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ABSTRACT 

Research rcportcd in this document was designed to a) provide baseline data on the subsis- 
tcncc harvest and use of fish and wildlife resources by Hoonah residents and b) examine changes in 
subsistence that may be taking place due to logging and road construction in the Hoonah area and due 
to the state and federal regulatory environment. Intensive field research conducted in Hoonah in 1986 
and 1987 collected ethnographic data through interviews with Hoonah elders and other residents of the 
Port Frederick area and gathered subsistence harvest and use and socioeconomic data through a ran- 
dom household survey of 71 of Hoonah’s 255 households. Less intensive research activities continued 
through 1988-1990. Mapped data showing the locations of subsistence harvests and the intensity of 
subsistence land use were collected through key informant interviews, survey questions, and public 
meetings. Measures of intensity of land use were developed from these data. 

Hoonah residents were found to rely on subsistence harvests for much of the food they use, 
harvesting an average of 209 Ibs per capita and using 234 lbs per capita of fish, wildlife, and plant re- 
sources in the study year. Salmon and other fish accounted for 41 percent of the subsistence food har- 
vested; deer accounted for 25 percent. Seals, marine invertebrates, and seaweeds also had important 
subsistcncc harvests. Subsistcncc hunting, lishing, and gathering took place primarily in traditional clan 
and community harvesting areas. We divided the entire area used by Hoonah residents for customary 
and traditional subsistence harvests into 30 analytical units and examined intensity of use and change in 
intensity of use over time. These measures suggested some changes in intensity of use due to recent 
timber harvesting and showed a sharp decline in use of traditional territories within Glacier Bay 
National Park since the 19.50s. The change in Glacier Bay has been the result of National Park Service 
policies that have discouraged or prohibited the subsistence harvesting of fish and wildlife from the ar- 
eas traditionally used by Huna Tlingit that now lie within park boundaries. 

We examined deer harvesting in the core area most important to Hoonah residents and found 
that significant changes were underway affecting local subsistence patterns of use of this species. Log- 
ging and logging-r&ted construction has resulted in the establishment of semi-permanent camps and 
scttlcmcnts within the Hoonah core area. Residents of these camps compete with Hoonah residents 
for deer and other resources. Hundreds of miles of logging roads have been constructed in the 
Hoonah core area since 1982. Hunters from other southeast Alaska communities now use these roads 
during the deer hunting season, adding to the hunting pressure on deer and the competition with 
llloonah hunters. The total deer harvest in areas with logging roads has risen sharply, and, at the time 
of this study, Hoonah hunters were unable to harvest the number of deer they desire. 

Logging of high-volume, old-growth forest on both Tongass National Forest and Native 
Corporation land near Hoonah has resulted in a progressive, cumulative loss of critical deer habitat. 
With this loss of habitat, the lloonah core area’s ability to support deer has declined over time. This 
dccreasc in the deer habitat due to logging, coupled with increased deer harvests by non-Hoonah resi- 
dents, may have a long-term impact on Hoonah residents’ subsistence hunting. This study indicates 
that subsistence hunting has been restricted in some parts of the Hoonah core area by past logging. 
Subsistence harvesting of deer by Hoonah residents may be restricted in all parts of the Hoonah core 
area if prcscnt plans to log on northeast Chichagof Island are followed. 

Hoonah residents’ harvest and use of fish has been affected by State of Alaska and federal 
regulations that restrict bag limits, areas where fish may be taken, and gear that may bc used for subsis- 
tcnce fishing. Partly because of the restrictive regulatory environment, substantial portions of the lish 
used for subsistence by Hoonah residents are taken from legal commercial catches. Some fish species, 
particularly coho and king salmon and halibut, are also caught under sport fishing regulations. 

. . . 
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CHAPTER 1 

STUDY BACKGROUND: PERSPECTIVE AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This report presents the results of field research conducted by the Division of Subsistence, 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game, in Hoonah, Alaska, in 1986 and 1987. The Hoonah community 

study was part of a larger project designed to examine the relationship between timber management 

and fish and wildlife utilization in southeast Alaska communities and to gather baseline subsistence 

data. The overall design for this larger project was developed jointly by the Division of Subsistence and 

by the U.S. Forest Scrvicc (Forest Service) and directed research in six southeast communities. The 

Forest Service provided partial funding for some early community studies in this project’. 

This is the final community report in this research series. Reports from community studies in 

Angoon, Kake, Klawock, Tenakee Springs, and Yakutat have been completed (George and Bosworth, 

1988; Firman and Bosworth, 1990; Ellanna and Sherrod, 1986; Leghorn and Kookesh, 1986; Mills and 

Firman, 1986). A summary report examining the data from the six community studies will be com- 

pleted in 1990. 

Hoonah and the other communities were chosen for intensive studies both because they have 

contrasting histories of forest management and differing potentials for future logging and because they 

are rcprcsentative of the small and medium-sized communities of southeast Alaska. Hoonah was cho- 

sen as a medium sized Tlingit community where large-scale logging was beginning in the 1980s and 

where plans called for extensive harvesting of timber resources in areas close to the community. Ex- 

amining subsistence harvest of fish and game in Hoonah during this time period provided the opportu- 

nity to study the impacts of logging in their initial stages. 

1. Forest Service is directed by the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act Sec. 810 to evaluate the impact of its ac- 

tivitics upon subsistence. These community studies were aimed at providing data needed for this evaluation. 



Since the completion of field work for this study, additional quantitative data covering subsis- 

tence harvests has been collected2, deer population modcling has been developed3, court cases have 

examined the impact of logging in the Hoonah area4, and management of Tongass National Forest has 

been under congressional revied. Where appropriate, reference is made to these recent sources of 

information. 

Study Context 

The Tongass National Forest, managed by the Forest Service, comprises 70 percent of the to- 

tal land area in southeast Alaska, including most of the land used for subsistence harvesting by Hoonah 

residents on north Chichagof Island. Glacier Bay National Park and Misty Fiords National Monument 

are other major federally managed lands in southeast Alaska. Other land, including stands of old- 

growth forest usually located close to communities, is held by Native Corporations which received this 

land as part of the Alaska Native Claims Scttlcment Act of 1971 6. Municipalities and the State of 

Alaska are the other major land owners, 

Timber harvesting in southeast Alaska takes place on Tongass National Forest lands and on 

state and private land. In the mid-1980s in Hoonah and some other communities the volume of logging 

on Native Corporation land has been substantial; logging on state land has had an impact in some ar- 

eas. Because of the sheer size of Tongass National Forest and the timber harvest level ordered by 

Congress, however, most of the long term changes to fish and wildlife habitat and to subsistence uses of 

natural resources that are attributable to logging will take place from logging on this federal land. 

?.. ‘Ihe Division of Subsistence joined with U.S. f~orcst Service and the University of Alaska in suwey rcscarch in 1988 lo esli- 

mate levels of suhsistcnce harvest and map subsistence use areas in 30 southeast Alaska communities. 

3. Recent data and analysis show the number of deer that can be maintained, actual and desired harvest levels, and biologically 

safe harvest levels under different timber harvesting scenarios. 

4. Suits in federal court are adjudicating the impacl of logging in the lloonah area. Court ordered hearings in Iloonah have 

been held. 

5. Various bills are working their way through Congress. In some versions of thcsc bills, funding for forest management would 

bc changed, amounl of limber cut would be lowered, and some areas near Iloonah would bc closed to logging. 

0. ‘l’hc Native corporations for Angoon. Silka, and some other communities sclccred limber land outside their hunting and 

fishing areas. 



In 1957 the federal government signed a contract with a Japanese firm to provide a spccilicd 

level of timber supply to the Alaska Pulp Corporation mill to be located in Herring Cove close to Sitka. 

The harvest requirements of this 50 year contract, which commenced in 1961, have been the driving 

force behind U.S. Forest Service land management activities in the Hoonah subsistence area for the 

past decade. Section 705 (a) of the Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act (ANILCA), 

passed December 2, 1980, provided further, albeit difficult to reconcile, direction to U.S. Forest Service 

on how to manage the Tongass National Forest. On the one hand ANILCA has provided a guaranteed 

budget of at least $40 million per year to develop roads, log transfer facilities, and other infrastructure 

to facilitate logging and directed U.S. Forest Service to make available 450 million board feet (mmbf) 

of timber per year to contract holders from Tongass National Forest: assuming about 30,000 board feet 

per acre, this means that about 15,000 acres of forest, or about 25 square miles, need to be cut each 

year. On the other hand, Sec. 810 of the same act provides strong direction to U.S. Forest Service to 

avoid land use actions that may restrict subsistence uses of federal lands and to mitigate impacts where 

actions can not be avoided7. 

Timber harvesting, road construction, and other land management for the entire Tongass Na- 

tional Forest is guided by the Tongass Land Management Plan (TLMP), first completed in 1979. As 

directed by Congress, Forest Service is preparing a TLMP revision with a draft expected some time in 

1990. The 1979 plan classified forest lands, divided into value comparison units (VCUs), according to 

four land use designations (LUD) from most restrictive on timber harvesting, LUD I, to the most har- 

vest oriented, LUD IV. 

In addition to TLMP, which sets an overall outline for timber harvests, five-year operating 

plans and environmental impact statements (EIS) have been prepared for the two timber sale areas 

7. At the time of this writing. ‘I‘ongass reform legislation is working its way through the U.S. Congress. Congress is consider- 

ing eliminating a guaranteed funding level for U. S. Forest Service for managing the Ibngass, removing the direction to For- 

cst Scwice to cut 4.5 billion board feet per decade, cancelling the long-term contracts, requiring National Marine Fisheries 

Service requirements for buffer strips bordering anadromous streams where logging can not take place, and creating new 
wilderness areas. 



within the national forest8. For the Hoonah area, operating plans and EISs were prepared for the 

1981-56 and 1986-90 time periods. Because of court direction, a supplement to the 1981-86 and 

1986-90 operating plans was prepared and issued in November, 1989 (Forest Service, 1989)9. This level 

of planning describes the location of timber clear-cuts, roads, log transfer sites, and camps, as well as 

the harvest schedules to be followed and methods to be used. In 1990 the Forest Service announced 

that it would no longer prepare five-year operating plans for the northern portion of the Tongass. In 

place of the five-year plans, a sequence of project plans would be prepared, with each covering a small 

portion of the forestto. 

ANILCA Sec. 810 evaluations and determinations are a necessary part of all Forest Service 

land USC plans that direct timber harvest or other management activity the may affect subsistence uses 

of fish and game whether they be the decennial forest-wide management plans, the five-year operating 

plans and El%, or the project plans tl. The TLMP, operating plans, and project plans are required to 

a) evaluate subsistence uses and determine if significant restrictions on subsistence may occur, b) hold 

public hearings concerning the restrictions on subsistence, c) show that planned logging and road 

building are necessary if they may result in restrictions on subsistence, and d) find other land or miti- 

gate the impacts on subsistence of these land use actions. 

Formal assessment of the impact of forest management plans and actions on harvest and use 

of fish and wildlife takes place under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and under 

sections 802 and 810 of ANILCA. NEPA requires that an environmental assessment (EA) be prepared 

8. ‘l‘hc northern sale area, supplying logs to the Alaska Pulp Corporation mill in Sitka, includes the northern portion of south- 

cast Alaska: Baranof, Chichagof, Kruzof, Kuiu, Yakobi and smaller islands and on the mainland in this area. The southern 

sale area, supplying logs to the Ketchikan Pulp Corporation, logs on Etolin, Kupreanof, Mitkof, Prince of Wales, Revil- 

lagigeda, Zarembo, and smaller islands and on the mainland in this area. 

9. The court directed Forest Service in I’enakee v. Ling IO prepare supplements showing site-specific and cumulative effects on 

subsistence due to logging and road building activities. The court provided further direction in Nanlon v. Barton. 

10. Plans under way for Kelp Bay Project and for the Southeast Chichagof Island Project anticipate cutting 100$00,000 board 

feet from each of these areas over the next few years. Subsequent project plans will cover Hoonah Sound, Kruzof Island, and 

other areas in the Alaska Pulp Corporation sale area. ‘I‘hc southern portion of the ‘lbngass completed a five-year plan cov- 
ering the 1989-94 time period. 

1 I. I’roccdurcs for doing legally correct Sec. 810 evaluations and determinations are being developed. ‘Ihe ADF&G rccom- 

mcndations to Forest Sewicc for 810 procedures is found in Appendix IV. 
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for both TLMP and operational plans. The effects of Forest Service management plans are also ex- 

amined under the NEPA. 

ANILCA requires that the subsistence uses of rural Alaskan residents be considered in the de- 

velopment of management plans and policies for all federal lands in Alaska. Specifically, Section 802 

states that: 

Consistent with sound management principles, attd the conservation of healllty populations of 
fish and wildlife, the utilizatiott of the public lands in Alaska is to cause he least adverse impacl 
possible on rural residents who depend upott subsistettce uses of the resources of such lands; cott- 

sislettt with managetnent of jish and wildlife in accordance with recognized scientific principles 
and the purposes for each Unit established, designated, or expanded by or pursuant to titles II 
dlrough VII of die Act (ANILCA), the purpose of this title is to provide the oppotiunity for rural 
residettts engaged in a subsis&xce way of life to do so. (16 USC 3112) 

In order to insure compliance with this clear direction, Congress further stipulated in Section 

810 of ANILCA that: 

Itt delermining wheUler to withdraw, reserve, lease, or oUlerwise permil the use, occupattcy, or dis- 
position of public lattds uttder any provision of law auUtotizing such actions, the head of he Fed- 
eral agency having ptimaty jurisdiction over such lands or his designee shall evaluate the effect oj 
such use, occupancy, or disposition ott subsistence uses and needs, the availability of other lands 
jar the purposes sought to be achieved, and other alternatives which would reduce or eliminate 
Ihe use, occupancy, or disposilion of public lattds needed for subsistence purposes. No such 
withdrawal, reservalion, lease, pennit, or other use, occupancy or disposition of such lands wltich 
would significat@y resln’ct subsistence uses shall be effected until rhe head of such Federal 
agency: 

(1) gives notice to the approptiate State agency attd the approptiate local committees 
and regional councils establislled pursuant to secliott 805; 
(2) gives notice of; and holds, a hearing in (he vicinir?, of lhe area involved; and 
(3) de~erminrs that (A) such a significanl restticlion of subsistence uses is necessary, 
consis~enl with sound tt~mqqemett~ principIe.s for Ihe utilizaGon of the public lands, (B) 
the proposed activity will ittvolve the minimum amount of public lands necessary lo ac- 
complish [he purposes of such use, occupancy, or other disposition, and (C) reasonable 
steps will be tuken to minimize adverse impacts trpott subsistence uses uttd resources re- 
suWtlg from such actions. (16 USC 3112) 

The community studies that are part of the larger Division of Subsistence research program in 

southeast Alaska and the summary report that will be completed in 1990 are designed to provide data 

that will bc useful in this planning process. Data from these and other studies of the characteristics of 

subsistence harvest and use of fish and wildlife will assist Forest Service planners to identify the com- 

munity subsistence uses that depend on Forest Service lands, to assess the potential impact that logging 

5 



and road building may have on these uses, to avoid restrictive impacts where possible, and to use miti- 

gation to lessen the impacts where logging and road building have been shown to be necessary as 

intended in the ANILCA legislation. 

Study Puruoses 

There are three main purposes of this study: 

1) collection and analysis of baseline data on subsistence use of fish and wildlife by residents 

of the community of Hoonah, 

2) examination of change over time in the areas used for subsistence harvests by Hoonah 

residents, and 

3) examination of the on-going effects of logging on subsistence uses in Hoonah. 

Baseline Research 

Since the passage of the State of Alaska law in 1978 giving subsistence a priority over other 

uses of fish and wildlife, the Division of Subsistence has been engaged in research to document impor- 

tant features of contemporary subsistence use of these natural resources in rural communities through- 

out the state. Through the research efforts of the Division of Subsistence and other researchers, com- 

parable baseline data are available for more than half of the rural subsistence communities of the state. 

The current study will contribute to this expanding body of knowledge. 

This study presents data on the following aspects of subsistence uses in Hoonah: 

1) description of the community cultural context, 

2) community socioeconomic and demographic data, 

3) listings of species used, 

4) seasonal round of subsistence harvests, 

5) levels of harvest and use, 
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6) means of harvesting, and 

7) geographical characteristics of harvesting. 

The collection of baseline data will enable future studies to examine change in subsistence 

over time12. Subsequent studies in southeast Alaska communities will use baseline data from this 

round of research to assess changes in subsistence harvest and use due to logging, changes in species 

distribution and abundance, economic change, and other factors. 

Change in Subsistence Use 

The second objective of this study is to describe and assess change in the subsistence uses of 

Hoonah over time. This study discusses changes in the level of use of specific areas in detail. This re- 

search attempts to identify forces resulting in change in subsistence use areas in this community in- 

cluding forest management practices, related changes in species distribution and abundance, regula- 

tions governing fish and wildlife harvests, improvements in technology of harvesting, and growth of the 

local cash economy. 

Effects of Forest Management 

Examining the effects of logging and road building on the subsistence uses of Hoonah resi- 

dents is the third objective of this research. The study also examines the direct effects of timber har- 

vesting on the cash economy of Hoonah and on its social and demographic composition as well. How- 

ever, because most logging and road building affecting Hoonah is relatively recent and because much 

more extensive timber harvesting is scheduled for coming years, many of the effects of this activity are 

12. In the few cases where we have good diachronic harvest information for communities, we have found that the composition 

of subsistence harvests may vary significantly from year to year although the total food weight of harvests remains relatively 

constant (Burch, 19%; Fall, 198 ). 



not fully manifest as yet. The current research identifies some of the important early changes in sub- 

sistence use of fish and wildlife that have been the result of logging and roading and delineates the 

vectors of change that are likely to affect subsistence use in the coming years. 

Methodology 

A common methodology has been employed in the series of related community studies in 

southeast Alaska (Division of Subsistence, 1984). This section outlines the main characteristics of the 

research approach. 

Research Field Time 

A major characteristic and strength in all studies has been the continued field presence in 

study communities and extensive contact of field researchers with community residents both during the 

active phase of field research and following completion of formal research. Two field researchers 

worked intensively in Hoonah during the most active period of field research, from January 1986 

through June 3986. Two Tlingit speaking Hoonah residents were hired to assist in completion of a 

community census and to conduct survey interviews. Approximately 15 field visits were made to 

Hoonah between June 1986 and June 1987 to conduct further interviews, to inform the communily of 

the progress of this research, and to obtain approval of final maps. Survey and mapped data have been 

discussed with community members during fish and game regulatory meetings and during other field 

visits to Hoonah in 1988, 1989, and 1990. 

Community Review 

Before field research was begun in Hoonah, the researchers held public meetings to present 

the research design and explain what was proposed to the Hoonah City Council and members of the 
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community. Hoonah residents contacted at public meetings and city council members supported re- 

search that would document their subsistence use of fish and wildlife and examine the effect of logging 

on subsistence. Data collection began after obtaining community support and approval for the rc- 

search design. Initial research findings were discussed and checked with community residents as analy- 

sis proceeded. Members of the Hoonah Indian Association, the tribal governmental body for Hoonah 

formed under the Indian Reorganization Act, and members of the Hoonah City Council read and re- 

viewed a draft of this report prior to publication. 

Literature Review 

The literature review conducted as part of this project covered a number of key areas. The 

theoretical base for understanding contemporary subsistence harvesting comes partly from anthropo- 

logical literature on small scale hunting and gathering societies and increasingly from recent studies of 

subsistence harvesting in arctic and subarctic communities (Wolfe and Walker, 1987). Initial work 

drew heavily on anthropological studies conducted with hunting and gathering peoples in Alaska and 

elsewhere (cf., Burch, 1975; Lee and Dcvore eds. 1979; Nelson, 1969; Van Stone, 1967). Research 

funded by the Bureau of Land Management through its Outer Continental Shelf program (cf. 

Armstrong and Braund, 1983; Wolfe, 1981) also assisted in developing useful directions for baseline re- 

search. The theoretical model of subsistence-based economies developed in the literature guided the 

analysis of the Hoonah data. 

Review of literature on southeast Tlingit societies provided important historical background 

on the development of Hoonah as a modern community. This literature pointed to features of Tlingit 

culture and society that arc intimately associated with the use of territory and contemporary harvest 

and use of fish and wildlife. These themes are discussed below. 

Review of timber harvesting documents and records kept by ADF&G and by the Forest Scr- 

vice provided historical perspective on the effects of state and federal resource management on 

Hoonah residents as well as a tracking of important resource questions. Finally, the review of impact 
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studies provided examples of methods for assessing whether or not significant impacts have occurred or 

are likely to occur from timber harvesting. 

Key Respondent interviewing 

Key respondent interviews were conducted to collect historical data, information on the social 

structure of Hoonah, harvesting practices, and other information relevant to subsistence harvesting and 

use. Contacts were made with the recognized heads of all Tlingit clans in Hoonah. These individuals 

and other elders provided important information on the founding and development of Hoonah, the ori- 

gin of the Hoonah population, clan territories, and historic use of Glacier Bay. Elders also identified 

some long term trends in fish and wildlife harvesting not available from other records. Interviews were 

conducted with active commercial fishermen, Huna corporation leaders, the Hoonah Elders Council, 

Hoonah Indian Association officers, members of the Alaska Native Brotherhood and Alaska Native 

Sisterhood, and city government staff. Forest Service staff and staff of Whitestone Logging Corpora- 

tion, the Alaska Pulp Corporation contractor with a camp near Hoonah, described on going timber 

harvesting activities on Forest Service and Native corporation land, provided estimates of timber har- 

vest level and size and location of the logger population. Hoonah community residents went with re- 

searchers in areas surrounding Hoonah on visits to subsistence harvesting areas, Hoonah residents and 

Forest Service staff also went with researchers to show logging sites and logging practices on federal 

and Native corporation land. 

More formal interviews in which a schedule or list of questions was used were conducted with 

10 active hunters as part of initial work defining the Hoonah subsistence use area and with 15 elders 

concerning historical and clan events in Hoonah. A large number of less formal interviews took place 

in the course of initial field research and in subsequent field visits. We found that a great deal of im- 

portant information was gathcrcd through these less formal contacts as well. Community members 

had topics that they wished us to know about. Important issues concerning subsistence use of Glacier 
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Bay and increased competition with non-resident hunters for deer were repeatedly raised by rcspon- 

dents. 

Subsistence Use Area Mapping 

Two types of use area mapping were done as part of this research project: mapping the exten- 

sivity of the area by Hoonah residents for subsistence harvest of the main species used and intensity of 

use estimation for areas within the boundaries of the total subsistence use area. Standard reference 

maps at 1:250,000 scale wcrc produced through the first type of mapping. These follow mapping con- 

vcntions that have been used by the Division of Subsistence to produce reference maps in approxi- 

mately 100 communities throughout the state (Ellanna and Sherrod, 1986). The research methods 

used in the second type of mapping were developed specifically for the southeast Alaska community 

studies to provide a measure of intensity of subsistence use over time. 

Extensivity Mapping 

The extcnsivity mapping was done to document the outer boundaries of the territory used for 

subsistence harvesting by community residents. Maps from this research show the boundaries of the 

subsistence use area for each major resource that they harvest. Map biographies of ten key respon- 

dents provided initial mapped data for developing the community subsistence maps. Key respondents 

for mapping were chosen on the basis of their community reputation as knowledgeable, active subsis- 

tcnce harvesters. Clan territories and clan ownership are often mentioned in the literature; for this 

reason, leaders of different clans were asked to contribute mapped data. 

In collecting map biographies, we spread out 1:250,000 scale maps with transparent overlays 

and asked key respondents to draw lines on the overlays to include the areas where they personally had 

gone for each harvesting activity. We asked respondents to include all the areas they had used while 
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they had been living in Hoonah for customary and traditional harvests13. Areas incidentally or only 

rarely used were not included. We also did not include areas a respondent knew had been used by his 

parents or grandparents unless he had also used these areas. Mapping sessions usually lasted three or 

four hours and two sessions were often needed to complete a map biography. 

In the next stage of producing community subsistence maps, the map biographies from the ten 

key respondents were composited. The resulting composite maps were shown once more to key re- 

spondents and were presented to elders and other community members in individual interviews and in 

meetings called to review these map products. The goal of these interviews and presentations was to 

insure both that all of the areas used by Hoonah residents for customary and traditional subsistence 

harvests was represented and that no extra area had been erroneously included14. In total, about 60 

community residents, including most knowledgeable elders and active hunters, contributed to the field 

mapping and map rcvicw. 

Final reference maps were subject to further review by community residents in early 1987. A 

resolution approving the maps as an accurate representation of the areas used by Hoonah residents for 

customary and traditional subsistence harvests was passed by the Hoonah City Council on March 17, 

1987. 

Intensity Mapping 

While the reference maps produced through extensivity mapping research provide good doc- 

umentation of all of the areas used by Hoonah residents for subsistence harvests, they do not provide 

information about which areas have been used more frequently than others or what changes frequency 

13. Map biographies do not include all of the arca where key respondents have ever hunted or fished. For example, a hunt 

with a friend near Klawock or fishing at the southern end of Admiralty Island at the end of the commercial fishing season are 

not included because these areas arc not considered by informants to be customary and traditional use areas. 

14. This methodology excludes areas outside the territory of the Huna Tlingit. Hoonah residents have hunted and fished at 

one time or another throughout southeast Alaska and in many other parts of the state as well. These other areas, however, 

arc not seen by Iloonah rcsidcnts as being part of their territory or customary and traditional subsistence use area. 
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of use have occurred over time. In order to examine these questions, we gathered intensity of use data 

as part of our household survey. 

After we knew the outer boundaries of the area used by Hoonah residents from the extensivity 

mapping, we conducted further key respondent interviews to determine the best way to divide the total 

USC area into small geographical units that would be meaningful to community residents. We were able 

to divide the total area used into 30 analytical units, each of which corresponds to a geographical area 

easily recognized by Hoonah residents. These units are smaller, or more fine-grained, in the area clos- 

est to Hoonah and larger in areas distant from the community. Where possible, the boundaries of our 

analytic units are consistent with State of Alaska game management unit boundaries, Glacier Bay Na- 

tional Park boundaries, and Forest Service value comparison unit (VCU) boundaries. 

As part of our household survey, we asked respondents what years they used each geographic 

unit for subsistence harvesting activity (see Appendix II). Analysis of these data provide a quantitative 

indication of the relative level of USC by Hoonah households of different parts of the whole Hoonah use 

area in a given year and changes in use over time. This technique is adequate for providing these first 

measures of intensity of use and could be adapted in other research to produce other measures of in- 

tcnsity as well. 

Household Survey 

WC conducted survey of a random sample of Hoonah households to examine levels of subsis- 

tence harvest and USC of fish and wildlife, rates of participation in harvest and use, demographic char- 

acteristics of Hoonah residents, intensity of use of geographical areas, and other quantitative measures. 

The same survey instrument was also used to examine use of fish and wildlife by residents of the 

Whitestone logging camp located about six miles from Hoonah. The Whitestone survey was analyzed 

separately. 

The household census completed by the City of Hoonah at the end of 1985 provided a listing 

of Hoonah residents by household. This listing was updated with the assistance of the Hoonah city 
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clerk in early 1986, and household locations were mapped. The household listing and household loca- 

tion map was checked and updated by the Hoonah Tribal Council as part of a registration of tribal 

members. 

Sample size was set at 70 households or 25 percent of the 280 households resident in Hoonah. 

A random sample of 70 households with 10 additional alternates was drawn. Sample size was set at 20 

households or about 44 percent of the 4.5 households living at Whitestone. A random sample of 20 

households with five additional alternates was drawn. Interviewing was done by the two Division of 

Subsistence field researchers, assisted by two Hoonah residents who were trained in survey administra- 

tion. With some individuals, surveys were conducted in Tlingit. 

Survey interviewing began in early May 1986 and was completed by June 1986. A total of 71 

households completed surveys in the Hoonah sample. Seven alternates were used because interviewers 

were unable to contact five households of the original random draw, and one household was not inter- 

viewed because of a serious illness in the family. No households refused to complete this survey. A 

total of 21 households completed surveys in the Whitestone sample; this sample included three alter- 

nates. Interviewers wccc unable to contact two households of the original random draw for White- 

stone.15 

The survey instrument is shown in Appendix II and is similar to those used in other communi- 

ties in southeast where comparable research has been undertaken. Data for Hoonah are directly com- 

parable with data from most of the other harvest and use surveys conducted by the Division of Subsis- 

tence around the state. Questions concerning use of Glacier Bay National Park were unique to the 

Hoonah survey. 

15. Rccause we had multiple intewicwers in the field, WC ended up interviewing one more household in each sample than WC 

planned. 
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Data Analysis 

Survey data were coded by the researchers who did the field interviews. Data were entered 

and proofed by Division of Subsistence data management staff in Anchorage. Data management staff 

also set up SPSS files and Rbase files to analyze these data and did initial statistical runs. SPSS is a 

statistical software package used to process survey data. Rbase is a relational database software that 

was used to process the intensity of use data. Both of these programs run on personal computers. 

For most species, survey questions asked for the number of each species harvested and used 

during the previous 12 month period, May, 1985 through April, 1986. That is, respondents answered in 

number of king salmon used or number of Sitka deer harvested. For better comparability with other 

data, these harvest and use numbers were converted to food weights using standard conversion factors 

(see Appendix I). In this context food weight means the weight of that portion of the harvested animal 

that is actually brought into the kitchen. Skin, head, entrails, and other animal parts that are not used 

in this manner are not part of food weight16. 

Further analysis of both the survey and intensity of use data was done in Juneau. Where con- 

fidence intervals are presented and elsewhere where appropriate, statistics have been corrected to ac- 

count for the effect of the relatively large sample proportion of this survey. 

Otxanization of the Remrt 

Chapter Two of this report presents a brief overview of important characteristics of Hoonah as 

a community. Some of the demographic data were gathered as part of the field research; other infor- 

mation in this chapter is derived from secondary sources. Chapter Three concerns the cash component 

of the economy of Hoonah and presents information on income, jobs, and cost of living. Some of these 

16. Food weight conversions imply a comparison with purchased food sources; bones and other fish and animal parts that are 

likely to make it into the cooking pot are included in food weight even through they are not edible. 
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data come from the sample survey. Because of their importance to the cash economy, commercial 

fishing and timber harvesting jobs are discussed in some detail. 

Chapter Four examines the subsistence component of the economy of Hoonah and presents 

harvest and use data. Chapter Five presents mapped geographic use area data, descriptions of the ter- 

ritory used for subsistence harvests, and measures of land use intensity. These chapters have two main 

goals: to present baseline data that document subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering in Hoonah 

and to provide data that permit examination of change due to forest management and other factors. 

Chapter Six uses a case study approach to examine changes in subsistence harvest that have 

been documented or are suggested by the present research and analyzes the direction of these changes 

into the future. Chapter Seven discusses the conclusions of this report and presents suggestions for 

further research. 

16 



CHAPTER 2 

HOONAH: A COMMUNITY PROFILE 

Physical Setting 

Hoonah is a predominantly Native community located at the entrance of Port Frederick in the 

northeastern part of Chichagof Island (Figure 1). As with most other Native communities in southeast 

Alaska, Hoonah’s location provides for good access to subsistence fish and wildlife resources, safe 

moorage and protection from winter storms, and a local climate suitable for preservation of wild foods. 

Cultural, Social, and Historical Context 

Huna Tlingit in Icy Straits-Cross Sound 

Hoonah grew in importance as a central place for the Huna Tlingit Indian tribe in the late 

1800s with the establishment of schools, a post office, and other serviccs17. The community represents 

a coalescence of Huna Indians, primarily of the Chukanei Dee, T’akdcintaan and Woosh Ki Taan clans, 

who collectively comprise the Huna kwaart. Groups of Huna Tlingit previously lived all or part of the 

year at seasonal camps and small winter settlements throughout the Huna territory. According to 

Tlingit cldcrs, the Huna Tlingit have been a recognized kwaart controlling the Icy Straits and Cross 

Sound area for as long as Tlingits have inhabited this area18. 

17. Walter Styles, a Presbyterian missionary sent to Iloonah in 1881, started a school and church in that year. Earlier visits by 

Presbyterian missionaries were made by John Brady in 1878 and S. Hall Young in 1879 (Ikttridge, 1979). S. Hall Young ac- 

companied John Muir on some of his travels in the Icy Strait area. 

18. According toTingit traditional social organization, a person is a member of a family. a house, a clan, a side or moiety, and 

a-. TheI\waan presently coincides most closely with the village. In an earlier period, the hwaan was the group of inter- 

related clans living in a defined regional territory. Individual clans or clan houses owned territory and property. 
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Figure 4. Clan House Entrance, 
Hoonah. Courtesy of the Alaska State Library, Leslie Melvin Call y. 

C. A. 222-305. 
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Swanton (1908) listed six main Huna villages as existing at the time of contact but does not in- 

dicate locations for all of them: Gaot!akn (the present Hoonah), L/ucacak!ian, Kaq!anuwu, Xakanawu, 

Gonaxo (at the mouth of the Alsek River), and Gathini (north of Dry Bay). In the historic period 

dozens of camps and settlements have been documented through archaeological surveys (Ackerman 

1968) and through anthropological research to record Huna Tlingit possessory rights (Goldschmidt and 

Haas, 1946). Among these are camps and settlements of some size at Point Couverden and Home- 

shore19, and in Excursion Inlet, the Beardslee Islands and Beartrack Cove, at Listi20, in Dundas and in 

Taylor bays, and on Yakobi Island near Hoktaheen Lake and its outlet. La Perouse (1937, orig. 1799) 

identifies summer camps at Lituya Bay, and members of Hoonah lineages told us that their grand- 

fathers used that area21. Other clearly identified camps and settlements existed throughout the terri- 

tory controlled by Huna clans and clan houses 22. All of these places are within the territory docu- 

mented in 1946 as occupied and owned by Huna Tlingits shown in Figure 5 (Goldschmidt and Haas, 

1946)“3. 

Oral history establishes the presence of Huna Tlingit in the Icy Straits and Cross Sound area 

hundreds of years ago. The oral history of Glacier Bay documents events surrounding the last glacial 

advance, circa 1700. At that time there were five clan houses within Glacier Bay. These were aban- 

doned and covered by the advancing ice. Most of the inhabitants moved to the present site of Hoonah 

(see James 1987; Marvin, 1987). Other oral history recounted by Hoonah elders refers to a time when 

there was a large lake within Glacier Bay that may have been a major red salmon system. According to 

discussions of glaciologists at the 1988 Glacier Bay Science Symposium held at Bartlett Cove in 

September, 1988, a huge fresh water lake existed in the east arm of Glacier Bay from about 800 to 1200 

19. Homeshore is located across Icy Strait from Hoonah behveen Point Couverden and the entrance to Excursion Inlet. 

20. Sometimes written Tlistee. 

21. Lituya Bay appears to have marked the border between territory controlled by Huna Tlingit clans and those from Yakutat. 

After a number of people died in a landslide-induced wave in about 1855, Huna have tended to stay for much shorter periods 

of time within Lituya Bay. 

22. Clans and clan houses owned, controlled and managed important resource harvesting locations such as red salmon streams 

or camp sites for seasonal harvests. Members of other clans needed permission to use the owned territory and resources. 

Because of clan exogamy, however, kinship ties between clans were very strong. A man would almost certainly be allowed to 

use his father’s clan area, for example, even though he would be a member of his mother’s clan. 

23. ‘l‘his research was submitted to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to record the possessory rights of Natives of Southeast 

Alaska. 
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AD when this arm was dammed by a moraine formed by glaciers moving down the west arm. Other 

oral history accounts refer to settlements and events elsewhere in the Huna territory. 

Although glacier scouring has removed all sign of human habitation in many parts of the Huna 

territory, and the rebound of land following glaciation coupled with the thick cover of vegetation in 

southeast Alaska, have made archaeological sites difficult to locate, human occupation of this area is 

well represented in the archaeological record. Archaeological surveys have been done in Glacier Bay 

National Park and intensive excavation has taken place at Ground Hog Bay, located east of Point Cou- 

verden. In addition to the numerous sites of relatively recent Tlingit occupation, the Ground Hog Bay 

site provides a record of much earlier habitation extending back to at least 9,000 years before present 

(Ackerman 1968). The archaeological record does not tell us whether these very early people of the 

Icy Strait area were the ancestors of contemporary Tlingit or another people. Between 900 and 450 

years ago, this site was inhabited by people who built plank houses, used ground stone tools, and made 

decorative designs that are associated with Tlingit Indians. Based on this archaeological record, Tlingit 

habitation dates from at least this time, and the ancestors of Huna Tribe were probably present in the 

Icy Strait-Glacier Bay area24. 

Other Residents of the Huna Territory 

Tenakce Springs, located south of Hoonah on Tenakee Inlet, Gustavus, located across Icy 

Strait near Point Gustavus, Elfin Cove, located on Idaho Inlet, and Pelican located on Lisianski Inlet 

are the main other permanent settlements within or near the traditional Huna territory. All of these 

communities were established in the last hundred years. Tenakee Springs, population 95 in 19883, 

may have been the site of a seasonal Tlingit village before prospectors began to winter there in the late 

Z-l. Recent archaeological studies in Angoon found a Tlingit salmon weir 3000 years old. village and fishing sites 1600 years 

old, and fori occupation 1,000 years ago (Moss. 1989). Tlingit probably inhabited the IIuna territory during this time period 

as well. 

2.5. Population figures in this section are from household enumerations done m February and March 1988 as part of Tongass 

Resource Use Cooperative Study sulvcy work in each community. 
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1800s. A cannery was established in 1916 and operated into the 1960s. Tenakee Springs has a small 

commercial fishing fleet and has numerous retirement and vacation homes (see Leghorn and Kookesh, 

1986). 

Gustavus, population 218 in 1988, grew around turn-of-the-century homesteads. In addition 

to year round residents engaged in commercial fishing and limited agriculture, Gustavus houses em- 

ployees of Glacier Bay National Park. Gustavus has numerous summer homes. The National Park 

Service maintains an office and staff at Bartlett Cove near Gustavus. 

Elfin Cove, population 61 in 1988, and Pelican, population 238 in 1988, are other communities 

within the Hoonah territory. Both are small fishing communities that were founded around commer- 

cial fishing and fish buying or processing stations, economic activities that continue to be community 

mainstays26. 

During the past decade, another group of persons living in this area has been loggers and road 

crews, who reside primarily in camps established by contractors. The number and location of logging 

and road construction camps in the Huna territory varies from year to year with timber sales and road 

building contracts. From 198.5 through 1987 approximately 400 loggers and construction workers and 

their families were present in the area during the cutting season. Most of this work force and their 

families leave the area during the winter off season. Whitestone logging camp and the camp at Eight 

Fathom Bight are located in the area closest to Hoonah. The Whitestone camp, located about seven 

miles by road from Hoonah, shows some signs of developing into a permanent settlcment27. 

Mount Bether, with an estimated population of about 50 year-round residents in 198728, is a 

small intentional Christian community located in the Game Creek drainage near Hoonah. The Mount 

Bether was founded the late 1970s when its members moved to Game Creek from Massachusetts and 

other eastern states. The community maintains ties with other intentional Christian communities else- 

26. A fish buyer was in business in Elfin COW in 1927. IGsh buying was underway at I’clican by 1938 with a cold storage lalcr 

built ;~t that site. Some early mining and fox farming activities also brought people to the area near these communities. 

7-7. ‘I‘his continues to be mainly a movable trailer camp with few permanent buildings. Core company staff, as opposed to 

more transient loggers, however, have been living at the camp for up to seven years and would consider the camp to be their 

permanent home. See testimony by loggers at Sec. 810 hearings held in Hoonah in August 1989 (Forest Service, 1989). 

28. Figure based on interviews with Mount Ekther members. 
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where in Alaska. In recent years some members of the community have moved to Hoonah. We were 

told that the number of people living at Mount Bether varies seasonally. 

Fur Trade 

Huna Indians participated in the fur trade that provided the incentive for Russian exploration 

and colonization of southeast Alaska. Productive sea otter, fur seal, and other fur-producing areas in 

the Cross Sound, Icy Strait and north Chichagof Island area were part of the Huna territory. Perhaps 

just as importantly, the Huna Tlingit exerted some control over some of the trade moving through 

Chatham Strait and Lynn Canal between Sitka and interior communitiesZ9. The fur trade continued to 

be of some importance after the purchase of Alaska in 1867. While sea otter were the most highly val- 

ued fur, beaver, fox, fur seal, martin, mink, land otter, wolf, and other furbearers were also traded. 

Through relationships with the Chilkoot, the Chilkat, and other groups, Huna Indians participated as 

middlemen in trading fur that originated inland in what is now Yukon Territory and British Colombia. 

Huna Tlingit defended their trading position. 

7’he Hoonahs.... have been longest presenlcd from contact with white civilization...In 1862 they 
seized the Hudson’s Bay company’ ship Labrouchere at Swanson’s Harbor, imprisoned the cap- 
tairl and crew, and looted the vessel completely. It was not the Hudson’s Bay Company5 policy 
to retaliate and injure the fir-trade, and they passed by Hoonah anchorages for several seasons. 
Ambassadors besorlght the renmption oj trade, and when the ‘[fire canoe” came again the whole 
tribe joined in the water parade, die songs and dances of peace, filled the air with the eagle down 
of peace, arid carpeted the deck with potlatch otter skins. In 1867 the chief in his war canoes met 

the U.S. Revenue Cutter Lincoln, but was not allowed on board. (He offered to fight the crew of 
the cutter should they come to Icy Strait.) (Skidmore IS98 quoted in Klein 1975) 

Sea otter were severely depleted in the late 18OOs, and hunting of this species for trade was il- 

legal after 1908. Fur trade in other species has continued to the present. Trapping effort has fluctu- 

ated with the economics of the fur market relative to other cash earning activities. When prices have 

29. liuna Tlingit traded with interior Indians at Gantegastaki (also spelled Yendestaki, other varients also, translated- 

“gambling or trading place”) near Haincs. This place was also known for hooligan harvesting and oil-rendering. 
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been high, Hoonah residents have trapped throughout their territory. According to Hoonah elders, fox 

farms, usually run by non-Natives, were in operation on many of the small islands in the Huna territory 

during the 1920s and 1930s. A good market for harbor or hair seal skins existed briefly in the 1960~~. 

Hoonah elders recall snaring brown bear and selling hides earlier in this centurpl. Harvest of sea ot- 

ter, brown bear, and seal for commercial sale of skins and pelts has been illegal for some years. At the 

present time Hoonah residents find that low fur prices for other species provide little incentive for 

trapping. 

Develonment of Commercial Fishing 

Major commercial fisheries and canneries were established in the area used by Hoonah resi- 

dents during the 1880 to 1910 time period. In the space of a few decades fishing changed from being 

solely a subsistcncc economic activity to being a politically dominant commercial activity that would 

change both Huna Tlingits control over their traditional territory and, later, their ability to harvest sub- 

sistence fish resources. The earliest canneries packed primarily sockeye salmon from larger sockeye 

streams in the area. Bartlett Bay Packing Company began operations at Bartlett Bay in 1882, targeting 

on the sockeye salmon run in the Bartlett River. This cannery operated for a number of years before 

being dismantled in 1894. Astoria and Alaska Packing Co. operated briefly in Pavlov Harbor, in 

Freshwater Bay in about 1889; Alaska Packing and Navigation Co. and other companies operated a 

cannery at that site 1919 to 1923. Western Fisheries Co. opened a cannery at Dundas Bay in 1900 

which operated under different management until 1931. Hoonah Packing Co. in Hoonah also opened 

in 1901, and the site is still used to support processing done at other canneries. Astoria Pugct Sound 

Co. and Pacific American Fisheries opened canneries in Excursion Inlet in 1908; the successor to these 

companies continues to operate at the present time. Tenakee Fisheries, in Tcnakee Inlet, was started 

30 1 Ioonah residents recall selling seal skins to Canadian firms during this time period. They also said that they received a 

bounty for seal noses from State of Alaska. 

31. One elder recalled using the moose hide snares for catching brown bears, most probably in the 1920s and 1930s. These 

snares were traded through upper Lynn Canal from the interior. 
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in 1916 and operated into modern times. Cape Cross Salmon Co. began operations at Pelican in 1941; 

a cold storage continues to operate at that site. Fish buying and possibly some canning and packing 

was underway at Elfin Cove in 1927. Icicle Seafoods has operated a cold storage plant in Hoonah in 

recent years. Other fish buying and fish processing activities have also taken place within the Huna ter- 

ritory (Alaska Fisheries Board and Alaska Department of Fisheries, 1949; Cobb, 1930; Moser, 1899). 

In the earliest commercial fisheries, those beginning in the 188Os, canneries generally ac- 

knowledged Tlingit rights, if not ownership, to the fish in specific drainages. Canneries typically made 

a payment to the Tlingit clan or Tlingit clan house-group that controlled a particular stream (see 

Langdon, 1977; Price, 1990; Thornton and Schroeder, 1990). This practice wherein canneries 

recognized Tlingit ownership and payed for the right to fish in owned streams occurred with the 

cannery at Dundas Bay. Langdon (1980) reported that George Dalton of Hoonah stated that the 

owners of the Dundas Bay cannery paid his father a fee for the land used by the cannery and for the 

use of the sockeye in the Dundas River. With little government recognition or support for these 

traditional Tlingit use rights or ownership, however, not many years passed before Tlingit rights were 

no longer acknowledged by cannery operators or before canneries ceased to pay for use of traditional 

fishing sites and streams 32 . Moser observed this transition during his inspection of Alaska salmon 

fisheries and wrote in 1899: 

Many disputes arise concerning the fisheries. A native, whose ancestors have lived on a certain 
stream for many generations, and whose rights are respected by other natives, supplies a certain 
cannery with his catch, as possibly he has been doing for years. A rival cannery tells the native 
that he must sell his catch to it, and that otherwise their men will fish the native’s stream. 7’he re- 
sult is over fishing, complaints, bad feeling, blows, and threats to bloodshed. So far as can be 
learned, there are now no legal rights or title to any fishing grounds in Alaska except what force or 
strategy jimish. 

Based on interviews with Tlingit elders, involvement in commercial fishing and cannery work 

by Huna Natives appears to have been limited until the opening of canneries at Dundas Bay and at 

Hoonah itself. Fishing operations were owned and run by companies from outside the Alaska Terri- 

32. The bombardment of Angoon in the 1880s and the bombardment of Kake in the 1860s were events fresh in Native leaders 

minds at the beginning of the cannery era. 
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tory. Fishers from the lower 48 came to southeast Alaska for the fishing season, establishing a pattern 

that continues to the present time. Canneries initially employed Chinese and later Filipino workers for 

most jobs (Moser, 1899) s3. With the invention of the floating fish trap, traps placed at stream mouths 

became a main means of harvesting salmon. Canneries maintained their own fishing fleets to supple- 

ment the trap harvest and also bought fish from independent fishermen. In the early period, most of 

the fishermen were from outside of Alaska. According to Hoonah elders, after the end of World War 

I, Huna Natives began to become more involved in the commercial fisheries, both as tishers and as 

cannery workers. M. Hoonah developed a strong commercial fishing fleet focused on seining and hand 

and power trolling for salmon 35 . This fleet generally has fished within the traditional territory of the 

Huna Tlingit when fishing regulations permit. Commercial fishing for halibut by local fishermen in- 

creased in importance after World War 11 3o . Halibut continues to be an open entry fishery in which a 

large number of Hoonah boats participate (see Bell, 1981). 

Commercial salmon fishing transformed what had been an abundant and reliable subsistence 

resource into a market commodity. Severe over-harvesting with seines and fish traps eliminated many 

runs of the most highly prized salmon species by the late 1930s when regulation of fishing and the 

elimination of fish traps had become major resource issues in southeast Alaska (Cobb, 1930; Cooley, 

1962; Price, 1990). Allocation of salmon and halibut for subsistence and for commercial and other uses 

has continued to be major issue in the area 37 . During the period of low salmon abundance in the late 

1960s and early 197Os, subsistence harvests were restricted by regulation that set bag limits, gear types 

33. Moser (1899, p. 23) noted that, in 1898, ” The cannery fishermen are nearly all foreigners, the majority being ‘north coun- 

trymen,’ or, as they are termed, ‘hardheads,’ though there are some fishing gangs comprised of what are called ‘dagoes,’ con- 

sisting of Italians, Greeks, and the like...... With the exception of Metlakatla and Klawock, the packing at all canneries is done 

entirely by Chinese, and it is very satisfactory labor.” 

34. Langdon (1977) traces the development of commercial fisheries and involvement of Natives in these fisheries in southeast 

Alaska, focusing on Craig and Klawock. Price (1990) provides an insightful description of the transformation of common 

property fishery resources into commercial harvests. 

35. Sockeye salmon runs had been diminished by over fishing by the time Hoonah r&dents were moving into commercial 

fishing. Perhaps for this reason no gill net or set net fisheries were developed in the Huna territory. 

36. Most commercial fishing for this species before this time was by non-Alaskan fishers. The fishery boomed after the war 

until decline from the joint effects of over fishing and deep sea trawling in the 1970s. With more effective management and 

enforcement of the 300 mile exclusive economic zone, the fishery is building again. 

37. Salmon are allocated by the Board of Fisheries of the State of Alaska; halibut by the Pacific Halibut Commission. 
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permitted, and seasons for traditional harvests %. Very importantly, no provisions for traditional sub- 

sistence use of coho or king salmon was recognized during this time 39. Currently, no subsistence har- 

vests are recognized by the Board of Fisheries or permitted for king and silver salmon for Hoonah 

residents despite the long history and tradition of use of these species. These salmon continue to be 

harvested for home use under commercial and sport regulations. Hoonah residents either follow sport 

fishing regulations covering gear type, bag limit, and season for these species or use part of their legal 

commercial catch for home use. Hoonah residents’ harvests of red and chum salmon take place under 

subsistence permits. In 1989, permit limits controlled the numbers of red salmon and chum salmon 

that could to be taken from streams in the Hoonah subsistence use area. As we will see, these limits 

are relatively low and restrict traditional subsistence harvest and use patterns. 

Demograghy 

The size of the population of Hoonah from 1835 through 1986 is shown in Figure 740. The es- 

timates before 1880 include Huna Indians living in the entire Icy Strait and Cross Sound area41. The 

estimates from 1880 to present are from decennial and other censuses. This figure shows a likely de- 

cline in population after 1868 and a gradual doubling of the population from 1900 to present. The 

calamitous fire that destroyed most of Hoonah in 1946 is probably responsible for the decline in popu- 

lation from 1940 to 1950. The present population of Hoonah is somewhat smaller than the early esti- 

mates for the population of the entire Huna tribe in 1880. At the time of field research, about 960 per- 

sons living in 280 households resided in Hoonah, with a mean household size of 3.43 persons per 

38. Until the passage of state and federal subsistence laws the word subsistence did not have special legal meaning. 

39. These two salmon species were traditionally harvested with troll gear in Hoonah since there are no major spawning 

streams within the Huna territory where returning fish could be netted. 

40. The City of Hoonah was not satisfied with the decennial census estimate for 1980 and enumerated its population in a cen- 

sus that was certified in 1982. The incorrect 1980 figure is not presented. 

41. These estimates included Huna Tlingit living at other sites than Hoonah within the Huna territory. 
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IqHb 

l9B2 

1970 

liltJO 

1950 

1940 

1930 

1920 

1910 

1900 

1890 

1880 

1868 

1868 

1861 

1833 

IHX 

Number of Persons 

Ptgure 1. l’opulatton ol Iloonah, 1X3> to 19X6. 

household“2. The increase shown in Figure 7 over the 1982 to 1986 time period is partly real growth 

over that time period and probably partly due to different methods of enumeration43. 

Economic opportunities improved in the last ten years with oil-boom funded expansion of city 

and state services, capital improvement projects, Huna Corporation activities, the establishment of a 

Forest Service District Ranger office in town, and the advent and expansion of industrial logging in the 

area. Commercial fishing income also has risen during this time period. According to our interviews 

with Hoonah residents, improved economic conditions has meant that fewer people have had to leave 

Hoonah for employment. There has been some influx of non-Natives moving to the community during 

this time due to Forest Service or logging employment and due to the Mount Bether intentional com- 

42. Ihcsc arc based on a census of Iloonah conducted before survey work was undertaken. Surveyed households had a mean 

household size of 3.43 persons per household. 

43. With the cooperation of the Iloonah Indian Association, a full household enumeration was done as part of the 1986 re- 

search. Our total population of 960 includes all persons who& in Hoonah; the 1982 census data appears to include only 

peoplepresent in Hoonah during the census. 
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munitp. The Forest Service employs about 12 permanent professional staff, most of whom have 

moved to Hoonah with their families. A few families of loggers moved to Hoonah to work for Huna 

Totem Corporation or Whitestone Logging Corporation. Despite this influx, the change in the ethnic 

composition of Hoonah has been much less than the change that occurred in Klawock on Prince of 

Wales Island, where Natives are becoming a minority in the population (Ellanna and Sherrod, 1986). 

In Klawock non-Native loggers and their families live within the community; in the Hoonah area, most 

loggers and their families live in camps outside city limits. This, and the recency of industrial logging in 

the Hoonah area, has limited the demographic effect within the communitflP5. Some demographic 

changes within Hoonah proper have occurred, however. Children from the Whitestone logging camp 

are bused to the Hoonah schools and have changed the ethnic composition of school classes. The tim- 

bcr manager for Whitestone logging camp has lived in Hoonah and has been elected to the City 

Council. 

The ethnic composition of the parts of north Chichagof Island closest to Hoonah has changed 

more dramatically. Based on membership rolls that were completed by the Hoonah Tribal Council in 

1986 and on 1980 U. S. census estimates, about 80 percent of the population of Hoonah is Native 

(Grcy, 1987; Bureau of Census, 1980) 46 . With the addition of loggers, construction workers, and Forest 

Service staff and their families, we estimate that the ethnicity of the area’s population is now about 56 

percent Native47. A relatively small increase in the logging-related population would result in a major- 

ity of non-Native residents in the north and northwest Chichagof Island area. The Huna Native popu- 

lation could well be in a minority in this area within a few years48. 

44. Some members of Mount Bether lived all or part of the year in Hoonah in 1986. 

45. Should Iloonah expand its city limits to include nearby Whitestone logging camp and the other logging camps that use its 

services, the ethnic composition of the town would change dramatically. 

46. ‘I‘hcsc sources are based on a total enumeration of Iloonah households and are more accurate than ethnicity data from our 

sample survey. 

47. Arca population = Iloonah 960 + logging related 400 = 1360. Number of Natives = 960 * .8 = 768. Proportion Natives = 

768/1360 = .56 

48. If we consider the whole of the traditional IIuna territory which includes other Elfin Cove, Gustavus, Pelican. and Tenakce 

Springs. all communities with primarily non-Native populations, the Iluna Tlingit arc already in a minority. 
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Figure 8 presents the age and gender of Hoonah residents based on the households sampled in 

1956. As shown in Figure 8, 53.9 percent of the total population is male; 46.1 percent is female. Part of 

the gender imbalance appears to reflect greater movement of Hoonah women than men away from the 

community. Interestingly, the pyramid does not show the broad base found in a rapidly growing 

population, but more the pattern of a relatively stable population. The data do not show a baby-boom 

in Hoonah. The relatively low number of persons in the 15 through 24 age groups may be due to 

persons being absent from Hoonah for education and military service. Only a small number of male 

elders over 65 years of age was in our household sample; some elders reside in care facilities in Juneau. 

Based on this sample, 57 percent of the male, 58 percent of the female, or 57 percent of the total 

population is between the ages of 20 and 65. Hoonah thus has a very high proportion of its population 

in the economically active years. This contributes to the vitality of the communityrg. 

Figure 9 shows the place of birth of members of sampled households. Fully 46.5 percent were 

born in Hoonah with another 22.3 percent born elsewhere in southeast Alaska. The 25 percent born 

outside Alaska represent school district and Forest Service employees and their families, in-marrying 

spouses and others who have moved to Hoonah, as well as the children of Hoonah Tlingits who were 

born when their parents lived outside Alaska. A high proportion of Tlingit adults are married to 

someone from Hoonah. This community endogamy means that both husband and wife are likely to 

have ancestral and clan ties to subsistence harvesting areas within the Huna territory. 

Figure 10 length of residency for the longest residing member of each of the 71 sampled 

households. Fifty-four or 76.1 percent of the 71 sampled households had at least one member who had 

lived in Hoonah at least 10 years. Eight households or 11.3 percent were composed of persons who 

had lived in Hoonah for less than four years. These data show that a large majority of households in 

Hoonah have some longevity in the community. 

49. Demographers calculate a dependency ratio that compares the number of persons in their working productive years with 

the numbers of children and elderly. Dependency ratio = (population under 20 years t 65 years and over) / (population 20 

to 65 years) x 100. EIoonah’s dependency ratio of 74 is quite low. By comparison, the dependency ratio for the United States 

was 91 and that for Europe was 76 in 1960 (Bogue, 1969). 
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85 THRU 89 YRS 

80 THRU 84 YRS 

75 THEU 79 YRS 

70 THRU 74 YRS 

65 1HRU 69 YRS 

50 THRU 64 YRS 

55 THRU 59 YRS 

50 THRU 54 YRS 

45 THRU 49 YRS 

40 ThRU 44 YRS 

35 THKU 39 YRS 

31 ThRU 34 YRS 

25 TIGW 29 YRS 

20 THRL 24 YRS 

15 THRU 19 YRS 

10 THRU 14 YRS 

5 143J 9 YRS 

0 T’-RU 4 YRS 

1' . 

Number of Persons 

Female 
85 THRU 89 YRS 0 

75 THRU 79 YRS 

70 THRU 74 YRS 

65 ThRU 69 YRS 

50 THRU 64 YRS 

55 THRU 59 YRS 6 
SO THRU 54 YRS 

45 TH*‘U 49 ,‘RS 6 
40 !,‘,?U 44 YRS 

3t IhdU 39 YRS 

31 THRU 34 YRS 

li TliRU 29 YRS 

20 THRU 24 YRS 
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10 THRU 14 YRS 
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0 THRU 4 YRS 

5 10 

Number of Persons 

Figure 8. Age and Sex Composition of Sampled Hoonah Households, 1986. 
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Outside U.S. 0.9 

Other 5 E. AK 

Sitka 6.1 
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Figure 9. Place of Birth of Sampled Hoonah Residents. 

70 tu II 

65 to 69 

60 to 64 

1s to 59 

50 to 54 

45 tc’ 49 

40 to 44 

35 to 39 

30 to 34 
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Figure 10. Years of Residence in Hoonah by Sampled Households’ Longest Residing Member. 
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Figure 11 shows the educational level of adults in sampled households in Hoonah. Persons 18 

years of age or older were considered adults for the purpose of this figure. Based on these. data, 

Hoonah’s adults arc well educated. Over 36 percent of adults have studied beyond high school. The 

12.5 percent of the adults with from 3 to 8 years of schooling are mainly elders who did not have access 

to educational facilities when they were growing up. 

17-19 

Years of 
Education 

3o.w. 

Percent 

Figure 11. Educational Attainment of Iioonah Adults, 1986. 

Land Status 

When land was selected under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANSCA) of 1971, 

Native corporations made extensive selections in the area closest to Hoonah. Figure 12 shows the loca- 

tion of Huna Totem Corporation, Sealaska Corporation, and private land in the area near the commu- 

nity. Huna Totem’s selection includes about 22,000 acres (Hoonah Planning and Zoning Commission, 

1984). Because Scalaska Corporation sclcctions are not final, the acreage of its holdings cannot bc ac- 
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curately determined. Almost all of the other land on Chichagof Island on Figure 12 is federally owned 

and managed by the Forest Service. There is, of course, private land around Elfin Cove, Pelican, 

Tenakee Springs (see Leghorn and Kookesh, 1986), and there are scattered Native allotments and pri- 

vate parcels throughout the Hoonah use area. Much of the acreage selected by the Huna Totem and 

Sealaska corporations contain high-yielding old-growth forest. 

The Forest Service also manages federal land across Icy Strait from Excursion Inlet to Point 

Couverden and continuing up Lynn Canal, and land across Chatham Strait on Admiralty Island. 

Glacier Bay National Park is managed by National Park Service. The State of Alaska is not a major 

landowner in the area used by Hoonah residents50. 

Lo&w Activities 

Some logging in subsistence use areas took place before the most recent period of intensive 

harvesting activity which began in about 1980. This earlier logging was much more limited in scale and 

scope than the present activity in terms of the amount of timber harvested, infrastructure developed, 

and planned duration. Because earlier logging was limited, lasting effects on subsistence harvesting do 

not appear to have taken place, even though logging practices were environmentally unsound by today’s 

standards and included logging shorelines, yarding logs through stream beds, and little concern for ef- 

fccts on fish and wildlife resources. Logging primarily occurred along beach areas during this earlier 

era did not result in a lasting network of logging roads in the subsistence territory nor the development 

of semi-permanent logging camps and communities. Large scale, industrial logging began after 1980 

with the co-temporaneous development of greatly accelerated logging on Tongass National Forest 

Lands and logging on Native Corporation lands. 

SO. Underwater land within the three miles of shore and beneath navigable waterwar belong 10 the State of Alaska. ‘l’hc State 

of Alaska is responsible for management of fish and wildlife for subsistence on these lands. 
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Logging Roads 

In recent years, a substantial system of logging roads has been built in areas near Hoonah to 

facilitate logging. Figure 13 shows the major logging roads completed in this area through 1985, to- 

talling about 159 miles (Table 1). Most of these roads have been built since 1981. Additional roads 

will continue to be constructed in the coming years as logging on Forest Service and Sealaska 

Corporation lands expands into new areas. The Hoonah network of roads may one day connect with 

the Tenakee Springs system through a road following upper Game Creeksl. 

This developing road system is in itself an important impact. Hoonah residents have road ac- 

cess to areas that were previously difficult to reach. Roads have also opened up a good deal of Hoonah 

hunting territory to outside hunters who use the Alaska State ferry system to reach Hoonah. These 

impacts arc discussed more fully in Chapters 5 and 6. 

Logging on Forest Service Land 

Almost all of the area most intensively used by Hoonah residents has been designated as Land 

Use Designation IV or LUD IV by Forest Scrvicc in the Tongass Land USC Management Plan 

(TLMP) 57,; LUD IV lands arc managed for intensive timber harvesting. The head of Port Frederick 

and the arca around Frcshwatcr Bay are designated LUD 111. LUD III lands are managed for timber 

harvesting and other uses. Forest Service provides timber from its lands in the Hoonah area under the 

long term contract with the Alaska Pulp Corporation to supply its mill in Sitka. fn recent years two or 

three logging companies have held the contracts to do the actual logging. 

51. ‘l‘cnakec Springs residents have gone IO court and to Congress in attenlpts to prevent this road connection. 

52. A congressionally mandated IO-year revision of ‘ILMP is underway at the time of this writing. A reading of the draft rcvi- 

sion dots not show major departure from the earlicrTLM1’. That is, most land used by Iioonah rcsidenls till be matlag& 
for timber production. 
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TABLE 1. Principle Logging Roads in Hoonah Core Area in Miles, through 1986. 

ROAD# LENGTH 

8502 11.4 
8503 4.2 
85031 2.4 
8508 16.6 
8510 9.3 
8513 2.7 
8515 3.8 
8518 2.6 
8519 2.4 
xs191 1.8 
85192 1.7 
8530 11.2 
8575 6.5 
8578 6.0 
8579 8.1 
8580 13.4 
8.582 4.5 

TOTAL MI. 108.6 

Source: Ron Quilliam and staff, 1986, 1987. 
Estimated additional milts oI’othcr roads- 50. 
Acres cut for roads using SO’ right of way- 961. 
Acres cut [or roads using 70’ right ol’way- 134.5. 

Figure 14 shows the location of timber harvests on Forest &vice lands in areas near Hoonah 

as of 1985; Table 2 gives the harvest year and acrcagc for pre 1986 clear-cuts as well as for more recent 

years. Figure I5 shows total area logged each year on Forest Service land from 1979 through 1985. 

About 3,200 acres wcrc logged during this time period, not including the estimated 961 to 1,335 acres 

logged during road construction (Table 1). Leghorn and Kookesh (1986) provide similar information 

for logging adjacent to Tcnakce Springs and on the Indian River system. 
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TABLE 2. Logging on Tongass National Forest Land near Hoonah. 

Part A, by Unit and Year, 1979 through 1985, Ordered by Unit Number. 

UNIT # YEAR ACRES UNIT # YEAR ACRES 

MUD BAY - NEKA RIVER 

1 79 

2 79 

3 79 

4a 82 

4b 82 

5 82 

7 82 

8 82 

9 82 

11 80 

13 84 

14 82 

16 83 

17 84 

19 83 

21 81 

23 81 

27 84 

28 82 

29 81 

29a 82 

30 81 

31 82 

32 81 

GARTINA CREEK/LOWER GAME CREEK 

37 

38 

41 

46 

61 

62 

63 

64 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

SALT LAKE BAY 

114 

115 

117 

118 

120 

121 

129 

130 

131 

133 

134 

85 54 

85 74 

86 54 

85 75 

85 29 

86 50 

85 25 

85 12 

84 22 

85 73 

84 39 

8 

44 

39 

7 

12 

11 

109 

44 

22 

119 

154 

17 

28 

144 

76 

96 

56 

68 

58 

66 

2 

30 

12 

118 

26 

66 

43 

11 

62 

29 

21 

59 

UPPER GAME CREEK 

107 

111 

llla 

112 

155 

KENNEL CREEK 

161 

162 

163 

165 

166 

167 

168 

HANGING VALLEY 

169 

170 

171 

172 

173 

174 

175 

EAST POINT 

178 

181 

FRESHWATER BAY 

138 

139 

140 

141 

144 

145 

145a 

146 

147 

151 

152 

87 41 

87 95 

87 103 

86 40 

87 17 

81 78 

81 58 

81 54 

83 33 

81 48 

81 55 

81 49 

83 72 

81 35 

83 30 

82 30 

81 41 

81 11 

84 23 

84 14 

84 47 

83 13 

84 8 

82 20 

82 88 

83 65 

83 39 

84 27 

84 31 

84 76 

82 60 

84 19 

53 



TABLE 2, continued. Logging on Tongass National Forest land near Hoonah. 

Part B, by Unit and Year, 1979 through 1985, Ordered by Year. 

UNIT # YEAR ACRES UNIT # YEAR ACRES __ 

1 79 8 169 83 72 

3 79 39 19 83 76 

2 79 44 139 84 a 

11 80 119 178 84 14 

174 81 11 152 84 19 

30 81 30 131 a4 22 

170 81 35 175 a4 23 

173 81 41 145a 84 27 

166 81 48 146 84 31 

168 81 49 134 84 39 

163 81 54 181 84 47 

167 81 55 27 84 68 

23 81 56 147 84 76 

162 81 58 17 84 144 

29 81 66 13 84 154 

161 81 78 46 85 11 

21 81 96 130 85 12 

32 81 118 63 85 21 

29a 82 2 134a 85 22 

4a 82 7 129 85 25 

5 82 11 37 85 26 

31 82 12 62 a5 29 

4b 82 12 120 85 29 

14 82 17 41 85 43 

140 82 20 114 a5 54 

9 a2 22 64 a5 59 

172 a2 30 61 85 62 

8 82 44 38 85 66 

28 82 58 133 85 73 

151 82 60 115 85 74 

141 82 88 118 85 75 

7 a2 109 112 86 40 

138 83 13 121 86 50 

16 a3 28 117 86 54 

171 83 30 155 87 17 

165 83 33 107 a7 41 

145 83 39 111 87 95 

144 83 65 llla 87 103 

YEARLY TOTAL ACREAGE LOGGED: 

YEAR 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

ACRES 

91 

119 

795 

340 

560 

657 

1518 

SIX YEAR TOTAL ACREAGE LOGGED 4080 
Source: U.S. Forest Service records. Note that data for 1986 and 1987 are incomplete. 
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I’igure 15. Acres Logged on Forest Scrwe Land Near Hoonclh by Year. 

Most of the logjng on Forest Service land through 1987 took place in the Ncka River 

drainage, using the log transfer facility (LTF) at Eight Fathom Bight, about 15 to 20 water milts from 

Hoonah, and south of Freshwater Bay, using the LTF on Tcnakee Inlet, also about 15 to 20 miles from 

the community. The final sections of road 8530 were completed at the time of this study, signaling the 

start of logging in a third area south of Whitestone Harbor. Logs from the Whitestone Harbor area 

and from timber harvest on Forest Service land clsewherc on the Hoonah road system are loaded at 

the Long Island LTF about one mitt from Hoonah or at other LTFs constructed closer to clear-cuts’3. 

53. The use of specific LTF sites changes from year to year with according to terms of cutting contracts made with the logging 

companics. 
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Native Corporation Logging 

In the late 1970s Huna Totem Corporation began developing their landholdings. At that time 

timber prices were high, and it appeared to the corporation that sustained-yield logging could provide 

steady employment and substantial dividends to Huna Totem shareholders. In 1982 Huna Totem Cor- 

poration entered into a timber contract with Timber Pacific of Washington State to begin harvesting its 

22,000 acres of timber resources. Plans included whole log export, chip export or sale to Alaska Lum- 

bcr and Pulp, and possible large dimension structural timber and piling. A log transfer facility was 

built at Long Island, about one mile from Hoonah, and harvesting began in 1982 (Hoonah Planning 

and Zoning Commission 1984). 

The corporation was forced to change its cutting plans in response to the steep fall in timber 

prices that took place in the early 1980s. In order to cover the start-up costs for building roads, con- 

structing the log transfer facility, and other expenses, Huna Totem decided to accelerate its cutting 

schedule and planned to cut virtually all of its harvestable timber by the end of 1986 or 1987. In place 

of sustained yield management and long-term economic benefits from commercial harvest of timber on 

Huna Totem land, Hoonah is left with extensive clear-cuts in prime subsistence areas close to the 

community. 

Table 3 shows the year and size of each clear-cut on Huna Totem land. Figure 16 shows the 

acres logged on Huna Totem Corporation land through 1985. As these data show, logging proceeded 

rapidly throughout Huna Totem lands. A total of 3,075 acres were logged through 198.5. Logging has 

occurred in Spasski Bay, along Spasski Creek, and in other areas close to Hoonah. All of Huna Totem 

Corporations’ land is located within three to five miles of the community. 



TABLE 3. Huna Corporation Logging by Year and Unit, 1982 through 1985. 

UNIT # YEAR ACRES UNIT # YEAR ACRES UNIT # YEAR ACRES 

l9a 

23a 

24 

25a 

26 

27 

28a 

29c 

30 

31 

32 

34 

37 

40 

41 

42 

4a 

9c 

VP1 

UP2 

UP4 

UP5 

UP6 

WP6 

One Unit 85 

29 84 

29a 84 

9a 84 

All Roads 84 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

5 

2 

130 

10 

29 

214 

49 

5 

21 

62 

170 

60 

77 

145 

20 

21 

17 

17 

94 

139 

15 

18 

18 

177 

3 

107 

70 

17 

40 

1 82 

1 82 

17 82 

lb 82 

3,3a 82 

4 82 

Airport 82 

12,12a 83 

13 83 

15 83 

16 83 

la 83 

23a 83 

23,25 83 

28 83 

5 83 

7 83 

8 83 

9 83 

10 84 

11 84 

Ila 84 

14 84 

18 84 

19 84 

37 

74 

25 

33 

69 

64 

38 

41 

45 

18 

24 

31 

10 

157 

70 

54 

32 

15 

63 

128 

43 

8 

75 

56 

19a 

23a 

24 

25a 

26 

27 

28a 

29c 

30 

31 

32 

34 

37 

40 

41 

42 

4a 

PC 

VP1 

WP2 

UP4 

UP5 

UP6 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

85 

113 One Unit 85 

5 

2 

130 

10 

29 

214 

49 

5 

21 

62 

170 

60 

77 

145 

20 

21 

17 

17 

94 

139 

15 

18 

18 

177 

3 

YEARLY TOTAL ACREAGE LOGGED: 

YEAR ACRES 

1982 340 

1983 560 

1984 657 

1985 1518 

FOUR YEAR TOTAL ACREAGE LOGGED 3075 

Source: Huna Totem Corporation and ADNR Division of Forestry. 
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Acres 

l9ao 19a4 

Figure 16. Acres Logged on lluna ‘Totem Corporation land Near IIoonah by Year. 

Logging on Scalaska Corporation land commenced in 1987 on corporation land on northwest 

Chichagof Island, across Port Frederick from the Hoonah city site. Some of the clear-cuts are visible 

from the community. As shown on Figure 12, logging on Scalaska land will be within about 515 milts 

of Hoonah. 

Figure 17 shows the combined total acreage logged close to Hoonah from 1979 through 1985 

on both Tongass and private lands. In the years 1979 through 1985, about 6,400 acres, or about 10 

square miles, of old-growth forest were clear-cut in the area surrounding Hoonah, again not including 

logging for road corridors. During this time period about 52 percent of the acres logged were on For- 

est Service land and 48 percent were on Huna Totem Corporation land. In summary, 1979 through 

1985 saw a relatively rapid development of the timber industry in the area near Hoonah, including con- 

struction of 159 milts of road in a previously roadless arca, opening of three LTFs and a number of 

large logging camps, the introduction of a log&ng population of about 400 persons, and the clear-cut- 

ting of 0,40(1 acres of timber within about 20 milts of Hoonah. 
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I’igure 17. Cumulalive Acres Looggcd Proximate to Hoonah, 1979-1985. 
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CHAPTERS 

THE HOONAH ECONOMY: CASH SECTOR 

Emolovment and Income Levels 

At the time research was conducted, the cash sector of Hoonah’s economy depended heavily 

on employment in government service, in commercial fishing, and in logging. Overall employment and 

income levels were better than in some small southeast Alaska communities but very limited compared 

to opportunities in the urban areas of Juneau and Ketchikan. Table 4 presents income estimates for 

recent years for Hoonah and selected other southeast communities based on federal income tax returns 

(Alaska Department of Revenue, 1987). Taxable income per return for 1982 in Hoonah at $13,172 was 

intermediate between that of Angoon and Kake which had incomes of $11,605 and $15,902 respectively, 

but considerably lower than that for Juneau and Ketchikan which had incomes of $22,968 and $21,693 

respectively. Higher costs for goods and services in Hoonah, compared with Juneau and Ketchikan, 

exacerbates the differcncc in income. 

TABLE 4. Mean Taxable Income per Income Tax Return, Selected Southeast Alaska Communities, 
1978,1981,1982. 

COMMUNITY 1978 1981 1982 

Angoon 8107 9542 11605 
Hoonah 9413 12618 13172 
Juneau 17446 22725 22968 
Kake 8645 12845 15902 
Ketchikan 16043 21301 21693 
Sitka 17383 22259 20392 
Tenakee Springs 10519 13405 12129 
Yakutat 13646 17525 17402 

Source: Alaska Department of Revenue, 1985. 
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Figure 18 depicts reported 1986 taxable household income for the households in the Hoonah 

sample. In 1986, 36.2 percent of sampled households had income of less than $15,000. About half or 

46.3 percent of sampled households had incomes of less than $20,000 per year. At the other end of the 

scale, 7.2 percent of households had incomes of $50,000 or mores”. 

60.001 to 

65,000 

55,ooi to M1.000 

50.001 to 55.000 1. 

45.001 to 50,000 

40.00! to 45,000 

35.001 to 40,000 k 

Househol 
Income 

t 
c to 5.000 I 17.2 / 

I I 
, I , I 

5.0 10 0 15 0 20.0 25 0 

Percent of Households 

Figure 18. Income of Sampled Households, Hoonah. 1986. 

The range of incomes is related to the types of employment available in Hoonah. Figure 19 

shows the number of jobs reported by adults, persons aged 18 and over, in the sampled households. 

Figure 20 shows the hours worked at each category of jobs. Note that one person could hold multiple 

jobs in the course of a year. In these figures, the category goventt~tc~rf lumps all publicly funded jobs. 

Longshoring refers to jobs loading log ships that transport round logs to Japan. Jobs building Forest 

Service buildings accounted for an &mated half of the construction jobs in the 

54. Survey income data arc not dircclly comparable to income tax data. 
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base year. A total of 123 jobs were held by adult members of sampled households during the base year 

or about 0.7 jobs per household. The total number of hours worked was about 142,000. This is 

cquivalcnl lo about SO weeks of full time work (40 hours per week) per household. 

I 

Construction 

Retail/private 26 

Lorqshnrinq 14 

Logging 

Comwrcial fishing 

Number of Jobs 

Plgure Jobs by CategOIy, biO6nan ximpleo tlouSenOl(lS, 

About a third (32 percent) of the reported jobs were in government covering all publicly 

funded jobs. These accounted for about 37 percent of the hours worked. The largest public sector 

employers in 1987 were the school system with about 40 employees, the City of Hoonah with from 15 to 

25 employees, and the Forest Service with from 15 to 25 employees. Most of the higher paying jobs 

with both the school district and with the Forest Service were held by persons who moved to Hoonah 

from elsewhere. The post office and health clinic also provided government funded employment in the 

communitg5. About 28 percent of the reported jobs and 25 percent of the hours worked were directly 

55. The health clinic is operated by the Southeast Alaska Regional Health Corporation and funded mainly by the federal gov- 

ernment. 
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related to timber management or timber harvesting, including logging, longshoring, and related con- 

struction work, see Figure 20. Longshoring provided 14 jobs loading logs onto ships for transport to 

Japan or other Asian countries. Jobs building Forest Service facilities accounted for half the construc- 

tion jobs in the base year. Lo,&ng accounted for 14 jobs in the sample. Longshoring was highly sca- 

sonal and accounted for fewer work hours than the more regular occupations. Employment in lqging 

and longshoring due to timber harvest on Native corporation land will end in the near future with the 

completed exploitation of timber resource holdings. The Forest Service land base could support log- 

ging jobs for some years to come, although stands with high grade harvestable timber are being rapidly 

eshaustcds6. Thus jobs resulting from timber management activities and timber harvesting are not 

likely to provide employment at the study year level on a sustained basis. 

r 

30663 

20000 NUUU WOO0 51 

Hours Worked 

52607 

6 0000 

ljigure 20. Total I~?ours Worked, I Ioonah Sampled Households, 1986. 

56 Lowhoring ~41 end bith the end Of logging on Native land. Timber front National Forest land may not be exported in- 
the-round. 
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Figure 21 shows mean household income by employment source for households with the in- 

come source and for all households. Households reporting longshoring income, for example, earned 

about $7,000 from this source in the base year. 

Other 

Construction 

Lonqsharinq 

Income in Dollars 

Figure 21. IIousehold Income by Category in Dollars. 

Figure 22 presents the total 1986 household income by source for the whole community, based 

on the sampled households. Income from publicly funded jobs accounted for about 47 percent of the 

taxable income of survey respondents and was by far the largest component of the local cash sector in 

1986. Forest Service employment is included in this category and accounted for an estimated five per- 

cent of the total household income on a community basis. 
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Figure 22. Percent of ‘I’otal Community Income. 

Logging and longshoring accounted for 9 percent and 5 percent of the community’s taxable 

income rcspectivcly, and construction accounted for about 12 percent. The construction total was high 

due to a number of federal or state funded projects in 1986. Combining the logging and longshoring 

income, direct income from the timber industry was about 14 percent of the total income for the 

sample in 1986. Forest management accounted for an additional estimated six percent in construction 

and live percent in Forest Service cmploymcnt. Combining all thcsc income sources, about 26 percent 

of total community income was directly or indirectly related to the timber industry in 1986. 

Commercial fishing brought in about 10 percent of the total taxable income. This total is 

lower than expected and may be related to tax provisions that provide incentive to independent fisher- 

men by allowing for major deductions from gross income. Commercial fishing has been rclativcly 

more important in previous years bcforc the growth of the logging industry and before the equally rc- 

cent expansion of govcrnmcnt funded construction and services. Until a few years ago the Excursion 

Inlet cannery provided quite a few jobs to Moonah residents. Employment at the cannery was low in 
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the base year, however. There are also a small number of fishing related jobs at the local lish packer in 

Hoonah. 

Income reported from transfer payments for the sampled households was relatively low at 

about two percent of all income. This may reflect the general economic soundness of the Hoonah 

economy in 198@ 7. Investment income at eight percent was higher than expected and reflects the 

earnings of the households with stable high incomes in the community. 

Yarticination in Commercial Fishing 

Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) records for limited entry fisheries were an- 

alyzed to provide a more complete picture of the role of commercial fisheries in Hoonah’s economy. 

CFEC records from the beginning of limited entry regulation in 1975 through 1984 were examined. 

These data do not include permits that were owned but not lished. 

Figure 23 shows the number of limited entry permits fished by Hoonah residents by year and 

by type. A maximum of 201 permits were fished in 1978; 173 were fished in 1984, or about .62 permits 

per household. Over this time period there has been a decrease in the number of hand troll salmon 

permits that have been fished; a significant number of permits are inactive. Permit sales and transfers 

have not resulted in a large movement of permits out of the community overall, however, some transfer 

of the more valuable power troll and salmon seine permits appears to have taken place since the cn- 

actment of limited entry legislation. Participation in commercial halibut fishing has increased markedly 

in this time period. Figure 24 shows the number of Hoonah residents who fished with permits in 

limited entry fisheries in the 1975 through 1984 time period. Since a commercial fisher could fish in 

more than one fishery, the number of fishers is less than the number of permits. The total number of 

permit holders who fished declined from a high of 158 in 1978 to 106 in 1984, ignoring the start up year, 

1975. Much of this decline is the result of fewer persons fishing with hand troll permits in later years. 

57. I’ermancnt fund checks were not considered transfer payments in this study. Respondents appeared to include these pay- 

ments as regular income. 
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In addition to the 106 permit holders, an estimated 100 other persons worked as crew in these fisheries. 

Thus, about 206 Hoonah residents fished for commercial salmon or halibut in 1984. 

Number 
of Permi ts 

Figure 25 depicts the gross earnings to Hoonah fishermen from limited entry fisheries in the 

1975 through 1984 time period. Gross earnings or ex vessel value is the approximate amount paid to 

fishers for their catch bcforc allowances for expenses. The limited entry system was in full force from 

1977 to present. Gross earnings during the 1977 through 1984 time period have varied from about $1.7 

million in 1982 to about $2.8 million in 1981. GTOSS earnings were about $2.2 million in 1984. 
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Figure 24. Persons Fishing Limited Entry Permits, Iloonah, 1975 through 1984. 
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r:ig ;urc 2.5. ~krnings frOIl1 Sekcted Limited Iktry Ikheries in Dollars, Iloonah, 1975 through 19&1. 
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Figure 26 presents the percent of gross earnings from each fishery from 1975 through 1984. 

Earnings of purse seine salmon fishers account for the largest portion of total gross earnings in almost 

all years, although only about 10 permits are fished in each year (Figures 26, 27). Purse seine fishers 

pay shares for a crew of four or five and have operating costs that arc much higher than other gear 

types. In poor income years a seiner will be unlikely to break even, (see Figure 27). Figure 28 shows 

the average income for power trollers over the 1975 through 1984 time period. Average income has 

ranged between $11,000 and $31,000 in recent years. About 20 permits are fished in most years. The 

average gross income for each permit holder by year shown in Figure 29 has varied between about 

$7,500 and $23,000 in recent years. Note that a single person can hold more than one permit. 

Percent 
)f Earnings 

0 Pwr. Troll 

q Hand Troll 
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i;igurc 26. brnings from Selected Limited Entry Fisheries in Percent of Total &mings, Hmnah, 1975 through 19@ 
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Figure 28. Average Fklrnings per lloonah Power Troll Fisher, 1975 through 1984. 
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Earnings 

Figure 29. Average Amount Fxrned in Limited Entry Fisheries by Each Permit Holder, Hoonah, 1975 through 1984 

In rcvicwing CFEC records and the survey data it is clear that commercial fisheries continue 

to be an important component in Ijoonah households’ cash economy. Income from commercial fish- 

cries is fairly well distributed in the community with 106 permit holders and an estimated total of 200 

fishers in 1984. If salmon and halibut stocks continue to recover and move toward historic population 

lcvcls, the value of commercial fisheries could increase for Hoonah residents. 

The cash contribution commercial fishing makes to the Hoonah economy does not provide a 

measurement of other benefits to the community that come from this economic activity. Boats and 

other gear paid for through commercial fishing are often used for subsistence harvesting when com- 

mercial seasons are closed. In addition, commercial fishing is seasonal, and most fishers are sclf- 

employed. Because of this they frequently have more time for subsistence harvesting than people cm- 

ploycd in occupations with more regular hours. Finally, commercial &hers were found to regularly USC 

a portion of their Icgal commercial catch for home use; this latter use is discussed below. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE HOONAH ECONOMY: SUBSISTENCE SECTOR 

Introduction 

The other sector of Hoonah’s economy is the subsistence sector: harvesting, processing, using, 

distributing, bartering, and trading wild resources. This chapter provides information on the wild rc- 

sources harvested and used by Hoonah residents, the means of harvest of these resources, quantity of 

harvest and use, and areas of harvest. Data on intensity of land use will also be presented. Hoonah 

residents harvest the natural resources in their territory for food, and, as will be shown, wild foods pro- 

vide a major portion of the high quality meat and fat that is consumed in the community. 

Suecies Harvested and Principle Harvest Methods 

Table 5 lists the species that have been harvested and used for subsistence by Hoonah rcsi- 

dents with common name, taxonomic binomial, and Tlingit name 58. Other species may be used occa- 

sionally. Hoonah residents occasionally harvest and use other fish species, in addition to the 24 species 

listed, including other species of rock fish and bottom fish, and also hunt for other species of waterfowl 

and birds that are less abundant than the 17 bird species listed. We have included shark, skate, sea 

snails, starfish, bear, cranes, swans and other species that Hoonah residents do not use frequently at 

the present time out of preference or concern for the species. Huna Tlingit have taken whales histor- 

58. Binomials for the species most commonly harvested are listed. Additional species of king crab and shrimp, for ex,amplc, 

are also harvested. Tlingit names were collected by Matt Kookesh from Native speakers in Hoonah and in Angoon; note 

that spelling variations in Tlingit names may occur from speaker to speaker. We are not able to list Thngit names for all 

species. 
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TABLE 5. Species Traditionally Harvested and Used by Hoonah Residents, 1986. 

COMMON NAME BINOMIAL TLINGIT 

MARINE PLANTS 

Broad kelp 

Sea ribbon 

Giant kelp 

Hair grass 

Rockweed 

Black seaweed 

Ye1 low seaweed 

Irtadaea flaccida 

Rhodymenia pacmata 

Nereocystis 

Obelia sp. 

Pelvettiopsis limitata 

Porhyra laciniata 

Fucus di sti thus 

Daaw 

K’aach’ 

Geesh 

Ne 

Tayeidi 

Laak’ask 

Tayeidi 

FISH 

Blackbass Sebastes melanops Lit.isduk 

Cod, black Anopiopoma fimbria Ishkeen 

Cod, Pacific Gadus macrocephalus tilesius S’aax’ 

Cod, ling Ophiodom elongatus X’aax’w 

Cod, tom Microgadus proximus Chudei 

Cutthroat Salvo clarki X’ei taa 

Dog fish Squalus acanthias X’atgu 

Do1 ly Varden Salvelinus malma X’waat 

Eel unidentified Loot‘ 

Eulachon, hooligan Thaleichthys pacificus Saak 

Flounder Plattichthys stellatus Wankashxeet , dzantee 

Halibut Hippoglossus stenolepis Cheat 1 
Herring Culpea harengus pallasi Yaaw 

valenciennes GBax’ w 

Herring eggs 

(collected on hemlock branches, hair grass, and macrocystis kelp) 

Irish lords 

Needle fish unidentified took 

Red snapper Sebastes alutus Lei k/w 

Salmon, chum Keta oncorhynchus T6el 
Salmon, coho Kisutch oncorhynchus l’ook 
Salmon, king Tshawytscha oncorhynchus T’B 

Salmon, pink Gorbuscha oncorhynchus Chaas’ 

Salmon, sockeye Nerka oncorhynchus Gaat 
Sculpin Myoxocephalus Weix’ Tloox 

Shark Lamna ditropis TOOS’ 

Skate Raja stellulata Ch’eetgaa 

Smelt, surf Hypomesus pretiosus 

Steelhead Salmo gairdneri Aashat 

Salmon eggs all five species Kahaakw 
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TABLE 5, continued. Species Traditionally Harvested and Used by Hoonah Residents, 1986. 

COMMON NAME BINOMIAL TLINGIT 

MARINE INVERTEBRATES 

Aba 1 one 

Clams, butter 

Clams, horse 

Cockles 

Gumboots, chitons 

Lady slipper 

Limpets 

Mussels 

octopus 

Sea cucumbers 

Sea snails 

Sea urchins, neets 

Shrimp 

Squid 

Starfish 

Dungeness crab 

King crab 

Tanner crab 

MARINE MAMMALS 

Harbor seal 

Fur seal 

Sea lion 

Sea otter 

Dal 1 porpoise 

Harbor porpoise 

Killer whale 

Humpback whale 

LAND MAMMALS 

Black bear 

Brown bear 

Beaver 

Deer 

Land otter 

Marten 

Mink 

Moose 

Mountain goat 

Muskrat 

Porcupine 

Weasel 

Haliotis kamtschatkana 

Saxidomus giganteus 

Tresus Nuttalli 

Clinocardium nuttalli 

Katherina tunicata 

Cryptochiton stelleri 

Notoacmea Scutun 

Mytilus edulis 

Octupus dofleini 

Parastichopus californicus 

Fusitriton oregonensis 

Strongylocentrotus sp. purpartus 

Pandalus sp. 

uni dent i f i ed 

Pycnopodia helianthoides 

Cancer magister 

Parilithodes camtschatica 

Chionocoetes bairdi 

Phoca vitulina 

Callorhinus ursinus 

Ewnetopias jubata 

Enhydra lutris 

Phocenoides dalli 

Phocoena phocoena 

Orlinus orca 

Megaptera novaeangliae 

Ursus americanus 

Urus arctos 

Castor canadensis 

Odocoileus heminonus sitkensi 

Lutra canadensis 

Martes amer icanus )_ 

Hustela vison 
* 

Alces alces 

Oreamnos americanus 

Ondatra zibethicus 

Erethizon dorsatum 

Mustela erminea 

Cunxaa 

Gaal’ 

Yeis 

Yalooleit 

Shaaw 

Koow 

Yeil Ts’aaxu 

Y ees’ , yaak 

Naakw 

Yein 

Ts’esx’w 

Nees’ 

Dagasaa 

S’ax 

S’aaw 

X’eix 

X’eix 

Tsaa 

X’6on 

Taan 

Yaxwch, Yuxch’ 

Cheech 

K’aan 

Keet 

Yaay 

s’eek 

Xcjots 

Si keidi 

Guakaan 

Koosh Ta Kaa, kooshdaa 

K’OOX 

Nukshiyaan 

Dzfzk’w 

Tawei , janwoo 

Tsin 

Xalak’ach’ 

Dria 
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TABLE 5, continued. Species Traditionally Harvested and Used by Hoonah Residents, 1986. 

COMMON NAME BINOMIAL TLINGIT 

BIRDS AND BIRD EGGS 

Bufflehead 

Canada goose 

Golden eye 

Grouse, spruce 

Harlequin 

Heron 

Loon 

Mallard 

Old squaw 

Pintail 

Ptarmigan, WilLow 

Puffins, horned 

Sandhill crane 

Scooter 

Seagull 

Swan, trumpeter 

Swan, whistling 

Bird eggs 

PLANTS 

Beach asparagus 

Deer cabbage 

Devils club 

Ferns 

Fireweed 

Goose tongue 

Hemlock (branches) 

Hemlock (bark) 

Hudson Bay tea 

Indian rice 

Nettles 

Skunk cabbage 

Sourdock 

Spruce roots 

Tall cotton grass 

Water sedge 

Wild celery 

Wild cucumber 

Wild parsley 

Wild rhubarb 

Wild sweet potato 

Bucephala albeola 
Branta canadensis 

Bucephala clangula 

Canachites canadensis 

Histrionicus histrionicus 

Ardea herodias 

Gavia ironer 

Anas platyrhynchos 

CLangula hyemalis 

Anas acuta 

Lagopus mutus 

Fratercula corniculata 

Grus canadensis 

Melanitta deglandi 

Larus Philadelphia 

Odor buccinator 

Odor Colubianus 

Mostly gull species 

Salicrnia pacifica 

Maianthemum dilitatum 

Oplopanax horridus 

Dryopteris austriaca 

EpiLobium angustifolium 

Plantago martima 

Tsuga heterophylla 

Ledum palustre 

Fritillaria camchatcensis 

Urtica lyalli 
Lysichiton americanum 

Rumex sp. 

Eriophorun angustifolium 

Carey aquatilis 

Angelica Lyrata 

Streptopus amplexifolius 

Ligusticium scoticum 

Polygonum alaskanum 

Potentilla pacifica 

Hintakx'was'gi 

T'aawak 

Hinyik Gaaxu 

Kaax', nljkt 

S'us' 

Lax' 

Kageet 

Kindachooneit 

Yaa.aa.oonei 

Gaaxw 

X'eis'awaa 

Do01 

Wakkals'oox' 

Keidladi 

Gukl' 

Gukl' 

K'wat' 

K'uwaani 

S'axt' 

S'aach 

Loo1 

Sukeitl' 

Haaw 

S'ikshaldeen 

Koox 

Duk' 

X'aal' 

Shaachk Kax'waal'i 

Anahoo 

Yaana.eit 

Tleik 

TL'aak' wach' 

Tseit 
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TABLE 5, continued. Species Traditionally Harvested and Used by Hoonah Residents, 1986. 

COMMON NAME BINOMIAL TLINGIT 

BERRIES 

Blueberry 

Blueberry, dwarf 

Blueberry, early 

Blueberry, mountain 

Blueberry, swamp 

Cloudberry 

Cranberry, bog 

Cranberry, Low bush 

Cranberry, tall bush 

Currant,trailing black 

Currants, blue 

Elderberry 

Gooseberry 

Groundberry 

Huckleberry 

Nagoonberry, 

Raspberry 

Salmonberry 

Serviceberry, Pacific 

Soapberry 

Strawberry 

Thimbteberry 

Vacciniun caespitsun michx. 

Vacciniun alaskensis howell 

Errpetrun nigrum 

Vacciniun uliginosun 

Rubus chamaemorus 

Oxycoccus microcarpus turcz 

Rubus vitisdaea 

Viburnum educe 

Rubes laxiflorun pursh 

Rubes bracteosum dougl 

Sambucus callicarpa greene 

Cornus canadensis 

Rubus parvifolium 

Rubus articus 

Rubus spectabilis 

Rubus spectabilis 

Amelanchier florida lindl 

Shepherdia canadensis 

Fragaria childensis 

Rubus Parviflorus 

Kanat’a 

Kakat laax 

Naan yaa, Kanat’aayi 

Ts’eekBxk’w 

Lax’ Loowu 

N@‘U 

K’eishkahaagu 

DBxw 

Kaxweix 

Kaneilts’akw 

Shaax 

Ykil\ 

K’eikaxetl’k 

Tleikatank 

Neigoon 

Was’x’aan Tleigu , 

Was’x’aan, Tleigu 

Gaawak’ 

Xakwl’ee 

Shakw 

Ch’eix’ 

tally but do not presently harvest cetaceans. Fur seal harvest has been limited since decline in Alaska 

fur seal populations and restrictions on their utilizations’. 

Marine plants are harvested from skiffs and fishing boats by small parties of gatherers and 

usually brought back to Hoonah for drying, less commonly dried on rocks at the harvest site in dry 

weather. Some of the best beds for harvesting marine plants are located at some distance from 

Hoonah. Marine plants typically are air dried on frames or screens, depending on the species of plant; 

marine plants may also be hung on lines to dry. The dried product is used throughout the year in soup 

59. Porpoises and killer whales wcrc probably never major food items. They are included to make the species list as complete 

as possible. Fur seals were traditionally hunted and figured in the indigenous fur trade and that with colonial powers. Sea 

otter was taken hislorically and has recently reappeared in areas used by lfoonah residents. Both species may be occasiotl- 

ally taken at the prcscnt time. 
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and stews. Dried seaweeds are particularly prized Tlingit traditional foods and may be featured items 

at potlatches and other traditional parties. They also are important trade and exchanges items. 

Fishing with nets for chum, pink, and sockeye salmon, usually using beach seines, takes place 

under subsistence permits. Handling the gear requires three or more people, so seining is frequently a 

group activity. Purse seines are also occasionally used for subsistence harvest of chum and, sockeye 

salmon60. Current State of Alaska subsistence fishing regulations do not permit subsistence net fishing 

for subsistence for king and coho salmon. These salmon and other fish species are taken with rod and 

reel and, occasionally, with hand lines by Hoonah residents. Current regulations do not permit subsis- 

tence long line fishing for halibut and restrict fishers to one line with a maximum of two hooks. Bc- 

cause of these restrictions put on subsistence harvesting of coho and king salmon and of halibut, com- 

mcrcial fishers often keep part of their legal salmon and halibut catch for home use. Black cod, ling 

cod, red snapper or yellow eye, and various species of rockfish are also frequently retained by commcr- 

cial fishers for home use. In addition to being used for direct consumption, herring, grey cod, and 

other less delectable species are used as bait for subsistence fishing of more prized fish and for marinc 

invertebrate species. Halibut and salmon are the fish species most often taken in quantity and prc- 

served. These and other species are air dried, smoked, canned, or frozen for later use. Herring egSs 

are preserved by freezing or drying and may be used throughout the year. Eulachon or hooligan oil is a 

highly valued and traded item in the Tlingit community. Dried and smoked fish, herring eggs, and eu- 

lachon oil are prized traditional foods. 

Most marine invertebrates are dug or collected from the intertidal and high subtidal zones at 

low tides. Crab are caught using pots. Chitons, butter clams, cockles, and dungeness crab are taken in 

quantity. Sea cucumbers, octopus, urchins and other intertidal species account for a smaller proportion 

of the subsistence harvests. Harvesting in the intertidal zone can be effectively done by a single indi- 

vidual. However, more than one person is needed to pull larger crab pots easily. Clams, cockles, and 

60. In most years one or more of the Hoonah seine boats receives approval for group subsistence fishing, generally for chum 

salmon from Excursion Inlet. When this occurs, the seiner fishes for people who would otherwise be unable to harvest these 

sa1111011. 
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other marine invcrtcbrates arc preserved by freezing and occasionally by smoking and drying. Crab 

species are preserved by freezing. Most marine invertebrates are eaten fresh. 

Harbor seal is the main marine mammal spccics taken at the prcscnt time. Some food USC 

also is made of sea lions flippers. Some hunting for sea otters, whose pelts are used for craft items, 

may be taking place since sea otters have been re-established in the Hoonah territory. Fur seals may 

occasionally be taken, although their abundance has declined in areas used by Hoonah hunter@. 

Hunters take seal at haul-out rocks and in coastal areas. Hunters usually shoot from shore, 

where they have a stable shooting platform, after locating the animals with small boats. Seals often 

sink after they are killed; for this reason hunters move quickly to retrieve seals after shootllng them to 

avoid loss. Seals are butchcrcd in the field and usually brought back to Hoonah for final processing. 

Seal blubber is cut into small pieces, simmered carefully on low heat, and slowly rendered into seal oil. 

Hoonah families tither eat seal meat fresh or preserve it by freezing. Some seal meat may be dried. 

Some seal skins are tanned and used for production of craft items. Hoonah Tlingit place a high value 

on seal oil and use it extensively in the preparation of traditional foods. Seal oil is traded between 

households and communities and is a featured food at traditional celebrations. 

Deer is the predominant land mammal harvested by Hoonah residents. Hunters on foot stalk 

deer in inland areas. When deer are harvested far from the community, meat is boned out for easier 

transport. Hunters using skiffs and small boats hunt in the beach fringe and the immediately adjacent 

coastal area. Boat hunters usually bring gutted deer back to Hoonah for final processing. In the last 

few years, hunters have begun to use the logging road system for access to hunting areas. As with deer 

shot in the coastal area, deer shot elose to the road system are gutted and brought back to Hoonah. 

Black bear, moose, and mountain goat are occasionally hunted by Hoonah residents in mainland 

areas62. They arc not major food species at the present time. Low fur prices relative to other income 

opportunities have depressed trapping effort. 

61. Illephant seals and possible other pinnipcd species occasionally are found in the Hoonah territory. These may bc infre- 

quently hunted. 

62. Brown bear are not frequently hunted for subsistence purposes, and, for this reason, hunting patterns for brown bear are 

not discussed. 
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Berries and, to a lessor extent, wild plants are gathered in quantity and preserved by freezing 

for use throughout the year. Although a great deal of berry and plant harvesting takes place close to 

Hoonah, special trips are made to particularly good areas with berries and edible plant. 

Because key respondents highlighted their importance in Tlingit diet, survey respondents were 

asked if they used selected traditional foods 63 . Figure 32 presents these data. Almost two thirds of the 

sample households (64.8 percent) used some seal oil in 1986. High use rates were also noted for dried 

salmon (54.9 percent) and dried halibut (45.1 percent). Herring eggs were used by 56.3 percent of all 

households. About 30 percent of the sample made traditional use of salmon eggs, usually as the fcr- 

mented product. Sea lion flippers continue to be used by some members of the community, although 

meat of this species is not regularly used at the present time. 

fish Eggs 

Dried Solmn 

0 IO 20 30 40 50 60 i0 

Percent of Sampled Households Using Each Traditional Food 

rprt: 5~. use 01 1 raamonal moss oy tioonan lteslaenrs, 1x0. 

0.3. %a Ion fiippcls. deer fat, and fish heads were understood in the survey to rcfcr to the traditional ‘I‘lingit use of these 

ilcms. 
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Seasonal Round of Resource Harvests 

Figure 33 shows the scasonality of subsistcncc harvests for sclecled spccics used by Hoonah 

residents. The figure indicates periods when harvesting usually occurs. 

Halibut and king salmon are available and harvested to some extent year round. However, 

relatively little fishing for these species takes place from December through February when days are 

short and seas are usually rough. The majority of both halibut and king salmon are caught from June 

through September. While the seasonal round does show strong seasonality of harvest for most of the 

fish species harvested, it also shows that at least some species are available for harvest in every month 

of the year for the subsistence fisher. Halibut, cod, rockfish, and other bottom fish can be harvested 

even in mid-winter. The salmon harvest seasons are likewise much longer than in more northern parts 

of Alaska. 

As with fish species, marine invertebrate and intertidal species are harvested throughout the 

year. Clams arc not harvested as frequently in summer months, as much because of the abundance of 

other subsistence resources during that time period as because of decline in quality and increased risk 

of paralytic shellfish poisoning. Dungeness and tanner crab harvests are lower in winter months when 

these species of crab are deeper and boat handling more difficult. King crab species are too deep for 

most subsistence fishers except in the summer months when they move to shallower waters. Octopus 

harvesting is most productive in warmer months when octopus move into shallow waters and can be 

caught at low tide. 

Most deer hunting takes place during the regulated hunting season, currently August 1 

through January 31. Some hunting for bucks traditionally took place in spring with warming weather; 

some spring hunting may continue to occur, Most deer are taken later in the hunting season after cold 

weather and snow at high elevations have forced deer down to more accessible lowland locations. 

More active hunters harvest deer from alpine areas early in the season in August and September. 

Other land mammals are hunted in regulated hunting seasons. Although seals may be taken oppor- 

tunistically at any time during the year, hunting effort is concentrated in late fall and early spring. 
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Figure 33. Seasonal Round of Subsistence Resource Harvest by Hoonah Residents for Scllectcd 
Species, 1986. 
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Figure 33 (continued). Seasonal Round of Subsistence Resource Harvest by Hoonah Residents for 
Sclccted Spccics, 1986. 
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Figure 33 (continued). Seasonal Round of Subsistence Resource Harvest by Hoonah Residents for 
Selected Species, 1986. 
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Hunters usually do not harvest seals in late spring and early summer when fetuses are well developed 

in females. 

Hunters take ducks and geese when their migrations take them through Hoonah territory. 

Most hunting takes place during fall seasons, although traditional spring waterfowl hunting continues to 

occur. Some duck and geese populations over-winter in the Hoonah territory. Most plants and berries 

are harvested during their relatively short periods of availability. 

Harvest and Use Levels of Main Subsistence Resources 

This section presents information from the household survey on the quantities of fish, wildlife, 

and other natural resources harvested and used by Hoonah households in 1085 (see methodology sec- 

tion above). Hun~t quantities include all subsistence resources actually caught, captured, dug, snared, 

netted, shot, picked, gathered, or collected by sampled households in 1985, including resources that 

wcrc harvested for distribution to other households and not consumed in the harvesting household. 

Use quantities include all wild resources actually consumed by members of sampled households, re- 

gardless of source. Differences between mean and total harvest and use quantities provide an indica- 

tion of the flow of resources between households and between communities in southeast Alaska. 

These data are analyzed at the household level and provide measures of the extent of subsistence par- 

ticipation and distribution and exchange of subsistence products in the community. 

Tables 6 and 7 present mean household harvest levels and mean household use levels in num- 

bers for Hoonah for 1985. Harvest figures for salmon in Table 6 are dis-aggregated into salmon rc- 

taincd for subsistence USC from commercial harvests and salmon caught by other means. 
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TABLE 6. Subsistence Harvest in Numbers, Hoonah Sampled Households, 1985. 

SPECIES NUMBER 

PER HOUSEHOLD 

SPECIES NUMBER 

PER HOUSEHOLD 

GAME AND BIRDS 

Caribou 0.00 

Deer 2.09 

Moose 0.03 

Seal 0.75 

Ducks 0.97 

Canada geese 0.10 

Grouse 0.03 

FISH AND INVERTEBRATES 

Salmon, chum 3.56 

Salmon, coho 3.52 

Salmon, king 1.90 

Salmon, pink 2.04 

Salmon, sockeye 1.39 

Cod, Pacific 0.62 Lbs 

Cod, black 0.78 lbs 

Dolly Varden 4.10 

Halibut 2.20 

Herring 7.34 Ibs 

Herring eggs 17.14 lbs 

Eulachon, hooligan 0.70 Ibs 

Other rockfish 0.25 Ibs 

Other marine fish 0.85 Ibs 

Red snapper 1.11 

Sculpin 0.21 

Steelhead 0.04 

Trout, cutthroat 3.03 

Trout, rainbow 2.14 

CLams* 2.76 

Cockles* 1.23 

Geoduck and mussels* 0.04 

Shrimp 0.56 lbs 

Crab, dungeness 10.23 

Crab, king 0.49 

Crab, Tanner 0.20 

Gumboots (chitons)* 0.41 

Neets (sea urchins)* 0.01 

octopus 0.01 

Sea cucumbers* 0.02 

Black seaweed* 2.04 

Red sea ribbon* 0.01 

Red sea ribbon* 0.01 

Berries, plants 25.97 qts. 

SUBSISTENCE HARVEST FROM COMMERCIAL CATCH. lbs’. 

Salmon, chum 

Salmon, coho 

Salmon, king 

Salmon, pink 

Salmon, sockeye 

1.14 lbs 

1.42 Lbs 

2.21 lbs 

0.42 Lbs 

0.68 Ibs 

Note: Intertidal resources marked with a 11*11 are recorded in five gallon buckets. Data for some 

fish and invertebrate species were collected in pounds; berries and plants are in quarts. Some 

species appearing in Table 5, page 74, were not harvested by sampled households in 1985 and do not 

appear in Table 6. 

1. Salmon taken under commercial regulation are included in this category. Total salmon subsistence 

harvest is the sum of salmon caught under comnercial and other regulation. 
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TABLE 7. Subsistence Use in Numbers, Hoonah Sampled Households, 1985. 

SPECIES NUMBER 

PER HOUSEHOLD 

SPECIES NUMBER 

PER HOUSEHOLD 

GAME 

Caribou 0.01 

Deer 2.40 

Moose 0.02 

Seal 0.87 

Ducks 1.17 

Canada geese 0.18 

Grouse 0.10 

FISH AND INVERTEBRATES 

Salmon, chum 6.28 

Salmon, coho 4.55 

Salmon, king 3.51 

Salmon, pink 4.32 

Salmon, sockeye 3.28 

Cod, Pacific 1.47 lbs 

Cod, black 4.47 lbs 

Dolly Varden 3.73 

Hal ibut 2.80 

Herring 11.24 lbs 

Herring eggs 36.85 lbs 

Eulachon, hooligan 1.37 lbs 

Other rockfish 0.54 lbs 

Other marine fish 0.85 lbs 

Red snapper 3.28 

Sculpin 0.21 

Steelhead 0.04 

Trout, cutthroat 2.18 

Trout, rainbow 2.25 

Clams* 2.95 

Cockles* 1.43 

Geoduck and mussles* 0.04 

Shrimp 1.01 lbs 

Crab, dungeness 11.55 

Crab, king 1.87 

Crab, Tanner 0.75 

Gumboots* 0.73 

Neets* 0.00 

octopus 0.04 

Sea cucumbers* 0.19 

Black seaweed* 2.31 

Red sea ribbon* 0.01 

Berries, plants 17.69 qts. 

Note: Intertidal resources marked with a 11*11 are recorded in five gallon buckets. Data .for some 

fish and invertebrate species were collected in pounds; berries and plants are in quarts. Some 

species appearing in Table 5, page 74, were not harvested by sampled households in 1985 and do not 

appear in Table 7. 

Subsistence use includes resources harvested and retained for use by the sample household and re- 

sources given to that household by others. Resources harvested under commercial regulation but used 

for subsistence are included in the data presented. 
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In general harvest and use levels are quite similar for most resources. Herring eggs, black cod, 

and red snapper are some exceptions that should bc examined. We found that significant quantities of 

herring eggs are traded into Hoonah from kinsmen in Sitka in recent years (Schroeder and Kookesh, 

1990). In some years, the herring spawn in Port Frederick and other parts of the Hoonah territory 

permits harvest of this product. In recent years, spawn has been thin or unreliable near Hoonah, 

forcing greater use of herring eggs from Sitka. Huna Tlingit appear to have made early use of both the 

very productive herring spawning areas in Sitka Sound and those that once existed in Auke Bap. This 

trade in and exchange of herring eggs is reflected in the much higher use per household (36.9 Ibs) than 

harvest (17.1 lbs)6S. 

Similarly, black cod are typically found in deep waters and are not intensively fished near 

Hoonah; mean harvest was .78 lbs harvest per household. Fish brought into the community from else- 

where by commercial fishermen or through trade and exchange networks raises the mean use to 4.5 Ibs 

used per household. Red snapper is another species more commonly fished in outside waters and 

brought into the community, with a mean household harvest of 1.1 Ibs and mean household use of 3.3 

lbs. 

Deer USC is about 20 percent higher than harvest and halibut use about 30 percent higher. 

Some exchange of deer and halibut into the community may take place, although this trade or exchange 

was not frequently mentioned in interviews &. Some of this difference for these species may be due to 

the random draw of households 67. These and other relatively small differences between the harvest 

and USC means are probably the result of sampling rather than patterned differences. 

Tables 8 and 9 convert the mean household harvest and mean household use numbers into 

mean pounds food weight per household. Byfood wei& we mean the estimated weight of the subsis- 

64. Traditional use of these arcas depended on the relations between Huna Tlingit and the Tlingit of Auke Bay and Sitka 

Sound. 

65. Trade and exchange includes both gifts, reciprocal exchange or barter, and non-commercial sale 

66. Deer harvest may be under-estimated in the survey data because of a reluctance of respondents to report harvests of more 

than the legal limit for deer of six deer per hunter. lligh harvesters, who may under report their kills, supply other commu- 

nity mcmhers through exchange, trade and barter. ilalibut harvest estimates may be low because respondents may no1 recall 

fish that they distributed to others. 

67. That is, under selection of high hatvesting households who distribute their subsistence harvest widely may have occurred. 
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tcnce product that is actually used. This is substantially less than live weight for most species. Food 

weight excludes heads, hides, inedible organs, and other fish and wildlife parts that are not normally 

considered to be food. It includes meat, bones, internal organs, and other food parts of certain subsis- 

tcnce resources and is a comparable measure of purchased food which may also includes bones, fat. 

skin, or body parts that are not consumed. Appendix I presents the factors used to convert harvest or 

use numbers to food weight. 

Wildlife and fish resources provided roughly equal amounts of subsistence foods, with 251.8 

Ibs of game and 277.4 Ibs of fish harvested per household. The same was true for subsistence use with 

278.4 lbs of game and 289.9 lbs of fish used. Marine invertebrates and marine plants provided about 

112.8 lbs of food harvested per household and about 146.0 lbs used per household. 

Figures 34 and 35 show the percent contribution by food weight of each resource category to 

the total subsistence harvest. In 1985, deer accounted for 25.0 percent of the subsistence harvest and 

25.9 percent of subsistence use. Salmon contributed 22.6 percent of harvest and 21.9 percent of use. 

These two resource categories jointly comprised about 48 percent of total harvest and use. Harbor seal 

accounted for about 10.2 percent of harvest and 10.6 percent of use by food weight; this was somewhat 

higher than cxpectcd based on interview data. The category otllerfish supplied 18.8 percent of the har- 

vat and 17.3 percent of the food used. Marine invertebrates and seaweed were found to contribute 

16.9 percent of the harvest and 19.7 percent of the food used. 
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TABLE 8. Subsistence Harvest in Pounds, Hoonah Sampled Households, 1985. 

SPECIES POUNDS PER HOUSEHOLD 

GAME AND BIRDS 

Deer 166.76 

Moose 15.49 

Seal 67.80 

Ducks 1.46 

Canada geese 0.49 

Grouse 0.02 

ALL GAME AND BIRDS 251.76 

FISH AND INVERTEBRATES 

SUBSISTENCE HARVEST FROM COMMERCIAL CATCH* 

Salmon, chum 8.33 

Salmon, coho 11.38 

Salmon, king 31.62 

Salmon, pink 1.10 

Salmon, sockeye 3.79 

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS 

Salmon, chum 

Salmon, coho 

Salmon, king 

Salmon, pink 

Salmon, sockeye 

Cod, Pacific 

Cod, black 

Dolly Varden 

Halibut 

Herring 

Herring eggs 

Eulachon, hooligan 

Other rockfish 

Other marine fish 

Red snapper 

Sculpin 

Steelhead 

Trout, cutthroat 

Trout, rainbow 

26.01 

28.20 

27.20 

5.31 

7.81 

0.62 

0.78 

5.74 

79.04 

7.34 

17.14 

0.70 

0.25 

0.85 

3.34 

0.21 

0.25 

4.54 

4.28 

ALL FISH 277.39 

90 



TABLE 8, continued. Subsistence Harvest in Pounds, Hoonah Sampled Households, 1985. 

SPECIES POUNDS PER HOUSEHOLD 

MARINE INVERTEBRATES AND PLANTS 

Clams* 22.10 

Cockles* 11.03 

Geoduck and mussLes* 0.21 

Crab, dungeness 26.56 

Crab, king 3.54 

Crab, Tanner 0.43 

Gumboots (chitons)* 8.17 

Neets (sea urchins)* 0.04 

octopus 0.07 

Sea cucumbers* 0.04 

Black seaweed* 40.85 

Red sea ribbon* 0.28 

ALL MARINE INVERTEBRATES AND MARINE PLANTS 112.79 

ALL BERRIES AND PLANTS 5.58 

ALL SPECIES 671.49 

PER CAPITA HARVEST 209.10 

Note: Grouped harvest totals include minor species not listed. Because of this and statistical 

rounding, grouped total harvest figures may differ slightly from constituent species harvests. 

*. Salmon taken under conxnercial regulation are included in this category. Total salmon subsistence 

harvest is the sum of salmon caught under commercial and other regulations. 
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TABLE 9. Subsistence Use in Pounds, Hoonah Sampled Households, 1985. 

SPECIES MEAN POUNDS USED 

GAME AND BIRDS 

Bear 0.06 

Caribou 1.69 

Deer 192.13 

Moose 10.07 

Seal 78.34 

Ducks 1.75 

Canada geese 0.92 

Grouse 0.07 

ALL GAME AND BIRDS 278.33 

FISH 

Salmon, chum 45.86 

Salmon, coho 36.39 

Salmon, king 50.15 

Salmon, pink 11.22 

Salmon, sockeye 18.38 

Cod, Pacific 1.47 

Cod, black 4.47 

Dolly Varden 3.73 

Halibut 47.83 

Herring 11.24 

Herring eggs 36.85 

Eulachon, hooligan 1.37 

Other rockfish 0.54 

Other marine fish 0.85 

Red snapper 9.85 

Sculpin 0.21 

Steelhead 0.25 

Trout, cutthroat 3.28 

Trout, rainbow 4.51 

ALL FISH 

MARINE INVERTEBRATES AND PLANTS 

289.93 

Abalone 2.82 

Clams 23.56 

Cockles 12.87 

Geoduck and mussels 0.21 

Crab, dungeness 28.87 

Crab, king 13.11 
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TABLE 9, continued. Subsistence Use in Pounds, Hoonah Sampled Households, 1985. 

SPECIES MEAN POUNDS USED 

Crab, Tanner 1.64 

Gumboots, chitons, urchins, etc. 14.66 

Neets 0.02 

octopus 0.42 

Sea cucunbers 0.38 

Black seaweed 46.18 

Red sea ribbon 0.28 

ALL MARINE INVERTEBRATES AND SEAWEEDS 146.04 

ALL BERRIES AND PLANTS 19.12 

ALL SPECIES 785.32 

PER CAPITA USE 234.22 

Note: Grouped use totals include minor species not listed. Because of this and statistical round- 

ing, grouped total use figures may differ slightly from constituent species harvests. Abalone and 

some other species may show use but no harvest among sampled households. 

Subsistence use includes resources harvested and retained for use by the sample household and re- 

sources given to that household by others. Resources harvested under conxnercial regulation but used 

for subsistence are included in the data presented. 
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Ggure 31. Resource Conlposition of Iloonah Subsistence Ilarvcst, 1985. 
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I*igure 33. ICesource Composltlon ot Hoonah Subslstencc Use, 1985. 

Tables 8 and 9 presented per household harvest and USC food weight. Per capita subsistence 

harvest and use is calculated by dividing the total weight of subsistcncc foods harvested and used by all 

sampled households by the number of persons living in these households. About 209 lbs of subsistence 

food per capita were harvested in Hoonah in 1985. About 245 Ibs of subsistence foods per capita were 

used in 1985. By means of comparison, the average American family purchases and brings into the 

kitchen about 222 lbs per capita of domestic meat, fish, and poultry per year (U. S. Department of 

Agriculture 1983). 

Table 10 present per capita subsistence harvests for 120 communities throughout Alaska. 

Hoonah 1985 harvest levels at 209 Ibs per capita arc comparable to those of other southeast communi- 

tics: Kake with 160 Ibs per capita, Angoon with 242 Ibs per capita, or Klawock with 239 Ibs 
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TABLE 10. Subsistence Harvest Levels in 120 Alaska Communities, in Pounds per Capita. 

COMMUNITY POUNDS COMMUNITY POUNDS COMMUNITY POUNDS 

1. Hughes ________________________ 1498 
2. Gambell_____--_____---___----- I309 
3. Hu& _________________________ 1082 
4. Stevens Village -------------- 1058 
j, Mint0 __________________________ 1015 
6. Stcbbins _______________________ 1012 
7. Nondallon _______________-_____ 974 
8. Ajakakct _____________-_________ 909 
9. New Stuyahok----------------- 896 
10. Pedro Bay ____________________ 865 
11. Karluk ________________________ 835 
12. Kivalina _______________________ 824 
13. Mt. Village ___________________ 822 
14. Kw&luk _____________________ 792 
15. (;alena ________________________ 787 

16. Scammon Bay --------------- 787 
17. Nikolai ________________________ 785 
18. Newhalcn _____________________ 767 
19. (Juinhagak ___________________ 756 
20. Alakanuk ____.______._________ 733 
‘71. Bcavcr ________________________ 723 
22. Kokhanok _________.__________ 767 
7-3. Nunapit&uk _________________ 697 

24. Iguigik ________________________ 618 
‘75. Emmonak ____________________ 612 

26. Russian Mission------------- 599 
27. Akhi()k ________________________ 518 
28, Edna Bay _______._____._______ 517 
2’). K()tlik ____________ - ______ - _____ 510 

30. Old Harbor ------------------ 464 
31. Ivanof Bay- _____ - ______ - _____ 335 
32. Tellin __.__________ - _______-____ 424 
33. Ili;lmna __..____________________ 416 
34. Meyers Chuck --------------- 414 
35. Manokotak ___________________ 411 
36. Hydcr ____.____________________ 401 
37. Larsen Bay ___________________ J(jfJ 
38. Nuiqsut _______________________ Jo() 

39. yakutal_______._______________ 398 
40, Pcrra~ille ___-_________________ 396 

41. Egegic __________________ 385 
42. Dot L&c ______________- 378 
43. Chenega ________-_____-- 361 
44. Port Alsworth --------- 361 
45. Ouzinkie -______-_____-- 358 
4.6. Pelican __________________ 355 

47. Point Baker------------ 345 
48. Tcnakcc Springs ------ 343 
49. (‘hitna __________________ 340 
50. Hydaburg -------------- 337 
51. K&tov& ________________ 3z 
52. Port Protection-------- 311 
53. Port Alexander-------- 306 
54. Lake Louise ----------- 292 
55. S. Wrangell Mts. ------ 288 
56. pmon ___-_____________- 287 

57. Chignik Lake ---------- 282 
58. Northway ---____--_____- 278 
59. Tyonek _________________ 272 
60. South Naknck --------- 268 
61. Elfin Cove ------------- 264 
62. Port Lions-------------- 262 
63. Chistochina ------------ 261 
64. B&es __________________ 260 

65. Upper Yentna--------- 257 
66. Gustams _____._________ 256 

67. Tanacross -------------- 250 
68. Nabcsna Road -------- 249 
69, SIana ________.._____.____ 245 
70. Angoon ___..____________ 242 
71. Dillingham------------- 242 
72. Klawot-k _________--_____ 239 
73. Klukwan ________________ 239 
74. McCarthy Road------- 230 
75. Chignik Lagoon------- 229 
76. King Salmon----------- 220 
77. Chickaloon------------- 213 
78. N. Wrangell Mts. ----- 208 
79. Petersburg ------------- 203 
80. Chignik Bay------------ 196 

81. Gakona _________________ 192 
82. Craig __-______--_________ 189 
83. Nakn& ________._________ 188 
84. Thornc Bay ---..-------- 188 
85. Coffman Cove.--------- 186 
86. Kasaan _________..________ 186 

87. Copper Center -------- 173 
88. H()llis __________..________ 163 
89. Wrangell ______..________ 164 
90. K&e ___________..________ I60 
91. Tons& -_--__--..--__---- 156 
92. Gulkana _______..________ 152 
93. Cordova _______..________ 151 
94. Tok ______________.________ 150 

95. English Bay------------ 147 
96. Port Graham --‘-------- 145 
97. Kodiak City------------ 143 
98. Silka __________-__________ 139 
99. Kenny Lake------------ 136 
100. E. Glenn Hwy. ------- 133 
101. Cantwell -------------- 130 
102. Mcntasta Lake------- 126 
103. Sourdough ------------ 115 
104. Tazlina ________________ IO7 
105. H&es -________________ 10 j 

106. Matsu Glacier-------- 104 
107. Homer ________________ IO3 
108. Glennallcn------------- 99 
109. Saxman ________._____... ')() 

110. Ninilchik _______________ 537 

111. Sheep Mt.-------------- 73 
112. Mctlakatla ------------- 71 
113. Talkcetna -------------- 66 
114. Seldovia ________________ 54 
115. $&way ________________ 52 
116. Kenai ___________________ 38 
117. Juneau _________._________ 34 

118. Fairbanks -----..-------- 22 
119. Matsu __________._________ I7 
120. Anchorage------------- 10 
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per capitaa. Hoonah’s per capita harvests are much higher than in urban areas: Anchorage with 10 

lbs per capita, Juneau with 34 lbs per capita, and Kenai with 38 lbs per capita. Hoonah’s harvests are 

much lower than harvests reported in northern portions of Alaska such as harvests of 742 Ibs per 

capita in Kwethluk and 1015 lbs per capita in Minto. 

Tables 11 through 14 present Hoonah’s estimated total community harvest and use of wild re- 

sources in numbers. Estimated totals are computed by expanding the survey data based on a 71 house- 

hold sample to the 280 households resident in the community at the time research was conducted. 

Hoonah’s estimated total community harvests for 1985 included 584 deer, 211 seal, 1317 chum salmon, 

1384 coho salmon, 1151 king salmon, 690 pink salmon, and 579 sockeye salmon (see Table 11). Esti- 

mated total community use for 1985 included 672 deer, 243 seal, and 1758 chum salmon, 1274 coho 

salmon, 982 king salmon, 1211 pink salmon, and 919 sockeye salmon (Table 12). Hoonah’s estimated 

total subsistence harvest in 1985 was 70,493 Ibs for all game, 77,669 lbs for all fish, and 188,017 lbs for 

all resources (Table 13). Estimated total subsistence use was 77,932 Ibs for all game, 81,180 Ibs for all 

fish, and 219,889 lbs for all resources (Table 14). 

OX. I’igures in Table 10 arc from the Division of Subsistence community profile data base. Those for southeast Alaska com- 

munilics arc from ‘I’ongass ILsource Use Cooperative Study data. Earlier Division of Subsistence studies found Kakc with a 

217 Ibs per capita hatvest, Angoon with a 216 Ibs per capita harvest, and Klawock with a 223 Ibs per capita harvest. Diffcr- 

cnccs between the hvo sets of figures arc due to a combination of actual year to year changes in subsistence harvesting and to 

stochastic variation and the computation methods used in different studies. 
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TABLE 11. Estimated Total Community Subsistence Harvest in Numbers, Hoonah, 1985. 

SPECIES ESTIMATED TOTAL HARVEST 

GAME AND BIRDS 

Caribou 

Deer 

Moose 

Seal 

Ducks 

Canada geese 

Grouse 

2.8 

583.8 

7.84 

211.12 

271.88 

27.44 

7.87 

FISH AND INVERTEBRATES 

Salmon, chum 

Salmon, coho 

Salmon, king 

Salmon, pink 

Salmon, sockeye 

Cod, Pacific 

Cod, black 

Doily Varden 

Halibut 

Herring 

Herring eggs 

Eulachon, hooligan 

Other rockfish 

Other fish 

Red snapper 

Sculpin 

Steelhead 

Trout, cutthroat 

Trout, rainbow 

CLams l 

Cockles * 

Geoduck * 

Shrimp 

Crab, dungeness 

Crab, king 

Crab, Tanner 

Gumboots (chitons)* 

Neets (sea urchins)* 

octopus 

Sea cucumbers* 

Black seaweed* 

Red sea ribbon* 

Berries, plants 

997.64 

985.88 

532.28 

571.76 

390.32 

173.6 Lbs 

218.4 Lbs 

1147.72 

615.16 

2055.2 Lbs 

4799.2 Lbs 

196.0 Lbs 

70.0 Lbs 

236.6 Lbs 

311.64 

59.08 

11.76 

847.84 

599.48 

773.36 

344.4 

11.2 

156.8 Lbs 

2863.6 

138.04 

55.16 

114.24 

1.96 

1.96 

5.88 

571.76 

3.92 

7243.6 qts. 
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TABLE 11, continued. Estimated Total Community Subsistence Harvest in Numbers, Hoonah, 1985. 

SPECIES ESTIMATED TOTAL HARVEST 

SUBSISTENCE HARVEST FROM COMMERCIAL CATCH.’ 

Salmon, chum 319.48 

Salmon, coho 398.44 

Salmon, king 619.08 

Salmon, pink 118.44 

Salmon, sockeye 189.28 

Note: Intertidal resources marked with a 11*11 are recorded in five gallon buckets. Data for some 

fish and invertebrate species were collected in pounds; berries and plants are in quarts. Some 

species appearing on Table 5 on page 74 were not harvested by sampled households in 1985 and do not 

appear in Table 11. 

#. Salmon taken under comsercial regulation are included in this category. Total salmon subsistence 

harvest is the sum of salmon caught under comnercial and other regulations. 



TABLE 12. Estimated Total Community Subsistence Use in Numbers, Hoonah , 1985. 

SPECIES ESTIMATED TOTAL USE 

GAME AND BIRDS 

Caribou 

Deer 

Moose 

Seal 

Ducks 

Canada geese 

Grouse 

FISH AND INVERTEBRATES 

3.92 

672.00 

5.04 

243.60 

327.32 

51.24 

27.44 

Salmon, chum 

Salmon, coho 

Salmon, king 

Salmon, pink 

Salmon, sockeye 

Cod, Pacific 

Cod, black 

Dolly Varden 

Halibut 

Herring 

Herring eggs 

Eulachon, hooligan 

Other rockfish 

Other marine fish 

Red snapper 

Sculpin 

Steelhead 

Trout, cutthroat 

Trout, rainbow 

Clams* 

Cockles* 

Geoduck and mussles* 

Shrimp 

Crab, dungeness 

Crab, king 

Crab, Tanner 

Gumboots (chitons)* 

Neets (sea urchins)* 

octopus 

Sea cucumbers* 

1758.96 

1273.72 

981.96 

1210.72 

918.96 

410.20 lbs 

1251.60 lbs 

1044.96 

784.56 

3147.20 Ibs 

10318.00 lbs 

383.60 lbs 

151.20 lbs 

236.60 lbs 

918.96 

59.08 

11.76 

611.24 

631.12 

824.60 

400.40 

11.76 

282.80 lbs 

3233.72 

524.44 

208.88 

205.24 

1.12 

11.76 

53.20 
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TABLE 12, continued. Estimated Total Community Subsistence Use in Numbers, Hoonah , 1985. 

SPECIES ESTIMATED TOTAL USE 

Black seaweed* 646.52 

Red sea ribbon* 3.92 

Berries, plants 4953.20 qts. 

Note: Intertidal resources marked with a ‘***’ are recorded in five gallon buckets. Data for some 

fish and invertebrate species were collected in pounds; berries and plants are in quarts. 

Subsistence use includes resources harvested and retained for use by the sample household and re- 

sources given to that household by others. Resources harvested under comnercial regulation but used 

for subsistence are included in the data presented. Some species appearing on Table 5 on page 74 

were not harvested by sampled households in 1985 and do not appear in Table 12. 



TABLE 13. Estimated Total Cosmiunity Subsistence Harvest in Pounds, Hoonah, 1985. 

SPECIES ESTIMATED TOTAL HARVEST 

GAME AND BIRDS 

Deer 

Moose 

Seal 

Ducks 

Canada geese 

Grouse 

ALL GAME AND BIRDS 

FISH AND INVERTEBRATES 

SUBSISTENCE HARVEST FROM COMMERCIAL CATCH.' 

Salmon, chum 

Salmon, coho 

Salmon, king 

Salmon, pink 

Salmon, sockeye 

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS 

Salmon, chum 

Salmon, coho 

Salmon, king 

Salmon, pink 

Salmon, sockeye 

Cod, Pacific 

Cod, black 

Dolly Varden 

Halibut 

Herring 

Herring eggs 

Eulachon, hooligan 

Other rockfish 

Other marine fish 

Red snapper 

Sculpin 

Steelhead 

Trout, cutthroat 

Trout, rainbow 

ALL FISH 

46692.80 

4337.20 

18984.00 

408.80 

137.20 

5.60 

70492.80 

2332.40 

3186.40 

8853.60 

308.00 

1061.20 

7282.80 

7896.00 

7616.00 

1486.80 

2186.80 

173.60 

218.40 

1607.20 

22131.20 

2055.20 

4799.20 

196.00 

70.00 

238.00 

935.20 

59.08 

71.12 

1271.76 

1198.40 

Clams* 6186.88 

77669.20 
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TABLE 13, continued. Estimated Total Community Subsistence Harvest in Pounds, Hoonah, 1985. 

SPECIES ESTIMATED TOTAL HARVEST 

Cockles* 3087.84 

Geoduck and mussLes* 59.08 

Crab, dungeness 7437.64 

Crab, king 991.48 

Crab, Tanner 121.52 

Gumboots Cchitons)* 2287.32 

Neets (sea urchins)* 9.80 

octopus 19.60 

Sea cucumbers* 11.76 

BLack seaweed* 11436.60 

Red sea ribbon* 78.96 

ALL MARINE INVERTEBRATES AND PLANTS 

ALL BERRIES AND PLANTS 

ALL SPECIES 

31581.20 

7162.12 

188017.20 

Note: Grouped harvest totals include minor species not Listed. Because of this and statistical 

rounding, grouped total harvest figures may differ slightly from constituent species harvests. Some 

species appearing on Table 5 on page 74 were not harvested by sampled households in 1985 and do not 

appear in Table 13. 

1. Salmon taken under cornnercial regulation are included in this category. Total salmon subsistence 

harvest is the sum of salmon caught under commercial and other regulation. 
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TABLE 14. Estimated Total Subsistence Use in Pounds, Hoonah, 1985. 

SPECIES ESTIMATED TOTAL USED 

GAME 

Bear 

Caribou 

Deer 

Moose 

Seal 

Ducks 

Canada geese 

Grouse 

ALL GAME 

FISH AND INVERTEBRATES 

Salmon, chum 

Salmon, coho 

Salmon, king 

Salmon, pink 

Salmon, sockeye 

Cod, Pacific 

Cod, black 

Dolly Varden 

Halibut 

Herring 

Herring eggs 

Eulachon, hooligan 

Other rockfish 

Other marine fish 

Red snapper 

Sculpin 

Steelhead 

Trout, cutthroat 

Trout, rainbow 

ALL FISH 

17.64 

473.20 

53796.12 

2819.60 

21934.64 

491.12 

256.20 

19.32 

12839.68 

10190.32 

14042.28 

3142.72 

5145.56 

411.60 

1251.60 

1044.40 

13392.40 

3147.20 

10318.00 

383.60 

151.20 

238.00 

2756.60 

59.08 

71.12 

917.00 

1261.96 

Abalone 

Clams 

Cockles 

Geoduck and mussels 

Crab, dungeness 

Crab, king 

Crab, Tanner 

8084.44 

3671.64 

459.76 

77931.84 

81180.40 
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TABLE 14, continued. Estimated Total Subsistence Use in Pounds, Hoonah, 1985. 

SPECIES ESTIMATED TOTAL USE 

Gumboots (chitons) 4104.80 

Neets (sea urchins) 5.60 

octopus 117.60 

Sea cucumbers 106.40 

Black seaweed 12930.40 

Red sea ribbon 78.96 

ALL MARINE INVERTEBRATES AND SEAWEEDS 40891.20 

ALL BERRIES AND PLANTS 5353.60 

ALL SPECIES 219889.60 

Note: Grouped use totals include minor species not listed. Because of this and statistical round- 

ing, grouped total use figures may differ slightly from constituent species harvests. Abalone and 

some other species may show use but no harvest among sampled households. Some species appearing on 

Table 5 on page 74 were not harvested by sampled households in 1985 and do not appear in Table 14. 

Subsistence use includes resources harvested and retained for use by the sample household and re- 

sources given to that household by others. Resources harvested under commercial regulation but used 

for subsistence are included in the data presented. 

Replacement or Substitution Value of Subsistence Resources 

As the tables in the previous section indicate, subsistence harvest and use of natural resources 

provides a substantial portion of the meat, fish, and other foods used by Hoonah residents. Subsistcncc 

foods are shown to continue to be a dietary mainstay in Hoonah. Vegetables, carbohydrates, starches, 

and non-local food products are purchased by Hoonah households to round out their food supply. If 

the subsistence foods currently consumed were not available, Hoonah rcsidcnts would have to substi- 

tute for these foods or replace them with purchased foods in order to fulfill dietary requirements and 

maintain current levels and composition of food consumption. 

We have estimated the dollar substitution value or dollar repiacemcnt value of the subsistence 

foods currently being consumed by assigning a range of dollar values per pound to subsistcncc food 

weights. Based on the cost of substitute foods avaiiablc in Hoonah at retail stores, we cstimatcd the 

substitution value of subsistence foods to lie between a minimum of $4.00 per pound and a maximum 
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of $7.00 per pound for comparable food purchased locally. Using this value range, the estimated rc- 

placement value of all subsistence harvests in Hoonah is between $2,686 and $4,700 per household and 

bctwccn $752,069 and $1,3 16, I20 for the whole community”“. The estimated rcplaccmcnt value of all 

subsistence use in Hoonah is between $3,141 and $5,497 per household and between $879,558 and 

$1539,227 for the whole community. The substitution value of the 1985 subsistence harvest was equiv- 

alent to between 26.8 percent and 35.7 percent of the taxable income for 1982. The substitution value 

of the 1985 subsistence use was equivalent to between 23.8 percent and 41.7 percent of the taxable in- 

come for 198270. 

Replacement value represents only one component of the total value of subsistence produc- 

tion. A full economic analysis of the value of subsistence production would attempt to measure this 

value directly through willingness-to-pay and willingness-to-accept economic models and would con- 

sider non-tangible cultural and social values as well 71. Even though it is but one economic component, 

estimated replacement value is quite high compared to household income and demonstrates that the 

food component of subsistence harvest and use is an important component of Hoonah’s mixed subsis- 

tence-based economy. 

Target Harvest Levels 

The random sample survey included questions designed to estimate the use level of selected 

species of fish and game that respondents believed would bc adequate for their household for one year. 

Thcsc data provide an indication of what an average target subsistence use might be for Hoonah 

households and, when compared with other survey data, how close actual harvests come to meeting the 

00. In this calculatton mean household harvest quantity and total communtty harvest quantity are multiplied by the per pound 

subslitution value. 

70. Mean taxable income was $13,172 for 1982. Because of skewing, most households have incomes lower than this mean. For 

this reason the substitution value percent would be higher than the figures presented for most IIoonah households. 

71. Willingness-to-pay provides an estimate what users would be willing to pay for hatvesting and using subsistence resources; 

this estimating technique is often used to put a value on sport hunting or sport fishing. Willingness-to-accept provides an es- 

ltmalc of what people would accept to forgo the opportunity to hunt and fish; this estimating technique is often used to put a 

value on hunting and fishing activities that will be eliminated or reduced due to resource extraction or land development. 
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target harvests. Respondents were asked, If fish and game regulations allowed, what would be rhe right 

amount of each of the following species /or yozlr household for one year? Figure 36 presents mean de- 

sired use in numbers for selected species and in pounds for halibut. As expected, the overall relative 

composition of the target subsistence use resembled the actual harvest for 1985. According to survey 

responses, 2.6 seal, 24.5 sockeye salmon, 109.9 lbs of halibut, and 7.9 deer would be the right amount of 

harvest for the average household for a year. Actual harvest levels were .87 seals, 3.28 sockeye salmon, 

47.83 lbs of halibut, and 2.4 deer for 1985. 

Steelhead 

Solmwn, Sockeye 

Salmon. Coho 

Sa I ;no" , Chm 

46 0 6d.O do 11 

Desired Use Level .. .I 
in Numbers (pounds for hallbut 

Ibs. 

Figure 36. Mean Desired Use of Selected Species, IIoonah Sampled Households, 1985. 

Figure 37 shows actual use as reported in the survey as a percent of desired use. Actual har- 

vest for all species is less than 45 percent of the target subsistence use. With sockeye salmon, the ac- 

tual harvest is only 13.4 percent of what rcspondcnts said would be the right amount for the year. In no 

case does the actual use level approach 50 percent of the target harvest level, and, for salmon species 

and deer which collectively make up a major proportion of total subsistence use, actual use was 30 pcr- 
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cent or less than dcsircd use. To understand the reasons for the sharp diffcrcncc bctwccn rcportcd 

target harvest level and actual harvest, we considered: 1) other research where desired harvest levels 

were measured, 2) whether or not the target harvest level for Hoonah was reasonable, and 3) factors 

that could account for the difference. 

I 
I 

25.0X 

I 
I 

50 0% 

Percent 
lW.OI 

Figure 37. Actual USC Jkprcsscd as a Percent of Desired Use. 

Two data sources were found to be relevant. In research conducted in Kodiak Island rural 

communities in 1982-83 a similar set of desired use questions was asked, providing data directly compa- 

rablc to the present study. Morcovcr, the salmon and Sitka deer resources on Kodiak Island are simi- 

lar to those use by Hoonah residents (Kodiak Arca Nati1.e Association, 1983). Recent Division of 

Wildlife Conservation hunter surveys for southeast Alaska include questions asking hunters how many 

deer they dcsirc and how many deer would satisfy them (Flynn 1989). 

For the six rural Kodiak communities, actual USC expressed as a percentage of desired use is 

uniformly much higher than comparable figures for Hoonah (Figure 38). In Akhiok actual use was the 
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same or greater than desired use for all species other than halibut 72. In Karluk actual use was between 

71 and 91 percent for all species other than crab. Larsen Bay actual harvests were between 71 and 88 

percent of desired use for four species categories 73 . Old Harbor met or exceeded desired use levels for 

all species but red salmon. Ouzinkie harvested between 55 and 109 percent of desired levels. Port 

Lions had the lowest attainment of desired levels among the Kodiak rural communities. Household 

use ranged from about 754 pounds food weight in Port Lions to about 2,344 pounds in Karluk during 

the survey year. If Port Lions came closer to attaining its desired harvest level, its actual harvest would 

be closer to that of the other communities. 

a02 

60% 

40% 

202 

q Akhiok 

q Karluk , 

q Larsen Bay 

q Old Harbor 

q Ouzinkie 

n Port Lions 

'rob ' 1101 ibut 

Figure 38. Mean Household Use of Six Wild Resources Expressed as a Percent of Mean Desired Use, Six Kodiak 

Communities, 1982-1383. 

72. ALhiok dots nclt have a good harhor or maintain many fishing boats that could fish effectively for halibut during much 01 

the year. 

73 Red salmon con not bc easily harvested locally at this community; much of the Larsen Bay red salmon harvest takes phcc 

in Karluk lagoon. 
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Of the six communities, Port Lions most resembles Hoonah in its overall harvest. lcvcl and in 

attainment of desired harvests 74 . Port Lions is connected by ferry to Kodiak City and the Kenai Pcnin- 

sula and cxpericnces competition for resources with harvcstcrs from thcsc areas; Port Lions subsis- 

tence harvest areas are also easily accessible by skiff or boat from Kodiak town. We found that only 50 

percent of the desired use of deer was met in Port Lions 75 The other five Kodiak communities attain . 

harvest levels for deer between 68 and 100 percent of the desired levels. Actual deer harvest per 

household for Akhiok, Karluk, Larsen Bay, Old Harbor, Ouzinkie, and Port Lions was 3.6, 5.4, 5.8, 5.5, 

2.6, and 2.6 respectively. The Kodiak communities’ harvests, particularly for the five satislied commu- 

nities, rcprcscnt levels reached under conditions of abundant deer, limited hunting competition, and 

liberal seasons and bag limits 76 . The actual harvest levels in the high harvesting communities on Ko- 

diak arc close to the target level of 7.8 deer per household for Hoonah. 

Recent Division of Wildlife Conservation hunter surveys have asked hunters in southeast 

Alaska to report actual deer harvest, desired harvest, and the harvest level that would satisfy them. For 

1987 these surveys have found that the desired level of harvest of deer for all southeast hunters is about 

2.1 times the actual harvest level; hunters also report that they would be satisfied with 1.3’5 times the 

actual harvest level. Consistent with data for all of southeast Alaska, Hoonah residents desired lcvcl 

was 2.1 times the actual harvest for 1987; the satisfaction level was 1.36 times the actual harvest for 

1987. Put another way, the actual harvest was 48 percent of desired harvest and 74 percent of the sat- 

isfaction level harvest for Hoonah hunters. 

If desired use levels were attained, the level of use of in Hoonah would be much higher than it 

was during the base year. That is, the estimated dcsircd USC level would be about 3.27 times the 1985 

use level or about 2,568 lbs per household and 765.9 lbs per capita. Harvest levels of this magnitude 

have been measured in rural communities elsewhere in Alaska, but not in southeast Alaska communi- 

74. Ouzinkie also is similarly situated. However, it is more closely tied with Kodiak and its economy and fishing fleet arc not 

as developed as Port Lions. 

7.5. Uag limits in the Port Lions area for deer for non-local hunters have been reduced by the I3oard of Game to protect subsis- 

tence hunting opportunities. Similar reductions to protect subsistence hunting opportunities have been inacted for areas on 

north Chichagof Island near Iloonah. 

76. Existing bag limit regulations for Jeer are nul vigorously enforced in Kodiak rural communities. 
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tics (see Table 10). Edna Bay with 517 lbs per capita and Yakutat with 397 lbs per capita are among 

the highest harvest levels documented for southeast Alaska communities to date”. Based on the data 

from other communities, we conclude that the target use level for Hoonah is higher than might be rca- 

sonably attained, given the regulatory structure and the status of wild resources in southeast Alaska. A 

total use level for Hoonah similar to the Kodiak Island rural communities or to the high harvesting 

communities in southeast would be more reasonable. We also conclude that the 1985 harvest level is 

below what would be a reasonable target level. A number of factors may be responsible for this under 

attainment: 

1) Basket Bay and Hoktaheen Creek have been the closest sockeye salmon systems open for 

subsistence sockeye harvests by Hoonah residents. Both systems are far from the community 

and bag limits have been low. This has limited subsistence harvests of sockeye salmon. Other 

salmon spccics and halibut are also subject to limiting harvest restrictions78. 

2) Deer populations most accessible to Hoonah may have declined due to over-harvesting and 

habitat degradation. Competition with non-local hunters has may have increased the time and 

cash costs of deer hunting and may have limited hunter success in traditional deer hunting 

areas. 

3) Glacier Bay has been closed to subsistence harvesting of fish and wildlife. 

4) Increased involvement in cash economy activities may limit the time available for subsis- 

tence pursuits and the amount of fish and wildlife harvested. 

5) Other regulatory policies and competition from recent arrivals to the Hoonah area may 

have depressed harvests. 

6) The harvests for 1985 may have been lower than usual. 

77. ‘l’hcsc data arc from Diwsion 01 Subsistence household surveys. See Krusc et al (1088a. 1088b) and Kruse and Muth (nd) 

for INXC lengthy reporting of the ‘I‘IIUCS data. Iloonah’s harvests in the TRUCS survey were higher than those in the prc- 
sent study possibly as a result of stochastic variation, variation in administration of the TKUCS survey in Iloonah, or actual 

year to year variation in harvest quantities. 

78. ‘1.11~ situation for sockcyc salmon might change should IIoonah Vingit qaitl USC of sockcyc streanls within Glacier Ijay 

National Park. 
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In light of this analysis, we believe that use levels of subsistence fish and wildlife may have 

been depressed in Hoonah in 1985. The factors that may be restricting subsistence harvest are dis- 

cussed in following sections of this report. 

Use of Fish from Commercial Catch 

Tables 6, 8, 11, and 13 (pp. 86, 90, 97, 101) show that a substantial portion of the subsistence 

salmon harvested by Hoonah residents is taken under the terms of commercial regulations and with 

commercial fishing gear, particularly for the most prized species: coho, king, and sockeye salmon. Fig- 

ures 39 and 40 show the composition of Hoonah subsistence salmon harvests by amount and percent of 

food weight. The other harvests category includes salmon caught under subsistence regulation as well 

as salmon caught with rod and reel. 

60 

Food Weight 3. 
in Pounds 

I I I 
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IGgure 39. Composition of Iloonah Subsistence Salmon Harvest by Kti Weight, 1985. 
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Figure 40. Composition of I-loonah Subsistence Salmon Ilawest by Percent, 198.5. 

About 24 percent of the chum, 28 percent of the coho, 53 percent of the king, and 32 percent 

of the sockeye salmon harvested for use at home by families in Hoonah arc removed by commercial 

fishers from their legal commercial catch (Figure 24). In terms of harvested food weight, commercially 

caught salmon account for about 56 lbs or 37 percent of the 151 lbs of salmon harvested per household 

(Figure 23). Under current regulations no subsistence fishing for king and coho salmon is permitted 

for Hoonah residents, and fishing for sockeye salmon has been limited to Basket Bay, Hoktahcen 

Creek, and other drainages distant from the community. 

Subsistence Harvest of Deer 

Harvest and Use-Survey Data 

Since deer is the main land mammal harvested for subsistence USC by Hoonah rcsidcnts, WC 

have analyzed deer harvests in some detail. Table 15 presents the number of deer harvested per 
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household and the expanded community total harvest for Hoonah for 1983 through 1985 based on our 

survey. Mean household deer harvests has ranged during this time period from 2.51 dec.r per housc- 

hold in 1984 to 2.09 deer per household in 1985. The 1983 deer harvest was intermediate at 2.31 deer 

per household. Estimated total community deer harvests based on the 1986 survey were 647 in 1983, 

702 in 1984, and 584 deer in 1985. 

TABLE 15. Subsistence Deer Harvest for Sampled Hoonah Households and Estimated Total Com- 
munity Harvest 1983, 1984, 1985. 

YEAR DEER HARVEST ESTIMATED 
/HOUSEHOLD COMMUNITY HARVEST 

1983 2.31 647 

1984 2.51 702 

1985 2.09 584 

Figure 41 shows the number of deer harvested by each sampled household for the same three 

years. This figure indicates both high variability across households in the number of deer harvcstcd 

and also high consistency in particular household harvests from year to year. Eleven or 15 percent of 

households in our sample harvested 15 or more deer over the 1983-85 time period, with two households 

reporting 30 or more deer. Twenty-four households or 34 percent of surveyed households reported 

harvesting no deer in any of the three years. High harvesting households consistently harvested much 

more than the mean harvest level in each year. In 1985, 70.4 percent of households harve.sted fewer 

deer than the allowable individual bag limit of four deer per year. Fourteen percent of households re- 

ported harvesting exactly four deer, making the individual bag limit the mode for the community. Fig- 

ure 42 shows the reported harvest of deer of the 71 sampled households. Almost half of surveyed 

households (34 households) reported no deer harvests for 1985; two households reported harvests of 17 

deer. Figure 43 shows the cumulative deer harvest by households and produces a regular hyperbolic 
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harvest curve. Harvest data conclusively show that most of the deer arc taken by a relatively small 

number of productive househoids79. 

Number 
Harvested 

Household Number 

IGgurc 11. Reported Deer I Ialvest by Sampled IIouscholds, 1983.85. 

Figure 44 shows number of deer used by each household, including deer harvested by house- 

hold members and deer received from others and used. About 52.1 percent of households harvested 

deer in 1985; 85.3 percent used deer as food in their household. What is occurring here is that high 

producing households are sharing deer that they harvest with households that harvest few or no deer. 

Distribution of deer from harvesting to non-harvesting households follows traditional patterns of 

sharing, barter, and tradeso. 

79. This concentration of subsistence harvests has been found to be a regular characteristic of many rural communities. 

80. Elders and others who are unable to hunt are usually supplied with deer by kinsmen. Deer are supplied by active hunters 

for potlatches, payoff parties, and other tradltional cclebratlons. Some barter and trade in cash and kind for deer takes place 

as v,clI. 
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I:igurc 42. Reported Deer IIatvcsl by Sampled IIouseholds, 1985 
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I?gurc 43. Cumulative Deer Hawcst, Sampled Iloonah Households, 1985 
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Figure 44. Number of Iker Used, Sampled Iioonah Households, 1985. 

Target Use Levels for Deer 

As a means of investigating whether current use of deer met the needs of Hoonah households, 

survey respondents wcrc asked the number of deer that would bc the right amount for their households 

USC: for one year. These responses are presented in Figure 45. All households indicated that they 

wanted at least one deer per year. All but nine households indicated that they desired twelve or fewer 

deer per year. One household felt they needed 40 deer per year to meet their need@. Comparing this 

figure with Figure 44 indicates that actual USC falls short of desired use. The mean number of deer de- 

sired was 7.9 deer per household. The actual level of use in 1985 was 2.4 deer per household. On av- 

erage, 5.5 more deer per household, or 1,540 deer for the community, were needed to reach the desired 

level. This would rcprescnt roughly a tripling of current use levels. 
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Figure 45. Number of Deer D&red. Hoonah Sampled Households, 1985 

Although harvest lcvcls of 7.9 deer per household might seem high in the context <of southeast 

Alaska, this level of harvest of land mammals is not particularly high compared to other communities 

in the state that rely heavily deer or on other large ungulates. This level of deer harvest would incrcasc 

the total use of game from 252 lbs per household or about 78 Ibs per capita to about 692 lbs per housc- 

hold or about 215 lbs per capita. Quite a number of communities in the Alaska approac.h or cxcced 

this lcvcl of harvest of game (Table 10, p. 95). Egigik, Hughes, Huslia, Kivalina, New Stuyahok, and 

Nikolai exceed this harvest level of land mammaisR2. 

Looking once again at harvests for Kodiak Island communities, presented in Figure 38 (p. 108) 

above, we may use Larsen Bay as an example of harvest levels of Sitka black tail deer under near ideal 

hunting conditions and with season and bag limit regulations similar to those that apply ~to Hoonah. 
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Larsen Bay hunters have very little competition from subsistence hunters from other communities or 

from sport hunters from urban communities. Although hunting regulations may have limited subsis- 

tence take by Larsen Bay residents, deer arc abundant near this community, and community residents 

have had little difficulty in recent years in meeting their subsistence needs or filling their bag limits with 

relatively little hunting effort. Research conducted in 1982-83 documented a mean harvest of at least 

5.8 deer and a mean USC of at least 5.5 deer per household (KANA 1983). Field observation of hunters 

found subsistence hunters at Larsen Bay able to harvest all the deer they wished to harvest from beach 

arcas during periods of settled weather. 

The main reasons for the difference bctwccn desired use and actual use appear to have to do 

with the time and energy needed to harvest deer in areas used by Hoonah residents. Hoonah sampled 

households spent 441 days hunting and harvested 148 deer in the 1985 base year; this equals about 2.98 

hunting days per deer*“. This survey result agrees closely with Division of Game’s estimate of 2.75 

hunting days per deer in subunit 35 and 2.78 for all of Unit 4 for 1985 for all hunters based on a mailed 

deer harvest survey to a sample of ranclomly drawn hunting licensees (Flynn 1987). This level of effort 

rcquircd to bag a deer appears to bc higher than that required in the Kodiak examples described above 

and is a limiting factor on deer harvests by Hoonah resident@‘. 

Using the survey effort rate, harvesting enough deer to reach the desired use level would have 

meant that each household would have had to spend about 23.5 days deer hunting during the season. If 

we consider only those households that actually fielded a hunter in 1985, this total goes up to about 45 

hunting days per household. We found that some very active hunters spend this amount of time in the 

field each year, but that the average household spent a little more than six days hunting in 1985. WC 

believe that few households or hunters would be able to spend 45 days per year deer hunting given 

85 work and family obligations . The amount of time and effort needed to harvest a deer for a Hoonah 

83. Rcspondcnts wcrc asked how many days they had spent hunting deer in 19XS. 

M. Comparable Icvcl of ctl’on data ;11’c not availahlc lor Kodiak rural communities. 1 have olwz~vcd that beach hunting in 

Larsen 13ay produces more than one deer per hunter per day of hunting. 

85. Cost of fuel and maintaining a skiff or boat for this 45 days of hunting would be a major cost that might be prohibitive for 

many households. 
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resident are in turn related to the abundance and distribution of accessible deer and to competition 

with other hunters. 

Number of Hunters in Hoonah 

In May, 1986, there was slightly less than an average of one hunter per household in Hoonah; 

mean number of hunters per household was .95 based on our survey. Projecting this survey finding to 

the community, we estimate that there were about 265 resident hunters in Hoonah in spring of 1986. 

We have used this survey finding to estimate the number of Hoonah hunters in other years in the 1982 

to 1989 time period. For example, after adjusting for population growth over the 1982 to 1986 time 

period, we estimate that there were about 220 Hoonah hunters in 1982, the last official census years6. 

Harvest Ticket Data 

State of Alaska hunting regulations for deer require hunters to use deer harvest tickets, and a 

mail-out survey of deer hunters based on a listing of harvest ticket recipients has been conducted annu- 

ally in recent years 87 . The data from the mail-out surveys provide quantified deer harvest information 

over a multi-year time period that is not available from our random sample household survey. Because 

of methodology of the mail-out survey, harvest estimates for small communities based on the mail-out 

survey may differ somewhat from harvest estimates based on more intensive household interview 

methodologies88. However, the mail-out survey provides a good method for assessing trends in deer 

86. This estimate uses population data presented in Figure 7, p. 33, and assumes that the proportion of hunters IO non-hunters 

in the population has not changed in the 1982-86 time period. WC have no data showing any change in the proportion of 

hunters to non-hunters in the 1980 decade. 

87. The mail-out survey has been sent to a random draw of 45 of rural harvest ticket recipients in recent years. Response rate 

for Hoonah has ranged from 27 to .4S in the 1986-89 time period. No actual count of the total number of harvest tickets 

issued to fIoonnh residents has been made in these years; the number of harvest tickets issued to Hoonah residents is 

computed to be 4 times the number of tickets randomly drawn. 

88. For example, our household survey found that 584 deer were hatvested by lfoonah residents in 1985; the best estimate 

from the mail-out survey shows 507 deer harvested in that year. 
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harvest levels for communities like Hoonah and Juneau, by allowing annual deer harvests to bc 

compared over a series of years. 

The numbers of harvest tickets issued to persons using Hoonah addresses or addresses C~SC- 

where in the Port Frederick area are shown in Table 16. The mail-out survey separated ofller Poti 

Frederick residents living at the Whitestone and Eight Fathom Bight logging camps, at Game Creek, 

and elsewhere who use Hoonah as an address but do not live within the study area for 1987, 1988, and 

1989. For earlier years, the breakdown of the total number of harvest tickets issued into Hoonah resi- 

dents and other Port Frederick residents was done by comparing a listing of the names of mail-out sur- 

vey recipients with a listing of names of Hoonah residents and by using the mean hunters-pcr-housc- 

hold estimate for Hoonah from the 1986 household survey. 

The low number of tickets issued in 1980 mean that many hunters did not apply for tickets in 

that year because of low deer numbers or other unknown factors. From 1982 to 1989 the number of 

Hoonah hunters appears to have kept pace with population growth in the community. For years 1982 

through 1989, the estimated number of tickets issued to Hoonah residents varied between 2:20 and 293 

harvest tickets per year. The greatest number of tickets, 293, was issued in 1988. The number of tick- 

cts issued to other Port Frederick residents varies from a low of 63 in 1984 to an estimated 230 in 

1986”“. Non-Hoonah residents of the Port Frederick area have accounted for between 21 percent and 

46 percent of the harvest tickets issued to residents of the Port Frederick area over 1980-1989. 

Figure 46 presents 1985 deer harvests by community mailing address for all of Game Man- 

agement Unit 4 based on the mail-out survey of harvest ticket recipients. Unit 4 includes Admiralty, 

Baranof, and Chichagof islands and almost all of the areas hunted by Hoonah residents. As this figure 

shows, a large majority (69 percent) of the 10,390 deer harvested in Unit 4 wcrc taken by Juneau and 

Sitka hunters. Note that the deer harvests of hunters with a Hoonah address (807 deer), are a combi- 

8’). ‘l‘hc wry high number oC lickcls apparently issued to olhcr Port I:rcdcrick rcsidcnls in 1086 may Ix an over-cslimalc due 

lo mclhoddogicnl factors peculiar 10 that year (Iqynn. 1’)8?). 
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TABLE 16. Number of Deer Harvest Tickets Issued to Hunters with Addresses in Port Frederick 
Area, 1980 through 1989.’ 

YEAR HOONAH OTHER TOTAL 
PORT FREDERICK 

1980 200 NA 200 
1982 220 87 307 
1983 230 128 368 
1984 240 63 303 
1985 250 88 338 
1986 265 230 495 
1987 280 170 450 
1988 293 86 379 
I%9 258 87 345 

Source: Rod Flynn, 1989; Division of Subsistence analysis of deer harvest data. 
* Data for 1981 arc not available. 

Figure 46. 1985 Deer Ilalvcst in Unit 4 by Mailing Address of Iluntcrs. 

Deer Harvested 
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nation of Hoonah hunters with others using Hoonah as a mailing address in this figure. We estimate 

that, of the 807 deer taken, 597 deer were taken by Hoonah residents and 208 deer were taken by other 

residents of the Port Frederick area. 

Unit 4 was divided into Major Harvest Units for game management purposes. The division 

followed for the 1985 and 1986 data presented below is shown in Figure 47. In order to improve under- 

standing of hunting patterns and the effect of logging practices on deer hunting, major harvest units 

were subdivided into Harvest Areas for the 1987 data; the subdivision used for the 1987 data is shown 

in Figure 48. Harvest Areas numbers and boundaries wcrc modified for the 1088 data and Harvest 

Arcas were renamed Wi/dlije Hurvesf Areas (WHA). The WHAs used for the 1988 deer data are 

shown in Figure 49. WHAs were rcnumbcrcd for the 1989 deer data. This new numbering system is 

shown in Figure 50. In the discussion that follows, Harvest Arcas and Wildlife Narvest Areas have 

been grouped in such a way that similar geographical areas arc being compared across each year in the 

time scrics. 

We found that most of the deer harvested by Hoonah hunters were taken from the arcas in 

Major Harvest Unit 35 as dcpictcd in Figure 47. This unit comprises the Hoonah core arca. Table 17 

shows the Harvest Arcas or Wildlife Harvest Areas trcatcd as the Hoonah core area in the following 

discussion. 

Figure 51 shows the location of harvest for deer taken in 1985 by hunters using Hoonah as an 

addrcssgO. By far the large. p st ortion of deer were taken from Major Harvest Unit 35, comprised of the 

Hoonah core area: the Hoonah town site, all of Port Frederick, and other nearby areas in north and 

northwest Chichagof Island. Major Harvest Unit 36, including Tenakee Inlet and Frcshwatcr Bay, ac- 

counted for a significant, although much smaller proportion of the deer harvested. 

00. Ikcausc of the expansion method, this figure shows 14 more deer for Iloonah than the figure (or a/I of Unit 4 (X21 deer 

versus 807 deer). Also note that our household survey estimated 584 deer as the community hatvcst Icvcl. ‘the dilkrcncc 

(X21 - 5X4) or 230 Jeer is an other approximalion of the hawcst or non rcsidcnts using Iloonah as an address in that year. 

Norc that this cstlmatc is 29 deer higher than the estimate presented in the text above. 
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Figure 47. Northern Southeast Alaska, Showing Major Harvest Unit Boundaries, pre-1987. 

123 



I;igurc 48. Ihvest Areas, 1987 Designations 
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Figure 49. Wtldlife Ilarvest Areas, 1988 Designations. 
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I:lgurc 50. Wildlife Ilatvcst Areas, 198’1 Iksignalions. 
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TABLE 17. Major Harvest Units and Wildlife Harvest Areas Comprising Hoonah’s Core Deer 
Hunting Arca, 198.5 through 1989. 

YEAR AREA 

1985 Major Harvest Unit 35. 

1986 Major Harvest Unit 35. 

1987 Harvest Areas 3.521,3522,3523,3524. 

1988 Wildlife Harvest Areas 3521, 3522, 3523, 3524, 3531, 3532, 353391. 

1989 Wildlife Harvest Arcas 3523, 3524, 3551, 4222, 4252, 4253, 4256. 

Number of Deer Hcrvested 

Figure 51. Deer IIarvest by Major IIawesting Unit by IIunters with IIoonnh Mailing Addrcsscs, I%5 

91. Because of the wa.y units were redrawn in 1988, False IXay and adjaccnl coastal arcas arc included in the Hoonah core area 

for 1988 and 1989. According to our field interviews Whitestone Ilarbor is the nwrc heavily used arca in this portion of 

northwest Chichagof Island, and it properly needs to he included in the I loonah core area. 
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Figure 52 breaks down the total deer harvested in the Hoonah core deer hunting arca by the 

hunter residence for 1984-N. In this figure, Hoonah hunters have been scparatcd from hunters in 

Other Port Frederick who USC Hoonah as a mailing address. Hoonah residents’ deer harvest ranged 

from a low of about 356 deer harvested in 1984 to a peak of 608 deer in the 1987. Harvest has fallen off 

from the high in 1987 to 524 in the most recent year. Juneau hunters have taken from a low of 206 

deer in 1984 to a high of 615 deer in 1987. The deer harvest of other Port Frederick residents, 

comprising residents at logging camps and the Mount Bether settlement, has varied from 95 deer in 

1984 to an estimated 461 deer in 1989. Haines hunters also were found to harvest a relatively large 

number of deer from this area. 

Figure 53 rearranges these data by year of harvest and shows that the significant increase in 

the total number of deer taken from the Hoonah primary deer harvesting area over this time period is 

attributable to non-local hunters from Juneau and to other Port Frcdcrick hunters. Figure 54 presents 

thcsc data as pcrccnts and shows that, in 1984, Hoonah residents harvested 44 percent Iof the deer 

taken in Hoonnh core arca. This proportion declined to 32 pcrccnt in 1989. 

Figure 55 shows similar data for Tenakec Inlet and Freshwater Bay; the Major Harvest Unit 

and the Wildlife Harvest Areas comprising this area are listed in Table 18. Juneau residents have ac- 

counted for the majority of deer taken in this area over the 1984-1989 time period. Hoonah residents’ 

harvests in Tenakee Inlet and Freshwater Bay have fluctuated from a harvest of 7 deer in 1989 to a high 

of 140 deer in 1987. Freshwater Bay has accounted for most of Hoonah resident’s deer harvest from 

this arca. Figure 56 shows that total deer harvest in the Tenakee Inlet and Freshwater Bay area more 

than doubled over the 1984-87 time period before declining in the last two years. Figure 57 shows that 

Hoonah’s share of the deer harvest in this arca reached 10 percent in 1987, but it was less than 1 

pcrccnt in 1989. 
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Figure 52. Deer Harvests in Hoonah Core Area by Mailing Address of IIunters, 19%1989. 
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Figure 53. Composition of Deer Iiawcsts in Hoonah Core Area by Year and by Mailing Address of I!untcrs, 1984-1989. 
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Figure 54. Percent of Deer Ifarvcsts in IIoonah Core Arca by Year and by Mailing Address of Iluntcrs. 1984-1089. 
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I?gurc 55. Ikcr I Ialvcsts in ‘I’cnakec Inlet and Freshwater Day by Mailing Address of Ilunters, 19&LlW9. 
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TABLE 18. Major Harvest Units and Wildlife Harvest Arcas Comprising the Tcnakcc Inlell and 
Freshwater Bay Area, 1985 through 1989. 

YEAR AREA 

Major Harvest Unit 36. 

1986 Major Harvest Unit 36. 

1987 Harvest Areas 3625-3630. 

1988 Wildlife Harvest Areas 3525, 3626-3630. 

1989 Wildlife Harvest Areas 3525, 3526, 3627-3630. 

1987 
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k~gure 56. Composition of Deer Harvests in Tenakee Inlet, Freshwater Ea\- by Year and by Mailing Address of Hunters, 1984- 
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Figure 57. Percent of Iker lIar~.~ts in Tenakec Inlet, Freshwater Bay by Year and by Mailing Address of I ILI~ICIX, 1983-1980. 

Harvest ticket data for the Hoonah core area and for the Tenakee Inlet and Frcshwatcr Bay 

area for the 1980-1989 time period are presented in Figure 58. The total deer harvest for the Hoonah 

core area increased from a low of 420 in 1980 to a high of 1732 deer in 1987,then declined in 1988 to 

1456 deer, and then rose to 1687 deer in 1989. Deer harvests in the Tcnakee Inlet and Freshwater Bay 

area increased from 320 deer in 1980 to a high of 1,392 in 1987 before declining to 894 deer in the 1989 

season. 

Trend in Deer Harvests 

Some trends in deer harvest need to be examined in order to understand changes in areas used 

by Hoonah residents. Figure 59 shows deer harvest in GMU 4 from 1969 to 1989’“. Unit 4 harvests 

92. Dala for this figure arc based on different methodologies: hunter questionnaires for 1980-89, harvest ticket and harvcsl rc- 

port data for 1975-79, and interviews with hunters for 1969-74. For 1975, another estimate, based on hunter intcrvicw came 

up with 11.700 deer. See Townsend, ed. (1986) for 1969-74 data. 
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have varied from a low of 950 deer harvested in 1979 to a high of 14,331 in 1987. Records show a total 

of 125,656 deer harvested in this 21 year period, with a mean harvest of about 6,000 deer per year. 

Over half of the deer harvcstcd in this time period have been lakcn in the last six years, during which 

the harvest level has been well over the long-term average. 

1980 

1982 

1983 

1904 

1985 pJ Tenakee 
Inlet, 

T I / I 
1986 

1987 
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IQgure 58. Deer Harvests in the Hoonah Core Area and in Tenakee Inlet, Freshwater Bay, 1980 through 1989. 

The total deer harvest in Unit 4 in 1987, the year of highest recorded harvest, was 318 percent 

of the 1980 harvest. Compared with Unit 4 trends, deer harvest Icvels incrcascd more steeply in the 

Hoonah core arca and in Tenakee Inlet and Freshwater Bay arca. Deer harvest in the Hoonah core 

area in 1987 was 412 percent of the 1980 level (Fig. 58); that of Tenakee Inlet and Freshwater Bay arca 

was 435 pcrccnt of the 1980 harvest (Fig. 58). Harvest levels continued to be close to the 1.987 high in 

the Hoonah core area in the 1988 and 1989 seasons, although harvests dropped sharply in the Tcnakee 

Inlet and Freshwater Bay area in 1988 and 1989. 
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Figure 59. Deer Harvests in Units 4, 1969 through 1989. 

Figure 60 normalizes these yearly harvests and expresses harvests for the Hoonah core area, 

Tenakee Inlet and Freshwater Bay area, and for Unit 4 as a percent of the highest harvest during the 

past eight years. The general shape of the graphs for Unit 4 and Tenakec Inlet and Freshwater Bay 

show fairly similar rates of increase over most of this time period, both peaking in 1987. The Hoonah 

core arca shows an extremely rapid rate of harvest increase in the 1984 through 1987 time period. 

Harvests had a peak in 1987 and again in 1989. 

We know from survey data presented in Table 15 (p. 113) that deer harvests by residents of 

Hoonah proper fluctuated slightly from 1983 to 1985. We also have seen from analysis of harvest ticket 

data prcsentcd in Figures 52, 53, and 54 (pp. 129, 129, and 130) that Hoonah residents’ deer harvests 

varied between 480 and 608 deer per year over 1985-1989 and that Hoonah residents’ share of the total 

harvest in the Hoonah core area has dcclincd. Thcrcforc, WC conclude that most of the incrcasc in 

harvest in the Hoonah core area over this time period is due to incrcascd deer harvests by hunters from 

outside Hoonah proper, especially due to hunting by the introduced poptilation of lagers and their 

134 



families and to greater use of Port Frederick by residents of other southeast Alaska communities. The 

analysis of household survey data and deer harvest ticket data show that the Hoonah core area has re- 

ceived increased hunting pressure from non-local hunters and from loggers in recent years. 

I.~gurc GO. Ikcr 11s1vcsls I<xprcssed as a I’ercenl of llighest IIarves~. LOX0 through 198X 

Figure 61 shows the portion of the total deer harvest in Unit 4 that is taken from the Hoonah 

core area. The proportion of all GMU deer taken from this small area (see Figure 47, p. 123 for area 

boundaries) has incrcascd from about 9 percent in 1980 to between 12 and 16 percent over the last 4 

years9j. This figure provides a further measure of the significant increase in deer hunting in the 

IHoonah core area which which has occurred since the construction of logging roads. The Hoonah core 

arca has become a “hot spot” for hunters from other communities in the northern portion of southeast 

Alaska and a heavily used area by the loggers who travel the roads to their work sites. 

‘)3. L>iSCuSSiOIlS held With I)iViSioll Of Wildlife (:ollsen’ation in 1989 and at Itie f]Oard of <;anle nleetings held in Ancllorage ill 

April, 1990 indicated a possible riced lo reduce deer harvest in this subunit (Young. 1989; Anderson, 1989, 1990). 



- 
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Figure 61. Deer lfarvest in the Hoonah Core Area Expressed as a Percent of Total Halves! in Unit 4. 

Hoonah residents’ total deer harvests for the years 19851989 are shown in Table 19. Total 

deer harvest for Hoonah residents peaked in 1987 with 748 deer taken in that year. The lowest esti- 

mated harvest was 530 deer for 1989. The high harvest in 1987 mirrors the overall high deer harvests 

that took place in that year in all of Unit 4 (Fig. 59, p. 134), in the Hoonah core area (Fig. 52, p. 129) 

and in the Tenakee Inlet and Freshwater Bay area (Fig. 5.5, p. 130). The decline in 1989 does not 

match the trend for the Hoonah core area; a near record number of deer were taken from the Hoonah 

core area in that year. The 1989 data may signal the beginning of declining subsistcncc deer harvests 

for Hoonah residents. Lowcrcd or restricted subsistence harvests are likely to result from the in- 

creased use of the Hoonah core area by non-Hoonah hunters and high deer harvests by these hunters 

coupled with the reduction in the deer population that may have taken place with the cutting of high- 

volume old-growth winter deer habitat. Examination of further years’ harvest data will show whether 

the I(N) dcclinc is part cjf a trend in deer harvests for Hoonah residents. 
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TABLE 19. i-ioonah Residents’ Total Deer Harvests. 19851989. 

YEAR”4 NUMBER OF DEER 

lY83 647 

1984 702 

1985 597 

1986 542 

1987 748 

1088 656 

1980 530 

Habitat Capability hlodel 

Application of a habitat capability model which was jointly developed by the Division of 

Wildlife Conservation and the Forest Service provides a further basis for understanding the deer pop- 

ulation dynamics on north Chichagof Island. This model estimates the carrying capacity, or how many 

deer can bc supporLcd, within each Forest Service Value Comparison Unit (VCU). The model is 

based on an inventory of forest vegetation type, elevation, aspect, slope, and other factors, and an ex- 

amination of climate records for southeast Alaska. Of those factors that can be changed by forest or 

game managcrncnt practices, the amount of high quality winter deer habitat present in the ftorest tends 

to be the major determinant of the deer population over time. The number of deer that a given VCU 

can support changes and typically decreases with timber harvesting that removes critical deer winter 

habitat. 

04. Data in this table arc based on deer harvest ticket mailGut surveys for 1985 to 1989 and on our household survey for 1983 

and 1984. Note that these data include a small number of deer taken outside the Hoonah core and the Tenakee Inlet and 

Freshwater Bay areas. 

137 



The State of Alaska management guideline for deer harvests in southeast Alaska aims at a 

continued sustainable harvest of ten percent of the deer population per year. This means that the deer 

population should be about ten times the harvest level or management goal in order to support a given 

hunting level over time. Management guidelines also aim at providing a deer population that would 

permit a harvest level that would satisfy southeast hunters. Typically, this satisfaction level is higher 

than actual harvest. 

Figure 48 (p. 124) (has shown the division of major harvest unit 35 into four Wildlife Harvest 

Areas and Tcnakee Inlet and Freshwater Bay into six Wildlife Harvest Areas (using 1987 units)95. The 

Hoonah core area is comprised of Harvest Areas 3522, 3523, and 3524; Hoonah deer harvests in Har- 

vest Arca 3625, Frcshwatcr Bay, were substantial in 1987, the first year that this Harvest Arca could be 

easily rcachcd using logging roads for access to hunting sites. The bottom line on Figure 62 shows the 

estimated 1987 carrying capacity for deer for each of these four Wildlife Harvest Areas. The middle 

line shows the number of deer required to support the actual 1987 harvest level over time, and the top 

line shows the number of deer required to support the level of harvest that would satisfy southeast 

hunters as measured by the Division of Wildlife Conservation surveys. As is immediately apparent 

from this figure, the habitat carrying capacity of each of the four Wildlife Harvest Areas is less than 

that needed to support the actual or satisfaction level of harvest for 1987. To a large extent, this is due 

to the amount of recent clear-cutting in thcsc units, coupled with the increased lcvcl of deer harvests by 

non-local hunters along logging roads, as discussed below. The situation is least critical in Wildlife 

Harvest Area 3522 whcrc the carrying capacity is 83 percent of that needed to support actual harvest 

and GO percent of that needed to meet hunter satisfaction. The situation is most critical in Wildlife 

Harvest Area 3523, immediately surrounding Hoonah, where the carrying capacity is only 29 percent of 

that needed to meet actual harvest and only 22 percent of that needed to meet hunter satisfaction96. 

05. Il’ildlife Ilatvest Area boundaries coincide where possible with boundaries of Forest Service Value Comparison Units. 

90. ‘l‘he actual number of deer present in a Wildlife IIarvcst Area in a given year could be greater or less than the carrying 

capactty. Higher deer numbers might result from a succession of mild winters and low hunter and natural predation. Lower 

deer numbers could result from unusual rates of winter kill, predation, or hunting, or from other factors. 
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Based on these eslimatcs, the harvest lcvcls recorded in all of these Wildlife Harvest Areas for 1987 

probably cannot bc maintained over time97. 

‘The 1087 Jeer harvests exceed the long term carrying capacity in part due IO the rcccnt influs 

of non-local hunters, who hunt along new logging roads. Figure 63 shows the harvest in each of the 

four Wildlife Harvest Areas by origin of hunter. As with the Hoonah core area taken as a whole, the 

majority of deer taken in each Wildlife Harvest Area are harvested by non-Hoonah residents. If har- 

vests by non-Hoonah residents were eliminated, the habitat carrying capacity could have supported 

Hoonah’s actual 1987 for Wildlife Harvest Areas 3522 and 3625. The habitat carrying capacity would 

not have been able to support Hoonah’s actual 1987 harvest in Wildlife Harvest Areas 3523 and 3524’*. 

IGgure 62. Ilabitat Carrying Capacity and Deer Population Levels Need For Harvest and Hunter Satisfaction, 1987; 1987 

Wildlife llarvest Areas. 

97. Similar conclusions wcrc reached by the Forest Service in its most recent Impact statement for this area (U. S. Forest Ser- 

vice, 1989). 

98. Refer lo Figure 52. W~lh the exception of for Juneau, Kctchikan, and some of the Other category, the Board of Game, in 

1988, Coound that residents of rural southeast Alaska communities have subsistence hunting rights in these Wildlife lIarvest 

,AlGlS. 
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Number of Deer 

I?gure 63. Deer Ifnwested in 1987 by Origin of Iluntcr and Wildlife Harvest Area 

I 

6~ Other 

IJ Hoonah 
Residents 

Figure 64 shows the estimated habitat carrying capacity for each of the 3 units of the Hoonah 

core area and for Wildlife Harvest Area 3626, Freshwater Bay, for the years 1961, 1988, and 2080%. 

Thcsc years represent the prc-logging, current, and future condition of the forest in these Wildlife 

Harvest Areas. The habitat carrying capacity dcclinc in the 1961-88 time period shows the effect of 

clear-cut logging and road building taking place during that time periodloO. Due to cutting of high- 

volume old-growth forest habitat used for deer winter range, significant reductions in habitat carrying 

capacity took place in 3523, 3524, and 3625, Wildlife Harvest Areas where logging activity has been 

cxtensivc in the last six years. Much more signilicant decreases in habitat carrying capacity arc 

projcctcd to occur in the 19SS-2080 time period. Remaining deer habitat in 2080 in Wildlife Harvest 

Arcas 3522, 3.523, 3524. :rnd 3Q.Y will support ahout 61 pcrccnl, 66 pcrccnt, 66 pcrcenl, and 06 percent 

99. Data arc from Forest Sewice calculations (1989). The 2080 data assume that planned road building and clear-cut logging 

will lake place. 

100. Most of this activity took place in ~hc 1982-88 time period. 

140 



respectively of the deer each unit could support in 1961. The 2080 level falls far short of that needed to 

support 1987 harvest levels for Hoonah alone in Wildlife Harvest Areas 3523 and 3524, and falls short 

of that needed to meet the 1987 satisfaction level for Hoonah alone in all Wildlife Harvest Areas in the 

Hoonah core arealo’. 

Number 
Deer 

of 

-I 
3'23 3524 

Wildlife Harvest 
3625 3626 

Area 

1’1gure 64. Ilabitat Carlying Capacity for Deer, 1961, 1988,208O; 1987 Wildlife 1Iarvcst Areas 

Harvest Arcrr boundaries were redrawn in 1989 as shown on Figure 50 (p. 126:). These new 

boundaries were used to analyze 1988 deer ticket harvest data. With these new Wildlife Harvest Area 

designations, the Hoonah core area is comprised of 7 Wildlife Harvest Areas: 3521, 3522, 3523, 3524, 

3531, 3532, 3533; Frcshwatcr Bay is Wildlife Harvest Area 3525. Table 20 lists the correspondence 

between the Division of Wildlife Conservation Wildlife Harvest Areas reported above alnd the survey 

analytic units discussed below. The bottom line on Figure 65 shows the estimated 1988 carrying capac- 

101. This assumes unlikely Board of Game decisions to completely eliminate all other subsistence hunters who have recog- 

nized rights to hunt in these areas and also to eliminate all sport hunters from these Wildlife Harvest Areas. It also assumes 

no increase in Iloonah’s population or subsistence needs over the next 90 years. 
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ity for deer for each of the seven Wildlife Harvest Areas within the Hoonah core area and for 3525, 

Freshwater Bay. Habitat carrying capacity for Wildlife Harvest Areas 3524 and 3532 include Forest 

Service land only lo2 The middle line shows the number of deer required to support the actual 1988 

harvest lcvcl o\‘er time, and [he top line shows the number of deer required to support the lcvcl of har- 

vest that would satisfy southcast hunters. Except for Wildlife Harvest Area 3522, the habitat capability 

of all units is at or below that needed to meet desired harvest levels. Habitat capability is below that 

needed to maintain existing harvest levels over the long term in units 3521, 3523, 3524,3525, and 3532. 

Wildlife Harvest Area 

I*~gurc 65. Habitat Carrying Capacity and Deer Population Levels Need for Harvest and Hunter Satisfaction, 1988, for Wildlife 

Ilawcs~ Areas (1989 boundaries). 

102. I,argc portions of these IWO Wildlife Ilawest Areas belong to Iluna Totem and Scala&a corporations, cwtensive logging 

of old-growth stands and conscqucnt diminution of deer winter hahitat have been underway on the holdings of both 

corporations. 
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TABLE 20. Correspondence Between These Division of Wildlife Conservation Wildlife Harvest Areas 
Reported Above and the Survey Analytic Units. 

Wildlife Name Survey 
Harvest Analytic 
Area Units 

Name 

3521 18,26 Excursion Inlet and Inian/Lemesurier (part of) 

3522 Mud Bay, Point Adolphus 15 Point Adolphus 

3523 Port Frederick, south side 6,7,8,9, 10 Upper and lower Game Creek, Seagull Creek, 
Salt Lake Bay, Head of Port Frederick 

3524 Spasski Bay 2,3,4,5 Lower and upper Spasski and Gartina creeks 

3525 Freshwater Bay 29 Freshwater Bay (part of) 

3531 Whitestone Harbor 1 Whitestone Harbor, Point Augusta 

3532 Flynn Cove, Crist Point 13,14 Humpback Creek, Flynn Cove 

3533 Neka Bay, Neka R., 
upper Port Fredcrick 

11,12 Neka Bay, Neka River 

Summary 

This extended look at the survey, interview, and harvest ticket data we have available for 

Hoonah and the Hoonah subsistence use area has identified important characteristics of recent deer 

harvests by Hoonah residents and others who hunt in their traditional subsistence territory. 

From analysis of 1986 household survey and interview data we find that: 

a) Overall harvest and use level of deer in the community of Hoonah has been over two deer 

per household over the 1983 through 1985 hunting seasons. 

b) Deer harvests by Hoonah residents were stable or declined slightly over 1983 to 1985, the 

years covered by the household survey, although deer harvests throughout southeast Alaska 

and in areas used by Hoonah residents increased significantly during these years. 
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c) The level of deer USC desired by Hoonah residents is much higher than present levels of 

harvest and use. 

d) Survey responses suggest that Hoonah residents are not able to meet their desired subsis- 

tence needs for deer. 

The failure of Hoonah residents to harvest at desired levels appears to be related to the effort 

needed to harvest deer, to increasing competition from other hunters, and to changes in the deer pop- 

ulations in arcas most accessible to hunters. This is supported by analysis of harvest ticket data, which 

shows the following: 

a) The total yearly deer harvest in Unit 4, the area where Hoonah residents hunt, has been 

higher in the 1985-89 time period than at any other time in the last 20 years. 

b) The Hoonah core area, the area adjacent to Port Frederick, has been by far the most im- 

portant area for deer hunting for Hoonah residents. 

c) Deer harvests in the Hoonah core arca increased much more rapidly than harvest in GMU 

4 as a whole, from 420 deer per year in 1980 to a peak of 1732 deer in 1987. 

d) The increased deer harvest in the Hoonah core area is due both to use of this area by other 

Port Frederick r&dents, primarily residents at logging camps, and by non-local hunters 

from other southeast Alaska communities. Hoonah residents’ deer harvests have flucuated 

during 7983-7989, with highest harvest occurring in 1987 and lowest harvest occurring in 

1989. Hoonah r&dents’ share of the total deer harvest in the Hoonah core area has de- 

clincd over this time period. Hoonah residents’ total harvests may be beginning to decline 

as well. 

e) The Hoonah core area accounted for about 9 percent of the deer harvested in GMU 4 in 

1980; in 1987, 1988, and 1989, respectively, this area accounted for 12 percent, 12 percent, 

and 16 pcrccnt of all GMU 4. 

From examining the harvest data with the habitat suitability model we find that: 
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a) There has been a decrease in the habitat carrying capacity in Wildlife Harvest Areas used 

by Hoonah residents over the 1961-88 time period. The decrease has been greatest in the 

Wildlife Harvest Areas most heavily used by Hoonah residents. 

b) Projected logging activity in the Wildlife Harvest Areas used by Hoonah residents will re- 

duce the habitat carrying capacity in 2080 to between 61 and 66 percent of what it was in 

1961. 

c) The habitat carrying capacity in the Wildlife Harvest Areas used by Hoonah residents is 

lower than that needed to support 1987 levels of deer harvest or hunter satisfaction levels 

for all sport and subsistence hunters who hunted in these units in 1987. 

d) Continued subsistence harvests at 1987 harvest levels by residents of all southeast commu- 

nities for whom the Board of Game has recognized subsistence use of deer in Unit 4 

cannot be maintained in Wildlife Harvest Areas used by Hoonah residents even with no 

further loss of deer habitat and habitat carrying capacity. This means that the subsistence 

harvest cannot be maintained even if the sport harvest of deer was eliminated. 

c) Hoonah residents’ subsistence deer harvest in two Wildlife Harvest Areas in 19S7 was 

greater than 10 percent of the theoretical habitat carrying capacity for deer and may exceed 

long term sustainable yield of deer in these units. Harvest level in these two units may not 

be sustainable, even without considering the deer harvested by subsistence hunters from 

other communities and by sport hunters and without further decrease in habitat carrying 

capacity due to planned logging. This means that Hoonah’s deer harvest in these two units 

cannot be maintained even if the sport harvest and other subsistence harvests were climi- 

natcd. 

r) Loss of critical high-volume old-growth deer winter habitat due to logging, the concomitant 

lowering of habitat carrying capacity during the 1961-1988 time period, and increased com- 

petition from non-local hunters using logging roads for access may have resulted in a sig- 
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nikant restriction on subsistence harvests in all Wildlife Harvest Areas near Hoonah for 

all subsistence userslo3. 

g) Considering only subsistence harvests by Hoonah residents, loss of deer habitat due to 

logging, concomitant lowering of habitat carrying capacity during the 1961-.L988 time 

period, and increased competition from non-local hunters using logging roads for access 

has resulted in a restriction on subsistence harvests in two Wildlife Harvest Areas near 

Hoonah for Hoonah residents. 

h) Loss of deer habitat due to logging and concomitant lowering of habitat carrying capacity 

during the 1988-2080 time period suggest that, over time, subsistence harvests will be re- 

strictcd or further rcstrictcd in all the Wildlife Harvest Areas used by Hoonah residents. 

Participation in Harvest and IJse of Fish and Wildlife Resources bv Hoonah Residents 

Table 21 presents the percent of sampled Hoonah households that harvested or used spcciiic 

subsistence resources in 1985. Highest rates of participation in harvest are for deer, clams, and berries 

with 52.1 percent, 57.7 percent, and 64.2 percent of Hoonah households, respectively, reporting harvest 

of these resources. Participation in subsistence USC of resources was over 50 percent for 10 resource 

catcgorics. Participation in use of deer, seal, king salmon, halibut, clams, and berries was notably high 

with 85.3 percent, 53.5 percent, 60.6 percent, 73.4 percent, 69.0 percent, and 67.6 percent, respectively, 

reporting the use of these resources. Every sampled household reported both harvesting at least one 

resource and using at least one resource during the baseline year. The high levels of participation in 

103. As we have seen above, the wording may significantly restrict has a specific meaning in ANILCA. Under ANILCA, it is 

the responsibility of the federal land manager to make determinations that apply this legal criterion. This research summary 

was provided to Forest Service planners; recent Forest Service ANILCA Sec. 810 evaluations and determinations for the 

arcas discussed agreed with most of the analysis presented in our analysis (U. S. Forest Service, 1989). Decisions in the 

‘l‘cnakce Springs and the Ilanlon cases have led Forest Sexvice to conclude that the may sinnificantlv restrict criterion is 

triggcrcd when past. prcscnt. or reasonably forcseeablc future actions are thought to affect subsistence use. The court 

decisions do no! allow a fcdcral land manager IO wait until the effect is fully manifest, for example to wait until deer harvests 

drop OTT or subsistence USCIS ability to harvest deer is rcduccd. Importantly, Forest Sctice has found that significant 

I-cst riction of subsistence use has occurred in portions of north Chichagof Island due to pas1 actions, even though the full 

cll’ccl of past logging has yet to occur in some arrcctcd Wildlife Analysis Arcas and even though aclual deer barvcst levels has 

1no1 declined in all arcas (U. S. Ikrcst Service. 1989). 
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subsistence harvest and USC of fish and game indicates the active involvement of virtually all Hoonah 

households in these activities. 

The difference between participation rates of harvests and use underscore an integral feature 

of subsistence harvest and use of fish and wildlife. In Hoonah, as in other rural communities where 

subsistence continues to be important, active harvesting households distribute a large portion of their 

harvest to others. The giving households are typically ones with a number of active adults with a wage 

earning pattern that gives household members both the time needed to harvest natural resources and 

the cash income to provide them with the skiffs, motors, rifles, nets, and other tools needed for subsis- 

tcnce production. Receiving households are typically households with few active adults available for 

subsistence harvesting and with limited financial resources. These include the elderly and young fami- 

lies with only small children. Work conflicts may also put households in this category. 

To examine the concentration of subsistence harvesting and use, we examined household har- 

vests by food weight. Figure 66 shows the variability of total subsistence harvest by food weight among 

sampled households. Figure 67 shows similar data for subsistence use. The total subsistence harvest 

and total subsistence use data show a phenomena similar to the deer harvest and use data presented 

above. Subsistence harvest is relatively more concentrated, in comparison with subsistence use, which 

is more evenly distributed between households. Figure 68 graphs these two sets of data and shows that 

higher harvesting households commonly use less than they harvest while low harvesting households use 

much more than they harvest. 
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TABLE 21. Household Participation in Subsistence Harvest and Use of Selected Species, Hoonah, 
1985. 

SPECIES HOUSEHOLD HOUSEHOLD 
HARVEST USE 

(Percent) (Percent) 

GAME 

Caribou 1.4 1.4 
Deer 52.1 85.3 
Moose 2.8 7.0 
Seal 28.2 53.5 
Ducks 11.7 15.5 
Canada geese 4.2 8.5 
Grouse 1.4 2.8 

FISH AND INVERTEBRATES 

Salmon, chum 19.7 38.0 
Salmon, coho 23.9 46.5 
Salmon, king 32.4 60.6 
Salmon, pink 14.1 29.6 
Salmon, sockeye 11.3 26.8 
Cod, Pacific 7.0 7.0 
Cod, black 5.6 25.4 
Dolly Varden 25.4 23.9 
Halibut 28.2 73.4 
Herring 32.4 56.3 
Herring eggs 15.5 56.3 
Eulachon, hooligan 4.2 8.5 
Other rockfish 4.2 2.8 
Red snapper 16.9 43.7 
Trout, cutthroat 12.7 11.3 
Trout, rainbow 19.7 22.5 
Clams 57.7 69.0 
Cockles 35.2 47.8 
Gcoduck and muss& 2.8 2.8 
Gumboots 22.5 40.8 
Octopus 1.4 5.6 
Sea cucumbers 2.8 2.8 
Shrimp 2.8 8.5 
Crab, dungeness 33.8 52.3 
Crab, king 11.3 36.6 
Crab, Tanner 4.2 12.7 
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TABLE 21, continued. Household Participation in Subsistence Harvest and Use of Selected Spccics, 
Hoonah, 1985. 

SPECIES 

PLANTS AND BERRIES 

HOUSEHOLD HOUSEHOLD 
HARVEST USE 

(Percent) (Percent) 

Black seaweed 
Red sea ribbon 
Berries, plants 

SPECIES COMPOSITES 

40.8 56.3 
1.4 1.4 

64.2 67.6 

Any game 60.6 88.2 
Any fish 81.7 100.0 
Any invertebrates 76.1 91.5 
Any species 100.0 100.0 

:%!I 

Food Weight 
in Pounds 

1OK 

,4 36lJ2:34AOY 30711J9781745 OJ4 76 410503169849015 27192560 182 62856, 

Household Number 

3gure 66. Subsistence Ilamst, by Sampled IIoonah IIouseholds, 1985. 
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Figure 67. Subsistence Use, by Sampled Hoonah Ilouseholds, 1985. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE HOONAH SUBSISTENCE TERRITORY 

Territory Used by Hoonah Residents for Customary and Traditional Harvests 

This section describes the territory used by Hoonah residents for their subsistence harvest of 

fish, wildlife, and other resources. The choice of the word territory to describe the subsistence harvest 

area is a deliberate one and requires a brief discussion. Before coming in contact with Russian and 

American colonial governments, Tlingits of the clans and clan houses known collectively as the Huna 

tribe owned and controlled a clearly demarcated territory l”j. Specific salmon streams and lakes, clam 

beds, and hunting areas were the property of individual Tlingit clans or clan houseslo5. lJse of the rc- 

sources owned and managed by a localized clan or house by a member of another house, clan, or lo- 

calized tribe was by permission of the elders of the house or clan owning the resource in question. 

Both the territory of individual houses or localized clans and the territory of the Huna tribe were rcc- 

ognizcd by neighboring groups. Territories were defended, and territorial disputes were settled 

through adjudication under customary law or through warfare. Songs, crests, and titles were associated 

with house, clan, and tribe territory and were also owned. Recognizing and maintaining territorial 

boundaries and ownership was a key feature potlatch events and traditional oratoryl”. As owned 

property, territory was occasionally exchanged as a means of settling disputes. For a more complete 

discussion of traditional land tenure see de Laguna (1960, 1972), Goldschmidt and Haas (1946), Krause 

(1979), and Obcrg (1980). 

Recognition by Russian and American governments of this existing system of Tlingit land and 

resource ownership by colonial governments and by commercial enterprises was variable: in early colo- 

104. Elders have maintained that petroglb-phs were often erected to mark ownership of resource areas. Also see de Laguna, 

1960. 

105. A single clan may have had more than one named house in a given rommunitr, different houses of a single clan may have 

been made up of separate lineages within the same clan. In this case, each house may have had identified geographical tcrri- 

tory and other property. 

106. ‘I‘hc po~latch and po[latch oratory appears to have functioned as a major venue for customary law and decisions based on 

cus~omaq lrfw as well. S ‘SC Kan (1989) for a discussion of this and other characteristics of the Tlingil putlatch. 
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nial days. Ownership of salmon streams was generally recognized in the early era of commercial fish- 

ing with fees being paid to clan owners by canneries for the right to harvest from Indian-owned fish 

streams (Langdon, 1977; Thornton and Schroeder, 1990). This pattern appears to have continued in 

some arcas of southeast Alaska from 1880 into the first decade of this century. After salmon canneries 

were well-established, however, indigenous ownership rights to fish resources were largely ignored by 

canneries and non-local commercial fishermen, and the Indian rights to fishery resources were not al- 

ways supported by the federal government. In a 1959 decision federal court recognized the existence of 

Tlingit property rights and ordered compensation to be paid for losses due to the creation of Glacier 

Bay National Monument and Tongass National Forest in Tlingif mtd Huida Indians of Alaska v. United 

Srulcs, 177 Fed. Supp. 452 (Ct. Cl. 1959). See Price (1990) for a discussion of this case and Native 

fishing rights. ANSCA further recognized Tlingit Native claims in southeast Alaska. 

Understanding traditional land tenure concepts is germane because the subsistence harvest 

USC arcas documented in this lield research are nearly congruent with the older territory of Huna clans 

and because the corrce~~ of territory continues to be an important one for Tlingit residents of Hoonah 

and the non-Native residents who have adopted local harvesting practices. Figure 69 shows the entire 

arca used by Hoonah rcsidcnts for subsistence harvests. This map and the following resource,-specif’c 

maps include all territory that has been used while community residents have been living in Hoonah. 

This area includes all of the waters of Glacier Bay, Icy Strait, Port Frederick, Tenakee Inlet, and parts 

of Cross Sound and Chatham Strait. The land area includes coastal areas from between Icy Point to 

Khaz Bay in the west and from between Point Howard and Basket Bay in the east. Funter Bay, Hawk 

Inlet, and other parts of Admiralty Island arc also used. Areas used while a person was living elsc- 

where are not included. 
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This map corresponds closely with Figure 5 (p. 23), drawn in 1946 to depict the traditional ter- 

ritories of Huna clans. The main difrerences between these two maps are that the 1986 map excludes 

areas north of Icy Point which have not been recently used, although they are still claimed by and part 

of traditional territory of the Chukanei Dee clan lineages, and includes areas of Admiralty Island and 

Tenakec Inlet that formerly were the exclusive territory of Angoon clanslo7. 

The concept of territory came through repeatedly during collection of mapped data. Respon- 

dents appeared to have a clear idea of where they should hunt, fish, and gather, and where they would 

be intruding in the territory of another community. For example, when we asked our respondents if 

they hunted or fished near St. James Bay or elsewhere in Lynn Canal north of Point Howard, we were 

uniformly told that this area belonged to Haines/Klukwan and should not be used. Similarly we were 

told that Khaz Bay was the demarcation line between Sitka and Hoonah territory. 

The fact rhar Hoonah residents have this cultural concept of territory underlies the mapping 

approach taken. Our research task was basically one of discovering the rather clearly demarcated ter- 

ritorial boundaries observed by Hoonah subsistence hunters, fishers, and gatherers. Point Howard 

tlcmarcatcs Hoonah territory from that of Haines and Klukwan on the Chilkat Peninsula1”8. Fishery 

Point on Admiralty Island and the southern part of Basket Bay divide Hoonah and Angoon territorylog. 

Khaz Bay on Chichagof Island separates Hoonah and Sitka territories, and Lituya Bay demarcates 

Hoonah from Yakutat territories Ilo. The concept of territory does not extend to the more recently 

settled non-Native communities within the Huna territory. Bartlett Cove, Elfin Cove, Funter Bay, 

Gustavus, Pelican, Tcnakcc Springs, and the logging camps in the Huna territory do not have territorial 

boundaries that are known or respected by Hoonah residentsIll. 

107. Tenakce Inlet bccamc part of the Huna territory when elders of the clan that owned ‘Tcnakee Inlet moved to Iloonah. 

Some respondents repor that the northern part of Admiralty Island became part of the Iluna territory in settlement of a 

dispule belwecn Iloonah and Angoon. 

10X. ‘l‘bc northcI-n part of the Mansfield I’cnlnsula on Admiralty Island was probably once the tcrritoly of the Auk tribe, al- 

though wc lhiwe thM \rriricd thih. 

109. ‘l‘his bounJ;~ry u 1111 12ngoon has probably &ngcd somewhat over the last 300 years. 

I IO. Although few h~~ntcrs and fishers from either IIoonah or Yakutat regularly use Lituya Bay, both communities recognize 

this boundary. 

111. Hoonah harvesters may avoid the areas close to these settlements for other reasons. 
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The size of the total use area for Hoonah is comparable to that documented for Angoon, 

Kake, Klawock, Tenakee, and Yakutat. Size of subsistence use areas for Hoonah, Angoon. and Kake 

has been computed by Wolfe and Bosworth (1990). Hoonah’s total use area for all resources was 

found to include 2733 miz. Angoon uses about 400 mi?, and Kake uses about 1882 mi.2. Hoonah uses 

about XUO mi.2 for deer harvests. Angoon uses about 310 mi.2, and Kake uses 1087 mi.2 for harvest of 

this species. The total USC area is much smaller than that documented in northern parts of Alaska 

whcrc up to 20 USGS quads must be used to represent a single community’s use area (Schroeder er al, 

1087). Wolfe and Bosworth found that Fort Yukon residents used 5001 mi.2 for subsistence harvests; 

Arctic Village residents used 13267 mi.2, and Venatie residents used 4738 mi.2. They also computed 

the density of subsistence USC by large geographical area and found that subsistence use areas of the 

northern Tlingit, the grouping that includes Hoonah, had a use density of .47 subsistence users per mi.‘. 

Density for Kodiak island was .26 subsistence users per mi. 2. Much lower densities were found for the 

Alaska Peninsula with .08 subsistence users per mi.2, southwest Alaska and Lake Illiamna with .07 sub- 

sistence users per mi.“, the arctic slope with .03 subsistence users per mi.2, and the Kutchin area with 

.OO subsistence users per mi.“. These data show that the subsistence use areas of northern Tlingit are 

rclativcly small compared with subsistence USC areas of other cultural groups in Alaska. 

Figure 70 shows the area used by Hoonah residents for subsistence harvest of brown and black 

bear and of bird eggs. Bear have been taken in areas adjacent to Port Frederick and near Mud Bay, 

upper Idaho Inlet, upper Port Althorp, and near Lisianski Strait on Chichagof Island. They were also 

taken in areas near Dundas Bay, Berg Bay, Tyndall Cove, Beartrack Cove, and Excursion Inlet and 

coastal areas extending to Point Howard *12. Only brown bear are present on Chichagof Island; both 

brown and black bear are present and have been hunted the Chilkat Peninsula and within Glacier Bay 

National Park’13. Bird eggs have been traditionally harvested at nesting rookeries at the entrance to 

Ii?. Some traditional harvesting probably took place in the course of fishing and other subsistence activities at the mapped lo- 

cations. 

Il3.[\ut many bears are currently tahen; rcfcr to hawest data presented above. Itarvesting brown bear may have ceremonial 

or religious significance to mcmbcrs of certain f foonah clans. 
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Cross Sound and within both arms of Glacier Bay. Eggs of glaucous-winged gulls, other gull species, 

murrcs, and puffins have been most commonly harvcsted114. 

Figure 71 shows the arca used by Hoonah rcsidcnts for the subsistence harvest of deer. Deer 

have traditionally been taken in coastal areas northward from Todd on Peril Straits on the eastern side 

and northward from Khaz Bay on the western side of Chichagof Island. Deer have traditionally been 

harvcstcd on the wcstcrn side of Admiralty from about Marble Bluffs in the south to Funter Bay in the 

north. Coastal areas of the Chilkat Peninsula from north of Point Howard and eastward to the en- 

trance of Excursion Inlet have also been deer hunting areas. Inian, Lemesurier, Pleasant, 

Willoughby115, and smaller islands have also been used for subsistence hunting. Note that interior 

arcas on Chichagof Island are not included within the traditional deer hunting area for Hoonah. In 

recent years some deer hunting has also taken place in interior areas using the newly constructed 

logging roads for acccss1t6. 

Figure 72 shows the area used by Hoonah residents for subsistence trapping and gathering of 

plants and bcrrics. Coastal areas of Tenakee Inlet, Freshwater Bay, Whitestone Harbor, Spasski Bay, 

Port Fredcrick, Idaho Inlet, and Excursion Inlet, and lnian, Lemesuricr, Pleasant, and smaller islands 

arc the arcas traditionally trapped l*’ , Arcas for gathering of plants and berries are found at the head 

of Tenakee Inlet, locations within Port Frederick, at Point Adolphus and Mud Bay. Many other gath- 

cring sites arc shown within Dundas and Glacier bays, on Pleasant Island, and within Excursion 

Inlctl’*. 

Figure 73 shows the area used by Hoonah residents for subsistence goat and waterfowl hunt- 

ing. Traditional hunting areas for goat are shown on the cast side of Excursion Inlet, at the head of 

114. Traditional harvest of bird eggs has decreased in recent years due to closure of Glacier Bay National Park to subsistence 

uses and legal limitations on this halvest. Decausc of these legal restrictions, halvesten are reluctant to discuss their con- 

temporary use of bird eggs. 

115. Hoonah elders recount how a Iloonah resident captured young deer and released them on Willoughby Island to stock the 

island. This may have taken place before 1930. 

116. ISAd research to document subsistence use area mapping was completed in 1986 and maps were finally approved in 1987. 

This was before Hoonah residents made much use of IoEing roads for hunting. 

117. Other areas were used historically. Huna controlled sea otter and fur seal hanest throughout their territory and hunted 

as far north as I,ituya Ijay. 

1 IX. ‘l‘he gathering siles identify important sites only and do not includeaJ areas whcrc Hoonah residents may have picked 

bcrrics or collcctcd plant material. Seaweed gathering areas arc not shown in this mapped series. 
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Queen Inlet, and inside Geikie Inlet llq. Waterfowl are taken primarily from salt chucks, marshes, and 

shallow bays within Port Frederick, at Whitestone Harbor and Spasski Bay, near Excursion Inlet, and 

at Mud Bay, Idaho Inlet, and Port Althorp. 

Figure 74 shows the area used by Hoonah residents for subsistence harvest of halibut and 

other marine fish excluding salmon. This area includes the waters of Cross Sound, Glacier Bay, Icy 

Strait, and portions of Chatham Strait. Tenakee Inlet, Lisianski Inlet, portions of Lisianski Strait, and 

outside waters north to Icy Point are also part of this harvesting area. 

Figure 75 shows the area used by Hoonah residents for subsistence harvest of marine inverte- 

brates, including clams, crabs, chitons, sea cucumbers, sea urchins, and other invertebrates. Areas 

shown include most of the coastal area of Cross Sound and Icy Strait, Port Frederick, and spccitic har- 

vesting locations in Frcshwatcr Bay and Tcnakcc Inlet. 

Figure 76 shows the area used by Hoonah residents for subsistence harvest of salmon. Salmon 

are harvested at locations throughout the Hoonah subsistence use area. The main sites shown include 

both arcas that are productive for trolling for king and coho salmon, (for example, good trolling areas 

off Point Sophia and Pleasant Island), as well as areas where salmon are netted, (for example, Basket 

Bay and Neka Bay). 

Figure 77 shows the area used by Hoonah residents for subsistence harvest of seallz!O. Seal 

have traditionally been taken within Port Frederick, Tenakee Inlet, Excursion Inlet, and Glacier Bay, 

and along the coast throughout the Hoonah subsistence use area121. 

119. Goats were harvested both for food and for their wool which was made into ceremonial Chilkat blankets. Other areas 

within Glacier Bay National Park were undoubtedly used for goat hunting before hunting was restricted by National Park 

Sc17’icc. 

12O.In recent years harbor seal or hair seal, Phoca vitulina richardsi, is the only seal species regularly hunted. Fur seals,= 

lorhinus ussinus. and possible olhcr spccics of seals were also hunted in the historical period according to respondents and 

IlistorlLxl reports. 

111. Sc:lls arc most frcqucn~ly tahcn al haul-outs and in shallow bay where retrieval of sinking seals is possible. ‘l‘hcy arc oc- 

c~tsionally hunted in open water. ‘l‘his map does not attempt to identify the specific harvest sites for seal. 
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Land Use Intensity 

Figures 69 through 77 provide documentation of the overall use arca of Hoonah residents by 

species. Mapping was also undertaken to measure intensity of use of different parts of the total use 

area and to measure change in intensity of use over time. Using the outer boundary of the total use 

arca shown in Figure 69, WC divided the Hoonah subsistence territory into 30 named units with the help 

of key respondents. Unit boundaries and names were chosen that they were intelligible to survey re- 

spondents. Where possible, boundaries conformed to ADF&G management unit boundaries and with 

Forest Service Value Comparison Unit (VCU) boundaries. In practice the boundaries suggested b\ 

key rcspondcnts often coincided with the management and VCU boundaries and followed distinct ge- 

omorphological fcaturcs. We used a dclibcratcly more finegraincd dclincation in Port Fredcrick and 

in the areas adjacent to Hoonah where subsistence harvesting is concentrated. This area was termed 

the core area. Figure 79 shows the division into 30 units. Figure 80 provides larger scale view of the 15 

units that comprise the Hoonah core area. 

As part of the random sample household survey, respondents were asked to indicate whai 

years they had used each unit. This methodok)& permits an cstimatc of one type of use intensity. 

namely a mcasurc of amount of USC an area rcceivcd in any given year and change in use over time. In 

this context, amount of use means the relative number of harvesters using an area each year; change in 

use over time means increase or decrease in the proportion of harvesters using an area over time”‘. 

The measure of intensity of use of each unit is based on the number and the percent of active 

harvesters using a unit or group of units. Figure 78 shows the number of active users in each year. 

This set of data is based on surveys with 65 households. Four very elderly respondents were unable to 

provide us with use information by year because of their advanced age; two other households chose not 

to respond to the series of historical questions. The highest number of active harvesters was 53 in 1985. 

122. There arc clearly many other ways to measure intensity of use. We might wish to consider measures of the productivity of 

arcas. lhc cultu~-al value pcoplc put on arcas, the importance of specific areas for hnrvcst of priled spccics, or other possible 

measures of intcnslly. WC were not able 10 develop these other measures In the present research. 
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We have data for 20 or more active harvesters in all years from 1946 to present. The number 

of survey respondents who were active harvesters before 1946 decreases substantially. This makes it 

difficult to analyze use trends in the earlier period. Thus, data are particularly robust and representa- 

tive for the post World War I1 period. We have included data from the 1920s and 1930s and caution 

that the intensity measure for these early years is based on the subsistence use of the relatively few 

sampled elders who were active during that time period. Their use is representative of general USC 

during these early time periods if the surviving elder harvesters in 1986 are a representative sample of 

all harvesters in the 1920s and 1930s. With this caution in mind, we believe that our measures provides 

a good quantified indicator, in fact the only quantified indicator, of subsistence use from 1920 through 

1985. 
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Unit Descriptions and Unit Intensity of Use Graphs 

Unit descriptions and intensity of use graphs were prepared for each of the 30 analytical units 

that comprise the Hoonah subsistence use area. Appendix III provides summary information and 

graphs of use over time for each unit. Relevant unit graphs are also presented in case studies below. 

Composite Use Measures 

Figure 81 shows the pcrccnt of Hoonah sampled households that cvcr used each of the 30 an- 

alytical units. As expected, units in what we have termed the Hoonah core arca received relatively high 

use. Units 1,4 to 6, 12, 13, and 15 were the units used by the greater than 50 percent of Hoonah sam- 

pled households based on this measure. Units 4 to 6, 12 and 13 units are very close to Hoonah, acces- 

siblc without long open water crossings, and supply a large number of the subsistence resources har- 

vested’““. Both Unit 3, Whitcstone Harbor, and Unit 15, Point Adolphus, are large units within about 

10 nautical miles of Hoonah with safe moorages for small boats and good salmon and deer resources. 

The other units in the Hoonah core use area, Units 2, 3, 7 to 11 and Unit 14, are also close to Hoonah 

and wcrc each used by from 34 to 48 percent of sampled households. 

Units 19, Cape Spcnccr and Lituya Bay, and 25, Gustavus town site, not surprisingly, show very 

low use rates, 15 percent and 11 percent respectively. Unit 19 is composed of distant exposed coastline 

and is in Glacier Bay National Park, and unit 25 has developed into the town of Gustavus. Even though 

Hoonah subsistence USC has been severely curtailed in recent years in Glacier Bay National Park, unit 

20, Dundas Bay and Fern Harbor, shows use rate of 48 percent. Use rates are between 28 percent and 

37 percent for units 21 through 24, the other analytic units in Glacier Bay National Park. 

123. Unit descriptions in Appendix III list the resources harvested in each unit 

181 



Unit Number 

I:rgurc 81. I’ercent of Hoonah Ilouscholds Ever Using I:ach Unit 

Units 16 to 18 on the wcstcrn side of the Hoonah subsistence use area show variable use. 

Eighteen percent of households used unit 17, Yakobi Island and Portlock Harbor; harvest of red 

salmon from the Hoktahccn Lake system accounts for some of this use. Unit 16, Idaho Inlet, and unit 

18, Lcmcsurier and Inian islands, were used by 27 percent and 36 percent of households rcspcctively. 

Unit 26, Excursion Inlet and Pleasant Island, were used by 40 percent of households. This 

high rate of use reflects the ties of Hoonah residents to the hanie shore area124 and continuing in- 

volvement with the Excursion Inlet cannery. Units 27, Point Couvcrden, and unit 28, Hawk Inlet were 

among the units with lower use rates at 20 percent and 22 percent respectively. Use rates for unit 29, 

Freshwater Bay, and for unit 30 Tenakee Inlet were both 29 percent. 

Figure 82 shows the 1oIa1 number of units ever used by each sampled household. Two house- 

holds reported some USC of all 30 of the analytical units. Twenty-two rcportcd USC of I.5 or more: units. 

12-J (iround Ilug Bay, the oldest archaeological sate in ~hc lluna territory and the site of the village of Kaknau in the historical 

period is located in the home shore area. Kaknau was inhabitated by IIuna ‘Ilingit through much of the 19th ccntuty. 
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Fourteen households used fewer than five units. The number of units a household has ever used is in- 

lluenccd by both traditional clan land USC patterns and by the dcmogrsphic factors of the age of the 

household and length of residence in Hoonah. Based on interviews with elders, we found that use of an 

area is related to clan territory. We found that members of the Chukanei Dee clan and others with 

rights to use their territory, for example, were more likely to use the units in the traditional clan terri- 

tory, shown on Figure 5, (p. 23) than the territory of another clan. Among the demographic factors we 

found that younger households used fewer areas than households with elders; households whose 

members recently moved to Hoonah tended to have used very few uriitslz. 

Number 
of Units 

792: 9014047857 2486011317 5 956047i5650060623189 480 6 34292233 

Household Number 

I’tgurc X2. .l‘olal Number of Units Ever Used by I;ach Hoonah llousehold, 1985. 

Intensity data were also analyzed by user-year. For this analysis a user-year was defined as 

each household’s use of each unit in each year. Number of user-years for each unit was calculated by 

125. Figure 10, p. 37, shows length of residence data for sampled households. Eight households were comprised of persons 

who had lived in Iloonah for four years or less. An additional nine households were comprised of persons who had lived in 

IIoonah for between five and nine years. Most of these 17 short residing households were households of non-Natives. 
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totaling the number of households that reported using the unit in each of the 65 years from 1921 

through 1985l”“. User-years totaled about 17,000 for our sampled households. This intensity measure 

gives importance to the number of years a unit has been used. Figure 83 presents this intensity mea- 

sure ordered by unit. This intensity measure based on user-years shown in this figure differs signili- 

cantly from that in Figure 81 which is based on any use and may be compared on a unit by unit basis. 

Using this user-years intensity measure, units 20 and 26 show high levels of use, reflecting the yearly 

use of unit 20, Dundas Bay, by many Hoonah households until exclusion of subsistence by National 

Park Service policy, and the importance of unit 26, Excursion Inlet, to a different set of Hoonah housc- 

holds. These two units may have special importance as home areas for the Chukanei Dee and 

T’akdcintaan Tlingit clans (see Figure 5, p. 23). Figure 84 reorders the user-year data by magnitude. 

By this measure of intensity, Units 1, 12, 15,20, and 4 are the most intensely used units of the Hoonah 

tcrrifory. Units 25, 17, 19, 27, and 28 arc the least intensely used units. As we have mentioned above, 

unit 25 is the Gustavus town site; units 17 and 19 are the furthest from the community and require 

major open water crossings. Competition with other users may be factors in the use levels of units 27 

and 2s. 

Composite Areas 

Dividing the Hoonah territory into 30 analytic units permitted a geographically detailed analy- 

sis to take place. This division is necessarily rather fine-grained in order to be useful for land use plan- 

ning and regulatory purposes. This strength is also a drawback, in that some broader patterns of use 

and patterns of change are obscured by this fine division. The distances we are dealing with in the 

Hoonah territory are not very great. If someone wished to do so, he or she could visit the coastal areas 

of almost all of the analytical units in a two or three day trip by boat 12’. In addition, the 30 units arc of 

radically different sizes; other factors being equal, we might expect that larger units receive more use. 

126. For each unit: # of users in 1921 t # of users in 1922 + . . ..# of users in 1984 t # of usem in 1985 = number of user- 

127. ‘l‘ravcl time from Lituya Bay to Point lloward is about 16 hours in a 9 knot boat. 
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Number of 
User/Years 

Unit Number 

Figure 83. Frequency of Use in User/Years, Hoonah Subsistence Units, 1921-1985. 

Number of 
User/Years 

Unit Number 

Figure 84. Frequency of Use in User/Years, in Order of Magnitude, Hoonah Subsistence Units, 1921-1985. 
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We decided to make a more coarse-grained examination of the intensity data and examine the 

patterns that might emerge. We lumped Units 1 through 15, the geographical areas closest to Hoonah 

and considered them to be the Hoonah core area (see Figure 80, p. 179). Units 19 through 24 were 

lumped to comprise Glacier Bay. The remaining units, units 16, 17, 18, and 25 through 30 were com- 

bined and are referred to as the periphery. Figures 8.586, and 87 present percent of active user data 

for the Hoonah core area, Glacier Bay, and the periphery. As expected, the Hoonah core area shows a 

high level of use over most of the time span. There is a dip in use during World War II when many 

Hoonah men were in the armed forces and subsistence harvesting for some families was limited and 

following the Hoonah fire in 1946 when residents were preoccupied with rebuilding12s. Since 1950, 

between about 85 percent and 95 percent of all active users have used some part of the Hoonah core in 

all years . 

Percent of 
Active Users 

Year of Use 

IGgure 8.5. Use of Core Area by Iloonah Residents 

128. We do not have a tight explanation for the apparent dip around 1933, although it may have been due to reduced commer- 

cial fishing and reduced mobility of lloonah residents at that time. Note again that only a small number of sampled house- 

holds were active in the 1030s. 

186 



60 

Percent of 
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Year of Use 

Figure 86. Use of Glacier Bay by Hoonah Residents. 

YO. 

70 

EC 

Percent of 
Active Users g 
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?O 

Year of Use 

IGgure 87. Use of I’eriphcry by Hoonah Residents. 
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The Glacier Bay composite unit shows a very high use level from 1921 through about 1955’ with 

from 82 percent to 100 percent of active harvesters using some part of what is now Glacier Bay Na- 

tional Park during these years. Use has declined steadily from that time to the present with only about 

33 percent of active harvesters reporting use in 1985. This precipitous decline in use follows the impo- 

sition of National Park Service policies and regulations that restrict subsistence use of the park. This 

series of changes arc discussed in the Glacier Bay case study below. 

The Hoonah pcriphcry shows no clear trend in change in use, perhaps because it lumps such 

diverse units. From about 50 percent to about 75 percent of active harvesters reported some use in the 

periphery in all years. Some part of the recent decline may be related to decline in commercial fishing 

by Hoonah residents in units 16 through 18129; commercial boats were often used for transportation to 

these subsistence areas. Another part of the decline may be related to greatly decreased summer em- 

ployment at the cannery in Excursion Inlet and correspondingly less travel to units 26 and 27130. 

SDatial Analvsis Summary 

The traditional Huna territory, the geographical area currently used by Hoonah residents for 

subsistence harvests, and measures of intensity of use of different parts of the Hoonah subsistence use 

area have been discussed in this chapter. We have found that: 

1. The overall extent of Hoonah’s contemporary subsistence use area is very similar to the 

traditional Huna territory that was occupied at the time of contact with western societies at the 

beginning of the colonial era. 

129. I loonah’s salmon seine boa1 fleet fished for salmon in the Inian Island, South Inian Pass, South Pass, and Idaho Inlet arca 

until seining in Icy Strait was closed by Board of Fisheries regulations in the 1970s. 

130. Note that our sample includes households who moved to Hoonah recently. These households have generally not made 

use of more distant areas. Some of the decrease may be due to this factor. 
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2. Hoonah’s contemporary subsistence use area does not overlap much with the use areas of 

Haines and Klukwan, Sitka, Angoon, or Yakutat 131 Traditional boundaries between Native . 

communities appear to be maintained to the prcscnt time for subsistence132. 

3. Boundaries are not maintained with recently settled non-Native communities for subsis- 

tence purposes. Hoonah residents do not, for example, recognize an exclusive subsistence use 

area for Pelican, Gustavus, or the Whitestone logging camp133. 

3. Not all Hoonah households use all of the Hoonah subsistence use area. At least two factors 

operate here. First, households may continue to rely on traditional clan territories for most of 

their harvesting and stay clear of the territory of other clans. Second, some households are 

much more wide ranging than others. 

5. Use of different parts of the Hoonah subsistence use area has changed over time. These 

changes arc discussed more fully in the following case studies and in Appendix III. 

6. Intensity of use measures provide one indication of the relative importance of different 

parts of the subsistence use area. Areas in the Hoonah core and in Glacier Bay and Excursion 

Inlet rank high on the two intensity of measures examined. 

131. Some overlap occurs with Angoon in use areas in ‘Ienakee Springs, Freshwater Ray, Hawk Inlet, and Funter I3ay. As dis- 

cussed, use of these areas by Hoonah residents is the result of movement of people (and their traditional use rights) from 

Angoon to I Ioonah and the settlement of intercommunity disputes. 

132. Subsistence areas shown on Division of Subsistence maps and territorial demarcations found in Goldschmidt and IIaas 

(1946) were examined. ‘I’lingit land tenure and subsistence harvest territories divided southeast Alaska into mutually exclu- 

sive and jointly exhaustive territories. 

133. Non-Native communities do not appear to have subsistence territories as discussed for Hoonah. A description of land use 

by non-Native communities would be more of a statistical summary of who went where for what resource over a set time 

period. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CASESTUDIESOFCHANGESINSUBSISTENCEUSEPA'lTERNS 

Introduction 

This chapter examines change in subsistence use patterns in the Hoonah territory by focusing 

on three selected example areas: the Hoonah core area, the Point Couverden and Point Howard area, 

and Glacier Bay National Park. In this chapter we have concentrated on changes occurring over the 

last 10 years, the period of active and extensive logging and road building for the Hoonah core area and 

over the last 65 years for Glacier Bay, since the establishment of the national monument in 1925. 

Hoonah Core Area 

The Hoonah core area, shown as analytic units 1 through 15 on Figure 80 (p. 179), comprises 

the portion of north Chichagof Island that has been most heavily utilized for subsistence harvests by 

Hoonah residents. This case study focuses on factors affecting deer harvest by Hoonah residents 

within this area. Less data are available for changes in subsistence fishing. 

Hoonah was chosen as one of the research sites within the larger Timber Management and 

Fish and Wildlife Utilization Project as an example of a medium size Tlingit community where large- 

scale logging was just getting under way in the 1980s and where plans called for extensive harvesting of 

timber resources on Forest Service and Native corporation lands in areas close to the community. At 

the initiation of field research and at the time of our community survey in 1986 many of the changes 

affecting subsistence USC of resources were just beginning to occur. In the 1986 through 1989 time pe- 

riod, some of these changes have become more pronounced. Because of this, we are in a much better 

position to evaluate both the short term and long term effects on subsistence than at the time of the 

initial field work effort. This case study of the Hoonah core area identifies the major effects of timber 

management that have occurred and evaluates potential for future effects. The general effects of tim- 
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ber management in the Hoonah core area are discussed first, followed by more detailed examination of 

the Spasski Creek drainage and the Neka Bay and Neka River area, two locations within the core area. 

Extent of Logging and Road Building in the Hoonah Core Area 

The extent of area logged on Forest Service and Huna Totem Corporation land through 1985 

is shown in Figures 14 (p. 49), in Tables 2 and 3 (pp. 51, 55), and in Figures 15, 16, and 17 (pp. 53, 56, 

57). The logged area amounted to about 6,300 acres at the end of 1985, with approximately 3,000 acres 

of that total on Forest Service land. The most recent Forest Service summary reported 11,820 acres of 

timber yarded from Forest Service lands as of October 6, 1989 in VCUs in the Hoonah core area 

131 (Hille, 1989) . Additional logging has taken place on Sealaska Corporation land in the core area. In 

total then, about 15,000 acres, or almost 25 square miles, of old-growth forest have been clear-cut; al- 

most all of this cutting in the Hoonah core area has taken place within the last 10 years.. 

The network of logging roads throughout much of the Hoonah core area circa 1985 is shown 

on Figure 13 (p. 45) and listed in Table 1 (p. 47). This amounted to 108.6 miles of road in 1985. The 

road system has expanded significantly in the 1986-1989 time period, and the Hoonah Ranger District 

contained 273.2 miles of road on October 16, 1989 (Peterson, 1989)135*136. 

Efrect of Habitat Changes on Deer Population 

The results of the joint ADFSrG and Forest Service modeling of habitat carrying capacity for 

deer have been presented above and shown in Figures 62, 64, and 65 (pp. 139, 141, and 142). These 

data show that 1988 harvests of deer in the Wildlife Harvest Areas that comprise the Hoonah core area 

1.34. This total includes some logging that took place on Forest Service lands prior to 1980. We arc not able to provide more 

rcccnt data for Native Corporation land. Both IIuna Totem and Sealaska corporations have logged in the 1985 through 1989 

11111~ period. 

135. Forest Service recently published a road map of this area. 

136. Refer to Figure 13 and note that roads arc not all interconnected. The 273.2 miles of road may not include all logging 

spurs and temporary roads. 
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already have excecdcd the long-term sustainable harvest level for deer. Planned future logging over 

the life of the contract with Alaska Pulp Corporation and over the life of the planned timber rotation 

will further rcducc deer population levels. 

Because of the importance of this model and findings based on it, background is provided be- 

low. Schoen et al (1985) summarizes available data on the relationship between Sitka black-tailed deer 

and forest habitat using literature sources and the findings of research conducted in cooperation with 

the U.S. Forest Service Forest Science Laboratory over the 1978 through 1984 time period. The avail- 

ability of winter forage and shelter in severe winters were found to be the main long term biological 

limitation on the deer population in the subsistence hunting areas used by Hoonah residents. In severe 

winters, deer rely on forage and shelter found in high density old-growth forest, usually at low eleva- 

tion. In the long run, the size and health of the deer population in a given area is proportional to the 

amount of old-growth forest. Unfortunately for deer and deer hunters, the best commercial timber in 

terms of yield and ease of harvesting is also found high-density old-growth forest. 

Schoen ef uf found that deer used high-volume stands extensively during periods of deep snow, 

showing a high preference for this habitat type. During periods of low snowfall, high-volume stands are 

still preferred by deer, though not as strongly. Schoen et al found that habitat loss in a watershed does 

not result in significant dispersal of deer into adjacent watersheds. Winter carrying capacity, therefore, 

is a function of the quality and quantity of winter habitat within each watershed. Because deer popula- 

tions are highly localized, analysis of impacts on deer due to loss of habitat must be site-specific. 

Although the effect of the progressive elimination of old-growth habitat is cumulative, total ex- 

pected decline in the deer population in the Hoonah subsistence use territory due to clear-cutting of 

old-growth forest may not have taken place to date. Deer populations throughout Game Management 

Unit 4 and in areas of this unit used by Hoonah residents increased in most of the 198Os, primarily as a 

result of a series of mild winters137. 

The general effect of habitat disruption on the deer population is cumulative. As more old- 

growth forest is eliminated, less critical winter habitat is available for deer. Since all of the Hoonah 

137. Deer populations may have peaked in most north Chichagof Islands in 1987 or 1988 (Young, 1989). 
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core area and most of the deer harvesting area shown on Figure 71 (p. 161) is Forest Service LUD IV 

land to be managed for logging, virtually all of the deer winter habitat and virtually all of the local deer 

populations used by Hoonah residents are potentially affected. Table 22 shows the reduction in old- 

growth habitat due to logging over the next 100 years in VCUs used by Hoonah residents. After 100 

years of logging have taken place, the Hoonah core area will be able to support a deer population less 

than one third as large as in the pre-logging era. This decline will be due to the cumulative loss of criti- 

cal high-volume old-growth forest winter habitat. Note that no clear effect of the elimination of old- 

growth critical habitat on deer may be noted until the northern portion of southeast Alaska again expe- 

riences a series of severe winters. When severe winters occur, there may be a sharp decline in the deer 

population from starvation and exposure. The surviving deer population will be proportionate in size 

to the amount of remaining old-growth habitat. 

Effect on Salmon 

Literature and research documenting the effects of clear-cut logging on fisheries resources in 

southcast Alaska have been summarized by Schwan et al (1985). Schwan et al found that clear-cut log- 

ging affected stream flow, water temperature, sedimentation, light levels and nutrients, and stream 

habitat structures. Although the relationships between these variables and salmon production. is a 

complex one, many of the changes that occur due to logging in stream habitat used by salmon tend to 

decrease salmon production in affected drainages. Since virtually all of the area in the Hoonah core 

area is either Native Corporation land scheduled for logging or Forest Service LUD IV land managed 

for logging, all of the salmon streams used by Hoonah residents in this area are potentially affected. 

Some less-frequently used streams in across Icy Strait in units 26 and 27 may also be affected. 
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TABLE 22. Predicted Changes in Deer Populations Over 100 Years as a Result of Logging in South- 
east Alaska Watersheds. 

VCU NAME vcu # PERCENT CFL’ PERCENT CFL PERCENT DEER 
ALREADY SCHEDULED REMAINING 

HARVESTED2 FOR HARVEST3 AFTER 100 YEARS 

Gull Cove 191 0.0 74.5 34.4 
Goose Island 192 0.0 59.2 44.1 
Mud Bay 193 0.0 57.6 35.2 
Loon Lakes 194 0.0 65.9 9.0 
Pt. Adolphus 195 0.0 13.4 13.3 
Chicken Creek 196 0.0 64.4 32.6 
Eagle Point 197 0.0 57.3 28.5 
Flynn Cove 198 3.3 64.4 23.8 
Humpback Creek 200 1.3 58.5 23.8 
Ncka Bay 201 2.6 65.2 29.8 
Port Frederick 202 2.4 47.0 37.7 
Seagull Creek 203 0.0 67.1 35.9 
Game Creek 204 4.7 64.6 30.4 
Gartina Creek 205 4.5 66.3 34.8 
Spasski Creek 207 0.0 62.4 18.8 
First No.2 208 0.0 58.4 39.4 
Suntaheen Creek 209 0.0 52.7 36.9 
False Bay 210 0.0 83.3 16.6 
Pt. Augusta 211 0.0 54.6 29.4 
Gypsum Creek 212 1.6 60.6 27.9 
Iyoukeen Pen. 213 4.4 42.4 38.2 
Seal Creek 214 3.3 49.2 35.0 
Freshwater Bay 215 1.9 57.2 29.1 
Freshwater Creek 216 0.0 72.5 18.8 
Kcnncl Creek 217 4.7 63.6 16.0 
Pavlof River 218 4.4 73.4 22.4 
Point Cannery 219 6.1 69.1 25.5 

MEAN4 62.4 28.4 

Source: Schoen et al. 1985. 
1. CFL = Commercial Forest Lands. 
2. Percent already harvested uses 1978 data. 
3. Percent scheduled for harvest uses Forest Service TLMP data in Rideout et al, 1984. 
4. Mean percent CFL scheduled for harvest and mean percent deer remaining after 100 years arc aver- 
ages of VCU data without weighting for size of VCU. 
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Schwan et al noted that extensive clear-cutting may change drainage patterns and shading of 

steams. Changed stream flow and temperature may affect salmonid species and cause a decline in 

salmon spawning in affcctcd drainages and a decline in salmon return to affected drainages. Key re- 

spondents have noted very quick run off with higher water levels after heavy rains and lower level dur- 

ing dry periods in the Gartina and Spasski Creek drainages where there has been extensive logging on 

Huna Totem Corporation land. Interview data also suggest that fewer salmon are available in these 

drainages than before logging took place’%. 

Since many of the effects of clear-cutting documented by Schwan et al are long lastin.g, we 

would expect to see a cumulative effect on the salmon resources used by Hoonah residents for subsis- 

tence in coming years. Planned logging on Native Corporation old-growth forest surrounding Hump- 

l~tck and Seagull creeks and continuing logging in Neka River and Seagull and Game creeks and 

smaller drainages on Forest &vice land in the Hoonah core area (set Figure 80, p. 179) may poten- 

tially affect subsistence harvest of salmon species. Even with good logging practices, logging in the 

Hoonah core area may have a serious long-range cumulative effect on the salmon resources available 

for subsistence uses13g*140. The effect is likely to be gradual and proportional to the amount of alter- 

ation of salmonoid habitat that take place. 

138. WC rarely.have lhe time-series data on salmon runs and the careful monitoring of changes in stream productivity for 

salmon post-logging that permit accurate assessment of impact on salmon for most drainages. Because of the weakness of 

other data sources, the reports of residents who use specific streams and of commercial fishers who rely on stream produc- 

tivity are of particular importance. 

139. Increasing the size of buffer slips. or areas bordering streams where logging will not be permitted, to National Marine 

I:ishcrics Setice levels has hccn under both discussion in U. S. Congress and the subject of litigation. Increased size of 

buffer strips has taken place in the Kctchikan Pulp Corporalion contract area, in part lxcause of legal challenges ongoing in 

198%00. and in the Alaska I:oresl I’rartice Act revision completed in 19!XJ. Whether all salmon streams will have protective 

buffers, including class 2 and class 3 streams, and whcthcr buffers will, in fact, provide adequate protection for anadromous 

fish streams in the ecological conditions found in southeast Alaska are subject to controversy. 

140. Without careful monitoring of effects on salmon streams, all but the most severe degradation of salmon habitat may go 

unnoticed. 
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Introduced Population 

The population of Hoonah proper, shown in Figure 7, p. 33, has gradually increased in recent 

years and is now close to the estimated population of the Huna tribe at time of contact with Russian 

explorers. Establishment of a Forest Service district office in Hoonah and initiation of large scale log- 

ging and road building in the Hoonah subsistence area has brought large numbers of new residents to 

the north Chichagof Island area. At the time of field research in 1986, we estimated that the area pop- 

ulation, including 400 loggers and their families in camps outside of Hoonah proper, was about 56 per- 

cent Native. A relatively small increase in the logging related population, would result in a majority of 

non-Native residents in the north and northwest Chichagof Island area. The Huna Native population 

may well be a minority within its traditional territory within a few years. 

Increased Competition 

The loggers, road builders, Forest Service staff, and others who are presently living in north 

Chichagof Island because of work in timber harvesting also use fish and wildlife resources. In 1986 

survey research, we found that this population harvested deer, salmon, halibut, and some other natural 

’ resources at a rate comparable to Hoonah s 141. Deer harvests of logging camp residents are shown for 

1987 and 1988 in Figures 52 through 57 (pp. 129 to 132). This same set of figures also show the in- 

creased proportion of the total deer harvest that is harvested from the Hoonah core area by non- 

Hoonah residents. In 1989, Hoonah residents harvested about 32 percent of the deer that were taken 

in the core area; this was down from 44 percent in 1984, see Figure 54, p. 130142. The Hoonah Fish and 

Game Advisory Committee proposed a change in hunting regulations for their area to the Board of 

141. Residents of the Whitestonc logging camp were interviewed in the course of research. 

142. Hoonah 1985 harvest figures are from our survey. Based on interview data, a much higher proportion of the total deer 

harvest was taken by Hoonah residents before the road access brought non-local hunters to the area in 1984 and before the 

logging related population began to increase in about 1981. 
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Game in 1987 to alleviate some of the hunting pressure caused by outside hunters coming into the area. 

The board responded by reducing the bag limit for non-subsistence hunters to three deer. 

Use of Roads for Hunting Access 

Two important changes took place in the 1982 to present time period with the expansion of the 

network of logging roads from Hoonah to Game Creek, Spasski Bay, Whitestone Harbor, and Fresh- 

water Bay. One change has to do with Hoonah residents’ use of roads for access to subsistence hunting 

areas; the second with the use of these same roads for hunting by members of other communities. 

Before roads were constructed, access to hunting areas for Hoonah residents was almost ex- 

clusively by foot or by skiff or boat. Hoonah hunters now sometimes use the road system for some of 

their hunting. This change has by no means been uniform. While some Hoonah hunters reported us- 

ing the road system for access to deer hunting as early as 1985, more productive hunters have often 

abandoned the roaded areas as competition from other hunters increased. Based on our interview 

data, the Hoonah residents who rely on the road system for hunting appear to be the elderly and infirm 

who no longer can use other means of access, early season hunters who get close to mountainous or 

alpine terrain by road and then hike, and less committed hunters who combine hunting with a drive in 

the country143. 

Very significantly 54 percent of the deer Hoonah residents harvested in the Hoonah core area 

in 1988 came from Wildlife Harvest Areas 3521, 3522,3532, and 3533, WHAs that do not have roads 

connecting with the Hoonah road system (see Figure 49, p. 125 for WHA boundaries used for 1988 

data). The other 46 percent of deer taken came from WHAs 3523, 3524, and 3531, units that can be 

reached by road. In the 1989 season, 45 percent of deer harvested by Hoonah residents in the Hoonah 

core area were taken in WHAs 4222, 4252, 4253, and 4256, all WHAs without connection to the 

Hoonah road system; the other 55 percent of deer harvested were taken from WHAs 3523, 3524, and 

3551, WHAs that can be reached by road (see Figure 50, p. 126) for WHA boundaries used for 1988 

143. A few casts of spot-light hunting have come to the department’s attention in 1988 and 1989 (Young, 1989). 
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data)‘&. Some Hoonah hunters harvesting deer from WHAs that have roads undoubtedly used log- 

ging roads for access to hunting sites. Based on our interview data, however, we believe that the ma- 

jority of the deer harvested in WHAs with roads in 1988 by Hoonah residents were taken by hunters 

using skiffs and boats for water access and walking for land access. 

The 1988 and 1989 harvest data and our interviews with hunters suggest that use of logging 

roads for hunting is variable. Hoonah residents may be abandoning parts of the Hoonah core area in 

which logging roads have been constructed and clear-cutting has taken place where they face competi- 

tion from non-local hunters. Analysis of deer hunting over the next years will be needed to see if this 

hypothesis is correct. In any case, we estimate that the large majority of deer taken by Hoonah resi- 

dents in the core hunting area continue to be hunted from skiffs and boats and on foot away from the 

road system. We have not found that hunting from logging roads by Hoonah residents has replaced the 

more traditional, and usually more productive, means of hunting145. 

As we have seen, the development of a road network opened up has resulted in increased 

numbers of non-local hunters coming to the Hoonah area over the 1984 to present. Before the road 

system was cstablishcd hunting in the Hoonah area by non-locals was limited. The Hoonah road sys- 

tem quickly gained the reputation of being a relatively inexpensive, productive, and easy place to hunt. 

Cars trucks, three-wheelers, and other recreational vehicles reach the Hoonah road system via the 

Alaska Marine Highway system which usually has four dockings per week at Hoonah during the hunt- 

ing season. Figures 52, 53, and 54 (pp. 129, 129,130) show the increase in non-local hunting over the 

1985 through 1988 time period; Figures 88,89, and 90 show the 1987, 1988, and 1989 deer harvest by 

origin of hunter146. The large majority of deer taken by non-local residents are hunted from the road 

system. 

144. Hoonah residents traditionally hunt Wildlife Hatvest Areas roadless units (3522,3532, and 3533 in 1988; 4222,4252,42.53, 

and 4256 in 1989) from skiffs and on foot. Wildlife llarvest Areas that have roads (3523,3524, and 3531 in 1987; 3523,3524, 

and 3551 in 1989)in the Hoonah core area are hunted from skiffs, on foot, and by road. We can not statistically separate 

hatvest success by access mode for these Wildlife Harvest Areas which could be reached by road.. 

145 Hoonah hunters interviewed by Schroeder and Kookesh in the 1989-90 season reported that most deer were harvested by 

hunters using skiffs and boats for access to coastal stands of old-growth forest. Hunters saw this as their normal way of 

hunting. 

146. Data for 1987 has also been presented in Figure 63, p. 140 above. 
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Figure 90. Deer Harvested in 1989 by Origin of Hunter and Wildlife Hawest Area. 

Specific Areas 

Spasski Creek Drainage and Adjacent Shoreline 

This analytic unit provides an example of changes taking place in a heavily used area close to 

Hoonah where significant logging and road building activity has taken place in recent years. Located 

near Hoonah by water or land, the Spasski Creek drainage has been one of the most heavily used sub- 

sistence harvest arcas in the Hoonah core area. For analytical purposes this drainage has been divided 

into Units 2, Lower Spasski, and 3, Upper Spasski, on Figure 80 (p. 179) with Unit 2 made up of the 

lower part of the drainage and the intertidal and coastal area and Unit 3 composed of the upper 

drainage and ridge areas. Elephant Mountain is in Unit 3. 

Excluding mainland land mammals, virtually all species used by Hoonah residents for subsis- 

tence are harvested from this drainage or the intertidal area formed by material carried by Spasski 
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Creek (see Figures 70 to 77, pp. 157, 161, 163, 165, 167 169, 171, 173). The area has been particularly 

important for salmon, which were harvested both at the mouth of the creek and upstream, and for 

deer. Prior to logging, the broad lowland bordering the creek and coastal area was covered with thick 

old-growth forest and was prime winter habitat for deer. Because it provided excellent undisturbed 

winter deer habitat, this lowland area was very productive for deer in late fall and early winter. Ele- 

phant Mountain and other ridges and alpine habitat in the area have been important hunting areas 

early in the season before deer have been forced into lowlands by weather. Because of the high re- 

source productivity of this area, it was consistently used by about 40 to 50 percent of Hoonah house- 

holds since 1950, dcspitc fairly arduous access over land or exposure to potentially rough water for 

water access (rcfcr to Unit Descriptions in Appendix III). 

The homestead site and cabins in the bay date from before 1970. Some Hoonah families pre- 

viously lived all or part of the year in the coastal area around Spasski Bay and the bay has continued to 

the present to be used by Hoonah residents for extended camping trips. A trail from Hoonah to 

Spasski Bay was built by the Civil Conservation Corps in the 1930s. Access to this area was either by 

foot or by skiff or small boat; moorages in the bay provide protection from weather under most condi- 

tions. In 1983 and 1984 this area was connected by road to Hoonah and was interlaced with logging 

roads, as shown on Figure 13, p. 45. Extensive logging has taken place throughout the area on Huna 

Totem Corporation lands. Most of the saleable timber from this area had been harvested by the time 

of the 1986 field research. The remainder was cut in 1986. Very little old-growth forest remains in 

vnllcy bottoms in this arca at the prcscnt time. 

Figures 91 and 92 show the percent of active harvesters using the Spasski Creek drainage ana- 

lytical units. According to this measure of intensity, there has been no dramatic change in use of this 

area in recent years. The low point of use of lower Spasski, recorded in 1979 and 1980, may reflect 

early logging activity in this drainage. The increase in use in the last few years reflects the ease with 

which the area can now be reached by car or truck. This measure of intensity, however, masks some 

very real changes that have been taking place in subsistence use of this area. Although Hoonah resi- 
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dents continue to rise this area, defined as arty subsistence harvesting activity in the course of the base- 

line year, they believe that the character of that use and the productivity of the area have been reduced. 

‘O”I 

15 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 

Year of Use 

I+gure 91. lntcnsity of Use in Unit 2, Lower Spasski. 

At the time of field survey research in 1986, the Spasski trail had essentially been abandoned 

since it now goes through clear-cut areas and reaches areas that are more easily accessible by road. 

While some residents continue to hunt and harvest along the coast of this area by skiff or boat, almost 

all activity on land now uses the logging roads for initial access. A good deal of the use in the 1983 

through 1985 time period consists of people driving the road network looking for deer or visiting a 

berry patch. All of the previous use took place on foot. Change in early deer season use of Elephant 

Mountain and other alpine habitat is unclear. On the one hand, roads make it easier to reach these 

hunting areas. On the other hand, interview data indicated that the most active hunters in the commu- 

nity appear to have abandoned these areas because of the clear-cutting and road building that has 

taken place. 
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IGgure 92 Intensity of Use in Unit 3, Upper Spasski. 

Other changes include growing competition for resources with non-local hunters and a pcr- 

ceivcd decline in availability of salmon and deer resources as a result of logging activity. Fluctuations 

in the water level in Spasski Creek are bclievcd by Hoonah residents to have adversely affected salmon 

runs in the drainage and the availability of these fish for subsistence. Key respondents report lowered 

salmon harvests in this drainage since road construction and logging have taken place. While road 

hunting for deer is a dcvcloping activity in these first years after logging has taken place, hunters who 

have used this arca for many years report a sharp decline in the number of deer present later in the 

season after snow has fallen, due to the removal of almost all of the deer winter habitat that formerly 

characterized this area. Based on our knowledge of the relationship between deer populations and for- 

cst succession, some hunter success in char-cut areas could continue for a number of years. About ten 

years al‘tcr clear-cutting, or in about 1994, the area will be covered with dense brush, berries, and alder. 

The rclativcly few deer prcscnt will be difficult to hunt. The value of the area for deer hunting will 
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continue to be low through the period of biological succession into second growth forest. The change 

in deer carrying capacity of this area for deer is shown in Figure 64 (p. 141). This arca is within Wildlife 

Harvest Arca 3524 in Figure 64. 

In summary, this area shows a long period of apparently consistent use, and it contributed im- 

portantly to Hoonah’s overall subsistence harvest, particularly of salmon species and deer. Both the 

means of reaching the area and harvest activities have changed. Roads have become the main means 

of access, and subsistence harvest levels by Hoonah residents appear to have dropped. Competition 

from non-local hunters has become an important factor. Salmon harvests reportedly have declined due 

to side effects of loging. In a few years, due to removal of winter old-growth habitat and the low pro- 

ductivity of second growth stages of the forest habitat succession, this area will be much less productive 

for subsistence harvest of deer. 

Neka Bay and Neka River 

Thcsc analytic units provide an example of changes in subsistence taking place in a frcqucntly 

used arca within the Hoonah core area where significant logging activity and road construction has 

taken place in recent years. For analytical purposes this area has been divided into units 11, Neka 

River, and 12, Neka Bay and Neka Mountain, on Figure 80 (p. 179). Unit 11 includes the land 

surrounding the Neka River, adjacent tributaries, and some nearby alpine areas. Unit 12 includes the 

Neka Bay estuary, nearby bights and coast, and some inland areas. 

As with the Spasski Creek drainage, almost all the subsistence species harvested by Hoonah 

residents have been taken within this area. All live Alaskan species of salmon are found in the Neka 

River drainage; other streams in this area have runs of chum salmon. High density old-growth forest 

predominated in the lowlands of this area, providing prime habitat for deer. Hoonah residents can 

reach this area within a hour’s travel time by skiff or small boat through the protected waters of Port 

Frederick. Waterfowl were frequently hunted in the large estuarial mud flat at the head of Neka Bay 

and the mouth of the river. The Neka River unit was used by about 40 percent or more of active har- 
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vcsters from 1950 through 1979. Deer hunting and salmon fishing were the most important uses during 

this time period. The Neka Bay unit was used by from 63 to 76 percent of active harvesters over the 

same period. The large mud flats and expanse of marsh in this area attracted a large population of mi- 

gratory and resident waterfowl, making this unit the best waterfowl hunting area easily accessible to 

Hoonah residents. Deer were also taken in lowland habitat and some fishing for chum salmon also 

took place. There may also have been a small herring run that was utilized for prized herring spawn 

(rcfcr to Unit Descriptions in Appendix III). 

Construction of logging roads and the LTF at Eight Fathom Bight was underway in the late 

1970s :tnd logs harvcstcd on Forest Service land began to be taken from this area in 1979. In the past 

years this area has accounted for a large proportion of the logged arca on Forest Service land that has 

taken place in the Hoonah core area (see Table 2 and Figure 14, pp. 51, 49). Logs from clear-cuts in 

this arca and from clear-cuts near Salt Lake Bay are often rafted and temporarily stored in the waters 

of the Neka Bay unit. 

The intensity of use data shown in Figures 93 and 94 show a steep rate of decline in use of this 

area, most of which is contemporary with the expansion of logging. Use of the Neka River unit has de- 

clined from around 42 percent of active users in 1978 to about 28 percent in 1985. Use of Neka Bay 

declined from a high of about 76 percent in 1970 to about 55 percent in 1985. 

The factors influencing Hoonah residents’ subsistence use of the Neka River unit include the 

following: 

a) Active logging is taking place during much of the deer hunting season; active logging tends 

to be avoided by subsistence harvesters. 

b) Deer are becoming relatively less abundant in this area because of the progressive decrease 

in quality winter habitat. Change in habitat carrying capacity for deer is shown in Figure 64 (p. 

141). This area is within Wildlife Harvest Area 3523 in this figure. 
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Figure 93. Intensity of Use in Unit 11, Neka River. 
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Figure 94. Intensity of Use in Unit 12, Neka Bay, Neka Mountain. 
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c) Harvesters who have wanted to hunt in a pristine hunting area previously used this area; 

these hunters may have abandoned the unit to avoid hunting in clear-cuts. 

d) Thcrc may bc harvest competition for Hoonah residents from logging company employees 

hunting in this unit. 

The situation in the Ncka Bay unit is somewhat different since no active logging or road con- 

struction had taken place in the unit at the time research was conducted. Key respondents have noted 

that both waterfowl and marine mammal populations appear to be down in this portion of Port Fred- 

crick from what they wcrc previously 147. They attribute this to the frequent presence of log rafts and 

disturl~ancc caused by the incrc;lscd level of boat, skiff, barge, and other logging associated activity in 

this unit. C‘ompctition from Iogging company employees may also be a factor. 

Since more logging activity is planned in the Neka Bay and Ncka River area, we would expect 

that the trends in use that have been noted would continue. Roads have been planned but not con- 

structed for much of the Neka Bay unit. Should this trend continue, long-term use of this area for sub- 

sistence by Hoonah residents will probably continue to decline, apace with the logging activity itself and 

its ecological impact on the species that are harvested. Deer population will decline in inverse relation- 

ship to the amount of critical habitat that is altered. The lower deer productivity of second growth 

forests will combine with lower deer carrying capacity in harsh winters. If they are in fact side effects 

of logging activity, rcportcd decreases in marine mammal and waterfowl will continue. Overall, this 

:lrc;t will IX al+ to provide a sm;rllcr subsistence harvest of all species for Hoonah residents over time. 

The level of competition from loLgging company employees depends on the size of the work force using 

upper Port Fredcrick. A logging camp in upper Port Frederick could develop into a long term com- 

munit!, under some logging scenarios; this eventuality would severely limit Hoonah residents’ subsis- 

tence use of this nrca. 

137. Kc! rcsponticnts wcrc rcfemng IO the pre-logging period in the late 1970s. 
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Summary fur Hoonah Cure Ared 

This examination of the Hoonah Core Area shows important changes in subsistence harvesting 

of fish and wildlife, with changes in deer harvesting being most pronounced. We have noted greatly in- 

creased USC of the core arca for deer hunting by non-Hoonah residents using logging roads for access. 

The overall harvesting pattern has changed due to direct and indirect effects of logging activities from 

one whcrc Hoonah hunters took most of the deer taken in the core area to a pattern where most deer 

arc taken by non-Hoonah residents. Competition for deer with both the introduced population of log- 

gers and with hunters coming from other communities has bccomc an important factor for Hoonah 

rcsidcnts. WC have noted some shift to roads for access to hunting areas by Hoonah re,sidcnts and a 

counter-vailing abandonment of heavily used roaded areas by other Hoonah residents. Based on deer 

harvests and deer habitat carrying capacity models, many of the hunting areas within the Hoonah core 

area wcrc found to bc unable support the levels of harvest that have occurred in rcccnt years on a sus- 

taincd yield basis over time. In some parts of the Hoonah core arca, suhsistcnce deer hunting may 

have been significantly restricted by logging in the 1080 through present time period. Rrojcctcd de- 

clines in the deer population due to cumulative effects of planned logging on Forest Service and Native 

corporation lands may significantly restrict subsistence harvests in other portions of the Hannah core 

area as we11’48. 

Point Couverden. Point Howard 

This cast study provides an example of changed USC taking place in an area somewhat distant 

from Hoonah whcrc little logging activity has taken place. The Point Couverden, Point Howard arca is 

located on the mainland across Icy Strait from Hoonah. This area is identified as unit 27 on Figure 79 

14X. In its most rcccnt examination of the impact of logging activities in the north Chichagof Island ared. Ibrext Scrvicc con- 

cludcd that its acti\lticb do present a Gnnificant possibility of a significant restriction (U S lkcst Service. 1989). ‘l‘his word- 

ing appears to lx e~lutv:tlcnt tn the AN11 CA wording may significantly restrict whsistence uws that directs Forest Scrwce 

Sec. 810 procedure\. Ilata .ind analysis on the impact of logging on Iloonah subststencc deer harvest from an carlicr draft 01 

this report were used 111 this I:orest Semlce determination. 



(p. 177). Because of rclativcly low overall use levels, this unit with other similar units make up what we 

have referred to as the Hoonah periphery. The unit is literally on the periphery of the traditional tcr- 

ritory of Hoonah Tlingit clans and is at the border with the traditional territories of Aukc and 

Haincs/Klukwan Tlingit clans. Given the large size of this unit and the range of habitat present, it is 

not surprising that most of the subsistcncc resources harvested by Hoonah residents arc found in this 

unit. The streams in this unit support mainly chum and pink salmon runs, although local residents have 

rcportcd seeing spawning king salmon as well. The unit continues to provide particularly good halibut 

fishing and black bear hunting. 

Both the oral history of the unit and the archaeological record (Ackerman, 1968) identify nu- 

mcrous harvest camps and residence locations along the coastline of this unit. Hoonah rcsidcnts 

maintained fishing and hunting camps and seasonal residences in this unit until very recently. Until the 

dcvclopmcnt of Hoonah in the late 1800s as the main central place for the Huna tribe, this unit was the 

main rcsidcnce and subsistcncc use arca for members of the Woosh Ki Taan clan, with small scttle- 

mcnts located in coastal ;ucas at Swanson Harbor and near salmon streams. Most of the unit west of 

Swanson Harbor has seen road construction in anticipation of pending timber sales and logging. The 

nctkvork of logging roads connects with the LTF located in unit 26. A public float for small boats has 

been placed in Swanson Harbor by the State of Alaska. 

The relatively low overall rate of use that this unit has received is related to its position on the 

border of Huna clan territory, clan ownership, and to somewhat difficult access. As a border area this 

unit was potentially a plncc of contention in prehistoric times and was much less secure than the terri- 

tory located more in the Huna tribe heartland. The relatively small six of the Woosh Ki Tan clan may 

also have influenced the use rate. Clan territories have continued to be observed to the present time. 

Since Hoonah and our random sample of households do not contain large numbers of Woosh Ki Taan, 

it is not surprising that USC of this overall USC of this unit might be low. Lastly, although the unit has 

safe mooragcs at Swanson Ilarbor and clscwhcrc in the Point Couvcrdcn and Point Harbor area, ac- 

ccss IO the arca rcquircs crossing Icy Strait. Adverse weather conditions can make the crossing rough 

and dangerous. 



Figure 95 shows the percent of active harvesters using the Point Couverdcn, Point Howard 

unit over time. This measure of intensity shows a peak of use during the 1940s. This may be related to 

use of hand-trolling camps along the coast of this unit during those years or to some other unknown 

factor. Use fluctuated downward in the late 1960s. This may be due to a decline in seal harvests or to 

some other factor. Use level has declined from over 20 percent in 1975 to less than 10 percent in 1985. 

Interview data suggest that two causal factors seem to be responsible for this recent decline: greatly in- 

creased use of this unit by Juneau sport fishers and hunters and the preparations for timber harvesting 

in the vicinity that have been underway. 
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Juneau’s pleasure boat fleet grew rapidly with the growth of state government spending in the 

early 198Os, and the Point Couverdcn, Point Howard area has become a popular destination for Juneau 

boaters, fishers, and hunters. The unit can be reached from Auke Bay marinas in one to four hours, 

depending on boat speed. Swanson Harbor and the state maintained float there provide safe anchor- 
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age or mo0rag.e. From May through Scptcmber the unit receives heavy recreational use, particularly 

over weekends and holid;!ys. Juneau users come to the unit for sport fishing for halibut and hunting for 

black bear. This increase in USC has changed the character and possibly the productivity of the unit for 

subsistence harvesters. Since part of the ethos of subsistence involves quiet camp life surrounded by 

rclativcs, this may be a significant change. Hoonah residents can no longer plan to hunt, fish, or camp 

by themselves at traditional sites in this unit. Competition with sport fishers and hunters for halibut 

and bl:rck bear may have dccrcascd Hoonah resident’s ability to harvest these species from this unit. 

Road c.onstruction and other work preparing this unit for logging may have changed hunting patterns in 

this unit. We expect that use of this unit will remain low or drop to still lower levels if non-local rccrc- 

ational use of the unit continues or incrczcs and if planned timber harvest in this unit proceeds. 

(ilacier Hay 

This case study shows how a sharp decrease in subsistence use of an arca can be due to 

changes in fcdcrsl kind use policy and regulation, absent of any habitat change. Because of its vital im- 

portance to Hoonah residents for subsistence use, we will sketch changes in this area in some detail. In 

this discussion (ilacicr B:iy refers to all the Hoonah subsistence territory currently cncompasscd within 

National Park boundaries. Intcrvicws with elders and other key respondents in Hoonah and with Na- 

tional Park Service staff in (iustavus provided important information for this section. 

For analytical purposes we have divided the Hoonah subsistence territory that is now Glacier 

Bay National Park into units 19 through 24 shown on Figure 79 (p. 177). Unit 19 inchtdcs the outer 

coast. bays, and littoral areas from Cape Spcnccr northwest to Cape Fairweather. Unit 20 includes 

Taylor and Dundas bays and associated river systems. Berg and Fingers bays, Drake and Willoughby 

islands, and adjacent areas m&c up Unit 21. Llnit 22 comprises all of the upper portions of Glacier 

IxI~. The Bc*ardsl~c, Rlarblc ;IIKI other islands, along with the flat lowland around the Bartlett and 

Salmon rivers, and adjacent land make up unit 23. The Excursion River drainage and Sawmill ESay arc 

important features of unit 24. 
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Historical Notes 

Huna Tlingit see Glacier Bay as their original home land and frequently call the bay the 

Hoor~~l~ icebox in refcrcnce to abundant subsistence rcsourccs they formerly harvested in the bay. 

Huna Tlingit believe that their ancestors have consistently used the portions of Glacier Bay that have 

been free of ice. Oral history about very early use of the bay refer to a large lake that may have existed 

a number of glaciations ago149. Other oral history speaks of a time when Icy Strait was completely 

closed with ice. Given that later glaciations have scoured this arca, no habitation sites have been found 

that correspond to this very early era in what is now the national park. 

Oral history merges with glaciology and with written historical records in the Tlingit accounts 

of leaving the bay during the last glacial advance. According to thcsc accounts, ice was advancing down 

the bay. In Susie James history of Glacier Bay translated by Dauenhaucr and Dauenhaucr (1987) 

Huna people wcrc living near the entrance to Glacier Bay, possibly near the Bartlett River, in five clan 

houses. A young women broke her menstrual seclusion and called the glacier ice toward the village. 

1-l’). ‘l‘he lake was formed at a lime when glaciers in the West Arm ftllcd much of Glacier Bay and Muir Inlet in the L&t Arm 

was rclatwcly free 01 kc. ‘l‘h~s condition is thought to have existed for centuries and to have ended in approximately IZOO- 

l-100 AD. lloonah Informants thought that this lake might well have hdd an important red salmon run. as well as having 

heen a focal point for o~ilcr subsistence harvests. ‘l‘his supposition would explain why IIuna ‘l‘lingit oral history has 

rcmcml~rcd lhc lahc. (Source: oral discussions at the Second Glacier B+ Science Symposium. Bartlett Cove, !kpr 1988). 
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The way you cull a dog she was spiftirlg OII if; 
she called it like a dog with it. 

Srldde$v the people said, 
“What’s wrorlg with the glacier? It’s &fowhg so much!” 
TIlcy used to see it w-a-a-u-u-uy 
up the bay. 
But now it was near, gettitlg cher, 

the nq ii WCI.T mmitig, 

The story continues and dcscribcs how cvcryone had to leave the bay and escape the ice. An 

elderly Chukanci Dee woman, Kastcen, takes the place of her granddaughter, the girl who called the 

ice, and stays behind when the village is evacuated. The Tlingit who leave Glacier Bay settle at Hoonah 

and at other locations. Amy Marvin’s rendition of the same story (in Dauenhauer and Dauenhaucr, 

1087) and briefer renditions by Liv Gray, George Dalton, and Sam Hanlon, told to us in the course of 

this research, rcaflirm ~hc main points of this story, namely, that there was a major settlement of Huna 

‘T‘lingit in Glacier bay with at lcast five clan houses and that the village was forced to relocate because 

of ice advances. 

This event probably took place sometime at the beginning of the last post-Wisconsin ice ad- 

vancc, generally thought to have commenced before 1700. Huna Tlingit were present in Lituya Bay 

when La Perouac visited in the late 1700s and appear to have continued to use non-glaciated areas 

coastal arcas for subsistcncc harvests. When Vancouver sailed by in 1794, the entrance to the bay was 

a wall i)f ice and waters were filled with iccbcrgs, hence the name Icy Struit. We have included this 

bricl oral history because Huna Tlingit believe that they have had long standing occupancy of Glacier 

Bay :mtl that it is a central part of their territory. Dauenhaucr and Dauenhauer (1987) also provide an 

informative discussion of Tlingit concepts of ownership and show how Glacier Bay is at.o’ow, literally 

au ol\md orpurchased thing according to traditional Tlingit law. “Thus the name Kasteen, the land of 

<;lacicr Bay, the story and the songs, and the visual image of the Woman in the ICC are the property or 

al.o’o~r. of the Chookancidi clan. Thcsc at.o’mv were purchased with the life of an ancestor” 

(Daucnhauer and Daucnhaucr, 1987, pg, 25). 

The archaeology of the bay rcvicwed above (Ackerman 1968) and virtually all accounts of cx- 

plorcrs of the arc;1 from Lal’crousc (17’10) to John Muir (1915) document the prcscncc of Huna Tlingit 
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subsistence activity in Glacier Bay and confirm the basic facts of the Huna oral historylSO. In the his- 

toric period, Huna Tlingit reestablished their residcncc in Glacier Bay proper following the glacial re- 

treat. Fishing camps with smoke houses, drying racks, and living quarters, and hunting camps were 

established throughout Glacier Bay. All subsistence resources used were present in the different eco- 

zones of the bay, including mountain goats whose meat was used for food and fleece for weaving. As 

discussed above, during the early MOOS, when Hoonah was more of a winter village than a year round 

settlement, these camps were the main summer rcsidenccs of many Huna Tlingit and the year round 

residences for some pcoplc. Harvest and residence sites in Dundas Bay on the Dundas River, in Berg 

and Fingers bays, at Barlctt River and elsewhere in the Beardslee Islands, and at Beartrack Cove were 

particularly important, due to sockeye salmon runs at these locations’S1. 

Arcas close to glacial facts are particularly productive biologically and have always been exccl- 

lent sites for hunting harbor seals. Tlingit hunting camps wcrc located near thcsc arcaslSz. Seals haul 

out on ice flows for pupping where they are safe from all but human predatorsls3. Salmon species 

quickly colonized drainages after the retreat of glacial ice. At the turn of the century the Dundas and 

Bartlett rivers and drainages in Berg Bay and elscwhcrc in the ice free area had runs large enough to 

support major subsistence harvesting. Based on cstimatcs of descendants of the Bartlett River cannery, 

the Bartlett River had a sockeye salmon run of about 100,000 lish in 1890. 

Commercial fishing for salmon in Glacier Bay was established in the late 1800s and by 1930 

most of the sockeye salmon runs wcrc scvcrcly depleted. llsc of rivers in (ilacier E$ay for subsistcncc 

salmon fishing may have decreased in the late 1930s because of poor runs. Hand troll camps wcrc set 

up at locations inside the park boundaries during the pre-1950 commercial fishing era to target on king 

and coho salmon. Subsistence harvesting and food processing took place at these camps. 

ISO. I:or enamplc the Ilarriman Iivpcdition took phologrdphs of ‘I‘lingil scaling camps in Glacier Isay in 1809 (Burroughs et al, 

1010, reprinted in Goctzmann and Sloan, 1989). 

151. 1,ituya Isay. I’ainia Ray, (iraves Ilarbor, Fern Ilarbor, and other Cross Sound and outer c<oast locations that are now part 

of Glacier Bay National Park were probably important hawest locations during the historical period as well. Use of these 

areas by Iloonah ‘i‘llngit will be explored in future research. 

152. Before the advent and wide use of powered skiffs and boats. Iluna I‘lingits processed seals near kill sites. Skins were 

strctchcd and scraped; meat was dried: and, rmost importantly, seal fat was rendered into oil. 

153. Orcas or killer whales appear to avoid ice choked pupping grounds. Shrimp and crab are found near active tidewater 

glaciers; they and other species nlay provide feed for seals. 
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Plans to make <ilacier Bay a National Monument began early in this century following John 

Muir’s discovery of the grandcur of this area. Glacier Bay National Monument was created in 1925 and 

other lands were put under consideration for inclusion. The 1925 monument boundaries are shown on 

Figure 96. These boundaries included areas that still had a great deal of ice. The southern part of 

Gcikic Inlet, Drake Island, South Marble Island, the Beardslee Islands, and all of Dundas Bay were not 

put in the monument at this time. The creation of the monument had little effect on subsistence uses 

of Glacier Bay. For one thing, almost all of the salmon streams used by Hoonah residents for subsis- 

tcncc were outside monument boundaries, but more importantly, no monument staff were present to 

regularly observe much less regulate subsistence harvests (Bosworth, 1988). 

Restrictions and Exclusions 

The era of rcatrictions and exclusions began when monument boundaries were greatly CX- 

pandct! in 193!, IO include ail the Hoonah subsistence territory within Glacier Bay. Some fishing areas 

wcrc closed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Scrvicc to fishing with traps or nets because salmon runs had 

been dcpletcd hy commercial fish traps. Since red salmon runs were very poor at this time, Hoonah 

Iamities’ use of nets for catching salmon from Glacier Bay proper was probably not very great; subsis- 

lcncc net fishing for salmon appears to have continued in Dundas Bay, Excursion Inlet, and olhcr loca- 

tions. Scat hunting was allowed to continue for Hoonah Natives, and other hunting and resource har- 

vesting continued as well. Salmon continued to be caught with troll gear. Goats, migratory and rcsi- 

dent waterfowl, bird eggs, halibut and other fish, plan& and berries continued to be harvested and used 

for food, medicine, and crafts. Fishing and hunting camps continued to be used in the early years after 

monument expansion. 
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I;igure 96. Lhundarics of Glacier Ifay National Monument, Glacier Hay hbtmnal Park, 1925, 1933. 
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Seal hunting permits began to be issued in 1953 by Glacier Bay National Monument staff, and 

grcatcr management and supervision of this traditional hunt began to take place. National monument 

rangers began IO bc stationed at Barllctt Cove in about 1953, and, after this, boarding sealing boats and 

chcckitig sealing camps became more common. Administrative policies eliminating subsistence fishing 

began to be enforced at this time, and Hoonah residents were gradually excluded from their traditional 

f’shinp areas. According to key respondents, most camps and fish racks were burned down or removed 

by the early 1970~‘~“. Sites used in this century are often marked by thick alder regrowth. 

Seal hunting continued in Glacier Bay until the early 1970s. For a brief time in the early 1960s 

thcrc was a good commercial market for harbor scat pelts. This market, combined with the $3.00 State 

of Alaska bounty paid for seal scalp~*~~, raised hunting pressure considerably. What had been a sub- 

sistcncc hunt in which seals wcrc harvcstcd primarily for their meat and fat with skins being used for 

craft purposes incrcnsingly began (0 look like a commercial harvest. Total kill under permits issued by 

monument staff went from 340 scat in 1061 10 1440 seals in 1964 (Bosworlh, 1988; National Park Scr- 

vice, Nd.). Although no dclctcrious impact on the seal population was ever demonstrated, monument 

Ttaff hclicved that the seal population could not sustain this heavy harvest level and that this type of 

commcrcializcd hunting was not appropriate in a national monument. They pressed vigorously to 

climinatc seal hunting and did so by administrative policy in the late 196%. The boarding of Mr. Willie 

Marks’ boat, Ihe New A/~lic, in Glacier Bay in about 19Ch or 1967, signaled the close of this era of sub- 

sistcncc use of the bay. 

Glacier Bay National Monument bccamc Glacier Bay National Park with the passage of the 

Al:rska National Intcrcsl Land Conscrvalion Act in 1980. Park staff has incrcascd over the years. As 

park managers have bcco& more able to know what is happening throughout the park, further tight- 

154. George Dalton Sr.’ camp in Dundas bay was in use well into the 1970s. Park Service rented use of a building in his camp 

ior USC by wilderness rangers in ~hc la~c 1970s (Mills, 1087). We are not sure that there was ever a Park Setice policy of 

burning subsistence USC sites, although Iloonah residents hclicvc this to bc the ease. Other cabins, fish racks, and hunting 

c:\mph appc:~r IO have Ix!cn ;~ll~nvcd 10 bccomc overgrown and to dccomposc more gradually. 

15.5. During both tcrritorlal and statehood times hountics were paid for killing seals and eagles because they were thought to 

compc~e with human salmon harvests. Bounties were also placed and on wolves because they were thought to compete with 

humans for wildlife species. 
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cning of enforcement of administrative policies eliminating subsistence use has.t.akcn place1:j6. Glaciei 

Bay has become an increasingly popular tourist destination in the last ten years and has become a 

major attraction for cruise ship passengers visiting southeast Alaska. Hundreds of thousands of visitors 

pass through park waters each year. This type of visitor use of the park has been encouraged and 

facilitated by the National Park Service. 

Intensity of Use 

Figures 97 through 102 show the percent of active harvesters using the Glacier Bay analytical 

units 19 through 24 rcspectivcly. Figure 79 (p. 177) shows the location of these units. Among these 

live units, unit 20, Dundas Bay/Fern Harbor shows the highest overall use level. Use levels for Berg 

Bay, Finger Bay, unit 21, and for upper Glacier Bay, Unit 22 arc similar, USC of the outer coast, unit 

10 is, not surprisingly, less than for other Glacier Bay units. All of thcsc units show an cxtremcly sharp 

rate of dcclinc since the cnlargemcnt of the monument in 1939 and the beginning of active managc- 

mcnt of the monument in about 1950. USC of the Dundas Bay, Taylor Bay, and Fern Harbor declined 

from about 85 pcrccnt of active harvesters in 1950 to about 26 percent in 1985. Similar dcclincs arc 

,hown in figures for units 21 through 24 in which use has declined from a high level to 12 to 16 pcrccnt 

in 1985. Use of Berg Bay, Willoughby Island unit and the upper Glacier Bay unit declined from about 

70 percent to less than 15 percent over the 1950 to 1985 time period. 

Figure 86 (p. 187) presented above represents any USC of any unit of Glacier Bay. This pattern 

is similar to that obscrvcd in the Figure 97 through 101, namely a sharp decline in use following imposi- 

tion of rcstrictivc management politics. 

1%. Suhsistcncc hunting. fishing, and gathering has been restricted in Glacier Day Monument and Park much more by 

administrative policy set by Sational Park Service superintendents and regional staff rather than by regulation. LJ.s~ablishing 

rcgulatiL)ns for a Kational Park requires a thorough public review, mcludmg meaningful local public involvement of people 

and groups affected by proposed regulalory changes and natIonal review through publication of proposed regulatmns in the 

congrcss~~nal record. Iluna ‘I’lingits’ ability to visit and to use their traditional territory has been limited without a thorough 

review or examination of the social and cultural impacts likely to result from this limitation un their subsistence hunting and 

fishing and from restricted access (0 Ilona ‘Ilingit cultural and/or religious sites. 
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Figure 97. Intensity of Use in Unit 19, Cape Spencer/Libya Bay. 
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IGgurc 98. Intensity of Use in Unit 20, Dundas Bay/Fern Harbor. 
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I’igurc 99. Intensity of Use in Unit 21, Berg Bay/Willoughby Island. 
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Figure 100. Intensity of Use in Unit 22, Upper Glacier Bay. 
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Figure 101. intensity of Use in Unit 23, Beardslee Islands. 
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Pigurc 102. Inlcnsily of USC in Unit 24, Excursion River/Sawmill Bay. 
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The recent history and current management situation concerning subsistence fishing salmon 

within Glacier Bay National Park boundaries is both complicated and unresolved. Some subsistence 

fishing with beach seines and purse seines for chum salmon in Excursion Inlet by Hoonah residents has 

regularly taken place in recent years, and this fishing appears to occur both within and outside the park 

boundary, which runs down the middle of the inlet. Fishing frequently takes place in Sawmill Bay, 

within park boundaries. Hoonah residents have been very firm in their belief that they should be 

allowed to harvest for subsistence within park boundaries. The National Park Service has stated that 

this use of resources, and commercial fishing as well, are incompatible with the purpose of the park 

and has suacsted a phasing out of commercial harvests and preferred a continuation of the ban on 

subsistence fishing; sport fishing has not been seen as an incompatible resource use157. The National 

Park Service considers all waters within the three mile limit, or the state boundary, to be subject to its 

managcmcnt. The State of Alaska may have jurisdiction over navigable waters in the national park and 

has an intcrcst in maintaining its management of fisheries that take place in these waters15*. 

In spring of 1989, the Alaska Board of Fisheries heard public testimony and staff reports and 

determined that residents of Hoonah had customary and traditional subsistence use of salmon and 

other finfish in the waters of Glacier Bay proper as well as in other waters that have been designated as 

part of the parkls9. A number of Hoonah residents requested and received subsistence fishing permits 

from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game for the waters of Glacier Bay National F’ark for the 

1989 season. Permits specifically authorized subsistence fishing for red salmon in Berg Bay. The park 

superintendent eventually agreed to honor the 1989 permits, but no Hoonah resident was known to 

have fished in that year. 

157. Anthropologists studying the history and prehistory of human occupation of southeast Alaska have found that hunters 

and fishers have been part of the ecology of what are now park lands for up to 10,000 years and argue that subsistence 

hunters and fishers arc a normal part of the park ecosystem (Richard Nelson, 1988). 

158. The state may have jurisdiction and management authority over all navigable waterS that have not been specifically re- 

moved from stale control. The enabling act that created Glacier Bay National Monument refers only to the land areas. This 

jurisdictional question has yet to be adjudicated for this or similar Alaskan cases. 

153. Prior to this finding by the Board of Fisheries, residents of most rural southeast Alaska communities were permitted to 

fish in Glacier Bay under State of Alaska regulations. No subsistence permits to do so, however, had been requested of or 

issued by the Department of Fish and Game. The 1989 Board of Fisheries finding was very specific and limited subsistence 
fishing in the waters of Glacier Bay to Hoonah residents. 
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Attempts were made by the Alaska congressional delegation during the 1989-1990 session to 

amend ANILCA so that Hoonah residents could fish within the park”jo. The proposed changes in 

ANILCA were not enacted during that session. However, the National Park Service, with encourage- 

ment from congressional oversight committees, agreed to permit subsistence fishing during the 1990 

season. At public meetings held in the spring of 1990, the National Park Service presented its view that 

both subsistence and commercial fishing within park boundaries were illegal activities. Both types of 

fishing would continue to be allowed during the 1990 season, with the anticipation that legislative action 

by U. S. Congress or regulatory action by the National Park Service would resolve the situation before 

the 1~~?)1 fishing season. Permits to subsistence fish in park waters were issued by the Alaska Depart- 

mcnt of Fish and Game to Hoonah residents for the 1990 season, and preliminary reports indicate that 

some subsistence fishing took place at traditional subsistence harvest locations. As in the previous 

year, Hoonah residents were primarily interested in net fishing for red salmon within Glacier Bay 

proper and for chum salmon in park waters in Excursion Inlet. 

Commercial fishermen continue to be allowed to fish in Glacier Bay for crab, halibut, and 

salmon. A great deal of the current subsistence use of this area is use by commercial fishermen who 

retain some of their commercial salmon harvest for subsistence use, Hoonah residents also continue 

to fish under State of Alaska sport fishing regulations with sport fishing gear in park waters for salmon, 

halibut, and other species161. 

Retrospective Harvest Levels and Use 

The contribution of fish and wildlife from Glacier Bay to overall harvest levels of Hoonah 

households is quite low at the present time. No land or marine mammals, birds, or bird eggs are 

100. Subsistence ba~~est in lhe main body of Glacier Bay National Park was not covered by ANILCA. Draft legislation 

specifically rccognixd Iioonah residents’ tie to the area and their right to continued customary and traditional subsistence 

IlaIvcsIs. 

161. SIMC there are no special seasons, bag limits, or fishing gear for subsistence fishing for king salmon, silver salmon, hal- 

ihut. rockfish, and many other species, this is the usual way Hoonah residents harvest these species. Regulations aside, these 

species are important components of the overall subsistence harvest. 
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known to be takenlfiZ. Some salmon and marine invertebrates may’be removed from commercial 

catches and used for subsistence; small numbers of fish may be caught under State of Alaska sport 

fishing regulations. Hoonah fishermen report that they arc not allowed to go ashore in Glacier Bay 

when they are there on commercial boats (although this fear may not reflect Park Service policy). 

Hoonah residents, like any other users of the park waters, need a permit to enter the Glacier Bay 

proper by motorized boat during summer months if they are not engaged in commercial tishing163. In 

part because of the permit and other access restrictions, little plant and berry gathering, or use of 

intertidal resources, takes place. 

In our household survey WC: asked a number of questions to gather retrospective data on har- 

vest and use of Glacier Bay resources. We found that: 

1) About 54 percent of our sampled households had used Glacier Bay for subsistence at some 

time. This figure is quite high given that Huna Tlingits’ access to resources in the park has 

been difficult for many years. 

2) For households that had used Glacier Bay the mean first year of use was 1942. Only 7 of 

our sampled households reported beginning to use the bay after 1960. Most of the households 

that have never used the bay for subsistence began being active harvesting households after 

National Park Service policy had closed the bay to most subsistence uses. 

3) Concerning resources harvested, 53 percent of Glacier Bay users reported harvesting chum, 

65 percent coho salmon, 90 percent king salmon, 48 percent pink salmon, and 53 percent 

sockeye salmon from Glacier Bay waters during their lifetimes. Sixty-six percent of users 

harvested halibut, 45 percent crab, 69 percent seals, 32 percent mountain goat, 77 percent bird 

eggs, and 90 percent berries from Glacier Bay. 

162. Since harvest of these species is presently illegal, Hoonah residents may not have wished to report harvest from within 

Glacier Bay National Park. 

163. Permits for recreational boats have been required since the mid 1980s when it appeared to park managers that the 

number of humpback whales in the park were declining. Permits allow a stay of 7 days in Glacier Bay and must be 

requested before entry into park waters. About 30 recreational boats are allowed in the park at a time. Heaviest 

recreational use occurs in the end of June and early July, the peak time for sockeye salmon harvesting. 
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4) We also asked survey respondents what proportion of their total subsistence harvest came 

from the bay when they had traditional access to the bay’s resources. The mean household 

harvest from the bay comprised 55 percent of the household’s annual subsistence take. 

These survey data confirm statements made repeatedly by Hoonah residents during the course 

of the field research that Glacier Bay has traditionally supplied a major portion of the fish, wildlife, and 

plants harvested for subsistence by Hoonah residents. 

Summary 

The area now under National Park Service administration has been part of the Huna Tlingit 

subsistence territory since prehistoric times. Early subsistence use of the area and the presence of 

harvesting camps and seasonal residences are well documented. Moreover, Hoonah Tlingit trace their 

tribal origins to sites in Glacier Bay. 

Glacier Bay National Monument was created in 1925, and the monument was expanded to in- 

clude Hoonah’s subsistence use areas in 1939. From Hoonah’s perspective, the creation of the monu- 

mcnt, its expansion, and its later incorporation into the National Park system had little effect in them- 

sclvcs. Changing monument and park management policy, however, has had much more serious ef- 

fects. The gradual adoption of progressively restrictive administrative policies governing use of Glacier 

Bay kinds and waters by Huna Tlingits, particularly since the late 195Os, has restricted much of the sub- 

sistcncc USC of this area by Hoonah residents and limited Huna Tlingits’ access to traditional cultural 

sites that have been integral parts of Huna tribal heritage. Huna Tlingits are actively working to re- 

verse the progressive exclusion from Glacier Bay National Park that has taken place. Unless a new ap- 

proach to management of resources present in the park is taken, the restriction of Hoonah’s customary 

and traditional subsistence use of the lands and waters Glacier Bay may become permanent. The 

present generation of older subsistence harvesters in Hoonah who have used Glacier Bay are advancing 

into old age with little opportunity to pass on their knowledge of the cultural sites located in the park 

and of subsistence harvesting of species found in the park to the coming generations. 
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CHAPTER 7 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The research upon which this report is based was designed to a) collect and analyze baseline 

data on subsistence USC of fish and wildlife in Hoonah, b) measure or estimate change in use over time 

of the areas used for subsistence harvests, and c) examine the impacts of logging on subsistence. To set 

the context for the findings of this research, we have presented background community profile and 

economic data for Hoonah in chapters Two and Three. Baseline subsistence harvest and use data and 

territorial or geographic use data have been presented in chapters Four and Five. 

As we recognized when we chose Hoonah for a community study, extensive timber harvesting 

has been under way in the Hoonah subsistence territory for only a few years. Because of this, we have 

been able to examine the effects of timber harvesting in their early or beginning stages. As logging 

proceeds on the northern portion of Chichagof Island, much greater effects are likely to occur than 

those observed or documented at the time of field research. This study has investigated the economic, 

social, and cultural aspects of subsistence, not the biology of prey species. However, since some of the 

impacts on subsistence in Hoonah will take place because of the impact of logging on the distribution 

and abundance of species used, we have discussed some of the biological effects on salmon and deer. 

Themes of change and example case studies were presented in chapter Six. 

Although this research was specifically designed to examine the relationship between logging 

and subsistence, we found that state and federal resource management policies and regula.tions have 

also had a significant effect on Hoonah’s subsistence harvest and use of fish and wildlife in recent years. 

Some of these have been outlined as well. Factors affecting use of specific parts of the Hoonah 

subsistence territory have been discussed in case studies; unit descriptions in Appendix III provide an 

outline of subsistence use and a measure of intensity of use of each of 30 geographic areas in the Huna 

Tlingit territory. 
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Persnective on Hoonah’s Subsistence Economy 

Hoonah continues to be a predominantly Alaska Native community and is the locus of the 

Huna Tlingit Indians who have lived in the Cross Sound, Glacier Bay, and Icy Strait area since at least 

the last major glaciation164. Present community size, 960 persons in 1986, is comparable to the size of 

the Huna tribe in the late 18OOs, 908 persons in 1880. 

Commercial fishing, work on government funded programs and services, and, in the last years, 

logging-related employment formed the basis of Hoonah’s cash economy during the early 1980s. In 

comparison with urban Alaskan communities, income levels were low in the community, although 

income has risen in recent years. An estimated 26 percent of all income came from logging or timber 

management related jobs in the 1985 baseline year. 

Hoonah residents harvested an estimated 209 lbs per capita and used 234 lbs per capita of 

subsistence foods in 1985. These harvest levels were comparable to levels in other southeast Alaska 

rural communities, although lower than those of predominantly Alaska Native communities in northern 

parts of the state (Wolfe and Walker, 1987). These levels of harvest and use are greater by a factor of 

ten than those in urban Alaska. Replacement value of the subsistence foods used in Hoonah was 

estimated to be between about $879,558 and $1,539,227 for the base year. 

The desired lcvcl of use among sampled households in Hoonah was significantly less than ac- 

tual harvest for most key species. Reasons for this difference were discussed. Substantial home con- 

sumption of fish taken from commercial salmon harvests takes place. Also, much of the halibut, 

salmon, and rockfish used for subsistence are harvested under sport fishing regulations. The procure- 

ment of subsistence foods under commercial and sport fishing regulations is due, in part, to restrictive 

subsistence regulations which do not provide adequate opportunities for traditional subsistence fishing 

or the use of traditional means of harvesting fish. 

164. The Hoonah Tlingits’ belief thal their ancestors were in the Cross Sound and Icy Strait area from before the last 

glaciation may well bc correct. Ihis would place their occupancy before the earliest cultural layers at the Ground Hog Bay 

archncological site, dated 9000 years before present. See Moss (1989) for a review of area archeological data. 
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Participation in harvest and use of subsistence fish and wildlife was high in Hoonah, with 

almost all sampled households using key resources. As in other subsistence communities, a small 

number of very productive households were found to account for a large proportion of the fish and 

wildlife harvested. This harvest was widely shared with less productive households. 

The current subsistence use area of Hoonah was delineated and found, not surprisingly, to 

closely coincide with the territories owned by Huna Tlingits earlier in this century. The subsistence use 

area was broken into 30 units for analytical study of change of use over time. Graphs of intensity of use 

over time were prepared for each unit and other analysis of change in use performed as well. 

These baseline data indicate that Hoonah continues to have what has been described in the lit- 

erature as a mired sz~bsistence-bused ecotrotny (Wolfe and Ellanna, 1983). These same data were con- 

sidered by the Joint Boards of Fisheries and Game in 1987 when they classified Hoonah as a rural 

community for subsistence regulation purposes. 

Hoonah Deer Harvests 

Deer is the main land mammal species harvested by Hoonah subsistence hunters. Using the 

1986 household survey and deer harvest ticket records, harvest levels were presented for the 1980s. 

Overall subsistence harvest of deer by Hoonah residents appears to have fluctuated from 1983 to 1989, 

but has not shown any trends of increasing. The low harvest level in 1989 may be the beginning of a 

trend of declining subsistence harvests. By contrast, the total harvest of deer in the Hoonah core area 

and the Tenakee Inlet and Freshwater Bay area rose rapidly during the 1980s because of increased 

hunting activity from new Port Frederick residents and from non-local hunters. 
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Effects of Road DeveloDment and Louzing 

Hoonah residents and Roads 

Hoonah residents reached hunting and fishing areas either on foot or by skiff or boat prior to 

the construction of the logging road network. As roads have been extended into new areas, some 

Hoonah residents have used them for access to harvesting areas immediately following road construc- 

tion. In 1985, about 60 percent of sampled households reported using a car or truck for hunting access 

at some time during the previous year. Some use of roads, particularly for deer hunting, may increase 

in coming years if more miles of roads are built in wilderness areas, should more Hoonah residents ac- 

quire cars and trucks. 

Roads have changed the character of use in some parts of the Hoonah territory. Areas in up- 

per Spasski Creek, upper Gartina Creek, Game Creek and elsewhere in the road-connected area have 

become more accessible. Reaching some hunting areas no longer requires potentially risky travel by 

skiff or boat and long hiking on foot. This makes access easier for Hoonah residents and others. 

However, areas where roads have been constructed no longer afford the possibility of hunting in 

wilderness or relatively undisturbed areas, and roads are increasingly crowded with non-local hunters 

during the deer hunting season. 

Some change in areas used for hunting by Hoonah residents appears to be taking place be- 

cause of these changes in access. Key respondent and interview data indicate that inland areas that 

were rarely hunted before roads were constructed appear to be getting more heavy use by Hoonah 

hunters. On the other hand, key respondents also believe that the most productive Hoonah hunters 

have recently abandoned areas they formerly hunted after roads have been constructed and after these 

arcas became heavily used by non-local hunters. We have shown that a large portion of deer taken for 

subsistence by Hoonah residents in 1988 and 1989 were taken from Wildlife Harvest Areas that have 

no roads; we concluded that the majority of deer taken for subsistence continued to be taken using tra- 

ditiomd means of access, despite the growth of the road network in the Hoonah core area. 
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Use of Roads by Other Hunters 

Before road construction and logging began to take place in the Hoonah core area, use of the 

area by non-local harvesters was more limited. With the expansion of the road network, the area has 

been receiving rapidly increasing use by hunters from Juneau and other southeast communities. Non- 

local hunters are able to bring trucks and all terrain vehicles to Hoonah on the Alaska State ferries and 

hunt from logging roads. Based on harvest ticket records, about 68 percent of the deer taken in the 

Port Frederick area were harvested by non-local hunters in 1989. Continued use of the Hoonah core 

area by non-local hunters will continue and may increase in coming yearslti. This increased use of 

road-connected arcas close to Hoonah by non-local hunters has been a main early effect of roading and 

logging. 

Longer Term Effects on Deer Population 

As described in the text, the long-term size of the deer population in the Hoonah subsistence 

territory is dependent on the amount and distribution of high density old-growth forest used by deer for 

winter forage and for shelter during severe winters. Winters have been mild in recent years, and the 

deer population has increased from 1980 to 1986 or 1987, despite the increased, progressive loss of old- 

growth habitat in the arca. Most of the Tongass National Forest land in the Hoonah core area has 

been designated LUD IV, to be managed for timber harvest. Timber management plans often call for 

three entries into an area over a 100 year period. According to an accepted deer population model the 

deer population is expected to decline over that time period (Schoen et al, 1985). The decline in the 

deer population used by Hoonah residents for subsistence will be a long-term, cumulative effect of 

logging of old-growth on Native corporation land and on Tongass National Forest Land near Hoonah. 

16.5. Forest Sewice management policy could close roads to hunters limiting access, and the Alaska Board of Game could limit 
non-local hunting by regulation. These actions could limit the take of hunters from other communities. 
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From 42.4 percent to 83.3 percent of the commercial forest lands in each VCU, or a mean of 

62.4 percent across VCU, are cut or scheduled to be cut under TLMP. According to the modeled re- 

lationship between the deer population and various types of forest composition, the remaining deer 

population in each VCU will decrease to between 9 percent and 44.1 percent, or a mean of 28.4 per- 

cent across VCU, of the levels found before timber harvest. The resulting deer population in the 

Hoonah core area will not be sufficient to support subsistence harvesting by Hoonah residents at cur- 

rent levels, much less to permit harvesting at the reported desired level of take by Hoonah households. 

We also have noted that residents of other communities have been found to have subsistence harvest of 

deer in the Hoonah core area. Our conclusions agree with recent Forest Service analysis which found 

that significant restrictions for subsistence hunting had occurred due to logging in parts of the Hoonah 

core area. Forest Service also determined that its preferred logging alternative may significantly 

restrict subsistence harvests of deer in the Hoonah core area Wildlife Harvest Areas should this 

alternative be followed (1989)*@. 

Restricted hunting seasons, bag limits, or other regulations to protect remaining deer will 

probably be necessary before the 28.4 percent deer population level is reached. In the future, Hoonah 

subsistence hunters will probably have to spend greater amounts of time and effort deer hunting and 

achicvc an overall lower rate of hunting success. 

Effects of Pouulation Change and ComDetition 

Increasing Population using the Hoonah Core Area 

Timber management and logging activity in the Port Frederick area has been found to result in 

an influx of new people into the area used by Hoonah residents. There are two components to this in- 

crease a rclativcly small increase in population of Hoonah proper and a much larger increase in the 

IM. Pending legistlation, on going rascs in federal courts, and other factors may alter [he localion and extent of logging and 

road construclion in the lloonah core area from what has been presented as Forest Service’s preferred alternative. 

232 



number of persons living at Whitestone and Eight Fathom Bight logging camps and other more tempo- 

rary locations in the Hoonah core area. In 1986, we estimated that, in addition to Hoonah residents, 

about 400 persons were living in the Port Frederick area during the seasonal logging activity. The new 

residents competed with Hoonah residents for deer in the Hoonah subsistence area. Harvest levels of 

the permanent residents at the Whitestone camp were found to be comparable in magnitude to those 

of Hoonah residents, particularly for deer and halibut. 

With continued logging and road building on north Chichagof Island at the rate projected by 

TLMP, the size of the introduced population may increase in the next few years. Depending on how 

dcvelopmcnt of timber resources takes place, the existing camps or new camps established in the area 

may gradually evolve into permanent communities. From 1985 through 1989 the introduced population 

was found to account for a substantial number of the total deer harvested; these other Port Frederick 

residents harvested most other resources used for subsistence as well. The effect of this increased 

competition on subsistence harvesting has been examined in this report. 

Comnetition 

The number of people using the limited fish and wildlife resources of the Hoonah core area 

has increased substantially during these early years of logging activity. We have examined two compo- 

ncnts of this increase: an influx of non-local hunters during the deer season on the road-connected area 

and the migration of loggers and their families into the Port Frederick area. 

Competition for resources between Hoonah residents and these new hunters and fishers has 

been found to bc an important early effect of loging and road construction in the Hoonah core 

area167. Although this competition is relatively recent in the Hoonah area, we have found that the 

customary and traditional patterns of subsistence use by Hoonah residents already have been affected, 

particularly in areas where logging roads have been constructed. Competition appears to have de- 

167. Decreases in deer and fish populations used for subsistence are effects observed in a longer time frame. 
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creased or limited subsistence harvest for Hoonah residents in some parts of their subsistence use ter- 

ritory and to have displaced subsistence hunting effort to areas less accessible to non-local hunters. 

Competition appears to have resulted in a decrease in use of some geographical areas by 

Hoonah residents. In the Hoonah core area, for example, use of Neka Bay, Neka River, and other ar- 

cas at the head of Port Frederick has declined. Some of this decline, particularly in the Neka River 

area may be due to competition for harvest with hunters from Eight Fathom Bight. Since much of the 

increased hunting pressure has occurred in the road-connected area, we anticipate that competition for 

resources will continue to be most acute in these areas, with subsistence harvest of deer most affected. 

Deer harvest by Hoonah residents has fluctuated from 1984 to 1989, with 1989 a low year for Hoonah 

subsistence harvests, while the total deer harvest in the Port Frederick area has increased substantially. 

Competition may be one of the reasons why actual harvest and use levels are lower than desired levels 

for Hoonah residents. 

Effects of National Park Service Policy 

National Park Service administration of Glacier Bay National Park has progressively restricted 

traditional subsistence uses of park areas by Hoonah residents. Prior to expansion of park boundaries 

in 1939 and to the beginning of more hands-on management in the 195Os, Glacier Bay supplied a major 

portion of the subsistence food used by many Hoonah households and was an area that was intensively 

used by Huna Tlingit. National Park Service policy was found to severely limit traditional subsistence 

activities and access to cultural sites within the boundaries of Glacier Bay National Park. 

Directions for Future Research 

This community study and other available data for the community of Hoonah provide baseline 

information on most aspects of subsistence harvest and use of fish and game, including harvest and use 

Icvcls, arcas used for harvest, and participation in harvest. Possible future changes in subsistence 
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harvest and use in this community and potential additional restrictions on this use may be measured 

against this baseline. 

This report identifies specific changes in subsistence harvest and use taking place in Hoonah 

due to timber harvesting in the Hoonah subsistence territory. Analysis of deer harvest information has 

shown areas where a significant restriction on subsistence harvests may be taking place. Since timber 

harvesting in the Hoonah core area is still in its early stages, many of the changes taking place that will 

eventually affect subsistence uses were not fully manifest at the time research took place. As with the 

effects of logging on species used for subsistence, many of these changes will be progressive and 

cumulative168. We anticipate that more pronounced impacts on subsistence uses of fish and game and 

resulting significant restrictions on these uses will occur in coming decades if current timber harvesting 

plans are followed. 

The following additional or continuing research needs to be conducted to more fully under- 

stand subsistence harvest and use of fish, wildlife, and other natural resources by Hoonah residents and 

to more fully assess the level of impact of current timber management practices in the Hoonah 

subsistence territory over time. Further research is also needed to better identify areas within the 

Hoonah core area that are most important or most critical for subsistence harvests. 

a) Yearly or biennial studies of deer harvest by Hoonah residents need to be conducted to ac- 

curately document changes in harvest level, areas used for hunting, and other factors. Deer 

are the most important indicator species for estimating the effect of timber harvest on sub- 

sistence. 

b) Further and more fine-grained subsistence mapping of the Hoonah deer harvest needs to 

take place to examine how many deer are taken in the Hoonah core area, where they are 

taken, and what changes in subsistence productivity for deer are taking place. 

168. Not all changes are progressive and cumulative. A crash in the deer population following a hard winter, elimination of 
subsistcncc use of an intertidal area, decline in the salmon run in a particular drainage, and the establishment of near-per- 
manent logging camps within the Hoonah core territory are examples of changes that could occur all-at-once or in a short 

period of time. 
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c) Rcscarch needs to be done to measure the overall subsistence productivity of different 

parts of the Hoonah territory for all species harvested, but particularly for deer and salmon 

species. Periodic measurement of overall subsistence productivity for major species needs 

to be undertaken to assess long term trends in subsistence harvest and use. Simplified ran- 

dom sample biennial harvest surveys would provide these data. 

d) A continuing close look needs to be taken at logging communities located in the Hoonah 

core area both to assess the level of use of fish and wildlife by their residents and to moni- 

tor the growth of these communities and their possible metamorphosis into permanent 

communities. 

e) Continued research is needed to bcttcr document the changes to salmon habitat and run 

strength due to timber harvesting need to take place. Without good data for anadromous 

streams in the Port Frederick area and other parts of the Hoonah core area the changes in 

salmon distribution and abundance that may take place due to logging and road construc- 

tion will not be documented. 

f) The exccllcnt modeling work reported by Schoen et al (1985) for the effects of timber har- 

vesting on deer needs further empirical testing. Logging in the Hoonah subsistence terri- 

tory provides a good laboratory for future research. 

g) Further analytic and field research are needed to examine the human ecology of Hoonah 

subsistence, particularly to examine the differential use and differential productivity of 

parts of the subsistence territory. This research will permit better understanding of the 

impact of timber extraction and better mitigation of effects of logging and road 

construction on subsistence activities. 

h) Additional documentation of Tlingit cultural heritage needs to take place while these tra- 

ditions are rcmcmbcrcd by older Hoonah residents. Tlingit place names and oral history 

concerning all of the Huna territory needs to bc recorded before it is forever lost. 

i) Further qualitative research examining Tlingit occupancy and use of areas within Glacier 

Bay National Park needs to take place so that public policy may be better informed. 
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Tlingit expcricncc in Glacier Bay encapsulated in place names and oral history needs at- 

tention, both to preserve this heritage and also to provide clues concerning the natural 

history of the park. 
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APPENDIX I: CONVERSION FACTORS FOR DETERMINING USABLE WEIGHTS 

Major species harvested and used by Hoonah residents, 1986. 

COMMON NAME BINOMIAL USABLE UETGHT 

Broad kelp lrtadaea flaccida 

Sea Ribbon Rhodymenia pacmata 

Giant kelp Nereocystis 

Hair grass Obelia sp. 

Rockweed Pelvettiopsis limitata 

Black Seaweed Porhyra laciniata 

Yellow seaweed Fucus distichus 

FISH 

Blackbass Sebastes melanops 

Cod, black Anopiopoma fimbria 

Cod, grey Gadus macrocephalus tilesius 

Cod, Ling Ophiodom elongatus 

Cod, tom Microgadus proximus 

Cutthroat Salmo clarki 

Dolly Varden Salvelinus malma 

F Lounder PLattichthys stellatus 

Hal ibut Hippoglossus stenolepis 

Herring Culpea harengus pallasi 

Herring eggs valenciennes 

(collected on kelp and hemlock branches) 

Red snapper Sebastes alutus 

Salmon, chum Keta oncorhynchus 

Salmon, coho Kisutch oncorhynchus 

Salmon, king Tshawytscha oncorhynchus 

Salmon, pink Gorbuscha oncorhynchus 

Salmon, sockeye Nerka oncorhynchus 

Sculpin Myoxocephalus 

Steelhead Salmo gairdneri 

MARINE INVERTEBRATES 

Abalone 

Clams, butter 

Cockles 

Gumboots 

octopus 

Sea cucumbers 

Sea urchins 

Dungeness crab 

King crab 

Tanner crab 

Haliotis kamtschatkana 

Saxidomus giganteus 

CLinocardium nuttalli 

Katherina tunicata 

Octupus dofleini 

Parastichopus californicus 

Strongylocentrotus purpartus 

Cancer magister 

Parilithodes camtschatica 

Chionocoetes bairdi 

20.0 lbs/5 gallon bucket3 

20.0 lbs/5 gallon bucket3 

20.0 lbs/5 gallon bucket3 

20.0 lbs/5 gallon bucket3 

20.0 tbs./5 gallon bucket3 

20.0 lbs/5 gallon bucket3 

20.0 lbs/5 gallon bucket3 

2.0 lbs3 

6.0 lbs3 

4.0 lbs3 

5.0 lbs3 

2.0 lbs3 

1.5 lbs3 

1.4 lbs3 

4.0 lbs3 

Recorded in Pounds 

Recorded in Pounds 

Recorded in pounds 

3.0 lbs3 

7.3 lbs2 

8.0 lbs2 

14.3 lbs2 

2.6 lbs2 

5.6 lbs2 

1.0 Lbs4 

6.0 lbs3 

20.0 lbs/5 gallon buckets3 

8.0 lbs/5 gallon buckets’ 

9.0 Lbs/5 gallon buckets’ 

20.0 Lbs/5 gallon buckets3 

10.0 lbs3 

2.0 lbs/5 gallon bucket’ 

5.0 lbs/5 gallon bucket3 

2.5 lbs5 

7.0 lbs5 

2.2 lbs5 
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COMMON NAME BINDMIAL USABLE UElGHT 

MARINE MAMMALS 

Harbor seal 

LAND MAMMALS 

Bear 

Deer 

Mountain goat 

BIRDS AND BIRD EGGS 

Bufflehead 

Canada goose 

Golden eye 

Grouse 

Harlequin 

Heron 

Mallard 

Old squaw 

Ptarmigan 

Sandhill crane 

Scooter 

Pintail 

Swan, whistling 

Phoca vitulina 90 lbs' 

Urus arctos 150 lbs3 

Odocoileus heminonus sitkens 80 lb& 

Oreamos americanus 120 lbs7 

Bucephala albeola 

Branta canadensis 

Bucephala clangula 

Canachites canadensis 

Histrionicus histrionicus 

Ardea herodias 

Anas platyrhynchos 

Clangula hyemalis 

Lagopus mutus 

Grus canadensis 

Melanitta deglandi 

Anas acuta 

Olor Colubianus 

1.5 lbs3 

5.0 lbs' 

1.5 lbs3 

.7 lbs4 

1.5 lbs3 

8.0 tbs.' 

1.5 lbs3 

1.5 lbs3 

7 lbs4 

8.0 lbs3 

1.5 lbs3 

1.5 Lbs3 

15.0 lbs' 

I. Kookesh, Matt, 1987 Unpublished field data, Div. of Subsistence, ADF&G. 

2. From 1985 comnercial fish harvest data, Div. of Corwn. Fish, ADFIG. 

3. Researcher Estimate 

4. Technical Paper # 95, Mills et al, 1985. 

5. Koneman, Timothy, 1985 ADF&G, personal communication. 

6. L. Johnson, 1985 ADFBG, personal comnunication. 

7. Wildlife Notebook Series, ADFLG. 
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APPENDIXIkSURYEYINSTRUMENT 

Timber Management and Subsistence Fish and Wildlife Utilization 

General Household Survey 

Comnuni ty 

Household Id # 

Interviewer 

Date 

Name household head 

*All questions concerning harvest and use of fish, game, and other natural resources refer to the previous 12 month 

period, from about May 1, 1985, to Apr. 30, 1986. 

1. Persons in Household (indicate household head with +): 

ID# Gender Birth Place of # Years in Tribe Clan/Ethnicity Education 

Year Birth Comnuni ty (Eagle/Raven) or non-Native (adults, in years) 

(residence) 

2 

3 

4 

7 

0 

10 

11 

12 

lb. Indicate which household members participated in hunting or fishing for subsistence (home) use in the past year 

(use lD# from above) 

Hunting Fishing 

246 



2. Equipment used for hunting, fishing or gathering: 

Type of Equipment Use for Household Hunting, Fishing, and Gathering (check) 

Automobile or truck 

Skiff 

Purse seiner 

Troller 

Cabin cruiser 

ATV 

Snowmachine 

Airplane 

Freezer 

Smokehouse 

Beach seine 

3. Employment of household members (cash employment): (May 1985 - April 1986) 

(job to be coded by researcher) 

Person Job titles Number of months Number of hours worked 

Id. uorked Last year per week when working 

4. Do any members of your household hold commercial fishing permits? yes no 

4b. How many permits of each type are in the household? 

Purse seine ___ 

Power troll ___ 

Hand troll 

GiLl net 

Crab 

HaLibut 

BLack cod 

Bottom fishing 

Herring 
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5. Did you or a household member commercial fish in the Last 12 months? yes no 

In type of fishery? (indicate # from household who fished in last year) 

Purse seine __ 

Power troll ___ 

Hand troll 

Gill net 

Crab 

Halibut 

Black cod 

Bottom fishing 

Herring 

6. Non-commercial use of commercial catch: 

(If answer to question 5 is no, go to question 7.) 

Species 

King 

Chum 

Pink 

Sockeye 

Coho 

Species 

comn. 

Fish? 

# used # gave 

Number removed from commercial catch at home away 

Seine P-troll H-troll Gill net 

# used # gave 

Number/amount removed from corrrnercial catch at home away 

# Halibut 

Crab _ # 

Shrimp tbs. 

7. Non-conmercial salmon harvest and use (in numbers of fish): 

Number Number 

Species Total Harvest gear type Given to Others Received from others Total 

use 

Harvest P-seine G-seine rod/reel gillnet gaff/spear (from non-comn) (from al\ sources) (inc. &t 

fish used) 

King 

Chum 

Pink 

Sockeye 

Coho 



8. Non-conaiercial harvest and use of freshuater fish (in nunbers of fish); 

Species Attempt Total 

(yes/no) Harvest 

Total 

Use 

Cutthroat 

Dolly Varden 

Rainbow trout 

Steelhead 

9. Non-comnerciat harvest and use of marine fish (in numbers of fish); 

Species Attempt 

(yes/no) 

Total 

Harvest 

Total 

Use 

Candle fish (capelin) 

Hooligan (eulachon) 

xxxxxxxxx tbs. 

lbs. 

Pacific herring 

Herring eggs, on kelp 

(on branches) 

Eels xxxxxxxxx 

tbs. 

lbs. 

lbs. 

Flounder, sole 

Halibut # 

Halibut tbs. 

xxxxxxxxx # Gave to others Received from others 

(from non-corn.) (from all sources) 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

tbs. 

Sablefish (black cod) 

Cod 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

tbs. 

lbs. 

Red snapper 

Other rockfish 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

# 

lbs. 

Shark xxxxxxxxx tbs. 

Sculpin, Irish lord, bullhead xxxxxxxxx # 

Other marine fish (lbs.) xxxxxxxxx lbs. 
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10. Non-commercial harvest and use of marine invertebrates: 

Species 

Cockles 

Clams 

Geoduck, mussels, other 

Dungeness crab 

King crab 

Tanner crab 

Other crab, (tbs.) 

Abalone 

Black and red gumboot 

Neets (sea urchin) 

Rock oyster (rock scallop) 

Octopus (devil fish) 

Sea cucumber (yen) 

Shrimp 

Other 

At tempt 

(yes/no) 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

Total 

Harvest 

Total 

Use 

(in 5 gal. buckets) 

(in 5 gal. buckets) 

(in 5 gal. buckets) 

(in nudoers of crab) 

(in numbers of crab) 

(in numbers of crab) 

(in numbers of crab) 

(in 5 gal. buckets) 

(in 5 gal. buckets) 

(in 5 gal. buckets) 

(in 5 gal. buckets) 

(in 5 gal. buckets) 

(in 5 gal. buckets) 

(in pounds) 

(in pounds) 

11. Harvest and use of marine plants (in 5 gal. buckets): 

Species 

Black seaweed 

Red seaweed (sea ribbons) 

Total Total 

Harvest Use 

Bull kelp 

Other seaweed 
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12. Harvest and use of deer: 

12a. Did any household member hunt deer in the Last year? yes no 

12b. How many days were spent hunting deer in the last year by each hunter? 

(refer 

Hunter 

Hunter 

Hunter 

Hunter 

Hunter 

to question lb for hunter number) 

# -,- days. 

# days. -I- 

# -I- days. 

# days. -,- 

# -I- days. 

12~. How many deer were taken by your household during the last year, the 1985 season? 

12d. Indicate access used, hunting, and harvest areas (enter number of deer taken, 0 = tried with no success, 

blank = did not try): 

Habitat Type 

Beach Muskeg Alpine Forest Road CLearcut O-12 Clearcut 13-30 Clearcut 31-200 

# Deer 

12e. Did you receive any deer from another household? yes no How many? 

12f. Did you give any deer to other households? yes no How many? 

129. Did you use or give deer for a potlatch, party, or other traditional celebration? yes no How many? 

List number of parties by type: 

129.1. 

129.2. 

129.3. 

129.4. 

129.5. 

12h. How many deer were taken by your household during the 1984 season? 

12i. How many deer were taken by your household during the 1983 season? 

251 



13. Harvest and use of other land mammals (in numbers): 

Species 

Black bear 

Brown bear 

Mountain goat 

Moose 

Harvest 

Attempt 

(yes/no) 

Total Of Harvest Of Harvest Total Use for Food 

Harvest Use for Food Use for Fur/Craft (inc. received from others) 

Hare xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

Marmot xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

Porcupine xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

Squirrel xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

Other xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

Beaver 

Coyote 

Red fox 

Lynx 

Land otter 

Marten 

Mink 

Muskrat 

Weasel 

Wolf 

Wolverine 

Other furbearer 

XXXXxXXXXXXXXX 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

14. Harvest and use of marine mamnals (in numbers): 

Species Harvest 

Attempt 

(yes/no) 

Total Of Harvest Of Harvest Total Use for Food 

Harvest Use for Food Use for Fur/Craft (inc. received from others) 

Harbor seal 

Porpoise, harbor and Dal1 

Sealion 

Sea otter 
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15. Non-commercial harvest and use of birds and bird eggs: 

Species Harvest 

Attempt 

(yes/no) 

Total Total 

Harvest Use 

Grouse, spruce 

Ptarmigan 

xxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxx 

BLack brant 

Canada goose 

Emperor goose 

Snow goose 

White fronted goose 

Swan xxxxxxxxx 

Sandhill crane xxxxxxxxx 

Ducks 

Sea birds, sea ducks 

Seagull, tern eggs xxxxxxxxx 

16. Harvest and use of plants and berries: 

16a. How many quarts of berries did you harvest in the past year? 

16b. How many quarts of berries did you use in the past year? 

16~. Which of the following species of berries did you harvest? (in quarts) 

Spec i es 

Highbush blueberries 

Lowbush blueberries 

Cranberries 

Red huckleberries 

Black huckleberries 

Nagoonberries 

Salmonberries 

Soapberries 

Grey currants 

Goose berries 

Jacob berries 

Elder berry 

Raspberry 

Strawberry 

Thimble berry 
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16d. How many quarts of food plants did you harvest in the past year? 

16e. How many quarts of food plants did you use in the past year? 

16f. Which of the following species of food plants did you harvest? (in quarts) 

Beach asparagus 

Wild celery 

Devil’s club 

Wild Parsley 

Sourdock 

Goose tongue 

Fiddlehead ferns 

Indian rice 

Wild sweet potatoe 

Hudson bay tea 

Hemlock bark 

Mint 

17. Firewood, houselogs. 

17a. Harvest and use of wood (not purchased): 

Firewood cords. 

Houselogs board feet 

17b. Number of cords of wood purchased -* 

17~. Number of cords of wood sold 

18. Household gross income from all sources (after deducting commercial fishing or other business expenses): 

19. Approximately what percent of your total household income in 1985 came from each of the following categories 

(should total 100%): 

Commercial fishing 

Logging 

Longshoring 

Government service 

Retail business 

Construction 

Transfer payments 

Investments, retirement income 
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20. Between May 1, 1985, and April 30, 1986, what proportion of the meat, fish, intertidal resources, fowl, and eggs 

that your family uses come from hunting, fishing, and gathering? 

(include resources received from coma. catches without payment) 

Meat % 

Fish % 

Intertidal resources % 

Fowl % 

Eggs % 

21. How much of the following traditional foods did your family use in the past year? 

25a. 

25b. 

25~. 

25d. 

25e. 

25f. 

259. 

25h. 

25i. 

Seal oil 

Hooligan oil 

Deer fat 

Fermented fish heads 

Dried salmon 

Dried halibut 

Smoked deer 

Fish eggs, caviar 

Sealion flippers 

qts. 

qts 

lbs 

# 

lbs 

lbs 

lbs 

qts 

# 

22. If fish and game regulations allowed, what would be the right amount of each of the following species for your 

household for one year? 

Deer 

Halibut 

King salmon 

Sockeye 

Coho salmon 

Chum salmon 

Pink salmon 

Crab 

Harbor seals 

Steelhead 

# 
tbs. 

# 

# 

ff 

23. What is the overall importance of subsistence to you and your family? 

24. Give to other households matrix (enter number of households in each place that received X from you): 
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Hoonah Angoon Tenakee Haines Skagway Juneau Sitka Other Other 

AK. non-AK 

Salmon 

Halibut 

Seals 

Deer 

Clams,cockles,mi 

Herring eggs 

Berries/plants 

25. Receive from other households matrix (enter number of households in each place that gave X to YOU): 

Hoonah Angoon Tenakee Haines Skagway Juneau Sitka Other Other 

AK. non-AK 

Sa 1 mon 

Halibut 

Seals 

Deer 

Clams,cockles,mi 

Herring eggs 

Berries/plants 

26. Did your household have a subsistence salmon permit or permits last year? yes no 

How many fish did you catch on this permit (these permits)? 

chum 

pink 

red 

coho 

27. Subsistence use of Glacier Bay National Park (including Excursion Inlet Park area): 

27a. Did you ever use the area that is now Glacier Bay National Park for subsistence? yes no 

27b. In what year did you first use this area? 

27~. In what year did you && use this area? 
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27d. What resources have you ever harvested in Glacier Bay National Park: 

King salmon 

Silver salmon 

Chum salmon 

Pink salmon 

Red salmon 

Halibut 

Herring 

Herring eggs 

Crab 

Seals 

Sealions 

Seaweed 

Mountain goat 

Bird eggs 

Berries 

27d. Where did your customary and traditional use take place? 

refer to numbered areas on map 

27e. Where did you maintain camps or smokehouses? 

refer to numbered areas on map 

27f. When you (family/household) had access to the Glacier Bay National Park area, what proportion of your 

total subsistence harvest came from that area in an average year? % 

Note. A further section of the survey presented maps at a larger scale than those shown in Figures 79 and 80 (pp. 177, 
179) above. Respondents were asked to record in a matrix recording form the years they had used each of the 30 analytic 
units. 
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APPENDIX III: UNIT DESCRIPTIONS AND UNIT INTENSITY OF USE GRAPHS 

This lengthy appendix presents basic information on each of the 30 units subject to intensity of 

use estimation. Information covering the location of the unit, land status, habitat type and anadromous 

streams listing, subsistence species harvested, main access, logging activity’, permanent structures, and 

presence of historical sites is presented for each unit. Figures 103 through Figure 132 present graphs of 

use intensity for each unit. 

The major changes in use that have occurred in each unit are identified. This use trend is 

briefly discussed, and the causes for change in use are noted where they are known. When it is possible 

to do so, anticipated changes are indicated as well. We have also provided other comments for some 

units which record other features of the unit we evaluated in the course of research. Histoticul sires 

refer to historical and cultural sites listed in the Alaska Heritage Resources Survey (AHRS) and other 

sites known to Hoonah residents2. 

The graph of use shows the percent of active users who used each unit in each year. The fol- 

lowing example shows how these graphs were computed and drawn. In 1968, 32 households in our 

sample showed some harvesting activity (Figure 78, p. 176). Twenty or about 62 percent of these 32 

active harvesters used unit 1, Whitestone Harbor, in 1968. The 62 percent for 1968 for unit 1 is shown 

on Figure 103. Similar computations were done for all 1950 other unit/year combinations3. 

1. The unit descriptions were completed in 1987 and do not include more recent Jogging and road building activity. 

2. The AHRS material includes all sites reported and included in the survey as of August, 1990. Note that 1) very little of the 

Tongass National Forest has been inventoried for cultural or archaeological sites, 2) sites may well be located at inland or in 

elevated areas where they are difficult to identify due to isostatic rebound, and 3) likely archaeological sites within Glacier 

Ray proper have been scoured of human remains by recent glaciations. We expect that the a great many more sites will be 

discovered when proper inventorying work is complctcd. Rachel Joan Dale provided AIIRS site information. 

3. Intensity of use graphs for Units I, 2, 11, 12, 19-24, and 27 have appeared in the text of the report on pages 204,203,207, 

207, 220,220, 221, 221, 222, 222, 211 respectively. We have reproduced these graphs in this appendix for ease of reference. 
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Unit 1, Whitestone Harbor/Pt. Augusta. 

1. Unit nat?le a~ld 110.: Whitestone Harbor/Pt. Augusta, No. 1. 

2. Location: Juneau quad, coastal area on Icy Strait and Chatham Strait from Point Augusta to south of 
Spasski Creek and inland arcas. 

3. Land staahrs: Tongass National Forest. 

4. Hubitur fypes: Ecological continuum with extensive wetlands from coastal beach fringe, muskeg, old- 
growth forest, to alpine in undisturbed areas; recent clear-cuts in logged areas. 

Four salmon streams (10120,10150,10180, and 10260 ADF&G Anadromous Stream Atlas (ASA) and 
two tributaries (2009 and 2011 ASA) drain into this unit. The species documented in these streams are 
chum, coho, and pink salmon and Dolly Varden. 

5. Subsistence harvest area for: 

Deer 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invertebrates 
Marine mammals 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (incl. anchoruges): Main access is by skiff or boat. Area has local logging roads in place that 
may be used for land travel; local logging roads will probably be connected with Hoonah in 1986. 
There is a good anchorage for small boats from southeast and west winds. 

7. Logging or logging potential, fogpirtg roads: Contemporary logging of this area began in 1985 on For- 
est Service land; a log transfer facility is planned for Whitestone Harbor and may become operational 
in 1987. Proposed logging roads will connect to Spasski road system and to False Bay and Freshwater 
Bay on Chatham Strait side. 

8. Penmnenf stnrcflrres: Log transfer facility, floating bunk house and logging roads. 

9. Historical sites: Three grave sites and marker stones of Hoonah residents. Three AHRS sites are 
within this unit, including a petroglyph and a burial site. 

10. Graph of llse throq$ time: Figure 103 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. Use 
of this unit appears to have increased in the 1960s as transportation available to Hoonah residents im- 
proved. About 60 percent of active harvesters used the area from 1967 through 1980. Use of this unit 
has dropped off in the 1980 to 1985 time period. 

11. Use trend, change in llse over time: According to key respondents who have used the area, some of 
the recent decrease may be due to roading and logging activity in the area which has made it less at- 
tractive to deer hunters. Easier access to other areas may have reduced use of Whitestone Harbor area. 
Recent boating deaths due to accidents in bad weather may bc a factor in reducing use in unit. 

USC of this unit by Hoonah residents, as well as by non-local hunters, may have increased with the com- 
pletion of the road connection between Whitestone Harbor and Hoonah. 
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Figure 103. Intensity of Use in Unit. 1, Whitestone Harbor/Pt. Augusta. 
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Unit 2, Lower Spasski. 

1. Unit name mzd 110.: Lower Spasski, No. 2. 

2. Location: Juneau quad, coastal area on Icy Strait from Neck Point to Whitestone Harbor and inland 
to Elephant Mountain 

3. Land stafus: Tongass National Forest, Huna Totem Corporation, and private property in the unit. 

4. Habitat lypes: Ecological continuum with extensive wetlands from coastal beach fringe, muskeg, old- 
growth forest, to alpine in undisturbed areas; extensive recent clear-cuts in logged areas. 

Two salmon streams (10300 and 10350 ASA) and two tributaries (2005 and 2008 ASA) drain into the 
unit. The species documented in the streams are coho, chum, pink salmon and Dolly Varde:n. Ac- 
cording to local residents, steelhead trout are present in Spasski River. 

5. Subsistetlce lzarvest area for: 

Bear 
Deer 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Frcshwatcr Gsh 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invertebrates 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (incl. anclroruges): Until 1983 or 1984 the main access was by skiff or boat; the area now has 
logging roads in place that arc extensively used for land travel. There is a good anchorage for small 
boats from west winds. A foot trail leads from Hoonah to this unit. The original Spasski tra.il was built 
by Greenwald family and later rebuilt by Civil Conservation Corps and by U.S. Forest Servic:e Youth 
Activities Conservation Corps crew. 

7. Logqi’ng or logging potential, logging roads: Logging of this area began in 1985, primarily on Huna 
Totem Corporation land. Large logging roads connect this unit with Hoonah, and roads scheduled for 
completion in 1987 will run to Whitestone Harbor, False Bay, and Freshwater Bay. Smaller feeder 
logging roads network this unit. Most available timber will be logged out of this area by 198’7. 

8. Permanent stntchlres: Logging roads, home stead site and cabins. 

9. Historical sites: One site is listed in the AHRS. 

10. Graph of rise throzlgll time: Figure 104 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. The 
use of this unit is fairly consistent over time with about 40 percent of active harvesters reporting use 
from 1950 to 1985. Use is up slightly in the last few years. 

11. Use trend, chauge i/l zlse over time: Because of the road connection, this area has become more ac- 
cessible to Hoonah residents and may be visited more frequently. Road hunting by both Hoonah resi- 
dents and by non-local hunters has become the predominant hunting pattern. According to the model 
presented in the text (Schoen 1985), the deer population will decrease with over time in clear-cut areas 
during periods of heavy snowfall and harsh winters. Based on interviews in other southeast communi- 
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ties, clear-cut areas become difficult to hunt and are often abandoned about 15 years after logging has 
taken place. 

Key respondents stated that the use of Spasski Creek for harvesting of late salmon may have declined 
due to logging-related variable stream levels and stream degradation affecting target species. 

12. Other comments: Spruce roots traditional basket weaving and other crafts were harvested at specitic 
sites in this area; these sites have been logged. 
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Figure 104. Intensity of Use in Unit 2, Lower Spasski. 



Unit 3, Upper Spasski. 

1. Unit name and 110.: Upper Spasski, No. 3. 

2. Localiott: Juneau quad, headwaters and drainage of upper Spasski Creek. 

3. Latzd slam: Tongass National Forest and Huna Totem Corporation. 

4. Habitat types: Ecological continuum from muskeg, old-growth forest, to alpine in undisturbed areas; 
extensive recent clear-cuts in logged areas. 

One salmon stream (10300 ASA) and one tributary (2008 ASA) drain into the unit. The species docu- 
mented in this drainage are pink and chum salmon. According to local residents, steelhead trout are 
present in Spasski River. 

5. Subsistettce hanvs~ area for: 

Deer 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (iml. anchorages): Until 1983 or 1984 the main access was either by skiif or boat to Spasski 
Bay where there is a good anchorage for small boats from west winds or by foot. A foot trail leads 
from Hoonah to this unit. The original Spasski trail was built by Greenwald family and later rebuilt by 
Civil Conservation Corps and by U.S. Forest Service Youth Activities Conservation Corps crew. The 
arca now has logging roads in place that are extensively used for land travel. 

7. Logirtg or logirtg yoretltial, loggir~g roads: Logging of this area began in 1986 by the Huna Native 
Corp. and is continuing. Logging roads extend from Hoonah to Whitestone Proposed logging roads 
will connect to Spasski road system and to False Bay and Freshwater Bay on Chatham Strait side. 
Logjng of harvestable timber may be completed in 1987. 

8. Permanenl slnichtres: Logging roads. 

9. Hislotical siles: No sites are listed in the AHRS. 

10. Graph of llse tlwougll little: Figure 105 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit Over 
the past 40 years, between about 35 and 50 percent of Hoonah residents have used this area which has 
been a main deer hunting area. Some increase in overall use has taken place in the last three years 
following completion of a road to this area in 1983. 

11. Use trend, chatzge itt llse over time: Because of the road connection, this area has become more ac- 
cessible to Hoonah residents and may be visited more frequently. Road hunting by both Hoonah resi- 
dents and by non-local hunters has become the predominant hunting pattern. According to the model 
presented in the text (Schoen 1985), the deer population will decrease with over time in clear-cut areas 
during periods of heavy snowfall and harsh winters. Based on interviews in other southeast communi- 
ties, clear-cut areas become difficult to hunt and are often abandoned about 15 years after logging has 
taken place. 

12. Other col7mtellfs: Key respondents stated that the Elephant Mountain area has been a traditional 
hunting area for deer hunting by Hoonah residents in August and September. Because of the access 
provided by logging roads, more local and non-local hunters may use this area in the early part of the 
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season. Key respondents believe that hunters wishing to hunt in an undisturbed area will not use this 
area and that fewer deer may be present in the Elephant Mountain alpine areas as extensive log&g of 
surrounding areas takes place. 
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Figure 105. Intensity of Use in Unit 3, Upper Spasski. 
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Unit 4, Lower Gartina. 

1. Unit name and 110.: Lower Gartina, No. 4. 

2. Location: Juneau quad, coastal area on Icy Strait and Port Frederick from Neck Point to False Point 
and inland along Gartina Creek. 

3. Land slahis: Tongass National Forest, Huna Totem Corporation, Sealaska Corporation, .and City of 
Hoonah. 

4. Habital lypes: Ecological continuum with extensive wetlands from coastal beach fringe, muskeg, old- 
growth forest, to alpine in undisturbed areas; extensive recent clear-cuts in logged areas. 

Two salmon streams (10080 and 10090 ASA) drain into the unit. The salmon documented in these 
streams are chum, coho, and pink salmon and Dolly Varden. 

5. Subsistence harvest area for: 

Deer 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invertebrates 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (inch. anchorages): This unit includes the Hoonah town site. Skiffs and boats use Hoonah’s 
harbors and provide access to coastal areas for hunting and intertidal gathering. City roads and re- 
cently completed logging roads provide most of the land access. Previously hunting took place on foot. 
A foot trail leads through this unit to Spasski Creek. The original Spasski trail was built by Greenwald 
family and later rebuilt by Civil Conservation Corp and by Forest Service Youth Activities Conserva- 
tion Corp crew. 

7. Loging or foggingpote~ztial, logging roads: Logging of this area began in 1984 by the Huna Native 
Corporation and is continuing with most harvestable timber to be logged by the end of 1987. An exten- 
sive system of large logging roads and feeder roads network the area. 

8. Permanent StnlchirCK The area includes all the facilities of Hoonah City, the airport, two boat har- 
bors, the city garbage dump, an inoperative cannery, logging roads and other structures and facilities. 

9. Hisforical sites: There are numerous sites in this unit. Original town site was by the bluff facing to- 
wards south and original cannery site was a fish camp. Eleven sites are listed in the AHRS,, including 
archaeologically significant middens, cemeteries, and at least one pictograph. 

10. Graph of use tlirougll lime: Figure 106 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit As 
expected, this is the unit most frequently used by active Hoonah harvesters. In recent years from about 
6 to 70 percent of all active harvesters have used this unit. 

11. Use [rend, change in llse over time: This is a consistently and heavily used area. Access by city and 
logging road has become particularly important for deer hunting and intertidal gathering in this area. 
According to the model presented in the text (Schoen 1985), both the deer population and deer hunting 
clfort and success will decrease with succession in clear-cut areas. 
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12. Other comments: It should be noted that not all Hoonah active households use their immediate 
area for subsistence harvesting. A number of active harvesters report no use of this unit in any given 
year. 
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Figure 106. Intensity of Use in Unit 4, Lower Gartina. 
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Unit 5, Upper Gartina. 

1. Utlil IIUJ~~C and 110.: Upper Gartina, No. 5. 

2. Loculion: Juneau quad, inland area along upper Gartina Creek drainage. 

3. Land stam: Scalaska and City of Hoonah. 

4. Habitat types: Ecological continuum from muskeg, old-growth forest, to alpine in undisturbed areas; 
extensive recent clear-cuts in logged areas. 

One salmon stream (10090 ASA) drains into the unit. This stream is documented to have chum, coho, 
and pink salmon and Dolly Varden. 

5. Slbsisrence harvest area for: 

Deer 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (incl. anchorages): Main access at present is by logging roads in place that may be used for 
land travel. Hunting takes place along roads and on foot from roads. 

7. Logging or logging potential, loggi,lg roads: Logging of this area by the Huna Native Corp. began in 
1985 and is continuing. 

8. Permanent sInlctwes: Logging roads. 

9. Hisfotical &es: No sites are listed in the AHRS. 

10. Graph ofuse throtrgh [ime: Figure 107 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. This 
unit has bcn consistently used by from 40 to over 50 percent of active households over the past 35 years. 
The recent increase in use is related to road building in this unit and in unit 4 that has made access less 
arduous. Road 8502 was completed in 1981. 

11, Use trend, change in use or,er lime: Previous access was by foot. Road hunting by both Hoonah 
residents and by non-local hunters has become the predominant hunting pattern. Hunting success and 
effort will decline with growth of thick cover in clear-cut areas. 

12. Other comments: This was formerly a prime area for wilderness hunting by Hoonah residents. 
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Unit 6, Lower Game Creek. 

1. LItlit t2atve attd no.: Lower Game Creek, No. 6. 

2. Localion: Juneau quad, coastal area on Port Frederick from False Point to Burnt Point and inland to 
Game Creek Ridge. 

3. Land stahu: Sealaska Corporation and private church group. 

4. Huhital rypes: Ecological continuum from coastal beach fringe with extensive wetlands, small islands 
and large mud flats, muskeg, old-growth forest, to alpine in undisturbed areas; recent clear-cuts in 
logged areas.. 

Two salmon streams (10100 and 10130 ASA) and 5 tributaries (2002,2008,2003,2005, and 2007 ASA) 
drain into the unit. The species documented in these two streams are chum, coho, and pink salmon 
and Dolly Varden. 

5. S~ibsisretice harvest area for: 

Bear 
Deer 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invertebrates 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (inch. attcltorages): Main access is presently by logging roads in place that may be used for 
land travel. Hunting takes place from roads and on foot. Shallow draft skiffs provide beach <access, 
and there are numerous good anchorages. 

7. Log$ug or loggitzg potetlGal, logitrg roads: Logging of this area began in 1985; logging is continuing by 
Scalaska Native Corp. 

8. ferntatwtz~ stnlchires: Logging roads, religious community, log transfer site, logging camp, and cabins. 

9. Hisforical sites: Game Point is a historical fish camp. No sites are listed in the AHRS. 

10. Graplt of use ~lirouglt time: Figure 108 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. 
About 50 percent of Hoonah’s active harvesters have consistently used this unit over the past 30 years. 

11. U.se trend, charge itI use over lime: Road access has become more important. Hoonah residents 
have ceased to use the area near the religious community and the area near the log transfer facility and 
logging camp for most subsistence activities. 
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Figure 108. Intensity of Use in Unit 6, Lower Game Creek. 
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Unit 7, Upper Game Creek. 

1. Utlil rlame atzd 110.: Upper Game Creek, No. 7. 

2. Location: Sitka quad, located inland along Game Creek to Redwing Mountain. 

3. Land slahu: Scalaska Corporation and Tongass National Forest. 

4. Habitat lypes: Ecological continuum from muskeg, old-growth forest, to alpine in undisturbed areas; 
rcccnt clear-cuts in logged areas. 

<>ne salmon stream (10130 ASA) and four tributaries (2011,2012,3003, and 4006 ASA) drain into the 
unit. These streams and tributaries are presently shown to have chum, coho, and pink salmon, and 
trout. 

5. Subsislence harvest area for: 

Deer 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (incl. attclzorages): Logging roads provide the main access at the present time. Previous access 
for hunting was on foot up either the Game or Seagull creek drainages. 

7. Loggitlg or loggittg pomrial, logging roads: Logging of this area on Forest Service land began in 1985 
and is continuing. 

8. Pertuanet~t slntctures: Logging roads. 

9. Hisloticul sites: No sites arc listed in the AHRS. 

10. Gruph of ztse through he: Figure 109 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit Ac- 
ccss to this area was arduous; about 30 to 40 percent of Hoonah active households per year used this 
unit over the last 35 years. 

11. Use trend, clmge itt else over he: Because of the road access, use frequency by Hoonah residents 
and by non-locals will increase. Road hunting by both Hoonah residents and by non-local hunters has 
become the predominant hunting pattern. According to the model presented in the text (Schoen 1985), 
both the deer population and deer hunting effort and success will decrease with succession in clear-cut 
areas. 

12. Ollter comtuet~~s: This was formerly a prime area for hunting in wilderness by Hoonah residents. 
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Unit 8, Seagull Creek. 

I. Utlif mme md m.: Seagull Creek, No. 8. 

2. Location: Sitka/Juncau quad, coastal area on Port Frcdcrick from Burnt Point to Midway Island and 
inland along Seagull Creek. 

3. Larrd starus: Scalaska Corporation and Tongass National Forest. 

4. Hub&at types: Ecological continuum from coastal beach fringe with extensive wetlands and large mud 
flats, muskeg, old-growth forest, to alpine. 

Two salmon streams (10040 and 10060 ASA) dram into the unit. Both chum and chum pink salmon 
spawn in these streams which are also rearing streams for coho salmon. 

5. Szzbsistetzce izarvest area for: 

Deer 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invertebrates 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (itzcl. anchorages): Main access is by foot and skiff. 

7. Lo@zg or loggitzg potential, loggirrg roads: Logging in this area has not yet began. Proposed logging is 
planned by both Huna Native Corp. and Forest Service. Two roads will eventually run into Seagull 
Creek unit. 

8. pcrtzzunetzt stnzclzrres: None. 

9. Hisforicaf sites: A historic village site is listed in the AHRS. 

10. Gray/z of zzse tlzrozzglz time: Figure 110 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit, This 
unit shows a use level of from about 3.5 to 50 percent of active Hoonah harvesters from 1950 to 1980 
and a clear dcclinc to about 30 percent in 1985. 

11. Use trend, cha/rge i/z rl.ye over firzze: Access to this area has not changed. Logging activity in the up- 
per Port Fredcrick area, the log transfer facility at Eight Fathom Bight, the presence of log rafts, and 
skiff and boat traffic associated with logging may have caused a decline in use of this unit. This decline 
is also associated with increased use of other units. 

12. Other cotrrt7retrts: Use of this unit by Hoonah residents and non-locals will increase when logging 
roads are open for use by the genera1 public. Subsistence deer hunting in this unit may be down more 
than the use level graph indicates. 
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Figure 110. Intensity of Use in Unit 8, Seagull Creek. 
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Unit 9, Salt Lake Bay. 

1. Uzit Izunze urtd 110.: Salt Lake Bay, No. 9. 

2. Location: Sitka quad, coastal arca on Port Frederick from Midway Island to south point of Salt Lake 
Bay and inland to head of Saltlake Bay and Seagull Creek Mt.. 

3. Land status: Forest Service Tongass National Forest. 

4. Habitat tyes: Coastal beach fringe with extensive wetlands and large mud flats, muskeg, old-growth 
forest, to alpine. 

Two salmon streams (10160 and 10500 ASA) and two tributaries (2003 and 2006) drain into the unit. 
Both streams are documented to contain chum and pink salmon. 

5. Subsistence harvest area for: 

Deer 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (bzcl. arzclzoqes): Main access is by logging roads in place that may be used for land travel. 
Hunting on fool. Access is changed by the road system and existing log transfer site. good anchorage in 
the bay. 

7. Loggi/zg or logging potejztial, logi~zg roads: Logging of this area began in 1%7 and is continuing on 
Forest Service land. A logging road runs to Tenakee Inlet and proposed logging roads will connect to 
Game Creek. 

Logging road 8578 was built in 1982. 

8. Pennane~zt strzzctzrres: Logging roads and a log transfer site. 

9. Historical sites: No sites are listed in the AHRS. 

IO. Graph of zzse tlzrozzglz time: Figure 111 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit This 
unit shows a USC level of from about 30 to 40 percent from 1950 through 1980; use has been declining to 
about 26 percent in recent years. 

1 I. Use trerend, clzatzge irz zzse over time: Access to this area for Hoonah residents has not changed. Log- 
ging activity in the upper Port Frederick area, the log transfer facility at Eight Fathom Bight, the pres- 
ence of log rafts, and skiff and boat traffic associated with logging may have caused a decline in use of 
this unit. Some competition from hunters coming from Tenakee Inlet may occur in this unit. This de- 
cline is also associated with increased use of other units. 

12. Otlzer conzuzejzts: Use of this unit by Hoonah residents and non-locals will increase when logging 
roads connecting with Hoonah arc open for use by the general public. Subsistence deer hunting in 
this unit may be down more than the use level graph indicates. 
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Figure 111. Intensity of Use in Unit 9, Salt Lake Bay. 
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Unit 10, Head of Port Frcdcrick. 

1. U~rit name arid w.: Head of Port Frederick, No. 10. 

2. Location: Sitka quad, coastal area on inner Port Frederick, includes the portage to Tenakee Inlet 
from Salt lake Bay to the Narrows. 

3. Lartd stahu: Scalaska Corporation and Tongass National Forest. 

4. Habitat tyue~ Coastal beach fringe with extensive wetlands and large mud flats, muskeg, and old- 
growth forest in undisturbed areas; both recent and old clear-cuts in logged areas. 

Two salmon streams (10240 and 10360 ASA) drain into the unit. Both streams are documented to have 
coho salmon and stream number 10360 is shown to have chum salmon. 

5. Suhsisterlce harvest urea for: 

Deer 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marinc invertebrates 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (incl. unclzoruges): Main access is by skiff. Most hunting takes place on foot. Some access has 
changed due to the logging road system; skiffs are used to haul three wheel ATVs to log tranlsfer sites 
for USC on the roads. 

7. Loggiq or loggingpokwriul, log&g roads: Some logging of this area took place as early as 1967; log- 
ging is continuing on Forest Service lands. A logging road runs to Neka River and Mud Bay. .Proposed 
logjng roads may connect to Neka Mountain road system and to Native corporation land as far north 
as Flynn Cove. 

8. Pennammt stmctwzs: Logging roads. Log transfer site and logging camp. 

9. Historical sifes: One site is listed in the AHRS. 

10. Gruph of use fllrolq$ fhe: Figure 112 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. From 
30 to 40 percent of Hoonah active hunters used this unit in any of the last 35 years. Use of this unit has 
dcclincd in recent years to about 32 percent. 

11. Use trend, churtge i/r zrse over time: Access to this area for Hoonah residents has not changed. Log- 
ging activity in the upper Port Frederick area, the log transfer facility at Eight Fathom Bight, the pres- 
encc of log rafts, and skiff and boat traffic associated with logging may have caused a decline in use of 
this unit. This decline is also associated with increased use of other units. 

12. Other cow~1ellf.s: Subsistence deer hunting in this unit may be down more than the use level graph 

indicates. 
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Figure 112. Intensily of Use in Unit 10, Head of Port Frederick. 
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Unit 21, Ncka River. 

1. hit mme arid 110. Neka River, No. 11. 

2. Locutiorz: Juneau quad, located at the head of Neka Bay in Port Frederick and inland along Neka 
River as far to Otter Lake . 

3. Lmzd stufus: Scalaska Corporation and Tongass National Forest. 

4. Habitat types: Muskcg, old-growth forest, with some alpine. 

One salmon stream (10230 ASA) and one tributary (2005 ASA) drain into the unit. This salmon stream 
is the only salmon stream in the vicinity of Hoonah that has 5 species of sahnon present. 

5. Suhsislerice Imvesl urea for: 

Deer 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (incl. urzchoruges): Main access is by skiff or boat to the log transfer facility at Eight Fathom 
Bight and to the system of logging roads. Some Hoonah residents may carry three wheeler ATVs on 
skiffs to log transfer sites for use on the roads. Other hunting takes place on foot. Before the logging 
roads access to this area was by skiff through Neka Bay. 

7. Loggiq or Iogqi/zg potalfiul, loggitg roads: Intensive logging of this area began on Forest Service land 
in 1979 and is continuing. Loging roads extend from the LTF site to Otter lake and Mud Bay river. 
Approximately 32 cutting units and 17 miles of road are existing in the unit. Proposed logging roads 
may connect to Ncka Mountain road system and to Huna Totem Corporation land which is as far north 
as Flynn Cove. 

8. Pen~larle/lf .~II~ILYIIIZ”.S: Logging roads, log transfer site. 

9. Historical sip: No sites are listed in the AHRS. 

10. Graph ofzrse throq$ lint: Figure 113 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. 
From 39 to 45 percent of Hoonah active harvesters used this unit from 1950 to the early 1970s. Use 
has dropped off to about 32 percent, 

11. Use fretid, chaqe in ll.se over time: Logging roads have made this unit more easily accessible to 
Hoonah rcsidcnts although the relatively intensive logging activity and the extensive clear cutting in this 
unit have madc it less desirable. 

12. Other cofimetlfs: This was formerly a prime wilderness area for hunting by Hoonah residents. 
Hunters who wish to hunt in an undisturbed area will no longer use this area. According to the model 
prcsentcd in the text (Schoen 198.5) both the deer population and deer hunting effort and success will 
decrease with succession in clear-cut areas. 
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Figure 113. Intensity of Use in Unit 11, Neka fliver. 
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Unit 12, Ncka Bay, Neka Mountain. 

1. I/nil name a& /XI.: Ncka Bay, Neka Mountain, No. 12. 

2. Location: Juneau quad, coastal area from Port Frederick narrows to Neck Point and inland as far as 
Neck Mountain Range 

3. Latzd slahls: Scalaska Corporation and Tongass National Forest. 

4. Habitat fyye.~ Beach fringe with extensive wetlands including the giant mud flat in Neka Bay, 
muskeg, old-growth forest, alpine. 

Five salmon streams (10290,10250,10120,10190, and 10130 ASA) 
flow into Neka Bay. These 5 streams are have chum salmon only. 

5. Subsisleme hawest urea for: 

Bear 

Deer 

Small game 

Waterfowl 
Frcshwatcr fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invertebrates 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 
Plants and buries 

6. Access (iml. u~zchoruges): Skiffs provide the main access into Neka Bay; other access is from the LTF 
at Eight Fathom Bight and the logging roads along the Neka River. 

7. Logying or logirlg polential, log& roads: No logging has began in this area, however, proposed log- 
ging roads will connect to Neka Mountain road system and to Huna Native Corporation land as far 
north as Flynn Cove. 

8. Permanerlt sttmlttres: Not known. 

0. Hktoticul siks: The AHRS lists a historic and prehistoric village and fort in this unit. 

10. Gruph ojme flvoq$ timx Figure 114 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. From 
65 to 75 pcrccnt of Hounah active harvesters used this unit over the 1950 to 1973 time period; this unit 
had one ol the highest use levels of all units. Use has dropped to about 55 percent in 1985. 

11. Use trel2d, change iI2 me over time: The frequent presence of log rafts in Neka Bay, other logging 
activity in the upper Port Frederick area, the log transfer facility at Eight Fathom Bight, and skiff and 
boat traffic associated with losing may be associated with an overall decline in use of this unit. 

12. OIhU COtlllm?I1tS: This was formerly a prime wilderness area for hunting by Hoonah residents, and 
an area where most of the species used by Hoonah residents could be harvested. Perceived decline in 
waterfowl and marine mammal abundance and change in their distribution may have caused a decline 
in hunting for these spccics in this unit. Hunters who wish to hunt in an undisturbed area will no 
longer use this arca. 
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Figure 114. Intensity of Use in Unit 12, Neka Bay, Neka Mountain. 
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Unit 13, Humpback Creek. 

1. U/zit ~n~ze ulrd tro.: Humpback Creek, No. 13. 

2. Locukm: Juneau quad, coastal area on Port Frederick includes from Neck Point to Crist Point at the 
mouth of Port Frcdcrick and Icy Strait and drainages of Humpback and Halibut creeks. 

3. La& sfafus: Huna Totem Corporation, Sealaska Corporation and Tongass National Forest. 

4. Habitat types: Beach fringe with extensive wetlands at the mouth of Humpback and Halibut creeks, 
muskeg, old-growth forest, alpine. 

Two salmon streams (10100 and 10200 ASA) and two tributaries (2005 and 2001) drain into the unit. 
Chum, coho, and pink salmon and Dolly Varden are present in both streams and tributaries. 

5. Subsisletm hurves~ area for: 

Bear 
Deer 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marinc fish 
Marine invcrtebratcs 
Marine mammals 
Mnrinc plants 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (irxl. mcl~oruges): Main access is by skiff; there are some logging roads in the area. 

7. Logyirtg or fogirtgpokwtiul, fog&g roads: Proposed logging roads will connect to Neka Mountain 
road system and to Huna Native Corp land which is as far north as Flynn Cove. Road building was 
started in 1981 by Scalaska Native Corporation. Some logging took place in 1985 with extensive logging 
scheduled for subsequent years. 

8. Pertnurwtlt stmctww Logging roads. 

9. Historical .si[es: The AHRS lists two sites, including an historic village in this unit. 

IO. Graph of em dm~igl~ time: Figure 115 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. This 
unit shows a decline in use from about 62 percent in 1969 to about 38 percent in 1985. 

il. Use trend, charge ilt rise over time: The decline in use may be associated with roading and logging 
activities in this unit which have made harvesting activities on land less desirable or less productive for 
Hoonah rcsidcnts. 

12. Qrhcr COIIII~I~IIIS: This was formerly a prime wilderness area for hunting by Hoonah residents, and 
an arca where most of the species used by Hoonah residents could be harvested. The unit includes 
clam and cockle beds used. Hunters who wish to hunt in an undisturbed area will no longer use this 
area. There may be some increase in deer hunting using the road system, when logging is completed. 
According to the model presented in the text (Schoen 1985), both the deer population and deer hunting 
effort and success will decrease with succession in clear-cut areas. 
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1. Utit tzutu~ wzd 110.: Flynn Cove, No, 14. 

2. Localiou: Juneau quad, coastal area on Port Frederick and Icy Strait from Crist Point to Eagle Point 
and inland about eleven miles to unnamed mountain range. 

3. Lmd sralus: Huna Totem, Sealaska Corporation, and Tongass National Forest. 

4. Hahirur dyes: Beach fringe with extensive wetlands, mud flats at the mouth of Gallagher Creek, 
muskcg, old-growth forest, alpine; small islands. 

Two salmon streams (10300 and 10550 ASA) drain into the unit. Both streams have chum, coho, and 
pink salmon and Dolly Varden. 

5. Subsisleuce Itanwst area for: 

Bear 
Deer 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invertebrates 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 

0. ,4ccess (imel. anchoruges): Skiff or boat access only; one fair anchorage in Flynn Cove. 

7. Log#g or lo@rrg poteirtial, logsiltg roads: No logging has started in this area. Proposed logjng roads 
may connect to Neka Mountain road system. 

9. Historical sifes: No sites are listed in the AHRS. 

10. Gruplt of 11s~ 111ro1~gh lime: Figure 116 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. The 
unit shows a decline in use from about 55 percent in 1970 to about 35 percent in 1985. 

11. l/se trued, clzarr~e itt USC over the: The decline in use is largely unexplained but may be related to 
improved deer populations in other areas hunted by Hoonah residents. Hoonah hunters may have 
switched their use to areas easier to reach. 

12. Co~nr~zc~~~s: Because the coast of this area is exposed with only one anchorage, access may limit use. 
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Figure 116. Intensity of USC in Unit 14, Flynn Cove. 
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1. Unit tlame cnzd tro.: Pt. Adolphous No. 15. 

2. Localion: Juneau quad, located on Icy Strait from Eagle Point east toward Gull Cove and inland ar- 
eas. 

3. Land sfat~~s: Scalaska Corporation, Tongass National Forest, and private land. 

4. Habilat rypes: This large unit contains most of the habitat types found in the area including particu- 
larly large wetlands, mud flats, and intertidal areas at Mud Bay and near the mouth of Chicken Creek. 

Eight salmon streams (10350,10370,10600,10660,10700,10730,10680, and 10800 ASA) drain into the 
unit. Chum, coho, pink, and sockeye salmon and Dolly Varden are found in all eight streams. 
5. Subsiskwce hut-wst area for: 

Bear 
Deer 
Small game 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invertebrates 
Marine mapmals 
Marine plants 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (incl. utzchoruges): Skiff and boat access only. Pinta Cove and Mud Bay are well known an- 
chorages. 

7. Logging or Iogqit~g yokntial, loggitlg roads: A small amount of logging road is completed in this unit 
and more roading is proposed. Logging has not taken place but may occur in the near future in the 
Mud Bay River drainage. 

8. Pmnamlt .stmcmrc.s: Logging roads. 

0. Hisforicul sifes: No sites arc listed in the AHRS. 

10. Graph oj me fhroqh lime: Figure 117 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit The 
unit showed a use level of from 70 to 75 percent over much of the last 30 years. Use has declined to 
about 58 percent in 1985. 

11. Use fiend, clra~zge ill U.W over time: The decline in use is largely unexplained but may be related to 
improved deer populations in other arcas hunted by Hoonah residents. Hoonah hunters may have 
switched their use to arcas easier to reach. 

12. Other comments: The relatively high use level of this unit is related to the units large size and the 
good anchorages available. Hoonah residents frequently use this unit for overnight or longer trips. 
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Unit 16, Port Althorp, Idaho Inlet. 

1. U/zif IWW atzd IZO.: Port Althrop, Idaho Inlet, No. 16. 

2. Locatiotl: Mt. Fairwcather quad, coastal area from Gull Cove to Point Lucan on Icy Strait and Cross 
Sound and inland arcas. 

3. Land sfafus: Tongass National Forest, state land selection, and City of Elfin Cove. 

4. Habitat fy~xs: Coastal beach fringe, including large estuarial mud flats, muskeg, old-growth forest to 
alpine. There arc 13 salmon streams in this unit. Chum, coho and pink salmon are documented in all 13 
streams (ASA). 

5. Suhsisterm hunwt area for: 

Deer 
Frcshwalcr fish 
Salmon 
Marine lish 
Marine invertebrates 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 

6. Access (imt. anchorages): Main access is by boat; there are numerous anchorages and two boat har- 
bors 

7. Logyiug or koggi~~gpoterrtiul, loggittg roads: State land selection is pending in Idaho Inlet. Some log- 
ging and roading has taken place; more is scheduled. 

8. Penualtent stnrctwes: City of Elfin Cove, two boat harbors, airplane facility, and private cabins; log- 
ging roads. 

0. Hi.sforica/ sires: One site is listed in the AHRS. 

10. G’ruph oJ~~.re dzrough ti)Tze: Figure 118 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. The 
USC lcvcl of Hoonah residents varied from about 30 to 38 percent over the 1950 to 1978 time period and 
has dccrcascd to about 21 percent in 1985. 

1 I. L/se frmrl, clzur~~ it? I~.W over time: Fewer Hoonah residents have gone to this unit after the elimi- 
nation of seining for salmon in Icy Strait; the closure of Glacier Bay to subsistence means that this area 
is no longer a stopping point for residents en route to Dundas Bay, Graves Harbor, or other parts of 
the park; thcrc may bc increased competition from harvesters from Elfin Cove. In addition, deer have 
become more available in areas closer to Hoonah. 
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Figure 118. Intensity of Use in Unit 16, Port Althorp, Idaho Inlet. 
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Unit 17, Yakobi ls./Portlock Harbor. 

1. Unit trutrre arld tro.: Yakobi Is./Portlock Harbor. No. 17. 

2. Locafiorz: .MI. Fairwcathcr quad, coastal fringe from Point lucan to Graves Island in Cross Sound 
and the Pacilic Ocean. also included is two bodies of water( Lisianski Strait and lisianski Inlet) whcrc 
the community of Pelican is located. 

3. Latzd status: Forcst Service and City of Pelican. 

4. Habitat types: This large unit includes most of the habitat types found in the area including numerous 
small islands. 

Forty salmon streams arc present in this large unit (ASA). Chum, coho, pink, and sockeye salmon are 
prcscnt in thcsc streams. 

5. Subsistence harvest area for: 

Deer 

Waterfowl 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invcrtcbrates 
Marinc mammals 
Marine plants 

6. Access (itlcl. a~~clwrages): Access is by boat; there are numerous anchorages in the unit. 

7. Loggiq or Iog@t~g potential, foggiq roads: Logging and roading have taken place in this unit. 

8. Pcrmamwt .st~~rc~~les: Logging roads, log transfer site, and logging camp. 

9. Ifistoticrrl sires: Pcoplc from village sites near Haktaheen Lake resettled in Hoonah. The AHR.S 
lists 13 sites in this unit, including village sites and a pictograph. 

10. Graph oJn.sc tl~ron~$ tinte: Figure 119 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. The 
use lcvcl has dccliocd from between 15 and 19 percent to about 10 percent at the present time. 

17. Use trend, charge ill use over time: This unit is some distance from Hoonah. Fewer Hoonah re:si- 
dents have gone to this unit after the elimination of seining for salmon in Icy Strait; the closure of 
Glacier Bay to subsistence means that this area is no longer a stopping point for residents using park 
areas. In addition, deer have become more available in areas closer to Hoonah. 

12. Other COI~ZIIIC~I/.S: The southern boundary of this unit marks the division between the traditional 
territories of the Hoonah Tlingit clans and the territory of the Sitka Tlingit clans. 
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I‘igure 119. Intensity of USC in Unit 17, Yakobi Is./Portlock Harbor. 
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Unit 18, Inian Island/Lcmesurier Island. 

I. Urzif nurse urld no.: Inian Island/Lemesurier Island, No. 18. 

2. Locafion: Mt. Fairwcather quad, two main islands and smaller islands in Icy Strait and Cross Sound 
both located at the mouth of Cross Sound. Lemesurier Island is at the entrance of Idaho Inlet, and 
lnian Island at the south entrance of Dundas Bay. 

3. Loud stalw Tongass National Forest and 1 homestead. 

4. HuOitut t~lxs: Mainly high energy coasts, muskegs, and old-growth forest. 

5. Srrbsislerm Ilrmmt urw for: 

Deer 
Waterfowl 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invertebrates 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 

6. /1cce.s.s (iucl. ~~tlchotq~es): Boat and skiff access only. Inian and Earl cove are good anchorages. 

7. Loggiq or logqiug pokxtial, logqkg roads: None. 

9. Hisroricul .sites: The AHRS lists three sites in this unit, including a pictograph. 

10. C;rup/z o~u.se Ihfxlgh time: Figure 120 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit Use 
lcvcl declined from a consistent 45 to 52 percent to about 27 percent in 1985. 

11. C/se lretld, CIINII~~T in llse over time: Fewer Hoonah residents have gone to this unit after the elimi- 
nation of seining for salmon in Icy Strait; the closure of Glacier Bay to subsistence means that this area 
is no longer a stopping point for residents en route to Dundas Bay, Graves Harbor, or other parts of 
the park; there may bc increased competition from harvesters from Elfin Cove. In addition, deer have 
bccomc more available in areas closer to Hoonah. 

12. Other CO/~Z/)Z~/~~.T: This area contains some well know seaweed harvesting sites. 

293 



I 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 D 5 0 

Year of Use 

Figure 120. Intensity of USC in Unit 18, Inian Island/lemesurier Island. 
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Unit 19, Cape Spcnccr/Lituya Bay. 

1. lhit name and no. Cape Spencer/Lituya Bay, No. 19. 

2. Locution: .Mt. Fairwcathcr quad, coastal area from Cape 
spcnccr to Lituya Bay and inland. 

3. Lmd sfuf~ Glacier Bay National Park. 

4. Huhifuf I~I)CS: Coastal areas are comprised of different types of beaches from fine sand to very rocky 
near Cape Spencer. There arc muskegs, old-growth forests, and some alpine reaching to glaciers. 

Nine salmon streams arc present in this unit. Chum, coho, pink, and sockeye salmon are documented 
in these strcams(ASA). 

5. Sh!vislertce Iianwl urea for: 

Goat 

Walcrfowl 

Salmon 

Marine fish 

Marine invertebrates 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 

6. Access (inch. u~~lro~ges): Boat access only. 

7. Loggitlg or logqitlg po~w~iul, log$ttg roads: None. 

9. Ifiswicul sirv.s: A fish camp was located near Cape Spencer. Archaeological sites documenting, 
Tlingit h:rbitation arc found at Lituya Bay and elsewhere. The AHRS lists 15 sites, including prehis- 
loric and historic village sites. 

IO. Grupli of lise thrigli lime: Figure 121 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. Use 
ot” this unit dcclincd from a high of about 40 percent in the 1930s to a current level of about 6 percent. 

1 1. Use hxrl, c/r~/r~e irr llse over f~~rre: The early high level may be related to summer camps set up 
near important fishing grounds and to marine mammal harvesting. This unit became part of Glacier 
Bay National Park in 1939. Park policies gradually eliminated subsistence use. 

12. Ohr COIIII~KIIIIS: The northern boundary of this unit marks the division between the traditional ter- 
ritories of the Hoonah Tlingit clans and the territory of the Yakutat Tlingit clans. Many of the descen- 
dants of people who moved the old village site in Lituya Bay after the landslide and wave in the mid 
1800s now live in Hoonah. 
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Unit 20, Dundas Bay/Fern Harbor. 

I. Utzif name a& 110. Dundas Bay/Fern Harbor, No. 20. 

2. Location: . 
MI. Fairwcathcr quad, coastal arca from Cape Spencer east to Poinl Carolus, including Taylor and 
Dundas bays on Icy Strait and Cross Sound and inland areas. 

3. Lmzd sta&s: National Park Service. 

4. Habiht ty~xs: Coastal beach usually of fine sand, muskeg, old-growth forest, some alpine, and 
glaciers. 

Dundas River system and 12 salmon streams present in this unit. Chum, coho, pink, and sockeye 
salmon are found in these salmon streams (ASA). 

5. Skbsislence harvest area for: 

Bear 
Goat 
Waterfowl 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invert&rates 
Marinc: mammals 
Marinc: plants 
Plants and bcrrics 

6. Acce.~s (itzcl. at~clwrugcs): Boat access only; good anchorage can be found in Fern Harbor and inside 
Dundas Bay. 

7. Loggitq or kqgittg potctttial, logghg roads: None. 

8. Permatzcr~f sttz~ctrum: George Dalton’s cabin, other old cabins. 

9. Historical sites: Numerous fish camps were found in this unit. The AHRS lists 25 sites in this unit 
including numerous prehistoric and historic habitation sites. 

10. Graph ~jzt.se fhrotrgh Gtm: Figure 122 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. Use 
dcclincd from about 86 percent to a current level of about 27 percent. 

11. I/se fretzd, chmge itz IISL over time: Camps were set up in summer months near important fishing 
grounds to process fish. Dundas Bay was a major harvesting area for many of the species used by 
Hoonah residents. 

12. Other cottmetzts: Since sockeye salmon are not available from many drainages in the Hoonah use 
area, harvest from Dundas Bay was particularly important. 
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f?gure 122. Intensily of USC in Unit 20, Dundas nay/Fern Harbor. 
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Unit 21, Berg Bay/Willoughby Island. 

1. U/lit rzar~x c~ntf 110. Berg Bay/Willoughby Island, No. 21. 

2. Locafion: Mt. Fairwcather quad, coastal area from Point Carolus to Geikie Inlet Point including 
both Drake and Willoughby islands. Unit boundary goes inland about 7 miles. 

3. Land SIUIIIS: Glacier Bay National Park. 

4. Habitat !\,~x.~: Coastal beach fringe, muskeg, old-growth forest, and alpine habitat. 

Scvcn salmon streams (10140, 10120,10170,10130,10320,10240, and 10030 ASA) drain into the unit. 
Chum, coho, pink, and sockeye salmon Dolly Varden occur in these streams. 

5. Suhsisferux hanwf area for: 

Deer 
Goat 
Walcrfowl 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine mammals 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (imY umhorages): Fingers Bay and Berg Bay provide safe anchorages. Access is by boat and 
skiff only. 

7. Logiq or ioggitzg pofethd, logging roads: None. 

0. Ilisforicui sites: Numerous fish camps were present in Berg Bay. One site is listed in the AHRS. 

10. Gruph of itse throrcgh lime: Figure 123 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit Be- 
twccn 60 and 70 pcrccnt of Hoonah active harvesters used this unit before establishment of Park Scr- 
vice politics eliminating subsistence harvests. At present use level is about 15 percent. 

11. Use trend, churtgc in use over time: Camps were set up in this unit in summer months near impor- 
tant fishing grounds to process lish. This unit became part of Glacier Bay National Park in 1939. The 
decline in use is the result of Park Service regulation. The continued harvest in this area consists of 
berry picking and fishing under sport and commercial fishing regulations. 

12. Other co~~z~rzc~z~.s: Since sockeye salmon are not available from many drainages in the Hoonah use 
arca, harvest from runs in this unit was particularly important. 
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Figure 123. Intensity of USC in Unit 21, Berg Bay/Willoughby Island. 
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Unit 22, Upper Glacier Bay. 

1. Utzit IIU~C ad MI. Upper Glacier Bay, No. 22. 

2. Location: Mt. Fairwcathcr quad, coastal area from Geikie Inlet to Sandy Cove including all the bays 
and inlets in the upper part of Glacier Bay. The unit boundary is adjacent to the Canadian border and 
to the U.S.Tongass Forest boundary on Lynn Canal side. 

3. La& sfahrs: Glacier Bay National Park. 

4. HuMal fyfxs: This unit consists of mostly glacier ice, some muskeg and very little forest. 

Three salmon streams (10150, 10190, and 104.80 ASA) drain into this unit. Chum, pink, and sockeye 
salmon are found in these streams. 

5. Srlbsisfetm 1~rtrve.st urea for: 

Goat 
Waterfowl 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine mammals 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (it&. ur~llo~~~~es): Boat access only; there are numerous anchorages. 

8. fertnat~c~~~ s~tucnms: Some old cabins at Reid Inlet, Garforth Island, and elsewhere. 

9. Historical sifes: No sites are listed in the AHRS. 

IO. Gruph of use flmtu~/:lI time: Figure 124 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit Be- 
tween 60 and 70 percent of Hoonah active harvesters used this unit before establishment of Park Ser- 
vice policies eliminating subsistence harvests. At present use level is about 15 percent. 

11. Use trend, change iti use over time: Sealing camps were set up by hunting parties in this unit, and 
some goat hunting took place as well. Most of this unit became part of Glacier Bay National Park in 
1025. Park politics gradually eliminated subsistence use, The continued harvest in this area consists of 
berry picking and fishing under sport and commercial fishing regulations. 
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Figure 124. Intensity of USC in Unit 22, Upper Glacier Bay. 
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Unit 23, Bcardslce Islands. 

1. Utzif I~WZC und W. Bcardslee Islands, No. 23. 

2. Locafion: .Mt. Fairwcathcr quad, coastal area from Sandy Cove to Point Gustavus inland about 6 
milts to the Tongass National Forest boundary line. 

3. Lar~d sfatzu: Glacier Bay National Park. 

4. Habitat types: This unit includes extensive coastline and intertidal areas, numerous small islands, 
some muskcg and successional forest. 

Scvcn salmon strcnms (10780, 10800, 10900,10100,10050,10070 and 10080 ASA) and 5 tributaries 
(2009, 3005, 2031, 2003, and 2024 ASA) are located in this unit. The species found in these streatns are 
churn, coho, pink, and sockeye salmon and Dolly Varden and steelhead. 

5. Szth.sisiemc ltnrvest area for: 

GOal 

Waterfowl 

Salmon 

Marine fish 
Marine mammals 
Plants and bcrrics 

6 Access (irlcl. anchorugcs): Boat and skiff access; Beartrack Cove and Bartlett Cove and boat harbor 
arc the most often used anchorages. Bartlett Cove is connected by road to Gustavus. 

7. Lqgjttg or logyittg pomttiul, logging roads: None 

8. Pcrmuncrtt swz~cmcs: Boat harbor, seaplane facility, private cabins, tourist facilities, and Park Service 
buildings. 

9. Histoticaf sitcx Old clan house sites and fish camps are located in Bartlett cove; other harvesting 
sites arc found throughout the unit. Three sites are listed in the AHRS, including a clan house and a 
village site. 

10. Gruplt oJ tt.re fhrorrglt time: Figure 125 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit Use 
lcvcl varied bctwecn 44 and 52 percent in the 20 years prior to establishment of permanent park head- 
quarters at Barllclt Cove in 1953. Use has declined from that time to a current 17 percent level. 

11. Use fred, c/luIts<< in use over firne: Most of this unit became part of Glacier Bay National Park in 
1939. The unit was cxtcnsively used for salmon fishing and processing and as a camping area for #seal- 
ing and goat hunting parties. Park Service policies gradually eliminated subsistence harvests in this 
unit. The continued harvest in this area consists of berry picking and fishing under sport and commer- 
cial fishing regulations. 

12. Other commxts: The history of some Hoonah Tlingit clans is intimately connected with village 
sites in this unit. Main clan houses were moved from this unit to Hoonah after the ice advance of the 
last glaciation in the 1700s. 

303 



1 
100 

9c 

UC 

:C 

6C 

Percent of 
Active Users SC 

4C 

....................................................................................................................................... 

....................................................................................................................................... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... ......... 

, . . . . . . . . . . . . I.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

Year of Use 

Figure 125. Intensity of Use in Unit 23, Beardslee Islands. 
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Unit 24, Excursion River/Sawmill Bay. 

1. Uttil 71~772~ N/Z~ 110. Excursion River/Sawmill Bay, No. 24. 

2. Locufiotl: Juneau quad, located at the head of Excursion Inlet and including the coastal arca from Icy 
Passage to Sawmill Bay and inland to Nun Mt., the Chilkat Mountain Range and Tongass National 
Forest boundary on Lynn Canal side. 

3. LUI& statz~ Glacier Bay National Park 

4. Habitat fypes: This unit contains rocky beaches, muskegs, old-growth forest and alpine areas. 

Three salmon streams (10220, 10240, and 10200 ASA) drain into the unit. Pink salmon is the only 
documcntcd spccics in thcsc 3 streams. 

5. Sr~bsistetzce hmves~ urea for: 

Bear 
Goat 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Frcshwatcr fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invert&ates 
Marine mammals 
Pl:~nla and hcrrics 

O. .-~cc~s.s (itrci. ~~ttcItorqy.s): Access is by boat and skiff, good anchorages arc found at Sawmill Ba;y and 
at the head of Excursion Inlet. 

7. Loggitzg or loggitq pokvllial, loggit~g roads: None. 

8. Pmt~utlet~i .sltwww: None. 

9. Hi.sforical sifts: Seven sites are listed in the AHRS, including habitation sites, fish camps, smoke- 
IIOLIXS. and burial sites. 

10. C;rrrplz O~KS(~ hm~g/r he: Figure 126 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit Us 
Icvcl varied bctwecn 3.5 and 44 percent until the early 1970s; use has declined to about 16 pcrccnt in 
1985 following the extension of Park Service regulation and patrolling in this unit. 

1 1. Use frwd, chattgc iu 11,s~’ over titne: Although this unit became part of Glacier Bay National Park in 
1939 subsistence use was not affected until the early 1970s. The unit was extensively used for salmon 
fishing and processing and as a camping area for hunting parties. Most of the decline in use is the re- 
sult of Park Scrvicc regulation. The continued harvest in this area consists of berry picking and fishing 
under sport fishing. Subsistcncc salmon are still occasionally taken in Sawmill Bay. 

Part of the decline may also be due to employment of fewer Hoonah residents at the Excursion Inlet 
cannery. 

12. Other cottwetz~.s: This unit is part of a larger clan area extending to Point Couverden and Point 
Howard, used for hunting, summer fish camps, and berry and plant gathering. Before establishing year 
round rcsidcnccs in Hoonah, some families lived in this larger unit. 
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Unit 2.5, Gustavus Townsite. 

1. Unif nu~rte artd 110. Gustavus Townsite, No. 25. 

2. Location: Juneau quad, Gustavus is located in Icy Strait and at the mouth of Glacier Bay. 

3. La& status: City of Guslavus and private property. 

4. Hubitat types: Flat sandy grass habitat, muskeg, large mud flats, successional forest. 

Three salmon streams (10050,10070, and 10080 ASA) and four tributaries (3005,2024,2031, and 2003 
ASA) arc in the Gustavus unit. Chum and coho salmon, Dolly Varden, and steelhead are the species 
idcntificd in these streams. 

Waterfowl 
Salmon 
Marine invcrtcbrates 
Marine mammals 
Plants and bcrrics 

0. Access (iocl. NIK~ILVI~~~S): Skiff and boat access; anchorage in rivers. 

8. Pcr7~ru/rnz~ .s/r7rc~~ux~.~: City of Gustavus, airport, dock, and community facilities. 

0. Historical sites: A Tlingit village was located at Point Gustavus. No sites are listed in the AHRS. 

IO. ~;ruplz o/ ~~.sc flmmgh time: Figure 127 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit Use 
dcclincd from almost 30 percent in 1941 to about 2 percent in 1985. 

1 I. U.se I~c&, cltuq~ i/l ILTZ over time: The development and growth of Gustavus as a community with a 
sizcablc year round and vacation population has displaced subsistence use by Hoonah residents. 
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IGgure 127. Intensity of USC in Unit 25, Gustavus Townsite. 
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Unit 26, Excursion I&t/Pleasant Island. 

1. U/lit IINI?Z~ and 110. Excursion Inlet/Pleasant Island, No. 26. 

2. Locu~km: .Juncau quad, located on Icy Strait from Pleasant Island to Humpy Creek and to the head 
of Excursion Inlet; the unit runs inland to Nun Mountain about 5 miles. 

3. L~lzd sluftts: state land selection, Excursion Inlet cannery, private property and cabins, and Tongass 
National Forest. 

(1. Huhilut ~J~XS: Unit includes the rocky coast, some old-growth and alpine areas and the Excursion 
River. 

Eight salmon streams (10200,10210, 10400, 10500, 10050,10100, and 10120 ASA), one tributary (2004 
ASA), and one lake (0100 ASA) are present in this unit. The species present are chum, coho, pink, and 
sockeye salmon and Dolly Varden. 

Bear 
Deer 
Goat 
Small game 
Waterfowl 
Freshwater fish 
Salmon 
Marine Iish 
Marine invcrtcl)rates 
Marine mammals 

0. ilcc~.s.s (ird. c~md~orcrgc~s): Skiff and boat access. Anchorages are found at the head of the inlet and at 
the harbor at the canncrp. 

7. Logqittg 01’ Iog$ty potc’tllinl, logqittg roads: Areas were logged in 1960’s by Department of Natural Re- 
sources. State land sclcction and private land holders were logged. A log transfer facility is present. 

8. P~~J)~NII(,/~[ .\~rlrc[lrrc.s: Tribal houses, cannery, cabins, airport, log transfer facility. 

0. Hisforicrrl .sifc.s: A \Voosh Ki Taan village was located at Village Point or at the mouth of Excursion 
Inlet. The ALJRS lists seven sites in this unit, including habitation, burial, and lineage house sites, as 
well as ;I prthisloric middcn. 

10. G’xJ~JI o/ll.sc thr-ol@ lime: Figure 128 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit From 
about SO percent to about 60 pcrccnt of active harvesters used this area in the 1940 to 1975 time period. 
About 30 percent of active harvcstcrs use this unit at the present time. 

11. L’se lfzllrl, chutige ill we over time: Use has declined with reduced employment of Hoonah rcsi- 
dents at the Excursion lnlct cannery and restrictions on the taking of red salmon in the Neka Lake 
syatcm. 
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Unit 27, Point Couvcrtlcu 

1. Unit mme and no. Point Couverden, No. 27. 

2. Locutiow Juneau quad, located at the junction of Chatham and Icy straits from Point Howard to 
Humpy Creek and inland and seaward areas. 

3. Lartd sfa(u.s: Tongass National Forest. 

4. Habitat types: The ecological continuum follows the coast line into the muskegs, salmon streams, old- 
growth to alpine. Numerous islands and rocks dot the area.jp317 

Nine salmon streams (10180, 10250, 10350, 10370, 10380, 10060, 10080, 10100, and 10200 ASA) are IO- 

catcd in this unit. The spccics identified in the streams are pink and chum salmon only. A Hoonah 
resident has found king salmon in one of the salmon streams in this unit. 

5. Shbsistence harvest area for: 

Bear 
Deer 
Small game 
Frcshwatcr fish 
Salmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invcrtcbratcs 
Marine mammals 
Marine plants 

6. ,4ccess (it&. ur~cl~oru~cs): Skiff and boat access only. Swanson Harbor or Couverden Harbor provide 
anchorages; a state bloat facility is located in Swanson Harbor. 

7. ~~~~~i/rg 01’ Ic)~~i/‘RI”‘tL’/~/irnl, logqiq roads: Logging roads to a log transfer facility connects this unit to 
unit 26. Part of this unit has been roaded in anticipation of logging. 

9. Hisioricol sires: The At-IRS lists eight sites in this unit, including numerous historic habitation sites. 
(;round Hog Bay, a very important prehistoric site is located within this unit. 

10. Gruplz of use throligll time: Figure 129 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. Use 
of this unit has varied from around 30 percent in the 1940s to about 10 percent at the present time. 

I 1. Use trctd, chcr/tge Oz ltse over time: Seasonal harvesting camps may have been maintained in the ear- 
lier period. In the last years competition with sports hunters and fishers from Juneau may have had an 
advcrsc impact on Hoonah residents’ use of key harvesting areas in this unit. 

12. Other COIJIIJICIILS: T hc northern and western boundaries of this unit mark the division between the 
traditional tcrritorics of the Hoonah Tlingit clans and the territory of the Haines and Auke Tlingit 
cla11s. 
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1’1gure 129. Intensity of USC in Unit 27, Point Couvcrden, Point Iloward 
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Unit 28, Hawk Inlet. 

2. Locafion: Juneau quad, located on Admiralty Island from Funter Bay to Fishery Point and inland ar- 
cas. 

3. Lmd S~UOLS: Tongass National Forest, Funter Bay community, mining camp, logging camp, and pri- 
vatc properly. 

4. Hubiluf I~~XS: Coastal area with extensive mud flats, muskeg, old-growth forest and some alpine ar- 
eas . . 

Twelve salmon streams (ASA) are identified in this unit and chum, coho, and pink salmon are docu- 
mcnted in thcsc streams. Two Hoonah residents identified king salmon in Wheeler Creek. Traditional 
king harvest by both Hoonah and Angoon residents has been reported. 

Deer 

Salmon 

Marine fish 
Marinc invertebrates 
Marine mammals 

0. Access (&cl. rr/~cl~orq:c~s): Skiff and boat access. Shee Atika now has a landing strip in their land 
sclcclion. 

7. Lqqirlg or togqirlg po/ol/ial, logiq roads: Roading, site exploration, and some land clearing in 
connection with the Circcns Creek mine has taken place. 

8. I’crmunerzf s~mc/ures: Old cannery site, mining camp, logging camp, cabins, Funter Bay community, 
micro wave towers, boat harbor, floating dock, log transfer facility, mining and logging roads. 

0. ~/i.sforicaf sires: Historical site at mouth of Hawk Inlet. The AHRS lists seven sites in this unit, in- 
cluding a pctroglyp, and a prehistoric midden, 

IO. Gruplt rj/l~re hq+ titlre: Figure 130 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit Use 
of this unit fluc~uatcd around 30 percent until the early 1970s and has declined to about 13 percent at 
the present lime. 

1 1. Use frc/ut, clz~qe iu use over he: In the last years competition with sports hunters and fishers from 
Juneau may have had an advcrsc impact on Hoonah residents’ use of key harvesting areas in this unit. 

12. 0th COIIIIIICIII.~: The southern boundary of this unit marks the division between the traditional 
tcrritorics of the J~loonah Tlingit clans and the territory of the Angoon Tlingit clans. 
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Figure 130. Intensity of USC in Unit 28, Hawk Inlet 

314 



Unit 29, Frcshwatcr Bay. 

I. Uuif l~urlze utzd 110. Frcshwatcr Bay, No.29. 

2. Location: Sitka quad, located on Chichagof Island to Chatham Strait from Point Augusta to East 
Point at the mouth of Tcnakee Inlet. 

3. Laud stallrs: Tongass National Forest. 

4. I-fubim fypes: Ecological continuum with extensive wetlands from coastal beach fringe, muskeg, old- 
growth forest, to alpine in undisturbed areas; recent clear-cuts in logged areas. 

Nine salmon streams (10060,10500,10460,10380,10320,10300,10250,10100, and 10050 ASA) and two 
tributaries (2004 and 3004 ASA) drain into this unit. The species documented in these streams are 
chum, coho, pink, and sockeye salmon, Dolly Varden, and steel head trout. 

5. S~~hsisle~m hutvest urea for: 

Deer 
Small game 
Walcrfowl 
Salmon 
Marine Iish 
Marinc invcrtcbratcs 
Marine mammals 

6. Access (&cl. ~~nchorqvs): Access by skiff and boat; Watchusettes Cove, Pavlof Harbor, Cedar Cove, 
and head of Frcshwatcr Bay provide excellent anchorages. Logging roads have recently been put 
through connecting to Hoonah and Indian River. 

7. Logitlg or logging porential, log&g roads: Extensive logging has taken place in the upper part of the 
bay on National Forsct land and is continuing. 

S. Pcr7~mzc~lf .s~mcfurc.s: Cabins, logging roads, logging camp, and a fish weir at Pavlof Creek. 

0. Historical sites: The AHRS lists ten sites in this unit, including prehistoric and historic habitation 
sites and pctroglyphs. 

IO. Gruph o/ll.se hmgll he: Figure 131 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit Use 
lcvcls from 40 to SO pcrccnt occurred through 1950. Levels fluctuated above 30 percent to the late 
1970s and have dcclincd IO about 18 percent at the present time. 

Il. Use trerlrf, cll~/lge i/l ~/SC over Cme: The early high levels of use may be associated with seasonal har- 
vesting camps. Key respondents stated that the recent decline in use was the result of extensive logjng 
activities in the unit which have made this unit less appealing or productive. to hunters. Easier access to 
other units and rcccnt boating accidental deaths due to bad weather may also be factors that have lim- 
itcd use. 
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ICgure 131. Intensity of Use in Unit 29, Freshwater Bay. 
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LJnit 30, Tcnakcc Inlet. 

1. Utzif mm ad tw. Tcnakce Inlet, No. 30. 

2. Locafion: Sitka quad, this unit includes all of Tenakee Inlet, adjacent land, and extends south to Bas- 
kct Bay. 

3. Land sfafus: Tongass National Forest, City of Tenakee, private property. 

4. Huhifaf types: This large unit contains most of the habitat types found in the area and includes exten- 
sive wetlands and intertidal areas. 

Seventeen salmon streams (ASA) are documented in this unit. Four species of salmon and three 
spccics of trout are idcntitied by the ADF&G Anadromous Stream Atlas. 

5. Sirbsisteiice lwnwl area jot 

Deer 
Small gdmc 
Wntcrfowl 
Sulmon 
Marine fish 
Marine invcrtebratcs 
Marine mammals 
Plants and berries 

6. Access (incl. ut~l~~ges): Alaska ferry system, boat, skiff. 

7. Logghg or l~~~ingpotetltial, logging roads: Extensive logging and roading throughout this unit on 
Forest Scrvicc land, with more logging scheduled. 

X. Pc~~~n~re~zf .s/nlc/nr~s: City of Tenakee and facilities, boat harbor, ferry terminal, airplane facility,, 
logging roads, log transfer facility, and logging camp. 

9. Historical silts: A Tlingit settlcmcnt was located near the existing boat harbor. Fish camps wcrc 
found at the head of Tcnakee l&t and Kadashan Bay. The AHRS lists 12 sites in this unit including 
historic and prehistoric habitation sites, petroglyphs, and burial grounds. 

10. Gruph of use Iluqf$ time: Figure 132 shows change in intensity of use over time for this unit. I3e- 
~wccn 30 and 40 pcrccnt of Hoonah active harvesters used this unit over the 1945 to 1978 time period; 
use has dcclincd to aboul 18 percent. 

I I. USC irmrl, C~INII~C iu i~se over lime: The extensive logging activity in the inlet which has made hunt- 
ing less desirable is a major cause for the decline in use of this unit. Logging activity has decreased use 

of units in upper Port Frederick, including unit 10 at the portage. Increased competition from other 
hunters is the second major cause for decline. Most deer in this unit are taken by hunters from Juneau 
who use the ferry system for access to Tenakee Springs. 
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Figure 132. Intensity of Use in Unit 30, Tenakee Inlet. 
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APPENDIX IV: ADF&G RECOMMENDATIONS TO FOREST SERVICE FOR SEC. 810 

PROCEDURES4 

‘I’hc dcpartmcnt wclcomcs the invitation of the Forest Plan IDT to assist in designing the ANILCA 
See. 810 evaluation that is a necessary part of the EIS for the Tongass Plan Revision. As you know, we 
have worked with Ihc Forest Service over the past two years to collect and compile the data we collec- 
tivcly felt was necessary for the subsistence effects analyses. 

1. Four Stages of’an 810 Evaluation and Finding 

As WC will discuss below, the legal requirements of Sec. 810 and other sections of ANILCA concerned 
with subsistence uses, access to subsistence resources, and subsistence research are being defined in 
numerous court casts impinging on federal implementation of Sec. 810 and state regulation of subsis- 
Icnce. We expect further definition to take place in legal proceedings in coming years which may re- 
quirc federal agcncics to follow different or more rigorous procedures than the ones we are now rec- 
ommending. 

ANILCA Sec. 810 and the recent court decisions define the data, analysis, and hearing procedures re- 
quircd by See. 810. Based on our interpretation of these legal directions we are recommending both 
what needs to be done in 810s and how to implement these 810 tasks. 

An adcquatc 8 10 evaluation and determination calls for the following straight-forward tasks or proce- 
tlurcs: 

1. Assembling and presenting best available data on subsistence; identifying crucial data gaps. 
This is rhc primary baseline or inventory analysis that needs to be presented in the ElS. 

2. Evaluating whether or not the proposed activity may significantly restrict subsistence. This 
step dctcrmincs on a site-specific basis whether alternatives may significantly restrict subsis- 
tcncc uses. 

3. Holding hearings if the proposed activity may significantly restrict subsistence. In this step, 
data arc prcscntcd by U.S. Forest Service in affected communities to a) validate site-specific 
detcrminntions Lhat alternatives ttwy sipificatlfly restrict subsistence uses, b) examine if the 
planned IoKqing, roading, or other land use activity are necessary as defined by law, and c) 
identify means of eliminating or mitigating impacts that may sigrlificant~y restrict subsistence 
uses. 

4. Finding other land for the activity that may s@zifcantly restrict subsistence uses or mitigating 
impact upon subsistence uses if the activity is found to restrict subsistence uses and be neces- 
say. 

ADF&G has suggestions on how all four of these Sec. 810 procedures should take place; in this letter 
wc will focus on the first two steps. Since these two steps are conceptually and operationally discrete 
slcps, we will discuss them in turn. Given the scale, scope, and complexity of the Tongass Land Use 
Management Plan, WC would anticipate that the sections dealing with Sec. 810 would comprise a sepa- 
rate volume in the final plan. 

4. Source: May 22, 1980 lcttcr from R. Bosworth, I). Anderson, and K. Reed, ADF&G Southeast Regional Supervisors to 

Stew Brink. ‘I‘cam Leader. ‘I‘ongass Plan Revision, Juneau, Alaska. 
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II. Presenting Rest Available Data on Subsistence; Identifying Crucial Data Gaps 

A. Haseline and inventory analysis 

This is the basic data gathering task. Meeting other 810 requirements depends on this task 
being done thoroughly by professional social scientists familiar with subsistence research. WC 
doubt that adequate Sec. 810 evaluations can be accomplished if professional staff are not as- 
signed, and we encourage U.S. Forest Service to incorporate needed expertise on the planning 
team. 

The goal of this component is a thorough description of the Tlingit/Haida and non-Native so- 
cial and cultural context of subsistence in southeast Alaska including historical and time depth 
information, identification of species used by each community, diachronic levels of harvest by 
each community, delineation of Tlingit community territories and harvest areas used in the 
lifetime of living community members, and analysis of changes taking place in subsistence har- 
vesting methods, lcvcls, and areas due to federal land management activities. This section 
should provide a factual orientation to subsistence in southeast Alaska. We suggest that this 
baseline or inventory analysis section bc unencumbered by discussion of impacts and effects. 
This could be part of the Amlysis of the h4unugcn1s~t Sikztion. 

Fortunately for the planning team, much of the data needed for this baseline or inventory 
analysis section is readily available from 1) Division of Subsistence technical reports, 2) the 
Tongass Resource Use Cooperative Study, 3) ADF&G files, 4) ethnographic literature de- 
scribing Tlingit and Haida culture, 5) Sealaska Heritage Foundation, 6) completed state and 
federal planning documents, and 7) many other sources. 

R. Data gaps and monitoring 

ldcntification of geographical or topical areas where data are insufficient for planning needs is 
an important task. It’ missing data are needed for an adequate 810, TLMP must identify them 
and plan field research or monitoring activities that will provide needed information ,within a 
reasonable amount of time. 

Although Division of Subsistence studies and the TRUCS study provide a strong base of data 
for TLMP, the research task is far from over. Adequate long range planning will demand an 
equally long range research perspective. Examples of data necessary for adequate planning 
not presently available include the following: 

1. TRUCS maps show a) arcas used for subsistence and b) one measure of intensity 
of use. Both field research and effective community involvement in planning are 
ncedcd to identify the subsistence use areas that are important or most important to 
subsistence users . 

2. Research is needed that will provide quantitative and mapped subsistence at pcri- 
odic intervals over the life of the plan. Both TRUCS and Division of Subsistence 
studies provide single year estimations of harvest levels and participation. 

3. We need well thought out impact studies in those communities most heavily im- 
pacted. 

4. We need regional studies that will examine subsistence and logging impacts. 

5. We need subsistence monitoring to track the “health” of subsistence in different 
parts of the forest. 
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III. Evaluating Whether or Not the Proposed Activity May Significantly Restrict Subsistence 

This is the primary analytic task that will examine the effect upon subsistence uses of different 
planning alternatives and could result in findings that a particular alternative may significantly 
restrict the subsistence uses of a given community in a given area. This part of an adequate 
Sec. 810 analysis will show where impact may take place and what the impact may be. Analysis 
in this section will show reviewers and members of affected communities the Minor Harvest 
Units, drainages, and other areas where planners have found that alternatives may significantly 
restrict subsistence uses and detail what may cause the significant restriction. 

Our suggestions arc in two parts: first, consideration of the analytical unit and, second, means 
and methods of doing meaningful impact analysis with available data and available analytical 
tools. Gaps in available data and in impact models will constrain the type of impact analysis 
that can be done at this time. Given the importance of providing adequate protection for sub- 
sistence in the Tongass, however, TLMP must identify both data and model deficiencies and 
insure that these will be speedily addressed. 

A. Unit of analysis 

Subsistence impact analysis must take place at the same scale as the basic land allocation or 
prescription unit. For the past two years ADFSrG has agreed with the TLMP Inter-discii- 
plinary team that analysis using Minor Harvest Units (MHU) would be adequate for TLMP 
impact analysis on certain land mammals. This represented a compromise position for 
ADF&G; a finer scale would have been preferable. Significant amounts of staff time have 
been spent in preparing data at this resolution for TLMP. We are aware that Tenakee v. 
Barton and Hanlon v. Barton may require more site-specific analysis of impact upon subsis- 
tcncc than the MHU approach provides. 

The use ol MHUs, then, has been a pragmatic compromise on the part of ADF&G and may 
not satisfy legal rcquircments. WC do not support use of analytic units significantly larger than 
MHUs for quantitative impact analysis. In particular, ADFSrG does not support the division 
of the Tongass into 50 analytic units for the Sec. 810 determination. The scale of analysis must 
be close to the scale at which impact will take place so that the effect of different management 
altcrnativcs can be clearly presented to the public. For TLMP, MHUs for land resources and 
drainages for anadromous fish resources are the meaningful units of analysis. 

H. Means and methods of Sec. 810 analysis 

This section recommends means and methods of data analysis that would enable findings that 
a significant restriction on subsistence for a particular community may or may not take place. 
Impact assessment and findings that alternatives ntuy sigr$icantZy restrict subsistence uses need 
to be done on a species by species basis and must also examine whether significant restriction 
may occur due to changes in access, competition from other harvesters, and cultural changes. 

Courts have held that the assessment of cumulative subsistence impacts must include past, 
contemporaneous, and reasonably foreseeable future actions as part of any Sec. 810 analy,sis. 
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1. Deer/Moose/Mountain goat/Black bear/Brown bear/Furbearers - Supplies, Use, and 
Areas 

The department has worked with the Forest Service over the past 2 years to develop a suitable 
GIS database and analysis framework for a legally adequate 810 evaluation for the TLMP Re- 
vision. The Tongass Resource Use Cooperative Study (TRUCS) is nearing completion, and 
the results from this study will soon be ready for integration into the USFS’s GIS database. 
The department has provided harvest data by Minor Harvest Units for all game species, and 
deer harvest data for 1987 by Minor Harvest Units for each community. Additional harvest 
data for the rest of the game species by Minor Harvest Units by community will be provided. 

The department continues to recommend that the GIS and appropriate databases be used to 
evaluate the effects of each alternative on the ability of each community to harvest subsistence 
resources in their customary and traditional use areas over the period of a timber harvest ro- 
tation. A community needs clear, simple conclusions for specific areas on probable changes in 
access, supply of resources, and competition from other users. For example, members of a 
community need to know how proposed management actions will affect the number of deer 
available in their specific hunting areas over time, the number of deer needed in their hunting 
arca to provide the community’s deer harvest, accessibility of suitable hunting areas, changes in 
access to hunting areas, and the amount of competition from other users. 

The Divisions of Habitat, Subsistence and Wildlife Conservation recommend that the follow- 
ing information sources be used fully in the subsistence evaluation: 

a) The wildlife habitat capability models to determine habitat capability for each 
game species by Minor harvest Unit for the pre-logging period (1950) current situa- 
tion (1989), and future (2000, and 2100); 

b) The Division of Wildlife Conservation’s estimate of the population numbers 
ncedcd to provide for a desired sustained harvest; 

c) The harvest of each game species by Minor Harvest Unit by community for the 
year 1987 and the projcctcd harvest requirements to meet subsistcncc needs in years 
2000, and 2100; 

d) The customary and traditional subsistence use areas of each community by species 
or spccics group; 

c) The locations, and probable impact on wildlife habitat and hunting, of each man- 
agcmcnt prescription; and 

f) Research findings from the Division of Subsistence’s project on Timber Manage- 
mcnt and Fish and Wildlife Utilization in Selected Southeast Communities. 

The GIS should be used to overlay the mapped data listed in (a), (b), (c), (d), and (e) to estimate the 
absolute and proportionate changes in resource supply and subsistence use areas. A suggested format 
for prcscnting the cffccts of each alternative on each community’s opportunity to harvest a particular 
spccics is shown below. The table would be rcpcatcd for each community and each spccics important 
to the community. 
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Community A/ Alternative A/ Subsistence Deer Use 

Deer Habitat Cauabilitv No. of Deer Needed to Provide Harvest Deer HarvesJ 

2 
M II U 1950 1987 2000 2100 1987 2000 2100 1987 2000 2100 

1 
2 
3 
ClC 

All other relevant information on the effects of roading, timber harvest, and logging camps on 
subsistence use of these game species should also be used in the assessment of cumulative ef- 
fects. Of particular relevance are the research reports by the Subsistence Division included in 
the project on Timber Management and Fish and Wildlife Utilization in Selected Southeast 
Alaska Communities. 

2. Subsistence Resource Supplies/Harvest Area--Salmon. 

The impacts of different alternatives on subsistence Gshing for salmon are more difficult to as- 
sess because the natal stream for most troll-caught salmon can not be identified. In addition, 
sockeye are very important for subsistence, yet there is no habitat model for sockeye salmon 
able to estimate changes in sockeye productivity due to logging. Impact analysis should be 
done on scvcral sockeye stream-based fisheries at a minimum. 

Data on harvest lcvcls by salmon species are available from the Division of Subsistence and 
from TRUCS. TRUCS and Division of Subsistence maps show where community residents 
fish for salmon. Division of Commercial Fisheries data show subsistence salmon permit data 
by stream; this division also has run size estimates for most significant salmon streams. The 
ADF&G Anadromous Fish Catalog lists all salmon streams documented in southeast Alaska 
and the spccics present in each stream. 

Through analysis of these data sources, all of which would be presented in the data section of 
1 hc Sec. 810 evaluation, TLMP should be able to determine a) the harvest level of each salmon 
spccics for each community and b) which salmon streams are used by each community. 

In the absence of effects models or research results, major logging activity in a drainage used 
for subsistcncc salmon harvests, use of an area near a stream mouth for log storage or trans- 
fer, or other disturbances should probably be assumed to have a significant possibility to sig- 
nificantly restrict subsistence use of salmon and should be noted as such. 

3. Other Species Subsistence Resource Supplies/Harvest Area. 

Data on harvest lcvcls by other fish and wildlife species are available from the Division of Sub- 
sistence and from TRUCS. TRUCS maps show where community residents harvest other fish 
and wildlife. Other data are available from ADF&G and U.S. Forest Service files and reports. 
All data should bc presented in the data section of the Sec. 810 evaluation. 

Procedures for assessing the impact of timber harvest on the subsistence use of these species 
need to be dcvclopcd in consultation with management biologists and research social scien- 
tists. 
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4. Accessibility of subsistence resources. 

Change in access to subsistence resources may act as a significant restriction to subsistence use 
and needs to be assessed. Changes in the accessibility of harvest areas remaining after logging 
should be quantified where possible, Important factors include distance from home commu- 
nity, additional travel and time required for hunting, danger of water crossings necessary to 
reach remaining harvest areas, and mode of access required compared to the type of vehicles 
owned in a community. 

5. Competition from other harvesters. 

Increased competition from other harvesters takes place when timber harvesting activities in- 
troduce a significant new population into an area or when road building or other activities im- 
prove the access of non-local harvesters to fish and wildlife resources. The anticipated in- 
creased population resident in an area and the improved access for non-local harvesters that 
may result from timber harvesting activity need to be detailed in the data section. TLMP 
planners will need to determine if the impact due to the introduced population or other in- 
creased competition may significantly restrict subsistence uses. 

6. Cultural context. 

Lastly, but perhaps most importantly, the Sec. 810 evaluation should assess if logging activities 
may result in significant cultural changes that may significantly restrict subsistence. Division of 
Subsistence specialists can assist in evaluating important cultural impacts which would be de- 
veloped from the social and cultural baseline and inventory analysis. 

IV. Presentation of Findings 

Clear presentation of Sec. 810 findings needs to take place in documents distributed to the 
public to insure that readers and reviewers, particularly in the affected communities, can see 
what significant restrictions may take place on each area used for subsistence under each al- 
ternative, what the magnitude of the impact is thought to be, and what alternative manage- 
mcnt or mitigating measures could be taken. 

This will probably work best by having a summary section for each community that concisely 
shows expected impacts. This summary section will show the MHUs, drainages, or other areas 
in which analysis shows that alternatives may significarltly restrict subsistence uses because of 
effects on fish and wildlife species, change in accessibility, competition from other harvesters, 
or cultural changes. 

V. Legal Assumptions 

WC reviewed the following sources for direction on the type and scope of analyses required. AMLCA 
Sec. 810 and recent court rulings arc included to provide a firm foundation from which to provide our 
recommendation, as biologists and social scientists, as to what would constitute a sound, professionally 
credible, and legally defensible, analysis. 

A) ANILCA Title VIII, Section 810, entitled “Subsistence and Land Use Decisions”, specifies that the 
Federal agency “shall evaluate the effect of such use, occupancy, or disposition on subsistence uses and 
needs, the availability of other lands for the purposes sought to be achieved, and other alternatives 
which would reduce or eliminate the use, occupancy, or disposition of public lands needed for subsis- 
tence purposes.” ANlLCA also requires a determination of whether or not the proposed action would 
“signilicantly restrict subsistence uses”. ANILCA clearly establishes that it is the policy of Congress 
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that “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 possible on 
rural rcsidcnts who depend upon subsistence uses of the resources of such lands;” [See. 802 (l)]. 

ANlLCA’s mandate for a determination of “significant restriction” and “least adverse impact possible” 
calls for the quantification of impacts on a geographic scale of resolution meaningful to subsistence 
users. The state is on record as interpreting this section to require an analysis of the changes in re- 
source availability, competition, and accessibility within documented customary and traditional use ar- 
eas, clearly identifying impacts to specific groups of subsistence users. 

B) The Alaska Land USC Council (ALUC) guidelines entitled “Section 810- Subsistence and Land Use 
Decisions” provide further direction. The guidelines define “significant restriction” as a substantial re- 
duction in the opportunity to continue subsistence uses of renewable resources caused by: 

1) reductions in the abundance of, or major redistribution of, resources; 

2) substantial interference with access to resources, due to physical or legal barriers; or 

3) increased competition for those resources by non rural residents. 

The ALUC guidelines specify that the evaluation must address whether or not there is&& to be a 
significant restriction on subsistence uses. 

The ALUC guidelines also require analysis of impacts at a geographic resolution fine enough to detect 
effects on localized. individual use patterns. They require a meaningful assessment of the changes in 
access to subsistence resources as a result of either population declines, population redistribution out 
of traditional harvest arcas, or reduced proximity of sufficient supplies of resources. 

C) The U.S. Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals decision on September lo,1984 in the BLM/NPR-A 
lease case provides a definition of “significant restriction” under Sec. 810. The judge held that a signifi- 
cant restriction occurs when there is a: 

1) large reduction in the abundance or major redistribution of the subsistence resources; 

2) substantial interference with harvestable access to active subsistence sites; or 

3) major increase in non-rural resident hunting. 

The court finding appears to substantiate the need for a quantitative analysis of access to active subsis- 
tcncc sites, subsistence harvest levels, and competition from non-subsistence harvesters that are likely 
to result from a proposed plan. 

D) In Bobbv v. State, AM-544 Civil, the court held that “Need is not the standard. Again, it matters 
not that other food sources may be available at any given time or olace.” The court held that the Board 
of Game could not trade off reasonable opportunity for the customary and traditional use of another 
game population. 

The court also held that the Board of Game and Division of Subsistence must do their best to correct 
and adjust their data to take account of the under-reporting which almost surely occurred. One linal 
direction from the court was that a reasonable opportunity to satisfy subsistence uses must consider the 
vagaries of hunter skill, animal distribution, and chance. 
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E) In Sierra Club v. Penfold, 664 F. Supp. 1299, 1306-07 (D. Alaska 1987), the court held that NEPA 
102 (2) (C) and ANILCA Sec. 810 require the analysis of cumulative imoacts on subsistence uses 
whenever cumulative environmental actions may significantly restrict subsistence uses. 

F) In Hanlon v. Barton, the court held, in its Memorandum and Order of 10 November 1988, relating 
to motion for a preliminary injunction, that a “significant restriction” of subsistence uses occurs when- 
cvcr there is a significant possibility of significant restriction; it need not be likely. ANILCA Tier-II 
procedures arc required whenever the Tier-I analysis indicates a possibility of “significant restriction”. 

The court held that increased competition for resources and forced change in use patterns may not 
necessarily constitute a “significant restriction”. The court also held, however, that the Forest Service 
may have failed to adequately consider some essential characteristics of the manner and locations of 
subsistence uses. Based on the judge’s opinion in this regard, a greater level of site-specificity may be 
required that was provided in the 810 evaluation done in the “1986-90 Operating Period for the Alaska 
Pulp Corporation Long-term Sale Area”. 

VI. Summary 

ADFSrG will work with the TLMP social scientists to develop a listing of data sources to be consulted 
and to suggest an outline for including ethnographic, quantitative, and mapped data that needs to be in 
this section. We also can provide assistance in developing procedures to be followed in the Sec. 810 
fmdings of rnuy sil;?zijicat~tly restrict. The listings, outline, and procedures would adapt our Recom- 
rnertded Approach to Implementation of ANILCA Sec. 810 submitted to the Alaska Land Use Council 
in 1986 and the 1986 Habitat Guides Guidance section for the special needs of TLMP. 

ADF&G and U.S. Forest Service have worked well together over the past two years to develop the 
database necessary to link proposed actions, fish and wildlife resources, and subsistence uses. The U.S. 
Forest Service now has the technical capability, expertise, and database to conduct a state-of-the-art 
810 evaluation. We encourage you to commit the necessary resources to complete an analysis that will 
withstand potential appeals and thereby allow for the timely completion of the TLMP revision and 
continued cooperative resource management. 
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