Harvest
1988/9 -1990191

8

Canada

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Statistical Analysis

Good research is the key to good management of any resource. If the re-

search is not effective, resource management decisions are at best not sup-

ported and at worst erroneously influenced. Hunters maybe deprived of

legitimate opportunities to harvest a resource if estimated harvests over-

state the impact of the hunt on animal populations. On the other hand,

underestimating the harvest may result in decisions which lead to over-

harvesting of resources.

Reliability and Validity

The key issue here is data reliability and validity. While the theory of

measuring these variables can be very complex, the concepts of reliability

and validity have simple explanations and direct practical implications.

Many of the effectiveness, efficiency and accountability questions raised

by the Division involve either reliability or validity issues. .

Reliability and validity are basic concepts related to the measurement of

an event, and maybe thought of as:

EH=AH+E

where EH is the measurement or observation of the characteristic in the

sample population. In this case, EH represents the estimated harvest, AH

is the true actual harvest and E is the error, or difference between the

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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. . .

calculations based on those responding the questiomaire, on the one. .
+,” hand, and the total of all hunters who purchased tags on the other.

Two things can go wrong with this measurement. First, the E error can be

so large relative to the estimated harvest (EH) that it is a poor indicator or

predictor of the actual harvest (AH). Second, the estimates derived from

the sample which answered the survey (EH) can be a biased estimate of

the actual hunting harvest or population (AH) so that the error in the esti-

mate is always in the same direction. These two types of errors may be

referred to as variable and systematic error.

Reliability and its measurement are more closely associated with variable

error. With regard to the harvest, the estimate conversion from respond-

ing hunters to the population can be said to be reliable if a consistent ap-

proach to the survey produces the same results under the same types of

conditions such as the sampling method, data collection and question-

naire design. In most cases, reliability is not a difficult issue to address.

Sometimes the solution is as simple as expanding the sample size or using

alternate forms of the same measure.

The major problem, and the one most difficult to identify, is systematic .

or validity error. If the design of the questionnaire, sampling process or

nature of the measurement itself introduces bias into the measurement

process, the results will not be valid. It is also entirely possible for results

. . .
*.

to be reliable but not valid. Other

the respondents ability
and length of the hunt;

the number of hunts;

validity issues include:

to remember the time, location

the actual kills, especially of small game; and,

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Resident Hunter Harvest Survev — Main Re~ort 14

● the cliff erences in the survey between years.

The key validity question is whether the survey responses can be used to

estimate the total harvest or the characteristics of the non-respondent

population. Did those answering the survey include a higher portion of

people who actually hunted and were interested in reporting their kill?

Did people exceeding their allowable limit not report, and what propor-

tion of the population do they represent?

.-

What does this mean for the analysis or estimation of the resident hunter

harvest in the NWT? Simply put, invalid results ate useless or worse. If

the results are biased, they camot be widely used to make management

decisions, and if used, may result in the wrong decisions.

Fortunately alternatives exist that can avoid or minimize validity prob-

lems without going to theoretical extremes. One approach is to use differ-

ent collection or survey methods for comparison. If the results concur,

validity is implied. In estimating the total harvest this might involve ran-

domly dividing the hunter population of a test community or communi-

ties into two groups and having one respond to a mail questiomaire, with

the other group being surveyed in person by Renewable Resource Offi- .

cers or contract employees. If the alternative survey results comply, valid-

ity is implied. If they do not, a bias problem may exist with one or more

of the data collection methods. We discuss this method further at the end

of this section.

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Estimating Total Harvest
● ✎

Two methods were used to estimate the total harvest — the ratio and lin-

ear regression analysis methods. The latter method attempts to capture

differences in responses and the hunting population; for example,

whether non-responding hunters have differing success from those an-

swering, say, the first wave of the survey. The following chart plots the

total number of tags sold along with the estimated kill or harvest for

barren-ground caribou — the most pop~ar species — using both  estima-

tion methods; for reference, it includes the reported kill.

Barren Ground Caribou

;954 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 lWI

■ Reported Kill ❑ Ratio Estimated Kill ❑ Regress Estimated Kill ❑ Total Tags Sold
I

.

The regressions for estimating the harvest were constructed at the re-

gional level for barren-ground caribou only. To obtain the estimate, three

data points were employed, one corresponding to each survey wave. The

total cumulative harvest was then regressed against the cumulative per-

centage of tags reporting for each wave. The estimate was obtained by

estimating the value for 100% coverage of tags sold.

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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, .-

‘ - Significantly, the graph shows little variation between the ratio and re-.. .
gression method of calculating the total harvest. This is confirmed by an

examination of the data in the following table:

I
Ratio Regress

Reported Estimated Estimated Total
Year Kill Kill Kill Tags Sold Difference % Difference

1984 712 1,294 1,449 2,036 155 11 .98’?4.

1985 360 538 527 2,023 -1 -0.1970

1986 442 661 659 1,857 -2 -0.30%

1987 777 1,219 1,248 2,772 29 2.38%

1988 1,468 2,203 2,143 3,945 -60 -2.72Y0

1989 1,232 1,975 1,942 4,129 -33 -1 .67?Jfo

1990 1,280 2,085 1,978 3,976 -107 -5.13!40

-.

1
I

As shown in the chart, the differences between the two calculation meth-

ods is small, with the exception of the first and last years. This would lead

to the conclusion that hunter behavior (success in this case) varies little

between waves for most years. It is also impossible to say whether the

6ratio or regression method is more accurate. - ‘
+ti

b 0@2@#f+.wd’ -

Sample-Size Determination

One method of testing these assumptions is through further sampling and “

the use of different methods to test the validity of any assumptions re-

garding the population. If the results from different sampling procedures

agree, we can likely conclude that our assumptions are valid. At present,

the Division attempts to capture as much information about the harvest as

possible through the use of up to three waves of questionnaires. There is a

danger with this approach that the non-respondent population will have

different harvest success from the responding population. The regression

method of estimation is used as one way of incorporating changing

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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-. . responses, however differences in the population should be further ex-

plored through the application of random sampling of the non- respon-

dent population. This should be done using a different method than the

“wave mail-out”.

The initial sample size (or required wave response) is dependent on the

variability in the hunt and the error the Division is willing to accept.

There are two basic methods for the researcher interested in accountabil-

ity and efficiency to determine sample size: “required-size-per- cell” and

the traditional statistical model. The required-size-per-cell approach sim-

ply requires that approximately 30 responses be obtained for each “cell”

of data; other rules of thumb recommend between 50 and 100 responses,

depending on the importance of the category. In this case, respondents are

only be asked to identify the species of kill, which includes five big-game

species, three fur bearers, four upland game birds and 10 varieties of wa-

terfowl. This makes for 22 possible choices and the rule-of- thumb sample

size of around 660.

In the case of the harvest estimate, traditional models of sample size de-

termination do not work as well. The traditional model is based on the

management specification of an allowable error or (E), the level of confi-

dence in the sampling process (Z) and the variance of the sample

population.

The problem with applying this technique to the hunt data is that the av-

erage or mean kill, and its variance, is very small. Since the dispersion of

kills or hunting success is very small, this would seem to indicate only a

very small sample size (i.e. in most cases the hunt results in zero o 0 e

kill). - *P
-+ :~& ~ .

iVorecon Ltd. March, 1994
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The variance or dispersion of the data is further explained in the follow-

ing sections.

Exploring Harvest Statistics

As noted above, the Division’s database consists of two main tables — a

harvest database recording all hunt information from respondents who

hunted, and a tags database containing information on sales of licenses,

tags purchased, etc. To examine the harvest data, the harvest database

was translated into SPSS format and run through a series of descriptive

routines. Although this information is limited to questiomaire respon-

dents, it provides some interesting insights into hunt success and related

activity. It can also be used as a check on the estimates derived by the ra-

tio or regression methods.

One descriptive statistic developed was a 95% confidence level around a

kill or harvest for every hunt, i.e. the range of harvest for every hunt in

which we have 95% confidence. In 1988/89, for example, we find there is

a 95% confidence level that between 1.43 and 1.79 caribou where killed

for every hunt by license-holders in the Yellowknife area. In that same *
year there were 874 purchasers of a caribou license in Yellowknife, 525 of

whom responded to the survey. If this response rate is multiplied by the

number of license-holders who hunted, and then by the confidence levels

of the harvest, we are 95°/0 confident that hunters from Yellowknife har-

vested between 1,083 and 1,356 animals in 1988/89. The regression esti-

mate for this year is 1,268.

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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The descriptive analysis of the barren-ground caribou hunt in 1988/89 in
- . . .

Yellowknife also provides a number of ot$er interesting indicators of suc-

cess. The following table summarizes some key statistics:

Mean Kill 1.61 Std Error 0.09 Skewness 3

Median 1 Variance 3.69 Kurtosis 19.48

Std. Deviation 1.92 High 19 Low o

Measures of Central Tendency

The mean and median are often used to describe the most expected occur-

rence. From the data derived from the 1988/89 hunt in Yellowtife we

see that the median harvest from every hunt is 1, which means half the

hunts were below 1, half were above. The mean, or average kill, of

every hunt is higher, at 1.6 caribou. This is because the mean is greatly

influenced by outlying values or kills. In this case, the difference between

the median and the mean indicates there are more values in the high end

of the survey. Looking at the range, we see that this conclusion is sup-

ported by the high observation of 19 kills, i.e. one hunter on one hunt,

killed 19 caribou).
.

Although the range is useful for supporting our initial observations, it

can only be considered an index of dispersion. Another problem with us-

ing maximum and minimum numbers is that they do not take into ac-

count the underlying distribution of kills or observations between the two

extremes. There is also a danger that the high or low values represent er-

rors in the estimate or in data entry (e.g. a data-entry operator inputting a

value of 19 instead of 9 or 11).

A more common measure of variability that is based on all observations is

the variance. If all observations or reported kills per hunt are the same,

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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there would be no variance. In our sample, the variance is 3.69 indicating.*
little degree of movement around the mean; the variance is a squared

measure.

From the skewness and

idea about the shape or

kurtosis measure in the table we can also get an

distribution of these variances around the mean.

If the distribution is perfectly normal, the values of both skewness and

kurtosis will be zero. Since the skewness estimate is around three, the tail

of the distribution on the side of kills above the mean is higher; there are

more kills on the higher side of the mean. Since the kurtosis estimate is

very large, we also expect the distribution to be heavily peaked around

the mean or average kill. Together these estimates indicate the distribu-

tion of kills per hunts is closely distributed around its high side, and we

can also expect more outlying values on the high side. (Note: there is a

tendency for distributions with a high kurtosis to also have positive

skewed values.)

One additional measure which can be used to examine the success of the

hunt is the trimmed mean. In this example a 5% trim was applied to the

data; this means the calculation excludes 5% of the highest and lowest

values in the distribution (kills per hunt). The rimmed mean for the exam-
●

ple hunt is 1.43, substantially less than the normal mean (1.61). In this

case, the trimmed mean is likely a more accurate indicator of the hunt

since, like the median, it measures more the cental tendency of the

harvest.

Finally, information on the harvest can also be obtained from so-called

“m-estimators”. Unlike the trimmed mean, which divides the population

or hunt information into two groups, those included and those excluded,

m-estimators  assign varying weights to different estimates, with the

.-
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weights decreasing as distance from the mean increases. In the
. calculated tables, four m-estimators  are available and two are used:-

Huber, which steadily reduces the weight as measures move
away from a central area; and

Tukey -in which weights gradually decline to zero (after 4.6
standard units from the mean),

sPss-

The adjusted means of the Huber estimator are 1.23 and for the Tukey

1.16. Again, these measures are substantially less than the non-adjusted

mean, pointing to a distribution of kills or harvests which bias the aver-

age upward.

.

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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. . .
The Box Plot

. .
*

The figure below shows an annotated sketch of a box plot. The lower

boundary of the box is the 25th percentile and the upper boundary is the

75th percentile of hunt success. The horizontal line in the box represents

the median. Half of the observations have values inside the box.

* Values more than 3 box
lengths

Values more than 1.5 boxo Ienghts above 75% level

Largest value which is

T not an outliner

75th perentile

Median

25th perentile

I

The box plot can also show outlying cases in two ways. Cases which are

more than 3 box lengths from the upper or lower edge of the box are

called extreme values and shown as *. Values that are between 1.5 and 3

box lengths from the extremes of the box ends are called outliners and

shown as 0. The largest and smallest values in the observation that are not

outliners are also shown by lines drawn from the ends of each box.

Using SPSS, a series of box plots was calculated for different hunts in

every region. The following example shows the 1988/89 hunt for caribou

in the Yellowk.nife  ( considered a region for this data).

Norecon Ltd.
March, 1994
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YEAR: 1989

‘“~

101 ●

maz?$

2, ‘, += G& Eiii!&i
$
bt- .1’

Ns= 59 68 24 50 82 455

1

REGION

2 3 4 5 6

Yellowknife is shown as Region 6 (to the far right). As supported by the

other estimates we see that the distribution is fairly evenly spread about

the median (the value of the median is 1) with a significant number of

measures or kills well above the 75% percentile of expected kills. For com-

parison purposes, the hunt is also shown for 1984/85.

YEAR: 1985

81

61

4

~7218

I
l—— 1

F -2
~. 5 r3 27 i2 72 2i5

1 2 3 4 5 6

REGION

—
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The box plot for the barren-ground harvest in 1984/85 shows a much dif-

ferent distribution. First of all, the variance, especially in Region 6, or

Yellowknife,  is reduced over the 1988/89 level. Second, the number of

extreme values is reduced and there are no outlying values. This likely

means the hunt was more difficult during these years, with reduced op-

portunities to harvest a similar number of animals. This conclusion is sup-

ported by the median value which is zero. On the other hand, the harvest

in most of the other regions was more successfti,  with the highest number

of outlyers  being found in Region 5.

The following chart shows another sample box plot for the moose hunt.

YEAR: 199o
6 ‘

51 Mmsa

4

3

2 \ ‘1

i3M00s.?

tM309e

1= -lJ
N= 182 53

1
211

2 : 6

REGION

The box plot shows that the moose hunt was most successfti in Regions 1

and 2. There was also some success in Region 6, with three hunts result-

ing in extraordinary successful harvests. One hunt resulted in three kills,

another in two, and one hunter harvested a single animal. The median

value is zero.

Norecon Ltd.
March, 1994
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, .-
‘ , Conclusion and Recommendations

*

In most years since 1982/83 the Wildlife Management Division has at-

tempted to secure the greatest number of hunter survey responses possi-

ble by mailing three successive waves of questiomaires.  The major

problem with this, and any other survey, is extrapolating the information

collected from the surveys to the entire resident hunting population. Do-

ing this requires an underlying assumption that the hunting success or

activity of the non-responding, or unknown, population is the same as

those responding.

To address this problem, the Division has utilized regression analysis to

accommodate different behaviour or

As shown in the charts of estimates

and those calculated as strait ratios,

success between responding groups.

calculated using regression analysis

there was little difference in the re-

sults yielded by the two methods; only in 1989 and 1984 were there any

significant differences. This also implies that any difference in hunting

success among the different waves has little overall impact on the harvest

estimates.

It would also seem to imply the Division need only use a single survey to s

estimate the total harvest. As shown in the supporting tables generated by

SPSS, it is possible to use the harvest data to generate confidence inter-

vals around the mean or average harvest. When applied to the entire

hunting population this should provide a good estimate of the harvest

range.

To gain additional information on the non-respondent population,

Division might consider using an alternate survey method such as

the

ran-

dom sampling and telephone follow-up surveys. Determining the sample

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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size of this follow-up survey, and of the initial survey response, can be

calculated by two methods. However, since the outcomes of any hunt

have very little variance — in most cases the hunt is either unsuccessful or

results in a single kill — traditional methods of determining survey size

are of little value. Instead, the Division might consider using the mini-

mum responses-per-cell method discussed above. This would entail at-

tempting to solicit around 30 responses for every species. If there are 22

possible species choices, a sample size of around 660 tags should suffice

for validity.

The Division might also consider discussing various survey techniques

with the GNWT Bureau of Statistics, which has extensive first-hand north-

ern survey experience.

Many of the “abnormal”

gal limits, the mismatch

entries in the database — e.g. kills exceeding le-

between total kill and their age and sex break-

downs — might well have been the result of data-entry errors. As these

kinds of errors could easily be “trapped” by a proper database interface,

and we recommend that the Division develop such an interface to minim-

ize data entry problems in future.
.

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Reporting Results to the Public

One of our tasks for this assignment

medium for disseminating the results

hunters and the general public.

was to recommend an appropriate

of the annual hunter surveys to the

To this end we provided optional mock-ups (see next page) which could

be used to produce either a “bank” newsletter or tabloid (small-format)

newspaper. It has been our experience that these two media are most ef-

fective in attracting Northern (and indeed most North American) readers

to otherwise drab subjects. They also allow a good deal of flexibility in

terms of content and design and are relatively inexpensive to produce and

distribute.

However, in an era of budget constraints, should the Department decide

the costs of producing a newsletter or a tabloid outweigh the benefits, at a

minimum we would recommend that the current typewritten, saddle-
.

stitched (stapled) amual report be replaced by one with a “snappier”

cover (perhaps using the mock-ups we provided), that the text be desktop

published and that there be a lot more graphic illustrations.

Norecon Ltd. March, 1994
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Conservation is the key to good hunting
hem ipsum dolor sit ame~
rxxwxtetuer  adipisdng eliL A
diam nonummy  n[bh euismod
tincidunt ut Iaoreet dolore
magna aiiquam erat volutpaL
Ut wisi en[m ad minim veniarm
quis SK&md  exerci tation
ullamcoqx2r  susdplt lobortis  nisi
ut aiiquip ex ea commodo
consequa~  Duis autem vel cum
Mure dolor In hendrer{t  In
vulputate velk = mokt[e
consquaL vel illum dolorc cu
feugiat nulls fadlisis  at vero
am et accumsan  et hrsto odio
dlgnissim qui blandit praesat
Iuptatum zzril delenk  augue
duis dolore  te feugait nuila
fadiisl kern lpsum dolor sit
am= consestetuer  adipisdng
eilL A dlam nonummy nibh
eulsmod tineidunt  ut laorat
dolore magna aUquam  erat
volutpat. Ut wisi enim ad
minim venia~  quis nostrud
cxerd tation uliamcorper
susdpit lotmrtis  nisi ut aliquip
ex ea cnmmodo  eonsquaL
Duis autem vel cum iriure dolor
in hendrcrit  in vulputate veiit
rsse moktie consequa~  vcl
iiium doloie eu fcugiat  nulls
faciiisis at vcro ems et aecumsart
et iusto odio dignlssim qui
blandit pracsent luptatum zzril
delenlt augue duis dolore te
feugalt nulls facllisl Nam Iibcr

temper cum soluta  nobis
eleifend option tongue nihil
imperdiet doming id quod
mazim placerat facer pckssim
asutn
Lorem ipsum dolor sit ame~
eonsectetuer  adipking  eliL sed
diam nonummy nibh euismod
tinddunt ut laoreet dolore
magna aliquam erat VOIUtpL
Ut wisi cnim ad minim vet-dam,
quis nmtmd rxerei ration
ullamcorpcr  susdpit lobortis  nisi
ut aliquip  ex = commodo
consq.ta~ Duis autem vet eum
iriure dolor in hendrerit  in
vulputate velit W moktie
a)rrxquaL  vel illum dolore eu
feugiat nuiia fadlisis at vero
eros et accumsan et iusto odio
dignksim  qui blandit praesent
luptatum zzril delenit augue
duis dolore te feugait nuUa
facflisl Lorem ipsum dolor sit

ameL mnsectetuer adipking
eUL sect diam nonummy nibh
euismcd tincidunt  ut laoreet
dolore magna aliquam mat
Volutpac
Ut wisi enim ad minim venia~
quis nostmd exerci tation
uliamcorper suscipit lobortis nisi
ut aliquip ex ea commodo
eonsequa~  Duis autem vel cum
itiure dolor in hendrerit  in
vulputate velit me mokstie
eon.wqua~  vel illum dolore eu
feugiat nulls fadlisis at vero
ercs et aceumsan et iusto cdio
dignissim qui blandit pracscnt
luptatum zzril deienit augue
duis dolore te feugait nulls
fadlisi. Imrem ipsum dolor sit
amet consectetuer adipisdng  .
eliL sed diam nonummy nibh
eukmod tincidunt ut laoreet
dolore magna aliquam erat
volutpaL

First year for commercial harvest of carilxm
Lorem ipsum dolor sit amz autem vel eum iriure dolor in
r.mwxtetuer  adipkcing eik sed hendrerit in vulputate veiit
diam nonummy nibh euismcd csw mokstie ansequaL vet
tineidunt ut laoreet dolore Ulum dolore eu feugiat nulia
magna alIquam erat volutpa~ fadlisb  at vero cm et
Ut wisi enim ad minim auxmsan et iusto odio
veniarn,  quis nostrud exerci dignissim qui blandit ptaesent
tation ullameorper  suseipit Iuptatum zzril ddenit augue
Iobortis nisi ut aiiquip ex ea duis dolore te feugait  nulls
eommodo  eonsequat-  Duis faciiisl Lorem ipsum dolor sit
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Conservation is the key to g&d hunting
brem ipsum dolor sit am=
conscctetuer  adlpiscing  eli~ sed
diam nonummy nibh Msmod
tlnddunt ut laorect dolore
magna allquam etat volutpat
Ut wisl enlm ad minim vcxda~
quis nostrud  cxerd tadon
ullamcorper  susdp[t  Iobortls  nk.1
ut sd[qulp ex ca commcdo
rxxwqua~  Duis autem vd cum
Mure dolor in hendrerlt in
vulputatc  vclk * molesde
conscq~  vel lllum dolore eu
feug[at  nulls fadlisk at vcro
eros et amumsan  et [usto cdio
dlgnis.dm  qui blandit prarsent
Iuptatum rzril dclenit augue
duis dolorc te feugalt nulls
fadlisl  Lorem ipsum dolor sit
ame~ consectetuer adlplxfng
eliL SAA d[am nonummy nibh
eulsmoci t.fncidunt  ut laormt
dolore magna allquam eriit
vohXpaL Ut wld erdm ad
mhilm venk~  quls rmtrud
cxerd tatton ullamcorper
susdp[t  lobortIs nlsl ut al[qu(p
ex ea commcdo  cQnwquaL
Duis autern VCI cum [rlure dolor
In hendrerk [n vulputate  velk
esse moktk  cnnsqua~  vel
Mum dolore  eu feug[at nulls
fadllsls  at vero ems et accurnsan
et Iusto odio dlgnlsdm  qui
blandk praesent  Iuptatum  r.zril
delen[t augue duis dolore te
feugait nulls facilisl Nam Met
temp+x cum soluta nobis
eleifend  option tongue nihil

Imperdkr doming id qucd
mazlm placcrat facer @m
a.uum
Lorcm [psum  dolor sit ame~
consectetucr adipking  CJIC scd
dtam nonummy nibh euismcd
tincldunt  ut Iaoreet dolore
magna aliquam crat volutpaL
Ut WISI  enlm ad minim venla~
quis nostrud  exerci tation
ullamcorper suscipit lobords  nlsl
ut allqulp ex ca commodo
consqxx Duis autem vel cum
lriure dolor in hendrerk [n
vulputate vent cse molesde
consequaL vel Mum dolore cu
feugiat nulls fadkis  at vero
eros ct accurnsan et iusto  odio
dignkslm qul blandk pracsent
Iuptatum Ml delenlt augue
duis dolore te feugak  nulk
fadlkl  Imrem  lpsum dolor sit
ame~ consectetuer adiplsclng
eli~ scd diam nonummy nibh
eukmcxl dncldunt ut laoreet

dolore magna al[quam erat
volutpaL
Ut wisi en[m ad minim ven~
quls nostrud  exercl t.don
ullarncor~  suscipit Iobortis nisi
ut allquip ex ea commodo
cmsequat  Duk autem vel cum
Mure dolor In hendretit  in
vulputate vdit W molestie
consaquaL vel lllum dolore eu
feuglat  nulls faclllsts  at vero
ems et acxurnsan et ksto  odio
d@-dssim qul blandit psaescnt
Iuptatum r.zdl deknit augu.e
duls dolore te feugdt nuUa
facH.M. Lorem  ipsum dolor slt
am<  conscctetuer adipisdng
elk scd dhm nonummy nlbh
eukmcxj  tinddunt  ut laoreet
dcrlore magna aliquam erat
Vohltpat
LJt wlsi enlm ad minim ven~  ●

quls nostrud exercl tatlon
ullamcorper susdpit lobortis rdsl
ut aliqulp ex u commodo

First year for commercial harvest of caribou
kern ipsum dolor sit amet, autem vel eum Mure dolor in
conscctctuer adlpfsclng .diL sed hendrerit  in vulputate vent
dlam nonummy n[bh eulsmcxi csse mokstic mnsquat vel
tincidunt  ut Iaoreet dolore illum dolore eu feugiat nulls
magna a!iquam erat volutpaL facllisls  at vero IXOS et
Ut wisl en[m ad minim ammuan et Iusto odio
veniarn, quk nostrud  excrci dignks[m qul bland[t pracsent
tation ullamcorper sudpit luptatum zzril delerdt augue
lolwrt[s nlsl ut allquip cx m duis dolore te feugalt  nulls
commodo conscquaL Duls facillsl Lorem Ipum dolor sit
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RESULTS OF THE 1994 HUNTER HARVEST STUDY

Conservation is the key to good hunting
Lorem lpsum dolor sit ame~
cmssectetuer adipking  eli~ sed
dlam nonummy  nibh eulsmcd
thacidunt ut laoreet dolore
_ allquam erat volutpa~
Ut WISI enlm ad m[rdm veti
quis nostmd exerci tation
uliamcorpsr susdplt  lobords  n&1
ut aliqtdp ex ca tommodo
consequaL  Duis autem vel cum
Mute dolor {n hemkr{t  in
vulputate vel[t esse molestie
consequaL vel Wum dolore eu
feugiat  nulls fadllsls  at vao
acs et accumsan et huto cxilo
dignisdm  quf bland[t  p~nt
luptatum zzril dclenk augue
duls dolore te feugak nulls
faciUsL hem {pSum dolor sit
am- ecmsmtetuer  adipbdng
cllL sed diam nonummy  nibh
euismcd  tinddunt  ut laoreet
dolore magna aliquam mat
volutpat, Ut WISI  erdm ad
minim veniarn,  quls nostrud
exerd tation ullamcorpa
susdpit Iobort.ls  nisi ut allquip
eK ea eommodo  consequaL
his autcm vel cum Murc dolor
in hendrerit [n vulputate velit
esse molestle eonsequa~ vel
Ulum dolore cu feugiat nulls
fadllsis  at vero erm et accumsan
et lusto odlo dignlssim qui
blandk praesent luptatum ZZII1
delenit augue duls dolore te
feugalt nuHa facllisL Nam Hber
tempx  cum soluta nobls
eldfend  option tongue nihil

. .. —-

imperdkt doming id quod
rnadm placaat faca posslm
assure
Imrem Ipum dolor Sk ame~
consectetua adlplsdng  eliL sod
diam nonummy nibh euismod
tinddunt  ut lao~t dolore
magna allquam erat volutp+m
Ut wisi enlm ad minim venm
qufs ncxtrud  exerd tatlon
ullamcorpcr susdplt  lobortls  nisi
ut aliquip ex ea tommcdo
umsequat MS autem vel cum
Mure dolor in hendrerk in
vulputate  vdit * molestk
eorssequa~ vel [Hum dolore eu
feugiat  nulls facllisls at vero
erc4 et accurruan  et lusto odio
dlgnlssim qul blandk praesent
luptatum zr.r[l  delerdt auguc
duls dolore te feugalt nulls
faciHsL hem kuum dolor sit

dolore magna aliquam erat
VOhltpaL
Ut wis[ cnlm ad minim venia~
quk nostrud exetd tat.ion
ullamcorpa sr.udp[t lobortls nfsl
ut allquip ex ea eommodo
consequaL Dufs autem vel cum
Mum dolor [n hendrerk [n
vulputate velit essc molestie
ccmsequat..  vel lllum dolore eu
feuglat nulls fadlisis  at vao
ems et accurnsars et iusto  cdio
dlgnisslm qui bIandlt  pra~nt
Iuptatum  r.zril delenit augue
duk dolore te feugait nulls
fadlisL kmxrs  Ipsum  dolor slt
ame~ consectetuer  adipisdng
CIIL  sed dlam nonummy nibh
eukmcd  tincidunt ut laorcet
dolore magna allquam erat
VOhlt@L
LJt  wls[ enlm ad minim veniaq  ●

ama constctet&r  adlpbdng quls ntstrud  exerd tation
el[L d dlam nonummy nibh ullamcoqxr  susdpit  lobortls nIsl
eulsmod tlnddunt  ut laoreet ut allquip ex ea eommodo

First year for commercial harvest of caribou
Loran ipsum dolor sit amq autem vel eum h-lure dolor in
consectetua adlplsclng elk M hendrerit [n vulputate velit
dlam nonummy nibh eulsmai esse molestle COnsequaL VCI
tincldunt ut Iaoreet dolore Illum dolore eu feuglat nulls
magna allquam erat volutpa~ fadllds at vero aos  et
Ut WISI erdm ad minim accumsan et lusto odio
veniarn  quls nostrud  exacl dlgnkslm  qui bIandk  praesent
tation ullamuxper  susdpk hsptatum rzttl delen[t  augue
Iobortis rdsl ut aliqulp ex u duis dolore te feugak nulls
commodo  eonsequaL  Duis fadllsf. Lorem [pSum dolor sit
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The results of the 1994
Hunter Harvest Study
Ixmxrs @sum dolor sit amcL
ccmscctetucr adipisdng  c1[L scd
diam nonuromy nibh euismod
tlnddunt  ut Iaorcct dolom
_ ~lquam  mat volutpu.
Ut wls[ enim ad minim venfan
qUk nostrud  ffcrd tation
uliamcorpcr  wsclplt  lobortis nisi
ut al[quip  cx ca rmmmodo
eonsequaL  Duis autem VC1 cum
Mute dolor In hendrerit  In
vulputatc vcilt cssc molcstie
eonscqu~ vel illum dolore eu

Wh is it so important
Jto f“ out these surveys?

feugiat  nulls facili.ds at vero ems
et accurnsan  et iusto odio
dignissim quf blandit pracscnt
luptatum zzril dclenit augue
duis dolorc te feugait nulls
fadlisL kern ipsum dolor sit
ame~ consectctucr  adipiscing
elk sed diam nonummy  nibh
euismod  tinddunt  ut iaorcet
dolore magna rsliquam  et-at
volutpa~  Ut wisf enim ad
minim vcnian  quis nostrud
cxerci tation ullamcorpcr
suscipit loimrtis nisi ut alIquip
cx ea commojo  conscqua~
Duis autem vel cum iriure dolor
in hendrerit  in vulputatc  vdit
csse rookie conscqua~ vel
Mum dolore eu feugiat nr,dia
fadlisis at vero eros et accumsan
et iusto  odio dignis.dm qui
blandit praesent Iuptatum zIril
delen[t augue duis dolore te
feugak nulia fadlisL Nam libcr
tcmpor  cum soluta nobis
ekifend  option mnguc nihil
impcrdict doming id quod
mazim placcmt faccr possim
assurn.
imrem ipsum dolor sit amw
conscctetuer  adipiscing eli~ wxi
diam nonummy nibh euismod
tinddunt ut laorcct dolore

magna aliquam crat voh.rtpaL
Ut wisi cnim ad minim verdarn,
quls nostrud cxerci tation
r,dlamcorpcr susdpit Iobortis nisi
ut aliqulp cx ca commodo
con.wqua~  Duis autem vel cum
iriurc dolor in hendrcrit in
vulputate vciit cssc molcsdc
conscquaL VC1 illum dolorc cu
fcugiat nulia faciikis at vcro ems
et accumsan et iusto odfo
dignissim  qui blandit p~nt
Iuptatum  rmil delenit augue
duis dolore tc feugait nuila
fadlisl. Lorcm ipsum dolor sit
amc& rxmsectetuer adipisdng
cliL scd diam nonummy  nibh
eufsmcd tinddunt  ut laor~t
dolorc magna aliquam crat
volutpaL
Ut wisi cnim ad minim venia~
quk nostrud cxerci tation
uiiamcorpcr  susdpit loimtis  nisi
ut aiiquip cx ca ummodo
conscquaL Duis autcm VCI cum
iriure dolor in hendrc.rit  In
vulputate veUt - molcstie
cowuaL vci illum dolore eu
fcugiat nulls facilisis at vero eros
et accumsan et iusto  odio
dignissim  qui biandit pmesmt
luptatum AI delenit a~
duis dolore te feugait  nulls
fadiisL Lorem ipsum dolor sit
am~ corwxtetuer  adipi.dng
ciiL scd diam nonummy nibh
euismcd tincfdunt ut laor~t
dolore magna aliquam crat
vohltpaL

Who Benefits from
these surveys
Ut wisi enlm ad minim vcnia~
quis ncmud  exerci tation
ullamcorpcr  suscipit Iotxxtis  nisi
ut aliquip  cx ca mmmcdo
conscquat. Duis autem vel cum
iriure dolor in hcndrcrit in
vulputate velit cssc molutie
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Imcm Ipsum dolor sit am+ es
autem  VC1 cum Mute dolor In
hendrcrit  in vulp.utate  velk sssc
molcde  conscqua~ VCJ illum
dolorc eu feuglat nulls fadlkls
at Vcro Cros et aCIXlrrrSm  et iusto
odio dlgnkdm  qui blandlt
pracscnt luptatum zzril dclerdt
augue duls dolore te feu@t
nulls fadlisL Imrcm ipsum
dolor sit ameti rmnsectctuer
adiplscing elic scd dlam
nonummy  rdbh euLsmod
tinddunt  ut Iaorcet dolorc
magna aliquam erat vohrtp+3L
Ut wfsl enim ad mlnlm venlan
quis ncxtmd excrd tation
Mamcorper  susdpk lobortis  nkl
ut rdIqulp  ex ea commcdo
conscquaL
Duls autem VCI cum lriurc dolor
{n hendrcrit In vulputatc velit
- molestie coruequaL vel
illum dolore eu fcugiat nulls
fadlids at vero eros et accumsan
et huto od[o dignissfm qul
blandk p~t luptatum zril
delenit augue duis dolore  tc
feugalt  nulls facUM Nam lIbcr
temper cum soluta nobis
ddfend  option tongue nlhil

impdiet doming  id quod
madm plaarat  faccr pxslm
assure
Lotcm {pSum dolor sit ame~
eonscctetuer  adlpkcfng  elk scd
d&m nonummy  nibh eukmod
tinddunt  ut laorcct dolorc
rnagru  rdIquam crat volutpaL
Ut WLSI en[m ad rn[nlm venia~
quls nrxtrud exerci tadon
ullamcorpu  suscipk  lobords  rdsl
ut allquip  cx ca commodo
tonsequaL Duis autem vel cum
Mure dolor In hendrerlt in
vulputate  velk me molcstk
conscquaL  vcl lllum dolore eu
feugiat nulls fadlisls  at vcro ems
et accumsan et Iusto cdio
digrdsdm qui blandlt pracsent
luptatum r.zril dckrdt auguc
duis dolorc te feugait nulls
fadlisL Lorcm lpsum dolor sit
am consectetuer  adlplsdng
cllG scd diam nonummy nibh
culsmod dnddunt  ut Iaoreet
dolore magna aliquam crat
vohlt@L
Ut wlsi en[m ad mkdm veniam
qub nostrud exerci tation
ullamcorper  sudpk Iolxxtfs rdsl
ut allqulp  ex ca rmmmcdo

consequaL  DULS  irutem vcl cum
lriurc dolor in hendrerit In
vulputate velk csc molestk
consq.mL  vel Ulum  dolote eu
feuglat nulls fadlkis at vero erm
et aculmsars et iusto  Odio
dignlssim qul blandit pmescnt
Iuptatum  zzrll delcnk augue
dub dolore te fcugalt nulls
fadllsl Lmcm ipsum dolor sit
amet cmseetctucr  adiplsdng
eliL scd d[am nonummy  nibh
euismcxi tincidunt ut Iaorcet
dolore magna aliquam erat .
volutpaL

t
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Harvest Estimate
BARREN-GROUND CARIBOU

..<- -
‘- ? .- Estimates exlude hunters with no tags.

Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estimation.
N~mber .of Huntera and Average/ Hunter refer only to barren-ground caribou, for which huntera can purchase more than one tag. .-

.-
<,

Total Kill Total Number of Average tags Tags Survey Estimated
Region Reported Tags Sold Hunters per Hunter Answered Coveraae Kill -

1986-7

Fort Smith 55 236 90 2.6 155 65~o 83

Inuvik 44 297 141 2.1 176 59% 74

Kitikmeot 48 94 37 2.5 72 769!0 62

Keewatin 41 146 55 2.6 116 79% 51

Baffin 53 289 102 2.8 220 76% 69

Yellowknife 536 1,710 691 2.4 1,044 61% 877

Total 777 2,772 1,116 2.4 1,783 1,219

1987-8

Fort Smith 161 239 74 3.2 189 79% 203

Irtuvik 65 314 133 2.3 199 63% 102

Kitikmeot 7 0 100 35 2.8 88 88% 79

Keewatin 67 203 54 3.7 144 70% 94

Baffin 81 317 98 3.2 195 61% 131

Yellowknife 1,024 2,772 887 3.1 1,783 64% 1,592

Total 1,468 3,945 1,281 3.1 2,598 2,203

1988-9 .
Fort Smith 135 352 102 3.4 226 64?40 210

Inuvik 116 414 157 2.6 282 68% 170

Kitikmeot 50 114 33 3.4 84 73% 67

Keewatin 64 202 57 3.5 120 59% 107

Baffin 134 334 106 3.1 230 68% 194

Yellowknife 733 2,713 874 3.1 1,624 59% 1,224

Total 1,232 4,129 1,329 3.1 2,566 1,975

Resident Hunter Harvest Survey Page 2



Harvest Estimate
BARREN-GROUND CARIBOU

Estimates exlude hunters with no tags.
. . ..-, , Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estimation.

Number of Hunters a~d Average/ Hunter refer only to barren-ground caribou, for which hunters can purchase more than one tag. .-

Total Kill Total Number of Average tags Tags Survey Estimated
Region Reported Tags Sold Hunters per Hunter Answered Coverage Kill -

1989-O

Fort Smith 156 366 89 4.1 239 65% 238

Inuvik 115 420 149 2.8 277 650/o 174

Kitikmeot 81 129 38 3.3 97 75% 107

Keewatin 46 167 52 3.2 108 64% 71

Baffin 122 304 91 3.3 228 75% 162

Yellowknife 760 2,593 817 3.1 1,481 57% 1,330

Total 1,280 3,979 1,236 3.1 2,430 2,085

Resident Hunter Harvest Survey Page 3



.

..’-.: .— .,

.-
.,

.

Harvest Estimate
BLACK BEAR

Estimates exlude hunters with no tags..-
Discrepencies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estimation.

Total
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated

Region Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

.-

1983-4

Fort Smith 18 120 79 65% 27

Inuvik 2 54 30 55% 3

Yellowknife 9 168 96 57% 15

Total 29 342 46

1984-5

Fort Smith 13 184 130 70?40 18

Inuvik 2 53 36 67V0 2

Kitikmeot o 1 0 o% o

Yellowknife 7 262 153 58% 11

Total 22 319 33

1985-6

FOII Smith 7 177 112 63% 11

Inuvik 1 50 30 60% 1

Yellowknife 2 211 118 55?40 3*

Total 10 438 260 16

1986-7

Fort Smith 4 127 78 61?40 6

lnuvik 1 42 25 599’0 1

Yellowknife 1 170 105 61% 1

Total 6 339 208 9
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Harvest Estimate
BLACK BEAR

Estimates exiude hunters with no tags,
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable @maticm.

.-

Total
K i l l Total Tags Survey

Region
Estimated

Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1987-8

Baffin o 2 2 100?40 o

Fort Smith 7 132 82 62’%. 11

Inuvik 2 46 33 71 Y. 2

Yellowknife 13 207 133 64’?4. 20

Total 22 387 250 34

1988-9

Fort Smith 9 113 72 63% 14

Inuvik 1 34 22 64% 1

Yellowknife 3 209 117 55% 5

Total 13 356 211 21

1989-O

Fort Smith 7 94 63 679fo 10

Inuvik 2 28 22 78?4. 2

Yellowknife 12 204 114 55% 21 ●

Total 21 326 199 34
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Harvest Estimate

-

1 -_ .“ -
DALL’S SHEEP

:.. Estimates exhale hunters with no tags.

1-.
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.,
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estitnati.

.-

Total .
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated

Region Reported Tags Sold Answered Covemge Kill

.
1983-4

Forl Smith 18 45 28 62?40 28

Inuvik 6 51 34 66!40 9

Yellowknife 5 26 13 500~ 10

Total 29 122 75 47

1984-5

Fort Smith 10 45 34 75% 13

Inuvik 1 41 25 60% 1

Total 11 86 59 14

1985-6

Fort Smith 4 52 34 65?40 6

Inuvik 2 41 29 70’%0 2

Yellowknife 7 24 15 62?40 11

Total 13 117 78 20

.

1986-7

Fori Smith 3 36 20 55% 5

Inuvik 4 31 21 67?40 5

Yellowknife o 12 6 50% o

Total 7 79 47 11



. .

Harvest Estimate
DALL’S SHEEP

Estimates exlude hunters with no tags.
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estimation.

T o t a l
Kill Total Tags Survey

Region
Estimated

Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1987-8

Baftin o 1 1 1 00% o

Fort Smith 2 22 13 59% 3

Inuvik a 41 27 65% 12

Kitikrneot o 1 1 100?40 o

Yellowknife 4 18 11 619’0 6

Total 14 83 53 22

1988-9

Baffin o 1 1 1 00% o

Fort Smith 5 19 12 63?40 7

Inuvik 5 41 29 70% 7

Kitikmeot o 1 1 1 00% o

Yellowknife o 9 4 44% o

Total 10 71 47 14

1989-O .

.-

Fort Smith 7 26 19 73% 9

Inuvik 11 30 23 76% 14

Yellowknife 2 15 12 80% 2

Total 20 71 54 26
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Hamest Estimate
MOOSE

Estimates extude hunters with no tags.
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estima~cn,

Total .
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated
Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1983-4

Baffin 1 0 0 0?40 o

Fort Smith 99 431 250 589’o 170

Inuvik 13 164 85 51% 25

Keewatin o 0 0 09’0 0

Kitikmeot o 3 2 660/0 o

Yellowknife 19 413 225 54?40 34

Total 132 1,011 562 230

1984-5

Baffin 1 2 2 1 00% 1

Fort Smith 64 700 469 67?’o 95

Inuvik 15 183 123 67% 22

KWkmeot o 5 4 80?40 o

Yellowknife 32 607 355 58% 54

Total 112 1,497 953 173

.

1985-6

Fort Smith 84 719 471 65% 128

lnuvik 25 178 109 619!0 40

Kitikmeot o 4 4 10070 0

Yellowknife 27 573 343 5970 45

Total 136 1,474 927 214

/ . . . . .



Harvest Estimate
I

‘1
1

I
I

~-.~ - .

-

.

*“,
.

MOOSE
Estimates exlude hunters with no tags.

Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estimation.
. . .

Region

Total .
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated
Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1986-7

FOII Smith 66 515 322 62% 105

Inuvik 9 147 93 63% 14

Kitikmeot o 3 3 100% o

Yellowknife 10 532 3 2 5 61% 16

Total 85 1,197 743 136

1987-8

Baffin 1 4 2 50% 2

Fort Smith 65 571 354 62% 104

Inuvik 16 157 99 63% 25

Kltikmeot 2 3 3 100?40 2

Yellowknife 60 657 433 65% 91

Total 144 1,392 891 225

1988-9

Fort Smith 46 466 295 63% 7 2 ,

Inuvik 16 143 96 67% 23

Kitikmeot o 3 3 1 00% o

Yellowknife 57 722 428 59?40 96

Total 119 1,334 822 192

. .. . . . . . .
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Harvest Estimate
MOOSE

Estimates exiude hunters with no tags... -.., -.
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estimation.

. .

T o t a l
Kill Total Tags SurveyRegion Estimated
Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1989-O

Baffin o 4 3 75?f’o o
Fort Smith 63 447 290 64% 97
Inuvik 19 133 84 63% 30
Yellowknife 48 690 367 53% 90

Total 130 1,274 744 217

. ..., . . . . . . ., ..-...1.. . . . . .

..> ?!
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Harvest Estimate
MOUNTAIN GOAT

Estimates exiude hunters with no tags,
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estimation.

. . .-

T o t a l
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated

Region Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1983-4

Fort Smith 5 17 12 70% 7

Yellowknife o 4 1 25% o

Total 5 21 13 7

1984-5

Fort Smith 3 29 22 7570 3

Total 3 29 22 3

1985-6

Fort Smith 3 28 19 67% 4

Total 3 28 19 4

1986-7

Fort Smith 1 12 7 58% 1

Total 1 12 7 1

●
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Harvest Estimate
WOODLAND CARIBOU

. . . .
A —- . . Estimates exlude hunters with no tags.

Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 preventd  reliable estimartm.

‘.—.

*  . . . Total
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated

Region Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1
]
)

-J
]
I
.1
J
I

J

,,
. . .
,.. ,
,.,:, . . . . . . .

1983-4

Fort Smith 36 285 158 55% 64

Inuvik 5 84 43 51?40 9

Kitikmeot 1 0 0 o% o

Yellowknife 6 247 127 51% 11

Total 48 616 328 86

1984-5

Fort Smith 27 486 316 65?40 41

Inuvik 6 111 70 63% 9

Kitikmeot o 0 0 0?40 o

Yellowknife 5 354 200 56% 8

Total 38 951 586 59

1985-6

Fort Smith 23 535 341 63?-40 36

Inuvik 10 92 53 5770 17*

Keewatin 1 1 1 1 00% 1

Yellowknife 2 361 197 54!40 3

Total 36 989 592 58

1986-7

Baffin o 0 0 o% o

Fort Smith 9 358 209 58% 15

Inuvik 11 83 51 61’?40 17

Kitikmeot o 1 1 1 00% o

Yellowknife 5 312 182 58% 8

Total 25 754 443 41



Harvest Estimate
WOODLAND CARIBOU

:.. Estimates exlude hunters with no tags.
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 preventd  reliable estimation.

. - .
.-

., T o t a l
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated

Region Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

.
1987-8

Baffin o 3 2 66% o

Fort Smith 18 376 219 58% 30

Inuvik 11 89 61 ~ 68% 16

Yellowknife 9 381 234 61 Oh 14

Total 38 849 516 61

1988-9

Baffln o 1 ,1 100% o

Fort Smith 24 315 197 62°% 38

Inuvik 8 70 47 67% 51

Kitikmeot 1 1 1 1 00% 1

Yellowknife 18 422 235 55% 32

Total 51 809 481 83

1989-O

Baffin 1 1 1 1 00% 1 .

Fort Smith 25 293 193 65% 37

Inuvik 8 61 45 73% 10

Yellowknife 6 412 212 51% 11

Total 40 767 461 61

. . ’



Harvest Estimate
WOLF

..<- -.=-., . . - Estimates exlude hunters with no tags.
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable -ation.

..-.
Total .
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated

Region Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1983-4

Baffin o 4 3 75% o

Fort Smith 30 37 25 67% 44

Inuvik 3 28 17 6070 4

Keewatin 1 2 2 100?40 1

Kitikmeot 2 4 3 7570 2

Yellowknife 16 103 55 53% 29

Total 52 178 105 82

1984-5

Fort Smith 41 101 67 66% 61

Inuvik 2 47 34 72?40 2

Keewatin 3 3 2 66’% 4

Kitikmeot o 1 1 1 00% o

Yellowknife 5 167 100 59% 8

Total 51 319 204 77

.

1985-6

Baffin 1 2 1 50% 2

Fod Smith 37 57 39 68% 54

Inuvik 4 31 21 67% 5

Keewatin o 3 2 66% o

Kitikmeot o 2 2 100?”0 o

Yellowknife 5 122 69 56% 8

Total 47 217 134 70
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Harvest Estimate
WOLF

Estimates exlude hunters with no tags.
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 preventwd reliable estirnstion.

T o t a l
Kill Total Tags Survey

Region
Estimated

Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1986-7

Baffin o 20 12 60% o

Fort Smith 7 36 19 52% 13

Inuvik 2 35 21 60% 3

Keewatin 1 5 4 80?40 1

Kitikmeot 2 9 6 66% 3

Yellowknife 6 131 83 63% 9

Total 18 236 145 30

1987-8

Baffin 2 1 1 1 00% 2

Fort Smith 7 0 0 o% o

Inuvik 2 0 0 oYio o

Keewatin 4 0 0 o% o

Kitikmeot o 0 0 0!40 o

Yellowknife 15 0 0 o% o

Total 30 1 1 2.

1988-9

Baffln o 0 0 o% o

Fort Smith 4 0 0 O?lo o

Inuvik 6 0 0 o% o

Keewatin o 0 0 o% o

Kitikmeot o 0 0 o% o

Yellowknife 9 0 0 0% o

Total 19 0 0 0

. .
,’ . .

.-



Hatvest Estimate
WOLF. . . . . Estimates exiude hunters with no tags.

Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estimation.
. . . -.-..,

Total
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated

Region Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

.
1989-O

Baffin o 0 0 0940 0

Fort Smith 2 0 0 o% o

Inuvik 1 0 0 0?40 o

Keewatin o 0 0 o% o

Kkikmeot 1 0 0 o% o

Yellowknife 9 1 1 1009’0 9

Total 13 1 1 9
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Harvest Estimate
WOLVERINE

Estimates etiude hunters with no ta9S.
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estimation.

.-

T o t a l
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated

Region Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1983-4

Fort Smith 3 7 5 71% 4

Kitikmeot 2 3 2 66% 3

Total 5 10 7 7

1984-5

Yellowknife 5 23 19 82% 6

Total 5 23 19 6

1985-6

Fort Smith 4 13 11 84% 4

Keewatin o 2 2 1 00% o

Khikmeot o 2 2 100?40 o

Yellowknife 1 16 10 62% 1

Total 5 33 25 6

1986-7

Fort Smith o 9 7 779’0 0

Inuvik o 18 14 77V0 o

Yellowknife o 31 21 67% o

Total o 58 42 0



Harvest Estimate
WOLVERINE. . .

Estimates exlude hunters with no tags.
Discrepancies in tag sales in 1982-3 prevented reliable estimation,

1

-.
.-

.,
Total ~
Kill Total Tags Survey Estimated

Region Reported Tags Sold Answered Coverage Kill

1 987-a

Kitikmeot o 0 0 o% o

Yellowknife 4 0 0 0?40 o

Total 4 0 0 0

1988-9

Inuvik 1 0 0 o% o

Keewatin o 0 0 o% o

Kitikmeot o 0 0 09’0 0

Yellowknife ‘ 3 0 0 o% o

Total 4 0 0 0

1989-O

Foti  Smith o 0 0 o% o

Inuvik 1 0 0 o% o

Kitikmeot o 0 0 0?40 o

Total 1 0 0 0 .

e> ..:.W$8

,,,
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Harvest Estimates
. . .-

1990 1260 2085 3976

1965 36 59 951

1986 38 56 989

1967 25 41 754

1966 36 61 649

1989 51 83 809

1990 40 61 767

1985 112 173 1497

1966 136 214 1474

1987 8s 136 1197

1966 144 225 1392

1989 119 192 1334

1990 130 217 1274

1985 360 528 2023

1966 442 661 ● 1657

1967 777 1219 2772

1988 1466 2203 3945

1989 1232 1975 4129

1990 1260 2085 3976

1985 11 14 66

1966 13 20 117

1987 7 11 79

1968 14 22 83

1969 10 14 71

1990 20 2 6 71

., ,.

,,
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Zarren  Grouna  Canucu - i?egresm~  ~sumalfi

Fort Smiti  F@gion I
$
c
0 ~
n
S m g ——

u Annual Tag S=/=
m F u :“ ~
c ~ ~ ~ UJ J.-= .2 Fort Smittl

Q & ~ 2 “;
126

; z
2 “ z g

$ z 3 0 Regression Dab
?

Wave 1 6% 6 5 ~; *Z z: z:
1

Wave 2 24 8 7

d

I
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572727273 Mn
69% lt) 32 32

None 87
0 SEn

69% o 32 #tWA 1R2

Estimate O F
31%/  17.7[  m

Total 572727273 SioPe
fao% 4 9 .

~.545445 intercept, . ,

lnuvik R e g i o n  1

I

Annual Tag sales .

Inuvik 173

Regression Da&

a
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:1 Sarrerr  Ground Caribou - Regres&on  Estirm~es

1 ..__,. :-. Keewaun Region

11

Annual Taq Sales
I

.-

Keewatin 55

Regression Date I,.

.1 .
‘1 H

38.5 Mn
O SEn

lRZ

O F

38.5 Slope

-0.2 Intercept

Estimate I I 35% I 13.3 3E31
Total Ioo”k 38.s I‘1

Kitikmeaf  Regiorr
i

Annual Tag Salea  I

I Kitikineot WI

Regression Data I

F
Wave 1

Wave 2

None

Estimate

Tota
I 24% I 9.61 .w&/

A

I 100”4 !50.E I HE&d
1
I

Yellowkaife  R e g i o n  I
.

Annual Tag !3ales
1

Yellowknlfe 967 ●

-. I
J
.1
1
J
1“

R e g r e s s i o n  ffita I

Eta
215.472826 Mn

O SEn

IFS?

O F
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35,1356696 Intercept
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327 327 34% 1 off Ioa Ioa

la4 511 53% 41 149 149

a 511 53% a 149 #N/A

1
Estimate I I 47%1  70f.6(  25cT61

Total 100% 250.EI 1
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Keewatm Region
I

— . .
Annual  l_ag Sales  I

.-

Keewatin 61

Reoressiom  D a t a  I

] 1.2428S+281F I
4

Estimate 3a%l  3.3331 18.631

Total I 1 00”% 18.83 I
.

Annual Tag Sales  I

Kitikrneot 91

Regression Data I

<

39

57

57 a91 Mn

1.0D61E-12  SEn

lRZ

&.16D3C+27 F

91 Slope

-11 Intercept

1
Estimate I I 25%] 23] 801

Total 100%1 80j I

Yellawknif&Reqion I
.

A n n u a l  T a a  .Mes I
!

Yellowkmfe n16 ●

Regress ion  Uata [

=l=i
989963964 Mn

10.2674724 SErr

0.99969244 Rz

9296,33333 F

969963964 Slope

62.4594595 Intercept

Estimate I 4s?6 474.4 10521

Total I Ioo”k 105Z4 I
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Earren  Ground Caribou - Reqres=on Es~imaI*

Keewatin  Region
I

.-.
Artnual  l_aq Sale=

!.

Keewatin 64

Regressiorr Oata
J

m
F J
Estimate I 2.&%l  0.166[  23.171

Total 100”& 23.166 I

Kit.ikmeot  Regiorr
I

Annual Tag Sales  [

Kitikmeot 81

Regression Data -1

L
3T559719  Mn

0.987

77.32

37359719 slope

-8. S032787  intercept

Estimate I I 25% I a. 756 I 30. 7+

Total 100”% 30.75E I

.
YellowknifeRe@on  I

Annual Tag Sales
[

Yellowkntfe 1318 ●

i R e g r e s s i o n  Data I

L
Wave’

Wave-;

Wave  Z

Estimate

TOG

I 281.4379851 Mn I

I I 41”%1  115.81 26’OZT[

100% 260.7 I

‘

1984/85 - Page R6
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‘=rrem Grcwna Caribou - F@ressicm E~ti~ie~

%affirr Reqion I

Estimate I 26”A( 36.4 j 1091
Total I 1 0 0 %  1 0 I

Annual Taa Sal- I

Earth 195

Regression Data
1

.—

Fort .Srnith Region 1

Annuai Tag Sales
1

Forl Smith 145

Regression Data
I

ESEl

Estimate 32% 20.1 m. f
Tatal 100% 65.1
~- ..B

\
Estimate I I 39%1 23.41 5t341

Total 100%  5 8 . 4

1985186- Page R7
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Annual Tag Sales i ●

lnuvilt 239

Regre=ion  Dab—

m



%rrem Ground Caribou - FFegressm  Estirm:ss

Keewatln Region
I:-.

.-.

I

Estimate I
~,o~l 18.9 I 150W

Total I 100% 60.905 I 4

Annual rag Sales
1

Keewatin 91

Regression Data I

.-

Kltikmeol Regiom
I

b
Estimate I 9%/ 3,993[  53.991

Total I 100”4 53.99 I

Annual Tag Sales  1

Kitilsineot 79

Regression Data I

54.4S25277~Mn [

.
Yellcuvknlf=Reqion I

Estimate I 39%1  175.31 37Z31

Total 100”h 312.34 I

Annual Tag Sales
I

Yellowkmfe 1106 .

Regression Data
!

s

302 .3=41  1 Mn

37.3515386 SEn

0.96497207 RZ

65.5427685 F

302.362411 SiOW

9.95234764 Intercept

I

?985186 - Page R8
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Sarrerr Ground Caribou - Eqreswon EsIim:es

=stimate

Total

Eaftin 289

RegressIon Data I

I 76.9S?66271  Mn r
I 2.961909371SEn  I

0.99&52071  ]R2
[

Fort Smith Region

1
~ .
c
0

~

n

3
WI E Annual Tag Sales

lY m u “: : !m .s~ ‘uc ; $ ~
Fort Smith

T . : 2 3 6

~ ; ~ ~ < ;
w I Regression Datag

$ ; a x z ; . I

Wav.el 84 84 36% 28 28 27,4

~:‘: ~

86.1199112 Mn
Wave 13e 58% 16 44 46,3 13. S145262 SEn
Wav 1 15 66% 11 55 53.3 0.97596583 R2

40.6W4293 F
Estimate 34%( 27.(II  62.8 68.1199112 slope

Total 100% 82.8 -3.2El  0264 Intercept

I

I Inuvik R e g i o n  1

Estimate I 44%1 29/ 731

Total IOQ% 73 I

I

1988/87 - Page R9

A n n u a l  T a g  Ssdes _

Inuvik 297

Regression Data
4

s

73 SIU6686  Mn

20.2A50377 SEn

0.92951X)5 R2

13.1%4497 F

73.5106688 Slope

-0.5457’563 Intercept

.-.

Annual Tag Sales  I

@EE&d

.
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Earren Ground Caribou - Rqre.won  EstimaIes

Keewattn i@ion
I

Estimate I X%1  Q5321 50.531
Total I foo”%l  50.s3

.-

IGewann t4a

Mresstorroate 1

! Kitikmeat  tTegiom
1

I

i I C)l I 1 t

w fxr?q 3g 39 3a.9
&

J
I

71 76% I 45 46.2

1-

vvavc d 11 ?T 77% [ 3 48 46.9

=%j 12.31 I 60.31

‘ Annual Tag Sal-
!

Ki-fikmeot 94

Rqression  Data
I

Estimate I 39%1  373 .6  I 90%61
Total 1 100% 90%GX I

.

1986;8’7 - ?ary  RIQ

=1?707 Mn

n

.

Annual T a g

Ydlowknifa

/

\ -. -57. MJ”17W66:13F

$)4
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Earrem Grouna Cantmu - Regression EstimaIe~

1 “-~.-

I

.
IL, “, *

Wave  1 34[ 34( 11% 24 77
Wave T 31 6 zlo~ ,,1

I Wava3J  13rIl ;951

Baffin 317

Regression oats
[

El
107.1 W952  Mn

19.852043 SEn

oSS61f’1353  Rz

2S?1327617 F

107.15!3852  Slope

16.2076023  Intercept

Estimate 36%/  29.41 104 I
TOQI I I 100% 1041

II
1

19871%8 - Page RI 1
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: Annual Tag Sales ●

Inuvik 326

1 Regression Da&
!

s

77.747989 Mn

18.9470674 SEn

0,84325363 IQ

16.6222712 F

77. Z47989 SIOp.e

271202023 Intercept

,.
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Sarren Ground Carikou - Regres~on Estimtes

Keewarin Region
I

Estimate I t I 30%1  3f.461  88.461
Total 100% 88.4r5@ I

.-

Keewatin TS8

El
108.097205 Mn

1.1 11ZG35 sEn
0.9S98S?332 RZ

91 115.2%87 F

106.097205 slope

-17.83$67 I n t e r c e p t

Kitikmeot %giom

I
g

g
~

zg .=
L% Annual  Tag sa!~

0) c u-0 x 10 4

w
E

a
p.:- 5 Kitikmeot 98

s
g $ ; : $ ~

u
z s w “~

1 Regression Da@
s & [

Wave  1 !513 5U m% 4&, 4s 47.9
Waver 24 74

4 9ci%

I

I
~:.@

=.L%Z&l  59 Mn
7&% 23( 88 63.9 22.82EI  788 SEn

Wave Z 14 1 70 732 0.8W30016  w

8.18%3W88 F
Estimate Icl%l 9.89q 7s9 65.*213159  slope

Total fOOO%l  79.8S7 I 14534296  Intercept

i Yellowknif&Re@on  I

Estimate I 36%1  535.7q I!56U I
Total I 100”4[ 155’9.7 { I

‘ 1387/88 - Page Rl~
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I Annual Tag sales

Yellowknife
I
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Earren Ground Caribou - i%qres~on Estimates

.<. .--- .
ffiftirr  Region I1 I : I i 1 1

.
.-.

+ . . .
.-

Annual Tag Sat-
J

Baffln 334.

Ke9ression  D a t a  I

Estimate I
i

I 31%1 42.11 17a{
Total I(I9% 176

-

‘ -F o r t  S m i t h R e g i o n  I

Annual Tag Sal=
I

Fort Smith 352

Estimate I I 38%1 66.21 203/
Total 100%  I 2031 I

~ m.  .

Inuvik R e g i o n  1

Annual Tag Sates ●

Inuvik 414

.

B
174 8J17154 Mn

25.0918402 SEn

0.9?9%1218  R2

48.5348148 F

1T4.8Q7154 Slope

-o.1~1851 Intercept

rWave 1

Wave2

Wave  3

tzzi

19881%9 - Page Rl 3
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Sarren Ground Ca:iZOu - Regressmn E4m~i=~

Keewatm  Region
I

Estimate 1 I 41% 35, K2 9 9 . 8 2  I

Total fr)il% 99.81 I
I

Annual Taa Sales 1

Keewatin 202

IR%gremon  O a t s  [

a86.0035778 Mn

ILk37266  SEn

@02D47  R2

,“,.089%27  F

86.0035778 slop=

13.8133572 intercept

, Kkikmeat  Regiorr I
~

$
0

$ ~
‘> ~ Annual Taq!jales

Z =0) -0 [
m

x $
c SJ G G1u- C Kitikmeot 114
< .= ~ .$
c ~ g j s g

% z g u! ? ~ ! Regression Data
rY :

.= L
* x z E

1

Wave T 57 57 60% 29 29 2%1

~~~ s

92.9178062 Mn
Wave 2 24 81 71% 21 50 48.7 ~4669G263  SEn
Wave 3 3 84 74% o 501 512 0.98972603 RZ

96.3333333 F

Estimate 26% 25.6 75,6 92.9178082 SIOLX
Total 100% 75.603 -17.31 5C66 Intercept

I YellowlmifcRe@on  M

al u ++ 9 0 a
Wave T 1013 1013 37% 473 473 475
Wave 2 466 1479 55% 213 666 677
Wave 3 14s 1624 60% 47 733 740

Estimate I I 40%1 478.71 1212 I
Total foQ% al? .4* I

19881%9 - Page R 14
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1 Annual Tag Sales
I

Yellowkfrifc 2713 9

[ Regression DataL I

H

1175.40618 Mn

69.0293746 SEn

0.9865~2S Ft2

289.939X1 F

1175.40618 Siope

36.2482D65  Intercept

. . . . . . .,, ,. . . . . . . . . ~.. -.. .
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ffirrerr Ground Caribou - F?egressmn EstimzIes

SaffIrr Region
I .-

Annua[  Tag Sal=
I

Estimate ! I 25%1  31.9/  1541
Total 1, 1 0 0 %  1!54

R e g r e s s i o n  Da@  I

Es
127.611068 Mn

0.09009984 SEn

0.9999995 R2

2!31  2283 F

127.EI 1084 slope

25133128 Intercept

I F o r t  Smith  Region  1

4
I I 1 I 1

Annual Tag Sal-
[

1 SI 91 91 %1 *I El Fort Smith 366

I Regress ion  Data I

0.972224131R2
L

Estimate 3 5 %  49.6  2 0 6
Total I(3D% 206
~m

Inuvik R e g i o n  1

i Annual Tag ~ies “

Inuvik 420

I Regress ion  Da= n

Estimat e I I 3 4 % (  25.5/ 1411
Total 100% 141 I

1989/90 - Page RIs

I

L Qs78.2146219 Mn

10.0053515 SEn

0.9KM9949  FQ

61.109846$ F

78.2146219 Slope

62.3152913 Intercept
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:1 Earren Grouna Caribou - Regresson  EsIirnz:es

Keewaun Region 1J :-._— .,. -.
.,. -

1
.-.-. . . - Annual TagSales

1

.-.

Keewatin 167

Regress ion  Oatx I

1 .—
.1

79.3708791 I Mn
1

p=’””- ‘
Estimate 1 I 35?LI  27.88 I 73 .88  I

rotal 100% 73.881 <

., ,- .-F-- 1

t
I Kitikmeat Region I

A n n u a l  Taq Sales
!

Kitikmeot 129

i R e g r e s s i o n  Date I

II EEl
92.5-434763 Mn

14.5718188 SEn

0.9756C645  R2

40.3333333 F

92.5434763 .SIOFEstimate I I 25%1 21.46 I f02.5]

Total fOO%  ?02.46 I Q91304346 Intercept
1

1 .

I A n n u a l  Taa Sales I
7 t

Yellowkrrife 26a3 ●

J
.,

I Regression Data I

J
Estimate I 1 43%1  541.41 1301 I

Total 100% I 1301.41 I

.‘1 15.1638236 Intercept
I

. 1“
198W90 - Page RIE
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