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Affected Environment 

Introduction 
The Tongass National Forest stretches roughly 500 miles from Ketchikan in the 
southeast to Yakutat in the northwest and includes approximately 80 percent of the 
land area in Southeast Alaska.  The region is sparsely settled with more than 70,000 
people living in 32 towns and villages located in and around the Forest.  The 
communities of Southeast Alaska depend on the Tongass National Forest in various 
ways, including employment in the wood products, commercial fishing and fish 
processing, recreation, tourism, and mining and mineral development sectors.  Many 
residents depend heavily on subsistence hunting and fishing to meet their basic 
needs.  In addition, natural amenities, subsistence resources, and recreation activities 
associated with the Tongass National Forest form an important part of the quality of 
life for many residents of Southeast Alaska.  Since there is very little private land in 
the region to provide these resources and opportunities, appropriate management of 
the Tongass National Forest is extremely important to local communities and the 
overall regional economy.   

The Tongass National Forest is also an important national and international resource, 
with an estimated 948,000 cruise ship passengers visiting Juneau in 2005 (McDowell 
Group 2005), representing a 48 percent increase since 2000.  For many, a visit to the 
Tongass is a once-in-a-lifetime experience and the spending by these visitors drives 
the recreation and tourism sector, which is the largest natural resource-based sector 
in the regional economy.  The Tongass National Forest contains large areas of 
essentially undisturbed forest lands, which represent increasingly scarce and, 
therefore, increasingly valuable ecosystems.  These lands have value for many 
people who may never visit Southeast Alaska, but benefit from knowing that the 
Tongass National Forest is there.  This type of value, often referred to as non-use 
value, includes existence, option, and bequest values.  These values represent the 
value that individuals obtain from knowing that the Forest exists, knowing that it would 
be available to visit in the future should they choose to do so, and knowing that it 
would be left for future generations to inherit.   

The economic and social assessment prepared for this EIS is divided into two main 
sections: 1) Regional and National Economy, and 2) Subregional Overview and 
Communities.  This section—Economic and Social Environment—evaluates the 
potential regional and national economic impacts.  The next section—Subregional 
Overview and Communities—also assesses impacts to the economic and social 
environment, but at the subregional and community level.   

Southeast Alaska is divided into five boroughs and three census areas.  The five 
boroughs correspond with the county governments found elsewhere in the United 
States.  Three of these boroughs, Juneau, Sitka, and Yakutat, are city/boroughs.  The 
other two, Ketchikan Gateway and Haines, have independent incorporated 
communities within their boundaries.  The remaining areas that are not part of a 
borough are allocated to three census areas: Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan, 
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon, and Wrangell-Petersburg.  While census areas are only 
statistical units, they are widely recognized from a data reporting standpoint by federal 
agencies and most state agencies as county equivalents. 

More than 70,000 people live in the towns, communities, and villages of Alaska’s 
southeastern panhandle, most of which are located on islands or along the narrow 
coastal strip.  Only four of Southeast Alaska’s 32 communities met the U.S. Census 
Bureau’s 2000 definition of an urban cluster (population greater than 2,500) in 2005 
(Juneau, Sitka, Ketchikan, and Petersburg).  Juneau, which is the state capital and a 
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regional trade center, accounted for 43 percent of Southeast Alaska’s total population 
in 2005 (Alaska Department of Labor [DOL] 2006a).  Ketchikan Gateway Borough, the 
second largest borough in Southeast Alaska, accounted for about 19 percent of the 
region’s population in 2005.  Ketchikan is a smaller regional trade center that serves 
Prince of Wales Island and the surrounding area.  Population is discussed in more 
detail in the Subregional Overview and Communities section of this EIS. 

The remote nature of the region is reflected in a population density of approximately 
two persons per square mile, which is much lower than the United States’ average of 
80 persons per square mile.  Population densities by borough/census area in 2000 
ranged from 0.4 in the Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon census area to 11.4 in Ketchikan 
Gateway Borough (U.S. Census Bureau 2001).  Many locations are accessible only 
by boat or plane, and landing strips or seaplane facilities are located in virtually all 
communities.  The Alaska State ferry system transports people and vehicles between 
several ports in Southeast Alaska, and Prince Rupert, British Columbia, and 
Bellingham, Washington.  Haines and Skagway, at the northern end of the Forest, and 
Hyder at the southern end, offer access to interior and Southcentral Alaska via the 
Alaska Highway, and Canada via the Cassiar Highway.  

The following sections provide an overview of the social and economic conditions in 
Southeast Alaska and provide a baseline against which the potential effects of the 
proposed alternatives are measured. 

Regional Economic Overview  
The Tongass National Forest plays an important role in the formal and informal 
economies of Southeast Alaska.  The formal economy includes those economic 
activities that are recorded in official statistics.  The informal economy includes 
activities that are not typically recorded in official statistics, such as subsistence, in-
kind contributions, non-cash income, unpaid labor and labor exchanges, and care 
giving to the young and old (Ratner 2000).   

Summary economic data are presented for Southeast Alaska for 1996 and 2005 in 
Table 3.22-1.  Annual rates of growth are presented for this period.  These data 
indicate that employment in Southeast Alaska increased by approximately 2 percent 
over this period (Table 3.22-1).  Data compiled by the Alaska DOL indicate that 
employment in Southeast Alaska has fluctuated over the last decade with a year of 
job growth often followed by a year of net job loss (Gilbertson 2006).   

Adjusted for inflation, total personal income in Southeast Alaska was almost the same 
in 2005 as it was in 1996 ($2,598 million versus $2,587 million).  Total personal 
income in Alaska and the U.S. increased over this period with respective annual 
growth rates of 2.2 percent and 2.7 percent.  Per capita income in Southeast Alaska 
was higher in 2005 than 1996, but increased at a slower rate than the Alaska and U.S. 
averages.  Average earnings per job in Southeast Alaska, adjusted for inflation, were 
7 percent lower in 2005 then 1996, a decrease of 0.8 percent per year, compared to 
state and U.S. annual growth rates of 0.2 percent and 1.4 percent over the same time 
period (Table 3.22-1). 

Per capita income in Southeast Alaska was similar to the statewide average in 2005, 
and six percent higher than the national average.  Average earnings per job, which 
were higher than the national average in 1996 were lower in 2005, with average 
earnings per job in Southeast Alaska equal to 88 percent of the national average 
(Table 3.22-1).  The region’s unemployment rate (7.9 percent) was higher than the 
state (6.9 percent) and national (5.1 percent) averages in 2005.   
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Table 3.22-1 
Southeast Alaska Economic Overview 
   1996 to 2005 

SE AK 

 1996 2005 

SE AK 
Percent 
Change 

SE AK 
Growth 
Rate (%) 

Alaska 
Growth 
Rate (%) 

U.S. 
Growth 
Rate (%) 

Total Personal Income 
(Million 2005 dollars) 2,598 2,587 0% 0.0 2.2 2.7 
Population 74,559 71,043 -5% -0.5 1.0 1.1 
Average Annual Employment 50,208 51,188 2% 0.2 1.8 1.5 
Per Capita Personal Income 
(2005 dollars) 34,848 36,411 4% 0.5 1.2 1.6 

As percent of Alaska 
Average 109% 102% 

- - - - 

As percent of U.S. 
Average 116% 106% 

- - - - 

Average Earnings per Job 
(2005 dollars /year) 37,801 35,170 -7% -0.8 0.2 1.4 

As percent of Alaska 
Average 95% 87% 

- - - - 

As percent of U.S. 
Average 107% 88% 

- - - - 

Non-Job Related Earnings 
Per Capita (2005 dollars) 11,148 11,171 0% 0.0 0.2 0.7 

As percent of Total Per 
Capita Income 32% 31% 

- - - - 

SE Alaska Unemployment 
Rate 7.0 7.9 

- - - - 

Alaska Unemployment Rate 7.3 6.9 - - - - 
U.S. Unemployment Rate 5.4 5.1 - - - - 
Notes: 
SE AK = Southeast Alaska 
1. Income and earnings figures for 1996 are adjusted for inflation and presented as the amount they would be 

worth in 2005. 
2. Full and part-time employment includes self-employed workers.  Employment data are by place of work, not 

place of residence, and therefore include people who work in Southeast Alaska but do not live there.  The 
nonresident share of total private employment in Southeast Alaska was estimated to be approximately 28.1 
percent in 2004 (Hadland et al. 2006).  Employment is measured as the average annual number of jobs, full-
time plus part-time, with each job that a person holds counted at full weight. 

Source:  Alaska DOL 2007a, 2007b, 2007c; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2007a, 
2007b, 2007c, 2007d; U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 2007  

 

Southeast Alaska employment is summarized by sector in Table 3.22-2.  State and 
local government, consumer services, and retail trade were the largest employers in 
2001 and 2005, accounting for 21, 14, and 12 percent of total employment in 2005, 
respectively.  Total employment increased by about 1,630 jobs or 3 percent between 
2001 and 2005, with self-employed workers (proprietors) accounting for 66 percent of 
this increase.  The largest increases in absolute terms were in the health care (1,235 
jobs), retail trade (510 jobs), and real estate and rental and leasing (444 jobs) sectors.  
The largest absolute decreases occurred in the construction (-346 jobs) and the 
professional and technical services (-242) sectors.  These gains and losses were not 
evenly distributed throughout the region, as discussed in the Subregional Overview 
and Communities section.  
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Table 3.22-2 
Southeast Alaska Employment by Sector, 2001 and 2005 

Number of Jobs 
Share of Total 

(percent) 
Percent 
Change 

2001 2005 2001 2005 
2001 to 

2005 
2005 Location 

Quotient3 Total full-time and part-
time employment1 49,556 51,188 100 100 3 1.0 
Type of Employment 
   Wage and salary employment 37,850 38,401 76.4 75.0 1 1.0 
   Proprietors employment 11,706 12,787 23.6 25.0 9 1.1 
Wage and Salary Employment by Industry 
   Farming 29 30 0.1 0.1 3 0.3 
   Forestry, fishing, related 

activities, and other  805 775 1.6 1.5 -4 0.5 
   Mining 36 38 0.1 0.1 6 0.0 
   Construction 2,388 2,040 4.8 4.0 -15 0.6 
   Manufacturing 1,838 1,764 3.7 3.4 -4 1.0 
   Wholesale trade 60 67 0.1 0.1 12 0.1 
   Retail trade 5,442 5,952 11.0 11.6 9 1.1 
   Transportation and 

warehousing 2,757 2,655 5.6 5.2 -4 1.0 
   Finance and insurance 965 917 1.9 1.8 -5 0.7 
   Real estate and rental and 

leasing 1,105 1,549 2.2 3.0 40 0.7 
   Services (Consumer)2 7,117 7,073 14.4 13.8 -1 1.0 
   Services (Producer)2 2,405 2,361 4.9 4.6 -2 0.4 
   Services (Social)2 3,306 4,719 6.7 9.2 43 0.8 
   Federal government 2,827 3,226 5.7 6.3 14 0.7 
   State and local government 11,072 10,928 22.3 21.3 -1 1.5 
1 See Table 3.22-1, note 2. 
2 Nine 2-digit North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) categories are combined into these three divisions for 

ease of presentation.  Consumer service includes: other services; arts, entertainment, and recreation; and accommodation 
and food services.  Producer services includes: information; professional and technical services; management of companies 
and enterprises; and administrative and waste services.  Social services includes: educational services; and health care and 
social assistance. 

3 The location quotient is a relative measure of industry specialization that compares the percentage of employment 
concentrated in each sector in the study region with a benchmark region, in this case the State of Alaska.  A location quotient 
of 1.0 indicates that the study region has the same percentage of employment in this sector as the benchmark region does.  
Location quotients above or below 1.0 indicate that the study region is over or under represented in this sector, respectively. 

Source:  U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2007b.   

The location quotients in Table 3.22-2 (see note 3) compare the regional employment 
distribution with the state average and indicate Southeast Alaska’s economy is 
specialized in the state and local government and retail trade sectors (Table 3.22-2).  
The relative concentration in the government sector largely reflects the location of the 
state capital in Juneau, but the relatively high proportion of government employment 
in the other Southeast Alaska communities also plays a part.  With the exception of 
manufacturing, transportation and warehousing, and consumer services, which have 
location quotients of 1.0, all other sectors in Southeast Alaska are relatively 
underrepresented.   

The government sector is the main source of year round employment in all the 
communities in Southeast Alaska.  In addition to direct employment in the government 
sector, many of the area’s private sector jobs are also dependent on government 
funding and contracts.  Private sector activities dependent on government funding 
include road construction and even health services, with the region’s largest private 
employer, Southeast Alaska Regional Health Corporation, relying heavily on 
government funding (Gilbertson 2004). 
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Recreation and tourism are heavily represented in the economy of Southeast Alaska.  
This is not readily apparent from Table 3.22-2 because recreation and tourism-related 
activities are distributed over a number of standard economic sectors, mainly retail trade 
and consumer services.  The percent of the total workforce that is self-employed in 
Southeast Alaska is slightly higher than the state average, 24 percent compared to 22 
percent (location quotient of 1.1), and higher than the national average of 19 percent.  
Much of this self-employment is associated with the retail trade and consumer services 
sectors and is sensitive to recreation and tourism activity.  Commercial fishing also 
accounts for a large share of self-employment in Southeast Alaska. 

The following section discusses the relative contribution of natural resource-based 
industries to the regional economy, and more specifically those industries that could 
be potentially affected by the proposed alternatives.  

Overview 
Wood products, recreation and tourism, and mining are the primary natural resource-
based industries that could be affected by the alternatives.  The following discussion 
focuses on these industries, but also provides summary information on commercial 
fishing and seafood processing to provide a more complete overview of the 
contribution of natural resource-based industry to the regional economy of 
Southeast Alaska. 

In most cases, the employment, income, and revenue figures derived for these 
industries required a series of steps, each involving assumptions and potential 
sources of error.  Where possible, these assumptions are stated and the nature of the 
associated problems discussed. 

Direct Employment 
Direct employment in natural resource-based industries accounted for 21 percent of 
total employment in Southeast Alaska in 2005 (Table 3.22-3).  The distribution of 
resource-dependent employment is shown by industry in Figure 3.22-1.  The leisure 
and hospitality sector, used here to represent recreation and tourism, accounted for 
45 percent of direct resource-dependent employment in 2005.  Fish harvesting and 
seafood processing accounted for an estimated 28 percent and 18 percent, 
respectively.  Forestry and logging and wood products together accounted for 5 
percent of natural resource employment, with mining accounting for the remaining 4 
percent (Figure 3.22-1). 

Natural 
Resource-Based 
Industries 
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Table 3.22-3 
Natural Resource-Based Industry Employment, 2005 

Industry 
2005 Direct 

Employment 

Direct 
Employment 
as a Percent 
of SE Alaska 

Total4/ 
2005 Total 

Employment 

Total 
Employment 

as a Percent of 
SE Alaska 

Total 
Forestry and Logging 351 1% 674 2% 
Wood Products 105 0% 219 1% 
Mining 312 1% 462 1% 
Leisure and Hospitality1/ 3,586 9% 4,339 11% 
Seafood Processing 1,500 4% 2,460 6% 
Resource Dependent Total2/ 5,854 15% NA NA 
Total Wage and Salary 
Employment3/ 36,700 94% 36,700 93% 
Fish Harvesting (proprietors) 2,281 6% 2,806 7% 
Southeast Alaska Total4/ 38,981 100% 39,506 100% 

1/There are no recent available estimates of recreation and tourism employment available for Southeast Alaska.  The Leisure 
and Hospitality sector is used here as a relative indication of the importance of this industry.  This sector includes the Arts, 
Entertainment, and Recreation and Accommodation and Food Services sub-sectors. 
2/There is no total provided for 2004 Total Employment because indirect employment for the seafood processing sector 
includes salmon harvesting and summing the totals for these sectors would result in some salmon harvesting employment 
being double counted. 
3/This total and the direct employment numbers for the above sectors represent non-agricultural wage and salary employment 
and do not include proprietors or self-employed workers. 
4/This total includes proprietors employment for the fish harvesting sector only. 
Sources: Alaska DOL 2006a, 2006b, 2007d.   

 
 

Figure 3.22-1 
Direct Resource-Dependent Employment by Sector 2005 

Seafood 
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Total = 8,135 Employees (Average Annual Employment) 
Source: see Table 3.22-3 
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Total Employment and Earnings 
Economic activity in one sector generates activity in others as firms purchase services 
and materials as inputs (termed “indirect” effects) and employees spend their earnings 
within the local economy (“induced” effects).  In what is known as the multiplier effect, 
each industry possesses a multiplier that represents its impact on the regional 
economy given its particular distribution of local purchases and payments.  The total 
effects (i.e., direct, indirect, and induced) generated by an industry are calculated by 
multiplying employment within that industry (“direct” effects) by the appropriate 
multiplier.  

The analysis presented in this EIS uses industry-specific multipliers to assess the total 
employment and income effects of the alternatives.  These multipliers are also used to 
estimate total natural resource-based employment in 2005 (Table 3.22-3).  The 
multipliers used in this analysis are presented in Table 3.22-4.  These multipliers were 
estimated using IMPLAN, an input-output model commonly used in this type of 
application.  Total employment and income estimates derived using these multipliers 
include both indirect and induced effects. 

Table 3.22-4  
Employment and Income Multipliers  

 Employment Income 
 Sawmills 2.09 1.51 
 Logging 1.92 1.39 
 Mining 1.48 1.25 
 Recreation and Tourism 1.21 1.32 
 Salmon Harvesting 1.23 2.37 
 Seafood Processing 1.64 1.32 
Notes:   
1. These multipliers were estimated using the 1998 IMPLAN model. 
2. The multipliers shown in this table are for total (direct, indirect, and induced) employment or income.  Ten direct 

sawmill jobs would, for example, result in total (direct, indirect, and induced) employment of approximately 21 jobs. 

The software and databases necessary to run IMPLAN are available commercially 
from the Minnesota IMPLAN Group.  The IMPLAN system adjusts national level data 
to fit the economic composition and estimated trade balance of a chosen region and 
can be used to construct county or multi-county models for any region in the United 
States.  The model used for this analysis consists of the boroughs and census areas 
that comprise Southeast Alaska.  The data used to estimate the multipliers in Table 
3.22-4 were obtained from standard data sets produced and maintained by the 
Minnesota IMPLAN Group.  Concerns have been raised with respect to the ability of 
IMPLAN and similar input-output models to accurately predict indirect and induced 
effects.  Alternate techniques for estimating these effects are, however, subject to the 
same, or similar, criticisms and more accurate estimates are not readily available for 
this analysis.  While the multipliers presented here should be viewed with caution, the 
resulting estimates of indirect and induced employment provide a basis for 
comparison between alternatives.   

The estimates of resource-dependent employment shown in Figure 3.22-1 are only for 
direct employment and, as a result, do not fully illustrate the role that resource-
dependent industries play in the regional economy.  Adding indirect and induced 
employment effects alters the relative contribution of the various sectors because 
employment multipliers vary by industry, but provides a more complete picture of the 
economic importance of resource dependent industries.  The relative contribution is 
also different when measured in terms of income because wage rates vary by sector, 
with higher average wages paid in the mining and wood products sectors.  Total 
employment estimates are presented in Table 3.22-3 to provide perspective on the 
overall contribution of natural resource-based industries to the region’s economy, as 
well as the relative significance of each sector.   
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Nonresident and Seasonal Employment 
Nonresident and seasonal employment are two important and related aspects of 
resource-dependent employment in Southeast Alaska.  Nonresident employment 
shares are shown for each resource-dependent industry and the region as a whole in 
Figure 3.22-2.  Nonresident workers accounted for 44 percent of employment in the 
resource-dependent sector as a whole in 1994, approximately twice the regional 
average.  Seafood processing and recreation and tourism had the largest nonresident 
shares, but all of the resource-dependent industries, with the exception of guided 
hunting, had nonresident shares above the regional average.  Many nonresidents 
work a relatively short time in Alaska, often for just 2 or 3 months, generally spend the 
bulk of their earnings elsewhere, and, as a result, contribute less to the regional 
economy than resident workers. 

Figure 3.22-2 
1994 Nonresident Share of Direct Employment in Southeast Alaska, Total 
and Resource-Dependent Industries 
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Note:  All employment figures are standardized to annual average employment. 
Source:  USDA Forest Service 1997a (Figure 3-16). 

 

Figure 3.22-2 was prepared for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS using data compiled by the 
Alaska DOL.  More recent comparable data are not available.  However, statewide 
nonresident data suggest the nonresident shares shown in Figure 3.22-2 are 
generally representative of current patterns.  Seafood processing had the highest 
percentage of nonresident workers in Alaska in 2004, with almost three quarters of the 
labor force (72 percent) comprised of nonresidents.  This is comparable with the 1994 
data, which showed that 75 percent of workers in the seafood processing sector in 
Southeast Alaska were nonresidents.  Similarly, statewide in 2004, nonresident 
workers comprised 33 percent of statewide employment in the logging and wood 
products sector in 2004, compared to 35 percent in Southeast in 1994 (Hadland et al. 
2006). 

Nonresidents accounted for approximately 28.1 percent of private sector employment 
in Southeast Alaska in 2004, compared to 21.3 percent for the state as a whole.  
Within Southeast Alaska, the nonresident share of employment ranged from 18.9 
percent in Juneau to 44.3 percent and 49.7 percent in Haines and Skagway-Hoonah-
Angoon, respectively.  The relatively low level of nonresident employment in Juneau 
reflects the importance of the government sector, which accounted for 42 percent of 
employment in Juneau in 2005 (Alaska DOL 2006b). 
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Average annual seasonal variations in employment are shown for resource-
dependent industries and the region as a whole in Figure 3.22-3.  As shown in this 
figure, seasonal variations in resource-based employment—the difference between 
peak levels of employment in the summer and dips in the winter—are often quite 
pronounced.  The measure shown in the figure is calculated by dividing the difference 
between summer maximum and winter minimum employment by annual average 
employment.  Expressed as a percentage, this figure allows comparison between 
different industries and the regional economy as a whole.  Seafood processing shows 
a very high degree of seasonal variation.  Data for 2000 through 2004 for salmon 
harvesting are not shown in Figure 3.22-3, but using the same measure show an 
annual degree of seasonal variation that is slightly more than twice the variation for 
seafood processing, with employment ranging from about 100 people in January to as 
many as 18,700 in July (Patton and Robinson 2006). 

Although not reported here, it is safe to assume, based on the distribution of visitors 
throughout the year among other things, that recreation and tourism also shows a 
high degree of seasonal variation.  Data are presented for the Leisure and Hospitality 
sector in Figure 3.22-4 as a proxy for recreation and tourism and show a degree of 
variation substantially lower than the salmon harvesting and seafood processing 
sectors, but more than twice the Southeast Alaska average.  Data for the logging 
sector also show a high degree of seasonal variation; about half the variation for the 
seafood processing sector.  Seasonal variation for wood products manufacturing was 
generally comparable with the Southeast Alaska average.  The mining sector showed 
no seasonal variation, with 300 people reported in this sector for the entire three year 
period that data are available.  Data are also presented for the government sector, 
which showed much less seasonal variation than the Southeast Alaska average 
(Figure 3.22-4).  There is, however, some variation by type of government 
employment, with the seasonal variation for federal government employment more 
than twice the variation for state and local government, but still less than the 
Southeast Alaska average. 

These data indicate that much of the employment in resource-based industries in 
Southeast Alaska is seasonal and typically relies on a transient labor force.  
Communities that rely on this type of employment often have difficulty attracting other 
service providing industries that rely upon year round customers.  Gilbertson (2004) 
suggests that Juneau has experienced relatively large private sector growth over the 
last decade or so because the stable year round government employment there 
attracts service providing industries.  This is not, unfortunately, the case with many 
smaller Southeast Alaska communities. 

Industry-Specific Descriptions 
The following subsections contain more detailed descriptions of each resource-
dependent industry.   
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Figure 3.22-3 
Average Annual Seasonal Variation in Employment 2001-2005 (percent) 

 
Notes: 
1.  Average seasonal variation is calculated here by dividing the difference between summer maximum and winter 
minimum employment by annual average employment.  The resulting measure is expressed as a percentage. 
2.  The estimates for logging and mining are based on three years data only (2001 to 2003).  The wood products 
manufacturing estimate is based on just two years (2001, 2002).  The other estimates are based on five years of 
data (2001 to 2005). 
3.  There was no seasonal variation in mining employment during 2001 through 2003. 
4.  Data for the salmon harvesting sector are available for 2000 through 2004.  These data are not included in the 
graph because the degree of annual seasonal variation is an estimated 447 percent, slightly more than twice the 
variation for seafood processing. 
5.  Data for the Leisure and Hospitality sector are used here to represent the Recreation and Tourism sector.   
Source:  Alaska DOL 2006a, Patton and Robinson 2006 

 

Wood Products 
Direct employment in the wood products industry declined dramatically from its peak 
of 3,543 jobs in 1990 to 456 jobs in 2005, accounting for approximately 1 percent of 
total regional employment in 2004.  Much of this job loss was associated with closure 
of the large pulp mills in Sitka (1993) and Ketchikan (1997), which collectively 
accounted for 899 jobs in 1990.  These pulp mills accounted for about half of the 
federal timber harvest from 1970 up until their closure and also processed much of the 
chip by-products (manufacturing residues) from the region’s sawmills over this period.  
Closure of the pulp mills had a major effect on the regional demand for timber and the 
market for wood chips, which has directly affected the region’s remaining sawmills. 

A larger absolute decline in wood products employment over this period occurred in 
the logging sector with a net decline of 1,842 jobs over the same period, a decrease 
from 2,144 jobs in 1990 to just 302 jobs in 2004.  This decline in logging employment 
partly occurred due to a reduction in harvest from the Tongass National Forest, with 
annual harvest declining from 471 million board feet (MMBF) in 1990 to 46.3 MMBF in 
2004, but large reductions in annual harvest also occurred on private lands, with 
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annual private harvests declining from 506.1 MMBF to 98.9 MMBF over the same 
period.   
There have been major shifts in markets served by Alaska sawmills over the past 
decade.  Up to 95 percent of production was exported to Japan prior to 1997.  Foreign 
exports have fallen since 2000 and the proportion of volume shipped to domestic 
markets in the lower 48 states has increased, ranging from 60 percent to 83 percent 
of total production.  Shipments to domestic markets are primarily shop lumber or niche 
specialty products.  Western hemlock is the main species processed by Alaska mills, 
accounting for 50 to 56 percent of total production (Brackley et al. 2006a).  Sawn 
wood products, like any other commodity, will be sold in the markets that create the 
most profit for the seller.  Domestic markets for Southeast Alaskan sawn wood 
products are often more attractive at present than foreign markets.  Changes in 
demand, prices, and cost structures have had dramatic effects on the Southeast 
Alaskan timber industry and on the profitability of the remaining facilities. 
Timber harvest within Southeast Alaska is the main source of raw materials for the 
region’s wood products industry.  Raw material imports averaged just two percent of 
Southeast Alaska’s total round wood consumption from 1983 through 1994 and there 
have been no notable saw log or utility log imports into the region in recent years (USDA 
Forest Service 2007d).  The Ketchikan veneer mill restarted in 2007 using timber 
imported from British Columbia.  More recently, the mill has acquired timber from a 
logging contractor that purchased timber from several Southeast Alaska timber sales 
(Brackley and Haynes, in press; Damstedt 2007).  Annual Southeast Alaska timber 
harvest is shown by landowner for 1986 through 2005 in Figure 3.22-4.  Total harvest 
levels ranged from peak levels of just under 1,000 MMBF in 1989 and 1990 to a low of 
169 MMBF in 2004.  Total annual harvest increased to about 197 MMBF in 2005, with an 
increase in harvest on State lands accounting for much of this increase.  Total harvest 
decreased in 2006, with much of the decline (33 MMBF) attributable to further reductions 
in harvest on Native Corporation lands (USDA Forest Service 2007d).  

The overall pattern of harvest levels shown in Figure 3.22-4 generally reflects broader 
trends in the wood products market.  These include the global recession in the wood 
products industry that depressed output in the early to mid 1980s, the following boom, 
and the subsequent decline.  In Southeast Alaska, harvest levels have shown an overall 
pattern of decline since 1990 (Figure 3.22-4). 

Figure 3.22-4 
Southeast Alaska Total Timber Harvests by Ownership, 1986-2006 
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The majority of the region’s harvest has historically come from two ownerships: the 
Tongass National Forest and Native corporation (private) lands.  Prior to 2000, 
harvest from these two ownerships ranged from 96 percent to 99 percent of total 
harvest in Southeast Alaska.  The combined Tongass and Native corporation share 
dropped to 83 and 76 percent in 2000 and 2001, respectively, with the inclusion of the 
Alaska Mental Health Trust and University of Alaska harvests as part of the state total 
(Figure 3.22-5).  Harvest from the Tongass and Native corporation lands comprised 
78 percent of total harvest in 2005.  Harvest from Native corporation lands accounted 
for the majority of this, with harvest from the Tongass accounting for 25 percent (49.5 
MMBF) of the total.  Harvest from state lands since 2000 has ranged from 59.9 MMBF 
in 2000 to 24.2 MMBF in 2004, with a total of 42.9 MMBF harvested from state lands 
in 2005.  Most timber harvested from state lands is processed in Alaska.  In recent 
years the state has sold above its annual projected harvest levels to help bridge the 
gap between national forest harvest and local industry needs. 

Timber harvested from the Tongass and Native corporation lands largely flows into 
different markets which are not solely driven by price.  In the case of the Tongass 
National Forest there are restrictions on shipments of raw materials that dictate how 
and to whom products can be sold.  Yellow-cedar for example can be exported into 
foreign markets while western redcedar is appraised for local manufacture.  Much of 
the Sitka spruce and western hemlock is processed locally, although under certain 
circumstances, those species can be shipped out of state.  Low grade and small 
diameter Sitka spruce and western hemlock are appraised for shipment to markets in 
the lower 48 U.S. states.  Once a timber sale is purchased, under certain 
circumstances, the purchaser can apply for a permit to ship logs to markets other than 
those they were appraised for.  From 2001 to 2006, an average of 19 percent of the 
total volume harvested on the Tongass has been shipped in whole log form to 
domestic markets in other states or exported to foreign markets.  Levels fluctuated 
greatly from year to year over this period, ranging from a low of 8 percent to a high of 
39 percent.  Virtually all of timber harvested on Native corporation land is sold as 
whole log exports.   

The 1997 Forest Plan EIS (USDA Forest Service 1997a) noted that log exports 
comprised 43 percent of total Southeast Alaska production on a volume basis from 
1981 to 1995.  At 36 percent of the total, pulp was the second largest production 
component over this period and far more stable than log exports.  Lumber was noted 
as the smallest component of total production, averaging 19 percent of the total from 
1981 to 1995.  The Ketchikan Pulp Corporation (KPC) pulp mill closed in 1997 and 
brought pulp production in the region to an end.  Since 2000, logging has comprised 
70 percent of timber sector employment with sawmill employment accounting for the 
remaining 30 percent. 

In 2000 the total annual active sawmill processing capacity in Southeast Alaska was 
340 MMBF.  A total of 87 MMBF was processed that year, utilizing 26 percent of the 
existing active capacity.  Total active capacity has since declined to around 250 
MMBF and the volumes processed from 2003 to 2006 ranged from 31 MMBF (2004) 
to 34 MMBF (2005), and 12 to 13 percent of total capacity (Brackley et al. 2006b, 
Juneau Economic Development Council 2006, 2007).  

Employment in the Southeast Alaska wood products sector has declined substantially 
since the peak of 1990 (see Figure 3.22-6), decreasing by 3,093 jobs, or 87 percent, 
between 1990 and 2004.  While this total includes the entire pulp mill labor force, 
which accounted for 899 jobs in 1990, a larger absolute loss occurred in the logging 
sector, with 1,842 jobs lost between 1990 and 2004.  A total of 456 people were 
employed in the wood products sector in 2005.  Wood products-related indirect and 
induced employment was estimated at 437 jobs, resulting in a total of 893 jobs 
supported by the wood products industry in that year (Table 3.22-3). 

Production and 
Employment 
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Employment increased slightly in 2005, with a total of 499 people employed in the 
wood products sector.  Logging and sawmills accounted for 70 percent and 30 
percent of the total, respectively (USDA Forest Service 2007d).  This small increase 
was mainly associated with an increase in logging employment not related to the 
Tongass National Forest (Figure 3.22-6).  Employment decreased to 421 wood 
products jobs in 2006, with decreases in employment in all three active categories 
(Tongass logging, sawmill, and other logging) shown in Figure 3.22-6 (USDA Forest 
Service 2007d). 

Employment decreases tend to lag behind decreases in production, and further 
declines in employment levels are possible even if there are no further changes in 
harvest levels. 

It is clear from the preceding sections that the wood products industry in Southeast 
Alaska has undergone considerable change over the past decade.  The closure of the 
Alaska Pulp Corporation (APC) pulp mill in Sitka and the KPC pulp mill in Ketchikan in 
1993 and 1997, respectively, had a substantial effect on the overall regional demand 
for timber.  Wood consumption by these pulp mills accounted for about half of 
Tongass National Forest timber harvest from 1970 through the early 1990s and chip 
by-products from the region’s sawmills were historically used in pulp production 
(Brooks and Haynes 1997).  The KPC pulp mill, for example, required 190 MMBF of 
pulpwood and/or chips to operate at its reported full annual capacity of 210,000 tons 
of pulp (USDA Forest Service 1997a).  The analysis prepared for the 1997 Forest 
Plan Revision Final EIS noted that, on average, 19 percent of Native Corporation 
harvests were reportedly used in pulp production.  The 1997 Forest Plan Revision 
Final EIS also noted that an average of 17 percent of Tongass National Forest logs 
were classified as utility grade, meaning that they were more likely to be used for pulp 
or chips because they could not be made into boards. 

Figure 3.22-6 
Southeast Alaska Timber Sector Direct Employment by Type, 1986-2006 
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Recent harvest data indicate the utility share of total annual harvests on the Tongass 
decreased from approximately 19 percent in 1996 to around 12 percent in 2004 and 9 
percent in 2006 (USDA Forest Service 2002a, 2007d).  Approximately 46.1 MMBF of 
utility and low grade saw logs were chipped in 2000 (26.9 and 19.2 MMBF, 
respectively).  The majority of these chips were shipped to pulp mills in the continental 
U.S. (61.6 percent) and Canada (31.3 percent), with just 7.1 percent consumed in 

Current Status of 
the Industry 
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Alaska.  While these data indicate that a market existed for chips in 2000, the market 
is limited for low-grade log chips at this time (Brackley et al. 2006a).   

Utility logs are logs that are at least two-thirds defective and, therefore, do not meet 
sawlog specifications.  Since utility logs and sawlogs are mixed in the same tree 
stands, the loss of the market for wood chips has important implications for the 
economic viability of timber sales on the Tongass.  (This is discussed further in the 
environmental consequences part of this section).  As a result, timber sales on the 
Tongass include an Optional Removal clause (Forest Service Handbook [FSH]: 
2409.22 Chapter 630) that allows sale purchasers to leave behind utility logs.  These 
logs still have to be purchased as part of the timber sale but the purchaser no longer 
has to remove them, saving on logging and haul costs.   

The Alaska Regional Forester (Region 10) signed a new policy in March 2007 that 
approved limited interstate shipments of unprocessed Sitka spruce and western 
hemlock (Bschor 2007).  The policy allows shipment to the lower 48 states of 
unprocessed Sitka spruce and western hemlock sawlogs smaller than 15 inches in 
diameter at the small end of a 40-foot log, and grade 3 or 4 logs of any diameter.  
Shipments are limited on each sale to a maximum of 50 percent of total sawlog 
contract volume harvested of all species, including western redcedar and Alaska 
yellow-cedar, unless the Regional Forester grants an exception in advance based on 
case-specific unusual circumstances. 

This policy, referred to as the Limited Interstate Shipment Policy, is expected to 
increase the utilization of timber harvested on the Tongass and improve the 
economics of timber sales by providing a market for smaller diameter and low grade 
material that cannot be processed profitably by sawmills in Southeast Alaska 
(Alexander et al. 2007). 

A federal grant program was approved in 2001 and 2002 to help Alaska operators 
purchase drying and secondary processing equipment and mills in Alaska now have 
the ability to dry about 6.6 MMBF annually, with about 3.9 MMBF or 59 percent of the 
total State capacity located in Southeast Alaska.  Approximately 0.8 MMBF of dry, 
surfaced lumber was produced in Alaska in 2004, with slightly more than half (51 
percent or 412 thousand board feet [MBF]) of this total produced in Southeast Alaska 
(Nicholls et al. 2006).  In addition, the Ketchikan Wood Technology Center (KWTC), a 
nonprofit research and product development center that operates in partnership with 
the USDA Forest Service and the University of Alaska, was established in 2000.  The 
center’s projects include development of new lumber grades and structural design 
values for Alaska wood species.  Yellow cedar, hemlock, Sitka spruce and white 
spruce have been accepted as unique species for grading purposes by the American 
Lumber Standards Committee, with new design values for the species.  In addition, 
KWTC implemented a testing program to develop new glued laminated timber beam 
designs utilizing Alaskan species and has been conducting other tests with potential 
future benefits to the industry in Southeast Alaska.  The increased ability to produce 
dry, planed wood and updated grading rules for Alaskan lumber has allowed Alaskan 
producers to sell dimension lumber in local markets. 

Market shifts partly reflect the movement of smaller operators away from exporting 
round logs, chips, or rough-cut green lumber toward value added products and a 
movement toward direct marketing of finished products.  Value-added products 
produced by small mills on Prince of Wales Island, for example, include molding, 
tongue-and-groove, log cabin-style paneling, and shingles (Petersen and Bruns 
2005), as well as wood for musical instruments. 

Utilization of Mill Capacity 
Changes in demand and prices have affected the Southeast Alaskan wood products 
industry and the profitability of the remaining facilities.  The 1997 Forest Plan Revision 
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Final EIS reported an average utilization rate of 66 percent during the 1985 to 1994 
time period (USDA Forest Service 1997a, Table 3-133).  Utilization rates have shown 
a consistent downward trend in recent years, with mills in Southeast Alaska using just 
12 percent (31 MMBF) of total active capacity in 2004 and 13 percent (32.1 MMBF) in 
2005 (Table 3.22-5).  Not only has the utilization rate decreased since the 1985 
through 1994 time period, but the total active capacity that production is measured 
against has also declined, stabilizing at 250 MMBF since 2002 (Brackley et al. 2006a).  
Actual mill output has, however, been fairly consistent over the past five years: 39.7 
MMBF in 2002, 32.0 MMBF in 2003, 31.0 MMBF in 2004, 34.7 MMBF in 2005, and 
32.1 MMBF in 2006 (Brackley et al. 2006b; Juneau Economic Development Council 
2006, 2007).   

The results of the utilization studies summarized in Table 3.22-5 include the larger 
mills and operators in Southeast Alaska.  There are also a number of smaller mills not 
included in the study.  According to Petersen and Bruns (2005), for example, there are 
16 small operations on Prince of Wales Island and only six of the facilities are 
included in Table 3.22-5.  Although they are relatively small, these facilities may be 
important sources of economic activity for the communities they are located in or 
nearby. 

Table 3.22-5 
Active Timber Processors in Southeast Alaska in Calendar Years 2005 and 2006 
   2005 2006 

Mill1 Location 

Estimated 
Mill 

Capacity 
(MBF)2 

Actual 
Mill 

Output 
(MBF)3 

Utilization 
of Installed 

Capacity 
(Percent) 

Actual 
Mill 

Output 
(MBF)3 

Utilization 
of Installed 

Capacity 
(Percent) 

Viking Lumber Co. Craig 80,000 18,000 22.5 19,000 23.8 
Silver Bay, Inc. Wrangell 65,000 8,747 13.5 6,031 9.3 
Pacific Log & Lumber Ketchikan 39,600 4,824 12.2 4,234 10.7 
Icy Straits Lumber Co. Hoonah 20,000 500 2.5 700 3.1 
Northern Star Cedar Products4 Thorne Bay 14,500 322 2.2 0 0 
Porter Lumber Co. Thorne Bay 12,500 600 4.8 500 4.0 
The Mill Petersburg 8,500 30 0.4 45 0.5 
Thuja Plicata Lumber Co. Thorne Bay 7,500 100 1.3 130 1.7 
Thorne Bay Wood Products Thorne Bay 5,000 682 13.6 600 12.0 
Southeast Alaska Wood Products Petersburg 4,500 100 2.2 200 4.4 
D&L Woodworks Hoonah 1,750 100 5.7 100 5.7 
Alaska Fiber4 Petersburg 1,500 0 0.0 0 0 
W.R. Jones and Son Lumber Co Craig 1,000 690 69.0 600 60.0 
Total Location 261,350 34,695 13.3 32,140 13.1 
1 Only mills that were active in 2005 are included here.  Two inactive mills were identified in the 2006 mill survey: KPC/Annette 

Island Hemlock Mill (70 MMBF) and Gateway Forest Products Veneer Mill (30 MMBF), and (15 MMBF).  Five mills were identified 
in the 2006 survey as “out-of-business”: Chilkoot Lumber Co., Gateway Forest Products Sawmill, Herring Bay Lumber Co., Kasaan 
Mountain Lumber & Log, and Metlakatla Forest Products.  There are also a number of smaller mills not included in this study. 

2 Annual capacity is estimated based on the volume of material used during 500 eight-hour shifts. 
3 Actual mill production is the net sawlog volume (Scribner log scale) that was used during the year to manufacture sawn products. 
4 The Northern Star Cedar Products and Alaska Fiber facilities did not process timber in 2006.  Northern Star was subdivided among 

three owners and Alaska Fiber sold its primary processing equipment, but reportedly has plans to purchase and install new 
equipment. 

Source:  Juneau Economic Development Council 2006, 2007 

 
Demand can be thought of as the different amounts of a product buyers are willing to 
purchase at different prices.  Demand is not a single number, but instead a series of 
price-quantity relationships.  The same is true of supply.  It is the combination of 
supply and demand that determines the quantity and price of goods produced and 
consumed.  When we talk about “timber” on the Tongass we are talking about a 
spectrum of products that are not necessarily freely exchangeable or replaceable with 
one another or other sources of timber.  Thus, timber includes a mix of species, each 
with a potentially different demand and price.  Timber also includes a range of log 
types from high quality saw logs to utility logs for which demand and price differ 

Market Demand 
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markedly.  Finally, the ability of timber to satisfy demand will differ according to the 
location of that timber relative to mills and other existing infrastructure.  Under current 
market conditions, standing timber in the northernmost portions of the Tongass is 
unlikely to satisfy the demand for timber by mill operators in Ketchikan almost 500 
miles away. 

Accurately projecting future demand is difficult and cannot be considered an exact 
science.  Market demand for Southeast Alaska timber and wood products depends 
upon numerous difficult to predict factors, including changes in technology, growth 
and exchange rates in key markets, changes in consumer tastes and preferences, as 
well as developments in other producing regions whose products compete with those 
of Alaska.  While demand is difficult to predict, industry relies on a stable timber 
supply in order to conduct long-term business planning. 

This section examines a number of indicators of demand for Tongass timber for the 
planning cycle, and discusses the methodologies, limitations, and conclusions of 
each.  The analysis then considers the extent of the timber land base likely to be 
necessary to satisfy differing levels of demand. 

Demand Indicators 
Pacific Northwest Research Station Projections   

The Forest Service has commissioned the Pacific Northwest Research Station to 
prepare a number of projections of demand for Tongass timber over time, including 
Brooks and Haynes 1990, 1994, 1997.  In connection with ongoing monitoring and 
preparation of this EIS, the Forest Service commissioned the Pacific Northwest 
Research Station to prepare a new set of projections, resulting in Brackley et al. 
2006a.  Brackley et al. prepared a “derived demand” analysis and projected various 
demand figures for four potential scenarios using different assumptions about future 
markets and future processing facilities in Southeast Alaska.  Derived demand looks 
at the overall end-market demand in foreign and domestic markets, and considers 
what portion of that demand Alaska is likely to fill.  An example of end market demand 
in this case would be projected demand for Southeast Alaskan lumber (a final timber 
product) from markets in Asia.  

Brackley et al.’s model is a trend-based projection of quantities.  Trends in 
consumption (e.g., sawn wood in Japan) and trends in exports (e.g., pulp to all 
destinations) constitute the basic structure of the model.  In preparing this analysis, 
Brackley et al. used information about U.S. exports to Japan, and Japanese import 
and consumption data, as a benchmark for the historic data since those exports 
represented, until recently at least, the majority of sawn-wood production from 
Southeast Alaska.  They considered about 40 years of historic data and trends in 
manufactured wood products exports to Japan to project 20 years into the future and  
adjusted projections to address recent shifts and potential additional shifts towards the 
continental U.S. and other parts of the entire Pacific Rim (including North America), as 
an end-market for Alaska wood products.  Additional information on the Brackley et al. 
analysis is provided in an addendum report that addresses questions and concerns 
raised with respect to the original analysis (Brackley and Haynes, in press). 

Brackley et al.’s analysis has a number of limitations.  Because it is based on trends 
over a long historic period, it has “smoothed out” short-term fluctuations.  The timber 
industry is currently in a period of transition, increasing the likelihood of volatile shifts.  
In addition, demand cannot be considered in a vacuum.  Demand will be influenced by 
costs of production, which in turn will be influenced by the willingness of producers to 
invest in improvements to efficiency.  Decisions made in the Forest Plan relating to 
the timber base are believed likely to also have an impact on the producers 
willingness to invest.   
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Although Brackley et al. (2006a) described the following four scenarios, those are not 
necessarily the only possible scenarios, and considerable variation is possible within 
any of the scenarios.  Each scenario described below assumes the foundation of the 
preceeding scenario.  In other words, Scenario 2, for example, describes an increase 
in demand beyond Scenario 1 and so forth.  

Scenario 1, Limited Timber Production, was an approximation of the current status of 
the timber industry in Southeast Alaska in 2006 with no market for lower grade logs.  
The recent policy change (March 2007) that resulted in the Limited Interstate 
Shipment Policy is expected to change this situation, with timber sale purchasers now 
able to export lower grade logs to the continental U.S.  The current status is believed 
to be largely the result of supply limitations and not necessarily related to market 
demand.   

Scenario 2, Expanded Timber Production, assumes an increase in the Alaska share 
of the Pacific Rim markets, but no creation of facilities to process lower grade logs.  
However, a veneer plant could be a portion of the demand stimulation assumed in 
Scenario 2, as could the Limited Interstate Shipment Policy.   

Scenario 3, Medium Integrated Industry, assumes a demand stimulation in 2008 that 
creates demand for lower grade logs.  Potential forms of demand stimulus identified 
by Brackley et al. (2006a) included medium density fiberboard (MDF) plants or 
biomass facilities.  The Limited Interstate Shipment Policy could also contribute to this 
demand stimulus.   

Scenario 4, High Integrated Industry, assumes the demand stimulus in Scenario 3 
plus an additional stimulus, such as another facility coming on line in 2012.   

Scenarios 3 and 4 also assume a form of demand stimulation, such as a veneer plant, 
that uses medium and low-grade logs.  Based on these scenarios, Brackley et al. 
developed the projections shown in Table 3.22-6.  Brackley et al.’s projected volumes 
for the first two scenarios include decked sawlogs at the sawmills plus a portion of 
cedar logs that would be exported.  They do not reflect the total amount of timber that 
needs to be sold to produce these decked sawlog timber and cedar volumes.   

Table 3.22-6 
Timber Production 1983 to 2002 and Demand Projections for 2003 to 2025 
(MMBF) 
 Brackley et al. Scenarios 

Period1 

Limited 
Lumber 

Production 

Expanded 
Lumber 

Production 

Medium 
Integrated 
Industry2 

High Integrated 
Industry2 

1983-1987 281.0 281.0 281.0 281.0 
1988-1992 414.0 414.0 414.0 414.0 
1993-1997 200.2 200.2 200.2 200.2 
1998-2002 93.3 93.3 93.3 93.3 
2003-2007 30.0 33.7 44.4 44.4 
2008-2012 34.7 52.0 169.0 185.8 
2013-2017 38.7 75.4 204.4 299.0 
2018-2022 43.0 108.1 204.0 317.0 
2022-2025 46.7 142.9 204.4 360.1 
1 The projections are for 2003 through 2025 and shown in bold in this table.  The data for 1983 through 2002 

are the actual volumes processed in the years shown. 
2 These projections assume an industry (one or more facilities) will be created that uses pulp chips produced 

by Southeast Alaska sawmills, low grade logs, and other biomass products in fiber based board, chemical, 
or energy facilities.  Medium density fiberboard is one possible alternative identified in Brackley et al. 
(2006a).  Chemical and energy uses are also possible. 

Source:  Brackley et al. 2006a, Table 3 
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Annual projections are presented for all four scenarios in Table 3.22-7.  In addition to 
Brackley et al.’s estimated volume projections, this table also includes the total timber 
sale volume that would be needed under Scenarios 1 and 2.  The total sale volumes 
for 2022 for each scenario are used in the long-term effects analysis in the 
Environmental Consequences part of this section. 

Installed Capacity and the McDowell Group et al. (2004) Southeast Conference 
Projections 

Another way to consider the potential volumes that might be demanded by the timber 
industry in Southeast Alaska is to look at installed mill capacity and determine how 
much timber must be sold and harvested to run the mills at various rates of mill 
capacity utilization.  While we can assume mill owners want to operate their mills at an 
efficient level if economic timber supply is available, a limitation to this type of analysis 
is that it assumes there is a purchaser willing to buy the product at a price equal to or 
greater than the cost of production.  In the long run, a mill owner cannot be expected 
to operate a mill at an “efficient” rate if the mill owner cannot sell the product at a 
profit.  It should also be noted that a mill may not be able to operate indefinitely at a 
utilization rate far below the economically efficient rate without risking bankruptcy.   

Table 3.22-7 
Projected Demand for National Forest Timber from Brackley et al. (MMBF) 

Limited Lumber 
Production 

Expanded Lumber 
Production 

Medium 
Integrated 
Industry 

High 
Integrated 
Industry 

Year 
Estimated 
Volume1 

Total Sale 
Volume2 

Estimated 
Volume1 

Total Sale 
Volume2 

Estimated 
Volume1 

Estimated 
Volume1 

2005 31 47 35 53 45 45 
2006 32 48 38 57 55 55 
2007 33 50 41 62 67 67 
2008 33 50 44 66 139 139 
2009 34 51 48 72 151 151 
2010 35 53 52 78 166 166 
2011 35 53 56 85 184 184 
2012 36 54 60 91 204 286 
2013 37 56 65 98 204 291 
2014 38 57 70 106 204 295 
2015 39 59 75 113 204 299 
2016 39 59 81 122 204 303 
2017 40 60 87 131 204 308 
2018 41 62 93 140 204 312 
2019 42 63 100 151 204 317 
2020 43 65 108 163 204 325 
2021 44 66 116 175 204 333 
2022 45 68 124 187 204 342 
2023 46 69 133 201 204 351 
2024 47 71 143 216 204 360 
2025 48 72 153 231 204 370 

1 The projections for Scenarios 1 and 2 include sawlogs, cedar export, and chip volumes available from sawmill 
production.  They do not include low grade material or utility logs.  Scenarios 3 and 4 include sawlogs, cedar exports, 
chip volumes, low-grade material, and utility. 

2 The total sale volume projections represent the total harvest that would be necessary to produce the estimated volume 
under the first two scenarios.  These total volumes include the low quality material (low grade material or utility logs) not 
included in the demand projections.  These figures assume that the initial estimated volume would comprise 66 percent 
of the total required harvest.   

3 The data presented in this table were used to calculate the 4-year averages summarized in Table 3.22-6.  The effects 
analysis uses the projected demand numbers for 2022 to compare scenarios and alternatives. 

Source:  Appendix G, Table 2 
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An analysis prepared for the Southeast Conference—“Timber Markets Update and 
Analysis of an Integrated Southeast Alaska Forest Products Industry” (McDowell 
Group et al. 2004)—considered installed capacity of Southeast mills, projected a 
harvest volume that would allow the mills to operate at an efficient level assuming the 
existence of an integrated industry, and concluded that a minimum of 200 MMBF total 
harvest would be required.1  However, they concluded that the most efficient use of 
timber from the Tongass National Forest would most likely include other added-value 
manufacturing, such as a veneer mill.  The industry would be most efficient with at 
least two of each type of manufacturing facility to foster competitive bidding for 
materials and labor.  Depending upon the types of facilities, this could require an 
annual harvest of 350 MMBF or more from the Tongass (McDowell Group et al. 2004; 
McDowell Group 2006b). 

Recent Sales and Harvest Figures 

Another possible way to assess timber demand is to consider sale and harvest figures 
in recent years.  Table 3.22-8 shows annual timber sale harvest since 1994.   

Use of recent harvest figures as an indicator of demand has several limitations.  Since 
1997, much of the timber prepared for sale has been subject to appeal and litigation 
activities that have postponed our ability to offer the material.  In recent years, 
Congressional Appropriation Act provisions have prohibited the Tongass National 
Forest from offering timber sales that do not appraise positively using the residual-
value appraisal method.  Many timber sales have not appraised positively and others 
have been delayed through litigation; it is unclear what the actual harvest levels would 
have been if these constrictions on supply were not present.  

Table 3.22-8  
Tongass National Forest ASQ compared to Actual Harvest, 1994 to 2006 
(MMBF) 

Fiscal Year1 ASQ Actual Harvest 
1994 (End of APC contract)2 549 276 
19952 549 221 
19962 549 120 
1997 (End of KPC contract)2 549 107 
1998 267 120 
1999 267/1873 146 
2000 (Last KPC harvest) 1873 147 
2001 187/2673 48 
2002 267 34 
2003 267 51 
2004 267 46 
2005 267 50 
2006 267 43 
1 Fiscal Year: October 1 to September 30 the following year. 
2 The Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) for 1994 through 1997 included 450 MMBF net sawlog volume and 

549 MMBF total harvest. 
3  In May 1997, the Tongass Plan was revised, with a resulting allowable sale quantity of 267 MMBF. In April 

1999, a new Record of Decision was issued with a resulting allowable sale quantity of 187 MMBF. In 
March 2001, the 1999 ROD was vacated by the US District Court, District of Alaska and the allowable sale 
quantity reverted back to 267 MMBF. 

                                                      
1 Southeast Conference is a regional, nonprofit corporation and the State-designated Alaska 
Regional Development Organization, the federally designated Economic Development District, 
and the federally designated Resource Conservation and Development Council for Southeast 
Alaska (see http://www.seconference.org/index.html).   
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The Tongass Forest Plan assigns Land Use Designations (LUDs) to various portions 
of the Forest and designates the types of activities allowable within those LUDs.  
Suitable land in LUDs where timber management can be considered constitutes the 
“timber land base” of the Forest.  As part of the Forest Plan development process, the 
Forest Service calculates the average decadal volume that could be produced from 
that timber base over the rotation period, observing all of the legal requirements and 
standards and guidelines associated with the Plan.  The figure resulting from that 
calculation is the Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ).  The ASQ should not be equated 
with the ability of the Forest Service to satisfy timber demand alone.  Additional 
volume, for example, can be produced from wildlife habitat enhancement thinning in 
young-growth forest in the beach fringe and old-growth reserves.  Production of this 
type of additional volume may be appropriate to meet objectives other than timber 
production provided no irreversible damage would occur and restocking was assured. 

Conversely, not all suitable land is likely to be harvested.  Some lands within the 
suitable base may not be economically feasible to harvest for example.  The Forest 
Plan distinguishes between two types (components) of lands within the suitable base 
as a function of logging system implications.  The two non-interchangeable 
components (NICs) are referred to as NIC I and NIC II lands.  NIC I includes lands 
that can be harvested with normal logging systems;  NIC II, is comprised of lands with 
especially high logging costs usually due to isolation or special harvesting equipment 
requirements.  Although NIC I timber does not exhibit the problems of NIC II timber, 
not all NIC I timber, is necessarily economic.  The proportion of NIC I lands that would 
render economic timber sales could increase as the timber industry becomes more 
integrated.  In the absence of a facility that utilizes utility and lower grade logs, a 
timber sale must be sustained solely on the profits made from the higher grade 
sawlogs, even though the operator must harvest and pay for the lower grade logs.   

The Limited Interstate Shipment Policy increases the likelihood that timber sales in 
parts of the Tongass National Forest will have a positive appraisal under current 
market conditions.  The policy is also expected to increase the utilization of timber 
harvested on the Tongass, by increasing the amount of material that can be 
economically removed from the woods, and concurrently decreasing the amount of 
material that formerly had to be chipped, stored, or disposed of by the mills 
(Alexander et al. 2007). 

Logistics in Southeast Alaska also influence where and when timber is economic to 
harvest.  Currently the timber base is spread throughout the entire Tongass National 
Forest, while most of the saw mills are located in the southern portions of the Forest.  
The high cost of access and transportation between the timber supply and processing 
mills reduces the likelihood of meeting the needs of mill owners where distances are 
great.     

The ASQ reflects the maximum allowable level of timber harvest under each 
alternative and assumes every acre modeled and scheduled for timber harvest will 
actually be harvested.  The preceding paragraphs describe the considerations and 
constraints that make it unlikely that every acre will be scheduled for harvest.  

Juneau Economic Development Council and a Subcommittee of the Tongass 
Futures Roundtable  

These groups have made estimates of the minimum timber volume required for the 
efficient operation of various processing facilities, as discussed later in the effects 
section and shown in Tables 3.22-17 and 3.22-18.  The estimated minimum volume 
for efficient sawmill operation is approximately 66 percent of existing mill capacity 
(138 MMBF) based on the four largest existing sawmills in Southeast Alaska, with 
some allowance for smaller mills (see Table 3.22-17).  The minimum estimated 
volume necessary to supply a veneer plant is 30 MMBF of mid-value logs, with 80 to 
100 MMBF of No. 3 sawlogs and utility logs required to support an MDF or Bioenergy 
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facility.  Using these estimates a total of 248 MMBF to 268 MMBF is the minimum 
volume necessary to support an integrated industry.  The limitations of this analysis 
are similar to those in the installed capacity discussion above, in that there must be an 
end purchaser willing to buy the product at a price equal to or greater than the cost of 
production.  

Relationship between Demand over the Planning Cycle and Annual Demand 
The Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA) speaks of annual market demand and 
demand over each planning cycle (10 to 15 years into the future and beyond).  The 
Forest Plan itself does not authorize any timber harvest.  Such harvest is authorized 
by site-specific timber sale projects, which implement the plan.  Thus, it could be said 
that the Plan itself does not directly meet demand for timber.  Rather the Plan sets the 
conditions under which the Forest Service can seek to meet market demand through 
the cumulative sales of the annual timber sale program over the planning cycle. 

The Forest Service seeks to meet market demand for Tongass timber on an annual 
basis by establishing annual timber sale objectives using a methodology developed by 
Morse (2000).  This methodology uses a number of inputs including the Pacific 
Northwest Research Station projections, installed mill capacity, utilization rates, and 
market trends to determine annual sale offer levels (supply) (see Appendix G, Timber 
Demand).  The goal of the Forest Service is to have a 3-year supply (approximately) 
of timber under contract to meet sale objectives.  The 3-year supply approach 
recognizes timber cannot be harvested instantaneously and that purchasers must 
have some flexibility to respond to market changes.  Once the 3-year level is reached, 
the agency builds shelf volume (sale projects with completed NEPA and field work – 
ready for offer) and sells additional timber as existing inventories are harvested.  In 
this way, the agency seeks to enable the industry to respond to short term changes in 
markets.  The ratio of contract volume to harvest peaked in 2002, at 6.8, but dropped 
closer to the 3-year supply objective in 2003.  In 2004 and 2005 the ratio dropped to 
1.7.  Recent ratios of volume under contract to harvest are potentially misleading.  
Harvests have declined considerably over the past few years, resulting in increasing 
contract volume to harvest ratios through 2002 in spite of declining contract volumes.  
Some of the volume under contract in 2002 and 2003 was in sales cancelled in 2004 
and 2005. 

In 2004, Section 339 of the Department of the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act for fiscal year (FY) 2004, Public Law No. 108-108, provided that 
the Secretary of Agriculture may cancel, with the consent of the timber purchaser, a 
number of timber sale contracts on the Tongass National Forest awarded between 
October 1 1995 and January 1 2002.  A given sale could be cancelled provided that 
the Secretary determined, at the Secretary’s sole discretion, that the sale would result 
in a financial loss to the purchaser, and the costs to the government of seeking a legal 
remedy against the purchaser would likely exceed the cost of terminating the contract.  
By the end of FY 2005, a total of seventeen sales (with approximately 122 MMBF) on 
the Tongass National Forest were cancelled.  It is the intent of the Tongass National 
Forest to reconfigure cancelled timber sales and re-offer that portion of the volume 
that is economically viable. 

Projecting demand over the planning cycle has a higher degree of uncertainty and 
depends on numerous factors that are difficult to predict, including changes in 
technology, growth and exchange rates in key markets, changes in consumer tastes 
and preferences, as well as developments in other producing regions whose products 
compete with those of Alaska.  The difficulty in developing long-term projections for 
the timber industry in Southeast Alaska is further exacerbated by the current 
circumstances confronting the industry, which, as discussed in the preceding 
sections, has been in a period of transition since closure of the pulp mills in the 1990s.  
With this in mind, recent studies (Brackley et al. 2006a; McDowell Group et al. 2004; 

Section 705 (a) of the 
Tongass Timber Reform 
Act of 1990 states: 
 
Subject to appropriations, 
other applicable law, and 
the requirements of the 
National Forest 
Management Act of 1976 
(Public Law 94-558), 
except as provided in 
subsection (d) of this 
section, the Secretary 
shall, to the extent 
consistent with providing 
for the multiple use and 
sustained yield of all 
renewable forest 
resources, seek to 
provide a supply of timber 
from the Tongass 
National Forest which (1) 
meets the annual market 
demand for timber from 
such forest and (2) meets 
the market demand from 
such forest for each 
planning cycle.   
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McDowell Group 2006b) have considered the demand for timber based on a number 
of different scenarios that assume different futures for the timber industry.  The 
identified future scenarios range from a projected longer-term demand of 47 MMBF 
through 360 MMBF.  Based on these studies, the Forest Service identified an upper 
planning cycle demand of 360 MMBF. 

Recreation and Tourism 
The following section is divided into two subsections or parts.  The first part discusses 
trends in recreation and tourism and related employment for Southeast Alaska as a 
whole.  This discussion draws upon region-wide visitor numbers and related 
employment estimates to the extent they are available.  The second part discusses 
the same issues with specific reference to the Tongass National Forest.  Trends in 
visitation to Southeast Alaska and the Tongass National Forest are discussed in detail 
in the Recreation and Tourism section of this document and, as a result, are only 
briefly summarized in the following subsections.   

Trends in Visitation  
The number of visitors to Southeast Alaska has grown substantially since the early 
1990s.  Summer visitors to Southeast Alaska more than doubled between 1993 and 
2006, increasing from 502,800 in 1993 to 1,160,000 in 2006, an increase of 131 
percent (McDowell Group et al. 2007).  Statewide, the total number of visitors 
increased by 40 percent over the same period.  The relatively large increase in 
visitation to Southeast Alaska reflects the dramatic growth in the number of cruise 
ship passengers visiting the region.  The number of cruise ship passengers visiting 
Juneau, for example, more than tripled between 1993 and 2006, increasing from 
approximately 306,600 in 1993 to 953,000 in 2006 (Table 3.15-13 in the Recreation 
and Tourism section; Juneau Convention and Visitors Bureau 2007).  The number of 
passengers docking at Juneau is considered representative of the total number of 
cruise ship passengers because most cruise ships visiting Southeast Alaska stop 
there.   

Anecdotal evidence suggests that the number of independent visitors (i.e., non-cruise 
ship visitors) remained relatively constant from 1980 through 2002.  Recent estimates 
by the Juneau Convention and Visitors Bureau suggest, for example, that the number 
of independent visitors to Juneau has held relatively constant at around 100,000 
(Schroeder et al. 2005) over this same period.  Data for Southeast Alaska as a whole 
indicate cruise ship visitors increased from about 64 percent of total visitors to the 
region in 1985 to 75 percent of the total in 2001.  About 90 percent of visitors to 
Juneau in 2003 were estimated to be cruise ship passengers (Schroeder et al. 2005). 

Employment and Contribution to the Regional Economy 
Recreation and tourism-related employment is difficult to accurately quantify because 
visitors spend their money throughout the local economy.  There is no single “tourism 
industry” and no direct measures of tourist-related income or employment.  
Components of travel and tourism activities are instead partially captured in other 
economic sectors, such as retail trade (e.g., grocery stores and gift shops), 
transportation, hotels and other lodging places, and amusement and recreation 
services.   

There are no readily available current estimates of total recreation and tourism-related 
employment for Southeast Alaska.  The most recent study that provided data by 
Alaska region (McDowell Group 1999) estimated that recreation and tourism (or in 
their terms vacation/pleasure visitors) supported approximately 4,154 direct jobs in 
Southeast Alaska in 1998, approximately 22 percent of Alaska’s total recreation and 

Recreation and 
Tourism in 
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tourism-related employment.  The Draft and Final SEIS used the basic approach 
employed in the McDowell analysis and estimated that recreation and tourism 
supported 4,185 and 4,278 direct jobs in Southeast Alaska in 1999 and 2001, 
respectively (USDA Forest Service 2002b, 2003b).  Based on these estimates, 
recreation and tourism accounted for 7 percent and 8 percent of total employment in 
Southeast Alaska in 1999 and 2001, respectively.  Unfortunately it is not possible to 
update these estimates because the baseline employment data compiled by the 
Alaska DOL are no longer available in the same format following the national shift 
from the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system to the North American 
Industrial Classification System (NAICS).   

In the absence of a reliable current estimate of recreation and tourism-related 
employment for Southeast Alaska, employment in the leisure and hospitality sector is 
used as a proxy for recreation and tourism employment in 2005.  Employment in this 
sector accounted for approximately 9 percent of total employment in Southeast Alaska 
in 2005 (see Table 3.22-3 for details).   

While there are no current estimates of total recreation and tourism-related 
employment for Southeast Alaska, two studies offer some insight into the economic 
contribution that recreation and tourism makes to the regional economy.  The first 
study was a survey of commercial recreation businesses that use the public lands and 
waters of Southeast Alaska.  Conducted in 2000, this survey found that cruise ship 
passengers accounted for 41 percent of total clients, ranging from 22 percent of 
clients for businesses with fewer than 200 clients a year to 91 percent of clients for 
businesses with more than 10,000 clients a year (Alaska Division of Community and 
Business Development [DCBD] 2001).  This survey also found that 86 percent of 
outfitter/guide businesses had annual revenues of less than $100,000 in 1999.  Six 
firms reported revenues over $1 million, including one firm with revenues exceeding 
$10 million.  A similar distribution is evident in terms of clients served, with the majority 
of firms serving less than 100 clients, a smaller number of firms serving considerably 
larger numbers, and one firm serving more than 100,000 clients in 1999. 

Given the rapid growth in the number of cruise ship passengers visiting the region 
since 2000, it seems reasonable to assume that the number of clients seeking guided 
recreation opportunities and the number of outfitter/guides operating in the region has 
grown.  Outfitter/guide data for the Tongass, for example, indicate a 22 percent 
increase from 2004 to 2005 in the number of clients served by outfitter/guides Forest-
wide (see Table 3.15-18 in the Recreation and Tourism section).   

A second study that provides important insight into the contribution of nature-based 
tourism to the regional economy was prepared by the Institute of Social and Economic 
Research at the University of Alaska Anchorage and involved field research 
conducted in the summers of 2005 and 2006 (Dugan et al. 2006).  This study focused 
on a limited number of communities and sought to provide insight into revenues 
generated, the types of activities attracting tourists, and the flows of money through 
the economy.  The findings of the study indicate that nature-based tourism generates 
substantial revenues in the region, with an estimated $250 million generated in annual 
direct business revenues for the companies surveyed in Sitka, Juneau, and Chichagof 
Island (Dugan et al. 2006).  The study also found that nature-based tourism takes a 
number of different forms and the ratio of cruise ship passengers to independent 
travelers varies by location.  Most nature-based activities that originate in Ketchikan, 
for example, fell into four general categories: flightseeing, marine charters, adventure 
experiences, and general sightseeing.  In all cases, the majority of clients participating 
in these activities were cruise ship passengers.  Nature-based tourism on Chichagof 
Island, on the other hand, included a mix of cruise ship passengers and independent 
travelers, depending on the location and activity involved (Dugan et al. 2006). 
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The following discussion focuses on existing and projected recreation use levels and 
related employment.  The existing supply of recreation opportunities, which forms an 
important part of the recreation analysis presented in the environmental 
consequences part of this section, is discussed with respect to Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) settings and inventoried Recreation Places in the Recreation and 
Tourism section of this document. 

Forest Use and Visitation 
The preceding discussion indicates that there has been a substantial growth in the 
number of visitors to Southeast Alaska over the past decade or so. 

While it is reasonable to assume that the vast majority of visitor recreation and tourism 
activity in the region is related to the natural environment, not all of the activity 
generating this employment can be directly linked to the Tongass National Forest.  
Many visitors experience the Tongass passively, from the deck of a cruise ship, for 
example, without directly using the Forest for recreation purposes.  In addition, while 
the Tongass includes approximately 80 percent of the land area in Southeast Alaska, 
there are other lands that offer wildland recreation opportunities in the region, 
including the 3.3 million acres of National Park Service lands and recreation lands 
managed by the State of Alaska.  Further, other popular recreation and tourism 
activities, such as saltwater fishing, sea kayaking, and shopping, do not take place on 
the Tongass.   

It should, however, be noted that cruise ship companies have heavily marketed 
Forest-related activities in recent years and many passengers do take at least one trip 
to the Forest during their visit.  Icefield helicopter tours and visits to the Mendenhall 
Glacier by cruise ship passengers have, for example, increased substantially (see 
Table 3.15-15 in the Recreation and Tourism section).  Recent survey data (2005) 
indicate approximately 83 percent of cruise visitors to Juneau participated in at least 
one tour while in port.  Glacier tours were the most popular type of tour in 2005, with 
42 percent of cruise visitors taking this type of tour.  Wildlife/marine life viewing, the 
Mt. Roberts Tramway, and flightseeing via helicopter were also popular (McDowell 
Group 2005). 

With these caveats in mind it is apparent that not all of the recreation and tourism 
employment and economic activity in Southeast Alaska can be directly attributed to 
the Tongass.  In addition, visitors to the region comprise only part of total recreation 
use on the Tongass.  Residents of local communities also make extensive use of the 
Forest for recreation purposes.   

The question of recreation use is complicated because only limited forest visitation 
data are presently available.  There are currently two main sources of data: the results 
of the first Alaska National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) program, which were 
published in 2004, and data that were collected for specific recreation places in the 
1980s and early 1990s.   

The final results of the first Alaska NVUM program, which involved surveys conducted 
over 3 years, were published in August 2004 (Kocis et al. 2004).  According to the 
NVUM analysis there were an estimated 1.83 million national forest visits and 2.13 
million site visits to the Tongass in 2003 (Kocis et al. 2004).  NVUM has standardized 
definitions of visitor use measurement to ensure that all national forest visitor 
measurements are comparable.  A national forest visit, as defined by the NVUM, is 
the entry of one person onto the Forest to participate in recreation activities for an 
unspecified period of time and may include multiple site visits.  A site visit, as defined 
by the NVUM study, is the entry of one person onto a national forest site or area to 
participate in recreation activities for an unspecified period of time.   

Recreation and 
Tourism on the 
Tongass National 
Forest 
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Prior to the NVUM program, Forest-wide recreation use statistics were last compiled 
for the Tongass National Forest in 1995.  The basic measurement of recreational 
activity was the Recreation Visitor Day (RVD), which is usually obtained through the 
counting of use permits, visitor surveys, or observation.  An RVD is 12 hours of 
recreation use by one individual.  The measures used in the NVUM program are not 
directly comparable with these estimates.  In addition, the NVUM estimates were 
developed for the entire forest, while the data collection efforts in the 1980s and early 
1990s focused on identified and specific recreation places (see the Recreation and 
Tourism section of this document). 

While the NVUM data are more recent, it is not possible to extrapolate future use from 
just one year of data, even though all indications suggest that recreation use in the 
region and on the Tongass has been increasing in recent years.  In the absence of 
more recent detailed information, the following analysis uses RVD data compiled for 
identified recreation places from 1984 through 1995 to assess existing and future 
conditions.  These data may not accurately reflect current levels of use on the 
Tongass, but they are sufficient to allow a comparison of alternatives.  This 
comparison is based on the projected effects of the alternatives on recreation supply 
(in the form of ROS settings).  Demand is assumed to be consistent across all the 
alternatives and the exact number is less important in this analysis than the overall 
trend. 

Existing and Projected Use (RVDs)   
The RVD data compiled for 1984 through 1995 are divided into three groups based on 
the ROS system that is used to inventory and classify different recreation settings on 
the Forest (see Table 3.15-2 in the Recreation and Tourism section).  These three 
groups consist of Primitive and Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized settings (here termed 
ROS 1); Semi-Primitive Motorized settings (ROS 2); and Roaded Natural, Roaded 
Modified, Rural, and Urban settings (ROS 3) (see Table 3.15-2).  Semi-Primitive 
Motorized settings (here termed ROS 2) accounted for a majority of recreation use on 
the Tongass in 1994, with 62 percent of recorded RVDs occurring in ROS 2 settings.  
ROS 1 settings, as defined here, accounted for 20 percent of the use, with the 
remaining 18 percent of RVDs taking place in ROS 3 settings.   

Historic and projected recreation use is presented in Figure 3.22-7.  Future use 
projections are based on actual use estimates from 1984 to 1995, with a trend line 
(based on these data) used to project future levels of demand.  Annual estimated use 
is presented by ROS class for 1984 through 1995 and for 2000, 2005, and 2010 in 
Table 3.22-9.  Total RVDs are divided into ROS classes based on the shares 
identified for 1994, which are assumed to remain constant throughout this analysis.  
These shares are presented graphically in Figure 3.22-8, which also identifies the 
projected supply of these settings based on the Forest-wide Geographic Information 
System (GIS) database that was updated for this analysis (see the Recreation and 
Tourism section of this document).   

Although outfitter/guides charge clients for services that involve the Tongass National 
Forest, recreational use on public lands is not typically a market good.  In other words, 
the Forest Service does not typically charge individuals to use the Forest for 
recreation.  As a result, where supply is binding, use restrictions rather than price 
increases are the most likely result.  This analysis assumes that RVD use within a 
certain ROS class will not exceed supply within that class (for this analysis, supply is 
equated to the current level available; alternative supply levels are evaluated in the 
Effects Analysis).  ROS 2 is the only class in which demand exceeds supply over the 
next decade, with the projected number of RVDs having exceeded estimated supply 
in 1998.  In this case, demand is assumed to be constrained by the available supply.  
The second part of Table 3.22-9 and the dashed line shown in Figure 3.22-7 show the 
effect that constraining ROS 2 in this manner would have upon projected use.  This 
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modified projection, which serves as the baseline for the effects analysis, assumes 
that recreation use in ROS 1 and ROS 3 settings would not be substituted for the 
projected unmet ROS 2 demand.   

The supply of ROS settings used in this analysis is limited to specifically identified 
recreation places, with demand also assumed to occur in these places.  There are an 
estimated 870,000 ROS 2 acres in identified recreation places compared to 
approximately 1.5 million ROS 2 acres Forest-wide (see Tables 3.15-3 and 3.15-5 in 
the Recreation and Tourism section of this document).  The recreation economic 
analysis assumes that demand would continue to focus on ROS 2 areas in recreation 
places and, therefore, exceed supply in these areas.  Viewed on a Forest-wide basis, 
ROS 2 demand would not exceed Forest-wide supply until sometime after 2010. 

This approach recognizes that recreation use is not evenly distributed on the Forest, 
with some areas, identified here as inventoried Recreation Places, receiving much 
higher levels of use than others.  High levels of recreation activity generally take place 
during the summer and correspond with cruise ship activity, increased private boating 
by both residents and non-residents, and a general increase in resident recreation 
activity.  High use levels and/or limited capacity have resulted in reports of use 
exceeding capacity in certain areas, which generally correspond with the ROS 2 areas 
evaluated here.  The Shoreline Outfitter/Guide EIS prepared for the north portion of 
the Forest, for example, identified 15 “hotspots” where there was a perception of 
crowding (USDA Forest Service 2002c).  These areas mainly involved popular 
saltwater bays adjacent to the Forest and included Eliza Harbor, Gambier Bay, 
Greens Creek, Brothers Islands, George Island, Idaho Inlet, Mud Bay, Pinta Cove, 
Point Adolphus, Mallard Bay, Williams Cove, Slocum Inlet, Kelp Bay, Lake Eva Trail, 
and Patterson Bay.  Perceptions of and actual crowding exist at other locations on the 
Forest, including the Anan Creek Wildlife Viewing Area and Margaret Bay near 
Ketchikan.  

The following analysis also assumes that there would be no change in the current 
availability of recreational settings.  This is not necessarily the case for identified 
recreation places or the Forest as a whole.  Shoreline areas or other areas accessible 
by floatplane or helicopter that are presently allocated to Primitive or Semi-Primitive 
Non-Motorized settings (ROS 1) could be reallocated to the Semi-Primitive Motorized  
setting (ROS 2) in the future if patterns of use or other factors change.  While these 
assumptions represent a simplification of underlying realities, they are necessary to 
produce a quantified estimate of the relation between recreation supply and demand 
and allow a comparison of alternatives. 
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Figure 3.22-7 
Historical and Projected Recreational Activity on the Tongass National Forest in RVDs 
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Note:  The dashed line represents future recreational activity constrained by the supply of ROS 2 settings. 
Source:  USDA Forest Service 1997a (Figure 3-23; updated using 2006 ROS supply data). 

Figure 3.22-8 
Historical Consumption, Projected Demand, and 2006 Supply for Recreation Activity on 
the Tongass National Forest by ROS Group 
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Employment and Earnings 
The direct employment estimates presented in Table 3.22-9 are based on a job/RVD 
ratio of 0.00074.  This ratio was developed for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS analysis 
based on visitor survey data and data from a regional economic model (IMPLAN) 
(USDA Forest Service 1997a, p. 3-460).  This approach assumes that the average 
amount of employment generated by a single RVD is constant over time and that this 
number is the same for both Tongass-related recreation and the region as a whole, as 
well as for different types of recreation on the Tongass.  While these assumptions 
may not accurately reflect underlying realities, they are necessary to produce a 
quantified estimate of the relation between recreation activity and employment.   

Nonresidents were assumed to account for 44 percent of historic and projected RVDs 
and a commensurate share of employment for the purposes of this analysis.  Total 
employment (direct, indirect, and induced) generated by nonresidents is presented in 
the last row of Table 3.22-9, entitled “Total from Nonresident.”  A reduction in out-of-
state recreational activity due to decreased recreational opportunities (ROS settings) 
is assumed to result in a net economic loss to the region.  Local residents, on the 
other hand, are assumed to spend their money elsewhere in Southeast Alaska, and 
no net loss in economic activity is incurred.  This is not to say that this type of effect 
would be neutral if it were to occur.  This is discussed further in the Environmental 
Consequences section. 

Table 3.22-9 
Tongass-Related Recreation and Tourism:  Historic and Predicted Consumption in Recreation 
Visitor Days (RVDs) 
 Consumption to 1995 and Projected Demand for Tongass-Related Recreation, 2000, 2005, and 2010 (1,000 RVDs)1 

 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010
ROS 1 197 293 215 263 297 348 461 487 511 414 433 528 672 816 960 
ROS 2 612 907 665 815 922 1,077 1,428 1,509 1,584 1,284 1,342 1,638 2,084 2,530 2,976 
ROS 3 178 263 193 237 268 313 415 438 460 373 390 476 605 734 864 
Total 987 1,463 1,073 1,315 1,487 1,738 2,303 2,435 2,554 2,071 2,165 2,642 3,361 4,080 4,800 
 

Available Recreation Opportunities  
RVDs by Class in 20052 

Projected Consumption of RVDs by Class  
(1,000 RVDs)3  

(1,000 RVDs)  1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 
ROS 1 1,289 ROS 1 528 672 816 960 1,104 
ROS 2 2,053 ROS 2 1,638 1,819 1,819 1,819 1,995 
ROS 3 2,206 ROS 3 476 605 734 864 993 

Total 5,548 Total 2,642 3,096 3,369 3,643 4,092 
 
 Historic and Projected Employment Generated in Average Annual Employment 

 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010
Direct Employment4 730 1,083 794 973 1,100 1,286 1,704 1,802 1,890 1,533 1,602 1,955 2,291 2,493 2,696
From Nonresident5 321 476 349 428 484 566 750 793 832 674 705 860 1,008 1,097 1,186

Total from Nonresident6 389 576 423 518 586 685 907 959 1,006 816 853 1,041 1,220 1,327 1,435
1 Figures for 1984 to 1995 are estimated from historical use data.  Figures in subsequent years are estimates based on a linear projection 

using the 1984 to 1995 estimates of actual use (see Figure 3.22-7).  The distribution of RVDs by ROS setting is based on estimates for 
1994 ROS classes 1, 2, and 3 are assumed to account for 20 percent, 62 percent, and 18 percent of total RVDs, respectively. 

2 Estimated available recreation opportunities are based on the supply of ROS settings in identified recreation places on the Tongass.  These 
estimates are for National Forest System (NFS) lands only.  They do not include State or private lands in recreation places within the 
Tongass National Forest boundary. 

3 Projected consumption of RVDs by ROS class is based on projected demand with the consumption of ROS 2 opportunities constrained by 
the existing supply.  

4 Direct employment is calculated using a job/RVD ratio of 0.00074.  This ratio was developed for the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS 
analysis (see USDA Forest Service 1997a, p. 3-460). 

5 Nonresident use is estimated to be 44 percent of total forest use.  This analysis focuses upon nonresident visitors because jobs generated 
by nonresident expenditures on goods and services are considered comparable to an export industry that brings new money into the region, 
creating new wealth and development opportunities.  Resident recreational activity, on the other hand, brings no new money into the region, 
and thereby does not expand the local job base. 

6 Total employment generated by nonresident activities is estimated using a multiplier of 1.21.   
Source:  USDA Forest Service 1997a (Table 3-136) 
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Commercial Fishing and Seafood Processing 
While commercial salmon fishing represents the largest share of Southeast Alaska’s 
fishing industry (42 percent based on ex-vessel value in 2005), halibut, crab and 
herring fishing combined make up a substantial proportion of the region’s total catch 
(approximately 31 percent in 2005 on a value basis) (Alaska DOL 2007e).  There is an 
important connection between salmon and other wildlife and fish species on the 
Tongass National Forest.  Crab, halibut, herring, bears, eagles, and other species 
depend on the annual return of millions of salmon and juvenile salmon produced in 
the  streams and lakes of these public lands.  As a result, management decisions that 
affect salmon are known to indirectly affect other species that are commercially fished.  
These relationships are, however, poorly understood and difficult to quantify.  The 
commercial fishing discussion presented in this section, therefore, focuses on the 
salmon fishery.  Data available for the seafood processing industry, however, do not 
allow for an easy distinction between salmon processors and other firms.  Data 
presented for the seafood processing sector, therefore, include the entire seafood 
processing industry. 

Although the profitability of the seafood industry in Southeast Alaska continuously 
changes, it remains a major component of the regional economy.  Together, the fish 
harvesting and seafood processing sectors accounted for approximately 3,781 direct 
jobs in 2005, and approximately 10 percent of regional employment (Table 3.22-3).  
Indirect and induced employment for the fish harvesting sector is estimated to be 525 
jobs, resulting in a total of 2,806 jobs supported by this sector in 2005.  The seafood 
processing sector in Southeast Alaska had estimated indirect and induced 
employment of 960 jobs and supported a total of 2,460 jobs (Table 3.22-3). 2 

Employment data compiled by the Alaska DOL indicate that the salmon fishery 
accounted for approximately 45 percent of commercial fishing employment (1,026 
jobs) in 2005, with the other fisheries combined supporting 1,255 jobs (Alaska DOL 
2007d).  Other important fisheries in 2005 included halibut (567 jobs), sablefish (226 
jobs), and crab (176 jobs) (Alaska DOL 2007d).    

Unlike other basic sectors of Southeast Alaska’s economy, components of the 
seafood industry are spread throughout the region with an important presence in 
virtually every community.  Alaska’s market share of the global salmon supply 
(estimated at 31 percent in 1990) has, however, been falling.  The loss of market 
share is not a function of poor stocks or low supply, but a consequence of the growing 
acceptability of farmed fish as a source of fresh salmon and other seafoods.  
Southeast Alaskan fishermen have also been negatively affected by weaker Asian 
markets and competition from fish from eastern Russia (Schroeder et al. 2005).  
Seafood processing has also undergone fundamental changes in recent years with 
the increased use of floating fish processing facilities and a trend toward frozen rather 
than canned salmon.  The seafood industry is discussed in more detail in the 1997 
Tongass Land Management Plan Revision Final EIS (USDA Forest Service 1997a, p. 
3-452 to 3-456). 

Value and volume measures of salmon harvest for Southeast Alaska are shown in 
Figure 3.22-8.  Both measures show considerable variation from year-to-year.  In 
contrast to revenue and catch figures, employment has remained relatively stable, but 
has exhibited an overall downward trend (Figure 3.22-9).  Statewide, fleet participation 
in the Alaska salmon fisheries dropped in 2002, partly as a result of low ex-vessel 
prices (the prices fishermen receive for their catch), but also due to processor 
limitations on the number of vessels they would serve.  Low prices and loss of market 

                                                      
2Note that indirect employment for the seafood processing sector includes fish harvesting.  As a 
result, the total (direct and indirect) employment estimates for these sectors should not be 
added together because this would result in some salmon harvesting employment being double 
counted. 
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opportunities resulted in a notable decline in the value of limited entry permits in the 
salmon fisheries, declining in total value from approximately $1.25 billion in 1990 to 
$226 million in 2002.  Wards Cove Packing Company, the eighth largest processor in 
Alaska, announced in December 2002 that it was terminating its Alaska salmon 
operations.  

Southeast Alaska accounted for approximately 29 percent of employment in Alaska 
fisheries in 2004 (Patton and Robinson 2006).  Fisheries employment in Southeast 
declined by about 9 percent from 2000 to 2003, but recovered slightly in 2004, 
increasing by 2.4 percent.  Most of these changes were due to the decline and partial 
recovery in the salmon fishery, which accounted for approximately 45 percent of all 
Southeast harvesting employment in 2005 (Patton and Robinson 2006) (see Figure 
3.22-9).  The commercial fishing and seafood processing industries are generally 
characterized by high degrees of nonresident participation.  Nonresidents accounted 
for approximately 34 percent of gross earnings in the fish harvesting industry in 
Southeast Alaska in 2005 (Alaska DOL 2007f).  Nonresidents made up a higher share 
of the fish processing industry, accounting for approximately 67 percent of 
employment in this sector in Southeast Alaska in 2005 (Alaska DOL 2007g). 

Figure 3.22-8 
Southeast Alaska Salmon Harvest: Gross Landings and Gross Revenue, 1984 to 
2005 
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Sources:  Martin 2006; Bachman et al. 2005; ADF&G 2004; Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission 2006. 



3  Environment and Effects 
 

Economic and Social Environment 3-520 Final EIS 

 

Figure 3.22-9 
Direct Salmon Harvesting and Fish Processing Employment in Southeast Alaska, 1984 
to 2005 
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1. Salmon harvesting employment totals presented in this figure were estimated based on data by Fishery and average crew sizes, 

time spent fishing, and preparation time for different fisheries.  The employment coefficients used in this analysis are presented in 
Table 3-135 of the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS (USDA Forest Service 1997a). 

2. Seafood processing employment for 1995 through 2005 was obtained from the Alaska DOL, who provided these data rounded to 
the nearest 50 employees. 

Source: Alaska CFEC 2002, 2006; Alaska DOL 2001, 2006a; and USDA Forest Service 1997a (Table 3-135). 

 

Mining and Mineral Development 
Mineral exploration and mining have been a part of life in Southeast Alaska for over 
120 years.  Today, the mining industry is exploring new areas for potential mineral 
deposits and is revisiting historic mining areas using modern exploration techniques.  
The 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS analysis noted that there are 13 identified 
mineral deposits on the Tongass National Forest that appeared economically viable 
under certain conditions.  The Present Net Value of these 13 deposits was estimated 
at $25.6 billion (USDA Forest Service 1997a, p. 3-464).  Existing and potential mining 
development activities identified in the 1997 Final EIS analysis included the Quartz 
Hill molybdenum site in Misty Fiords, the Greens Creek zinc, lead, and silver mine on 
Admiralty Island, and the Kensington mine north of Juneau.  

In 2005, 312 workers were directly employed by the mining industry.  Mining-related 
indirect and induced employment is estimated at 150 jobs, resulting in a total of 462 
jobs supported by the mining industry in that year (Table 3.22-3).  Estimated annual 
average employee earnings of $60,971 per year in 1995 were twice the regional 
average.  This annual average estimate is equal to $78,043 in 2005 dollars.  Based on 
this estimate, direct and total employee earnings in the mining sector were 
approximately $24.3 million and $30.4 million in 2005.  Approximately 93 percent of 
direct mining employment was located in Juneau Borough and mainly associated with 
the Greens Creek Mine on Admiralty Island.   

The Forest Service approved a plan of operations for the Kensington Gold Mine north 
of Juneau in 2005 and Coeur Alaska, Inc. subsequently began construction activities 
on the site.  However, a lawsuit was filed against the United States Army Corps of 
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Engineers and the Forest Service challenging the permitted tailings disposal facility, 
citing violations to the Clean Water Act.  The plaintiffs failed in District Court but were 
upheld on appeal by the 9th Circuit Court in 2007.  The Forest Service anticipates the 
submittal of a revised plan of operations in 2008. 

Natural Amenities and Quality of Life  
Natural amenities and local quality of life have increasingly been recognized as 
important factors determining the economic prospects of many rural communities in 
the American West and elsewhere (Rudzitis and Johnson 2000).  While local amenities 
and life quality do not directly generate income in the same sense as, say, a sawmill or 
tourist lodge, they do act to attract and keep residents.  This, in turn, supports 
communities and their economies in several ways.  First, many of these residents may 
earn a substantial proportion of their income from non-job related sources that are 
independent of local economic activity.  Much of this income will then be spent locally, 
resulting in additional employment and income in the community.  Second, residents 
bring with them important skills and energy that constitute valuable assets for the 
community.  Broadly termed “human capital” by economists, these skills (and the 
energy with which residents apply them) can earn additional outside income as well as 
provide essential social resources to the community.  These residents may also help 
attract and retain businesses that are dependent on a skilled labor force, but otherwise 
relatively footloose from a location standpoint.   

Since it is tracked as a separate category in standard income statistics, non-wage 
income and its contribution to local economies is directly measurable.  Investment 
income (dividends, interest, and rent) and transfer payments from government 
represent the two major categories of non-wage income.  As shown in Table 3.22-10, 
non-job related income (i.e., transfer payments and dividends, interest, and rent) 
accounted for 35 percent of total income in Southeast Alaska in 2000, compared to 17 
percent in 1980.  Non-job related income in the state of Alaska as a whole exhibited a 
similar change over this period, increasing from 16 percent to 33 percent of total 
income.  Non-job related income accounted for 31 percent of total income for the 
United States as a whole, but showed relatively little change over the past two 
decades increasing from 28 percent of total income in 1980 (Table 3.22-10). 

Data compiled for 2005 indicate that the non-wage income as a share of total income 
has decreased from 2000 to 2005 in Southeast Alaska, Alaska as a whole and in the 
U.S. (Table 3.22-11).  In Southeast Alaska this decrease is entirely in dividends, 
interest, and rent, with transfer payments increasing as a share of total income over 
this period.  This was also the case for the U.S. as a whole.  Both non-wage 
categories decreased in Alaska. 
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Table 3.22-10  
Components of Per Capita Income, 2000 

Southeast Alaska Alaska United States 

2000 2000 2000 

 
Total 

($) 
Percent 
of Total

% 
Change 

1980-
2000 

Total 
($) 

Percent 
of Total

% 
Change 

1980-
2000 

Total 
($) 

Percent 
of Total

% 
Change 

1980-
2000 

Personal income  31,243 100 0 29,642 100 0 29,469 100 0
Earnings  20,270 65 -18 19,861 67 -18 20,287 69 -3
Transfer payments  4,793 15 9 4,801 16 10 3,793 13 1
Dividends, interest, and rent  6,180 20 9 4,980 17 7 5,389 18 2
Notes: 
1. Earnings includes wages and salaries, other labor income, and proprietors’ income. 
2. Transfer payments consist mainly of government payments to individuals, including retirement, disability, and unemployment 

insurance benefit payments, income maintenance payments, and veterans benefit payments.  Government payments to 
individuals in Alaska include Alaska Permanent Fund benefits, which are derived from oil revenues and paid to every 
resident. 

3. 1980-2000 Change is the change in percentage share of total per capita income (e.g., earnings in Southeast Alaska in 1980 
comprised 83 percent of total per capita income compared to 65 percent in 2000, a difference of 18 percent).  In inflation-
adjusted dollars this represented a 14 percent decrease from $23,597 to $20,270. 

Sources:  U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2002. 
 

 
Table 3.22-11  
Components of Per Capita Income 2005 

 Southeast Alaska Alaska United States 

Per Capita Income Total ($) 
Percent of 

Total Total ($) 
Percent of 

Total Total ($) 
Percent of 

Total 
Total  36,411 100 35,564 100 34,471 100
Earnings  25,240 69 25,630 72 23,956 69
Transfer payments  5,893 16 4,762 13 5,366 16
Dividends, interest, and rent  5,278 14 5,172 15 5,149 15
See notes 1 and 2 to Table 3.22-10. 
Sources:  U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2007a. 

Transfer payments can be further broken out into various categories with social 
security payments and medical benefits being among the most important.  Transfer 
payments per capita in 2005 in Southeast Alaska were slightly higher than the U.S 
and Alaska averages (Table 3.22-11). 

“Other payments” comprised approximately 40 percent of per capita transfer 
payments in Southeast Alaska and Alaska in 2000, compared to less than 1 percent 
nationwide (Table 3.22-12).  This category includes certain income categories that are 
directly linked to birthrights or residence in Alaska, notably annual payments from the 
Alaska permanent fund, which have averaged between $1,000 and $2,000 per 
resident in recent years, and dividends from various Alaska native corporations, which 
are variable but often quite substantial.  Much of the growth in transfer payments in 
Southeast Alaska and Alaska between 1980 and 2000 was due to increases in the 
other payments category, which exhibited a more than five-fold increase over this 
period.  Other payments comprised a smaller share of total Southeast Alaska transfer 
payments in 2005 (Table 3.22-13). 
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Table 3.22-12  
Components of Per Capita Transfer Payments, 1980 and 2000 

Southeast Alaska Alaska United States 
2000 2000 2000 

 
Total 

($) 
Percent 
of Total

Change 
1980-
2000 

Total 
($) 

Percent 
of Total

Change 
1980-
2000 

Total 
($) 

Percent 
of Total

Change 
1980-
2000 

Retirement and disability  950 20 -8 769 16 -6 1,508 40 -6
Medical payments  1,028 21 6 1,156 24 4 1,500 40 17
Income maintenance benefits 382 8 -4 466 10 -10 377 10 -2
Unemployment insurance  200 4 -10 178 4 -11 73 2 -5
Other payments1 1,966 41 24 1,909 40 30 7 0 0
Miscellaneous other2 266 6 -7 325 7 -6 328 9 -4
Total transfer payments  4,793 100 0 4,801 100 0 3,793 100 0
1 Consists largely of Bureau of Indian Affairs payments, education exchange payments, Alaska Permanent Fund dividend 

payments, compensation of survivors of public safety officers, compensation of victims of crime, disaster relief payments, 
compensation for Japanese internment, and other special payments to individuals. 

2 Miscellaneous other includes veterans benefit payments, federal education and training assistant payments (excluding 
veterans), payments to nonprofit institutions, and business payments to individuals. 

3 1980-2000 Change is the change in percentage share of total per capita income (e.g., “other payments” in Southeast Alaska in 
1980 comprised 17 percent of total per capita income compared to 41 percent in 2000, a difference of 24 percent).  In inflation-
adjusted dollars this represented a more than five-fold increase, as other payments increased from $300 per capita to $1,966. 

Source:  U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2002. 
 

Table 3.22-13 
Components of Per Capita Transfer Payments, 2005 

Southeast Alaska Alaska USA 

 Total ($) 
Percent 
of Total Total ($) 

Percent 
of Total Total ($) 

Percent 
of Total 

Retirement and disability  1,280 24 1,026 20 1,839 36 
Medical payments  2,107 40 2,171 42 2,205 43 
Income maintenance benefits 509 10 548 11 532 10 
Unemployment insurance  185 4 162 3 109 2 
Other payments1 886 17 866 17 16 0 
Miscellaneous other2 309 6 399 8 447 9 
Total transfer payments 5,275 100 5,172 100 5,149 100 
See Table 3.22-12, notes 1 and 2 
Source:  U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2007c. 

 

Retirees comprise the most common (but by no means the only) source of non-wage 
income in many rural communities (Colt 2001).  In fact, this has given rise in some 
places to local marketing strategies specifically aimed at attracting retirees and 
thereby developing the local “retirement industry.”  The growing economic importance 
of retirees was not readily apparent in Southeast Alaska in Table 3.22-12 because the 
increase in the “other payments” category tends to overshadow other changes.  
However, although retirement and disability payments comprise a relatively small 
share of total income by national standards, they almost doubled over this period, 
while medical payments increased by approximately 300 percent.  This is partially the 
result of natural aging processes, but the mean age in the study area, and Alaska as a 
whole, has been rising at a much faster rate than elsewhere in the United States.  
This, in turn, may serve as a partial indication that Alaska is becoming more attractive 
for people as a place to live and not merely as a place to earn money. 

Retirement and disability payments and medical payments increased in Southeast 
Alaska in absolute terms and as a share of transfer payments between 2000 and 
2005 accounting for 64 percent of Southeast Alaska transfer payments in 2004, 
compared to 79 percent nationwide (Table 3.22-13). 
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The role of “human capital” in local economies is not directly measurable, but it is 
undoubtedly substantial.  The skills possessed by a community’s population can be 
essential in determining its adaptability to negative changes and its ability to take 
advantage of new economic opportunities.  Skilled employees, for example, constitute 
a key resource for existing or potential employers, and local entrepreneurs can help 
identify and grow new business opportunities if they exist.  Owing to improvements in 
transportation and telecommunications, other residents may be able to sell their skills 
in distant or “virtual” labor markets without leaving home.  Equally important is the 
skills and energy residents can bring to local government and other community 
organizations.  Research has indicated that effective and energetic local government 
supported by strong community involvement is an important ingredient in community 
resiliency and the ability to weather adverse economic events. 

Although it is difficult to directly measure the importance of natural amenities in 
attracting and keeping residents, proximity to natural environments and the 
recreational activities they support are undeniably a benefit enjoyed by residents, 
especially in the more rural communities of Southeast Alaska.  At the same time, the 
atmosphere of a community also constitutes an important amenity, and this may often 
be linked to more traditional forms of economic activity, such as fishing or timber.  In 
other words, changes in the local economy such as a shift to tourism may impact local 
atmosphere and amenities even if the surrounding natural environment remains 
essentially unchanged.  These impacts are often assumed to be negative as tourism 
leads to crowding and the loss of traditional charm, but this need not always be the 
case.  Certain tourism establishments, such as restaurants, meeting centers or 
entertainment facilities, often serve local residents as well, and thus add to the 
amenities available to them.  Finally, the size of a community has important effects on 
the local amenities available.  If a community is too small, or too poor, for example, it 
may not be able to provide many of the basic social and economic amenities many 
residents require, local natural amenities notwithstanding.   

Payments to the State 
Prior to 2000, in states with national forests, 25 percent of the returns to the US 
Treasury from revenue producing Forest Service activities such as timber sales, were 
returned to each state for distribution back to counties (or in Alaska, boroughs) having 
acreage within a national forest.  Those payments were called the “25 percent fund 
payments” and were dedicated by law to be used for roads and schools.  In October 
2000, the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act of 2000 was 
enacted to stabilize federal payments to states in response to declining federal 
receipts.  

The legislation was authorized for implementation for fiscal years 2001 through 2007 
and allowed counties and/or boroughs to choose between 25 percent of current 
receipts or a full payment amount based on the average of the highest three 
payments made to the state during the 14-year period between 1986 and 1999.  
Alaska boroughs and communities have elected to receive a full payment amount 
rather than 25 percent of receipts since enactment of this legislation.  Those annual 
full payment amounts are primarily dedicated to roads and schools, with provisions for 
special project funding under certain conditions.  Under the full payment approach, 
Forest Service payments to the State of Alaska have been based on the high 3-year 
historic average, rather than linked to annual Forest Service revenue, and, as a result, 
Alaska has received payments of approximately $9 million per year.  Payments made 
to the state of Alaska from 1986 through 2007 are shown in Table 3.22-14. 
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Table 3.22-14   
Federal Payments to Alaska from NFS Receipts 1986 to 
2006 (Amounts in $1,000s) 

Year Payment ($000s)1 
1986 820.2 
19872 0.0 
1988 581.4 
1989 6,892.6 
1990 11,703.0 
1991 11,870.3 
1992 4,216.7 
1993 4,847.0 
1994 10,764.7 
1995 9,053.9 
1996 6,874.2 
1997 1,377.3 
1998 2,133.8 
1999 2,295.3 
2000 2,553.1 

2001-20073 9,921.7 
1 Data are adjusted for inflation using the U.S. producer price index and presented in 

2004 dollars and 1,000s. 
2 Tongass receipts in Fiscal Year (FY) 1987 were negative due to Comptroller General 

Decision B-224730 of March 31, 1987, to retroactively implement the emergency rate 
redeterminations for short-term sales.  Without this reduction, Tongass receipts would 
have been positive by $2.1 million (unadjusted for inflation).  As a result of the 
negative receipt, no payments were made to the State of Alaska that year. 

3 Represents legislated annual payment for FY 2001 to FY 2007 
Source:  USDA Forest Service 1997a, 2002b. 

Environmental Consequences 
This section describes the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative economic effects 
of the seven alternatives examined in detail in the EIS.  The analysis is divided into 
two main sections:  1) economic impact analysis, and 2) economic efficiency analysis.  
The Tongass National Forest budget and payments to the State are addressed in two 
short sections at the end.  In addition, a fifth and final section summarizes the 
cumulative effects which are included in the overall analysis. 

The impact analysis section addresses the effects of the proposed alternatives on 
regional employment and income.  The efficiency analysis attempts to measure all of 
the costs and benefits to society, both future and present, of each alternative.  The 
costs and benefits assessed in an economic efficiency analysis are not restricted to 
cash transactions, but also include non-market benefits such as consumer surplus.  
The concepts and methodologies used in each of these analyses are described in 
detail in the following sections.  In general, it should be remembered that impact and 
efficiency analyses measure different things and are not directly comparable.  
Alternatives with positive impacts on jobs and income will not necessarily have high 
benefits under efficiency analysis.   

The cumulative effects of the alternatives are assessed as part of the impact and 
efficiency analyses in the following sections.  These effects are addressed in a 
number of ways including the following:  The regional economic overview in the 
Affected Environment portion of this section addresses the regional economy as a 
whole to establish context for this analysis.  Potential changes in the wood products 
industry are viewed in the context of ongoing changes in other sectors of this industry, 
particularly past and projected future trends in logging on Native corporation lands.  
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Effects on the recreation and tourism industry are viewed in the broader context of 
ongoing and possible future trends in visitation to Southeast Alaska.  The effects 
analysis also considers the economic implications of the potential effects of the 
alternatives on possible future transportation and public utility projects. 

Economic Impact Analysis  
This section addresses the potential effects of the proposed alternatives on regional 
employment and income and is divided into seven main parts.  The first six parts 
address the effects of the alternatives on the wood products industry, recreation and 
tourism, mining, transportation and utilities, salmon harvesting and processing, and 
quality of life, respectively.  The final part provides a summary of the effects discussed 
in the preceding sections. 

The economic impact analysis addresses the potential effects of the alternatives on 
the wood products sector in two ways.  This section evaluates the long-term impacts 
of the proposed alternatives based on the four projected demand scenarios developed 
by Brackley et al. (2006a).  The following section (Wood products—Short-Term 
Effects) discusses the short-term implications of the alternatives by addressing their 
potential effects on national forest timber sale volume under contract, as well as 
NEPA-cleared volume and timber volume in preparation.   

The potential effects of the alternatives on the future supply of national forest timber 
may be evaluated based on the amount of timber available under each alternative.  
The ASQ is the maximum quantity of timber that may be harvested from suitable lands 
on the entire Forest for a 10-year period (36 CFR 219.3).  It is usually expressed as 
an annual average.  In addition to the volume harvested from suitable lands, timber 
harvested from unsuitable lands can also contribute to market demand needs.  The 
Forest contains extensive areas of young-growth forest that are in the stem exclusion 
phase (see the Timber section of this EIS).  Thinning these dense stands to improve 
wildlife habitat may result in merchantable volume.  Other examples include timber 
that may be salvaged from unsuitable land following windthrow if these trees are in 
excess to dead and down wood habitat needs and timber from harvest on 
oversteepened slopes that is incidental to other harvest operations.   

As discussed earlier, the ASQ is a ceiling and does not represent a future sale level 
projection or target, nor does it reflect all of the factors that may influence future sale 
levels.  This is discussed further in the Timber section of this document.  As noted in 
the Affected Environment portion of this section, the ASQ consists of two non-
interchangeable components (NICs):  NIC I, which includes lands that can be 
harvested with normal logging systems, and NIC II, which includes lands with 
especially high logging costs usually due to isolation or special harvesting equipment 
requirements.  Acres included in the ASQ but not in NIC I are more costly to harvest 
and not likely to be cut under current market conditions with the current industry 
structure. 
Estimated annual average ASQ and NIC I volumes are presented by alternative for the 
second decade following implementation in Table 3.22-15.  These volumes are divided 
into general log class and species type based on recent estimates of the net standing 
volume by species and grade for the Tongass National Forest (Alexander 2006).  This 
table also includes projected non-national forest annual harvests for Southeast Alaska, 
which are assumed to be 109 MMBF based on Brackley et al. (2006a).  Harvest from 
private lands accounts for the largest share (102 MMBF) of the non-national forest 
harvest, with harvest from other public lands accounting for the remaining 7 MMBF.  
This overall estimate is lower than the volume harvested from non-national forest lands 
in 2004 (123 MMBF) and 2005 (147 MMBF) and lower than estimates of future non-
national forest harvest developed by the McDowell Group et al. (118 MMBF) (McDowell 
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Group et al. 2004)3.  Non-national forest harvest decreased from 221 MMBF in 2000 to 
123 MMBF in 2005 (Figure 3.22-5).  As previously noted, harvests from private lands 
are typically exported as logs and are not processed locally.   
 

Table 3.22-15 
Estimated Timber Supply (second decade annual average)  
Alternative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Entire ASQ Harvested (MMBF Log Scale) 
No.1 Spruce/Hemlock1/ 4 14 18 33 24 24 38 
No. 2 Spruce/Hemlock 20 62 84 148 110 110 173 
Alaska yellow-cedar 5 15 21 36 27 27 42 
Western red-cedar 3 9 13 22 17 17 26 
No. 3 Spruce/Hemlock 9 29 39 69 51 51 81 
Utility Spruce/Hemlock 7 22 30 52 39 39 61 
Total Tongass  49 151 205 360 267 267 421 
Non-Tongass National Forest3 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Total Southeast Alaska 158 260 314 469 376 376 530 

NIC 1 Only Harvested (MMBF Log Scale) 
No.1 Spruce/Hemlock1/ 4 13 17 28 22 21 33 
No. 2 Spruce/Hemlock 20 59 77 129 98 97 152 
Alaska yellow-cedar 5 14 19 31 24 24 37 
Western red-cedar 3 9 12 19 15 15 23 
No. 3 Spruce/Hemlock 9 27 36 60 46 45 71 
Utility Spruce/Hemlock 7 21 27 46 35 34 54 
Total Tongass (NIC I only) 49 143 187 314 239 236 370 
Non-Tongass National Forest2 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Total Southeast Alaska 158 252 296 423 348 345 479 
1  The No.1 Spruce/Hemlock category also includes peeler and select logs. 
2  The 109 MMBF consists of 102 MMBF from private lands and 7 MMBF from other public lands.  Harvest from private 

lands is assumed to be exported in log form and not processed in Southeast Alaska.  Non-Tongass harvest levels are 
assumed constant across alternatives and time periods. 

NIC I=Non-Interchangeable Component I.  NIC I includes lands that can be harvested with normal logging systems. 

The following discussion is divided into two main sections.  The first section 
addresses the potential effects of the alternatives on the timber industry.  The second 
section discusses the potential effects the alternatives would have on timber-related 
employment and income in Southeast Alaska. 

Effects on the Timber Industry  
The following sections evaluate the alternatives with respect to: a) the Pacific 
Northwest Research Station demand projections (Brackley et al. 2006a), and b) 
current production levels, installed capacity, and the minimum volumes required by 
various processing facilities.   

Demand Indicators 

Pacific Northwest Research Station Projections   

The Affected Environment part of this section provides an overview of current 
conditions for the Southeast Alaska wood products industry, outlines the current 
status of the industry, and discusses projected demand, as identified by Brackley et 
al. (2006a) (see Table 3.22-6).  One key difference between the demand projections 
prepared by Brackley et al. and those used in past Tongass National Forest planning 
efforts (Brooks and Haynes 1990, 1994, 1997) is that the Brackley et al. (2006a) 
publication presents four specifically designed scenarios, as opposed to three general 

                                                      
3 McDowell Group (2006b) clarified and provided some updated information on their 2004 study 
and noted that they now understand that respective annual harvests from private and state 
lands are likely to be closer to 50 MMBF and 10 to 13 MMBF into the future, respectively. 
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assumptions of long-term demand.  In addition, Brackley et al. (2006a) estimated 
demand in two scenarios for decked logs and a portion of cedar exports only, not total 
harvest, as done in previous projections (see the Affected Environment part of this 
discussion).   

The four scenarios are generally described as limited lumber, expanded lumber, 
medium integrated industry, and high integrated industry.  A key issue in these 
scenarios is the use of low-quality material (low-grade and utility logs).  The limited 
and expanded lumber scenarios both assume that this material will be left in the 
Forest, sent directly to sawmill chippers, shipped to the lower 48 states, or exported.  
The local wood products industry is assumed to consist primarily of sawmills that 
process higher value material and it is assumed that the economic disposition of lower 
value material (No. 3 sawlogs and utility logs) will continue to be a challenge.  The two 
integrated industry scenarios, in contrast, assume the addition of one or more facilities 
that will process this low-quality material.  Facilities that could be developed to 
process lower quality material include veneer, medium density fiberboard (MDF), and 
bioenergy facilities among others.  The four different scenarios result in total derived 
demand projections that range for the year 2022 from 68 MMBF under Scenario 1 
(Limited Lumber Production) to 342 MMBF under Scenario 4 (High Integrated 
Industry) (Table 3.22-7).  

These scenarios provide a good basis for discussion of where the industry currently 
is, and provide insight into what that industry could look like in the future given various 
assumptions about industry investment and end markets.  Of course many factors 
would be involved to shape what the actual industry looks like in the future.  The “seek 
to provide a supply of timber from the Tongass National Forest” language of the TTRA 
indicates the Forest should consider a full range of possibilities.  The four scenarios 
evaluated by Brackley et al. are useful in this context, especially as the Deciding 
Official works to balance the land base available to provide timber along with all other 
resource values and needs.  These four scenarios are hypothetical and presented 
here to illustrate the type of developments that might take place in cases where 
different volumes are made available for harvest.  An implicit assumption of all four 
scenarios is that an economically viable and stable timber supply is available from 
multiple sources in Southeast Alaska, including the Tongass National Forest.  The 
transition from one scenario to the next involves new private investment and market 
development.  A key factor in attracting new investment is whether or not a supply of 
timber “shelf volume” is available for purchase.  

The four scenarios provide one series of benchmarks that the proposed alternatives 
may be measured against.  Recognizing that the Southeast Alaska wood products 
industry has essentially been in a period of transition since the APC and KPC pulp 
mills closed in the 1990s, the alternatives evaluated in this document also consider 
alternate futures for the industry, with Alternatives 1 through 4 designed to correspond 
with Brackley et al.’s Scenarios 1 through 4, while also responding to other concerns.  
Alternative 5, No Action, is the current Forest Plan (1997 ROD, as amended).  
Alternative 6, Proposed Action, is also based on the existing plan, but includes 
adjustments based on information generated during the recent 5 Year Plan Review 
and other minor clarifications and updates.  Alternative 7 assumes that all wood 
processed in Southeast Alaska would come from the Tongass National Forest. 

Scenario 1 – Limited Lumber Production.  This scenario approximates the status of 
the timber industry in Southeast Alaska at the time that the Brackley et al. study was 
completed.  Transition of the industry from the pulp mill era, which involved a much 
more integrated industry, toward an industry that is centered around the manufacture 
and supply of a different suite of products has been slow.  Uncertainty about a stable 
supply of timber from the Tongass is believed to have contributed to the timeframe of 
this transition.   
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Total derived demand is projected to be 68 MMBF in 2022 under this scenario (Table 
3.22-7).  It is likely that this volume would be primarily logs from more economical 
(NIC I) lands.  Existing mills would continue to have insufficient timber to operate 
efficiently.  The lower value logs sold in federal, state, and private timber harvest 
projects would continue to be left in the woods, exported, or chipped and sold when 
favorable markets conditions exist.   

Alternative 1 with a maximum annual average harvest level of 49 MMBF could 
not provide sufficient volume to meet this scenario as currently modeled.   

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 could all provide sufficient volume to meet this 
scenario during the next 10 to 15 years. 

Scenario 2 – Expanded Lumber Production.  This scenario also projects only 
higher value logs are processed, with limited new investments in the existing mills in 
Southeast Alaska.  The scenario assumes that there will be sufficient sawlog wood 
supply, primarily from federal and state timber lands, to efficiently operate the existing 
mills in Southeast Alaska.  No new mills will be installed to utilize the lower value logs 
from any lands in Southeast and this material could be left in the woods, exported, or 
chipped and sold when favorable market conditions exist..   

Total derived demand is projected to be 187 MMBF in 2022 under this scenario (Table 
3.22-7).  As in Scenario 1, it is likely that this volume would be primarily higher value 
logs from the more economical (NIC I) lands.     

Alternatives 1 and 2 with maximum annual average harvest levels of 49 MMBF 
and 151 MMBF, respectively, could not provide sufficient volume to meet this 
scenario. 

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 could all provide sufficient NIC I volume to meet this 
scenario.  

Scenario 3 – Medium Integrated Industry.  This scenario builds on Scenario 2 and 
would establish processing capacity to fully utilize sawlogs and low grade and utility 
logs from federal and state timber sales.  Under this scenario the current sawlog 
milling capacity would operate efficiently and new processing capacity would be 
developed to utilize the material that has been left in the woods or exported.  Some 
material from other land ownerships has the potential to be used by local mills.  Low-
grade logs would be used to produce chemicals, energy, or engineered wood 
products.   

Total derived demand is projected to be 204 MMBF in 2022 under this scenario (Table 
3.22-7).  It is likely that this volume would come from both the more economical (NIC 
I) lands and the less economical (NIC II) lands. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 with maximum annual average harvest levels of 49 MMBF 
and 151 MMBF, respectively, could not provide sufficient volume to meet this 
scenario. 

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 could provide sufficient volume to meet this 
scenario. 

Scenario 4 – High Integrated Industry.  This scenario builds on Scenario 3 and 
provides an estimate of the upper market level for the foreseeable future.  In order for 
this situation to be realized, new investments in processing capacity would need to be 
made and additional market shares established.   

Total derived demand is projected to be 342 MMBF in 2022 under this scenario (Table 
3.22-7).  It is likely that this volume would come from both the more economical (NIC 
I) lands and the less economical (NIC II) lands.  Note that Brackley et al. (2006a) 
indicate that it would likely take several years to fully achieve Scenario 4. 
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Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 with maximum annual average harvest levels of 49 
MMBF, 151 MMBF, 205 MMBF, 267 MMBF, and 267 MMBF respectively, could 
not provide sufficient volume to meet this scenario. 

Alternatives 4 and 7 could provide sufficient volume to meet this scenario. 

The ability of the seven alternatives to supply enough timber to satisfy the projected 
demand for timber under each scenario is summarized in Table 3.22-16. 

Table 3.22-16 
Ability of the Alternatives to meet the Timber Demand Scenarios in 2022 
 Alternative1 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Scenario 1 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Scenario 2 No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Scenario 3 No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Scenario 4 No No No Yes No No Yes 
1. While an alternative may be technically able to meet a given demand scenario, the ability to do so in the 

short-term is highly dependant on budgets, resolution of current litigation and success in implementing 
new projects.  It takes several years to initiate and complete a new analysis and implement the decision 
through sale layout and contract award.   

Current Production Levels, Installed Capacity, and Minimum Volumes Required 
by Various Processing Facilities 

The following sections evaluate the potential effects of the alternatives using three 
sets of evaluation criteria: current production levels, installed capacity, and the 
minimum volumes required to operate by various processing facilities.  Current (2005) 
production levels and active and total installed capacity are shown by facility in Table 
3.22-5. 

The minimum timber volumes required by various processing facilities are identified in 
Table 3.22-17.  These minimum estimated volumes are compared with the estimated 
annual ASQ for the second decade following Plan implementation for each alternative 
in Figure 3.22-11.  As shown in Table 3.22-18, the different types of potential facilities 
would use different types of logs, although in most cases different types of logs may 
be used by more than one type of facility.  Both sawmills and a veneer plant would, for 
example, be able to process No. 2 spruce and hemlock sawlogs (Table 3.22-18).  In 
addition, different facilities would be able to process more than one type of log.  A 
veneer plant may, for example, process No. 2 spruce and hemlock sawlogs, No. 3 
spruce and hemlock sawlogs, and cedar (Table 3.22-18).  These points should be 
kept in mind when viewing the simplified comparison presented in Figure 3.22-11.  
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Table 3.22-17 
Minimum Timber Volumes Required by Various Processing Facilities 

Facility Volume (MMBF) 
Sawmills1 138 
Veneer Plant2 30 
MDF or Bioenergy 2 80 to 100 
1 The estimated sawmill volume is approximately 66 percent of existing mill capacity based on the four largest existing 

sawmills, with some allowance for smaller sales.  It is not 66 percent of the estimated mill capacity shown in Table 3.22-5. 
2 These volumes are the minimum required to operate the identified types of facilities. 
Source: Estimates developed by the Forest Service based on McDowell Group et al (2004), Brackley et al. (2006b), and the 
Juneau Economic Development Council (2006) with updates by Southeast Alaska sawmills.   

 
Table 3.22-18 
Log Utilization by Facility 

Log Grade/Species 
Percent of Average 

Harvest Facility Type 
Peeler/Select/No.1 Spruce/Hemlock 9 Sawmill 
No. 2 Spruce/Hemlock 41 Sawmill, veneer 
Alaska yellow-cedar 10 Sawmill, veneer 
Western red-cedar 6 Sawmill, veneer 
No. 3 Spruce/Hemlock 19 Veneer, MDF, Bioenergy 
Utility Spruce/Hemlock 15 MDF, Bioenergy 
Total 100 NA 
Source:  Alexander 2006 

 
Figure 3.22-11 
Minimum Timber Volumes Required by Various Processing Facilities and 
Estimated Average Annual Supply (NIC I), Second Decade 
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1. No. 1 S/H includes Peeler, Select, and No.1 spruce and hemlock sawlogs. 
2. The minimum timber volumes required by various processing facilities are shown in Table 3.22-17.  Log utilization by 
facility is shown in Table 3.22-18. 
3. Estimated supply by alternative is based on the projected ASQ and average timber sale composition in terms of 
species and log grades (see Table 3.22-15).   
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Table 3.22-19   
Projected Second Decade NIC I Volumes and Active and Total Installed 
Capacity 
 Alternative 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Log Grade/Species Projected NIC I (MMBF Log Scale) 

Higher Value1 24 72 94 157 119 118 185 
Cedar2 8 23 30 51 39 38 60 
Lower Value3 9 27 36 60 46 45 71 
Utility 7 21 27 46 35 34 54 
Total 49 143 187 314 239 236 370 

Capacity Percent of 2006 Active and Total Installed Capacity 
Active Installed Capacity4 9% 27% 36% 60% 46% 45% 71% 
Total Installed Capacity5 7% 20% 26% 43% 33% 33% 51% 
Notes: 
1/Higher value consists of No.1 and No.2 Spruce/Hemlock (see Table 3.22-15) 
2/Cedar includes Alaska yellow-cedar and Western red-cedar (see Table 3.22-15) 
3/Lower value includes No. 3 Spruce/Hemlock (Table 3.22-15) 
4/Active installed capacity was 261 MMBF in 2005 (Table 3.22-5) 
5/Total installed capacity was estimated at 361 MMBF in 2006 (see Table 3.22-5, Note 1) 

 
Alternative 1—The maximum annual average timber harvest under Alternative 1 
would be approximately 49.3 MMBF per year in the second decade, with a NIC I 
component of approximately 48.8 MMBF.  This harvest level could be met in the first 
year if this alternative was selected and the timber volume presently under litigation 
was made available for harvest.  As of September 2007, there was 43.5 MMBF under 
active litigation, with an additional 165 MMBF withdrawn under the 2007 Natural 
Resources Defense Council settlement until completion of this forest planning 
process. 

Based on the typical log mix for the Tongass National Forest, the NIC I volume would 
include approximately 24 MMBF of higher-value spruce and hemlock logs 
(peeler/select, No. 1, and No. 2), 8 MMBF of cedar logs, and 16 MMBF of lower-value 
spruce and hemlock sawlogs (No. 3 and utility) (Table 3.22-19).  This volume would 
not be sufficient to support the existing Southeast Alaska sawmills operating at their 
recent production levels (32.1 MMBF in 2006).  Further, the Southeast Alaska sawmill 
industry is currently operating at less than 14 percent of the active mill capacity and 
less than 10 percent of total installed capacity (Table 3.22-19). 

Viewed in terms of the minimum timber volumes required by various processing 
facilities, this volume would be insufficient to meet the estimated sawmill requirement 
of 138 MMBF of high value timber (Table 3.22-17).  The available supply of higher-
quality material (including cedar) would account for about 32 MMBF of the total 
harvest under this alternative (Table 3.22-15).  There would be sufficient volume to 
support a veneer plant (30 MMBF) if 14 MMBF or more of No. 2 spruce/hemlock 
sawlogs were processed by this type of plant, rather than the existing sawmills.  The 
projected supply of No. 3 spruce/hemlock sawlogs (9 MMBF) and utility logs (7 
MMBF) would not be sufficient to support a chip related facility, such as a MDF plant.   

This alternative would not meet the potential upper planning cycle demand of 360 
MMBF. 

Alternative 2—The maximum annual average harvest level under Alternative 2 would 
be approximately 151 MMBF per year in the second decade, with a NIC I component 
of approximately 143 MMBF.  Based on the typical log mix for the Tongass, the NIC I 
volume would consist of approximately 72 MMBF of higher-value logs, 23 MMBF of 
cedar logs, and 48 MMBF of lower-value sawlogs and utility logs (Table 3.22-19).  
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This volume would be sufficient to support the existing Southeast Alaska sawmills 
operating at their current production levels (32.1 MMBF in 2006).  The estimated 
higher-value component under this alternative (72 MMBF) would allow regional 
sawmills to operate at approximately 27 percent of the active installed processing 
capacity and 20 percent of total installed production capacity in 2006 (Table 3.22-19). 

Viewed in terms of the minimum timber volumes required by various processing 
facilities, this volume would be insufficient to meet the estimated sawmill requirement 
of 138 MMBF of high value timber.  However, if all the sawlogs were to go to existing 
sawmills, these mills would operate at a higher rate than they are at present, and 
assuming their ability to use the lower grade sawlogs more efficiently, approximately 
100 MMBF would be available for processing under this alternative.  Improved 
efficiency could result from investments in existing equipment or new capacity.  If the 
existing sawmills were not to operate at this level and processed only higher grade 
sawlogs, there would be sufficient volume to support a veneer plant. 

This alternative would not meet the potential upper planning cycle demand of 360 
MMBF. 

Alternative 3—The maximum annual average harvest level under Alternative 3 would 
be approximately 205 MMBF per year in the second decade, with a NIC I component 
of approximately 187 MMBF  

Based on the typical log mix for the Tongass, the NIC I volume would consist of 
approximately 94 MMBF of higher-value logs, 30 MMBF of cedar logs, and 63 MMBF 
of lower-value sawlogs and utility logs (Table 3.22-19).  This volume would be 
sufficient to support the existing Southeast Alaska sawmills operating at their current 
production levels (32.1 MMBF in 2005).  The estimated higher-value component of the 
ASQ under this alternative (94 MMBF) would allow regional sawmills to operate at 
approximately 36 percent of the active installed processing capacity and 26 percent of 
total installed production capacity calculated in 2006 (Table 3.22-19). 

Viewed in terms of the minimum timber volumes required by various processing 
facilities, this volume would not have enough high grade sawlogs to meet the 
estimated sawmill requirement of 138 MMBF of high value timber.  However, similar to 
Alternative 2, if all sawlogs were to go to the existing sawmills they would operate at a 
higher rate and use lower grade sawlogs more efficiently.  There would also be 
enough volume to support a veneer plant and export the remainder; support two 
veneer mills; or operate an MDF or similar facility.  Over the long-term, a relatively 
stable level of harvest around the 185 MMBF range would be expected to encourage 
the development of a moderate level of integration for the local industry. 

This alternative would not meet the potential upper planning cycle demand of 360 
MMBF. 

Alternative 4—The maximum annual average harvest level under Alternative 4 would 
be approximately 360 MMBF per year in the second decade, with a NIC I component 
of approximately 294 MMBF.  This is the second highest projected volume in any of 
the alternatives.  Alternative 7 has the highest. 

Based on the typical log mix for the Tongass, the NIC I volume would consist of 
approximately 157 MMBF of higher-value logs, 51 MMBF of cedar logs, and 106 
MMBF of lower-value sawlogs and utility logs (Table 3.22-19).  The estimated higher-
value component would allow regional sawmills to operate at approximately 60 
percent of active installed processing capacity and 43 percent of total installed 
production capacity calculated in 2006 (Table 3.22-19). 

Viewed in terms of the minimum timber volumes required by various processing 
facilities, this volume would be sufficient to meet the estimated sawmill requirement of 
138 MMBF of high value timber and the estimated veneer plant requirement of 30 
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MMBF.  There would also be available cedar to either run through the existing 
sawmills or support a new mill that specializes in cedar.  In addition, the available 
supply of low grade sawlogs and utility logs would be sufficient to support a chip 
related facility, such as an MDF plant.   

As industry becomes more integrated, it is possible that the veneer plant and chip 
related operations would expand operations to efficiently take advantage of this 
excess material.  There could also be additional new investment in sawmills in the 
region, with, for example, investment in new facilities closer to sources of raw 
materials, which would reduce transportation costs.  The amount of cedar harvested 
may continue to exceed the local capacity to process it, but investments in production 
of high end wood products may reduce the amount that is surplus.   

This alternative would not meet the potential upper planning cycle demand of 360 
MMBF. 

Alternative 5, No Action and Alternative 6, Proposed Action—The maximum 
annual average harvest levels under Alternative 5 and 6 would be approximately 267 
MMBF under either alternative, with respective NIC I components of approximately 
239 MMBF and 236 MMBF, respectively.  These alternatives are midway between 
Alternatives 3 and 4 in terms of projected volume.  

Based on the typical log mix for the Tongass, the volume for these alternatives would 
be comprised of approximately 119 MMBF of higher-value logs, 39 MMBF of cedar 
logs, and 81 MMBF of lower-value sawlogs and utility logs (Table 3.22-19).  The 
estimated higher-value component would allow regional sawmills to operate at 
approximately 45 percent of the active installed processing capacity and 33 percent of 
total installed production capacity calculated in 2006 (Table 3.22-19). 

Based on the existing active installed sawmill processing capacity, these alternatives 
would almost provide sufficient higher-value timber supply for existing sawmills to 
operate at or near full capacity.  There would be sufficient timber to operate the 
existing sawmills at or near full capacity if they were also able to process cedar.  The 
total projected NIC I volume under these alternatives would not be quite sufficient to 
support a fully integrated industry.  There would be sufficient volume to support one or 
more veneer plants or an MDF or other chip-related operation, but not both. 

These alternatives would not meet the potential upper planning cycle demand of 360 
MMBF. 

Alternative 7—The maximum annual average harvest level under Alternative 7 would 
be approximately 421 MMBF per year in the second decade, with a NIC I component 
of approximately 370 MMBF.  This is the highest projected volume under any of the 
alternatives.    

Based on the typical log mix for the Tongass, the NIC I volume would be comprised of 
approximately 185 MMBF of higher-value logs, 60 MMBF of cedar logs, and 125 
MMBF of lower-value sawlogs and utility logs (Table 3.22-19).  The estimated higher-
value component represents approximately 71 percent of the active installed 
processing capacity and 51 percent of total installed production capacity in 2006 
(Table 3.22-19). 

Viewed in terms of the minimum timber volumes required by various processing 
facilities, Alternative 7 would be sufficient to meet the estimated sawmill requirement 
of 138 MMBF of high value timber and the estimated veneer plant requirement of 30 
MMBF.  There would also be cedar available to run through the existing sawmills or 
support a new mill that specializes in cedar.  In addition, the available supply of low 
grade sawlogs and utility logs would be sufficient to support one or more chip related 
facilities, such as an MDF plant.   
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The potential effects under this alternative would be similar to those described for 
Alternative 4 above.  Although there would be more volume available under 
Alternative 7 than under Alternative 4, the general trend would be expected to be the 
same and is based on the assumption that a reliable supply of timber would allow the 
development of an integrated industry and encourage the development of new 
facilities and the utilization of existing facilities.  This alternative also assumes that all 
wood processed in Southeast Alaska would come from the Tongass National Forest.  
As with Alternative 4, the highly integrated nature of the timber industry that could be 
supported by this level of projected harvest could involve the entry of more 
businesses and/or facilities in Southeast Alaska.  As industry becomes more 
integrated, it is possible that the veneer plant and chip related operations would 
expand operations to efficiently take advantage of this excess material.  There could 
also be additional new investment in sawmills in the region, as discussed with respect 
to Alternative 4.   

This alternative would meet the potential upper planning cycle demand of 360 MMBF. 

Discussion  

How the timber industry would respond to a stable supply of timber under any of the 
alternatives described above is speculative.  The projected scenarios are based on 
the assumption that as stable volumes increase, the industry will develop in an 
integrated fashion, with operations and production that utilize materials that are 
inefficient or excess to one another’s production needs.  An integrated industry could 
also promote the establishment of other businesses that provide both direct and 
indirect support services, such as lumber and/or specialty wood product grading and 
certification.  Coordinated or consolidated marketing of Alaskan wood products could 
be another example of integrated operations.   

Several developments hold promise for the timber industry in Southeast Alaska 
regardless of which harvest level stabilizes.  A wood-burning boiler is being installed 
by the community of Craig to heat school buildings and a recreation facility, reducing 
energy costs by utilizing waste wood.  Several other communities have shown interest 
in this type of system.  Investments in dry kilns and planers in several facilities 
suggest an increase in production of high value wood products.  Wood technology 
and testing has helped secure a set of Alaska lumber grades for Alaska species.  
Hemlock, for example, with the Alaska lumber grade can now compete directly with 
Douglas fir construction grade lumber.  To take best advantage of this, the lumber 
needs to be dried, planed and graded.  In Alaska alone, the construction lumber 
market consumes approximately 120 MMBF per year.   

Once positioned, Southeast Alaskan facilities could tap into that high end market, 
which is currently supplied by material imported from the lower 48 states.  Other 
examples include development of specialty and finished wood products from hemlock 
and development of dried, sawn, and finished house kits.  Products such as glue 
laminated materials are being tested and show promise.  Specialty products made of 
yellow-cedar are currently marketed internationally.  Collective marketing of local 
wood products could have a positive impact on sales of locally produced material.  
With a stable supply of material, it might be possible for the local wood industry to 
regain market share in world wide wood product markets, as well as continue to 
develop niche markets that take advantage of the high quality and uniqueness of 
Alaska woods. 



3  Environment and Effects 
 

Economic and Social Environment 3-536 Final EIS 

Employment and Income  
Projected levels of employment and income are presented by alternative in Table 
3.22-20.  These estimates are based on the annual average NIC I component of the 
ASQ.  Direct employment is calculated using a coefficient of 3.31 jobs/MMBF for 
sawmill employment and 2.31 jobs/MMBF for logging employment (Alexander 2007).  
These coefficients are based on average levels of forest-related employment per unit 
of net sawlogs harvested on the Tongass for the 2000 to 2005 period.  This time 
period excludes volume from long-term contracts and the employment volatility of the 
late 1990s, and is, therefore, representative of current conditions.  Total employment 
is calculated using regional multipliers estimated using IMPLAN.  (See note 6 in Table 
3.22-20 for an explanation of the difference between the various multipliers). 

The estimates presented in Table 3.22-20 assume the entire NIC I component for the 
first decade would be harvested.  They also assume a linear relationship between 
harvest and employment levels, with a one percent change in harvest resulting in a 
one percent change in employment.  In reality, changes in volume will have a lagged 
response in employment, but this assumed linear relationship is an approximation that 
can be used to compare alternatives.  Estimated changes in sawmill and logging 
employment are presented in job-years, which represent the equivalent of one year’s 
employment.  This potential employment would not necessarily occur all in one year 
and estimated job totals do not directly translate into estimated numbers of affected 
workers.   

The logging employment totals identified in Table 3.22-20 also include jobs associated 
with non-Tongass National Forest harvest activities.  Non-Tongass harvest in 
Southeast Alaska is assumed to be 109 MMBF for all alternatives and, with the 
exception of the approximate 7 MMBF harvested from state lands, is assumed for the 
purposes of this analysis to be exported in unprocessed form (Brackley et al. 2006a).  
As noted in a preceding section, this estimate is lower than the volume harvested from 
non-national forest lands in 2004 (123 MMBF) and 2005 (147 MMBF), and lower than 
estimates of future non-national forest harvest developed by the McDowell Group et 
al. (118 MMBF) (McDowell Group et al. 2004).4   

Assuming the entire NIC I component were harvested over the next decade, average 
annual direct wood products employment would range from 494 annualized jobs 
under Alternative 1 to 1,922 jobs under Alternative 7.  Approximately 226 of these 
annualized jobs would be associated with non-Tongass harvest under each 
alternative.  Average annual total employment (direct, indirect, and induced) would 
range from 970 jobs under Alternative 1 to 3,829 jobs under Alternative 7.  The 
potential effects on direct and total income are also summarized by alternative in 
Table 3.22-20. 

The impact of the recent policy change (March 2007), referred to as the Limited 
Interstate Shipment Policy, on wood products-related employment at the Forest level 
will most likely be positive.  The policy is expected to increase the likelihood that 
timber sales on the Tongass will have a positive appraisal and is expected to increase 
the utilization of timber harvested on the Tongass and improve the economics of 
timber sales by providing a market for smaller diameter and low grade material that 
cannot be processed profitably by sawmills in Southeast Alaska at present (Alexander 
et al. 2007).   

Under Alternatives 1 and 2, only a portion of the NFS timber harvested would be 
processed in Southeast Alaska sawmills because there is a limited market for utility 

                                                      
4As noted above, the McDowell Group (2006b) have since adjusted their annual estimate for 
private and state lands to 60 to 63 MMBF. 
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logs and lower value sawlogs.  The higher volume alternatives are, however, based 
on the assumption that as sale volumes increase and perceptions of risk decrease, 
the industry will develop in an integrated fashion, with different operations using 
materials that are inefficient or excess to one another’s production needs.  If this were 
to occur the percent of the harvest that would be processed locally would likely be 
higher than current levels (66 percent).  As a result, the employment estimates 
presented in Table 3.22-20 should be viewed as minimum employment levels that 
likely underestimate the amount of sawmill (or other processing facility) employment 
that would occur at higher harvest levels. 
  

Table 3.22-20 
Projected Timber Industry Employment at Maximum Allowable Timber Harvest Levels 
(First Decade, Annual Average) 
  Alternative 
 2005 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Actual (2005) and Projected NIC I Volume (MMBF)1 
Tongass National Forest 43 49 144 186 272 239 238 367 
Total Southeast Alaska Harvest2 197 158 253 295 381 348 347 476 
Employment (Average Annual) 
Direct Employment3         
  Logging4 351 365 583 680 880 803 801 1,098 
  Sawmills5 148 129 336 428 616 544 542 823 
  Total 499 494 919 1,108 1,496 1,346 1,343 1,922 
Total Employment (Direct, Indirect, Induced)6 
  Logging 674 700 1,120 1,306 1,689 1,541 1,538 2,109 
  Sawmills 309 270 702 894 1,288 1,136 1,132 1,720 
  Total  983 970 1,822 2,200 2,977 2,677 2,670 3,829 
Income (million 2005 $) 
Direct Income7          
  Logging 14.8 15.4 24.6 28.7 37.2 33.9 33.8 46.4 
  Sawmills 4.7 4.1 10.6 13.6 19.5 17.2 17.2 26.1 
  Total 19.5 19.5 35.3 42.3 56.7 51.1 51.0 72.5 
Total Income (Direct, Indirect, Induced)6 
  Logging 20.6 21.4 34.3 40.0 51.7 47.1 47.0 64.5 
  Sawmills 7.1 6.2 16.1 20.5 29.5 26.0 25.9 39.4 
  Total 27.7 27.6 50.3 60.4 81.2 73.2 73.0 103.9 
1 It is important to note that the NIC I levels by alternative that form the basis of these employment and income estimates are not 

projected harvest levels.  Rather, they represent the maximum NIC I volumes that could be harvested under each alternative.   
2 Total Southeast Alaska harvest includes Tongass, private (Native corporation), and state harvests.  Private and State harvests are 

assumed to remain constant at 109 MMBF under all alternatives (Brackley et al. 2006a). 
3 Logging and sawmill job/MMBF ratios, 2.31 jobs/MMBF and 3.31 jobs/MMBF, respectively, are based on 2000 to 2005 average levels 

of employment per MMBF of net sawlog volume harvested (Alexander 2007).   
4 Logging employment is calculated by multiplying total Southeast Alaska harvest (including non-Tongass harvest) by 2.31 jobs/MMBF.  

Note: these estimates are based on current industry structure and assumed behavior. 
5 Sawmill employment is calculated based on the estimated sawlog share of harvest on the Tongass (66 percent) (Alexander 2006).  

Non-Tongass harvest, with the exception of about 7 MMBF harvested from state lands, is assumed to be exported in unprocessed 
form.  Note: these estimates are based on current industry structure and assumed behavior. 

6 Total employment and income multipliers are from the 1998 IMPLAN model (see Table 3.22-4).  Note that the estimate of direct 
employment embedded in the IMPLAN number will not be the same as direct employment calculated using actual Southeast Alaska 
logging and sawmilling data.  You cannot subtract the direct employment estimates from the total employment numbers to get indirect 
and induced employment. 

7 Direct income is estimated using the annual average wage for the Alaska Forestry and Logging ($42,257) and Wood Products 
Manufacturing ($31,690) sectors from 2001 to 2005 (Alexander 2007). 

 

In order to provide a stable timber sale program and provide a continued flow of 
timber to regional timber processors, the Forest Service employs a “buffer stock” 
approach to timber sale planning.  The resulting timber sale program is complex and 
requires that the Forest Service manage four “pools” of timber volume, commonly 
referred to as the “timber pipeline.”  These pools of timber volume include: volume 
under contract, NEPA-cleared volume, timber volume in preparation, and timber 
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volume identified in the Forest Service’s 5-year Plan.  The “timber pipeline” and its 
constituent parts are discussed in more detail in the Timber section of this EIS.  

Timber sales can take from 3 to 5 years to complete.  Sales offered by the Forest 
Service vary in size to meet the needs of different purchasers and in preparation time 
as a function of the sale offering size.  Uncertainty and delays may be introduced 
through appeals and litigation.  The buffer stock approach and the variable length of 
the timber sale process generally make it difficult to draw a direct relationship between 
particular sales and regional timber demand.  It is, however, apparent that under 
current conditions a reduction in the timber volume under contract (i.e., the volume 
included in timber sales that have been purchased, but not logged or only partially 
logged) would affect regional timber operators, with related effects to regional 
employment and income.  The affected volumes could be replaced or substituted in 
part or fully, but this would take time and reductions in the volume under contract 
would have direct and relatively immediate effects upon the affected operators. 

The following discussion addresses the potential effects of the alternatives on three 
key components of the “timber pipeline”: volume under contract, NEPA-cleared 
volume (i.e., sales that have approved NEPA documents but have not yet been sold), 
and timber volume in preparation (i.e., proposed sales that are currently being 
evaluated under the NEPA process). 

Volume Under Contract  
As noted above, volume under contract refers to the volume included in timber sales 
that have been purchased, but not logged or only partially logged.  Volume under 
contract is, therefore, essentially a measure of inventory that changes on a regular 
basis, increasing as timber is sold and added to the total and decreasing when sales 
are actually harvested.  The following discussion illustrates the potential effects of the 
alternatives on volume under contract with reference to data from August 2006.  It 
should be noted that while these data provide an indication of potential impacts, the 
actual impacts would depend on the volume that is under contract when the decision 
is implemented and whether potentially affected existing sales were cancelled as part 
of the decision.   

The Forest Service had approximately 104 MMBF in uncut volume under contract in 
August 2006.  The majority of this volume (92 percent) was located in Ranger Districts 
on the south end of the Forest, with the Ketchikan and Wrangell ranger districts 
accounting for 41 percent and 25 percent of the total, respectively.  This volume was 
under contract with five purchasers, including Pacific Log and Lumber (41 percent of 
the total), Viking Lumber Company (25 percent), and Alcan Forest Products (23 
percent).  Note that the corresponding volume in July 2007 was 102 MMBF (USDA 
Forest Service 2007e). 

Review of the proposed alternatives indicated that 52 percent of the volume under 
contract in August 2006 could be affected under Alternative 1, which would maintain 
all Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Tongass in a natural condition and not permit 
timber harvest in these areas.  The volume currently under contract would not be 
affected under any of the other alternatives. 

Existing volumes under contract likely represent the majority of the short-term timber 
supply for the affected purchasers and reductions in the existing volume under 
contract would be difficult to make up from other areas in the near future.  Reductions 
in the volume under contract could, therefore, potentially affect both sawmill and 
logging employment.  Using the logging and sawmill job/MMBF ratios employed for 
the preceding long-term effects analysis (2.31 jobs/MMBF and 3.31 jobs/MMBF, 
respectively) and assuming the entire volume would be harvested and approximately 
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50 percent of the total would be processed locally, the potentially affected volume of 
54 MMBF would support approximately 214 job-years.    

NEPA-Cleared Volume 
The Forest Service had approximately 454 MMBF in the NEPA-cleared volume pool in 
August 2006.  It should be noted that not all this volume is considered economic under 
current market conditions.  Review of the proposed alternatives indicated that 
approximately 56 percent and 44 percent of this volume could be affected under 
Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively.  These data are intended to illustrate the potential 
effects.  As noted with respect to the volume under contract, actual impacts would 
depend on the NEPA-cleared volume when the decision is implemented.  The NEPA-
cleared volume in September 2007 was 309 MMBF (USDA Forest Service 2007f). 

Timber Volume in Preparation 
The third component of the timber supply is the timber volume in preparation.  The 
Forest Service had approximately 536 MMBF in preparation in September 2006 
spread across 17 separate projects.  Under Alternative 1 approximately 56 percent of 
the proposed total would not be available for harvest.  Alternatives 2 and 3 would 
each affect 7 percent of the proposed total.  As noted above, these data are intended 
to illustrate the potential effects.  Actual impacts would depend on the timber volume 
in preparation when the decision is implemented.  The Forest Service had 
approximately 384 MMBF in preparation in September 2007 (USDA Forest Service 
2007f). 

The following analysis addresses recreation and tourism over the decade following 
implementation.  Recreation supply is subject to cumulative impacts with the effects of 
timber harvest activities on recreation places accumulating over time and increasing 
impacts felt in later decades.   

Supply 
The general methodology for deriving projected levels of recreation and tourism 
employment is described in detail in the Affected Environment part of this section.  
Three types of recreation opportunity settings (ROS 1, ROS 2, and ROS 3) are used 
in the economic analysis.  Timber harvest and other activities result in a 
reclassification of certain acres from one ROS group to another.  Road construction, 
for example, will generally cause a given area to be reclassified as ROS 3 (Roaded 
Natural, Roaded Modified, and Rural).  The availability for use of ROS 3 designations 
also depends on the connection between proposed road networks and ferry landings 
or local communities.  Had these acres been classified as ROS 1 (or ROS 2) 
previously, the result would be a net reduction of ROS 1 (or ROS 2) and an increase 
in ROS 3.  Depending on the relative demand for different ROS groups, the result 
could be an increase, a decrease, or no change in recreation and tourism activity.  If, 
in the current example, demand for ROS 1 exceeds supply and ROS 3 settings are in 
surplus, then the net result would be a decrease in recreational activity.  If, however, 
supply exceeds demand for both ROS classes, the net impact on recreation and 
tourism activity is assumed for the purposes of this analysis to be zero.   

Each ROS group has a maximum capacity based on the type of experience expected 
within the setting.  ROS 1 has the lowest capacity per acre because it provides 
primitive recreation opportunities that require that users not be within sight or sound of 
other parties.  While ROS 2 has a higher capacity per acre than ROS 1, users in this 
setting expect to see only a few other parties during their experience.  ROS 3 has the 
highest capacity and users in this setting may expect to interact frequently with others.  
Timber harvest activity could, therefore, result in an increase in recreation capacity 
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measured in terms of RVDs, because areas classified as ROS 1 or ROS 2 would be 
converted to ROS 3. 

Demand 

Future demand for recreational activity on the Tongass National Forest was predicted 
using a linear projection of total RVDs (see Figure 3.22-7).  Historical patterns of RVD 
use by ROS class were then used to predict future recreation and tourism demand by 
ROS class.  Using this methodology, estimated demand for ROS 2 class RVDs (Semi-
Primitive Motorized) exceeded estimated supply of ROS 2 settings in 1998.  Differences 
in projected levels of recreation use between alternatives are small because ROS 2 is the 
only setting where demand exceeds supply in the first decade of this analysis and effects 
related to harvest activity have had little time to accumulate.  As discussed in the Affected 
Environment section, the finding that demand exceeds supply is based on the supply of 
ROS 2 opportunities in specifically identified recreation places only and assumes there 
would be no change in the current availability of recreational settings.  These 
assumptions do not accurately reflect underlying supply realities but are necessary to 
allow a quantitative comparison of the alternatives.  

Consumption 
Projected supply and consumption are presented in RVDs by alternative for the next 
decade in Table 3.22-21.   

Table 3.22-21 
Recreation/Tourism Supply, Demand, and Consumption (First Decade, 
Annual Average) 

Alternative 
 2015 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Supply (1,000 RVDs) 
ROS1 1,245 1,289 1,282 1,269 1,227 1,245 1,252 1,223 
ROS2 1,995 2,018 2,007 2,000 1,972 1,995 1,994 1,966 
ROS3 2,616 2,262 2,335 2,435 2,779 2,616 2,566 2,819 
Total 5,856 5,569 5,623 5,705 5,978 5,856 5,812 6,009 

Demand (1,000 RVDs) 
ROS1 1,104        
ROS2 3,422        
ROS3 993        
Total 5,519        

Projected Consumption (1,000 RVDs) 
ROS1 1,104 1,104 1,104 1,104 1,104 1,104 1,104 1,104 
ROS2 1,995 2,018 2,007 2,000 1,972 1,995 1,994 1,966 
ROS3 993 993 993 993 993 993 993 993 
Total 4,092 4,115 4,104 4,097 4,069 4,092 4,091 4,064 

Employment and Income   

Projected average annual recreation and tourism-related employment and income is 
presented by alternative in Table 3.22-22.  Direct employment was calculated using a 
job/RVD ratio of 0.00074, which was developed for the 1997 Forest Plan Revision 
Final EIS (see the Affected Environment subsection of this section).  The direct and 
total employment rows, and the corresponding rows under income, include both 
resident and nonresident Tongass-related recreation.   

The rows that address nonresident recreation include nonresident Tongass-related 
employment, as well as an estimate for non-Tongass-related, nonresident recreation 
and tourism in Southeast Alaska.  Nonresident recreational activities were assumed to 
account for 44 percent of direct employment.  Direct nonresident employment also  
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Table 3.22-22 
Recreation/Tourism Related Employment and Income (First Decade, Annual Average) 

 Alternative 
 2015 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Employment (Jobs) 

 Resident and Nonresident Tongass-Related Recreation Employment 
Direct Employment1 3,028 3,045 3,037 3,032 3,011 3,028 3,027 3,007 
Total Employment2 3,664 3,685 3,675 3,669 3,643 3,664 3,663 3,639 
 Nonresident Tongass-Related and Non-Tongass-Related Employment 
Nonresident Recreation-Related 
   Direct Employment3 

4,319 4,327 4,323 4,321 4,312 4,319 4,319 4,310 

Total Nonresident Recreation-  
   Related Employment 

5,226 5,235 5,231 5,228 5,217 5,226 5,226 5,215 

 Income (Million 2005) 
 Resident and Nonresident Tongass-Related Recreation Income 
Direct Income4 53.9 54.2 54.1 54.0 53.6 53.9 53.9 53.5
Total Income5 71.2 71.6 71.4 71.3 70.8 71.2 71.1 70.7
 Nonresident Tongass-Related and Non-Tongass-Related Income 
Nonresident Recreation-Related 
   Direct Income 

76.9 77.0 77.0 76.9 76.8 76.9 76.9 76.7

Total Nonresident Recreation- 
   Related Income 

101.5 101.7 101.6 101.5 101.3 101.5 101.5 101.3

1 Direct employment was estimated using a job/RVD ratio of 0.00074 (average annual) and includes both resident and nonresident 
Tongass-related employment. 

2 Total (direct, indirect, and induced) employment estimates were calculated using a 1.21 employment multiplier (see Table 3.22-4). 
3 Nonresident recreation-related employment was calculated using the assumption that 44 percent of ROS 1, 2, and 3 RVDs are 

consumed by nonresidents.  This estimate also includes non-Tongass-related recreation and tourism employment, which is assumed to 
remain constant across all of the alternatives.  The non-Tongass employment was estimated based on total direct employment in the 
leisure and hospitality sector in 2005.  This component was estimated to increase by 20 percent between 2005 and 2015, which is 
equivalent to less than half the increase in growth of Juneau cruise ship passenger volumes between 2000 and 2005.   

4 Direct income is estimated based on the 2004 statewide average annual salary for the Leisure and Hospitality sector ($17,220) adjusted 
for inflation to $17,803 in 2005 dollars and includes both resident and nonresident Tongass-related incomet. 

5 Total (direct, indirect, and induced) income estimates were calculated using a 1.32 income multiplier (see Table 3.22-4).  

includes an estimate of the jobs associated with non-Tongass recreation and tourism 
activities pursued by nonresidents.  This category is intended to represent the jobs 
associated with recreation and tourism activities that do not physically take place on 
the Tongass National Forest.  These types of activities include viewing scenery from 
cruise ships (see Table 3.22-22, note 3).   

The distinction between resident- and nonresident-related employment is important 
because jobs generated by nonresident expenditures on goods and services are 
considered comparable to an export industry that brings new money into the region.  
Expenditures by local residents, on the other hand, represent a recirculation of money 
that is already present in the regional economy and are, therefore, not typically 
identified as “new” money.  However, if residents are substituting local recreation for 
non-local recreation then their money can be considered to be money that would 
otherwise not be present in the local economy.  The extent to which this is the case 
can only be identified by surveying local residents and asking detailed questions 
about their substitution decisions with respect to Tongass-based recreation (Rudzitis 
and Johnson 2000).  This type of information is not available for the Tongass and, 
more importantly, inclusion of resident recreation-related employment in the final 
summary table would have little effect on these results, which show very little 
difference across the alternatives under either scenario.  

While it is not possible to project the potential effects of the proposed alternatives on 
mining employment or income, allocating areas to non-development or development 
LUDs could affect mining activities in the future.  None of the alternatives would 
allocate areas to Recommended Wilderness or LUD II.  However, alternatives that 
would increase the roaded portion of the Forest, such as Alternatives 7 and 4, may 
facilitate mining exploration and development more that those that retain Roadless 

Mining 



3  Environment and Effects 
 

Economic and Social Environment 3-542 Final EIS 

areas (especially Alternatives 1, 2, and 3).  Alternatives 5 and 6 would be 
intermediate, representing little or no change from allocations under the current Forest 
Plan.  The effect on future mining employment and income would depend on whether 
the potentially affected locatable deposits are economically viable in the future. 

Residents of Southeast Alaska are dependent on air and water transportation for 
travel between most communities, rather than roads or rail.  There are limited road 
connections between the region and the continental road system and between 
communities.  Several possibilities exist for State Highways that could connect some 
Southeast Alaska communities to the continental road system, as well as possibilities 
for new internal corridors.   

The State of Alaska has proposed corridors for transmission lines and/or undersea 
cables to link many Southeast Alaska communities to British Columbia.  An intertie 
corridor, connecting the Swan Lake project (near Carroll Inlet) with the Tyee project 
(on the Bradfield Canal) has been permitted and with construction initiated in 2002.  A 
number of other potential interties could include powerlines between a number of 
different communities, including some of the smaller and more remote communities, 
such as Kake and Meyers Chuck.   

None of the alternatives would affect regional transportation opportunities or power 
transmission line opportunities.  This is discussed in further detail in the 
Transportation and Utilities section of this document. 

There is not expected to be any significant change to the commercial fishing or fish 
processing industries over the next decade as a result of national forest activities.  As 
noted in the Affected Environment discussion, much of the future of the fishing 
industry in Southeast Alaska is expected to depend on occurrences outside of the 
Tongass National Forest such as hatchery production, off-shore harvest levels and 
changes in ocean conditions.  In addition, a large segment of the commercial fishing 
industry operates under a limited entry harvest system.  New permit holders are not 
usually added to the market during high fish harvest years, nor are they removed 
during periods of low harvest.  The result in either case is the same number of 
commercial fishers catching either more or less fish. 

The 1997 Final EIS noted that the amount of acreage of timber harvest was at most 
less than 20,000 acres per year, representing approximately 0.5 percent of the total 
remaining productive old growth (or 5 percent over the next decade) and less than 
0.02 percent of the entire Forest.  That EIS concluded that this was not expected to 
result in a significant change to commercial fishing employment.  Under the proposed 
alternatives, the estimated harvest would range from less than 2,000 to approximately 
16,000 acres per year (see Table 3.13-9 in the Timber section). This level of harvest, 
which is under the maximum proposed in the 1997 EIS, in conjunction with the 
Riparian Management Standards and Guidelines established in the current Forest 
Plan and included in the updated Forest Plan prepared for the action alternatives 
(Volume II in this EIS), is not expected to have a significant effect on commercial 
fisheries employment over the next 10 years. 

As discussed in the Affected Environment portion of this section, natural amenities 
and local quality of life have increasingly been recognized as important factors that 
serve to attract and retain residents.  It is, however, very difficult to determine the 
effect of the different alternatives on local amenities and, further, on the economic 
activity that these amenities are believed to indirectly generate.  In most cases and 
localities the impacts of the action alternatives relative to the No-Action Alternative on 
amenities are not expected to be significant enough in themselves to result in 
measurable changes in economic activity.   

This conclusion is based on the Forest Plan standards and guidelines that are 
designed to protect and/or mitigate negative effects to natural resources on the 
Tongass, as well as the relatively small proportion of the Forest that would be 
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disturbed under any of the proposed alternatives.  The importance of the standards 
and guidelines are discussed with respect to quality of life and other difficult to 
quantify values below in the part of this Economic Efficiency analysis that discusses 
Ecosystem Services.  Potential harvest activities under the proposed alternatives 
would affect a relatively small proportion of the Tongass and would be unlikely to 
affect the predominantly wild and undeveloped nature of the region and the role it 
presently plays in attracting visitors and residents. 

Projected annual average employment and income levels are summarized for the next 
10 years in Table 3.22-23.  In terms of direct employment in the wood products and 
recreation and tourism industries, the alternatives range from 4,820 jobs under 
Alternative 1 to 6,231 jobs under Alternative 7 (Table 3.22-23).  Most of the difference 
between these two values (1,411 jobs) is caused by differences in timber-related 
employment.  Recreation and tourism employment shows much less variation across 
the alternatives, with a difference between high and low employment levels of less 
than 20 direct jobs.  Direct earnings follow a similar pattern, as do total employment 
and earnings.   

The employment and income estimates for the wood products sector assume the 
entire NIC I volume projected for each alternative for the first decade following 
implementation would be harvested.  This outcome is dependent on the scenarios 
developed for each alternative, which assume for the more timber-intensive 
alternatives that as stable volumes get higher, the industry will develop in an 
integrated fashion.  Recreation and tourism employment and income estimates are for 
nonresident, recreation and tourism activity only. 

Potential direct employment effects are displayed in Table 3.22-24, which shows the 
projected change in employment by sector as a percent of current totals.  Projected 
recreation and tourism employment is expected to increase by approximately 20 
percent from 2005 levels under all of the alternatives.  The majority of this projected 
increase is due to the projected change in non-Tongass, recreation and tourism-
related employment, which does not vary by alternative in this analysis.  Projected 
changes in wood products employment from 2005 levels range from a decrease of 
approximately 1 percent under Alternative 1 to a 285 percent increase under 
Alternative 7.  These increases are relatively large because they assume that the 
entire NIC I component of the projected ASQ would be harvested under each 
alternative.  This outcome is dependent on multiple factors beyond the Forest 
Service’s control, as discussed in the Wood Products, Long-Term Effects section.   

None of the alternatives are expected to affect regional transportation or power 
transmission line development opportunities.   

Summary of 
Impacts 
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Table 3.22-23 
Projected Annual Average Employment and Income Effects by Alternative  
(First Decade, Annual Average) 

Alternative  
2005 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Direct Employment and Income 
Employment (Jobs)   
 Wood Products 499 494 919 1,108 1,496 1,346 1,343 1,922
 Recreation/Tourism 3,586 4,327 4,323 4,321 4,312 4,319 4,319 4,310
 Total 4,085 4,820 5,242 5,429 5,808 5,665 5,661 6,231
Earnings (Million 2000$)    
 Wood Products 19.5 19.5 35.3 42.3 56.7 51.1 51.0 72.5
 Recreation/Tourism 63.8 77.0 77.0 76.9 76.8 76.9 76.9 76.7
 Total 83.4 96.5 112.3 119.2 133.5 128.0 127.9 149.2

Total Employment and Income 
Employment (Jobs)   
 Wood Products 983 970 1,822 2,200 2,977 2,677 2,670 3,829
 Recreation/Tourism 4,339 5,235 5,231 5,228 5,217 5,226 5,226 5,215
 Total 5,322 6,205 7,053 7,429 8,194 7,903 7,896 9,044
Earnings (Million 2000$)    
 Wood Products 27.7 27.6 50.3 60.4 81.2 73.2 73.0 103.9
 Recreation/Tourism 84.3 101.7 101.6 101.5 101.3 101.5 101.5 101.3
 Total 112.0 129.3 151.9 162.0 182.5 174.7 174.5 205.2
Notes: 
1. Recreation/tourism employment and income estimates are for nonresident, recreation and tourism-related employment only. 
Sources:  Tables 3.22-20 and 3.22-22. 

 

Table 3.22-24 
Projected Change in Direct Employment by Sector as a Percent of Current Totals 

Alternative 
Sector 2004 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Wood Products 499 -1 84 122 200 170 169 285
Recreation/Tourism 3,586 21 21 20 20 20 20 20
Source:  Table 3.22-23. 

Economic Efficiency Analysis  
The 1982 planning regulations (36 CFR 219) require that land and resource 
management plans for National Forest System (NFS) lands “provide for multiple use 
and sustained yield of goods and services from the NFS in a way that maximizes long 
term net public benefits in an environmentally sound manner” [36 CFR 219.1 (a)].  
These regulations define the term net public benefits as “the overall long-term value to 
the nation of all outputs and positive effects (benefits) less all associated inputs and 
negative effects (costs) whether they can be quantitatively valued or not.”  The 
definition continues: “(n)et public benefits are measured by both quantitative and 
qualitative criteria rather than a single measure or index” (36 CFR 219.3). 

Net public benefits are evaluated in this EIS through an economic efficiency analysis, 
which is one type of measure the Forest Service Manual (FSM) encourages the 
economic and social analyses for Forest Service resource plans to provide (FSM 
1970.61).   Economic efficiency analysis seeks to measure the costs and benefits to 
society associated with each alternative and summarize them in the form of a present 
net value (PNV).  PNV figures are calculated by subtracting costs from benefits to 
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yield a net value.  Future values (i.e., costs and benefits incurred and received in the 
future) are discounted using an appropriate discount rate to obtain a present value.  
The PNV of a given alternative is the discounted sum of all benefits minus the 
discounted sum of all costs associated with that alternative.  Following Forest Service 
standard procedures, a 4 percent real discount rate is used in the following analysis. 

The 1982 planning regulations direct that analysis of the estimated effects of 
alternatives include, among other things “the expected real-dollar value (discounted 
when appropriate) of all outputs attributable to each alternative to the extent that 
monetary values can be assigned to nonmarket goods and services, using 
quantitative and qualitative criteria when monetary values may not reasonably be 
assigned” [36 CFR 219.12 (g) (3) (ii)].  Potential forest management outputs that could 
be affected by the various Forest Plan alternatives include those generated from 
commodity production, the value experienced by recreationists and other users of the 
Forest, the “non-use” values held by those who value the existence of the Forest 
resource even if they do not use it, and the value of various services (ecosystem 
services) provided by the Forest, such as water resource enhancement, that are not 
directly traded in any economic market place. 

Economists face several challenges when they attempt to summarize the values of 
various goods and services produced by Forest management.  First, while economists 
generally follow a typology of values that includes both use and non-use values there 
are concerns about the tendency of many economists to use monetary values for both 
types.  Most economists acknowledge that monetary measures while convenient and 
easily communicated, are weak approximations of social values.  Difficulties exist in 
trying to assign values to beliefs (sometimes called held values) and other forms of 
social values.  Second, since no markets exist for many ecosystem goods and 
services economists have to rely on non market valuation techniques such as 
willingness-to-pay (WTP) approaches.  The mix of market and non-market values 
poses theoretical problems by mixing both marginal and average values depending on 
the processes used to establish the values.  Third, any estimate of value is temporally 
specific, and this complicates summation processes and relative comparisons. 

Comments on the economic efficiency analysis presented in the Draft EIS were 
concerned with two main aspects of the analysis: 1) the absence of non-market 
values, other than recreation and tourism, and 2) the misleading comparison of actual 
timber costs and revenues with estimated recreation and tourism consumer surplus 
values, which were estimated using WTP values.  These issues are briefly 
summarized below and discussed in more detail in Appendix H, Comments and 
Responses. 

Non-Market Values 
The Draft EIS provided a brief overview of comments received on the 2002 Draft SEIS 
that expressed concern that the economic efficiency analysis presented in that 
document did not assign monetary values to all the goods and services provided by 
the Tongass National Forest.  Several organizations commenting on the 2006 Draft 
EIS made the same or very similar comments on the Draft EIS analysis.  Concerns 
were expressed that the analysis presented in the Draft EIS did not assign monetary 
values to uses, such as commercial fishing and subsistence, or quantify potential 
effects to non-use values, ecosystem services, and quality of life or off-site benefits in 
monetary terms.  Several comments argued that by failing to assign monetary values 
to non-market goods and services—such as fish and wildlife habitat, water purification 
and regulation, carbon sequestration, genetic material, long-term forest productivity, 
and quality of life—the Forest Service has essentially assigned these goods and 
services a value of zero and discounted them relative to commodity production.   

Comments on the 
Draft EIS  
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Given the complexity of forest ecosystems and the elusive nature of many of the 
values associated with them, accurately accounting for all of these values in a single 
PNV measure is not feasible at this time.  This, as explained in the Draft EIS, is by no 
means intended to imply that the Forest Service believes the other types of values 
mentioned above are unimportant.  Many of the other sections in this document, in 
fact, present substantial amounts of information and analysis relative to the resources 
supporting these other values.  Decision-makers will consider the economic values 
presented in this section within the context of the information presented elsewhere in 
this document, much of which cannot readily be translated into economic terms. 

Misleading Comparison 
Others providing comments on the Draft EIS expressed concern about the analysis 
summarized in Table 3.22-29 of the Draft EIS, which they believed provided a 
misleading comparison between timber and recreation and tourism.  The table 
presented a PNV that consisted of projected timber revenues and costs to the Forest 
Service and recreation and tourism consumer surplus benefits that were estimated 
based on WTP estimates.  Concerns were expressed about the overall validity of 
WTP methodologies and comments suggested that including consumer surplus 
estimates to value recreation and projected revenues and costs for timber resulted in 
a misleading comparison between these sectors.  Others were concerned that the 
analysis was unbalanced because it did not include Forest Service costs for 
recreation, only user benefits. 

The following analysis has been revised to include estimated Tongass National Forest 
costs and revenues for the NFS budget items based on costs and revenues from 
2005 and 2006.  In addition, we have separated the estimated costs and revenues 
from the recreation and tourism consumer surplus to emphasize the difference 
between these types of measures. 

The following analysis assumes that any alternative would be fully implemented in the 
first year of the planning period, and future values were discounted at four percent.  
Table 3.22-25 displays these cost and benefits followed by more detailed explanations 
of their derivation.  The potential effects of the proposed alternatives on salmon 
harvesting and processing, subsistence, and non-use and ecosystem service values 
are assessed qualitatively. 

The timber benefits presented in Table 3.22-25 are the present value of expected 
Forest Service revenues from the timber sale program.  Future timber sale revenues 
were estimated for the 160-year planning period using projected harvest volumes for 
each alternative.  These volumes were calculated based on the estimated NIC I 
volumes by alternative.  The analysis in the Draft EIS used an average rate of 
$11.69/MBF, which was the average value per MBF harvested on the Tongass in 
2005/2006.  We have revised this analysis and the estimated timber benefits identified 
in Table 3.22-25 are instead based on the minimum prices or “base rates” established 
for timber species on the Tongass National Forest.  The base rate is the minimum 
value that must be bid for timber to be sold or cut. 

The timber benefit estimates presented in Table 3.22-25 were calculated by 
developing an average base rate value per MBF based on the average timber sale 
composition (by species) and current base rates (see Table 3.22-25, note 1).  The 
resulting estimates are, therefore, the minimum revenues or benefits that would be 
generated over the period of analysis (160 years).  These estimates are also based 
on the assumption that all the NIC I volume identified under each alternative would 
sell and this may not necessarily be the case.   

Revised 
Economic 
Efficiency 
Analysis 

Timber 
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Table 3.22-25 
Economic Efficiency Analysis (million 2006$) 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Benefits 
Revenues        
Timber Revenue1 9 26 34 55 44 44 68 
Recreation Revenue2 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 
Land Use Revenue3 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Power3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Minerals3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Consumer Surplus        
Recreation/Tourism Consumer Surplus4 7,637 7,640 7,643 7,610 7,645 7,645 7,599 

Costs5 
Timber Variable Costs6 128 376 489 787 625 620 967 
Inventory & Monitoring7 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 
Land Management8 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 
Minerals and Geology7 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Recreation/ Heritage/ Wilderness Mgmt7 111 111 111 111 111 111 111 
Vegetation, Watershed, Wildlife & Fisheries 
Habitat8 184 184 184 184 184 184 184 
Present Net Value 7,112 6,884 6,782 6,472 6,657 6,662 6,294 
Note: Cost and benefit streams extended over a 160-year analysis period and discounted at 4% per year.   
1 Based on the average base rate per MBF using the average timber sale composition and the following current base rates: Sitka 

Spruce—$12, Western Hemlock—$2, Western Red Cedar—$12, Alaskan Yellow Cedar—$20. 
2 Recreation revenue was estimated based on the average recreation revenues received in 2005 and 2006.  Revenue categories 

included in this total are: Recreation, Recreation User Fees, Recreation Fee Collection, and Recreation Site Fees (USDA Forest 
Service 2006d, 2007g).  These revenues are assumed for the purposes of this analysis to remain at current levels and constant 
across all alternatives. 

3 Land use, power, and minerals revenues were estimated based on average revenues received in 2005 and 2006.  These 
revenues are assumed for the purposes of this analysis to remain at current levels and constant across all alternatives. 

4 Unlike timber or minerals, recreation and tourism is not directly traded in the market place and recreationists on the Tongass 
generally pay for only a small portion of the total benefits they receive from the Forest.  In other words, the recreation revenue 
category above does not capture the full value of the experience to recreationists.  Economists have developed techniques to try 
and estimate the amount that recreationists would be willing-to-pay for a Recreation experience above and beyond what they 
actually pay.  This is discussed further in the following section under recreation.  It is important to understand that the 
recreation/tourism consumer surplus values shown here assign a monetary value to the share of the recreation good that is not 
traded in the market place and, as a result, are not directly comparable with actual revenues paid to the Forest Service. 

5 The following cost items include the major NFS cost items based on actual costs for 2005 and 2006 (USDA Forest Service 
2006d, 2007g).  They do not include other costs that are classified under Capital Improvement, Fire, Miscellaneous Funds, or 
Other.  The cost categories included in this summary were approximately $31,000 in 2005 and 2006, accounting for 
approximately 37 percent and 44 percent of total costs in 2005 and 2006, respectively.  This is discussed further in the following 
section under Management Costs. 

6 Based on per MBF planning and support charges: $41 for NEPA preparation; $23 for sale preparation; $9 for sale administration; 
and $28 for engineering support. 

7 Inventory & Monitoring, Minerals and Geology, and Recreation/ Heritage/ Wilderness Mgmt costs were estimated based on 
average costs in 2005 and 2006.  These costs are assumed for the purposes of this analysis to remain at current levels and 
constant across all alternatives. 

8 Land Management and Vegetation, Watershed, Wildlife & Fisheries Habitat costs were estimated based on average costs in 
2005 and 2006.  Cost categories included in these totals are Land Management Planning and Land Ownership Management 
(Land Management) and Vegetation & Watershed Management and Wildlife & Fisheries Habitat Mgmt (Vegetation, Watershed, 
Wildlife & Fisheries Habitat).  These costs are assumed for the purposes of this analysis to remain at current levels and constant 
across all alternatives. 

 

The Spectrum model analysis—used to identify the ASQ for each alternative—
suggests that under current market conditions stumpage values for some stands 
would be negative (see Appendix B for more detail on this model).  In other words, the 
estimated costs of harvesting and transporting the timber exceed the current value of 
the timber at the mill (the pond log value) and, as a result, volume from these stands 
would be unlikely to sell.  While the Spectrum model analysis suggests that there 
would be sufficient economic timber to provide projected NIC I volumes (should there 
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be demand) in the short-term under current market conditions, market prices would 
need to improve over the long-term for stands that would be potentially harvested in 
later decades to sell. 

Timber variable costs are also presented for each alternative in Table 3.22-25.  These 
costs are estimated based on a flat rate of $101/MBF and assume the identified NIC I 
volumes for each alternative would be sold.  This flat rate includes NEPA preparation 
($41/MBF), sale preparation ($23/MBF), sale administration ($9/MBF), and 
engineering support ($28/MBF), and includes timber sale-related road construction 
costs, among others.  This average cost per MBF ($101/MBF) exceeds the average 
base rate value per MBF ($7.12/MBF) used to estimate timber benefits to the 
government for this analysis.  As noted above, the average base rate is the minimum 
value that must be bid for a timber sale to go forward.  The average value for 
2005/2006 was $11.69 per MBF.  The 2003 SEIS identified an average value of 
$36.17 per MBF harvested on the Tongass from 1997 to 2001 (USDA Forest Service 
2003b).  Recent sales on Alaska State lands have generated an average return of 
$49.54 per MBF for sales totaling 54 MMBF (Slenkamp 2007). 

Industry revenues and profits are omitted from the calculation.  This is because 
efficiency analysis commonly assumes perfect competition in the private sector.  This 
implies, in turn, that competing purchasers of federal timber will bid up the price of 
stumpage to the point where all economic profits (i.e., profits over and above a 
competitive rate of return to capital) are dissipated.   

It is important to note that the PNV calculation for timber does not assign monetary 
values to perceived local benefits associated with timber-related employment and 
salaries and related economic activity, as well as other perceived benefits associated 
with capital investment in roads and log transfer facilities.  Employment and income 
are addressed in the preceding economic impact assessment. 

As previously noted, it is also important to recognize that the NIC I component is not a 
future sale level projection or target.  Rather, it represents the maximum volume that 
could be harvested with normal logging systems.  

The analysis presented in Table 3.22-25 provides two sets of values for recreation 
benefits: 1) recreation revenues and costs paid to the Forest Service, and 2) 
recreation and tourism benefits to the consumer, identified in Table 3.22-25 as 
recreation and tourism consumer surplus. 

Recreation Revenues and Costs 
Recreation revenues and costs were estimated based on the average receipts paid to 
the Forest Service in 2005 and 2006.  The values used for the analysis were based on 
the average values for those two years.  Forest Service revenue categories included 
in this total are the general recreation category, recreation user fees, recreation fee 
collection, and recreation site fees.  Recreation cost categories are shown in Table 
3.22-25 as part of the Recreation/Heritage/Wilderness budget line item.  This budget 
item was about $4.3 million in 2005 and $4.6 million in 2006.  In addition to these 
budget item costs, other recreation-related costs incurred in 2005 and/or 2006 and not 
included in this cost category are trail improvement and maintenance costs, 
outfitter/guide program management costs, recreation site maintenance and 
operation, and recreation fee collection costs.  These costs are included elsewhere in 
the Forest Service’s accounting system (e.g., capital improvement, miscellaneous 
funds, and other) and varied substantially between 2005 and 2006, the years used to 
establish the baseline used here. 

Recreation revenues and costs are included in this analysis to address concerns 
about misleading comparisons and also provide an indication of the relative 

Recreation and 
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management costs and revenues associated with different Forest resources.  Budget 
figures from 2006 are also summarized in Table 3.22-28. 

Recreation and Tourism Consumer Surplus  
Unlike timber, recreation and tourism is, for the most part, not directly traded in the 
market place.  Recreational users of the Tongass National Forest generally pay for 
only a small proportion of the total benefits they receive from the Forest.  Consumer 
surplus, or willingness-to-pay, is the value of a recreation activity beyond what must 
be paid to enjoy it.  Total economic use value is the cost to participate plus consumer 
surplus.  This type of approach is very different to those used to estimate the other 
benefits and costs summarized in Table 3.22-25. 

The consumer surplus estimates presented in Table 3.22-25 are derived from 1988 
survey data.  For general recreational activity, this figure is estimated at $33.00 
(2005$) per RVD, and for recreational fishing the estimate is approximately $1,025.27 
per RVD (2005$).  Using the proportion of 1994 total RVDs comprised by recreational 
fishing use, a weighted average of $69.13 per RVD was derived.  This figure 
represents the average amount a Tongass National Forest recreational user would be 
willing to pay for a day’s recreation over and above expenses already incurred.  These 
net willingness-to-pay figures are from the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS 
adjusted for inflation (USDA Forest Service 1997a, p. 3-503). 

Future recreation and tourism use on the Tongass was estimated using techniques 
described in the Affected Environment portion of this section and further detailed in 
the recreation and tourism impact analysis presented above.  Projected future value 
was derived by multiplying total RVD use by the average net WTP estimate of $69.13.  
These values were then discounted using the standard 4 percent rate, and the 
resulting estimates are shown in the second row of Table 3.22-25.  Recreation and 
tourism consumer surplus estimates are much higher than the other benefits and 
costs addressed in Table 3.22-25, but are relatively constant across the alternatives.  
The finding that these values are relatively constant across alternatives is consistent 
with the expected outcome of the Forest Plan, which seeks to protect high value and 
high use recreation areas under all alternatives, while the high values reflect the wide 
range of unique recreation opportunities on the Tongass National Forest. 

There is the potential for substantial error in these value estimates, and decision 
makers and the public should avoid a mistaken sense of precision when considering 
them.  Various aspects of recreation and tourism-related value, for example, were 
impossible to measure or estimate for this analysis.  All RVDs have been treated as 
equivalent, but it is likely that net WTP varies for different recreation experiences and 
associated ROS classes.  Likewise, the net WTP value for a given recreation 
experience will vary according to a host of factors which may be impacted differently 
under the different alternatives.  By using a constant dollar per RVD estimate, this 
takes only quantity into account and ignores quality.  This quality can take many 
forms, but must include aesthetic considerations, personal attachments (in the case of 
local residents who habitually frequent the same “favorite places”), availability of fish 
and game, the effects of crowding, and ease of access.  Moreover, these quality 
considerations will extend beyond recreational use directly occurring on the Tongass 
National Forest to include cruise ship passengers and others who have come to the 
region to mainly experience its beauty and wild character. 

The Forest Service incurs various costs in the management of the national forests.  
Some of these can be directly attributed to a specific management activity or 
objective, but many others cannot.  Likewise, some costs will vary depending upon 
specific activities stipulated in the Forest Plan.  Others, however, are essentially fixed 
operating costs that will likely not vary for different alternatives.   

Management 
Costs 
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The timber variable costs presented in Table 3.22-25 are based on average costs 
(dollars per MBF) resulting from planning and administration activities in conjunction 
with recent timber sale projects on the Tongass National Forest.  Costs are also 
presented for the following NFS program costs: Inventory and Monitoring; Minerals 
and Geology; Recreation, Heritage, and Wilderness Management; Land Management 
Planning and Land Ownership Management; Vegetation and Watershed 
Management; and Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Management.  The costs assigned to 
these categories are estimated based on the average 2005/2006 costs for these cost 
categories and are assumed to remain constant across all alternatives.  The choice of 
alternatives would undoubtedly affect these fixed operating costs, but we are unable 
to predict how they would be affected.   

Additional costs may be imposed on organizations or individuals outside of the Forest 
Service.  These costs are commonly termed “negative externalities” by economists.  
The current analysis makes no attempt to assign dollar values for the negative 
externalities that may be associated with the alternatives.  Instead, the Forest Service 
addresses these by providing as much information as possible about the physical and 
ecological impacts of the alternatives, and using this information in the public 
participation process associated with the Plan. 

With the exception of Alternatives 4 and 7, the effects of the alternatives on fish 
resources are expected to be at or below the level predicted for Alternative 11 in the 
1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS (USDA Forest Service 1997a, pages 3-46 
through 3-73).  Alternative 4 is expected to have similar effects to Alternative 6 in the 
1997 Forest Plan Final EIS.  The effects of Alternative 7 are expected to be similar but 
less than those projected under Alternative 2 in the 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS.  
Effects are expected to be lower than those projected under the 1997 Alternative 2 
because Alternative 7 includes improved riparian protections.  The analysis of effects 
on fish habitat included in the 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS is incorporated into this EIS 
by reference.  This is also the case with the commercial fishing portion of the 
economic efficiency analysis presented in the 1997 Final EIS (page 3-504).  This 
section of the 1997 Final EIS explains why PNV estimates were not prepared for the 
economic efficiency analysis presented in the Final EIS and these reasons also apply 
here.  In addition, there has been a reduction in commercial harvest dependence on 
natural fish production from the Tongass in recent years. 

The absence of quantified salmon harvesting and processing benefits in Table 3.22-
25 should not be taken as an indication that this resource is not valued or that current 
and future management decisions are made without careful consideration of the 
potential impacts to these values.  Potential impacts to fish are discussed in the Fish 
section of this EIS.  

Estimates of mining PNV are also omitted from this analysis because it is not possible 
to quantify the potential effects of the alternatives on future mining activities.  

Subsistence activities have significant economic, as well as cultural and spiritual value 
for many Southeast Alaska residents.  However, there are a number of difficulties 
involved in trying to quantify these values in monetary terms.  A 2001 study that 
attempted to quantify the economic importance of Alaska’s ecosystems used three 
different standard methods to estimate the statewide net economic benefits 
associated with subsistence (Colt 2001).  This study concluded: “(i)n summary, it 
remains quite difficult to measure the net economic value of subsistence in economic 
terms.  Using standard techniques, one can come up with estimates that range from 
zero (using a $4.00/lb replacement value less the cost of cash and labor input) to 
more than $1.7 billion (upper bound on net willingness to accept compensation for lost 
subsistence opportunities)” (Colt 2001; 37).  Assigning an accurate economic value to 
subsistence is one significant problem in trying to calculate a PNV for subsistence.  A 
second major problem involves quantifying the potential effects of the alternatives in 
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terms of pounds of subsistence harvest foregone.  This type of information is not 
available, as discussed in the Subsistence section of this document.   
It is important to recognize that while it is not possible to assign subsistence a net 
economic value for the economic efficiency analysis, this does not mean that the 
potential effects of the alternatives on subsistence are not important.  These potential 
effects are addressed programmatically in the Subsistence section of this document.  
They are also discussed on a community basis in the Subregional Overview and 
Communities section.  The analysis presented in the Subsistence section assesses 
the potential effects of the alternatives in terms of abundance and distribution, access, 
and competition.   

This section discusses non-use and ecosystem service values.  Definitions of 
ecosystem services can be broad, including both use and non-use values.  The 
following discussion uses a more narrow definition that applies to the group of 
services that is sometimes referred to as “life-support services.”  This definition 
excludes non-use and quality of life values, which are discussed separately below, as 
well as recreation use. 

Non-use Values 
Economists have argued that recreation use represents only a portion of the 
economic value of natural areas.  There are also non-use values associated with 
natural areas.  Non-use values represent the value that individuals assign to a 
resource independent of their use of that resource.  These types of values, which 
include existence, option, and bequest values, are usually measured via surveys that 
ask people how much they would be willing to pay to preserve a particular area.  
These values represent the value that individuals obtain from knowing that an area or 
resource exists, knowing that it would be available to visit in the future should they 
choose to do so, and knowing that it would be left for future generations to inherit.   

While the non-use values associated with the Tongass National Forest as a whole are 
no doubt considerable, they are extremely difficult to accurately measure, particularly 
on a per acre basis.  The results from surveys in other areas do provide some insight 
to potential non-use values that might be associated with the proposed alternatives.  
The findings of a number of recent studies are summarized in Table 3.22-26.  These 
studies attempt to quantify the non-use values associated with wilderness and other 
types of natural areas in Alaska and other areas.  WTP values are typically calculated 
on a per household basis and then expanded to a broader population.  A critical issue 
here becomes identifying the extent of the survey area.  Summing these types of 
values per household across large areas generates very high values.  This issue is 
evident in the different geographical extent of the areas surveyed in the studies 
summarized in Table 3.22-26. 
Examining the results of two of the studies summarized in Table 3.22-26 (Walsh et al. 
1984 and Pope and Jones 1990), Loomis (2000) noted two trends that are relevant to 
this discussion.  First, WTP per household increases with an increase in the number of 
acres proposed for wilderness protection, but at a decreasing rate.  Second, existence, 
option, and bequest values in both cases represented about half the total value of 
wilderness.  There are no new wilderness areas proposed under any of the 
alternatives, but these findings may also apply to areas preserved in a natural 
condition. 

The results of the studies summarized in Table 3.22-26 suggest that the non-use 
values associated with maintaining areas on the Tongass in a natural condition are 
likely to be high, especially given the national importance of the Tongass.  These 
values would likely increase with the number of acres, but at a lower rate.  In terms of 
the proposed alternatives, the value per household is likely to be highest for 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6, 4, and 7 in that order. 

Non-use Values 
and Ecosystem 
Services 
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Table 3.22-26 
Summary of Willingness-to-Pay Estimates of Existence Values 

Author 
(Date) Study Location Description of Resource 

Description of 
Commodity 

Annual Willingness-to-
Pay (2000$)1 

Carson et al. 
1992 

Alaska: Prince 
William Sound 

Prince William Sound coast 
and waters 

WTP for spill prevention 
plan 

$3.13 per U.S. 
household per year 
($32.31 one-time) 

Goldsmith 
and Hill 1998 

Alaska: Bristol Bay 
Wildlife Refuges 

13.2-million-acre wildlife 
refuges made up of three 
separate refuges 

WTP for preserving 
wildlife habitat in Bristol 
Bay. 

$26.05 to $52.11 per 
household U.S. 

Walsh, et al. 
1984 

Colorado 1.2-million-acre designated 
wilderness area (2% of total 
state acreage) made up of 
13 separate areas. 

WTP to preserve existing 
wilderness areas in 
Colorado  
-- 1.2 million acres 
 
 
-- 10 million acres 

 
 
 
$23.07 per Colorado 
household 
 
$52.75 (1984$) per 
Colorado household  

Reid et al. 
1993 

British Columbia Current Wilderness in British 
Columbia. 

WTP for doubling 
wilderness in British 
Columbia 
 
WTP for tripling 
wilderness in British 
Columbia 

$11.80 per B.C. 
household ($118.02 one-
time) 
 
 
$15.02 per B.C. 
household ($150.21 one-
time) 

Pope and 
Jones 1990 

Utah Bureau of Land 
Management land (BLM) 
 
 

WTP for designation of 
BLM land in Utah million 
acres as wilderness. 
--2.7 million acres 
 
--16.2 million acres  

 
 
 
$69.50 per household 
 
$121.49 per household 

Loomis 20002 Western U.S 
outside Alaska 

National Forest Roadless 
areas in Western U.S. 

WTP to preserve 
roadless lands in the 
west  

$6.72 per acre 

1  Values were adjusted to 2000 dollars using the Anchorage CPI for Alaska values and the U.S. CPI for all other areas.  
2  Estimated by Loomis using benefit-transfer approach from Walsh et al. (1984) and Pope and Jones (1990). 
Sources:  Colt 2001; Loomis 2000. 

 

The summary of recent studies presented in Table 3.22-26 is meant to provide some 
indication of the results of other studies, only.  While there is a general consensus that 
non-use values of this type exist and federal policy includes approval of such 
techniques, the methodologies for measuring the size of these values are both 
controversial and difficult to apply in a consistent fashion.   

A recent study prepared by The Wilderness Society (Phillips and Silverman 2007), for 
example, used the values from the three of the studies shown in Table 3.22-25 
(Carson et al., Goldsmith and Hill, and Loomis) to estimate annual passive use values 
of “wildlands” on the Tongass and Chugach National Forests that ranged from $6.8 
million to $387.9 million.  They then divided the difference to get an average annual 
passive value of $196.2 million.  This analysis suggests that there is a passive use 
value associated with the Tongass National Forest, but the wide possible range 
identified for this value (with the high estimate [$387.9 million] 57 times as large as the 
low estimate [$6.8 million]) underlines the difficulty in estimating this type of value 
using a benefit transfer approach.  This study is discussed in more detail in  
Appendix H. 
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Ecosystem Services 
Ecosystem services are those services and benefits provided by healthy ecosystems.  
Definitions of ecosystem services can be broad, including both use and non-use 
values.  A number of different definitions and groupings have been identified (Colt 
2001; Costanza et al. 1997; Krieger 2001; Morton 2000).  These include the typology 
developed by the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005), which is featured on the 
Forest Service’s Ecosystem Services web site 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/ecosystemservices/) and identifies four general categories of 
ecosystem services: provisioning, regulating, cultural, and supporting.  This typology 
is also highlighted in Chapter 2 of this EIS.  The Forest Service’s Pacific Northwest 
Research Station recently issued a technical report that attempts to define an 
economics research program to describe and evaluate ecosystem services (Kline 
2006).   

Some definitions of ecosystem services include consumptive uses—such as logging, 
fishing, and hunting—that can be considered market goods, as well as non-use or 
passive use values.  The values associated with these types of market goods and 
non-use values are discussed in the preceding sections.  Other types of ecosystem 
services provide what might be considered long-term life support benefits to society 
as a whole.  Examples of these types of benefits that pertain to forests include 
watershed services, soil stabilization and erosion control, improved air quality, climate 
regulation and carbon sequestration, and biological diversity (Krieger 2001). 

Some economists have expressed concerns that ecosystem service values are not 
adequately considered in decision-making processes because they are not valued on a 
par with goods and services that are traded in commercial markets.  A number of 
methods have been used to assign monetary values to these types of services.  These 
methods include travel cost, hedonic pricing, and defensive expenditure approaches 
that use observed behavior to estimate values, as well as contingent valuation 
approaches that ask people what they would be willing to pay for an ecosystem 
service. 

Costanza et al. (1997) estimated the total value of the services provided by the 
world’s ecosystems ranges from $16 trillion to $54 trillion per year, with an average 
value of $33 trillion.  Costanza et al.’s estimate involved the review and synthesis of a 
wide variety of existing studies and included estimates of recreation and cultural 
values, as well as more life-support-related services.  Many of the studies used in 
their synthesis were based directly or indirectly on estimates of WTP.  Colt (2001) 
applied Costanza et al.’s values to Alaska and estimated that the ecosystem values 
associated with the state’s lands and waters ranged from $1.2 billion to $1.6 billion.  
Colt’s estimate only included the components of Costanza et al.’s analysis that he 
considered to relate directly to life support services.   

Phillips and Silverman (2007) applied the global values adopted by Colt (2001) to the 
Tongass National Forest and estimated that the annual ecosystem value of 15.7 
million acres of the Tongass is $293.7 million.  This analysis involved applying dollar 
per acre values for various ecosystem services, such as gas regulation, climate 
regulation, disturbance regulation, soil formation, and nutrient cycling, to five different 
forest biomes.  Colt (2001, 42) notes that while the Costanza et al. estimates that form 
the basis of this analysis represent an important first step, they are “extremely 
primitive.”  Colt (2001, 43-44) also noted two obvious sources of bias with his 
analysis, which also apply to Phillips and Silverman’s (2007) analysis.  First, the 
average values per acre estimated by Costanza et al. and applied here are global 
averages derived from studies of population places and may have limited applicability 
to Alaska.  Second, the data Colt adopted from Costanza et al., which Phillips and 
Silverman also use, does not address all “life support system” services and in this 
respect excludes categories of ecosystem services, such as wildlife habitat. 
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The results of Phillips and Silverman’s (2007) analysis suggests there are ecosystem 
service values associated with the Tongass National Forest and these values are, as 
the resource-by-resource analyses presented in the other sections of this EIS 
suggest, undoubtedly high.  These estimates are not, however, suitable for a detailed 
comparison of alternatives at the Forest level.   

The uncertainty surrounding the accuracy of these estimates is compounded by the 
difficulty involved in accurately quantifying the effects of the alternatives on physical 
and biological resources in unit values.  As Kline (2006, 15) notes, even if we were to 
accept this overall estimate as a reasonable benchmark for the total existing value of 
Tongass-related ecosystem services, “total ecosystem values provide little guidance 
to policy or management decisions unless these decisions can be expressed as 
marginal or incremental changes in ecosystem services.”  With respect to wetlands, 
which make up 91 percent of the annual ecosystems services value estimated by 
Phillips and Silverman, for example, the impacts are evaluated in this EIS in terms of 
potential risk based on projected road building and acres identified as suitable for 
harvest.  Impacts are not quantified in terms of acres lost or acres of wetland function 
impaired. 

However, as noted earlier, the fact that no monetary value is assigned to ecosystem 
services in this document does not lessen their importance in the decision making 
process.  A large proportion of this document is devoted to assessing impacts to the 
Forest resource that cannot be readily expressed in monetary terms.   

It should also be noted that ongoing initiatives in Southeast Alaska to develop 
ecosystem services markets such as the Fuels for Schools program, thinning of 
second growth for wildlife habitat improvement, and implementation of practices and 
technologies to reduce the carbon ‘footprint’ of Forest Service operations will con 
tinue under all of the alternatives.   

It is important to recognize when evaluating the potential effects of the alternatives on 
non-commodity forest values, such as non-use values, ecosystem services, and 
quality of life issues, that there are a number of options available and in place to 
protect these values and resources.  Under the current Forest Plan, LUDs specify 
ways of managing an area of land and the resources it contains.  LUDs may 
emphasize certain resources, such as remote recreation or old-growth wildlife habitat, 
or combinations of resources, such as providing scenic quality in combination with 
timber harvesting.  Each LUD has a detailed management prescription, which 
includes standards and guidelines.   

Under the current Forest Plan, there are 19 LUDs that range from Wilderness to 
Timber Production, in terms of the level of development permitted.  While each LUD 
has a different purpose and management emphasis, they may be generally grouped 
into four categories based on the kind of effects they potentially create.  These four 
categories are wilderness, natural setting, moderate development, and intensive 
development.  Timber management and other types of development are only allowed 
in the moderate and intensive development LUDs.  Not all lands allocated to 
development LUDs are available for timber production.  Under the current Forest Plan 
(Alternative 5), 3.6 million acres or 21 percent of the Forest is allocated to 
development LUDs.  Approximately 687,000 acres of this area, or 4 percent of the 
Forest, suitable and scheduled for timber production (Table 3.22-27).  This total 
includes both productive old growth and young-growth acreage.  Under Alternative 1, 
the most restrictive alternative from a development perspective, 5 percent of the 
Forest would be allocated to development LUDs, with approximately 144,000 acres 
estimated to be suitable for timber production. 



 Environment and Effects  3 
 

Final EIS 3-555 Economic and Social Environment 

 

Table 3.22-27 
Land Use Designations and Mapped Suitable Lands by Alternative (1,000s Acres) 
LUD Group/Alternative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Wilderness and Natural Monument 5,916 5,916 5,916 5,916 5,916 5,916 5,916 
Mostly Natural Setting 10,019 8,928 8,054 6,130 7,252 7,400 5,808 
Moderate Development 279 577 830 1,503 1,096 1,064 1,653 
Intensive Development 560 1,353 1,974 3,225 2,510 2,394 3,396 
Total 16,774 16,774 16,774 16,774 16,774 16,774 16,774 
Percent of Forest in Development LUDs 7 12 18 28 22 21 30 
Scheduled Suitable Lands1        
  Thousands of Acres 144 394 514 892 687 664 1,070 
  Percent of Total 1 2 3 5 4 4 6 
1 Scheduled suitable acres appropriate for harvest occur in moderate and intensive development LUDs only. 

 

Under the current Forest Plan, timber management activities are governed by a large 
number of rules and regulations designed to protect or mitigate negative impacts to 
resources.  These standards and guidelines, presented in Chapter 4 of the current 
Forest Plan, address the following resource areas and apply to Alternative 5, the No-
Action Alternative, in this EIS: 

♦ Air ♦ Riparian 
♦ Beach and Estuary Fringe ♦ Rural Community Assistance 
♦ Facilities ♦ Scenery 
♦ Fire ♦ Soil and Water 
♦ Fish ♦ Subsistence 
♦ Forest Health ♦ Threatened, Endangered, & Sensitive Species 
♦ Heritage Resources ♦ Timber 
♦ Karst and Caves ♦ Trails 
♦ Lands ♦ Transportation 
♦ Minerals and Geology ♦ Wetlands 
♦ Recreation and Tourism ♦ Wildlife 
 

A number of changes to the Forest Plan text are being proposed under the action 
alternatives, based on the Forest Plan 5-Year Plan Review and Forest Service staff 
recommendations.  Most changes were incorporated into the Proposed Forest Plan 
(Land and Resource Management Plan), which accompanied the Draft EIS.  These 
changes were modified and updated for the Final EIS and the major changes being 
proposed are summarized in Chapter 2.  The Final Proposed Forest Plan forms the 
basis for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 6.  A summary of the major differences between the 
Final Proposed Forest Plan and the current Forest Plan are summarized below.   

Management Prescriptions 
♦ Edits and clarifications were made regarding karst management programs, 

sacred site protection, minerals and geology, off-highway vehicle use, 
scenery management, and other areas for most LUD prescriptions 

♦ Substantial edits and clarifications were made to the Wilderness and 
Wilderness National Monument LUD prescriptions 

Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines 
♦ Clarifications and edits were made to the standards and guidelines regarding 

steep slopes and soil stability, Class III and IV streams, karst and cave 
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resources, minerals and geology, recreation and tourism, scenery, off-
highway vehicle use, road storage and decommissioning, and other 
resources. 

♦ New sections were added to Chapter 4 on Invasive Species and Plants, and 
new standards and guidelines on sacred site protection. 

♦ Conversion of the goshawk foraging habitat and the marten habitat standards 
and guidelines in the Wildlife section to a Forest-wide legacy standard and 
guideline in the Wildlife section.   

♦ Revision of the goshawk nesting habitat standard and guideline in the Wildlife 
section. 

♦ The requirement to conduct inventories to determine the presence of nesting 
goshawks for proposed goshawks that affect goshawk habitat is included in 
the Final Proposed Forest Plan.  

Alternatives 4 and 7 also follow the Final Proposed Forest Plan, with some exceptions 
including the following: 

• The Beach and Estuary Fringe buffer is changed to 500 feet along the 
beach fringe and 1,000 feet around estuaries under Alternative 7 

• Neither the goshawk foraging habitat, the marten habitat, nor the new 
Legacy Standards and Guidelines would be implemented 

• The goshawk nesting standard and guideline would not be implemented 

As a result, the levels of resource protection are expected to be lower in these areas 
under Alternatives 4 and 7.  In addition, the Old-Growth Habitat LUD and its 
management prescription is not used under Alternative 7, resulting in a reduction in 
protection for old-growth habitat.   

Although data availability and specificity continue to be a challenge to refining the 
scale at which ecosystem service provision is assessed and valued, measurement, 
modeling, and valuation of ecosystem service efforts are increasing rapidly in scope, 
resolution, and ability to reflect system complexities.  In addition, markets for 
ecosystem services are a topic of growing interest within the Forest Service, its 
partners and stakeholder groups.  A prominent challenge to establishment of 
ecosystem service markets is the understanding of the current provision of ecosystem 
services as a baseline, against which progress (termed by economists as 
additionality) can be measured.  A second challenge is to understand in a forward-
looking manner the potential direct and indirect benefits of emerging market 
opportunities related to ecosystem services.  Ongoing initiatives in Southeast Alaska 
illustrate some of the potential in this regard and include the Fuels for Schools 
programs, thinning of second growth for habitat, and implementation of practice and 
technologies to reduce the carbon ‘footprint’ of Forest Service operations, among 
other examples. 

As discussed in the Affected Environment portion of this section, natural amenities 
and local quality of life have increasingly been recognized as important factors that 
serve to attract and retain residents.  It is, however, very difficult to determine the 
effect of the different alternatives on local amenities and, further, on the economic 
activity that these amenities are believed to indirectly generate.  In most cases and 
localities the impacts of the action alternatives relative to the no-action alternative on 
amenities are not expected to be significant enough in themselves to result in 
measurable changes in economic activity. 

Natural Amenities 
and Quality of 
Life 
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Tongass National Forest Budget 
The Forest Service budget is appropriated through Congress on a yearly basis.  
National forest budget requests are considered as part of total budget requests 
submitted to the United States Congress by the executive branch each year, with 
Congress having final say.  The relevant portions of the Tongass National Forest 
budget are summarized for 2007 in Table 3.22-28.  In general, funding for the 
Tongass National Forest has followed a downward trend in recent years.  The Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2007 budget allocation was, for example, approximately $46 million (Table 
3.22-28) compared to approximately $72 million in 2001 (see Table 3.22-26 in the 
2003 SEIS [USDA Forest Service 2003b]).  This overall decline in funding means that 
an increase in overall funding would be required relative to 2007 levels to fully 
implement the Forest Plan under all of the alternatives, including Alternative 5, No 
Action. 

Variations in the level of timber harvest would affect the cost of operating the related 
programs including the following budget items, which include all the resource support, 
like wildlife biologists, necessary for timber harvesting.   

The budget items that would be affected by variations in timber harvest volumes are 
as follows: 

NFPN – Land Management Planning 
NFIM – Inventory and Monitoring 
CMRD – Roads Capital Improvements & Maintenance 
NFTM – Timber Management 
NFVW   – Vegetation and Watershed Management 

The amounts required to adequately fund these budget items would vary by 
alternative based on the estimated level of timber harvest.  Projected budget 
requirements would be higher for these items under Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7, with 
Alternative 1 requiring the lowest amount of funding for timber management related 
activities.  As the preceding discussion suggests, budget shortfalls are likely in the 
future, especially for the more timber-intensive alternatives. 
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Table 3.22-28 
Fiscal Year 2007 Budget Allocation by Resource Item 
Fund Code Budget Line Item Allocation

National Forest System 
NFPN Land Management Planning $ 1,306,700
NFIM Inventory and Monitoring 1,945,500
NFRW Recreation/Heritage/Wilderness 4,240,600
NFWF Wildlife and Fish Habitat Management 3,570,100
NFTM Timber Management 12,699,300
NFVW Vegetation and Watershed Management 2,430,400
NFMG Minerals 1,017,800
NFLM Landownership Management 1,625,700
NFLE Law Enforcement 

 Total $ 28,836,100
Wildland Fire Management 

WFPR Fire Preparedness $ 890,700
WFHF Hazardous Fuels 
WFSU Fire Operations 

 Total $ 890,700
Capital Improvement & Misc. 

CMFC Facilities Capital Improvements and Maintenance $ 2,752,600
CMRD Roads Capital Improvements and Maintenance 12,179,400
CMTL Trails, Capital Improvements and Maintenance 1,412,200

 Total 16,344,200
Total  $ 46,071,000
Note:  This table only summarizes those portions of the 2007 Tongass National Forest allocation that 

pertain to this analysis. 
Source: USDA Forest Service 2007h. 

Payments to the State 

As noted in the Affected Environment discussion, the Secure Rural Schools legislation 
expired in 2006 with the last payments under this authorization made in December 
2006.  However, payments under this legislation were extended for 2007 as part of 
the Iraq Accountability Appropriations Act of 2007, which was signed into law on May 
25, 2007 (USDA Forest Service 2007i). 

Cumulative Effects 
This section considers the incremental effects of the alternatives when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.  The effects of past and present 
actions on the economic and social environment are included in the Affected 
Environment portion of this section, which discusses the regional economy, as well as 
providing a subregional overview, and assessing potential impacts at the community 
level.  These sections summarize current employment levels and other key aspects of 
natural resource-based industries, and also assess recent trends. 

The effects analyses presented in the preceding sections also take into consideration 
reasonably foreseeable actions.  The impact analyses that address the wood products 
industry include, for example, projected future harvest levels for other land ownerships 
in Southeast Alaska.  The effects of past and present harvest actions on other land 
ownerships are also implicitly incorporated into this analysis because they influence 
projected future levels of timber harvest.  The influence of other factors not directly 
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related to the Tongass, such as the major shifts in the markets served by Alaskan 
sawmills over the past decade, are also considered as part of the analysis.   

The continued growth in the number of cruise ship passengers visiting the region is 
one of the major trends in recreation in Southeast Alaska.  The effects of the 
alternatives are considered in conjunction with this trend because it underpins current 
and future recreation demand on the Tongass.  In addition, the recreation and tourism 
economic impact analysis includes estimated non-Tongass-related recreation 
employment, as well as the potential effects of the alternatives on the supply of 
recreation opportunities on the Tongass.   

Other reasonably foreseeable future actions include an expected growth in recreation 
and tourism businesses based on the continued growth in the cruise ship industry, as 
well as the development of additional fishing and other lodges.  This type of 
development would facilitate additional recreation and tourism in the region and on the 
Forest.  Human settlement expansion is expected to occur around the region’s larger 
cities, such as Juneau and Ketchikan, with residential expansion also expected as a 
result of state land auctions.  These developments would likely result in increased 
demand for a range of recreation activities, with some developments favoring 
developed recreation opportunities, and others more dependent on undeveloped 
lands. 

Reasonably foreseeable actions on NFS lands include the projected levels of future 
timber harvest and development that are used in the preceding analysis to assess the 
potential impacts of the alternatives on the regional and local economies.  These 
projected activities were also used to assess the potential impacts of the alternatives 
on the supply of recreation opportunities and recreation use and demand. 

Other reasonably foreseeable actions include transportation and utility developments 
proposed by the State of Alaska.  These proposals are summarized in the 
Transportation and Utilities section of this document.  A total of 1,523 miles of roads 
are projected to be constructed on non-NFS lands in Southeast Alaska over the life of 
the Plan (100+ years) under each of the alternatives (see Table 3.12-3 in the 
Transportation and Utilities section).  Most of the projected non-NFS roads are forest 
roads that would be developed for timber harvest, but the total miles also include 
roads likely to be built to serve communities, such as the Juneau access road on the 
east side of Lynn Canal.  This road, and other road corridors covered by Public Law 
109-59, would, if approved under NEPA and funded, connect additional areas in 
Southeast Alaska to the continental highway system and improve transportation 
between communities.  They would also improve access for recreation use and in 
some cases would likely facilitate new types of use.   

It is not possible at this time to predict exactly which roads would be developed or 
their likely impact on future recreation patterns and associated employment.  None of 
the alternatives are expected to affect this type of future road development, which 
would be expected to go forward regardless of the selected alternative.  The overall 
cumulative effect of new regional road corridors viewed in conjunction with the 
proposed Forest Plan alternatives would be a trend toward more developed recreation 
opportunities that would be relatively high under Alternative 7 and relatively low under 
Alternative 1.  Planned timber harvest activities on adjacent private and Native 
Corporation lands would also result in a cumulative trend toward more developed 
recreation opportunities that would be most pronounced under Alternative 7 and least 
pronounced under Alternative 1. 

Mining activities are expected to expand at existing sites, including Greens Creek on 
Admiralty Island and Berners Bay north of Juneau, with an increase in mining 
exploration and new development anticipated.  Continued mining at existing sites and 
ongoing exploration efforts would likely support existing levels of mining employment 
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and income.  This employment and income would increase if there were an increase 
in exploration and development. 

Regional energy and transmission projects are also expected to occur, including the 
Swan-Tyee transmission line and the Juneau-Hoonah transmission line.  These 
projects are expected to improve and expand local and regional electrical service and 
reliability. 
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Introduction 
The preceding section of this document addressed the potential impacts of the 
proposed alternatives upon the regional economy as a whole.  Potential impacts 
would not, however, be viewed similarly by all boroughs or communities in 
Southeast Alaska or distributed equally among them.  It is, therefore, important to 
consider the potential effects at a more detailed geographic scale.  The following 
section is divided into two parts.  The first part, entitled Subregional Overview, 
addresses the economic and social composition of the boroughs and census areas 
(CAs) that comprise Southeast Alaska, as well as providing summary data at the 
community group level.  This discussion provides an important perspective on the 
likely distribution of the potential effects identified in the regional economy analysis, 
as well as setting the stage for the second part of this section, which discusses the 
potential effects of the alternatives on each of Southeast Alaska’s 32 communities.   

Subregional Overview 
Addressing potential effects at the subregional level can be difficult because the 
types of data available at the state or regional level are often not available for 
smaller localities.  In addition to problems arising from inadequate data, the lack of 
detailed information on the exact location of expected harvests and on the 
competitive position of individual firms makes it impossible to know which jobs or 
firms may be affected under a given alternative.  Any attempt to provide numerical 
estimates of long-term impacts at the community level would be prone to error, and 
give a false sense of accuracy and certainty.  As a result, the following analysis 
presents a more detailed picture of the current situation and past trends at the 
Borough/CA and community group levels, but does not attempt to quantify potential 
impacts by alternative.   

Economic developments are discussed in the following sections using data 
compiled at the borough/CA level, as well as employment data compiled by the 
Alaska Department of Labor (Alaska DOL) at the community group level.  
Community groups are sub-areas of boroughs and CAs developed by the Alaska 
DOL.  Some of the community groups consist of one community; others include 
several communities (see Table 3.23-6).  Information at the community group level 
provides a more detailed picture of local employment patterns than is usually 
available.   

Southeast Alaska Boroughs and Census Areas 
There are large differences in the economic structure and development of the 
boroughs and CAs (referred to as the “boroughs” in the following discussion) that 
comprise Southeast Alaska.  A common problem encountered in the analysis of the 
Southeast Alaska economy is that, owing to its relative size, Juneau dominates 
statistics at the regional level.  As a result, regional trends in population, 
employment, or income tend to closely represent developments in Juneau and often 
do not reflect changes in other boroughs.  By analyzing certain economic statistics 
at the borough level, differences in economic structure and trends that are obscured 
at the regional level, are more apparent.  The following sections discuss population, 
employment, and income trends at the borough level. 

The population of Alaska grew during the 1980s and 1990s increasing from about 
402,000 in 1980 to approximately 627,000 in 2000, an increase of 56 percent.  
Southeast Alaska’s population increased by 36 percent over the same time period.  
Increases at the borough level ranged from 8 percent for Wrangell-Petersburg to 

Population 
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57 percent and 61 percent for Juneau and Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan, 
respectively, with Juneau accounting for about 55 percent of Southeast Alaska’s 
population growth over this period.  Population increases were larger in the 1980s 
than in the 1990s in all cases, and population in the Northern Complex, Wrangell-
Petersburg, and Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan actually declined between 1990 
and 2000 (Table 3.23-1). 

Table 3.23-1 
Borough/Census Area Population, 1990, 2000, and 2006 

1990 to 2000 2000 to 2006 
Borough/Census Area/ 
Region 1990 2000 2006 

Absolute 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Absolute 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Northern Boroughs 
Haines Borough 2,117 2,392 2,241 275 13 -151 -6 
Juneau Borough 26,751 30,711 30,650 3,960 15 -61 0 
Sitka Borough 8,588 8,835 8,833 247 3 -2 0 
Northern Complex1  4,404 4,244 3,654 -160 -4 -590 -14 
Southern Boroughs 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 13,828 14,059 13,174 242 2 -885 -6 
Prince of Wales-Outer 
Ketchikan CA 6,278 6,157 5,477 -132 -2 -680 -11 
Wrangell-Petersburg CA  7,042 6,684 6,024 -358 -5 -660 -10 
Southeast Alaska  69,009 73,082 70,053 4,073 7 -3,029 -4 
Alaska  550,043 626,931 670,053 76,889 14 43,122 7 
CA=Census Area 
1 1990 data are for the Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon Census Area.  2000 data combine the Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census 

Area and Yakutat Borough.  Yakutat Borough was incorporated in 1992. 
Source:  Alaska DOL 2001a, 2007a; U.S. Census Bureau 1995. 

Alaska has continued to grow since 2000 with total population increasing by 7 
percent between 2000 and 2006.  Southeast Alaska, in contrast, lost population over 
this period, with the total population decreasing by an estimated 3,029 people or 
about 4 percent.  All of the boroughs have lost population since 2000, with the largest 
absolute decrease (-885 people) occurring in Ketchikan Gateway Borough.  Juneau 
and Sitka experienced relatively modest decreases in population from 2000 to 2006, 
less than 0.5 percent in both cases (Table 3.23-1). 

Components of regional population change for 2000 through 2006 indicate that all of 
the boroughs in Southeast Alaska experienced natural increase (more births than 
deaths) over this period (U.S. Census Bureau 2006).  All of the boroughs also 
experienced net out-migration (more people leaving than moving in) and in all cases 
the net loss of population through out-migration exceeded the net gain through 
natural increase.  Juneau City and Borough experienced the largest absolute net 
out-migration over this period.   

Alaska DOL released new statewide population projections in 2007 (Alaska DOL 
2007h).  These projections extend from 2010 through 2030, with low, middle, and 
high estimates available at the borough level at 5 year intervals.  The general trend 
from 2006 to 2030 is for some degree of population growth for all Alaska regions, 
with the exception of Southeast Alaska.  The boroughs with the greatest levels of 
annualized projected population decrease from 2006 to 2030 are both located in 
Southeast Alaska.  Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA and Haines borough are 
projected to see annual decreases in population of 1.8 percent and 1.5 percent over 
this period, respectively (Alaska DOL 2007h).   

Population in Alaska as a whole is projected to increase between 2006 and 2030 
under all three sets of estimates, with anticipated increases ranging from 9 percent 
to 42 percent.  Population estimates for Southeast Alaska anticipate a 19 percent 
decrease (low), a 7 percent decrease (middle), or a 5 percent increase (high) over 
the same time period.  Population is expected to decrease in all Southeast Alaskan 
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boroughs under the low set of projections, for all the boroughs except Juneau (+5 
percent) under the middle set, and all boroughs except Juneau (+19 percent), Sitka 
(+11 percent), and Yakutat (+3 percent) under the high set (Alaska DOL 2007h).   

Total full- and part-time employment is presented by borough for 1990 and 2000 in 
Table 3.23-2.  These data compiled by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau 
of Economic Analysis include proprietors and self-employed workers.  These data 
indicate that overall employment in Southeast Alaska increased by approximately 11 
percent during the 1990s, with population increasing by 6 percent over the same 
period (Table 3.23-1).  Employment increased in all boroughs with the exception of 
Ketchikan Gateway, which experienced a net loss of 529 jobs or 4.9 percent of total 
employment over this period.  Total employment in Juneau increased by 4,036 jobs 
or 22 percent.  Employment in Haines also saw a relatively large gain, increasing by 
31 percent or 520 jobs. 

Table 3.23-2 
Borough/Census Area Employment, 1990 and 2000 

Total Employment1 Wood Products2,3 Lodging, Rest. & Rec2,3,4

 2000 

1990-2000 
Change 

(%) 2000 

1990-2000 
Change 

(%) 
% Local 

Total 2000 

1990-2000 
Change 

(%) 

% 
Local 
Total

Northern Boroughs 
Haines Borough 2,174 31.4 0 -100.0 0.0 214 112.4 21.6
Juneau Borough 22,046 22.4 68 NA 0.4 1,873 60.5 11.0
Sitka Borough 6,385 3.0 1 -100.0 0.0 371 2.7 5.2
Northern Complex5 3,093 4.4 183 -43.7 9.0 319 52.3 15.7

Southern Boroughs 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 10,239 -4.9 383 -73.2 9.4 698 3.6 17.1
Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan CA 2,951 5.3 281 -59.9 15.1 226 57.2 12.1
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 4,734 9.3 158 -64.3 6.0 161 -22.3 6.1
Southeast Alaska  51,622 10.5 1,074 -69.3 3.0 3,862 35.0 10.8
1  These data, compiled from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) data and are for full and part-time 

employment, including proprietors and self-employed. 
2  These data, compiled from Alaska DOL (NAWS) data (Alaska DOL 2006c) and the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS, do not 

include proprietors and self-employed workers.  Bureau of Economic Analysis data, the source for the total employment column, is 
not available at this level of disaggregation. 

3  The percent of local total is benchmarked against total NAWS employment, which excludes proprietors and self-employed, not the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis numbers shown in the left column. 

4  Lodging, Restaurants, and Recreational and Entertainment Services.  This measure does not directly reflect recreation and tourism-
related employment but is included as an indicator of trends and relative concentration of recreation and tourism-dependent jobs.  
The numbers presented here do not include proprietors or the self-employed and, therefore, are likely underestimates as proprietors 
and self-employed workers tend to comprise a large share of total employment in these sectors. 

5  Aggregate of Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area and Yakutat Borough. 
Source:  Alaska DOL 2006c; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2002; USDA Forest Service 1997a (Table 

3-154). 

Employment in wood products and lodging, restaurants, and recreational and 
entertainment services is also summarized by borough in Table 3.23-2.  These data 
compiled by the Alaska DOL are for covered employment only.  Covered 
employment data include workers covered by State or federal unemployment 
insurance laws programs.  Covered employment does not include proprietors or 
self-employed workers.  As a result, the numbers presented in Table 3.23-2 are 
likely underestimates.  This is particularly the case with lodging, restaurants, and 
recreational and entertainment services because proprietors and self-employed 
workers tend to comprise a large share of total employment in these sectors.  U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis data, which include 
proprietors and self-employed workers, are not available at this level of 
disaggregation. 

 
Employment 
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Employment in the wood products sector declined in all boroughs during the 1990s, 
with the largest absolute loss (1,046 jobs) occurring in Ketchikan Gateway.  Losses 
ranged from a low of 44 percent of 1990 wood products employment in Northern 
Complex to 100 percent in Sitka and Haines.  The wood products sector accounted 
for 433 and 141 jobs in Sitka and Haines in 1990, respectively.  These sharp 
declines in employment in part reflect the years selected for comparison.  Wood 
products employment, which has followed cyclical trends over the past two decades, 
peaked in 1990 (see Figure 3.22-6 in the Economic and Social Environment 
section).  A comparison between 1985 and 1999, for example, would show a less 
dramatic decline.  Comparing two points in time also has the effect of suggesting a 
linear trend that may not be the case.  Wood products employment in Wrangell-
Petersburg CA, for example, declined by 64 percent between 1990 and 2000, but 
actually increased by about 88 percent between 1995 and 2000.   

That said, APC and KPC ceased their Southeast Alaska operations in the 1990s 
and mill closures in Ketchikan, Sitka, and Wrangell had dramatic effects on these 
communities because they eliminated their main source of private sector year round 
employment.  In addition, the seasonal but well-paid logging activities in Prince of 
Wales-Outer Ketchikan, Wrangell-Petersburg, and Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon were 
reduced over this period (Gilbertson 2004).  As a result, by 2000 wood products 
accounted for a relatively small share of total employment in most boroughs.  Wood 
products did, however, continue to comprise a relatively large share of employment 
in Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan (15.1 percent), Ketchikan Gateway (9.4 
percent), and Northern Complex (9.0 percent) (Table 3.23-2).   

In contrast to wood products employment, employment in lodging, restaurants and 
recreation-related services demonstrated strong gains between 1990 and 2000.  
The contrast between losses in wood products employment and gains in lodging, 
restaurants and recreation-related employment is consistent with overall trends 
discussed in the Economic and Social Environment section, but there is 
considerable variation across boroughs.  Employment in this category in Haines, for 
example, more than doubled, with lodging, restaurants and recreation-related 
services accounting for 22 percent of total employment in 2000.  The Wrangell-
Petersburg CA, on the other hand, saw a substantial decrease (22 percent) in 
employment in this category, which represented just 6 percent of total employment 
in 2000.  Certain boroughs (and, by extension, the communities that they 
encompass) have benefited more from the expansion of the tourist-related economy 
than others. 

Employment data for 2000 and 2005 are summarized in Table 3.23-3 and indicate 
that while statewide employment increased by 9.8 percent over this period, 
employment in Southeast Alaska stayed relatively constant increasing by just 0.7 
percent or 333 jobs.  Employment in Juneau declined over this period, with 1,041 
fewer jobs in 2005 than in 2000.  Employment stayed relatively constant in Haines (-
19 jobs) and increased in all the other boroughs, with the largest absolute increase 
occurring in Sitka (777 jobs) (Table 3.23-3). 

Covered employment data compiled by Alaska DOL for 2005 are also presented in 
Table 3.23-3 and shown graphically in Figure 3.23-1.  These data are not directly 
comparable with those presented in Table 3.23-2 because of the change from the 
SIC to NAICS measurement systems employed by federal and state agencies in 
2001.  Comparison of these data does, however, suggest that wood products has 
continued to decline as a share of total employment in all Southeast Alaska 
boroughs since 2000 (see Tables 3.23-2 and 3.23-3).  Employment in the leisure 
and hospitality sector accounted for about 10 percent of total Southeast Alaska 
covered employment in 2005, ranging from 6.6 percent of total employment in 
Wrangell-Petersburg to 18.9 percent in Yakutat (Table 3.23-3). 
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Table 3.23-3 and Figure 3.23-1 highlight the distinction between northern and 
southern boroughs.  With the exception of Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon, there was no 
wood products employment in the northern boroughs in 2005.  Nearly all of the 
covered forestry and logging and wood products manufacturing employment in 
Southeast Alaska (96 percent) is concentrated in the southern boroughs.  Leisure 
and hospitality employment, by contrast, generally shows higher concentrations in 
the north, with northern boroughs accounting for 70 percent of total regional 
employment in this category.   

Table 3.23-3 
Borough/Census Area Employment, 2000 and 2005 

2005 Employment by Sector  

Total Employment1 
Forestry and 

Logging2,3 Wood Products2,3 
Leisure and 

Hospitality2,3,4 

 

2005 
Employ-

ment 

2000-2005 
Change 

(%) 
Employ-

ment 
Percent 
of Total 

Employ-
ment 

Percent 
of Total 

Employ-
ment 

Percent 
of Total 

Northern Boroughs 
Haines Borough 2,469 -0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 168 16.0 
Juneau Borough 20,536 -5.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1,545 8.8 
Sitka Borough 6,928 11.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 503 11.4 
Skagway-Hoonah-
Angoon CA 

2,552 1.0 13 0.8 7 0.4 241 15.4 

Yakutat Borough 712 22.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 63 18.9 
Southern Boroughs 
Ketchikan Gateway 
Borough 

10,370 1.8 95 1.4 55 0.8 741 10.7 

Prince of Wales-
Outer Ketchikan CA 

2,984 4.5 161 7.9 43 2.1 155 7.6 

Wrangell-
Petersburg CA 

4,637 2.8 82 3.2 0 0 170 6.6 

Southeast Alaska 51,188 0.7 351 1.0 105 0.3 3,586 9.8 
Alaska 437,010 9.8 486 0.2 364 0.1 31,000 10.1 
1  These data, compiled from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) data and are for full and part-

time employment, including proprietors and self-employed. 
2  These data, compiled from Alaska DOL (NAWS) data (Alaska DOL 2006b), do not include proprietors and self-employed 

workers.  Bureau of Economic Analysis data, the source for the total employment column, is not available at this level of 
disaggregation. 

3  The percent of local total is benchmarked against total NAWS employment, which excludes proprietors and self-employed, not 
the Bureau of Economic Analysis numbers shown in the left column. 

4  Leisure and hospitality does not directly reflect recreation and tourism-related employment but is included as an indicator of the 
relative concentration of recreation and tourism-dependent jobs.  This sector includes the Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 
and Accommodation and Food Services sectors.  The numbers presented here do not include proprietors and self-employed 
and, therefore, are likely underestimates as proprietors and self-employed workers tend to comprise a large share of total 
employment in these sectors. 

Source:  Alaska DOL 2006b; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2006b 
 

Average real per capita income in Southeast Alaska (expressed in constant 2005 
dollars) increased by 4 percent between 1996 and 2005.  The change from 1996 to 
2005 varied by borough, ranging from a decrease of 1 percent in Juneau to 
relatively large increases in the smaller northern boroughs (Haines [16 percent], 
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon [20 percent], Yakutat [18 percent]).  Average real per 
capita income increased in Alaska (11 percent) and nationwide (15 percent) over 
this period 

The absolute level of per capita income is considerably lower for Prince of Wales-
Outer Ketchikan, indicating that in 2005, on average, residents at this area received 
36 percent less income than the regional average.  Per capita incomes are above 
the regional average in Ketchikan (111 percent), Haines (110 percent), and Juneau 
(106 percent) (Table 3.23-4). 

Income 
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Figure 3.23-1 
Wood Products and Lodging, Restaurant, and Recreation Services Share 
of Total Employment by Borough, 2005 (Percent) 
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Notes: 
NAWS=Non-agricultural wage and salary employment.  Excludes proprietors and self-employed. 
See notes to Table 3.23-3. 
1.  Timber includes both forestry and logging and wood products manufacturing employment. 
Source:  Alaska DOL 2006b (see Table 3.23-3) 

 

Table 3.23-4 
Per Capita Income, 1996 to 2005 

1996 to 2005 

 1996 2005 
Absolute 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Share of 
Regional 
Average 
(2005) 

Northern Boroughs 
Haines Borough 34,725 40,185 5,460 16% 110% 
Juneau Borough 39,122 38,702 -420 -1% 106% 
Sitka Borough 31,124 33,115 1,991 6% 91% 
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 28,459 34,265 5,806 20% 94% 
Yakutat Borough 28,467 33,716 5,249 18% 93% 
Southern Boroughs 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 38,678 40,291 1,613 4% 111% 
Prince of Wales-OK CA 22,053 23,305 1,252 6% 64% 
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 29,269 33,446 4,177 14% 92% 
Southeast Alaska 34,848 36,411 1,563 4% 100% 
Alaska 31,998 35,564 3,566 11% 98% 
USA 29,977 34,471 4,494 15% 95% 
Note: 
1.  Per capita income figures for 1996 are adjusted for inflation and presented here in 2005 dollars. 
Source:  U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2007a.  
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Dividends, interest, and rent decreased as a share of total income from 1996 to 
2005 in Alaska, the U.S as a whole, and all Southeast Alaska boroughs 
(Table 3.23-5).  Transfer payments increased as a relative share of employment 
over the same period in all Southeast Alaska boroughs, as well as in Alaska as a 
whole and nationwide.  Increases in Southeast Alaska ranged from 1.4 percent in 
Sitka to 6.8 percent in Yakutat Borough.   

Table 3.23-5 
Components of Personal Income, 1996 to 2005 (percent of total) 

Earnings 
Dividends, Interest, 

and Rent Transfer Payments 

 2005 
1996-2005 
Change 2005 

1996-2005 
Change 2005 

1996-2005 
Change 

Northern Boroughs 
Haines Borough 64.6 2.4 18.0 -4.6 17.5 2.2 
Juneau Borough 72.0 2.5 16.3 -4.3 11.7 1.8 
Sitka Borough 67.7 4.8 17.9 -6.2 14.5 1.4 
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 64.9 -0.3 16.0 -3.6 19.2 3.9 
Yakutat Borough 61.8 -2.4 16.3 -4.4 21.9 6.8 
Southern Boroughs 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 69.3 -1.3 15.6 -1.6 15.0 2.9 
Prince of Wales-OK CA 64.0 -3.9 13.1 -2.0 22.9 5.9 
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 64.9 1.8 15.8 -4.2 19.3 2.4 
Southeast Alaska 69.3 1.3 16.2 -3.7 14.5 2.4 
Alaska 72.1 2.7 13.4 -4.0 14.5 1.3 
USA 69.5 2.4 15.6 -3.2 14.9 0.7 
Notes: 
1. Earnings includes wages and salaries, other labor income, and proprietors’ income. 
2. Transfer payments consist mainly of government payments to individuals, including retirement, disability, and 

unemployment insurance benefit payments, income maintenance payments, and veterans benefit payments.  
Government payments to individuals in Alaska include Alaska Permanent Fund benefits, which are derived from oil 
revenues and paid to every resident. 

3. Percent of total income. 
Source:  U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2007a.  

Earnings as a share of personal income increased from 1995 to 2004 in Southeast 
Alaska (0.5 percent), Alaska (1.7 percent), and the U.S as a whole (2.3 percent) 
(Table 3.23-5).  Earnings decreased as a share of total income in all the southern 
boroughs, with the largest decrease (-7.7 percent) occurring in Prince of Wales-
Outer Ketchikan, as well as Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon and Yakutat.  Earnings 
increased as a share of total income in Haines, Juneau, and Sitka. 

Alaska DOL Community Groups 
In this portion of the document, the employment data provided by Alaska DOL is 
analyzed using the community groups defined by that agency—the most detailed 
level available for this data.  At this level of disaggregation there is a much greater 
potential for substantial errors in the data.  Changes in reporting jurisdictions or 
industry definitions, for example, may result in large and abrupt changes in reported 
employment for a given community or industry with no underlying change in actual 
employment patterns.  It is also important to remember that Alaska DOL community 
groups are not necessarily synonymous with actual communities.  The individual 
communities included in each community group are identified in Table 3.23-6.  The 
following discussion focuses on the wood products and recreation and tourism 
industries.  Data are presented for 1990 and 1999, which is the most recent year 
that data are available in this format. 
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Table 3.23-6 
Alaska DOL Community Groups Defined 
Boroughs and 
Census Areas 

Community 
Groups Communities/Places 

City & Borough of 
Juneau 

Juneau  Auke Bay, Berners Bay, Douglas, Dupont, Fritz Cove, Hawk Inlet, Juneau, Lemon 
Creek, Lena Cove, Lynn Canal, Mendenhall Valley, North Douglas, Salmon Creek, 
Snettisham, Switzer Creek, Taku Harbor, Taku Lodge, Tee Harbor, Thane, and 
West Juneau. 

Ketchikan  Carlanna, Charcoal Point, Clover Pass, Herring Cove, Ketchikan, Mountain Point, 
Mud Bay, North Tongass Highway, Peninsula Point, Pennock Island, Point Higgins, 
Refuge Cove, Saxman, Shoreline Drive, Thomas Basin, Totem Bight, Upper 
Nickeyville, Wacker, and Ward Cove. 

Ketchikan 
Gateway 
Borough 

Revillagigedo  Fire Cove, Gedney Pass, George Inlet, Gravina Island, Guard Island, Hassler Pass, 
Loring, Neets Bay, Princess Bay, Shoal Cove, and Twin Peaks. 

Haines Borough Haines  Eldred Rock, Excursion Inlet, Haines, Letnikof Cove, Moose Valley, Mosquito Lake, 
Pleasant Camp, Porcupine, Port Chilkoot, and Saint James Bay. 

Baranof Baranof, Big Port Walker, Chatham, Corner Bay, False Island, Lake Eva, Little Port 
Walter, Port Armstrong, Port Conclusion, Rodman Bay, Saook Bay, Todd, and 
Warm Spring Bay. 

Sitka Borough 

Sitka Biorka Island, Chichagof, Cobol, Deep Bay, Goddard, Halibut Point, Jamestown 
Bay, Japonski Island (Mt. Edgecumbe), Katlian Bay, Klag Bay, Nakwasina Cove, 
Redfish Cape, Saint John Baptist Bay, Schulze Cove, Sitka, and Sitka Logging 
Camp. 

Yakutat Borough Yakutat Situk and Yakutat 
Chatham Strait Angoon, Catherine Island, Cube Cove, Hanus Bay, Tenakee Springs, Tyee, and 

Whitewater Bay. 
Gustavus Bartlett Cove, Cape Spencer, and Gustavus (Strawberry Point). 
North 
Chichagof  

Elfin Cove, Gull Cove, Hoonah, Idaho Inlet, Lisianski, Pelican, Port Althorp, Port 
Frederick, and Yakobi Island.  

Stephens 
Passage 

Cape Fanshaw, Five Fingers, Freshwater, Bay, Funter Bay, Hobart Bay, Point Retreat, 
Port Houghton, Sawyers Landing, Sumdum, and Windham Bay. 

Angoon-Hoonah-
Skagway Census 
Area 

Skagway Clifton, and Skagway. 
Central Prince 
of Wales 

Craig, Hollis, and Klawock. 

Southeast 
Prince of 
Wales 

Bokan Mountain, Campbell, Dall Island, Dora Bay, Kendrick Bay, Klakas Inlet, Rose 
Inlet, Twelvemile Arm, View Cove and Waterfall. 

Hydaburg Hydaburg 
North Prince of 
Wales  

Cape Pole, Coal Bay, Coffman Cove, Edna Bay, El Capitan, Kasaan, Labouchere 
Bay, Little Naukati Bay, Naukati Bay, Noyes Island, Point Baker, Port Alice, Port 
Protection, Ratz Harbor, Red Bay, Salt Chuck, Shakan, Steamboat Bay, Thorne 
Bay, Thorne Island, Tokeen, Warren Cove, and Whale Pass. 

Metlakatla  Annette, Mary Island, and Metlakatla. 
Hyder Hidden Inlet, Hyder, Smeaton Bay, Tongass, and Tree Point 

Prince of Wales-
Outer Ketchikan 

Cleveland Pen. Bell Island, Meyers Chuck, Union Bay and Yes Bay. 
Kake Kake. 
Kuiu Island Alvin Bay, Cape Decision, Coronation Island, Duncan Canal, Fairway Island, 

Hamilton Bay, Kah Sheets Bay, Port Alexander, Rowan Bay, Saginaw Bay, 
Security Bay, Tebenkof Bay, and Washington Bay. 

Petersburg Kupreanof, Mitkof Island, Petersburg, Scow Bay, and Vank Island. 
Thomas Bay Thomas Bay. 
Wrangell City Wrangell. 

Wrangell 
Petersburg 
Census Area 

Wrangell IslandBradfield River, Burnette Inlet, Deer Island, Ernest Sound, Etolin Island, Kakwan 
Point, Roosevelt Harbor, Saint John Harbor, Tyler Logging Camp, and Zarembo 
Island. 

Notes: 
1. Some of these community groups have been renamed to more clearly represent the communities/places included. 
2. The listing of communities/places included in each community group identifies named places in these areas.  Some of 

these places are presently uninhabited. 
3. Communities identified in bold are discussed in the Communities section of this document. 
Source:  USDA Forest Service 1997a (Table 3-155). 
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The following tables and figures provide some insight into which areas are more 
likely to be affected by the alternatives, as well as those that are likely to have been 
affected by changes in the economy since 1990.   

Employment information, presented by community group in Table 3.23-7, shows an 
extremely high variation in the rate of job creation (or loss) experienced by the 
different community groups.  The highest positive or negative changes are, not 
surprisingly, concentrated in those groups with the smallest total employment 
numbers.  This highlights an important aspect of community level impacts—the most 
severe impacts (relative to total local employment) are often experienced in smaller 
communities, where even small job losses may be large relative to total 
employment. 

Smaller communities also often exhibit higher concentrations of employment in a 
single industry, such as logging camps or resorts and fishing lodges. 

Table 3.23-7 
Employment by Community Group, 1990 to 1999 

Wage & Salary1 Wood Products2 Lodging, Rest., & Rec.3 

Community Group 
1999 
Jobs 

1990-1999 
Change (%)

1999 
Jobs 

1990-1999 
Change (%)

% of Local 
Total 

1999 
Jobs 

1990-1999 
Change (%)

% of Local 
Total 

  Borough 
Haines 865 - 3  0 - 100 0 192 + 90 22

City and Borough of Juneau 
Juneau 16,284 15  55 -- 0 1,783 52 11

Ketchikan Gateway Borough 
Ketchikan City 7,014 - 10  404 - 72 6 682 1 10
Revillagigedo 31 --  0 -- 0 0 -- 0

Subtotal 7,045 - 11  404 - 72 6 682 1 10
Northern Complex 

Chatham Strait 223 - 33  40 - 55 18 22 17 10
Gustavus Island 189 53  0 -- 0 75 27 40
North Chichagof 411 - 31  99 - 29 24 33 11 8
Skagway 578  14  0 -- 0 147 101 25
Stephens Passage 14 - 96  0 - 100 0 0 -- 0
Yakutat 381 92  13 - 65 3 74 164 19

Subtotal 1,795 - 16  152 - 53 8 352 68 20
Prince of Wales/Outer Ketchikan 

Central Prince of Wales 1,051  8  116 - 63 11 140 -- 13
Cleveland Peninsula 195  786  180 -- 92 14 - 37 7
Hydaburg 75 - 3  1 -- 1 0 -- 0
Hyder 54 73  0 -- 0 4 - 61 7
Metlakatla 472 - 20  40 - 65 9 0 - 100 0
North Prince of Wales 361 - 29  83 - 69 23 28 368 8
Southeast Prince of Wales 50 528  0 -- 0 42 -- 84

Subtotal 2,258 2  420 - 40 19 228 406 10
Sitka Borough 

Baranof 13 - 75  1 - 98 8 0 -- 0
Sitka 4,000 - 1  0 - 100 0 415 15 10

Subtotal 4,014 - 2  1 - 100 0 415 15 10
Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area 

Kake 257 - 10  53 - 57 21 0 -- 0
Kuiu Island 13 - 85  0 - 100 0 0 -- 0
Petersburg 1,395 0  5 - 93 0 109 - 16 8
Wrangell City 823 - 7  70 - 57 9 70 - 9 9

Subtotal 2,488 - 6  128 - 70 5 179 - 14 7
Southeast Alaska Total 34,748 2  1,160 - 67 3 3,830 38 11
1 Full and part-time average annual employment.  Self-employed people and proprietors are not included in this data-set. 
2 Wood products includes both mill and logging employment. 
3 Lodging, Restaurants and Recreational and Entertainment Services.  This measure does not directly reflect recreation and tourism-related 

employment, but is included as an indicator of trends and relative concentration of recreation and tourism-dependent employment. 
Source:  Alaska DOL 2002. 
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Communities 
Community is a concept with multiple dimensions and definitions.  Basic definitions 
of community include:  1) a geographic/political entity, such as a town or village; 2) a 
network of people with shared values, world views, or identities (sometimes called a 
community of meaning), such as an ethnic or racial group (e.g., Native Alaskans) or 
an occupational group (e.g., loggers); 3) a working social system; 4) a rural social 
landscape, which would include the first three definitions in a rural setting; 5) a 
community of interest, or people with a common stake, profession, interest, activity, 
or set of values, who may live far apart (e.g., anglers, environmentalists, off-road-
vehicle operators). 

This section uses the geographic/political community—towns and villages—as its 
basis for several reasons.  There are relatively few communities in Southeast 
Alaska, they are typically isolated geographically, most are recognized as being 
unique, and data are more commonly available at this level (although some local 
economic data is compiled by the State for groups of communities).  Geographic/ 
political communities represent an aggregate of individuals and it is important to 
remember that residents within the same community may be affected differently by 
the same action.  Potential effects that do not appear that significant when viewed at 
a community level may be very significant for the individuals that are directly 
affected. 

Community Assessments 
The 1997 Forest Plan EIS included discussions of 32 Southeast Alaska 
communities with a state land selection base.  These discussions provided brief 
descriptions of each community, including aspects of their histories, population 
trends, economic bases, and the subsistence resources used by each community.  
Each community discussion also included a summary of the public comments and 
testimony received by the Forest Service on the 1990 Draft EIS, 1991 SDEIS, and 
the 1996 Revised Supplement.  Much of the baseline community information 
provided in those discussions was taken from the Alaska Department of Community 
and Regional Affairs (Alaska DCRA) Community Profiles (1996) and 1990 U.S. 
Census data.  Subsistence information was mainly based on the findings of the 
1989 Tongass Resource Use Cooperative Survey (TRUCS).  Updated summary 
data are presented by community in Table 3.23-8.  These data suggest that these 
communities are diverse in terms of population, income, and subsistence use.  
There is also a good deal of variation within many of the communities, as reflected 
by the range of public comments received during preparation of the 1997 Forest 
Plan EIS and the 2003 SEIS (USDA Forest Service 1997a; 2003b).   

This document provides brief updates of the affected environment sections of the 
community discussions, where applicable.  The reader is referred to the 1997 
Tongass Forest Plan EIS for more detailed information on community history, 
economic base, and subsistence resources.  The 1987 TRUCS data used in the 
1997 Forest Plan EIS discussions is still the most current consistent source of 
subsistence information available.  Updated information from the ADF&G, 
Subsistence Community Profile Database is provided in the following discussions, 
where available. 

Data from the 2000 Census has been incorporated in the community discussions, 
as appropriate.  This includes estimates of the number of people who work in 
differrent industries.  These estimates are generally extrapolated from a sample of 
each community’s population with the sample size varying by community.  In cases 
where the community is small, the extrapolation may not be exact but should in most 
cases provide a general indication of distribution of employment.  Employment data 



3  Environment and Effects 

Subregional Overview and Communities 3-572 Final EIS 

are available by community group for 1990, 1995, and 1999 in the planning record 
for this EIS.   

The effects of the alternatives considered in the 1997 Forest Plan EIS were 
evaluated in terms of community use area effects.  Community use areas depict the 
approximate extent of each community’s day-to-day use area.  Potential community 
effects were also estimated with the help of a Socioeconomic Panel and 
Subsistence Workshop, which were convened to assess the potential effects of the 
planning alternatives for the 1997 Forest Plan EIS.  The Socioeconomic Panel 
assessed these potential effects in terms of timber employment, tourism/recreation 
employment, mining employment, economic structure/diversity, community stability, 
quality of life, recreation opportunities, and access to traditional lifestyles.  The 
Subsistence Workshop involved a group of subsistence specialists who met to offer 
professional judgement regarding the potential effects of planning alternatives on 30 
selected subsistence communities (Juneau and Ketchikan do not meet the federal 
definition of subsistence community).  In addition, the Sitka black-tailed deer habitat 
capability model output was analyzed for the Wildlife Analysis Areas (WAAs) where 
each community obtained approximately 75 percent of their average annual deer 
harvest.  This analysis is discussed further in the 1997 Forest Plan EIS.  An updated 
deer habitat capability model-based analysis is used here and is presented in the 
Wildlife section. 

The analysis presented here draws upon these information sources to assess the 
effects of the seven alternatives under consideration by community.  Each 
community discussion includes a map of that community’s use area, as defined by 
the 1997 Forest Plan EIS.  These maps are accompanied by tables that provide 
summary information on the LUDs and suitable acres in each community use area 
by alternative.  The community use area maps and tables are intended to help 
community residents (and other readers) gain a better understanding of what 
management direction is proposed for their immediate surroundings under each 
alternative.  

The summary tables for each alternative compare the acres allocated to types of LUD 
group by alternative.  Variations in the amount of National Forest System land allocated 
to the different LUD groups under each alternative show what land use opportunities 
would be available during the next 10 to 15 years within each community use area.  The 
variations in how many suitable acres are programmed for timber management under 
each alternative provide additional information indicating how much of the local forest 
environment (that is allocated to LUDs in the Moderate and Intensive Development LUD 
groups) could potentially be harvested over rotation-length time frames.  The tables also 
present summary information on total suitable acres by alternative, which indicate how 
much of the community use area’s forest land remains available for possible future 
harvesting.  Whether any timber harvesting would actually take place on the suitable 
lands within the community use area over the next decade would depend on the timber 
sales that are actually carried out during plan implementation.  All proposed timber 
sales would be evaluated on a project-specific basis in accordance with NEPA. 
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Table 3.23-8  
Southeast Alaska Community Statistics 

Population 

  2006 

Percent 
Change 
2000 to 

2006 

Percent 
Native in 

2000 

2000 
Median 

Household 
Income 

Percent of 
Households 

Below 
Poverty Line 

in 2000 

Percent of 
Labor Force 
Unemployed 

in 2000 

Subsistence 
Use (Ibs per 

capita)1 
Angoon 482 -16 82 29,861 27 13 349 
Coffman Cove 162 -19 3 43,750 7 10 276 
Craig 1,105 -21 22 45,298 8 9 232 
Edna Bay 41 -16 0 44,583 15 0 373 
Elfin Cove 25 -22 0 33,750 0 23 263 
Gustavus 441 3 44 34,766 10 14 241 
Haines 1,492 -18 15 39,926 6 14 196 
Hollis 156 12 5 43,750 6 3 169 
Hoonah 829 -4 61 39,028 14 21 518 
Hydaburg 352 -8 85 31,625 21 31 384 
Hyder 92 -5 0 11,719 44 47 345 
Juneau 30,650 0 11 62,034 4 5 NA 
Kake 536 -25 67 39,643 13 25 179 
Kasaan 59 51 38 43,500 0 20 452 
Ketchikan 7,662 -3 18 45,802 5 8 NA 
Klawock 776 -9 51 35,000 14 16 320 
Metlakatla 1,377 -5 82 43,516 8 21 70 
Meyers Chuck 11 -48 0 64,375 0 0 414 
Naukati Bay 129 -4 10 NA NA NA 241 
Pelican 106 -35 21 48,750 0 0 355 
Petersburg 3,129 -3 7 49,028 3 3 198 
Point Baker 16 -54 3 28,000 0 0 289 
Port Alexander 64 -21 5 31,563 25 25 312 
Port Protection 59 -6 0 10,938 44 44 451 
Saxman 422 -2 66 44,375 7 7 94 
Sitka 8,833 0 19 51,901 4 4 205 
Skagway 854 -1 3 49,375 1 1 48 
Tenakee Springs 109 5 3 33,125 9 9 330 
Thorne Bay 482 -13 3 45,625 6 6 118 
Whale Pass 61 5 2 62,083 0 0 185 
Wrangell 1,911 -17 16 43,250 7 7 132 
Yakutat 609 -10 47 47,054 12 12 385 
Notes: 
NA = not available 
1 The year these data were collected varies by community, as follows: 
1987:  Elfin Cove, Gustavus, Hyder, Metlakatla, Meyers Chuck, Pelican, Petersburg, Port Alexander, Saxman, Skagway, Tenakee 

Springs, and Wrangell; 
1996:  Angoon, Haines, Hoonah, Kake, Point Baker, Port Protection, Sitka, and Whitestone Logging Camp. 
1997:  Craig, Hydaburg, and Klawock 
1998:  Coffman Cove, Edna Bay, Hollis, Kasaan, Naukati Bay, Thorne Bay, and Whale Pass. 
2000:  Yakutat 
Source: USDA Forest Service 2003b (Table 3.4-35); ADF&G 2006; Alaska DOL 2007a 
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Analyzing Impacts to Communities 
Small, rural communities are seldom self-contained economic units.  Although it is 
possible to describe a community’s economic structure, complex social and economic 
forces, many of which are outside the control of community residents, have great 
influence on community economics.  This makes it difficult to precisely predict the 
effects of forest-wide management alternatives on individual communities.  Forest 
Service activities provide economic opportunities to the private sector.  How that sector 
and the various industries that comprise it respond depends on many variables in 
addition to Forest Service management.   

Forest plans are programmatic, meaning that they establish direction and allowable 
activities for broad land areas, rather than schedule specific activities on specific 
patches of land.  This also makes it difficult to predict effects on individual communities.  
This is a common source of frustration to local residents, who want to know exactly how 
they and the places they care about could be affected.  While many outputs of forest 
management, such as scheduled timber harvest, generally translate into social and 
economic activity, such as employment in the timber industry, it is difficult to predict 
which communities would benefit the most from that activity.  Communities may even 
compete with each other in many instances.  Communities that rely on a given 
resource-related industry would, however, be expected to be the first to benefit or lose 
from significant changes in planned output levels affecting that industry. 

Another factor affecting the accuracy of predicting specific impacts at the community 
scale is that people and businesses have proven themselves highly adaptable.  
Researchers have used the term community resiliency (Harris 1996) or community 
capacity (FEMAT 1993) to describe a community’s ability to weather significant 
changes.  Some of the factors judged important for small, rural communities in the 
Pacific Northwest include community infrastructure, the presence of amenities, social 
cohesion and effective community leadership, and economic diversity.  Some 
communities will be more effective than others in coping with changes that do result.  
While information such as population size can be used as a rough proxy for resiliency 
(generally, larger communities tend to be more resilient than smaller ones), this is not 
always the case.  However, analyses have not been conducted regarding the resiliency 
of Southeast Alaska communities, and we do not know how well information gained 
elsewhere applies to understanding Southeast communities.  It is also worth noting that 
while a community as a whole may be resilient to change, individuals within that 
community will still be negatively affected. 

Given these considerations, it is more accurate to identify areas of concern for which 
the risks of effects from a given alternative are higher or lower, rather than say, “Here is 
what we know will happen to each and every community.”  One of the hazards 
associated with such attempts to assess impacts is that analyses tend to view social 
and economic conditions as static, failing to consider that economies are dynamic, and 
adjust to different impacts in different ways.   

Potential Effects by Resource Area 
The alternatives have implications for specific places on the Forest and particular parts 
of the community use areas of various communities.  They also have potential 
implications in terms of employment in resource dependent industries and the 
availability of subsistence resources.  The following paragraphs discuss the potential 
implications for wood products, recreation and tourism, and subsistence in general 
terms to provide some background to the reasoning employed in the community effects 
discussions presented in the following sections. 
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Based on the analysis presented in the preceding section, projected direct wood 
products employment would be higher than current (2005) levels (499 jobs) under all of 
the alternatives, except Alternative 1 (Table 3.22-20).  These projections assume in all 
cases that the timber supply would be stable and that the entire NIC I component of the 
projected ASQ would be harvested under each alternative.  These projected increases 
range from 1.8 times the 2005 harvest level under Alternative 2 to 3.9 times under 
Alternative 7.   

As noted in the preceding section, while forest management activities can generally 
translate into social and economic activity, it is difficult to predict where this activity will 
actually occur.  It is, however, reasonable to assume that increased harvest levels 
would likely benefit those communities that have historically been dependent on the 
wood products industry, including the communities where the existing mills are located.  
The more timber intensive alternatives, especially Allternatives 4 and 7, assume that an 
integrated industry would develop over time in response to stable supplies of timber.  If 
this were to occur, much of the associated employment would be in the communities 
where new facilities would be located. 

The mix of primitive and roaded recreation opportunities would vary by alternative 
based on the allocation of the Forest to different LUD groups and range from 
maintaining almost all the existing Inventoried Roadless Areas in a natural condition 
(Alternative 1) to intensive timber management (Alternatives 4 and 7).  Viewed in 
terms of projected recreation and tourism employment over the next decade, there 
would be very little difference between the alternatives. 

Among the subsistence resources of greatest importance (salmon, other finfish, marine 
invertebrates, and deer), deer is the only one that is potentially significantly affected by 
the alternatives.  Therefore, the subsistence analysis presented here uses deer as a 
key indicator for potential subsistence resource consequences concerning the 
abundance and distribution of the resources.  Timber harvest tends to affect deer-
related subsistence activities in two ways.  In the short run, approximately 20 to 30 
years following harvest, deer populations tend to increase in harvested areas.  In the 
long-run, populations tend to decline as the canopy in even-aged forest stands closes, 
resulting in lower habitat quality.  Reductions in habitat quality can be reduced through 
management (e.g., thinning) of young-growth stands.  Deer populations in unharvested 
areas are likely to remain at fairly constant levels that are typically lower than a 
comparable harvested area in the short run, but higher in the long run.  Road 
construction also affects subsistence by providing subsistence hunters with ready 
access to areas that may have been previously inaccessible.  This effect may be 
perceived as either positive or negative depending on the parties involved, as increased 
access may lead to increased competition for resources.  Potential effects are likely to 
vary by community and may be perceived differently by members of the same or 
neighboring communities. 

While there would be some new road access under all alternatives in the long run, 
nearly all new roads constructed under the alternatives would be closed following 
harvest.  These roads would, therefore, not be available for use by highway vehicles 
or high-clearance vehicles.  They would, however, be available for access by other 
methods and would, as a result, have the potential to affect existing subsistence 
patterns. 

The subsistence analysis for deer presented for each community is based on several 
pieces of information.  First, it analyzes recent harvest and harvest trends for the WAAs 
that comprise each community’s community use area.  For this analysis, hunters are 
divided into three groups: residents of the community in question, all rural hunters, and 
all hunters.  Next, it considers the results of deer habitat capability modeling presented 
in the Wildlife section, which addresses current and future habitat capability under each 
alternative relative to the habitat capability available in 1954.  Finally, it draws upon the 
findings of the 1997 Forest Plan EIS (USDA Forest Service 1997a) because four of the 

Wood Products 

Recreation and 
Tourism 

Subsistence 
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current alternatives are very similar to three alternatives in the 1997 EIS.  Alternatives 5 
and 6 in this analysis are similar to the selected alternative in the 1997 analysis 
(Alternative 11) and Alternatives 4 and 7 in this analysis are similar to Alternatives 6 and 
2 in the 1997 analysis, respectively.  For the 1997 EIS, projected harvest levels were 
compared with estimated deer habitat capability, which was converted into long-term 
deer carrying capacities, by alternative in the short term (2005) and long term (2095).  
This analysis assumed that a deer population at carrying capacity should be able to 
support a hunter harvest of approximately 10 percent that is both sustainable and 
provides a reasonably high level of hunter success for their effort.  At 20 percent it was 
assumed that the hunter success for their effort may decrease, and, if the population is 
at carrying capacity, 20 percent may approach a rate that is not sustainable. 

Individual Community Assessments 
The following sections present socioeconomic descriptions and assessments of 
impact for 32 Southeast Alaska communities with a state land selection base.  
These are presented in alphabetical order. 

Angoon, located on the west coast of Admiralty Island at the mouth of Kootznoowoo 
Inlet, has been there so long that no precise date can be established for its original 
occupation.  As the only permanent community on Admiralty Island, Angoon had a 
population of about 572 in 2000.  It remains a traditional Tlingit Alaska Native village 
with 82 percent of its population identified as Alaska Native in the 2000 Census 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2001). 

The lands immediately adjacent to Angoon are part of Admiralty Island National 
Monument-Kootznoowoo Wilderness and would not be affected by any of the 
proposed alternatives.  Other areas within Angoon’s community use area would, 
however, be affected.  Angoon’s population increased 37 percent between the 1970 
and 1990 census.  Population was, however, approximately 13 percent below the 
1990 level in 2000 and continued to decline in the first part of this decade, with an 
estimated total population of 497 in 2005.  Total estimated population was 482 in 
Angoon in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 400 465 638 572 497 482 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

The Chatham School District and commercial fishing provide the majority of 
employment for Angoon.  Approximately 10 percent of Angoon (72 residents) held 
commercial fishing permits (94 permits) in 2005.  These permits were primarily used 
for hand-trolling for king and coho salmon.  State and Federal grants recently funded 
a new shellfish farm in the area.  Logging on Prince of Wales Island provides 
occasional jobs (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 13 percent of the labor force in 
Angoon was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $29,861, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Angoon 
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Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 10 5 
Construction 14 7 
Manufacturing 3 2 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 22 11 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 10 5 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 10 5 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

2 1 

Education, Health & Social Services 77 39 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

30 15 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 1 1 
Public Administration 16 8 
Total Employment 195 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, and 
subsistence use of this community.  Angoon is part of the Chatham Strait community 
group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed employment data are available for this community 
group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in of the planning record for this 
EIS.  The non-federal government, wood products, and service sectors were the major 
employers in the Chatham Strait community group in 1999, accounting for 49, 18, and 
17 percent of total employment, respectively.  The wood products employment was 
entirely in the logging sector. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Angoon 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown in 
Figure 3.23-2.  This area contains 1,083,231 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-9 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3 of this document. 

Development LUDs presently account for 32 percent of the total acreage within the 
Angoon community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant effect 
on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage by LUD 
group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The acreage 
allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant under all 
alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs would 
increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 27 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 55 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-9).  Alternatives 4 and 7 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 40 percent and 42 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, respectively, 
compared to 32 percent under Alternative 5. 
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Figure 3.23-2 
Angoon’s Community Use Area 

 

Table 3.23-9 
LUD Groups in Angoon’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 17,334 61,675 74,138 113,750 91,130 85,871 129,236
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 440,588 440,588 440,588 440,588 440,588 440,588 440,588
Mostly Natural 599,119 447,753 381,812 207,876 296,339 319,769 192,331
Moderate Development 5,817 25,449 27,846 62,047 33,487 31,131 67,920 
Intensive Development 37,707 169,440 232,985 372,720 312,817 291,743 382,392
Total 1,083,231 1,083,231 1,083,231 1,083,231 1,083,231 1,083,231 1,083,231

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 

 



 Environment and Effects  3 
 

Final EIS 3-579 Subregional Overview and Communities 

Total suitable acres would range from 2 percent of the Angoon community use area 
under Alternative 1 to 12 percent under Alternative 7, compared to 8 percent under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Angoon is a traditional native community.  Commercial fishing and subsistence use 
are the primary factors influencing Angoon.  For subsistence use, Admiralty and 
Catherine Islands are especially important to Angoon.  All of the National Forest 
System land within the Angoon community use area on Admiralty Island would be 
maintained in their current condition under all alternatives.  Commercial fishing 
would not be affected under any of the alternatives. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 52 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Angoon 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates), primarily salmon, accounted for the majority (81 percent) of per 
capita subsistence harvest in Angoon in 1996 (ADF&G 2006). 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 30 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Angoon households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 15 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Angoon residents in 1996 (ADF&G 2006).   

The WAAs used by Angoon residents for hunting deer lie within Game Management 
Unit (GMU) 4.  Deer harvest in GMU 4 is considered very high relative to other 
areas of Southeast Alaska, which is indicative of relatively high deer populations 
(ADF&G 2005).  Over 1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in the number 
of deer harvested or in the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005).  However, as shown 
above, from 1990 to 2005 Angoon’s human population has been on a declining 
trend and is currently 22 percent below 1990 levels. 

Angoon residents take the majority (59 percent) of their deer from three WAAs on 
Admiralty Island (4042, 4054, and 4055).  As shown in Table 3.23-10, these three 
WAAs will not be affected by any of the alternatives.  The next two WAAs in 
importance contribute 20 percent of Angoon’s deer harvest and would each be 
affected under the alternatives, with the greatest effects occurring under Alternatives 
4 and 7. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that all of the alternatives should be able to provide 
habitat capability for deer hunted by Angoon residents, all rural hunters, and all 
hunters within the WAAs where Angoon hunters derive most of their deer harvest.   
Because Alternative 7, the most timber-intensive alternative in this EIS, is similar to 
Alternative 2 in the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, all alternatives in this EIS should be able 
to provide habitat capability for deer hunted by Angoon residents, as well as for all 
deer hunted within the WAAs.   
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Table 3.23-10 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Angoon Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Angoon 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

4042 47 49 53 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
4055 34 36 50 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 
4054 24 25 30 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3315 20 85 107 83 82 75 75 71 74 74 69 
3308 16 98 158 66 64 59 57 53 56 57 51 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources (fish and marine invertebrates) by 
Angoon residents is not expected to be affected under any of the alternatives.  In 
addition, subsistence use of deer by Angoon households is unlikely to be directly 
affected by any of the alternatives as the areas most heavily used by Angoon 
residents (on Admiralty Island) will be essentially unmodified under all alternatives.  
It is possible, however, that the more timber-intensive alternatives, especially 
Alternatives 4 and 7, would create increased competition for deer within Angoon’s 
subsistence use areas if hunters from other communities are displaced due to 
timber harvest activity.  These impacts are estimated to be minor based on the 
limited accessibility of these areas to non-local hunters.  The three WAAs of highest 
importance to Angoon hunters, which occur on Admiralty Island, have very low road 
densities.  Open and total road densities range from 0 to 0.1 mile per square mile 
(for all ownerships combined).and road densities in these WAAs are expected to 
increase insiginificantly in the future under any of the alternatives.  Although the 
WAAs of importance to Angoon across Chatham Strait on Chichagof, Baranof, and 
Catherine Islands have considerably higher road densities, these roads are 
generally isolated and not connected to a community road system. 

Coffman Cove is located on northeast Prince of Wales Island.  Settlement of 
Coffman Cove began in 1956 with development of a logging camp.  A road 
connecting Coffman Cove to the larger community of Craig was built in the 1980s.  
Two scheduled airlines serve the community from Ketchikan.  The population of 
Coffman Cove shows little change between 1980 and 2000.  According to the 2000 
Census, Coffman Cove had a 2000 population of 199, with Alaska Natives 
comprising 3 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001).  The population 
decreased by 22 percent between 2000 and 2005, with an estimated population of 
156 in 2005.  Total estimated population was 162 in Coffman Cove in 2006 (Alaska 
DOL 2007a). 

Year 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 193 186 199 156 162 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

The logging industry and the local school system provide the majority of 
employment for Coffman Cove.  One of the major log transfer sites on Prince of 
Wales Island is located at Coffman Cove.  Oyster farming and commercial fishing 
also occur in the area.  The city is conducting a study of the feasibility of creating a 
commercial/ industrial complex (Alaska DCED 2006).  Roundtrip service is currently 
(summer 2006) provided to Coffman Cove from Wrangell and Petersburg by the 
Inter-Island Ferry Authority.   

Coffman Cove 
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Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 11 percent of the labor force in 
Coffman Cove was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared 
to 7 percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was 
$43,750, compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 56 50 
Construction 19 17 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 2 2 
Retail Trade 4 4 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 0 0 
Information 7 6 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 0 0 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

5 5 

Education, Health & Social Services 7 6 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

0 0 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 3 3 
Public Administration 8 7 
Total Employment 111 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002   

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Coffman Cove is located in the Thorne Bay Ranger District and is part of the North 
Prince of Wales community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed employment data 
are available for this community group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 
in the planning record for this EIS.  Wood products employment in the North Prince 
of Wales community group declined by 186 jobs or 69 percent between 1990 and 
1999.  Wood products employment accounted for 83 jobs or 23 percent of total 
employment in this community group in 1999. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Coffman 
Cove in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown 
on Figure 3.23-3.  This area contains 1,228,787 acres of National Forest System 
land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-11 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 50 percent of the total acreage within the 
Coffman Cove community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a 
significant effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the 
acreage by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  
The acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain 
constant under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural 
LUDs would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would 
occur under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
increasing from 40  



3  Environment and Effects 

Subregional Overview and Communities 3-582 Final EIS 

Figure 3.23-3 
Coffman Cove’s Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-11 
LUD Groups in Coffman Cove’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 171,404 198,276 213,748 258,716 231,727 224,744 342,754
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 122,719 122,719 122,719 122,719 122,719 122,719 122,719 
Mostly Natural 758,086 631,548 546,866 370,813 489,516 499,352 218,709 
Moderate Development 98,294 144,517 184,157 247,719 208,000 204,089 340,708 
Intensive Development 249,686 330,004 375,047 487,558 408,556 402,628 546,652 
Total 1,228,786 1,228,787 1,228,789 1,228,809 1,228,790 1,228,787 1,228,788

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 62 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-11).  Alternatives 4 and 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 60 percent and 72 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, respectively, 
compared to 50 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 14 percent of the Coffman Cove community 
use area under Alternative 1 to 28 percent under Alternative 7, compared to 19 
percent of the total community use area under Alternative 5 (No Action) and 
Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Coffman Cove is primarily a logging community and would, therefore, be directly 
affected by the amount of logging opportunities on northern Prince of Wales Island 
and elsewhere on the Tongass.  Approximately 6.5 MMBF was under contract in the 
Thorne Bay Ranger District in August 2006.  This volume would not be affected 
under any of the alternatives.  These data provide an indication of potential impacts, 
actual impacts would depend on the volume that is under contract when the decision 
is implemented and whether potentially affected existing sales were cancelled as 
part of the decision.   

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 65 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Coffman 
Cove households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for the majority (71 percent) of per capita subsistence 
harvest in the community in 1998 (ADF&G 2006). 

The 1998 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 32 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Coffman Cove households (Kruse 
and Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 20 percent of per capita subsistence harvest 
by Coffman Cove residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2006).  

Coffman Cove residents harvest deer almost entirely on Prince of Wales Island, 
which is included in GMU 2.  Deer harvest and hunter effort in GMU 2 generally 
increased during 1997-2000 and subsequently declined during 2000-2004; however, 
no change has been noted in the average number of hunter-days required to 
harvest a deer (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, Coffman Cove’s human population 
was relatively stable between 1980 and 2000, but has recently declined 22 percent 
below 2000 levels. 

Residents of Coffman Cove harvest the majority (81 percent) of their deer from two 
WAAs in the eastern half of north-central Prince of Wales Island (1420 and 1421).  
As shown in Table 3.23-12, the Coffman Cove portion represents about one-third of 
the total harvest and about one-half of the rural hunter harvest in these WAAs.  
About 36 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, 
suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before 
restrictions are placed on rural harvests.   

WAAs 1420 and 1421 occur in an area with substantial past harvest and, therefore, 
deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be considerably below 1954 
levels (Table 3.23-12).  Under each of the alternatives, additional harvest would 
occur that would reduce habitat capabilities after 100+ years to 36 to 43 percent of 
1954 levels in WAA 1420 and 55-66 percent in WAA 1421.  
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Table 3.23-12   
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Coffman Cove Residents Obtain Approximately 75% 
of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 

Coffman 
Cove 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1420 87 151 231 52 43 42 40 39 40 40 36 
1421 22 47 76 74 66 64 64 64 63 63 55 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are similar to 
the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability over the long term for deer hunted by Coffman Cove residents. 
However, it concluded that demand would exceed the capability of the habitat to 
produce deer populations sufficient to avoid effects on hunter success for all rural 
hunters in the long term and for all hunters in both the short and long terms.   

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Coffman Cove residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its general lack of 
Non-development LUDs within the Coffman Cove use area, and lower under the 
other six alternatives.  The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, 
through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-
canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect effects associated with increased 
competition for deer within Coffman Cove’s subsistence use areas could also occur 
under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters from other communities due to 
timber harvest activity.  Additional road development under the alternatives would 
improve access but may increase competition with other non-local hunters.  The level 
of road development is already relatively high in these WAAs.  Existing open road 
densities are 1.1 and 0.7 miles per square mile and existing total road densities are 
1.8 and 1.3 miles per square mile in WAAs 1420 and 1421, respectively (for all 
ownerships combined).  Long-term (100+ years) road development would vary by 
alternative and would result in estimated maximum total road densities ranging from 
1.6 to 2.0 miles per square mile in these WAAs under Alternative 1, to 2.0 to 2.2 
miles per square mile in these WAAs under Alternative 7 (for all ownerships 
combined). 

Craig is situated on a small island connected to the west coast of Prince of Wales 
Island by a causeway.  Craig is located approximately 56 air miles northwest of 
Ketchikan and 6 and 23 road miles from Klawock and Hydaburg, respectively.  A 
floatplane dock and heliport are maintained in Craig, and the State ferry serves 
Hollis 30 miles away enabling transportation of passengers, cargo, and vehicles.   

Tlingit fish camps and seasonal villages originally occupied the present location of 
Craig.  It was named for its contemporary founder, Craig Miller, who in 1907, with 
the help of local Haidas, established a saltery at Fish Egg Island. 

The Forest Service established a permanent ranger station here around 1919.  The 
city of Craig was incorporated in 1922 as a second-class city under the laws of the 

Craig  
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territory of Alaska and became a first-class city in 1973.  Shaan-Seet Inc. (the village 
corporation established under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971) 
received an interim conveyance of 20,852 acres in 1979 (ADF&G 1994).  

The population of Craig more than tripled between 1970 and 1990.  According to the 
2000 Census, Craig had a 2000 population of 1,397, with Alaska Natives comprising 
22 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001).  The total population was 10 
percent higher in 2000 than in 1990.  The population decreased by an estimated 
301 residents or 22 percent from 2000 to 2005.  Total estimated population was 
1,105 in Craig in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 272 527 1,260 1,397 1,096 1,105 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

The Craig economy is primarily based on the fishing and timber industry with 
commercial fishing, fish processing, logging, sawmill operations, government and 
commercial services providing the majority of employment.  Estimated gross fishing 
earnings of local residents exceeded $2.6 million in 2000.  Columbia Ward 
Fisheries, a fish buying station, and a major cold storage plant are located in Craig 
and 200 residents hold commercial fishing permits.  Shan-Seet Village Corporation 
timber operations is a major employer of local residents.  Craig’s increased role as a 
service and transportation center for the Prince of Wales Island communities has 
largely been responsible for its growth (Alaska DCED 2002).  The Viking Lumber 
sawmill is located near Craig.  According to the 2006 mill survey conducted for the 
USDA Forest Service, this mill, which has an installed production capacity of 80 
MMBF, processed approximately 19 MMBF in 2006 and employed 42 people 
(Juneau Economic Development Council 2007).   

W.R. Jones and Son Lumber Company is also located in Craig.  This mill with an 
installed production capacity of 1 MMBF, processed approximately 600 MBF in 2006 
and employed 4 people (Juneau Economic Development Council 2007).   

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 9 percent of the labor force in 
Craig was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $45,298, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 174 24 
Construction 57 8 
Manufacturing 34 5 
Wholesale Trade 18 3 
Retail Trade 90 13 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 41 6 
Information 12 2 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 11 2 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

7 1 

Education, Health & Social Services 127 18 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

65 9 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 46 6 
Public Administration 37 5 
Total Employment 719 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  
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Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Craig is part of the Central Prince of Wales community group (see Table 3.23-6).  
Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area  
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Craig in 
their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-4.  This area contains 766,935 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-13 shows how the land within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3.  

Development LUDs presently account for 55 percent of the total acreage within the 
Craig community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant effect 
on LUD allocations in the Craig community use area because the acreage in 
development LUD groups would remain virtually the same as under the current 
Forest Plan.  The acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would 
remain constant under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly 
Natural LUDs would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase 
would occur under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
increasing from 39 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 63 percent under 
Alternative 1, with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-13).  
Alternatives 4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  
Development LUDs would account for 64 percent and 72 percent under Aternatives 
4 and 7, respectively, compared to 55 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 15 percent under Alternative 1 to 28 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 20 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action). 

Economy 
Craig is primarily a commercial fishing, retail trade, and timber community.  It is most 
likely to be affected by changes in timber employment, commercial fishing, and retail 
services.  Viking Lumber, one of the larger remaining sawmills in the region, is 
located between Craig and Klawock.   

Viking Lumber had 27 MMBF under contract in August 2006.  Approximately 17 
percent (4.6 MMBF) of this volume could be potentially affected under Alternative 1, 
which would maintain all Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Tongass in a natural 
condition and not permit timber harvest in these areas.  None of the other 
alternatives would affect this volume.  These data provide an indication of potential 
impacts, actual impacts would depend on the volume that is under contract when 
the decision is implemented and whether potentially affected existing sales were 
cancelled as part of the decision.   

Several small timber operators produce value-added products in Craig.  These value 
added products include music wood, cabinets, and other products.  These operators 
process relatively low volumes of timber, but require specific species and grades to 
meet their needs.  All alternatives should meet their needs. 

Commercial fisheries employment is not likely to be affected any of the alternatives. 
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Figure 3.23-4 
Craig’s Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-13 
LUD Groups in Craig’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 113,371 132,673 147,957 170,424 153,413 149,162 212,194 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 45,518 45,518 45,518 45,518 45,518 45,518 45,518 
Mostly Natural 479,982 386,022 314,182 229,123 302,146 308,274 166,626 
Moderate Development 42,759 59,597 71,035 86,288 76,686 74,907 100,174 
Intensive Development 198,674 275,797 336,201 406,006 342,585 338,235 454,615 
Total 766,933 766,933 766,935 766,935 766,934 766,933 766,934 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 70 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Craig 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 67 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Craig in 
1997 (ADF&G 2006). 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 22 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Craig households (Kruse and Frazier 
1988).  Deer accounted for 19 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Craig 
residents in 1997 (ADF&G 2006).  

Craig residents harvest deer almost entirely on Prince of Wales and adjacent 
islands, which are included in GMU 2.  Deer harvest and hunter effort in GMU 2 
generally increased during 1997-2000 and subsequently declined during 2000-2004; 
however, no change has been noted in the average number of hunter-days required 
to harvest a deer (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the human population of Craig 
more than tripled between 1970 and 1990, continued to grow and peaked around 
2000, and then declined by 21 percent as of 2005.   

Deer harvest by Craig residents is spread over many WAAs, but the majority (55 
percent) of their deer are harvested from five WAAs in central and northern Prince of 
Wales Island (top five WAAs in Table 3.23-14).  The Craig portion of the harvest in 
these five WAAs represents about one-quarter of the total harvest and about 40 
percent of the rural hunter harvest (Table 3.23-14).  About 30 percent of the 
combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, indicating that there is a 
harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on 
rural harvests.     

Table 3.23-14 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Craig Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of their 
Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Craig 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1318 115 198 234 92 85 78 76 66 72 75 64 
1422 66 209 300 60 50 48 47 46 47 47 43 
1317 43 53 93 54 51 49 47 45 47 47 38 
1319 37 177 220 74 69 67 66 59 64 64 54 
1529 35 110 226 73 63 61 60 56 59 59 50 
1214 34 49 91 79 70 66 65 62 64 64 53 
1315 34 171 270 55 50 49 47 44 47 47 41 
1332 25 31 37 85 83 82 78 75 77 78 70 
1420 25 151 231 52 43 42 40 39 40 40 36 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

The majority of the WAAs used heavily by Craig residents are in areas with 
substantial past harvest and deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be 
considerably below 1954 levels (Table 3.23-14).  Under each of the alternatives, 
additional harvest would further reduce habitat capabilities after 100+ years.  
Reductions would be smallest under Alternative 1 and highest under Alternative 7.   

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are similar to 
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the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability over the long term for deer hunted by Craig residents. However, it 
concluded that demand would exceed the capability of the habitat to produce deer 
populations sufficient to avoid effects on hunter success for all rural hunters in the 
long term and for all hunters in both the short and long terms.   

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Craig residents (fish and marine 
invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  However, 
subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction in hunting 
might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The risks of this 
occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its general lack of non-
development LUDs throughout most of Prince of Wales Island, and second highest 
under Alternative 4 because of its lower use of non-development LUDs than the 
other alternatives.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and 
Alternatives 5 and 6 would be intermediate.  The risk of hunting restrictions would be 
reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the 
existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect effects 
associated with increased competition for deer within Craig’s subsistence use areas 
could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters from other 
communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road development under the 
alternatives would improve access but may increase competition with other non-
local hunters.  The level of road development is already relatively high in these 
WAAs. Existing open road densities range from 0.6 to 1.9 miles per square mile and 
existing total road densities range from 1.2 to 1.9 miles per square mile in the five 
most important WAAs for Craig deer harvest (for all ownerships combined).  Long-
term (100+ years) road development would vary by alternative and would result in 
estimated maximum total road densities ranging from 1.3 to 2.8 miles per square 
mile in these WAAs under Alternative 1, to 1.6 to 3.0 miles per square mile in these 
WAAs under Alternative 7 (for all ownerships combined).    

Edna Bay is located on southeast Kosciusko Island, west of Prince of Wales Island, 
and north of Sea Otter Sound.  Originally, Tlingit Indians from west Prince of Wales 
Island used Edna Bay on a seasonal basis.  In 1943, a logging camp was 
established when the demand for aircraft-quality spruce was high.  The camp closed 
in the late 1960s and the buildings were burned and the site cleaned.  In 1977, the 
State selected part of the Tongass National Forest at Edna Bay, with the U.S. Forest 
Service reserving two administrative sites.  In 1982, the State sold several lots 
around Edna Bay to private landowners.  A small community developed as families, 
mainly those involved in commercial fishing, moved to Edna Bay.  A school was 
constructed and a road connecting dispersed segments of the community was 
completed (ADF&G 1994). 

Edna Bay remains an unincorporated city.  The community has a local Fish and 
Game Advisory Committee and has shown a strong commitment to protecting local 
commercial fishing and subsistence resources (ADF&G 1994).  Edna Bay is 
accessible by water or by float plane from Ketchikan.  Most households own skiffs 
for transportation around the bay and to other near shore areas not accessible by 
road (ADF&G 1994). 

Edna Bay’s population fluctuated a great deal between 1970 and 1990.  The 
population in 2000 was very similar to that identified in 1990.  According to the 2000 
Census, Edna Bay had a 2000 population of 49, with no Alaska Native population 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2001).  The population declined by 16 percent—an estimated 
eight people—between 2000 and 2005, with an estimated population of 41 in 2005.  
Total estimated population was also 41 in Edna Bay in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 112 6 86 49 41 41 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

Edna Bay 
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The majority of employment in Edna Bay is provided by a local sawmill, commercial 
fishing, and the local school district.  Thirteen residents hold commercial fishing 
licences, primarily used for power trolling.  During the summer, a fish buyer is also 
located in the bay (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  This data is an extrapolation based on 
information from a sample of residents.  Because the sample size was small, the 
extrapolation may not be exact, but it should provide a general indication of 
distribution of employment.  The potential work force was estimated to be 35 people 
and total employment estimated to be 18.  While no adults in Edna Bay were 
identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, 49 percent of the population 
was identified as not employed and not seeking work.  Median household income 
was $44,583, compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

 
Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 4 22 
Construction 0 0 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 2 11 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 4 22 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 0 0 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

0 0 

Education, Health & Social Services 8 44 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food Services 0 0 
Other Services (Except Public Admin) 0 0 
Public Administration 0 0 
Total Employment 18 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.  Edna Bay is part of the North Prince of 
Wales community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed employment data are 
available for this community group for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record 
for this EIS.  Wood products employment in the North Prince of Wales community 
group declined by 186 jobs or 69 percent between 1990 and 1999.  Wood products 
employment accounted for 83 jobs or 23 percent of total employment in this 
community group in 1999. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Edna 
Bay in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown 
on Figure 3.23-5.  This area contains 665,386 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).   

Development LUDs presently account for 49 percent of the total acreage within the Edna 
Bay community use area.  Table 3.23-15 shows how the lands within this community 
use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  The LUD 
groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not 
have a significant effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area 
because the acreage by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing 
Forest Plan.  The acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would 
remain constant under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly 
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Natural LUDs would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase 
would occur under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
increasing from 46 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 67 percent under 
Alternative 1, with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-15).  
Alternatives 4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  
Development LUDs would account for 54 percent and 62 percent under Alternatives 
4 and 7, respectively, compared to 49 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 16 percent under Alternative 1 to 25 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 19 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action).  

Economy 
Edna Bay is primarily a commercial fishing and subsistence community.  
Commercial fishing is not expected to be significantly affected under any of the 
alternatives.   

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources accounted for 59 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Edna Bay 
households based on the 1998 TRUCS study (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine 
resources (fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 69 percent of per capita 
subsistence harvest in Edna Bay in 1998 (ADF&G 2006). 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 21 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Edna Bay households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 23 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Edna Bay residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2006).  

Three WAAs have been identified as most important to Edna Bay residents for deer 
harvest:  WAA 1525, covering Kosciusko Island; WAA 1003, covering Heceta Island; 
and WAA 3315, covering Catherine Island and adjacent parts of Baranof Island. 
Over 75 percent of Edna Bay’s harvest is derived from the first two WAAs, which are 
included in GMU 2.  Deer harvest and hunter effort in GMU 2 generally increased 
during 1997-2000 and subsequently declined during 2000-2004; however, no 
change has been noted in the average number of hunter-days required to harvest a 
deer (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, Edna Bay’s human population has fluctuated 
considerably from 1970 to 1990 and has declined since then, with the 2005 
population at less than half the 1990 level.   

Residents of Edna Bay are responsible for the majority (62 percent) of the deer 
harvested on Kosciusko Island (WAA 1525), but only a small portion of the deer 
harvested on Heceta Island and in other WAAs.  As shown in Table 3.23-16, the 
Edna Bay portion represents about 14 percent of the total harvest and about 29 
percent of the rural hunter harvest in these WAAs.  About 43 percent of the 
combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a 
harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on 
rural harvests.  
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Figure 3.23-5 
Edna Bay’s Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-15 
LUD Groups in Edna Bay’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 93,739 109,869 118,889 130,966 125,071 121,641 169,454 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 36,103 36,103 36,103 36,103 36,103 36,103 36,103 
Mostly Natural 442,587 364,760 325,637 269,822 305,207 309,110 218,426 
Moderate Development 36,975 51,326 63,788 75,899 66,066 68,935 94,381 
Intensive Development 149,720 213,197 239,859 283,563 258,011 251,238 316,476 
Total 665,385 665,386 665,387 665,388 665,387 665,386 665,386 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Table 3.23-16   
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Edna Bay Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Edna Bay 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1525 8 11 13 51 48 47 46 46 46 46 43 
1003 4 31 61 66 54 53 53 49 51 52 47 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

 

The two WAAs used heavily by Edna Bay residents are in areas with substantial 
past harvest and deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be considerably 
below 1954 levels (Table 3.23-16).  Under each of the alternatives, additional 
harvest would further reduce habitat capabilities.  Reductions would be smallest 
under Alternatives 1 and 2 and greatest under Alternative 7. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that all of the alternatives should be able to provide 
habitat capability for deer hunted by Edna Bay residents, all rural hunters, and all 
hunters, within the WAAs where Edna Bay hunters derive most of their deer harvest.   
Because Alternative 7, the most timber-intensive alternative in this EIS, is similar to 
Alternative 2 in the 1997 Forest Plan EIS, the 1997 analysis indicates that all 
alternatives in this EIS should be able to provide habitat capability for deer hunted 
by Edna Bay residents, as well as for all deer hunted within the WAA’s.   

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Edna Bay residents (fish and 
marine resources) is not expected to be affected under any of the alternatives.  In 
addition, subsistence use of deer by Edna Bay households is unlikely to be directly 
affected by any of the alternatives, as the area most heavily used by Edna Bay 
residents appears to have a low current rate of harvest by local hunters and all 
hunters combined and it is unlikely that demand will increase sufficiently in the future 
to result in a direct effect.  Future young-growth management (e.g., thinning) would 
further reduce the potential for effects on local hunters.  It is possible, however, that 
additional timber harvest throughout Prince of Wales and adjacent islands would 
create increased competition for deer within Edna Bay’s subsistence use areas if 
hunters from other communities are displaced due to timber harvest activity.  These 
impacts are estimated to be relatively minor based on the limited accessibility of 
these island areas to non-local hunters.  The two WAAs of highest importance to 
Edna Bay hunters have relatively high existing road densities.  Existing open road 
densities range from 1.1 to 1.5 miles per square mile and total road densities range 
from 2.0 to 2.3 miles per square mile (for all ownerships combined).  However, these 
road systems are not connected to any community road systems outside of Edna 
Bay.  Long-term (100+ years) road development would vary by alternative and 
would result in estimated maximum total road densities ranging from 2.4 to 2.5 miles 
per square mile in these WAAs under Alternative 1, to 2.7 to 2.8 miles per square 
mile in these WAAs under Alternative 7 (for all ownerships combined). 
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Elfin Cove is a small fishing town located on northwest Chichagof Island.  Prior to its 
development as a community, Native Tlingit groups, now based largely in Hoonah, 
used the Elfin Cove area for hunting, fishing, and gathering, as well as a safe 
harbor.  According to the 2000 Census, Elfin Cove had a 2000 population of 32, 
none of whom were Alaska Natives (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

A fish buyer established a business here in 1927.  The opening of a cold storage 
plant at Pelican, less than 20 miles from Elfin Cove in Lisianski Inlet, meant that fish 
no longer had to be hauled all the way to Juneau.  Today, the cove still serves as a 
key stopover and supply center for fishermen and the year-round community is 
made up largely of fishing households.  In the 1980s, a school was completed that 
also functions as a community center. 

Elfin Cove is an unincorporated community.  The community has a local Fish and 
Game Advisory Committee and is accessible by floatplane from Juneau.  Elfin 
Cove’s population, which fluctuated between 1970 and 1990, was 25 people or 44 
percent lower than it was in 1990.  The population remained fairly stable between 
2000 and 2005, with an estimated decrease in total population of three people.  
Total estimated population was 25 in Elfin Cove in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 49 28 57 32 29 25 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

The economy of Elfin Cove is highly seasonal and primarily based on the fishing 
industry.  It is a fish buying and supply center for fishermen and residents participate 
in commercial fishing, sport fishing and charter services.  Eighty percent of the 
population (26 residents) holds commercial fishing permits.  Seasonal employment 
is also provided by summer lodges and local retail businesses (Alaska DCED 2006). 

A recent study of nature-based tourism in Southeast Alaska found that although 
Elfin Cove had been dependent on the commercial fishing industry for decades, the 
focus of the town’s economy had shifted toward tourism and sportfishing (Dugan et 
al. 2006).  This study also found that the community’s population ranged from 12 in 
the winter to 200 in the summer, with much of the summer increase associated with 
employment in nine sport fishing lodges.  The study estimated that 54 people, 
mostly non-residents, were employed by these lodges during the summer.  Small 
cruise ships, mostly carrying 60 to 70 passengers, dock at Elfin Cove, with 30 
dockings in 2005 (Dugan et al. 2006).  

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  This data is an extrapolation based on 
information from a sample of residents.  Because the sample size was small, the 
extrapolation may not be exact, but it should provide a general indication of 
distribution of employment.  Approximately 23 percent of the labor force in Elfin 
Cove was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $33,750, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Elfin Cove is part of the North Chichagof community group (see Table 3.23-6).  
Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS.  Manufacturing 
and non-federal government were the major employers in the North Chichagof 
community group in 1999, accounting for 34 and 30 percent of total employment, 
respectively.  Logging and seafood processing accounted for 24 and 10 percent of 
total employment, respectively. 

Elfin Cove 
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Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 3 30 
Construction 0 0 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 0 0 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 5 50 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 0 0 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

0 0 

Education, Health & Social Services 0 0 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

2 20 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 0 0 
Public Administration 0 0 
Total Employment 10 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Elfin 
Cove in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown 
on Figure 3.23-6.  This area contains 357,385 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-17 shows how the land within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

The proposed alternatives would not have a significant effect on existing LUD 
allocations in the Elfin Cove community use area because the acreage in 
development LUDs would remain essentially the same as under the existing Forest 
Plan under all of the alternatives, with a very slight increase in development LUDs 
and suitable acres under Alternatives 4 and 7.   

Economy 
Commercial fishing, recreation and tourism, and subsistence use are important to 
Elfin Cove.  The acreage in the Elfin Cove community use area is either Wilderness  
or Mostly Natural LUD allocations.  Local timber production is not a significant part 
of the local economy.  Commercial fishing is not expected to be significantly affected 
under any of the alternatives.  Tourism, especially sportfishing, has recently become 
more important to Elfin Cove.  A number of lodges operate out of the community.  
Recreation and tourism based on sportfishing is expected to increase by the same 
amount under all of the alternatives. 

Icy Strait, northwest Chichagof Island, and Yakobi Island are the most important 
areas in terms of subsistence use to Elfin Cove.  Portions of these areas are 
legislatively withdrawn from timber harvest as either Wilderness or LUD II and would 
be maintained in their current condition under all alternatives.  The remaining area is 
allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs and would continue to be either mostly natural or 
further restricted by re-allocation as Recommended Wilderness or LUD II. 
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Figure 3.23-6 
Elfin Cove’s Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-17 
LUD Groups in Elfin Cove’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 0 0 0 1,928 0 0 1,943 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 161,929 161,929 161,929 161,929 161,929 161,929 161,929
Mostly Natural 195,456 195,455 195,451 190,078 195,438 195,451 190,078
Moderate Development 0 0 0 363 0 0 363
Intensive Development 0 1 5 5,015 18 5 5,015
Total 357,385 357,385 357,385 357,385 357,385 357,385 357,385

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources accounted for 63 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Elfin Cove 
households based on the 1988 TRUCS study (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine 
resources (fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 62 percent of per capita 
subsistence harvest in Elfin Cove in 1987 (ADF&G 2006). 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 27 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Elfin Cove households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 28 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Elfin Cove residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2006).  

The WAAs used by Elfin Cove residents for hunting deer lie within Game 
Management Unit (GMU) 4.  Deer harvest in GMU 4 is considered very high relative 
to other areas of Southeast Alaska, which is indicative of relatively high deer 
populations (ADF&G 2005).  Over 1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in 
the number of deer harvested or in the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005). However, 
as shown above, although from 1970 to 2005 the number of residents in Elfin Cove 
has fluctuated, the number in 2005 is 51 percent of the peak in 1990. 

Elfin Cove residents take the majority (74 percent) of their deer from two WAAs on 
northwestern Chichagof Island (3417 and 3421).  As shown in Table 3.23-18, these 
WAAs would not be affected by any of the alternatives because they are in 
wilderness, LUD II areas, or are in other Non-development LUDs.  The next two 
WAAs in importance are also in the same area and also would not be affected by 
any of the alternatives because of their LUDs. 

Table 3.23-18   
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Elfin Cove Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Elfin Cove 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

3421 14 29 36 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3417 7 100 159 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that all of the alternatives should be able to provide 
habitat capability for deer hunted by Elfin Cove residents, all rural hunters, and all 
hunters within the WAAs where Elfin Cove hunters derive most of their deer harvest 
in the short term.  In the long term, sufficient habitat would be provided for Elfin 
Cove residents and all rural hunters, but not for all hunters.  However, the predicted 
deficit for all hunters in the long term would be a natural condition and not due to 
timber harvest.     

In summary, use of most subsistence resources (fish and marine invertebrates) by 
Elfin Cove residents is not expected to be affected under any of the alternatives.  In 
addition, subsistence use of deer by Elfin Cove households would not be directly 
affected by any of the alternatives as the areas most heavily used by Elfin Cove 
residents are in Non-development LUDs.  It is also unlikely that Elfin Cove residents 
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would be affected by increased competition or access because of the limited access 
and the lack of activities under the alternatives in this area. 

Gustavus is located in northern Southeast Alaska on the north shore of Icy Straits, 
east of the entrance to Glacier Bay.  Prior to the founding of the present community, 
Huna Tlingit used the land and resources in the immediate vicinity of the community 
site.  Use of a salmon camp near the mouth of the Salmon River was noted by early 
Gustavus settlers; however, after a short period of settlement by the new 
community, the Huna Tlingit generally discontinued use of the camp (ADF&G 1994).  
According to the 2000 Census, Gustavus had a 2000 population of 429, with Alaska 
Natives comprising 44 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Gustavus was settled and named “Strawberry Point” in 1914 by a small group of 
immigrants from the lower 48 planning to develop the land as agricultural 
homesteads.  World War II brought development to Gustavus in the form of an 
airstrip and Federal Aviation Administration communications facilities.  Nearby 
Glacier Bay National Monument was established in 1925 (ADF&G 1994). 

The population of Gustavus, which increased considerably between 1970 and 1990, 
increased by 66 percent between 1990 and 2000 and continued to increase in the 
first part of this decade, although at a much slower rate with an estimated total 
population of 459 in 2005.  Total estimated population was 441 in Gustavus in 2006 
(Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 64 98 258 429 459 441 
Source:  USDA Forest Service 1997a, U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

The economy of Gustavus is seasonal, at least partly due to its proximity to Glacier 
Bay National Park.  The park and its lodge attract tourists and recreation enthusiasts 
during the summer months and there is also a commercial fishing industry.  The 
lodge, airport, school, small businesses, and the Park Service are primary 
employers of local residents (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 14 percent of the labor force in 
Gustavus was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $34,766, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 7 4 
Construction 23 12 
Manufacturing 7 4 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 7 4 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 19 10 
Information 2 1 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 2 1 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

10 5 

Education, Health & Social Services 26 14 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

60 32 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 10 5 
Public Administration 17 9 
Total Employment 190 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Gustavus 
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Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Gustavus is part of the Gustavus community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed 
employment data are available for this community group by economic sector for 
1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS. 

The services and Federal government sectors were the largest employers in the 
Gustavus community group in 1999, accounting for 40 and 36 percent of total 
employment, respectively.  There is no wood products employment in this 
community.  Recreation and tourism-related activities (lodging, restaurants, and 
recreation services) accounted for 40 percent of total employment in 1999. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area  
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Gustavus 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-7.  This area contains 480,541 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-19 shows how the land within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 35 percent of the total acreage within the 
Gustavus community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant 
effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage 
by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The 
acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant 
under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur 
under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing 
from 59 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 89 percent under Alternative 1, 
with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-19).  Alternatives 
4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs 
would account for 46 percent and 56 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, 
respectively, compared to 35 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 2 percent under Alternative 1 to 16 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 7 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Gustavus is a small community located near Glacier Bay National Park.  Recreation 
and tourism are important to Gustavus, especially in relation to use of the National 
Park.  Commercial fishing and subsistence use are also important to the community. 

Commercial fishing is not expected to be significantly affected by Forest Service 
activities under any of the alternatives.    
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Figure 3.23-7 
Gustavus’ Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-19 
LUD Groups in Gustavus’ Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 9,588 31,446 32,587 57,039 35,168 34,056 74,892 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 26,740 26,740 26,740 26,740 26,740 26,740 26,740 
Mostly Natural 429,439 343,865 327,090 232,949 283,366 309,137 182,377 
Moderate Development 447 11,468 11,467 31,122 13,169 12,479 40,146 
Intensive Development 23,915 98,468 115,244 189,726 157,266 132,184 231,278 
Total 480,541 480,541 480,541 480,537 480,541 480,541 480,541 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 69 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in 
Gustavus in 1987. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 70 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Gustavus households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 27 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Gustavus residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2006).  

The primary WAAs used by Gustavus residents for hunting deer lie within Game 
Management Unit (GMU) 4.  Deer harvest in GMU 4 is considered very high relative 
to other areas of Southeast Alaska, which is indicative of relatively high deer 
populations (ADF&G 2005).  Over 1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in 
the number of deer harvested or in the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005). However, 
as shown above, the number of residents in Gustavus has increased steadily from 
1970 to 2005, and the 2005 population is seven times the size it was in 1970. 

Gustavus residents take the majority (80 percent) of their deer from two WAAs on 
northern Chichagof Island and Pleasant, Lemesurier, and Inian Islands (4256 and 
4222).  As shown in Table 3.23-20, WAA 4256, which provides over half of 
Gustavus’ harvest, would not be affected by any of the alternatives because it is in 
wilderness.  WAA 4222 would be affected by timber harvest, especially by 
Alternatives 4 and 7.         

 
Table 3.23-20   
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Gustavus Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Gustavus 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

4256 26 30 45 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
4222 12 45 64 97 96 95 94 86 94 94 86 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that all of the alternatives should be able to provide 
habitat capability for deer hunted by Gustavus residents, all rural hunters, and all 
hunters within the WAAs where Gustavus hunters derive most of their deer harvest 
in the short term.  In the long term, sufficient habitat would be provided for Gustavus 
residents and all rural hunters, but not for all hunters.  The predicted deficit for all 
hunters in the long term would be a natural condition, but would occur earlier with 
timber harvest in the area.     

In summary, use of most subsistence resources (fish and marine invertebrates) by 
Gustavus residents is not expected to be affected under any of the alternatives.  In 
addition, subsistence use of deer by Gustavus households may be slightly affected 
to the point that some restriction in hunting by non-rural hunters might be necessary 
over the long term.  It is also unlikely that Gustavus residents would be affected by 
increased competition or access because of the limited access and the lack of 
activities under the alternatives in this area. 
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Haines is located in the northern portion of Southeast Alaska, near the north end of Lynn 
Canal on the Chilkat Peninsula.  Haines is one of three Southeast communities 
connected by road to Canada.  According to the 2000 Census, Haines had a 2000 
population of 2,292, with Alaska Natives comprising 11 percent of the total (U.S. Census 
Bureau 2001).  Haines Borough includes the city of Haines, which had a 2000 population 
of 1,811, and several surrounding communities.  These communities include Lutak, just 
north of Haines, which had a population of 39 in 2000 and Mosquito Lake, historically 
Chilkat Tlingit territory, which was home to 221 residents in 2000, 5 percent identified as 
Alaska Natives.  Covenant Life, a religious community, had 102 residents in 2000. 

The Haines area was originally settled by the Chilkat Tlingits.  The Chilkat Tlingits 
are now considered as two groups:  the Chilkats of the Chilkat River, with Klukwan 
being the major population center, and the Chilkoots living in and near Haines.  
Haines itself was a trade center and mission site (ADF&G 1994).  Klukwan, a Chilkat 
Indian Village near the Chilkat River and 22 miles north of Haines, had a population 
of 139 in 2000.  The village is known for its woven artwork of cedar bark and 
mountain goat hair.  The area is host to the largest concentration of bald eagles in 
the world during the fall and winter at the nearby Chilkat Bald Eagle Reserve. 

Settlement did not concentrate in Haines until the late 1800s.  The commercial fishing 
industry located several canneries in the Chilkat Inlet area near Haines beginning in 
1882; the Klondike gold rush brought thousands of prospectors to the town in the late 
1890s; and the Dalton Trail was established as an open access route into the interior in 
the 1890s.  Haines incorporated as a city in 1910 and as a third class borough in 1968 
(ADF&G 1994). 

Haines is a major trans-shipment point because of its ice-free, deep-water port and 
dock, and year-round road access to Canada and Interior Alaska on the Alaska 
Highway.  It is a northern terminus of the Alaska Marine Highway System and a hub 
for transportation to and from Southeast Alaska (Alaska DCED 2006). 

The population of Haines has increased steadily since 1970.  In the last decade, 
between 1990 and 2000, it increased 46 percent (U.S. Census Bureau 2001).  The 
estimated total population decreased by about 16 percent between 2000 and 2005.  
Total estimated population was 1,492 in Haines in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 463 993 1,238 1,811 1,525 1,492 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

The economy of Haines is highly seasonal.  Commercial fishing, tourism, 
government, and transportation are the primary employers.  Estimated gross fishing 
earnings of local residents neared $3 million in 2000 and 128 residents hold 
commercial fishing permits.  Haines’ road connection to the State Ferry has become 
increasingly important to the tourism businesses.  In 2001, Royal Caribbean Cruise 
Lines ceased serving Haines as a port of call. Today, around 45,000 cruise ship 
passengers visit each year (Alaska DCED 2006).  Approximately 38,000 visitors 
arrived by land in 2005. 

Employment by industry data, as compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 
Census, are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 14 percent of the labor 
force in Haines was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared 
to 7 percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was 
$39,926, compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Haines 
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Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 46 6 
Construction 92 12 
Manufacturing 19 2 
Wholesale Trade 7 1 
Retail Trade 96 12 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 54 7 
Information 20 3 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 28 4 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

52 7 

Education, Health & Social Services 125 16 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

108 14 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 72 9 
Public Administration 53 7 
Total Employment 772 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Haines is part of the Haines community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed 
employment data are available for this community group by economic sector for 
1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS. 

Retail trade, services, and non-federal government were the main employers in the 
Haines community group in 1999, accounting for 26, 26, and 20 percent of total 
employment, respectively.  Recreation and tourism-related activities (lodging, 
restaurants, and recreation services) accounted for 22 percent of total employment in 
1999.  Approximately 140 sawmill jobs were lost with the closure of the Chilkoot Lumber 
Mill in 1991.  There was no wood products employment identified in the Haines 
community group in 1999. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of the 
Haines Borough in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence 
activities is shown on Figure 3.23-8.  This area contains 232,496 acres of National 
Forest System land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-21 shows how the 
land within this community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by 
alternative.  The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 
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Figure 3.23-8 
Haines’ Community Use Area 

 

 
Table 3.23-21 
LUD Groups in Haines’ Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 233 326 2,208 8,732 6,066 5,694 9,733 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 253 253 253 253 253 253 253
Mostly Natural 231,717 231,393 216,585 180,501 195,999 199,757 180,501
Moderate Development 527 850 15,659 51,424 36,244 32,487 51,423
Intensive Development 0 0 0 318 0 0 319

Total 232,496 232,496 232,496 232,496 232,496 232,496 232,496
1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 

alternative. 
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Development LUDs presently account for 16 percent of the total acreage within the 
Haines community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant effect 
on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage by LUD 
group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The acreage 
allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant under all 
alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs would 
increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 84 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 100 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-21).  Alternatives 4 and 7 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 22 percent under both of these alternatives compared to 16 percent 
under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 0 under Alternatives 1 and 4 percent under 
Alternatives 4 and 7, compared to 3 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action). 

Economy 
Commercial fishing, recreation and tourism, and subsistence use are important to 
Haines.  Haines has an Alaska Marine Highway System ferry terminal and provides 
road access into Interior Alaska.  Timber harvest on State land and wood processing 
were historically a major sector of the Haines economy, but there was no wood 
products employment in Haines in 2004 (see Table 3.23-3).  Mining at the 
Kensington Mine southeast of Haines may become a more significant employer in 
the future.  Construction activities initiated on the mine site were halted by legal 
challenges and the Forest Service now anticipates the submittal of a revised plan of 
operations in 2008.  Although the major mine support is anticipated to be located in 
Juneau, it is likely that some benefits would accrue to Haines.  

Commercial fishing is not expected to be significantly affected under any of the 
alternatives.  Mining, and the potential opening of the Kensington Mine, is not 
anticipated to be affected differently by any alternative.   

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 68 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Haines’ 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 76 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Haines 
in 1996. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 15 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Haines households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 4 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Haines residents in 1996 (ADF&G 2006).   

Haines residents mainly harvest deer in GMU 4.  Deer harvest in GMU 4 is 
considered very high relative to other areas of Southeast Alaska, which is indicative 
of relatively high deer populations (ADF&G 2005).  Over 1997-2004, there has been 
no significant trend in the number of deer harvested or in the number of hunters 
(ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the human population of Haines increased steadily 
from 1970 through 2000, but experienced an estimated decrease of 16 percent 
between 2000 and 2005.  Haines had an estimated population of 1,525 in 2005. 

Nineteen WAAs account for about 75 percent of deer harvest by Haines residents.  
The two most heavily used WAAs—3418 and 3104—accounted for 12 percent and 
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7 percent of total deer harvest by Haines residents, respectively.  As these numbers 
suggest, deer harvest by Haines residents is spread over a fairly wide area in GMU 
4 (Table 3.23-22).  As a result, Haines residents tend to comprise a relatively small 
share of total harvest by WAA, with two main exceptions—WAAs 1106 and 4146, 
which are located on Chichagof Island and Admiralty Island, respectively, and have 
very low levels of deer harvest.  About 38 percent of the combined harvest in the 19 
WAAs used by Haines residents is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a 
harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on 
rural harvests.  

Table 3.23-22   
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Haines Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Haines 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

3418 19 62 70 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3104 11 177 193 73 73 69 68 65 68 68 64 
3731 9 54 87 92 92 91 91 86 90 91 83 
3421 9 28 36 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3525 8 107 171 78 71 67 67 62 65 66 58 
4044 7 16 228 100 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 
4252 7 75 99 92 92 78 78 70 77 76 69 
3524 6 71 90 100 100 86 85 79 83 84 78 
3523 6 99 164 81 76 74 74 72 73 73 63 
3551 5 146 226 83 77 73 72 68 71 72 62 
3627 5 35 72 76 70 67 65 62 64 65 61 
3630 5 7 15 99 99 99 99 87 91 94 86 
1106 5 6 20 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 
4222 4 45 64 97 96 95 94 86 94 94 86 
3310 4 127 140 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 
4043 4 7 62 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
4146 4 5 35 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3836 3 4 196 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3001 3 422 431 81 81 79 79 72 78 79 71 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

 



 Environment and Effects  3 
 

Final EIS 3-607 Subregional Overview and Communities 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Haines community use area by 
Haines residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in the short term.  The selected 
alternative should also provide sufficient habitat capability for Haines residents in the 
long term.  Projected harvest for all rural hunters and all hunters in the Haines 
community use area would exceed 10 percent habitat capability, the level that the 
analysis assumed would provide a reasonably high level of hunter success for their 
effort.  The Final EIS analysis concluded that at some point a restriction in hunting 
might be necessary. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Haines residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer in some of the WAAs hunted by Haines residents 
may be affected to the point that some restriction in hunting might be necessary 
over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The risks of this occurring are greatest 
under Alternative 7 because of its general lack of Non-Development LUDs under 
this alternative, and lower under the other six alternatives.  The risk of hunting 
restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., 
thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  
Indirect effects associated with increased competition for deer within Haine’s 
subsistence use areas could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of 
hunters from other communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road 
development under the alternatives would improve access but may increase 
competition with other non-local hunters.   

Hollis is located on east Prince of Wales Island, 19 miles east of Craig.  According to 
the 2000 Census, Hollis had a 2000 population of 139, with Alaska Natives 
comprising 5 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Hollis, initially settled as a mining camp at the turn of the century, developed into a 
logging camp in the mid-1950s.  In 1960, when Thorne Bay became center of the 
logging industry on central Prince of Wales Island, most Hollis residents moved to 
Thorne Bay.  In recent years, Hollis has grown as a community, due in part to an 
Alaska Marine Highway terminal there.  Roads now connect Hollis with most other 
communities on Prince of Wales Island.  A State land sale at Hollis in 1980 led to its 
present status as a permanent community (ADF&G 1994).   

Viking Lumber, one of the larger sawmills presently operating in the region, is 
located nearby between Craig and Klawock.  According to the 2006 mill survey 
conducted for the USDA Forest Service, this mill, which has an installed production 
capacity of 80 MMBF, processed approximately 19 MMBF in 2006 and employed 42 
people (Juneau Economic Development Council 2007).   

The population of Hollis increased by 28 people or 25 percent between 1990 and 2000. 
The estimated total population stayed essentially constant between 2000 and 2005, 
with an estimated 2 fewer people in 2005 than in 2000.  Total estimated population 
was 156 in Hollis in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 111 139 137 156 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

Support services for the timber industry, the State Ferry, and the U.S. Forest 
Service provide the majority of employment to the residents of Hollis.  While the 
timber industry is prevalent on the Prince of Wales Island, it does not occur directly 
in the Hollis Community (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Hollis 
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Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 3 percent of the labor force in 
Hollis was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $43,750, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

 
Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 12 19 
Construction 4 6 
Manufacturing 2 3 
Wholesale Trade 4 6 
Retail Trade 6 10 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 11 17 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 3 5 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

2 3 

Education, Health & Social Services 13 21 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

0 0 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 0 0 
Public Administration 6 10 
Total Employment 63 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Hollis is part of the Central Prince of Wales community group (see Table 3.23-6).  
Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Hollis in 
their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-9.  This area contains 289,873 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-23 shows how the land within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 53 percent of the total acreage within the 
Hollis community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant effect 
on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage by LUD 
group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The acreage 
allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant under all 
alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs would 
increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 35 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 63 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-23).  Alternatives 4 and 7 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 62 percent and 83 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, respectively, 
compared to 53 percent under Alternative 5. 
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Figure 3.23-9 
Hollis’ Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-23 
LUD Groups in Hollis’ Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 29,180 33,571 40,718 57,431 46,863 46,893 85,742 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 34,253 34,253 34,253 34,253 34,253 34,253 34,253 
Mostly Natural 181,869 155,362 122,186 74,504 101,416 100,486 15,833 
Moderate Development 21,518 26,338 29,168 41,408 35,301 35,467 62,373 
Intensive Development 52,233 73,920 104,265 139,708 118,903 119,667 177,413 
Total 289,872 289,873 289,873 289,873 289,873 289,872 289,872 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Total suitable acres would range from 10 percent under Alternative 1 to 30 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 16 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Hollis is the site of the Alaska Marine Highway ferry terminal that provides access to 
the rest of Prince of Wales Island.  As such, transportation is a major component of 
the community’s economy.  Subsistence and timber also play important roles. 

Viking Lumber had 27 MMBF under contract in August 2006.  Approximately 17 
percent (4.6 MMBF) of this volume could be potentially affected under Alternative 1, 
which would maintain all Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Tongass in a natural 
condition and not permit timber harvest in these areas.  None of the other 
alternatives would affect this volume.  These data provide an indication of potential 
impacts, actual impacts would depend on the volume that is under contract when 
the decision is implemented and whether potentially affected existing sales were 
cancelled as part of the decision.   

The ferry terminal would continue to provide important access to Prince of Wales 
Island under all alternatives.  Ferry access has become increasingly important to 
Prince of Wales Island as its population continues to grow.   

Subsistence   
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 65 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Hollis 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 73 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Hollis in 
1998.   

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 23 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Hollis households (Kruse and Frazier 
1988).  Deer accounted for 18 percent of the per capita subsistence harvest by 
Hollis residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2006).   

Data were not provided for Hollis in the ADF&G deer harvest reports for 1996 to 
2002.  The majority of deer harvest by Hollis residents likely takes place in GMU 2—
Prince of Wales Island.  Deer harvest and hunter effort in GMU 2 generally 
increased during 1997-2000 and subsequently declined during 2000-2004; however, 
no change has been noted in the average number of hunter-days required to 
harvest a deer (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the human population of Hollis has 
been relatively constant since 1990.  Hollis had an estimated population of 137 
residents in 2005. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
habitat capability for deer hunted in the Hollis community use area by Hollis 
residents and all rural hunters in both the short term and long term.  Projected 
harvest by all hunters in the Hollis community use area would exceed 10 percent 
habitat capability; the level that the analysis assumed would provide a reasonably 
high level of hunter success for their effort, in both the short term and long term.  
The Final EIS analysis concluded that at some point a restriction in hunting might be 
necessary. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Hollis residents (fish and marine 
invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  However, 
subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction in hunting 
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might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The risks of this 
occurring are greatest under Alternative 7, and second highest under Alternative 4 
because of its lower use of Non-Development LUDs than the other alternatives.  
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and Alternatives 5 and 6 would 
be intermediate.  

 
Hoonah is located on Port Frederick, along Icy Strait on the northeast shore of 
Chichagof Island, 40 air miles west of Juneau.  Hoonah is predominantly a Native 
community and has been the principal village for the Hoonah Tlingit Clans since the 
late 1800s.  According to the 2000 Census, Hoonah had a 2000 population of 501, 
with Alaska Natives comprising 61 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001).  
Whitestone Logging Camp, with a population of 116 (U.S. Census Bureau 2001), is 
adjacent to Hoonah.  The community of Game Creek, a religious ministry, is located 
2.6 miles southwest of Hoonah. 

The village of Hoonah has been occupied since prehistoric times by the Tlingit 
people.  Groups of Huna Tlingit lived all or part of the year at seasonal camps and 
small winter settlements throughout the Huna territory.  Dozens of camps and 
settlements have been documented through archaeological surveys.  The Hoonah 
Tlingit have very close ties to the Glacier Bay area across Icy Strait. 

In 1880, the Northwest Trading Company built a store in Hoonah.  The following 
year, missionaries settled in the town and established the Presbyterian Home 
Mission church and school.  By 1887, about 500 people were wintering in the 
village.  When the post office was established in 1901, the village was officially 
named Hoonah, which means “village by the cliff” in Tlingit.  In 1944, fire burned 
many homes in Hoonah and destroyed the traditional ceremonial costumes and 
keepsakes of the villagers.  The town has since been rebuilt and has become a 
center for logging operations on northern Chichagof Island (ADF&G 1994).  A sort 
yard and log transfer facility are located at Long Island.  The community has a local 
Fish and Game Advisory Committee (ADF&G 1994). 

Icy Strait Point, an old cannery located approximately 1.5 miles from in Hoonah 
opened in 2004 as Alaska’s first cruise destination built specifically for tourists.  
Owned by the Hoonah Totem Corporation and operated by Pt. Sophia Development 
Corporation.  A total of 67,620 cruise passengers visited Hoonah in 2004, 77,498 
visited in 2005, and 135,519 cruise visitors were projected for 2006 (Cruise Line 
Agencies of Alaska 2006). 

The Icy Straits Lumber Company and D&L Woodworks are both located in Hoonah.  
According to the 2006 mill survey conducted for the USDA Forest Service, the Icy 
Straits mill, which had an installed production capacity of 20 MMBF, processed 
approximately 0.7 MMBF in 2006 and employed 15 people (Juneau Economic 
Development Council 2007).  D&L Woodworks had an installed production capacity 
of 1.8 MMBF and processed 0.1 MMBF in 2007, supporting approximately 1.5 years 
of full-time employment (Juneau Economic Development Council 2007).  This 
processing total represented 3 percent and 6 percent of the existing capacity at the 
Icy Straits and D&L Woodworks facilities, respectively. 

The population of Hoonah increased by 65 people or 8 percent between 1990 and 
2000 and stayed essentially constant between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated 
population was 829 in Hoonah in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Hoonah 



3  Environment and Effects 

Subregional Overview and Communities 3-612 Final EIS 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 748 680 795 860 861 829 

Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

Hoonah has a diverse economy with nearly full employment during the summer 
season.  A total of 117 residents hold commercial fishing permits.  Fishing, logging, 
and local government are the main employers.  Estimated gross fishing earnings of 
local residents exceeded $1.5 million in 2000.  Fish processing occurs at plants in 
Hoonah and nearby Excursion Inlet.  Sealaska Timber Corporation employs a 
number of local residents through contracts with Whitestone Logging, Inc. and 
Southeast Stevedoring.  The Huna Totem Corporation owns and operates a sort 
yard and timber transfer facility.  The City of Hoonah and the school district are the 
major public sector employers (Alaska DCED 2002).  Residents are also employed 
by the recently opened Icy Strait Point development.  A total of 67,620 cruise 
passengers visited Hoonah in 2004, 77,498 visited in 2005, and 135,519 cruise 
visitors are projected for 2006 (Cruise Line Agencies of Alaska 2006). 

The economy of Hoonah has undergone a major transformation in recent years with 
the completion of Icy Strait Point (Dugan et al. 2006).  Icy Strait Point is the largest 
single employer in Hoonah, with 124 employees, mostly Hoonah residents, working 
there three to four days a week.  Icy Strait Point includes a museum and serves as a 
base for tours, including forest tours, whale watching, and fishing charters.  These 
tours served an estimated 30,000 people in 2005 (Dugan et al. 2006).   

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 21 percent of the labor force in 
Hoonah was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $39,028, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 75 24 
Construction 10 3 
Manufacturing 36 11 
Wholesale Trade 2 1 
Retail Trade 20 6 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 42 13 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 6 2 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

6 2 

Education, Health & Social Services 74 23 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

15 5 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 2 1 
Public Administration 29 9 
Total Employment 317 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Hoonah is part of the North Chichagof community group (see Table 3.23-6).  
Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS.  Manufacturing 
and non-federal government were the major employers in the North Chichagof 
community group in 1999, accounting for 34 and 30 percent of total employment, 
respectively.  Logging and seafood processing accounted for 24 and 10 percent of 
total employment, respectively. 
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Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Hoonah 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-10.  This area contains 583,825 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-24 shows how the land within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 46 percent of the total acreage within the 
Hoonah community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant effect 
on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage by LUD 
group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The acreage 
allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant under all 
alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs would 
increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 51 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 87 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-24).  Alternatives 4 and 7 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 58 percent and 69 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, respectively, 
compared to 46 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 3 percent under Alternative 1 to 19 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 10 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action). 

Economy 
Commercial fishing, logging, and subsistence use are important to Hoonah.  The Icy 
Straits sawmill, which is located in Hoonah, employed 15 people in 2006.  Hoonah 
residents are also employed by the recently opened Icy Strait Point development.  
Commercial fishing is not expected to be significantly affected under any of the 
alternatives. 

The Icy Straits sawmill had approximately 8 MMBF under contract in August 2006.  
Approximately 30 percent (2.5 MMBF) of this volume could be potentially affected 
under Alternative 1.  None of the other alternatives would affect this volume.  These 
data provide an indication of potential impacts, actual impacts would depend on the 
volume that is under contract when the decision is implemented and whether 
potentially affected existing sales were cancelled as part of the decision.   

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 59 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Hoonah 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 74 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Hoonah 
in 1996. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 23 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Hoonah households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 14 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Hoonah residents (ADF&G 2006).   
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Figure 3.23-10 
Hoonah’s Community Use Area 

 

Table 3.23-24 
LUD Groups in Hoonah’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 20,211 51,358 53,071 86,596 56,811 54,540 109,951 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 23,113 23,113 23,113 23,113 23,113 23,113 23,113 
Mostly Natural 508,614 381,703 347,870 219,502 294,907 329,917 159,977 
Moderate Development 4,153 16,568 15,958 53,154 19,250 17,580 64,254 
Intensive Development 47,945 162,441 196,884 288,053 246,555 213,215 336,482 
Total 583,825 583,825 583,825 583,821 583,825 583,825 583,825 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Hoonah residents mainly harvest deer on Chichagof Island, which is included in 
GMU 4.  Deer harvest in GMU 4 is considered very high relative to other areas of 
Southeast Alaska, which is indicative of relatively high deer populations (ADF&G 
2005).  Over 1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in the number of deer 
harvested or in the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the human 
population of Hoonah increased steadily from 1970 through 2000 and remained 
relatively constant from 2000 to 2005.  Hoonah had an estimated population of 861 
in 2005. 

Four WAAs account for the majority (74 percent) of deer harvest by Hoonah 
residents (Table 3.23-25).  The Hoonah portion represents from 78 percent to 93 
percent of the rural hunter harvest and from 49 percent to 70 percent of the total 
harvest in these WAAs.  About 35 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is 
by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be 
restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.  

Table 3.23-25   
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Hoonah Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Hoonah 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

3551 132 146 226 83 77 73 72 68 71 72 62 
3523 92 99 164 81 76 74 74 72 73 73 63 
3525 83 107 171 78 71 67 67 62 65 66 58 
3524 63 71 90 100 100 86 85 79 83 84 78 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known 

Three of the WAAs identified in Table 3.23-26 are in areas with substantial past 
harvest and deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be considerably 
below 1954 levels.  Under each of the alternatives, additional harvest would further 
reduce habitat capabilities.  Reductions would be smallest under Alternatives 1 and 
2 and greatest under Alternative 7.   

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted by Hoonah residents in the short term.  
Projected deer harvest in the Hoonah community use area for all rural hunters and 
all hunters would exceed 10 percent habitat capability, the level that the analysis 
assumed would provide a reasonably high level of hunter success for their effort, in 
the short term.  Projected harvest for Hoonah residents was estimated to exceed 
this level in the long term.  The Final EIS analysis concluded that at some point a 
restriction in hunting might be necessary. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Hoonah residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its general lack of 
Non-Development LUDs in Hoonah’s community use area, and second highest 
under Alternative 4 because of its lower use of Non-Development LUDs than the 
other alternatives (Table 3.23-25).  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest 
risk and Alternatives 5 and 6 would be intermediate.  The risk of hunting restrictions 
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would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of 
the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect 
effects associated with increased competition for deer within Hoonah’s subsistence 
use areas could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters 
from other communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road development 
under the alternatives would improve access but may increase competition with 
other non-local hunters.  The level of road development is already relatively high in 
these WAAs.  Existing open road densities range from 0.4 to 2.1 miles per square 
mile and existing total road densities range from 0.8 to 2.1 miles per square mile (for 
all ownerships combined).  Long-term (100+ years) road development would vary by 
alternative and would result in estimated maximum total road densities ranging from 
1.1 to 3.1 miles per square mile in these WAAs under Alternative 1, to 1.5 to 3.4 
miles per square mile in these WAAs under Alternative 7 (for all ownerships 
combined). 

Hydaburg is located on the southwest side of Prince of Wales Island, 45 air miles 
northwest of Ketchikan.  According to the 2000 Census, Hydaburg had a 2000 
population of 382, with Alaska Natives comprising 85 percent of the total (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2001). 

The Haida Indians migrated to Prince of Wales Island, a predominantly Tlingit area, 
from Graham Island, Canada.  After combining three villages, the present site was 
chosen initially as the Hydaburg Indian Reservation in 1912.  It became a fishing 
village with the first fish processing plant opening in 1927, and three other canneries 
operating through the 1930s.  Seafood processing was active until 1984 when a fire 
destroyed the cannery (ADF&G 1994).  Hydaburg is connected by road to Craig, 
Klawock, Hollis, and northern parts of the Island. 

In 1936, Hydaburg became the first Alaskan Native village to form an Indian 
Reorganization Act Council.  In 1972, Hydaburg incorporated as a first class city.  
The community has a local Fish and Game Advisory Committee (ADF&G 1994). 

Hydaburg’s population increased by 79 percent between 1970 and 1990, but 
remained fairly constant between 1990 and 2000, and decreased slightly (3 percent) 
between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated population was 352 in Hydaburg in 2006 
(Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 214 298 384 382 369 352 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

Hydaburg’s economy is based primarily on the timber and fishing industries.  A total 
of 39 residents hold commercial fishing permits.  The Haida Corporation has a 
substantial timber holding, a log storage facility, and a sort yard.  It suspended 
logging in 1985 due to a decline in the timber market and leases the storage facility 
and sort yard to Sealaska Corporation.  The city of Hydaburg, Sealaska Corporation, 
Haida Corporation, and SEARHC are the leading employers.  Potential development 
ideas for the community include a fish processing facility, a U.S. Forest Service 
Visitor Center, specialty woodworking, and some type of retail center (Alaska DCED 
2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 31 percent of the labor force in 
Hydaburg was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $31,625, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Hydaburg 
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Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 5 6 
Construction 11 12 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 8 9 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 7 8 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 3 3 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

4 4 

Education, Health & Social Services 40 44 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

2 2 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 3 3 
Public Administration 7 8 
Total Employment 90 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Hydaburg is part of the Hydaburg community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed 
employment data are available for this community group by economic sector for 
1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS.  Non-federal government 
and services were the main employers in the Hydaburg community group in 1999, 
accounting for 48 and 19 percent of total employment, respectively. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of 
Hydaburg in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is 
shown on Figure 3.23-11.  This area contains 764,430 acres of National Forest 
System land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-26 shows how the land 
within this community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by 
alternative.  The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 44 percent of the total acreage within the 
Hydaburg community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant 
effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage 
by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The 
acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant 
under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur 
under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing 
from 44 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 77 percent under Alternative 1, 
with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-26).  Alternatives 
4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs 
would account for 54 percent and 59 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, 
respectively, compared to 44 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 5 percent under Alternative 5 to 19 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 12 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 
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Figure 3.23-11 
Hydaburg’s Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-26 
LUD Groups in Hydaburg’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 35,885 54,380 77,736 113,772 94,397 91,860 142,789 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 87,503 87,503 87,503 87,503 87,503 87,503 87,503 
Mostly Natural 589,020 505,340 390,557 267,725 338,976 341,121 227,616 
Moderate Development 27,692 49,387 54,131 109,515 68,704 62,074 114,791 
Intensive Development 60,214 122,201 232,239 299,688 269,248 273,733 334,521 
Total 764,430 764,430 764,430 764,431 764,431 764,430 764,431 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Economy 
Subsistence use and commercial fishing are the primary elements of Hydaburg’s 
economy.  Commercial fisheries employment is not likely to be affected under any of 
the alternatives. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 80 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Hydaburg 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for the majority (85 percent) of per capita subsistence 
harvest in Hydaburg in 1997. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 13 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Hydaburg households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 9 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Hydaburg residents in 1997 (ADF&G 2006).  

Hydaburg residents primarily harvest deer on south Prince of Wales Island, which is 
included in GMU 2.  Deer harvest and hunter effort in GMU 2 generally increased 
during 1997-2000 and subsequently declined during 2000-2004; however, no 
changehas been noted in the average number of hunter-days required to harvest a 
deer (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, Hydaburg’s human population increased 
steadily from 1970 through 1990 and decreased slightly from 2000 to 2005.  
Hydaburg had an estimated 2005 population of 861. 

Residents of Hydaburg harvest the majority (75 percent) of their deer from two 
WAAs in central Prince of Wales Island (1107 and 1214) (Table 3.23-27).  The 
Hydaburg portion represents about 47 percent of the total harvest and 53 percent of 
rural hunter harvest in WAA 1107 and less than 10 percent of total and rural harvest 
in WAA 1214.  Non-rural harvest comprises 10 percent of total harvest in WAA 1107 
and 42 percent in WAA 1214.  This suggests that there is a limited harvest buffer 
that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural 
harvests.   

Table 3.23-27   
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Hydaburg Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Hydaburg 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1107 19 37 41 98 97 97 97 88 90 90 86 
1214 3 53 91 79 70 66 65 62 64 64 53 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are similar 
to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability for deer hunted by Hydaburg residents, as well as for all deer 
hunted within the WAAs of the Hydaburg community use area in the long term. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Hydaburg residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
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However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its general lack of 
Non-Development LUDs throughout most of Prince of Wales Island, and second 
highest under Alternative 4 because of its lower use of Non-Development LUDs than 
the other alternatives.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and 
Alternatives 5 and 6 would be intermediate.  The risk of hunting restrictions would be 
reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the 
existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect effects 
associated with increased competition for deer within Hydaburg’s subsistence use 
areas could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters from 
other communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road development 
under the alternatives would improve access but may increase competition with 
other non-local hunters.  The level of road development is already relatively high in 
these WAAs.  Existing open road densities are 0.9 and 1.5 miles per square mile 
and existing total road densities are 0.9 and 1.6 miles per square mile in WAAs 
1107 and 1214, respectively (for all ownerships comined).  Long-term (100+ years) 
road development would vary by alternative and would result in estimated maximum 
total road densities ranging from 1.5 to 2.3 miles per square mile in these WAAs 
under Alternative 1, to 1.5 to 2.7 miles per square mile in these WAAs under 
Alternative 7 (for all ownerships combined). 

 
Hyder is a small community located at the head of Portland Canal, a 70-mile-long fjord 
that forms part of the United States/Canadian border.  Hyder is just 2 miles from 
Stewart, British Columbia, and 75 air miles from Ketchikan.  Hyder is one of three 
Alaskan communities connected by road to Canada.  According to the 2000 Census, 
Hyder had a 2000 population of 97, with no Alaska Native population (U.S. Census 
Bureau 2001). 

Nass River Tsimshians inhabited the area, which they called Skam-a-Kounst, “a 
safe place,” prior to the coming of white prospectors in the late 1890s.  The first 
official exploration and building at the town site occurred in 1896 by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers.  Stewart also became settled at this time, as gold, silver, and 
other mineral mining operations developed.  The two towns grew together with an 
initial economic base in mining (ADF&G 1994). 

The population of Hyder, which slightly more than doubled between 1970 and 1990, 
remained fairly constant between 1990 and 2005, decreasing by an estimated 6 
persons.  Total estimated population was 92 in Hyder in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a).  

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 49 77 99 97 91 92 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

Hyder’s economy is primarily based on tourism and, as such, is seasonal.  Four of 
the five largest employers are tourist related.  Four residents hold commercial 
fishing permits.  Many tourists enter Hyder from Canada.  Stewart, British Columbia 
and Hyder are only 2 miles apart and share visitor services.  A bottled water 
business opened in 1998 and employs several local residents (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 47 percent of the labor force in 
Hyder was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $11,719 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Hyder 
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Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 0 0 
Construction 10 42 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 2 8 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 4 17 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 0 0 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

0 0 

Education, Health & Social Services 4 17 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

4 17 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 0 0 
Public Administration 0 0 
Total Employment 24 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  
 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Hyder is part of the Hyder community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed 
employment data are available for this community group by economic sector for 
1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS.  The Federal government 
and services sectors were the main employers in the Hyder community group in 
1999, accounting for 69 and 25 percent of total employment, respectively. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Hyder in 
their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-12.  This area contains 108,809 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-28 shows how the land within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 10 percent of the total acreage within the 
Hyder community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant effect 
on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage by LUD 
group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The acreage 
allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant under all 
alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs would 
increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 90 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 100 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-28).  Alternatives 4 and 7 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 31 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7 compared to 10 percent under 
Alternatives 5 and 6. 

Total suitable acres would range from 0 under Alternative 1 to 5 percent under 
Alternatives 4 and 7, compared to 3 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 
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Figure 3.23-12 
Hyder’s Community Use Area 

Table 3.23-28 
LUD Groups in Hyder’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 0 3,011 3,011 5,543 3,054 3,054 5,788 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 71 71 71 71 71 71 71 
Mostly Natural 108,738 99,539 99,539 75,530 98,275 98,275 75,530 
Moderate Development 0 9,199 9,199 33,110 10,463 10,463 33,110 
Intensive Development 0 0 0 98 0 0 98 
Total 108,809 108,809 108,809 108,809 108,809 108,809 108,809 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Economy 
Hyder is a small former mining town that now relies upon tourism and commercial 
fishing for the majority of its income.  Tourism (especially bear viewing) has become 
increasingly important to the economy of Hyder.  A number of organizations 
commenting on the Draft EIS pointed out that the area around Hyder is a well-known 
mining area (as noted above) and stated that several old mines in the area are 
being evaluated for further development and a number of new projects have been 
identified and are in various stages of development.  These organizations requested 
that the LUD classification in this area be changed from Semi-remote Recreation to 
a Moderate Development LUD with a Minerals overlay.  A Minerals overlay has 
been added to this area in the Final Proposed Plan under all of the action 
alternatives.  The Minerals LUD overlay may have the effect of changing potential 
exploration and development costs from high to moderate in the affected area.  This 
is discussed further in the Minerals section of this EIS. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 80 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Hyder 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for the majority (85 percent) of per capita subsistence in 
Hyder in 1987. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for only a fraction of the total 
edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Hyder households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for a very small amount of per capita subsistence 
harvest by Hyder residents in 1987.    

Data were not provided for Hyder in the ADF&G deer harvest reports for 1996 to 
2002.  The majority of deer harvest by Hyder residents likely takes place in GMU 
1A.  Deer harvest in GMU 1A generally declined from 1997 to 2004, with the number 
of hunters and hunter effort also decreasing over this period (ADF&G 2005).  As 
noted above, the population of Hyder increased from 1970 through 1990 and has 
remained fairly constant since.  Hyder had an estimated population of 91 residents 
in 2005. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are similar to 
the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability for deer hunted in Hyder’s community use area by Hyder 
residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in the short term.  In the long term 
projected harvest for all rural hunters and all hunters in the Hyder community use 
area would exceed 10 percent habitat capability, the level that the analysis assumed 
would provide a reasonably high level of hunter success for their effort. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Hyder residents (fish and marine 
invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  However, 
subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction in hunting 
might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The risks of this 
occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 and second highest under Alternative 4, 
because of their lower use of Non-Development LUDs compared with the other 
alternatives.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and Alternatives 5 
and 6 would be intermediate.  It is unlikely that Hyder residents would be affected by 
increased competition or access in WAA 826, which surrounds their community, 
because of the limited access to this area.  Existing road densities are also relatively 
low and total road density is not expected to increase to more than 0.6 mile per 
square mile even under Alternative 7 (for all lands combined).   
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The city and Borough of Juneau surrounds the Gastineau Channel in Southeast 
Alaska.  Juneau lies approximately 900 air miles northwest of Seattle and 600 air 
miles southeast of Anchorage.  The City and Borough is comprised of three 
communities: Juneau, Auke Bay, and Douglas.  According to the 2000 Census, the 
City and Borough of Juneau had a 2000 population of 30,711, accounting for 42 
percent of the population in Southeast Alaska.  Alaska Natives comprised almost 11 
percent of the total population (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Originally, Tlingit Indians made seasonal and permanent villages along the north and 
south coast near the present site of Juneau.  Gold discovered in the Juneau area 
started the mining town in 1880 and the settlement grew rapidly.  Two of the world’s 
largest lode gold mines produced over $180 million in gold before finally closing in 1944.  
The state capital was moved from Sitka to Juneau in 1906 while Alaska was still a 
territory.  Alaska became the 49th State in 1959.  Juneau has developed as a 
government and regional services center, with added economic contributions from 
fishing and tourism. 

The population of Juneau has grown steadily since 1970, almost doubling between 
1970 and 1990 and increasing a further 15 percent between 1990 and 2000.  The 
population in Juneau has continued to growth, increasing by approximately 2 
percent (482 residents) between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated population was 
30,650 in Juneau in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 13,556 19,528 26,751 30,711 31,193 30,650 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

The Juneau economy is primarily based on government, tourism, support services 
for logging, fish processing and mining.  The State, city and Borough of Juneau, and 
federal agencies provide nearly 45% of the employment in the community.  Juneau 
is the State capital and is the home of the State legislators and their staff during the 
legislative season (January to May).  Tourism is a significant part of the economy 
during the summer months providing an estimated $130 million in income.  Juneau 
is an important cruise ship docking location due to the local attractions:  Mendenhall 
Glacier, Juneau Icefield, Tracy Arm Fjord Glacier, and the new Mount Roberts Tram.  
Estimated gross fishing earnings of local residents exceeded $10.4 million in 2000.  
Cold storage facilities in Juneau process over 2 million pounds of seafood annually 
and DIPAC, a private non-profit organization, operates a salmon hatchery.  The 
Kennecott Green's Creek Mine, the largest silver mine in North America, produces 
gold, silver, lead and zinc (Alaska DCED 2002).  In addition, the Forest Service 
approved a plan of operations for the Kensington Gold Mine north of Juneau in 2005 
and Coeur Alaska, Inc. subsequently began construction activities on the site.  
Construction and development was, however, halted by legal challenges and the 
Forest Service now anticipates the submittal of a revised plan of operations in 2008.  

Tourism in Juneau is dominated by cruise ships, but a recent study noted that a 
substantial number of independent unguided travelers also make their way through 
Juneau in pursuit of hiking, kayaking, boating, hunting, and other outdoor activities 
(Dugan et al. 2006).  The six major cruise lines who dock at Juneau each offer 34 to 
37 shore excursions for purchase on the ship or before the cruise begins.  

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 5 percent of the labor force in 
Juneau was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $62,034, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Juneau and 
Vicinity 
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Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 854 5 
Construction 1,035 6 
Manufacturing 199 1 
Wholesale Trade 174 1 
Retail Trade 1,689 10 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 1,072 6 
Information 417 3 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 723 4 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

1,339 8 

Education, Health & Social Services 3,383 20 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

1,162 7 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 755 5 
Public Administration 3,735 23 
Total Employment 16,537 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Juneau is part of the Juneau community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed 
employment data are available for this community group by economic sector for 
1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS.  Non-federal government, 
services, and retail trade were the main employers in the Juneau community group 
in 1999, accounting for 37, 21, and 15 percent of total employment, respectively.  
Recreation-related activities (lodging, restaurants, and recreation services) 
accounted for 11 percent of total employment. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Juneau 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-13.  This area contains 2,013,397 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-29 shows how the land within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 8 percent of the total acreage within the 
Juneau community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant effect 
on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage by LUD 
group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The acreage 
allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant under all 
alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs would 
increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 73 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 80 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-29).  Alternatives 4 and 7 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 10 and 11 percent under alternatives 4 and 7, respectively, compared to 
8 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from no acreage under Alternatives 1 through 3 to 
2.4 percent under Alternative 7, compared to 1.6 percent of the total community use 
area under Alternative 5 (No Action). 
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Figure 3.23-13 
Juneau’s Community Use Area 

Table 3.23-29 
LUD Groups in Juneau’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 621 2,986 8,514 45,408 31,439 25,123 47,865 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 388,994 388,994 388,994 388,994 388,994 388,994 388,994 
Mostly Natural 1,602,469 1,596,636 1,580,021 1,413,085 1,470,366 1,479,129 1,412,235
Moderate Development 21,934 24,203 40,818 175,434 131,124 122,472 176,382 
Intensive Development 0 3,564 3,564 35,884 22,913 22,802 35,869 
Total 2,013,397 2,013,397 2,013,397 2,013,398 2,013,397 2,013,397 2,013,480

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Economy 
As the State capital, government is important to Juneau.  Besides changes in 
government employment, Juneau is most likely to be affected by changes in mining, 
recreation and tourism, and commercial fishing.  None of the alternatives are 
expected to affect these aspects of the local economy. 

Subsistence 
Juneau is not classified as a subsistence community; however, many residents use 
the surrounding Tongass for sport hunting and fishing.  Juneau is the largest 
community in Southeast Alaska and accounted for 44 percent of the region’s 
population in 2005, with an estimated total of 31,193 residents.  Given the non-
subsistence status of the community and its large size, no attempt is made here to 
summarize the WAAs that community residents use to hunt deer.  The following 
paragraphs do, however, summarize the findings of the 1997 EIS and provide a 
general overview of the likely impacts of the current alternatives. 

The majority of deer harvest by Juneau residents likely takes place within the 
community’s identified use area (Figure 3.23-13), which is mainly located within 
GMU 1C.  GMU 1C has been characterized from 1997-2004 by substantial annual 
variation in deer harvest, with no evident long-term trend in harvest levels (ADF&G 
2005). 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are similar to 
the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability for deer hunted by all rural hunters in the long term.  Projected 
deer harvest in the Juneau community use area by all rural hunters and Juneau 
residents and all hunters was estimated to exceed 10 percent habitat capability; the 
level that the analysis assumed would provide a reasonably high level of hunter 
success for their effort in the short term and long term.  The Final EIS analysis 
concluded that at some point a restriction in hunting might be necessary. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Juneau residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7, and second highest under 
Alternative 4 because of its lower use of Non-Development LUDs than the other 
alternatives.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and Alternatives 5 
and 6 would be intermediate.  

Kake is located on west Kupreanof Island, along Keku Strait, 38 air miles northwest 
of Petersburg.  According to the 2000 Census, Kake had a 2000 population of 710, 
with Alaska Natives comprising 67 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Tlingit Alaska Natives villages and fishing camps in the Kake area pre-date non-
Alaska Native explorations of Southeast Alaska.  During the 1800s these villages 
were consolidated at the present site of Kake.  In the years following the American 
purchase of Alaska from Russia in 1867, there were several confrontations between 
the Keex’ Tlingit and the Russian and American military administrations culminating 
in the destruction of three Kake villages.  For many years, the Keex’ people did not 
rebuild their villages.  Eventually, they concentrated on Kupreanof Island at the 
present townsite along Keku Strait (ADF&G 1994). 

The period of 1880 through 1915 brought a territorial government, missionary 
activity, economic innovations, and a larger white population into Keex’ Tlingit 
territory.  By the 1920s, Kake had become self-governing, with a mayor and police 
chief.  In 1949, Kake formed an IRA Council under the Indian Reorganization Act of 

Kake 
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1936.  In 1952, Kake became incorporated as a first class city.  In 1971, the 
passage of ANCSA resulted in the incorporation of the village and the selection of 
corporation lands (ADF&G 1994). 

The population of Kake, which increased by 56 percent between 1970 and 1990, 
remained fairly constant between 1990 and 2000, and decreased by an estimated 
112 people or 16 percent between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated population was 
536 in Kake in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 448 555 700 710 598 536 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

The Kake economy is primarily based on timber and fishing industries.  Sixty-seven 
residents hold commercial fishing permits.  The city, including the school district, 
and the timber industry are the largest employers.  Turn Mountain Timber, a joint 
venture between Whitestone logging and Kake Tribal Logging, and the log sort yard 
and transfer facility at Point McCarny employ a number of local residents.  Kake 
Tribal Corporation, which owns a local cold storage plant and Ocean Fresh 
Seafoods, is the largest individual employer.  The Gunnock Creek Hatchery, a non-
profit organization, operates a salmon hatchery to assist in sustaining the salmon 
fishery in the area (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 25 percent of the labor force in 
Kake was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $39,643, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 34 14 
Construction 34 14 
Manufacturing 10 4 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 22 9 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 19 8 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 3 1 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

0 0 

Education, Health & Social Services 57 23 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

17 7 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 20 8 
Public Administration 32 13 
Total Employment 248 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Kake is located in the Petersburg Ranger District and part of the Kake community 
group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed employment data are available for this 
community group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning 
record for this EIS. 

The non-federal government, finance, insurance, and real estate (F.I.R.E), and 
manufacturing sector were the major employers in the Kake community group in 
1999, accounting for 28, 22, and 21 percent of total employment, respectively.  
Wood products (logging) employment decreased by 57 percent between 1990 and 
1999, declining from 123 to 53 jobs.  Wood products employment accounted for 21 
percent of total employment in the Kake community group in 1999. 



 Environment and Effects  3 
 

Final EIS 3-629 Subregional Overview and Communities 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Kake in 
their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-14.  This area contains 454,186 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-30 shows how the land within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

 

Figure 3.23-14 
Kake’s Community Use Area 
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Table 3.23-30 
LUD Groups in Kake’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 16,662 62,758 65,251 78,711 73,014 70,998 87,801 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 105,149 105,149 105,149 105,149 105,149 105,149 105,149 
Mostly Natural 313,278 203,252 191,676 110,747 151,246 170,011 91,839 
Moderate Development 5,806 8,035 10,242 18,292 13,885 15,480 23,345 
Intensive Development 29,953 137,749 147,144 220,001 183,905 163,545 233,853 
Total 454,187 454,185 454,210 454,188 454,186 454,185 454,186 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 

 
Development LUDs presently account for 44 percent of the total acreage within the 
Kake community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant effect 
on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage by LUD 
group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The acreage 
allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant under all 
alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs would 
increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 33 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 69 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-30).  Alternatives 4 and 
7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 52 percent and 57 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, respectively, 
compared to 44 percent under Alternatives 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 4 percent under Alternative 1 to 19 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 16 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action). 

Economy 
Kake is a traditional native community where commercial fishing, timber harvesting, 
and subsistence use are important.  For subsistence use, west Kupreanof and north 
Kuiu Islands are some of the most important areas.   

Timber harvest has been an important contributor to the Kake economy for 
approximately 20 years.  During that period, both private and National Forest 
System lands have been harvested.  Recently, timber harvest has diminished on 
both ownerships.  Logging employment in the Kake community group declined by 70 
jobs or 57 percent between 1990 and 1999, but still comprised 21 percent of total 
employment in 1999 (Table 3.23-7).   

A total of 20.6 MMBF is presently under contract in the Petersburg Ranger District.  
Approximately 22 percent or 4.6 MMBF of this volume would be affected under 
Alternative 1, which would maintain all Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Tongass 
in a natural condition and not permit timber harvest in these areas.  None of the 
other alternatives would affect this volume.  These data provide an indication of 
potential impacts, actual impacts would depend on the volume that is under contract 
when the decision is implemented and whether potentially affected existing sales 
were cancelled as part of the decision.   

Commercial fishing is not expected to be significantly affected under any of the 
alternatives. 
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Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 52 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Kake 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 60 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Kake in 
1996. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 24 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Kake households (Kruse and Frazier 
1988).  Deer accounted for 28 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Kake 
residents in 1996 (ADF&G 2006).   

Kake residents harvest deer on Admiralty Island and Kupreanof Island, which are 
included in GMU 4 and GMU 3, respectively.  Deer harvest in GMU 4 is considered 
very high relative to other areas of Southeast Alaska, which is indicative of relatively 
high deer populations.  Over 1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in the 
number of deer harvested or in the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005).  Deer harvest 
in GMU 3 declined between 1998-2002 and increased between 2002-2004.  The 
number of deer hunters declined between 2000-2002 and slightly increased 
between 2002-2004 (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, Kake’s human population 
increased from 1970 to 1990, stayed relatively constant between 1990 and 2000, 
and decreased from 2000 to 2005.  Kake had an estimated 2005 population of 598. 

Five WAAs account for the majority (76 percent) of deer harvest by Kake Residents 
(Table 3.23-31).  The Kake portion ranges from about 19 percent (WAA 3939) to 91 
percent (WAA 5131) of the total harvest and from 21 percent to 100 percent of the 
rural hunter harvest in these WAAs.  About 7 percent of the combined harvest in 
these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a small harvest buffer 
that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural 
harvests.   

Table 3.23-31  
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Kake Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of their 
Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Kake 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

3940 35 75 77 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 
3939 24 114 125 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
5132 18 21 21 73 71 68 67 64 65 67 62 
5131 15 15 17 90 86 83 83 80 81 82 79 
4041 14 24 29 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Kake community use area by Kake 
residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in the short term.  In the long term, the 
selected alternative (Alternative 11 in the 1997 Forest Plan EIS) should be able to 
provide sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Kake community use area 
by Kake residents and all rural hunters.  Projected harvest for all hunters in the Kake 
community use area would, however, exceed 10 percent habitat capability; the level 
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that the analysis assumed would provide a reasonably high level of hunter success 
for their effort.  

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Kake residents (fish and marine 
invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  However, 
subsistence use of deer in some of the WAAs hunted by Kake residents may be 
affected to the point that some restriction in hunting might be necessary over the 
long term, even under Alternative 1.  The risks of this occurring are greatest under 
Alternative 7 because of its general lack of Non-Development LUDs within the Kake 
use area, and lower under the other six alternatives.  The risk of hunting restrictions 
would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of 
the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect 
effects associated with increased competition for deer within Kake’s subsistence 
use areas could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters 
from other communities due to timber harvest activity.  The impacts are estimated to 
be relatively low based on the limited accessibility of these areas to non-local 
hunters.  Three of the five WAAs of highest importance to Kake hunters (WAAs 
3939, 3940, and 4041) occur at the south end of Admiralty Island.  They are 
currently unroaded and there are no plans for future road development in these 
areas.  This is not the case for the other two WAAs of importance to Kake hunters 
(WAAs 5131 and 5132), which are located surrounding or adjacent to the 
community of Kake on Kupreanof Island.  These WAAs, which currently have total 
road densities of 0.4 and 2.2 miles per square mile, respectively, are projected to 
have long-term maximum total road densities ranging from 0.6 and 3.2 miles per 
square mile under Alternative 1 to 1.0 and 3.3 miles per square mile under 
Alternative 7, respectively (all ownerships combined). 

Kasaan is a small village located on the eastern side of Prince of Wales Island 30 
miles northwest of Ketchikan.  According to the 2000 Census, Kasaan had a 2000 
population of 39, with Alaska Natives comprising 38 percent of the total (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2001). 

Originally Tlingit territory, Kasaan gets its name from the Tlingit word meaning 
“pretty town.”  Haidas migrated north from the Queen Charlotte Islands in the early 
1700s to the Island and established the village known as “Old Kasaan.”  Between 
1892 and 1900, the Copper Queen mine, camp, sawmill, post office, and store were 
built on Kasaan Bay, and the Haida people relocated to this new village (Alaska 
DCED 2006).  The Haida village of Kasaan was settled at its present site in 1904 
(ADF&G 1994). 

Kasaan’s population grew by 80 percent between 1970 and 1990.  The population 
declined between 1990 and 2000, decreasing by 15 people or 28 percent.  The 
population has increased since 2000, with an estimated 61 people living in Kasaan 
in 2005.  Total estimated population was 59 in Kasaan in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a).   

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 30 25 54 39 61 59 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

Most villagers participate in subsistence for supplemental food sources (Alaska 
DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  This data is an extrapolation based on 
information from a sample of residents.  Extrapolation of a small sample may have 
inaccuracies but should provide a general indication of distribution of employment.  
Approximately 20 percent of the labor force in Kasaan was identified as unemployed 
and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  
Median household income was $43,500, compared to a regional median of $44,118 
(Alaska DCED 2002). 

Kasaan 
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Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 2 13 
Construction 2 13 
Manufacturing 3 19 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 0 0 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 2 13 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 0 0 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

0 0 

Education, Health & Social Services 2 13 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

0 0 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 0 0 
Public Administration 5 31 
Total Employment 16 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Kasaan is part of the North Prince of Wales community group (see Table 3.23-6).  
Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS.  Wood products 
employment in the North Prince of Wales community group declined by 186 jobs or 
69 percent between 1990 and 1999.  Wood products employment accounted for 83 
jobs or 23 percent of total employment in this community group in 1999. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Kasaan 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-15.  This area contains 540,324 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-32 shows how the land within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for about 47 percent of the total acreage 
within the Kasaan community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a 
significant effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the 
acreage by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  
The acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain 
constant under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural 
LUDs would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would 
occur under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
increasing from 45 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 78 percent under 
Alternative 1, with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-32).  
Alternatives 4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  
Development LUDs would account for 61 percent and 72 percent under Alternatives 
4 and 7, respectively, compared to 47 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 6 percent under Alternative 1 to 24 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 13 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 
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Figure 3.23-15 
Kasaan’s Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-32 
LUD Groups in Kasaan’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 29,928 45,137 63,693 93,428 70,810 69,888 128,100 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 42,343 42,343 42,343 42,343 42,343 42,343 42,343 
Mostly Natural 421,877 348,098 264,463 166,490 242,878 242,474 107,599 
Moderate Development 22,156 42,265 45,291 85,178 53,098 51,591 106,158 
Intensive Development 53,947 107,619 188,227 246,313 202,005 203,916 284,224 
Total 540,324 540,324 540,324 540,325 540,325 540,324 540,324 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Economy 
Subsistence use and commercial fishing are the primary elements of Kasaan’s 
economy.  Commercial fisheries employment is not likely to be affected under any of 
the alternatives.  Much of the timber harvest in the vicinity of Kasaan is on private 
land owned by the Kasaan Native Corporation.  This land would not be affected 
under any of the alternatives.  

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 74 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Kasaan 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988) and 75 percent of per capita harvest in 1998 
(ADF&G 2006). 

The 1988 TRUCS survey found that deer account for 22 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Kasaan households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 15 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Kasaan residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2006).   

The majority of deer harvest by Kasaan residents takes place near the community 
on north Prince of Wales Island, which is included in GMU 2.  Deer harvest and 
hunter effort in GMU 2 generally increased during 1997-2000 and subsequently 
declined during 2000-2004; however, no change has been noted in the average 
number of hunter-days required to harvest a deer (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, 
the population of Kasaan fluctuated from 1970 to 2000.  From 2000 to 2005 
Kasaan’s population increased by 56 percent, with an estimated population of 61 in 
2005. 

Residents of Kasaan harvest the majority (90 percent) of their deer from WAA 1315 
on north Prince of Wales Island (Table 3.23-33).  The Kasaan portion makes up 1 
percent of the total harvest and 2 percent of the rural hunter harvest in this WAA.  
About 35 percent of the harvest in this WAA is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that 
there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are 
placed on rural harvests.  

Table 3.23-33   
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Kasaan Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Kasaan 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1315 4 175 270 55 50 49 47 44 47 47 41 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known 

WAA 1315 occurs in an area with substantial past harvest and, therefore, deer 
habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be considerably below 1954 levels 
(Table 3.23-33).  Under each of the alternatives, additional harvest would occur that 
would reduce habitat capabilities after 100+ years to 41-50 percent of 1954 levels 
(Table 3.23-33).  

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 



3  Environment and Effects 

Subregional Overview and Communities 3-636 Final EIS 

sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Kasaan community use area by 
Kasaan residents in the short term and long term.  This alternative was also 
estimated to provide sufficient habitat for all rural hunters in the short term.  
Projected deer harvest for all hunters in the Kasaan community use area exceeds 
the level that is both sustainable and provides a reasonably high level of hunter 
success for their effort in the short term and long term.  Projected deer harvest for all 
rural hunters also exceeds this level in the long term. 

Kasaan is currently competing with other communities in their subsistence use 
areas and this is likely to continue to do so under all alternatives.  Alternatives 
increasing access by road due to harvest activity may increase competition from 
other communities on Prince of Wales Island indirectly impacting Kasaan’s use.  An 
increase in access may also allow Kasaan households to increase the range of their 
use. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Kasaan residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its general 
emphasis on Development LUDs, and lower under the other six alternatives.  The 
risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive 
management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth 
forests in this area.  Indirect effects associated with increased competition for deer 
within Port Protection’s subsistence use areas could also occur under all 
alternatives due to displacement of hunters from other communities due to timber 
harvest activity.  Additional road development under the alternatives would improve 
access but may increase competition with other non-local hunters.  The level of road 
development is already relatively high in this WAA.  Existing open road densities are 
1.5 miles per square mile and existing total road densities are 2.0 miles per square 
mile, respectively (all ownerships combined).   Long-term (100+ years) road 
development would vary by alternative and would result in estimated maximum total 
road densities ranging from 2.7 miles per square mile in these WAAs under 
Alternative 1, to 2.9 miles per square mile in these WAAs under Alternative 7 (for all 
ownerships combined). 

Ketchikan is located on Revillagigedo Island near the southernmost boundary of 
Alaska.  Ketchikan lies approximately 679 miles north of Seattle and 235 miles south 
of Juneau.  It is the first Alaska port-of-call for northbound ships.  Ketchikan 
Gateway Borough includes Ketchikan, Saxman, Mountain Point, Clover Pass, Ward 
Cove and Herring Cove, which are located on the Ketchikan road system, and 
Pennock Island.   

According to the 2000 Census, Ketchikan Gateway Borough had a 2000 population 
of 14,070, with 56 percent of the population living in the city of Ketchikan.  Alaska 
Natives make up 18 percent of the borough population (U.S. Census Bureau 2001).  
Native populations in 1990 varied from a high of 80 percent in Saxman to a low of 
less than 8 percent in the Ketchikan suburbs.  Alaska Natives accounted for 66 
percent of total population in Saxman in 2000.  Refer to the section on Saxman for 
information directly relating to that community. 

The Ketchikan area was a summer fishing camp for the Tlingit Alaska Natives.  
Their name for the area, “kitschk-him,” meant “thundering wings of an eagle.”  Its 
abundant fish and timber resources eventually attracted non-Natives, with the first 
cannery opening in Ketchikan in 1886 and four more by 1912.  Nearby gold and 
copper discoveries briefly brought activity to Ketchikan during the late 1890s, but 
timber and fishing became the chief economic forces at the turn of the century and 
have remained important.  The 1954 construction of a pulp mill in Ward Cove 
continued a tradition begun by the 1903 opening of Ketchikan Spruce Mills, which 

Ketchikan  
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operated for more than 70 years.  Ketchikan has also remained an important hub for 
fishing, both for fish processing and as home to those with commercial fishing 
permits (401 area residents).  

The population of Ketchikan increased by 14 percent between 1980 and 1990 and 
then decreased by 4 percent between 1990 and 2000.  The population decreased 
by a further 3 percent (237 residents) between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated 
population was 7,662 in Ketchikan in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 6,994 7,198 8,263 7,922 7,685 7,662 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

Ketchikan is an industrial center and a major port of entry in Southeast Alaska.  It 
has a diverse economy, supported by a large fishing fleet, fish processing facilities, 
timber and tourism.  The estimated gross fishing earnings of local residents neared 
$10 million in 2000.  Four canneries, three cold storage facilities, and a fish 
processing plant support the fishing industry in summer months.  Ketchikan is a 
cruise ship stop and receives over 650,000 annual visitors.  While the timber 
industry is important to the economy with the home base for several timber 
companies, the Ketchikan Pulp Corporation’s pulp mill closed almost a decade ago, 
in March 1997.   

Ketchikan received approximately 887,000 cruise ship visitors in 2005 and has a 
well-developed network and system of shore-excursions, with 47 shore excursions 
advertised by the various cruise lines that dock there.  Most nature-based activities 
that originate in Ketchikan fell into four general categories: flightseeing, marine 
charters, adventure experiences, and general sightseeing.  In all cases, the majority 
of clients participating in these activities were cruise ship passengers (Dugan et al. 
2006).  

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 8 percent of the labor force in 
Ketchikan was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $45,802, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 170 4 
Construction 276 7 
Manufacturing 219 6 
Wholesale Trade 85 2 
Retail Trade 427 11 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 430 11 
Information 93 2 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 229 6 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

238 6 

Education, Health & Social Services 731 19 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

414 11 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 183 5 
Public Administration 393 10 
Total Employment 3,888 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Ketchikan Gateway Borough is comprised of the Ketchikan and Revillagigideo 
community groups (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed employment data are available for 
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this community group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning 
record for this EIS. 

Since completion of the 1997 Forest Plan EIS analysis, the Ketchikan pulp mill has 
closed.  Closure of the mill, the community’s largest employer, resulted in the loss of 
500 direct jobs, many of which were high paying and year round.  Employment data 
compiled by the Alaska DOL indicate that employment in the lumber and wood 
products sector declined from 11.8 percent of total wage and salary employment in 
1996 to 5.7 percent in 1999 (Baker 2001).  A study by the Alaska DOL found that 3 
years after the mill closure about 45 percent of the laid-off workers were employed 
in other jobs in the Ketchikan/Prince of Wales area, about 15 percent were 
employed elsewhere in Alaska, and about 40 percent had left the state altogether 
(Landry 2001). 

Gateway Forest Products opened lumber and veneer facilities on the former site of 
the KPC Pulp Mill in Ketchikan in 2000.  Gateway Forest Products filed for 
bankruptcy protection in February 2002.  This application was dismissed by the U.S. 
Bankruptcy Court in April 2002.  The Ketchikan veneer mill restarted in 2007 using 
timber imported from British Columbia.  More recently, the mill has acquired timber 
from a logging contractor that purchased timber from several Southeast Alaska 
timber sales (Brackley and Haynes, in press; Damstedt 2007).   

The Pacific Log and Lumber sawmill, one of the larger remaining sawmills in 
Southeast Alaska is also located in Ketchikan.  According to the 2006 mill survey 
conducted for the USDA Forest Service, this mill, which has an installed production 
capacity of 39.6 MMBF, processed approximately 4.2 MMBF in 2006 and employed 
20 people (Juneau Economic Development Council 2007).   

Approximately 21 percent of employment in the Ketchikan community group was in 
non-federal government.  Services and retail trade accounted for 21 and 17 percent 
of total employment, respectively, with recreation-related activities comprising 10 
percent of total employment. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of 
Ketchikan in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is 
shown on Figure 3.23-16.  This area contains 1,975,122 acres of National Forest 
System land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-34 shows how the land 
within this community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by 
alternative.  The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for about 21 percent of the total acreage within 
the Ketchikan community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant 
effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage 
by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The 
acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant 
under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur 
under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing 
from 31 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 48 percent under Alternative 1, 
with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-34).  Alternatives 
4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs 
would account for 32 percent and 33 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, 
respectively, compared to 21 percent under Alternative 5. 
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Figure 3.23-16 
Ketchikan’s Community Use Area 

Table 3.23-34 
LUD Groups in Ketchikan’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 47,897 90,739 111,299 176,699 127,271 124,987 204,834 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 934,620 934,619 934,619 934,616 934,620 934,619 934,619 
Mostly Natural 943,733 764,232 665,107 417,910 618,698 615,905 396,436 
Moderate Development 36,231 82,362 88,211 187,083 100,554 97,706 199,418 
Intensive Development 60,538 193,909 287,185 435,514 321,252 326,892 444,655 
Total 1,975,122 1,975,122 1,975,122 1,975,123 1,975,123 1,975,122 1,975,129

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Total suitable acres would range from 2 percent under Alternative 1 to 10 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 6 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Ketchikan would be primarily influenced by changes in timber processing, recreation 
and tourism use, commercial fishing, and recreation opportunities, as well as 
potential restrictions on transportation and utility projects. 

Pacific Log and Lumber had approximately 43 MMBF under contract in August 
2006.  In addition, 24.5 MMBF is presently under contract with Alcan Forest 
Products, who are located in Ketchikan, but do not operate a facility there.  
Approximately 75 percent (32.1 MMBF) of the volume under contract with Pacific 
Log and Lumber could potentially be affected under Alternative 1, which would 
maintain all Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Tongass in a natural condition and 
not permit timber harvest in these areas.  Alternative 1 would also affect 62 percent 
(15.2 MMBF) of volume under contract with Alcan Forest Products.  None of the 
other alternatives would affect this volume.  These data provide an indication of 
potential impacts, actual impacts would depend on the volume that is under contract 
when the decision is implemented and whether potentially affected existing sales 
were cancelled as part of the decision.   

Recreation and tourism have become increasingly important to the economy of 
Ketchikan, with more than 650,000 cruise ship passengers visiting Ketchikan 
annually.  Ketchikan is also the stopover point for visitors traveling to Misty Fiords 
and Prince of Wales Island.   

Commercial fisheries employment is not likely to be affected under any of the 
alternatives. 

Subsistence 
Ketchikan is not classified as a subsistence community; however, many residents 
use the surrounding Tongass for hunting and fishing.  Ketchikan Gateway Borough 
is the second largest community in Southeast Alaska and accounted for 19 percent 
of the region’s population in 2005, with an estimated total of 13,125 residents.  
Given the non-subsistence status of the community and its large size, no attempt is 
made here to summarize the WAAs that community residents use to hunt deer.  The 
following paragraphs do, however, summarize the findings of the 1997 EIS and 
provide a general overview of the likely impacts of the current alternatives. 

The majority of deer harvest by Ketchikan residents likely takes place within the 
community’s identified use area (Figure 3.23-16), which is mainly located within 
GMU 1A and GMU 2.  Deer harvest in GMU 1A generally declined from 1997 to 
2004, with the number of hunters and hunter effort also decreasing over this period 
(ADF&G 2005).  Deer harvest in GMU 2 generally increased between 1997 and 
2000 and subsequently declined between 2001 and 2004.  The average number of 
days required to harvest a deer, however, remained constant across the entire 
period (ADF&G 2005).  

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted by all hunters in the short term.  
However, projected deer harvest in the long term by rural hunters and Ketchikan 
residents and all hunters exceeds the level that is both sustainable and provides a 
reasonably high level of hunter success for their effort.  If a restriction were 
necessary, sport hunting by Ketchikan residents would be restricted before 
subsistence hunting by rural hunters is restricted.   
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In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Ketchikan residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7, and second highest under 
Alternative 4 because of its lower use of Non-Development LUDs than the other 
alternatives.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and Alternatives 5 
and 6 would be intermediate. 

Klawock is located on the west coast of Prince of Wales Island, across from 
Klawock Island, approximately 56 air miles from Ketchikan.  It is connected by road 
to Craig and to other communities on the Prince of Wales Island road system.  
According to the 2000 Census, Klawock had a 2000 population of 854, with Alaska 
Natives comprising 51 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

The mouth of the Klawock River, where the village of Klawock is now located, has 
been the site of Tlingit occupation for at least the past 600 years.  According to oral 
history, some members of the Kuiu kwaan of Kuiu Island moved to Klawock as well 
(ADF&G 1994).  Klawock is now the center of the Tlingit population on west Prince 
of Wales Island. 

The history of Klawock is closely tied to the fishing industry.  A trading post and 
salmon saltery were established in 1868, and the first cannery in Alaska was built 
here by a San Francisco firm in 1878.  A hatchery for red salmon operated at 
Klawock Lake between 1897 and 1917 (Alaska DCED 2006).  In 1929, Klawock 
incorporated as a first class city.  The community has a local Fish and Game 
Advisory Committee (ADF&G 1994). 

The community has been historically dependent on fishing and cannery operations.  
The timber industry increased in importance in recent years with a relatively large 
number of residents employed in logging and ship loading in the Klawock and Craig 
area (Alaska DCED, 2002).  Viking Lumber, one of the larger sawmills presently 
operating in the region, is located between Klawock and Craig.  According to the 
2006 mill survey conducted for the USDA Forest Service, this mill, which has an 
installed production capacity of 80 MMBF, processed approximately 19 MMBF in 
2006 and employed 42 people (Juneau Economic Development Council 2007).   

A total of 47 residents hold commercial fishing permits. 

Retail trade and services have become increasingly important to the economy of 
Klawock.  Many residents of communities on northern Prince Wales, as well as 
recreationists and tourists shop at the shopping center located in Klawock.  Klawock 
has a new airport that has the capacity to accommodate large jet aircraft.  The new 
airport is currently not in commercial operation. 

Klawock’s population, which more than tripled between 1970 and 1990, increased 
by 132 people or 18 percent between 1990 and 2000.  The population decreased by 
74 people or 9 percent between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated population was 
776 in Klawock in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 213 318 722 854 780 776 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001.; Alaska DOL 2007a 

Historically, the Klawock economy has been dependent on fishing and cannery 
operations.  The cannery operations were closed in the late 1980’s and the timber 
industry has become increasingly important.  Sealaska’s logging operation, through 
a contract with Shaan-Seet, Inc., is the largest employer.  The City and school 
district are also significant employers.  The state operates a salmon hatchery on 
Klawock Lake to maintain the local salmon fisheries (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Klawock 
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Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 16 percent of the labor force in 
Klawock was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $35,000, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.  

Klawock is part of the Central Prince of Wales community group (see Table 3.23-6).  
Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS. 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 50 13 
Construction 41 11 
Manufacturing 24 6 
Wholesale Trade 13 3 
Retail Trade 75 20 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 17 5 
Information 5 1 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 6 2 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

4 1 

Education, Health & Social Services 53 14 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

28 8 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 32 9 
Public Administration 24 6 
Total Employment 372 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Klawock 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-17.  This area contains 767,934 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-35 shows how the land within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for about 55 percent of the total acreage within 
the Klawock community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant 
effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage 
by LUD group would remain largely the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The 
acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant 
under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur 
under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing 
from 39 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 63 percent under Alternative 1, 
with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-35).  Alternatives 
4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs 
would account for 64 percent and 72 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, 
respectively, compared to 55 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 15 percent under Alternative 1 to 28 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 20 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action). 
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Figure 3.23-17 
Klawock’s Community Use Area 

Table 3.23-35 
LUD Groups in Klawock’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 113,371 132,673 147,957 170,424 153,413 149,162 212,194 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 45,518 45,518 45,518 45,518 45,518 45,518 45,518 
Mostly Natural 479,982 386,022 314,182 229,123 302,146 308,274 166,626 
Moderate Development 42,759 59,597 71,035 86,288 76,686 74,907 100,174 
Intensive Development 198,674 275,797 336,201 406,006 342,585 338,235 454,615 
Total 766,933 766,933 766,935 766,935 766,934 766,933 766,934 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Economy 
Klawock is a traditional native community.  Timber employment, subsistence use, 
and retail services are most likely to be affected in this community.  Viking Lumber 
one of the larger remaining sawmills in the region is located between Craig and 
Klawock.   

Viking Lumber had 27 MMBF under contract in August 2006.  Approximately 17 
percent (4.6 MMBF) of this volume could be potentially affected under Alternative 1, 
which would maintain all Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Tongass in a natural 
condition and not permit timber harvest in these areas.  None of the other 
alternatives would affect this volume.  These data provide an indication of potential 
impacts, actual impacts would depend on the volume that is under contract when 
the decision is implemented and whether potentially affected existing sales were 
cancelled as part of the decision.   

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 75 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Klawock 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 69 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in 
Klawock in 1997.  The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 19 percent 
of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Klawock 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 15 percent of per capita 
subsistence harvest by Klawock residents in 1997 (ADF&G 2006).   

Klawock residents mainly harvest deer on north Prince of Wales Island, which is 
included in GMU 2.  Deer harvest and hunter effort in GMU 2 generally increased 
during 1997-2000 and subsequently declined during 2000-2004; however, no 
change has been noted in the average number of hunter-days required to harvest a 
deer (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the human population of Klawock increased 
steadily from 1970 to 2000, but decreased by an estimated 9 percent between 2000 
and 2005.  Klawock had an estimated population of 78 in 2005. 

Residents of Klawock harvest the majority (75 percent) of their deer from six WAAs 
in north Prince of Wales Island (Table 3.23-36).  The Klawock portion represents 
from about 4 percent (WAA 1315) to 31 percent (WAA 1318) of the total harvest and 
about 6 percent to 37 percent of the rural hunter harvest in these WAAs.  About 33 
percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting 
that there is a limited harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before 
restrictions are placed on rural harvests.   

Most of the WAAs identified in Table 3.23-36 occur in areas with substantial past 
harvest and, therefore, deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be below 
1954 levels.  Under each of the alternatives, additional harvest would occur that 
would reduce habitat capabilities after 100+ years to 64-85 percent of 1954 levels in 
WAA 1318 and 41-50 percent in WAA 1315.  

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted by Klawock residents in the short term 
and long term.  Projected deer harvest for all rural and for all hunters was estimated 
to exceed the level that the analysis assumed would provide a reasonably high level 
of hunter success for their effort in both the short term and long term.  At some point 
a restriction in hunting may be necessary. 
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Table 3.23-36   
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Klawock Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Klawock 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1318 73 198 234 92 85 78 76 66 72 75 64 
1422 50 209 300 60 50 48 47 46 47 47 43 
1529 25 122 226 73 63 61 60 56 59 59 50 
1420 14 151 231 52 43 42 40 39 40 40 36 
1315 11 175 270 55 50 49 47 44 47 47 41 
1214 10 53 91 79 70 66 65 62 64 64 53 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Klawock residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its low level of 
Non-Development LUDs throughout most of Prince of Wales Island, and second 
highest under Alternative 4 because of its lower use of Non-Development LUDs than 
the other alternatives.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and 
Alternatives 5 and 6 would be intermediate.  The risk of hunting restrictions would be 
reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the 
existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect effects 
associated with increased competition for deer within the Klawock subsistence use 
areas could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters from 
other communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road development 
under the alternatives would improve access but may increase competition with 
other non-local hunters.  The level of road development is already relatively high in 
these WAAs.  For example, for the three WAAs with the highest deer harvest by 
Klawock residents, existing open road densities range from 0.9 to 1.9 miles per 
square mile and existing total road densities range from 1.5 to 1.9 miles per square 
mile (all ownerships combined).  Long-term (100+ years) road development in these 
three WAAs would vary by alternative and would result in estimated maximum total 
road densities ranging from 1.7 to 2.8 miles per square mile under Alternative 1, to 
2.0 to 3.0 miles per square mile under Alternative 7 (for all ownerships combined). 

Metlakatla is located on Annette Island, 15 miles south of Ketchikan.  According to 
the 2000 Census, Metlakatla had a 2000 population of 1,375, with Alaska Natives 
comprising 82 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Metlakatla, which is believed to have been occupied at one time by Tlingit Indians, 
was settled in 1887 by Church of England minister William Duncan and about 830 
Tsimshian followers from northern British Columbia.  In 1891, an Act of Congress 
declared Annette Island an Indian Reservation (the Annette Island Reserve), the 
only one in Alaska.  This action set aside the reservation for the exclusive use and 
occupancy by “Metlakatla Indians and such other Natives of Alaska who might join 
them” (ADF&G 1994). 

Metlakatla is a traditional Tsimshian community with a subsistence lifestyle.  The 
community was not part of ANCSA.  The 86,000-acre Island reservation and 

Metlakatla 
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surrounding 3,000 feet of coastal waters are not subject to State jurisdiction.  The 
Annette Island Reserve regulates commercial fishing in these waters, and operates 
its own tribal court system (Alaska DCED 2006).  The community participates in 
regional fish and game management issues (ADF&G 1994). 

Non-federal government was the largest employer in the Metlakatla community 
group in 1999, accounting for 322 jobs or 68 percent of total employment.  Wood 
products employment, which decreased by 60 percent (56 jobs) between 1990 and 
1999, accounted for 40 jobs or 9 percent of total employment in 1999.  These jobs 
were all in the sawmill sector.  The two sawmills located in Metlakatla, Annette 
Island Sawmill and Metlakatla Forest Products, were both idle in 2005 and are not 
expected to reopen.  A total of 49 residents hold commercial fishing permits. 

The population of Metlakatla, which increased by a third between the 1980 and 1990 
census, saw a 2 percent decline between 1990 and 2000.  The population declined 
by an estimated 33 people—a further 2 percent—between 2000 and 2005.  Total 
estimated population was 1,377 in Metlakatla in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 1,050 1,056 1,407 1,375 1,342 1,377 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

Metlakatla is a federal Indian reservation with no local taxes.  The economy is based 
primarily on the fishing and wood products industry.  Metlakatla Indian Community, 
the largest employer, operates a salmon hatchery on Tamgas Creek, the tribal court, 
and all local services.  Annette Island Packing Co. is a cold storage facility in 
Metlakatla owned by the community (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 21 percent of the labor force in 
Metlakatla was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $43,516, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 36 7 
Construction 54 11 
Manufacturing 41 8 
Wholesale Trade 3 1 
Retail Trade 44 9 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 42 8 
Information 4 1 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 13 3 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

12 2 

Education, Health & Social Services 149 30 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

19 4 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 8 2 
Public Administration 76 15 
Total Employment 501 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Metlakatla is part of the Metlakatla community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed 
employment data are available for this community group by economic sector for 
1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record for this EIS.  Non-federal government 
and retail trade were the main employers in the Metlakatla community group in 
1999, accounting for 68 and 10 percent of total employment, respectively. 
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Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of 
Metlakatla in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is 
shown on Figure 3.23-18.  This area contains 1,975,123 acres of National Forest 
System land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-37 shows how the land 
within this community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by 
alternative.  The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3.  

Figure 3.23-18 
Metlakatla’s Community Use Area 
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Table 3.23-37 
LUD Groups in Metlakatla’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 47,897 90,739 111,299 176,699 127,271 124,987 204,834 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 934,620 934,619 934,619 934,616 934,620 934,619 934,619 
Mostly Natural 943,733 764,232 665,107 417,910 618,698 615,905 396,436 
Moderate Development 36,231 82,362 88,211 187,083 100,554 97,706 199,418 
Intensive Development 60,538 193,909 287,185 435,514 321,252 326,892 444,655 
Total 1,975,122 1,975,122 1,975,122 1,975,123 1,975,123 1,975,122 1,975,129

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 

Development LUDs presently account for about 21 percent of the total acreage 
within the Metlakatla community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a 
significant effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the 
acreage by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  
The acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain 
constant under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural 
LUDs would increase under Alternatives 1 and 2.  The largest increase would occur 
under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing 
from 31 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 48 percent under Alternative 1, 
with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-37).  Alternatives 
4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs 
would account for 32 percent and 33 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, 
respectively, compared to 21 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 2 percent under Alternative 1 to 10 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 6 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Metlakatla could be affected primarily by changes in commercial fishing, timber 
processing, and subsistence opportunities. 

Commercial fisheries employment is not likely to be affected under any of the 
alternatives.  As noted above, the two sawmills in Metlakatla are presently idle and 
not expected to re-open.  Alternatives 1 and 2 would provide sufficient volume to 
support the existing Southeast Alaska sawmills operating at their current production 
levels.  The sawmills in Metlakatla would be unlikely to re-open under these 
alternatives. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 75 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Metlakatla 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 75 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in 
Metlakatla in 1987. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 15 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Metlakatla households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 15 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Metlakatla residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2006).   
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The majority of deer harvest by Metlakatla residents occurs in the vicinity of the 
community in GMU 1A and on north Prince of Wales Island in GMU 2.  Deer harvest 
in GMU 1A generally declined from 1997 to 2004, with the number of hunters and 
hunter effort also decreasing over this period (ADF&G 2005).  Deer harvest in GMU 
2 generally increased between 1997 and 2000 and subsequently declined between 
2001 and 2004.  The average number of days required to harvest a deer, however, 
remained constant across the entire period (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the 
human population of Metlakatla increased from 1970 to 1990, declined from 1990 to 
2000, and declined a further estimated 2 percent from 2000 to 2005.  Metlakatla had 
an estimated population of 1,342 in 2005. 

The majority (70 percent) of deer harvest by Metlakatla residents takes place in 
three WAAs located in the vicinity of the community (WAAs 101, 202, and 405) 
(Table 3.23-38).  Metlakatla residents account for 100 percent of rural harvest in 
these WAAs and from 33 percent to 90 percent of total harvest.  The other WAA 
identified as important to Metlakatla residents in Table 3.23-38, is located on north 
Prince of Wales Island.  Metlakatal residents account for just 2 percent of rural 
harvest in this area.  About 60 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by 
non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if 
necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests. 

Table 3.23-38   
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Metlakatla Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Metlakatla 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

101 16 16 99 94 94 89 87 86 86 86 85 
202 8 8 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
405 3 3 31 83 80 74 73 73 74 73 71 
1529 3 122 226 73 63 61 60 56 59 59 50 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Metlakatla community use area by 
Metlakatla residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in both the long term and short 
term.   

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Metlakatla residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its overall 
emphasis on Development LUDs, and lower under the other six alternatives.  The 
risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive 
management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth 
forests in this area.  The two WAAs of highest importance to Metlakatla hunters 
have existing open and total road densities ranging from less than 0.1 to 0.8 mile 
per square mile (for all ownerships combined).  Long-term (100+ years) road 
development would vary by alternative and would result in estimated maximum total 
road densities ranging from 0.2 to 2.3 miles per square mile in these WAAs under 
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Alternative 1, to 0.5 to 2.3 miles per square mile in these WAAs under Alternative 7 
(for all ownerships combined); however, the contribution of Tongass lands to these 
projected road densities is relatively small. 

Meyers Chuck is a small fishing village on the northwest tip of Cleveland Peninsula, 
40 miles northwest of Ketchikan.  According to the 2000 Census, Meyers Chuck had a 
2000 population of 21, none of whom were Alaska Native (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Beginning as a protected anchorage for fishing vessels, Meyers Chuck grew with the 
building of a cannery in Union Bay in 1916.  Postal service began in 1922.  Fishing and 
fish processing, and support services sustained the community until the mid-1900s.  
Fishing and fish processing are still the basic sources of income in the community.  

Meyers Chuck’s population was the same in 1990 as it was in 1970, but declined by 
16 residents, or 43 percent, between 1990 and 2000.  The population declined by a 
further 6 people or 29 percent between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated population 
was 11 in Meyers Chuck in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 37 50 37 21 15 11 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

The Meyers Chuck economy is primarily based on fishing with five residents (25 
percent of the population) holding commercial fishing licensees.  Due to the 
relatively few cash opportunities, many residents depend on subsistence activities 
(Alaska DCED, 2002). 

Employment by industry data for Meyers Chuck is not included because it was 
based on a very small sample size and may not be a good indicator of the economy 
as a whole.  The 2000 U.S. Census identified 3 people as employed in a potential 
workforce of 13 residents.  While no adults in Meyers Chuck were identified as 
unemployed and seeking work in 2000, 77 percent of the population was identified 
as unemployed and not seeking work.  Median household income was $64,375 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED, 2002). 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Meyers Chuck is part of the Cleveland Peninsula community group (see Table 3.23-
6).  Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Meyers 
Chuck in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is 
shown on Figure 3.23-19.  This area contains 380,308 acres of National Forest 
System land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-39 shows how the land 
within this community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by 
alternative.  The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 30 percent of the total acreage within the 
Meyers Chuck community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a 
significant effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the 
acreage by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  
The acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain 
constant under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural 
LUDs would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would  

Meyers Chuck 
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Figure 3.23-19 
Meyers Chuck’s Community Use Area 

Table 3.23-39 
LUD Groups in Meyers Chuck’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 0 2,222 11,711 56,183 31,849 31,259 78,597 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 48,596 48,596 48,596 48,596 48,596 48,596 48,596 
Mostly Natural 329,712 324,174 281,769 134,504 214,661 212,167 89,166 
Moderate Development 0 2,191 19,138 69,814 33,310 32,295 92,573 
Intensive Development 0 3,348 28,805 125,413 81,742 85,251 147,974 
Total 378,308 378,308 378,308 378,327 378,308 378,308 378,308 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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occur under Alternatives 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
increasing from 56 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 87 percent, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-39).  Alternatives 4 and 
7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 52 percent and 64 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7 compared to 30 
percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from no acreage under Alternative 1 to 21 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 8 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Meyers Chuck is primarily a fishing community and would be primarily influenced by 
changes in fishing.  Commercial fishing is not likely to be affected under any of 
the alternatives. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 80 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Meyers 
Chuck households (Kruse and Frazier, 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for the majority (83 percent) of per capita subsistence 
harvest in Meyers Chuck in 1987. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 5 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Meyers Chuck households (Kruse 
and Frazier, 1988).  Deer accounted for 5 percent of per capita subsistence harvest 
by Meyers Chuck residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2006).   

The WAAs used by Meyers Chuck residents for hunting deer lie within GMUs 1A, 2, 
and 4.  Meyers Chuck had an estimated population of 15 in 2005 and this is 
reflected in the small total number of deer harvested by community residents (Table 
3.23-40).  Four WAAs accounted for more than 75 percent of the annual average 
harvest by Meyers Chuck residents from 1996 to 2002.  The WAA located in GMU 4 
(3308) is located outside the Meyers Chuck community use area and was only 
hunted in one year.  This WAA is not considered further in this analysis.   

Deer harvest in GMU 1A generally declined from 1997 to 2004, with the number of 
hunters and hunter effort also decreasing over this period (ADF&G 2005).  Deer 
harvest in GMU 2 generally increased between 1997 and 2000 and subsequently 
declined between 2001 and 2004.  The average number of days required to harvest 
a deer, however, remained constant across the entire period (ADF&G 2005). 

Meyers Chuck residents take almost half (49 percent) of their deer from three WAAs 
(1003, 614, and 1319).  These WAAs would each be affected under the alternatives, 
with the greatest effects occurring under Alternatives 4 and 7 (Table 3.23-40).     

In summary, use of most subsistence resources (fish and marine invertebrates) by 
Meyers Chuck residents is not expected to be affected under any of the alternatives.  
Subsistence deer harvest patterns would be most likely to be affected under 
Alternative 7, which allocates the largest share of WAAs used by Meyers Chuck 
residents to development LUDs. 
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Table 3.23-40 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Meyers Chuck Residents Obtain 
Approximately 75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed as 

a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 

Meyers 
Chuck 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1003 4 17 61 66 54 53 53 49 51 52 47 
614 2 4 8 98 98 98 98 72 98 98 70 
3308 2 98 158 66 64 59 57 53 56 57 51 
1319 2 177 220 74 69 67 66 59 64 64 54 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

 
 

Naukati Bay is a town, approximately 6.5 square miles in size, located on the 
northwest coast of Prince of Wales Island.  According to the 2000 Census, Naukati 
Bay had a 2000 population of 135, with Alaska Natives comprising 10 percent of the 
total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

The U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey named the area “Naukatee Nay” in 1904 after 
the local Native name.  Naukati Bay was first developed as a logging camp, but in 
1991 an area approximately a mile from the camp was opened by the State 
Department of Natural Resources as a land disposal site for homesteaders (Alaska 
DCED 2006).  

The population of Naukati Bay increased by 42 people or 45 percent between 1990 
and 2000.  The population declined by 29 people or 21 percent between 2000 and 
2005.  Total estimated population was 129 in Naukati Bay in 2006 (Alaska DOL 
2007a). 

Year 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 93 135 106 129 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

The Naukati Bay economy is heavily dependent on the timber industry and 
employment is primarily seasonal.  The Naukati Logging camp provides log transfer 
services for several smaller camps on Prince of Wales Island (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 29 percent of the labor force in 
Naukati Bay was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 
7 percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was 
$27,500, compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Naukati Bay is located in the Thorne Bay Ranger District and is part of the North 
Prince of Wales community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed employment data 
are available for this community group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 
in the planning record.  Wood products employment in the North Prince of Wales 
community group declined by 186 jobs or 69 percent between 1990 and 1999.  
Wood products employment accounted for 83 jobs or 23 percent of total 
employment in this community group in 1999. 

Naukati Bay 
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Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 17 44 
Construction 2 5 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 2 5 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 0 0 
Information 2 5 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 0 0 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

2 5 

Education, Health & Social Services 9 23 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

3 8 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 0 0 
Public Administration 2 5 
Total Employment 39 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Naukati 
Bay in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown 
on Figure 3.23-20.  This area contains 1,109,349 acres of National Forest System 
land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-41 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 48 percent of the total acreage within the 
Naukati Bay community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant 
effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage 
by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The 
acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant 
under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur 
under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing 
from 45 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 63 percent under Alternative 1, 
with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-41).  Alternatives 
4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs 
would account for 55 percent and 69 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, 
respectively, compared to 48 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 15 percent under Alternative 1 to 28 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 19 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action). 

Economy 
Naukati Bay is primarily a logging community and as such will be directly affected by 
the amount of logging opportunities on north Prince of Wales Island.  Approximately 
6.5 MMBF was under contract in the Thorne Bay Ranger District in August 2006.  
This volume would not be affected under any of the alternatives.  These data 
provide an indication of potential impacts, actual impacts would depend on the 
volume that is under contract when the decision is implemented and whether 
potentially affected existing sales were cancelled as part of the decision.   
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Figure 3.23-20 
Naukati Bay’s Community Use Area 

Table 3.23-41 
LUD Groups in Naukati Bay’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 168,053 182,465 193,690 228,053 210,908 204,686 308,479 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 75,923 75,923 75,923 75,923 75,923 75,923 75,923 
Mostly Natural 695,124 615,063 556,587 423,984 500,059 509,065 268,147 
Moderate Development 95,904 112,411 139,346 168,888 160,274 159,214 265,623 
Intensive Development 242,395 305,951 337,493 440,556 373,094 365,146 499,656 
Total 1,109,347 1,109,348 1,109,350 1,109,351 1,109,350 1,109,348 1,109,349 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Subsistence 
Naukati Bay was not surveyed by the Tongass Resource Use Cooperative Survey, 
and there are no baseline subsistence data for this community.  No significant effect 
on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is expected from 
implementation of any alternative.  Marine resources (fish and marine invertebrates) 
accounted for 73 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Naukati Bay in 1987. 

Deer accounted for 19 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Naukati Bay 
residents in 1988 (ADF&G 2006).   

Naukati Bay residents harvest deer almost entirely on Prince of Wales Island, which 
is included in GMU 2.  Deer harvest and hunter effort in GMU 2 generally increased 
during 1997-2000 and subsequently declined during 2000 to 2004; however, no 
change has been noted in the average number of hunter-days required to harvest a 
deer (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, Naukati Bay’s human population decreased 
by an estimated 21 percent between 2000 and 2005. 

Residents of Naukati Bay harvest the majority (78 percent) of their deer from three 
WAAs on north Prince of Wales Island (1422, 1527, and 1529).  As shown in Table 
3.23-42, the Naukati Bay portion ranges from 4 percent to 28 percent of the total 
harvest and from 7 percent to 46 percent of the rural hunter harvest in these WAAs.  
About 37 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, 
suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before 
restrictions are placed on rural harvests. 

Table 3.23-42 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and 
After 100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a 
Percent of 1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Naukati Bay Residents Obtain 
Approximately 75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from  
1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, 

Expressed as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 

Naukati 
Bay 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1422 53 209 300 60 50 48 47 46 47 47 43 
1527 14 31 50 73 65 61 60 60 59 59 55 
1529 8 122 226 73 63 61 60 56 59 59 50 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

WAAs 1422, 1527, and 1529 occur in an area with substantial past harvest and, 
therefore, deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be considerably below 
1954 levels (Table 3.23-42).  Under each of the alternatives, additional harvest 
would occur that would reduce habitat capabilities after 100+ years to 43-50 percent 
of 1954 levels in WAA 1422, 55-65 percent in WAA 1527, and 50-63 percent in 
WAA 1529.  

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Naukati Bay community use area 
by Naukati residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in the short term.  Projected 
deer harvest for all rural hunters and all hunters would exceed 10 percent habitat 
capability, the level that the analysis assumed would provide a reasonably high level 
of hunter success for their effort in the long term.  The Final EIS analysis concluded 
that at some point a restriction in hunting might be necessary. 
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In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Naukati Bay residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its overall 
emphasis on Development LUDs within the Naukati Bay use area, and lower under 
the other six alternatives.  The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced 
somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and 
future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect effects associated 
with increased competition for deer within Naukati Bay’s subsistence use areas 
could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters from other 
communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road development under the 
alternatives would improve access but may increase competition with other non-
local hunters.  The level of road development is already relatively high in these 
WAAs. Existing open road densities are 1.0. 0.9, and 0.9 mile per square mile and 
existing total road densities are 1.9, 1.5, and 1.5 miles per square mile in WAAs 
1422, 1527, and 1529, respectively).  Long-term (100+ years) road development 
would vary by alternative and would result in estimated maximum total road 
densities ranging from 1.7 to 2.1 mile per square mile in these WAAs under 
Alternative 1, to 1.9 to 2.5 miles per square mile in these WAAs under Alternative 7 
(for all ownerships combined). 

Pelican is a fishing village along Lisianski Inlet on the northwest corner of Chichagof 
Island, located approximately 70 air miles north of Sitka and 70 air miles west of 
Juneau.  Part of the community is built on pilings over tideland.  A boardwalk serves 
as the town’s main thoroughfare due to lack of flat land for roads.  According to the 
2000 Census, Pelican had a 2000 population of 199, with Alaska Natives comprising 
21 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001).   

Prior to its settlement in 1938, the Pelican area was used as a safe harbor by 
fishermen and as a hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering site by Hoonah Tlingit 
groups, who claimed lands on either side of Cross Sound (ADF&G 1994). 

Pelican was incorporated as a second class city in 1943.  Pelican employs a full-
time city manager and is governed by a mayor and city council.  The community has 
a local Fish and Game Advisory Committee.  The Native community, largely Tlingit, 
is represented by a local Tlingit and Haida Community Council.  No Native land 
allotments or withdrawals occur in the immediate vicinity of Pelican.  Pelican is 
accessible via the Alaska ferry system, as well as floatplane from Juneau or Sitka 
(ADF&G 1994). 

The population of Pelican, which grew by 67 percent between 1970 and 1990, 
decreased by 27 percent between 1990 and 2000.  The population continued to 
decline in the first part of this decade, decreasing by 48 people or 29 percent 
between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated population was 106 in Pelican in 2006 
(Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 133 180 222 163 115 106 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

The Pelican economy is primarily based on commercial fishing (41 residents hold 
permits) and seafood processing.  Pelican Seafoods, the largest employer, operates 
a seafood processing plant, the electric utility, a fuel company, and a store.  It was 
purchased by Kaioh Suisan, a Japanese firm, in 1989 and then closed in 1996.  It 
was subsequently purchased by Kake Tribal Corporation and re-opened during the 
same year.  The plant processes salmon, halibut, sable fish, rockfish, and 
dungenesss crab (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Pelican 
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There have been low levels of tourism in Pelican for some time but more recently 
with the decline in commercial fishing tourism has begun to play a more important 
role in the local economy (Dugan et al. 2006).  Tourism in Pelican is primarily 
focused on sport fishing and marine wildlife viewing charters, with 12 marine 
charters operating out of the town in 2005.  The town also serves as a jumping-off 
point for independent travelers accessing nearby wilderness.  

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 8 percent of the labor force in 
Pelican was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $48,750, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 21 26 
Construction 2 2 
Manufacturing 25 31 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 3 4 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 7 9 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 0 0 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

2 2 

Education, Health & Social Services 16 20 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

0 0 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 0 0 
Public Administration 5 6 
Total Employment 81 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, and 
subsistence use of this community.   

Pelican is part of the North Chichagof community group, which also includes Elfin Cove 
and Hoonah (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed employment data are available for this 
community group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record.  
Manufacturing and non-federal government were the major employers in the North 
Chichagof community group in 1999, accounting for 34 and 30 percent of total 
employment, respectively.  Logging and seafood processing accounted for 24 and 10 
percent of total employment, respectively. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Pelican 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-21.  This area contains 488,851 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-43 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs account for less than one percent of the lands in the Pelican 
community use area under Alternative 5 (No Action).  The acreage allocated to 
Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant under all alternatives.  
The main difference between the alternatives is the amount of acres allocated to 
development LUDs.  Under Alternatives 4 and 7, approximately 5 percent of the area 
would be allocated to development LUDs, compared to less than 1 percent under 
Alternatives 2, 3, 5, and 6 and zero under Alternative 1.  



 Environment and Effects  3 
 

Final EIS 3-659 Subregional Overview and Communities 

Figure 3.23-21 
Pelican’s Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-43 
LUD Groups in Pelican’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 0 972 972 8,063 820 972 8,127 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 245,569 245,569 245,569 245,569 245,569 245,569 245,569 
Mostly Natural 243,281 240,434 240,430 218,829 240,602 240,425 218,829 
Moderate Development 0 0 0 1,729 0 0 1,729 
Intensive Development 0 2,848 2,851 22,723 2,679 2,857 22,723 
Total 488,851 488,851 488,851 488,851 488,851 488,851 488,851 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Economy 
Pelican is primarily a commercial fishing and seafood processing town.  
Employment within the community is expected to remain stable as long as the 
Pelican Seafoods plant continues to operate.  Commercial fishing is not expected to 
be significantly affected under any of the alternatives. 

Subsistence 
In terms of subsistence use, Lisianski Inlet, Icy Strait, northwest Chichagof, and 
Yakobi Island are the most important areas to Pelican.  These areas are presently 
legislatively withdrawn from timber harvest as either Wilderness or LUD II or 
allocated to the Mostly Natural LUDs.  Therefore, it is unlikely that subsistence use 
in Pelican would be directly affected under any of the alternatives. 

No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 63 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Pelican 
households (Kruse and Frazier, 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 64 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Pelican 
in 1987. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 30 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Pelican households (Kruse and 
Frazier, 1988).  Deer accounted for 30 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Pelican residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2006).   

The WAAs used by Pelican residents for hunting deer lie within Game Management 
Unit (GMU) 4.  Deer harvest in GMU 4 is considered very high relative to other 
areas of Southeast Alaska, which is indicative of relatively high deer populations 
(ADF&G 2005).  Over 1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in the number 
of deer harvested or in the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the 
number of residents in Pelican decreased by 29 percent from 2000 to 2005. 

Pelican residents take the majority (94 percent) of their deer from three WAAs on 
northwestern Chichagof Island (3417, 3418, and 3419).  As shown in Table 3.23-44, 
these WAAs would not be affected by any of the alternatives because they are in 
wilderness, LUD II areas, or are in other Non-development LUDs.       

Table 3.23-44 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Pelican Residents Obtain Approximately 
75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest  
from 1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Pelican 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

3418 37 62 70 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3419 35 35 47 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3417 28 100 159 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
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The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Pelican community use area by 
Pelican residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in the short term and long term. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resfources (fish and marine invertebrates) by 
Pelican residents is not expected to be affected under any of the alternatives.  In 
addition, subsistence use of deer by Pelican households would not be directly 
affected by any of the alternatives as the areas most heavily used by Pelican.  
Marine resources (fish and marine invertebrates) accounted for 64 percent of per 
capita subsistence harvest in Pelican in 1987. 

Petersburg is located on the northern tip of Mitkof Island across Wrangell Narrows 
from Kupreanof Island.  It lies midway between Juneau and Ketchikan, about 120 
miles from either community.  According to the 2000 Census, Petersburg had a 
2000 population of 3,224, with Alaska Natives comprising 7 percent of the total (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2001).  The community of Kupreanof, with a population of 23 in 
2000, is located less than one mile from Petersburg, on Kupreanof Island.  This 
settlement is economically tied to Petersburg, where most residents find 
employment, purchase goods, and attend school (ADF&G 1994). 

Prior to Petersburg’s development by homesteaders and fishermen around 1900, 
Tlingit use of the area occurred at many small settlements (ADF&G 1994).  The 
community of Petersburg was founded by Norwegian Peter Buschmann in 1899 and 
incorporated in 1906.  More Norwegians followed and settled into a Scandinavian-
style community.  Petersburg has a local Fish and Game Advisory Committee, 
which takes an active interest in resource management issues (ADF&G 1994). 

The population of Petersburg, which increased by 57 percent between 1970 and 
1990, increased by less than 1 percent between 1990 and 2000.  The population 
decreased by 69 people or 2 percent between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated 
population was 3,129 in Petersburg in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 2,042 2,821 3,207 3,224 3,155 3,129 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

The Petersburg economy is primarily based on the commercial fishing (469 
residents have commercial fishing permits) and timber industries and, unlike the rest 
of Southeast Alaska, has escaped the severe swings in economic cycles.  Estimated 
gross fishing revenues of local residents was almost $22 million in 2000.  
Petersburg is among the top-ranked ports in the United States for quality and value 
of fish landed.  The city includes several processors operating cold storage, 
canneries, and custom packing services and the state-run Crystal Lake salmon 
hatchery.  Petersburg also provides supplies and services for many of the area 
logging camps.  While there is no deep water dock suitable for cruise ships, there is 
independent sportsmen and tourist visitation (Alaska DCED, 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 10 percent of the labor force in 
Petersburg was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $49,028, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED, 2002). 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Petersburg and 
Kupreanof 
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Petersburg and Kupreanof are part of the Petersburg community group (see Table 
3.23-6).  Detailed employment data are available for this community group by 
economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record. 

Non-federal government and seafood processing were the main employers in the 
Petersburg community group in 1999, accounting for 25 and 24 percent of total 
employment, respectively.  Employment in the wood products sector declined by 93 
percent between 1990 and 1999, with just 5 people employed in this sector in 1999.  
Three sawmills, The Mill, Alaska Fibre, and Southeast Alaska Wood Products, were 
identified in Petersburg in the mill survey conducted for the Forest Service in 2006.  
The mill survey noted that Alaska Fibre sold its primary processing equipment in 
2005, but reportedly has plans to purchase and install new equipment (Juneau 
Economic Development Council 2007).  According to the 2006 mill survey, The Mill 
and Southeast Alaska Wood Products had respective installed production capacities 
of 8.5 MMBF and 4.5 MMBF, and together processed approximately 250 MBF in 
2006 and employed 2 people (Juneau Economic Development Council 2007).   

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 301 20 
Construction 75 5 
Manufacturing 136 9 
Wholesale Trade 6 0 
Retail Trade 165 11 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 111 7 
Information 60 4 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 25 2 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

39 3 

Education, Health & Social Services 268 18 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

128 8 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 96 6 
Public Administration 118 8 
Total Employment 1,528 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of 
Petersburg in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is 
shown on Figure 3.23-22.  This area contains 742,197 acres of National Forest 
System land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-45 shows how the lands 
within this community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by 
alternative.  The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for about 40 percent of the total acreage 
within the Petersburg community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a 
significant effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the 
acreage by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  
The acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain 
constant under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural 
LUDs would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would 
occur under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
increasing from 30 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 58 percent under 
Alternative 1, with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-45).  
Alternatives 4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.   
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Figure 3.23-22 
Petersburg’s Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-45 
LUD Groups in Petersburg’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 37,346 64,756 80,848 99,068 86,229 86,177 115,610 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 223,285 223,285 223,285 223,285 223,285 223,285 223,285 
Mostly Natural 432,243 336,442 251,709 170,174 223,095 233,287 125,381 
Moderate Development 45,518 100,014 147,536 195,479 162,219 160,680 220,238 
Intensive Development 41,151 82,456 119,667 153,259 133,598 124,946 173,300 
Total 742,197 742,197 742,197 742,198 742,198 742,197 742,205 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Development LUDs would account for 47 percent and 53 percent under Alternatives 
4 and 7, respectively, compared to 40 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 5 percent under Alternative 1 to 16 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 12 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Commercial fishing is particularly important to Petersburg.  Commercial fisheries 
employment is not likely to be affected under any of the alternatives.  Southeast 
Alaska Wood Products had 1.7 MMBF under contract with the Forest Service in 
August 2006.  This volume would not be affected under any of the alternatives.  
Approximately 20.6 MMBF is presently under contract in the Petersburg Ranger 
District in August 2006.  About 4.6 MMBF of this volume would be affected under 
Alternative 1, which would maintain all Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Tongass 
in a natural condition and not permit timber harvest in these areas.  None of the 
other alternatives would affect this volume.  These data provide an indication of 
potential impacts, actual impacts would depend on the volume that is under contract 
when the decision is implemented and whether potentially affected existing sales 
were cancelled as part of the decision.   

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 52 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Petersburg 
households (Kruse and Frazier, 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 65 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in 
Petersburg in 1987. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 21 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Petersburg households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 22 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Petersburg residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2006).   

Petersburg residents harvest deer on and around Mitkof and Kupreanof Islands, with 
the majority of harvest occurring within GMUs 3 and 4.  Deer harvest in GMU 3 
declined between 1998-2002 and increased between 2002-2004.  The number of 
deer hunters declined between 2000-2002 and slightly increased between 2002-
2004 (ADF&G 2005).  Deer harvest in GMU 4 is considered very high relative to 
other areas of Southeast Alaska, which is indicative of relatively high deer 
populations (ADF&G 2005).  Over 1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in 
the number of deer harvested or in the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005).  As noted 
above, the human population of Petersburg declined by an estimated 2 percent 
between 2000 and 2005.  Petersburg had an estimated human population of 3,155 
in 2005. 

Eight WAAs account for the majority (78 percent) of deer harvest by Petersburg 
residents.  As shown in Table 3.23-46, the Petersburg portion represents about 
three-quarters of the total and rural hunter harvest in these WAAs.   

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted by Petersburg residents in the short term 
and long term.  There was also sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the 
Petersburg community use area by all rural hunters in both the short term and long  
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Table 3.23-46 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Petersburg Residents Obtain Approximately 
75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

Average Deer Harvest from 1996 
to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Petersburg 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

2007 143 143 143 79 74 68 67 62 66 65 58 
1905 115 400 400 77 72 67 67 59 66 65 57 
3939 88 114 125 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
1605 52 54 42 76 76 71 64 57 63 63 56 
3938 44 52 102 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
5138 40 47 49 88 79 70 69 64 68 68 59 
5133 36 38 38 98 97 97 96 82 84 85 80 
3940 34 75 77 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

term.  Projected deer harvest for all hunters would exceed 10 percent habitat 
capability, the level that the analysis assumed would provide a reasonably high level 
of hunter success for their effort, in the long term.  The Final EIS analysis concluded 
that at some point a restriction in hunting might be necessary. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Petersburg residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer in some of the WAAs hunted by Petersburg 
residents may be affected to the point that some restriction in hunting might be 
necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The risks of this occurring 
are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its general lack of Non-Development 
LUDs within the Petersburg use area, and lower under the other six alternatives.  
The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive 
management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth 
forests in this area.  Indirect effects associated with increased competition for deer 
within Petersburg’s subsistence use areas could also occur under all alternatives 
due to displacement of hunters from other communities due to timber harvest 
activity.  Additional road development under the alternatives would improve access 
but may increase competition with other non-local hunters.   

Point Baker is located on the northern tip of Prince of Wales Island, 101 air miles 
northwest of Ketchikan.  Point Baker received its name in 1793 from Captain 
George Vancouver.  According to the 2000 Census, Point Baker had a 2000 
population of 35, with Alaska Natives comprising 3 percent of the total (U.S. Census 
Bureau 2001). 

Native settlement of the area was already established during Vancouver’s time.  
Tlingits used fish camps at Point Baker to participate in both customary trade and 
subsistence fishing.  Commercial fishing at Point Baker began in the early 1900s, 
when the area was used as the site of a floating fish packer.  Land sales in Point 
Baker accounted for part of an increase in year-round residents, the majority being 
non-Native (ADF&G 1994). 

Point Baker is accessible by floatplane and skiff.  Point Baker is not an incorporated 
city, nor is it within any other local government jurisdiction.  It is not part of any 

Point Baker 
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Native organization and has no traditional council.  The town is not recognized 
under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act.  Residents of Point Baker are 
members of the Sumner Strait Fish and Game Advisory Committee (ADF&G 1994). 

The population of Point Baker, which decreased by about a half between 1970 and 
1990, was fairly constant between 1990 and 2000.  The population decreased by an 
estimated 13 people or 37 percent between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated 
population was 16 in Point Baker in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 80 90 39 35 22 16 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

The Point Baker economy is heavily dependent on the fishing industry, with three 
quarters of the population holding commercial fishing permits (Alaska DCED 2002).  

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  These data are an extrapolation based on 
information from a sample of residents.  An extrapolation of a small sample may 
have inaccuracies but should provide a general indication of the distribution of 
employment.  The 2000 U.S. Census estimated that 15 residents are employed.  
While no adults in Point Baker were identified as unemployed and seeking work in 
2000, 58 percent of the population was identified as not employed and not seeking 
work.  Median household income was $28,000, compared to a regional median of 
$44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 6 40 
Construction 0 0 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 2 13 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 0 0 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 0 0 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

0 0 

Education, Health & Social Services 5 33 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

0 0 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 0 0 
Public Administration 2 13 
Total Employment 15 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Point Baker is part of the North Prince of Wales community group (see Table 3.23-
6).  Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record.  Wood products employment 
in the North Prince of Wales community group declined by 186 jobs or 69 percent 
between 1990 and 1999.  Wood products employment accounted for 83 jobs or 23 
percent of total employment in this community group in 1999. 
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Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Point 
Baker in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is 
shown on Figure 3.23-23.  This area contains 842,636 acres of National Forest 
System land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-47 shows how the lands 
within this community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by 
alternative.  The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 43 percent of the total acreage within the 
Point Baker community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant 
effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage 
by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The 
acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant 
under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur 
under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing 
from 48 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 64 percent under Alternative 1, 
with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-47).  Alternatives 
4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs 
would account for 52 percent and 61 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, 
respectively, compared to 43 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 13 percent under Alternative 1 to 25 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 17 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Commercial fisheries and subsistence use are important to Point Baker.  
Commercial fisheries employment is not likely to be affected under any of the 
alternatives. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 59 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Point Baker 
households (Kruse and Frazier, 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 79 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Point 
Baker in 1996. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 27 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Point Baker households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 16 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Point Baker residents in 1996 (ADF&G 2006).   

Point Baker residents harvest deer on north Prince of Wales Island and Kupreanof 
Island, which are included in GMUs 2 and 3, respectively.  Deer harvest and hunter 
effort in GMU 2 generally increased during 1997-2000 and subsequently declined 
during 2000-2004; however, no change has been noted in the average number of 
hunter-days required to harvest a deer (ADF&G 2005).  Deer harvest in GMU 3 
declined between 1998-2002 and increased between 2002-2004.  The number of 
deer hunters declined between 2000-2002 and slightly increased between 2002-
2004 (ADF&G 2005).  Point Baker had a total estimated population of 22 people in 
2005, 13 fewer people than in 2000. 
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Figure 3.23-23 
Point Baker’s Community Use Area 

 

Table 3.23-47 
LUD Groups in Point Baker’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 112,293 123,969 130,724 161,202 146,330 141,600 211,416 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 78,757 78,757 78,757 78,757 78,757 78,757 78,757 
Mostly Natural 542,684 481,817 446,696 322,317 404,971 411,024 247,568 
Moderate Development 47,608 57,686 78,121 98,590 93,354 94,718 133,755 
Intensive Development 173,586 224,376 239,064 342,975 265,556 258,138 382,556 
Total 842,635 842,636 842,638 842,638 842,638 842,636 842,636 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Residents of Point Baker harvest the majority (72 percent) of their deer from two 
WAAs on north Prince of Wales Island (1529) and Kupreanof Island (5134).  As 
shown in Table 3.23-48, the Point Baker portion ranges from 6 percent to 19 percent 
of the total harvest and from 3 percent to 16 percent of the rural hunter harvest in 
these WAAs.  About 41 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-
rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if 
necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, selected alternative 
(Alternative 11 in the 1997 Forest Plan EIS) should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability for deer hunted by Point Baker residents in the short term and long 
term.  There was also sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Point Baker 
community use area by all rural hunters in both the short term and long term.  
Projected deer harvest for all hunters would exceed 10 percent habitat capability, 
the level that the analysis assumed would provide a reasonably high level of hunter 
success for their effort, in the long term.  The Final EIS analysis concluded that at 
some point a restriction in hunting might be necessary. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Point Baker residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer on Prince of Wales Island may be affected to the 
point that some restriction in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even 
under Alternative 1.  The risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 
because of its general emphasis on Development LUDs within the Point Baker use 
area, and lower under the other six alternatives.  The risk of hunting restrictions 
would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of 
the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect 
effects associated with increased competition for deer within Point Baker’s 
subsistence use areas on Prince of Wales Island could also occur under all 
alternatives due to displacement of hunters from other communities due to timber 
harvest activity.  Additional road development under the alternatives would improve 
access but may increase competition with other non-local hunters.  The level of road 
development is already relatively high in one of the WAAs most used by Point Baker 
residents (1529), with an existing open and total road densities of 0.9 and 1.5 miles 
per square mile, respectively.  Road densities are very low in the other WAAs (5014 
and 5134) important to Point Baker subsistence deer hunters.  Long-term (100+ 
years) road development would vary by alternative and would result in estimated  

Table 3.23-48 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Point Baker Residents Obtain Approximately 
75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

 
Average Deer Harvest from 

1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 

Point 
Baker 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1529 7 122 226 73 63 61 60 56 59 59 50 
5134 6 33 39 92 92 92 89 83 87 87 83 
5014 2 4 4 96 96 96 96 70 75 75 64 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
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maximum total road densities ranging from 0.1 to 1.7 mile per square mile in these 
three WAAs under Alternative 1, to 0.3 to 2.5 miles per square mile in these WAAs 
under Alternative 7 (for all ownerships combined). 

Port Alexander is located on the southern tip of Baranof Island about 85 miles south 
of Sitka.  According to the 2000 Census, Port Alexander had a 2000 population of 
81, with Alaska Natives comprising 4 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 
2001). 

Port Alexander was named in 1849 by the governor of the Russian American 
colonies.  In 1913, salmon trollers discovered the rich fishing grounds in the area, 
and two floating processors arrived soon after.  By 1916, there was a fishing supply 
store, a shore station, and a bakery at Port Alexander.  During the 1920s and 1930s, 
a prosperous fishing fleet evolved, and houses, stores, restaurants, and a school 
were constructed.  The 1940s and 1950s saw a steep decline in Port Alexander’s 
population.  Today, people choose Port Alexander as a home because of its 
independent, subsistence lifestyle, and commercial fishing opportunities, as well as 
its remote setting.  There are no roads in Port Alexander; travel within the 
community is by skiff, boardwalks, and footpaths (ADF&G 1994).  The community 
has a local Fish and Game Advisory Committee. 

Port Alexander’s population, which was three times larger in 1990 than it was in 
1970, decreased by 32 percent (39 residents) between 1990 and 2000.  The 
population stayed relatively constant between 2000 and 2005, decreasing by an 
estimated 6 people over this period.   Total estimated population was 64 in Port 
Alexander in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 36 86 119 81 75 64 
Source: USDA Forest Service 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Alaska DOL 2007a 

The economy of Port Alexander is largely based on commercial fishing and 
subsistence use of marine and forest resources.  More than 40 percent of the 
population hold commercial fishing permits (35 residents).  The City, the school, and 
post office provide the only full time employment in the area (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data for Port Alexander is not included since it was based 
on a very small sample size and may not be a good indicator of the economy as a 
whole.  The 2000 U.S. Census identified 29 residents of Port Alexander as being 
employed out of a potential work force (aAge 16+) of 48.  Approximately 9 percent of 
the labor force in Port Alexander was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 
2000, compared to 7 percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household 
income was $31,563 compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 
2002). 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Port Alexander is part of the Kuiu Island community group (see Table 3.23-6).  
Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record.  Logging employment 
accounted for 91 percent of total employment (77 jobs) in this community group in 
1990.  There was no logging employment in this community group in 1999, and the 
non-federal government sector accounted for 13 of the 14 recorded jobs. 

Port Alexander 
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Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Port 
Alexander in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is 
shown on Figure 3.23-24.  This area contains 86,828 acres of National Forest 
System land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-49 shows how the lands 
within this community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by 
alternative.  The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3.   

None of Port Alexander’s community use area is presently allocated to 
development LUDs and this would be the case under all the alternatives evaluated 
in this EIS.  There would be no change in the LUD allocation for this community 
under any of the alternatives. 

Economy 
Port Alexander is primarily a commercial fishing town.  Commercial fishing and 
subsistence use are important to the community.  Commercial fishing is not 
expected to be significantly affected under any of the alternatives. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 
55 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Port 
Alexander households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 55 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Port 
Alexander in 1987. 

Deer account for 36 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources 
harvested by Port Alexander households (Kruse and Frazier, 1988).  Deer accounted 
for 35 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Port Alexander residents in 1987 
(ADF&G 2006).   

Port Alexander residents take the majority (95 percent) of their deer from one WAA 
(3734) on the south end of Baranof Island.  This WAA is located within GMU 4.  
Deer harvest in GMU 4 is considered very high relative to other areas of Southeast 
Alaska, which is indicative of relatively high deer populations (ADF&G 2005).  Over 
1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in the number of deer harvested or in 
the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005).  Port Alexander’s human population declined 
slightly between 2000 and 2005. 

As shown in Table 3.23-50, WAA 3734 would not be affected under any of the 
alternatives.   

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest 
Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are similar to the 
four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability for deer hunted in the Port Alexander community use area by Port 
Alexander residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in the short term and long term.   
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Figure 3.23-24 
Port Alexander’s Community Use Area 

Table 3.23-49 
LUD Groups in Port Alexander’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 17,972 17,972 17,972 17,972 17,972 17,972 17,972 
Mostly Natural 68,856 68,856 68,856 68,793 68,856 68,856 68,856 
Moderate Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Intensive Development 0 0 0 63 0 0 0 
Total 86,828 86,828 86,828 86,828 86,828 86,828 86,828 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Table 3.23-50 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Port Alexander Residents Obtain 
Approximately 75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

 
Average Deer Harvest from 

1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 

Port 
Alexander 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

3734 38 74 85 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources (fish and marine invertebrates) by 
Port Alexander residents is not expected to be affected under any of the 
alternatives.  In addition, subsistence use of deer by Port Alexander households 
would not be directly affected by any of the alternatives as the area most heavily 
used by Port Alexander residents is in Non-development LUDs.  It is also unlikely 
that Port Alexander residents would be affected by increased competition or access 
because of the limited access and the lack of activities under the alternatives in this 
area. 

Port Protection, located on the northern end of Prince of Wales Island in a quiet bay 
facing Sumner Strait, is only accessible by air and water.  The nearby logging camp 
site at Labouchere Bay, however, is a roaded port.  The community’s setting along 
the waterfront of the cove requires skiff travel for most purposes (ADF&G 1994).  

Port Protection is not an incorporated city, nor is it within any local government 
jurisdiction.  Residents of Port Protection are members of the Sumner Strait Fish 
and Game Advisory Committee (ADF&G 1994).  According to the 2000 Census, 
Port Protection had a 2000 population of 63, none of whom were Alaska Natives 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Port Protection was first reported to the western world by the English explorer 
George Vancouver in 1793.  Signs of earlier indigenous occupation of the northern 
shoreline of Prince of Wales Island include stone and wooden stake fish weirs and 
traps, as well as shell middens of edible marine invertebrates (ADF&G 1994). 

A scow served as a fish-buying station until it was replaced in 1946 by a trading 
post.  A long float dock accommodated many fishing boats at the post (ADF&G 
1994). 

The population of Port Protection, which increased by approximately 50 percent 
between 1980 and 1990, was approximately the same in 2000 as it was in 1990.  
The population decreased by an estimated 9 people or 14 percent between 2000 
and 2005.  Total estimated population was 59 in Port Protection in 2006 (Alaska 
DOL 2007a). 

Year 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 40 62 63 54 59 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

The Port Protection economy peaks during the fishing season in summer and fall.  
Fourteen residents hold a commercial fishing permit and some residents provide 

Port Protection 
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sport fishing charters. Local residents depend on subsistence for year-round support 
(Alaska DCED 2002; 2006). 

The 2000 U.S. Census identified a potential work force of 61 residents and total 
employment of 34.  Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED 
from the 2000 Census are summarized in the table below.  These data is 
extrapolated from a sample of the city population.  Because the sample size was 
small, the extrapolation is not accurate in detail, but should provide a general 
indication of distribution of employment.  While no adults in Port Protection were 
unemployed and seeking work in 2000, 44 percent were unemployed and not 
seeking work.  Median household income was $10,938, compared to a regional 
median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 5 5 
Construction 5 5 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 2 2 
Retail Trade 8 9 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 5 5 
Information 4 4 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 7 8 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

2 2 

Education, Health & Social Services 27 30 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

3 3 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 7 8 
Public Administration 16 18 
Total Employment 91 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, and 
subsistence use of this community.   

Port Protection is part of the North Prince of Wales community group (see Table 3.23-
6).  Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record.  Wood products employment in 
the North Prince of Wales community group declined by 186 jobs or 69 percent 
between 1990 and 1999.  Wood products employment accounted for 83 jobs or 23 
percent of total employment in this community group in 1999. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Port 
Protection in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is 
shown on Figure 3.23-25.  This area contains 706,627 acres of National Forest System 
land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-51 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  The 
LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 49 percent of the total acreage within the 
Port Protection community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a 
significant effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the 
acreage by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.   
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Figure 3.23-25 
Port Protection’s Community Use Area 

Table 3.23-51 
LUD Groups in Port Protection’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 108,469 120,049 127,290 135,243 134,817 129,563 180,164 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 17,019 17,019 17,019 17,019 17,019 17,019 17,019 
Mostly Natural 474,390 407,001 367,958 320,675 345,451 353,087 245,932 
Moderate Development 48,236 58,268 78,759 81,614 81,785 82,807 116,805 
Intensive Development 166,980 224,338 242,892 287,321 262,373 253,714 326,871 
Total 706,625 706,626 706,628 706,629 706,628 706,626 706,627 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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The acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain 
constant under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural 
LUDs would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would 
occur under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
increasing from 49 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 64 percent under 
Alternative 1, with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-51).  
Alternatives 4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  
Development LUDs would account for 53 percent and 64 percent under Alternatives 
4 and 7 compared to 49 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 17 percent under Alternative 1 to 25 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 19 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action). 

Economy 
Port Protection’s economy primarily depends upon commercial fishing.  Subsistence 
use is also important in this community.  Commercial fisheries employment is not 
likely to be affected under any of the alternatives. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 69 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Port 
Protection in 1996. 

Deer accounted for 21 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Port Protection 
residents in 1996 (ADF&G 2006).   

Port Protection residents take the majority (95 percent) of their deer from one WAA 
(1529) on the north end of Prince of Wales Island.  This WAA is located within GMU 
2.  Deer harvest and hunter effort in GMU 2 generally increased during 1997-2000 
and subsequently declined during 2000-2004; however, no change has been noted 
in the average number of hunter-days required to harvest a deer (ADF&G 2005).  
Port Protection’s population declined slightly between 2000 and 2005. 

As shown in Table 3.23-52, the Port Protection portion of harvest represents about 4 
percent of the total harvest and about 8 percent of the rural hunter harvest in WAA 
1529.  About 46 percent of the harvest in this WAA is by non-rural hunters, 
suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if necessary, before 
restrictions are placed on rural harvests.   

WAA 1529 occurs in an area with substantial past harvest and, therefore, deer habitat 
capabilities are currently estimated to be considerably below 1954 levels (Table 3.23-
52).  Under each of the alternatives, additional harvest would occur that would reduce 
habitat capabilities after 100+ years to 50-63 percent of 1954 levels (Table 3.23-52).  

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted by Port Protection residents and by all 
hunters in the short-term.  In the long-term, the affected WAAs may not be able to 
provide deer for all hunters. 
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Table 3.23-52 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Port Protection Residents Obtain 
Approximately 75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

 
Average Deer Harvest from 

1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 

Port 
Protection 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1529 10 122 226 73 63 61 60 56 59 59 50 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Port Protection residents (fish 
and marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its general 
emphasis on Development LUDs within the Port Protection use area, and lower 
under the other six alternatives.  The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced 
somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and 
future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect effects associated 
with increased competition for deer within Port Protection’s subsistence use areas 
could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters from other 
communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road development under the 
alternatives would improve access but may increase competition with other non-
local hunters.  The level of road development is already relatively high in this WAA.   
Existing open road density is 0.9 mile per square mile and existing total road density 
is 1.5 miles per square mile, respectively (all ownerships combined).  Long-term 
(100+ years) road development would vary by alternative and would result in an 
estimated maximum total road density of 1.7 mile per square mile under Alternative 
1, to 2.0 miles per square mile under Alternative 7 (for all ownerships combined). 

Saxman is located on west Revillagigedo Island on the Tongass Highway, about 
three miles south of Ketchikan.  According to the 2000 Census, Saxman had a 2000 
population of 431, with Alaska Natives comprising 66 percent of the total (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2001). 

In 1894, Tlingits from the old Cape Fox and Tongass villages chose Saxman as the 
site for a new village in which to locate a government school and a new Presbyterian 
church.  The Saxman people are also known as the Cape Fox people or Sanya in 
the earlier ethnographies.  Saxman was incorporated in 1929 and was certified by 
the federal government as a second class municipal corporation.  Three years later, 
the federal government issued a patent to 365 acres of land to the townsite trustee 
for Saxman (ADF&G 1994). 

When the Ketchikan Gateway Borough was formed in 1963, Saxman was included 
within its boundaries.  In 1971 and 1973, respectively, Saxman was recognized and 
then certified as a Native village under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act.  An 
elected mayor and six city council members constitute the governing body of the 
municipality as organized under state law.  The community has a local Fish and 
Game Advisory Committee (ADF&G 1994). 

Saxman 
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When the Tlingits left their old villages to move to Saxman, they abandoned houses, 
totems, carvings, and other cultural and ceremonial artifacts.  In 1938, the Civilian 
Conservation Corps retrieved and brought to Saxman original totems from the 
abandoned villages and cemeteries of Tongass, Cat, and Pennock Islands, and 
Cape Fox.  The Totem Park in Saxman has become a major attraction for Ketchikan 
area visitors (ADF&G 1994). 

The population of Saxman, which more than doubled between 1970 and 1990, 
increased by 17 percent between 1990 and 2000.  The population decreased by 26 
people or 6 percent between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated population was 422 in 
Saxman in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 135 273 369 431 405 422 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

Most employment opportunities for Saxman residents are in the city of Ketchikan.  
The City of Saxman, the Saxman Seaport, and the Cape Fox Corporation provide 
employment for a number of local residents.  The Saxman Totem Park with a tribal 
house, a carving center, and a cultural hall for traditional Tlingit dance, has become 
an attraction for Ketchikan area visitors (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 26 percent of the labor force in 
Saxman was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $44,375, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 8 5 
Construction 19 13 
Manufacturing 7 5 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 19 13 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 13 9 
Information 3 2 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 18 12 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

2 1 

Education, Health & Social Services 16 11 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

17 11 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 8 5 
Public Administration 21 14 
Total Employment 151 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Saxman is located in the Ketchikan Ranger District and is part of the Ketchikan 
community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed employment data are available for 
this community group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning 
record. 
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Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Saxman 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-26.  This area contains 1,975,123 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-53 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 21 percent of the total acreage within the 
Saxman community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant 
effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage 
by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The 
acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant 
under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
would increase under Alternatives 1 and 2.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 31 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 48 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-53).  Alternatives 4 and 7 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 32 percent and 33 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, respectively, 
compared to 21 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 2 percent under Alternative 1 to 10 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 6 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Saxman, a traditional native community, could be affected primarily by changes in 
recreation and tourism use, commercial fishing, timber processing, and subsistence 
opportunities.   

Approximately 42.8 MMBF was under contract in the Ketchikan Ranger District in 
August 2006.  About 75 percent (32.1 MMBF) of this volume could be potentially 
affected under Alternative 1, which would maintain all Inventoried Roadless Areas 
on the Tongass in a natural condition and not permit timber harvest in these areas.  
None of the other alternatives would affect this volume.  These data provide an 
indication of potential impacts, actual impacts would depend on the volume that is 
under contract when the decision is implemented and whether potentially affected 
existing sales were cancelled as part of the decision.   

Commercial fisheries employment is not likely to be affected under any of the 
alternatives.  Recreation and tourism in Saxman is also unlikely to be affected under 
any of the alternatives. 

Subsistence 
No significant decline in salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 68 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Saxman 
households (Kruse and Frazier, 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 71 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Saxman 
in 1987. 
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Figure 3.23-26 
Saxman’s Community Use Area 

 

Table 3.23-53 
LUD Groups in Saxman’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 47,897 90,739 111,299 176,699 127,271 124,987 204,834 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 934,620 934,619 934,619 934,616 934,620 934,619 934,619 
Mostly Natural 943,733 764,232 665,107 417,910 618,698 615,905 396,436 
Moderate Development 36,231 82,362 88,211 187,083 100,554 97,706 199,418 
Intensive Development 60,538 193,909 287,185 435,514 321,252 326,892 444,655 
Total 1,975,122 1,975,122 1,975,122 1,975,123 1,975,123 1,975,122 1,975,129

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 19 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Saxman households (Kruse and 
Frazier 1988).  Deer accounted for 18 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Saxman residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2006).   

Data were not provided separately for Saxman in the ADF&G deer harvest reports 
for 1996 to 2002.  The majority of deer harvest by Saxman residents likely takes 
place in GMU 1A.  Deer harvest in GMU 1A generally declined from 1997 to 2004, 
with the number of hunters and hunter effort also decreasing over this period 
(ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the population of Saxman decreased by an 
estimated 6 percent between 2000 and 2005.  Saxman had an estimated population 
of 405 residents in 2005.  Marine resources (fish and marine invertebrates) 
accounted for 71 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Saxman in 1987. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
habitat capability for deer hunted in the Saxman community use area by Saxman 
residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in the short term.  This alternative was 
also estimated to provide sufficient habitat capability for Saxman residents and all 
rural hunters in the long term.  However, projected deer harvest for all hunters was 
estimated to exceed 10 percent habitat capability, the level that the analysis 
assumed would provide a reasonably high level of hunter success for their effort, in 
the long term. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Saxman residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7, and second highest under 
Alternative 4 because of their lower use of Non-Development LUDs compared with 
the other alternatives.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and 
Alternatives 5 and 6 would be intermediate. 

Located on the west side of Baranof Island, Sitka is the only community in 
Southeast Alaska that fronts the open sea.  According to the 2000 Census, Sitka 
had a 2000 population of 8,835, with Alaska Natives comprising 19 percent of the 
total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Present-day Sitka was originally inhabited by a major tribe of Tlingits who called the 
village “Shee Atika.”  Traditionally, the Tlingits used a wide area surrounding the 
community for hunting, fishing, and gathering wild resources.  The site became 
“New Archangel” in 1799, the capital of Russian America (ADF&G 1994).  

Sitka became the focal point of Russian fur trade in North America beginning in 
1741.  During the mid-1800s, Sitka was the major port on the north Pacific coast, 
with ships calling from many nations.  After the purchase of Alaska by the United 
States in 1867, it remained the capital of the Territory until 1906, when the seat of 
government moved to Juneau.  During the early 1900s gold mines contributed to its 
growth, and during World War II the town was fortified.  After the war, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs converted some of the buildings to a boarding school for Alaska 
Natives (ADF&G, 1994).  The APC pulp mill operated in Sitka from 1959 through 
1993, employing almost 400 people at the time of closure. 

The population of Sitka, which grew by 41 percent between 1970 and 1990, 
increased by just 3 percent between 1990 and 2000, and 1 percent or an estimated 
112 residents between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated population was 8,833 in 
Sitka in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a).   

Sitka 
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Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 6,109 7,803 8,588 8,835 8,947 8,833 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 
 
Sitka has a diversified economy, with tourism, fishing, fish processing, government, 
health care services, transportation, and retail all contributing to its base.  A total of 
586 residents hold commercial fishing permits.  Cruise ships contribute an estimated 
$11 million dollars to the local economy and residents realized an estimated $20 
million in gross fishing revenue in 2002.  Sound Seafood and Seafood Producers 
Co-op are major employers of local residents.  Regional health care services and 
the U.S. Forest Service also employ a number of people (Alaska DCED 2002; 
2006). 

A study conducted by the Alaska DOL in 2003 suggested that Sitka’s economy 
appears to have survived the downturn in its economy caused by the pulp mill 
closure, in large part because it has a relatively diversified economy (Gilbertson 
2003).  While the community of Sitka does not appear to have been as negatively 
affected by the closure of the pulp mill as some predicted, the effects have been felt 
by the workers who lost their jobs.  By 2001, 57 percent of the former pulp mill labor 
force were no longer employed in Alaska, 43 percent had left the State, and 14 
percent were in the State but had left the workforce, most likely retired.  Only 25 
percent of the former pulp mill workers were still living and working in Sitka 
(Gilbertson 2003). 

Nature-based tourism in Sitka is less dominated by large cruise ships than in the 
other coastal communities with independent travelers making up a larger share of 
total visitors (Dugan et al. 2006).  Multi-day fishing packages and kayaking and 
hunting are popular nature-based tourist activities operating from Sitka.  An 
estimated 267,000 cruise ship passengers were scheduled to visit Sitka in 2006.  
There is no deepwater dock in Sitka so cruise ships anchor offshore and transport 
passengers to Sitka on smaller vessels. 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 8 percent of the labor force in 
Sitka was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $51,901, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 407 9 
Construction 253 6 
Manufacturing 189 4 
Wholesale Trade 54 1 
Retail Trade 476 11 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 245 6 
Information 72 2 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 148 3 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

191 4 

Education, Health & Social Services 1,414 32 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

354 8 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 292 7 
Public Administration 257 6 
Total Employment 4,352 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  
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Sitka is part of the Sitka community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed employment 
data are available for this community group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 
2000 in the planning record. 

Wood products employment declined from 404 in 1990 (10 percent of total 
employment) to 0 in 1999 in the Sitka community group.  Services, non-federal 
government, and retail trade accounted for 31, 22, and 17 percent of total 
employment in 1999, with recreation-related activities accounting for 10 percent.  A 
total of 206,279 cruise ship passengers visited Sitka in 2001, approximately 18 
percent less than the number of passengers in 1996. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Sitka in 
their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-27.  This area contains 425,121 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-54 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 22 percent of the total acreage within the 
Sitka community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant effect 
on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage by LUD 
group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The acreage 
allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant under all 
alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs would 
increase under Alternatives 1 and 2.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 74 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 96 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-54).  Alternatives 4 and 7 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 59 percent of community use area acres under both of these alternatives 
compared to 22 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from no acreage under Alternative 1 to 12 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 5 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy  
Commercial fishing, recreation and tourism, and subsistence are important to Sitka 
residents.  Commercial fishing is not expected to be significantly affected under any 
of the alternatives.  None of the alternatives are expected to affect recreation and 
tourism-related employment in Sitka. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 69 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Sitka 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 68 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Sitka in 
1996. 
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Figure 3.23-27 
Sitka’s Community Use Area 

Table 3.23-54 
LUD Groups in Sitka’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 0 14,966 21,677 48,130 22,339 21,691 51,992 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 16,471 16,471 16,471 16,471 16,471 16,471 16,471 
Mostly Natural 408,650 339,984 317,611 156,419 315,416 317,453 156,221 
Moderate Development 0 23,960 40,025 55,097 40,851 40,360 55,257 
Intensive Development 0 44,706 51,014 197,133 52,383 50,837 197,172 
Total 425,121 425,121 425,121 425,120 425,121 425,121 425,120 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 27 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Sitka households (Kruse and 
Frazier, 1988).  Deer accounted for 22 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Sitka residents in 1996 (ADF&G 2006).   

Sitka residents mainly harvest deer on Baranof Island, which is included in GMU 4.  
Deer harvest in GMU 4 is considered very high relative to other areas of Southeast 
Alaska, which is indicative of relatively high deer populations (ADF&G 2005).  Over 
1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in the number of deer harvested or in 
the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the human population of 
Sitka increased by an estimated 1 percent between 2000 and 2005.  Sitka had an 
estimated population of 8,947 in 2005. 

Eleven WAAs account for the majority (76 percent) of deer harvest by Sitka 
residents.  As shown in Table 3.23-55, the Sitka portion represents over 95 percent 
of the rural hunter harvest and almost 90 percent of the total harvest in these WAAs.  
About 6 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by non-rural hunters, 
suggesting that there is very little harvest buffer that could be restricted, if 
necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, would not be able to 
provide sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Sitka community use area 
by Sitka residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in the short term.  Sitka residents 
were identified as harvesting 15 percent of habitat capability a year, which exceeds 
10 percent habitat capability, the level that the analysis assumed would provide a 
reasonably high level of hunter success for their effort.  The Final EIS analysis 
concluded that at some point a restriction in hunting might be necessary. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Sitka residents (fish and marine 
invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  However, 
subsistence use of deer in some of the WAAs hunted by Sitka residents may be 
affected to the point that some restriction in hunting might be necessary over the  

Table 3.23-55 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Sitka Residents Obtain Approximately 75% 
of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

 
Average Deer Harvest from 

1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Sitka 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

3001 414 422 431 81 81 79 79 72 78 79 71 
3002 314 318 329 69 69 68 68 67 68 68 67 
3104 166 177 193 73 73 69 68 65 68 68 64 
3003 121 121 129 85 84 83 80 73 79 80 72 
3313 120 130 141 65 64 57 56 50 52 53 48 
3310 118 127 140 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 
3207 118 120 130 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3733 118 145 158 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3314 110 110 124 88 88 87 87 73 87 87 73 
3105 97 97 103 99 99 99 98 97 97 97 97 
3311 97 99 103 97 97 97 97 88 89 91 86 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
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long term, even under Alternative 1.  The risks of this occurring are greatest under 
Alternative 7 because of its general lack of Non-Development LUDs within the Sitka 
use area, and lower under the other six alternatives.  The risk of hunting restrictions 
would be reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of 
the existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect 
effects associated with increased competition for deer within Sitka’s subsistence, 
use areas could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters 
from other communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road development 
under the alternatives would improve access but may increase competition with 
other non-local hunters. 

Skagway is located in northern Southeast Alaska at the head of Taiya Inlet, 95 air 
miles north of Juneau.  It is the end-of-the line for the Alaska Marine ferry and the 
entrance to the Klondike Highway.  According to the 2000 Census, Skagway had a 
2000 population of 862, with Alaska Natives comprising 3 percent of the total (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2001). 

Prior to the founding of the community, the area was settled by Chilkoot Tlingit who 
called it “Skagua,” or “the place where the north wind blows.”  The Chilkoots 
controlled access into the interior along what has become known as the Chilkoot 
Trail, which follows along the Taiya River and over the Chilkoot Pass.  The Chilkoot 
Trail was a major trade route for the Chilkoot Tlingit, interior Tlingit, and 
Athabaskans (ADF&G 1994). 

Settlement began in Skagway in 1887 when a seafarer named William Moore 
decided to develop a trading and mining route into the Yukon Territory using the 
Chilkoot Trail.  As the Klondike gold rush hit the area in 1896, the Chilkoot and White 
Pass trails became the major routes into the Interior.  Within a few years, the trails 
were superseded by the adjacent White Pass and Yukon Railway.  The railway 
continued to function as a supply and shipping route between Skagway and 
Whitehorse until 1982 (ADF&G 1994).  The railway currently operates as a tourist 
attraction. 

Skagway is incorporated as a first class city.  The community participates in the Upper 
Lynn Canal Fish and Game Advisory Committee (ADF&G 1994).  A total of 610,145 
cruise ship passengers visited Skagway in 2001, more than double the number in 1996. 

The population of Skagway, which declined between 1980 and 1990, increased by 
170 people or 25 percent between 1990 and 2000.  The population decreased by an 
estimated 28 residents or 3 percent between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated 
population was 854 in Skagway in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 675 814 692 862 834 854 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

Skagway has a strong base in the tourism industry.  It is a port of call for cruise 
ships and a transfer site for interior rail and bus tours.  The State ferry also connects 
travelers to the rest of Southeast Alaska.  More than 600,000 cruise ship 
passengers and numerous State ferry travelers visit Skagway each year.  Skagway 
is also the site of trans-shipment of lead/zinc ore, fuel, and freight via the Port and 
Klondike Highway to and from Canada (Alaska DCED 2002; 2006). 

Skagway 
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Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 2 0 
Construction 69 15 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 5 1 
Retail Trade 68 14 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 114 24 
Information 6 1 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 14 3 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

26 5 

Education, Health & Social Services 52 11 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

74 16 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 13 3 
Public Administration 32 7 
Total Employment 475 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 14 percent of the labor force in 
Skagway was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $49,375 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Skagway is part of the Skagway community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed 
employment data are available for this community group by economic sector for 
1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record.  The retail trade, services, and non-
federal government sectors were the major employers in the Skagway community 
group in 1999, accounting for 32, 20, and 17 percent of total employment, 
respectively.  Recreation-related activities (lodging, restaurants, and recreation 
services) accounted for 25 percent of total employment, illustrating the importance 
of recreation and tourism for this area. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Skagway 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-28.  This area contains 199,938 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-56 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3.  Only 4 percent of 
the acres in the Skagway community use area would be allocated to development 
LUDs under Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action).  There 
would be no acres allocated to development LUDs under Alternatives 1 and 2, and 
approximately 5 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, with approximately 4 percent 
under Alternative 3.  There would be no suitable acres under any of the alternatives. 
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Figure 3.23-28 
Skagway’s Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-56 
LUD Groups in Skagway’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 0 0 168 386 171 168 511 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mostly Natural 199,938 199,938 192,699 190,804 192,402 192,699 190,804 
Moderate Development 0 0 7,239 9,135 7,537 7,239 9,135 
Intensive Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 199,938 199,938 199,938 199,939 199,938 199,938 199,939 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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There are no acres within the Skagway Community Use Area allocated to 
Wilderness/National Monument LUDs under any of the alternatives. 

Economy 
Recreation, tourism, and subsistence use are important to the community of 
Skagway.  None of the alternatives are expected to affect recreation and tourism-
related employment in Skagway. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 88 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Skagway 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 88 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in 
Skagway in 1987. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for only a small fraction of the total 
edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Skagway households (Kruse 
and Frazier, 1988).  Deer accounted for 7 percent of per capita subsistence harvest 
by Skagway residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2006).   

Skagway residents harvested very few deer from 1996-2002 (Table 3.23-57).  
Residents harvested an annual average of more than one deer in just four WAAs 
over this period.  Three of these WAAs are located in GMU 4; the other is located in 
GMU 1C.  Deer harvest in GMU 4 is considered very high relative to other areas of 
Southeast Alaska, which is indicative of relatively high deer populations (ADF&G 
2005).  Over 1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in the number of deer 
harvested or in the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005).  GMU 1C has been 
characterized from 1997-2004 by substantial annual variation in deer harvest, with 
no evident long-term trend in harvest levels (ADF&G 2005). 

Skagway residents take the majority (68 percent) of their deer from four WAAs: two 
on Baranof Island, one on south Chichagof Island, and one on Douglas Island 
(Table 3.23-57).  These numbers are, however, somewhat misleading due to the 
overall low deer harvest levels.  

Table 3.23-57 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 1954 
Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Skagway Residents Obtain Approximately 75% of 
their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

 
Average Deer Harvest from 1996 to 

2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of Full 
Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed as a 

Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Skagway 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

2722 3 5 261 100 100 100 100 88 100 100 100 
3001 2 422 431 81 81 79 79 72 78 79 71 
3002 2 318 329 69 69 68 68 67 68 68 67 
3308 2 98 158 66 64 59 57 53 56 57 51 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
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Three of the WAAs identified in Table 3.23-57 are in areas with substantial past 
harvest and deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be considerably 
below 1954 levels.  Under each of the alternatives, additional harvest would further 
reduce habitat capabilities.  Reductions would be smallest under Alternatives 1 and 
2 and greatest under Alternative 7 in WAAs 3001, 3002, and 3308.  There would 
only be a reduction in habitat capability under Alternative 4 in the other WAA (2722), 
used relatively heavily by Skagway residents.Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 88 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in 
Skagway in 1987. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are similar to 
the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability for deer hunted by Skagway residents and all rural hunters in the 
short term.  However, it concluded that demand would exceed the capability of the 
habitat to produce deer populations sufficient to avoid effects on hunter success for 
all hunters in the long term.   

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Skagway residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.   

Tenakee Springs is located 50 miles northeast of Sitka on the north shore of 
Tenakee Inlet (east Chichagof Island).  According to the 2000 Census, Tenakee 
Springs had a 2000 population of 104, with Alaska Natives comprising 3 percent of 
the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001).  Tenakee Springs, accessible only by 
floatplane or boat, is a stop on the Alaska Marine Highway ferry system.  

A Tlingit winter village site was located in the vicinity of the present-day harbor and a 
summer village was located across the Inlet at Kadashan Bay (ADF&G 1994).  Early 
prospectors and fishermen came to the site to wait out the winters and enjoy the 
natural hot springs in Tenakee.  Around 1895, a large tub and building were 
constructed to provide a warm bathing place.  The 108-degree sulfur springs is the 
social focus of the community, with bathing times scheduled for men and women.   

In 1904, E. Snyder bought a tract of land from a Tlingit resident, including a house 
located near the public bathhouse.  The post office, established in 1903, used the 
name Tenakee.  In 1928, the community’s name was changed to Tenakee Springs.  
The community has a local Fish and Game Advisory Committee, and many 
residents practice a subsistence lifestyle, actively exchanging resources with 
neighbors (ADF&G 1994). 

Tenakee Springs’ population increased slightly between 1990 and 2000, and 
decreased slightly between 2000 and 2005.  Total estimated population was 109 in 
Tenakee Springs in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 86 138 94 104 98 109 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

While Tenakee Springs is often considered a retirement community, commercial 
fishing (18 residents have permits), and tourism are important sources of income.  
The City and local store are the primary employers (Alaska DCED 2002). 

An estimated 25 percent of the homes in Tenakee Springs are second homes.  
Tourism activities are limited to two family-run marine charters and Tenakee Springs 
residents have been vocal in their opposition to tourism development (Dugan et al. 
2006).  The Chichagof Conservation Council commenting on the Draft EIS noted 

Tenakee Springs 



 Environment and Effects  3 
 

Final EIS 3-691 Subregional Overview and Communities 

that small-scale, locally-owned businesses catering to independent travelers are a 
large part of the Tenakee Springs economy.  Local residents opposed cruise ship 
development, not all tourism development.   

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 14 percent of the labor force in 
Tenakee Springs was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, 
compared to 7 percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income 
was $33,125, compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Tenakee Springs is part of the Chatham Strait community group (see Table 3.23-6).  
Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record.  The non-federal 
government, wood products, and services sectors were the major employers in the 
Chatham Strait community group in 1999, accounting for 49, 18, and 17 percent of 
total employment, respectively.  The wood products employment was entirely in the 
logging sector. 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 5 11 
Construction 2 5 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 5 11 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 8 18 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 0 0 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

4 9 

Education, Health & Social Services 4 9 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

2 5 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 3 7 
Public Administration 11 25 
Total Employment 44 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Tenakee 
Springs in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown 
on Figure 3.23-29.  This area contains 196,031 acres of National Forest the System 
land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-58 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  The 
LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 60 percent of the total acreage within the 
Tenakee Springs community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a 
significant effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the 
acreage by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  
The acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain 
constant under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural 
LUDs would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would 
occur under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
increasing from 40 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 93 percent under   
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Figure 3.23-29 
Tenakee Springs’ Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-58 
LUD Groups in Tenakee Springs’ Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 5,693 14,034 20,040 34,158 26,547 25,726 40,971 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mostly Natural 181,878 153,699 126,906 57,489 78,488 94,892 45,536 
Moderate Development 1,369 3,803 4,604 10,039 4,457 5,152 13,096 
Intensive Development 12,784 38,528 64,520 128,503 113,085 95,987 137,398 
Total 196,031 196,031 196,031 196,031 196,031 196,031 196,031 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Alternative 1, with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-58).  
Alternatives 4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  
Development LUDs would account for 71 percent and 77 percent under Alternatives 
4 and 7, respectively, compared to 60 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 3 percent under Alternative 1 to 21 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 14 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and 13 percent under Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Tenakee Springs is primarily a commercial fishing, subsistence, and retirement 
community.  The lands along Tenakee Inlet are some of the most important to the 
community.  Kadashan and Trap Bay watersheds are legislated LUD II areas.  
These areas were designated in the Tongass Timber Reform Act, in part, because 
of their high value for subsistence use for Tenakee Springs residents. 

Commercial fishing is not expected to be significantly affected by Forest Service 
activities during the next 10 years. 

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 55 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Tenakee 
Springs households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 53 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in 
Tenakee Springs in 1987. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 39 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Tenakee Springs households (Kruse 
and Frazier, 1988).  Deer accounted for 41 percent of per capita subsistence 
harvest by Tenakee Springs residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2006).  The WAAs used by 
Tenakee Springs residents for hunting deer lie within GMU 4.  Deer harvest in GMU 
4 is considered very high relative to other areas of Southeast Alaska, which is 
indicative of relatively high deer populations (ADF&G 2005).  Over 1997-2004, there 
has been no significant trend in the number of deer harvested or in the number of 
hunters (ADF&G 2005).  However, as shown above, Tenakee Springs’ human 
population decreased slightly from 2000 to 2005, with an estimated 98 residents 
identified in 2005. 

Tenakee Springs residents take the majority (67 percent) of their deer from two 
WAAs on Chichagof Island (3627 and 3526).  As shown in Table 3.23-59, the 
Tenakee Springs portion represents about 35 percent and 20 percent of the total 
harvest and about 72 percent and 74 percent of the rural hunter harvest in these 
WAAs, respectively.  About 64 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by 
non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if 
necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.   

WAAs 3627 and 3526 occur in an area with substantial past harvest and, therefore, 
deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be below 1954 levels (Table 3.23-
59).  Under each of the alternatives, additional harvest would occur that would 
reduce habitat capabilities after 100+ years to 61-70 percent of 1954 levels in WAA 
3627 and 60-77 percent in WAA 3526.  



3  Environment and Effects 

Subregional Overview and Communities 3-694 Final EIS 

Table 3.23-59 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Tenakee Springs Residents Obtain 
Approximately 75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

 
Average Deer Harvest from 

1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 

Tenakee 
Springs 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

3627 25 35 72 76 70 67 65 62 64 65 61 
3526 23 31 115 81 77 73 72 69 72 72 60 
3629 11 16 43 91 91 89 85 75 79 80 73 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are similar to 
the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability over the short term for deer hunted by Tenakee Springs residents, 
all rural hunters, and all hunters.  However, it concluded that all alternatives may 
have future inadequate habitat capability for the total deer hunter and at some point 
a restriction in hunting may be necessary. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Tenakee Springs residents (fish 
and marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7, and lower under the other six 
alternatives.  The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced somewhat, through 
more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and future closed-
canopy, young-growth forests in this area.   

Thorne Bay is located at the head of Thorne Bay on eastern Prince of Wales Island, 
approximately 40 air miles northwest of Ketchikan.  According to the 2000 Census, 
Thorne Bay had a 2000 population of 557, with Alaska Natives comprising 16 
percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Petroglyphs and other archaeological remains indicate occupation and use of the 
area by Alaska Natives dating back at least 3,000 years.  Post-contact development 
began in the early 1900s with construction of a saltery on the south shore of Thorne 
Bay (ADF&G 1994). 

In 1960, a floating logging camp was built in Thorne Bay, and, in 1962, a shop, 
barge terminal, log sort yard, and camp were built to replace facilities at Hollis.  
Thorne Bay was incorporated as a second class city in 1982, making it one of 
Alaska’s newest cities.  Thorne Bay is accessible by road, water, or floatplane.  
Three air carriers serve the community with six to ten flights daily, and the Alaska 
Marine Highway system is accessed by the road system to Hollis (ADF&G 1994). 

Thorne Bay’s population decreased by 4 percent between 1990 and 2000.  
Population in Thorne Bay decreased further between 2000 and 2005, with an 
estimated net loss of 71 residents or 13 percent of the community’s population in 
2000.  Total estimated population was 482 in Thorne Bay in 2006 (Alaska DOL 
2007a). 

Thorne Bay 
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Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 443 377 581 557 486 482 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

The Thorne Bay economy is primarily based on the timber industry and the U.S. 
Forest Service management of the National Forest.  Logging operations in the area 
are generally seasonal (March to November) and include a major log transfer site for 
Prince of Wales Island.  The 2006 mill survey conducted for the USDA Forest 
Service identified three active timber processors in Thorne Bay: Porter Lumber 
Company, Thuja Plicata Lumber Company, and Thorne Bay Wood Products.  These 
mills had a combined installed production capacity of 25 MMBF and together 
processed approximately 1.2 MMBF in 2006 and employed about 8 people (Juneau 
Economic Development Council 2007).  Northern Star Cedar Products, also located 
in Thorne Bay, was recently subdivided and sold as three separate operations, with 
each part now under new ownership.  

Commercial fishing (22 residents hold permits), tourism, and government also 
provide employment (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 15 percent of the labor force in 
Thorne Bay was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 
7 percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was 
$45,625, compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 53 20 
Construction 33 12 
Manufacturing 16 6 
Wholesale Trade 3 1 
Retail Trade 25 9 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 15 6 
Information 3 1 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 2 1 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

13 5 

Education, Health & Social Services 61 23 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

8 3 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 6 2 
Public Administration 31 12 
Total Employment 269 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Thorne Bay is part of the North Prince of Wales community group (see Table 3.23-
6).  Detailed employment data are available for this community group by economic 
sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record.  Wood products employment 
in the North Prince of Wales community group declined by 186 jobs or 69 percent 
between 1990 and 1999.  Wood products employment accounted for 83 jobs or 23 
percent of total employment in this community group in 1999. 
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Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Thorne 
Bay in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown 
on Figure 3.23-30.  This area contains 1,000,251 acres of National Forest System 
land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-60 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 54 percent of the total acreage within the 
Thorne Bay community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant 
effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage 
by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The 
acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant 
under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur 
under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing 
from 40 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 61 percent under Alternative 1, 
with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-60).  Alternatives 
4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs 
would account for 62 percent and 78 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, 
respectively, compared to 55 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 17 percent under Alternative 1 to 31 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 21 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Thorne Bay is primarily a logging community and as such would be directly affected 
by the amount of logging opportunities on north Prince of Wales Island, as well as 
elsewhere on the Tongass.  The mill survey conducted by the Forest Service in 
2000 identified four sawmills operating in Thorne Bay.  Three of these mills were 
also identified in the survey conducted for 2006 (Juneau Economic Development 
Council 2007).  Approximately 6.5 MMBF was under contract in the Thorne Bay 
Ranger District in August 2006.  This volume would not be affected under any of the 
alternatives.  These data provide an indication of potential impacts, actual impacts 
would depend on the volume that is under contract when the decision is 
implemented and whether potentially affected existing sales were cancelled as part 
of the decision.   

The 1997 Forest Plan EIS indicated that several small timber operators produce 
value-added products in Thorne Bay.  These value added products include music 
wood, cabinets, and other products.  They need relatively low volumes of timber, but 
of specific species and grades to meet their needs.  All alternatives should meet 
these needs. 

The lodges located near the community would not be affected under any of the 
alternatives.   

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 75 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Thorne 
Bay households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine  
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Figure 3.23-30 
Thorne Bay’s Community Use Area 

 

Table 3.23-60 
LUD Groups in Thorne Bay’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 168,118 183,297 194,535 229,341 212,196 205,531 309,814 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 51,176 51,176 51,176 51,176 51,176 51,176 51,176 
Mostly Natural 610,703 521,333 462,782 328,739 404,829 415,260 172,901 
Moderate Development 95,974 112,481 139,418 168,888 160,346 159,286 265,649 
Intensive Development 242,395 315,259 346,875 451,449 383,900 374,528 510,523 
Total 1,000,248 1,000,249 1,000,251 1,000,252 1,000,251 1,000,249 1,000,249

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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invertebrates) accounted for 54 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Thorne 
Bay in 1998. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer accounted for 20 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Thorne Bay (Kruse and Frazier 
1988).  Deer accounted for 27 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by Throne 
Bay residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2006).   

Thorne Bay residents harvest deer almost entirely on Prince of Wales Island, which 
is included in GMU 2.  Deer harvest and hunter effort in GMU 2 generally increased 
during 1997-2000 and subsequently declined during 2000-2004; however, no 
change has been noted in the average number of hunter-days required to harvest a 
deer (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, Thorne Bay’s human population declined by 
an estimated 13 percent between 2000 and 2005, with an estimated 2005 
population of 486. 

Residents of Thorne Bay harvest the majority (79 percent) of their deer from two 
WAAs in north-central Prince of Wales Island (1319 and 1315).  As shown in Table 
3.23-61, the Thorne Bay portion represents about 56 percent and 42 percent of the 
total harvest and about 70 percent and 65 percent of the rural hunter harvest in 
these WAAs, respectively.  About 28 percent of the combined harvest in these 
WAAs is by non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a limited harvest buffer that 
could be restricted, if necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.   

WAAs 1319 and 1315 occur in an area with substantial past harvest and, therefore, 
deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be below 1954 levels (Table 3.23-
61).  Under each of the alternatives, additional harvest would occur that would 
reduce habitat capabilities after 100+ years to 54-69 percent of 1954 levels in WAA 
1319 and 41-50 percent in WAA 1315. 

Table 3.23-61 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Thorne Bay Residents Obtain 
Approximately 75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

 
Average Deer Harvest from 

1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 

Thorne 
Bay 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1319 123 177 220 74 69 67 66 59 64 64 54 
1315 115 175 270 55 50 49 47 44 47 47 41 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are similar to 
the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability over the long term for deer hunted by Thorne Bay residents.  
Projected deer harvest in the Thorne Bay community use area by all rural hunters 
and all hunters is estimated to exceed 10 percent habitat capability, the level that 
the analysis is assumed would provide a reasonably high level of hunter success for 
their effort, in the short and long term. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Thorne Bay residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
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However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its general lack of 
Non-Development LUDs throughout most of Prince of Wales Island, and second 
highest under Alternative 4 because of its lower use of Non-Development LUDs than 
the other alternatives.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and 
Alternatives 5 and 6 would be intermediate.  The risk of hunting restrictions would be 
reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the 
existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect effects 
associated with increased competition for deer within Thorne Bay’s subsistence use 
areas could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters from 
other communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road development 
under the alternatives would improve access but may increase competition with 
other non-local hunters.  The level of road development is already relatively high in 
these WAAs.  Existing open road densities are 0.6 and 1.5 miles per square mile 
and existing total road densities are 1.2 and 2.0 miles per square mile in WAAs 
1319 and 1315, respectively (all ownerships combined).  Long-term (100+ years) 
road development would vary by alternative and would result in estimated maximum 
total road densities of 1.3 and 2.7 miles per square mile in these two WAAs under 
Alternative 1, to 1.7 and 2.9 miles per square mile in these two WAAs under 
Alternative 7 (for all ownerships combined). 

Whale Pass is a dispersed unincorporated community located on the northeast 
coast of Prince of Wales Island.  According to the 2000 Census, Whale Pass had a 
2000 population of 58, with Alaska Natives comprising one percent of the total (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2001). 

Whale Pass was originally established as a logging camp by Ketchikan Pulp 
Company in the early 1960s.  According to local residents, a float camp housed 
loggers and their families in this location for almost 30 years.  In 1982, the float 
camp was removed and many of the logging families left.  Others moved to trailer 
pads on land at the head of the cove.  That same year, Whale Pass became the site 
of a State land sale, which brought renewed population growth and the founding of a 
homeowners association.  The community has been connected to the road system 
on Prince of Wales Island since 1981.  A log transfer station remains on the 
southwest side of the bay (ADF&G, 1994). 

The population of Whale Pass decreased by 17 residents between 1990 and 2000.  
Population has increased by an estimated 18 residents or 31 percent since 2000.  
Total estimated population was 61 in Whale Pass in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 90 75 58 76 61 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

Whale Pass is primarily dependent on the timber industry, with logging operations 
and the local school being the only employers in the area (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  These data are extrapolated from a sample of 
the city population.  Since the sample size was small, the extrapolation may not be 
exact but should provide a general indication of the distribution of employment.  The 
2000 U.S. Census identified a potential work force of 37 residents and total 
employment of 14.  While no adults in Whale Pass were identified as unemployed 
and looking for work in 2000, 62 percent were identified as unemployed and not 
looking for work.  Median household income was $62,083, compared to a regional 
median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Whale Pass 
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Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 9 64 
Construction 0 0 
Manufacturing 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 3 21 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 0 0 
Information 0 0 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 0 0 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

2 14 

Education, Health & Social Services 0 0 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

0 0 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 0 0 
Public Administration 0 0 
Total Employment 14 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Whale Pass is located in the Thorne Bay Ranger District and is part of the North 
Prince of Wales community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed employment data 
are available for this community group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 
in the planning record.  Wood products employment in the North Prince of Wales 
community group declined by 186 jobs or 69 percent between 1990 and 1999.  
Wood products employment accounted for 83 jobs or 23 percent of total 
employment in this community group in 1999. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Whale 
Pass in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown 
on Figure 3.23-31.  This area contains 1,000,251 acres of National Forest System 
land (among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-62 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for 54 percent of the total acreage within the 
Whale Pass community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant 
effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage 
by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The 
acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant 
under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
would increase under Alternatives 1 through 3.  The largest increase would occur 
under Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing 
from 40 percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 61 percent under Alternative 1, 
with a commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-62).  Alternatives 
4 and 7 would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs 
would account for 62 percent and 78 percent under Alternatives 4 and 7, 
respectively, compared to 54 percent under Alternative 5. 
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Figure 3.23-31 
Whale Pass’ Community Use Area 

 

Table 3.23-62 
LUD Groups in Whale Pass’ Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
  1  2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 168,118 183,297 194,535 229,341 212,196 205,531 309,814 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 51,176 51,176 51,176 51,176 51,176 51,176 51,176 
Mostly Natural 610,703 521,333 462,782 328,739 404,829 415,260 172,901 
Moderate Development 95,974 112,481 139,418 168,888 160,346 159,286 265,649 
Intensive Development 242,395 315,259 346,875 451,449 383,900 374,528 510,523 
Total 1,000,248 1,000,249 1,000,251 1,000,252 1,000,251 1,000,249 1,000,249 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Total suitable acres would range from 17 percent under Alternative 1 to 31 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 21 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Residents of Whale Pass could be potentially affected by changes in timber harvest, 
karst protection, recreation and tourism, and subsistence opportunities.  Members of 
several speliological societies derive a portion of their income from cave and karst 
analysis and exploration in the vicinity.  The Whale Pass Resort and a retail store 
are located in Whale Pass.   

Approximately 6.5 MMBF was under contract in the Thorne Bay Ranger District in 
August 2006.  This volume would not be affected under any of the alternatives.  
These data provide an indication of potential impacts, actual impacts would depend 
on the volume that is under contract when the decision is implemented and whether 
potentially affected existing sales were cancelled as part of the decision.   

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 60 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Whale 
Pass households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 65 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Whale 
Pass in 1998. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for 27 percent of the total edible 
pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Whale Pass households (Kruse and 
Frazier, 1988).  Deer accounted for 27 percent of per capita subsistence harvest by 
Whale Pass residents in 1998 (ADF&G 2006).   

The majority of deer harvest by Whale Pass residents occurs on Prince of Wales 
Island, which is included in GMU 2.  Deer harvest and hunter effort in GMU 2 
generally increased during 1997-2000 and subsequently declined during 2000-2004; 
however, no change has been noted in the average number of hunter-days required 
to harvest a deer (ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the human population of Whale 
Pass increased by and estimated 31 percent from 2000 to 2005, with an estimated 
2005 population of 76, which roughly matches the community’s 1990 population 
level. 

Residents of Whale Pass harvest the majority (83 percent) of their deer from two 
WAAs in north Prince of Wales Island (1530 and 1529).  As shown in Table 3.23-63, 
the Whale Pass portion represents about 12 percent and 2 percent of the total 
harvest and about 21 percent and 3 percent of the rural hunter harvest in these 
WAAs, respectively.  About 46 percent of the combined harvest in these WAAs is by 
non-rural hunters, suggesting that there is a harvest buffer that could be restricted, if 
necessary, before restrictions are placed on rural harvests.   

WAAs 1530 and 1529 occur in an area with substantial past harvest and, therefore, 
deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be below 1954 levels (Table 3.23-
63).  Under each of the alternatives, additional harvest would occur that would 
reduce habitat capabilities after 100+ years to 50-58 percent of 1954 levels in WAA 
1530 and 50-63 percent in WAA 1529.  
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Table 3.23-63 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Whale Pass Residents Obtain Approximately 
75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

 
Average Deer Harvest from 

1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Whale Pass 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1530 17 80 147 62 58 57 55 54 55 55 50 
1529 4 122 226 73 63 61 60 56 59 59 50 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are similar to 
the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide sufficient 
habitat capability over the long term for deer hunted by Whale Pass residents.  
Projected deer harvest in the Whale Pass community use area by all rural hunters 
and all hunters is estimated to exceed 10 percent habitat capability, the level that 
the analysis assumed would provide a reasonably high level of hunter success for 
their effort, in the short term and long term. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Whale Pass residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7 because of its general lack of 
Non-Development LUDs throughout most of Prince of Wales Island, and second 
highest under Alternative 4 because of its lower use of Non-Development LUDs than 
the other alternatives.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and 
Alternatives 5 and 6 would be intermediate.  The risk of hunting restrictions would be 
reduced somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the 
existing and future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect effects 
associated with increased competition for deer within the Whale Pass subsistence 
use areas could also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters 
from other communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road development 
under the alternatives would improve access but may increase competition with 
other non-local hunters.  The level of road development is already relatively high in 
these WAAs.  Existing open road densities are 1.1 and 0.9 miles per square mile 
and existing total road densities are 1.7 and 1.5 miles per square mile in WAAs 
1530 and 1529, respectively (all ownerships combined).  Long-term (100+ years) 
road development would vary by alternative and would result in estimated maximum 
total road densities of 1.9 and 1.7 miles per square mile in these two WAAs under 
Alternative 1, to 2.0 miles per square mile in both WAAs under Alternative 7 (for all 
ownerships combined). 

Wrangell is located on the north end of Wrangell Island, near the mouth of the 
Stikine River, an historic trade route to the Canadian interior.  According to the 2000 
Census, Wrangell had a 2000 population of 2,308, with Alaska Natives comprising 
16 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Wrangell began as an important Tlingit site primarily because of its proximity to the 
Stikine River.  Wrangell clans held a monopoly of trading rights along the Stikine.  In 
1811, the Russians began fur trading with area Tlingits and built a stockade named 

Wrangell 
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Redoubt Saint Dionysius in 1834.  In 1867, a military post named Fort Wrangell was 
established as part of the Alaska Territory.  The community continued to grow 
because of its strategic location as a military fur trading center, and as an outfitter 
for gold prospectors between 1861 and the 1930s (ADF&G 1994; Alaska DCED 
2006). 

Wrangell is incorporated as a home rule municipality and has maintained its historic 
cultural diversity.  The community has a local Fish and Game Advisory Committee.  
In a move to emphasize the importance of subsistence, the Wrangell Indian 
Reorganization Act Council has formed its own local Fish and Game Advisory 
Committee (ADF&G 1994).   

The Silver Bay sawmill is located in Wrangell.  According to the 2006 mill survey 
conducted for the USDA Forest Service, this mill, which has an installed production 
capacity of 65 MMBF, processed approximately 6 MMBF in 2006 and employed 30 
people (Juneau Economic Development Council 2007).   

Wrangell’s population, which increased 22 percent between 1970 and 1990, 
decreased by 171 residents or 7 percent between 1990 and 2000.  The population 
decreased by a further estimated 334 residents or 14 percent from 2000 to 2005.  
Total estimated population was 1,911 in Wrangell in 2006 (Alaska DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 2,029 2,184 2,479 2,308 1,974 1,911 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

The Wrangell economy is primarily based on commercial fishing (250 residents hold 
permits), fish processing, and the timber industry.  Estimated gross fishing earnings 
of local residents approached $5 million in 2000.  A dive fishery, including for 
urchins, sea cucumbers, and geoducks, is developing.  The Alaska Pulp Corp. 
sawmill, closed in 1994, was sold to Silver Bay Logging and reopened in April 1998.  
Wrangell also has a tourist business attracted by sportfishing in Stikine River and by 
a deep-water port for docking large and small cruise ships (Alaska DCED 2002; 
2006). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 9 percent of the labor force in 
Wrangell was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 
7 percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was 
$43,250, compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 176 16 
Construction 98 9 
Manufacturing 78 7 
Wholesale Trade 7 1 
Retail Trade 89 8 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 77 7 
Information 27 3 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 23 2 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

51 5 

Education, Health & Social Services 238 22 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

69 6 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 38 4 
Public Administration 108 10 
Total Employment 1,079 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  
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Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Wrangell is part of the Wrangell City community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed 
employment data are available for this community group by economic sector for 
1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record. 

Sawmill employment decreased by 62 percent in the Wrangell City community group 
between 1990 and 1999, a reduction from 162 to 62 jobs.  The wood products 
sector accounted for 9 percent of total employment in the Wrangell City community 
group in 1999.  The main employers in 1999 were the non-federal government and 
retail trade sectors, which accounted for 24 and 18 percent of total employment, 
respectively. 

Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Wrangell 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-32.  This area contains 819,240 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-64 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3. 

Development LUDs presently account for about 36 percent of the total acreage within 
the Wrangell community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant 
effect on existing LUD allocations in the community use area because the acreage 
by LUD group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The 
acreage allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant 
under all alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs 
would increase under Alternatives 1 and 2.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 20 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 45 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-64).  Alternatives 4 and 7 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 48 percent under both of these alternatives compared to 36 percent 
under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from 5 percent under Alternative 1 to 16 percent 
under Alternative 7, compared to 11 percent of the total community use area under 
Alternative 5 (No Action) and Alternative 6 (Proposed Action). 

Economy 
Commercial fishing, timber processing, recreation and tourism, and subsistence 
opportunities are particularly important to Wrangell.  Wrangell is one of the stop-over 
points for visitors traveling to the Stikine River and the Stikine-LeConte Wilderness.   

Commercial fisheries employment and recreation and tourism activities are not likely 
to be affected under any of the alternatives.   

Approximately 26.2 MMBF of timber was under contract in the Wrangell Ranger 
District in August 2006.  About 58 percent (15.2 MMBF) of this volume could be 
potentially affected under Alternative 1, which would maintain all Inventoried 
Roadless Areas on the Tongass in a natural condition and not permit timber harvest 
in these areas.  None of the other alternatives would affect this volume.  These data  
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Figure 3.23-32 
Wrangell’s Community Use Area 

 

Table 3.23-64 
LUD Groups in Wrangell’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 38,268 65,753 87,283 116,010 87,266 87,628 128,413 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 363,146 363,146 363,146 363,146 363,146 363,146 363,146 
Mostly Natural 367,625 254,848 162,305 61,076 161,015 161,265 60,538 
Moderate Development 36,970 76,979 149,387 228,846 150,577 149,950 229,418 
Intensive Development 51,498 124,268 144,403 166,173 144,503 144,880 166,139 
Total 819,240 819,240 819,240 819,241 819,241 819,240 819,240 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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provide an indication of potential impacts, actual impacts would depend on the 
volume that is under contract when the decision is implemented and whether 
potentially affected existing sales were cancelled as part of the decision.   

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 52 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Wrangell 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 84 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in 
Wrangell in 1987. 

The 1988 study found that deer account for 21 percent of the total edible pounds of 
subsistence resources harvested by Wrangell households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  
Deer accounted for a small amount of per capita subsistence harvest by Wrangell 
residents in 1987 (ADF&G 2006).   

Wrangell residents mainly harvest deer on Wrangell and surrounding islands, with 
the majority of harvest occurring in GMU 3.  Deer harvest in GMU 3 declined 
between 1998-2002 and increased between 2002-2004.  The number of deer 
hunters declined between 2000-2002 and slightly increased between 2002-2004 
(ADF&G 2005).  As noted above, the human population of Wrangell decreased by 
an estimated 14 percent between 2000 and 2005.  Wrangell had an estimated 
population of 1,974 in 2005. 

Deer harvest by Wrangell residents is spread over many WAAs, but the majority (76 
percent) of their deer are from five WAAs located on Wrangell and surrounding 
islands.  Zarembo Island (WAA 1905) alone accounts for about half (51 percent) of 
Wrangell deer harvest.  The Wrangell portion of the harvest in these five WAAs 
represents about 72 percent of the total harvest and about 80 percent of the rural 
hunter harvest (Table 3.23-65).   

The majority of the WAAs used heavily by Wrangell residents are in areas with 
substantial past harvest and deer habitat capabilities are currently estimated to be 
considerably below 1954 levels (Table 3.23-65).  Under each of the alternatives, 
additional harvest would further reduce habitat capabilities after 100+ years.  
Reductions would be smallest under Alternative 1 and highest under Alternative 7.  

Table 3.23-65 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Wrangell Residents Obtain Approximately 
75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

 
Average Deer Harvest from 

1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Wrangell 
Residents 

All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

1905 283 400 400 77 72 67 67 59 66 65 57 
1903 60 60 60 86 80 73 72 63 71 71 60 
1901 30 31 38 91 87 80 78 70 77 77 64 
1530 26 80 147 62 58 57 55 54 55 55 50 
1906 17 17 20 59 55 55 55 55 55 55 53 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 
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The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Wrangell community use area by 
Wrangell residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in the short term.  This is also 
estimated to be the case for Wrangell residents and all rural hunters in the long 
term.  Projected deer harvest by all hunters is, however, estimated to exceed 10 
percent habitat capability, the level that the analysis assumed would provide a 
reasonably high level of hunter success for their effort, in the long term. 

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Wrangell residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  The 
risks of this occurring are greatest under Alternative 7, and second highest under 
Alternative 4.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the lowest risk and Alternatives 5 
and 6 would be intermediate.  The risk of hunting restrictions would be reduced 
somewhat, through more intensive management (e.g., thinning) of the existing and 
future closed-canopy, young-growth forests in this area.  Indirect effects associated 
with increased competition for deer within Wrangell’s subsistence use areas could 
also occur under all alternatives due to displacement of hunters from other 
communities due to timber harvest activity.  Additional road development under the 
alternatives would improve access but may increase competition with other non-
local hunters.  The level of road development is already relatively high in most of 
these WAAs.  Existing open road densities range from 0.3 to 1.1 miles per square 
mile and existing total road densities range from 0.3 to 1.7 miles per square mile in 
the five most important WAAs for Wrangell deer harvest).  Long-term (100+ years) 
road development would vary by alternative and would result in estimated maximum 
total road densities ranging from 0.4 to 1.9 miles per square mile in these WAAs 
under Alternative 1, to 1.1 to 2.0 miles per square mile under Alternative 7 (for all 
ownerships combined). 

Yakutat is located in the lowlands along the northern Gulf of Alaska, 212 miles 
northwest of Juneau at the mouth of Yakutat Bay.  According to the 2000 Census, 
Yakutat had a 2000 population of 680, with Alaska Natives comprising 47 percent of 
the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

Yakutat, which means “the place where the canoes rest,” has a diverse cultural 
history.  The original settlers, believed to have been Eyak people from the Copper 
River area, were later conquered by the Tlingits.  Intensive contact with European 
explorers came in the late 1700s when a Russian fur trading company moved into 
the Yakutat area.  By the mid-1800s, foreign traders were well established along the 
coast.  The contemporary town grew up around “the old village,” which was 
established in 1889 by missionaries (ADF&G 1994). 

Incorporated as a first-class city in 1948, Yakutat is governed by a mayor and a city 
council.  Yakutat Borough, incorporated in 1992, expanded the original city 
boundaries to include a large section of the Gulf Coast north of Cape Fairweather.  
Yakutat has a local Fish and Game Advisory Committee.  Yakutat is accessible by 
jet service from Juneau and Anchorage.  Wrangell-Saint Elias National Park, Russell 
Fiords Wilderness, and Glacier Bay National Park are located northwest, northeast, 
and southeast of Yakutat, respectively. 

The population of Yakutat, which almost tripled between 1970 and 1990, increased 
by 27 percent between 1990 and 2000.  Population in Yakutat has, however, 
decreased since 2000, with an estimated net loss of 62 residents or 9 percent of the 

Yakutat 
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2000 population.  Total estimated population was 609 in Yakutat in 2006 (Alaska 
DOL 2007a). 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2006 
Population 190 449 534 680 618 609 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001; Alaska DOL, 2007a 

The Yakutat economy is primarily dependent on fishing, fish processing, and 
government.  A total of 162 residents hold commercial fishing permits.  Fishing 
opportunities in the area, both freshwater in the Situk River and saltwater, are 
considered world class, and 25 percent of the local residents have commercial 
fishing licenses.  North Pacific Processors is the major private employer (Alaska 
DCED 2002; 2006). 

Employment by industry data compiled by the Alaska DCED from the 2000 Census 
are summarized in the table below.  Approximately 8 percent of the labor force in 
Yakutat was identified as unemployed and seeking work in 2000, compared to 7 
percent for Southeast Alaska as a whole.  Median household income was $46,786, 
compared to a regional median of $44,118 (Alaska DCED 2002). 

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan EIS for further details on the history, economy, 
and subsistence use of this community.   

Yakutat is part of the Yakutat community group (see Table 3.23-6).  Detailed 
employment data are available for this community group by economic sector for 
1990, 1995, and 2000 in the planning record. 

Employment by Industry Number Percent of Total
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting, Mining 136 31 
Construction 32 7 
Manufacturing 25 6 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 
Retail Trade 21 5 
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 64 15 
Information 5 1 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 9 2 
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative & Waste 
Mgmt 

0 0 

Education, Health & Social Services 62 14 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation & Food 
Services 

43 10 

Other Services (Except Public Admin) 13 3 
Public Administration 30 7 
Total Employment 440 100 
Source:  Alaska DCED 2002  

The services and non-federal government sectors were the main employers in the 
Yakutat community group in 1999, accounting for 24 and 21 percent of total 
employment, respectively.  Seafood processing accounted for 17 percent and 
recreation and tourism-related activities (lodging, restaurants, and recreation 
services) accounted for 19 percent of total employment.  Wood products (logging) 
employment decreased by 65 percent between 1990 and 1999 and accounted for 
just 3 percent of total employment in 1999. 
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Potential Effects 

Community Use Area 
The general area commonly used or related to by many of the residents of Yakutat 
in their local day-to-day work, recreational, and subsistence activities is shown on 
Figure 3.23-33.  This area contains 250,271 acres of National Forest System land 
(among other land ownerships).  Table 3.23-66 shows how the lands within this 
community use area would be distributed among the LUD groups by alternative.  
The LUD groups are explained in the introduction to Chapter 3.   

Development LUDs presently account for just 15 percent of the acreage in the 
Yakutat community use area.  Alternatives 5 and 6 would not have a significant effect 
on existing LUD allocations in this community use area because the acreage by LUD 
group would remain the same as under the existing Forest Plan.  The acreage 
allocated to Wilderness/National Monument LUDs would remain constant under all 
alternatives.  The amount of acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs would 
increase under Alternatives 1 and 2.  The largest increase would occur under 
Alternative 1, with the acreage allocated to Mostly Natural LUDs increasing from 47 
percent under Alternative 5 (No Action) to 62 percent under Alternative 1, with a 
commensurate reduction in development LUDs (Table 3.23-66).  Alternatives 4 and 7 
would increase the acreage in development LUDs.  Development LUDs would 
account for 18 percent of the Yakutat Community Use Area under both of these 
alternatives compared to 15 percent under Alternative 5. 

Total suitable acres would range from no acreage under Alternative 1 to 8 percent 
under Alternatives 4 and 7, compared to 7 percent of the total community use area 
under Alternative 5 (No Action). 

Economy 
Commercial fishing and subsistence are important to Yakutat.  Oil exploration may 
begin again in the Pacific Ocean close to Yakutat.  The Yakutat Forelands are some 
of the community’s most important subsistence use areas.  Commercial fishing is 
not expected to be affected under any of the alternatives.   

Subsistence 
No significant effect on salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is 
expected from implementation of any alternative.  These resources account for 82 
percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Yakutat 
households (Kruse and Frazier 1988).  Marine resources (fish and marine 
invertebrates) accounted for 74 percent of per capita subsistence harvest in Yakutat 
in 2000. 

Moose are more important than deer as a subsistence meat source for Yakutat 
residents.  Moose availability would not be significantly affected under any of the 
alternatives. 

The 1988 TRUCS study found that deer account for only a small fraction of the total 
edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Yakutat households (Kruse 
and Frazier, 1988).  Deer accounted for 1 percent of per capita subsistence harvest 
by Yakutat residents in 2000 (ADF&G 2006).   
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Figure 3.23-33 
Yakutat’s Community Use Area 

 
Table 3.23-66 
LUD Groups in Yakutat’s Community Use Area by Alternative 

 Alternative 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 
Suitable Acres 0 9,089 18,548 20,170 18,548 18,548 20,267 
LUD Groups Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group 
Wilderness/National Monument 95,871 95,871 95,871 95,871 95,871 95,871 95,871 
Mostly Natural 154,401 138,784 117,169 108,175 117,168 117,168 108,893 
Moderate Development 0 13,514 20,667 19,029 20,668 20,668 18,077 
Intensive Development 0 2,103 16,565 27,195 16,565 16,565 27,431 
Total 250,271 250,271 250,271 250,270 250,271 250,271 250,272 

1 See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for the distribution of LUDs by 
alternative. 
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Yakutat residents harvested very few deer from 1996-2002, harvesting an annual 
average of more than one deer in just two WAAs over this period (Table 3.23-67).  
One of these WAAs is located in GMU 4; the other is located in GMU 5A.  Deer 
harvest in GMU 4 is considered very high relative to other areas of Southeast 
Alaska, which is indicative of relatively high deer populations (ADF&G 2005).  Over 
1997-2004, there has been no significant trend in the number of deer harvested or in 
the number of hunters (ADF&G 2005).  The human population of Yakutat declined 
by an estimated 9 percent between 2000 and 2005, with an estimated 2005 
population of 618 residents. 

Yakutat residents take the majority (78 percent) of their deer from two WAAs (Table 
3.23-67).  These numbers are, however, somewhat misleading due to the overall 
low deer harvest levels.  In addition, deer harvest only occurred in WAA 4252, which 
is some distance from Yakutat near Hoonah, during one year. 

Table 3.23-67 
Deer Harvest (1996 to 2002) and Deer Habitat Capability on NFS Lands in 2005 and After 
100+ Years of Full Implementation under Each Alternative, Expressed as a Percent of 
1954 Habitat Capability, for the WAAs where Yakutat Residents Obtain Approximately 
75% of their Average Annual Deer Harvest* 

 
Average Deer Harvest from 

1996 to 2002 

Deer Habitat Capability in 2005 and after 100+ Years of 
Full Implementation Under Each Alternative, Expressed 

as a Percent of the 1954 Habitat Capability 

WAA 
Yakutat 

Residents 
All Rural 
Hunters 

All 
Hunters 2005 Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

4252 4 75 99 92 92 78 78 70 77 76 69 
4504 3 3 4 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
3835 1 4 218 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
*Calculated based on harvest where location is known. 

The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 
Forest Plan EIS determined that the 1997 Alternatives 2, 6, and 11, which are 
similar to the four highest harvest alternatives in this EIS, should be able to provide 
sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Yakutat community use area by 
Yakutat residents, all rural hunters, and all hunters in the short term.  This is also 
estimated to be the case for Yakutat residents and all rural hunters in the long term.  
Projected deer harvest by all hunters is, however, estimated to exceed 10 percent 
habitat capability, the level that the analysis assumed would provide a reasonably 
high level of hunter success for their effort, in the long term.   

In summary, use of most subsistence resources by Yakutat residents (fish and 
marine invertebrates) is not expected to be affected by any of the alternatives.  
However, subsistence use of deer may be affected to the point that some restriction 
in hunting might be necessary over the long term, even under Alternative 1.  With 
the exception of WAA 4252, the highest use areas for Yakutat households are within 
Wilderness and LUD II designations that will not change by alternative.   

Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires each federal agency to 
make the achievement of environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and 
addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income 
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populations.  The Order further stipulates that the agencies conduct their programs 
and activities in a manner that does not have the effect of excluding persons from 
participating in, denying persons the benefits of, or subjecting persons to 
discrimination under such programs, policies, and activities because of their race, 
color, or national origin. 

Race and ethnicity are shown by borough in Table 3.23-68.  These data show that 
68 percent of the population of Southeast Alaska identified as White in the 2000 
census.  American Indian and Alaska Native was the largest minority group, 
accounting for 17 percent of the total Southeast Alaska population.  Table 3.23-68 
indicates that there are relatively large proportions of Alaska Natives in the Yakutat 
Borough and Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan and Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon 
Census Areas.  The populations of Haines and Juneau, in contrast, have relatively 
low proportions of Alaska Natives, below the Southeast Alaska average of 17 
percent. 

Alaska Native populations are identified as a percentage of total population by 
community in Table 3.23-8.  This information is presented graphically in Figure 3.17-
1 (in the Subsistence section).  These data indicate that 13 of Southeast Alaska’s 32 
communities have Alaska Native populations that comprise a larger share of total 
population than the regional average (17 percent).  Alaska natives comprised a 
particularly large share of total population in Angoon (82 percent), Hoonah (61 
percent), Hydaburg (85 percent), Kake (67 percent), Klawock (51 percent), 
Metlakatla (82 percent), and Saxman (66 percent), all considered traditional Native 
communities. 

Table 3.23-68 
Race/Ethnicity by Borough/Census Area, 2000  

 
2000 

Population
Percent 
White 

Percent 
American 
Indian and 

Alaska 
Native 

Percent 
Two or 

More Races 
Percent 
Other1 

Percent 
Hispanic or 

Latino2 

Northern Boroughs 
Haines Borough 2,392 83 12 5 1 1 
Juneau Borough 30,711 75 11 7 7 3 
Sitka Borough 8,835 69 19 8 5 3 
Skagaway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 3,436 57 36 6 2 2 
Yakutat Borough 808 50 40 8 2 1 

Southern Boroughs 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 14,070 74 15 5 5 3 
Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan CA 6,146 53 39 7 1 2 
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 6,684 73 16 8 3 2 
Southeast Alaska 73,082 68 17 7 8 3 
Alaska 626,932 69 16 5 10 4 
1 The “Other” category presented here includes respondents identifying as Black or African American, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other 
Pacific Islander, and Other. These categories have been combined for ease of presentation and because they comprise small 
percentages of local populations.  
2 “Hispanic” can be of any race. 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2001. 

The percent of households below the poverty line and the median household income 
in 2000 are also identified by community in Table 3.23-8.  The percent of 
households below the poverty line in Alaska as a whole was 7 percent in 2000.  
Median household income was approximately $51,571.  The U.S. Census identified 
14 communities in Southeast Alaska with a larger percent of households below the 
poverty line than the state average.  These communities include Klawock, Hoonah, 
Edna Bay, Hydaburg, Port Alexander, and Angoon, as well as Hyder and Port 
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Protection.  Median household incomes ranged from $36,048 in Haines Borough to 
$49,924 in the City and Borough of Juneau (U.S. Census Bureau 2001).  All but four 
of the communities identified in Table 3.23-8 had median household incomes below 
the state average.  Communities with median household income below the regional 
average included Port Protection, Hyder, Point Baker, Edna Bay, Angoon, and 
Hydaburg. 

The potential effects of the alternatives on the economic and social environment of 
Southeast Alaska are discussed in the Economic and Social Environment section of 
this document.  The principal regional effects would be those associated with 
changes in the timber industry and recreation and tourism.  There could also be 
potential effects upon subsistence use and heritage resources that have particular 
significance for Alaska Native populations. 

The effects of the alternatives on communities are discussed by community in the 
preceding part of this section.  These community assessments include a discussion 
of potential timber harvesting within each community’s use area and the potential 
effects to the subsistence resources and the land base used by each community.   

Wood products employment is projected to be higher than current levels under all of 
the alternatives, except Alternative 1.  Projected increases for the other alternatives 
ranging from 1.8 times the 2005 harvest level under Alternative 2 to 3.9 times under 
Alternative 7.  The slight increases in projected employment under Alternative 2 when 
compared to 2005 harvest levels is still a decrease when compared to projected 
employment levels under Alternative 5 (No Action).  Further, it could be argued that the 
alternatives that do not emphasize timber production represent a possible foregone 
opportunity for increased employment in the wood products sector.  Even viewed in 
terms of a comparison of alternative projections, relative reductions in employment 
would be unlikely to have a disproportionately high effect on low-income and minority 
communities or groups.  Relative reductions in sawmill employment would be 
concentrated in Ketchikan, Wrangell, and Craig.  Reductions in logging employment 
would likely be distributed throughout Southeast Alaska, depending upon the 
alternative.   

The mix of available recreation opportunities would vary by alternative based on the 
allocation of the Forest to different LUD groups.  However, viewed in terms of 
projected recreation and tourism employment over the next decade, there would be 
very little difference between the alternatives.  Recreation and tourism-related 
economic impacts are not expected to disproportionately affect minority or low-
income populations. 

Subsistence issues are discussed for the region as a whole in the Subsistence 
section and for each of Southeast Alaska’s 32 communities in the preceding part of 
this section.  The deer analysis presented in the 1997 Tongass Forest Plan Final 
EIS indicated that deer habitat capabilities in several portions of the Tongass may 
not be adequate to sustain the current levels of deer harvests, which may result in 
restrictions on subsistence use at some point in the future.  

The potential effects of the alternatives upon heritage resources are expected to be 
the same or lower than under the current Forest Plan.  Because of the protection 
offered by Forest-wide standards and guidelines, effects on heritage resources are 
expected to be low under all the alternatives. 
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List of Preparers 
Provided below are brief biosketches of the preparers from Tetra Tech and the primary reviewers and 
contributors from the Forest Service.  Other Forest Service, Tetra Tech, and other agency staff, who 
contributed to various sections through an extensive internal review process, or in other ways, are also 
listed. 
 
 
Lee Kramer, Forest Service Project Manager 

Education 
B.S., Forest Management, Auburn University, 1979 
A.A., Degree from Eastern Wyoming College, 1975 

Experience 
Thirty years of Forest Service experience, including various Ranger District staff positions in 
Alabama, Virginia, Oklahoma, and New Mexico. 
Forest Planning or Forest Staff positions in Colorado, Wyoming, and Montana. 
 

Larry Lunde, Tongass Planning Staff Officer – Forest Service 
Education 

B.S., Forest Management, Washington State University, 1973 
Experience 

Twenty-eight years of Forest Service experience. 
Tongass National Forest, Environmental Coordinator and Planner. 
Previous experience in forest and multiple-use management positions as District Resource 
Staff and District Ranger, including Nez Perce National Forest in Idaho, Eldorado National 
Forest in California, Gifford Pinchot National Forest in Washington, and Mount Hood and 
Fremont National Forests in Oregon. 
 

Patricia O’Connor – Tongass Wildlife and Subsistence Staff Officer 
 Education 

M.S., Natural Resource Management, Humboldt State University, 1988 
B.S.,  Biology, Cornell University, 1983 

Experience 
Nineteen years of Forest Service experience, including several years as a staff wildlife 
biologist on the Mt. Hood National Forest in Oregon and on the Lolo National Forest in 
Montana. Five years as the Yukatat District Ranger on the Tongass National Forest. 

 
Randal Fairbanks, Interdisciplinary Team Leader, Project Manager – TtEC 
 Education 

M.S., Forest Resources, University of Washington, 1979 
B.S., Wildlife Science, University of Washington, 1972 

 Experience 
Thirty-three years of experience in design, conduct, and management of ecological and 

forest inventory and research, impact assessments, and mitigation plans. 



4  List of Preparers 

List of Preparers 4-2 Final EIS 

Project manager or interdisciplinary team leader for 11 major forest management-related 
EIS/EA efforts. 

Major contributor to dozens of other EISs, EAs, and Environmental Reports. 

Joe Iozzi, Silviculturist/Forester, Asst. Project Manager – TtEC 
 Education 

Silviculture Institute, University of Washington, 1984 to 1985 
B.S., Forest Management, Rutgers University, 1977 

 Experience 
Twenty-seven years of experience in silviculture and natural resource management, primarily 

on Forest Service and NEPA projects. 
Thirteen years as a certified silviculturist for the Forest Service. 
Nine years of experience working on timber sale and transportation management projects on 

the Tongass National Forest, project manager for the Forest-wide roads analysis and 
several NEPA projects. 

Matt Dadswell, Senior Social Scientist/Economist – TtEC 
 Education 

Ph.D., Candidate, Geography, University of Washington 
M.A., Geography, University of Cincinnati, 1990 
B.A., Economics and Geography, Portsmouth Polytechnic, 1988 

 Experience 
Fifteen years of experience conducting economic, social, and environmental regulatory 

analysis on a variety of natural resource projects, including Forest Service and NEPA 
projects. 

Ten years of experience working on Forest Service projects, including projects on the 
Tongass National Forest. 

John Knutzen, Senior Fisheries Biologist/Aquatic Ecologist – TtEC 
 Education 

M.S., Fisheries, University of Washington, 1977 
B.A., Biology, Western Washington State College, 1972 

 Experience 
Twenty-nine years of experience evaluating developmental activity impacts to lakes, rivers, 

and stream water quality and aquatic resources in the Pacific Northwest, with 
emphasis on salmonids. 

Experience working on more than 60 projects in the Pacific Northwest, including assessing 
effects of federal actions on endangered fish species. 

Provided scientific evaluation on more than 25 NEPA documents, including Forest Service 
EISs for the Tongass National Forest. 

Steve Negri, Wildlife Biologist – TtEC 
 Education 

M.S., Wildlife Ecology, Michigan State University, 1995 
B.S., Business Finance, University of Missouri, 1985 
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 Experience 
Thirteen years of experience as a wildlife biologist, including work on three EISs for the 

Tongass National Forest and more than a dozen Forest Service-related projects.   
Experience working on approximately 15 EISs and other NEPA documents in the Pacific 

Northwest and Alaska. 
Previous experience includes working 5 years as threatened and endangered species 

biologist for the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

Brita Woeck, Wildlife Biologist – TtEC 
 Education 

M.S., Wildlife Ecology and Management, University of Missouri, Columbia, 2003 
BS, Wildlife Science, University of Washington, 1999 

 Experience 
Seven years of experience conducting all phases of ecological research. 
Experience includes ecological study development and coordination, data collection and 

analysis, results interpretation and presentation, and NEPA analysis. 
Work experience focuses on population dynamics, resource selection and space use 

patterns, and community ecology; with responsibility for vegetation and wildlife 
population surveys, radiotelemetry, and wildlife capture and immobilization. 

Mary Jo Russell, GIS Analyst – TtEC 
 Education 

B.S., Computer Information Systems, Menlo College 
 Experience 

Fourteen years of experience as a GIS analyst specializing in creating complex riparian 
models, surface models, habitat models, perspective scene analysis, aerial photo 
interpretation of logging units, preparation of field maps, and final production of maps 
for numerous timber sale EISs. 

Experience includes serving as lead GIS analyst on more than a dozen Forest Service 
projects, including four EIS projects specific to Southeast Alaska and the Tongass 
National Forest. 

Mary Clare Schroeder, Wetland Scientist /Botanist – TtEC 
 Education 

B.A., Botany, University of Washington, 2000 
MBA, University of Chicago, 1993 

Experience  
  Six years of experience working on EIS and NEPA documents. 

Field experience performing wetland delineation; wetland mitigation; planning and monitoring; 
and national, state, and local project permitting. 

Experience conducting wetland and plant surveys on the Tongass National Forest. 

Stephanie Phippen, PG, Geoscientist – TtEC 
 Education 

M.S., Geology/Watershed Science, Colorado State University, 2000 
B.A., Geology, Carleton College, 1996 
Professional Geologist, UT, Number 5557302-2250 
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 Experience 
Seven years of experience in siting, environmental assessment of impacts to watersheds and 

water resources.   
Field of expertise is geomorphology (fluvial, colluvial, and glacial), with supporting strengths 

in hydrology (surface and groundwater), soil science, and statistics.  
Experience completing analyses of water quality, road networks, geomorphology, soils, 

hydrology, geology, and cumulative effects for EIS, EA, landscape and watershed 
assessment, geologic risk assessment, and geomorphic mapping projects. Published 
original research that quantifies the impacts of roads and other forms of land 
management on stream-channel equilibrium, sediment movement, and watershed 
stability. 

Dave Cox, Hydrologist/Minerals Specialist – TtEC 
 Education 

B.S., Geology, Western Washington University, 2000 
 Experience 

Six years of experience in hydrology, geomorphology, and natural resource management, 
primarily on Forest Service and NEPA projects.   

Field of expertise is hydrology, geomorphology, and regulatory compliance with supporting 
strengths in soil science.  

Previous experience working on three National Forests, including four years on the Tongass 
National Forest as project manager, hydrologist, and minerals administrator for projects 
including mine development, hydropower, transportation, and recreation.   

Susan Corser, Landscape Architect/Recreation Planner – Ernst Corser Associates 
 Education 

M.U.P., Urban Planning, University of Washington, 1989 
M.A., Landscape Design, Conway School of Landscape Design, 1983 
B.A., Geography and Environmental Studies, Macalester College, 1977 

 Experience 
Twenty-one years of experience conducting visual analyses, recreation demand studies, 

urban planning, and public meeting facilitation.  Conducted visual, recreation, and land 
use impact analyses for hydropower, mine, landfill, ski area, and water supply projects. 

Ten years of experience working on environmental analyses on Forest Service or BLM lands, 
including two years experience working on NEPA projects within the Tongass National 
Forest. 

Marcy Rand, Public Involvement Coordinator – TtEC 

 Education 
B.A., Journalism and Mass Communications, Washington and Lee University, 1992 

 Experience 
Thirteen years of writing/editing/public involvement experience. 
Extensive writing/editing/public involvement experience with NEPA and Forest Service 

documents, including 10 EISs/EAs. 
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Experience includes developing, writing, and producing factsheets, brochures, newsletters, 
news releases and advertisements; public outreach plan development and 
implementation; scoping and public comment coordination; and public meeting 
assistance. 

Maggie Huffer, Technical Editor/Public Involvement Coordinator – TtEC 
 Education 

B.A., Journalism/Public Relations, Western Washington University, 2000 
 Experience 

Seven years of experience writing, editing, and coordinating numerous environmental 
reports, including multi-volume EISs and other NEPA documents. 

Experience working on four Forest Service EISs specific to Southeast Alaska and the 
Tongass National Forest. 

T. Weber Greiser, Heritage Resource Specialist/Archaeologist 
 Education 

M.A., Anthropology, University of New Mexico, 1972 
B.A., Anthropology, University of New Mexico, 1969 

 Experience 
Twenty-seven years of experience as Project Manager and/or Principal Investigator on 

heritage resource projects in Alaska and throughout the Western U.S. Experience 
includes prehistoric and historic archaeological predictive modeling; heritage resource 
surveys, testing projects, and excavations; laboratory analysis of artifacts and faunal 
remains; and ethnographic investigations and oral interviews of native inhabitants 
regarding land use, water use, and sacred lands. 

Heritage resource Principal Investigator for background research, cultural resource survey, 
preparation of specialist report, and/or preparation of EA or EIS cultural resource 
sections for nine projects since 1993 on the Tongass. 

Eric Henderson, SPECTRUM Model Analyst – USDS Forest Service, Region 9 
Education 

M.S., Forest Management (2003), University of Minnesota 
B.B.A., Business Administration (2000), University of Iowa 

Experience 
Four years of experience as Forest Service Analyst/Planner, specializing in landscape 

planning models, growth and yield models, historic vegetation analysis, and computer 
programming languages. 

 
Other Contributors 
 
Forest Service 
Rick Abt – Land Management Planner  
Richard Aho – Forest Fisheries Biologist 
Susan J. Alexander – Regional Economist  
John Autrey – Tribal Government Relations Specialist 
Jim Baichtal – Karst Specialist  
Gabriele Bosch – GIS Database Manager  
Jeff Defreest – Minerals  
Karen Dillman – Ecologist 
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Pam Fletcher – Invasive Species Coordinator   
Colleen Grundy – Regional Silviculturist 
Bob Housley – Timber Valuation – Regional Office  
John Inman – Tongass Contracting Officer  
Karen Iwamoto – Land Management Planner  
Susan Jennings – Tongass Document Coordinator  
Steve Kessler – Regional Subsistence – Program Manager 
Patti Krosse – Forest Ecologist 
Dennis Landwehr – Soil Scientist  
Jan Lerum – Regional Planner  
Mark McCallum – Archaeologist 
Dom Monaco – Forest Landscape Architect  
Dennis Neill – Partnership and Public Affairs Staff Officer 
Jack Oien – Supervisory Engineer  
Eric Ouderkirk – Forest Plan Adjustment COR  
Steve Paustian – Hydrology Program Manager 
Betsy Rickards – Alaska Region Environmental Coordinator  
Jim Russell – Silviculture Program Manager  
Jim Schramek – Senior GIS Analyst 
Carol Seitz – Warmuth, Monitoring 
Cynthia Sever – Timber Planning  
JT Stangl – Wildlife Biologist 
Barbara Stanley – Lands 
Julianne Thompson – Hydrologist  
Bill Tremblay – Wilderness/Developed Rec/Rec Special Uses 
Erin Uloth – Ecosystem Services 
Betty Wilt – Highway Engineer 
 
Office of General Council 
Tim Obst 
Jim Ustasiewski 
 
State of Alaska 
Chris Maisch – Alaska State Forester 
Linda Hay – Office of the Governor 
Jack E. Phelps – Office of Economic Development 
Ed Fogels – Department of Natural Resources 
Marty Freeman – Department of Natural Resources 
Mike Curran – Department of Natural Resources 
Andy Hughes – Department of Transportation 
Doug Larsen – Department of Fish and Game 
Kim Titus – Department of Fish and Game 
Dale Rabe – Department of Fish and Game 
Tina Cunning – Department of Fish and Game 
Tom Brookover – Department of Fish and Game 
 
Tetra Tech EC, Inc. 
Matt Kozleski – GIS Analyst   
Chris Spagnuolo – GIS Analyst   
Wayne Watson – GIS Analyst   
Andrea Slusser – Project Record 
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Judy Brown – Desktop Publishing 
Dawn Stuart – Desktop Publishing 
Steve Flegel – Desktop Publishing 
Josh Breen – Desktop Publishing  
 
Consultants 
John Hendee – Technical Review: Wilderness 
Tom Aley – Technical Review: Karst Resources 
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List of Document Recipients 
Federal Agencies 
Bureau of Land Management, Alaska State Office 
Bureau of Land Management, Juneau Minerals Information Center 
Department of Transportation, Western Federal Lands Highway Division 
Federal Aviation Administration, Office of the Regional Administrator 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Environmental Compliance Branch 
Federal Highway Administration, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Regional Administrator - Western Region 
Federal Railroad Administration, Office of Transportation and Regulatory Affairs 
Housing and Urban Development, Alaska Office of Housing and Urban Development 
Library of Congress 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Alaska Region 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Protected Resources Management Division 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning 
National Park Service, Glacier Bay National Park 
National Park Service, Wild and Scenic Rivers Program 
Office of Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration 
Point Baker Post Office 
Tongass National Forest, Admiralty National Monument 
Tongass National Forest, Assistant Forest Supervisor, Alaska Region 
Tongass National Forest, Craig Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest, Hoonah Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest, Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest, Ketchikan Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest, Ketchikan Supervisor's Office 
Tongass National Forest, Pacific Northwest Research Station 
Tongass National Forest, Petersburg Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest, Petersburg Supervisor's Office 
Tongass National Forest, Rocky Mountain Research Station 
Tongass National Forest, Sitka Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest, Thorne Bay Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest, Wrangell Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest, Yakutat Ranger District 
US Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Planning and Review 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Field Office Manager 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Juneau Regulatory Field Office 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Northwestern Division 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Pacific Ocean Division 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Office 
US Army Engineer District, East Section 
US Bureau of Mines 
US Coast Guard, Environmental Management CG-443 
US Coast Guard, Seventeenth Coast Guard District 
US Department of Agriculture, APHIS PPD/EAD 
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US Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Library 
US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
US Department of Agriculture, OPA Publications Stockroom 
US Department of Agriculture, Rural Utilities Service 
US Department of Commerce, Ecology and Conservation Office 
US Department of Energy, Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance 
US Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
US Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary 
US Department of the Interior, US Geological Survey 
US Department of Transportation, Environmental Division 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Alaska Operations 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Geo. Imp. Unit 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Federal Activities 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuge Planning 
US Navy, Environmental Protection Division 
US Navy, Naval Oceanography Division 
US Navy, Office of Chief of Navy Operations 
US Navy, US Naval Air Systems Command 
US Senate, Public Land and Forest Subcommittee 
US Small Business Administration 
USDA Forest Service, Alaska Region 
USDA Forest Service, Chugach National Forest 
USDA Forest Service, Director of Ecosystem Planning and Budget 
USDA Forest Service, Division of Forest Management 
USDA Forest Service, Ecosystem Management Coord. Staff 
USDA Forest Service, Forestry Sciences Laboratory 
USDA Forest Service, Forestry Services Library 
USDA Forest Service, Hiawatha National Forest 
USDA Forest Service, Office of the Chief 
USDA Forest Service, Region 10, Regional Office 
USDA Forest Service, Region 9, Regional Office 
USDA Forest Service, SE Regional Subsistence Advisory Council 
USDA Forest Service, Supervisor’s Office 
 
State and Federal Congressional Representatives 
John Larson, U.S. Representative Mike Doyle, U.S. Representative 
Rush Holt, U.S. Representative Frank Pallone, Jr. , U.S. Representative 
Zoe Lofgren, U.S. Representative Allyson Schwartz, U.S. Representative 
Tammy Baldwin, U.S. Representative Steve Israel, U.S. Representative 
Betty McCollum, U.S. Representative Shelley Berkley, U.S. Representative 
Brad Sherman, U.S. Representative Nita M Lowey, U.S. Representative 
Ellen Tauscher, U.S. Representative Carolyn B Maloney, U.S. Representative 
Jim McDermott, U.S. Representative Don Young, U.S. Representative 
Carolyn McCarthy, U.S. Representative Pete Stark, U.S. Representative 
John Olver, U.S. Representative Mark Udall, U.S. Representative 
Anthony D Weiner, U.S. Representative Jane Harman, U.S. Representative 
Christopher Shays, U.S. Representative Tom Lantos, U.S. Representative 
Sam Farr, U.S. Representative Maurice Hinchey, U.S. Representative 



List of Document Recipients  5 
 

Final EIS 5-3 List of Document Recipients 

Rahm Emanuel, U.S. Representative Shelia Jackson Lee, U.S. Representative 
Ron Kind, U.S. Representative Robert Andrews, U.S. Representative 
Chris Van Hollen, U.S. Representative Corrine Brown, U.S. Representative 
Raul Grijalva, U.S. Representative Earl Blumenauer, U.S. Representative 
Ben Chandler, U.S. Representative Louise Slaughter, U.S. Representative 
Eddie Bernice Johnson, U.S. Representative Joseph Crowley, U.S. Representative 
Grace Napolitano, U.S. Representative Stephen Lynch, U.S. Representative 
Carolyn C Kilpatrick, U.S. Representative Jose E Serrano, U.S. Representative 
Gregory W Meeks, U.S. Representative Jim Moran, U.S. Representative 
Michael Honda, U.S. Representative Nydia M Velazquez, U.S. Representative 
Barbara Lee, U.S. Representative Gary Ackerman, U.S. Representative 
Dennis J Kucinich, U.S. Representative Barney Frank, U.S. Representative 
Lloyd Doggett, U.S. Representative Rosa DeLauro, U.S. Representative 
Anna Eshoo, U.S. Representative Lynn Woolsey, U.S. Representative 
Dale E Kildee, U.S. Representative Sander Levin, U.S. Representative 
Ed Markey, U.S. Representative Steven Rothman, U.S. Representative 
Roberty Wexler, U.S. Representative Michael McNulty, U.S. Representative 
Peter DeFazio, U.S. Representative Jim Marshall, U.S. Representative 
Eliot L Engel, U.S. Representative Richard J Durbin, U.S. Senator 
David Price, U.S. Representative Lisa Murkowski, U.S. Senator 
Rick Boucher, U.S. Representative Ted Stevens, U.S. Senator 
George Miller, U.S. Representative Albert Kookesh, State Senator 
Donald M Payne, U.S. Representative Peggy Wilson, State Representative 
Tim Ryan, U.S. Representative  
 
Alaska Native Tribes and Corporations 
Aboriginal Rights Committee 
Alaska Federation of Natives 
Alaska Native Brotherhood 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #01 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #03 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #04 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #05 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #06 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #07 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #08 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #13 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #14 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #15 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #16 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #19 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #36 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #70 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #91 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp #92 
Alaska Native Sisterhood  
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #01 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #02 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #03 

Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #04 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #05 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #06 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #07 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #08 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #09 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #10 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #12 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #13 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #15 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #19 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #36 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #70 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #76 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #83 
Alaska Native Sisterhood, Camp #90 
Angoon Advisory Committee  
Angoon Tlingit and Haida Community Council 
Angoon Traditional Council 
Cape Fox Corporation 
Central Council Tlingit and Haid Tribes of Alaska  
Chilkat Indian Village (Klukwan) 
Chilkoot Indian Association IRA 
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Chugach Alaska Corporation 
Craig Advisory Committee 
Craig Tlingit and Haida Community Council  
Douglas Indian Association 
Edna Bay Advisory Committee 
Elfin Cove Community, Chairperson  
Gathering Council of Kake 
Gustavus Community Association 
Haida Corporation 
Haida Society 
Haida Tribe 
Hollis Community Action Council 
Hoonah Tlingit and Haida Community Council 
Huna Totem Corporation 
Hydaburg Cooperative Association 
Kadin Corporation 
Kake Tribal Corporation 
Ketchikan Advisory Committee 
Ketchikan Indian Community 
Klawock Cooperative Association 
Klawock Heenya Corporation 
Klawock Tlingit and Haida Community Council  
Klawock Tribal Government 
Klukwan Tlingit and Haida Community Council 
Kootznoowoo Inc. 
Kuiu Thlingit Nation 
Metlakatla Indian Community 
Metlakatla Tlingit and Haida Community Council 
Meyers Chuck Community Association 
Native American Fish and Wildlife Society 
Native Forest Network 
Native Subsistence Commission 

Native Village of Kasaan  
Organized Village of Kake IRA 
Organized Village of Kasaan 
Organized Village of Saxman 
Pelican Tlingit and Haida Community Council 
Petersburg Indian Association 
Point Baker Community Council 
Port Tongass Village Association 
Saanya Kwan -– Tei Kweidi 
Saxman Advisory Committee 
SE AK Regional Subsistence Council  
Sitka Advisory Committee 
Sitka Tlingit and Haida Community Council 
Sitka Tribe of Alaska 
Skagua Traditional Council 
Skagway Village IRA 
Southeast Alaska Conservation Council  
Southeast Native Subsistence Commission 
Southeast Regional Advisory Council 
Sumner Strait Advisory Committee 
Tanana Chiefs Council 
Tlingit and Haida Community Council 
Tlingit and Haida Indians, CBJ 
Tongass Tribe 
Tsimpshian 
Tsimpshian Tribal Council 
Wrangell Advisory Committee 
Wrangell Cooperative Association 
Wrangell Resource Council 
Yak-Tat Kwaan, Inc. 
Yakutat Native Association 
Yakutat Tlingit Tribe 

 
State Agencies 
Alaska Coastal Management Program, OPMP 
Alaska Department of Commerce and Economic Development 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Alaska Board of Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, ANILCA 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Boards Support 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Commercial Fisheries 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Habitat and Restoration 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Wildlife Conservation 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Special Areas Planner 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Sport Fish Division 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Wildlife Division 
Alaska Department of Labor 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Office of Habitat Management and Planning 
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Alaska Department of Natural Resources, State Preservation Office 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Division of Forestry 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Division of Mining, Land and Water 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Office of Program Management 
Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 
Alaska Division of Telecommunication Operations 
Alaska Energy Authority 
Alaska Mental Health Trust 
Alaska Natural Heritage Program 
Alaska State Department of Labor 
Alaska State Parks Advisory Board 
Office of the Governor, State of Alaska 
Resource Development Council of Alaska 
 
City and Borough Agencies, Libraries, and Schools 
Alaska Court System, Juneau Law Library 
Alaska Court System, Ketchikan Law Library 
Alaska State Library 
Angoon Public School Library 
Bruce Hill School 
City and Borough of Juneau 
City and Borough of Sitka 
City and Borough of Yakutat 
City of Angoon 
City of Coffman Cove 
City of Craig 
City of Hoonah 
City of Hydaburg 
City of Kake 
City of Kasaan 
City of Ketchikan 
City of Klawock 
City of Kupreanof 
City of Pelican 
City of Petersburg 
City of Point Baker 
City of Port Alexander 
City of Saxman 
City of Tenakee Springs 
City of Thorne Bay 
City of Wrangell 
Colorado State University, Morgan Library 
Community of Naukati West 
Community of Whale Pass 
Craig Public Library 
Douglas Public Library 
Edna Bay School Library 
Elfin Cove Public Library 

Esther Greenwald Library 
Greater Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce 
Haines Public Library 
Hollis Public Library 
Hoonah Public Library 
Howard Valentine School 
Hydaburg School Library 
Hyder Public Library 
Juneau Chamber of Commerce 
Juneau City Clerk 
Juneau Public Library 
Kake Community Library 
Kasaan Community Library 
Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 
Ketchikan High School Library 
Ketchikan Public Library 
Ketchikan Visitors Bureau 
Kettleson Memorial Library 
Klawock Public Library 
Legislative Reference Library 
Mendenhall Valley Public Library 
Metlakatla Centennial Library 
Montana State University, Department of Biology 
Northwestern University, Urban Affairs and Policy 

Research 
Pelican Public Library 
Petersburg Chamber of Commerce 
Petersburg Public Library 
Point Baker Public Library 
Port Commission Wrangell 
Port Protection School 
Prince of Wales Chamber of Commerce 
Prince of Wales Community Advisory Council 
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Sheldon Jackson Library 
Skagway City Council 
Skagway Public Library 
Tenakee Springs Public Library 
Thorne Bay Community Library 
Transylvania Cooperative Extension Service 
University of Alaska - Southeast, Coop Extension 

Service 
University of Alaska - Southeast, Ketchikan College 

Library 
University of Alaska - Southeast, William A. Egan 

Library 
University of Alaska at Fairbanks 

University of Alaska at Fairbanks, School of Natural 
Resources and Agricultural Sciences, Palmer 
Research Center 

University of Alaska Land Management 
University of Minnesota, Forestry Library 
USDA National Agriculture Library 
Utah State University, College of Natural Resources 
Virginia Polytechnic Inst. and State Univ, Dept Fish 

and Wildlife 
Whale Pass School 
Wrangell Chamber of Commerce 
Wrangell Public Library 
Yakutat School District Library 

 
Other Organizations 
3-D Logging 
Adam Baskett’s Equip. Repair 
Adams Alaskan Safari 
Admiralty Bears Association 
Admiralty Tours 
Adventure Alaska Southeast 
Age Cedar Products 
Ahtna Incorporated 
Alaska Quiet Rights Coalition 
Alaska Angling 
Alaska Association for Historic Preservation 
Alaska Biological Research 
Alaska Board of Fish 
Alaska Center for the Environment 
Alaska Chapter Sierra Club, Auke Bay Group 
Alaska Charter & Adventures 
Alaska Charter Service 
Alaska Coalition 
Alaska Coastal Adventures 
Alaska Coastal Guiding 
Alaska Coastal Hunting 
Alaska Coastal Outfitters 
Alaska Conservation Alliance 
Alaska Conservation Foundation 
Alaska Discovery 
Alaska Environmental Lobby 
Alaska Fibre 
Alaska Fish Tales 
Alaska Fly N Fish Charters 
Alaska Forest Association 
Alaska Forest Products 
Alaska Island Adventures 
Alaska Loggers Association 
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
Alaska Miners Association 

Alaska Natural History Association 
Alaska Outdoor Adventures 
Alaska Pacific Logging, Inc. 
Alaska Pacific Powder Co. 
Alaska Pacific Trading Company 
Alaska Passages 
Alaska Peak & Seas 
Alaska Power & Telephone Co. 
Alaska Public Radio Network 
Alaska Rainforest Campaign 
Alaska Scenic Charters 
Alaska Scenic Waterways 
Alaska Ship & Drydock, Inc. 
Alaska Society of Forest Dwellers 
Alaska Timber Wolf 
Alaska Timberland Corporation 
Alaska Travel Adventures 
Alaska Travel Industry Association 
Alaska Trollers Association 
Alaska Tugboat Tours 
Alaska Vistas 
Alaska Waters, Inc / Leslie Cutters, Inc 
Alaska Wilderness League 
Alaska Wildlife Alliance 
Alaska Women in Timber 
Alaska Woods Service Company 
Alaska Wyldewind 
Alaska Yacht Adventures 
Alaskan Natural Mystic 
Alaskan Star Charters 
Alaskan Yacht Charters 
Alaskans for Responsible Resource 
Alcan Forest Products 
All Aboard Yacht Charters 
Allweather Industries / The Roadhouse Lodge 
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Alpine Communications 
Alsek River Lodge 
American Forest & Paper Association 
American Safari Cruises, Inc. 
American Society of American Foresters 
American Society of American Foresters Juneau 
Chapter 
Anahootz Alaskan Adventure 
Anderson & Associates 
Annette Natural Resource Center  
AP&T 
Applied Sociocultural Research 
Aqua Sports Enterprises 
Associates in Pathology 
Atelier PS 
Atterbury Consultants, Inc. 
Audubon Alaska 
Aurora Films 
Baja Alaskan Experience 
Baltar Consulting 
Baranof Expeditions 
Baranof Wilderness Lodge 
Bear Creek Outfitters 
Bear Valley Lodge 
BearDown Adventures 
Big “R” Manufacturing 
Blackwell Log 
Blue Heron Inn 
Bluewater Adventures, Ltd. 
Bluewater Outfitter 
Boardwalk Wilderness Lodge 
Brabazon Expeditions 
Bravo Venture Group, Inc. 
Breakaway Adventures 
Buchanan General Contracting Co. 
Burgess Logging, Inc. 
California Forestry Association 
California Women in Timber 
Campbell Towing 
Campion Foundation 
Cape Decision Lighthouse Society 
Cape Fox Corporation 
Carlin Air 
Cascade Culvert, Inc. 
Cascade Sand & Gravel 
Cascadia Wildlands Project 
Cedar Bite Trading Post 
Center for Biological Diversity 
Center for Science in Public Participation 

CEO Expeditions 
CH2M Hill 
Chatham Cannery, Ltd. 
Chichagof Conservation Council 
Chilkat Valley Newss 
Citizens Advisory Commission 
Classic Alaska Charters 
Clover Bay Lodge 
Coast Alaska Engineering Support Group 
Coastal Island Adventures 
Coastal Wilderness Charters 
Columbia Helicopter 
Concerned Alaskans for Resource and Environment 
Concerned Citizens for Wise Use 
Construction  Machinery, Inc. 
Cook Inlet Regional Incorporated 
Craig Community Association 
Cross Sound Seafoods 
Crossings 
Cruise West 
Crystal Lake Hatchery 
CT Sierra Club 
Customs Charters 
D & L Woodworks 
Daily Sitka Sentinel 
Deer Creek Cottages 
Defenders of Wildlife 
Discovery Southeast 
Dolphin Charters 
Doug Price Partners 
Durette Construction 
EA Engineering 
Earth Justice Legal Defense Fund 
Ecology Center of Southern California 
Ecosystem Management Research Institute 
Edna Bay Fish and Game Advisory Committee 
Elfin Cove Community Association 
Ellis Law Office 
Ellis, Inc. 
ENSR Information Center  
Erickson Air-Crane Co LLC 
Evergreen Helicopters 
Evergreen Timber LLC 
Expeditions, LLC 
Eyak Adventures 
Family Air 
Family Charters 
Family Partnership, Inc. 
Federation of Fly Fishers 
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First Alaskans Institute 
First Bank 
Flywater Adventures 
Forest Conservation Council 
Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics 
Friends of Admiralty 
Friends of Glacier Bay 
Friends of Southeast’s Future 
Friends of the Earth 
Friends of the Tongass 
Glacier Bay Cruiseline 
Glacier Energy Limited 
Glacier Grotto 
Glacier Guides, Inc. 
Goldbelt, Inc. 
Grady Lex, Inc. 
Great Alaska Cedar Works, Inc. 
Great Land Consultants 
Greenpeace 
Greg’s EZ Limit Guide Service 
Gregg Scheff & Associates 
Guitar Wood Supply 
H.I.C. Tours 
Harris & Associates 
Harza Engineering 
Haynes Research Group 
Hayward Lumber 
HDR, Inc. 
High Drive Drillins & Blastins Inc 
Hook & Eye Charters 
Hyder Fish and Game Advisory Board 
Icy Strait Lumber & Milling Inc 
Independence Mining Co. 
Information Insights 
Inside Passages 
International Society of Tropical Foresters 
Island News 
Island Point Lodge, Inc. 
Island Voyages, Inc 
Island Wings 
Italio River Adventures 
Italio Sport Camp 
Izaak Walton League 
J&J Forest Products Inc 
Jim’s Alaskan Adventures 
Juneau Audubon Society 
Juneau Empire 
Kake Area Conservation Council 
Kaleidoscope Cruises 
Kavilco Business Office 

Kavilco Inc. 
Kay C Charters 
KB Home 
KCAW-FM Raven Radio 
Ken & Bens Lumber Milling 
Kennecott Minerals 
Keslick and Son Modern Aboriculture 
Ketchikan Air Service 
Ketchikan Charter Boats, Incorporated 
Ketchikan Cutting Co. 
Ketchikan Daily News 
Ketchikan Homebuilders Association 
Ketchikan Outdoor Recreation and Trails Coalition 
Ketchikan Snowmobile Club 
Ketchikan Sportfishing 
Kettle Range Conservation Group 
KFSK Public Radio 
KHNS – FM 
Kilinsnoo Wood & Lumber 
KINY – AM, KSUP – FM, Juneau 
KJNO – AM, KTKU – FM, Juneau 
Klamath-Siskyou Wildlands Center  
Klawock IRA 
Klukwan Inc. 
Koncor Forest Products 
K-Ply 
KRBD Radio 
KRSA Radio 
KSTK – FM 
KTKN Radio 
KTOO 
KTOO TV 
Kupreanof Guides 
Landau Associates 
Lassen Forest Preservation Group 
Laughing Raven Lodge 
LEI Engineering 
Leonard’s Landing 
Lindblad Expeditions 
Log Cabin Resort & RV 
Lynn Canal Conservation, Inc. 
Maple Leaf Adventures 
Mariner, Inc. 
Marlin’s Flyfishing 
Mason Bruce and Girard 
McFarland’s Floatel 
Meridian Environmental 
Midnight Sun Charters 
Mirror Lake Fishing Club 
Montana Multiple Use Association 
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Montgomery, Watson, Harza 
Monti Bay Foods 
MSM Resource 
Muskeg Excursions 
Nana Corporation 
Narrows Conservation Coalition 
National Association of Counties (NACo) 
National Association of Forest Service Retirees 
National Association of Home Builders 
National Audubon Society 
National Bank of Alaska 
National Forest Foundation 
National Outdoor Leadership School 
National Parks & Conservation Association 
National Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Conservation Svc 
Natural Resources Defence Council 
Natural Resources Management Corporation 
Naukati Adventures 
Naukati West Inc., Homeowners Assc. 
New World Ship Management 
Niblack Mining Company 
Nordic Air 
North Alaska Expeditions 
North American Bear Foundation 
North Arm Expediting 
North Star Equipment Services 
Northern Land Use Research, Inc. 
Northern Star Cedar 
Northland Services, Inc 
Northwest Mining Association (NWMA) 
NSWC/SEAFAC 
Ocean Ranger Charters 
OHV Rough Riders 
Olive Cove Homeowner’s Association 
Olsen & Sons Logging Company 
Olympic Mine, Land Owners 
Olympic Resources 
Outdoor Industries 
Pacific Legal Foundation 
Pacific Log & Lumber, Ltd. 
Pacific North West Capitol Group 
Pacific Rim Log Scaling Bureau, Inc. 
Pacific Salmon Commission 
Paden Timber Services 
Parametrix, Inc. 
Patterson River Guide Service 
Pence Contracting 
Petersburg Fishing Adventures 

Petersburg Pilot 
Petersburg Vessel Owners Association 
Peterson’s Guide & Charter Service 
Petro Alaska, Inc. 
Pew Charitable Trust 
Port Protection Community Association 
Portac Inc 
Porter Lumber 
Prince of  Wales Loggers League 
Prince of Wales Conservation League 
Princess Tours 
Promech Air / Yes Bay Lodge 
Rain Walker Expeditions 
Raven Guide Service 
Raven’s Fire, Inc. 
Reid Brothers Logging and Construction Inc. 
Reinhart, Employee Affairs & Public Relations 
Manager 
Renaissance Ketchikan Group 
Resource Development Council 
Roanan Corporation 
Robertson, Monagle & Eastaugh 
Rocky Bay Lodge 
Rocky Pass Resort 
Rocky Point Resort 
Rogue Charters 
Ron’s Alaska Charters 
Ross Family Ltd. 
Salmon Enhancement Board 
Salmon Falls Resort 
Saltery Cove Charters 
Saltery Cove Homeowners Association 
Schmolck Mechanical Contractors 
Sitka State Parks Citizen Advisory Board 
Southeast Alaska Regional Advisory Committee 
Southeast Alaska Regional Subsistence Council 
Southeast Alaska Regional Health Corporation 
Southeast Alaska Wood Products 
Sea Buggy Charters 
Sealaska Corporation 
Sealaska Cruises, Inc. 
Sealaska Heritage Institute 
Sealaska Timber Corporation 
Seawind Charters 
See Alaska Tours & Charters 
Shaan-Seet, Inc. 
Sharp Lumber 
Shee Atika, Inc. 
Sierra Club 
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Sierra Club / Guadalupe Regional Group 
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund/Earth Justice 
Silver Bay Logging 
Silver King Marine 
Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association 
Sitka Conservation Society 
Sitka Recreational Riders, Inc. 
Sitkans for a Sound Economy 
Skagway News 
Smart Construction 
Smayda Environmental Associates, Inc. 
Society of American Foresters 
Sound Sailing, Inc. 
Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 
Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alliance 
Southeast Alaska Flyfishing 
Southeast Alaska Guidance Association 
Southeast Alaska Guiding 
Southeast Alaska Land Acquisition Coalition 
Southeast Alaska Outdoor Recreation 
Southeast Alaska Regional Advisory Council 
Southeast Alaska Regional Dive Fisheries Association 
Southeast Alaska Resources 
Southeast Alaska Wood Products 
Southeast Conference 
Southeast Exposure 
Southeast Guide Service 
Southeast Hunts 
Southeast Stevedoring Corp. 
Southern SE Regional Aquaculture Association 
Sportsman’s Alliance for Alaska and Others 
Stikine Guide Service 
Stikine River Song Charters 
SUMDUM Yacht Charters 
Sumner Strait Fish and Game Advisory Committee 
Sunnyside School Library 
Sunrise Aviation 
Susquehanna River Basins Commission 
Taku Conservation Society 
Taquan Air Service 
Tech Cominco 
Temsco Helicopters, Inc. 
Tenacious Charters 
Tenakee Hot Springs Lodge 
Territorial Sportsmen 
Thayer Lake Lodge 
The Boat Company 
The Camp Fire Club of America / Committee on 

Conservation of Forests and Wildlife 
The Fishermen’s Inn 

The Louisiana Forestry Association 
The Mill Inc 
The Nature Conservancy of Alaska 
The Presidio of San Francisco 
The Wilderness Society 
The Yakutat Lodge 
Thorne Bay Wood Products 
Timber Data Co 
Timber Fallers, Incorporated 
Timbersource.com 
Timberwolf Charters 
Tolko Industries Ltd. 
Tongass Cave Project 
Tongass Community Alliance 
Tongass Conservation Society 
Tongass Futures Roundtable 
Tongass Kayak Adventures 
Trout Unlimited 
TRUCO 
Tuxekan Logging 
Tuxekan Logging 
UAF – Sitka Forest Products 
Unforgettable Charters 
United Fishermen of Alaska 
URS Corporation 
Van Os Nature Tours 
Vanguard Research 
Venture Pacific Marine, Inc. 
Viking Lumber Co. 
W.R. Tonsgard Logging & Lumber 
Walt Sheridan & Associates 
Washington Wilderness Coalition 
Water Ouzel Outtings 
Waterfall Resort 
Wesley Richard, Inc. 
Western Audubon Society 
Western Gold Cedar Products 
Whalers Cove Lodge 
Wild Rockies Field Institute 
Wilderness Enterprises 
Wilderness Watch 
Wildlands Center for Preventing Roads 
Wildlife Federation of Alaska 
Wildlife Forever 
Wilks Logging 
WO Development 
Wood Product Committee 
WR Jones & Son Lumber Co. 
Wrangell Historical Society 
Wrangell Research Associates 
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Wrangell Sentinel 
Yakutat Bay & River Charters 
Yakutat Marine & Supply, Inc. 

Yakutat Outfitters 
Yakutat Salmon Board 
Ziegler, Cloudy, King & Petersen Attorneys at Law 

 
Individuals 
The Final Environmental Impact Statement was also sent to approximately 2,700 individuals. 
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The Glossary for the Final EIS is located in Chapter 7 of the Final Land and Resource Management Plan 
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