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ABsmcT 

This report presents descriptive infomation on contmporary fish 

and wildlife use patterns by Yakutat residents and analyzes the rela- 

tionships beimeen these uses and biophysical and scciceconanic condi- 

tions created by timber harvesting, road building and other develo-t 

activities. This information is useful for laud use planning by 

federal, state and private land managers, as mall as for resource 

allocation decisions by the Alaska Boards of Fisheries and Game. 

Field research was conducted during the fall of 1984, and winter 

and spring of 1985. Tknty-five long-term residents that were 

knowledgeable of hunting and fishing patterns i.nYakutatwere 

interviewd numerous tims to developtjma-depthbackground information 

and fish and wildlife land use maps. Changes inhunting and fishing 

patterns were analyzed to understand relationships with roadbuilding, 

tinberharvesting~changesintransportation~logy. Afterthe 

resea.rchers hadobtaineda canprehensive understandingof fish and 

wildlife gathering activities throughtim, a randansumeywas 

conductedwith 50 hauseholds inYakutat(30 percentofthe cmttmnity), 

collecting quantitative information on hunting, fishing and gathering 

that had occurred during 1984. Themethodologyallows household 

infomationtobegeneralizedto the camnmitylevel. 

Yakutathouseholdswere found to harvest over seventy different 

types of wild resources during 1984, representing use of over 150 

different species. The average household harvested 1,105 pounds of fish 



and wildlife during 1984 or 368 pounds per household maker, frm the 

waters and uplands beixeen the Deception Hills near Dry Bay, north to 

Cape Suckling, a distance of over 200 miles. Fish represented 57 

percent of the totalharvestbyweight, land mmnals 14 percent and 

shellfish 12 percent. The remaining17 percent of the total harvest 

consistedofmarineplants,marinemamnals,birds, berries and plants. 

These resourceswre sharedandwidelydistributedthroughoutthe 

ccmmnity. For example dungeness crabwas harvestedby 40 percent of 

Yakutat's householdsbutusedby 90 percent;mosewas harvestedby 22 

percentandusedby 70 percentofYakutat's households. 

The construction of Forest Highway #lo, which began in 1963, 

providedroadedaccess to portions oftheYakutatForelands,whichled 

to increaseduse of certain areas bylocalandnon-local hunters and 

fishers. Canpetition for resources in a few of these areas resulted in 

smeYakutatresidents beingdisplacedtootherhuntingand fishing 

locations. Areas of the Yakutat Forelands that were roaded or easily 

accessible by roads showed one-sixth the rate of mose hunter success in 

1984 cxmparedtonon-roadedareas,despite.receivinggreaterhunter 

effort. Since construction of Forest Highway #lo, highway vehicles have 

beenusedmre frequently for hunting; in1984 theywreusedbymre 

than twice asmany Yakutat households as before the construction of the 
-. 

road. The proportionofhouseholds using boats for hunting has declined 

duringthis sam timperiod. 

Clearcutareas near Yalmtatare mused infmqently for hunting 

or trapping. This was reportedtobe true forrecentclearcutareas as 

~11asareasthat~logged3Oyearsagothatnowcontainyoung 

second- stands of conifers. Loss of salmnhabitatinOphi.rCreek 



near Yakutat has decreased the number and quality of salmon available in 

Ophir Creek for subsistence use. The role of naturally changing 

land forms and man-made disturbances in decreasing available salmn 

habitat in Ophiz Creek is still uncertain. 

Residents of Yakutat have developd econanic strategies that allow 

for an involvement in both market activities and subsistence hunting and 

fishing activities. The result is a mixed subsistence-cash economy 

based on the harvest of renewable fish and wildlife resources. This 

mixedeconmyismade possible inYakutatbyanabundance ofwild food 

resources and the largely undisturbed fish and wildlife habitat of the 

area. 
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CHAPTER1 

STUDY BACKGROUND 

Although fish and wildlife harvest are known to contribute 

significantly tc the food supply of southeast Alaska's population (Alves 

1980), little detailed infomation exists about the current role of fish 

andwildlifeuses in the socioeconanic systems andways of life of the 

region's anmunities. Recent research by the Division of Subsistence 

has suggested that this role continues tobe signi.ficantinHydaburg, 

Craig, Klawock, Angocn, Haines, Klukwan and Sitka, (Mills 1982; George 

and Kookesh 1982, 1983; Nelson and Schroeder 1983; Mills et al. 1984). 

Yakutatisacammi ty of apprmimately 550 year-round residents, 

located on the Gulf of Alaska in the northern southeast region of the 

State (Fig. 1). A variety of resource develaprrent activities are 

planned,orare occurring in the Yakutatarea, including timber 

harvesting, tourism, ccamercial fish processing, and potential oil and 

gas developmanton the outer continental&elf. Landmanagmentplans 

are nearing ccsnpletion for newly designated federal conservation system 

units near the cannunity. These federal lands include Wrangell-St. 

EliasNationalPark andPreserve andGlacier E3ayNationalParkand 

Preserveunder themanagemntof the U.S.National Park Service. The 

Tbngass National Forest and the Russell Fiord Wilderness Area are 

managed by the U.S. Forest Service and are also developing managemnt 

plans. 
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Concerns have beenexpressedbyc amunity organizations, including the 

city council, the native corporation , and fish and gam advisory 

cmmittee, about the possible effects of these developrrent and planning 

efforts on ccmmnity uses of fish, wildlife, and plant resources (Powell 

and JAxter 1984). Inresponse to informationneeds, thegoalof this 

studyisto document uses of wild resources by residents of the 

camnmity of Yakutat, and to analyze the relationship betman these uses 

and resource development and planning activities. 

The potential effects of the logging developt on local uses of 

fish and wildlife is an important resource issue in southeast Alaska. 

Research on the effects of timber harvesting on wildlife species 

imp&ant toYakutatresidents havebeenconducted inotherpartsof 

southeast Alaska for mose (I&IT 1983, 1985, Hunderlmark et al. 1983, 

Craighead et al. 1984), nmntain goat (Schcen 1978, Fox 1979, Schoen and 

Kirchhoff 1982, Smith 1982, 1983, 1985), brown bear (Zager and Jonkel 

1983, Russell 1974), black bear (Erickson et al.. 1982, Hanson and Doerr 

1982), and salmon (Elliot et al. 1980). According to these studies, 

past clearcut logging of forests in specific situations have had major 

negative impacts on these important species. Concerns about these 

effects, and their relationships to the continuing public use of fish 

andwildlife in southeast Alaska, havebeenraisedbythe Southeast 

Alaska Wgional Fish and Ganua Advisory Council, the local Yakutat fish 

andgam advisory amtittee, andlocalcamunities. Actingonthe 

concernsoftheadvisorycarmitteesandtheSoutheastRegionalCouncil, 

the AlaskaBoards of Fisheries andGame passed resolutions in1980 and 

1983 urgingtheEbrest Service to reviewandreviseits logging 
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practices on the Tongass to ensure the maintenance of existing fish and 

wildlife populations. 

Timber harvesting in the Yakutatuse area is currently taking place 

on private lands, state lands, and within the Tbngass National Forest on 

the Yakutat Forelands. Created in 1906, the !tbngass National Forest 

covers an area of approximately 17 million acres and includes Illost of 

the lands southeast and north of Y&tat (Fig. 1). Management decisions 

concerning timber harvesting on the lbngass have major implications for 

the future condition anduses of resources aroundYakutatand throughout 

the region. Inordertoguidetimberharvestingwithinthe~ti~~l 

forest, the Forest Servicehas knplemsntedthelbngass LandManagement 

Plan (TUIP). The plan classifies forest lands, divided into "value 

canparison units" (VCUs), according to fourlanduse designations (LUD) 

fran the most restrictive for resource develovt (IUD I) to the mst 

intensive for resource use and developllent (LUD IV), Finalized in 1979, 

the plan will undergo a major revision in 1989. In addition to TIMP, 

wfiichsetsthgbroadconditio~~wfiich~harveststakeplace, 

nwxe specific operational plans are prepared for each timber sale within 

the national forest. Eachplandescribesthe locationoftinbercuts, 

roads,logtransfersites,andcaanps,as~11asharvestschedulesand 

IEthods. TheNatiOMlEkwiro~talProtectionAct @EPA) requires that 

an envi~~onmental analysis be conducted along with each of these plans. 

In addition, as a result of tk passage of the Alaska National 

Interest Lands conservation Act (ANIIXA) in 1980, subsistence uses by 

~alAlaskaresi~~rrolstbeconsideredin~develapnentof 

mna~tpclicies and plans in all federal lands in Alaska, including 

national forests. ANIICA Section 802 requires that: 
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Consistent with sound management principles, and the conservation 
of healthy populations of fish and wildlife, the utilization of the 
public lands in Alaska is to cause the least adverse impact possi- 
ble on rural residents who demd upon subsistence uses of the 
resources of such lands; consiste.ntwithmanagmentof fish and 
wildlife in accordance with recognized scientific principles and 
the purposes for each unit established, designated, or expanded by 
or pursuant to titles II through VII of the Act, the purpose of 
this title is to provide the opportunity for rural residents 
engaged in a subsistence way of life to do so. 

Also, ANIICA Section 810 requires each federal agency: 

In determikng whether to withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise 
pemrit the use, occupancy, or disposition of public lands.... shall 
evaluate the effect of suchuse, occupancy or disposition on 
subsistence uses and needs and the availability of other lands... 
No suchwithdrati, reservation, lease, permit, or other use, 
occupancy or disposition of such lands which would significantly 
restrict subsistenceuses shallbe effecteduntiltheheadof such 
Federal agency11 gives notice to the appropriate State agency and 
the appropriate local camunities and regional councils established 
pursuant to Section 805; 2) gives notice of, and holds, a hearing 
inthevicinityoftheareainvolved;and3) determines that (A) 
such a significant restriction of subsistence uses is necessary, 
consistent with sound managmmt principles for the utilization of 
the public lands, (B) the proposed activity will involve the 
minimalamountofpubliclands necessary to accanplish the purposes 
of such use, occupaucy, or other disposition, and (C) reasonable 
steps, will be taken to mbimize adverse impactsupon subsistence 
uses andresources restiking frcmsuchactions. 

Section 810 detexminations are required for all Tbngass NatiOMl Forest 

Planning documents, including the TIMEJ revision of 1989. 

Despite the concerns raised by fish and wildlife managers, fores- 

ters, and the general public, and the dataneeds broughtaboutby the 

forest planning process and ANILCA, little information has been avail- 

able about effects developnentof the timber industry andother 

develo-t have had on local patterns of fish and wildlife use in 

southeast Alaska. 
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PURPOSEANDOBSECTIVES 

This report has f3m major purposes. 

1. 

2. 

Present descriptive information on contemporary fish and wild- 

life use patterns by Yakutatresidents, useful. forlanduse 

planning and resource allocation decisions. 

Analyze the relationships between the patterns of fish 

and wildlife uses in Yakutat and the biophysical and 

socioeconanic conditions createdby the developnentoftimber, 

tourism, fishing andother activities. 

Specific objectives canpleted by the research include: 

1.Descriptionsofcurrentpatternsofresourceuse inYakutat 

including: 

a. Seasonal rounds of harvest activities (timing and species); 

b. Estimates of levels of household participation in resource 

harvesting activities; 

c. Estimates of levels of hamest quantities of fish and game 

resources; 

d.Typesofequi~tandmethodsusedinresourceharvesting; 

e. The socialorganizationofresourceproductionande~- 

change: 
._ 

f.Maps of geographic areas used for resource harvesting, by 

species or resource groups; 

g. Relationships beixeen ccmmrcial-wage activities andwild 

resource uses. 



2. A ccxnpilation of data on current demgraphic and socioeconcmic 

conditions in Yakutat including population, household size, 

gnplayment, age, g=d=, ethnicity and length of residency. 

3. Descriptions of past and contgnporary development of the timber 

industry, tourism, camercialfishingandother activities. 

4. Document conditions createdby timberhamesting, conservation 

system unit management, cmmarcial fishing, tourism and other 

devebqnmt. Evaluate relationships bebeen these conditions 

andcmmnityhunting, fishing and gathering patterns. 

A case study, cammnitybaseda&hodologywasexnployedduringthe 

researchproject. Four can-amities were selected throughout southeast 

Alaska (Yakutat,Tenakee Spri.ngs,&qoon andKlawock), eachwith 

contrasting histories of involvemnt with tixrber harvesting activities. 

TheYakutatareawas selectedas anareawhichhas receiveda "light to 

mderate amunt" of timbex cutting activities whenamparedtc the other 

threecarmunities,al~ghroadinghasoccurredin~areain 

anticipation of timber harvesting. FMationships beb+eenconditions 

createdbyti&erharvestingactivities andchanges inhuntingaud 

fishingpatternswillbecanparedandcontrastedbe~c camunities im 

a separate report. AxWhcdolcqywasdwelopedthatdllowshousehold 

infomation to be generalized to the camumity level. A major portion 

ofthis report focuses onchanges inhuntingandfishingpatm as a 

resultofroadbuilding,timberharvestingandchangesintransportation 

tecbology. 



Several data gathering techniques were employedduring the research 

project. Following a literature review and introduction of the study 

designtonmzrous groupswithinthe ccmmmity, in-depth interviews were 

conductedwith selected "key respondents" which focused around resource 

use mapping. After these interviews were canpleted and the researchers 

hadobtained an in-depthunderstandingof fish andwildlife gathering 

activities through tim, a systematic resource use survey was developed. 

Thissurveywasthenadministeredtorandcmlyselectedhouseholdsby 

means of pE?JXOMl interviews. Theresultingdatabasewasthenentered 

into an SPSS program to facilitate statistical analysis. Interviews 

withthekeyrespondents began inNovmberof1984 andcontinuedthrough 

the winter of 1985. Therandmsurveyinterviewswereconductedbetwen 

January and April of 1985. 

LiteratureSearch 

~eofthereasons~focusofthisreportis~~~r~uses 

of fishandwildlifeis due to theezellentliterature available on the 

traditionalcultureof theYalcutatTlingitbyDr.Frederica de Laguna. 

Dr. deLaguna spent time in Yakutatduringthelate194Os and the early 

1950s collecting oral history fran people of the area resulting in a 

1,375 page caqrehensive ethnography of the Yakutat people (de Laguna 

1972). She also authoreda separatepublicationon ti archeology of 

the Yakutat Bay area (de Laguna et al. 1964). Prior to de Lagma's work 

Walter GoldschmidtandTheodore Haas collected landuse information fran 

Yakutat people during 1946 and presented it to the Cannission of Indian 

Affairs in a report title "Possessoxy Rights of the Natives of Southeast- 
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ern Alaska" (Goldschmidt, Hass 1946). The tm references provide an 

excellent basis for understanding historic use of fish, wildlife and 

plants byYa.kutatresidents. 

Recently, Stephen MC-=-Y dccmantedcontemporary life inyakutat 

during 1977, providing information on uses of various fish and wildlife 

resources by residents of the area (McNeary 1978). The YakutatCanpre- 

tiive Plan, develop&by thecity ofYakutatinNovember 1983,pro- 

vides excellentbackgroundonthe developmantof facilities within the 

city (City of Yakutat 1983). Existing data on fish and wildlife harvest 

in the Yakutatarea frantheDepar&antofFishandGamwere organized 

as~11asatimberharvestingandroadconstructionhistory frcxnthe 

DeparWat of Natural Resources, the U.S. Forest Service and the 

Department of Transportation. 

Key Respondent Interview 

Meetings were held throughout the cmnunitytopresenttheproject, 

receive suggestionsoncontentand~~~logyandobtainpermissionand 

support to conduct the research. The Yakutat Fish andCam Advisory 

carmittee,AlaskaNativeBrotherhoodandSisterhood,State andFederal 

agencies, Yak-Tat-Km Inc., and the City of Yakutat m all contacted 

and involvedwiththeproject. At that tima, confidentiality of infor- 

mationand safeguards indatahandlingwere discussedand technigues 

weredeve1opedtomeetconcerns. 

After meeting with these various groups and establishing a list of 

howledgeable andexperiencedpeople thatwere reccmrrendedtobe 

contacted, 25 people were selected for in-depth interviews. These key 
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respondents were selectedbasedupon their knowledge of local history 

andcarmunitypatternsandin~lvemen tinhuntingand fishing 

activities. Because of the need to develop information with time depth, 

all selected key respondents had lived in Yakutat at least 15 years. 

Theywere selected so thateachmajor occupation, age, sex, andethnic 

group was represented. 

Table 1 shows a profile of ccmnunity residents that were selected 

key respondents. Although information collected frm key respmdents 

was not used to represent the cammityasawholeaswiththe randcm 

survey information, representative individuals of a cross section of the 

calmunity Lere selected. Criteriausedto select individuals was based 

uponapopulationprofile presented in theYakutat Canprehmsive 

Uevelopnent Plan (1983:84-86). Male and female residents of Yakutat for 

mre than15 yearswhowere active inhunting, fishingandgathering 

activities were selected as well as, Native and Non-Native Yakutat 

residents living inside and outside the city limits, ages 25 to 82 

years,andresidents unemployed, retired, cmmercial fishing, working 

for the gov ernment, longshoring, logging,or involved inprivate 

business or construction. Key respondents were selected approximately 

proportional to ethnic amposition, location of residence and employment 

type, as represented in information presented in the Yakutat 

Cunprehensive Plan and U.S. Census. 
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TABLE 1. YAKUTAT KEY RESPONDENT PROFILES (EMPLOYMENT OF RESIDENT BY AGE, ETHNICITY, LOCATION OF 
RESIDENCE AND SEX). 

-Age Group 

Yakutat Residents Yakutat Residents 
Within the City Limits Outside the City Limits 

Alaska Native Non-Native Alaska Native Non-Native 

under 30 

30-49 yrs. 

SO-69 yrs. 

70-89 yrs. 

M= Male 
F =Female 

l- Fisher (Ml 

1-Longshore, 
Unemployed (M) 

l-Logger, 
Contruction (M) 

l-Fisher, l-Fisher (Ml l-Fisher, Private l-Construction (M) 
Government (F) Business (Ml 

l-Fisher, Private l-Government, Fisher (M) 
Business (M) 

2-Fisher, Long- 
shore (Ml 

l-Private Bus. (Ml l-Private Business, 
Construction (M) 

l-Fisher, Gov. (F) l-Private Business (M) 
l-Government, Fisher (M) 
l-Government (M) 

l-Government (M) 
l-Private Business (M) 
l-Fisher, Private 

Business (M) 

l-Fisher, Retired (F) 
l-Private Business, 

Government, Retired (Ml 

2-Fisher (Ml 

l-Government, Fisher Retired (M) 

PROFILE SUMMARY OF TIiE 25 YAKUTAT AREA KEY RESPONDENTS 

Age 
(Years) 

Residence Location 
city Limits Within City Outside City 

Percent Sex Percent Within Outside Native/Non-Native Native/Non-Native 

Under 30 12 F 12 76% 24% 68% 32% 17% 83% 
30-49 32 M 88 
SO-69 36 
70-89 20 
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Interviews with the key respondents were open-ended and involved 

two to four, two-hourmaetingswitheach individual through the course 

ofthewinter. Background information was collected on the respondent's 

mid and uses of fish and wildlife. Interviews we conducted with 

the key respondents that were designed to docment the effects of 

cmmarcial activities and land use planning on the canmnity'senviron- 

mnt (property, ecological changes, population changes, labor relations) 

and on the respondents individual patterns of fish and wildlife uses. 

Maps were used to orient these discussions. The key respondent 

intemiews utilized the following procedures: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

The extensityofallareas usedtoharvestaresource (or 

resource category) duringakeyreqmdents lifetimeme 
. 

mapped. Major resources ore mapped in separate sessions, 

notingdates ofuseon themap foreachareaandresource. 

lke researcher asked a series of questions about each currently 

used haxvest area. Topics included: Howlonghas this areabeen 

used? What is the access? Why is itapreferredarea? What 

level of harvest has the area produced for the household? How 

frequently is it used? Doesusevaryfranyeartoyear? 

Theresearcherdiscussedeachformerlyusedareawiththe 

harvesters. Questions included:Why is this areanolonger 

used? Whenwas itlastused? How frequeutlywas itused? How 

productivewasthisarea? 

The researchernextcanpared the historicalandamteqorary 

householduseareamapswithmapsoftin&rmanagemnt 

activitiesandothex ccnmfxrcial resourceuseactivitieswithin 

the total harvest range of the household. Specific questions 
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were asked about the relationships between development 

activities and the use of certain geographic areas. Topics 

included perceived changes in access, hunting success and 

canpetition with other user groups. 

Information collected fran the key respondents was used primarily 

to provide the researchers with information on patterns of resource and 

land use within the last 50 years and to provide a basis for the design 

ofasubsequent cczmunity survey. 

Ftesource Use Survey 

After an in-depth description of Yakutat's resource use activities 

waspmvidedtoresearchersbythe 25 keyrespondents,aresourceuse 

survey was developed (wdix A). Thisflweywas~steredti50 

randmlyselecbadhouseholdsinthec amunity which represented approxi- 

mately 30 percent of the occupied households during the winter of 

1984-1985, Thesehouseholdswerelocatedwithin the cityofyakutat, 

along the airport road, and in the Silver Bayloggingcamp. 

Using amapdevelopedby Envirommntal Services Limited in1983 as 

abasemapofexistinghouseswithin theYakutatcitylimits, all houses 

where field checked by the researchers during the winter of 1984. 

Vacant houseswere deleted franconsiderationandnewlybuilthouses and 

floathcmesw=re added. In-outside the city limits, (primarily 

tfaeairportroadareaandSilverBayloggingcamrp)occupied~ses~ 

individuallymappedby the researcher. All181of the identifiedhouse- 

holds intheYakutatareawerenmberedand28 percent or 50 households 

were randanlyselectedtobe surveyed. Therandmsamplewaschecked 
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to insure that it represented a cross section of the entire ccmmunity by 

canparing the sample with U.S. census information (Table 2). 

TABLE 2. PROFIXOFYAKUIRT RmDmsURvEYPmTIcIPANTsCmPAFumm 
YAKUTAT U.S. CENSUS IXFWMATION (1980). 

Population Census Information RmdanSample 

City 
Outside City 

Total 

Ethnicity 

=Native 

449 (80%) 424 (78%) 
112 (20%) 119 (22%) 
561 543 

62% 59% 
Non-Native 38% 41% 

Outside City 
Native 

Non-Native 
Unavailable 
Unavailable 

9% 
91% 

Male 
Female 

52% 55% 
48% 45% 

Placeof Birthof HouseholdResidents 

Yakhat Unavailable 33% 
Other S.E. Ccmnunities Unavailable 28% 
Other Alaska Camnmities T.Mavailable 20% 
Outside of Alaska Unavailable 12% 

under5years 
6-20 years 
over2Oyears 

Unavailable - 
Unavailable 
Unavailable 

20% 
34% 
46% 
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Typically, the survey took one to two hours to administer and 

usually involvednumrous people in the household. Surveys provided 

resource harvest and use, socioeconcmic, and demgraphic information for 

generalization to the entire c dtyand for selected sub-populations 

within the CaRmmity. Information was also collected about areas used 

for the hunting and fishing for certain resources during the lifetimes 

of household residents while they lived in Yakutat as well as 

transportation used to access these areas. Areas which had previously 

been used for resource harvesting, but in 1984 mre not used, were 

identified and additional information was collected on reasons why these 

areas were no longer in use. Datawee alsocollectedonperceived 

changes in ampetition for resources as well as general cmmants and 

concerns by Yakutatresidents. 

The entire areausedby Yakutatresidents for hunting and fishing 

was divided into 30 different subunits based upon mapped information 

collected frcxnkey respondents andgecqraphicwatersheds. Maps= 

developed frmthe randmsurveyin~iews describinghuntingand 

fishing activities inthese subunits over time formose, satin, and 

all resources dined. Information on the pexcentage of surveyed 

households who used anarea at a specific ti.m was collected. 

Harvest quantities in 1984 for over 150 different resources were 

obtained franthe 50 randanly selectedhouseholds. Meanhouseholdhar- 

vestsbyresourceandgroupsofresources (resourcecategories) were 

detemined. Resourcesharvested~convertedintopoundsofdressed 

orusableweightandthencanbined intoresource categories for the 

purpose of axqarisons among subsamples. ESristingharvestinfoxmation 
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frm Alaska 

presented. 

Department of FishandGmeonmosewas smmarized and 

survey households were asked the types of cash employmnt 

theywere involvedwithduring1984 andthepercentof their household 

incane derived franeach source. Householdincam sources here canbined 

to form job classes, including govern t work, cmmarcial fishing, 

private business, construction, longshoring and logging. Cash incmre 

sources were also canbined into job categories, including wage 

=wwI=t I mnrercial fish and a cmbination of the W for cmparison 

and analysis. 

Rmdanly sumeyed households also provided valuable information on 

thehistoryoftimberharvestingandroad~veloprwtinthe areaas 

~11aschangesinlocalhuntingandfishingpatterns. Datawasentered 

intoanautmateddatabase systmandstatisticallyanalyzedusing 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 

OFGANIZATIONOFTWEREKRI', IJIDwmnoNs AND ASSUMPTIONS 

This report has been organized to first 

backgromd descriptive infomation which was 

proVidEhhf?readerWith 

collected frm the research 

project foll& by a discussion and analysis of ti information. This 

informationistypicdllyprovidedin~sanrechapter,with~ 

~~onofChapter5and6,wfiichistotally~~tochangesin 

resourceuse. TheFgpendixincludescasestudiespmvidinginformation 

on specific areas showingchanges inusepatterns over tima relatedto 

cmmunity develmt activities (Appendix B). These case studies have 
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been used as background information in the discussion sections to help 

develop and illustrate major themes within the report. 

Throughout the report an attempt is made to distinguish information 

presented according to the source of the data. Information presented 

thatwas obtained fran sources other than the projects research is 

appropriately cited. Datapresentzdthatwas collectedthroughthe 

resgource use sumey portion of the project, is labeled as "randcan 

survey" information. Information collected through in-depth interviews 

with key respondents are described as "key respondent" information and 

is not presented ina statisticalmanner. 

There are limitations to sane of the informationpresented in this 

report. Information presented on maps was collected frm 25 individuals 

in the cammityand50 randmly selectedhouseholds. Whilemanyofthe 

cammmityuse areas are represented it is very likely that scane areas 

havebeamissed since atotalsamplewas not attempted. Since harvest 

information was collected fran a randan sample of 30 percent of 

Yakutat's households, this informationcanbe extrapolated inorder to 

estimate total calmunityharvests. 

Theprojectwaswellreceivedwithinthe camunity and cooperation 

withall aspectsoftheresearchhasmade theprojectsuccessful. All 

of the hcuseholds contacted inthe randansample agreedtoparticipate 

in the surveyandpmvidedca@ete infonnationwiththe exceptionof 

three households thatpreferrednotlm discuss household inccma. Winter 

was anexcellent- tocontactpeople attheirhanes andpeople 

generally had sufficient time todevote to the project. Only twu 

alternatehouseholds neededtobe substituted in the randanselection 

process because residents were out of town for the winter. 
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Use of verbally reported data, unsubstantiated by the researcher's 

observations, canbelimiting. Hmever, this tool of recording infoma- 

tion based on an individual's memry has been frequently and successful 

employed in social science research. It is the researcher's belief that 

information received franinterviewswere expressed sincerely and 

numric values are reasonably accurate estimates of resource harvest 

patterns during the study periods. 
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CHAPTER2 

STUDYAREA 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

The cmmunityof Yakutatislocated on the protectedwaters of 

Monti Bay in the southeast portion of Yakutat Bay (Fig. 1). It is the 

only year-round ccmmuni ty along the 250 mile coastl.ine frcm Cape Spencer 

to the Copper River and has one of the few protected anchorages along 

the entire coastline. Yakutat is separated frm the rest of southeast 

Alaska and the Alexander Archipelagoby the Fairweather Mountains and 

ice fields of Glacier Bay NatiOMl Park and Preserve to the southeast. 

To the north and northwest the Saint Elias Mountains and ice fields 

separateyakutatfrm the interior of Alaska. To the south are the 

unprotected waters of the Gulf of Alaska making water access to Yakutat 

possible only by ocean-going vessels. Juneau is located 200 air miles 

southeast of Yakutat, and Cordova and Anchorage are 190 and 307 air 

miles nortlmest, respectively. Daily air connection with these three 

cmmunities in recent years has lessened the physical isolation that 

Yakutathas franthese regional centers. No roads connect Yakutatwith 

any other cmmunities, and the Alaska state ferry system does not travel 

theopenwaters 0ftheGulfofAlaska. 

mstvegetatedland intheyakutatareais containedwithinthe 

Yakutat Forelands. The Yakutat Forelands is a relatively flat, narrow 

coastal strip extending about 50 miles south of Yakutat Bay to Dry Bay. 

The Malaspina Forelands, a similar but smaller coastal flatland, extends 
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north of Yakutat between Yakutat and Icy bays. About half of the 

Yakutat Forelands is accessible by road frm Yakutat. The Malaspina 

Forelands is only accessible by boat or small aircraft. Other lands are 

glaciated or muntainous , except for the Alsek River corridor extending 

fromDry Bay north intoCanada. North of Cape Yakataga abut 40 miles 

frcan Yakutat, there is another namow strip of coastal forest and mskeg 

extending sane 20 miles to Cape Suckling (Fig. 1). 

LAND STATUS 

IWstof the lands within the Yakutatarea, fmnCape Fairweather to 

Cape Suckling, are presently within federal ownership. Figure 1 shows 

themajorlandawnerswithin~yakutatarea. 

Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve extends northward along the 

Gulfof AlaskacoastfrmIcy Straitstothe AlsekRiver inDry Bay and 

inland to theCa.nadianborder. The areanorthofthe AlsekRiver to the 

Hubbard Glacier in Russell Fiord is part of the Tongass National Forest. 

Small tracts near the southeast portion of Yakutat Bay are owned bv the 

City of Yakutat, State of Alaska, Yak-Tat-Kwaan (Yakutat's village 

corporation) and other private land owners. The Sealaska Corporation 

holds potential land selections adjacent to tQose of Yak-Tat-Kwaan but 

has not filed application for pexmanent conveyance. 

To the northof Yakutat Bav theMalaspinaForelands and the 

muntainous areas inland tothecanadianborderareunderthe jurisdic- 

tion of Wrangell-Saint Elias National Park and Preserve. The remaining 

lands frmtheyana River to Icy Bay have been selectedby Chugach 

Natives, Inc., the profit corporation of the Cock Inlet area. Itis 
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north of Icy Bay along the coast to Cape Yakataga and north to Cape 

Suckling primarily belong to the State of Alaska. Small Native allot- 

ments exist throughout the Federal lands and are recognized as private 

lands. 

ENVIFONMENTAL SE;TTING 

Physical mvironment 

One of the largest muntain ranges in North America, the Saint 

Elias Mountains, surround Yakutat 30 miles to the north, northwest and 

southeast. Ihis range contains sane of the highest peaks in North 

America: Mt. Logan at 19,580 feet, Mt. Saint Elias at 18,008 feet, and 

Mt. Fairweather at 15,300 feet. The foothills ofthismuntainrange 

include the Brabazon Range and the Robinson Mountains which are 5-6,000 

feet in elevation. 

Imnense glaciers spill frm major valleys in these mimtain ranges 

and flow soutlmard toward the ocean. The Hubbard Glacier flows 92 miles 

andends attheheadof Yakutat Baywith atidewatertenninus over six 

miles inwidth. Numerous other large glaciers flow frm the muntains 

but do not presently reach the sea, includingtheMalaspina andBering 

Glaciers which each total over 2,000 square miles. These glaciers have 

advanced and retreated throughout geologic history. During the past200 

years many of the glaciers along the coast have been retreating inland 

leaving bays along the Gulf of Alaska. Yakutat Bay and Icy Bay have 

been enlarged since the 1800s because of this glacial retreat. Pecen- 

tly, the Hubbard Glacier has began an advance into Disenchantment Bay. 
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According to estimates by the United States Geological Survey, Hubbard 

Glacier is advancing at an annual rate of 74 feet and could possibly 

once again block off Russell Fiord as early as the 1990s (City of 

Yakutat 1983). If the outlet of Russell Fiord was damed it would again 

force water to drain out the southern end of the fiord and across the 

Y&tat Forelands to the ocean, changing the physical characteristics of 

the area drastically. 

The glaciers frm the Saint Elias Mountains feed numerous major 

rivers and streams along the Yakutat and Malaspina Forelands which 

provide important habitat for anadromus fish. The Alsek River, flowing 

intoDry Bay, is the only river systemthattransects the Saint Elias 

Range. Retreating glaciers have also left numerous freshwater lakes 

along the forelands including the Tanis, Ustay, Akwe, Harlequin, 

Malaspina and Bering. Clearwater lakes are also found in the area and 

are important fish habitat. They include the Redfield, Situk, Mountain 

and Italio Lakes. 

The entire northGulf Coast contains active fault systems asso- 

ciated with the juncture of the Pacific and North American tectonic 

plates. Earthquake induced tectonic events have played an important 

role in creating the physical environment of the Yakutat area, even in 

recent years. In 1899 a series of major earthquakes in the Yakutat .- 
area, the largest ever to have been recorded anywhere in the world (8.6 

on the Richter scale), caused abroad areanearyakutattobe uplifted 

as much as 47 feet. 

Becentgeologicalchanges havehad aprofound influence on the 

lives of the people in the Yakutat area. Inadditionto advancing and 

retreating glaciers and changing river courses, ear&quakes have changed 
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shorelines and areas where villages once stood. The 1899 earthquake 

produced waves that destroyed forest up to 40 feet above sea level on 

themainland andwashed away agraveyard on the southern tipof 

Khantaak Island (de Lquna 1972:28). Another earthquake in 1958 resul- 

ted in the hrgence of the southeastern point of Khantaak Island and 

the loss of several lives. In addition to the tectonic lateral cement 

of the earth's plates, the ground on the Yakutat Forelands is thought to 

be rising because of rebound of the earth's crust after the weight of 

glaciers have been ream& fran the surface. This general uplift has 

also been observed in recently glaciated areas around Glacier Bay where 

rebound rates of w feet per decade have been recorded (Bishop 1970). 

These physical changes have caused dramatic changes in fisheries and 

wildlife habitat and the use of these resources by residents of Yakutat. 

It is important to realize that the landscape in the Yakutat area is 

changing at a rapid rate by geological standards. For a detail&i 

physiographic description of the Yakutat area refer to recent publica- 

tions by Wahrhaftig (19651, Wright 11981) and J%olina (1982). 

Climate 

Yakutat's climate is tierated by the influence of Gulf of Alaska 

waters. Daily as well as seasonal average temperature are held within 

confined limits by this maritime influence. Differences between average 

nmximum and minin~~ readings range frun 12OF in October to 16°F in April 

=JMay- Monthly average teqxratures range frcan 26'F in January to 

53'F in July and August. Although a record low of minus 24OF and a high 

of over 80°F have been recorded, these readings are rare. Because 
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Yakutat is located near high mountains with extensive ice fields, cold 

downslope air drainage , especially during the winter, can result in 

teqxratures cooler than the island areas of southeast Alaska 

(NOAA 1983). 

Yakutat's proximity to the Saint EliasMountainrange and exposure 

tomistureladen air frmthe Gulf of Alaskaprarides abundant precipita- 

tionthe area year-round. Total precipitation averages 135 inches per 

Y-- Snm&l.loccurs during allrm~ths of the year except June, July 

and August with an average snowfall of 209 inches per year. The winters 

of 1970-1971 and 1971-1972 both had over 300 inches of snowfall, which 

contributed to high mortality rates of deer and mose in the area (NOAA 

1983) (Smith and Franzman 1979). 

Fish and Wildlife 

Due to abundant rainfall and relatively mild year-round tempera- 

tures, canbinalwiththe occurrence ofahighwater table andgravel 

substrates, the forelands along the coast provide very prcductive 

spawning and rearing habitat for madrawus fish. Five species of 

salmon (king, sockeye, pink, chum, coho) spawnin the area as well as 

rainbow (steelhead) and cutthroat trout, Dolly--Varden, and eulachon. 

Numrous marine fish and shellfish occur in ocean waters as well as 

marineplants. 

The Yakutat area has long been known for its richness and diversity 

of wildlife species. Terrestrial mamnals include mose, goat, brown and 

blackbearandnmsrous furbearers. Whales, seals, sea lions and a wide 

variety ofmarinebirds also inhabit the area. 
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Chapter 4 describes in detail the harvest of fish.and wildlife 

resources by residents of Yakutat. Appendix A lists all resources used 

during 1984. 

Vegetation 

Plantcosrmuni ties present along the Yakutat coastline reflect the 

geologic forces which recently have changed the area. Many of the land 

areas suppojrt early successional stages of vegetation. Only a narrow 

band of vegetation, always under 30 miles wide and often less than 15 

miles wide, exists along the coast. The remainder of the area is 

primarily glacial ice and rock. Only portions of thevegetated coastal 

areas are forested. Much of the foreland area is wet muskeg consisting 

of sedges, heather, deer cabbage, and various species of willow. Early 

successional plants such as willow and cottonwood occur near the chang- 

ing river courses and in recently deglaciated areas. The relatively 

young forested areas are cmposed primarily of Sitka spruce and a lesser 

anmuntofwesternhmlock. Largebogs ormuskegs aremixedwith the 

scattered spruce stands which are typically concentrated along former 

river banks or ocean terraces. Limitedoldgrowth spruce andhemlock 

forest exist adjacent to old terminal moraines in areas near the cm- 

ity of Yakutat and southeast along the coast toward Drl~ Day. sane of 

the forests near Yakutat have been recently clearcut. The timber har- 

vesting history of the area and changes in Yakutat resident's hunting 

and fishing patterns is discussed in detail in Chapter 5. 
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CCHMUNITY PROFILE. 

Population History 

The Native people of the Yakutat area trace their origins to a 

mmber of different hmelands. While the people of the area are con- 

sidered to be the northernmost group of the Tlingit Indians and a part 

of northwest culture, a great deal of mixing has taken place with Alaska 

Natives frcm inland regions. At one time, three or four different 

languageswere spokenalongthe coastbetweenthecopper RiverandCross 

sound (de Laguna 1972:17). In addition to theTli.ngits, the Eyakof the 

Copper River andthe Ahtna franchitinamigrated to the area, inter- 

married and settled. The southernTutchone of the Upper Yukon and Alsek 

Rivers alsomved into the areabymeans of theAlse.kfivercorridor 

which transects the Saint Elias IWuntains and flows into Dry Bay. 

Prior to Bussian contact, numerous villages existed along the 

coastline adjacent to major rivers. The Selikov Ccqany, a F&ssian fur 

tradingcmpany,mved intotheytitatarea andharvested and traded 

for sea otter pelts in the late 1700s. Theyattemptedtomaintaina 

colony near Yakutat for 10 years before being destroyed by Yakutat 

Natives in 1805. By the mid-1800s smallpox wiped out many of the Native 

inhabitants of the villages along the coast. The Native population 

declineddrasticallyduringthistima andmanyofthe remainingpeople 

mved to other areas of southeast Alaska or consolidated near present 

day Yakutat (de Laguna 1972:18). 

In 1880 Ivan Petroff attempted one of the first census of the area 

for the United State Census Office and reported approximately 500 people 
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liVi.IIg along the Gulf of Alaska coast from Cape Spencer to Bering Bay 

(Rollins 1978). The United States Census conducted between 1890 and 

1980 have only included the village or the City of Yakutat and not 

outlying areas in the Yakutat statistics (Fig. 2). The ccmnunity of 

Yakutat includes not only the city, which incorporates the immediate 

area of Monti Bay, but also settlements along a four mile road from the 

city to the airport. The population of the city was approximately 450, 

and that of the entire Yakutat area about 600 respectively, during the 

winter of 1984-85. 

The late 1800s and early 1900s were considered prosperous timas 

a.roundYakutatwhenc mmarcial fishing began and salrmn stocks were 

abundant. By the end of World War I salmon populations were very low 

and the sea otter was nearly extinct. mst of the outlying village 

people had congregated at present day Yak&at and the population reached 

its lowest recorded level, 165 people in the 1920 U. S. Census. A few 

non-Native people had rmved to the outlying area, primarily prospectors, 

fox farmers and people associated with the salmn cannery. 

The population in 1940 was slightly under 300 people. World War II 

brought thousands of soldiers through the area who were housed at the 

airfield four miles east of Yakutat. Most of the soldiers left the area 

after the war and the population r emained about 300 people until the 

1960s. Duringthistimaperioddwindling salmon runs forced the closure 

of the canneq. Frederica de Laguna conducted her research in the 

Yakutat area during the 1950s and reported hard times for many of the 

Yakutatresidentsbecause of the poor salmn populations in the area 

(de Lag-ma 1972:18). 
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The 1960s brought new people to the Yakutat area for road construc- 

tion and c cmnercial logging. The U.S. Census does not reflect this 

population because the Yakutat city census only covered the city limits, 

which are close to town. Many of the newer arrivals established resi- 

dences near the airport,working for gave rnmsnt agencies, logging and 

reading crews, cmmarcial fishing, or fishing and hunting lodges which 

were newly built. 

The 1970 U.S. Census listed the Yakutat city population at 190. 

Eowever, the city ccmprehensive plan states the enumeration was poorly 

done and did not represent the actual populations. The 1980 census was 

mre accurately conducted and listed the city population at 449 and the 

area population at 561, showing the increase of primarily non-Native 

inhabitants outside thecitylimits. The ethnic cmposition of the citv 

alsochang&duringthis time. In 1970 Native people ccanprised 82 

percent of the city population. In 1973 the ci@y annexed additional 

surroundinglands. The 1980 census recorded the Alaska Native popula- 

tion of the city at 62 percent. 

The survey conducted for this report during the winter of 1984-1985 

identified 181 households in the entire Yakutat area including the city 

and the airport area. Fiftyhauseholds randcxnly selected as respondents 

contained a total of 150 people, 48 percent of which were Alaska Mative. 

Extrapolating frm the sample, the estimated population of the entire 

area during the winter of 1984-1985 was about 550 people. The recent 

migration of new people to the area after 1960 was primarily due to 

governmentmploymant,timberharvesting,ccmme.r cial fishing, oil 

exploration which also occurred between the 1950s and the early 198Os, 

and the establishmnt of two hunting and fishing lodges in the area. 
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Age and Gender Profile 

Figure 3 shows the composition of people in Yakutat by age and sex 

fran the randm survey of 50 households, representing 30 percent of all 

Yakutat area households during the winter of 1984-1985. Males in the 

sample out-numbred females 82 to 68 and represented 55 percent of the 

population. Seventy-two percent of the residents were 40 years or 

yaunger . The age groups under 40 years each had approximately 20 

percent of the population, except for the 21-30 age group which has 

approximately one-half the number of males or fmales as the other 

groups. Themst cmmm age groups were those of ages 11-20 and 31-40, 

which included nearly one-half of the total population. The average 

size of the 50 households thatwere randcmly interviewedwas 3.0 members 

per household. 

Ethnicity 

The residents of the Yakutat households randcmly selected during 

the titer of 1984-1985 were approximately 50 percent Alaska Nativi. 

Alaska Natives were considered those residents who reported to be at 

leastone-quarter Alaskan Indian or EM&m. The survey includedhouse- 

holds outside the city limits, which probably accounts for the higher 

percentage of non-Native residents canpared to recent city surveys. 

Native households were 42 percent larger than non-Native households, 

averaging 3.7 people per household versus 2.5 people for non-Native 

households. Native households were defined as those households having 

at least one Alaska Native over 18 years old. 
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Place of Birth 

Rand&y interviewed households were asked the place of birth of 

the longest residing me&xx of the household. One third of the house- 

holds' longest residing nw&ers were born in Yakutat. Many Yakutat 

residents choose to have their children delivered in hospital facilities 

in Juneau or Anchorage since they are not available in Yakutat, the 

x&her's place of residency at parturition was taken to be a person's 

birthplace. Twenty-eight percent of the households' longest residing 

-shad rewed to Yakutat frcan other parts of southeast Alaska, about 

one-half of them frcxn Juneau. TWntypercenthad previously lived in 

other parts of Alaska and12 percent came toYakutat frcxnone of the 

southern 49 States. Two percent of the households' longest residing 

mTnbers lived in a foreign country before I[y3ving to Yakutat, 

of Residency 

Figure 4 shows the length of residency of the longest residing 

rwa&xcof thehouseholds thatwere randtiy interviewed. Wenty percent 

had lived in Yakutat five years or less, while one-half had lived in 

Yakutat greater than 20 years. 

Ccnmunity Services and Facilities 

The city of Yakutat was first incorporated into a second class city 

in 1948 and reclassified as a first class city in 1973. It is govern& 

by amyor and a six+wn&r city council andmayorwithassistance fran 
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a city manager. The city staff also includes a planner, public work 

superintendent, financial officer, water plant operator, physician's 

assistant, and Village public Safety Officer. Rather than form its mm 

IRA Council, Yakutat has designated the Tlingit-Haida Central Council to 

act as their IRA Council for managing funds, but not as a governing 

body, the city council performs this function. 

Since Yakutat is approximately 200 miles frm the nearest regional 

center (Juneau), many services are provided by local residents, includ- 

ing sme health care by a physician assistant (no hospital, doctor, or 

dentist are present), education, public safety, roads, water, sewer and 

cargo services. Yakutat's electrical power is 100 percent 

diesel-generated and has been provided by a private cmpany since 1966. 

Roads aremaintainedby the StateDepartmentof Transportation and the 

City of Yakutat, and most hcmas in the city are connected to city water 

and sewer. A Public Safety Officer, Alaska State Trooper and Fish and 

Wildlife Protection Officer are stationed in the cmmnity. Telephone 

service has been provided by the Sitka Telephone Cmpany since 1965. 

Snow reimml, an important service because of the annual average snow- 

fall of 222 inches, is provided by the State Department of Highways and 

private businesses. The State of Alaska has also provided a small boat 

harborwith 79 stalls andmaintains the aiqort, constructedduring 

World War II, which accamdates &o cmmercial jet aircraft daily. 

Housing inYakutatincludes gov ernmnthousing for certain federal 

and State workers, owner-financed and built houses, and federally 

financedhouses. Elosthmes areowner-f' manced and built. There were 

35 houses built in the mid-1970s by the Tlingit-Haida Regional Housing 

Authority. Most houses are frame construction,with a fewloghcmes, 

float-houses, and mobile hcmes present in the cmmmity. 

34 



CHETEx3 

CWMEIKIALANDW%ERWL,OYMEPJTINTHEEXXNCWOFYAKUTAT 

HISTORYOFCCMMERCIALDFXELL)FMEW INTEEAREA 

Historically, cutmarcia and wage employment in Yakutat typically 

have been sporadic and seasonal. The following section briefly discuss- 

es the history of emplqment in six areas: the fur trade, cumercial 

fishing, military installations, oil and gas exploration, timber har- 

vesting, and tourism and outdoor recreation. Following this, there is 

presented information on the source of cmmercial andwage employment in 

Yakutat in 1984. 

Fur Trade 

During the early Russian period of contact (circa mid 18th centuq) 

the Yakutat area was strategically located for trade between Interior 

and southeast Alaska Natives. Slaves, Haida canoes, and Tsimshian 

carvings were cmxnonitms exchanged for copper, furs, andtanned skins 

frcanthe Athabaskans. Early Russian expeditions to Alaska were made for 

the purpose of gathering scientific information and investigating new 

avenues of trade. These early explorations made known to the world the 

rich seaotterherds foundalongtheAla.skancoastandthewealthin 

furs brought hem by these explorers stimulated further voyages by the 

Spanish, French and British governmen ts, as well as private trading 

ventures (de Laguna 1972). The Yakutat people had contact with these 
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early explorers and traded sea otter and beaver skins for cloth and 

ornaments (de Laguna, 1972). 

The Russians established trading posts first in the Kodiak area and 

then expanded their operations to Prince William Sound, Cook Inlet and 

other parts of the Alaskanmainland including the gulf coast. Pussian 

settlements were built and later destroyed in the Yakutat area and fur 

trading was continued up until the late 1800s when the sea otter popu- 

lation was hunted to near extinction. The trapping and sale of other 

furbearers was cmn through the early 1950s until fur prices declined 

and furtradebecamunprofitable. 

During the 193Os, 194Os, and 1950s the Federal Gov ermentputa 

$3.00 bounty on seals since they were a major natural predator of 

salmon. Several key respondents remembered the intensive seal hunting 

that occurred during that tim for the purpose of cash earnings as well 

as subsistence uses. 

Furs frm southeast Alaska did not camand as high of a price as 

interior Alaska furs. Generally, canmar cial fishing and seal hunting 

for furs and bounties were a more lucrative activity and consequently, 

trapping of land animals was generally a less prevalent activity in 

Yakutat.Trappinghoweverhas beenanimportantactivity intheyakutat 

ccmmnity especially during years when other cash opportunities were 

limitedand it provided the only fomof income duringwintermnths. 

Severalkeyrespondents interviewedhadtrapped intheyakutatarea from 

the 1920s to the 195Os, but stopped when fur prices fell, available time 

declined, or alternate sources of incme became available. 
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Cmnercial Fishing 

During the early 19OOs, the Gulf of Alaska was considered one of 

the richest ccxmarcial fishing regions in the state. The first cannery 

in Yakutat was built in 1904, and cmmercial fishing and fish processing 

became an important source of cash inccma for Yakutat residents. 

Sockeye and coho were the main salmon species, supplemented bv halibut 

and crab. Numerous different river fisheries contributed to the salmon 

harvest. By 1970, after a couple of decades of depleted salmon returns, 

the cannery finallywentbankrupt. Salmon catches gradually increased 

in the 1970s and the local cannery resumed operations (Alaska Department 

of Cmnunity and Regional Affairs 1983). 

Although fishing has always been a dependable source of incme for 

Yakutat residents, this demence is based upon a highly volatile 

industry with many of the controlling factors beyond local peoples' 

control, factors such as strength and timing of the fisheries run, 

changing regulations and weather, and pricing policies of local and 

international fish buyers. Severalkeyrespondentswhohadmade a 

living fishing during the early 1900s talked about the fluctuating 

conditions. One key respondent mentioned that the mouth of the Situk in 

the 1940s had changed and he stopped fishing because of poor salmon 

harvesting success. Another key respondent said that in other areas of 

Yakutat the fishing was poor in the late 1930s to early 1940. River 

courseswere continually changing and this oftenaffected the 

productivity of the salmon fishery. 
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Yakutat residents worked mainly as fishers, not processors. They 

used both campany gear as well as their cwn equivt and sold fish to 

the cannery and other outlets. 

TheYakutat cmunercial fishery is a locally important industry. Of 

the 164 limited entry permits issued for the Yakutat area, 83 percent 

were held by Yakutat residents in 1980. The average catch increased 

frm 8,387 pounds in 1975 to 18,548 pounds in 1980, while gross earnings 

rose frm $4,320 to $14,273 in that same tim period. The set gill net 

fishery in the Yakutat area produced about three percent of the salmon 

landed in southeast Alaska in 1979 (Sealaska Corporation 1981:.?58). 

Military 

During World War II a military air base and associated defense 

facilities were constructed at Yakutat, housing almst 10,000 mm. The 

base was closed after the war and was turned over to the state for use 

as an airport (City of Yakutat 1983:27). 

AfterWorldWarII,whenthe stateof Alaskabeganoperatingthe 

airport the Alaska Department of Tran!spcrtation (IJUT), the National 

Weather Service (NCAA) and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

cpened offices in Yakutat. 

The Ocean Cape Loran A Station was operated by the Coast Guard frm 

1951 to 1978. Img range radio aid to navigation was provided by this 

facility, which was staffed by 13 people. A 'White Alice" cxmnunica- 

tions relay station was operated by the U.S. Air Force from 1960 to 

1976; sixteen men lived and worked at this facility (City of Yakutat 

1983:27). 
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term 

more 

Each of these government agencies has employed scxne local or long 

residents of Yakutat, although employees of the Federal agencies 

frqently are newcmers to Yakutat who accept an assignment for a 

few mnths, or years, and then mve on. Pdditional employn-ent oppor- 

tunities are often available to Yakutat residents in services providinq 

support forgoverman t operations. 

Oil and Gas 

TheYakutatareahas been involved in thepetroleumindustry since 

the early 1900s. The Katalla field near the Copper River was discovered 

in 1902 and produced oil for thirty years. There have been two 

canpetitive offshore lease sales in Yakutat Bay between 1960 and 1967 

and several state and federal onshore oil and gas leases issued in the 

1950s and 1960s on the Yakutat foreland. Four wells were drilled in the 

vicinity of Yalcutat between 1957 and 1960, but none led to development 

(City of Yakutat 1983:28). 

In 1976 oil exploration took place on seventy-six tracts between 

Icy Cape and Kayak Island (lease sale #39). The service base at Yakutat 

employed thirty persons, over half of whcan were local residents. Ten 

mre resident workers were employed by the -'charter helicopter 

cmpanies. Exploration operations were stopped in July, 1978. In April 

of 1983 AI&CO began exploratoxy drilling on Lease Sale #55 but no signif- 

icant amount of oil has been located and operations to date have been 

suspended (City of Yakutat 1983:28). 
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Timber 

Timber harvesting in the Yakutat area dates back to 1888, when the 

Swedish Free Mission built a small satill in the cmmunity. Timber was 

used tobuilddocks, the railroad and acannery to process locally 

harvested salmn. Since then logginq activities have taken place 

sporadically and on a relatively small scale in the Yakutat area. 

A total of 117,000,000 board feet of timber was harvested frcm 

Forest Sexvice lands between 1952 and 1976. State lands yielded an 

additional 30,000,OOO board feet durinq that time period (City of 

Yakutat 1983:71). 

Logqing has occurred during various years, from 1952-1957, 

1965-1968, 1970, 1971, and in 1972 and all operations er@oyed scme 

local people. According to key respondents, the 1965 logginq operation 

employed about 20 people, six or seven of wfican were local. Operations 

takinq place in 1965-1968 employ& three local people, while the logging 

canpanyprovided the remaining16 people. The 1972 Tawah Creek opera- 

tion employed four truck drivers, four cat operators, and six other 

equipnent operators. A total of 20 people were hired. It is not knmn 

how many local jobs were provided. 

In 1981 a stem caused scattered blow down on U.S. Forest Service, 

state, and Yak-Tat-Kwaan land. Because of the reported danger of insect 

infestation resulting fmn the concentration of wind thrmn timber, the 

Forest Service, State and Yak-Tat-Kwaan initiated salvage operations to 

recover down timber and harvest sm of the Surrounaing area. That year 

the Yak-Tat-I&man in partnership with Koncor, a qroup of village 

corporations, beqan a five year contract to log 47 million board feet of 
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federal timber. The State is also in the process of harvesting 15 

million board feet on surroundinq state lands. 

There is one loqqing camp located at Sawmill Cove. In 1984, the 

operation of it was contracted out by Koncor to Silver Bay Iogqinq 

Canpany. Approximately five Yakutat residents were employed by the 

logging operations, out of a total of 50 positions at the Sawmill Cove 

camp- 

Tourism and Outdmr Recreation 

Unlike many remote Alaskan villages, Yakutat's ccmbination of 

man-made and natural resources has lead to the development of a recre- 

ational industry. The airport left over frcan World War II has provided 

convenient ccmnercial jet access to Yakutat, by visitors from outside 

the region. The passage of Alaska Native Settlement Claims Act 00JSCA) 

and the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANIICA) gen- 

erated considerable interest in Alaskan Wilderness. Much of the effort 

directed at preserving these areas also served to advertise them and 

increase recreational use. At timas the cmmercial airlines as well as 

local lodges and outfitters have prmoted recreational huntinq and 

fishing opprtunities in Yakutat, according to respondents. 

Yakutat saw an increase in outdoor recreationists frcm the earlv 

1970s throuqh the early 1980s and an increase in services to acccan&ate 

these tourists. Accordingtokeyrespondentinterviews, thenmrberof 

non-local sports fishers began to increase noticeably during the 

mid-1970s. 
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'JNo recreational lodges were built in the Yakutat area in the 1960s 

and 1970s. In thepastseveral years , approximately ten fishinq guides 

and sixhunting guides havebeen operating outofyakutat. The lodges 

operate atfullcapacity inthe spring, sunmar and fall, employing local 

people in positions such as bookeepers, cooks, maids, bartenders, and 

guides. They operate on a smaller scale with fewer employees and 

services during the winter months. Hunting and fishing guides also have 

employed a few local people. However, several guides maintain permanent 

residence in other cities and bring assistants with them to Yakutat 

during the quidinq season. 

CCMMERCIALANDWAGEEMPIXXMENTIN1984 

This section of the report describes the different sources of 

ccmnercial wage employmnt that were available to local residents durinq 

1984. Three general sources of cmmarcial and wage e@oyment were 

fcnlndtoexistwithinthe ccamunity, harvesting of local resources for 

sale,wage anploymentin the public sector, and independent small 

businesses. In addition, transfer payments frm State and Federal 

programs also provided i.ncms to Yakutat residents. Most Yakutat house- 

holds had mgnbers involved in a canbination of these four categories, 

rarely relying on just one as a source of cash incane. Many of the 

households had rmre than one mmber involved with cash gnploymnt, and 

often individualworkingmmbers held r-nmemus jobs during a single 

year. Considering all members of the household, households in the 

randm sample on the average were found to have had 2.38 different jobs 
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per household during 1984. The follminq sections discuss additional 

inforfnation about cumunity employmentcmpiled frcmthe randcm sample. 

Harvesting of Local Resources 

Figure 5 depicts the percentage of Yakutat households who had 

members working in different job classes. It also depicts the 

percentage of total gross household inccxne for the ccmmnity for each 

job class. Household income was calculated by smnning the individual 

earnings of all household mmbers before taxes, by each job class. All 

households inthe samplewerethenccxnbinedtoestimate atotalincme 

per e@oymntcategoxy. 

As shun in Figure 5, 50 percent of the households had members 

earning cash through cmmarcial fishing, during 1984. C-cial 

fishinq accounted for 25 percent of the total cash incme of Yakutat 

householdsdurinq1984, secondonly to incme received franqovernmnt 

employment (Fig. 5). Thispercentagemaybelower than inprevious 

yearsbecauseofreportedpoor salmonharvests onmany rivers in the 

Yakutat vicinity during 1984. A detailed description of the c-cial 

fishery inthe areacanbe found inChapter 4. 

C-rcial fishing provides Yakutat households with a substantial 

artlount of cash incama over the relatively short period of June through 

September. The seasonability of c -cial fishing often allows fishers 

to participate in other cash earning activities, as well as non-c-- 

cial resource harvesting. F&fer to Chapter 4 for a detailed analysis of 

factors which influenced harvest outputs among Yakutat households during 

1984. 
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Waqe mloyment and Small Businesses 

Waqe employment also provided cash inccme to Yakutat residents in 

1984. Fifty-two percent of the surveyed households had a member who 

worked for a qov errment supported agency or public sector service. 

These includedthe federalgove rnment, state gov ernment, city govern- 

ment, school district, and other goverrmen t supported social services. 

Thirty-one percent of the total cash incme frm the sampled households 

was frcm public sector wage employment in 1984 (Fig. 5). This repre- 

sented the longest single source of monetary inccxne to households in 

Yakutat in 1984. 

Private retail and service businesses also employed a substantial 

portion of the camunity durinq 1984. These businesses included locally 

owned and operated supply stores, repair shops, and restaurants that 

primarily catered to local needs. Since Yakutat is hundreds of miles 

frcm retail and service centers such as Juneau or Anchorage, scn~ of the 

services needed by local residents are provided by these businesses. 

Other jobs inthis qroup includedmploymentwiththe airline canpany, 

local transportation canpanies, hunting guides, utility catpanies, and 

employment of the village corporation. Also in this group is work 

associated with local lodges, which have becme popular for visitors to 

the area in the past lo-15 years. Fifty-four percent of the sunreyed 

households received incme fran this form of employment in 1984, which 

account& for 25 percent of the total incan for the entire rat-&m 

sample (Fig. 5). Many of these jobs were part-time or seasonal in 

natureandwereoftencmbinedwithotherrmaansofproducing incxxne. 
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Wage errployment in construction projects and longshorinq each 

involved 12 percent of the households during 1984 and provided seven and 

+xo percent of the total incme, respectively. Construction projects, 

quite often funded by gove rnment money, typically are short term and 

seasonal in nature. Often the preferred construction season is during 

sumner, which conflicts with cmmrcial fishing activities. House con- 

struction, although limited in 1984, is an activity scmetimes scheduled 

during thewintermnthswhen other forms of enploymentis slow. In 

1984, lonqshoring occurred for a couple of long busy days each mnth or 

whenever a ship pulled in to receive timber. Residents with flexible 

anploymnt hours in a longer tern job would take a couple of days off to 

help load the ship. Consequently, this activity employed a n&r of 

workers but only for a short duration. Yearly income frm this activity 

wasla0xmparedtootheremplayment. 

The Silver Bay logqing Canpany, located a few miles northeast of 

tom, e@oyed approximately 50 people during the 1984 summer operation. 

Most of the workers lived at the logging cmnp and work& long hours 

through the sumner months when conditions were best for road con- 

struction and timber harvesting. ManyccmpanyemployeescametoYaku~t 

frmotherlogqinq camps in southeast Alaska or the Pacific Northwest 

and had been in Yakutat one or l3.m seasons. Approximately five of the 

50 workers lived in the ccmmnity of Yakutat and were long-term resi- 

dents, others had arrived in thepasttwoyears. In the randm survey, 

tenpercentof the households hades mployed inloqgingoperations 

durinq 1984. The timber industry accounted for seven percent of all 

household incama for the sample (Fig. 5). 
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Transfer Payments 

Ten percent of the randcmly sampled households (5 households) 

reported receiving gove rnment transfers during 1984. These payments 

included unenployment benefits, focd St-s, aid to families with 

dependent children, and social security. TM of the households in the 

sample were younq families who were out of work, while the remaining 

three were older households, msmbers of which had retired from a long 

and productive working life in Yakutat. Transfer payments accounted for 

only fourpercentof the total household incame of the 50 randmly 

sampled households (Fig. 5). 

CQnbiningEmploymantTypes 

As previously stated, most households had mre than one wage 

earner, andquite often the individualwaqe earner participated in a 

nmber of different forms of employment through the course of 1984. On 

the average, Yakutat households held 2.38 different jobs durinq 1984. 

Householdmanbers combined in- sources in anumber ofways. One 

particularly ambitious resident fished cmmarciallyduringthe sum-m 

and, when time was available the rest of the year, worked for the City, 

the Village Corporation and was a longshoreman. Those employed in 

government service with the city or the school district were often 

immlved in different sumer activities such as fishing or construction. 

Participation inwage mploymntwasmre ccmmnduring thewinter 

mnths. During the sumnermnths,c anmarcia fishing by those that held 

a limited entry permit for the area was the most frequent occupation. 
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In 1984, only eight percent of the households depended entirely on 

ccarcnercial fishing for cash employment, while 26 percent ccsnbined waqe 

employment and ccamarcial fishing. Sixty percent of the households were 

involved only with waqe employmnt during 1984. Very few households 

relied primarily on governme nt transfer payments (three of 50 households 

sampled). 

Household Incma Levels 

The 50 randcmly selectedhouseholds interviewedwere asked to 

estimate their total annual gross incare for 1984. Figure 6 shms the 

annualqross incme earnedbythepercentageof the randcxnsample, 

qrouped into $5,000 ranges. These annual gross households incme 

figures typically included households with mre than one cash earner and 

also include the total amuntof incmebrought into the household 

before any expenses were paid. In the case of households with cmmer- 

cial fishers or a household that owned a small business, inccarat was 

determined frm all incm brought into the household, before expenses 

or reinvestments back into the business. Therefore, the gross incmes 

reported do not necessarily reflect the anuuntofmney available to a 

household for consumptive uses. 

Themean andthemedian1984 gross incamss for the interviewed 

households fell in the $40-45,000 range. Eighty percent of the house- 

holds earned over $25,000 per year. The estimated average per capita 

1984 incama for Yakutat residents was approximately $14,000 (Alaska 

Dept. of F&venue 1985). Fishing around the Yakutatarea during1984was 

considered to be scme of the poorest in recent years, which should be 
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taken into account when interpreting these estimates. The 1984 house- 

hold inccane estimate ccmpares with mean taxable incurs in 1981 and 1982 

of $17,525 and $17,402 respectively, based on inccme tax forms returned 

by Yakutat residents. Mean average deductions per return were $6,325 

(1981) and $6,442 (1982) (Alaska Dept. of Revenue 1985). It is diffi- 

cult to directly canpare these inccme estimates, as multiple workers in 

a household might file separate or joint returns. If deductions repre- 

sent about26 percentofqross e arninqs (the 1981 and 1982 average), 

then the average 1984 household taxable income of the sampled households 

was about $29,600-$34,200. A 1974 survey of 50 Yakutat households 

conducted by Alaska Consultants Incorporated determind the median 

incane of Yakutat households to be $15,999 with 30 percent of the 

households having an incane less than $10,000 (McNeary 1978:53). while 

these figures are not explained in detail they quite likely represent 

taxable incane. The 1980 United States Census estimated the median 

household incane for Yakutat at $20,270 (U.S. Department of Labor 1980). 

Capital Esuipnent Used in Fish and Hunting 

It is noteworthy to point out that in- earned froan ccamaercial 

fishing, wage employment, and business ventures are often times rein- 

vested into eguipnent used in the pursuit of fish and wildlife for 

ccmnercial and non-cmmer cial harvests. Figure 7 presents the percent- 

age of households using different forms of transportation while harvest- 

ing fish and wildlife in 1984. Skiffs predaninate, being used by 72 

percent of allhouseholds. Large vessels (enclosed boats) were used by 

10 percent of thehouseholds. Truckswereusedby 76 percent ofhouse- 
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holds, ATVs 48 percent, and autmmbiles 40 percent. In recent years 

highway and off-road vehicles such as three wheelers have becme wide- 

spread in use. In 1979, 220 passenger cars or pick up trucks in Yakutat 

were registered with the State Division of Motor Vehicles. In 1984 that 

nu&er had risen 58 percent, to 348 cars and trucks, or approximately 

1.8 vehicles per household. (A rental car cmpany, however, may account 

for 30-40 vehicles). Airplanes are medby a few individuals in the 

ccmnunity and are used for fishing operations and hunting, especially 

for mose, wolves and bears. Many of the households used a varietv of 

gear for hunting and fishing durinq 1984. The subject of transportation 

and access to fish and wildlife is discussed in detail in Chapter 5. 
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cRAPTER4 

SUBSISTENCSINTHEFCONOMYOFYAKUTAT 

HISTORIC FESOURCE USE 

The traditional culture of the Yakutat Tlingit, their relationship 

to the land and use of fish and wildlife has been extensively studied by 

Dr. Frederica de Laguna (de Laguna 1964, 1972). In addition Goldschmidt 

and Haas collected information in the mid-1940s on land use by Yakutat 

residents for a report to the Carmissioner of Indian Affairs. This 

report documn ted the possessoq rights of the Natives of southeastern 

Alaska Eoldsctidt, Haas 1946). Both of these reports provide 

excellent historic information on life in the Yakutat area and should be 

consulted for cultural and historical background. Because of the 

availability of historical information, this report focuses on 

conteqorary uses of fish and wildlife of Yakutat residents and sme of 

the changes that have taken place during the lifetimes of today's 

residents. Through the course of the study, key respondents provided 

historic information, briefly sumnarizedbelow. 

Many of the interviews that were conductedwith Yakutat Native 

households, young and old alike, typically began with the oral history 

of an individual's clan and a description of how its people first becam 

established in the Yakutat area. These stories varied depending on the 

individual's particular clan, since the Yakutat people were established 

by the settlement of different Native Americans who cam frcan the north 
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Gulf of Alaska Coast, interior Alaska, Canada, as well as southeast 

Alaska. 

Hunting and fishing territories were established by individual 

clans and were considered the property of that group of people. One 

person, presently referred to as a Chief, was named as the administrator 

of the land and was responsible for the mamgement of the fisheries and 

wildlife resources of the area. People frm outside the clan were 

allowed to use the land only after receiving permission frcxn this clan 

leader. 

The chiefwouldcare forthelandbyregulatinghunting and fishing 

activities. Key informants explainedhowthismanagementsystemusedto 

work on the Situk River. All fishing activities were controlled by the 

clan chief, and no fishing began until permission was given. Early in 

the spring before the salmon runs began, the river was tprepared" for 

the salmon. This was accmplished by traveling upstream and removing 

any debris frm the river that might iqede the migration of salmon. 

Spring bear hunting was catbined with this activity and reportedly 

served a couple of purposes. Moosewere not available in the Yakutat 

area until the 194Os-1950s so prior to this tima bears were one of the 

few sources of mat frm land mmnals. Bears were hunted along the 

shores of the Sit.& River, providing food and furs for the village as .- 
well as limiting the populations of a ccmpeting predator for salmon. 

Afterthebearhunting and streamclearing, salmon fishingwas allawed 

when the chief decided the run was strong enough to fish. 

Fisheries andlandmamalmanagementhasbeenassumedby the State 

goverrmm& in Alaska, with a public advisory system fran local ccmnunity 

cJaIlnittees. Newccmars to the area since the turnof the centuxy have 
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operated outside the traditional clan system and do not recognize clan 

ownership of areas. Traditional land rights remain important to many 

Native people in Y&&at, hcwever. Nurmarous present day camps and 

hunting and fishing areas are reported to have been inherited by indivi- 

duals frcan previous clan chiefs. In many cases Native residents con- 

tinue to use traditional areas which their clan has inherited. The 

interaction of the traditional system of land use rights and the super- 

imposed Euroamarican system is cmplex, andwas not the focus of this 

study. 

FIESOURCE USE 

This portion of the report will describe the resource gathering 

activities that occurred in Yakutat during 1984. Information was 

collected during the fall and winter of 1984-85 frcxn two sources: 

1) 

2) 

Numerous in depth interviews with twenty-five key respondents, 

residents of Yakutat who were selected because of their length 

of residency in the area and knowledge of activities. 

FGndcxnly selected households representing approximately 30 

percent of the households in the Yakutatarea,who responded to 

a standard survey questionnaire. - 

It is important to keep this single year's description of harvest 

activities in the historic context of continuity and change in the 

Yakutat area. Subsistence activities are dynamic. Many of the hamest- 

ing activities thathaveoccurredhistorically i.nYakutatcontinue 

today. Salmon fishing for subsistence and cmmrcial uses continues as 

a widespread activity that is vital to the econcq of the area. Sme 
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harvesting activities, however, have changed over the past 30-40 vears. 

For example, rmxe migrated onto the Yakutat Forelands in the 1940s and 

local people quickly incorporated this new resource into the seasonal 

cycle of hunting activities, so that in 1984 over 60 percent of the 

Yakutathouseholds hunted formose. As the population of moose in- 

creased in the Yakutat area in the early 195Os, the use of brown and 

black bear for food is reported to have decreased. Also, trapping for 

furbearers has decreased in recent years, largely due to fur market 

conditions that have made trapping in southeast Alaska largely an 

unprofitable venture. In the past when trapping was more profitable, it 

was a camm activity for many Yakutat households and considered an 

important aspect in the subsistence and cash econcany of the area. 

Should market conditions change, and trapping becane once again a 

profitable activity, one could expect many more residents to return to 

the harvest of furbearers. Thus, subsistence activities are responsive 

totheparticularecological and sccio-econanic conditions atanypericd 

of time. 

Seasonal Round of Hamesting Activities 

The harvest of fish, wildlife, and plantsin the Yakutat area 

follows a regular yearly cycle based upon the seasonal availability of 

resources and conditions which make harvesting econanical and efficient. 

Oftenwage employment and other activities are scheduled ormodified to 

allow for the harvest of resources as provided by natural cycles and the 

changing seasons. The kncxldge of these seasonal resource gathering 

apportunitiesiswidespread throughout the cunnunity. The seasonal 
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appearance of certain wildlife species is an annual reoccurring pattem 

generally predictable frQn year-to-year. Yakutat residents monitor a 

variety of envirornnental clues that help thein predict when and where a 

resource can be found. The arrival of candle fish to Monti Bay, for 

example, announces the soon to follow king salmon. Once the king salmon 

have arrived in Monti Bay local people know that in one or two weeks 

these fish will be available in the river at Dry Bay. The knowledge of 

these clues, and the precise prediction of the optimal time to harvest, 

becanes even mOre critical with resources such as herring spawn which 

have avery shortharvestperiod. Since the availability of herring 

spawn is short lived, residents must learn the clues that instruct them 

when to place hgnlock branches into the water or when to check kelp for 

eggs l 

Even though the seasonal round is a predictable pattern, variations 

in this cycle occur from year-to-year. The abundance of resources can 

also change each year depending on ecological factors. The weather 

conditions that occur seasonally can influence the timing of an activ- 

ity. Fishing and seal hunting on the ocean is m3re productive during 

the spring when the weather is generally better. Snow depth assists a 

hunter in tracking an animal, or at times concentrates animals in 

sznaller areas, which may help to increase success in harvesting. 

In recent years regulations also have had an impact on the location 

and timiq of harvest activities. The seasonal round of activities 

obsenred in 1984 was often conditioned by regulations that control the 

timing of activities. !Sanetimes these controls correspond to patterns 

of resource use that have traditionally occurred. Often times, for 

reasons that may included administrative convenience or efficiency, 
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regulations restrict an activity to a time period that may not include 

an entire natural cycle. It is important to recognize these external 

controls when reviewing seasonal round information. Also, it is impor- 

tant to understand that the information presented here may not fully 

represent cycles of previous years activities, but was constructed on 

the basis of information gathered during 1984. 

Many of the activities in Yakutat revolved around the timing of 

salmon runs in the area. Since the late coho run is usually over b] the 

end of January, a good starting point for describing a new seasonal 

round is February or late winter after most of the late satin have 

spawned. At this tixre the land is typically receiving heavy snms. 

Figure 8 illustrates the seasonal round of resource harvest 

activities by individual resources. The illustration begins in January 

and ends in December, but in reality the cycle is continuous from 

season-to-season. 

LateWinter (February-March) 

Winterweather in Yakutatcanbe highly variable. In 1985 the 

month of January brought over 30 inches of rain and mild temperatures 

butby the endof Februarythetgnperaturehad cooledenough to acw- 

late close to eight feet of snow on the ground. In February the Situk, 

Italio, and Alsek rivers begin to fill with runs of eulachon. Depending 

onthedepthof snow, ahighwayvehicleor srwwma chine is used to travel 

from Yakutat to the Situk River for the netting of these fish. Trapping 

for furbearers which begins in the fall continues through the late 

winter. Moosehunting on theNunatakEknchis an activity that a few 
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hardy groups of individuals take advantage of in February. The hunt 

takes place near Bussell Fiord 30 miles north of Yakutat in an area 

close to the glaciers of the Saint Elias Wuntains. Heavy snows in the 

winter usually drive the mose down to the shoreline where they can be 

hunted efficiently and packed to a boat. Groups of men travel together 

in boats and set up camp near the hunting site for usually for a week or 

two, depending on when the wind, weather, and ice in the bay allow the 

hunters to return to Yakutat. Aside frmthismose hunt and a few 

trappers who operate out of winter camps, mst of the late winter 

activities arebasedoutof Yakutat. 

The islands ineaiately northwest of Yakutat are often referred to 

by local residents as the "ice box". The ice box is a dependable source 

of a variety of intertidal resources, many of which are available year- 

round. Because of the convenient proximity to Yakutat, many of the 

resources that are harvested frcxn these islands are not stored in large 

quantities, but are harvested as needed. During late winter, clams, 

cockles, gumboots, seaurchins, sea scallops, shrimp, andcrab are 

harvested mainly frcm the islands area. Marine bottcm fish including 

halibutandcodalsoare available andare harvestedas they are needed 

throughouttheyear. Bylatewinterherringbegin to school near the 

islands and are netted for food, as well as for bait to be used in 

salmn fishing. Shortly after theherring arrivewinterking salmonare 

available and areharvestedby trolling thewaters near the islands. 

Althoughthewinterking salmonare not available in large numbers, they 

provide some cashduringthewintermnths for cmmercial trollers and 

are a highly desired source~of fresh salon for local consumption. 

Harbor seal are also harvested in the protected waters of the islands 
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and nearby haul out areas. Seal are distributed throughout the xmnun- 

ity to Native as well as non-Native households. Nearly every part of 

the seal has scme use and the knowledge and skills in hardling and pre- 

paring seal products are prevalent armng Native elders of the ccmnunity. 

Fresh fish such as ocean run rainbow trout, kmwn as steelhead, are 

available in upland rivers during late winter. Many of the rivers of 

the Yakutat Forelands are free of ice for much of the winter. The Situk 

River, the most cannon source of steelhead, has fish available in the 

fall, late winter, and spring. Ptarmigan are hunted in the unforested 

areas near the glaciers, although in recent years the success in finding 

thesebirdsis reported low. 

Winter is also a desirable time for many Yakutat residents to 

locate seasonal cash gnplqment in town. This is especially true for 

cmmercial set gillnet fishers who usually do not have their first 

seasonopeninguntil Junebutremain extremely busy through September. 

Winter jobs are smstimes found with local construction projects, 

government services, or local businesses in town. 

When not activewithhunting, fishing orwage mploymntthatmay 

be available around Yakutat, residents spend many hours digging out frcan 

the several feet of snow than can fall during late winter. During March 

of 1985 snow had to be dug away frm scme winds panes to avoid the 

weight of snow frm breaking the glass. In 1972 over 300 inches of snow 

fell in Yak&at (NOAA 1983). 
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Spring (April - May) 

With the arrival of the longer days and warmer temperatures of the 

spring mnths, the pace of activities in Yakutat begins to pick up. 

Despite the deep snaws thatcanmnainontheground through spring, 

preparations begin for the sunmar fishing season. Clues that help to 

predict the availability of ocean resources are closely mnitored. 

Gathering frmthe intertidal zone around theyakutat Bay islands 

intensifies during the spring when additional resources becme avail- 

able. Herring spawn their eggs onto live kelp or branches of henlock 

that are placed into the water. The harvestofherring spawnmusttake 

place within a few days after the spasmingbegins during May before the 

eggs mature. Black and ribbon seaweeds are picked at low tides during 

May shortly after the spring growth reaches a useable size but before it 

becares tough and less palatable. Octopus is also taken at low tide 

during the spring, and is highly desirable for food, as well as for bait 

for halibut fishing. Dungeness crab againbeccmes abundant around the 

mud flats near Yakutat. In the spring crabs are harvested frcxnthe 

oceanbottan in small pots or picked franbeaches duringlm tides. 

Marinebottmfish are harvested as needed and residents lxgin 

halibut jigging and setting halibut hooks as this fish becmes more 

plentiful in the spring. In 1984 the average harvest by households 

active in halibut fishing was 175 pounds. 

InlateMayking salmonbegin schooling around the Situk, Alsek 

Rivers and the island area, and are caught with troll gear for both 

cmmrcial and hme use. Subsistence nets are placed into the rivers as 

spawhing king salmon bqin to travel up river. Rod and reel are also 
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used to harvest kings from the rivers but usually not until June after 

the satin are out of the sloughs and into the river. Past regulations 

have prohibited subsistence net fishing once the coarmercial fishing 

begins in the rivers. It has been important that subsistence fishing 

householdswithoutc Qrmercial permits fish in late May and early June, 

to avoid having to wait until September or October to legally fish with 

a subsistence net. 

Yakutat is located along a waterfowl migratory path so manv of the 

birds that spend the sumner i.nnorthemAlaskapass through in the 

spring going north and in the fall heading south. Most of the waterfowl 

hunting presently takes place during the fall since regulations allow 

only a fall hunt. Historically, Yakutat people harvested waterfowl on 

their northern migration during the spring as well. In 1984 an occa- 

sional bird was harvested during the spring if a household had a special 

needatthattime. Gulls and terns nest on the beaches and 

small islands in the area. These birds are watched closely and SUIE of 

their eggs are harvested shortly after laying, usually during the month 

of May. 

Seals are alsoha~~estedduring the spring, as they are during 

otherti~~softheyear. Spring brings better ocean weather for travel- 

ing and it is possible to safely (but cautiously) travel up Yakutat Bay 

in a small skiff and hunt seals that are concentrated near the glacier. 

In 1984 most Yakutat seal hunters traveled to the area for a couple of 

days ormade adaytriptothehunt, retumi.ngtoYakutatinthe even- 

ing. 

Yakutat residents report that in years prior to the arrival of 

moose to the Yakutat Forelands they harvested both brown and black bears 
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mre frequently than they do today. Spring was considered the best time 

tohuntthebears since theywere easier to find and themeatwas better 

tasting. Bears were often taken near their winter dens and occasionally 

frm within their dens by the bolder hunters. In 1984 residents still 

preferred to harvest bears in the spring shortly after they left their 

winter den. Both black bear and brown bear meat is eaten although black 

bear mat is preferred over brown bear. Ten percent of the surveyed 

households used bear in 1984. Many of thebrmnbear taken frmthe 

Yak&at area were harvested by Alaska residents who live outside the 

area or non-Alaskan residents who hired guides to assist with the hunt. 

Smmer (June-August) 

During the smmner mst of the activities of the camnmity center 

around salmon fishing. Of the 50 households randanly sumeyed, 42 

psrcentsaidthey fished cmnercially for salmn, and 92 percent used 

non-cmmarcial caught salmon in 1984. During the spring and early 

sumer these Yakutat households are busy preparing for the approaching 

fishing season. Set gillnets are repaired, wooded skiffs are refin- 

ishedandoutboardmtors tuned. Fish camp cabins that were towed may 

frcintheoceans edge for protection frcmwintff stoxms are relocated 

along the river muths and tent franres are prepared for the season. 

As mentioned previously, residents who do not have a cmmrcial 

fishing permit need to harvest salmn prior to the opening of the 

cmmercial season. On the SitukRiverking salmnarehamested in late 

MayandearlyJuneand sockeye are caught in early Junebymeans of 

subsistence set gillnets. The wrcial set gillnet fishing season 
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in recent years has opened in mid-June and continues until October. 

Often times on the Situk River the subsistence fishers in May and early 

June are the same people who fish cmrcially, frcm June to October. 

Cmmercial fishers also the same fishing sites and equipment. Corrmer- 

cial fishing households often retain small portions of their cmmercial 

catch for hcma use, usually fish that are damaged or valued less on the 

cmmarcial market. However, in 1984 over half of the households sur- 

veyed did not have a c mmarcial fishing permit and needed to obtain 

salmon for hme use by means of a subsistence net, usable only when the 

cratmercial fishery was closed, or rod and reel, useable at mst timas. 

Many of the camarcial fishers also fish during the subsistence openings 

to obtain salmon for hme use. 

The sockeye runs continue on most rivers of the Yakutat Forelands 

fran June until the first part of August. Ccarmercial fishers in Yakutat 

often fish the earlier portion of the run close to Yakutat on the Situk 

River. Inrecentyears, sincetherunshavebeenpooronthe Situk, 

many fishers me to other river systems that are considered mre 

productive by July. The East RivernearDry Bay or the Italioor Alwe 

Rivers onthe YakutatForelands areoftenthechoice. Thedecisionwhen 

and if to move fran the Situk is often a difficult one because of the 

expense of the me and uncertainty of the success. For example, in 

order to mve fran the Situk Piver to the Fast River a fisher mst 

transport gear and camp fifty miles down the coast by air (an expensive 

trip) or by skiff on open ocean waters (often a dangerous trip). The 

time lost and expenses of the me have to be consider& along with 

other factors such as other canpetition for set sites in the area, 

strengthofruns, lengthof fishingopenings, and time spent away frcm 
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Yakutatand family. Despite the cost many Yakutat cumarcial fishers 

move their camps, often as many as during the course of a season. A 

survey conducted with fishers of the Dry Bay area in 1981, determined. 

that over three-forths of the Yakutat fishers in Dry Bay fished four or 

mre rivers during the course of one season (Qnelch 1982:54). 

Pink and chum salmn are harvested during mid or late surmer on a 

few rivers in the area by the ccmmarcial set netters, although sockeye 

and coho are the mainstay of their livelihoods. By mid-August the 

effort shifts to the harvest of coho (silver) salon. Many fishers 

returnto the Situk for a fewweeks andthenmveto camps north of 

Yakutat, along the Mandby shore, Yahtse River near Icy Bay, and the Tsiu 

and Kaliak rivers north of Cape Yakataga, in pursuit of coho (Fig. 1). 

Yakutat residents normally are busy with these fisheries until the end 

0fSeptenberorthebeginningofWtober. 

A smallerportionof the coxmunity is involved in cmaercial 

trolling for salmon. This takes place in the ocean waters of Yakutat 

Bayandtheccastalwaters nearyakutat. King and coho salmon are the 

target species of this gear type. In 1984 12 percent of the randcnnly 

sumeyedhouseholdsusedc mxnercial troll caught salmon for hcme use. 

Along with satin, most c amarcial fishinghamests,whether they 

are set gillnets or troll catches, harvest incidental fish that are not _. 

locally marketable to cmmercial buyers. These fish are often kept for 

hama use and include flounder, trcut, Dolly Varden and bottmfish. In 

1984 cmmercial buyers wre not purchasing pink salmn, so incidentally 

caught pinks were also used at hame although not in large quantities. 

The salmnpreferredby local residents are sockeye (red), coho 

(silver) and kings (chinook). These fish are all harvested by subsis- 
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tence set gillnets. King and coho salmon are also harvested by rod and 

reel both frczn the river systems as well as Ocean waters. Pink and chum 

samnareusedwithin the CM ty but not in the quantities of the 

other salmon. 

Berry picking also occurs in the sumrcer aroundyakutatandnear the 

surm~~ fish camps. A variety of berries are available. The rtrxt c-n 

include strawberry, salmonberry, nagoonberry, highbush cranberry, 

blueberry and huckleberry. Other plants that are also harvested during 

the sumner include ferns, beachgreens, mushrocxns, wild celery and Indian 

rice. 

Seal hunting continues through the summer and is often conducted 

along with c annercial fishing as the opportunity arises. Dungeness crab 

and intertidal shellfish are frequently harvested throughout the sursner, 

as are Dolly Varden char and, occasionally, northern pike. Urine 

bottcxn fish, especially halibut, are taken in a short ccarmercial fishery 

inearly -r andthroughoutthe zxnm~ for hcpne use. 

Fall (Septe&er-October) 

In the fall a late run of coho satin known as "red fish" are 

harvested in snail creeks near Yakutat. Red fish are taken through 

mid-winter and are especially valued by Native residents for their 

special flavor. During&qust, Septexnber, andOctober,muntaingoats 

arehuntedina fewspecificareas away franthe cQmnlnityofYakutat. 

Goats have frequently been harvested frcxn the cliff areas near Icy Bay. 

The regulatory bag limit for this area was reduced in 1975 from two 

animals to one to help conserve the population. This reducedbaglimit 
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and the considerable expense of the 80 mile trip by boat or air for one 

goat has caused S~TW Yakutat hunters to abandon the hunt. The ccxnpl.e- 

tion of Forest Highway #lO to the Dangerous River opened up convenient 

access to xwuntains adjacent to Harlequin Lake which have supported a 

huntable goat population. In recent years local and non-local hunting 

pressure as well as hunter success in this area has been high, and in 

1984 the area was closed because of a low goat population. Other areas 

used by Yakutat residents for goat hunting include the Brabazon Moun- 

tains, near Alsek Lake, 60 miles southeast of Yakutat (Fig. 1). 

Black bears are still hunted in the fall, although many residents 

prefer tohuntforbears during the springbecause of the reported 

better tastingEatofbears harvested atthistirw. 

After the salmon season is over many residents prepare for a fall 

moosehunt. The season opens September 1 on the Malaspina Forelands 

northof Yakutat Day, andmid-Octo&r or theyakutat Forelands. Most 

hunting takes place on the Yakutat Forelands. The newly created road 

system to the Dangerous River receives considerable moose hunting 

pressure frorm local residents and also receives use from non-local 

hunters. The Yakutat Forelands North of the Dangerous River also is 

accessible by boat for mse hunting. Areas south of the Dangerous 

River to Dry Bay are normally reached by small airplane frcsn Yakutat for 

the purpose of nrxse hunting. (For awe information about nose hunting 

on the Yakutat Forelands see Chapter 5). 

Avarietyofwaterfowlare availableonthewetlands nearyakutat 

during the fall as birdsmigrate frannorthemAlaska, southalong the 

NorthGulf 0fAlaskaCoasttowintering areas. Thewaterfcwlthatare 

camxxiLy taken by local residents at this time include Canada geese, 
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Vhite-fronted geese, a variety of ducks, (mallard, pintail, greenwing& 

teal, scaup, goldeneye). Occasionally sandhill cranes are killed. 

In the island area near Yakutat marine resources continue to be 

available and are harvested when needed. During the fall and winter, 

kingandTannercrab are targetedby ccmnercial fishers and are shared 

anddistributedwithin the ccxnmnity. Clams and cockles begin to fatten 

and baccme more desirable as winter approaches. Seals are hunted in the 

island area as needed. Seals are said to float after shooting more fre- 

quently when hunted in the fall and winter months than at other times of 

the year. 

Steelheadreturn toupland river systemswheremnyof themremain 

during the winter mnths. They are harvested primarily on the Situk 

River. During the fall firewood collecting beccfnes a priority as the 

aixteinpsraturebeginstodrop. Households thatheatedwithwood during 

1984 (50 percent of the surveyed households) on the average reported 

using 10.5 cords of xmxd during 1984. 

WINIER (November -January) 

During the late fall andwintermnths the trapping of furbearers 

begins along rivers and, in recent years, along Forest Highway #lo. 

bbstof the recent trapping efforthasbeendirected towardmink,marten 

and land otter. Occasionally mlf, wolverine, beaver, and fox are also 

taken. Asmantionedpreviouslythepercentage of households participat- 

ing in trappinghas declined inthepast20years due tomany factors 

including declining fur values. 

71 



Certain seafoods are abundant during the winter months and are 

shared anddistributed throughout the ccmmni ty, harvested with cczmer- 

cial gear or non-cmm3.r cial gear. Sea scallops are harvested primarily 

by a couple of cmmer cial fishers, but are enjoyed throughout the 

txrmunity through sharing, trading, or purchase. Shrimp are harvested 

WithC aunercial andnon-c amarcialpots andare abundantduringthe 

wintermnths. King a&Tanner crab aswell as the intertidal species 

previouslymntioned are available as needed throughoutthewinter from 

the island's "ice box". During winter residents have mre time to 

participate in employment, providing cash for household items and 

fishing and hunting equipcsent that may need replacement. Residents also 

findtime tobecmkanmre involved incamunity affairs andother 

activities that the busy sumnermayhave precluded. 

Harvest of Fish and Wildlife Resources 

Information on quantities of resources harvested during 1984 was 

collectedduringa surveyadministeredto 50 randanly selectedhouse- 

holds or approximately one third of all the households in the Yakutat 

area. Household menbers were asked to recall quantities of resources 

harvested and types of resources used, received, and given to others 

during 1984. Estimated harvest guantities were converted into vds of 

dressed weight product using conversion factors listed in Appendix C. 

The harvests of all resources were sumned to determine total pounds of 

resources harvested per household as well as mean pounds of resources 

and categories of resources harvested within the cmmnity. 
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Hunting, fishing, and gathering of wild resources by Yakutat 

residents was camm and widely spread throughout the cmrununity in 1984. 

The household interviews included 150 individual household members, who 

ranged in age frm new bcrns to 80 years old. Table 3 shows the partici- 

pation by these household xrmbers in hunting and fishing during 1984. 

Over two-thixds of the population had fished and over one-third had 

huntedduring the past year. In the most active age range (19-49 

years), 86 percent fished and 52 percent hunted during the past year. 

TABLE 3. PERCENl'OFYAKUTAT HOUSEHOLDMENBEZS THATHUIWED ORFISHED 
IN 1984 (n = 1501, FEiaM -Y SAMPLED HOUSRHOLDS 

Age Group 
Percent of Residents Percent of Residents 

Who Fished who Hunted 

All Ages 67 36 
0 - 18 Years 40 15 
19 - 49 Years 86 52 
50 - Years and Older 68 32 

It is important to note that these percentages include all house- 

hold members in the household sample. The O-18 years group is primarily 

canposed of young children, both male and female. The 19-49 group 

included many active males but also includes such groups as mothers who 

may be less active because of child rearing responsibilities. The fifty 

and over group contains people who are still physically active as well 

as themanyelders of the camnmity depend on younger residents to 

provide fish and wildlife. 
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Households harvested numerous types of resources, illustrated in 

Figure 9. Half of the households harvested between O-10 resources, 25 

percent of the households harvested lo-14 different resources, and 25 

percent of the households harvested mre than 15 different resources. 

Franthe randcansaqle itwas detexminedthatin1984 Yakutat 

households harvested an average of 1,107 paunds of local fish and 

wildlife resources. This represents 369 pounds of wild resources per 

household member, which is a substantial average harvest considering 

that not every resident hunts or fishes. 

The quantities of wild resources harvested by Yak&at households 

during 1984 varied greatly bet households, frcxn a low of zero pounds 

harvested to a high of 8,298 pour&. The households with the lowest 

harvest consisted of a single individual largely dependent on other 

households for support. The household with the largest harvest had a 

large nurfber of mmbers (9 members), and also provided food to numerous 

other households thatwere consideredpartof anextended family. (A 

sumnary of harvest information can be found in Appendix D). 

Resource Categories Harvested 

The interviews revealed that Yakutat households harvested alto- 

gether mre then 70 different iqpes of resources during 1984. This 

would translate into more than 150 actual species of animals and plants 

since often one resource type included many species (for instance, the 

category "ducks" contains numerous species). A caqlete list of resour- 

ces harvested is contained in Append& D. Eight different resource 

categories were created to help analyze and understand general patterns 
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of resource use by the comnunity 0fYakutat. The discussion that 

follows is in terms of these categories. 

Figure 10 shows the proportion of Yakutat households that success- 

fully harvested particular resources in 1984. While all of the cate- 

gories are part of the subsistence economy of Yakutat, it can be seen 

that the harvesting of different resources was accanplished by various 

segments of the cmmnity's households. Plants and berries successfully 

harvested by almost all of the households in Yakutat (88 percent). 

Plants and berries could be harvested close to the -tlr by young 

and old alike without expensive gear or a great deal of strength. 

However, it does require considerable persistence and smelzi~~s alotof 

bug repellent. Close to three-fourths of all the households harvested 

fish and shellfish in 1984. Fish and shellfish are generally abundant 

in the area and highly desired by local residents. Participation is 

high, even though special equipment and skills are sm&imes needed for 

a successful harvest. Thirty percent of all households successfully 

harvestedland mammals in 1984. In the case of land mammals, sane which 

are mch less abundant than other resources, the percentage of house- 

holds successful at harvesting was considerably lmer than the percent 

of households attempting to harvest. For example in 1984, 62 percent of 

allhouseholds attempted to harvest moose, but-only 22 percent of all 

households were successful. Certainresourcesharvestedby only a 

portionof the residents are distributed,by sharing, throughout the 

ccmnunity. The inter-relationships of using, harvesting, giving and 

receiving resources will be explored in detail later in this section. 
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Resource Harvest Levels 

Figure 11 shms the total 1984 Yakutat harvest by weight for the 

eight resource categories, illustrating the relative proportion that 

each resource category contributes toward the total pounds harvested. 

Fish comprised the largest resource category by weight of the total 

average household harvest, representing 57 percent of the total pounds 

harvested. By weight, land mamnals ccmprised 14 percent of the total 

harvests, with rmose representing 78 percent of the average land mamnal 

harvest. Shellfish hamests were nearly as large as land mmml har- 

vests in terms of pounds harvested, occupying 12 percent of the catch. 

The remaining pxnds harvested (17 percent of the total harvest) were 

divided between marine plants, marine mammls, berries and plants, and 

birds. 

Figure 12 depicts these same categories and the average nuniber of 

pounds harvested for each resource category. In 1984, the randmly 

sumeyed households reported harvesting an average total of 1,105 pounds 

of wild resources per household. This represents about 369 pounds of 

wild resources per household member in 1984. The weights recorded are 

figured in terms of edible (dressed, useable) weights. 

These harvest quantities are averages for-the entire ran&n sample, 

whether the householdwas active or inactive atattemptingtohazvesting 

a resource. The average nu&er of poutads harvested by households 

attempting to harvest these resources are substantially higher than 

depicted in Figure 12. A gocd example of this is with marine marmals. 

Because of regulations prohibiting harvest of seals by non-Natives, and 

the special equipnentand skillrequiredtohuntseals, only 20 percent 
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of all households attempted to harvest. A-mng these households, the 

mean harvest of harbor seal in dressed weight was 360 pounds per house- 

hold. This caxpares with the 72 pounds per household for the entire 

sample shown in Figure 11. Despite the harvest being by only 20 percent 

of the households, much of this harvest was shared and 50 percent of 

Yakutat households reported using seal in 1984. The harvest of shell- 

fish follows a similar pattern. Forty percent of the households har- 

vested dungeness crab and averaged 203 pounds per active household. This 

compares with 83 pounds per household for the entire sample. The mean 

number of pour& harvested by all households and active households for 

each of the resources harvested can be found in Appendix D. 

Salmon Hamest 

The harvest of salmon accounted for over one-third of the total 

average pnmds harvested by Yakutat households. Salmon harvesting 

techniques intheYakutatarea for both cmmrcial and non-commercial 

uses are quite different than those used in other parts of southeast 

Alaska. Most of the salmon are harvested in or near the mouths of river 

systems rather than inoceanwaters. In the catmarcia fishery, mst of 

the salnrm are harvested by a set gillnetwhich is anchored into the 

river and stretched perpendicular to the shore where it is also anchor- 

ed. Set gillnets are also used in the ocean just offshore of the 

breaking surf near the mouths of satin streams. Comercial trolling 

for salmn inoceanwaters alsooccurs in the Yakutat area,butnotto 

the degree that is typical in the rest of southeast Alaska. Cmmercial 

81 



seining and drift gill netting did not occur in the area in 1984 or in 

the recent past. 

Non-ccmnercial salmon fishing by residents of Yakutat in 1984 used 

sarreof the samemthods. Set gillnets were placed in the rivers often 

at the same locations and by the same individuals who cmmercial fished. 

Trolling in the ocean waters by rod and reel (hook and line) was used 

for the harvest of traveling ocean salmon. In addition to net fishing, 

rod and reel fishing for salmon was ccmmn in the river systems. 

Occasionally late run silver salnmn (red fish) are harvested frun 

shallawstreamswith agaffhookor spear. 

Figure 13 and Appmdix E shows the average number of salmon that 

were harvested per household for local use in 1984, by gear type for 

each of the five species present in the Yakutat area, based on the 

randm household sample. Under the listing of ccmnercial harvest by 

gillnet or handtroll, the salmon harvested represent only those ccmmer- 

cially caught fish that were taken hcme and not sold. Theremaining 

three gear types, gillnet, rod and reel (hook and line), and troll, list 

fish that were harvested non-cmmercially. Harvest & means of a gaff 

hook or spearwas reportedbyonehousehold inthe sample andaccounted 

for tm silver salmon harvested by this technique in 1984. Figure 14 

provides a similarbackground,butshows only-thosehouseholdswho 

actively fished for a particular species of salmon during 1984 by gear 

type* 

It is apparent from this information, sockeye andcoho salmonwere 

on the average harvested in significantly larger quantities than other 

speciesby the sampledhouseholds. Approximately 21sockeye salmon and 

15 coho salmn per household were harvested across the entire sample. 
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Since salmon species vary in size and weight it is important also to 

look at the mean pounds of salmon harvested by the individual species. 

Figure 15 shows that king salmon, sockeye salmn, and coho salmon were 

harvested in approximately the sam amunt (by weight) by the sampled 

Yakutat households in 1984. Each species contributed about 120-130 

pounds to the average household harvest. The past couple of years, 

however, have brought poor runs of sockeye salmon to some of the rivers 

ccmparedtopreviousyears. Consequently, the harvest of sockeye salmon 

during 1984 may be unusually low. Pink and chum salmn are harvested in 

considerably lower quantities and weights than the other three species 

of salmon. 

As sham in Figures 13 and 14, set gillnets (cmmer cial and 

non-cmmsrcial) were the predcaninate means for harvesting the majority 

of salmon used by Yakutat households during 1984. F&d and reel fishing 

for king and coho salmon in the rivers also accounted for a significant 

portion of the catch for these ti species. King satin are typically 

caught in set gillnets incidental to the targeted sockeye salmn for 

which the mesh size was designed to harvest. Pod, reel, hook and line 

regulations allm the fisher to target king salmon when desired. Coho 

salmnarehamestedby rodandreeltechniques inthelate sumnerwhen 

the runs are strong and the fish are easily attracted to lures. In 1984 

the subsistence net fishing for coho salmon was not opened until after 

the cmmercial season was closed in October. 

Pink and chum salrmn were primarily brought hm frcm cmmercial 

gillnet catches. In 1984, local fish buyers were not purchasing pink 

salmon, and chumsalnronpriceswere not nearly as high as coho, king or 

sockeye salmn. Despite the higher cash value of coho, king and sockeye 
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salmon, these fish were also retained from cmrcial harvest for home 

use. Households often chose to keep the fish that were "seal bit" or 

net damaged, which were rejected or valued less by the ccmmrcial buyer. 

Other Resources Harvested 

The resource category "other fish" includes a wide variety of 

freshwater and marine fish (Appendix D). The resources that carprise 

the major portion of the harvest frm this category include halibut, 

trout, eulachon, capelin, herring, and a wide assortment of bottcmfish. 

All of these resources are used for food and sane are also used for bait 

in harvesting other fishery resources. 

As mentioned previously, the majority of the harvest by weight in 

thelandmamnals categorywasmose (78 percent). Otherlandmamnals 

that were used for food include black bear, brown bear, muntain goat, 

lynx,beaver,andhare. Avarietyof furbearerswereharvested,but 

their meat was not used for human consumption. 

The shellfish category represented a significant portion of the 

total average harvest. Sixty-tcm percent by weight of all shellfish 

harvested in 1984 were dungeness crab. King crab,Tanner crab, shrimp, 

clams, cockles, sea urchins, and gumboots also-contributed to the 

shellfish harvest. 

Harbor seals were the only marine memalrepo~edhamestedby the 

sample during 1984. Seals accounted for sevenpercentofthe total 

pounds of all resources harvested, with an average household harvest of 

72 pounds for the entire sample. The marine plant harvest was canprised 
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of 64 percent sea ribbons, 34 percent black seaweed, and two percent 

bull kelp. 

The categories of berries and plants, and birds and. bird eggs, each 

represented three percent of the mean pounds harvested for Yakutat 

households. Berries by weight canprised 87 percent of the "berries and 

plants" category. Ducks represented 76 percent of the pounds of birds 

andbirdeggs harvested. 

Use of Resources 

In addition to understanding patterns of harvesting fish and 

wildlife by Yakutat residents, it is also importanttounderstandhw 

the resource is used after being harvested. Many additional households 

benefit frm one household's harvest, because of the extensive sharing 

of resources that takes place in Yakutat. Useful measures that help to 

understand this relationshipwere collectedby asking the randmly 

sarmpledhouseholds whether they harvested, gave, received, or used a 

particular resource. Figure 16 presents this information by illustrat- 

ing the percentage of Yakutathouseholds that responded to these ques- 

tions and ccxnbining the individual resources into the eight resource 

categories. Similar information for the 73 individual resources can be 

foundinwixD. 

Resources that were harvested by Yakutat households were used 

konsumd) withinthehaxvestinghouseholds aswell as sharedwithother 

households. Households thatreceivedwere given these resources by 

harvestinghouseholdsorotherhouseholds thatmayalsohave receiveda 

resource frm an active harvesting household. In other mrds, house- 
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holds that ultimately used or consmned a resource either obtained the 

product by harvesting it themselves or received it from households that 

harvested or were given the fish or wildlife. 

In Figure 16, household use of resource categories ranges from 

12-32 percent higher than the percentage of households that actually did 

the harvesting. Certain individual resources were harvested by a small 

percent of the corununi ty and consumed or used by a major portion of the 

ccmrmnity. Scallops and shrimp were harvested by less than 20 percent 

of the households but were used by over 75 percent of the households. 

Dungeness crab was hamested by 40 percent of Yakutat households but 

used by 98 percent. Other resources that were given and received 

frequently throughout the cmmunity are listed in Table 4. 

TABm 4. RESOURCES~BYYAKUTA!I'HOUSEHOIDSTHATWERE 
FREQUENIZYDIS!RIBtJTEDTOHOUSEWXDS NCYI'HMVESTIPJG THE 
REScXllCEi. @UMDCMSAMPLEOFYAKUl'ATHOUSEHOLDS IEJ1984, 
n = 50) 

Resource 

% of % of % of % of 
Households Households Households Households 
Harvesting Giving Receiving using 

Dungeness Crab 40 34 66 98 
Shrimp 18 12 72 86 
Scallops 4 0 74 74 
Halibut 58 40 58 92 
KingCrab 8 10 50 50 
TannerCrab 10 10 54 60 
Moose 22 22 62 70 
Seal 20 18 34 50 

Moose were successfully harvested by 22 percent of Yakutat 

households, and all 22 percent shared their harvest with other house- 
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holds. Sixty-two percent of the surveyed households reported receiv- 

ing moose. As is the case with many of the widely distributed resour- 

ces, even the successful harvesters of a particular resource reported 

receiving that same resource frm another household. smtimes 

particularpartsofananimal, such as seal liver, were highly desired 

by a household. Samehouseholdswould share portions of their harvest 

with another active harvesting household, knowing that particular 

parts of an animal were highly desired by their neighbor. 

The resource categories most frequently given to others were 

shellfish, other fish, salmon and berries. Thesewere alsothemst 

frequently harvested resource categories, and included those resources 

that were in abundance andwhichmanyhouseholdswere able toharvest. 

A surplus of the resource, however, was not necessary before a house- 

hold would share a harvest. Samehouseholds reportedhamestinq 

resources that were mstly given to others who were thouqht to need 

the iteinmre thantheharvester. This was certainly the situation 

with seal hunting. Many of the younger residentswhohunt~ seals 

mid firstmkecertainthe cmmnity's elders had sufficient quanti- 

ties of seal pmducts before keeping any for themselves. Elders would 

often return the gift at a later day in a processed or preserved form 

or with resources which they were able to harvest themselves, such as 

berries. 

Resources mst frequently consumd orusedby ahousehold reflect 

the ccmbination of harvesting, giving, and receiving. Shellfish were 

usedby percentofthe sampledhouseholds because of the extensive 

harvestinq and sharing that occwzed with these resources. Seven of 

the eight resource categories were used by 50 percent or mre of the 
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households. The eighth category, marine plants, was used by 44 

percent of Yakutat's households. 

Areas Used for Hamestinq Fish and Wildlife 

MapJinqMethodology 

Mapped information was collected on areas used for harvesting 

fish and wildlife by Yakutat households using two different research 

strategies. In-depth interviews,whichinvolvednumrousmetings, 

were conducted with 25 key respondents, identified as people from the 

cmmunity who had been residents for mre than 15 years, were active 

hunters and fishers and considered to be knowledgeable of harvesting 

activities in the area. These people were also selected to represent 

various age qroups,mploymnttypes, andethnic groups thatwere 

found toexistinthe camunity. Mapswere developedby these key 

respondents which depicted areas used for harvesting specific 

resources at recorded time periods during their lifetime. These 

individual maps were then cmpiled for all 25 key respondents, by 

resource qroups, for the lifetime of the indiv$duals, creatinq life- 

tire ccxnposite maps of resources harvested. Mditional cmposite maps 

were createdthatdisplayedareas used formxsehunting and salon 

fishing at three different& periods in the camunity's develop- 

IlEnt. Because of the large area used by Yakutat residents for hunting 

and fishing it became necessary to divide their use area into three 
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segments in order to present the mapped information at appropriate 

detail. 

These three areas are defined as: 

1) The imediate Yakutat area southeast to the Italio River, 

north through Harlequin Lake to Nunatak Fiord and east of 

Ytitat Bay. 

2) All lands and Water southeast of the Italio River and 

Harlequin Lake to the Deception Hills. 

3) All land and Water northwest of Yakutat Bay to Cape Suckl- 

ing. 

An additional mapping effort Was conducted With a randan selec- 

tion of 50 Yakutat households representing approximately 30 percent of 

the total camunity (the same sample used for the survey). Because of 

theknowledgeoflanduse acguired frmthekeyrespondentmapping 

described previously, it became possible to divide the entire Yakutat 

use area into 30 different segments for additional analysis. The 

randmly selected households were questioned about their general use 

of these 30 areas wer time as well as areas used specifically for 

mosehuntingduringtheir lifetimss. While the bm sampling 

technigues used to collect land use information did involve a major 

portion of the ccmmunity's households, it didmot cover every resi- 

dent's use of the surmmdinglands. Without a saqle of all the 

households, it's likely that scarce areas Which have been used Were 

anitted. Thereforemaps canbe considered only apartialrepresenta- 

tion of areas ~rtant to Yakutat residents. For additional infoma- 

tion on hunting and fishing by Yakutat residents see the "Seasonal 

Round" section of Chapter 4. 
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Areas Used During the Lifetim? of Key Respondents 

Moose 

Figures 17, 18, and 19 depict areas used for mose hunting during 

the lifetime of the key respondents. Since recorded history, moose 

first began to populate the Yakutat Forelands in the early 1930s by 

migratingdowntheAlsekRi.ver. Their populations grew rapidly and 

significant harvest began in the 1950s and continued in 1984. The 

highest level of harvest was during the 1960s when the mose popula- 

tion peaked. 

Moose are usually hunted in open areas and brush field habitats 

of the coastal forest lowlands. River outwashes, river banks, muskeg 

andoceanandlakebeach areas provide natural openingswheremose 

are oftenhunted. Residents interviewed seldm hunted for mose in 

the forest or in man-made clearings, preferring these natural opening 

adjacent to the forested areas. In 1984, 62 percent of the randcmly 

surveyed households in Yakutat hunted mose, 22 percent were success- 

ful and 70 percent of the households used mose maat. 

Moose have been harvested throughout the Yakutat Forelands area 

fran Yakutat Bay to the Deception Hills fran what may be a number of 

separate populations. Since the mid-1970s a winter hunt has also 

occurred on a bench of land north of Russell and Nunatak Fiord and 

south of the St. Elias Wnmtain range. The out-wash plain of the 

Malaspina Glacier along the Mndby shoreline fran Bancas Point to 

Sitkagi Bluffs is used for mose hunting. In the Icy Bay area moose 

have been hunted fran the Tyndall Glacier through the Yahtse River 
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out-wash, east to the Sitkagi Bluffs. Wose were also reported 

harvested while residents cmmer cial fished in the area west of Cape 

Yakataga to the Tsiu River. A detailed discussion of areas used for 

mosehuntingthroughtim, and changes in access through time can be 

found in Chapter 5 on transportation and access to fish and wildlife 

resources. 

Bear 

Both brown bear and black bear are harvested by Yakutat resi- 

dents. The nmberofbears that key respondents remember being 

harvestedbeforemm3e arrived to the areawerehigherthmthenuaber 

presently harvested by Yakutat residents. A few Yakutat residents 

have served as hunting guides or assistant guides, who are hired 

primarily by out of state hunters who hunt for both brown and black 

bear. Xx11984, sixpercentof the randanly surveyedhouseholds in 

Yakutathuntedbears, andeightpercentof the households usedbear 

meat. 

Bear are hunted along the shoreline of Yakutat Bay and Fmssell 

Fiordduring the springwhenthey are feedingonbeachgreens and 

roots (Fig. 20). They are also taken along the Situk River frcm the 

muth to the head waters of Situk and J4ountain Lakes. Bear are also 

harvested near the muths of the Italio and AWe Rivers and up the 

river to Akwe Lake (Fig. 21). TheentireDry Bay areawas a frequen- 

tly mentioned bear hunting location, includi.ngtheAlsekRiverten 

miles above the lake and on both sides of the river below the lake, 

including mst of the area that is now Glacier Bay National Preserve. 
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E?ears are also taken northwest of the Alsek River along the mountains 

to Tanis Lake, and to Ustay Lake. Across Yakutat Bay to the north, 

bears were harvested along the Mandby shore and near the muth of the 

Kaliakh River north of Cape Yakataga (Fig. 22). 

MountainGoat 

Historically, Mountain goats have been used by Native people of 

the area for food, clothing and weaving hair into blankets (de Laguna 

1972). Some of the small, numerous villages that were spread along 

the coastline were located in close proximiw to accessible popula- 

tions of goats, including settlments that were located near Icy Bay, 

Akw River and Dry Bay. The centralized population at present day 

Yakutat requires residents to travel considerable distances to harvest 

xmuntaingoat. In 1975 a regulation change allminq one goat to be 

harvested per hunter per year (previously two were allowed), has 

decreased the nmber of Yakutat residents who make the long trip to 

Icy &Y- The closure of the area aroundHarlequinLake in1983 has 

also decreased participation in goat hunting activities. Eight 

percent of theYakutathouseholds surveyedhunted formuntaingoat 

and 12 percent reported using muntain goat in 1984. 

Mountain goats were usually harvested in rugged areas with steep 

rocky cliffs and difficult access. The goats usually inhabitat these 

areas for protection fran their natural predators, wolves and bears. 

m&goats aretaken fran these cliff areas but occasionally, durinq 

heavy winter snows, goats are also taken along the beach at sea level. 

One reside&reported seeing aqoatdurinq thewinter on Point Riou, 
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near Icy Bay, about 12 miles may frun the protection of any cliffs. 

The season for huntinq goats opens in late sumner. While the weather 

is usually easier on hunters at this time, most goats are hiqh on the 

ridges. A nmber of Yakutat residents reported they normally wait 

until the fall when snows often force the goats to lower elevations. 

Figures 20, 21 and 22 show areas used, during the lifetime of 

Yakutat respondents, for mountain goat hunting. Areas that were used 

include the Deception Hills southeast of the Dry Bay and the Brabazon 

Mountain range northwest of Alsek Lake. Also the n-mntainous areas 

around Ustay, Akwe, and Harlequin Lakes were used as well as the 

muntain areas on the north shore of Nunatak Fiord. North of Yakutat 

Bay, the rugged cliff areas around Icy Bay were also used for muntain 

qoathunting. 

Seal 

Historically, seal camps were established near the tide water 

glaciers of Icy BayandYakutat Bay (deLaguna1972). In the sprinq 

when the seals congregatedtogivebirthonicebergs theywere 

harvested for meat, oil, internal organs and furs. During the 1930s 

and 1940s the U.S. Gov erment paid a bounty for seals. Yakutat 

residents, both Native and non-Native, hunted seals during these years 

for food as well as cash. Since the early 197Os, regulations have 

limited seal hunting to Alaskan Natives. In 1984, 20 percent of the 

total randcm sample and 41 percent of the Native households in Yakutat 

harvestedharbor seal. Fifty percent of all the surveyed households 

used seal in 1984. 
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Local residents harvested seals throughout Yakutat Bay, 

Disenchanmt Bay, Russell Fiord and Nunatak Fiord, throughout the 

year (Fig. 20, 21 and 22). Important areas within these waters which 

were cmmnly used as haul out sites include island reefs exposed 

during low tides. Also, floating ice bergs created by calving 

glaciers are used by seals for resting and giving birth. 

Other areas reportedly used for seal hunting include the entran- 

ces to major salmon producing streams along the Yakutat Forelands, 

where seals are frequently feedinq on returninq satin, and Icy Bay 

where seals concentrate on ice bergs. During 1984, the parts of the 

entire seal contin~ to be used by many of Yakutat's residents. 

Meat, oil, fur and internal organs were used frcm mst seals 

harvested. 

Sitka Black Tail Deer are not native to the lands around Yakutat 

but were transplanted to the area in the 1940s by the U.S. Governmant. 

They have been hunted on the islands and the shoreline of eastern side 

Of Yakutat Bay, however the population has never been large (Fig. 201. 

Because of winters with heavy snow, predation, and younq post-glacier 

forests that exist on the Yakutat Forelands, populations deer have 

beenlimitedto UleYakutatBay Islands andthemainlandnear Yakutat. 

Since 1981 hunting of deer has been prohibited in the Yakutat area 

because of low populations. In1984, sixpercentofthe randanly 

surveyedhouseholds inyakutathunteddeer, primarily on Admiralty, 
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Chichaqof and Baranof Islands, and 22 percent of the households used 

deermeat. 

Furbearers 

As previously mentioned, trapping, which was once a widespread 

activity among Yakutat households prior to the 197Os, is now conducted 

by a limited nmberofhouseholds. This decline is in part due to 

market conditions that resulted in low prices received for southeast 

Alaskan furs. Trapping does continue onalimitedbasis in the area 

and has been an important aspect of subsistence and cash econmies 

during the lives of theYakutatresidents interviewed. 

Manyofthe areas trappedhavebeen informally recognizedas 

being owned by individuals or groups of people. These local land use 

rights are often similar to traditional clan ownership boundaries. 

Permission was often sought before an individual would begin trapping 

inanareathatwas reccgnizedasbelongingtoaparticularclanor 

individual. Rights to a particular trapping area were not forfeited 

WfienanothertrapPerwas allowedtouse the area andthelanduse 

rights were generally passed down frxxn family or clan mnbers. 

Presently, this system of recognized land use rights is mst apparent 

amng trapping activities and is generally respected within the Native 

canmnity. Asnewresidentsmve intotheareawhoare not familiar 

withtraditionallanduses andrights,tbis systemof mmershipis 

beginuing to chanqe as it has with other resource harvesting activi- 

ties. 
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In 1984, 16 percent of the randcxnly surveyed households in 

Yakutattram furbearers. Themst ccmmn animals trapped included 

mink, martin, land otter and wolf. Other furbearers trap@ were 

hare, beaver, lynx, wolverine, coyote, weasel and squirrel. Hare, 

beaver, and lynx were used as food as well as for their fur. 

Figures 20, 21 and 22 show areas used by the Yakutat key infor- 

mants durinq their lifetimas while trapping furbearers. The islands 

of Yakutat Bay, northwest of the cmnuni ty, have been used for trapp- 

ing. Many of these have local nams after people who had or have 

trapping rights on the island. Trapping alsooccurred throughout the 

Ankau slough system, along the Situk River and Lake, near the muth of 

the Seal River, Black Sand Island and the entire length of the 

Ahrnklin River. Tra@nq has also occurred on the eastern shore of 

Yakutat Bay near the outlets of rivers. Since the construction of 

roads, traplines have also been set adjacent to minor logging roads 

and oil and gas test site access roads as well as along portions of 

Forest Hiqhway #lo. Trappinqwas alsoreportedalong the AkweRiver 

and along the forested beach fringe fran the Akwe Slough to Dry Bay. 

North of Yak&at Bay most of the coastal area of the Malaspina Fore- 

lands south of Sitkagi Bluffs has been used for trapping. Also the 

southeast shorelineof IcyBay and southdownthe coasttoYana stream 

was reportedby thekey respondents asbeingused for trapping during 

their lifetime. The oldest trapper within this group was 72 years old 

and startedtrappingwithhis family inthe192Os. 
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During the spring, sumar and fall months the sounds of migrating 

birds often fill the air around Yakutat. Many of the waterfowl that 

breed in Interior and Arctic Alaska travel through the north Gulf of 

Alaska coastline on their way north and south. In addition many of 

these samewaterfowlspendthe smmr on the wetlands that exist near 

Yakutat. Historically, thesebirds havebeenhuntedduring the sprinq 

during the northern migration, through the smmar, and the fall during 

the southernmigration. Regulations have prohibited the harvest of 

springwaterfowlin the area, consequentlymstof the harvesting in 

recent years has takenplaceduring the fall. Gull and tern eggs 

continued tobeharvested throuqhoutthe area as they have in the 

past. In 1984, 12 percent of the randanly surveyed households in 

Yakutatgathered seabirdeggs and 32 percentofthehouseholdsused 

these egqs for food. Forty-Wopercentof this same grouphunted 

birds and 66 percentofthehouseholdsusedwildbirds for food in 

1984. 

Alargediversityofbirdswereusedby Yakutatresidents in 

1984. Samofthemre canmnlyharvestedbirds included:willow 

ptaxmigan, canadageese,white frontedgeese,Wtistling swan, sandhill 

crane, and snipe. Themstcmrmnlyharvestedducks included: 

mallard,greenwingedteal,pintail,halequin,old squaw,canvasback, 

qoldeneye, scaup, bufflehead, shoveller and widgeon. Birds were 

generallyhunted in theopenwetlands andcoastal areas through the 

Yakutat Forelands, Malaspina Forelands and the Tsiu and Kaliakh Rivers 

flood plain. Ptarmigan were hunted during the winter along river 
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banks and inopenmeadaws. Waterfowl are hunted near ocean sloughs, 

lakes, protectedcceanwaters and the open flats near themuths of 

rivers. 

Figures 23, 18 and 19 show areas that have been used for harvest- 

hg birds or eggs during the lifetime of the key respondents. Willow 

ptarmiganandwaterfowlwerehunteduptheAlsekRivertotheCanadian 

border as well as on the flat open areas of Dry Day. Waterfowl were 

takennear the sloughs of the SastandDom Rivers south of Dry Day 

and north along the Gulf of Alaska coastline in themany sloughs and 

lakes fromDryBaytoYakutatF3ay. A few small sandy islands in the 

middle of Dxy Bay were used to harvest tern eggs as were the black 

sandbeaches nearthemuthof the SitukandAhrnklinRivers. The 

Yakutat Bay Islands, the wetlands in the vicinity of the Yakutat 

Airport and Situk Lake were also areas used to harvest waterfowl. 

Open meadows near Harlequin Lake and glacier outwashes in Russell 

Fiord are used to hunt willow Ptamigah. Haenke Island in Disenchaht- 

rent Bay near the Hubbard Glacier is an important site for harvesting 

gullandKittiwake eggs. 

Northof Yakutat Bay, Yakutat residents harvestedwaterfowl frm 

thebeachandwetlahd areas of the enti.reMalaspinaForelands from 

near Point Bamas to the Situkagi Bluffs including the Malaspina Lake 

area. Also,near IcyBay,waterfawlwereharvested intheyahtse 

RiveroutwashareaandRiouBay. Gulleggswerehaxvestedon small 

nesting islands near the middle of Icy Bay. West of Gape Yakataga 

Yakutatkey respondents reportedtakingwaterfowlinthewetland areas 

of the Tsiu and Kaliakh Rivers. 
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Gull and tern eggs, often called "pigeon eggs" locally were 

considered a highly desired food by many Native households in Yakutat. 

Harvested eggs were shared extensively throughout the cumnunity and 

especially with Native elders. The hunting of ducks and geese was an 

activity in which non-Native households participated frequently. 

Shellfish and Marine Plants 

The area of the islands and protected ocean waters inmediately 

west and north of Yakutat were frequently referred to as the "ice box." 

by Yakutat residents. This area has been used for generations by 

residents for shellfish and 'beach food". All of the reported harvest- 

ing of shellfish and marine plants by the key respondents took place 

in and near the Yakutat Bay Islands area (Fig. 23). This area was 

used year-round as needed for the hamest of : 

Cockles Shrimp 

Clams Black seaweed 

Tanner,king,dungeness crab Searibbons 

Black gun-bob Kelp 

sea urchins Herring eggs on kelp or hemlock 

branches - 

In 1984, 76 percent of the randay surveyed Yakutat households 

hamested shellfish and 100 percent of the households used shellfish 

for food. Marineplantswereharvestedby 28 percentofthehouse- 

holds and used by 44 percent. 

The island area is relatively protected frm the ocean surges and 

is easily accessed by small skiffs fran many of the resident's banes 
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or the ccamnmity bat harbor. Another important shellfish harvesting 

area near the i2cammity is the Ankau Lagcon and lake system across 

Monti Bay from the city of Yakutat. This area can be reached by skiff 

or road and provided a diverse abundance of intertidal focds for 

Yakutat residents. 

Fishing 

Fishing has been a vital part of the cash and subsistence econo- 

mies of Yakutat since the early 1900s. Prior to that time the Tlingit 

Indians of theyakutatareahad shapedtheircmmnities andculture 

around fishing activities. In 1984 these fishing activities continued 

tobeavitalpartofthecmnumi ties econanic, physical and cultural 

health. Fish accounted for 57 percent of the average total pcunds of 

wild resources that were harvested by Yakutat residents in 1984. 

Camzrcial Fishinq 

Cmmarcial fishing by Yakutat residents has been conducted by a 

variety of techniques since the turnof the century,withmstof the 

effort directed toward salmon fishing. Keyres~~tientsbegancmmer- 

cial fishing as long ago as the 1920s and recall the Libby cannery 

operator supplying fisherswith~necessaryequipnentandtrans- 

portation to fishing sites. Largetenderboatswuuldtransportgroups 

of Yakutatfishers to Dry Bay where IzheywuuIddriftnetforkingand 

sockeye salmon for a number of weeks before being transported back to 

YakutaL cCarrpanyboatswerealsoreportedtohavetakencrewstothe 
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southern portion of Russell Fiord where they seined for pink salmon. 

The railroad framYakutatto then-outhof Sit&River transported 

Yakutat residents to the river and fish and people back to Yakutat. 

In addition the Ahmklin, Italio, We, Alsek, East and Doame Rivers 

ware major rivers reported to have cQmrercia1 salmon fishing opera- 

tions on the Yakutat Forelands. 

In the last 30 years c mcial satin fishing operations have 

beccxne individual businesses with the fisher providing all needed 

transportation and equi-t and selling the fish prcduct to ccxnpanies 

who process the fish. Most of the major streams frcan Dry Bay to Cape 

Suckling are cambercially fished by Yakutat residents as well as 

non-residents who have obtained limited entry permits. Set gillnets 

areused toharvestsalmon in rivers and atthenwxlths of rivers 

imneaiately outside the surf. King, sockeye andcoho salmon are 

targetedbythe camnercial set gillnet fishery and limited chum 

salmon fishing occurs in the Dry Bay area. Many Yakutat set gillnet 

fishers base their operations near Yakutat by fishing the Situk River 

areabutalso travel as far south as theEast River near Dry Bay to 

fish for sockeye and 150 miles north to the Tsiu and Kaliakh Rivers 

while fishing for coho salmon (Figures 24, 25 and 26). 

Other areas that key respondents have used for cczrmercial fishing 

include the major rivers of the Yakutat Forelands (a, Italio, and 

Situk sloughs, Fig. 24 and 25). They also have used rivers of the 

Malaspina Forelands including the entire area fran Alder stream near 

Pt. Manby north to Esker stream (Fig. 26). TheYahtse BiverandYana 

stream near Icy Bay were also used by Yak&at ccxnnercial set gillnet 

fishers. The ccmnercial set net fishery has been a vital part of the 
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subsistence econmy of Yakutat by providing cash for the purchase of 

equimt and supplies for other harvesting activities, as well as 

providing unsold salmon directly to Yakutat residents for hme use. 

In 1984, 26 percent of the randanly surveyed households in 

Yakutat cmmercial gill netted for sockeye salmon and used a portion 

of their catch at hcme. Of the households who harvested sockeye 

salmn with cmnnercial gillnets, an average of 21 sockeye salmon were 

broughthanefmn cmnercial gillnet catches (Fig. 14). 

Salmon were also harvested ccmmrcially by power and hand troll- 

ing in ocean waters. King and coho saltmn are the targeted species 

for these trollers. Key respondents reported trolling the entire 

waters of Yakutat Bay frmOceanCape toDisenchantment Bay aswell as 

major portions of Russell Fiord. Trolling also occurred on the Gulf 

of Alaska coastal waters, when weather pemitted, especially near the 

xmuths ofthemajor salmon streams. Duringmstof thewintermnths, 

occasional trolling takes place for winter king satin which are 

caughtinlimitednwrbers frmtheoceanwaters nearyakutat. As the 

smear approaches, the nu&er of king salmon harvested in this fishery 

increases. Thepeakofactivity francmmercial trollingpeaks in 

late August, when the coho salmn are in abundance in ocean waters 

Prepariw t0 spawn. In 1984, 12 to 14 percent of the randmly sur- 

veyedhouseholds inYakutatusedcoho salrmnandking salmon 

(respectively) at ham, caught fran their c mmercial troll catch. 

This percentage amunted to one half of the number of households that 

remved king and coho salmon frm their cmnercial set gillnets for 

hmeuse. However, troll caught salmon were important to overall 
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household use since scme of the fish was harvested during winter 

months when fresh salmn is scarce. 

Other camercially harvested rescurces that were significant to 

residents of Yakutat in 1984 include halibut, Tanner crab, dungeness 

crab,kingcrab, shrimpand scallops. Halibut fishing was an activity 

thatmstccmmxcial salmon fishers also participated in since the 

halibut season in 1984 lasted cmly three days and it occurred before 

the opening of the gillnet season. Most of the fishing occurr& in 

Yakutat Bay especially in the vicinity of the Islands. Fishers with 

largeboats also sethalibutskates in the coastalwaters 0ftheGulf 

of Alaska, north toward Icy Bay and south of Yakutat Bay towards Dry 

Bay (Fig. 1). A fewhouseholds reported fishing forhalibuteven 

furthersouth,tma&CapeFaixweather. Ccmercial fishing for crab 

and shrimp by Yakutat residents occurred primarily in the waters of 

YakutatBayandnearbycoastalwaters. Scallop fishing took place in 

these samwaters aswell as inthedeeperwaters off of Yakutat Bay 

intheGulfof Alaska. Since thegeaxused in fishing for crab, 

shrimpandscallopsis specializedandoftenexpensive, thenmberof 

households thatactuallyharvested these resourceswas lowbutdueto 

extensive trading, sharing and occasionally the exchange of cash, 

these resourceswereusedbyhouseholds throughout the camunity. For 

exan@e, only fourpercentof the Yakutathouseholds reportedhar- 

vesting scallops in 1984, and nrxt of these were harvested cmmr- 

cially. Hw, 74 percentofthehouseholdsused scallops during 

the year. Similarly Tanner crabwereharvestedby1Opercentandused 

by 6Opercentof thehouseholds. 
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Non-Cmnercial Fishinc 

As explained previously, c cmmrcial fishing by Yakutat households 

often provides fish that is used in the hcxnes of the fishers and is 

also shared with other households without the exchange of cash. In 

1984, approximately one third of the average pounds of salmon harves- 

ted, frcxnthe randmly surveyedhouseholds inYakutat, cam frm 

cmmercial fishing, the rmainin g 66 percent of the saln-m harvested 

came frcm non-c cxmnercial activities. 

Non-cmmercial salmon are harvested in a manner similar to 

cmmzrcial fishing operations. The use of set gillnets in the rivers 

is labeled subsistence fishing by regulation and is conducted in the 

same manner and in many of the same places as ccmmarcial set net 

fishing but at different times of the week or times of the year, 

according to regulations. Trolling for salmn takes place in the 

ocean waters by means of non-cmtnercial skiffs or boats and by using a 

red andreelwithhookandline. Manyofthe same areas usedby 

cmnercial trolling operations are also used by the non-ccxmercial 

trollers. Rod and reel fishing for salmon take place frm the shore- 

line of rivers throughout the Yakutat Forelands. 

The use of a spear or gaff, for taking salmn, reported to be 

ccmmn 20 to 30 years ago, was only occassionally used in 1984. 

Spears and gaffs were used for selectively fishing for late run coho 

salmon ("red fish") frm small creeks. This technique allowzd the 

fisher to leave theunwanted spawning salmon in the streamandharvest 

the desired fish by first visually selecting one of desired quality 

and then hooking it with a spear or gaff on the end of a long pole. 
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In 1984 this method seemed to be replaced in sme cases with the rod 

and reel technique largely due to a perception by sine that the 

traditional spear andgaffmkhcdwasillegal. 

Yakutat residents also harvested numerous types of fish other 

than salmon. In 1984 these "other fish" cmprised 22 percent of the 

total pounds of resources harvested by the average household. 

Table 5 list the types and quantities of "other fish" harvested 

by the randanly surveyed households during 1984. 
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TABLE 5. FISH UTHER m SAMON HARVRSTRD IN 1984 BY A RANDCKLY 
S- GRW'P OF 30 PERCECJT OF YAKUTAT HOUSEHOLDS (n = 50) 

Resource 

Mean Mean Mean 
Nmber lbs. per lbs. per 

% of Harvested Household Household 
% of HHS All Harvested Harvested 
HHS Harvest- AllHHs Active HI% 

using ing (n=50! Only 

Cutthroat Trout 
Dolly Varden . R.adxwTrout 
Steelhead 
Capelill 
Rulachon 
Herring 
Herring Eggs 
Sturgeon 
Eel 
Flounder 
Sole 
Halibut 
Ling cod 
Pacific Cod 
Tan cod 
Sablefish 
UnknownCod 
Blue Rockfish 
Reds- 
sea Bass 
SeaPerch 
Unknown Rockfish 
Skates 
Dogfish 
Buffalo Sculpin 
Irish Lord 

18 16 
34 28 
12 10 
60 38 
34 22 
64 28 
28 20 
30 14 
2 2 

20 20 
22 12 
10 2 
92 58 
20 12 
8 6 
6 4 

12 4 
4 4 
4 2 

18 10 
6 4 
2 2 
2 2 
2 2 
4 2 
2 2 
2 2 

2.1 
3.2 
1.6 
1.3 

.l 
1.2 
2.3 

.4 

2.5 
.9 

1.2 
.4 
.l 
.l 

2.9 
.2 
.3 
.5 
.4 
.2 

1.0 
1.0 

3 
5 
3 
8 

18 
29 
19 
5 

9 
9 
1 

102 
13 
4 
2 
3 
* 
* 
9 
* 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

20 
16 
32 
18 
83 

103 
93 
34 
3 

4; 
77 
40 

175 
103 
61 
58 
66 
4 
4 

86 
12 
30 
50 

100 
40 
50 
50 

H.H. = Households 
* = under one pound 

Figures 24, 25, and 26 show areas that were used for the non-ccmner- 

cial harvest of salmn and other fish during the lifetime of the key 

respondents. Areas used include the East River, Alsek River and Cabin 
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Slough near Dry Bay. Six miles north of Dry Bay the Tanis Lake and 

River, Gines Creek, Square Lake and the Ustay River were used for 

freshwater fishing. The Akwe and Italio Rivers and sloughs were also 

reportedlyusedby thekey respondents. Most of the Situk and 

AhrnklinRiver aswell as their sloughs near theoceanhavebeenused 

extensively for non-ccmmar cial fishing by residents of Yakutat. With 

access provided by the present road system, fishing cccurred on Tawah 

Creek and Iost River as well as in drainage ditches created along the 

shoulders of roads built near the airport. Salmon have populated many 

of the man made drainage ditches around the airport. Occasionally 

during the heavy rains of fall, the water table rises high enough to 

leave spawning salmon strandedontheYakutatairport runway. 

Justsouthof Mmti Bay and the center of Yakutat, the Ankau 

Lagoonandlake SystmandOphir Creekcontinuetobe important areas 

for harvesting fish as they have been historically. North of Yakutat, 

local fishers have used small streams draining intoyakutat Bay, 

includingHmpbackCreek. Portions of the Redfield Lakes and Situk 

Lake were frequently mentioned as fishing areas used by the key 

respondents. In addition, the protected waters of Yakutat Bay from 

Monti Bay to Knight Island have been used extensively by Yakutat 

fishers both ccamercially and non-c mmemcially. Key respondents 

repmtedusingdrainages northwest of Yakutat Bay includingMalaspina 

LakeandcoastalwatersofYakutatBaytoharvestnon-ccamrer cial fish, 

as well as the muths of the Tsiu and Kaliakh Rivers north of Cape 

Yakataga. 
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Plants and Berries 

Exact locations of areas used for plant and berry gathering were 

not recorded during the interviews with key respondents. Because of 

the insistence by IEUIY of the respondents that berry picking and the 

use of plants was a very important part of living in Yakutat the 

researchers took notes on this activity. In 1984, 88 percent of the 

households harvested berries and 24 percent harvested edible plants. 

Eluch of the gathering continues to take place along the water front 

near the ccxnwnity, where it has for generations. A few older resi- 

dents expressed concern that soane of the old berry patches which had 

been used traditionally have been replaced by developtlent. Plant and 

berrypickingwas an activity that allrnatkrs of a family tookpart 

in and required aminimal axnountof equivtor investment in trans- 

portation. Wcanen reported doing the bulk of the collecting, s-thing 

that could be done close to hane for a few hours in between activities 

at bane or near fish cilmp between closures or breaks in the fishing. 

Below is a list of same of the ccxnnonly harvested berries and 

typical habitat fram which they were harvested. 

Strawberry - sandy beaches 

Salmonberry - upland beaches, hillsides exposed to sunlight 

Nasoonberry - beach areas similar to strawberries 

Blueberry - forested areas 

Huckleberry - forested areas 

Cranberries - forests and mkegs 

currents - edge of beach areas, forest, and along stream 

banks 
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Thimbleberry - upland beaches, hillsides with sun and along 

road sides 

Cloudberries - muskegareas 

In 1984, a household in Yakutat harvested on the average 26 

quarts of berries. Smma of these were eaten fresh but most were 

preserved by freezing or made into jam, jelly, pie or sauce. 

While not harvested in the quantities that berries are, edible 

plants of various types were used by Yakutat residents. In 1984, 24 

percentofthe randanly survey households harvestedlandplants and 32 

percent of the households used them. The average numbex of pounds 

harvested was 16 pounds per participating household during 1984. 

Fiddlehead fexnswere frequentlyharvestedbythis group,usually in 

May,weeks after the fern fix&begins to sproutoutof the ground. 

GooseTonguewas alsohamested franscmbeaches nearthehigh 

tideline. "Hudson's my" or Labrador Tea leaves were picked from 

plants that usually grow in or near muskeg areas. The salmnberry 

plantwaspicked as a sproutingplantby a fewhouseholds and steamed 

along with fiddlehead ferns. Devils club was occasionally harvested 

and used as a tonic by saw of the Native elders. 

In 1984, local firemod was used by 50 percent of the survey 

households forhcaneheatingandoccasionallycooking. Through the 

course of the year these households reported using on the average 5.2 

cordsofwood. Most of this mod was collected near the residents 

banes, fran areas cleared for construction or fran drift logs that 

became stranded on the beach near a resident's ham. 
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Percentage of Residents Using Areas During Their Lifetime 

In addition to the mapping interviews conducted with 25 selected 

key informants who had lived in Yakutat 15 years or mre, mapping was 

also conducted with the 50 randanly selected households who were also 

administereda survey. Because of the wealth of land use information 

recorded on maps fran the key respondents, it was possible to group 

SQKE of the harvesting activities into defined areas, which often were 

watersheds. Most of the harvesting activities could be grouped into 

geographic sub-units with a minimal mKlunt of overlap. For the 

purpose of recording andanalyzimglanduse information franthe 50 

randanhouseholds, 30 sub-unitswere created. These units cover the 

entire land and water areas fran the Deception Hills near Dry Bay 

northwest to Cape Suckling. Some of the units are very large, cover- 

ing up to twenty-five miles of coastline, while other areas, for which 

mDre detailed information was sought, are much smaller. Specific 

areas close to the czcmmnitywere separated into smaller segments so 

that patterns of use could be more precisely analyzed. Same of these 

snaller units included the first nine miles of Forest Highway #lO (one 

mile either side of the road), a separate subunit covering the 

remainder of the roadway toHarlequinLake, amd the drainage of Ophir 

Creek near Yakutat. 

Figure 27 presents these 30 different sub-units and the percen- 

tage of randcxnly surveyedhouseholds inYakutatthathave used the 

subunit for any hunting, fishing or gathering during their lifetimes. 

Table 6 lists the subunits. Use of areas ranged from twc to 90 

percent of the households. As the map dmnstrates, the areas used by 
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more than 60 percent of the households were located in the imnediate 

vicinity of the camunity. Seventeen percent of the areas (five 

areas) were used by mre than 60 percent of the households surveyed in 

TABLE 6. PERCEMlJAtXOFYAKCEAT HOUSMOIDSTHATHAVEUSEDASUR-UNIT 
FOR HUNTING, FISHING OR GA TRRRINGDURINGTHEIRLIFEX'IME 
U?AND@I SAMPLE, n = 50). 

Sub-unit Percent of sub-unit Percent of 
Nmrberand Hcuseholds Numberand Households 

NEUW Using Area NZlI’2 Using Area 

1 Alsek River 
2 Dry -Y 
3 Tanis River 
4 Brabazon Range 
5 Akwe River 
6 Italio River 
7 Dangerous River 
8 Ahrnklin River 
9 Situk River 

10 Yakutat Area 
11 Redfield Lakes 
12 Yak. Bay Islands 
13 Situk Lake 
14 Nunatak Fiord 
15 Russell Fiord 

18 16 Slate Peak 6 
44 17 Disenchantmnt Bay 22 
26 18 Tumer Glacier 14 
10 19 Mandby Shore 40 
18 20 Malaspina Forelands 14 
30 21 Yahtse River 20 
36 22 Chaix Hills 14 
54 23 Icy BY 26 
90 24 CapeYakataga 8 
82 25 Tsiu/Kaliakh River 20 
30 26 Cape Suckling 2 
76 27 ophir creek 34 
34 28 F.H. #lO Yak. Mile 9 62 
32 29 F.H. #lO Mile 9 Harl Lk 54 
28 30 Lost River Airport 64 

Yakutat, during the lifetime of the residents. The determination of 

use of an area included all types of activities frcxn berry picking to 

hunting and fishing. If specific types of uses were looked at separ- 

ately, the values on the map wuuld be quite different. Ibenty-seven 

percent (eight) of the sub-units were used by 31-60 percent of the 

Yakutathouseholds during their lifetime. These areas ranged fmas 

far away as Dry Bay (50 miles) to as close as Ophir Creek, which is 

aboutonehalfmile frcanthe center of town. Important hunting and 
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fishing areas such as the Ahrnklin River, Mandby Shore and Nunatak 

Fiord were in the 31-60 percent use group. The remaining 57 percent 

of the sub-units (17 sub-units) were used by 30 percent or less of the 

sampled households during their lifetime. 

This categorization of percentage of households which have used 

an area should not be interpreted as a representation of importance 

of that sub-unittothe ccmnuni ty. The information represents the 

portion of Yakutat households that have used the sub-unit during their 

lifetime. Other factors, such as access, and the length of time of a 

respondenthousehold inthemxttmni ty my control the percentage of 

people thatuse aparticular area. This may have little bearing on 

the value or importance placed on the resources in that area by 

Yakutat residents. For instance, about20 percentofthe interviewed 

householdshadbeeninthec annunity five years or less. 

Sme of the more remte and less used areas may in fact provide 

certain resources thataredifficulttoobtain inthehigheruse 

areas. Acloserlook at the areas usedby 30 percent or fewer of the 

Yakutathouseholds is needed tour&r&and the relationshipof remte 

areas to the overall production and distribution of resources within 

Yakutat. An example of this, in 1984 mose were harvested by 22 

percentofthehouseholds&ile 70 percentusedmose. Fmnthis same 

sample it was determined that 70 percent (five) of the mose harvested 

frantheyakutat Forelandswere taken franthe remte areas southof 

the Dangerous River, the sam areas repo~edlyusedbyalo~~percen- 

tage (about36 percent) of thehouseholds thanareas closer to 

Yakutat. Inaddition,Yakutatresidents&odidhuntthemreremte 

andlessusedareas southoftheDangerous Riverhada success rate of 
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62 percent (8 households taking 5 moose) whereas of the residents 

using the areas closer to town, ten percent were successful (20 

households takjng two moose). Much of the total mose harvest is 

taken frm these lesser used areas by a small portion of the 

cmnunitieshouseholds,butdistributedthroughoutthe ccmnunity, 

benefiting nearly three-fourths of the cmmunity in 1984. 

Thevalue or importance of an area to the camunity ccmparedto 

another area, can properly be determined only by the cmmunity resi- 

dents. This report makes no such judgements. 

Areas Used for Moose Hunting 1945-1984 

Mapped information collected frcxn the 25 key respondents in 

Yakutat included not only areas used but also the years that a parti- 

cular resource was harvested from an area. Mapping of different areas 

used avert&e notorilyprovides anunderstandingof the dynamic 

nature of resource harvesting but also relationships between events 

which have take place near the camunity andchanges inhunting and 

fishing activities. 

Figure 28 identifies the areas used for mose hunting by Yakutat 

key respondents frm when mose first were hunted in the mid 1940s to 

1984. The mapping is divided into three time periods: prior to 1962, 

1963-1974, and 1975-1985. 
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Areas Used for J%ose Hunting Prior to 1962 

E3ebvee.n the mid-1940s and 1962 mose populations increased 

rapidly after mose first migrated onto the Yakutat Forelands from 

interior Canada in the late 1930s. J3y the early 1960s the moose 

population was believed to be over 2,000 (Smith and Franmann 1979). 

The pqulation of Yakutat between 1950 and 1960 was approximately 300 

people, with over 80 percent of the population being Alaskan Native 

(U.S. Census 1960). Forest Highway #lO had not yet been constructed 

and only a couple tracts of timber had been harvested near the cmm- 

unity of YakI&&. During this time period, a nmber of on shore test 

wells for oil and gas were drilled in the vicinity of Yakutat and the 

Yakutat Forelands. 

Areas used for moose hunting prior to 1962 by the key respondents 

interviewed were confined to the Yakutat Forelands area (Figure 28) 

since moose did not appear on the Malaspina Forelands until after 

1962. The hunting was concentrated along rivers and boats were the 

primary types of transportation used. Five of the nine key respon- 

dentswhohuntedrmose duringthistimeperiodus&theSituk and 

Ahrnklin River systems to access mose populations. Moose were hunted 

around the airportonroad systems constructedduringWorldWar II, as 

wellasontheroadto0ceanCape. The AnkauLagoon andSumnit Lakes 

werehuntedbyusingboatandroadvehicles. Two of the nine resi- 

dentswhoreported flying intomosehuntingareas took advantage of 

airstrips thathadbeenconstructedneartheDangerous river andDry 

Bay by oil c-es during exploration. The Akwe and Italio River 

areaswereusedby fouroftheninehouseholds thatwere activemoose 

129 



, 
t- 

G
uv

ot
 

&p
e 

Su
ck

Im
P 

G
ul

f 
of

 A
la

sk
a 

FI
G

. 
26

 
AR

EA
S 

U
SE

D
 

FO
R

 
M

O
O

SE
 

HU
N1

 

0 
2 

4 
6 

6 

IN
G

 
TH

R
EE

 
TI

M
E 

PE
R

IO
D

S 
BE

TW
EE

N
 

m
h?

s 

rlN
G

 
O

U
R

- 
19

45
 

AN
D

 

AR
EA

S 
U

SE
S 

FO
R

 
M

O
O

SE
 

H
U

N
TI

N
G

 
19

45
-1

96
2 

19
64

 
BY

 
YA

KU
TA

T 
H

O
U

SE
H

O
LD

S.
 

L3
C

LT
13

h lN
D

EX
 

P
K

U
TA

T ^-
 _

..^
 “_

., 
.L

_.
 

I 

E
” -

” 
%

“v
ID

 D
 U

lL
LS

 A
N

D
 

I 1
4 

I 
LQ

. 
AR

EA
S 

U
SE

D
 

FO
R

 
M

O
O

SE
 

H
U

N
TI

N
G

 
19

75
-1

98
4 

I 
., 

.^.
,. 

---
_I

 
..-

..-
 

--T
IC

” 
Ab

In
 

n 

I 

13
0 



hunters prior to 1962; skiffs were used to me up and dcwn the creeks 

and rivers in these areas. A mose spotted on one of the islands just 

northwest of Yakutat was considered an excellent find. By directing 

the mose to the beach or one end of the island, it was shot and 

load& in a skiffwitha minimalaltK)untofhauling. 

Areas Used for Moose Hunting frcxn 1963 to 1974 

Wnty of the 25 key respondents hunted mose between 1963 and 

1974. During this time period mse populations and hunter success 

reached a peak on the Yakutat Forelands. Between 150 and 324 mose 

were harvested annually in the Yakutat area between 1962 and 1973 by 

local and non-local hunters (Fig. 29). The peak reported harvest was 

324 in 1969 and hunter success in the 1960s was as high as 95 percent 

(ADFM; 1970). Allmose harvests in the Yakutat area were reported as 

beingtaken inunit until1974whenthe areawas divided intounit 

5A (Yakutat Forelands) and 5B (Malaspina Forelands). Moose did not 

inhabit the Malaspina Forelands until the 196Os, therefore mst of the 

mose taken in the area cam fran the Yakutat Forelands (unit 5A). 

Since 1974 an average of 15 mose per year have been harvested frcxn 

the Malaspina Forelands (unit 5B). 

Liberal seasons and bag limits continued through the early 1970s 

(one mse, either sex, 113 day season) despite indicators that the 

population had peaked and was declining. Biologists felt the mose 

ppulationhadexceededcarryingcapacity andadecline inmosewas 

inevitable because of lack of mose browse. In 1966, of the 206 

mose hunters who reported successful harvest in the Yakutat area 47 
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were from Yakutat, 118 were from other parts of the state, and 46 were 

frcxn outside the state (ADF&G 1970). In the early 1970s the Yakutat 

area experienced several severe winters with snow falls of over 300 

inches (NOAA, 1983). Biologist and local residents felt that during 

these severe winters the mose population suffered relatively high 

mrtalities. By the fall of 1974, mose had reached a low of 400-600 

animals on the Yakutat Forelands (ADF&G 1975). The area was then 

closed to mose hunting for the following four years, 1974-1977. This 

dramatic decline of mose has been attributed to the severe winters, 

excessive harvests, hunting of cow moose, over utilization of habitat, 

parasites, and predation by wolves and brown bear. The degree to 

which these factors contributed to the decline of moose on the Yakutat 

Forelands has yet to be assessed. 

Alsoduring this same time period, the population ofyakutatgrew 

and changed incanposition. The construction of Forest Highway #lO 

and the logging that followed brought in new residents to work on the 

projects. Aftercmpletionoftheprojects scmeof theworkers 

decidedtoremain inYakutatand foundmploymntthrough ccmnercial 

fishing, private business or small construction projects. Between 

1970 and 1980 the population of Yakutat city grew frtxn about 190 to 

449 and the percentage of Alaska Natives within the city limits 

decreased frm 82 to 62 percent (City of Yakutat, 1983). In 1973 the 

city boundaries were enlarged and are partly responsible for this 

increase. 

Areasused formosehuntingbythe 25 key respondents inYakutat 

changed dramatically after 1962. As Forest Highway #lo was construc- 

ted it became a corridor of access for hunters to areas that pre- 
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vfously had little use. Twelve of the 20 residents who hunted rmose 

between 1963 and 1974 used this new road system to reach adjacent 

hunting areas. Between 1963 and 1974, hunters traveled mch farther 

than did residents prior to 1962. Twelve of the 20 key respondents 

reported hunting mose on the Malaspina Forelands, an area that was 

not used by the respondents prior to 1962. The key respondents also 

reflectthechange inpopulationthatwas takingplace during the 

1970s. Many of the residents that reported using different areas than 

those reported prior tc 1962 were new to the cmmunity since 1962. 

Sama of these changes were due to increasing populations of moose on 

theMalaspinaForelands andNunatakBenchwherepreviously fewmose 

were available. 

TheNunatakBenchwas another areathatbeganreceivinguse after 

1962, three of the 20 hunters reporting using the area between 1963 

and 1974. The Yakutat Forelands suuth of the cunnunitycontinuedto 

be used as it was prior to 1962 with a few additional areas reported. 

The Taxis River area receiveduse by fcurofthe twntykey respon- 

dents andtheDangemus Riverbeganreceiving fly inhuntersto 

specific areaswhichanaircraftcculdland. The areabemthe 

Situk River and the newly cmstructed Forest Highway #10 also showed 

nmreusebymosehunters. 

Key respondents repcrtedusingthe mad systemandlogging roads 

to access muskeg areas north of the airport. Off the road vehicles 

began to be used in the early 1970 by a few individuals, to access 

sane of these more remte mskeg areas between the Situk River, the 

Forest Highway and the airport. 
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The declining rwose populations during the early 19?Os, in 

addition to increased hunting cmpetition and new residents rmving to 

the Yakutat area, rmst likely resulted in the observed expansion of 

areas used for hunting moose, and the increase in the variety of 

vehicles used to access mose populations. 

Areas Used for Moose Hunting fran 1975-1984 

Twenty-three of the 25 key respondents hunted mose between 1975 

and 1984. Because of low populations of mose on the Yakutat Fore- 

lands the area was closed to hunting between 1974 and 1977. This 

closure forced those Yakutat residents who were able, to travel 

greater distances to hunt moose. TheMalaspinaFore1and.s and the 

NunatakBenchwere two areas thatbegan to receivemrehunting 

pressure during this time period (Fig. 28). The Nunatak Bench was 

used by 12 of the hunters and the Malaspina Forelands used by 11 of 

the 23 key respoladents who hunted mose. Many of the residents who 

wereunabletomakethese tripsbyboatoveropenoceanwaterorby 

planewre notable tohuntduring these years. 

Moose populations on the Yakutat Forelands never returned to the 

levels present during the 196Os, even after the four year closure. 

snithandFranzmann (1979) made examinations of 42 captured cows in 

1978. Their findings concluded that although physical. condition and 

pregnancy rates were nom&l with the captured rmme, the mose We 

nonetheless suffering frm nutritional stress. The researchers 

concludedthatthe conditionof themose indicated thattheywere 

either not finding enough food or the nutritional quality of the 
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available food was law. They also added that the lack of information 

on timing and causes of calf losses made it "impossible to ascertain 

the actual role of nutrition, predation or other factors on calf 

survival. The question of why the same area at in the 1960s supported 

over three timas the nurtber of mose it supported in 1984 is thought 

by scxne to be related to post glacial plant succession in the area. 

Iong-term residents have reported rapid change in habitat in the area 

including a transition from willow and alder ccmnunities to cottonwood 

and spruce. In addition, changing drainage patterns also resulting 

frcan earthqmkes or post glacial isostatic rebound of the earth may 

reduce the growth of available willow, a preferred food source of 

rmose. 

In 1978 hunting was again opened when moose populations were 

estimated at 600 animals @DF&G 1985). Between 1978 and 1981 the 

season was closed each year when 25 bulls were harvested frcxn the 

Yakutat Forelands. Fran 1982 to 1985, the limit was raised to 50 

bulls. Strategies for successful moose hunting became mre ccmplex in 

the 1980s. Because of the 25-50 bull limit and an average of over 200 

registeredhunters frm Yakutatand otherpartsofthe state and 

outside the state, mose hunting became more caqetitive. A variety 

of transportation methods were used to access hunting areas, including 

highway vehicles, off road vehicles, boats, airplanes and canbinations 

of these vehicles (see Chapter 5, for detailed infomation for 1984). 

Theuse of the road systemshasbecomean increasinglycarmrxl ItEXlS 

for accessingmose hunting areas. Seventeen of the 25 key respon- 

dents used Forest Highway #lO for mose hunting during the late 1970s 

to 1984. Theyalsocontinuedtouse areaswhichwereused inprevious 
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Ye=sf including the drainages of the Situk, Ahrinklin, Dangerous, 

Italio, Akwe, Tanis and Alsek Rivers (Fig. 28). During the 1980s the 

key respondents also continued touse theNunatakBench and thePb.ndby 

Shore of the Malaspina Forelands in similar proportions as the period 

1963-1974. The Yahtse River area near Icy Bay however, received less 

use by key respondent mose hunters frm 1975-1984 than frcxn 1963-1974 

(Fig. 28). (For more information on areas used for mose hunting and 

success of hunters see Chapter 5). 

Changes in Areas Used for Salmon Fishing 

Figure 30 shows areas used by the 25 Yakutat key respondents for 

both ccmkarcial and non-cmmarcial salmon fishing before and after 

1962. Cmmarcial and non- cmnercial fishing areas were considered 

together since, as described previously, Yakutat residents typically 

use the same locations for both activities. Subsistence net fishing 

and camxarcial set gillnet fishing share fishing areas as do ccmmer- 

cial and non- cmcnercial trolling. Rod and reel fishing for salmon 

takes place in freshwater, often in areas where c mmercial fishing 

does not occur. Many of the areas shown inland on river systems such 

as the Situk and Ahrnklin Rivers represent rod and reel fishing. The 

year 1962 was chosen as a dividing point for similar reasons presented 

in the analysis of moose hunting patterns through time. Shortly after 

1962 and into the 197Os, Yakutat's population grew and changed in 

cuqmsiticm as a result of development activities occurring near the 

rzmmunity, includingroadbuilding, tiMer harvesting, andhousing 

construction. 
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Changing patterns of salmon fishing activities before and after 

1962 do not appear to be as dramatic as land based activities during 

the same time period. Hmever, there have been significant changes. 

Figure 30 shows that fishing in the Yakutat area prior to 1962 by the 

key respondents was primarily concentrated in the river systems and 

associated sloughs of the Yakutat Forelands and the sloughs of the 

Malaspina Forelands. Fish were harvested by mans of set or drift 

gillnet on the Situk, Z&rnklin, Alsek and East Rivers. The Ankau 

lagoon, Sumitlakes andOphir Creek aswell as the Yakutat Bay Islands 

were also used by eight of the 13 key respondents who fished prior to 

1962. In addition four respondents mentioned thattheyusedupper 

Yakutat Bay andFJ.ussell Fiord,mstlywhileworkingwith canneryboats 

during 1930-1940. Three key respondents had camps on the northwest 

shore of Yakutat Bay along the Malaspina Foreland and one on the 

Kaliakh River north of Cape Yakataga (Fig. 30). The majority of the 

areas used were fished by mans set gillnet, drift gillnet or seine 

net. 

Since 1962, use of most of these areas by key respondents contin- 

ued, except for the significant decrease in subsistence use of Cphir 

Creek (see Chapter 6). Net fishing was limited to set gillnet 

fishing by regulation and limited entry set controls on the nmber of 

people fishing ccarmercially with set gillnets. Key respondents who 

carmercially fished salmn with gillnet have maintained similar sites 

since prior to 1962 and have expanded slightly to areas north of 

YakutataroundtheYahtse River near Icy BayandtheTsiuFtivernorth 

of Cape Yakataga. 
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The greatest overall change camas in the increased troll fishing 

in the ocean waters in Yakutat Bay and the Gulf of Alaska imn&iiately 

south of Yakutat. Many of the new residents who have arrived in 

Yakutat since 1962 were originally drawn to the area by wage mploy- 

ment qqortunities frm temporary projects. After the projects were 

catpletedmanyof the workers decided to stay andmake Yakutattheir 

bane. Manylookedto ccmercial fishing as a means to earn cash. 

Because of the difficulty in obtaining a gillnet permit and possibly 

the lack of familiarity with set gill netting, many of these newer 

residents began trolling for satin. The number of Yakutat residents, 

as well as fishers frm other areas of southeast Alaska, who are 

trolling for salmn is thought by local residents to have increased 

significantly inrecentyears. Local residents observed that trolling 

increased in the area when limited entry of the set gillnet fishery 

began and when sme of the river systems were closed after 1980. Of 

theYakutathouseholds sampled,one thirdof thehouseholds that 

mrcial fished during 1984, participated in the troll fishery. 

Wollers fishing the openoceanwaters catch salmn as theymigrate 

downthe coasttowardthe inlandwaters southandeastofcape 

Spencer. 
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TFVaNSpOIFATION AND ACCESS 

ToFISHANDWILDLIFEREsouw3Es 

This chapter provides a background description of historic and 

contemporary transportation used by Yakutat residents while accessing 

fish and wildlife resources. The chapter focuses on the development of 

roads in the area and changes that have resulted inpatterns ofmose 

hunting and transportationused for hunting and fishing. 

Prior to 1900 the Yakutat area was primarily inhabited by Tlingit 

Indians who lived in villages on major salmon streams along the Gulf 

coast. Settl-tswere saidtoexistonthe Be.ring,Kaliakh,Yahtse, 

Lost, Arhnklin, Italio, Alma, Alsek, and Doame rivers. Settlements also 

existed on the eastern shore of Yakutat Bay (& Laguna 1972:58-106). 

These year-round villages had ownership rights to specific areas nearby 

the village. Hunting or fishing was allowed in areas outside one's 

village or tribal area only with permission frcxn the appropriate tribe. 

The Tlingit traveled the length of the Yakutat Forelands by means 

of canoe in a series of rivers and lagoons imediately inland frcxn the 

breaking surfofthe Gulf of Alaska. These inland water ways all& 

safe travelfromYakutat:BaytoDry%ywithouthavingtobe subjected 

tounpredictableweatherandtheopenccean. RiversintheYakutat 

Forelandswere traveledbypushingthe canoe upstreamwithalongpole. 

Ocean travelbycanmwas also camon, especially inyakutat Bay during 
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seal harvest season. Travel by Yakutat residents on the ocean waters of 

the outer coast also occurred to the north, as far as the Copper River. 

The Tsimshian Indians were known to travel frm Northern British 

Columbia to Icy Bay to hunt sea otters, seal and trade cedar canoes. 

Life in these villages revolved around cycles that existed in 

nature and wre generally related to the availability of fish and 

wildlife. Many of the residents of these settlements traveled frcxn 

theirpexmanentor "winter banes" totemporarycamps as the seasons and 

cycles of wildlife dictated. The knowledge of the timingofnatural 

cycles made for efficient harvest of a variety of resources with a 

m.inimalamuntoftrans~rtationbecause tgnporarycaqswere estab- 

lished when the resource became available for harvesting. Travel far 

fran villages was not needed to harvest satin, since each village had 

itscwn sdlmon streams. Trading of fish and wildlife occurred between 

villages and tribes for specific resources, but each village was said to 

be largely self sufficient (de Laguna 1972). 

In 1903, F.S. Stimson of Seattle built a salmon cannery at the 

mdern site ofYakutatandconstructed arailroadfrmthecanneryto 

the Situk River near the village of Situk. Almbercanpanywas created 

to provide railroad ties and material for building docks and buildings. 

Because of these developrrents and encouragemnt frm missionaries, the 

Tlingit people began to mve fran the smaller dispersed villages to the 

rmdem site of Yakutat. By the mid-1920s the mre remte village sites 

had keen abandoned as winter village sites, but were still used as 

seasonal camps O&N- 1978:50). 

Franthe turnofthe centuquntilWorldWar 11,Yakutatmnained 

predanimntly a native fishing cczmunitysupplyingsalmoIltithe 
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canneries. Transportation in the area was primarily by boat, skiff, 

railroad, and an occasional float plane that land& in Monti Day. An 

additional fish-haul railroad was constructed on the Yakutat Forelands 

frcanthelikwe River to themuthof Dry Day. 

World War II helped change the transportation system of Yakutat. 

In 1940 construction began on an airbase at Yakutat and barracks were 

built that housed up to 8,000 soldiers, according to key respondents. 

Poadconstructionbqan in the areaof the airport and frmthe airport 

to "Cannon Beach" on the ocean. Aroadwas alsobuilt frcmthe airport 

to the village. Afte.r the end of World War II most of the military 

personnelleftandthevillagecontinuedprovidingsal.nmtothecannery 

bymeans of the railroad. Eventually a roadwas constructed that 

connected Yakutat to the Situk River, and the railroad ceased operation. 

C0NTEMPORARYTBANSP0RTATICNANDACCESSPATIERNSTOFISHAND 

Although the railroadis no longer a mde of transportation 

available for hunting, fishingor gathering in the Yahtatarea, the 

constructionofroadshasprovidedanewformofaccess to traditional 

harvesting sites aswell as to areas thatpreviouslyhad infrequent use. 

In 1962 the United States Forest Service (U.S.F.S.) began construction 

of Forest Highway #10 (F.H. #lo). &ginning at Mallot Avenue near the 

cannery site and the junctionof the airport road, the roadconstruction 

headed in a northerly direction through the flat forested area of the 

theyakutat Forelands for about8milesuntilitreachedtheupper 

waters of the Situk River (Fig. 17). This section of the road was built 
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in stages and timber was harvested frcm both sides of the road at a 

number of sites. In 1967 a bridge was built across the upper portion of 

the Sit&River androadconstruction continued ina southeast direction 

PdITallelingthemUntain range in the directionofthe Dangerous River. 

This portion oftheroadwas built inanmberof stages through the 

early 1970s and ended at the Dangerous River in 1973. Timber harvesting 

was not conducted along this sectionof the roadatthe timof 

construction. In 1975 a bridge was constructed over the Dangerous 

Fher,hmever, roadconstructionhas notcontinuedany further. 

Duringthistimeotherroads~~alsobeingconstructedinthe 

area. The Imt River Road (Fig. 17) was constructed by the U.S.F.S. in 

1968 andconnectedtheairprtroadto themuthofthe Sit&River. 

This road was upgraded in 1972 when the U.S.F.S. cut timber near Tawah 

Creek,halfwaybe&eentheairportandthe Sit&River. Also,the 

Colorado Gas and Oil Canpany constructed roads in the 1950s in an area 

bnediatelynortWestof the airport. 

In addition to roadbuilding, other forms of hunting and fishing 

access have been developed. The U.S.F.S. and the Alaska Department of 

Fish and Game (ADFM;) in the early 1960s constructed andimprovedsmall 

aircraft landing strips in sixareas ontheyakutat Forelands and 

eventuallybuiltcabins near these strips as shelters for hunters and 

fishers (Fig. 1). Inaddition to the increase inairaccess on the 

Yakutat Forelands, cmnercial jet flights fran Juneau and Anchorage 

beganproviding jet access toYakutatdai.ly franthenorthandthe south 

in the 1970s. 

Prior to 1962 and the construction of many of the roads now in 

Yakutat, highwayvehicleswe3ze usedonlybygov ernmmt agencies and a 
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few local individuals. One key respondent recalled that in the 195Os, 

vehicleswere so fewthatifapersonplanneda driveoutto the airFort 

(approximately 4 miles), wmd would spread around town and a full car 

cculdbe assuredeachtrip. Since the construction of the additional 

roads the nmber of vehicles used in the area has risen dramatically. 

Today mst households have scme fom of highway transportation. 

Residents of Yakutat continue to rely upcn boats as a major means 

of access for hunting and fishing. However, highway vehicles are alS0 

used, as are airplanes and off the road vehicles (Fig. 31). Approxi- 

mately 76 percent of randily selected households used a truck for 

hunting and fishing in 1984. Skiffs ware usedbynearly asmanyhouse- 

holds and off road vehicles and autos were used by nearly half of the 

households surveyed. ~argeenclosedboats,snawmachinesandairplanes 

wareusedby2OpercentorfeweroftheYakutathouseholds. Canbina- 

tions of various nudes of access are also occasionally used. A house- 

holdmayuseahighwayvehicletotransporta skifftoariverorthe 

ocean and then load an off-mad vehicle into a skiff for use at a beach 

area at the end of a skiff ride. 

Increasedaccess options have resulted inrmrepeople fran 

outsideYakutatfishingandhuntinginthe area. In 1984 there me 

approximately 30 rentalcars and trucks available intheyakutatarea 

which were normally rented by out of town fishers or hunters. 

Figum 32 lists areas aroundYakutatthatthe randanly sumeyed 

households felthadsignificantly increasedinuse sincetheyhave 

resided in Yakutat. For example, close to 50 percent of Yakutat 

housebldsmentionedtheSitukRiveras anareawhereusehas increased. 

The SitukRiverisnowroad comecbdbthatthemuthofthe river and 
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upstream, making fishing float trips a very popular activity. Because 

of this inexpensive andeasyaccess to the SitukRiver, and the 

resulting large number of people using the river for fishing, many 

Yakutat residents who have traditionally used the area for 

non-camrercialfishingnowreportthattheyoftenavoidthe area. 

camber&al fishing use activity along the Situk River and the increasing 

use by the sport fishery has often resulted in conflicts over use of an 

area and appropriate foms of transportation on the river. 

Other roaded areas also have experienced increaseduse for hunting 

and fishing. Use of the Ahmklin River, which is easily accessible by a 

roadneara sloughthatleads to the themuthof the river asell as 

upstream, was reported to have increased in years prior to 1984. Other 

areasshawingrecentincreasedusearealsoassociatedwithroad 

systems, with the exception of the Khantaak Islands which ware thought 

by survey respondents to be receivingmre use due to an increase in 

travelofboats to the area. 

UseofmadedandNon-roadedAreas 

For the puqose of understanding how mcdes of access to wild 

resources intheYaJmtatareahave changed, it is helpful to first look 

atinfomationavailableonmosehuntingontheYakutatForelands. 

Mooseisagocdresourcetoexamine for a nu&er of reasons. First, 

nmose in 1984 ware an extremely ~rtantresource toYakutatresidents 

intermsof~totalaveragepoundsofresaurcesthat~harvested. 

Of the156 pounds of landmamnals hanmteabythe averageYakutat 

household in 1984, 121 pounds was mse alone OQpmdix D). On the 

averagemoseprovidedaboutthesamnu&erof~offoodthatcoho 
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or king salmon provided to the Yakutat household. Second, since a 

successfulmose hunt and the resultant work required in transportation 

and preparation of the meat is usually a mmrable experience, it is 

possible to obtain accurate information frm respondents on areas used 

for moose harvests since the 1940s. Third,mose spend their entire 

lives on the Yakutat Forelands and have potential for being affectedby 

landbaseddevelwt. 

Figures 33, 34, 35 show the proportion of Yakutat households that 

haveused areas of the Yakutat Forelands formose hunting andhowthat 

proportionhas changedover the past22 years as aresultof road 

construction. TheYakutat Forelands areawas divided into three groups 

consisting of a total of 9 sub-areas (Fig. 27). These groups and 

sub-areas are as follows: 

A) Areas which are roaded. These areas extend one mile either 

side of the road. 

1) Airport area (#30) 

2) F.H. #10 to mile 9 (#28) 

3) F.H. #10 mile 9 to Harlequin Lake (#29) 

B) Areas~~canbeaccessedbyroads(roadconnectedareas). 

~connectedareasareareaswfiichdonothaveroadswithin 

their boundaries but are adjacent and accessible to areas 

whichdohave roads. The roadconnectedareas are accessed 

franroadedareasby~ansofhighwayvehiclesandaboatused 

to floatdownariver into the roadconuectedarea. 

1) Situk River (#9) 

2) Ahrnklin River (#8) 

3) Dangerous River (#7) 
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Cl Areas which are notconnectedto the Yakutatroad system. 

1) Italio River (#6) 

2) Tanis River (#3) 

3) Dry Jw (#a 

There aremany factors which can influence the numbers of residents 

using one of these areas for hunting or fishing during a specific time 

period, including aperson's histiryof involvmantin~cial 

fishing in the area, orownershipof a cabin. Hmever, as shownbelow, 

road access exerts a significant influence on the nmber of people using 

anarea. Fbadedareas (GroupAakcm) displaybmpatterns of use 

depending on the age of the road (Fig. 33). The older roads (like the 

akportandTawahCreek area) have stabilizedatalowbutfairly 

consistentlevelofuse since1962. Residents continw tohuutthe 

older roads but the relative proportion of the effort is Low (approxi- 

mately 15-25 percent of the households). Newlyroadedareas shcwa 

rapid increase of use formose huntingafterroadcmst.ruction. The 

two new segments of Forest Highway #lO increased in use fmn less than 

10percentofallhouseholdstoausethat isrwwappruaching6Opercent 

of all households (Fig 33). Manyofthe residents frmathesehcuseholds 

mentioned~yusuallyccmbinedotheractivitieswithmoosehunting 

whileusingthesemadedareas. 

Distinct fran roaded areas,areasperipheraltcrcadareas,but 

easilyaccessedbyroads (GroupBabve) have shcwnslightdecreases in 

the cam-unity use of those areas for mose hunting (Fig. 34). These 

areasoftencontain sites that have receivedlongtem, traditional use 

bylocalYakutatresidents. Anumberofkeyinformantsrecalledthat 

when Forest Highway #lO was il!onstructed moosehuntingshiftedawayfrQn 
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these more traditional areas because it was easier and mre convenient 

to hunt imediately alongside the road system. As shown in Figure 34, 

use of the AhrnklinRiverdecreased franabout percent to about20 

percent in a 20 year period, rebounding slightly in recent years. The 

Situk River fell franabcut45 percent to 25 percentinhouseholduse. 

In recentyears saw residents are beginning to returntomre 

traditional areas tohunt. 

Areas that are not presently connected to the YaJcutat mad system 

include the areas south of the Dangerous River to the Deception Hills 

(Fig. 35). Of these areas, the Dry Bay area shcws themstsignificant 

declineofuseformosethroughtin~, franabout percent to10 

percentusebyhouseholds. DryBayhasbeenandcontinuestobean 

extremelyilqqtant ccxnnercialfishingarea forYakutatresidents, and 

these fishing activities have prcvidedoppcrtunities for other resource 

harvesting such asmose hunting. Hover, visits to the area, 

especiallyduringthe fallnearxmose hunting season, are reportedto 

havedecreased inrecentyears. This is primarily due to changes in 

fishingpractices resulting i.nYakutatresidents spendinglesstim in 

and around Dry Bay in the 1980s than during the 1960s. The Tanis River 

areawhichis adjacenttoDry Bay has alsoexperienceda slight decrease 

inuse frcmapproximately10 to15 percent of the carmunityduring the 

195Os-1960s to 5 to 10 percent during the 197Os-1980s. This decline has 

alsocontributedtothedecreasein catmarcialfishingtime spentonthe 

AlsekRiverby Yakutatresidents. Moose huntingonthe ItalioRiverhas 

fluctuatedthroughtimewithanaverageofninepercentof Yakutat 

households using the area between 1955 and 1984. 
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Figure 36 depicts all areas on the Yakutat Forelands that were used 

for mose hunting by Yakutat residents before road construction of 

Forest Highway #lO (1952-62), and after road construction of Forest 

Highway #lO (1963-84). AsshowninFigure36,therehasbeen 

substantial increase in use of road areas brought on by road 

construction. These include areas around Forest Highway #lo, and the 

Dangerous River. Secondly, areas that are more easily accessed because 

of roadbuildingbutdonotactually contain roads have shown an overall 

decreased use, in part because the develo-t of a road system on the 

forelands has provided mre convenient access to other harvesting sites. 

These areas include the SitukandAhrnklinRiver areas. Third, useof 

non-roaded, non-road accessible areas also generally have decreased 

since the construction of roads along the forelands. These include Dry 

DayandtheTanis River. Asstatedabove,thedecreaseduseinsameof 

these areas is due to factors other than roads, suchas changing 

locations of came&al fisheries. 

Characteristics of Successful Moose Hunting 

The portion of camunity householdsusinganarea formcose hunting 

is one gauge for masuringthelevelofhuntingactivitybyaccmnunity 

inanarea. However, thismaasure does not provide informationonwhere 

hunters succeeded in harvesting nroose. In 1984, 56 percent of all 

households huntedmoseon theyakutat Forelands, thoughonly percent 

were successful. Table 7 shows the success ratebyareaontheyakutat 

Forelands by the randanly selectedgroupofhouseholds thatwere 

surveyed in 1984. InTable 7, theroadedandtheroadcomactedgroups 
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have been cmbinedandrepresentthe areas northof the Dangerous River. 

The non-roadedareas include the areas southof theDangerous River. 

TABLE 7. Moo!3zHrnmINGsuccEss mmPERHuNTERANDPExm~mm 
THE YAKUTAT FORELANDS 1984 (RAND@I SAMPLE, n = 50) 

Moose Moose 
Total Harvest per Square Harvested 

successful Households Hunting Miles -square 
Households Attempting Household of Area Mile 

Madedandroad 
connectedareas 2 20 .lOO 299 .0067 

Non-roaded 
areas 5 8 .625 262 .0190 

As shown inTable 7,huntersusingthenon-roadedareasofthe 

Yakutat Forelands had a higher success rate of mose harvests (.625 

mose per hunter) thanhunters using roadedandroadaccesible areas 

t.100 -se per hunter). Even thougheffort in the roaded and road 

connectedareaswasmchgreater , significantly more mose were 

harvested in the non-roaded areas in 1984.. The rate of success per 

theroadedareas. Thispatternof successwas reprtedbykey 

respondents tobe the general pattern for the recent past. 

Figure37showsthepercentofhouseImldsusingparticularmdesof 

access for mose hunting in 1984, broken out by level of success. 

Highwayvehicleswereusedby 54 percentofthe smple,butthismdeof 

access providedonly threepercentofthe totalmoseharvest (ahunter 

success rate of six percent). Other mdes of access we significantly 

more successful. Householdsusingai~@aneswere 82 percent successful, 
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households using boats 60 percent successfxl, while hunters using a 

cmbination of highway and boat access ware 25 percent successful. 

A similar pattern of success was found to exist when all successful 

moose hunters (both Yakutat residents and non-residents) were 

considered,basedonreturnedADF&Gmoosehuntingpennits in1984 

(Fig. 38). Hunters using highway transportation accounted for 13 

percentofallxmoseharvestedwhile those using airplane andboat 

transportation accounted for 50 percent and 26 percent, respectively. 

Those using off-road vehicles accounted for 11 percent of the harvest in 

1984. These trends seem to be consistent with patterns of successful 

mse hunts fran 1978-84 on the Yakutat Forelands (Fig. 39). Of mose 

taknduringthese seven years, 51 percentware takenbyplane, 28 

percentbyboat,15percentbyhighwayvehicle, and 8 percentby 

off-mad vehicle. Hunting by highway vehicles only accounted for 5 to 

26 percentofthemoseharvestedperyear. 

Changes in Access of Fish and Wildlife Resources 

other indicators of changing patterns of resource harvesting by 

Yakutatresidents are the changes that have taken place inmdes of 

transportation. Figure 40 illustrates how transportation used for noose 

hunting has changed since the early 1960s. The early 1960s was 

repeatedlymntionedbykey respondents as apointwhen considerable 

changesbegantakingplaceinthecammnityofYakutat. T?xdevel~t 

of the road, thenewpeople itbroughtinto town,andthe timber 

harvestingwhichbegan shortly after, all significantlyaffectedthe 

social,econanicandphysicalconditions inyakutat. As shm in 
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Figure 40, the percent of households using highway vehicles to hunt 

mose increased frm 36 parcent before 1962 to 60 percent after 1963. 

Use of airplanes increased fran 29 percent to 45 percent. In conrast, 

useofboats tohuntmose decreased fran64 percent to 45 percent. 

These figures represent the percentofhouseholds reporting use of this 

transportationmdeonany single year during the tw time spans. 

Prior to the onset of construction of Forest Highway #10 in 1963, 

residents did use highway vehicles to hunt for mose primarily around 

the airport area, representing the 36 percentofhouseholdsusing 

highway vehicles before 1962. Hcmwer, theportionusing thismde of 

transpox?ationhasnearlydoubledsincethattimasshominFigu.re40. 

At the sam time thepercentageusingboats or a canbinationofhighway 

vehicles andboats decreased. This decreasemaybe attributedto sms 

householdsshiftingovertomadhunting. It may also be attributed to 

newpeoplemwing into the area andbringingwith themhighwayvehicles 

which they may have used for hunting at their previous residence. Since 

mose arrivedinthearea,airplanes havebeenused foraccessingmose 

hunting areasontheyalmtat Forelands. Becauseofthebroad, 

hard-packed sandybeach alongmstof the shoreline and the nmous 

gravelbars onmanyof the rivers, there are numerous possible landing 

areas. In the early 1960s several gravel air strips were constructed, 

making the airplane aneffectivemans of access to a nmber mcose 

hunting areas. In recent years, various types of off-road vehicles have 

beenbroughttoYakutat, and these areused formanyresourcegathering 

activities includingmose hunting. Off-road vehicles are often used in 

canbinationwithroadvehicles during the fall andwintermnths and in 

place of highway vehicles x&zn the roads are closed because of snowfall. 

163 



CHAFTER6 

TIMBEXHARVESTINGANDUSEOFWILDLIF'EANDFISH 

HISTORYOFTIMEERHARVJXSTINGINTHEYAKUI!ATARFA 

Timber harvesting in theYakutatareadates back to the late 1800s 

when the !?wedishFreeMissionbuilta small sawmill in the cmnunity. 

Wood products were used locally for building construction, docks, and 

eventually railroad ties which provided over-land access fmn the Situk 

River to theYakutatcamery. Smallscaleselectiveloggingoccurred 

along the shoreline in the imwdiate areaofYakutataswoodwas needed 

for local construction through the first half of the 20th century. 

It was not until the mid 1950s that clearcut harvesting and export 

0ftimberbegannearYakutat. The firstclearcuts occurred just north 

of Yakutatnear BrokenOar Cove eastofwhatis presently known as 

Sawmill Cove (Fig. 41). Between 1952 and 1976 a total of 117 million 

board feet of timberwas clearcut franunitedstates Forest Service 

(U.S.F.S.), lauds within a five mile radius of Yakutat (City of Yakutat 

1983). Since the land is relatively flat in the area, timber was 

remvedinrectangularblocks. An additional 30 million board feet of 

timber was also rmmed m State lands imwdiately outside the village 

area of Yakutat during the 1970s. 

~rerecentlytinberharvestinghas occurred between 1983 and 1985 

on U.S.F.S. lands at two locations 9 and 12 miles northeast of Yakutat 

off of Forest Highway #lO. Additionalcuts areplannedinthese sarw 

areasintheimediatefuture. The U.S.F.S. is presently developing 
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numerous alternatives that propose various levels of timber harvesting 

for the Yakutat Forelands. Sme of the proposals involve roading and 

timber harvesting along the entire 50 mile distance of the Forelands 

fmnYakutattoDry Bay. Tixrbrharvestinghas alsobegunonYakutat 

village corporation land just north of Broken Oar Cove and is planned 

north along the shoreline tc Redfield Cme and as far as Humpback Creek 

(Fig. 41). 

Clearcutlogginghas also occurred on State land thirty miles 

northw;estofYakutatbetweenIcyBayandCapeYakataga. Icggingcamps 

were established in the area in the mid 1960s and cuts have occurred 

through the 1970s and 1980s mving north up the coast fmn Icy Bay 

tcward cape Yakataga. Timberharvestinghasoccurredontheonetotm 

mile strip of forest that is found bet the steep cliffs of the 

RobinscnMountainsandtheGulfofAlaska. 

Until1983mstofthe timber harvesting intheyakutatarea 

occwredwithinasixmileradiusof~camnrnitycenter(withthe 

excepticnof the Icy Bay operation). Since 1983 the cutting has spread 

to a distance of 12 miles. Considerable portions of landhave been 

clearcut in these areas of close proximity to Yakutat, however, thfz 

entire Yakutat Forelands has not to datewperiencedextmsivelogging 

activities as have other cannunities insoutheastAla,ska suchasKlawcck 

on Prince of Wales Island or Kake on Kupreanof Island. It is therefore 

important to note that the types and the scale of relationships 

described inthe foll.cwing section is relative to the scaleofharvest- 

ingthathas occurredtodate. Canpariscnsofthese relationshipswith 

cammities thathaveexperienceddifferentlevels of cuttingwould 

provide additional infomationonthe significanceofthese findings and 
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an insight into cumulative effects of clearcut logging on uses of fish 

and wildlife. 

Whilethereremain s a continuing need for more data on biological 

impacts of clearcut logging on wildlife and fisheries of southeast 

Alaska, a considerable amount of information is available for considera- 

tion in land use decisions (Sigman 1985). The scope of this report does 

not allow a detailed discussion of the biological impacts of clearcut 

logging on particular fish and wildlife spxies, hmever brief sumnaries 

are provided in the discussion below. Each of these sumnaries is 

foll& by information gathered frun these sampled households 

concerning relationships for particular resources between clearcut 

logging and-sting activities for particular resources in the 

Yakutalzarea. The effects of road construction, while mentioned here, 

have been covered in the previous section. 

Considerable information is available on the relationship of 

old-grmth forests andwinter sumivalofdeer (LeopldandBarrett 

1972, Blcun 1978, Barrett 1979, Schoen and Wallm 1979, Wallnm and 

Schoen 1980, Schoen et al. 1981, Alaback 1982, Rose 1982, Kessler 1982 

Kirchhoff et al. 1983, Hanley et al. 1983, Schoen et al. 1984). MDst of 

this research was conducted inthenorthernlimitsofthedeer'snatural 

range,the islandareasofsoutheasternAla&a. Deerarenotnativeto 
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the Yakutatarea butwere transplanted to theyakutat Forelands during 

1937. Deer populations increased slowly near Yakutat until the harsh 

winters of the early 1970s reduced their numbers and in 1981 deer 

huntingwas closed in the area. The few deer that remain are located 

nearYakutatE!ay conce.ntratedprimarilynearEleanor Cove andon 

offshore islands duringwintermnths,where a few survive the deep 

winter snowinthe forestedbeach fringe. As documnted inchapter 4, 

deer do not contribute substantially to the pattern of subsistence 

harvests ofYa.lmtatresidents. 

Mountain Goat 

population andhabitatuse studies ofmuntaingoathave been 

conducted in southeast Alaska near Juneau (Schoen 1978, Fox 1979, 1982, 

Schoen et al. 1980, Schoen and Kirchhoff 1982), Haines (Hundertmark et 

al. 1983) and Ketchikan (smith 1982, 1983, 1985). This research deter- 

minedthatcontraryto the canmnperceptionthatmuntaingoatsspend 

most of their lives above treeline,'in fact, forestedhabitats are used 

bygoatsthroughouttheyear. Mountain goats use the forest occasion- 

ally in suxmar mnths for protection frun wet, windy other or for 

relief frmheatand insects. Inareasofheavywetsnws,gcatswere 

found to winter alnmstexclusively on forested slopes which typically 

were amprised of ccxmBsrcialvolumetimber. Forested lower elevations 

or southerly exposures are consideredparticularly criticalwintering 

sites (Smith 1985). 

Vehicle traffic and noise have been docmsntedasbeingdisturbing 

ti goat behavior and potentially interferingwith reproductive behavior 
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by separating nannies and kids and increasing susceptibility to preda- 

tion, in studies in the F!cckyMountains. Abandommtof summar range 

and increased mrtality have been dccumentedas impacts attributable to 

caps and roading within 2 lcn of goat habitat (Foster and FLahs 1983). 

Roadaccess has thepotentialofcausingoverharvestofgoat 

populations. Femalegoatsare particularlytiedtoahatlerange. 

Elimination of females frcan a high value range can result in no goats 

inhabiting an area for many years (Chadwick 1973). F@ads can also 

bisectgoat mvementandrestrict traditionalhabitatuse. Researchhas 

sham that goat populations decline as a result of over exploitation of 

mountaingoatsherds,inassociationwithincreasedroadaccessinto 

formerly unroaded areas (Foster 1977). 

IntheYakutat cannunity subsistence use areas (see Chapter 41, 

timberharvestingnearIcyBayhasraTwedknowntimberedwintering 

sites for the local muntain goat population (Smith and Reynolds 1977). 

Yakutatkey respondents have reported thattheynolonger hunt mountain 

goats near Icy Bay as they did lo-15 years ago. Until the 1970s in the 

late sumwand fall,groups 0fYakutathunters travelledbyboator 

occasionally by airplane 30 miles northwest up the coast to Icy Bay. 

They hunted for goats along the cliffs and mountains that surround the 

bay (Fig. 22). Ekcause ofthelengthof the tripandthe tirnt and 

energyexpendedtoreachtheareas~~goatsarefound,thegroupsof 

hunters hamestedmre than one goat each. Themeatwas brought back to 

Yakutatandusedforfoodand~hide~processedbylocal~and 

madeintoblanketsaudclothing. 

Whenloggingbegan in the IcyBayarea inthelate 1960s andearly 

197Os, camps wre established and roads m.re built near the areas where 
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huntinghadtakenplaceby Yakutat residents. Key respondents reported 

that they stoppedhunting in the areabecause of the increased activity 

and nmberofpeople, and the destructionoftheirhuntingcmps. Roads 

~econstructedandtimberwasrenoved~thesidesofthe~~~ins 

creating easier access to land based rotor vehicles to the cliffs where 

goatswere hunted. because of the increased pressure on goat popula- 

tions by the newly established logging camps and the increased access, 

thebaglimitwasloweredfran~toonegoatperhunterbytheAlaska 

Departmntof Fish and- (ADF&G). TheYakutathunterswhohad 

continuedtohuntthe Icybayareadespite the increasedactivityand 

competition in the area soondiscontinuedusingthe areabecause of the 

reducedbaglimits, according tokeyrespondents. "It's justnotworth 

theizilneand expense tohunt for goats inIcyE3aywhenyou'reonly 

allowed to take one", one key respondent ccmmnted. The last time he 

hadhunted in the IcyBayareaswas in the early197Os. 

Closer toyakutat, roadbuildingasscciatedwithti&erhamesting 

activityhasaffected~~goath~~gin~Brabazon~~~. 

IWmtaingoathuntingduringlate sulmrbylocal~residentsoccurred 

upland fran the Yalmtat Forelands during the 1920s to the 194Os, 

accordingtorespondents. Yakutatresidents fishingonthe river 

systemsoftheYalcutatForelandstookperiodicbreaksfranfish~and 

traveled several days upstreamto the BrabazonMuWains on footorby 

canoe tohuntgoats alongmuntainridges. -mea&hides, andother 

useablepartswerepaclcedoffthemcxlntainandfloated~riverto 

fish campandlater brought to the canmmity. 

Airstrips built on the Yalmtat F&elands in the 1950s made access 

tothe~~~areas~reconvenient,butdidnotcausealarge 
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increase in hunter pressure or a decrease in the goat population 

according to key respondents. By the mid-1970s Forest Highway #lO was 

constructed frcmYakutatto HarlequinLakewhichis adjacent to the 

Brabazon Muntains (Fig. 21). Since that tim, local resident, State 

residentandoutof State hunters, drive approximately 31miles of road 

to Harlequin Lake, take a skiff acmss the lake, and have access to the 

cliffs and ridges where goats are found. This increase of access has 

contributed to increasedhunterpressure onlocalgoatpopulations. 

During 1984, it became necessary to close the area to goat hunting six 

weeks early because ofhighhunting success. 

Moose 

studies by merr (1983, 19851, Huntermark et al. (19831, and Craig- 

head et al. (1984) have indicated that certain coniferous forest stands 

are anessentialcmponentofmosewinterrange in southeastAlaska. 

Forests areused for calving areas , shade framthe sun, feeding sites, 

andmigratorycorridorswhendeepsnm acczmdates in open areas. 

Mooseb- is generally found along large river systems or in 

areas of early plant succession me suitable forage such as willow is 

present. Research indicates thatifhighqualitybmwseis limitedin 

anarea,yaungclearcutswithhighunderstoryproductionmayprovide 

additional foraging areas formoseduring spring, fall, andwinter 

periodswithlcm snow fall Inareas studied, clearcutsupto 30 years 

of age were used for foraging. However, during deep snow conditions 

bmwse inclearcutswasunavailableandmose selectedspruce river 

terrace forests, riparian shrub stands, andold-growth forests (Doerr 
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1983). InYakutatduringlatewinterswithhigh snow accumulations, 

mose tracks indicate highuse of old-growth timber stands for browsing 

or resting and avoidance of open areas (B. Dimeford, pers. ccmn.). 

Clearcutswithusablebrowse are generally short lived since conifer 

seedlings are quick to establish as even aged stands in the openings and 

eventually shade out usable forage. 

Studies todate strongly indicate forestedwinter range is 

essential to n-case during heavy snow falls (H undertmark et al. 1983, 

Doerr 1985). Ioss of certain forest habitats could be detrimantal, 

especially tomoose populations thathavelimitedavailablewinter 

range. EvenontheYakutatForelandswfierelimitedtimberharvesting 

has occurred,mosepopulations declineddrasticallyduringthe early 

1970s when severe winters brought heavy snows (Fig. 29). 

Aconcern~rthe~~hedLthof~roosepopulationwas 

ccmmn amngresidents interviewed. Sanre residents reported that 

clearcuts to date have not directly hpacted their mose hunting since 

many of the areas they have traditionallyusedhave notbeenphysically 

alteredbyanytypeofdevelopmnt. Proposalsforadditionaltinber 

harvesting,~ver,frequentlybroughtoutco~~averimpactsto 

habitat and measuresthatmightbenecessarytomaintainorrebuildthe 

perceived fragile moose ppulation. 

Most hunters usednatural openings in the foresttohuntforrrcose. 

These includedrivercorridors,mskegs, andbeach flatswbarethe 

huntercouldobserveanareafranaconsiderabledistanceandhavean 

~~~shotshoulda~setravelthroughthearea. Thelarge 

clearings created franrecentloggingwere notused formosehunting 

very frequently- Residents did mzntionthattheywulddri. througha 
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clearcutoccasionally to see if anwsewas aroundbutthey seldm spent 

much tim in these areas waiting. This was primarily due to the 

repxtedinfreguentoc currence of a mose walking through a clearcut. 

Hunters felt that mose had a difficult time traveling through the brush 

and slashcontained in the cuts. The brush and slashalsodiscouraged 

hunters looking for areas that were easy andquietto travel in and 

contained good sight distance for a "clean shot". 

Areas that wzre clearcut in the late 1950s were not used for mose 

hunting because the 25-30 year second growth forest grew back densely 

and was difficult to see or travel through. Examples of these areas 

include areas clearcutduring the195Os between SamillCove andyakutat 

(Fig. 41). 

Moose population dynamics andlocalhuntingpatterns inyakutat 

havebeendetailedpreviouslyinchapter4. Keyrespondentsinterviewed 

inyakutatfelt themose population on the Yakutat Forelandswas 

fragile. Theyhadwitnessed the steadypopulationgrowthofmose 

through the 1950s to the 1960s and then a rapid decline in the early 

1970s which brought a closure of hunting for four years (see Chapter 4). 

This closure was difficult for Yakutat residents wIm had incorporated 

mose hunting into the ccmmnity's seasonal cycle of subsistence 

activities over that20-year period. Due to thelocalclosure, 

residents didwithoutmose or traveledgreaterdistances byboatup the 

coasttohunt. Asmentionedpreviously, the open ocean conditions north 

and southofYaJmtatare consideredparticularlydifficult for small 

skiff travel. WhiletbaYakutatForelandsarenmagainopentomoose 

hunting, currently hunting success is significantly greater in 

non-roadedareasmre distantfranthe cannunity, as detailedabove. 
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Many long term residents have seen large changes in the populations of 

moose in the area during the past 20 years, although it is difficult for 

them to point to one factor as being responsible. Factors which were 

mentionedas dixectlyor indirectly contributingtothe decline ofmose 

include: themanagenm~tof themose population,weather (suchas heavy 

snow falls), changes inthelandandmoose habitat, roadbuilding, and 

logging activities. Many hunters did agree thatthemosepopulation 

was nowtenuous andthatadverse effects onthepopulation shouldbe 

minimized. 

BrownandBlackBeax 

I&ear& inBritishColtiiahas indicated that intensive forestry 

practices andother hunan factorsmaybe contributing to adecline in 

brownbearpopulations incoastalEwitishColu&ia (Russell1974; Smith 

1978) . Bmbearsuse forested stands alongrivers during satin runs 

as cover and for harvesting other foods including salmnberries, devils 

club berries, and currants. Many den sites~~areconstructed inthnber 

standsbyexcavatingunderlargedia~~textrees. Clearcutsareusedby 

bmwnbearsbutnotas frequently as timberedareas (SchomandBeier 

1983). 

~renrwaloftimberhasbeenfoundtoremovehidingcaverfor 

bears (Black et al. 1976) and to inhibit growth of same berry producing 

shrubs (Mealey et al. 1977). As an area is developed for timber 

harvesting,madaccessmay initially ixrease hunter success, and also 

increasebearrmrtality franillegal hunting and "problembears" near 

accumulations of human garbage. 
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Both brown and black bear populations can be threatened by these 

factors. Homver, a study conducted on Mitkof Island observed a prefer- 

ence for young clearcuts by black bears. The growth of forbs and shrubs 

increases food supplies especially in south facing clearcuts during the 

springmgreenplants are available and late smmx when berries are 

available. This preference occurs in the early stages of the regrmth 

cycle. Canopy closure ccxmonly occurs after 15 to 25 years, and the 

resultant even-growth stand that replaces the clearcut significantly 

reduces food supplies (Erickson et al. 1982). 

Black bears often den in large hDllow logs, especially if soil 

conditions are shallaw,wetandnotsuitable forexcavatingdens. 

Clearcutloggingoftenleaves large hollow logs suitable for den sites. 

However, after these eventually decay, hollow logs are not available in 

a second-growth stand for several hundred years (Erickson et al. 1982, 

Hanson 1982, Hanson and Doerr 1982). 

InYalmtat,residents intemiewed in this studygenerallyhadnot 

observed significant changes inopportunities tohamestbears during 

the past30 years, theperiodwhen timberharvestinghas gram in scale. 

Hunan-bear conflicts have increased with develwt, primarily due to 

garbage, which is often available at construction sites. Bears are 

killedtoprotectpropertyorensurepublic safety. A fewkey 

respondents felt brown bear populations wre higher than desired levels 

and shouldbe contmlledby increasing thebaglimitabove the present 

limitofonebeareveryfouryears. 
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Furbearers 

Little information is available describing the response of fur- 

bearer populations to habitat alterations or disturbances that result 

frcmck!arcutkgging. Logging is known to reduce prey species avail- 

able for furbearers because of reduced diversity and food production in 

regrowth stands, -travelof furbearers 

increasedmrtalitythrough increased trapper 

(Woolington 1984). 

ResearchineasternCanadaandMinnesota 

becauseofslash,and 

access by roads 

has found that alteration 

of forests through clearing by logging or fire has resulted in declines 

ofmarten, a furbearer that primarily inhabitsmature forests (Marshall 

1951, de vos 1952, Mech and Rogers 1977). Martenpopulations have been 

found to be less abundant in secondgrowth stands than inmature forests 

(de vos 1952). Researchers have documntedreductions inredbackedvole 

populations, amain food source formarten ,inclearcutareasandsecond 

growth stands (Clark and &mpbell 1977). 

Beaverpondsareimportanthabitatforo~furbearerssuchas 

mskrat,mink, otter, andmlves, andprovide rearinghabitatfor coho 

salmn,cutthroat,DollyVardenchar,andsteelhead. The construction 

ofroadscancausesedimentationinbeaverpondsandalterthis 

important habitat (Bryant 1984). 

Inrecentstudies in southeastAlaska, landotterswere found to 

avoid clearcuts for travel routes, burrowsandnataldens. The 

conversion of mture forests into second-growth forest is thought to 

remveimportantbreedingandburmwinghabitat. Loss of this habitat, 

especially along river and ocean shorelines, is tight to have an 
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adverse impact on reproduction of otter populations (Larson 1983, 

Wcclington 1984). 

IntheYakutat ccxmnmityresource use area, trapping has occurred 

in forested areas primarily along river systems, ocean beaches and mad 

corridors formink,martin, landotter andmlf (see Chapter 4). None 

of the trappers contactedpresentlyuse areaswhichhadkeenclearcut. 

Trappers avoidedclearcuts andareas nearconstructionorlogging 

activities. They felt these areas would be less likely to have 

furbearers traveling through than a more remte forested area. Prior to 

roadsbeingbuiltinthe area, trappersusedoceanshorelines andriver 

banks to set traps. Trappers in 1984 used mads built for logging to 

access forestedaxeaswhen settingtraplines. One trapperwhcusedthe 

mad systemwas ccncernedabut"wipingout" scme areasifmre people 

startedtrappingagainandconcentratedalong the convenient road 

corridor. Because of fur prices the participation in trapping in the 

YaJmtatareais presently law. 

BiolcgicalandPhysical Changes onFisheries 

Pecent scientific investigations conducted in southeasternAlaska 

and the Pacific Northwest on the effects of logging on fish have 

documntedanuml2er ofphysicalchanges to streamhabitatwhichcan 

occur as a result of specificlcggingpractices. These changes can 

alter the survival rateof salmnidpcpulations. Little researchhas 

been conducted specific tc the Yak&at area investigating clearcut 
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logging and fisheries, so impacts mtioned are potential effects and 

are generalized frcm research throughout the region. Both negative and 

positive effects on fisheries by nearby clearcut logging have been 

docmanted. Saneofthechangesthathaveoccurredwithinstreams 

associatedwithloggingactivities include changes in: stream flow, 
. sedmmtation, water temperature, water quality size of rearing habitat, 

growth rates of fish, egg and fry survival and adult survival rates. 

For a detailed discussion of these potential changes refer to "The 

Impacts of Clearcut Iogging on the Fisheries Resources of Southeast 

Alaska" by S&wan, Elliott and Edgington of Alaska Departmsnt of Fish 

and Cam, edited by Sigma in 1985. 

ChangesObsemedbymcalResidents 

ManyoftheresidentsinterviewedpointedtoOphirCreekasan 

exqle of fisheries degradationwhich they felt can resultfrantimber 

harvesting, roadbuilding, andother developnentactivities. These 

impacts of development were not totally understood before,projects 

began, andmighthavebeenavoided. OphirC~~eekmsapmductivesalmm 

streamthatwasused e.xtensivelybyYal&xtresidents atleastsince the 

early 1900s. Because of its easy walking distance fran the village site 

andabundanceofsockeyeandco~sa~n,itwasani~subsistence 

fishing area. 

The headwaters 0fCphirCreekoriginate southeast of Sawnill Cove 

inanareathatmsloggedinthelate195Os. Southofthisareathe 

watexshedkeginstocanbineinto sxnalltributaries. Eventuallythese 

waterwaysbecaneas~llcreek,whichflawsthraughlandthatwaslogged 
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in the mid-196Os, and then runs adjacent to a trailer camp and lodge 

constructed during the mid-1970s. beyond this, the creek flows through 

aculvertunderneaththea~~roadandbe~~areascutinthe 

early 1970s. The creek continues through flat forested terrain for twc 

miles and empties into a pond system called Sumit Lakes before draining 

into ocean waters (Fig. 41). The distance of the creek system is about 

five miles. 

Since the 1920s key respondents reported fishing the creek through 

the summer months and late into the fall for a variety of satin. 

Sockeyesalmnweretakenduringearlysmner mnths. During the fall, 

alaterunofscckeye salmnwas available alongwithccho salmn. 

These late run fish, called "red fish", were highly desired because of 

their special flavor. Because0phj.r Creek is clear, slowmving, and 

shallcw, selectivehamestingwith spearswaspossible. Fisherswere 

prcficientatselecting and spearing salmnwithaminimlamuntof 

damage to the edible flesh. Thiswas the fishingpatternonthe river 

systm through the 1960s. 

During the stunner of 1968 it was noted that portions of the creek 

driedup, andduringwbterwaterlevels remaimdverylcw. Periodic 

luwwabar conditionshaveprevailed since that time. Cmquently, 

salmnpcpulations have declined in the creekdue to loss of spawning 

habitatandwinterrearingareas. In 1984 people ccntinued to fish 

Ophix Creek, especially for "red fish", however, the creek no longer 

pmvidedthe number of salmn that Yalmtatresidentshadpreviously 

*p=ded upon. In 1984, most of the salmm used in Yalcutat househclds 

cam2 fran the Situkor Icst Rim systems 0rYWtatBay. 
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The cause or the causes of the change in water level and resulting 

loss of salmon is not wall unde.rstood or agreed upon amng various 

observers. Bishop (1970) concluded that the bedrock in the entire area 

was in the process of uplifting as a result of post glacial rebound. 

The upliftloweredthewater table anddecreased streamflow. In 

addition, the uplift cut off certain streams connecting Ophir Creek to 

the AnkauLagoon system leading to the ocean, blocking the passage of 

scam2 salmnto thecreekandrestrictingtheuseofthelake area for 

rearing satin. George Plafkerof the U.S. Geological Survey reported 

the onlywaytomeasure gradualuplift intheOphir Creek area, is frcm 

a tide gage located near Yakutat. Meammwnts franthis guageovera 

36 year period (1940-1976) indicated a lowering of sea level 0.8 ft, for 

an average of 0.022 feet per year. Heindicatedthatthischangewas 

probably aminor factor inmdificationofthe coastal area. However, 

he speculatedthatsudden tectnonic upliftaccaapanyingmajor 

earthquakes such as the 1899 event, may have a major impact on river 

gradients (Plafker 1983). 

Iocal residents attribute reduced stream~flow to changes in the 

patternsof snowmeltinthewatershedofophircreekduetologging. 

TheYakutat Forelands canreceiveupto 300 inches of snowduringheavy 

snowwinters (averaging 209 inches). Saneof the snmthatfalls in 

forested areas is intercepted by tree canopies, but mch of the heavy 

wetsnowaccmulates on the forest floor. Spring andsumner sunlight 

andwamingtemperaturesbeginmeltingthese largequantitiesofstired 

water. local residents have observed thatunforestedareas are the . 

first to be totally void of snow as the sImmerprogresses. Underthe 

shade of forests, the melt period is extendedlate inti the sumsr 
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ItKmths. These observers believe that delayed melting and run off are 

critical for providing adeguate water levels during salmn migrations in 

late smmermnthswhen streams aretypicallydrier. mchof the upper 

watershed of Ophir Creek was clearcut during the 1950s and 1960s. Local 

observers report that snow melt is running off earlier than it would 

under forestedconditions, and that the necessarywaterlevels are not 

possible later in the summarwhenthesalmnareattemptingtospawn. 

Other activities in the Ophir Creek watershed also may be 

contributingtothelower stream flow, accordingtolocalobsemers. 

The airport road crosses Ophix Creek approximately tm miles upstream 

frQn SuMIlit Lakes. The culvert under the mad surface, because it is 

higher than the creekbed, dries upduringlowwater situations and 

blocks fishnuvement. Thishasledtoproblems,primrilyduringthe 

early spring,whenwaterlevels reminlowand juvenile salmonare 

attemptingtomigrate downstreamto rear inthelakeor theocean. 

During the 197Os, ADF&G personnel physically carried juvenile fish frm 

one side of 

Blockage of 

constructed 

watershed. 

the road to the other because of this drainage problem. 

the watershed is also attributed to Forest Highway #lo, 

during1963,onthenorthwestern fringes of the0phi.r Creek 

Key informantsquestionedthe ability of the numerous 

culvertsplacedunderthisroadtocarrythewaterload,whichis 

substantial in the area. Inthearea,waterappearstobeflowingso 

diffusely that no major tributaries are visible. However, large areas 

seemtobe transporting surfacewater. Residents felt that roads built 

through an area of diffuse water flow, will retain or divert water even 

with rmerous culverts. 
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In addition to road building, recreational and housing develo-t 

along the creekmay have reduced stream flow, according to local 

observers. In the early 197Os, a lodge and trailer camp were built 

adjacent to the creek. Wells were drilled, upstream creek bed gravel 

reamed, and pits dug to extract fill material. Concurrently, a gravel 

operationwas establishednearbywfiichdrewgrmuzdwatertowashrock. 

These activities possibly diverted sane of the Ophir Creek headwaters, 

contributing to the lowwaterproblem. 

Thequalityofwater intheOphirCreekwatershedhasdkn.inishedas 

wellaccordingtolocalobsemers. The lodge and trailer camp adjacent 

to the creekhavehaddifficultyproperlytreating sewage andmonitoring 

agencies have reported sewage entering the stream. Asortingyard for 

timber operationswas constructed on one of the original clearcut areas 

near Sawmill Cove. Waterfmnthisarea,intheupperwatershedof 

ophir creek, drains into ophir creek. Ieachates frm freshlycutdebris 

can be toxic to sa~nids. Thecitylandfillis also located in the 

upper watershed area. 

Iocalobservers concur thatnaturallychangingland forms frm 

glacial rebound are mdi*ing water drainage in the Yakutat area. Iocal 

residents also have observed man-made changes which cumulatively could 

be adetrimntto the fishhabitatof0phi.r Creek. These include tinber 

harvesting (clearcutlogging), log storage, roadbuilding,well 

drilling, gravel extraction, waste disposal and housing construction. 

They consider these develwts tobeacceleratingandexagerating 

naturalchangesoccurringinthewatershed. CphirCreekhasbecomean 

example for residents of resource declines apparently associated with 

ckarcutloggingandotherdevelapnents. Many residents are hesitant to 
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allow similar activities to occur elsewhere on the Yakutat Forelands 

until the situation at Ophir creek is fully understood andcorrected. 

Other changes in fishing patterns have occurrednear Yakutat in 

specific areas in association with logging and road construction 

according toreqondents. Ingoing along the shoreline has rermved wind 

barriers frmcoves,exposingthemto slmms and reducingthevalueof 

the cove for an anchorage. Key respondents wIm used ocean waters for 

mnnercialfishingreportedthatthis has occurredamundBrokenOar and 

Sawnill Cove. 

Fishers have reported that changes in fishery resources have 

occurredat SawmillCove in asscciationwithlogging. Two types of 

changeshavebeenreported. First, because of shipping activity and 

logs in the water, the cove is physically more occupied and not as 

available for fishing activities. Second, sama residents reported 

having decreased fishing success in the area. Other residents reported 

nochanges inpatterns of fishingbefore andafter the transfer site 

began operation. Saw fishers report that shrimp, herring, and salmon 

are no longer harvested at levels fran Sawmill Cove as they were prior 

to the establishmmtof the transfer facility. Sane trollers who 

previously fished the Sawmill Cove area reported first observing a 

decline in the amunt of herring and other "feed fish" visible in the 

water; subseguently, adeclinewas observed intheircatchof salmon. 

Herring spawn on kelp in Sawmill Cove area as well as the entire island 

areaisdlsoreportedtohavedecreasedinrecentyears. 
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For generations residents of the Yakutat area have lived frcm the 

surrounding land, harvesting fish, wildlife, and plants. The area 

supported numerous different villages and many people. As documented in 

this report, mdern day residents, while fewer in number, continue to 

live close to the land and depend upon the abundant fish and wildlife 

resources they have inherited fmn their ancestors. To a person not 

familiarwithYakutatandits people,mchof the land of the areamay 

appear as wilderness, uninhabited and unutilized by human beings. As 

shmbythemaps of this reportthisis far frcmtrue. Frm Dry Bay to 

Cape Suckling, along the coast and inland, the land is used for its 

wealth of fish and wildlife. For the mst part, the habitat remains 

unaltered with the ability to perpetuate a sustained harvest of 

renewable resources. Residents of the area have developed econmic 

strategies that utilize many of these resources, allowing for involve- 

ment in both market activities and subsistence activities. The result 

is a mixed subsistence-cash econcsny that is based on the harvest of 

readily renewable fish and wildlife both for cash and for hme use. 

Non-ccmnercial harvests of local fish and wildlife in Yakutat are 

substantial, an average of 369 pounds per capita in 1984 the highest 

recorded to date in the southeast region. But hunting and fishing are 

mre than just econcmic pursuits for residents of Yakutat. The Alaska 

Native residents have developed a culture that is spiritually tied to 

the land and the resources that it provides. In many wavs these ties 

184 



are integral to the continuance of their culture. Non-Native people. 

have mved to the area, many seeking a life that also allows them to 

becane connectedwithnaturalprocesses and the surrounding land, 

suggesting that similar needs exist for these people as well. 

The following general conclusions can be made frm research results 

presented in this report: 

- The harvesting of local fish and wildlife resources continues to be 

a stable andprimary focus of theyakutateconq. The econcq is 

based on a cmbination of commercial and subsistence harvesting of 

fish and wildlife. 

- Yakutat residents harvest a wide breadth of different fish and 

wildlife resources franthewaters and theuplands between the 

Deception Hills near Dry Bay, north to Cape Suckling. 

- The average household harvested 1,105 pounds of fish and wildlife 

during 1984 or 368 pounds per household amber. 

The 50 households randanly sampledwere canposedof a total of150 

residents ranging frcm infants to 80 year olds. Over two-thirds of 

sumeyed samplehad fishedandoverone-thirdhadhuntedduring 

1984. 

the sumeyedhouseholds inYakutat, harvested 

lo-37 different wild resources during 1984. Over seventy differ- 

ent types of fish and wildlife resources were harvested by resi- 

dents during 1984, representing over 150 different species. 
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- On the average fish represented 57 percent of the total harvest, 

land mamnals 14 percent (moose was 78 percent of the land mamnal 

weight), shellfish 12 percent, and the remaining 17 percent was 

divided between marine plants, marine mmmals, berries and plants, 

andbirds. 

- Fish and wildlife resources were shared and distributed widely 

throughout the cmmuni ty. For example dungeness crab was harvested 

by 40 percent of Yakutat households but used by 90 percent, shrimp 

was harvested by 18 percent and used by 86 percent, and moose was 

harvested by 22 percent and used by seventy percent of Yakutat's 

households. 

- Use of local wild resources by Yakutat residents was ccmnon through- 

out the cmmunity. Over 90 percent of the households used shell- 

fish, s&n, other fish, and berries and plants. Over fiftil 

percentusedland mxmals, birds and eggs, and marine mamals. 

- Households interviewed had used areas during their lifetimes 

ranging 200 miles along the coast of the Gulf of Alaska frm the 

Deception Hills near Dry Day, northwest to Cape Suckling, and 

inland to the St. Elias Mountains. Afterdividingthis larqeuse 

area into 30 sub-units it was det ermined that; 5 subunits were used 

bymre than 60 percent of theYakutathousehold.s, 8 sub-units were 

used by 31-60 percent of the households, and 17 &units were used 

by 30 percent or less of the households, for hunting, fishing or 

gathering. 

- The construction of Forest Highway #lO in 1963 provided increased 

access to larger portions of the Yakutat Forelands. Since its 

construction, a large percentage of residents have used the road 
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system for hunting and fishing, in scaw cases abandoning mre 

traditional areas. 

- The road system, and areas it leads to, also has been used heavily 

by non-local hunters and fishers. Use of areas that were tran- 

sected by roads or near the end of a road were said by local 

residents to have received significantly increased hunting and 

fishing use in recent years. Use of a few of these areas has 

becme so cmpetitive that same Yakutat residents have abandoned 

them. 

- Since the construction of Forest Highway #lo, hunting transpcr- 

tationtypes have changed inyakutat. Highway vehicles are now 

used for mose hunting by mre then twice asmany Yakutathouse- 

holds as before the construction of the road. The proportion of 

households usingboats forhuntinghas declinedduringthis same 

timeperiod. 

- Areas of the Yakutat Forelands that were roaded or easily acces- 

sible by roads have significantly 1-r rates of mse hunter 

success canpared to non-roaded areas. In 1984 non-roaded areas had 

six times the hunter success rate for mose caTlpared to roaded 

areas, produced mre mose par square mile, and accounted for most 

of the cmrmniw's mose 

pressure. 

supply despite receiving mch less hunter 

- Use of a highway vehicle for mose hunting, while themostcmmm 

means of transportation for Yakutat residents, was the least 

productive means of transportation. Fifty-four percent of all 

Yakutatmosehunters usedahigbayvehicle as theirprimarymeans 
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of transportation in 1984, but only three percent successfully 

harvested a moose by this means of transportation. 

- Road construction and timber development are partially responsible 

for the increase in population in the area in the past twenty years 

and the change in ethnic composition of the cmmunity. These two 

changes have influenced hunting and fishing patterns, leading to 

use of new forms of access, reports of increased cunpetition for 

resources, shifts in areas used, lower success rates, and more 

restrictive regulations. 

- The construction of roads and the new and convenient access thev 

provide also create additional demands for wildlife. One long term 

residents recalled that when Forest Highway #10 was constructed, 

"people thatneveruse to huntmoose start&i towhen the roadwent 

in" . Hunters and fishers not living in Yakutat also were attracted 

to the iqroved access possibilities in the area. New users and 

uses of the area have had conflicts with existing uses. These 

conflicts have included canpetition for resources, or disruption of 

one group's activities by another group using a new form of transpor- 

tation technology. 

Clearcut areas logged near Yakutat are now used infreguently for 

hunting or trapping. This appears true for recent clearcut areas 

as well as areas that ware logged 30 years ago, and which now 

contain young second grmth stands of conifers. 

- Thecanbinationofnaturallychangingland forms andman-made 

disturbances in decreasing available salmon habitat on Ophir Creek 

is still uncertain. This loss of habitat has decreased the number 

and quality of salmon available in Ophir Creek for subsistence use. 
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APPENDIX A 

. H(#llEBDLD DUBWE? tIlll)= -- Al, FISE AR@ WItSLIFt WTILlZATIOB 

II SELEC?ED mtnlixAST ALAstAB col¶mmItrEs 

Yakutat Version 

Commwni ty Household ID1 

Intervirrnr 
Date 

1st visit - 
time 

2nd visit 
3rd visit 

1, RolmEBotB IBFORBAtIOB . replaced by Household # 

length of interview 

A. Plrrse complrtr the following information for each person in your hausrholdr 

(t l raspandentb Native/ 
non-Native 

1 I I RELAtIOD TO 1 I RESIDEHCE Of I# YRS REM-1 PREVIOUS I 
IIB@lIlltl ROUSfaoLD ! DIRTU DATE I RRnttp RRM IDEB 11 TRlSl RESIDUCE I ETRRIClTY i 
LA-Lnw 1 I 
f 1 1 : household I 

1-1 (P?&E) t 
: 1 : : : 

: , 
-‘-’ ‘md : : : : : 6 

:2: : 
----a.’ 

: : , 8 : : : 
: 8 
em-L& 

, , : : I I 8 

:3: 1 8 ‘.wwWo.-‘--’ 
8 : : : : 6 I 

9 I , I 
‘m’-’ 8 ,: -: 

8 I 1 8 '---' 
:4: : 1 , : : : : , 

' : -1 
1-z-: : 

: : 1 , : : : -- ---- 
: : : I I I , , I 

I -:-: : : I 1 I I 

:b: : 
- ---'---I ---- ' --m-m ' 

: : : : : , , 
I -:- - : : : : I 

-w---m - : I -w--w -II-- ---' 
:1: : 0 I 8 I 1 s 8 , t I , 
: 8 I 
--I--' : , 

s ----' : : 1 8 

:a: : 
m-w-- ----------'---_____I I 4 , 8 : : : I 

: 8 : 8 
--'- 

I , 8 0 
---- ' - : 

19: : 
'_--------'-----------'---------- s : I I : 1 , 

: ' w-e ' -- : : I , , * 
m---e-- -------* --'--o.w------' 

:10: I 
------u----l-----------' 

: : I I 8 , 0 I 
:: -is: : I I 8 I 

--a -w-w -9.' I 
ill : : 

B -------‘-----IIII-‘-----. 
: : I I 8 1 I # 

SLJ i i ; 8 

: -: :. , - I-------‘--------- : 

:14: : 
B-m-- 

: : 
: -I -- 

I : 
:151 , 

a ’ ---a- ---m-m- 
: : 

I ’ -I- : : * 
--a -we- --a- ’ --- --- 

BI Using Person Ibt’r from the table l bovrr pleas8 indicate which household 
mrmbrrs participated in harvesting activities during 1984: 

hunt in( -0 fishing _ 
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ce 

0. 

O;, you have prrrnts or children in other buth8rst ~~~~~~ communities? 
ff SO, phrsr list eomaunitirr below 

-- 

Did you own or use any of the following equipment in 1964? 

I 1 RUBDEB I DO YOU USE FORI 
1 
1 

TW’E Of EWIPBE#? IOwE I wll~l 

:Automobilr !-!+! 8 . 8 
: : I : 8 , 
1 TrucS 
: 
:Wiff (open boat) , 

i 
: Enclosed Boat 
:Snowmrchinr 
: 
1 Atv 

8 -I-' 
-.. . . i : : 

8 , t i : 
, , : : : 
: I , , 

-‘-’ 
: * 6 : : 

. 1 
: Airplane 

2. EnPLOTBEm IltfomATIon 

Please complete the following information for all jobs (cash employment) 
held by household members during 19841 

1 ID@ rRon : JOB TITLE I @ Of mms : 8 Of HOURS 
1-1 lw!@g 
I I I I 

Ia.mz*e;,-?PsEwblrrrj 
8 

: , I I I --------‘-----~~~uIu~ -‘------------‘---------------’ 
: : : I I 0 1 
I 8 : -III--------- : : I 

-----II ------------’ 
: * 1 I I 8 I I 
: I 
--’ --- : : ----I-I- --------u---u : 

I I 1 I I I I : 
Lonu , t , 

- : 
1 --I-IIIII--s ’ ---II ’ ----------II ’ 
1 : I I I I I , 
: * 8 
r--w-’ -- 

8 
-I-------II’-- ---------‘----uI--IIIIII : 

: I I : 8 I I , 
I I I 

-‘a 
I I m--w- ------‘--------- ----‘---IIIIIIIIIII : 

, : 8 : 1 8 I I 
, 8 
‘- : 8 I --BP- ---I’--------Iooo-O’ -o------------’ 8 1 I 8 I : 9 I 8 
8 I I I 
, 8 

-a--’ w--w-- -’ 
I 

-- -----we -’ 
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Did your hourehdld try tu harvest or did you give or receive any type of 
f i-she she1 A1 irh, or borch food in 1984? yes - no - 

If yes1 plrrra coeplrto the following trblrrt 
. 

Am Use of 9rlmoa From Comrcirl Catch 

Used salmon from a commercial catch? 
harvest coamrrcirlly? 

:(sohg) :B:~--: : : : : : : : : : : : : : - -u- -0 ON- --- e-0 es- -0-00 ------ o----- o--o-- --- -0- a- --- ---w-s 
iOthrr.or : I : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 
:ygnJpJJJ : : : : : : : : : a. : : : : : - -- -0 -0 - -- ----- - 0-m --e--‘------ --- -0- --- --- --e--o 

l Used salmon from a non-comarrcirl catch? 
++ Tried to harvest non-commercially? 

@*a Specify purse seine or beach seine, /I 
14~ Dra#ging.r line & hook from a moving boot, rod & reel means everything c1se~ / 

/ 
‘If there were no limitations set by regulation, about how many salmon would 

/ 
your household have harvested last year? ‘I/ 
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C, Fresh late Fisk 

f9Prcrrs 
I 
icutthroat 
: 

8 I 
8 8 

-L-LJnd : , 0 I 
-- -‘~‘-eo’- 

:KvVarden : : : : : - 
: 

: : 1 : I : ~. 
I : I n 

-‘o-m’- - : : : : : : ---- : 

iRainbow I : : : I : : : 8 8 : , 
: : , , t 1 

-‘-‘--‘o-M.’ 
:Steelhead : ! I : : 
: : , * B : 
:Othrr or 

-‘.om’~’ -- 
: : : : : 

g&&m : -I-: : I -- 
:Crayling : : , , : I 
; - - :- -: I 

I 8 
-IO...’ 

:Northern Pike : : : : : 
: : ’ : - -‘- -: I 8 8 , : : , 8 

: : : I I 
- -9-I I 

:-: 
: : : ’ I 

:9lhitef irk : : : 
- - -‘-I 

: : : ’ , : 

Eels 0-o 

: 
I I I 8 

------‘--‘---‘o-o- 
I 8 t 

I : 0s -0-0-0---‘-‘---‘--- ,: 

:Whi rc 8 I I I .-1 , I I I I I 0 * . 
I I I B-:--i 

I 8 , , ---o-o---’ , 

:Other or 
-- --a------‘--‘-‘-- 

:---: : : : h I 8 I I I 
IUnknown : : : : : b , 8 
----o--u - -- o-0 -- -0-- --------‘- e’-- 

: Blenny I , , : I I 
:(Pr&kle Bacl): ’ ’ 

: , : : I 

: I I , 
o-0 -0o--0-0’0-0’0o-‘--u -- ----um- : - -‘o-o 

:Pacif ic 0 , 1 I 8 I I : I : I b I 
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1 :tRItD TO 1NURSER 
I s?Ectts 
: 

Ibti-rrJ : Flounder 
: I 
-Ld- UI : : 

: : : : : 
I : -:-I : 

I 1 ,-- 
: , : I : 

Yllibur :Halibut 
‘D-- 

I , I I , I * 0) : : : : 
-; 

8 
I : -:m : I 

En4 :Ling Cod 
:-I cl&,: : : : : ---a-- 

: : r-1 : , , , 8 I , I I , 8 
1 : : . 
IPacific Cod -I-: 

-@O...:.... : : 
: : : 

-J--J-:-: 

:&&g&-i,:J-: : 
: 8 I : I : L 
: , , I 1 

:Roc& Crrrnltngl : I :-: 
-‘-‘-‘-0’ I : : * 8 

: : I --J--J-l I i I ; : i 
:roa Cod : : 

----‘-- -‘- -‘m 
: : : 8 : 8 I : : 

: I -:-: I , -‘-’ : ( : I I 
:Uhitin# (SlmJm: 1 : : : 

- -‘-1.0.’ , . : : : : 
: I I I 
-0 : . ..‘o..‘-’ 

: : : 1 : I 
I I 1 : -o.O-‘-‘-‘- - : 
: : : I t , 

!l&Rnown : : : : 
:-:--:--!-: 

I I t : 8 

!wl sia!! :81ur Rocltfish 
‘-‘-‘- -0.’ 
: : : : , I I , , 5 

i 
I -‘O..’ 1 I I 

: : -I-i -A--’ 
, I I 

-‘-1.0.1.0. : 
:Red Snapper : , : : I I 1 I 
iS*a Bass 

I t I 1 : 
aoi-;om~-;-- 

I : : t I I -- - -‘- I 
: : : : I , 1 8 

:(alacR Bass) : - -0-0--0-0- : : : : : : : I ’ 
:Sea Perch ---I--- : , : --- -- I ------ - a- - w-0’ 

: , I : ! : : 
I I I I I I , ~-~II’uI.‘n-‘~‘-~’ t I 0 a , 
:Other or t t : : I 

---0-‘e-‘--‘-‘-w’ 
8 1 1 8 : : 8 : 

iUnknown : I 8 1 I ----- -‘...‘o...‘----’ I . , t I 
: Skate 

-0.-0-0 ’ 0.. ’ -0 ’ -0 ’ - ’ 
: : ! : : , 8 , : I : : 

I , I : I I I ----o..-‘- -‘....‘m’-p I , , 1 8 
IDog Fish : 

‘0-‘...‘-‘-0’ 
: : I , : . I I I I , : , * 

I I : I 
-0-0---0 - ’ ! I I 1 0 I I I 8 

- - ----‘.---------‘.--‘___(__I 
iSalmon Shark : : : : I 

w-w ’ 8 I : I I . 
8 I * * I 
------ o...--‘-’ -:-..*--- : I , : : * 8 

---0-0----- -0. -0- -0. -0. 8 
lOther or : : : : : : 8 : , I I 
: ‘Jnknown -----w-- 
:Bluc Fin - 

: I , 
-oo’-‘-0 -0. I : , : I I ---------- e--‘--- m-‘--W 

: : : I I 6 I I 1 : : , 
: : ’ In.:-- ! I I I 
: z;=------ I --; ; : : : I 1 0-u -0---w--w -0- 0.0 -0- -0. I t : I 
: 8 I : I , -0-00.0-0-00.0’w--‘-o -0-‘-w-w’ ; I : I I , 
:Othar or : 

---w-u---- w-w 0.0 0.. w-0 
: I , : , I 8 8 I , I : 0 I 

Skates -II 

Shark2 -0- 

’ tuna and -0-0 0-w 
Hackerel -- 

narinr Fish cant* 

: Unknown 8 I : : 8 1 1 I 
Ssylnl!! -0- -II-II -0. -- -0. o-0 :8uffalo w---------- : I M-0 0.. ’ e-0 * I.0 I 8 , I , : 1 , I 

.’ 
M4llhR~) :Ssaain : : : : : I I I I I. -e-----w --- w-0 -- w-w- w--v 

iIrish Lord : : : : : 
-0 --‘0.0’.-0’e-0’ I I I s I , 8 I , , 

I I I I I I I : : I 8 w-n---- -- 0.. ---- ----‘----------- ---:---*w--: I w-0 ’ 
:tlthrr or : : : : 
: Unknown I 
-----...--I--‘--- 1 * 8 I I I , b 6 6 I , I I I I I I 8 * h , 

: I I 1 8 I t I I I 1 --....o--s’--- ---‘...- 
1 I I I 

: I t I w--w ------w-w- -00’.-0 w-- 0-w’ 
: I I I 1 b I : : 

6 ; * # I , I 
n----w--- ---‘---‘----‘----’ 8 8 I 0 8 ---------‘---‘UI’--‘---’ 
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t, Rrrinr Invrrtrbrrtrr 

1 * 1 ItRIED TO :S CALL01 : 
I SPfCfrl 
1 

m!B iBasket Cockle t : ! : : : 1 : I : 8 
B!u Emu jHe8rt Coctle +++-+w~ : : I 

- - : I 
o..‘- -’ 8 I I . I I : : 1 * I 

: I I I ‘-*- : 8 -‘o...’ : I , : -‘-am’- - : 
iButter Clam : 1 : : : 8 8 : : : : 
1 : , I I 

-‘.o.’ 
I , , I * 

-‘-I 1.0.’ -‘-‘o.. : 
:Blur Hurrrl : : : : : : : a 1 : I I 

i 

: 
I 

: 8 I I 
'- 

I 
: 

, 
-'-'o...' 'o.0 -:-I... : 

iOther or : : : : : : : : I : I 
: UJnawn : I 0 -‘- 1 : : I I 0 b B 

-.a -o-O.-‘-‘-‘-‘-’ 
NUHBER 

iBox Crab : I I : 
: : I 8 9 

o.-‘..m’.... -’ : 
: Dungrnerr Crab: : I I : 
: 1 I 
IK’G Crab 

: -‘- - I : -.‘-P 
: : : : : 

: 
: , 8 I 8 

-‘o..’ -‘-’ 

IOther or : : : : : 
:Vnltnown : : : : : -----0- - w - m :-I-~.-:- : ~ CA‘tOn 
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Ifwine Invwtebrrtw Cant, 

r, Nrrin8 Plants 

sw!BBP 

!wn 

I1Yln)’ I D D I I -‘-‘-’ : 
I3er 9callops : : : : 

- ,,i.hsy;-i,;-;,~ 
: 8 I 1 

: : : : : : D , , I 
-,---- 

: -‘- -‘-‘no’ 
: Shrimp : I : : : ( ): : : : : 
I s I D ‘-‘-1.0.. : : I 8 I , t 

I--: 

1.0.‘v’-‘-9 
:$quid : : : : : 0 ): : : : : 
I I 
i0th.r or 

‘- : I -8 : : I : : 
: D D : : : ( );---;~~---;--; 

: !zmD!ID- : 8 D 
w’- . ..mm’- I : I I I I 

‘- : -‘-‘- I 

I D ITMED TO :MOUNt : 
: SPECIE8 

D D 
im InAgyLqL:liARVE#~ED :m i Cut f 
Imno ha : no I(uafts tygg&o 0 

:ElacN Seaweed : : : : : - ! ( 1: : t : I 
I : I -a:-* : 0 
;3ra Ribbons : : :-:-I 

: : : : 
( y-;---;--;--- ,: 

: 
: 

:Bull Kelp 1 : : : : ( ): : f : : 
: : 

I 9 I 
: 

I I I , I 

-- -‘-’ .o..‘-... -0-0-.-‘-o-‘-n’--- 0.. 
I 

iOther or : i : : : I 1: : : : : 
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Did your household try to hanrest,give or recieve any mammal wildlife in 19843 

Yes MO.- 

: , , I I 
: : -:-J , I * I , I I 

-‘-’ -...-‘- lo....1.0. : : -‘- a- 
:Black Bear : : : 1 ! , , : : : : : t 

: I : : : : I : 
I , I 8 I 

.--WI- ..‘,o.... o....‘-‘-‘-I-’ 

:woif : * I : : : : I 0 I I , 8 t , I : I 
8 I I I I I 
‘0 ‘0.. : -‘.- : -‘--‘-‘- : I : : : ---- 
:Coyote : : ’ 8 : I I 8 : I I I ; ; ; I 0 
: : , I : : I I I I I I I 

. ..‘...‘- - m ‘.....‘-‘~‘~‘~‘-’ 
:Red For I : : : : , I : ’ : : : 8 I 
: I I , I 8 I , I I 8 

‘o..‘- 6 -‘-- : : .wo..u....‘.....‘~‘-‘-‘- HI’ 
I Lynx I : : : : : : : : I I : t 
I : : : I : : 1 , : , I -‘- o--o --I...--‘- .nbn.:.- : --- 
:Wolverine : I I 8 8 : : 1 : : I .: I ’ : ’ 8 
I I I I I , 8 
‘- 8 -1.-’ -‘-’ : -v -‘m 

: : 
* 

: 
, 

- -*- 0.0’ 

itand Otter ! : : I : : : : I 4 : : I 

:Huslrrt 

: : : : 
__ :--- 

: 
, 9 
I 

: , , * b 

-.o--..---- - 



Did your household try to horvrst or did you #ivr or rrcrivr birds or 

bird qgr during WI4? Y*J _T no - 

If yes, plrrm complrtr the following trblra 

Crone51 ----w-w 

km!2 

: 
* I I I 

-----‘I_-‘-‘--’ 
1 t t L * I 

: Eggs 

----‘-------_--‘---‘___)___)___I 
, 8 I 
, 0 

8 I 
, , I 

0 b * I I 
e a I , 

I , 1 I 

,;~‘o;-,~‘-l-l-‘i’-‘-:: ----- -++-~--+~~; 

iUnknown -------- : : : : : I a I 8 , 
--e-m-- 

iGreat Blue : : : : : 
----u-I’---‘---‘---‘--’ I t u I I I 6 I 4 * 

: Heron I 1 I t I 
-------------‘-‘-‘- , I I I I , 

----‘_----------‘---‘---‘--‘---’ 
:Sandhill Crane: : : : I i b I t L I I 8 6 I 
: I I I , I I I 8 I I 
----u~----‘-rlr--‘---‘---‘-----------’---’---’--‘--’ 

: Eggs 1 8 I I I : : 6 t I I t 1 I I I , 
I , I I I I I 
----------‘--‘---‘---‘----’ I a 1 5 I 

:Othrr or : : : : : 
---------‘---‘---)___I___) I I I I I I I , : 

: l&&pm I 4 I I , I --e-e-- ---‘---‘---‘e-’ 
1 I I I. 1 

: QUCKS 1 : : 
----u-II-‘---‘--‘--_.---. I I I I 1 t I t , 8 8 1 , I 

I I 

I= 

, 
uu__--- 8 : : I 1 I I I 

I- - --‘--’ --------‘---‘---‘_-_‘___I 
: : , I 0 I * I e I 1 I , I I 

: : : : 8 : I I I 1 I 
----III--- w-w a-- ---‘---w I ---w------e ---‘---‘--- w-w I 
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BIRD8IEEES Cont. 

s I : -‘-‘- : -: 
: : : : : 
: ’ -La: 

I -:,,@ 
I : : : I 
: 1 8 * 
-:-h-@w' 

: : : : : 

b. PUB?3 

A. Did nrabrrr of your household harvest or give or receive berries in 19&t? 

yes _ no - 

X1 yes, how many quarts did you harvest? -- give? -- receive? -- 

D. Did mrnbrrr of your household harvest or give or receive planrs in lYb43 

yes B-B no -- 

If yes, how much did you harvest? ---- give? ------ receive? ---w-w 

C. Did members of your household gather wood during 1984? 

Y- w-w no --- 

If yes, how much did you garhrr? 

f irarood _____ (cords) 

house 106s -w-e__ (number of 104s) (or ‘ooarct feet) 

other (specify) --------------II------ ---me- (cords) 
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7 e nx8cEttAllt0us gutanoR8 

A*- Please circle the ran@ below uhich best rrpresents your housdmld’s 

annual gross incomet 

l r S 0 
b, S 1 * 4; 999 
co a 5,000 - 9,999 
d, * 10,000 - 14,999 _ 
l r 9 lS,OOO - 19,999 
1. S 20,000 - 24,999 
CD 9 23,000 - 29,999 
h. S 30,000 * 34,999 
im * 3% 000 - 39,999 
j, 9 40,000 - 44,999 
a. s 45,000 - 49,999 

1. s sot 000 - s4,999 
* In* s ss,ooo - 59,999 

n+ S 60,000 - 64,999 
0~ S bS,OOO - 69,999 
p* I 70,000 * 74,999 
q* 9 75,000 * 79,999 
rI 9 BOIOOO - 84,999 
br l as,000 - 89,999 
?* 9 90,000 - 94,999 
ue 8 93,000 - 99,999 
vb 8100, 000 or aver 

B. Approximately what percent of your total household income in 1984 came 
from each of thr following categorirrr (should total 100%) 

f % 

commercial fishing retail business 

logging - construction -- 

longshoring transfer payments HI- 

government services -- other --- 
(list) 
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LIST ALL AREAS WHICH HAVE BEEN USED FOR ANY HUNTING,FISHING OR 

GATHERING DURING THE LIFE TIME OF THE RESONDENT 

Sub-Area Area Used 

1. Alsek River 

YES NO 

2. Dry Bay (east) I I I 

3. Tanis River I I I 

4. Erabazon Range 

5. Akwe River 

6. Italio River 

7. Dangerous River 

I I I 

10. Yakutat Area 
I I I 

11. Redfield Lakes 
. 

12. Yak. Bay Islands 
I 

13. Situk Lake 

y4. Nunatak Fiord 

3 
TS. Russell Fiord 

Sub-Area Area Used 

I YES I I NO 

17. Disenc 

27. Ophir Creek 

28. F.H. Yak.-Mile 3 

29. F-H. Mile 9-Harl. 

30. Lost R./Airport 
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COMMUNITY OPINIONS - Yakutat 

1. How would you describe impacts on your hunting, fishing, and 
gathering activities by timber harvests, associated camps, and roading 
activities? 

Overall Impacts: (CIRCLE ONE) 
a. very positive b. positive C. no impact d. negative 
d. very negative 

Impacts of Timber 
Harvesting 

a. very positive 

Impacts of Associated 
Camps 

a. very positive 

Impacts of 
Roadinq 

a. very positive 
b. positive b. positive b. positive 
C. no impact C. no impact C. no impact 
d. negative d. negative d. negative 
e. very negative e. very negative e. very negative 

2. How would you describe impacts of the following possible develop- 
ments on your hunting, fishing, and gathering activities? 

Impacts of additional timber Harvest- Impacts of a road built from 
ing on' the Yakutat Forelands Harlequin Lake to Dry Bay 

a. very positive a. very positive 
b. positive b. positive 
C. no impact C. no impact 
d. negative d. negative 
e. very negative e. very negative 

3. Can you explain some of the ways timber harvesting and associated 
activities have affected your hunting, fishing, and gathering 
activities? (use the back of page if needed) 

. 

4. Have any areas around Yakutat changed in terms of competition for 
fish or wildlife? 

YES NO DON'T K.!iOW WHICH AREAS? 

1. Increased alot 
7 -. Increased some 
3. Remained the same 
4. Decreased some 
5. Decreased alot 

Overall, do you think competition for hunting, and fishing in the 
Yakutat area has: 1. Increased alot 2. Increased some 3. Remained 
the same 4. Decreased some 5. Decreased alot. (Circle One) 

5. Is there any other information that you feel is important for us to 
know? (use the back page if needed) 
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APPmDIXB 

CASESTUDIESONCHiANGESINBESOUFCEUSE 

SITUKRIVERCASESTUDY 

Introduction 

Improved access to the Situk River has caused changes in harvest 

strategies and an increase in canpetition for the resources in the Situk 

drainage. Constructionofroads and railroads exposed the river to 

cmmrcial and recreational development and alteredhuntinq and fishing 

patterns. The following sections discuss the develapnent of access to 

the Situk and the resultinq impacts onresourceuse. 

Backqround Information 

Situkisbelievedtobe a.nEyakname. Themaninqis unknown,but 

the river is said to have been named for an Athabascan man frm the 

interior (de Laquna 1972:78). 

The Situk River belongs to the Bear House of the Teqwdi. There 

used to be a village called Situk on the eastern bank of the lower Situk 

River that was established by the Teqwedi who mved frm Iost River. 

The settlement was used as a fish camp after it stopped beinq a per- 

manent residence (de Laquna 1972:78). 

The Situk is located about seven miles southeast of Yakutat, 

betweentheIostandAhrnklinBivers. It can be reached by road frcm 

215 



Forest Service Hiqhway #lO at g-mile, and from the Lost River road which 

leads to the muth of the river. There is a landinq strip located along 

the middle portion of the river; access to the headwaters of the river 

is by floatplane to Situk Lake. 

Physical Description 

The headwaters of the Situk River originate at the foot of the 

Saint Elias mountains above Situk Lake in the Russell Fiord wilderness. 

The river winds a distance of 19 miles across the Yakutat Forelands and 

enpties into theGulfof Alaska. 

The Yakutat Forelands are broad, qently sloping, glacial outwash 

plains located be- the Saint Elias Mountains and the Gulf of Alaska. 

The Forelands are a r smains of the glacier activity that covered the 

surroundinq landscape creating steep rugqed muntains, low valleys, 

inlet fiords and gently sloping forelands. As the glaciers retreated 

they deposited a layer of cobbles, pebbles and gravel coverinq much of 

the lowlands (U.S. Forest Service 1982:7). 

The SitukRiverishighlybraided, containingmany tributaries and 

cross channels, which are characteristic of streams weaving across 

glacier outwash deposits (U.S. Forest Service 1982:7). 

The course of the Sit&has chanqedover thepastcentury. In the 

early 1800s the Hubbard Glacier closed off the northern end of Russell 

Fiord inDisenchantmentE3ay creating alarqelakewhose outflowwas 

carried by what is now called old Situk Creek. As the glacier retreated 

andthelevelofthelake dropped the flmthrouqhold Situk Creekwas 

drastically reduced andthemain course of the riverbecammrelike it 
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is today. Geologists believe that sometime this century the Glacier may 

aqain advance across the muth of Russell Fiord, creating an ice dam, so 

that Old Situk Creek wuuld aqain be the major drainage of that area of 

the Forelands (U.S. Forest Service 1982:8). 

The Situk River is free flowing frcan Situk Lake to the Gulf of 

Alaska. Run-off fran snmmelt and rainfall provide streamflow in the 

upperportionofthebasin. In the lower river area, stream flow is 

dependent on precipitation, qround water flow and outflow frcm Situk 

Lake. The river is generally of low gradient with a fine qravel sub- 

strate (U.S. Forest Service 1982:14). 

A variety of forest types exist in the Situk drainage. Younqer 

stands ofwesternhemlockare found franthe areanear SitukLaketo 

almost five miles south of the lake. Older stands of mixed western 

hemlock and Sitka spruce arepresentfrmthelake and fourmiles 

southwest. Both of these areas have continuous stands of even-aged 

trees interspersedwitha fewmskeqs, creeks and small ponds. 

Sitka alder,devils club, salmnberry andvarious qrassesmakeup 

theunderstoxyveqetationonthewetter sites. Theunderstoryveqe- 

tation on the better drained sites is ccsnposed of devils club, 

blueberry, sa&mnberry, five leaf bramble, bunchberry and heathex msses 

(U.S. Forest Service 1982:lO). 

The remainder of the area that the Situk flows throuqh has scat- 

tered forest land. Younq to middle aqed timber stands (less than 100 

years old) qrowinnaediatelyadjacentto the large streamcourses. Large 

areas of muskeg are present, consisting of sedges, deer cabbage, heather 

and willow (U.S. Forest Service 1982:lO). 
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History of Resource Use 

Historically, the upper portion of the Situk was used for huntinq 

and trappinq with cmnps located along the river and Situk Take. Rlack 

bear and muntain qoat were hunted upriver and mink, river otter, and 

weaselweretrappedonthemany streamsdraininqtheupper Situk. 

People also harvested "red fish" (late sockeye or coho) in the upper 

regions of the Situk River. Brownbearwerehuntedupanddownthe 

river. The lower portion of the Situk was important for fishing and 

berryqatherinq. Sockeye and coho were caught at the muth of the river 

by gill net and sold to fish buyers and the cannery in Yakutat. 

Nachon and sme sahmn were kept for hame use. 

Current ResourceUse 

Coho and sockeye salmon are fished cannercially on the Situk River. 

Cmmarcial set netting takes place at the muth of the Situk fran June 

throuqh Septmber as previously described in the chapter on the seasonal 

round of resource use. 

Steelhead arehamestedwithrod and reel up anddownthe river in 

the spring and fall, and coho salmon are harvested in Auqust and 

Septeiker. Iocal residents harvest subsistence kinq salmon with nets in 

thesprinq. This subsistence salmon fishery continues throughout the 

-inbe- camarcial openinqs. Yakutat residents also fish the 

Situk muth for Eulachon in February and March. 
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Waterfowl and cranes are harvested in the wetlands/tidal flats 

areas around themuth of the Situk frmthe Lost River to the Middle 

Slough behind Blacksand Island, the area that is know as Situk Flats. 

Moose are hunted up and dawn the length of the Situk River and along the 

muthof the Situk frmIostl?iver up into the drainages that feed into 

themouthof the Ahrnklin River. Ptamigan are hunted on theupper 

Situk frm the g-mile bridge north. Berries are harvested near the 

muth of the Situk. 

Development History of the Area and Chanqes in Resource Use 

The develmt history of the Situk River reflects the development 

of Yakutat itself. As cmmarcial fishing, military bases, loqqinq 

operations, oil and gas exploration, and tourism have appeared in 

Yakutat, each has impacted the Situk River. The followinq section 

discusses the develolxnent history of the Situk. 

Cmmarcial Fishing 

In the early 1900s the cmnercial fishing industry beqan to grow in 

yakutat. A cannery was built near town and in 1903 a railroad frcm the 

cannery to themuthof the Situk River , a primary fishing area, was 

construct& by the cannery owners. The railroad hauled fish frcm the 

rivertothe cannery, andcamiedpeople,qear, andoccasionallyboats 

backand forth frmtownto the river. The railroad operated during the 

fishing season and everyone rode for free. The railroad schedule was 

coordinated with the time of hiqh tides at the Situk River mouth, so 
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that skiffs could be used to access the fish camps on opposite shores. 

Many people remained at their cabins throuqhoutthe sumner returning to 

Yakutat, only once or twice durinq the fishing season. 

In the early 1950s the fish haulinq railroad stopped running. A 

car converted to fit the tracks was operated by the Federal Aviation 

Aqency until the late 1960s for recreational use, carryinq hunters and 

fishers to and frcm the Situk, and occasionally hauling out harvested 

n-case. 

Fish camps have been located on the Situk since Native people first 

lived in Yak&at. Since the early 1900s fish camps and cabins were 

established on the Situk flats, Blacksand Island and Blacksand spit at 

the muth of the Situk for subsistence and cmmar cial fishing purposes. 

Cabins are stillusedtoday,manyhavinqbeenrebuiltormwed frcan 

their original site. 

A fish weir was placed on the Situk River in the late 1920s by the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The weir was rennved durinq 1933 and 

1972-75. It was not in place for portions in 1935, 1937, 1938, 1943, 

and 1980 (AUF&G 1985). The Alaska Depar&nent of Fish and Gam took over 

operation of the weir at statehood. Placement of theweirhas been an 

issue in past years; local people felt that the weir blocked fish 

passage and disrupted spmninq activities. In 1985 the weir was rmvd 

further downstream. 

Military 

Durinq World War II, a military base was established in Yakutat and 

many roads were constructed throuqhoutthe area to accamdatemilitary 
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operations. Construction of the road that would eventually extend to 

the Situk River was bequn during this time. It was first built from the 

airport to the Lo&River. In 1968-69 the section frcxn Lost River to 

the Situk was ccsnpleted. The Lost River road was improved in 1972 by 

the Forest Service and the State of Alaska in preparation for the Tawah 

Creek timber sale. 

Oil and Gas EQloration 

A landing strip located on the middle Situk was built in the earlv 

1960s by the Colorado Oil and Gas Campany to facilitate oil and gas 

exploration. The strip is still in use and is maintained by the Forest 

Service and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. 

Tourism 

In recent years, the Yakutat area has had a major increase in 

tourism and recreational use due mainly to the abundance of fish and 

wildlife resources faund along the Situk River. Recreational use of the 

Situk includes sport fishing and floating the river. Sport fishing is 

the major attraction frm early April throuqh late November. 

Motorized boats, both prop and jet driven, and non mtorized boats 

are used on the Situk, mainly in the lower portion frm the Forest 

Hiqhway #10 bridge downstream. lb float the upper river it is necessary 

toportaqe overor naviqate around log jams. Log jams on the lower 

riverperiodicallyarecleared. Beachcambing,hikinq, andviewinq 

scene.ry and wildlife are additional recreational activities that people 

participate in at the rmuth of the Situk. 



Hunting and fishing guides have operated out of Yakutat since the 

1940s. Previously, the only access to the Situk for these quidinq 

outfits had been by plane or boat. Construction of the roads in the mid 

and late 1960s brouqht an increase in guided and non-guided recreational 

use of the Situk. Three cabins were constructed by the Forest Service 

in the early 1960s. Cabin use increased throughout the 1960s and then 

stabilized at maximum capacity in 1970. The increase in recreational 

use of the area is attributable to increases in day trips and tent 

camping. (U.S. Forest Service 1982:17) 

Non-local use of the Situk increases in the sprinq and fall when 

the steelhead and coho runs are at their peak. Wo ccmnercial jet 

flights per day to Yakutat brinq recreationists frcm nearly every state 

and several countries. 

In the past 15 years, the Situk River has becme a major recreation 

resource. Excellent sport fishing, hikinq trails and cabins, wildlife 

viewinq and ease of access have made it so. Comwrcial lodge operations 

developed in the late 1960s also contributed to the qrowth of the 

recreation use of the Situk. 

Many local residents view the increase in recreational use as being 

i.ndirectcmpetitionwiththeircQrmer cial and traditional use of the 

river. In fact, increased recreational use of the river has caused sme 

local residents to no longer use the Situk. They mention increased 

nuabers of people, lack of solitude, and siltation and erosion frm the 

jet boats and outboard motors as reasons for seekinq other areas. Sme 

have said that certain resources, steelhead inparticular, oncehar- 

vested by local people are no lonqer used because the steelhead fishery 

is manaqed as a sports fishery. 
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Chanqes in Resource Use 

The following section discusses changes in harvest strategies and 

resource use over tim for salmn, mose, cranes, hooligan, ptamiqan, 

minkand land otter. Man-made changes in access to the Situk have 

created the greatest impacts on harvest strategies and resource use. 

Harvesting activities and access at the muth of the Situk will be 

presented first, followed by discussion of harvest strategies used on 

themiddle andUpperSituk. 

Harvest Strategies and Access - Mouth of the Situk 

Salmn are usually harvested by set gill net at the muth of the 

Situk. The fishing area extends frm the Situk River beyond Blacksand 

IslandtiMiddle Slouqhupinto the areawhere the Ahrnklinmerqeswith 

Situk. The Ahrnklin and the Situk Rivers aremnaqed as one fishery. 

Sockeye andcoho are themain species taken forbothccmmar cial and 

subsistence use. During cmmercial season, subsistence fishing can take 

place up to 48 hours before or 48 hours after cmmrcial net openings. 

Afewsalnmfrcxnac annercial catch are brouqht back for home use. 

Resources other than fish are harvested while people are fishing at the 

muthof the Situk. Berries are picked, terneqqs are gather& from 

Blacksand spit, and waterfowl and mose are hunted along the creeks on 

Situk and Ahrnklin flats. Eulachon are also harvested near the muth of 

the Situk. 

Before the turn of the century, access to the Situk was by an 

inlandwater route runninq franthe Ankaulaqoon systemtoDry Bay. At 
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high tide this paddle and portage route was navigable by canoe or other 

small boats. People paddled the route, poled up the Situk, and floated 

down, fishing and hunting as they drifted. Geologic forces and tidal 

action have altered the course of this waterway and today it is 

impassable except at hiqh tides with small boats. 

The previously discussed railroad built in 1903 to carry salmon and 

fishers back and forth from the cannery in town, was for many years the 

main route used to access the muth of the Situk. The railroad fell 

idle in 1968-69 when the Lost River road was extended to the Situk 

River. 

Today, the main access to the lower end of the Situk River is by 

the Iost River roadwhich runs frcanthe Yakutatairport to therm&h of 

the Situk. Oxe the InstRiver roadwas extended and impraveaby the 

Forest Service and the State of Alaska, in conjunction with the 1972 

Tawah Creek timber sale, easy access was provided to the Situk River 

all&q fishers to returntoYakutatas often as theywantedrather 

than spending days or the whole season livinq at the Situk. One key 

respondent said that he was able to hold a full time job and still 

ccamzrcial fish after work in the evenings, or before work in the 

mrning. The roadallows fishers to trailer their boats andgear to and 

frm the Situk rather than brave the severe coastal weather. The people 

fishing on the Situk are also able to taw their cabins up frcm the muth 

of the Situk River to a safer winter storage area further inland. The 

cabins are towedback to themmthof the Situk in the spring. 

The same advantages that the camnercial fishers have in utilizing 

them& River Poad are sharedbymosehunters, sports fishers, and 

waterfmlhunters. Boats and equipment are driven to the Situk and back 
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in a short time, eliminating overnight camping or stashing eguipnent at 

the river for the season. Road access allows xoose hunters to drive to 

the river, get out, and hike through open meadows. Hunters also take 

motorized skiffs past the IIlDuth of the Situk, through tiddle Slough and 

up into the smaller creeks that drain into the Situk/Ahrnklinmouth, 

where they spend from one to several days investigating meadows and open 

areas, camping overnight as they go. The time theyhuntis determined 

by the tides and the time of day. 

Sport fishers drive to the Situk with naotorized river boats (john 

boats, flatbottcxnedboats). Out of town sports fishers are usually 

shuttled to the rrouth of the Situk River where guides with motorized 

boats take themupriver. 

The harvest n&hods for Eulachon have changed little over the 

years. Key respondents say that in February and March they take their 

skiffs about one mile up river frosn the T[IcRlth of the Situk and dipnet 

for the fish. The method of accessing the mouth of the Situk is 

probablythemajor strategy that has changedthroughtime. 

Harvest Strategies and Access - Middle and Upper Situk 

Moose hunters, sports fishers, and ptarmigan hunters utilize the 

middle to upper areas of the Situk. Prior to 1968, hunters and fishers 

arrived attheqper/middle Situkby airplane, landing atthemiddle 

airstrip. After 1967 access to the upper Situk was provided by Forest 

Highway #10 at the g-mile bridge. Moose hunters and fishers now drive 

to g-mile bridge across the Situk, launch rafts, canoes and river boats, 

and float the Situk to the mouth. Along the route, hunters beach their 
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boats, climb trees to spot mose and hunt grassy meadms, edges of 

clearings and open areas. Sports fishers fish frm their boats or land 

their boats and fish frcan shore. Occasionally moose hunters take boats 

up river frcm the g-mile bridge into the smaller drainages of the Situk 

and old Situk or hike down river to clearings. 

One respondentmentioned thathehad trapped the upper Situk around 

Situk Lake for mink in 1972 but it was not worth returning because the 

furbearer population had been reduced due to previous trapping. How he 

accessed the Situk Lake area is unknown. In earlier vears, he used a 

canoe to get frm Yak&at to Chicago Harbor where he had a camp and 

paddled the creeks northwest of Situk Lake setting traplines. Another 

respondent said that he had trapped the upper Situk frm 1970-72 for 

mink and otter, but that he stopped because of lack of time and lack of 

profit. 

Over the years, improv& access to the Situk has caused changes in 

harvest strategies and an increase in canpetition for the resources in 

and adjacent to the river. For years the only access was by boat - 

rowing, paddljng, then mtorized. When the railroad was built there was 

an increase in c mmarcial fishers and further develapnent of the cmmar- 

cial fishing industry. The Lost River road and Forest Highway #lO 

brought an increase in sports fishers and the develmnt of guiding and 

tourism, causing many local people to avoid the Situk River, or to no 

longer harvest the resources (steelhead and satin) that they once did. 

F&gulations limiting stealhead fishing to rod and reel, hook and line 
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n-&hods have contributed to this decline in use. Stealhead were 

considered by local residents as a winter subsistence food. They 

provided fresh fish during T[y3nth.s when slamon were not as abundant and 

were also preserved anxh like salxron. These stealhead were caught in 

the Situk River by means of gillnets. While they were not harvested in 

the quantities that samn were during the Sumner months they were 

considered an important part of subsistence activities w many of 

interview& residents. When the Forest Highway #lO was completed to 

g-mile, hunters were able to drive to the bridge and hike up and down 

river, drive their boats to the Situk and float down river from the 

g-mile bridge in riverboats , skiffs and canoes or (motor) paddle up 

river through the Old Situk drainage. As illustrated, the building of 

roads and the resulting changes have had a significant effect on the 

types of hunting and fishing patterns along the Situk. 
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AHRNmINRlvEscAsEsTuDY 

Introduction 

Areduction inresource use over tim is themajorchange that has 

taken place on the AhmklinRiver. This changecanbe attributedto 

roadbuildinginotherareasoftheYakutatForelands~~hastended 

todisperseAhmklinRiverusers to the roadedareas. Declining fur 

prices and vegetative succession are secondary causes that have resulted 

inreduceduseofthe AhrnklinRiverdrainage. 

Background Information 

. Ahrmkhn or Antlen means "big town (or country) of the animals" 

(de Laguna 1982:80) and was the nam given to a village located tm 

miles abovethemuthandbetwenths lx3M.nbranchesoftheriver. 

~eAhrnklinRiverwasoncetheheartoftheDnrm‘House'(T~) 

territory. Rf3portedly,theinhabitantsoftlzAhmklinweredevastated 

by smallpox and the tc.wn abandoned (de Laguna 1982:80). 

Physical Description 

Ahmklin River is located about 10 miles southeast of Yakutat 

between the SitukandDangerous Rivers. Like the Situk, the Ahmklin 

RiveroriginatesintheSaintEliasmountains,windsacrosstheYakutat 

Forelands, and empties into the Gulf of Alaska. Characteristic of 
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glacial outwash rivers, the Ahrnklinis fedbymany tributaries. The 

upper Ahrnklin can be reached by road frm Forest Service Highway #lO at 

about 29 mile, while access to the muth of the Ahrnklin is by boat 

launched frm the Situk landing. 

History of Resource Use 

Mountaingoatwx-e huntedon themuntain slopes at the headof the 

Ahmklin. People fished for coho and sockeye salmon up and down the 

river. Otter,wolf, coyote, fox,xGnkand ermineere trapped for fur 

within the river drainage, along the banks of the river. Camps were 

established along the length of the river to the base of the mountains 

and familiesmved frcmcmptocamp fishingandtrapping. Onekey 

infomantofthe Teqwedi clan saidher familymved seasonally frcxn 

Yakutat up through Russell Fiord in the sumer andreturnedbackdown 

AhmkJin River usually in the fall and winter for trapping. 

Threekeyrespondents trappedand fished alongtheZ4hrnklinwith 

theirfathers,fathers'cousins,husbands~and brothers~*fran the 1920s to 

1950s. According to the key respondents, people set traps along the 

Ahmklin franthemuntains tothemuth. Startingatanupriver 

cabin,~ydrifteddownfKmcabintocabin,spending~orthree 

nights fishing with gill nets at each cabin site. Oncethecabinatthe 

muthwas reached, theyreturnedupriver, trappingand fishing their 

waybacktothemuntains. 

The firstmosewere sightedalongthe Ahmklindrainage inthe 

late 1930s. People were careful to let the population increase before 
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they began hunting them in the 1950s. One key respondent said that 

xtuose were easy to hunt along the Ahrnklin in the 1950s. 

current Rsource use 

bbose currently are huntedbyboatalong themuth of the Ahrnklin 

andup smaller adjacent drainages. Whereas,mosemare hunted in the 

1950s as people mved fran cabin to cabin trapping and fishing, fran the 

1960s to the present mse have been hunted by skiff. People drive to 

the Sib&River, putinaboat, andtravelupto the Ahrnklin. Sme 

travelby skiff frantheir fishing camps atthemuthof the Situkup to 

Ahmklinandadjacentsmallerdrainages. Hunters look for cleared 

areasorclbnbtrees to spotmose. 

The Forest Service Highway #lo, since the early 1970s has provided 

direct access to the upper portion of the Ahrnklin River. Fbad hunters 

drive Forest Service Highway #lO and stop and look for mose where the 

highaycrosses the Ahrnklin. 

Moosehunters 

drive the road andoccasionallygetoutandhike a short distance upor 

dawn the Ahrnklin River on either side of the road. In addition to 

mose hunting,waterfowland sorrre ptarmigan are huntedatthemuthof 

the Ahrnklin along Ahrnklin flats, accessed by skiff frm the Situk. 

The SitukandAhrnklinRivers aremanagedasone fisherybythe 

AlaskaDeparlxmntof FishandGam sincethemuthsofthe m rivers 

mrgeintoonelargeestuary. Themuthofthe AhrnklinRiveris 

cannercially fished with gill nets. Gill nets are no longer used up. 

river. 
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Develop-m& History and Changes in Resource Use 

Unlike the Situk, the Mate area surrounding the AhrnklinRiver 

has been left relatively untouched by timber and recreational develop- 

ment. However, hunting, fishing and trapping patterns in the Ahrnklin 

area have been effected by econcanics, man-made develo-ts in other 

areas,orbynaturalprocesseswhichovert&m,have alteredthe 

Ahmklin River drainage. 

Trapping and fishing cabins and camps established or built up river 

before the turn of the century through the early 1950s are no longer 

used. Fw prices fell and trapping on the entire Yakutat Forelands 

dropped off. Once fur trapping, a major source of incam subsided, the 

use of cabins for fishing andhunting also declined. People established 

newc~sandbeganfishinginsteadatthemauthoftheAhrnklinRiver. 

WhenForest Highway #lO was ccanpleted across the Ahrnklin River in 

the early 197Os, an easy access to the upper portion of the Ahrnklin was 

provided formose hunting. This causedachange inhuntingtechuique 

fmnhuntingtithboatstoroadhunting. One key respondent noted that 

ifanmse is shot it is easier togetitha~ bytruckthanby skiff 

and there is less waste of meat. IWsthunterswho drive Forest Highway 

#lO to the Ahrnklin hike only a short distance up or down the river. 

Successional changes in the Ahrnklin area have altered vegetation 

anddisruptedhunting strategies, accordingtorespondents. Streams 

onceopen in the Ahmklindrainage arenowcloggedwithvegetation and 

are unnavigable. Secondgrowthinclearingsandmeadows also have made 

hunting more difficult. 
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APPENDIX D 

PROFILE OF HOUSEHOLD HARVEST AND USE OF FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES BY YAKUTAT RESIDENTS DURING 1984 
(RANDOM SALMPLE, n = 50) 

Mean lbs. 
Percent of Mean Harvest Mean lbs. Harvested 

Percent of Households Percent of Quantities Harvested Per HH Percent Percent 
Households Attempting Households (All HH Range Per (All HH Households Households 

source Using to Harvest Harvesting n = 50) Quantities Active HH n = 50) Receiving Giving 

IMMERCIALLY CAUGHT SALMON USED AT HOME 
KMON (42% OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATED)* 

Lng 32 38 38 2.6 
1um 4 6 6 .9 
ink 10 20 20 1.2 
xkeye 22 32 32 5.5 
,ho 32 32 32 4.8 

>N-COMMERCIAL SALMON 
32% OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATED)* 

m 84 60 4.8 
mm 12 8 .2 
mpback 30 20 1.2 
xkeye 82 44 15.8 
>ho 72 54 4 10.0 

IJ-IER FISH (98% OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATED)* 

ltthroat Trout 18 16 16 
ally Varden 34 28 28 
dnbow Trout 12 10 10 
xelheaa 60 42 38 
mdlefish 34 22 22 
xdigan 64 28 28 
srring 28 20 20 
erring Eggs 30 14 14 
lite Sturgeon 2 2 2 
Ucnown Eel 20 20 20 
:arry Flounder 22 20 12 
)le 10 2 2 
llibut 92 58 58 
hg c0a 20 12 12 
1cific cod 8 6 6 

2.1 
3.2 
1.6 
1.3 
lbS. 
lb. 

lbS. 

lbs. 
.l 

lbS. 

2.3 
.4 

lbs. 
2.5 

.9 

O-20 208 44 
5-40 173 7 
3-25 69 4 
5-80 119 31 
O-30 223 43 

Not Not 
Available Available 

O-24 317 80 46 40 
o-5 28 2 8 8 
O-10 57 4 16 18 
O-150 336 90 38 28 
O-100 462 88 32 32 

O-30 20 3 2 8 
O-30 16 5 4 14 
O-35 32 3 2 6 
o-12 18 8 28 24 
O-500 83 18 16 10 
O-500 103 29 36 22 

O-200 93 19 8 6 
o-75 34 5 
o-1 2 O1 

16 10 
2 0 

O-12 47 9 2 2 
O-50 46 9 12 2 
O-20 40 1 8 2 
0-1000 175 104 58 40 
O-75 103 13 8 6 
O-20 61 4 2 2 

1 
? less then .5 pounds 
; 5 gallon buckets 

quarts 
HH = households 
* households that attempted to harvest the resource during 1984. 
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APPENDIX D (continued 

PROFILE OF HOUSEHOID HARVEST AND USE OF FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES BY YAKUTAT RESIDENTS DURING 1984 
(RANDOM SAMPLE, n = 50) 

!esource 

Mean lbs. 
Percent of Mean Harvest Mean lbs. Harvested 

Percent of Households Percent of Quantities Harvested Per HH Percent Percent 
Households Attempting Households (All HIi Range Per (All HH Households Households 

using to Harvest Harvesting n = 50) Quantities Active HH n = 50) Receiving Giving 

'om Cod 6 4 4 1.2 O-50 58 
iablefish 12 6 6 .4 O-20 44 
hlknown coa 4 4 4 .l O-2 4 
ilue Rockfish 4 2 2 .l O-2 4 
tea Snapper 18 10 10 2.9 O-100 86 
;ea Bass 6 4 4 .2 O-10 12 
lea Perch 2 2 2 .3 O-15 30 
Jnknown Rockfish 2 2 2 .5 O-25 50 
;kates 2 2 2 .4 O-20 100 
)ogfish 2 2 2 .2 O-10 40 
;culpin 2 2 2 1.0 O-50 50 
:rish Lords 2 2 2 1.0 O-50 50 

GHELLFISH (100% OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATE))* 

3asket Cockles 66 46 46 
3utter Clams 86 58 58 
?azor Clams 10 4 4 
lungeness Crab 98 40 40 
<ing Crab 50 8 8 
Canner Crab 60 10 10 
&alone 2 2 2 
3lack Gumboots 36 18 18 
sea Urchin 24 12 12 
lctopus 4 20 20 
Tea Scallops 74 4 4 
shrimp 86 18 18 

-1NE PLANTS (44% OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATED)* 

1.s2 
2.82 

O-20 

.12 
O-20 
o-5 

32.4 O-500 
1.3 O-25 
4.1 

.12 
O-100 

.32 
O-4 

.22 
O-3 
0;s 

lbs. O-60 
lb. O-40 
US. O-200 

7 3 36 30 
10 6 

O1 
44 36 

7 6 2 
203 83 66 34 
112 9 50 10 
91 9 54 10 
48 1 0 2 
22 4 20 20 
10 1 16 10 
32 6 24 6 
28 1 74 0 
86 16 72 12 

3lack Seaweed 40 26 26 
sea Ribbons 32 20 20 
3ull Kelp 4 4 4 

.MRINE MAMMAL (50% OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATED)* 

.82 
1.5 
lbS. 

'Iarbor Seal 50 20 20 

O-10 
O-40 
o-3 

O-4 

62 17 
155 32 
31 1 

.4 360 72 

2 

31 
0 
O1 
9 
0 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

0 0 
6 2 
2 2 
2 2 

10 4 
2 2 
0 0 
0 2 
2 2 
2 2 
0 0 
0 0 

20 
14 
0 

34 

16 
14 
0 

18 

1 
2 less than .5 pounds 

3 
5 gallon buckets 

'm-s 
HH = households 
* households that attempted to harvest the resource during 1984. 
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APPENDIX D (continued) 

PROFILE OF HOUSEHOLD HARVEST AND USE OF FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES BY YAKUTAT RESIDENTS DURING 1984 
MNDOM SAMPLE, n = 50) 

Mean lbs. 
Percent of Mean Harvest Mean lbs. Harvested 

Percent of Households Percent of Quantities Harvested Per HH Percent Percent 
Households Attempting Households (All HH Range Per (All HH Households Households 

Resource using to Harvest Harvesting n = 50) Quantities Active HH n = 50) Receiving Giving 
LAND MAMMAL (72% OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATED)* 

Moose 70 62 22 .2 O-l 
Deer 22 6 6 .l o-2 
Black Bear 8 8 4 .l o-3 
Brown Bear 8 10 6 .l o-2 
Yt. Goat 12 8 6 .l O-l 
LYU 2 2 2 .l o-2 
Beaver 2 2 2 .l G-5 
Wolf 10 10 10 .4 O-10 
Coyote 4 2 2 .l O-l 
Wolverine 4 4 4 .2 O-10 
Laud Otter 2 2 2 .l o-3 
rink 6 6 6 .3 O-10 
.!lartin 6 6 .4 O-10 
jguirrel 2 2 2 .l O-2 
Weasel 2 2 2 .l O-3 
Hare 8 8 8 .l O-2 

BIRDS AND EGGS (66% OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATm)* 

Ptarmigan 8 12 6 
Canada Geese 30 22 22 
Whistling swan 2 2 2 
Bandhill Crane 6 6 6 

.9 O-30 

.9 o-15 

.l o-1 

.l O-3 
h&S 50 38 38 14.8 O-200 
jeabird Eggs 32 12 12 4.3 O-140 

?LANTS AND BERRIES (94% OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATED)* 

kries 94 88 
Qllts 32 24 
'irewood 52 50 

88 25.g3 
24 3.83 

O-120 
O-130 

50 5.2 (cords) 

195 121 

133 8 
188 15 
25 2 
90 7 
40 1 
75 2 

3 

5 1 
20 4 
8 O1 

19 1 
59 22 

7 1 

29 26 
16 4 

62 22 
16 8 
8 4 
8 4 
8 6 
0 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 

2 
12 
0 
0 

20 
20 

50 
10 

6 
14 
0 
2 

28 
10 

40 
8 

1 
m less than .5 pounds 
f 5 gallon buckets 

clu=tS 
HH = households 
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APPENDIXE 

AvERAGENuMBEROFS~HARvEsTEDANDUS~AT~BYGEARTipEFoR~ 
IcmacK HOUSEHOLDS SUETVEYED ND ACTIVE HOUSEHOLDS ONLY (1984) 

AT&HOUSEHOLDS (n= 36) 

King SocJw= Silver chum Pink 

Cmnmxial Fishing 

Purse Seine 
Troll 
Gillnet 

Non-Carmrcial 

BeachSeine 
Tk-011 
RodandRe 
Purse Seine 

0.2 
0.0 
0.0 
0.2 

0.0 9.3 0.0 0.0 1.7 
0.8 0.0 1.4 1.3 1.5 
1.1 2.6 7.7 3.0 4.5 
0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.9 13.6 9.1 4.3 7.7 

0.2 
0.0 
0.0 
0.2 

O.ll 
0.0 
0.0 
0.G 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

GRANDtLrlTAL 2.1 13.8 9.1 4.3 7.7 

sockeye Silver Chum Pink 

Camxzrcial Fishinq 

Purse Seine 1.8 3.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Troll 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Gillnet 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

1.8 1.0 0.0 0.0 

Non-Cannercial 

Beach seine 0.0 37.2 0.0 0.0 20.3 
Troll 6.8 0.0 25.0 22.5 27.5 
WdandReel 8.2 13.4 16.4 15.4 23.0 
Purse Seine 0.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

!tmAL 15.0 80.6 41.4 37.9 70.8 

GEaND!lI.mAL 16.8 83.6 42.4 37.9 70.8 

1 Less than .l 238 




