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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
Study Background  
The Sahtú Harvest Study was a survey of Sahtú Dene and Métis hunters, trappers, and fishers that took 
place in all communities of the Sahtú Settlement Area between 1998 and 2005. It was a requirement of 
the Sahtú Dene and Métis Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement, undertaken by the ṁŜƘŘȊƻ DƻǘΩƤɫƴť 
DƻǘǎΩŜɫȳ błƪŜŘƤ (Sahtú Renewable Resources Board). The objective was to estimate the total number of 
animals, fish, and birds harvested by Sahtú Dene and Métis for a period of five years, to provide 
information for fish and wildlife management and to protect harvesting traditions.  
 
The results from the study were intended to have a direct impact on determining how many animals 
should be allocated to Sahtú Dene and Métis in the event that a harvest had to be limited in the future. 
The process to be followed when limiting harvests is outlined in the Land Claim as the Total Allowable 
Harvest ς this represents the total number of a given species that can be harvested by all parties in the 
region or in a particular area/community. The Board is responsible for allocating a portion of all available 
animals to Sahtú Dene and Métis; this is called the Sahtú Needs Level. 
 
Various things are considered when setting or adjusting the Sahtú Needs Level, such as: 
  

¶ Historical use /  harvesting patterns 

¶ Personal needs of Sahtú Dene and Métis for food, clothing, culture, dog food 

¶ Trade needs 

¶ Availability of animals to meet these needs based on scientific studies 

¶ The Sahtú Minimum Needs Level calculated from harvest study counts. 
 
The Sahtú Minimum Needs Level represents the lowest level at which a Sahtú Needs Level can be set.  
 

Study Methods and Implementation  

Similar to other studies done across the north around the same time, the Sahtú Harvest Study was a 
census-type survey that attempted to interview all harvesters in the region, once a month, to record 
their harvest numbers and locations. The information reported by individual harvesters was then used 
to estimate total harvests for the whole community, district or region, using a method called 
ΨǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴΩΦ  
 
The Sahtú study was designed and piloted with guidance from local harvesters and implemented by the 
Board in conjunction with the local ṁŜƘŘȊƻ DƻǘΩƤɫƴť όwŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭǎύ. Local interviewers 
were hired in each community and a study coordinator was based in ¢ǳƭƤȳǘΩŀ. A number of steps were in 
place to make sure that there was good communication and good information coming in throughout the 
duration of the study. An independent assessment of the work done after the survey was finished found 
that while the Sahtú study did suffer some of the same challenges or sources of error as other harvest 
studies, overall, it was done carefully, there were very few errors in the data, and there had been good 
participation in most communities. As a result, it was concluded that the Sahtú Harvest Study should 
produce results at least as strong as any other northern harvest study.  
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Statistical Analysis  

The numerical results (count data) were sent to an independent contractor to perform a statistical or 
mathematical analysis in 2014. The analysis concluded that the survey produced five years of data 
suitable for calculating total estimated harvests and Minimum Needs Levels for each of the five Sahtú 
communities; it therefore met the requirements of the Land Claim at the level of individual 
communities.  
 
.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ƴƛƴŜ ƳƻƴǘƘǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ ƛƴ 5ŞƭƤɫƴť ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ 
approach had to be taken to be able to make comparisons among communities, or to compile results for 
the Sahtú Settlement Area as a whole. In order to have five years of comparable information (i.e., the 
same months and years in each community), it was necessary to ΨƛƳǇǳǘŜΩ or estimate nine months of 
data for 5ŞƭƤɫƴť ς ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŘƻƴŜ ōȅ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 5ŞƭƤɫƴťΩǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ Řŀǘŀ.   
 
The statistical analysis also concluded that even though the survey took place over seven years, not all 
years of data are considered reliable. This is due to the fact that while the study was only intended to 
last five years, it was continued for an additional two years, but the list of harvesters was reduced in 
most of the communities and the interview schedule was changed from monthly to quarterly interviews. 
This resulted in lower participation levels and ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ΨǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜΩ όǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀŘ ŀ Ƙarder 
time remembering what they harvested) in some communities. This means that information recorded in 
2004/лр ƛƴ ¢ǳƭƤȳǘΩŀΣ włŘŜƭƤɫƘƪƻɫȳ (Fort Good Hope)Σ ŀƴŘ 5ŞƭƤɫƴť did not meet the necessary tests for 
reliability and should not be used in the calculation of total estimated harvests or Minimum Needs 
Levels; data for Colville and Norman Wells for 2004/05 are considered reliable enough for use.  
 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS MAIN MESSAGES AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The statistical analysis made the following recommendations regarding use of the harvest study data: 
 

¶ The data that are presented in monthly tables that summarize information by individual 
community have higher reliability and should be used if necessary to calculate Minimum Needs 
Levels or to make important management decisions.  

¶ If it is necessary to calculate Sahtú Needs Levels at a regional or Settlement Area-wide level, or 
make comparisons across communities, the first five years of data should be used.  

¶ ¢ƘŜ Ψmaximum harvest yearΩ used in Minimum Needs Level calculations should not be the year 
with imputed (estimated) data. 

¶ Because it is not possible to quantify the level of error associated with the imputed data, the 
total estimated harvests and estimated variances presented in the data tables for the Sahtú as a 
whole should be used with caution, keeping in mind that the bias due to assumptions not being 
met could be sizeable. 

 
Additional sources of error uncovered during the study review and statistical analysis include the 
following: 
 

¶ There were several harvesters that consistently declined to take part in the study throughout its 
duration. {ƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƛƴǘŜƴǎŜΩ ƻǊ ΨǎǳǇŜǊ-ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘŜǊǎΩ. Their 
omission would likely result in estimates that are lower than actual harvest levels, but it is 
difficult to know how big the influence is on the results. 
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¶ In some cases there were individuals on the interview ƭƛǎǘ ǿƘƻ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Ƙǳƴǘ regularly and likely 
should not have been included. Inclusion of these individuals would result in a bias in response 
rate calculations and estimates that are higher than actual harvest levels. 

¶ Very few women took part in the study. This could result in some underestimation of total 
harvests, especially if these individuals were active or intensive harvesters.  

¶ In 2004/05, when the survey changed to quarterly interviews and harvesters had a harder time 
remembering their activities, this could result in an increase in the amount of error in the data 
through recall failure and lower estimated than actual harvest levels. 

¶ Also in 2004/05, because eligibility lists do not appear to have been kept, accurate response 
rates could not be calculated. Instead, that data was also imputed (estimated) for those years, 
based on information from previous years.  

 
Some of these errors are common to many harvest surveys while others are unique to the Sahtú 
experience; none have been explored in a way that provides an understanding about the size or scale of 
their impact on the reliability of the study results. It is difficult if not impossible to measure the 
magnitude of their influence on the resulting data set using only statistical methods. 
 

Community Analysis  

Considering the study weaknesses outlined above, the potential consequences of using the results in 
important management decisions, plus an evolving socio-political landscape that is redefining 
appropriate ways of working with Indigenous Peoples and their information, a decision was made to 
bring the Sahtú Harvest Study to completion in a collaborative manner with the participating harvesters 
and local governance organizations. A series of validation workshops was done in the communities 
between 2015 and 2019. The objective of the community work was to have knowledgeable harvesters 
provide feedback on and a context for the Sahtú Harvest Study data that could go beyond the 
interpretation provided by the statistical analysis. The over-arching goal was to provide further 
information regarding the validity of the survey responses and how well they measure the true picture 
of harvesting in the Sahtú.  
 
Over 70 Sahtú Dene and Métis community members were engaged in multi-day focus group sessions to 
identify any factors that could have influenced the harvest study data set, to identify and quantify 
possible errors, and to provide a local interpretation of the results. In each focus group session, 
summaries of representative numerical data as well as mapped harvest locations were presented for 
review and interpretation. In all cases, participants were able to provide very detailed and thoughtful 
feedback regarding how well the total estimated harvests and the spatial information represented their 
knowledge and experience of harvesting. They were able to point out instances where the data seemed 
problematic or inaccurate, and to make suggestions about the factors that could have influenced the 
data and/or data collection. They provided insights into the context of the study at that time period, 
such as specific socio-economic, regulatory, or ecological conditions that may have affected harvesting 
activities. They confirmed that some of the challenges that commonly plague this type of survey were 
present in the Sahtú study (e.g., interview fatigue, recall failure, problems with the participant list, 
mistrust, lack of participation of super-harvesters, etc.), as well as identifying other Sahtú- and time-
specific challenges to data reliability.  
 
In Colville, harvesters observed a pattern across the data for most species ς that is, harvest estimates 
tended to be much higher for the first year or two of the study and then dropped off sharply in the 
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following years. Harvest studies are known to go through somethƛƴƎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŀ ΨhoneymoonΩ phase at their 
initiation (i.e., at the start of the study, when there is a lot of study promotion and education going on, 
participants are keen to take part; after this point, there is often a drop in participation over the years as 
interview fatigue sets in and people become less likely to report their harvests). This was confirmed by 
the Community Interviewer as a problem in the Colville survey.  
 
Important additional socio-economic factors were identified to be at work in Colville during the years of 
the study that may have made this trend worse. Some participants in the focus group suggested that 
people were becoming suspicious of the study and feared that the results might be used against them. 
Perhaps more importantly, they identified a boom in the resource economy that strongly influenced day 
to day life in Colville starting after the year 2000. Harvesters said that during the time of the harvest 
study fewer people were hunting, trapping, and fishing because they were busy with the new wage 
economy. They felt there were widespread inaccuracies in the harvest study data ς this includes data for 
large and small mammals, fish, and birds alike. There was consensus that the resulting annual average 
harvest estimates were too low to ōŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ /ƻƭǾƛƭƭŜΩǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ 

   
In 5ŞƭƤɫƴť a similar trend to that found in Colville was observed ƛƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ Řŀǘŀ ς that is, harvest 
levels in Years 1 and 2 appeared much higher than those in the following years. In fact, in several cases, 
people felt that the harvest levels in Year 1 were too high and overestimated actual harvesting. This 
could indicate a possible problem with the initial participant list. Again, harvesters suggested that the 
high level of study promotioƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ 
reporting their harvests, and that by Year 3, participants were starting to experience interview fatigue 
and becoming less likely to report their harvests. In addition, they felt that harvest levels may have 
dropped over the time of the survey due to factors such as the introduction of new traps, increases in 
wage labour in the oil and mining sectors, and a change in the levels of income support and/or financial 
support for trapping. A former Community Interviewer in 5ŞƭƤɫƴť identified several additional potential 
causes of error, each of which could have resulted in harvest estimates being lower than actual. 
 
Overall, the community analysis indicated that the study results are mixed for 5ŞƭƤɫƴť ς that is, data 
accuracy seems to vary greatly between species and species groupings, with some estimates appearing 
much too high, some much too low, and others reasonably accurate. In one interesting example, 5ŞƭƤɫƴť 
harvesters noted that barren-ground caribou harvests were unexpectedly high in the first year of the 
survey, and explained that during that time period, Bluenose-East caribou were very near their 
community ς for five or ǎƛȄ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƛƴ ŀ Ǌƻǿ ƘǳƴǘŜǊǎ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ǾŜǊȅ ŦŀǊ to harvest. It was 
suggested that because the harvest study collected data at a time when the caribou were unusually 
accessible, the total estimated harvests could be an over-estimate of actual harvesting levels, if 
averaged over a longer period of time.  
 
In włŘŜƭƤɫƘƪƻɫȳ (Fort Good Hope), harvesters named industrial activity, road construction, wage 
employment, and unusual environmental or weather events as possible influences on the study data 
reliability and accuracy. Nonetheless, the consensus of the group was that generally, most of the 
ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ actual harvesting 
patterns at that time. Harvesters were able to identify two cases in which specific harvest estimates did 
not appear reasonable; these included some bird and small mammal harvests. It was felt that hunters 
may not have reported their harvests at a species level due to recall failure, and as a result, the data 
should not be considered at the species level. Very few other problems were identified. It is likely that 
the overall success of the harvest study, and the possibly higher level of reliability in the data for this 
community, is due in part to the commitment and continuity of the Community Interviewer to the 
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project over its seven year duration. Nonetheless, some harvesters noted that the patterns recorded by 
the study are likely no longer relevant and not a good reflection of more recent harvesting patterns.  
 
Focus group participants in Norman Wells also concluded that many of the total estimated harvests 
were a reasonably accurate representation of their harvesting activities during the time period of the 
study. They felt that overall, the annual average harvest estimates looked good for many types of large 
mammals, furbearers, birds, and even fish. Some observations regarding specific possible inaccuracies 
were noted for barren-ground caribou, woodland caribou, lake whitefish, ptarmigan, and grouse; in 
some cases participants felt the harvest estimates seemed too high, and in other cases too low. There 
was a strong message in the Norman Wells session that the harvesting patterns recorded by the study 
for the 1998-2005 period are not ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ current harvesting activities.  
 
Iƴ ¢ǳƭƤȳǘΩŀ, the annual harvest estimates were assessed ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ 
harvesting for most large mammal species with some isolated exceptions (e.g., woodland caribou), but 
results were felt to be less accurate for some species of birds, fish, and small mammals. Some of the 
external socio-economic factors identified that may have influenced harvesting patterns during the time 
of the harvest study included road construction /  operation, wage employment, and unusual 
environmental or weather events that changed animal movements and behaviour. There were also 
several situations identified where differences in English species names and Dene terminology may have 
resulted in incorrect reporting, such as for some fish, birds, and small mammal species.  
 

COMMUNITY ANALYSIS MAIN MESSAGES AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The community analysis of the numerical or count data indicated that the reliability and accuracy of the 
harvest estimates resulting from the Sahtú Harvest Study vary by year, by species, and by community. 
While some common sources of error were found to influence the data set (e.g., interview fatigue, recall 
failure, etc.), additional local and / or regional factors likely also had at least as strong an influence on 
the data and are important to consider in any interpretation of the results. Recommendations for use of 
the data based on the findings of the community review and analysis include: 
 

Colville 
ü It is unlikely that the data resulting from the harvest survey in Colville represent a true and 

accurate picture of the actual average annual harvest needs or activities for that community. 
The author recommends that the total estimated harvests of the Sahtú Harvest Study for Colville 
should not be used as a basis for important management decisions or Needs Level calculations.  

ü Caution should also be exercised when using the spatial data documented by the study, as those 
results likely also under-represent actual harvesting levels and patterns for Colville. 

 

5ŞƭƤɫƴť 
ü The author of this report advises that caution be exercised if the total esǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘǎ ŦƻǊ 
5ŞƭƤɫƴť should ever be used as a basis for important management decisions or Minimum Needs 
Level calculations. Because the community analysis indicates high variability in study data 
accuracy and reliability, it is important that the results be assessed on a species by species basis, 
and it is essential that the interpretation provided by the community is considered along with 
any use of the study results. 

ü Caution should also be exercised in any use of the spatial data ς some harvest locations were 
questioned for barren-ground caribou, marten, and fish.  
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włŘŜƭƤɫƘƪƻɫȳ (Fort Good Hope) 
ü It is likely that the total estimated harvests ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ aƛƴƛƳǳƳ bŜŜŘǎ [ŜǾŜƭ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ włŘŜƭƤɫƘƪƻɫȳ όCƻǊǘ DƻƻŘ IƻǇŜύ ƛŦ ƴŜŎessary, and 
with an understanding of the recognized general limitations of this type of data collection plus 
the specific weaknesses of this data set. 

ü For some species of birds and small mammals, the information may be less accurate at the 
species level. 

ü OverallΣ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ włŘŜƭƤɫƘƪƻɫȳ όCƻǊǘ DƻƻŘ IƻǇŜύ 
also appear to be reliable and accurate, with the exception of some questionable fish and duck 
harvest locations. 

 

Norman Wells 
ü The total estimated harvests for Norman Wells seem to be a reasonable reflection of the 

harvesting that was taking place between 1998 and 2005 in that community, with the exception 
of some fish, some birds, and two species of large mammals. The information could be used as a 
basis for important management decisions or Minimum Needs Level calculations for some 
species as necessary and with an understanding of the limitations of this data set.  

ü The spatial data showing harvest locations for Norman Wells appear to be reliable and accurate 
in most cases. 

ü Overall, the results are not a good reflection of more recent harvesting patterns in the 
community, and should not be used to represent current harvesting activities. 

 

¢ǳƭƤȳǘΩŀ 
ü For many fish, bird, small mammal, and some large mammal species, the total estimated 

harvests resulting from the study in ¢ǳƭƤȳǘΩŀ are likely not a true and accurate picture of the actual 
average annual harvest needs or activities for that community. Caution should be used if the 
total estimated harvests for ¢ǳƭƤȳǘΩŀ are ever needed to be a basis for important management 
decisions or Minimum Needs Level calculations. 

ü Because the community analysis indicates high variability in study data accuracy and reliability, 
it is important that the results be assessed on a species by species basis, and it is essential that 
the interpretation provided by the community is considered along with the data. 

ü ¢ƘŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ¢ǳƭƤȳǘΩŀ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ōe generally reliable and 
accurate, with the exception of some isolated instances of questionable harvest locations for 
caribou, marten and fish. 

 

Discussion : Lessons Learned  and Moving Forward  

While the statistical analysis of the Sahtú Harvest Study data concluded that the requirements of the 
Land Claim agreement were fulfilled and the results are reliable enough for use, the community analysis 
revealed that in many cases, the total estimated harvests resulting from the study may not represent a 
true and accurate picture of Sahtú Dene and Métis harvesting activities during 1998-2005, nor are they 
necessarily representative of current harvesting needs.  
 

KEY LESSONS LEARNED  

The community focus group sessions were the first opportunity for harvesters to review and comment 
on data they had contributed to the Sahtú Harvest Study between 1998 and 2005. Participants were 
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able to provide extremely valuable feedback not only about the accuracy and reliability of the numerical 
data, but also important ecological, social, economic, political, and regulatory factors that may have 
influenced the results. In addition, the validation process itself turned out to be a very positive 
experience in each community ς harvesters enjoyed having a chance to discuss the data with their peers 
and take some ownership over the study results. Several other key insights that resulted from the 
community review and analysis are outlined below. 
 

1. Methods Matter: Study Design, Principles, and Parameters are Key ς Participation levels are 
directly affected by study design and survey tools; these factors in turn affect the reliability and 
accuracy of the results. Collective experience and cultural understandings can also strongly 
influence the success of a study. Appropriate cultural frameworks and methodologies, as well as 
standards for the ownership and protection of harvester information, are important. 

2. Context is Critical ς IŀǊǾŜǎǘŜǊǎΩ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŘŀǇǘƛǾŜΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ environment, 
regulations, species abundances, access, employment opportunities, etc. The ΨǎƴŀǇǎƘƻǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΩ 
provided by short-term harvest surveys fails to reflect this fuller picture and may not capture 
typical years of harvesting, meaning results can greatly over or under-estimate actual harvests. 
These factors can have such a strong influence on the study results that it is questionable 
whether it is realistic or valid to extrapolate the results to other years. 

3. bǳƳōŜǊǎ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ 9ƴƻǳƎƘΥ Why Count-based Surveys are Inadequate to Define Indigenous 
Harvest Monitoring and Regulation Systems ς Count data vary in reliability and should be 
considered on a species by species basis with local interpretation before it is determined if they 
make a good basis for defining a harvest regulation system, determining Needs Levels, or 
making other important management decisions. Harvest studies done with a more Indigenous 
research methodology and framework would likely account for more factors ǘƘŀƴ Ψƪƛƭƭ ŘŀǘŀΩ and 
function with a more adaptive cycle of constant evaluation, feedback, and adjustments. 

4. There is Diversity and Resilience in Sahtú Dene and Métis Harvesting ς The study documented 
an extraordinary amount of information about the diversity of Sahtú Dene and Métis food 
systems that can help shape local / regional management priorities, decision-making, and 
planning. 

 

BEYOND TOTAL ESTIMATED HARVESTS AND NEEDS LEVELS 

The large quantity of information gathered by census-type harvest surveys are seldom used for any 
purpose other than using count data to calculate total estimated harvests and inform regulatory 
mechanisms such as the Total Allowable Harvest. Quantitative or statistical analyses of the other types 
of information recorded by these studies are seldom done, and there are few to no published studies 
showing results compiled in alternate ways. There are countless other ways that harvest study data 
could be used to answer research questions; some potential topics could include: harvester 
demographics / characteristics, household needs, trends in effort, assessments by region / specific area, 
etc. among many other possibilities.  
 
In both the assessment of the study and the community analysis of the Sahtú harvest study data, the 
results that were reviewed included mapped information. Time was also spent in the focus group 
sessions considering data compiled and presented in novel ways, such as charts of harvest composition 
and graphs of seasonal trends in harvesting. Harvesters consistently found that the seasonal results 
(presented in graphs showing monthly harvests as well as ΨǎŜŀǎƻƴŀƭ ǊƻǳƴŘsΩ ƻǊ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǊ ŎŀƭŜƴŘŀǊs) 
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represent ŀƴ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ. The results indicated some 
differences between communities, and could be useful in management planning and education.  
 
The spatial or mapped information recorded by the study was also found to be very strong, and in most 
cases represents ŀƴ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ. The spatial data has been 
found to be especially valuable in planning, such as in development applications. Further use of the 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ΨƘƻǘǎǇƻǘǎΩ ς mapping the 
information using a coloured density gradient to help identify areas that tend to be consistently 
important to a species and / or the people who harvest there. Local organizations can use the mapped 
results to demonstrate broader land use patterns, and provide evidence of and plan for areas that are 
important for Sahtú Dene and Métis land use and harvesting.  
 
Numerical data from the harvest study were also presented showing the composition of the harvest or 
relative proportions of species harvested in each community. These data could be compiled by 
harvester, community, district, or the entire Settlement Area; they also be compiled by season. The 
resulting charts can be informative in community discussions and planning decisions. 
 

IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE HARVEST MONITORING: WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 

The Total Allowable Harvest is a controversial regulatory tool in the Sahtú region. Opposition has been 
so strong in some areas that this territorial monitoring system has at times been ineffectual. The 
findings of recent public hearings suggest that regulatory mechanisms such as the Total Allowable 
Harvest may present a significant infringement of the Aboriginal rights of Sahtú beneficiaries, calling into 
question the appropriateness and the premise of the past harvest study.  
 
The community review and analysis of the Sahtú Harvest Study data indicates that many of the 
numerical results do not represent a true and accurate picture of Sahtú Dene and Métis harvesting and 
are likely not reliable enough to use as a basis to inform important management decisions and 
regulatory systems such as the Total Allowable Harvest. It is also clear that the study methods, 
objectives, and cultural framework are no longer appropriate. As a result, future harvest monitoring and 
harvest regulation will not look like past models. 
 
{ƛƴŎŜ нлмс ǘƘŜ {ŀƘǘǵ wŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ .ƻŀǊŘ Ƙŀǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ΨǎŜƭŦ-ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀǎ ŀ 
more appropriate mechanism for conservation in Sahtú Dene and Métis communities, suggesting it has 
greater potential of successfully achieving conservation outcomes than other available options. The 
approach recommended by the Board iǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ψ/ommunity Conservation PlansΩ. In 
contrast to territorial systems, community-driven plans are based in traditional Dene laws, principles, 
and the agreements that guide Dene relationships with other beings. They may include traditional 
stories, language, and concepts as a cultural foundation, and use a much broader approach to 
conservation, with program areas for hunting, habitat, governance, and knowledge. 
 
Harvest monitoring and regulation will be an important component of future community conservation 
planning, and the past harvest study can help in two main ways: first, by providing data and information 
compilations that can improve understandings of Sahtú Dene and Métis food systems; and secondly, by 
providing key insights into the principles and practices that will ensure that future, locally-controlled 
harvest monitoring programs produce reliable, accurate results.  
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The lessons learned from the harvest study indicate that the following ideas will be important in setting 
up a future harvest monitoring programs for success: 
 

¶ Good community buy-in is essential for successful harvest research and monitoring. 

¶ Programs need to be focused on local interests, priorities, and objectives. 

¶ Community interests need to be protected through formal principles and standards regarding 

local ownership, control, access, and possession of information. 

¶ Diverse Indigenous food systems and adaptive harvest strategies are best captured through 

long-term monitoring programs. 

¶ Ecological, regulatory, and socio-economic factors need to be documented and locally 
interpreted for their influence on customary harvesting activities and patterns. 

¶ A monitoring program that includes indicators of ecosystem health, trends in disease, species 
other than fish / birds / mammals, etc. may better approximate an Indigenous research 
methodology and framework as well as help account for changes in harvesting over time. 

¶ An iterative, community-controlled harvesting monitoring program, able to adapt to changing 
needs and interests can accommodate different conservation priorities.  

¶ Because harvest composition and other factors can differ from community to community, 
management priorities will also likely need to differ. 

 

Conclusion  

While the statistical analysis determined that the Sahtú Harvest Study met the objectives laid out in the 
Land Claim ς that is, the survey resulted in five years of data that could be used to calculate total 
estimated harvests ς the community analysis had very different conclusions. Instead, the numerical data 
were found to vary widely in reliability by species, by year, and by community, and much of the 
information was not seen to be a good representation of local harvesting patterns and needs. As a 
result, in no case should the numerical data alone be used to inform such important management 
actions as calculating Minimum Needs Levels or determining Total Allowable Harvests.  
 
This is not to say that there is no value in the results of the Sahtú Harvest Study. Other data resulting 
from the study have proven very useful in planning work to date, such as the spatial or mapped data. 
The community analysis also pointed to other aspects of the data that are consistently accurate and 
reliable, such as the seasonal harvesting patterns documented by the study. It is expected that novel 
ways of compiling and looking at the information that go beyond tables of total estimated harvests can 
be a useful tool for gaining insights into each ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ, and help support 
and inform local decision-making.  
 
As Community Conservation Plans take shape across the region, and local programs for harvest 
monitoring and regulation are developed, the lessons learned from this past harvest study and its 
completion can be applied to the design of new approaches that better accommodate Sahtú Dene and 
Métis priorities and perspectives. In fact, the insights provided during the community analysis 
demonstrate that Sahtú Dene and Métis are already closely monitoring and regulating their harvesting 
activities ς meaning this is likely to be less about designing something new than returning to a more 
traditional process and cultural framework, in which communities can meaningfully direct the process of 
inquiry, own the information, and affect decision-making on their own terms. 
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INTRODUCTION 
¢ƘŜ ṁŜƘŘȊƻ DƻǘΩƤɫƴť DƻǘǎΩŜɫȳ błƪŜŘƤ ό{ŀƘǘǵ wŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ .ƻŀǊŘ ς SRRB) is the main instrument of 
wildlife and forest management in the Sahtú Settlement Area (SSA). As a regional co-management 
board, it represents beneficiaries of the Sahtú Dene and Métis Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement 
(SDMCLCA, 1993), the federal and territorial governments, ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƴƻƴπōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻƴπ
!ōƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŀƘǘǵ {ŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ !ǊŜŀΦ ¢ƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ ǿƻǊƪǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ṁŜƘŘȊƻ DƻǘΩƤɫƴť 
(Renewable Resources Councils ς RRCs) ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǾŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŀƘǘǵ wŜƎƛƻƴ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ 5ŜƴŜ 
and Métis harvesting traditions, and to keep the land and animals healthy for future generations. 
 
The Sahtú Settlement Area Harvest Study (Sahtú Harvest Study ς SHS) was a requirement of the 
SDMCLCA (1993, Section 13.5). The objective of the study was to estimate the number of animals, fish, 
and birds harvested by Sahtú Dene and Métis hunters, trappers, and fishers for a period of five years. 
The survey was conducted from April 1998 to December 2005, at a time when similar studies were being 
done ƛƴ ǘƘŜ LƴǳǾƛŀƭǳƛǘ ŀƴŘ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ bǳƴŀǾǳǘ.  
 
After a considerable delay, work to finalize the SŀƘǘǵ Harvest Study began in 2013 when the SRRB hired 
consultants to review the study and assess its status. The review concluded that due to a lack of capacity 
and resources, the study had not been finalized when data collection stopped in 2005 ς that is, the data 
had not been compiled, no statistical analyses had been done, and there were no final results available 
for use. The Board then decided to commit funds to completing the study using a collaborative and 
qualitative approach that represents a departure from standard harvest study methods and better 
reflectǎ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ Ŏommunity-driven planning and conservation work that is ǊƻƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
5ŜƴŜ ǘǎΩƤɫƭƤɫ ό5ŜƴŜ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜύΦ1 
 

About the  Harvest Study  Completion Projec t  

The harvest study completion project included a review of the data and data collection methods (2013); 
a quantitative / statistical analysis of the data (2014); qualitative / community analyses of the results 
(2015-2019); and final compilation and reporting of results (2020-2021). Initial stages of completing the 
project were complicated by the fact that due to high staff turn-over, none of the individuals that 
worked during the survey phase of the study were employed by the Board at the time of the review and 
assessment. As a result, early work involved identifying and contacting former staff, locating relevant 
hard copy and digital data files, and reviewing data collection, storage, and management methods.  
 
Expert interviews were conducted as part of this work, both within and outside of the Sahtú, as a means 
of clarifying particular aspects of the SŀƘǘǵ IŀǊǾŜǎǘ {ǘǳŘȅΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ identifying ΨōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩ ƛƴ 
harvest study methodologies. The interviews helped to inform discussions of how well the SHS met its 
objectives, how it compares to other studies, and the strengths and weaknesses of these types of 

                                                           
 
 
 
1 !ǘ ƛǘǎ Wǳƭȅ нлмт .ƻŀǊŘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ṁŜƘŘȊƻ DƻǘΩƤɫƴť DƻǘΩǎŜɫȳ błƪŜŘƤ ό{ŀƘǘǵ wŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ .ƻŀǊŘ ς SRRB) 

formally adopted an approach ǊƻƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ 5ŜƴŜ ǘǎΩƤɫƭƤɫ ό5ŜƴŜ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜύ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘion planning as a 
basis for its strategic plan, and as guidance moving forward (SRRB 2020a). 
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surveys for future consideration. A detailed report is available from the SRRB (2013) that includes a 
comparison of harvest study methodologies, a limited review of relevant literature, results of the expert 
interviews, plus a series of ΨƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŜǇǎΩ recommended to complete the Sahtú study.  
 
Following the 2013 assessment, the Sahtú Harvest Study raw data were then sent to Statistics Canada 
for a quantitative analysis; this included an estimation of how well study assumptions were met, 
estimates of error levels associated with the results, and calculations that enable the results to 
represent annual and total estimated harvests for each community or for the whole SŀƘǘǵ region.  
 
Data summaries based on the statistical analysis were provided to knowledgeable community members 
for review and comment in a series of workshops. Harvesters and knowledge holders were able to 
provide an interpretation of the study results that goes beyond that of the statistical analysis. Their 
review of the information raises questions not just about the validity and reliability of the results, but of 
the premise underlying this type of harvest survey.  
 

About this Report  

This final report details the how the SŀƘǘǵ IŀǊǾŜǎǘ {tudy was done, including each of the steps that 
were taken to conclude the study, and a fuller consideration of the results based on findings from the 
community review and analysis.2 
 
This report does not contain SHS data tables or compiled results. That information is co-owned by the 
ṁŜƘŘȊƻ DƻǘϥƤɫƴť (Renewable Resources Councils ς RRCs) and the SRRB. Data resulting from the study are 
included in five individual community reports as follows:  
 

¶ Sahtú Harvest Study Results Report for Colville Lake, 1998-2005 

¶ Sahtú Harvest Study wŜǎǳƭǘǎ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ 5ŞƭƤɫƴťΣ мффу-2003 
¶ Sahtú Harvest Study Results Report for włŘŜƭƤɫƘƪƻɫȳ (Fort Good Hope), 1998-2003 
¶ Sahtú Harvest Study Results Report for Norman Wells, 1998-2005 
¶ Sahtú Harvest Study wŜǎǳƭǘǎ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ¢ǳƭƤȳǘΩŀΣ мффу-2003. 

 
9ŀŎƘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŀƘǘǵ IŀǊǾŜǎǘ Study ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ Ǉƭǳǎ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ {ŀƘǘǵ {ŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ !ǊŜŀ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
includes tables of harvester response rates, recall periods, and total estimated harvests by species. The 
community reports also contain maps showing spatial data for several representative species of big 
game, furbearers, fish, ŀƴŘ ōƛǊŘǎΣ Ǉƭǳǎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ information. 
Further distribution of SHS information and reports is at the discretion of the SRRB and the RRCs.3 

                                                           
 
 
 
2 A detailed account of study methods and implementation, including results of the statistical analysis of the data, 

were included in the interim {ŀƘǘǵ IŀǊǾŜǎǘ {ǘudy Methods Report (SRRB 2016). Note that this 2021 Final Report 
includes the content of the 2016 Methods Report with an additional qualitative analysis of the information and 
recommendations for its use. It therefore replaces the interim 2016 report. 
3 An explanation of the information-sharing protocol for access and use of the Sahtú Harvest Study results and 

results reports is available on the SRRB website: www.srrb.nt.ca.  

http://www.srrb.nt.ca/
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This final report on the Sahtú Harvest Study has five main sections:  
 

1. Study Background ς An overview of Land Claim requirements and objectives of the study, 
harvest regulation based on the results, and implications for Sahtú Dene and Métis harvesting. 

2. Study Methods and Implementation ς Details on how the study was done, including study area, 
design, coordination, survey timing and methods, information storage and management. 

3. Statistical Analysis ς Description of the statistical tests, calculations, and conclusions of the 
analysis for estimating total harvests and using data recorded by the study, including 
recommendations. 

4. Community Analysis ς Description of the methods and the results from focus group sessions 
held in each community to review, verify, and interpret information recorded by the study, 
including recommendations.  

5. Discussion ς A consideration of how well the study met the objectives of the Land Claim based 
on lessons learned in the statistical and community analyses, as well as what else can be learned 
from the results and how this can be applied to harvest monitoring and community conservation 
planning in the future.  
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1.  STUDY BACKGROUND  

 
Cover of the 1998 Sahtú Harvest Study calendar. Image credit: SRRB. 
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1.1  The Land Claim Agreement and Requirements for a 

Harvest Study  

The Sahtú Dene and Métis Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement (the Land Claim) was signed by the 
Sahtú Tribal Council, Canada, and the Government of the Northwest Territories in 1993. The Agreement 
established the Sahtú Settlement Area (see Figure 1) which includes: 
 

¶ Over 280,000 km² of land, of which over 41,000 km² are privately owned Dene and Métis lands 

¶ The communities of 5ŞƭƤɫƴť, ¢ǳƭƤȳǘΩŀ, Norman Wells, włŘŜƭƤɫƘƪƻɫȳ (Fort Good Hope), and Colville 
Lake. 

 
Under the Land Claim Agreement, a co-management board, the 
ṁŜƘŘȊƻ DƻǘΩƤɫƴť DƻǘǎΩŜɫȳ błƪŜŘƤ ({ŀƘǘǵ wŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ 
Board), was set up to act as the main instrument of wildlife and 
forestry management in the Sahtú Settlement Area. The SRRB has 
equal representation from Sahtú beneficiaries and 
Territorial/Federal government agencies. 
  
The Land Claim also outlined the mandate of the ṁŜƘŘȊƻ DƻǘΩƤɫƴť 
or Renewable Resources Councils (RRCs) in each {ŀƘǘǵ 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ άǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 
conservation, harvesting studies, research and wildlife 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ όVol. 1, Section 13.9.1). RRCs are 
mandated to participate in the collection and provision of local 
harvesting data to Government and to the Board. Each 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ww/ ŀƭǎƻ Ƙŀǎ the responsibility and authority to: 
 

¶ !ƭƭƻŎŀǘŜ {ŀƘǘǵ bŜŜŘs Levels for that community  

¶ aŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ  
¶ Establish or amend group trapping areas in the SSA and  
¶ Advise the Board with respect to participantsΩ harvesting and/or concerns (Vol. 1, 13.9.4-13.9.6).  

 
The SHS was initiated as a requirement of the Land Claim (Vol. 1, Section 13.5.6). The Sahtú Renewable 
Resources Board conducted the study in close cooperation with the Renewable Resources Councils.  
 

1.2  Objectives of t he Sahtú Harvest Study  

The Sahtú Land Claim Terms of Reference (Sahtú Settlement Area Harvest Study, Schedule 1 to Chapter 
13, 1993), states that fish and wildlife harvest estimates are intended to be used for two main purposes: 
 

¶ To provide information on harvesting necessary for the effective management of fish and 
wildlife in the Sahtú Settlement Area by the Sahtú Renewable Resources Board and 
Government, and 

¶ To determine the Minimum Needs Level for Sahtú beneficiaries so that their harvesting 
traditions can be protected. 

 

¢ƘŜ 5ŜƴŜ ƴŀƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ {ŀƘǘǵ 
wŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ .ƻŀǊŘ ς 
ṋŜƘŘȊƻ DƻǘΩƤɫƴť DƻǘǎΩťȳ błƪŜŘƤ ς 
ƳŜŀƴǎ άƘŜƭǇŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ṋŜƘŘȊƻ 
DƻǘΩƤɫƴťΣ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊŀǇ tŜƻǇƭŜΦέ ¢ƘŜ 
{ww. ǿƻǊƪǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ṋŜƘŘȊƻ 
DƻǘΩƤɫƴť ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǾŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ 

the Sahtú Region to maintain 
Dene and Métis harvesting 

traditions, and keep the land and 
animals healthy for future 

generations. 
(http://www.srrb.nt.ca/) 
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Figure 1: Map of the Sahtú Settlement Area, showing the five communities that took part in the Sahtú 
Harvest Study, 1998-2005. 
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1.3  Harvest Limitations , the TAH,  and Sahtú Needs Level s  

From time to time, it may be necessary for the SRRB to limit harvesting on a temporary basis to allow an 
animal species or local population at risk to recover from the effects of things like disease, habitat loss, 
or over-harvesting. The process to be followed when limiting harvests in the region was outlined in 
Section 13.5 of the Land Claim as the Total Allowable Harvest (TAH). The TAH represents the total 
number of a given species that can be harvested by all parties in the region or in a particular 
area/community. The results from the SHS were intended to have a direct impact on determining how 
many animals should be allocated to Sahtú Dene and Métis in the event that a harvest had to be limited 
in the future. 
 
Until a Total Allowable Harvest has been set for an animal population or species, harvest by Sahtú Dene 
and Métis is not limited under the terms of the Land Claim. Once a TAH is set, the Board is responsible 
for allocating either a portion of or all available animals to Sahtú Dene and Métis. The Dene and Métis 
share of the Total Allowable Harvest is called the Sahtú Needs Level. If the Sahtú Needs Level is equal to 
or less than the total number of animals available to harvest (that is, the TAH), Sahtú Dene and Métis 
needs are met first. If the Sahtú Needs Level is greater than the total number of animals available to 
harvest, the Land Claim states that Dene and Métis will get no more than the total number available for 
harvesting. 
 
The SRRB, in conjunction with territorial and/or federal agencies, sets or adjusts the Sahtú Needs Level 
only after consultation with the affected RRC(s).  Various things are considered when setting or 
adjusting the Sahtú Needs Level: 
  

¶ Historical use/harvesting patterns 
¶ Personal needs of Sahtú Dene and Métis for food, clothing, culture, dog food 
¶ Trade needs 
¶ Availability of animals to meet these needs based on scientific studies 
¶ The Sahtú Minimum Needs Level calculated from Harvest Study counts. 

 
The ΨSahtú Minimum Needs LevelΩ represents the 
lowest level at which a Sahtú Needs Level can be set. 
Generally, the Sahtú Needs Level can be set above or 
at, but never below, the Sahtú Minimum Needs 
Level. The only exception to this is when the total 
number of animals available for harvest (i.e., Total 
Allowable Harvest) is less than the minimum amount 
required by Sahtú Dene and Métis.  
 
According to the Land Claim, the Sahtú Minimum 
Needs Level for a species or population of wildlife is 
equal to one half of the sum of the average annual 
harvest by participants over the first five years of the 
study and the greatest amount taken in any one of 
those five years (SDMCLA 1993:49). 
 
    

The Sahtú Minimum Needs Level is to be 
calculated for a particular species harvested 

using the following formula:  
 

[H1+H2 +H3+H4+H5+ Hmax] x 0.5 
 5       

 
Where 

H1= # animals harvested in Study Year 1 
H2= # animals harvested in Study Year 2 
H3= # animals harvested in Study Year 3 
H4= # animals harvested in Study Year 4 
H5= # animals harvested in Study Year 5 
And Hmax= greatest # taken in any year 

between study Years 1-5. 
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2.  STUDY METHODS AND 

IMPLEMENTATION 
 
 
 
 

 
Harvest Study interview. Photo credit: SRRB (photographer unknown). 
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2.1  Study Design  

The SHS was a cooperative effort between the SRRB, RRCs, and various territorial and federal 
government agencies. Terms of Reference for conducting a SHS are laid out in the Land Claim (Schedule I 
to Chapter 13, SDMCLCA 1993:65). 

 

2.1.1  PARTNERS IN THE DESIGN PROCESS 

Following instructions in the Terms of Reference, the study was designed by members of a Harvest 
Study Working Group. This group was made up of: 
 

¶ Three Sahtú Dene and Métis members appointed by the District Land Corporations, and 
¶ Three members appointed by various government agencies involved in fish and wildlife 

management in the Sahtú, including Resources, Wildlife and Economic Development (RWED; 
today known as Environment and Natural Resources or ENR), the Canadian Wildlife Service, and 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (Fisheries and Oceans Canada). 

 
The RRCs in each community played an important role in study design and coordination. The RRCs were 
also responsible for:  
 

¶ Promoting the study in their communities 

¶ Selecting harvesters to participate in a short pilot study  
¶ Building up-to-date lists of harvesters to be interviewed for the study 
¶ Assisting in the selection of the Community Interviewers who would collect data. 

 

2.1.2  DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

The methods used in the SHS were based on approaches used in previous or ongoing land claim-
ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜŘ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ LƴǳǾƛŀƭǳƛǘΣ DǿƛŎƘΩƛn, and Nunavut settlement areas (Joint Secretariat 
нллоΣ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ wŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ .ƻŀǊŘ нллфΣ ŀƴŘ bǳƴŀǾǳǘ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ .ƻŀǊŘ нллп 
respectively). The objective of using similar methods was to collect data that would be comparable 
across different regions of the NWT and Nunavut. This was intended to assist the Sahtú region when 
negotiating for the harvest of animals shared by participants of different land claims (e.g., barren-
ground caribou). 
 
The study design was intended to provide only the information required to meet the two study 
objectives. This approach was chosen to avoid burdening the harvesters with too many extra questions 
that try to address secondary issues (e.g., human consumption, animal disease, etc.). 
 
The approach used to collect harvest information was the same for each community in the Sahtú. A 
standardized approach was chosen so that information collected from each Sahtú community could be 
compared and analyzed in relation to other communities.  

 

2.1.3  THE PILOT STUDY 

The proposed study approach developed by the Harvest Study Working Group in October 1997 was 
field-tested in January 1998 in a pilot study. Eleven Dene and Métis harvesters from three Sahtú 
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communities participated in pilot study interviews. The harvesters had an opportunity to comment on 
the questions asked and materials used in the interviews. Comments and suggestions made by 
harvesters participating in the pilot study were then used to improve the initial design proposed by the 
Working Group. The final study design was approved by the SRRB in February 1998. 
 

2.2  Coordinating the Study  

The SHS was coordinated by the SRRB in close cooperation with local RRCs. Dedicated staff was hired by 
the Board; the staff then hired and trained Community Interviewers.  

 

2.2.1  STAFF AND SUPPORT 

The Harvest Study Coordinator was an employee of the SRRB whose responsibilities included: 
 

¶ Assisting the Harvest Study Working Group in study design 

¶ Implementing the project  
¶ Managing the day-to-day business of data collection, analysis, and reporting.  

 
A Community Interviewer was hired in each community to collect harvest information for the study. 
Interviewers reported to the Harvest Study Coordinator. Their responsibilities included: 
 

¶ Interviewing all eligible harvesters on the official harvester list for their community 

¶ Maintaining and updating the official harvester list for their community  
¶ Promoting the study 
¶ Attending RRC meetings to give progress updates. 

 
One Harvest Study Assistant Trainee was also hired to assist the Harvest Study Coordinator in managing 
the study and to collect information for the sǘǳŘȅ ƛƴ ¢ǳƭƤȳǘΩŀΤ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΥ 
 

¶ Interviewing all eligible harvesters on the TulƤȳǘΩŀ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘŜǊ ƭƛǎǘ Ǉƭǳǎ ŎŀǊǊȅƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
other duties of a Community Interviewer 

¶ Assisting the Harvest Study Coordinator with administrative tasks 
¶ Assisting the Harvest Study Coordinator with compiling, entering and analyzing data 
¶ Preparing reports and presentations. 

 
During the study, the Harvest Study Coordinator maintained regular contact with Community 
Interviewers, RRCs, and the Harvest Study Working Group.  
 

2.2.2  RENEWABLE RESOURCES COUNCILS ð ṁEHDZO GOTõINˎEˎ 

¢ƘŜ ṁŜƘŘȊƻ DƻǘΩƤɫƴť όwŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ ς RRCs) had a very important role to play in the SHS; 
each RRC working with the SRRB received an annual administrative fee to do the following tasks: 
 

¶ Assist with local promotion of the study in the community  

¶ Help build and maintain official list of eligible harvesters to be interviewed each month   
¶ Provide some local support for the Community Interviewer   
¶ Provide quality control (e.g., Is the interviewer doing their job? Do the numbers seem right?) 
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¶ Assist with hiring by providing name(s) of the best candidate(s) available for the Community 
Interviewer position.   

 

2.2.3  HARVESTER CONFIDENTIALITY, INFORMATION SHARING, AND RELEASE OF 

RESULTS 

The Sahtú Land Claim (Terms of Reference, Schedule 1 to Chapter 13, 1993) states that the SHS must be 
conducted in a manner to ensure that harvester confidentiality is protected. Steps taken by the SRRB to 
ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΥ 
 

¶ Assigning every eligible harvester a unique personal Harvester Identification Number, and 
ǎǘƻǊƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ ƛƴ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƪŜǇǘ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘŜǊǎΩ ƴŀƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
harvesting information 

¶ Restricting access to the Harvest Data Management System that contained personal information 
on harvesters and their harvesting activities   

¶ Password protection for digital files and locked filing cabinets for storage of all Harvester Record 
forms collected and any other sensitive materials 

¶ Requiring any persons working with Harvest Study data to sign a Data Release and Usage 
Agreement to assure no confidentiality breaches occurred 

¶ Withholding information such as harvester gender, age, or community affiliation when any raw 
data was released 

¶ Any requests for ΨrawΩ or unprocessed harvest data were considered on a case-by-case basis. 
Once the study was complete and before statistical analyses could be done on the raw data, a 
data-sharing agreement was developed to guide and restrict the potential release of data that 
had not yet been adjusted for response rates or assessment in regards to accuracy or reliability. 
These agreements established further protocols for data storage, data access, and data release 
(e.g., in documents or publications).4 

 
While the study was underway, communities received the following updates and interim reports from 
the Harvest Study Coordinator: 
 

¶ Monthly Community Harvest Update ς Each community received a harvest summary with a 
tally of harvests for their community and details on overall local harvester participation. 
Summaries were sent to RRCs as well as Band and Métis local offices 

¶ Annual Reports ς Public reports containing more detailed harvest count summaries and harvest 
maps were distributed on request. The contents of this public report were dictated by guidelines 
on public release of information established by the SRRB. 

 
For all internal updates and interim reports produced by the SRRB, the harvesting activities of individual 
hunters, trappers, and fishers remained confidential and were never released; only combined counts for 
the community were shown.  

                                                           
 
 
 
4 Since completion of the study, a new information-sharing and release protocol has been established and is 

available on the SRRB website. 
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2.2.4  HARVEST STUDY PROMOTION, COMMUNICATION, AND INCENTIVES 

A number of approaches were used to help launch and promote the Sahtú Harvest Study, such as: 
 

¶ Brochures and Posters ς Mailed to all beneficiaries living in the Sahtú, RRCs, Band and Métis 
Local offices, Land Corporations, and Territorial Department offices of Resources Wildlife, and 
Economic Development (ENR) in the Sahtú Region. A series of posters were distributed and 
made for display in RRC, Band, and Métis Local offices. These posters included space available to 
post a Monthly Community Harvest Update table 

¶ Meetings and Engagements ς Public information meetings were held in each community, 
featuring the Chair of the SRRB, the local District Working Group Representative, and the 
Harvest Study Coordinator. Door-to-door canvassing was done by the Community Interviewers 
of all harvesters on the official community list 

¶ Harvest Study Merchandise ς Give-aways included items such as ball caps, thermos mugs, 
lighters, pencils, etc. Participants also received an annual pocket calendar and harvest diary for 
recording harvests 

¶ Advertisements ς Local radio and community channel announcements were used to promote 
the Study, announce meetings, and the names of prize draw winners. 

 
Many promotional activities began before the study launch date in spring 1998 so that harvesters were 
aware of the study and understood why it was important to participate. Communities were kept 
informed and educated throughout the duration of the study. The Harvest Study Coordinator and 
Harvest Study Assistant Trainee visited communities regularly and gave annual community 
presentations of interim study results. 
 
Two types of prize draws were used as incentives for participation in the study: 
 

¶ Monthly Prize Draw ς One winner was drawn in each community, using the names of eligible  

¶ harvesters who were interviewed that month   

¶ Sahtú-wide Regional Draw ς One winner was drawn every quarter. Each eligible harvester 
participating in the study got one ballot for every month they participated over the last three 
months.   

 
Prize winners werŜ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ {ww. ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƻƴ /./ wŀŘƛƻΩǎ ƭǳƴŎƘǘƛƳŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊŀŘƛƻ 
and community television channels, as well as other publications. 
 

2.3  Defining Harvest s, Eligible Harvesters , and Survey Units  

2.3.1  DEFINITION OF A HARVEST 

The study was designed to record the number of any species of animal, fish and bird killed and retrieved 
by an eligible harvester. Wounding losses were not captured by the survey. Harvests for any purpose 
were included (e.g., personal use, trade, commercial, etc.), as were harvests both inside and outside the 
Settlement Area. Most of the time, identification of harvested animals was at the species level, but 
sometimes harvests were reported by species group (e.g., goose species). This was most common for 
birds, but also occurred for some small mammals (e.g., fox sp., hare sp., squirrel sp.). 












































































































































































